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Jihadist Globalism versus Imperial
Globalism: The Great Ideological

Struggle of the Twenty-First Century?

The war we fight today is more than a military conflict; it is the
decisive ideological struggle of the twenty-first century. On one
side are those who believe in the values of freedom and moderation—
the right of all people to speak, and worship, and live in liberty. On the
other side are those driven by the values of tyranny and extremism—
the right of a self-appointed few to impose their fanatical views on the

all the rest. .. . They’re successors to Fascists, to Nazis, to Communists,
and other totalitarians of the twentieth century.

George W. Bush (2006)

The current Zionist-Crusader campaign against the umma is the most
dangerous and rabid ever, since it threatens the entire umma, its
religion, and presence. Did Bush not say that it is a Crusader War?
Did he not say that the war will continue for many years and target 60
states? Is the Islamic world not around 60 states? Do you not realize

this? Did they not say that they want to change the region’s ideology,

which vents hatred against the Americans? What they mean is Islam
and its peak.

Osama Bin Laden (2004)
One World, One Dream.

Official Slogan of the Beijing Olympic Games (2008)

6.1. Globalism and Populism

Although justice globalists made up the vast majority of those millions
Who protested worldwide against “corporate-led globalization,” they were
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— opposed to it. Patrick Buchanan, for exam,

itical camp T ' : .
P”m'l‘\/ -ommentator and three-time presidential candi.
1 ( i o - .
199()s as a prominent right-wing champion of

- \ eultural isolationism. Urging “the American people” ¢,
economic and ulltl“”‘ . Ruchanan enthusiastically threw his SUpPport
“put their C(mn.tr)’rhrsl(,j nstrators in Seattle.! Similarly, hard-noseq
hchi.nd thfc ‘:I]tléi\:{e(l)lle er?cist right, like Illinois-based World Chyrcp,
;(;I?Il:emc?eatt(;fe tounder Matt Hale, encouraged their follo.wers to come
to the Pacific Northwest and “throw a monkey wrenc.h Into the gears
of the enemy’s machine.” Even the American neo-Nazi g.roup, Nationg]
Alliance, took part in the Battle of Seattle. White supremacist leader Loyig
Beam, too, praised the demonstrators, claiming that the “police state
goons” who come down on them were paid by international capital tq
protect “the slimy corporate interests of ‘free trade’ at the expense of
free people.” Thus, amid a sea of signs bearing justice-globalist slogans,
one could find occasional posters denouncing the “Jewish Media Plus
Big Capital” or the "UN-sponsored New World Order.”2 As the Roaring
Nineties drew to a close, market globalism had become the principal

target not only for justice globalists but also for a growing number of
national-populists.3

not the only
ple, an Americarl
date, emerged in the

assoclated with a variety of phenomena including “an 1deology,” “a social
movement,” “a strategy of political mobilization,” “a political outlook,”

a mentality,” “a political Syndrome,” and “an €motional appeal.”* But
none of these definitions has achieved uni ‘
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the power Interests of corrupt social elites. Seizing upon emotionally

charged issues that are modified or even disavowed according to changing
political conditions, populists have been called political chameleons that
outinely change their colors in searching for prey. To be sure, pop-
alism is not the only political discourse that thrives on passions, but,

perhaps more than others, it relies on an extra emotional ingredient to
attract normally apolitical people to its vision of society’s great renewal.®
Although populism cuts across the ideological spectrum, its latest mani-

festations have been skewed toward the right. Indeed, the alleged concern
of contemporary national-populists with the ‘corrupt party system” or

the “liberal media” mixes all too easily with the fondness of right-wing
authoritarians for paternalist policies, their aversion to participatory and

and multiculturalists ®

[n spite of its rhetorical power, populism lacks the developed ideational
structure that enables comprehensive political belief systems to translate
the largely prereflexive social Imaginary into concrete political terms and

programs. As Paul Taggart points out, its ‘empty heart” is responsible for
both its ideational weakness and its potential ubiquity.' Incapable of
standing on its own ideological feet, populism attaches itself to various
host vessels in the form of a “persistent yet mutable style of political
thetoric.”!! Populists perform at least four mutually reinforcing rhetorical
maneuvers with great regularity. The first involves the construction of
unbridgeable political differences. Fond of airtight Manichean divisions
between Good and Evil, populists divide the population into the vast
Majority of ordinary people (“us”) and a small but powerful elite (“them”).
The people are idealized as decent, good-natured folk susceptible to the
corrupt machinations of the privileged few. Thus, they require protection
and guidance from a personalized leader or a dedicated vanguard of moral
Warriors fighting “intellectuals,” “capitalists,” “speculators,” “politicians,”
”Cil‘y-dwellers," “Jews,” “international financiers,” and other “enemies of
the people.” Domestic political elites are frequently taken to task for
allowing “our community” to be infiltrated by immigrants, guest-workers,
ethnic minorities, or foreign radicals—allegedly for material gain and
Other self-serving reasons. Hence, “the Establishment” stands for cor-
fuption, abuse of power, parasitism, arbitrariness, and treachery, whereas
the People radiate honesty, purity, piety, resourcefulness, resilience, quiet

Wisdom, willingness to play by the rules, attachment to tradition, and
hard work.
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Second, populists attack their enemies from a moralistic high groung
rather than facing them on a political level playing fielq REIUCtan
to form traditional political parties, they spark short-lived movementst
against moral corruption and the alleged abuse of power. Coucheq %
absolutist terms, the battle is never just about political and Cultura] g,
ferences but over fundamental moral disagreements. Casting themse]ye,
as the defenders of the people’s collective traditions, populists blame 5y,
ominous “them” for the alleged moral decay of the community, Keen t,
awaken “the common man” from his perilous slumber, they CONStryct
emotional charges armored in deep-seated stereotypes and Prejudices, A
Chip Berlet observes, such techniques include demonizing, SCapegoating,
and the spinning of conspiracy tales. And yet, in the end it is the victim
who stands accused of hatching some insidious plot against the people
while the scapegoater is valorized as a paragon of virtue for sounding the
alarm.!?

Pat Buchanan, for example, routinely demonizes his country’s “libera]
advocates of multiculturalism” for opening the doors to millions of legal
and illegal immigrants. In his view, trade with other nations should be
reevaluated on the basis of common-sense criteria that reflect the interests
of ordinary people: US sovereignty, the protection of the nation’s vital
economic interests, and ordinary people’s standard of living. During the
acrimonious 2007 public debate over immigration reform in the United
States, Buchanan accused Latinos of Mexican extraction of promoting the
cultural and political reconquista of the US Southwest. He insisted that
most of “them” lacked a passionate attachment to the core of America—
its land, people, its past, its heroes, literature, language, traditions, cul-
ture, and customs.’ Such a retroactive construction of a homogenous
heartland based on an idealized picture of the past represents a common
theme in populist narratives.'* Moreover, populist moralism lends itself
to the easy incorporation of religious and mystical themes that resonate
particularly well with conservative or anti-intellectual audiences. Still
the evocation of faith and tradition does not necessarily result in an
endorsement of the religious establishment. As we shall see in our ensuing
ideological analysis of jihadist globalism, religiously inspired populist
rhetoric often favors militant sectarianism. Apocalyptic narratives and

millennial visions, generally downplayed in mainstream religions, 100™
large in such discourses.!S

The third rhetorical maneuver routinely performed by pop‘:iliia "
involves the evocation of an extreme crisis which requires an imme

n
and forceful response. Usually directed to segments of the populati©

Sts
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most threatened by the forces of modernization, such appeals thrive on
the alleged discrepancy between the idealized values of the heartland and
existing political practices.'® The American People’s Party, for example,
emerged in the 1890s as an unstable alliance of small indebted farm-

ers: urban workers hit by inflation: prohibitionist and moral

outraged by the cultural decay of society:; currency
Big Money; and v

crusaders

reformers opposed to
arious socialist revolutionaries railing against the power
of finance capital. Built on intense emotions of fear and r

this short-lived political coalition demanded
from the economic and cultural

esentment,
governmental protection

consequences of advancing industrial
capitalism. At the Party’s founding rally in St. Louis, speaker after speaker

evoked the specter of extreme crisis gripping the country:

“We meet in the
midst of a nation brought to the verge of moral, political, and material
) o 2R LS
ruin.

Likewise, today’s populists focus on the challenges and dislocations
brought about by globalization to appeal to those segments of the popu-
lation most in danger of losing their status in the conventional social
hierarchies of the nation-state. Responding to people’s growing sense of
fragmentation and alienation, national-populists present themselves to
“globalization losers” as strong leaders capable of halting the erosion of
conventional social bonds and familiar cultural environments. Lending
an authoritarian voice to their audiences’ longing for the receding world
of cultural uniformity, moral certainty, and national parochialism, they
refuse to rethink community in light of the rising global imaginary.
Their critique of market globalism is reactionary in that it seeks to retain
the national at any cost. Thus, they are quite unlike early nineteenth-
Céntury conservatives. As we have seen, even ultraroyalists like Maistre
and Bonald recognized the need to correspond constructively to the new
Imperatives and aspirations contained in the rising national imaginary.
Likewise, radical French conservatives like Drumont employed a populist
style of rhetoric that helped articulate the dominant social imaginary
of their time in extremist anti-Semitic terms. Conversely, contemporary
National-populists, stuck in the declining background understanding, fail
to provide their audiences with an alternative globalist vision.

Finally, populists imagine the people as a homogenous unit welded
together by a common will, a single interest, an ancestral heartland,
shared cultural and religious traditions, and national unity. However,
the common “we” applies only to those persons deemed to belong to
the nation. The presumed identity of “our” people-nation—often con-
veyed in explicitly racist terminology—allows populists to fuel and exploit
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existing hostilities against tl1o§e T\éh,;)}i.es \l/:ly _if;rslt;r;ce threa.tens thejr
essentialist myth of homogeneity.™ 11l 3 gl e & POpuli
tion of community as hOmogenous na.tlon e Varlous.com.
to draw the conclusion that “Popuh.sm was .(and fémains) Nevitap]y,
nationalist.”!? Indeed, national-populist narratives .St.lu tepresent poter
modes of political communication capable of moblll.ZlIlg Mmillions, One
need not look much further than France’s Jean-Marie Le pen Austria’s ,¢
Jorg Haider, Holland’s late Pim Fortuyn, Switzerland’s Christoph Blocher, ]
Italy’s Umberto Bossi, Australia’s Pauline Hanson, New Zealand’s Winston L
Peters, or America’s Patrick Buchanan. Moreover, by definition, 3] forms
of populism remain inescapably tied to some conceptualization of the
people. Nevertheless, there is no compelling reason for why the cop-
cept should always and necessarily refer to a national community. As we
noted previously, the more holistic imaginings of “the people” offered
by justice globalists clearly transcend the national framework. The same
Is true for jihadist globalists like Osama Bin Laden who incorporate into

mentatOrS
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hefore 9/ 11. One of them was Chalmers Johnson, a seasoned American
political scientist with past connections to the CIA, who appropriated
the long-standing intelligence term “Blowback” as the central metaphor
for his discerning analysis of the unintended costs and consequences of
America’s globalizing military infrastructure.®"

it is not difficult to identify as early as the mid-1990s some of the
principal answers given by Islamist militants as to why they hated the
united States and its allies so much that they would plan and execute
high-profile attacks on civilian targets. These operations got underway
in earnest in 1993 with the bombing of the World Trade Center in
Manhattan, masterminded by Ramzi Yousef, a Pakistani militant with
associative links to a jihadist organization eventually to be known as “al-
Qaeda” (“the Base,” “the Foundation”). The magnitude of Yousef’s attack

prompted FBI investigators to assemble elaborate profiles of hundreds
of similar “Middle Eastern extremists...working together to further the
cause of radical Islam.”?! As Jason Burke notes in his riveting account of
al-Qaeda, a permanent association of this term with Osama Bin Laden’s
transnational network was only made after the 1993 detention of an
[slamist militant at New York’s JFK airport who was found in possession
of a terrorist training manual entitled “al-Qaeda.”??

But the origins of al-Qaeda can be traced back to the Maktab al-Khidamat
(MAK; “Office of Services”), a Pakistan-based support organization for
Arab mujahideen fighting invading Soviet troops in Afghanistan. Set up
in 1980 by Bin Laden and his Palestinian teacher and mentor Abdullah
Azzam, MAK received sizeable contributions from the government of
Saudi Arabia as well as from private donors from other Islamic countries. It
also enjoyed the protection of Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence agency
intent on replacing, with CIA support, the communist puppet regime in
Kabul with an Islamist government friendly to Pakistan. Thus, al-Qaeda
and other radical Islamist groups operating at the time in this region
should be seen as creatures of the Cold War who eventually outlived the
purpose assigned to them by their benefactors. Left without much support
after the withdrawal of the Soviet troops in 1989, the multinational coali-
tion of Arab-Afghani fighters found itself put out of business by its own
success. Stranded in a country devastated by decades of continual warfare,
the victorious mujahideen lacked a clear sense of purpose or mission.

As can be gleaned from the burgeoning literature on the subject, the
term “Islamism” has been used in many different ways by both Muslim
and non-Muslim scholars to refer to various “movements” and “ideolo-
gies” dedicated to the revival of Islam and its full political realization.
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Related terms currently i.n cirL‘L.llgaft":"] lg%‘l[i?acmgleslct::i;’I’SZI-’?Z)H' “Islam;e
, ntalism,” “Islamist purism, - afl ur focus g,
tundamt’nl.«.l pa slobalism is neither meant to downplay the diversig,
al-Qacdfl S ]lha‘dlst &tg within Islamism nor to present their brang ,, its
of ideational curfen \ thentic manifestation. Rather, our Interest ;
most representative or au | . - | in
Bin Laden’s doctrine dovetails with a number o lS.SIfES pertln.ent 1o our
subject. First, it acknowledges the tremendous political .anc.j ldéologjcal
influence of jihadist globalism around the world. Secor?d, It highlights the
rise of new political ideologies resulting from the ongoing deterritoriajz,.
tion of Islam. Third, it recognizes the most successful ideological attempt
yet to articulate the rising global imaginary around the core concepts of
umma, jihad (armed or unarmed “struggle” against unbelief purely for
the sake of God and his umma), and tawhid (the absolute unity of God).
However, before we embark on our analysis of the central ideological
claims assembled in the writings of al-Qaeda’s two principal leaders, it
IS necessary to consider some relevant biographical matters.

Osama Bin Laden was born in 1957 the seventeenth son of Muhammed
Bin Laden, a migrant laborer from Yemen who created a multibillion
dollar construction empire in his adopted Saudi Arabia. Osama’s early
experiments with libertarian Western lifestyles ended abruptly when he
€ncountered political Islam in classes taught by Abdullah Azzam and
Muhammad Qutb at King Abd al-Aziz University in Jeddah. After earning
a graduate degree in business administration, the ambitious young man
proved his managerial talent during a short stint in his father’s corpor-
ation. But his professional successes were soon trumped by his fervent
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Sanctuaries (Mecca and Medina). The scholars

1 granting permission for Muslims to join the

't Storm against [raq.
Stung by the royal families’ re

sands of Arab-Afghan ve
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Bin Laden

the Land of the Two Holy
complied, ultim;\tely eve
US-led Operation Dese

jection of his proposal to organize thou-

terans, and outraged by their enlistment of for-
nse of the kin

Saudi government iImmediately responded
to these accusations with polit; ’
leaders and shutting down th
associates fled to Sudan whe

€Ir organizations. Bin Laden and his closest
Hassan al-Turabi offered the

re the sympathetic Islamist government of
m political exile and the Opportunity to create

gyptian group Islamic Jihad. This
lead to the formation of the World Islamic

Pakistan and Bangladesh and an unknown
nd the world.

Forced to leave Sudan in 1996 as a result of mounting US pressure on
the Turabi regime, Bin Laden and his entourage returned to Afghanistan
where they entered into an uneasy relationship with the Taliban. In
the same year, the forces of Mullah Omar managed to capture Kabul.
Imposing a strict version of shari’a (God-given, Islamic law) on the Afghan
population, the Taliban based its rule on the “true tenets of Islam” alleged
to have been realized in the world only once before by the seventh-
ceéntury salaf (pious predecessors) who led the umma for three generations
following the death of the Prophet. By the end of the 1990s, Bin Laden
had openly pledged allegiance to the Taliban, most likely in exchange
for the regime’s willingness to shelter his organization from US retflha-
tion following the devastating 1998 al-Qaeda bombings of tt?e American
embassies in Kenya and Tanzania. To show his gratitude to his hosts, Bin
Laden referred to the Taliban leader Mullah Omar as the Commander of
the Faithful—one of the honorific titles of the caliph, the Islamic rule.r of
both the religious and civil spheres. Since this designation was deprived

of its last bearer in 1924 when the modernist Turkish leader I(em.al Atatur’k
replaced the Ottoman Caliphate with a secular nation-state, Bin Laden’s

fondness for it signifies nothing less than his rejection of eight decadeli of
Islamic modernism—both in its nationalist and socialist garbs—as well as

partnership would eventually
Front with main branches in

number of affiliated cells arou
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- Taliban-ruled Afghanistan as the nuciet E
his affirmation of Taliba long decline of the Islamic world and

Caliphate destined tO halt the © West. His anti-Western convictions

. - - E t
begoureiiBe JEE Oetr hesitated to use modern technology to
| | in Laden nev
notwithstanding, Bin

» : e. . -
~ unicate his messag . ,
Lo:m; e Lawrence notes, the bulk of Osama bin Laden’s writings and
AS bruce Le< :

‘ movin

public addresses emerged in the Fontext (?f zli virtual nV;fl(l)Irlli . Lga fIO;n

- t and from wired to wireless €O gely
print to the Interne s es to the world” are deliberately
scriptural in mode, the Sheikh’s “messag iy
designed for the new global media. They appear on video- WP
Web sites, and handwritten letters scanned onto Con.lputer c.hsks and
delivered to Arabic-language news outlets, including the influential Qatari
satellite television network al-Jazeera. Bin Laden conveys his ideological
claims in carefully crafted language that draws on the five traditional
types of Muslim public discourse: the declaration, the juridical degree,
the lecture, the written reminder, and the epistle. Disdainful of ghost-
written tracts of the kind supplied by professional speechwriters to many
politicians, he produces eloquent pieces of Arabic prose that speak in
the “authentic, compelling voice of a visionary, with what can only be
called a powerful lyricism.”?* Bin Laden’s writings over the last fifteen
years amount to a coherent doctrine appealing to millions of Muslims.
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ces, install collaborators to rule us with

: : g |
occupy our countries, steal our resou
5 : 1]l these 1SSues. [f we refuse to do so, 1t

man-made laws, and wants us to agree On
will say we are terrorists.’

gin Laden cites as evidence for such “Satanic acts of aggre.ssion" the
open-ended presence of American troops on the Arabian pemnsula,o the
ongoing Israeli oppression of the Palestinian people, the 1993 American
operations against Muslim warlords in Somalia, the Western indifference
to the slaughter of thousands of Bosnian Muslims during the 1991-5
yugoslav Civil War, and the economic sanctions imposed by the West on
Iraq after the first Gulf War, which contributed to the death of countless
- nocent civilians. Indebted to the discursive legacy of Third-World libera-
tionism, the Sheikh considers these immoral and imperialist acts inflicted
by Western powers on the umma but the latest crimes in a series of
humiliations that can be traced back to the Great Powers’ division of the
Ottoman Empire after the Great War and post-World War [1 establishment
of the Jewish state in Palestine. But what makes today’s “attacking ene-
mies and corrupters of religion and the world” even more dangerous than
the medieval Christian crusaders or the thirteenth-century Mongol con-
querors of the mighty Abbasid Empire 1s their all-out “campaign against
the Muslim world in its entirety, aiming to get rid of Islam itself. ”28 Rather
than supporting the umma at this critical point in history when the Judeo-

Crusader alliance has “violated her honor, shed her blood, and occupied
her sanctuaries,” Saudi Arabia and other Islamic countries have colluded
with the infidel enemy. Abandoning the umma in her hour of need, these
“apostate rulers” have desecrated the true religion of God’s messenger

and thereby lost their political legitimacy. Likewise, Islamic scholars and
clerics who lent their learned voices to the defense of these “defeatist Arab

tyrannies” deserve to be treated as “cowardly heretics” and “traitors to the
faith.”

[n populist fashion, Bin Laden directs his first public letter intended
for a wider audience against the appointed head of Saudi Arabia’s col-
laborationist ulema. In addition to accusing the Mutfti of spiritual cor-
ruption, he also objects to his alleged willingness to turn a blind eye
to the moral decay of modern Islamic societies, most visibly reflected in

their toleration of practices of usury expressly prohibited in the Qur’an.
The letter also laments the ulema’s unwillingness to resort to more dras-

tic measures to prevent the further intrusion of Western values at the

eXpense of Muslim principles. In several poignant passages, Bin Laden
Identifies as the worst feature of the present age of jahiliyya (ignorance
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pagan idolatry) “the degree of degradati?r? ‘a;’d gorrué)-tion ‘0 which Our
lslamic wmma has sunk.”*” But what, P“C“ely' Oe’ih = Laden Mean py,
“‘unmm"? After all, this core conCCPt’. togelt.].er lwtl) 1‘]lhad g tawmd'
serves as the ideational anchor of his politica | elief system In the
:\‘hcikh’s major writings, one finds ample textual evidence for his PODuljst
understanding of umma.’® As MOhamn,]ed Ban?yeh. notes, the cOncept
of the “Islamic community” has functioned historically

45 an €qQuiv;,.
lent of the Western idea of “the people,” empowered to set |j

the tyrannical tendencies of governing elites.’! Drawing on tp
itional understanding of the umma, Bin Laden nonetheless depa
Western variants of populism by emphasizing that political auth

never rest on popular sovereignty, for political rule is not the €Xclusive
property of the people. Rather, the righteous umma exercises Politica]
power in the name of God only, thus building its political instity.
tions on the foundation of Islamic sovereignty.32 Since God’s author-

ity transcends all political borders and any humanly designed lines of

demarcation, the umma supersedes not only ancient tribal
and traditional kinship structures

Western conceptions of communi
be sure, contemporary Muslims

mits tq
IS trad.
I'ts from

Ority can

solidarities
but also, most importantly, modern

ty rooted in the national Imaginary. To
Carry national passports, but their pri-

4, a community that encompasses
the entire globe: “You know, we are

linked to all of the Islamic world,
whether that be Yemen, Pakistan, or wherever. We are part of one unified
umma. . "33
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> today’s umma has fallen into the equivalent of the pre-
8¢ of jahiliyya characterized by rampant materialism and
the rebellion of unbeljef against the sovereignty of God on earth. Qutb
even suggests that with the disappearance of proper political governance
according to shari‘a, the “Mmma itself had ceased to exist in its “true”

IslamicC pagan

lie

prayer
0 Expressing a populist
set things right by fighting corrupt elites

“Muslim masses,” al-Zawahiri shares his

eir lives as martyrs to the holy cause of
awakening the people to their religious duties—not just in traditionally
Islamic countries, but wherev

vanguard operating in various
desired Islamization of moderni
from the confining territoriali
used to constitute the political

ty takes place in global Space emancipated

ty of “Egypt” or the “Middle Fast” that

framework of religious nationalists fighting

tieth century. As Olivier Roy observes,
ty) no longer has anything to do with
thought of in abstract and Imaginary
terms.”38
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Although al-Qaeda embraces the Manichean dualism of a “clash ety
izations” between its imagined global umma and globa] Kufr, its gIObaliSl
transcends clear-cut civilizational fault lines. Its desire for the reStOrathm
of a transnational umma attests to the globalization and WeStemization
of the Muslim world just as much as it reflects the [slamizatigp of th:
West. Constructed in the ideational interregnum between the Nationy]
and the global, jihadist-globalist claims still retain potent metaphors that
resonate with people’s national or even tribal solidarities 39 Neverth eless

al-Qaeda’s focus is firmly on the global as its leaders successfully reg;.
rected militant Islamism’s struggle from the traditional “Near Enemy”
(secular-nationalist Middle Fastern regimes) to the “Far Enemy” (the glo-
balizing West). This remarkable discursive and strategic shift reflects the
destabilization of the national Imaginary. By the early 1990s, nation-
ally based Islamist groups were losing steam, partly as a result of their
inability to mobilize their respective communities around nationa] con-
cerns, and partly because they were subjected to more effective coun-
terstrategies devised by secular-nationalist regimes.*” Hence, Bin Laden
and al-Zawahiri urged their followers to take the war against Islam’s
enemies global. Al-Qaeda’s simple ideological imperative—rebuild a uni.
fied global umma through global jihad against global kufr—resonated
with the dynamics of a globalizing world. It held a special appeal for
Muslim youths between the ages of 15 and 25 who lived for sustained
periods of time in the individualized and deculturated environments
of Westernized Islam (or an Islamized West).*! As Roy reminds us, this
second wave of al-Qaeda recruits, responsible for the most spectacu-

Eastern political parties. Their affinity for al-Qaeda’s transnational umma
and its rigid religious code divorced from traditional cultural contexts
made them prime candidates for recruitment. These young men followed
in the footsteps of al-Qaeda’s first-wavers in Afghanistan who deve.l'
oped their ideological outlook among a multinational band of idealistic
mujahideen.*?

[f the restored, purified “mma—imagined to exist in global space that
transcended particular national or tribal identities—was the final goal of
populist-jihadist globalism, then jihad surely served as its principal meanSS-
For our purposes, it is not necessary to engage in long scholastic debageo
about the many meanings and “correct” applications of jihad. NOT to
we need to excavate its long history in the Islamic world. It suffices
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note that jihadist globalists like Bin Laden and al-Zawahiri endorse both
“offensive” and “defensive” versions of jihad.*> Their decontestation of
this core concept draws heavily on Interpretations offered by Azzam and
Qutb, for whom jihad represents a divinely imposed fard ‘ayn (individual

obligation) on a par with the nonnegotiable duties of prayer and fasting.

Likewise, Bin Laden celebrates jihad as the "peak” or “pinnacle” of Islam,

emphasizing time and again that armed struggle against global kufr is
“obligatory today on our entire umma, tor our umma will stand in sin

until her sons, her money, and her energies provide what it takes to
establish a jihad that repels the evil of the Infidels from harming all the
Muslims in Palestine and elsewhere.”44 For al-Qaeda, jihad represents the
sole path toward the noble goal of returning the umma to
and correct beliefs”"—not just because the venerable way of d
ing, admonishing) has failed to reform the treacherous Muslim elites or
convert the hostile crusaders, but, most iImportantly, because Islam is
“the religion of jihad in the way of God so that God’s word and religion
reign supreme.” Moreover, jihadist globalists are not choosy about the
means of struggle: anything that might weaken the infidels suffices. Such
tactics include large-scale terrorist attacks, suicide bombings, and the
public killing of hostages: “To kill the Americans and their allies—civilians

and military—is an individual duty incumbent upon every Muslim in all
countries. . .. "4

“her religion
a’wa (preach-

For Osama Bin Laden, jihad and umma are important manifestations
of the revealed truth of tawhid, the oneness of God and His creation.
As we have seen, it demands that Islamic sovereignty must be estab-
lished on earth in the form of a Caliphate without national borders
or internal divisions. This totalistic vision of a divinely ordained world
system of governance whose timeless legal code covers all aspects of social
life has prompted many commentators to condemn jihadist Islamism
as a particularly aggressive form of totalitarianism that poses a serious
challenge to cultural pluralism and secular democracy.*® Responding to
this charge, the al-Qaeda leadership has turned the tables on its critics.
Pointing to the long legacy of Western aggression against the umma, Bin
Laden tends to portray his organization’s attacks as retaliatory measures
designed to respond in kind to the oppression and murder of thousands of
Muslims by the “Judeo-Crusader Alliance.” The leaders of al-Qaeda ne.ver
hesitate to include as legitimate targets of their strikes those Muslims
deemed to be “apostates” and “handmaidens” of the infidel enemy. II:
their view, such actions of treachery have put such Muslim “hypocrites
outside of the umma.*’
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In the end, jihadist globalists fall .ha.ckf)n a .I\/fi;llChe.zn <.:lualism that

i aoe the world into two antagonistic camps. .ne Sl. e.ls the globa
L{l\ ‘(,1}; ‘t 21liance with the Zionist Jews, led by America, Britain, and [srae]
i(l;:tis;]l::r(;tlltzl‘ side is the lslalnic.w?rld.” F(?r BinfLaden a;d. al-Zawahiri,
reconciliation violates the Islamic imperatives O u.ncon 1t10r}lal loyalty
to the umma and absolute enmity toO the n.on-Musllm Wo.rld: Tl?e Lord
Almighty has commanded us to hate the infidels and reject their love.

For they hate us and begrudge us our religion, wishing that we abandon
it.” Consequently, al-Qaeda’s message to Muslims all over the worlq is
to nurture “this doctrine in their hearts” and release their hatred op

Americans, Jews, and Christians: “This [hatred| is a part of our belief
and our religion.”*® In an impassioned post-9/11 letter, Bin Laden offers
a detailed refutation of the notion that Islam should be a religion of
moderation or balance. In his view, “[I]t is, in fact, part of our religion
to impose our particular beliefs on others....And the West’s notions
that Islam is a religion of jihad and enmity toward the religions of the
infidels and the infidels themselves is an accurate and true depiction.” He
also considers the UN-sponsored call for a dialogue among civilizations
nothing but an “infidel notion” rooted in the “loathsome principles” of

a secular West advocating an “un-Islamic” separation of religion and the
state.®’
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,\mcrifﬂ."s"‘ 9/11 assumes great significance in al-Qaeda’s ji(nul insofar
a5 the successful terror attack offers the faithful clear proof that “this
:l.cstructivc, usurious global economy that America uses, together with its
military force, tO impose unbelief and humiliation on poor people, can
easily collapse. Those blessed strikes in New York and other places forced
it [America] to acknowledge the loss of more than a trillim? dollars, by
the grace of God Almighty.”>” Gloating over the staggering financial toll
of the terrorist attacks on the global economy, Bin Laden offers a chilling
cost-benefit analysis of jihadist strategy:

1A]l-Qaeda spent $500,000 on the September 11 attacks, while America lost more
than $500 billion, at the lowest estimate, in the event and its aftermath. That
makes a million American dollars for every al-Qaeda dollar, by the grace of God
Almighty. This is in addition to the fact that it lost an enormous number of jobs—
and as for the federal deficit, it made record losses, estimated over a trillion dollars.
Still more serious for America was the fact that the mujahideen forced Bush to resort

to an emergency budget in order to continue fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq. This

shows the success of our plan to bleed America to the point of bankruptcy, with
God's will.>*

This passage is part of a videotaped address aired around the world only a
few days before American voters went to the polls on November 3, 2004.

Bin Laden ends his speech with a warning to the American people that
their security is their own responsibility, not that of corrupt Democrat or
Republican political elites. Thus, the Sheikh managed to inject himself
into a national electoral contest as the self-appointed leader of the global
umma. Articulating the rising global imaginary as a set of political claims,
jihadist globalism appeared on the TV screens of a global audience as the
w.orld's chief critic of American democracy. As Faisal Devji notes, Osama
Bin Laden’s brand of political Islam projected no national ambitions, for it
was as global as the West itself, both being intertwined and even internal
:;)1 each ther: “This is why Bin Laden’s calls for the United States to leave

¢ Muslim world do not entail the return to a cold-war geopolitics of

détente, but are | .
, conceived ra : :
terms S5 ther in terms of a global reciprocity on equal

American political syste

ment j :
o lelenhhaq t0 transnational corporate interests that held the American
bl€ hostage to their all-out scramble for war-related profits. Osama

Bin ’ 2y s
Laden’s critique shows a remarkable resemblance to Pat Buchanan’s
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6.3. Imperial Globalism

Soon after 9711, intellectual elites around the \mrld‘ began to wonder
whether the al-Qaeda attacks marked the beginning of the end of global.
ization. In their view, the dark side of intensitving global in terdependence
had revealed itsell in the United States” unexpected vulnerability to large-
sale terrorist strikes carried out by nineteen jihadist hijackers armeqd
with little more than box cutters and a spotty knowledge of how to
iy commercial airliners. Impressed by the massive outbursts of patriotic
sentiment that gripped the United States in the aftermath of 9/11, some
commentators went so far as to predict the impending “collapse of glob-
alism” followed by a worldwide resurgence of nationalism.® Enhanced
surveillance and draconian security measures put in place in many coun-
tries appeared to bolster arguments in favor of the inevitable hardening of
national lines of demarcation. American economist Robert J. Samuelson,
& moderate advocate of market globalism, reminded the readers of his

al architecture remained intact, Some
Nt modification in the hands of “neoconservd’

Station who turned their militaristic Vision
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of the North American continent and periodically assumed @Qre CO€erCIve
expressions. Perhaps the most obvious of these formal imperialist chapters
in US history was the annexation of the Hawaiian Islands, Guam, parts of
samoa, the Philippines, and Puerto Rico in the 1890s. A century later,
however, the United States no longer exerted direct dominion or formal
rule over conquered peoples under its sovereign authority. And yet, the
country had emerged from the Cold War as a new kind of empire of vast
wealth, peerless military power, and global cultural reach. Its economy
accounted for almost one-third of the world’s output, and its military
expenditures exceeded those of the next twenty nations combined. Its
films, music, food, sports, and technological products flooded the planet.
American investments in research and development reached nearly 40
percent of the world’s spending on scientific innovation. No doubt,

America had become a “hyperpower” that considered the entire world
its geopolitical sphere of influence. After 9/11, it found itself in the

to get their hands on weapons of
environment of global Insecurity
“case for American Empire.”60

“Imperial globalism” might, therefore, be
this neoconservative inclination to shape the

an apt characterization of
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gemony” Was sketched out in the 199> Defer,
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to a larger regional or global role.”

This imperative served as the strategic foundation of a more philo.
sophical statement of principles issued in 1997 by the Project f, a
New American Century (PNAC), a newly founded neoconservatiye think
tank that included such political and intellectual heavyweights a¢ Dick
Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, Robert Kagan
Norman Podhoretz, and William Kristol. Recanting his neoconservative’
heresy in the aftermath of the Bush administration’s conduct of the
Global War on Terror, Francis Fukuyama, another cosigner of the PNAC
platform, offered an apt summary of its ideological principles: the beljef
that the internal character of political regimes matters; the convicti i
tha.t A.merican foreign policy must reflect the deepest values of democr (t)in
societies, and that American power has been and could be used for : i
Purposes; the notion that the United States needs to remain engagrgc(i) I::l

€curity: “It is time to reaffirm the
€ngth. We must build and maintain
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policies-—dependcd on its not-so-hidden “iron fist” of globally stationed
troops whose military might keeps the world’s markets and trade routes
usafe” for corporate globalization. Toward the end of its second term, the
Clinton administration encountered serious challenges to this market-
globalist vision of the world. As a result, it began to oscillate between
its long-standing soft-power approach of persuading others to want what
it wanted and a new hard-power strategy of breaking down resistance
by forcing others to comply with America’s wishes.®> Between 1998 and
2{)00, President Clinton authorized the NATO-led war against Serbia as
well as extensive bombing raids on Iraq without bothering to obtain
approval from the UN Security Council. Critics charged that such uni-
lateral interventions violated nothing less than the Charter’s core prin-

ciple: the inviolable sovereignty of each member nation. Moreover, the
increasingly hawkish American president backed extraordinary “security
measures” against justice-globalist protesters in the United States and
abroad that included hi-tech surveillance and the massive use of police
force. He even tightened his soft-power outlook on world trade and global
commerce. In his best-selling account of the Roaring Nineties, Joseph
Stiglitz provides striking examples of his country’s increasingly hard-
powered economic agenda, citing the government’s growing willingness
to support coercive measures devised by transnational drug companies for
their operations in the global South. Clinton’s former economic adviser
did not mince words: “America’s international political economy was
driven by a whole variety of special interests which saw the opportunity to
use its increasing global dominance to force other countries to open their
markets to its goods on its terms. The U.S. government was seizing the
Opportunities atforded by the new post-Cold War world, but in a narrow
way, benefiting particular financial and corporate interests. "6

However, the existence of such imperial threads of continuity between
the late Clinton and the early Bush administrations should not detract
from the fact that America’s new hard-power approach added an entirely
N€w dimension in the aftermath of 9/11 when the glove came off,
€Xposing the iron fist of an irate Empire. Declaring a Global War on

Terror in “defense of liberty, democracy and free markets,” George W.
Bush abandoned the mild isolationist rhetoric of “compassionate con-

s€rvatism” he had espoused for a short period during the 2000 election
tampaign and reverted to his hard-line neoconservatism—a perspective
he shared with the likes of Cheney, Rumsfeld, and Wolfowitz. Failing

to take advantage of the remarkably pro-American global sentiments
“Xpressed in the September 12 “We are all Americans now” headlines
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of French newspapers and the solidarity vigil stag%‘d. by 'th()usands of
Iranian vouths in downtown Tehran, the Bush zulnnnwtration escalated
its unila‘tmulism and indifference to the interests of others. Aljjes Were
informed rather than consulted. “Regime change” in Iraq was a f()regone
conclusion. The world’s population was neatly divided into those stand.
ing “with us” and those who were “against us.” The “enemy” |ape was
slapped onto any foreign country or organization that did not display
an unconditional willingness to carry out the will of the forces of light
Indeed, the American government seemed to suffer from what Robert
Jay Lifton referred to as “superpower syndrome”—a medical metaphor
pointing to an aberrant collective mindset projecting dangerous fantasies
of apocalyptic confrontation and cosmic control.5”

Its militaristic inclinations notwithstanding, the Bush administration
constructed its imperial globalism within the established framework of
market globalism. Its new National Security Strategy (NSS) continued to
hold out the promise of “a new era of global economic growth through
free markets and free trade.” Dedicated to the vigorous promotion of
“economic freedom beyond America’s shores,” NSS reaffirmed in unam-
biguous terms the importance of opening the entire world to “commerce
and investment.” Given the centrality of its preemption clause, it is easy

benefits” of deregulatory measures, business investment and entrepre-
neurial activity, tax cuts, “sound” fiscal polices that enhance business
activity, and free trade. For the Bush administration, the lessons of history
were crystal clear: market economies, not command-and-control systems
choked by the heavy hand of government, represented the best way
to promote prosperity and reduce poverty in the world. Policies that
“further strengthen market incentives and market institutions” were not
only good for America but also “relevant for all economies—industrialized
countries, emerging markets, and the developing world.” Rearranging the
Ideological claims of market globalism around the new core concept of

security, NSS proclaims “free markets and free trade” the “key priorities of
our national security strategy.”68

was no longer any need to hold on to the shaky ideological claim that

nobody was in charge of globalization. Although rhetorical echoes of
the “leaderless market” still reverberated in corporate circles, imperial
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gmlmlists promoted their idea that global security and stable world

markets depended on the United States—that “indispensable nation”—

wielding its power. Almost overnight, the “free market” was stripped

of 1S miraculous seit-regulating powers. Arguing that the United States

had an obligation to ensure that the global integration of markets was

aot hampered by “ideological extremists” at both ends of the politi-

cal spectrum, President Bush delighted in the glorification of American
global leadership: “loday, humanity holds in its hands the opportunity
vo further freedom’s triumph over all these [terrorist] foes. The United
States welcomes our [sic] responsibility to lead in this great mission.”
The assertion that the United States was now in charge of globalization
was usually made in conjunction with the familiar market-globalist claim
of the democratic benefits accruing from the liberalization and global
integration of markets. For example, Bush’s New York Times op-ed piece
published at the first anniversary of 9/11 contains the following passage:
“As we preserve the peace, America also has an opportunity to extend
the benefits of freedom and progress to nations that lack them. We seek
a peace where repression, resentment and poverty are replaced with the
hope of democracy, development, free markets and free trade.”®® A year
later, the President reiterated his government’s unwavering “commitment
to the global expansion of democracy,” which represented one of the
pillars of America’s “peace and security vision for the world.” The same
claim takes center stage in Bush’s 2005 Inaugural Address: “The best hope
for peace in our world is the expansion of freedom in all the world....So
it is the policy of the United States to seek and support the growth of
democratic movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with
the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world.””"

It is easy to see how the notion of “securing freedom” by means of an
American-led drive for global democratization facilitated the integration
of the military objectives of the Global War on Terror into the larger
market-globalist discourse. As international law expert Richard Falk notes,
imperial globalism “combines ideas of American dominance associated
With economic globalization, that were prevalent before September 11,
with more militarist ideas associated with the anti-terrorist climate of
the early 21st century.. .. While not abandoning the ideological precepts
of neoliberal globalization, the Bush administration places its intense
free market advocacy beneath the security blanket that includes suspect
advice to other governments to devote their resources to non-military
dCtivities.” Cultural theorist William Thornton concurs: “Empire keeps all
the major features of globalization, plus one: it stands ready to enforce

235



perial Globalism

Jihadist Globalism versus Im
"

market privileges the old-fashioned way.. .. Emphatically, however’ POwer
economics did not surrender the field to resurgent power politics. Rathe,

ire 771
the two joined forces in the common cause of Empire.
’ .
Another important consequence of Bush’s assumption of responsibility

for globalization and the democratizatior? of th.e world wfas the additiop of
2 new claim to the ideological arsenal of imperial globalism: globalization
requires a Global War on Terror. Power elites e.lround the world put forwarg
this contention on countless occasions and in numerous contexts, | et us
consider three versions of presenting American-led perpetual warfare as
the necessary bodyguard of corporate-led globalization. The first COmes
from neoconservative veteran Robert Mcfarlane, President Reagan’s for-
mer National Security Adviser. Shortly after the US military’s Opening
“shock and awe” Iraq campaign in March 2003, Mctarlane, now the chair.
man of a Washington-based energy corporation, teamed up with Michae]
Bleyzer, CEO of an international equity fund management company, to
write a revealing op-ed piece for the Wall Street Journal. Bearing the sugges-
tive title, “Taking Iraq Private,” the article praises the military operations
in Iraq as an “indispensable tool” for establishing security and stability
in the region. According to the imperial-globalist duo, the Global War on
lerror prepared the ground for the profitable enterprise of “building the

basic institutions that make democracy possible.”72
In the second version, pondering how a “Global American Empire”

should “manage an unruly world” after 9/11, Robert Kaplan, an award-
winning journalist and influential Pentagon insider, quickly settles on the
claim that globalization requires a Global War on Terror. Arguing that free
markets cannot spread without military power, the best-selling author
advises the Bush administration to adopt the pagan warrior ethos of
second-century Rome, which he distills into “ten rules” for the expansion
of American Empire. These include fast-track naturalization for foreign-
born soldiers fighting for the Empire; training special forces to be “lethal
killers one moment and humanitarians the next”- using the military t0

’

P I.Omote democracy; préventing military missions from being compro;
.rmsed by diplomacy; establishing the resolve to “fight on every front,
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ost-9/11 landscape teeming with “enemies” of all kinds, the
twO principal ones hcu'ng | l.\lafnnta‘.\“us.m ‘a.ml n‘n.sgu‘ldcd Wcs'tcr.r'l l?ttlst
 tuals critical of the US operations in Iraq. For the patriarch of
mtellsutlh .oconservatism, only a “tough” and “unforgiving” approach
Af“e““‘iﬁll;t'ldopt‘cd by the BuSh administration might eventually suc-
?;glien ‘l‘ld:ai‘ning the s'wamps" Qf.terrorism and political treachery, t7}41us
ring the full globalization of liberal democ.racy and free mar.kets. |

en;;le ;mrd, and perhaps most original, version of the new imperial-
slobalist claim that globalization requires a (Jlopal \;\{ar on Te;ror tllogvi
com the pen of Thomas P. M. Barnett,.r‘nanagmg irector of a globa
security firm and former professor of mlllté?l'y Strateg}f at the US Navzzl
war College. A former Assistant for Strategic Futures 1n the. Pentag.on S
Office of Force Transformations, the Harvard-educated strategl.st prgwded
regular briefings 1o Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld and the ¥ntelllger.1ce
community. He also interacted regularly with thousands of hlgh-retnkmg
officers from all branches of the US armed forces. The P.entagons New
Map, Barnett’s best-selling reexamination of American national sc?cunty,
links the author’s military expertise to his long-standing interests 1n €Co-
nomic globalization.”> The book presents a straightforward thesis:.in the
global age, America’s national security 1s inextricably bound up with the
continued global integration of markets and increasing flows of trade, cap-
ital ideas, and people across national borders. Since 9/11, it has become
abundantly clear that the one-sided identification of globalization with
an “economic rule set” must be complemented by an understanding
of globalization as a “security rule set” mandating the destruction of
transnational terrorist networks and all states harboring them.

For Barnett, both of these rule sets are normatively anchored in the
universal values of individual freedom, democracy, multiculturalism, and
free markets. At the same time, however, these norms are also uniquely
American, for they found their political expression for the first time in
human history in the eighteenth-century American experiment of an
expanding democratic union of united states.”® In a daring conflation
of national interest with global interest that runs counter to the Cold-
War mindset of the US defense establishment, Barnett presents America
as “globalization’s ideological wellspring” destined to bring to the world
nothing less than what its citizens already enjoy today: “the individual
pursuit of happiness within free markets protected from destabilizing
strife by the rule of law.” For the strategist, American interests are by
definition global interests precisely because the country is built on univer-
Sal ideals of freedom and democracy and not restricted to narrow ethnic

surveys a P
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or national identities. As the world’s first truly multinationa] union, the
United States is globalization incarnate. Moreover, the universa] Valueg
at the heart of its constitution allow the American government to iudge
the rest of the world in universal terms of right and wrong, good and
evil: “What gives America the right [to render these judgments) js the fact
that we are globalization’s godfather, its source code, its origina] Mode] ”
And so it appears that by human design and historical destiny, the
United States serves as the evolutionary engine of a multicultura] world-
system that ascends toward ever higher levels of connectivity, rule-boung
behavior, wealth, security, and happiness. Although Barnett considers thijs
course likely, he disavows historical determinism by conceding that there
dr€ no guarantees. Clearly, al-Qaeda and other “anti-globalization forces”
committed to “a sort of permanent civilizational apartheid” are Capable of
derailing the globalization of individualism, democracy, and free markets
Thus, 9/11 marks a critical juncture in human history where America,
globalization’s source code, is called upon to guide the rest of the world
toward the noble goals of “universal inclusiveness” and “global peace.”
Its Herculean task is to “make globalization truly global”—by any means
necessary.’’

This is, of course, where the new claim of globalization requiring a
Global War on Terror comes in. In order to defeat the enemies of global
interdependence, the Pentagon must devise a new strategy that, once and
for all, abandons antiquated “inter-national thinking.” National security
in the twenty-first century must be reimagined in global terms as the

tioning Core,” defined as “globalization thick with network connectivity,
financial transactions, liberal media flows, and collective security.” Fea-
turing stable democratic governments, transparency, rising standards of
living, and more deaths by suicide than by murder, the Core is made
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,.globalization is thinning or just plain absent” as the “Non-Integrating
Gap.” This region is plagued by repressive political regimes, handcuffed
markets, Mass murder, and widespread poverty and disease. For Barnett,
the Gap provides a dangerous breeding ground for “global terrorists” and
other “forces of disconnectedness” opposed to the “economic and security
ule sets we call globalization.” This region includes the Caribbean Rim,
virtually all of Africa, the Balkans, the Caucasus, parts of Central Asia,
the Middle East, and parts of Southeast Asia. Along the Gap’s “bloody
houndaries,” the military strategist locates “Seam States” such as Mexico,
grazil, South Africa, Morocco, Algeria, Greece, Turkey, Pakistan, Thailand,
Malaysia, the Philippines, and Indonesia. Lacking the Core’s high levels
of connectivity and security, these countries are the logical entry point for
terrorists plotting their attacks.’®

Despite its horrific toll, Barnett considers 9/11 a necessary “wake-up
call” that forced the United States to make a long-term military com-
mitment to “export security” to the Gap. The Core has no choice but to
treat the entire Gap region as a “strategic threat environment.” Inaction
or a premature retreat from Iraq and Afghanistan would jeopardize the
fledgling world order based on America’s universal values. For Barnett,
the imperative for the Global War on Terror is rooted in the “underlying
reality” of a “military-market nexus”—the dependence of “the merchant

culture of the business world” on the military’s “warrior culture”:

[ express this interrelationship [of the military and the market] in the form of a
“ten commandments of globalization”: (1) Look for resources and ye shall find,
but....(2) No stability, no markets; (3) No growth, no stability; (4) No resources,
no growth; (5) No infrastructure, no resources; (6) No money, no infrastructure; (7)
No rules, no money; (8) No security, no rules; (9) No Leviathan [American military
force], no security; and (10) No (American) will, no Leviathan. Understanding
the military-market link is not just good business, it is good national security

strategy.””

Ultimately, Barnett proposes a “global transaction strategy” built on three
basic principles. First, the United States must increase the Core’s “immune
system capabilities” by responding quickly and efficiently to 9/ 11-like
"system perturbations.” Second, it must pressure the Seam States to “fire-
wall the Core from the Gap’s worst exports,” namely, terror, drugs, and
pandemics. Finally, America must remain firmly committed to a Global
War on Terror and its overriding objective of “shrinking the Gap.” There
¢an be no compromise or vacillation. Globalization’s enemies must be
eliminated and the Gap region must be integrated into the Core. As
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“I believe it 1S absolutely essential that this Country
ause | fear what will happen tq our
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Barnett emphasizes, -
lead the global war on terrorisit, bec

world if the forces of disconnectedness ar
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the system at will.’ , .
Needless to say, there are a number of problematic assumptions and

omissions in Barnett’s construction of imperial globalism: T'hree of jts
most troubling features are the author’s inability to recc.)gmze al-Qaeda’s
iihadism as a globalist ideology; his uncritical perspective Ofl American
history; and his unreflective equation of “American values” with “univer-
sal values.” As I have pointed out elsewhere, Barnett’s third assumption

also lies at the heart of the Bush administration’s post-9/11 public diplo-
macy initiatives, which have done much to fuel anti-American sentiments
around the world.?! A testimony to Barnett’s “military—-market nexus,”

the newly created office of Undersecretary of State for Public Diplomacy
and Public Affairs unleashed a Madison Avenue-style advertisement cam-
paign of “branding American values” on the Middle East. Since its official
launch in 2002, however, evidence has been mounting that the intended
“end-users” of “Brand USA” in the Gap region are not buying. In fact,
world opinion polls conducted between 2002 and 2007 actually point to
intensifying anti-American sentiments. This trend appears to be strongly
related to the perceived discrepancy between America’s proclamation of
freedom and democracy and its actual policies in the Middle East and
elsewhere.8?

However, Barnett’s construction of imperial globalism perfectly illus-
trates why 9/11 should not be read as leading to a “collapse of global-
ism” and the resurgence of the national imaginary. Rejecting dualistic
notions of national security that place the global outside the national, the
Pentagon strategist masterfully harnesses the language of American excep-
tionalism to his globalist vision. Pro-immigration and fiercely opposed
to isolationism, he articulates the rising global imaginary in terms that
would make national-populists like Buchanan cringe: “Globalization IS
this country’s gift to history—the most perfectly flawed projection of the
American Dream onto the global landscape....In short, we the people
needs to become we the planet.”83 Barnett may be an imperialist, but
his communal orientation is decidedly globalist. His ideological leanings
suggest that the post-9/11 era has been a fertile ground for the hard-

powering of market globalism into a doctrine that unites the twin goals
of globalizing markets and American global hegemony—all in the name

of “we the planet.” If globalization represents a long-term historical trend
toward greater worldwide interconnectedness, then the current imperial
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cpiSOde shoulﬂ be seen as part of this trend: American empire inhabits
glohalization. ‘ | e .

" Thus, we are led to conclude that the adaptation of market globalism to
\merican Empire constitutes neither a retreat nor a defeat of the global
;,mginary. Rather, it is just another moment in the destabilization of
the national that affects all geographical scales. The apparent reasser-
son of the national in the form of millions of flag-waving Americans
who believe in the exceptional greatness and goodness of their country
occurs squarely within the parameters of the rising globalist imaginary.
uMarket globalism'’s love atfair with American Empire is hardly a sign of
i+s ideological incoherence or political weakness, but a reflection of its
growing flexibility and responsiveness to a new set of political issues. Like
all mature political belief systems, market globalism has begun to bear
the marks of an ideational family, broad enough to contain both the
economistic prototype of the Roaring Nineties and its more imperialist
post-9/11 permutation. This ideological broadening of market globalism
is also reflected in the rapid conversion of scores of neoliberals to at
least a moderate version of what Michael Ignatieff calls “Empire Lite.”85
The militaristic display at the 2004 Democratic Convention in Boston,
for example, showed that despite persisting differences with the Bush
administration that deepened further after the Democratic takeover of
Congress in 2006, prominent neoliberals like John Kerry and Hillary
Rodham Clinton were warming up to some form of imperial globalism,
including the President’s unilateralist dogma that the United States does

not “ask anybody’s permission” in pursuit of its enemies. Even Thomas
friedman accepted the new claim that globalization requires a Global War
on Terror, adding that the “epic struggle” against jihadist globalism was
being waged by both military and ideological means: “We're fighting to
defeat an ideology: religious totalitarianism. ... The opposite of religious
‘talitarianism is an ideology of pluralism ....”86 Strong words, indeed,
for the American globalization guru who had only two years earlier
Insisted that the backlash against the globalizing economy was unlikely
'0 produce a coherent alternative ideology.

6.4. The Return of Religion?

lhire Is yet one more adaptation that market globalism underwent in the
n: ¢ Of 9/11: the incorporation of religious and moralistic features that
1ored, to some extent, the jihadist discourse of al-Qaeda. Like their
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adversaries, imperial globalists saw the Global War on ferror as a necessary
and righteous campaign against incorrigible evildoers. As George W. Bush
“Our responsibility to history 1S clear: to answer these attacks [of

ut it, | .
l ain, the American Presideny

9/11] and rid the world of evil.”8’ Time and a’g | .
emphasized that the ongoing “global war of uncertain duration” shoulq

be seen as the “decisive ideological struggle of our time.” And, like his
iihadist adversaries, he used “ideology” in ways that blurred conventionga]
distinctions between political and religious belief systems. For example
he argued that al-Qaeda’s “totalitarian ideology” was not grounded ip
“secular philosophy but in the perversion of a proud religion. Its content
may be different from the ideologies of the last century, but its means
are similar: intolerance, murder, terror, enslavement, and repression.” On
the other hand, Bush linked his own belief system to a noble “freedom
agenda” intended by its divine Author for all of humanity: “We believe
that freedom is a gift from almighty God, beyond any power on earth to

take away.”%® Although his public pronouncements consistently dispar-
aged the notion of an all-out war against Islam as well as the thesis of an

inevitable clash of civilizations, they teemed with religious references and
expressions of faith. The President’s much criticized characterization of

the Global War on Terror as a “crusade,” for example, may have been
an ignorant gaffe, but it nonetheless revealed his religious conviction
that the “ideological struggle between freedom and terror” represented
an epic confrontation between the forces of Good led by America and the
unremitting Evil of radical Islamism.

The extension of the Global War on Terror into Iraq further intensified
the administration’s tendency to mix the determinist language of market
globalism with belligerent pronouncements promising ultimate victory.
Just as the Soviet “Evil Empire” had eventually succumbed to the forces
of the “New Jerusalem,” the jihadists’ attempt to build a “radical Islamic
Empire” would meet inevitable defeat. The same fate awaited the rogue
states that constituted the President’s famous “Axis of Evil.” As Princeton

through religious Manichean lenses was evident in his speeches. Hun-
dreds of times, he employed “evil” as a noun—a “thing” or a “force” with
a real existence apart from the brutal and selfish acts of which human
beings are capable. Singer concludes that Bush’s narrow judgmental views
eschew critical reflection in favor of moralistic intuitions expressed 11 the

fundamentalist language of apocalyptic Christianity.8?
The President’s belief in the faith-based “moral clarity” of his message 13

shared by several key members of his administration who also consider
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he creation of a global American imperium as part of God’s plan. In
the

»003, Vice president Dick Cheney sent out a Christmas card to friends
z {gupportcrs that read: “And if a sparrow cannot fall to the ground
and SUFL T R | | | |
| His notice, is it probable that an empire can rise without His

without N | . e .
»»9%0 Formal and informal prayer meetings and Bible study sessions

amONg White House staffers take place. regularly. Since the emergence of
Christian cundamentalists as the dominant constituency of the Repub-
lican Party In the 1990s, critical observers have pointed to an inter-
nal power shift toward the more radical end of the spectrum. Political
commentator Kevin Phillips speaks of “theocons” enforcing “theological
correctness”—a tendency he regards as the mirror image of the “political
correctness” displayed by secular liberals in discussing minority groups,
women’s rights, and environmental issues.’! Former New York Times for-
eign correspondent Chris Hedges takes this argument a step further by
eferring to the radical members of the Christian Right who dream of
extending their “Christian nation” into a global Christian empire as
«American Fascists.” Out of nearly seventy million American evangelicals,
Hedges estimates the size of this “militant core” as constituting around
twenty million, or /7 percent of the US population. But his research on the
expanding activities of this radical movement suggests that its political
potency far exceeds its numbers. He closes his chilling study with an
impassioned warning: “The radical Christian Right calls for exclusion,
cruelty and intolerance in the name of God. Its members do not commit
evil for evil’s sake. They commit evil to make a better world. To attain
this better world, they believe, some must suffer and be silenced, and at
the end of time all those who oppose them must be destroyed.””* Indeed,
jihadism is hardly confined to Islam.

To be sure, the convergence of religion and ideology in the dawning
global age appears to be a broader phenomenon that extends beyond
Christian fundamentalists, jihadists, or imperial globalists. It is also hap-
pening in the justice-globalist camp. Ever since the Global War on Terror
and global climate change became key issues on a par with the global
economy, justice globalism has absorbed heavy doses of spiritual and
religious thought from affiliated environmentalists and peace activists.
Are we witnessing a reversal of the powerful secularization dynamic that
served two centuries as the midwife of ideology? If so, does the rising
global imaginary create more favorable conditions for the mixing of
political and religious belief systems?

[n recent years, there has been a growing chorus of critics who argue
that students of political ideology have indulged for far too long in

aid
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an overly secularized approach to their subject. MainStream
political beliet systems are said to reify a spurious religion_ideOlOgy di? Of
paying inadequate attention to the fact that religious beliefs and DOIitl'de’
ideas have always been intermingled. Reflecting on the POSt-9/11 ey lTal
sion of interest in “political theology,” one critic has recently asserteq tpho.
“Intellectual complacency, nursed by implicit faith in the i“eVitabi]iat
of secularization, has blinded us to the persistence of politica] theoloty
and its manifest power to shape human life at any moment,”93 AHOthge};
concludes his discerning inquiry into the legitimacy of politica] religion
a5 a concept with the suggestion that “the concept of ‘political religion’

s, for the time being, a necessary if somewhat ill-defined

COnCetha]
category....It reminds us that religion does not allow itself to be easily
banished from society, and that, where it is tried, it returns in unpre.

dictable and perverted forms.”%

Emilio Gentile—a leading proponent of the currently fashionabje View
that totalitarian ideologies like fascism, Nazism, or communism are best
explained as political phenomena that assume the features of religion—
adds his voice to the chorus with his discussion of the “sacralization of
politics,” which allegedly occurred in the modern era after the political
realm had gained its independence from traditional religion. According to
this Italian historian, the religious impulse continued to exert ijts power
on those modern systems of meanings that came to be known as polit-
ical ideologies: “By taking over the religious dimension and acquiring a
sacred nature, politics went so far as to claim for itself the prerogative to
determine the meaning and fundamental aim of existence for individuals
and the collectivity, at least on earth.”%5 Much in the same vein, the
prominent political thinker John Gray has recently argued that the most
influential secular ideologies of the modern period were actually shaped
by repressed religion. His recent book represents an extreme version of
the alleged primacy of religious ideas: “Modern politics is a chapter in
the history of religion.. .. The Enlightenment ideologies of the past cen-
turies were very largely spilt theology.” For Gray, the rise of al-Qaeda’s
jihadist globalism and Bush’s imperial globalism merely marks the return

of “apocalyptic religion” as a major force in global politics.” |
One of the unfortunate outcomes of this timely and necessary .dxs;
cussion has been the proliferation of concepts invented to shed l'illl
on the intensifying ideology-religion nexus. As one learns very .qU}C ry
by following the scholarly debates raging in various academic )m;d
nals devoted to the subject, “political religion” should not be confus

. e as
with “civil religion.” “Religious politics” is not necessarily the sam

244



Jihadist G

—— i . P
S— —

lobalism versus Imperial Globalism

T ————

:ecular religion.” The “s;u‘ralliza‘l’ti()f.n of p.()litics" 1S alleged to differ from
tlhlt’ “politicization of rcligion.”.’ since it would require an()th.cr book
to enter Into the subtleties of th.csc debates, let us end this study
with a brief reflection on the possible reasons. for the convergence of
ideology and religion that draws on the main arguments presented
here. : . : | .

Six chapters ago, we started our discussion of ideology with a detailed
sccount of Destutt de Tracy's attempt to establish a “science of ideas”
without appeal to divine revelation or metaphysical speculation. Separ-
ating reflection about human affairs from theological conjecture about
the other world, such a science would yield truths applicable to pol-
itics and society. Henceforth, the metaphysical claims to transcenden-
tal Truth generated by established religion would be, at best, a private
matter. Although Napoleon Bonaparte and Karl Marx linked idéologie to
the misty realm of metaphysics, false consciousness, and religion, the
emerging grand political belief systems of the national age remained true
to Tracy’s conception of ideology as secular ideational systems serving
the larger cause of human betterment by rejecting or at least curtailing
religious faiths. As we emphasized in the early chapters of this book,
however, there never existed in politics impenetrable walls separating
ideology from religion, the secular from the sacred, or the church from
government. Struggling to escape the womb of theology and establish
alternative ideational systems trading in certitudes, the elite codifiers of
all ideologies—even conservatives after a slow start—were forced to devise
multiple strategies for the containment of religion, including co-option,
absorption, and imitation.

Most of all, however, ideologies sought to keep a healthy distance from
religion in order to fulfill their primary function of articulating a political
4genda for the secular, national community. Citizens'’ freedom of religion
was predicated on the liberal imperative of freedom from religion. During
the last two centuries, therefore, the national imaginary and its political
articulations served as a curb, or a lid, on religion that kept it from regain-
Mg 1ts prerevolutionary dominance. To be sure, the religious never simply
faded aWay as some hubristic “ideologues” had predicted. But it was
Curtailed, checked, reined in, and, in some cases, driven underground by
the national. With the rise of the global imaginary, however, the national
and its political translations have become destabilized. As a result, the
Curb on religion is being eased, allowing it to spill into ideology more than
atany other time in recent memory. Hence, we should not be surprised at
the COnvergence of ideology and religion in an era when the national
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imaginary is weakening. Moreover, as ‘ﬂ”)’ attentive Student O
knows, Empire and religion have always I)ce‘n fond of €ach othe
harbor global aspirations. At the v.ery least, t.h?y have shown Sreate,
affinity for each other than the nation and religion. A.53uming that the
g phase of globalization is, inc?eed, one.charactef.lzed by the “Sreat
ideological struggle” between imperial globalism and jihadjst globalisp,
then one would expect religion to play a much more Prominent rg)q than'
in the national age. .

We can, therefore, respond to our two questions probing the POs-
sible return of religion in the affirmative. We are, Indeed, Witnessing
a weakening, if not a reversal, of the powerful secularization dynamjc
of the last centuries as a result of the decline of the national. And,
yes, the rising global imaginary has been creating more favorable cop.
ditions for the convergence of political and religious belief Systems, [t
Is unlikely that secularity in the West will disappear any time Soon,
but the religious will give it a run for its money, forcing previously
unimagined forms of accommodation and compromise. In short, the
rising global imaginary will continue to create favorable conditions for
“religious ideologies” or “ideological religions.” Consequently, we ought
to treat religious ideas and beliefs as an Increasingly integral part of the
three competing globalisms that translate the rising global Imaginary
Into concrete political agendas. Increasingly, the common frame of refer-
ence will be the “global community” although national, and even tribal
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people, the global appears in a lurgv‘ly imn.mtvriql economy l.m'(‘lien‘t’ul l‘)z
the digital communication and information of our network society.
it has empowered individuals who enjoy access to the myriad nodes
and nerves of the global matrix while consigning the excluded to the
lmstmodcrn equivalent of the Dark Ages.

As the eruptions of the global continue to sear the national, they
not only change the world’s economic infrastructure but also transform
our sense of self, identity, and belonging. For example, as late as the
1980s, jet travel was considered a special occasion that triggered antici-
patory excitement for days. Today, boarding a transcontinental airliner
has become a mundane marker of people’s increased mobility—thanks
to new security measures an increasingly bothersome event as common-
place as train rides in the late nineteenth century. The same applies to
multiple geographical and social attachments like dual and regional citi-
zenships. Individuals from various socio-economic backgrounds who con-
sider themselves to be at home in more than one country are no longer
perceived as rare curiosities. The number of such “place polygamists”
has skyrocketed in the last few decades.!®° Until recently, most people
spent their entire working lives in the nation-state of their birth. But the
generation born between 2000 and 2020 will find it rather common to
pursue its professional careers in multiple locations around the world.

Even Americans, reared in a self-referential cultural environment that
visitors from abroad often experience as stifling parochialism, can no
longer isolate themselves from the intrusion of the global imaginary. It
springs to life with a click of the mouse or a cursory glance at wall-
mounted HDTV screens showing in real-time US troops battling a multi-
national force of Islamist “insurgents” half a world away. But it is not
technology in the abstract that builds and energizes the global imaginary.
The local concreteness of the global stares us in the face as the Cuban-
Chinese restaurant around the corner or the Eurasian fusion café next
door. These hybrid culinary establishments are serving us up a daily
taste of a global stew that is slowly thickening but still needs plenty of
stirring.

The national is slowly losing its grip on people’s minds, but the global
has not yet ascended to the commanding heights once occupied by its
predecessor. It erupts in fits and false starts, offering observers confusing

Spectacles of social fragmentation and integration that cut across old
geographical hierarchies in unpredictable patterns.!°! Consider, for exam-

ple, the arduous processes of regional economic and political integration
that are limping along on all continents. And yet, expanding formations
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like the European Union—however chronic their internal tensions—p,,

become far more Integrated than most observers predicted only a dec e
ago. The short duration and unevenness of today’s globalization d)’nln:jd'
make it impossible to paint a clear picture of the New Worlqd Order, py,

the first rays of the rising global imaginary have provided enough 1jgy,, &
capture the contours of a profoundly altered ideological landscape,
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