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Empire’s Geography: War, Globalization,
and American Imperialism

We think it is important to note that what used to be conflict or competition
among several imperialist powers has in important respects been replaced
by the idea of a single power that overdetermines them all, structures them
in a unitary way, and treats them under one common notion of right that is
decidedly postcolonial and postimperialist. This is really the point of depar-
ture for aur study of Empire.

—MICHAEL HARDT AND ANTONIO NEGRI1, EMPIRE

The decentered global system of Empire that Hardt and Negri named
with the title of their acclaimed book is not now the empire that
scholars, pundits, and commentators of alt kinds are discussing sev-
eral years later. Notwithstanding the stunning academic success of
Empire as one of the most widely read political theories of globaliza-
tion, notwithstanding its ongoing salience as a critique of neoliberal.
governmentality, and notwithstanding its popularity among critics
of global capitalism in venues such as the World Social Forum, it
and its postnational arguments about the decentered power net-
works of an emergent “postcolonial” and “postimperialist” capital-
ist system have since been eclipsed by the recentered and reterritori-
alizing forces of American hegemony.! There is clearly an “idea of a
single power that overdetermines them all” at work in this respect,
but it is an idea better evoked by writers such as Robert Kagan and
William Kristol: two neoconservatives close to the Bush administra-
tion. “Today’s international system,” they say,
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is built not around a balance of power but around American hegemony.
The international financial institutions were fashioned by Americans
and serve American interests. The international security structures
are chiefly a collection of American-led alliances. What ‘Americans
like to call international “norms” are really reflections of American
and West European principles. Since today’s relatively benevolent in-
ternational circumstances are the product of our hegemonic influence,
any lessening of that influence will allow others to play a larger partin
shaping the world to suit their needs. . . . American hegemony, then,
must be actively maintained, just as it was actively obtained.?

As two ideological shock troops of American hegemony, then, Kagan
and Kristol exemplify the very imperial arrogance that Hardt and
Negri saw as transcended by the transnational entrenchment of neo-
liberal “biopolitics.” Their neoconservative idea of a single American
power that overdetermines all others represents a complete inverse of
Hardc and Negri's view that “Empire is not American and the United
States is not its center” (Empire, 384). Indeed, in some of the very
networks of global governmentality that Hardt and Negri construed
as the postnational “administrative machine”—global finance, multi-
lateral alliances, and the norms of international politics—Kagan and
Kristol saw the foundations of their Project for a New American Cen-
tury. Their goal in pushing this boldly national “Project” in 2000
was not to dismantle “today’s international system” but rather to
tilt U.S. foreign policy away from Clinton's supposed multilateralism
in order to maintain American dominance throngh more explicitly
imperial policy measures. This geopolitical activism has since taken
shape in the Bush administration’s unilateral imperial practice, prac-
tice that, perhaps more successfully than even Kagan and Kristol
would have thought pessible, has made American global interven-
tion synonymous with “empire.” In the wake of two offensive wars,
in the context of the ongoing occupation of Iraq, Afghanistan, and
over a hundred military bases encircling the globe, and while also
still maintaining all kinds of special privileges and authority in the
institutions and agreements of global commerce and finance, it is
now clearly this American empire that is the focus of debate and
discontent around the world.

To be sure, the American influence over and in neoliberal glo-
balization was often acknowledged before in terms such as “Coca-

Colonization,” “McDonaldization,” and the “Washington Con-

sensus.” But with the Bush presidency, as the cultural colonization
turned into unabashed occupation, as “ready to eat” military meals
took over as the dominant American fast food across the Middle
East, and as international consensus faltered, the dominative as-
pects of Washington’s hegemony over global relations became much
harder to ignore. In the American media itself talk of empire and
imperialism was no longer eschewed. Against the grain of all the
postcolonial national narratives about America’s anti-imperial foun-
darions, empire instead was suddenly all the rage. From lame liberal
apologias for the wars as civilizing imperial missions, to crass con-
servative commentary about how to do empire “less reluctantly”
like the British, to political satire about the imperial culture of the
newly unilateral Washington consensus, the “modernizing” euphe-
misms, world-making slogans, and ambient colonial arrogance of
empire became normal and commonplace.3 “[W]hat word but ‘em-
pire’ describes the awesome thing that America is becoming?” asked
Michael Ignatieff, a Canadian liberal turned Harvard-based impe-
rial apologist. Advocating the so-called rescue of Iraq, and claiming
contra all the violent history of U.S. intervention in Larin America,
South East Asia, and the Middle East that American imperialism
brings “stability,” Ignatieff urged war.* “Imperial powers,” he lec-
tured his New York Times audience, “do not have the luxury of ti-
midity.” Max Boot, a less contorted advocate of imperialism, made
exactly the same point in plain prose. “We are going to be called an
empire whatever we do,” he argued. “We might as well be a success-
ful empire.”S And taking on the role of explaining exactly how to be
successful, the British historian Niall Ferguson also won fame (and
another place at Harvard) advising Americans about how the Brirish
Empire supposedly rescued the world from premodernity.¢

Perhaps more significant than all the announcements of empire
was the unconcealed imperial attitude brought to Washington by
the Bush administration itself. Maureen Dowd, a columnist for the
New York Times, chronicled this imperial attitude more deftly than
most. “Why,” she asked, during the buildup to the Iraq war,

should former C.E.O.’s Cheney and Rummy settle for mere Jack
Welch—style perks when they can have the perks of empire? They
can restore civilization to the cradle of civilization. Lemon fizzes,
cribbage and cricket by the Tower of Babel. A 36-hole golf course on
the banks of the Tigris and Euphrates. Arab-Disney in the hanging
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gardens of Babylon. Oil on tap at the Baghdad Hilton. Huge contracts
tor buddies in the defense and oil industries. Halliburton’s Brown and
Root construction company building a six-lane highway from Baghdad
to Tel Aviv. How long can it be before the Empire strikes back??

Dowd’s question was a suggestive one, and not just because of its
basic concern about imperial blowback. Her acknowledgment of the
corporate culture of the Bush team combined with her allusions to
the Star Wars mindset that some of them brought from their years
working with Ronald Reagan also effectively broached a larger ques-
tion about the political-economic ties between war mongering and
corporate globalization. Were Cheney, Rumsfeld, et al. just manage-
rial activists attempting to intervene like Luke Skywalker to protect
America and the global system, or did they instead represent empire
run amok, managers of the force who, having turned to the dark
side, threatened the long-term reproduction of global capitalism? As
the United States moved into the occupation phase of the Iraq war in
the summer of 2003, even the Economist magazine could not seem
to make up its usually dogmatic mind. It editorialized Ignatieff-style
that American empire should be done with serious investment and
not as “empire lite.”® But in the very same issue, it presented a special
report entitled “America and Empire” that argued that U.S, imperial
practice in Iraq and Afghanistan would likely end up being nasty and
brutish and “so it had better also be short.” The play on Hobbes here
effectively covered up an argumentative contradiction. “American
empire passes the duck test,” the report had noted; “it not only looks
like a duck, it also walks like a duck and quacks like a duck”® (the
three “ducks” here consisting of America’s military capabilities, its
economic influence, and its readiness “to sally forth and act”). But
the report concluded contrarily by arguing that in the end a formal
empire was unaffordable for America, thar the financial capability
was not there, and that the United States would therefore ultimately
have to go back to promoting its aims in a more multilateral fashion.

In contrast to the rherorical contradictions of neoliberal commen-
tary, leftist critics addressed the problem of American empire in a
way that, like Lenin in his early twentieth-century essay on interim-
perial rivalries, attempted to locate the contradictions in the tensions
of imperialism itself.}® These critiques therefore tended to underline
the continuities with previous forms of American global hegemony,

describing the contemporary moment more as a transition, in Perry
Anderson’s savvy Gramscian terms, from a hegemony.of Consensus
to a hegemony of force.!! If imperialism was invoked in such argu-
ments, it was not used to register the newness of American empire
so much as its new nakedness and, in some of tiile more cautionary
accounts, its new vulnerabilities too. Arundh'atl Roy, fo.r exar_npl_e,
while making the case that the Bush aggressions were 1mpena1hm
style, scope, and organization, simultaneoqs.ly underlined that they
only made manifest an empire that had traditionally been more ;are;
fully concealed. “Despite the pall of gloom that hangs over us today,

she argued,

I’d like to file a cautious plea for hope: in times of war, one wants one’s
. weakest enemy as the helm of his forces. And Presndgm George W
Bush is certainly that. Any other even averagely intelligent US presi-
dent would have probably done the very same things, but would have
managed to smoke-up the glass and confuselthe opposition. Pe:rhaps
even carry the UN with him. Bush’s tactless imprudence and his bra-
zen belief that he can run the world with his riot squad, has done the
opposite. He has achieved what writers, activists and scholars have
striven to achieve for decades. He has exposed the ducts. He has
placed on full public view the working parts, the nuts and bolts of

the American empire.12

Interpreting this moment of ideological demystification as a sign of
weakness rather than strength, Roy also indirectly repeated a differ-
ent caution made by others: namely, that critic§ needed to be .carefgl
about reproducing narcissistic narratives of natmnalh strength in their
indictments of American imperialism. Such narratives were potent,
suggested Thomas de Zengotita, because they functioned to construct

1 ire.” “Wi these years, s
a national “romance of empire.” “Will we look back on years,

he asked in the mocking register of a love story,

and say I remember when it all began? American Err.lpire? Not the
more covert beginnings during the reign of Bill the Benign, back w'hen
imperial force could masquerade as a natural process, an evolutl.on—
ary stage called “globalization”—something Fhat was just happening,
you know, nobody actually responsible, myriad interests -serveFi ang
serving. No, I'm talking about Empire properly so called., intoxicate

with images of its own might—unabashed, raw. I'm talking about th.e
reign of Bush the Bold. Will we look back and say, That was when it

all began?13




These ironic questions usefully disrupt the treatment of American
empire as some sort of fetishized national love (or hate) object. Like
Anderson’s analysis and Roy’s criticisms, they also pose the problem
of historical continuities, but in doing so, they also raisé all kinds of
difficult theoretical questions about what exactly changed from the
period when American elites did not so openly sport the badge of an
imperial nationalism on their business suits. Was all the talk about
“globalization” in the era of “Biil the Benign” merely a masquer-
ade? How have arguments about globalization been tied to Bush’s
wars? How do the American aggressions actually relate to inten-
sifying global interdependency and the entrenchment of neoliberal
governmentality? And how, then, can we make sense of both the
overlaps and disconnects between American empire and what Hardt
and Negri chose to call, with deceptive simplicity, just Empire?

In attempting to answer these questions in what follows I am
agam, as in the previous chapters, taking a critical geographical
approach. In this case [ seek to explore the interconnections and
contradictions of two imagined geographies that appear to confuse
much of the contemporary debate about globalization and imperi-
alism.'* The first is the imagined geography of a decentered global
space that underpins so many discussions of globalization and its
deterritorializing imperatives.!s Hardt and Negri’s account is no
exception, and their claim that economic globalization has taken
us from the territorialized national imperialisms of the nineteenth
century to a new regime of borderless global Empire is a claim that
fundamentally rests on this deterritorialized imagined geography.
“The realization of the world market and the real subsumption of
global society under capital,” they argue, “smooths over the striae
of national boundaries” (Empire, 332). Turning this “end of the
nation-state” thesis into an argument about subjectivity formation
too, they insist that “[with]| boundaries and difference suppressed
or set aside, the Empire is a kind of smooth space across which
subjecrivities glide withour substantial resistance” (198). It remains
nonetheless, they argue, a space of capital: “a smooth space defined
by uncoded flows, flexibility, continual modulation, and tendential
equalization” (327). Insofar as this imagined geography of smooth
space is intimately related to enframings of capiralist space such as
“the level playing field” discussed in chapter 3, I argue here that it
can be usefully conceprualized as a kind of geoeconomics, a global-

ist geoeconomics that both builds on and buttresses the metanarra-
tive of globalization’s integrative inexorability.1é
By contrast, the second imagined geography | want to address

consists of a much rougher-edged national-imperial geopolitics, an

imagined geography of uneven and occupied space associated with

ideas of an assertive and unilateralist American empire. Kagan and

Kristol’s hardened nationalistic view of American hegemony is a

typical. example. In debates over empire this geopolitical view is fre-

quently made to clash with the geoeconomic one, and the contrasting
imagined geographies often do a great deal of unexamined argumen-
rative work. Imperialism is thus often only imagined in geopolitical
terms as a system deliberately established by a metropolitan national
power that holds and controls clearly demarcated foreign territories
for a long period of time.l” The uneven and haphazard historical ge-
ographies of actual imperial practices, including those of the British
and French in the nineteenth century (sometimes administering every
inch of imperial life, sometimes just gunboating from the coast) are
thereby ignored. More significantly for current debates, the stark dis-
continuity between geopolitical visions of American empire and the
geoeconomics of globalization elides the ways in which American
hegemony has since at least the end of World War II comprised a
form of informal imperialism operating in and through increasingly
globalized networks. To describe the transnational hegemony of the
United States in such terms is not to argue that American informal
imperialism is unending, all-encompassing, and invulnerable to cri-
sis and decline. American influence in the world will surely decline
as has that of all other imperial systems of the past.!® Moreover the
speed of the decline will likely only be accelerated by the recent turn

: o] e
to more militaristic and unabashedly forceful attempts at imperial.

crisis management. But to insist, as I do here, that the dominant and
much more continuous character of American influence is that of in-
formal imperialism (and to point, as I do in what follows, to some of
the symptomatic parallels between the eras of “Bill the Benign” and
“Bush the Bold”} is to reject the economistic view that American he-
gemony simply came to an abrupt end when the institutional arrange-
ments of the post-World War II settlement—including the Bretton
Woods dollar-gold peg and the dominance of the United States as the
industrial workshop of the world—foundered in the early 1970s.1% Re-
jecting such economism, I want to suggest, also involves debunking




the geographic assumption that geoeconomics has simply eclipsed
geopolitics.

The informality of American imperialism has not _qnly aliowed
for exaggerated academic arguments about hegemonic decline. It
has also traditionally enabled an exceptionalist American rhetoric of
imperial denial. Notwithstanding the context of the post-9/11 war-
mongering, it clearly remained enabling in this way for President
Bush himself when he claimed at West Point in 2002 that “America
has no empire to extend or utopia to establish.”20 Even despite the
occupations of Iraq and Afghanistan, it was also still a dominant
argument in 2003: America has not been and can never be an em-
pire, the story went, because it does not occupy and control foreign
territory in the direct and sustained long-distance manner of formal
late nineteenth-century empires.2! “America has no territorial am-
bitions,” Bush reaffirmed at the White House, “We don’t seek an
empire.”?? In attempting to demystify such denials here I find Hardt
and Negri’s thesis a useful counterpoint. My aim is not to com-
pare and contrast the arguments over American empire and Empire
only in the abstract, however, but rather, as in the previous chapters,
to ground them (and thereby explore them more critically) in the
geographies of worldly political struggle. In this case, the specific
political ground in question is that of the recent American war in
Iraq: a war that has been widely interpreted as aggressive American
empire-building, but a war too that has thematized and thereby also
compromised the much more enduring and informal form of market-
mediated American hegemony. By focusing in particular on two
phases of the war—the legitimation work that led up to the military
attacks, and then their prosecution and afrermath—the goal is to go
beyoud the imperial denial of geveconomics without reconsolidating
a simple geopolirical vision of American national empire-building.
This means, 1 will seek to argue, paying particular attention to the
complicity of geopolitical assertion and geoeconomic assumption in
elite American and business-class opinion.

The violent asymmetry of the military action, the ways in which it
played out the unilateral fantasies of national American dominance
dreamed up by the likes of Kagan and Kristol, and the disturbance it
thereby brought to all manner of multilateral conventions and agree-
ments would seem at first sight to have vindicated geopolitical visions
of American empire. To liberal critics and neoconservative celebrants
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alike, this was the moment of American empire unleashed. Here was

the global hegemon casting aside the fuss of multilateral concord,

throwing economic concerns about balanced budgets and the bond

markets to the winds, and boldly sallying forth with unabashed mili-

tary force. By contrast, the imagined geographies of geoeconomics—

of smooth global space, of carefully coordinated planetary “police”

actions, of deterritorialized networks of neoliberal governmentality,

of in short, a decentered global Empire—seemed rendered as redun-

dant as the United Nations itself was in the buildup to the bombing.

But while the unilateralism of the war cerrainly upset many multi-
lateral circuits of cosmopolitan capitalist convention and while the
resulting disruption of geoeconomic visions was and remains clear,
the offensive and occupation seem unlikely to prove geopolitical vi-
sions of American imperial dominance of lasting relevance. An under-
standing of the war as American empire unleashed may certainly
have helped certain Bush administration officials to make their deci-
sions, but analytically it misses the ways in which so many aspects
of the war were predicated and dependent upon the assumptions,
practices, technologies, and economic imperatives of neoliberal glo-
balization, including, not least of all, the geoeconomic vision of a
global level playing field. With its globally networked coordination
(and the globally networked opposition that resisted it), its ideologi-
cal justification in the corporate media, its private military contrac-
tors in'the field, its commodified patriotism at home, its CEO-style
promotion, its ties to a vision of free trade across the Middle East, its
anticipation in global derivative markets, and its mediated relation-
ship with il economics, U.S. recession, and global overcapacity, the
war is thus also analyzable as a symptom of what Hardt and Negri
refer to in their book as “the passage to Empire.” That, at least, is a
key contention in the later part of this chapter.

It may seem strange to use the ideas of Empire to investigate the
planning and prosecution of the Iraq war when Hardt and Negri
themselves uncritically repeat so many of the geoeconomic assump-
tions that, as | seek to show, elide American dominance. But in put-
ting their text to work in relation to a war that has made American
hegemony synonymous with empire, it is possible to highlight the
political-economic mediation of the militarism while also reading
Hardt and Negri’s own narrative against the grain. In other words,
the theoretical aim here is to graph and thereby problematize Empire’s




geoeco_nomic “geo” by using it ro unpack the simple geopolitical vi-
sion of the war as American empire unleashed.?3 What ultimately
makes this parallel debunking of geoeconomics and geopolmcs pos-
sible is the one-sided approach that each vision creates of the pe-
culiar hyphen-nation-state of American global hegemony. Neither
vision can conceive of this hegemony as at once productive of, em-
bedded in, and vulnerable to global interdependencies; and thus nei-
ther can adequately come to terms with the informal and deeply
contradictory imperialism of U.S. hegemony in globalization, This
mediated informal imperialism has effectively deterritorialized and
reterritorialized the hyphen in the American nation-state, stretching
American state authority in informal ways across national bound-
aries to create a hybrid and transnational hyphen-nation-state of
market- as well as military-mediated dominance. It is the problems
involved in describing this transnationally mediated informal im-
perialism in terms of empire that comprise the basic questions that
drive the whole of this chapter. Rather than attempt to resolve them
at the start, though, the goal is to use the geographical challenges
they present as material tools with which to unpack the complicity
of the simplified geopolitical and geoeconomic visions.

Set against the hyphen-nation-state of transnationally mediated
American hegemony, the geopolitical visionaries produce a still ter-
ritorialized form of nation-talk. They tend to anthropomorphize or
at least overinvest in and overexaggerate the nation’s “power,” and
thereby create a narrative of enduring, exceptional, and sometimes
even absolute American national dominance on the global stage.
Lefrist critics sometimes replicate this geopolitical master narrative
in their arguments against American foreign policy. But it is the
agents.of this foreign policy themselves, including most especially
neoconservatives such as Kagan and Kristol, who are foundationally
nationalistic as they return relentlessly to the fetish of “National
Security.” The muscular “realism” they propound is, I want to sug-
gest, really better understood as a form of affected idealism, indeed
an affect-loaded idealism of the nation as a coherent and anthropo-
morphic geopolitical agent.

In contrast to the neoconservatives, the predominant register of
Empire’s argument is state-talk. One of Hardt and Negri’s major
accomplishments in their book is to outline the entrenchment of neo-
liberal capitalist practices and policies as a type of transnational

state-making. Indeed, it is, I think, their sensitivity to the ways in

which “state functions have effectively been displaced” from the na-

tional level and “integrated into the system of transnational com-

mand” that accounts for the book’s appeal to so many scholars as

an innovative political theory of globalization.2 But in highlight-

ing these emerging forms of transnational governmentality, and

in describing their combined state effects in the terms of Empire,

Hardt and Negri diminish two still significantly national forms of
state power. First, they deny flat out the imperial hegemony of the

United States. “The United States does not,” they emphasize in ital-
ics, “form the center of an imperialist project” (xiv).25 Second, they
fail to address the ways in which the extension and entrenchment
of neoliberal practices has systematically depended not just on
U.S. force, but also on the willing acceptance of free-market re-
forms by the national ruling classes of states outside of the United
States. Ironically, however, Hardt and Negri compensate for this
double denial of national-state power by arguing that specifically
American national traditions of government provide the basic model
for the new global regime of network-mediated governmentality. In
a formulation that is emphasized even on the book’s back cover,
they argue thus that “today’s Empire draws on elements of U.S. con-
stitutionalism, with its tradirions of hybrid identities and expanding
frontiers.” In other words, they inscribe American privilege right
into the heart of their account of a postimperialist Empire even as
their overarching “end of the nation-state” metanarrative makes it
impossible to track the hyphen-nation-state of American hegemony.
Moreover, they do so in a way that ultimately argues thar this U.S.-
based constitutional model will underwrite the long-term peace

of Empire. These complicating claims (which, as we shall see, uns =

cannily parallel the neoconservatives’ nostrums about a new Pax
Americana) seem especially absurd in light of the Iraq war and the
spiral of hideous violence it has set in motion. But they also help
highlight how geoeconomic visions of smooth global space encode
assumptions about American influence even as they elide it. This
means that before unpacking the geopolitical and geoeconomic
visions of the war it is worth exploring the ways in which Hardt and
Negri’s own arguments elide American dominance while neverthe-
less encrypting America as a dominant model into their account.
The next section takes up this challenge by way of simultaneously




exploring what exactly the geoeconomic vision of deterritorialized
global space entails and how it relates to American business-class
views of globalization.

AMERICAN VISION IN EMPIRE

The underlying argument of Empire is a relatively simple retelling
of the modern European story of modernity. Following the classic
Marxist critique that capitalism digs its own grave, the core claim
of the book is that the development of an ever more globalized capi-
talist system (including the late twentieth-century increase in global
migration by workers) has created a “single supranational figure
.Of power™ (Empire, 9). Calling this power Empire, and depicting
it in Foucauldian terms as a “biopolitical” administrative machine
Hardr and Negri argue that it carries within itself the immanent pos-’
sibility of a global revolution by its subject population, the so-called
multitude. This global multitude is supposed to be a heterogeneous
category that takes us beyond the economism and singularity of hav-
ing the global working class serve as the agent of history (as in The
Communist Manifesto). It therefore supposedly encompasses rebel-
lious subjects as diverse as women workers in the service sector, mi-
grants, the International Workers of the World, the Chiapas rei:)e'ls
and participants in the Palesrinian Intafada (53-54). But the multij
tude 1s more commonly invoked by Hardt and Negri in an abstract,
filmost mystical way, and as such remains a singular category in what
is ultimately a teleological narrative where its assigned role, following
the supposedly protocommunist example of Saint Francis of Assisi, is
to “push through Empire and come out the other side” (218).26 ,
The notion of the multitude’s push to “the other side” is not
C{nly §ympt0matic of the mystifying religious aura that overshadows
Empire, it 1s also a strangely contradictory formulation of global
revolution when one considers the totalizing spatial vision of the
book. Empire, we are elsewhere repeatedly told, has no inside or
outside, and no boundaries (Empire, xiv). It purportedly scrambles
the regionalization of the First, Second, and Third worlds (xiil), it
keeps centers and margins always on the move (39), and “its space
is always open” (167). “In this smooth space of Empire, there is no
place of power—it is both everywhere and nowhere. Empire is an
ou-topia, or really a non-place” (190). From a critical geographical
perspective, it is hard to see how this deterritorialization metanar-

rative can be reconciled with the appeal to a multitude that will
push through to “the other side.” It is true that Empire is attuned to
David Harvey’s argument that capitalist processes produce new spa-
tial relations by constantly working to minimize the frictions of dis-
tance, but as Stuart Corbridge has underlined, the book’s emphasis
on the spatial equalization imperatives of time-space compression
“neglects Harvey’s more important point about the limits to capital
that are imposed by the necessity of production and reproduction
at fixed sites.”?” For Hardt and Negri, who seem more inspired by
Deleuze and Guarrari’s totalizing nomadism in this respect, there
are not even any temporarily fixed insides and outsides. Instead, in
their all-encompassing “smooth world” vision even the outside is
already somehow inside Empire. “Empire posits a regime that ef-
fectively encompasses the spatial totality,” they assert, and because
of this, and because it thereby takes us beyond older forms of im-
perialism with their rivalries over territory, it ultimately promises
to bring peace (xv). This peace will be lasting, Hardt and Negri
argue, when the creative forces of the multitude subvert Empire,
creating a “real alternative” from the inside out. But yet this will
only “take place on the imperial terrain itself” and is made possible
by the ways in which Empire, while “continually bathed in blood,”
remains as a concept “always dedicated to peace—a perpetual and
universal peace outside of history” (xv).

This compressed geographical summary of the argument does
not do justice to Hardt and Negri’s critical arguments about trans-
national governmentality and the disembedded force of market and
informational networks (to which we will return). However, it does
begin to explain how, in the year 2000 on the eve of George Bush’s as-

cent to the presidency, they could be so sanguine about globalization ==

bringing postimperial peace. In this respect Empire’s announcement
of a new kind of postnational neoimperial order replays quite strik-
ingly Karl Kautsky’s similar argument about the emergence of a new
“ultra-imperialism” in 1914. Kautsky’s error was to argue on the eve
of the most horrific nationalist war in history that a new transnational
imperial system would somehow bring together all the world’s impe-
rialist powers in a singular and peaceful global concert of power,
“a holy alliance of the imperialists.”28 As was pointed out by Lenin
in his famously polemical critique, Kautsky’s idealism may have al-
lowed him to coin a clever new catchphrase in “ultra-imperialism,”




but ir also blinded him to the deep contradictions between different
factions of capital in different imperial spheres. One does not need
to adopt Lenin’s theory of financialization, nor his overly politicized
fippr()ach to Kaursky (who, after all, was only arguing that social-
ists should prepare to struggle against the ultraimperialist concert
TJf power as the new “enemy”), to learn from this critique.2? Empire

it seems, also obscures the contradictions of the contemporary imj
perial order. Bur the problem today is not a disregard for the ways
in which the convolutions of finance capital and global trade and
production relations are intensifying interimperial rivalries. Instead

today’s contradictions relate to how such tensions are mediated or:
a global scale by the unrivalled hegemony of the United States. As
Leo Panitch and Sam Gindin argue in thetr sympathetic but rigor-
ous Marxist review, it is the practical ways in which this hegemony
works through globalization that are elided in Empire. “The distinc-
tion Hardr and Negri want to draw between today’s new empire (and
its ‘imperial interest’) and the old imperialism {‘imperialist interest’)
is indeed very important,” they say.

But it can only be captured by an approach to contemporary capital-
ism which goes much further than Hardt and Negri are able to do in
Fevea]ing those processes of economic, political and military global-
1z.ation through which the American state specifically, and not the
disembodied concepr of “empire,” . . . “casts its widely inclusive net
to try to envelop all power relations within its world order.”30

Rather than address the contradictory ways in which the American
state has been implicated in varying forms of transnational hege-
mony, Hardr and Negri prefer to posit a simple and absolute historic
break between U.S. “imperialist adventurism” and Empire. This
break they date back with dubicus precision to the Tet offensive of
;968 and the political defeat of the Johnson administration’s policy
in Vietnam (179). As Tarak Barkawi and Mark Laffey note in an-
other useful critique of the resulting elisions, “it is hard to see how
‘r968 marks the ‘irreversible’ defeat of US imperialism. Not only
is the inadequate nature of Hardt and Negri’s historical analysis
much in evidence here, it also becomes very difficult to locate the
break at which US imperialism transforms into Empire.” Barkawi
and Laffey go on to argue that Hardt and Negri thereby miss the
many ways in which the United States has continued to intervene

globally since 1968, developing all kinds of complex patron-client
relations as well as making diverse military interventions and setting
up regional bases across the planet. “In our view,” they sum up, “glo-
balisation and many of the phenomena Hardt and Negri describe are
better understood by reference to an international state dominated
by the US.”3!

Even if they obscure and deny American dominance, Hardt and
Negri do still acknowledge the “privileged position” of the United
States within Empire. The problem is that, in line with the resolute-
ly antiempirical approach of the whole text, they only address this
privilege as an abstract effect of the U.S. Constitution and what they
see, following Thomas Jefferson no less, as its innate appropriateness
“for extensive empire and self-government” (160). The United States,

they concede,

does indeed occupy a privileged position in Empire, but this privi-
lege derives not from its similarities to the old European imperialist
powers, but from its differences. These differences.can be recognized
most clearly by focusing on the properly imperial {(not imperialist)
foundations of the United States constitution . . . [and the belief of
the founders that] they were creating on the other side of the Atlantic
a new Empire with open, expanding frontiers, where power would
be effectively distributed in networks. This imperial idea has sur-
vived and matured throughout the history of the United States con-
stitution and has emerged now on a global scale in its fully realized

form. (xiv)3?

Tt is out of this unfortunately “idea”-driven, neo-Hegelian argu-
ment that Hardt and Negri come to simultaneously deny ongoing
American imperialism while encrypting American influence in the

center of their account. To do this all the complexity of AMericana,.,

constitutional history has to be crammed into a four-stage narra-
tive about the evolution of America’s “constituent spirit”: a process
marked first by the development of the frontier, second by the clos-
ing of the frontier and the expansion of militarism overseas, third
by the development of the cold war state and the struggle for civil
rights, and fourth by the end of the cold war and the emergence of
Empire as “a global project of network power” (179—80). For a mo-
ment they describe this fourth phase as “a new type of hegemonic
initiative” (r79), but the possibility that this may be an imperial ini-
tiative of the U.S. state is completely superceded by the postimperial




zeltgelst metanarrative that we “are experiencing a first phase of the
transformation of the global frontier into an open space of imperial
sovereignty™ (182z). Thus, while the “idea of Empire” is said to be
“born through the global expansion of the internal U.S. constitution-
al project” (182), the connection of that project to ongoing forms of
specifically American state-making is ultimately severed. “It might
appear as if the United States were the new Rome,” they say, “or a
cluster of new Romes: Washington (the bomb), New York {money),
and Los Angeles {ether).” But having thereby made a list of useful
starting points for any serious investigation of the scope and varied
modalities of informal American imperialism, they proceed again to
denial. “Any such territorial conception of imperial space, however,
is continually destabilized by the fundamental flexibility, mobility,
and deterritorialization at the core of the imperial apparatus” {347).
This 1s an example of how the background binary opposition of geo-
economics to geopolitics becomes complicit in Empire with imperial
denial.

While Hardr and Negri's own geoceconomic assumptions lead them
to ignore the asymmetries and uneven development associated with
American imperialism, and while their resulting vision of “smooth
space” appears thus as a striking example of what [ am calling global-
ist geoeconomics, their arguments about “biopolitical production” go
some way to explaining the force of geoeconomics in actually shap-
ing political and economic life. By biopolitical production they mean
at base the production and reproduction of life under the conditions
of market-mediated globalization. The category implies more than
just this, though, because borrowed from Michel Foucault it comes
with both a built-in theory of power and a historical narrative of
change. The theory is underpinned by Foucault’s emphasis on study-
ing how power circulates, producing social subjects and objects that
only retroactively appear as the powerful and powerless. The nar-
rative of change that Hardt and Negri find, following Deleuze, in
Foucault involves an account of another abrupt temporal break: in
this case, from a “disciplinary society” (which they associate with the
modern Fordist world of nation-states and the nationalized concept
of “the people”) to a so-called society of control (which they associ-
are with the supranational relations of Empire and the emergence of
the denationalized “multicude™). In an early chapter near the start of
the book rhey thereby pose biopolitical production as a useful focus

[P

o e R

through which to track “the material constitution Of tne new piarie-
tary order, the consolidation of its administrative machine, and the
production of new hierarchies of command over global space” (19).
By hereby combining arguments from Foucault, Marx, and Deleuze
and Guattari in a single argument that addresses the production of
global space, Hardt and Negri also provide a way of theorizing the
ways in which geoeconomics is consolidated and reproduced. The vi-
sion of smooth, decentered, and deterritorialized space can thus be
understood in their own theoretical terms as a panoptic “diagram” of
the capillary “biopolitics” defining the globalized free market’s “anti-
architecture.” :

Interpreting the power of geoeconomics through the critical theo-
ry of biopolitics means understanding it as more than just an anti-
geography that obfuscates uneven geographical development. It means
examining how it simultaneously works as a profoundly productive
and enabling graphing of the geo that enframes a basic horizon of
planning and self-understanding among a certain set of global actors.
It would be obscenely ethnocentric to assume that such actors include
the whole of Hardt and Negri’s supposed multitude. The arrogance of
geoeconomics and its dependency on an assumptive economistic view
of the world indicate that it only makes sense as a vision for a very
privileged community of biopolitical reproduction. For the majority of
the world’s poor struggling to survive in peripheral communities they
cannot escape, and even for the majority of transnational migrants
who are poor, “gliding” across the “striae” of national borders is only
ever something that happens to the commodities that they labor to
make. It is not part of their own subjective experience. But elsewhere,
however, there is a much narrower community for whom such sub-
jective feelings of smoothness and gliding come easily. Following the

sociologist Leslie Sklair again, this community can be usefully called™

the “transnational capitalist class.”34 Sklair’s own empirical analysis
of the transnational capitalist class in fact provides some corrobora-
tion of the idea that geoeconomics may in this way play a central role
in the training and subject formation of a new global elite. His sur-
vey of Global Fortune 500 annual reports, for example, shows that
businesses from around the world repeatedly use the smooth spatial
imagery of an abstract globe alongside rhetoric about global pros-
pects to highlight their strategic visions and strengths to shareholders.
For such TNGs, it seems, the smooth space of the globe really does




enframe a level plain of boundless opportunity. The notion that there
is easy mobility across the global plain also seems to be accepted as
common sense by many of the global political elites with whom these
TNCs deal as they play one locale off against another negotiating for
tax holidays, regulatory relaxation, wage repression, and infrastruc-
tural support. It is true that the geoeconomic picture of boundaryless
TNC behavior does not match the much more complex and uneven
geographies of real world commodity chains, financing, corporate in-
formarion exchange, and accounting systems.3s And yet, even as he
documents such complexities, the economic geographer Peter Dicken
notes that corporate strategists themselves return repeatedly to the
vision “that technological and regulatory developments in the world
economy have created a ‘global surface’ on which a dominant orga-
nizational form [the global corporation] wili develop and inexorably
wipe out less efficient competitors who are no longer protected by
national or local barriers.”3¢ What, then, explains the endurance and
widespread influence of this geoeconomic vision?

Part of the reason for the hegemony of the vision is undoubtedly
the intensity of the biopolitical training through which it is instilled.
Hardt and Negri’s theorization of biopolitics is again instructive.,
They make clear that they want to combine a traditional Marxist
focus on production with a more open-ended attention to all the
diversity of power relations in informational, cultural, and corpo-
real reproduction. They invoke in this way Deleuze and Guattari’s
antiessentialist activation of the notion of “social machines.” They
applaud how certain Italian Marxists have moved via biopolitics
beyond a workerist analysis of capitalism. And, although it is in a
foornote and although it is followed by what Lisa Rofel critiques as a
mascuhnist recuperation of feminist theories of affective labor, they
invoke Spivak’s inspirational reworking of value theory to claim that
“from a methodological point of view, we would say that the most
profound and solid problematic complex that has yet been elaborated
for the critique of biopolitics is found in feminist theory, particularly
Marxist and socialist feminist theories that focus on women’s work,
affective labor and the production of biopower”(Empire, 423).37
With regard to the biopolitical production of geoeconomics such an
argument is borne out by the work of economic geographers such as
Sue Roberts and Nigel Thrift.3® They have shown that management-
training programs create consequential combinations of governmen-

tality and spatiality by training affectively in order to bfa effective.
The programs thus create biopolitical regulation by linking lessons
in the techniques of business efficiency with the cultivation of deeply
personal and spatialized senses of self, including, as Roberts empha-
sizes, the masculinist sense of being able to stand over, see, and con-
trol sweeping vistas of global coordination.? Even if these global-
ist concepts of decontextualized sight are reworked (as much of the
research shows they are) in their site-specific enactment, they \.Nould
equally appear to be buttressed by the daily onslaught of globa.lnst ad-
vertising and imagery (about friction-free networks, global V-ll.la.ges,
and so on) to which managerial trainees, along with the politicians
and lawyers they proceed to work with, are also routinely exp'osed.40
As a result, they are extremely entrenched and continue to c_xrculate
and reproduce in global networks of both corporate training and
work. Geoeconomics therefore—as both by-product and coproducer
of corporate governmentality among global elites—might well seem
to exemplify Hardt and Negri’s notion of biopolitical coptrol extend-
ing “well outside the structured sites of social institutions through
flexible and fluctuating networks” (23). .
Another part of the reason for the persistence of geoeconomiics,
however, relates back to the capitalist organization of global space
itself, As they do on many other key points of theoretic.al descrip-
tion, Hardt and Negri vacillate on whether to call this space an
“architecture” or “anti-architecture.” This vacillation fudges the
problem of how they might reconcile their underlying assumption
of a geoeconomic worldview with the uneven political, cul‘tural, and
economic geographies that make up the lived spatial architecture of
life across the planet. Chief among these forms of uneven develop-

- .
ment is the asymmetry presented by the United States and the domi-

nance it exercises in a vast array of global relations. One of the most
unfortunate ironies of all in Empire is that, having explored how
the American constitutional capacity for rule over flexible frontiers
anticipates a newly global constitution, Hardt and Negri proceed. to
reproduce a geoeconomic discourse that elides ongoing and spec1f‘1-
cally American control over flexible frontiers on a global scale. It is
still possible to draw on Empire in order to theorize the fo.rce of geo-
economics as a form of biopolitical worlding of the world in the con-
text of heightened global interdependency. Moreover, it is poss'illnle to
join this with Hardt and Negri’s other argument about the specifically




American constitutional roots of the new global biopolitics. But a
key reason for doing so involves going in the direction that Empire
avoids: namely, examining how the geoeconomic vision of smoothed
global space at once obscures and enables the privileges that accrue
to the United States as the major structuring and steering influence
of contemporary global capitalism.

Looking back on the early years of American constitutional his-
tory, Gindin and Panitch argue that

Hardt and Negri were right to trace the pre-figuration of what they call
“Empire” today back to the American constitution’s incorporation of
Madisonian “network power.” ... Yet far from anticipating the sort
of decentred and amorphous power that Hardr and Negri imagine
characterized the US historically {and characterizes “Empire” today),
the constiturional framework of the new American state gave great
powers to the central government to expand trade and make war.*!

Coming forward to the present, it seems that the Madisonian model
of network power has continued to give great powers to the central
government to expand trade and make war. Now, though, the U.S.
government lies at the center of a much more global and informal
system, a system over which it has generally held hegemony through
consensus. Today’s war-making, argue Gindin and Panitch, is not
necessarily indicative of a decline in this U.S. hegemony. Nor does it
signal some return to interimperial rivalries. Instead, they suggest that
the recent wars represent the heightened challenges of organizing an
informal imperial system through the intermediaries of other national
states. More specifically, the project of finding willing governments
schooled in the vision of neoliberal globalization has, they argue, run
up @ainst the difficulc challenge of incorporating the periphery—
including so-called rogue states—into the system. This is a critical ar-
gument for the subsequent sections of this chapter because it explains
why the smooth and decentered world visions of geoeconomics might
be related to the development of the Iraq war. It opens the possibility,
in other words, of investigating how geoeconomics not only obscures
American imperialism, but also serves as a basic groundwork on which
its contemporary builders have been (free)trading and making war.
The resulting complicity of globalist geoeconomics with unilateralist
geopolitics has been highly contradictory and unstable, and it is in an
effort to unpack the resulting contradictions and instabilities that I

it

turn now to examine the period of the buildup to war. This period, as
we shall see, appears at first sight to have been shaped almost entirely
_by geopolitical assertion. However, after reviewing these geopolitical
imperatives, I show how they were in turn underpinned and enframed
by an array of geoeconomic assumptions. The resulting complicity of
geopolitics with geoeconomics was extraordinarily influential, but as
the war went on to show and as we shall explore in the later part of
the chapter, it was also a contradictory complicity that was to prove
extremely unstable in action.

PREPARING FOR WAR: THE INTERVENTION OF GEOPOLITICS

For many business commentators the “smooth space” geoeconomic
worldview of the global village simply shattered on 9/11 when the
planes crashed into the World Trade Center. Globalization gurus
such as the New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman, for ex-
ample, saw the events as nothing less than the start of World War
[I1.# Indeed, in Friedman’s case the attacks of 9/11 led to his clear
shift in the months and years that followed from a transnational
business-class necliberal outlook toward a steadily more neoconser-
vative and unilateralist prowar chauvinism. However, for the neo-
conservative masterminds behind the Project for a New American
Century (PNAC), 9/11 was not so much a day of infamy as a geo-
political opportunity: a Pearl Harbor, perhaps, but a Pearl Harbor
for which they had been waiting. In 2000 PNAC had published a
report entitled Rebuilding America’s Defenses: Strategies, Forces
and Resources for a New Century, in which the authors noted that
the expansion of America’s military dominance that they were de-
manding would only happen slowly “absent some catastrophic and

catalyzing event—like a new Pear] Harbor.”#3 September 11 pro-

vided just such an event, and as such it gave the well-placed neo-
conservatives associated with PNAC much more leverage to force
through their vision of a newly assertive American unilateralism
a geopolitical vision that they had effectively been airing ever sincc;
the fall of the Berlin Wall. Too often this geopolitical intervention by
PNAC and its associates has been reported in scandalized tones as
something of a secret conspiracy. The Scottish Sunday Herald, for
example, thus described the reporter’s discovery of the Rebuilding
America’s Defenses report in the language of a grand exposé. “A
secret blueprint for US global domination,” began the news article,




reveals that President Bush and his cabinet were planning a premedi-
tated artack on Iraq to secure “regime change” even before he took
power in January 200t1. The blueprint, uncovered hy the Sunday
Herald, for the creation of a “global Pax Americana” was drawn
up for Dick Cheney {now vice-president), Donald Rumsfeld (defense
secretary), Paul Wolfowitz (Rumsfeld’s deputy), George W. Bush’s
younger brother Jeb and Lewis Libby {Cheney’s chief of staff).+

Yet while the Rebuilding America’s Defenses report was certainly
audacious, and while it did indeed describe “the unresolved conflict
with Traq” as “the immediate justification” for increasing America’s
“force presence” in the Gulf,#5 the neoconservative luminaries that
contributed to it were hardly a clandestine cabal. Moreover, their in-
tervention was no sudden coup either. Many of them, for instance,
had cosigned an open letter to President Clinton back in 1998 directly
demanding “regime change” in Irag. “Dear Mr. President,” the lerter
began,

We are writing you because we are convinced that current American
policy toward Iraq is not succeeding, and that we may soon face a
threar in the Middle East more serious than any we have known
since the end of the Cold War. In your upcoming State of the Union
Address, you have an opportunity to chart a clear and determined
course for meeting this threat. We urge you to seize that opportuni-
ty, and to enunciate a new strategy that would secure the interests of
the U.S. and our friends and allies around the world. That strategy
should aim, above all, at the removal of Saddam Hussein’s regime
from power. We stand ready to offer our full support 1a this difficult
but necessary endeavor. . . .

Sincerely,

Elliott Abrams, Richard L. Armitage, William ]. Bennett, Jeffrey
Bergner, John Bolton, Paula Dobriansky, Francis Fukuyama, Robert
Kagan, Zalmay Khalilzad, William Kristol, Richard Perle, Peter W.
Rodman, Donald Rumsfeld, William Schneider, Jr., Vin Weber, Paul
Wolfowitz, R. James Woolsey, Robert B. Zoellick#6

Putting their names to this public letter, the signatories may have
been adopting Trotskyist tactics, but they were hardly acting like se-
cretive conspirators. Moreover, the letter and the Rebuilding Ameri-
ca’s Defenses report have since remained well publicized on PNAC’s
Web site. They can easily be found there alongside the Project’s 1997

founding call “to embrace the cause of American leadership.” That
founding call itself was far from a private PNAC pact. Hearkening
back to the Reagan years as well as to Henry Luce’s 1950s declara-
tion of an American Century, it articulated as boldly as possible the
neoconservatives’ call for geopolitical activism with direct appeals
to American principles and interests.

As the 20th century draws to a close, the United States srands as the
world’s most preeminent power. Having led the West to victory in
the Cold War, America faces an opportunity and a challenge: Does
the United States have the vision to build upon the achievement of
past decades? Does the United States have the resolve to shape a new
century favorable to American principles and interests?47

Explaining in turn what such vision and resolve should entail, the

PNAC founders declared in the name of the nation that

[What we require is] a military that is strong and ready to meet both
present and future challenges; a foreign policy that boldly and pur-
posefully promotes American principles abroad; and national lead-
ership that accepts the United States’ global responsibilities.

Such views were widely shared beyond the circles of PNAC.48
Other neoconservative organizations such as the American Enterprise
Institute and the Center for Strategic and Internationa! Studies were
just as involved in disseminating similar calls for geopolitical activism
during the Clinton years, as too, it needs noting, were a number of
“Bill the Benign’s” own cabinet. Madeleine Albright, his second term
secretary of state, famously extolled the virtues of America as the
“indispenable nation,” and Anthony Lake, Clinton’s first national
security advisor, had claimed that the fundamental feature of thee.
post-cold war era was that “we are its dominant power. Those who
say otherwise sell America short. . . . Around the world, America’s
power, authority and example provide unparalieled opporrunities to
lead.”$® Going back further in time, the narrower ideological roots
of the new neoconservative geopolitics—at least its combined vision
of militant American democracy and strategic independence—can
be traced back via the cultural critic Allan Bloom, the Washington
State senator Henry Jackson, and the older generation neoconserva-
tives Irving Kristol and Norman Podheretz, to the antimodern phi-
losophy of Leo Strauss and the antiestablishment nuclear doctrines
of Albert Wohlstetter.5? PNAC’s geopolitical intervention, then, was




by no means an overnight development, and notable signatories to
its public statements such as Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, and
William Kristol (who all worked under Jackson’s tutelgge and took
courses with Bloom at Chicago) had rehearsed their geopolitical out-
look for years. Wolfowitz is especially notable in this regard because
his public promotion of a unilateralist American geopolitics itself
went back to the first Bush administration. Then, as undersecretary
of Defensc for Policy when Dick Cheney was Defense secretary, he
supervised the drafting of a much discussed 1992 “Defense Planning
Guidance™ document advising that the United States should “prevent
any hostile power from dominating a region whose resources would,
under consolidated control, be sufficient to generate global power.”52
Obsessed, it seems, with the idea of deterring potential geopolitical
rivals from developing a global role, the document had also noted
with neoimperial candor that “the United States should be postured
to act independently when collective action cannot be orchestrated.”
At the time, Wolfowitz’s directness was questioned after leaks of the
draft reached Congress, and Cheney had to supervise revisions to
the text that downplayed the abandonment of multilateralism. But
after ten years of public advocacy and after the forcing event of 9/11,
Wolfowitz was to see basically the same censored vision (including
its attention to maintaining U.S. access to key global resources in the
Persian Gulf) articulated openly as official public policy in the build-
up to the Irag war. The key question in this regard concerns how.
How did the geopolitical vision of unabashed U.S. imperialism that
Senator Robert Byrd had once castigated as “myopic, shallow and
disappointing” become the new Washington consensus and, as such,
the basis for war?33 Timing and ideology played a particular role, but
so tbo, I will subsequently argue, did geoeconomic assumptions.

[n the context of George W. Bush’s presidency, 9/11 really did cre-
ate a forcing event. Much is made in this regard of the opportunism
of the PNAC geopoliticians. Most remarkable of all, Rumsfeld ap-
pears to have begun planning to use 9/11 as an excuse for attacking
Saddam Hussein within hours of the atrack on the Pentagon. CBS
News reported that after returning from helping the injured on the
outside of the Pentagon and hearing of the possible ties to Osama bin
Laden, Rumsfeld noted at 2:40 p.m.: “best info fast. Judge whether
good enough hir S.H. [Saddam Hussein] at the same time. Not only
UBL [Osama bin Laden]. Go massive. Sweep it all up. Things related

and not.”$* The staggering notion of sweeping “it all up” also il-
lustrates the ideological work involved in promoting the Iraq war.
Again and again the attacks of 9/11 were linked to Saddam Hussein,
and from Bush’s “Axis of Evil” State of the Union address to end-
less insinuations about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction and sup-
posed links to Al Qaeda, the ideological legitimation for so-called
regime change in Iraq did indeed “go massive.” Such was the success
of this campaign that long after the intelligence agencies had dis-
missed the stories of an Al Qaeda link, and even after the failure to
find weapons of mass destruction after the war, nearly 7o percent of
Americans still believed that Hussein had been personally involved
in the 9/11 attacks.’s As bumper stickers and front porch signs em-
phasized across America in 2003, the Iraq war was thus legitimized
as a form of national retribution—“Remember 9/11: Support Our
Troops.” It was a geopolitical campaign that worked, argues Gerard
Toal, “by the channeling of the public affect unleashed by g9/11.75¢

There are well-known dangers in trying to psychoanalyze a whole
nation en masse, but Toal’s own exploration of the instrumentaliza-
tion of public affect in the buildup to the Iraq war avoids homogeniz-
ing a singular national psyche by focusing on the particular national
narratives and symbols that the campaign for war deployed. 57 He notes
in this respect how President Bush enacted an updated Jacksonian tra-
dition of American geopolitical common sense, an affective as well as
effective enactment that transformed the populist ideologies of indi-
vidualism and self-reliance shared among Christian and gun-owning
communities in America into a colonizing Manichaean geopolitics of
“good versus evil” on the global stage. Other scholars of geopolitical
scripting such as Michael Shapiro linked the initial “Wanted, Dead
or Alive” approach Bush took to hunting down bin Laden to colonial
collective imaginaries of the United States as a gunfighter nation.
And clearly the masculinism and white supremacism of a certain cow-
boy nationalism continued to animate much of the prowar lobbying
throughout 2002 and 2003. But as Bush’s hankering for a Wild West
solution failed to turn up bin Laden either alive or dead, the affec-
tive resonance of 9/11 was recentered in 2002 amid wider foreign
policy initiatives that went beyond the gunfighter nation set provided
by Afghanistan’s mountains and deserts. As a somatic marker, Toal
argues, 9/11 thus became a more generalized




domain of resentment and desire, the desire to avenge the symbolic
castrating of America’s power and profile on September 11, the desire
to affirm that America “still stands tall,” the desire to appear power-
ful. resolute and dominant amidst swirling questions of legitimacy
(from Florida in zooco to the Security Council in 2003), economic
weakness (from the dot.com crash to corporate scandals and rising
unemployment) and risk society (from airline safety to anthrax and
nuclear proliferation).*?

All of the complex anxieties surrounding such questions could there-
by, Toal argues, be channeled through 9/11 into arguments support-
ing a war on Iraq. A week after the fall of Baghdad the popular
country-and-western singer Darryl Worley was invited to sing a song
to Pentagon personnel that said it all: “Some say this country’s just
out iooking for a fight. After 9/11 man I'd have to say that’s right.”
The words still seemed to speak powerfully to the assembled com-
pany, and, as Toal notes, the song even made Donald Rumsfeld cry.

Rumsfeld’s tears give some indication of the ways in which a PNAC
insider was himself swept up by the affective ties that came to link
9/11, the Iraq war, and a heroic vision of America’s geopolitical mis-
sion. Things related and not, it seems, had gone massive for him too
in September 2001, and it was perhaps not surprising that a year later,
when Senator Mark Dayton of Minnesota asked Rumsfeld about
what new developments necessitated the decision to attack Iraq, he
sputtered, “What’s different? What’s different is 3,000 people were
killed.”®% Against this “casuistry belli,” as she called it, Maureen Dowd
articulated the main liberal complaint: “The administration isn’t tar-
geting Iraq because of 9/11. It’s exploiting g/11 to target Iraq.” To this,
though, she added a critical nuance. “This new fight isn’t logical-—it’s
cultnral. It is the latest chapter in the cultural wars, the conservative
dream of restoring America’s sense of Manifest Destiny.”¢! These ob-
servations captured the cultural politics of the warmongering well,
connecting them back to what, with Allan Bloom and Irving Kristol,
had been the initial preoccupations of the neoconservative movement
in the 1960s and 1970s. Her sensitivity to the masculinist self-imaging
and posturing of the geopolitics also seemed right on the mark: “Bush
is like a guy who reserves a hotel room and then asks you to the prom,”
she suggested.52 But the warmongering was much more than cowboy
cultural politics. [t was, after all, not just their ideological outlook
that the neconservatives brought to office, but the political capacity to

make it the new Washington consensus. In other words, the hegemony
of their geopolitical outlook not only rested on their war of maneuver
that linked an attack on Iraq with national desires for post 9/11 re-
venge, it also related to a war of position in D.C. that took the form of
placing neoconservatives in key offices of authority.

Rumsfeld’s position as Defense secretary was itself a good ex-
ample of the new neoconservative influence. But because Cheney,
another PNAC associate, worked as incoming vice president to
control the Bush administration’s transition into office, he was able
to ensure that many other PNAC associates reached high-ranking
jobs.63 In addition to Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz and Douglas Feith were
respectively given the number two and number three positions in
the Pentagon, Elliot Abrams was put in charge of Middle-East poli-
cy at the National Security Council, James Woolsey and Richard
Perle found influential positions on the Defense Policy Board, Lewis
Libby became Cheney’s chief of staff, and John Bolton became under-
secretary of state.® To many mainstream critics such as Michael
Lind, Cheney’s success had produced a “weird” foreign policy ex-
ecutive and thus a weird geopolitics.65 Explaining it to a U.K. audi-
ence as a “bizarre” outcome owing much to “happenstance and per-
sonality” he struggled to think of a suitable geopolitical parallel.

For a British equivalent, one would have to imagine a Tory govern-
ment, with Downing Street and Whitehall controlled by followers
of Reverend lan Paisley, extreme Eurosceptic, empire loyalists and
Blimpish military types—all determined, for a variety of strategic rea-
sons, to invade Egypt. Their aim would be to regain the Suez canal as
the first step in a campaign to restore the British empire. Yes, it really
is that weird.56 S

The problem with this view was that, like the conspiratorial pic-
ture of PNAC, it overstated the weirdness and underplayed the hege-
monic achievement. To make his argument, Lind rightly highlighted
the links of many of the PNAC associates to the viciously colonial
outlook of the Likud Party in Israel. Yet while the strategic vision of
creating 2 Hashemite kingdom stretching from Jordan to Irag has
hardly been a historic mainstay of American Middle East policy,
and while two PNAC associates, Perle and Feith, were instrumental
in developing this vision, the more basic overlaps between PNAC’s
geopolitics and Israeli colonialism are by no means unprecedented in




American foreign policy making.” As Melanie McAlister has docu-
mented with telling cultural nuance, the example of Israeli colonial
militarism (including the preemptive strike of the so-called 5ix Days
War) has long informed American informal imperialism both in the
Middle East and domestically.t¥ Moreover, as McAlister also shows,
the other Israeli influence on the Bush White House—that of evan-
gelical, often anti-Semitic, Christian Zionism—comprises a grow-
ing and far from Paisley-ite movement, weird though their “dispen-
sationalist” visions of Jewish conversion to Christianity might make
them as Israeli sertlers’ main American allies.®® In other words, just
as PNAC’s call for an unabashed imperial approach by the United
States to Iraq built upon much wider national narratives about mili-
tant self-defense and retribution, so too did the group’s geopolitical
affinities with Israeli colonialism resonate with more long-standing
and more widely advocated objectives for American policy in the
Middle East. The overall geopolitical vision that PNAC associates
helped foster was thus to prove hegemonic, not weird.

Loaded with the affect of post-9/11 retribution and organized
through orientalist scripts about Arabs only understanding force, the
geopolitical arguments for unilateralism fashioned an anthropomor-
phic spectacle of the nation standing tall. War critics too became con-
sumed with the fantasy of the United States being anthropomorphic-
ally assertive. “These are the days of empire,” ran one typical tirade.

Unrivalled and untrammeled, the United States bestrides the globe
like a colossus. The President of the United States endowed with
more power than Alexander the Great and Napoleon combined, can
now wreak havoc at his whim and leisure. President Bush sits upon

- Zeus’s throne and treats Congress, the United Nations and U.S. al-
lies as mere vassals.”®

When the critics joined the argument on this level, PNAC had already
won the hegemonic struggle to script the Iraq intervention as assertive
geopolitics. Combined with the dissemination capabilities afforded
by Rupert Murdoch’s media empire—including the Weekly Standard
edited by PNAC cofounder Bill Kristol and the Fox cable channel
that gave neoconservatives a mass-media bullhorn—the overall ideo-
logical hegemony of the neoconservative geopolitical vision therefore
became unstoppable. All that was needed now for the war plans to
proceed was an amendment of official American policy, and rthis is

what happened in September 2002 with the release of a new National
Security Strategy.

By this time, a year on from 9/11, more reluctant Republicans such
as Colin Powell, Bush’s secretary of state, and Richard Haas, Director
of Policy and Planning at the State Department, were falling into uni-
lateralist line, and Bush’s national security advisor, Condoleezza Rice,
spoke only of the United States needing “a coalition of the willing”: a
euphemism for Wolfowitz’s older idea of “orchestrated” international
consensus. When Rice finalized the National Security Strategy, it was
clear that the geopolitical activism demanded for over a decade by
Wolfowitz and PNAC’s other associates had fully become the new
Washington consensus. And while the plan for a unilateral, “pre-

-emptive” war on Iraq was not mentioned directly, its justification was

now asserted as at once a national response to 9/11 and a new national
policy. The text began by noting that

The United States possesses unprecedented—and unequaled—strength
and influence in the world. Sustained by faith in the principles of lib-
erty, and the value of a free society, this position comes with unparal-
leled respousibilities, obligations, and opportunity.”

Here the echoes with PNAC’s primacy “principles” were clear. Vir-
tually cribbing from the Rebuilding America’s Defenses report, more-

over, the National Security Strategy proceeded to argue the case for
preemption too:

The gravest danger our Nation faces lies at the cross-roads of radi-
calism and technology. Our enemies have openly declared thar they

are seeking weapons of mass destruction, and evidence indicates
that they are doing so with determination. The United States will

not allow these efforts to succeed. . . . America will act against such *=
emerging threats before they are fully formed.??

The connections drawn here went in three directions. They linked
9/11 (radicalism and technology) with weapons of mass destruction
with a call for national preemptive action. Only later on in the text

was [raq placed in the center of the triangle. First came a supposed
statement of fact:

At the time of the Gulf War, we acquired irrefutable proof that Iraq’s
designs were not limited to the chemical weapons it had used against
Iran and its own people, but also extended to the acquisition of nu-
clear weapons and biological agents.”?




Next followed the statement of policy:

Our comprehensive strategy to combat WMD includes: Proactive
counterproliferation efforts. . .. We cannot let our enemiies strike
first. . .. The United States has long maintained the option of pre-
emptive actions to counter a sufficient threat to our national secu-
rity. The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction.™

It only remained for the concocted evidence of Iraq’s weapons of
mass destruction to be presented to Congress and the “preemptive”
war that PNAC had been proposing ever since the letter to Clinton
could finally be declared on Iraq. The empire could now, in Dowd’s
punchy poerics, “strike first.””S The United Nations became “irrel-
evant,” french fries became freedom fries, stars and stripes fluttered
like swastikas at the Berlin Olympics, protesters were deported, ar-
rested, and ignored, and the president, who had long swept every-
thing up in the affect of national retribution, declared that the war
would “not be one of half-measures.”’¢

Critics of the war plans argued that they were indeed unprece-
dented, but also unjust and, thus, ultimately, un-American. Joseph
Cirincione, the director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace summed up this pre-
vailing critical national sentiment when he described the assertive
U.S. geopolitical unilateralism as a new colonialism.

[W]hat they’re planning is unprecedented in U.S. history. This will
not just be our first pre-emptive war, but it will be followed by a mas-
sive, indefinite occupation. President Bush intends to send more than
200,000 American men and women to invade and occupy a large,
complex nation of z4 million people half a world away. The last time
any Western power did anything similar was before World War 1. The
fast time any nation did this was the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
in 1979. As retired Gen. Wesley Clark, the former head of NATO
forces, says, this war will “put us in a colonial position in the Middle
East following Britain, following the Ottomans. It’s a huge change
for the American people and for what this country stands for.” To the
rest of the world it will indeed look like colonialism. With the best of
intentions, and with surprisingly little public discussion, we are abour
to overthrow a government, appoint a U.S. military ruler, and, after
several years of transition, install our hand-picked alternarives.”

These were criticisms that were echoed again and again by both lib-
erals and leftists, Americans and non-Americans alike, all of them

articulating in one way or another nostalgia for “Bill the Benign”
and still older eras of American multilateralism. “Typically, in this
perspective,” noted Balakrishnan, in a critical review of the main-
stream response, “Clinton’s rule is looked back at longingly, as the
halcyon days of a humane and responsible Pax Americana, whose
abandonment since has been a brutal disappointment.””8 The lim-
its of such nostalgic critiques—beyond the obvious denial of previ-
ous acts of aggressive American unilateralism in Panama, Grenada,
Nicaragua, and, though much more arguably, Kosovo—were two-
fold. As Perry Anderson argued, they ignored the advances of Ameri-
can informal imperialism in the Clinton years themselves.” These
included, in Anderson’s assessment, the ways in which “[tJhe USSR
had been knocked out of the ring, Europe and Japan kept in check,
China drawn into increasingly close trade relations, [and] the UN
reduced to little more than a permissions office.” Anderson himself
adds that all this was accomplished in the Clinton era “to the tune of
the most emollient of ideologies, whose every second word was inter-
national understanding and democratic good will.”# It seems that it
was precisely this emollient ideology that was abandoned by the Bush

‘administration in its impatience with the fictions of “international

community” and “multilateralism.” And yet, as Anderson also notes,
this was primarily a shift in style rather than in fundamental outlook,
and to see it as the emergence or unleashing of a novel American
imperialism was, I want to argue, another larger limitation of the
nostalgic mode of critique. Neglecting the continuities from “Bill the
Benign” to “Bush the Bold,” critics rarely came to terms with how
the war plans were predicated on a profoundly similar worlding of

the world as an expanding level plain mediated through globalized o,

networks. They ignored, in other words, the ways in which it was
understood and articulated even by the war planners themselves in
profoundly neoliberal ways. Here I return to the connections of the
geopolitics with an underlying and enduring geoeconomics.

My suggestion in the next section is that the relationship between
the geopolitical warmongering and the underlying geoeconomic as-
sumptions was not of difference, distinction, or opposition, but rath-
er one of complicity. While Bush enacted the role of virile national
commander in chief, and while war critics and war fans inveighed
against and invested in the image of an American geopolitical colos-
sus reterritorializing the Middle East, the war planning remained




paradoxically dependent on the deterritorialized worldview of geo-
economics. As I suggested at the start of this section, a signal geo-
political consequence of the martial mood was the en{istment of
patriotic neoliberals such as Thomas Friedman to the hegemonic
project of neoconservatives. But as [ now want to argue in more de-
tail, the reason why this enlistment lasted, the reason why it brought
reluctant Republicans into line, and a key reason that it even worked
abroad among transnational business-class opinion organs such as
the Economist was due to the fact that the war planning was thor-
oughly underpinned by the smoothing force of geoeconomics. It was
possible to orchestrate (to use the Wolfowitz word) such a willing
geopolitical coalition, I want to argue, because of the biopolitical
force of the ideals of planar planetary space. America’s geopoliti-
cal intervenrion could thus make sense to someone such as Richard
Haas (author of The Reluctant Sheriff and Wolfowitz’s onetime
contender as the Republicans’ leading strategic thinker) because, as
he explained to Nicholas Lemann in a distinction familiar to readers
of Empire, there was “a big difference between being imperial and
imperialist.”#

THE GEOECONOMIC GROUNDWORK

The very same Strategy that triangulared the geopolitical legitimation
for the attack on Iraq and that hued so closely to PNAC’s principles
was also a text that was thoroughly underpinned by assumptions
about globalization. “[T]he United States will use this moment of op-
portunity,” it declared, “to extend the benefits of freedom across the
globe. We will actively work to bring the hope of democracy, devel-
opment, free markets and free trade to every corner of the world.”32
Whole sections of the Strategy were thus devoted to the supposed
security benefits of free markets, free trade, and global capitalist in-
tegration, and the preface signed by President Bush began by claim-
ing that there was now only one single sustainable model for national
success: “freedom, democracy and free enterprise.” To many observ-
ers such as Robert Wright, the result was a completely contradic-
tory strategic vision: global interdependency and American military
supremacy could not be so easily made to coincide.?3 But such critics
only read the Strategy through the traditional international relations
opposition of idealism versus realism: global conventions versus na-
tional power politics. They therefore overlooked the successful com-

plicity of geopolitical assertion and geoeconomic assumption in the
document: the way, to use Anderson’s phrase, it sought to conjugate
a specifically American form of dominance with a general task of
coordinating global capitalism. “The U.S. national security strategy
will be based on a distinctly American internationalism that reflects
the union of our values and our national interests,” the text assert-
ed, before proceeding directly to describe those values and interests
in the predictable terms of “political and economic freedom.”#4
These prescriptions for a global Pax Americana were certainly ex-
plicit about the geopolitical importance of the U.S. in world affairs,
Notwithstanding a nod to Wolfowitz’s critics in the preface—“we
do not use our strength to push for unilateral advantage”—the over-
all implication of the Strategy document was indeed an enunciation,
in the geopolitical terms of U.S. primacy and preemption rights, of
unilateral advantage. And yet this advantage was imagined as under-
pinned and as best maintained through free markets and free trade.
The complex combination of geopolitical assertion and geoeco-
nomic assumption that organized the Strategy was to prove an elu-
sive target of critique. A few critics noticed the geoeconomics.®5 But
much more commonly, it was the geopolitical interpretations that
dominated. From this perspective the vision of extending freedom
through free markets was not an empire of decentered space but
rather just an ideological cover for instrumental and specifically
American-centered imperialism. Peter Gowan, for example, argued
in this way against the hollowness of the U.S. rhetoric (as well as its
continuities from Bush senior to Clinton to Bush junior). “For all the
American ideological stress on free market capitalism and ‘econom-
ic globalization,” he concluded, “we find that the American state,
backed by its business class elites, has been engaged . . . in increas-
ingly feverish and increasingly militaristic geopolitical manoeuvers
to reconstruct the inter-state system as a means to anchor the domi-
nance of US capitalism in the twenty-first century.”® From the neo-
conservative advocates of unilateralism themselves also came dis-
missals of the ideas propounded by capitalist cosmopolirans. Robert
Kagan thus opined around the time of the Strategy’s release about
“the unilateralist iron fist inside the multilateralist velvet glove 87
However, this arrogant metaphor would seem to have belied a deeper
dependency on a geoeconomic worldview that, as we shall see, even
Kagan and his PNAC associates occasionally articulated themselves.




More than just an ideological cover or velvet glove, then, the bio-
political force of geoeconomic discourse appears to have enframed
the basic ground on which the plans for American intervention were
developed. A review of some of the neoconservatives’ éngagements
with a geoeconomic outlook (including Kagan’s own) in the buildup
to the Iraq war makes this clearer. Here the point is not to argue that
they were actually engaged in a project of expanding a deterritorial-
ized empire, but rather the more doubled-edged suggestion that they
were conjugating their vision of American unilateralism using a geo-
economic grammar predicated on the sweeping MBA-style visions
of deterritorialized global networks.

Rumsteld, to pick perhaps the most extreme condensation point
of prewar geopolitical affect, actually commissioned a private study
after arriving at the Pentagon charged with investigating what the
United States could learn as a global power from such ancient empires
as rhose of Rome, the Mongols, the Chinese, and the Macedonians.
At first blush this was an extraordinarily arrogant imperialist idea.
But on closer inspection, the study was symptomatic of something
closer to what Hardt and Negri call imperial biopolitics. Besides re-
vealing the historical hubris of the Pentagon, the results of the sup-
posed “research” also indicated the degree to which Rumsfeld and
those he respected were profoundly engaged with the question of sus-
taining American dominance amid global networks. The authors of
the study (including ex-Speaker Newt Gingrich and emeritus orien-
talist Bernard Lewis) noted: “Without strong political and economic
institutions, the Mongols, and the Macedonians could not maintain
extensive empires. What made the Roman Empire great was not
just its military power but its “franchise of empire.” What made the
Chingse Empire great was not just its military power but the immense
power and might of its culture.”® For readers of Empire, it might
not be hard to notice a certain symptomatic acknowledgment in this
miserably reductionist and interested history of the decentering of
power in global netwarks. However, while Hardt and Negri argue
that their postmodern Empire has no Rome,® Rumsfeld’s research
squad came to a more instrumental and unsurprisingly American-
centric conclusion. “If we can take any lesson from history it is this:
For the United States to sustain predominance it must remain mili-
tarily dominant, but it must also maintain its pre-eminence across
other pillars of power.”90

Perhaps more significant than the study’s conclusions about the
limits of military imperialism was the fact that they were presented
by the Office of Net Assessment and that the anti-Arab historical
fantasist Lewis was partnered in the project with the antigovernment
high-tech fantasist Gingrich.®! Gingrich was a keen fan of the Tofflers
(whose own 1990s arguments about a “third-wave” information
war leading ultimately to “anti-war” bear a striking resemblance
to some of Hardt and Negri’s claims about Empire constituting the
antiarchitecture of global peace).?? Such enthusiasms made the ex-
Speaker a good fit with the wider so-called revolution in military af-
fairs that had already led to diverse revisionings of geopolitics at the
Pentagon, and that Rumsfeld had sought to accelerate with plans to
build a more flexible military alongside a continental missile shield.”3
Not surprisingly—given their long roots in neoconservative strategic
thinking—it was these very same sorts of futurological ideas that also
ran through much of PNAC’s planning. The Rebuilding America’s
Defenses text itself is a good example, and the sections on future
wars over outer space and the Internet are especially revealing of the
market logics in which their own arguments for American primacy
were being envisioned.

The PNAC report argues that

space has become a new “international commons” where commer-
cial and security interests are intertwined. 95 percent of current U.S.
military communications are carried over commercial circuits, in-
cluding commercial communications satellites. . . . {Consequently]
national military forces, paramilitary units, terrorists, and any other
potential adversaries will share the high ground of space with the
United States and its allies.?*

Here the geoeconomic conclusion is especially clear. “The space ‘play-
ing field’ is leveling rapidly, so U.S. forces will be increasingly vulner-
able.” To the accompaniment of this reiteration of level playing field
discourse, the report argued that more investment was necessary to
sustain the United States as the protector and manager of the system.
The very same argument was then applied to cyberspace.

The Internet is also playing an increasingly important role in warfare
and human political conflict, From the early use of the Internet by
Zapatista insurgents in Mexico to the war in Kosovo, communica-
tion by computer has added a new dimension to warfare. Moreover,
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the use of the Internet to spread computer viruses reveals how easy
it can be to disrupt the normal functioning of commercial and even
military computer nerworks. . . . An America incapable of protect-
ing its interests or that of its allies in space or the “infosphere” will
find it difficult to exert global political leadership.?s

In these arguments and others like them a form of geostrategic
three-step was articulated that later went on to become a dominant
feature of attempts ro legitimate the Iraq war. First came the geo-
economic assumption about a level plain being created by global-
1zation; second came the threat assessment concerning unmanaged
enemies estranged from the emergent global system; and third came
the geopolitical assertion about the need for the United States to play
the role of systems manager. Following this logic, the geoeconomic
starting place could still lead to a geopolitical argument about the
need for American national action, burt the starting point also effec-
tively pre-scripted whar that action was about: namely, the stately
work of systemic oversight, protection, and incorporation. Even so
ardent a unilateralist as Kagan ultimately followed this three-step at
a basic level in his book Of Paradise and Power.%

On the surface of it Kagan’s book was all about trumpeting the in-
tegrity and realism of geopolitical unilateralism (embodied for Kagan
n American policy) over the idealism of multilateralism {embodied
in E.U. policy).” But, as he battled on about these banal binaries,
Kagan ultimately gave the game away when he cited with approval the
advocacy of a new liberal imperialism by the senior British diplomat
Robert Cooper. An advisor to Tony Blair, Cooper had earlier argued
in the Spring of 2002 that the time was right for a postmodern liberal
imperialism that would work just like traditional liberal imperialism
by fostering a deliberate double standard .9 “The postmodern world
has to start to get used to double standards,” Cooper said.

Among ourselves, we operate on the basis of laws and open coopera-
tive security. But, when dealing with old-fashioned states outside the
postmodern continent of Europe, we need to revert to the rougher
methods of an earlier era—force, pre-emptive atrack, deception,
whatever is necessary to deal with those who still live in the nine-
teenth century world of every state for itself.??

Such a view not only helps explain Blair’s own subsequent support
for the preemptive Iraq; campaign, but also gives a clue as to how

an avowed unilateralist such as Kagan was drawing on a,ssulmgtllonf
about globalization.}%° Kagan basically accepte,d Cooper’s gho at hv1Il
sion, quibbling only that it described Amer‘1ca s p:esent r:zt er Zt_
Europe’s future. “The United States,” he claimed, “is .alree; ydopf:rto
ing according to Cooper’s double standard. . .. American eaE ers :)
believe that global security and a liberal.order—as well as ;gope S
postmodern paradise—cannot long survive unless the Umti Fa}:es
ases its power in the dangerous Hobbesian world that‘stnll flourishes
outside Europe.”101 Kagan’s assertion was that the United States wis
the guardian of the global system, str.ugglmg manfully tolpgoiel(.:l: t ei
postmodern paradise of pooled sovereignty and fexpand a global libera
order without ever fully capitulating to its multilateral rules. America,
he thus concluded, “mans the walls but cannot wa..l.k throug‘h th<.e gate.
The United States, with all its vast power, rematns st}lck in hlStOI’};
left to deal with the Saddams and the ayatoll.ahs, the Kim ]orjl,%gllls an
the Jiang Zemins, leaving most of the benefits to the others. "
Kagan’s vision of manning the walls was gl.tlmately not sod "
ferent from that of the Clinton-era geostrategicians that he an . llS
PNAC associates occupationally railed against: There was c‘ert”amhy
what Perry Anderson called “a sharp contrast in atmos.pherlcs : the
“nationalist stridency of the Bush primacy and preemption dqctrlillc(e)i
versus the “wonderful opportunity” rhetoric .of “B11'1 the Bemgr:l.
But both approaches to American foreign policy basn:'ally share 1no—1
tions of the United States acting alone on the outskirts of.the bevet
playing field to deal with its misfits. Perl_laps more ag.gress-11‘112 a tz:r
engagement with these unmanaged oqukuts, and veering sti Kur ’
from the cold war geopolitics of containment gnd exclusno'n, agan’s
vision still looked a lot like that of Clintorfs first term natloréal secu-
rity advisor. As Lake had himself once put it: “The successor octl'tmef-..
of containment must be a strategy of enlargemc.ent:*enlargemen 0
the world’s free community of market dernolcraaes. 104 Mgregver, as
Madeleine Albright emphasized in her “indispensable nation” argu-
ments, the reason the United States could be consn"ued as Eihe fSYSteili
manager of the global process of enlargement lay in a km. 0 g;af -
on-the-wall perspective. “We stand tall. We see further 1;1dto the fu
ture,” she said.!05 Indispensability, in th.c§e Ferms, would seem to
have been simuitaneously enabled and legmmLze.d by a geoeconomic
worldview that not only envisioned an expanding glol?al plalfl but
envisioned it from commanding and specifically American heights.
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The similarity with Kagan’s image of the United States manning the
walls is clear.
It might be protested that the wider PNAC optic was more nar-
rowly nationalistic and not really as geoeconomic as that of the
Clinton-era visionaries. Certainly, that was the insinuation in much
of the muscular posturing about American traditions of “leader-
ship” by the neoconservatives themselves. For example, in recalling
Theodore Roosevelt’s call for “warlike intervention by the civilized
powers,” and remembering Franklin Roosevelt’s Atlantic charter,
Kagan and Kristol sought to distinguish their vision in precisely this
way in 2000 when they set about criticizing what they saw as the
overly economic concerns of Clinton’s foreign policy. They com-
plained that “[i]n recent years, many American foreign policy think-
ers, and some politicians, have come to define the ‘national interest’
as consisting of plots of ground, sea lanes, industrial centers, strate-
gic chokepoints and the like.”196 Against this definition, they argued
that “Americans should once again embrace a broad understanding
of the ‘national interest,” one in keeping with Roosevelt’s vision.”107
However, the very same historical period can equally be reviewed—
just like the Strategy, PNAC’s reports, and Kagan’s vision—in terms
of the underlying geoeconomic premises that the great historical he-
roes of the national interest themselves once shared. Indeed, without
ever using the term, this is exactly what two of the most recent and
most successful historical surveys of American empire have done.

In his much-acclaimed American Empire, the retired U.S. mili-
tary officer Andrew Bacevich argues against the simplistic binary
oppositions of multilateralism versus unilateralism to suggest that a
much more continuous worldview has shaped American foreign poli-
cy. Long before the Clinton era, and reaching back to the leadership
of those lionized by Kagan and Kristol, he maintains that American
internationalism has been underpinned at a fundamental level by
concerns with coordinating and expanding free-market capitalism.!08
Republican and Democrat administrations alike, Bacevich argues,

have effectively held to this common global purpose throughout most
of the twentieth century.

That purpose is to preserve and, where both feasible and conducive
to US interests, to expand an American imperium. Central to this
strategy is a commitment to global openness—removing barriers that
inhibit the movement of goods, capital, ideas and people. Its ultimate
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objective is the creation of an open and integrared international order

based on the principles of democractic capitalism, with the United
09
States as the ultimate guarantor of order and enforcer of norms.!

Although much more critical and historically sophisticated., this. 1s
also an argument elaborated by the Marxist geographer Neil Smith
in another American Empire text published amid the buildup to
the Iraq war. Examining the period between the Ro.osew?lts in d{?-
tail, Smith shows how American leaders repeatedly 1'magmed their
postcolonial imperium as “a quintessentially liberal victory over ge-
ography.”110 This “deracination of geography in»the hbe.ral gl'()ba.hst
vision,” argues Smith, “abetted a broad ideological self justification
for the American Empire.” Moreover it did so, Smith says, because of
its economically smoothed worldview. “[This] flattened geography,”
he concludes, “enabled a polirtics flattened to the lowest common
denominator of American globalism.”111 What Smith calls a “tlat-
tened geography” is what I have been calling here geoeconomics, the
smooth-world vision that elides the very American dominance tbat
it helps biopolitically to reproduce. And just like Bacevich, Smlth
sees powerful historical continuities in the American ordering of
this open and deterritorialized global space from the early part of
the twentieth century right through to today. - |
Beyond noting the symptoms of geoeconomic vision in the neo-
conservatives’ prowar geopolitical assertions, and bevond chartmg
historical precedents of geoeconomic discourse in moments of Amlerl-
can history that they prefer to script geopoliticglly_, itis a‘lic: p0§s1ble
to point to some more immediate ways in .\Vthh geoeconomic as-
sumption also played a direct role in making the war make sense
to those who planned and executed it. In this regard [ am drawlr}g
on another essay I coauthored with Sue Roberts and Anna Secor in
which we argued that a key legitimation of the Iraq war rested ona
form of “neoliberal geopolitics.”!1? Here my additional suggestion
is that what made the geopolitical legitimations of precmptive war
and American primacy “neoliberal” was the whole way in which
they were enframed by an underlying geoeconomic worldview. They
reserved a special place for America the systems manager, but the
basic system that America was scripted as upholding and the basic
svstem to which the war promoters remained themselves unques-
tioningly committed was that of globalized frge—marker capztal:snﬁ..‘
Again Rumsfeld’s regime at the Pentagon provides an example, this ‘
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time in the shape of an aspiring Department of Defense assistant for
“strategic futures,” Thomas Barnett.

In March 2003, just as the official war was beginning, Barnett
published an article in Esquire magazine entitled “The Pentagon’s
New Map.” A primary goal of the article, it seems, was that of le-
gitimation. “Let me tell you why military engagement with Saddam
Hussein’s regime in Baghdad is not only necessary and inevitable,
but good,” Barnett enthused.!13 His explanation commenced in the
form of a new global cartography that, much like Albright’s indis-
pensability axiom and Kagan’s picture of America manning the gates
of free-market paradise, was premised on the masculinist assump-
tion of a god’s eye view. From this perspective, Barnett surveyed the
whole world charting the progress (supposedly} of globalization.
Those parts of the world seen as fully integrated into the networked
world he labeled “the Functioning Core”; those parts deetned discon-
nected from the global system he described as “the Non-integrating
Gap.” Asked later in an interview in 2003 about what the “Gap”
was, Barnett elaborated as follows: :

The Non-integrating Gap began as a simple set of observations. First,
you plot out on a map all the places where we’ve sent U.S. mili-
tary forces since the end of the Cold War. Through 2002 that was
132 cases. Then you simply draw a line around roughly 95 percent
of them, which, outliers aside, is basically the Caribbean Rim, the
Andes portion of South America, most of Africa, the Balkans, the
Caucasus, the Middle East, much of Southeast Asia, and interior
China. The question I was looking to answer was, “what is it about
these countries that continues to demand attention from U.S. mili-

tary forces?” Basically, these are the countries that are having trouble
with globalization.114

With this neat retroactive explanation of U.S. intervention, Barnett
proceeded to propose a post—cold war security axiom: namely that
“disconnection defines danger.”1'S Only by forcibly reconnecting
the countries of the Gap into the globalized system, Barnett argued,
could the dangers of terrorism and instability threatening the Core
be defused. As he explained to Wolf Blitzer on CNN,

We've got to shrink these parts of the world that are not integrating
with the global economy, and the way you integrate a Middle Fast in
a broadband fashion . . . is to remove the security impediments that
create such a security deficit in that part of the world.!16
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It scarcely needs noting that Barnett’s “we” hereisa distin;tly Ameri-
can one. Practically parroting Thomas Friedman, who insists that
“America truly is the ultimate benign hegemon and rdut‘tant‘en-
forcer,”'17 Barnett’s picture of his country evinces innocent pride.
On America falls the task of “integrating in broadband fashion”;
on the U.S. military falls the responsibility of removing “security
impediments”; and only America can in these terms presurme to play
the role—as Barnett likes to put it—of “Systems Administrator.”
Moreover, following the same dualistic logic about double standards
that Kagan articulated in his vision of America gu.ardmg the gates
of the liberal global order, Barnett suggests it is entirely appro_pnaFe
for America to employ other, less liberal, rule sets when acting in

the Gap.118

To accomplish this task we must be explicit with both friends and
foes alike about how we will necessarily differenniare berween our
security role within the Core’s burgeoning secu rity community and
the one we assume whenever we intervene militarily in the Gap. Se‘ekf
ing two sets of rules for these different security roles is not being

hypocritical but honest and realistic.!?? !

In other words, America can act multilaterally vis-a-vis the Core qnd
unilaterally vis-a-vis the Gap without fundamentally contradicting
the overall global system. America can have its illiberal outposts
and aggressions on the global plain, but these, everyone-mu.st under-
stand, are only about securing and expanding the functionimng Core:
doing so, moreover, not by containing and excluding th-&.-Gap., _hut
by forcibly integrating it into the Core. Here we see the blopol%ncal
force of geoeconomics in embodied geopolitical action. The bgsmess
school vocabulary and arrogant global vision all combined with vth_e
nationalist affect of an up-and-coming officer’s assumption that. itis
the manifest destiny of his country alone to be the systems adminis-
trator of the globe. Underneath it all, the deterritorializing dylllz?m-
ics of globalization are assumed to be rendering older geopolitical
boundaries irrelevant, but America coded as systems manager can
persist in integrating “in a broadband fashion,” imposing with force
what the “Bush doctrine” asserts is the single, sustainahle mode! for
national success: “freedom, democracy and free enterprise.” '
As an assistant in Rumsfeld’s Office for Force Transformation

as well as a professor at the Naval War College, Barnett no doubt |
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remains an influential voice. But his ideas are more interesting here
as symptoms of a much wider complicity between geopolitics and
geoeconomics in the discourses shaping the justification, acceptance,
and prosecution of the war.120 As such, it is worthwhile reflecting on
his own assessment of the unique American place in globalization.
“We live a very good life under globalization,” Barnett told one in-
terviewer, summing up the American situation. “In effect, it allows
us to live beyond our means. We export sovereign debt and we im-
port far more than we normally would.”121 This very candid portrait
of global financial asymmetry is followed by one more military fi-
nesse from Barnett, for he concludes in turn that America effectively
pays back to the global system through its work as systems manager.
“One of the reasons why countries put up with th[is} arrangement is
because we export security,” he argued.!22 Thus, even as the mapping
of Core and Gap enframes a globalizing world in which American
geopolitical aggression is cartographically obscured (by being used
to outline the Gap that is then blamed on poor integration with glo-
balization), Barnett nevertheless makes explicit much more widely
shared assumptions about American intervention serving at once as
premise and protector of the global system.

It should now be clear that to argue that geoeconomic assumptions
underpin arguments such as Barnett’s is not to deny the coactive force
of national geopolitical imperatives. The Iraq war was undoubtedly
about American national retribution, and it was also—albeit in a
more attenuated way—about reordering the geopolitical matrix of
the Middle East along lines long outlined by Israeli right-wingers and
their American allies. Moreover, as we shall examine in the next sec-
tion, the war was also fundamentally about America’s access to oil,
All of these concerns meant that the “challenge of Iraq” was indeed,
as Henry Kissinger himself put it, “geopolitical.”123 But equally all of
these concerns could also still be made to coincide with the reproduc-
tion of an underlying geoeconomic worldview. As Bush told reporters
even in the first flush of his post-9/11 chauvinism: “The terrorists at-
tacked the World Trade Center, and we will defear them by expand-
ing and encouraging world trade.”124 And, as the war plans took
shape in 2003, the same vision remained of American force making
free trade and democracy flower in Iraq, precipitating a wider level-
ing of the Middle Eastern playing field and a geoeconomic domino

‘effect of cascading capitalist opportunity. This admittedly precari-

ous ideological articulation worked, I think, because it was more
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than just an ideology about the globalizing world that was in play.
It worked and remained stable through the prosecution of the war
because of the ways in which the geoeconomic assumptions were
interlinked into the wider biopolitical organization of American in-
formal imperialism ar home. .
In the early months of 2003 as the military buildup proceeded
apace, Americans were barraged with news about economic antici-
pations of war. Futures markets had already bedged a spring spike in
oil prices; stock and bond markets were factoring in a war “bounce™;
television producers were agreeing contracts to fill overseas staffing
requirements; reporters were being embedded with the military; the
protocols of news censorship were being finalized with media leg'al
departments; satellite time was being purchased in advance; chil-
dren’s war games were being stockpiled in toy shops; flags were sell-
ing fast and furious; and large advertising billboards annou_nced n
corporate style but without any corporate insignia that “United We
Stand.” The list went on and on, but considered in its overall mind-
numbing banality it appeared as an effective and affective adr‘m'r_)-
istrative machine: a machine that, like Hardr and Negri’s, was inti-
mately tied to the production (and destruction) of political-economic
subjeéts globally, but a machine too that, through the banalilties
of consumerism, sutured the paradoxical and distinctly American
business-class subjectivity of the patriot-globalist. These banalities
of the machine at home often belied its uncanny global interdepen-
dency: Stars and Stripes regalia with “Made 1n China”’s.mall print,
high fashion nationalist clothing colors from French designers, and
so on. However, it was the passing comments in the business pages
that best illustrated how the whole overarching network of ideas
and interdependencies was being reproduced in the core of the core.
Here, the geoeconomic arrogance of seeing the whole world as one
could be seen to be working on a daily basis to reframe the risks of
the geopolitical adventurism in the quotidian vernacular of corpo-

rate risk management.

Extreme Times, Extreme Portfolios: In an era of war and oil shocks,

an unconventional mix of risky stocks and cold hard cash may be the

prudent strategy.'2

The dollar was flat against the euro after some traders speculated a
message from Osama bin Laden would make an attack on Irag more
likely.126
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To some, resolution in Irag—assuming a swift U.S. military victory
and peace within the country—could lead to more uncertainty else-
where. “If you get Iraq past you, do you think about reprisals, Iran,
North Korea?” asks David Cooley, a portfolic manager at ] 8 W
Seligman & Co in New York. He worries about the high level of con-
sumer debt in the U.S. and how these unresolved geopolitical issues
might weigh on Americans’ willingness to keep spending.!??

The dollar dropped against the euro after Secretary of State Colin

L. Powell said the possibility of an attack on Iraq was increasing. In
New York, the euro settled at 1.1045.128

It’s the waiting that makes you nuts, isn’t it? The waiting for the war
we know is going to happen. . . . It’ll start on T.V., and we all know
the drill: One reporter in Kuwait City, those bulbous towers glowing
in the night sky behind him. Perhaps another in Baghdad with some
night-vision tape of anti-aircraft fire leaping into the green sky. Then
the speech from the Oval Office we know by heart: U.N. resolutions,
defiance, failure to disarm, liberation.129

Such a list of news bites from the business pages not only illus-
trates the normalization of the war, but also captures something of
the aura of inevitability that thereby seemed to pass from the usual
business-page master-narrative about globalization to the geopoliti-
cal master-narratives of American primacy and preemptive strikes.
Clearly this was hardly the fashioning of the global multitude, and
yet, borrowing from Hardt and Negri, it can still be argued that a
certain military-capitalist administrative machine biopolitically se-
cured in such ways the willing geopolitical coalition for war, and
it did so, moreover, on fundamentally geoeconomic grounds. This
argument is in effect a bigger claim about biopolitics and war than
Hardt and Negri themselves tried to make in Empire. There they
reinterpreted the first Gulf War as a global imperial police action
rather than an imperialist American aggression. They acknowl-
edged that the earlier war was led by the United States. However,
they claimed that this was “not as a function of its own national
motives but in the name of global right” (Empire, 180; italics in
the original). This distinction is what allowed them to suggest in a
signature gesture of imperial denial that “[t]he United States is the

peace police, but only in the final instance, when the supranational

organizations of peace call for an organizational activity and an ar-
ticulated complex of juridical and organizational initiatives” (181).
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More unfortunate than its resonances with Barnett’s vision of the
United States as systems manager, the weakness of this whole argu-
ment was that it ultimately rested on a reading of only the.rbetoric
attending the first Gulf War. It is “the name of global right” op
which Hardt and Negri based their case that the war was a .p()hce
action. By contrast, my suggestion is that more than rhetoric was
involved in the promotion of the Iraq war as an act of global man-
agement. The war plans were also partly 'develop_ed, processeq, and
legitimared through the political-economic practices and nc()lhberal
risk management ideas—including the geoeconomic worldwgvs—
that have emerged in concert with the developmentl of neoliberal
globalization. Not only was this more than rhetoric, it was ;115(‘1 ob-
viously quite often different from the dom'mant’ prowar rht?tonc {at
least in the United States). None of the globalist assumptions and
mediations I have been discussing precluded the simultgneous rep-
resentation of the war in the most jingoistic of geopolitllcal and na-
tionalist ideological formats. The Murdoch media empire zm(‘:l ng
News were certainly part of the administrative mlhtary-capltfqhst
complex, but the last thing it was broadcasting were pastoral views
of America as the peace police. The politics were more cgntrad:ctory
than this. If we instead see the war planning and resgltmg talk as a
complicit mix of geopolitical affect and geoeconomic assumption,
such contradictions become comprehensible as the contrac.ixcn(‘ms of
an informal American imperialism being pushed in the direction of
formality and force amid globalized capitalist interdependency. In
the next section, I consider in turn how—understood assuch—the
contradictions became more explicit during the war and yet further
strained in its aftermath.

THE CONTRADICTIONS OF WAR: GEOPOLITICAL AFFECT
AND GEOECONOMIC ASSUMPTION IN ACTION

It was scripted as “Shock and Awe”: the bombing of Baghdgd told
as a simple orientalist story of an angry Amenf:a metaphorized b'y
its military hitting back at an evil Arab despot in the only way ori-
ental terrorist types understand.3® The resulting spectaclg involved
satellite-guided volleys of thousands of the most expensive arma-
ments in the world, most of them directed from across the planet
using global positioning systems to multiple targets the 1er.1gth an:ji
breadth of Irag. But all the dependency on globe-spanning {an
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often commercially developed) technology as.ide, and all the benefits
to the corporate suppliers of the U.S. military noted, the war re-
mained a mediatized enactment of the old American Western sheriff
story. The nation was riding into town again, and though it was
doing so by proxy on cruise missiles and drones, it still had the
singular shotgun purpose of removing a bad guy who was mess-
ing up the expansion of capitalist order in the desert. These affect-
freighted geopolitics, shocking and awful and nationally narrated as
they were, were also underpinned by less belligerent geoceconomic
assumptions. These, like the globe-girdling technologies that en-
abled them, appeared to do the important background work of le-
gitimating the war for the American and {though, as we shall see,
much less successfully) foreign business-class elites who, like Tony
Blair, supported the war even though they did not really believe the
tall tales about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction.!3! The colonial-
ist romance of executing a degenerate tyrant was twinned in this
way with the more comforting globalist idea that the intervention
was all about bringing freedom, private property, democracy, and
free markets to the middle of the Middle East; that it was therefore
ultimately about establishing a beachhead in an olive tree world that
would soon thereafter be incorporated into the expanding level plain
of globalization. The complicity and combined ideological articu-
lation of these geopolitical and geoeconomic visions only worked,
of course, on the assumption that American interests coincided with
the good of global capitalism: that the seizure and privatization of
Lraqi oil production would defang OPEC and cheapen the price of
oil for the engines of business everywhere; and that the anticipated
boost to the American economy from the military Keynesianism
would create a Ronald Reagan-style recovery and thus the neces-
sary consumptive demand in America to [ift other economies out of
recession too. This was what business magazines referred to as the
“benign war” scenario: not very convincing for the thousands upon
thousands of dead Iraqis, to be sure, but comforting all the same
for the transnational capitalist class.!32 However, as the war and its
aftermath hit more and more obstacles, the contradictions that had
been obvious to foreign critics from the beginning started to also
become more obvious to the business classes, first abroad and then
increasingly in America too.
The problem for the long-term endurance of the geopolitics-
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geoeconomics articulation was that the war and its economxiaffects
were real events with material consequences. Beneath th§ bullets
are bullish” shock and awe people were dying and lea'rnmg to re-
sist, and not just in Iraq. The war catalyzed global resistance, anf1
while much of it was fleeting and, in the case of Gerrpan and Frenc ‘
leadership, minimized by being neolibera.ll.zed, wider argu:(negts
against the war allowed more and more eritics to see the lin s T-
cween neoliberalism and American imperialism. The war e'ffectlve y
concretized the contradictions of a global system purporting to be
level while remaining fundamentally asymmetric and American-
dominated. In this sense what happened in Irag represent‘ed a peri
formative destabilization of the globalization metanarrative. If, as
Pierre Bourdieu and Loic Wacqant argue, one effect of the big neo-
liberal globalization story “is to dress up the effe.ct.s of Arr:lerlcan
imperialism in the trappings of cultural onecumemc.lsmd[an ] ;\co(;
nomic fatalism,”133 the war became a sustained dressmg own..b_l_n
it did so in part, [ want to suggest here, be;guse of the impossibility
of containing the contradictions of geopolitics and geoecon(){n1cs 1’r1‘
the context of the American assault and occupation. These Lontrak;
dictions became especially evident in the three main ways throug
which economic dynamics mediated the vio\enc‘e: narpely, the co.nin-
modity economics, the oil economics, and the‘flnancml CC()H()ml%?.
In all three arenas the intertwining of geopolitics and geoeconomics
in the vision of benign war began to unravel.

Were the Bullets Bullish? R
In an immediate sense the bullets were indeed bullish. The stock-
and bombs story was a happy one, and not just for defense contrac
tors. Despite some early dips as the northern advance of P;merllca
forces slowed, equity markets ultimately tended upward. The caleu
lus on Wall Street, it seemed, was that the deat_h and de-struct;l(mhx
Iraq was preempting deflation and a double-dip recession wb ethe
or not there was a terrorist threat from Saddgm Hussein tdo di pre
empted too. “With United States troops closing on Baghdfl \ mr;lr
one typical report, “investors bid up stocks yesterday, sending r
kets worldwide strongly higher. More than any ECOIl()l’I]lC_lOI' .c‘o‘
porate profit news, the war is driving stock, bond and ():{ prme:
investors and Wall Street analysts said.”‘f4 Though they dlv fm?t ué
Harvey’s term, and though more superficial commentary focus
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merely on rising U.S. consumer confidence, iraq was thus treated as
one more spatial fix for the lingering overcapacity problems of the
late 1990s bubble economy.!35 In America itself, the business pages
were full of hopeful predictions that the war spending combined
with the tax cuts would stimulate a recovery like the one engineered
by Reagan’s administration in the late 1980s.136

As well as boosting equity prices, the war was itself fully com-
modified. It was produced, packaged, and sold through diverse mar-
ket mediations, and like a big Hollywood movie, it had all kinds of
commercial spin-offs too. Having boasted thar it would “be a cam-
paign unlike any other in history,” the American general in charge
of the artack, Tommy Franks, proceeded to give his press announce-
ments of the war’s progress from a $250,000 stage set in Qatar that
was designed by the same designer that builds sets for Disney, MGM,
and the Good Morning America show.13” The embedded-with-the-
military reporting likewise built on the unreal television genre of so-
called reality shows, and the war show, in this sense, reached its sea-
son finale when President Bush touched down onto a giant “Mission
Accomplished” stage set on a real aircraft carrier (moored safely just
off the U.S. coast) with the president fully wardrobed for the role
of commander and fighter in chief. American viewers should have
known all this was coming, though, given that the White House had
earlier explained its approach to the planning of the war in crassly
commercial terms. In August 2002, before the pantomime in the
United Nations, before the vote in Congress, and even before the
release of the National Security Strategy, Andrew Card, the White
House chief of staff, had let slip to reporters asking about Iraq that
“From a marketing point of view, you don’t introduce new products
in August.”38 A critical Frank Rich writing later in the New York
Times suggested this was a refreshing moment of honesty in the war.
“Mr. Card has taken some heat for talking about the war as if it
were the roll-out of a new $.U.V,” wrote Rich. “But he wasn’t lying,
and history has already proved him right. This campaign has been
so well timed and executed that the new product already owns the
market.”13%

Part of the product’s success, it seems, was branding. The Bush ad-
ministration had learned from the fiasco over the Operation Infinite
Justice name for the Afghanistan war (which had apparently alienated
Muslim believers in the idea that only Allah can promise infinite jus-

-
/
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tice). That war had been rebranded as Operation Enduring Freedom,
and the Irag campaign simply built on the resulting brgnd rec}ogm-
tion with the new name Operation Iraqi Freedom: Bgt it wasn’t ]US’t
the branding that sold the war, it was also the fashioning o.f tlhe war 5
appeal to consumers through tried and tested commercia taLn.LsH
human interest stories Jessica Lynch), glossy loggs (Sho_wdo\yn.xlwt”
Iraq), sports-style commentating (“kickfd-off with cruise missi ets},le
“special forces scored a touchdown,” ‘mfantry s‘teppmglfu\};(/ to e
plate”), and as had also been the case Wlt,h the first Gu ) har, |

inevitable appeals to the god-tricks of boyish war games {“the n:g
shows American advances in bold”). Thomas de Zengotita describe

the allure of the latter well.

What about those graphics in the papers—the beige—andfgrayhfoldo%t
maps of Iraq, crisscrossed with thrusting arrows showing the ?mz
ress of columns and with cool symbols for various deploymfmri an :
engagements? A powerful aura emanated fron? tho§e Pages; it \}45:12
if the field commanders were consulting maps just like this one. t}:& as
horrifying, if you thought about wbar was.represex;;teldl——a Cm_bml,ig
application of tremendous force against a virtually e peliz gnems
but weirdly innocent too, evocative somehow of hobbies.

De Zengotita’s point in highlighting thi‘s aura was to szg.ges‘r th:llt
it contributed to the romance of American empire, an it ¢ early
did have this sort of geopolitical affect. But again Fh1§ was copsohl—
dated by the convenient convergence of the hobbyist mt‘eres’t in thqe
instruments of intervention with wider B.I'ld more Prosgic cap1fta j
commodity chains, including the production and marki;mg of wa
games themselves. Indeed, as a telling example of the wi {6; pattc}e]rr?d
toy manufacturers would seem to hav-e at oncevprofnte'c 1rlom
contributed to the Iraq war both materlally‘ and 1deglog1ca y. .
“The United States’ $US20.3 billion toy industry 1s clos}e:l)./‘watc ,
ing the Iraq war with an eye towards new products for E nstrr;s;:;;‘
noted one report.!*! The reporter pr.oceec%ed to note t hc: rnu; o
enabling and market-mediated relathnshlP between tbe mrhli o
and the military. All kinds of new action f:gures_ were ro'u;‘,_ o
to coincide with the appearance of particular military gmts wt
media coverage of the war. As specia'l forqes were bellr)lfsferjt :;11
Hasbro produced a desert Tactical Adviser fngu_re, mc{ﬁed& (1' Elcrmu
army’s Delta Forces, and later, a large toy retailer called >ma
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Planet promoted a lineup of “Special Forces: Showdown with Iraq”
figures. “We started work when the ‘Showdown’ buzzword hit the
airwaves,” the company’s president explained. “There’s fierce com-
petition among manufacturers to get the new things out first,”142
At the other end of the war, Blue Box Toys of Hong Kong rushed
in the same way to produce a model of Bush in the aviator gear he
wore when landing on the USS Abraham Lincoln to declare the war
over.*> Meanwhile, a Pentagon spokesman explained that, far from
being just commercial emulators of the military, the toy makers were
also innovators who made important contributions to the war ma-
chine. “The M-16 rifle is based on something Mattel did,” he said,
before describing the more recent ways in which the Pentagon was
researching ideas in little boys’ toys. “Inspiration has come from
model aircraft (reconnaissance drones), ‘supersoaker’ water guns
(quick loading assault weapons), cheap cellular phones for teenag-
ers (video capable walkie-talkies) and gaming control panels {for
unmanned robotic vehicles).”144 Many other indications of the two-
way ties emerged, but perhaps the most remarkable and obscene
indication of the interdependency was the Sony corporation’s pat-
enting of the term “Shock and Awe” for a new computing game,'4s
The kinds of commercial ties illustrated by the toy business be-
tween the war and commeodity production were just a small sample
of the much bigger networks constituting the industrial-military com-
plex of the war making. Another notable feature of this complex that
also underlined the complicity of neoliberal ideology was the role
Private Military Companies (PMCs) played in the war. The trend
toward outsourcing and thereby privatizing military “work” to such
corporatized mercenaries had already accelerated in the early 1990s
when Dick Cheney was Defense secretary.14 Despite endless con-
flicts of interest (most notably with Cheney subsequently becoming
the CEO of Halliburton whose Kellog, Brown and Root unit is one
of the largest PMCs in the United States), they captured increasing
numbers of Pentagon contracts during the 1990s and, like any other
burgeoning business keen to foster support in Washington, formed a
trade group, the International Peace Operations Association. The eu-
phemism might once perhaps have seemed to affirm Empire’s picture
of a global peace police, but it was really much more resonant with
Barnett’s double-edged depiction of the United States as a systems
manager exporting violence and using the tools and techniques of the
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capiralist system—such as outsourcing—to manage the geoeconomic
margins with geopolitical intervention. N
The Iraq war created a whole new set of opportunities for the
privatized but distinctly American “Peace Operations™ of the PM(?S.
Asked about whether U.N. peacekeeping troops would help with
policing in postwar Iraq, one Pentagon official gave a telling answer.
“We know we want something a little more corporate and more
efficient,” he said, while back in the United States a PMC called
Dyncorp—which had previously held Pentagon contracts to fly coca
eradication missions in Columbia—began to run advertisements on
its Web site offering jobs to “individuals with appropriate experie@ce
and expertise to participate in an international effc')rt to re—?st_abhsh
police, justice and prison functions in post-conﬂ{ct Iraq.’ M/ATh_ls
was the administrative machine of Hardt and Negri’s peace police in
action, and yet, of course, it was a distinctly American operati(m."“‘
The working assumption throughout was that Ame.rlcans and,
specifically, American private companies do neoliberalism best. In
practice, though, as Paul Krugman bemoaned in a New Yor/-z Tmzes
opinion column, the assumptions did not hol.d up. The“plflvatlzed
system serviced by U.S. PMCs proved anything b.ut efhcn.ent and
accountable. The cases of American troops torturing Iragis under
instruction from private contractors working for army intell.ig.ence
were only the most egregious cases of unaccountability.!* Cmng a
Newhouse News Service report, Krugman also described how in-
stead “US troops suffered through months of unnece_ssarily poor
living conditions because some civilian contractors hired by t]uemr’ny
for logistics support failed to show up.”15? Subsequently, two senior
Democratic congressmen raised other concerns over the extremely
inflated price Kellog, Brown and Root was chargin_g the U.s. govern-
ment for providing, of all things, imported gasoline in Ira‘q.‘-’1 Blft
mind-boggling as this was—especially so given that Halhburton s
other assignments in Iraq included the rebuilding of thg oil proyd'uc—
tion infrastructure—it was significant that the congressional critics,
like Krugman, effectively issued their criticisms on economic grounds.
The greatest leverage for their arguments, it seemed, was not so much
outrage at the whole war-making-profit-taking machine, nor even
the insider deals for particular PMCs (although Krugman was a stal-
wart critic of these ties throughout the war), but rather the poor pr:I)d-
uct delivery, bad accounting, and cost overruns of the outsourcing
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system. Potential worries about unpatriotic privateering (a geopoliti-
cal framing) were thus displaced by concerns about accountability
and transparency (a geoeconomic framing). In this sense, the PMCs
and their political allies (many of them, like Cheney and Richard
Perle, in the PNAC patriot circuit) had preemptively neutralized criti-
cism by moving their business onto geoeconomic ground.

The geoeconomic assumptions used by and made manifest in
the treatment of PMCs reflected not legalistic ploys but rather their
basic economic outlook as private for-profit companies. Halliburton
is especially notable in this regard because through its oil and gas
business it has regularly infringed geopolitically framed U.S. laws
against doing business in countries such as Iran, Libya, and, of
course, Iraq (where two companies in which Haliburton held stakes
sold Saddam Hussein over $73 million of production equipment
during the post—-Gulf War period when Cheney was CEO and sanc-
tions were in force).152 Against the seeming contradictions, Cheney
took the god’s eye view: “The good Lord didn’t see fit to put oil and
gas only where there are democratic regimes friendly to the United
States.”153 This economic calculus of global opportunity, it needs re-
membering, here came from the same man who did perhaps the most
to promote the Bush doctrines of primacy and preemption. For him
and Halliburton, it seemed, the charmed complicity of geoeconomic
assumption and geopolitical assertion was complete. The same re-
mains true for a limited number of other military contractors {such
as the Bechtel corporation) that have been major recipients of post-
war reconstruction contracts in Iraq. For this charmed community
of capitalists the links between the global bottom line and American
unilateral assertiveness are clear and not at all contradictory. Indeed,
while busily profiting from the huge costs being passed on to fu-
ture U.S. taxpayers and future generations of Iraqis, Bechtel and
Halliburton meanwhile continued to fund the costs of neoconservative
politicking in Washington, paying for events such as a gala tribute to
Wolfowitz as a “Keeper of the Flame” at the right-wing Center for
Security Policy.15¢ Wolfowitz won that honor (following others such
as Reagan, Gingrich, and Rumsfeld) as the policy architect of the
war. However, the flame of patriotic leadership he was thereby sup-
posedly keeping was increasingly only visible to the charmed cir-
cles funded and guarded by the likes of Bechtel and Halliburton.
Elsewhere, among growing numbers of the transnational business

[ U
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class, the heightened contradictions of U.S. informal imperialism (in-
cluding the crony capitalism of the military contractors) were bufter-
ing the flame of American “leadership” on all sides.

Already extremely fragile in the aftermath of the 19905 bubble,
facing huge problems of overcapacity around the world, and experi-
encing heightened vulnerabilities of global interdependency in com-
modity production as well as in finance, the representatives of business
classes from ourside the United States saw their geocconomic world
of boundless opportunity imperiled by the unilateralist war.!>> One
indication of this disruption was the changing reception American
representatives were greeted to at various corporate gatherings in
Europe. At the annual meeting of the World Economic Forum in
Davos, for example, John Ashcroft (Bush’s Christian conservative
attorney general) was looked at askance by global business leaders
more accustomed to American leadership from the likes of Bill Gates.
They were worried by the prospect of a new American Davos man
inclined more toward prayer breakfasts and warmongering than to
“friction free” capitalism.’¥¢ As a result, reporters noted that anti-
American feeling ran as high inside the conference as outside on the
streets where global justice and environmentalist groups also turned
their critical ire on America and distributed fake dollar bills with
tanks on them. Likewise, the Financial Times reported that when
Alan Larson, the U.S. undersecretary of state for economic, business,
and agricultural affairs, went to Brussels to ask for support in the
postwar reconstruction efforts he “met a barrage of criticism” from
business leaders.!57 It was not as if all these concerns were about
the abstract idea of sustaining global capitalism. Some complainants
such as George Brodach from ABB, the Swedish industrial group,
were simply worried about why U.S. companies were being awarded
all the contracts for postwar reconstruction. But even at this level of
critiquing Washington’s crony capitalism, foreign corporate criticism
worried away at the contradictions in the American position.

At the same time as American emissaries were hearing the criti-
cisms of non-American neoliberals, American commodities were suf-
fering boycotts in foreign stores. The Washington Post ran an article
that noted in this way that

While America has won the war in Iraq in less than four weeks and
with astonishingly few casualties, it has been suffering collateral dam-
age in another theater of conflict—its trade relations. In the Arab
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world, and more seriously in the rich markets of Europe, American
companies and their famous brands have been at the receiving end of
a small but highly visible boycott movement. In ordinary times this
might be shrugged off; in today’s fevered atmosphere it is further tin-
der on the fire—and has all the potential, if unchecked, to have ugly
economic consequences.38

The actual examples of threats to American exporters were idiosyn-
cratic and dispersed. In Germany:

[a] restaurant chain in Hamburg no longer sells Budweiser, Marlboro
or Coca-Cola. An antiwar Web site, www.consumers-against-the-
war.de, lists 27 American companies, including American Express
and Walt Disney, whose products German consumers should avoid.
It has received some 100,000 hits since it was launched 2 month ago.
Bicycle maker Riese and Mueller GmbH has stopped taking supplies
from its American contractor.!s?

Meanwhile, in France, the reporter noted,

the spread of “Mecca Cola,” a Coca-Cola substitute developed by
French entrepreneur Tawfik Mathlouthi, is ominous for what it rep-
resents: Tagged with the slogan “No more drinking stupid, drink
with commitment,” it was launched last November and first sold
only in Muslim districts of France. Now it is available in the larger
supermarkets in Belgium, France and Germany; and Mathlouthi de-
scribes advance orders as “phenomenal.” And of course, almost ritu-
ally, a McDonald’s in Paris has been attacked.?60

Disparate as they might have been, the attacks on American brands
were worrying for the business elites. Back in America itself, leaders
of TNCs such as Howard Schulz of Starbucks braced for trouble.t¢?
More generally, business opinion leaders amplified a concern they
had begun to raise at the start of the war. Michael Sesit writing
in the Wall Street Journal had lamented that the war “unleashed
forces that could impact the global economy and financial markets
for years.” As the war proceeded, Jeff Madrick of the New York
Times argued that “American unilateral bravado regarding the war
would be misplaced and could be costly to the economy.” And as
the war went from bombing to an unstable occupation with loot-
ing and multiple civilian casualties, Business Week’s Christopher
Farrell worried about how “collateral damage from the war to the
global economy is also ali too possible.”1¢2 Summarizing these con-
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cerns about disruption and underlining the threat they posed to the
smooth-world vision of globalization, Stephen Roach of Morgan
Stanley stated that “[tjhis postwar period is the real challenge for
the world and globalization as we know it.” 143 -

Against the backcloth of these concerns the Bush administration
nevertheless pressed ahead with its own geoeconomic expansion
plan for the Middle East, a plan centered on converting Iraq into an
embodiment of neoliberal doctrine and an anchor of a new Middle
East Free Trade Area (MEFTA). In the damning words of free trade
critic Naomi Klein, Iraq was thus being “treated as a blank state
on which the most ideological Washington neoliberals can design
their dream economy: fully privatized, foreign-owned and open for
business.”164 “Some argue that it’s too simplistic to say this war is
about oil,” she went on. “They're right. It’s about oil, water, roads,
trains, phones, ports and drugs. And if this process isn’t halted ‘free
Iraq’ will be the most sold country on earth.” Just as with the old
Washington Consensus, the plan still allowed for all kinds of mo-
nopolistic privileges for American corporations, but the overweening
ideology remained the geoeconomic one. The fact that the leveling
of this blank state had required an asymmetric assault carried out by
the most powerful military machine in history, and the fact that the
so-called postwar peace demanded an extraordinarily costly mili-
tary occupation, did not mean that the neoliberal nostrums were all
wrong. This, after all, was just the visible fist coming to the aid of
the invisible hand, or in Barnett’s terminology, the work-ofseystems
administration. Against such complicit assumptions, Klein asked two
sharply critical questions:

So what is a recessionary, growth addicted superpower to do? How
about upgrading Free Trade Lite, which wrestles market access through
backroom bullying, to Free Trade Supercharged, which seizes new
markets on the battlefields of pre-emptive wars?

This critique of the geopolitical formalization of American informal
imperialism was extremely astute, and Klein’s subsequent debunking
of the new Washington Consensus was brilliant. “Bush hasn’t aban-
doned free trade,” she wrote, noting the neoliberal worries in Europe
and elsewhere, “he just has a new doctrine: ‘Bomb before you buy.’”

In a subsequent articte Klein quoted British journalist Robert Fisk as
arguing that the uniform of Paul Bremer, the American administrator
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of Iraq, said it all: “a business suit and combat boots.”!6s This busi-
ness suit, it might be added, was not just for show. Just before heading
off to an economic forum on the MEFTA in Jordan in the summer of
2003, Bremmer announced that his administration would be radical-
ly cutting funding for Iraqi state enterprises. “Short term sacrifices,”
the Economist reported him as saying, “would create ‘a level playing
field’ with the private sector. Inefficient industries would close down,
or like oil, be privatized.”166 With this symptomatic announcement
of yet one more level playing field vision there also came, however,
a gigantic catch, a catch that no amount of geoeconomic smoothing
could assume away. This was the problem of oil and specifically the
economics of postwar oil production, and lack thereof, in Iraq. These,
as the Economist noted, completely overshadowed the deliberations
over the MEFTA and the hopes for the entrenchment of neoliberalism
across the Middle East. Moreover, the oil economics, as we shall now
see, also comprised a still more contested condensation point for the
contradictions in the precarious American articulation of geopolirics
and geoeconomics. '

Was It a War for 0il?

The geopolitical interpretations of the war by both critics and advo-
cates not only focused on the doctrines of primacy and preemption,
they also stressed the issue of American access to Iraqi oil. “No war
for oil,” critics shouted in street protests around the world. And, in
the big antiwar march in Seattle, one of the more ironic protest signs
underlined the imperial outlook of the energy grab: “Who put our
oil under their sand?” This oil geopolitics interpretation of the war
was buttressed in many critics’ minds by the close relationship be-
tween the Bush administration and Texan oil companies, as well as
by the whole history of American oil companies using the U.S. gov-
ernment to secure access to Persian Gulf 0il.167 This was also how
it must have seemed to some enterprising soldiers from the 1otst
Airborne Division in Iraq when they named one forward operating
base “Shell” and another “Exxon.”16 More senior military person-
nel acknowledged the point too, and later on, in June 2003 when
still no weapons of mass destruction had been found, Wolfowitz
himself explained to reporters that the protesters had basically been
right. “Let’s look at it simply,” he said. “The most important dif-
ference between North Korea and Iraq is that economically, we just
had no choice in Iraq. The country swims on a sea of 0il.”16?
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The admission from Wolfowitz was doubly telling because as well
as acknowledging the oil imperative he also coded it as an economic
one. Here a certain set of geoeconomic assumptions also came into
play about the global supply of oil and the smooth functioning of
global capitalism. The hope of the neoconservatives, it seems, was
to rapidly increase Iraqi oil production, flood the world market with
oil, and push the price of oil per barrel down to $15 or less. Such
transformations were expected to at once reinvigorate the global
economy and destroy OPEC’s price-setting capabilities, while also
disciplining states such as Iran, Syria, and Libya. Larry Lindsey,
one of President Bush’s top economic advisors, argued in these ways
that “When there is regime change in Iraq, you could add 3 million
to s million barrels of production to world supply . .. successtul
prosecution of the war would be good for the economy.” 170 On the
surface of it such possibilities must have appeared compelling, al-
lowing American geopolitical aggrandizement to again be imagined
in terms of improving the global economy and making the world
safe for liberal capitalism. The appeal of Iraq’s oil in this respect
was not just its plenty (the second largest reserves in the world), but
its relatively low production costs. According to Thomas Ferguson
and Robert Johnson, this meant that (at least in theory) controlling
Irag’s supply of oil to the global economy would not only help cap
and bring down world oil prices, but also, and just as significantly,
serve to prevent global price-gouging by the other main low-cost
producer, Saudi Arabia. They explained thus that - - aww

it the Saudis decide, as they have twice done in recent years, to wage a
ruinous price war, lowering prices sharply in order to deter other car-
tel members from overproducing, then Iraqg’s role is again key. With
another low-cost gas station open for business, the Saudis cannot
count on maintaining total revenues as prices fall, because they will
now have to split the take with the Iragis. This downward price de-
terrence will be welcome news to marginal producers [i.e., high-cost
producers] around the world, including those in Texas, and it is very
important in assessing the long-run impact of the American move.i”!

This picture of Iraqi oil as a regulator on both the upward and down-
ward movement of global oil prices seems much more resonant with
a vision of maintaining the smooth operations of global capitalism
as a whole. To be sure, there is still the direct American interest
in preserving the viability of high-cost production out of the Gulf




296 + EMPIRE’S GEOGRAPHY

of Mexico—where Halliburton as an oil production logistics firm
has a lot to lose. But, by the same token, the price-capping effect
of releasing Iraqi supply would reduce the likelihood of companies
like Halliburton benefiting from developing new high-cost facili-
ties in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska. Moreover,
it was clear in these prewar economic analyses that the release of
Iragi oil also cut both ways for big American oil companies such
as Exxon-Mobil and Chevron. They might gain advantage in Iraq
over France’s Total-Elf-Fina and Russia’s Lukoil, but profiting very
well from the preceding system and their business in the rest of the
Gulf, their economic interest in the war was counterbalanced by the
prospects of adjustment costs and the mid- to long-term likelihood
of lower prices. In these anticipations of the impact of the war on oil
economics, therefore, the immediately American benefits were less
than clear. The expected long-term advantage was imagined instead
in terms of the balancing of world supply and predictable prices in a
deterritorialized global marketplace.

The big problem with the idea of turning Iraq into a global oil
price regulator was that in reality it depended on more than just re-
gime change. Huge infrastructural investments were necessary in
order for Iraqi oil to flow in the requisite amounts onto the global
market. Before the war Daniel Yergin of Cambridge Energy Research
Associates had predicted that the grand vision of flooding the world
market and disciplining OPEC was extremely hard to imagine hap-
pening in these more practical terms. “[A} ‘new’ Irag,” he said, “is
unlikely to do any flooding, even if it wanted to. The first task of a
new regime would be to get production ‘capacity, damaged by the
war and poor operating practices, back into gear. Fixing the immedi-
ate problems would take time and money. It would take even more
time—as well as a great deal of investment and a lot of technology—
to get capacity back to where it was in 1979.”172 According to Yahya
Sadowski, a growing awareness of these realities also “finally rebut-
ted the neoconservative plan” when PNAC associate Douglas Feith
led a Pentagon study in January 2003 that

Jearned just enough abour oil economics to retreat in horror from the
neoconservatives’ earlier proposals. Initially, officials at the Pentagon
and the White House assumed that they would be able to recoup the
costs of the war by dipping into Irag’s oil revenues. . . . But when they
did the maths, they made unpleasant discoveries. Expanding Iraq’s
production will not only take time, it will also be very expensive.1”?
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It appeared that at least $58 billion would have to be spent to reach
the production goals originally thought possible. The geoeconomic
concept of Iraq being reintegrated into the global system as a price
regulator (with America simply controlling the geopolitical levers)
was not going to be as easy to bring about in practice as it was in
the economic graphs of Larry Lindsey. In the context of the postwar
occupation these sobering economic realities began to sink in. Oil
prices in July 2003 did not go down—staying around $30 a barrel—
because of the slow pickup in Iraqi production caused by looting,
sabotage, and the legacies of all the years of sanctions and disinvest-
ment. Instead of the 2.5 million barrels a day being produced just
before the war started, instead of the 3.5 million barrels a day when
Iraqi production was at its height in 1979, and far from the 6 million
barrels a day originally anticipated by the neoconservatives, Iraq was
only able to produce 8 million barrels in the whole of July.!™

If the difficulties of restarting Iraq’s creaking oil production in-
frastructure upset ideas of quickly turning the country into a global
price and supply regulator, they also indicated a significant chink
in the vision of an all-powerful America intervening geopolitically
on imperial impulse. To be sure, the Iraqi adventure enabled the
United States to establish a long-term base for its mulitary in the
Middle Fast, it destroyed a regime that might one day have threat-
ened Israel and other U.S. client states in the region (had Hussein’s
military ever recovered from the sanctions), and combined with the
bases in central Asia secured by the Afghanistan campaign (includ-
ing key footholds in Pakistan and the old Soviet satellite states),
it also allowed the United States to surround much of Iran. These
were more than geopolitical fantasies. They were practical military
achievements that not only secured long-term access to Iraqi oil, but
also a strong U.S. presence in the whole Caspian oil and gas basin.!”
In Christian Parenti’s critical terms, all this established the United
States as an “oil gendarme” for the world: a military (not peace)
police with a powerful weapon to wield over both East Asia and
Europe at once.!”® However, just as Iraq had once been imagined
as the geopolitical centerpiece of this sweeping empire, its postwar
experience and, in particular, the problems of restarting its oil pro-
duction began to reveal the economic unsustainability of the overall
imperial project. With the costs of occupation spiraling and with
scarcely any oil profits to pay for them, a humbled President Bush
was forced to return to the United Nations to plead for mululateral
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financial and military support.’”? However,la senior official from
the Bush administration said, “We expect billions of dollars out of
the rest of the world. Billions.” Meanwhile, an additional $87 bil-
lion had to be requested in the form of a supplemental spending ap-
propriation from Congress.!”8 Primacy and preemption, it seemed,
had found their match in looted pumping stations, sabotaged pipe-
lines, and a degraded oil-production network.

It might be protested that one geopolitical-geoeconomic complicity
concerning the global oil supply system nevertheless remained in-
tact and, indeed, resecured in the aftermath of the war. In this view
America’s war could be understood as having successfully preempred
the possibility of switching the currency in which oil is globally traded
from dollars to euros. In November 2000 Iraq had switched to only
receiving payments for its oil in euros. At first blush it was an account-
ing shift, hardly a weapon of mass destruction. But its implications for
American global influence might well have been huge had other oil
producers, particularly those in OPEC, followed suit. It would have
led to huge transfers of funds out of dollars into euros as oil purchasers
bought euros to pay for oil and oil sellers moved their dollar assets into
euros to protect them from a falling dollar. This would have removed
one (though, by no means all) of the structural asymmetries elevating
the value of the dollar in the global economy, and the result would
well have been devastating to a U.S. economy completely dependent
on foreign capital investments to fund its monumental current account
deficit. By thereby weakening the ability of the United States to borrow
in its own currency—an exceptional privilege that, as Gowan and oth-
ers have long pointed out, lies at the contradictory heart of America’s
fragile financial dominance—a transfer in oil pricing to euros may
well have expedited American hegemonic decline.'”®

The way in which the war preempted a wider switch in oil pricing
was by no means just the focus of leftist debate. Mainstream news-
paper accounts articulated the same calculus quite directly. The Boston
Globe published an article suggesting that at minimum a coordinat-
ed move to trading oil in euros would decrease America’s gross na-
tional product by as much as one percent permanently.’®0 And in the
Los Angeles Times business section Ferguson and Johnson explained
both the problem and the solution:

A major prop for the dollar has long been the simple fact thar oil
is priced in U.S. dollars. If the new Iragi petroleum authorities an-
nounce that they will accept checks only in dollars, invest their sur-
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plus in dollars, and swell U.S. exports by contracting principally wich
American firms for services and goods, the dollar’s prospects will
brighten.181

Not surprisingly, postwar [raqi petroleum aurthorities (i.e., the Ameri-
cans) did make the change back to dollars. But the prospects for the
dollar did not brighten as a result. Instead, the lack of meaningful
0il exports and the high costs of occupation came together, as we
shall now see, with the more chronic and systemic problems facing
the U.S. economy to dim dollar prospects and, with them, the long-
term viability of the vision of American global systems management.
Both the assertion of geopolitical ambition and the assumption of a
geoeconomic playing field were in financial jeopardy, and the war
had only made things worse.

What Has Been the Financial Fallout?

The day-to-day reporting in the American business pages depicted
the end of the war as the “end of uncertainty™ and thus, combined
with the stimuli of tax cuts and war spending, a good reason to ex-

pect a Reagan-style recovery and renewed economic growth. In the

third quarter of 2003 this sanguine view saw a certain amount of
vindication in rising stock-market indices and increased corporate
profits. But the grim news from Iraq of the rising costs of the occupa-
tion brought into focus a much more unsettling economic outlook,
a future promising little but increasing indebtedness, financial tur-
moil, and crisis. It was this outlook that threatened both thg yision of
American geopolitical omnipotence and the enframing geoeconomic
assumption of a global level playing field at the very same time.
Well before the war the progressive American economist William

Greider summarized the financial threats to the geopolitical vision.

of primacy in an article suitably entitled “The End of Empire.” “The
imperial ambitions of the Bush administration,” he said,

are founded on quicksand and are eventually sure to founder. Bush’s
open-ended claims for U.S. power-—including the unilateral right
to invade and occupy “failed states” to execute “regime change”—
offend international law and are prerogatives associated only with
empire. But Bush’s great vulnerability is about moneyv. You can’t sus-
tain an empire from a debtor’s weakening position: sooner or later
the creditors pull the plug. That humiliating lesson was learned by
Great Britain early in the last century, and the United States faces a
similar reckoning ahead.82
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Greider emphasized that the United States would be unable to keep
ignoring the worldviews of its foreign creditors when its debts to
them increasingly represented such a large percentage of such a rap-
idly expanding overall debt load. During the war, the French econo-
mist Frédéric Clairmont noted in the same way that, while busily
sending thousands of missiles and troops overseas, the United States
was simultaneously importing over $2 billion in new foreign capital
per day. This meant that foreign investors were now holding more
than 18 percent of long-term U.S. equity securities and 42 percent
of U.S. Treasury bills.183 As the veteran New York Times business
commentator Floyd Norris put it in a headline “Foreigners May
Not Have Liked the War, but They Financed It.”18 Norris’s point
was hardly celebratory. He acknowledged that the “flood of foreign
money helps to keep interest rates low while supporting the dollar.”
He also accepted that the war could “be financed relatively cheaply
at those low rates.” But he returned at the close to the basic point
about interdependency: “borrowers may eventually need to pay at-
tention to-the views of the lenders. It would not be fun if foreigners
began to invest the way they talk.”

Atthe end of the war there were still foreign investors (the Japanese
and Chinese in particular were both still buying dollars with a view
to keeping their own currencies down and the spending power of
American consumers up}. However, the short-term economic fun of
a “victory” bull market was overshadowed by declines in the value
of the dollar and widening concern about whether U.S. interest rates
could continue to remain low and growth steady while government
borrowing ballooned to pay for the war and Bush’s tax cuts. The
occupation of Iraq was also starting to look like an increasingly ex-
pensive proposition, especially given the lack of oil export receipts.
In addition to the $1 billion a week in military expenses and all the
investment needed to repair and improve the oil production system,
other bills were piling up fast: $5 billion for initial humanitarian
aid, $7 billion for repairs to utilities and public services, $3 bil-
lion for resettlement costs, and an estimated $200 billion to rebuild
all the country’s institutions.!85 Moreover, even if the net profits of
[raq’s oil exports did reach the unlikely but promised figure of $20
billion a year, much of this money was already spoken for in the
form of the $200 billion war reparation debt forced on Iraq after the
tirst Gulf War, $60 billion in contractual debts, and $90 billion in
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conventional debt to former arms suppliers, most notably the French
and Russians.!86 The Bush administration was of course geopoliti-
cally inclined to just cancel the latter debts, but the wider economic
drain of occupation could not be so arrogantly ignored in light of
America’s own economic insecurity. It was in this new context that
Bush sounded new notes of humility about consensus building, that
Colin Powell replaced Donald Rumsfeld as the administration’s
chief foreign policy spokesman, that Condoleezza Rice’s National
Security Office took over from the Pentagon in overall Iraqi policy
coordination, and that even Wolfowitz talked about how the United
States did not “own” the Iraqi situation. Certain cheerleaders of geo-
political imperialism such as the indefatigable Max Boot complained
that such changes represented “pragmatism winning out over uni-
lateralism.”187 Nonetheless, the changes began to be more and more
marked. Predictions about the limits of a hegemony of force that
were made by Perry Anderson before the war now looked correct:
“the sputtering of the US economy, where the ultimate foundarions
of American hegemony lie,” he had argued, “does not, in any case,
promise the Republican administration a long leash.” 3

Greider’s own view had been that the “Bush warriors’ reckless
American unilateralism [would] only hasten the day when the credi-
tors conclude that they must assert their leverage.”!®¥ While this
point about the economic constraints on geopolitical recklessness
was well taken, Greider’s example of wealthy Saudi investors pull-
ing almost $200 billion cut of U.S. financial markets in the buildup
to the war represented a much more direct financial tit for Tat than
was ever likely to happen in the normal course of market move-
ments.!®0 In this wider networked world of currency and equity
trading America’s financial problems had long been acknowledged
as well as hedged with all kinds of derivative profit-making. The
difference the war and its aftermath made was more in the form of
an additional shock to the system. Nevertheless, insofar as the extra
costs of the war and occupation coincided with an especially vul-
nerable moment for global capitalism, they led to increasing delib-
erations among economists and business elites about the problems
of American global economic preeminence. They therefore brought
into more explicit focus the defining asymmetries of the not-so-level
global financial playing field, and in catalyzing this concern, the
economic turmoil exacerbated by the war and its aftermath heralded
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a crisis in geoeconomic assumptions as much as they humbled the
champions of geopolitical primacy.

If the big story in the markets was that the end of the war prom-
ised the end of uncertainty, not everyone in the financial world ac-
cepted it. “I don’t buy that” exclaimed Stephen Roach, the chief
economist of Morgan Stanley. Instead, Roach countered, “[t]he big
story is the ever-mounting and unsustainable imbalances in our
U.S.-centric world.”1%1 Coming from one of the leaders of global
finance, what followed was a clear elaboration of the huge asym-
metries and unevenness more normally obscured in geoeconomic
flights of fancy about financial deterritorialization.

In the fourth quarter of 2002, America’s current-account deficit surged
to an annualized $548 billion, a record 5.2 percent of GDP. Financ-
ing such a shortfall requires $2.2 billion of capital inflows each and
every business day—hardly a trivial consideration for a postbubble
U.S. economy offering low returns. Nor is the situation stable. As the
federal budget goes deeper into deficit, the U.S.’s net national savings
rate—that of consumers, businesses and the government combined—
could easily plunge from late 2002’ record low of 1.6 percent toward
zero. If that occurs, the U.S. current-account deficit could approach
7 percent of GDP. This would require about $3 billion of foreign fi-
nancing every business day. History is pretty clear on what would
happen next: a classic current-account adjustment. This would entail
a very different macro outcome for the U.S.—namely, a weaker dollar,
higher real interest rates and a slowdown in domestic demand.!*2

Like other economists focused on the long-term trajectory of the
global economy, Roach saw this looming economic crisis as stem-
ming from bigger and broader imbalances than those presented by
the geopolitics of war. However, he did see the Iraq war as having
two significant effects on the overall macroeconomic situation. First,
Roach argued that it threatened to hasten the growth of both the
U.S. budget deficit and the current account deficit. This would there-
fore increase the “adjustment” requirements and, with them, all the
attendant dangers of a global economic crash. Second, and still more
sweepingly, he suggested that

the war could spell trouble for globalization. The war threatens to
andermine political support for the supranational alliances that have
long bound the world together. The possibility, combined with the po-
tential trade frictions arising from a weaker dollar, a supercompetitive
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Chinese economy and the outsourcing of white-collar jobs to nations
like India, portends tough times ahead for globalizarion.1%?

Here “globalization” was being used to refer to both the political
commitment to a global neoliberal system and the actual economic
realities of economic interdependency. In this sense, Roach was also
effectively arguing that the war was undermining both the ideologi-
cal and practical underpinnings of geoeconomics at the same time.
The necessary global vision needed to make multilareralism work
was becoming harder to muster at the exact same time as the war
was unleashing the very economic contradictions that the cant of
“multilateral” governance more usually covered up. In the place of
a smooth world of deterritorialized financial flows, the war was un-
masking the perils of what Roach openly labeled as a dysfunctional
U.S.-centric global economy.

Roach’s dire predictions from the belly of the global financial
beast were not the only cautions on offer to the transnational capi-
talist class. The Economist provided a perhaps still more sobering
assessment in September as the bad news from [raq continued apace.
Like Roach it noted that “a dollar crash and a global recession are
not the only gloomy possibilities. Equally worrying, and much more
likely, is a surge in protectionism . . . [which] would have grave conse-
quences.” 194 Again the whole project and vision of globalization was
seen as under threat. Ironically, however, having argued at length
that the problems stemmed from the world economy “flying on the
one engine” of American-centered growth, the magazine conclmded
that the solution could only lie, once again, in American leadership.

If America shows the necessary leadership, and others live up to their
responsibilities, there is still time to replace the one-engined global
economy with a safer model. But if nothing changes, get ready for a
crash landing.1%*

Having noted that the Bush administration was not even admitting
there was a problem, having argued that the Plaza accords (in which
James Baker as U.S. Treasury secretary in 1985 orchestrated a con-
trolled descent for the dollar) would be extremely difficult to restage
in the context of globally reduced governmental controls over mone-
tary policy, and having emphasized that American policy priorities
were a big part of the problem, this ritual call for American systems
administration was contradictory in the extreme. How American
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“leadership” could do anything but worsen the crisis tendencies was
unclear. Indeed, as Roach suggested, the most likely scenario was yet
one more attempt to manipulate the global financial system enough
to create another speculative credit-binge-cum-consumption-boom
in America ahead of the 2004 elections. This hardly augured well
for the project to geopolitically engineer a “new” American cen-
tury. In this sense, Peter Gowan’s predictions of unfolding tragedy
for Pax Americana (in his review of Mearsheimer’s The Tragedy
of Great Power Politics) appeared especially apposite: “The com-
manding vision of the architects of the American century, from Elihu
Root through Stimson and Acheson to the Rockefellers, who be-
lieved America’s surplus capital could transform and knit the world
together, risks turning into something approaching its opposite: A
US economy requiring manipulation of global monetary and finan-
cial, as well as political relationships to suck in capital to sustain its
domestic consumer booms and speculative bubbles.”1%6 After Iraq,
these risks were turning into realities. The days of American ar-
rogance containing and profiting from the imbalances of global fi-
nance seemed numbered.

If transnational capitalist-class commentaries about the dysfunc-
tional, one-engined, American-centric global economy represent-
ed symptoms (albeit especially influential symptoms) of the failure to
hold geopolitical appeals for American dominance and geoeconomic
assumptions about globalization coherently together, there were many
others. Beyond the mournful predictions of a global economic crash-
landing, perhaps the most obvious of all the more immediate symp-
toms of contradiction was the notable absence of a democracy and free
enterprise ripple effect through the Middle East. Tensions only rose
as the level-the-playing-field-with-bombs strategy created its entirely
predictable blowback of resistance in Iraq and across the region {not
to mention a related upsurge in increasingly violent and authoritar-
ian attacks on Palestinians by Israel). Far from igniting a “new era of
global economic growth through free markets and free trade” as the
National Security Strategy had promised, the systems administration
of Bush et al. had brought only a growing free trade in violence.

All this is not to deny that at a more micro level American admin-
istration in Iraq was attempting in various ways to interpellate and
incorporate a new generation of neoliberal visionaries. However, ac-
counts of their faltering attempts to reimagine Iraq along the lines
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of a neoliberal smooth world order only seemed to make plainer the
contradictions of geopolitical and geoeconomic complicity. Take for
example the case of Wathiq Hindo, a would-be [raqi tourism entre-
preneur whose vision was described in the New York Times. The
journalist writing the article approached Mr., Hindo's neoliberal vi-
sion with a mix of admiration and disbelief at the absurdity of it all
in the midst of the postwar violence.

At first glance, Iraq may not seem like an ideal place for a holiday in
the sun. Terrorists and bandits roam through a bomb-scarred land-
scape, and gun battles rage by night in the capital. But to Wathiq
Hindo, this is the world’s next great tourist destination. “You’ve got
all the ingredients,” Mr. Hindo said, pointing excitedly at a large
map of Iraq on the wall in bis spacious offices off Karrada Street.
“People still think of this as the birthplace of civilization. You've got
" Babylon and Nineveh, and near Ur you've got the site of the garden
of Eden.” Mr. Hindo, a §5-year-old entrepreneur, does not just want
to lure history buffs. He envisions package tours, four-star hotels
and resorts, American families cruising in minivans down new super-
highways, water skiing, maybe even a Disneyland on Lake Habbaniva.
Religious tourists will flock to see where Job and Jonas died, or to the
Muslim holy cities Najaf and Karbala.1¥7

Here, it seems, the whole Iraqi landscape was being reimagined in
neoliberal terms and, as such, appeared as inserted (like a tourism
promotion pamphlet in the Sunday paper travel section) igto the
larger geoeconomic space of global competition for touristic con-
sumption spending. The nationalist violence of geopoliticadsarien-
talism seemed replaced in this way by the bland but still violently
abstracting and homogenizing imperatives of commercial oriental-
ism. Iraq was being imaginatively inducted into the smooth space
of the functioning core, a smooth space where the marketplace re-
makes lived-place in the economistic image of accountancy. Najaf
and Karbala were thus to be reimagined yet once more: from holy
sites, to terrorism sites, to bomb sights and battle sites, all the way
finally to tourism sights, and for the geoeconomic visionary at least,
profit sites too perhaps. But at the end of the newspaper account of
Mr. Hindo’s vision, the incongruity of it all with the quotidian geo-
political struggle over American occupation came violently to the
foreground. The reporter was being taken by Mr. Hindo to the site
of a potential future attraction when
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a large boom sounds close by, possibly a grenade. The reporter glanced
around warily, but Mr. Hindo scarcely seemed to notice. “You put
up a concession here, maybe a tent, people can stop here and have a
snack,” he said, squinting happily into the setting sun. “It’s going to
be real nice.”

Back in America the contradictions of geopolitics and geoeco-
nomics were also increasingly evident. During the war the PNAC
pattiot Richard Perle, for example, had been forced to resign from
his position as chair of the Pentagon’s civilian Defense Policy Board
after reporter Seymour Hersh publicized the ways in which Perle was
using his influence on the board to enrich himself.18 Specifically he
had been talking geoeconomic talk and lobbying on behalf of a Hong
Kong billionaire in order to overcome American opposition to the
Chinese buyout of the bankrupt MCI-Worldcom corporation. Perle
went back to his geopolitical register immediately and quickly labeled
Hersh a “terrorist,” but the damage was done and the contradic-
tions of Perle’s complicities exposed.!? Later in 2003 such contradic-
tions also caused problems for Wolfowitz and Rumsfeld themselves
when they were obliged to finesse differences between geopolitical
Republicans and geoeconomic Republicans over Pentagon outsourc-
ing. The former side wanted a law to oblige the Defense Department
to “buy American,” but at the risk of not seeming altogether patriotic
Rumsfeld felt obliged to declare himself a free trader while Wolfowitz
tried to work out language in the buy-American bill that would allow
enough freedom (and thus free trade) to keep the office of the U.S.
trade representative and other administration neoliberals happy.2%°

To some extent, the brouhaha over the buy-American bill rep-
resented another case of successful ideological crisis-management,
but the same was not possible for perhaps the best example of a
contradictory breakdown in geopolitical-geoeconomic complicity:
the public furor over retired Admiral John Poindexter’s terrorism
futures market plan. Poindexter, infamous to many but not seem-
ingly enough Americans for his role in the Reagan-era Iran-Contra
free trade deals, had been working behind the scenes in Rumsfeld’s
Pentagon where his unit had come up with a creative scheme to es-
tablish a futures market that would supposedly predict future terror-
ism strikes. Examples of the sorts of bets that could be made on this
market were given on the project’s Web site and included such events
as the overthrow of the king of Jordan, a missile strike by North
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Korea, and the assassination of Yasir Arafat. It was just another Vat-
tempt to reframe geopolitics in geoeconomic Lerms. Speculators from
all over the world would have been able to access the market and
place bets on the chances of terrorism strikes all over the. world. The
site would thereby supposedly have provided valuable lnfOl'mﬂFl()n
to the Pentagon about where it would have to igtervene. But given
the bizarre implications of how the Pentagon mlght address futur'e
investor complaints that its preemptive geopolitics rep.rese.nted unfavnr
government intrusion into the marketplace, and cons1d.ermg the spll
more absurd anticipations of what insider trading might look like
on this market, the plan quickly became a futures market wnhout
a future.2% Senator John Warner, the powerful Repubhcar'l Ch%lr of
the Senate Armed Services Committee called it “a very mgmf.lcaAnt
mistake,” and with a tacit acknowledgment of thf: geocconomic in-
ventiveness of the project, Wolfowitz noted that “[i]t sounds like they

. AR ,
got too imaginative 1n this area.”2%?

CONCLUSIONS UNBOUND

The contradictory and, as I have shown, increasingly crilsis—bound
complicity between geopolitical assertion and .gr?oeconomlc assump-
tion by no means describes all of the complexities anq brljltaht?CS of
the Iraq war. However, it does take us beyond thg cr.npplmg either-
or intellectual debates that set up American impen?hsm as a power
structure or project somehow separate from neoliberal globahm-
tion. As Thomas Friedman is ever keen to remind us, we need in-

stead to understand how these forces come together. -

The United States can destroy you by dropping bombs and the Super-
markets can destroy you by downgrading your bonds‘. Tbe United
Sates is the dominant player in maintaining the globalization game-
board, but it is not alone in influencing the moves on that gameboard.
This globalization gameboard today is a lot.hke a Ouija board—
sometimes pieces are moved around by the obvious hagd of the super-
power, and sometimes they are moved around by the hidden hands of

the Supermarkets.203

Here Friedman’s Ouija board is just another metaphor for the 'level
plain of gE0ECONOMICS, and as we have seen, his own complicitous
discourse (double entendre intended) can thus be seen to reflect -the
much more widely shared assumptions about the rolevof 'thf-: Uglted
States as the level game board’s player-manager. It is this distinctively
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double-decked worldview that overdeterminies what I have problema-
tized in this chapter’s title as empire’s geography. If we want to under-
stand the ongoing transnational graphing of the geo of American
state hegemony, I am suggesting that we need to come to terms thus
not just with the god-trick of globalist geoeconomics, but also with
what might be called a Jesus-trick: a Jesus-trick imagined in the geo-
politically incarnate form of the U.S. military coming down to earth
(or at least dropping bombs down to earth) and bringing neoliberal
apostates and agnostics into order.204 Perhaps the best intellectual ren-
dering of the resulting double vision came in the midst of the buildup
to the Iraq war with the publication of Phillip Bobbitt’s symptomatic
The Shield of Achilles.205 Even the anachronistic Christian rhetoric
of the book’s dedication—“To those by whose love God’s grace was
first made known to me and to those whose loving-kindness has ever
since sustained me in His care”—alludes to the godly imaginations
that follow for readers who can bear to go beyond the Baptist unction.
If they do they are exposed to an argument of enormous arrogance
(as well as eloquence) that builds on its author’s god’s eye view as a
powerful Washington intellectual: a nephew of Lyndon Johnson, a
law professor in both Texas and Oxford, and a former Director of
Intelligence on the National Security Council under Clinton. What
makes Bobbitt’s vision a double one, though, is that he combines all
kinds of geopolitical assertions about the need for American leader-
ship with a remarkably lucid discussion of neoliberal globalization, or
what he likes to portray as the rise of “the market-state.” He suggests
along the way that the market-state’s indifference to justice not only
relates to the transnational entrenchment of the free market and “the

cliché ‘level playing field,” but also stems from the military and tech-
nical legacies of the cold war.

The rocket technology developed to deliver weapons in the Long War
has propelled man into a perspective from space; his communications
technology, also developed for strategic reasons, has sent back an
image from that perspective. I am inclined to think thar something of
the market-state’s indifference to fate and sensitivity to risk is related

to this reorientation, where the illusion of limitless opportunity meets
the reality of choice.206

This is part of his wider argument about how the legacies of one
military-cum-constitutional order shape the next, but it also illus-
trates an uncanny awareness of the illusions that attend the Father

- .09
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and Son god-tricks of geoeconomic and geopolitical perspective. As
the war went on, these illusions became clearer to many critics t.()(,,),
critics for whom the “reality of choice” was resistancet: not Bobbm,s
Achilles Shield so much as American imperialism’s Achllles heel. Roy’s
critique of the illusory military-cum-corporate missionary mandate

was one of the best:

So here we are, the people of the world, confrontfed with an Empire
armed with a mandate from heaven (and, as added ms‘urar‘wc, the most
formidable arsenal of weapons of mass destruction in hlstorly). Here
we are, confronted with an Empire that has conferred upon xtéelf.;he
right to war at will, and the right to deliver.people from- corrugtmg'l :,
ologies, from religious fundamentalist.s, dictators, sexism anE poverty
by the age-old, tried-and-tested practice of extermination. mpgrc is
on the move, and Democracy is its sly new war cry. D.emocracy ()rrie
delivered to your doorstep by daisy cutters. Death is a small pl\r/;.ae
to pay for the privilege of sampling this new product: Ir;s:ant- 1x
Imperial Democracy (bring to a boil, add oil, then bomb).

For Roy such Democracy with a capital D is4juslt “Efnpim’& euphe(;
mism for neo-liberal capitalism” because capitalists “have maste‘r.e :
the technique of infiltrating the instruments of.democracy;the nlr;
dependent’ judiciary, the ‘free’ press, the'parllament——a‘n mourik
ing them to their purpose.”?% Yet Roy did Tlot_reprc.)d.u(_e smig
world discourse in the course of critiquing this biopolitical mac ine.
Speaking in New York at the height of the war, she_ tolFl her Ar‘ne‘rlcali
audience that they had a special role to play in rejecting Fh,wﬁilmt
mix imperial democracy. “You have access‘ to tbe Emperlal Palace
and the Emperor’s chambers,” she argued. ° Emplre§ conquesfts arf
being carried out in your name, and you have the rlgbt to refuse. _
Much more might be said about how the_comph?lty 0 géof.
economics and geopolitics relates to the material archipelagoes o
American TNCs and American military bases around the wor:ﬁ,
and how they thereby at once underpin and reflect what the ra 1};
cal historian Bruce Cummings once called a “Global Realm \tht’
No Limit, Global Realm With No Name.”?%” nge, howev,cr, Idmlvlc
been more narrowly focused on how the comp.ilcuy gr{derpmne t lcz
war in Iraq. A much more detailed geographxca-l critique bi'l.D?red
Gregory of the visioning of the assault has de?scnbed_the me 1-at1;zer f
American depiction and projection of the V.l()lencc D thg terms “f
“Boundless War.”210 Gregory’s damning critique of this visioning o
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the violence highlights with great precision and detail what had to be
bounded out—including the horrendous Iraqi injuries and casualties
tha't"‘embedded” reporting ignored—for the war to be effectivel
legitimated and thereby pursued without limits and beyond bounfisy
Here, by contrast, I have focused on how the war depended at th.
same time on the ideological binding of ideas about American :
political destiny to the geoeconomic concept of a boundless smf e'col;
world order. In the latter part of the chapter, I have also sou h’?t
show hqw this working complicity has been subject to all ki:;;ds (}
Fontradlctory convulsions in the context of Irag’s occupation B0
if u'nderstanding the force of geoeconomics, geopolitics, and 'th i
artlcubl:lti;m helps us unpack empire’s geography and ir;creasin;ll}rf
un i
v nj;a;reethzli;:iai(t;ons, what do they tell us about the geography of
By this point it should be clear that the main concern abou\t Hardt
an_d _Negri’s project at issue here is the way in which it encrypt
andeged place for America in the midst of a geoeconomic zcl::isz
ing of smooth-world space. It is, I have suggested, this very saxll)le
gesture that Barnett and so many others repeat in tileir gung ho ar-
guments about America’s constitutional manifest destiny to %nana
gl(?ballzation. Insofar as the war has illustrated the practical force ii
Fhls geoeconomics that encodes and allows for American privilege
it also has a number of theoretical implications for the kinds of irj
guments advanced in Empire. It has revealed first of all the dangers
pf rep.ro.ducing discourses of imperial denial in the context of offe -
ing critical accounts of globalization. Second, it has obviousl alsro
made _manifest the need to examine how the ideclogical encod)ifn of
Amerlcan.privilege relates to real but by no means permanent rgivi-
leges relat':mg to America’s long experience with the liberal mogel of
lalssez-.falre capitalism. And third, by thematizing American domi-
nance it has provided at least a starting point for investigating th
likelihood of its decline. In the last part of this chapter Ighaweg .
gested that a real decline is clearly in the financial offing, but haxsl%lg-
made this case, I do not want to suggest that imminent, he emolr?'g
Follapse is certain. Such chiliastic accounts of economic dogom N
just ¥1ke Hardt and Negri’s account of the jump from imperialisnirte(;
empire, ultimately disabling. For one thing, as Gindin and Panitch
suggest, such crisis theories of American capitalism risk ignoring the
continuing victories of the U.S. capitalist class ranging from their
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successful extraction of extra work hours from American workers,
to the not unrelated production of a docile body politic, to the glob-
al entrenchment of neoliberal norms. They note thus that “by focus-
ing on the fragility of American capitalism and searching for data
that provide evidence of the next and deeper crisis, the left tends to
downplay the significance of the continuing capacity of American
capital and the American state to restructure the world ‘in its own
image.’ """ One result, they argue, is that the Left has frequently
failed “to come to terms with the reconstitution of American Empire
that followed the crisis of the early seventies.”21% This is the point |
have repeated here by arguing that we need to examine how the glo-
balization dynamics that supposedly eclipsed American hegemony
in the 1970s instead generated 2 biopolitically productive regime
that has actually worked to legitimize and consolidate ongoing and
generally informal forms of American imperialism right up to the
present. The fact that this work of legitimation now appears threat-
ened by all the extra geopolitical affect it has been obliged to carry
is hardly cause for great celebration.

It would be comforting to end like Hardt and Negri do with an
affirmative appeal to the spirit of the multitude to resistance, but in-
stead of genuflecting before Saint Francis of Assisi the protocommu-
nist, I am arguing against god-tricks of all kinds, including faith in
some ineffable global resistance. There were of course many concrete
examples of resistance to chis latest war. Some like that of Gerhard
Schroder, the German leader, were quickly and predictably revoked
afterwards.213 But the more globally networked antiwar moggment
was more persistent, and partly so because of its articulation—as
in Roy’s arguments—of a simultaneous critique of neoliberalism
t00.214 This is not to invoke a global community of the multitude at
all. If anything, the war has taught us that the worn-out fictions of
global community, global village, and global level playing field have
been used in the interests of American dominance once too often.
But understood as overburdening ge0ecONOMIcs with a geopolitical
project that cannot last, the war has revealed the critical importance

of examining and critiquing how American imperialism works 11
conjunction with neoliberal globalization. Such a critique, I have ar-
gued, can only really begin when imperialism and globalization are
no longer posed as binary opposites, and no longer seen as the exact
same thing. To avoid these parallel pitfalls of compartmentalization




312 - EMPIRE’S GEOGRAPHY

and homogenization, studying the complicity of geoeconomics and
geopolitics seems a useful first step.

After all the pages of this chapter and after all the argument of this
book as a whole it may seem strange to end with talk about making
first steps. However, if there is one clear conclusion of I the § pace of
Theory it is that the geographies of displacement and disjuncture dis-
closed by deconstructive graphings of the geo in geography can never
be fully finalized. This is not to deny the political, economic, and
cultural geographic forces that remake social life in powerful, some-
times lethally, finalizing ways. American military force contradicts
such inane arguments on a daily and panglobal basis. It is rather to
make the critical intellectual point that our work of charting such
forces is never done, and that we must persistently examine our own
complicities with dominant discourse in the process of attempting
to produce such charts. One strategy for such persistent eritique, the
one that I have offered in the preceding chapters, has been to focus
on the ways in which critical postfoundational work, however deter-
ritorializing it may be vis-a-vis certain cherished political categories,
can often end up reterritorializing the dominant spatial rubrics of
the nation-state along the way. Against this I have suggested that
the heterogeneous geographies disclosed by the displacements and
disjunctures of North American nation-states demand another, more
geographically critical kind of approach. In attempting to chart this
approach my own mappings have no doubt foreclosed diverse po-
litical struggles. My own concluding hope therefore is that others
can turn the force of persistent critique on my own arguments and
disclose other critical geographies that I have left obscured. From
Justice McEachern’s B.C. courtroom to Cascadia’s boardrooms to
NAFTA’s negotiations to the divergent citizenship reforms relating
to welfare in the United States and the constitution in Canada, I have

introduced spaces of such diversity that the elisions have also been

many. Other geographical struggles continue aplenty: or at least they
should, so long as geopolitical and geoeconomic complicities charted
in this chapter do not smooth them out. Persistent critique, in this
sense, is not just about the heterogeneity of human geography, but
about the continuing viability of life itself.
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