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  غرب ستیزی
غرب از دیـدگاه    : »غرب ستیزی « کتاب   بری  مرور

  دشمنان آن
 

 *مسعود فاضلی

 
اخیراً در آمریکـا کتـابی بـه زبـان انگلیسـی منتشـر            
ــتیزی    ــرب ســـ ــام غـــ ــه نـــ ــده اســـــت بـــ شـــ

»Occidentalism « کــــه آن را دو اســــتاد
ــام  ــه ن ــا و آویشــی  «ی هــا آمریکــایی ب ــان بوروم ای

م آن را ایــن کتــاب کــه نــا. انــد نوشــته» مارگالیــت
دوارد سعید دانست،   ا» شناسی  شرق«توان مقابل     می

ــمنان آن    ــدگاه دش ــاریخی غــرب از دی ــیر ت ــه س ب
های کسانی چون سیدقطب،      پردازد و به اندیشه     می

نیز اشاراتی شده   ... آل احمد، علی شریعتی و      جلال
  .است

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

غـرب  «این مقاله بررسی کوتاهی اسـت از کتـاب           
، نوشـته ایـان     »آنغرب از دیدگاه دشمنان     : ستیزی

 بوروما و مارگالیـت     *.بوروما و آویشی مارگالیت   
هـا و مقـالات       هر دو استاد دانشگاه هستند و کتاب      

. انـد   های فلسفه و سیاست نوشـته       متعددی در زمینه  
پیش از هرچیز باید توضـیح داده شـود کـه یـافتن             
ــاب      ــوان کتـ ــرای عنـ ــی بـ ــق فارسـ ــادل دقیـ معـ

)Occidentalism ( ــوار اســت ــون. دش د پس
معـادل انگاشـته    » گـری «یا  » گرایی«غالباً با   » ایسم«

» گرایـی   غرب«شود، اما ترجمه عنوان کتاب به         می
 بتــوان شــاید. ای نارســا خواهــد بــود قطعــاً ترجمــه

Occidentalism مـــدار غـــرب« را حتـــی «
ترجمه کرد؛ زیرا گرچه پیروان ایـن نگـرش خـود           

 مرکـز  را غـرب  حال این با ،دانند    را ضدغرب می  
ــرا ــأ و رتش ــکلات منش ــون مش ــانی کن ــ جه ی م

هستند » غرب مدار« این گروه بدین لحاظ .شمارند
که خود را در تقابل و خصومت با غـرب تعریـف            

ای   مـداری نیـز ترجمـه       با این همه، غـرب    . کنند  می
کننـــده اســـت، زیـــرا خواننـــده معمـــولاً   گمـــراه
مداری را با گرایش مثبت بـه غـرب یکسـان             غرب
تواند مفهوم    نیز نمی » شناسی  بغر«واژه  . پندارد  می

 اصلی واژه
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Occidentalismــه .  را منتقـــل کنـــد نتیجـ
 در مجمـوع    معـادلِ »  سـتیزی   غـرب «اینکه احتمالاً   

ویژه بـا توجـه بـه         مناسبی برای این کتاب است، به     
غـرب  «اینکه کتاب حاضر مروری است از تـاریخ         

اکنـون بـه بررسـی کتـاب        . »از دیدگاه دشمنان آن   
 .پردازیم می

  
بوروما و مارگالیت در فصل نخست کتاب متذکر        

 بـه   ای جدید و یـا      د که غرب ستیزی پدیده    نشو  می
وجوه معینـی از    .  عربی نیست  -طور اخص اسلامی  
ک آلمـان،   توان در تفکر رمانتی ـ     این گرایش را می   

ــم روســی و شووین  ــت؛  ناسیونالیس ــی یاف ــم ژاپن یس
تلقــی » غربــی«گرچــه ایــن کشــورها اکنــون خــود 

و گــاه آمــاج حمــلات غــرب ســتیزان  شــوند  مــی
دیگر اینکـه غـرب سـتیزان گروهـی نسـبتاً           . هستند

اند و در نتیجه لزومـاً بـا تمـامی            ناهمگون و پیچیده  
 درنیتمُ

 ضدیت ندارند، از جمله برخی از غرب ستیزان بـا          
ــدرن    ــت م ــا دول ــرب و ی ــوژی غ ــه(تکنول ــژه  ب وی

برخی از غرب   . مشکلی ندارند ) دیکتاتوری مدرن 
از مارکسیسم، ناسیونالیسم غربی و انقـلاب       ستیزان  

آنچه این طیف وسیع را به      . اند  فرانسه تأثیر پذیرفته  
کند خصومت بـا ماتریالیسـم،        یکدیگر نزدیک می  

 .غرب است» ابتذال فرهنگی«نیالیسم و لُکُ

  
شــوند کــه انتقــاد از ایــن  نویســندگان یــادآور مــی

ــاً بـــه   ویژگـــی هـــای بـــه اصـــطلاح غربـــی الزامـ
انجامد؛ غرب سـتیزان معمـولاً از         ی نمی ستیز  غرب

روند و غرب را فاقد خصـایص         این انتقاد فراتر می   

این سیاسـت غـرب نیسـت       : دانند  بنیادی انسانی می  
گیـرد؛ غـرب اساسـاً غیـر          که مورد انتقاد قـرار مـی      

انسانی است و انسـان غربـی نیـز بـه راسـتی انسـان               
ــت ــادی و    . نیس ــت م ــودی اس ــی موج ــان غرب انس

انسـانیت  «ستیزان در      بدین لحاظ غرب   .غیراخلاقی
شـباهت بـه برخـی از         از دشـمنان خـود بـی      » زدایی
شناسـان نیسـتند کـه انسـان شـرقی را مـادون               شرق

ــی ــتند انســان م ــه   . (دانس ــاوت ک ــن تف ــا ای ــاید ب ش
 غربــی گــاه انســان شــرقی را کــودکی روشــنگران

بـه مرحلـه بلـوغ و اسـتقلال         » هنوز«دانستند که     می
سـتیزان    در حـالی کـه غـرب      فکری نرسیده اسـت،     

امیدی به دگرگـونی جوامـع غربـی ندارنـد و فـرد             
  .)پندارند ناپذیر می صلاحاغربی را 

ــی  ــان م ــندگان اذع ــا    نویس ــت ب ــه مخالف ــد ک دارن
ــت ــمن     سیاس ــود متض ــس خ ــا در نف ــای آمریک ه

 آمریکا و   ءستیزان جامعه   غرب. ستیزی نیست   غرب
د ریشه، مادی و فاق     کلاً جامعه غربی را سطحی، بی     

دیگر اینکـه   . دانند   انسانی می  –های اخلاقی     ارزش
ضدیت با غرب و رونـد غربـی شـدن کـم و بـیش          

ــی  ــان رخ م ــد همزم ــوزدهم  . دهن ــرن ن ــن در ق ژاپ
هـای مـدرن را       کوشید شتابان مدرن شـود و ارزش      

ایــن تــلاش بــرای دورانــی واکنشــی منفــی . ببلعــد
 ژاپـن را دچـار      ،برانگیخت و بـه قـول نویسـندگان       

باید این را نیز افزود که گرچه       .  کرد »سوءهاضمه«
 متوسـل   ستیزی بـرای توجیـه خـود بـه سـنت            غرب
سـتیزی در اسـاس خـود بـه مفهـوم             شود، غرب   می

ــنت ــرب    س ــرعکس، غ ــت؛ ب ــی نیس ــتیزی  گرای س
ای مـــدرن و حتـــی بخشـــی از گســـترش   پدیـــده

بخـواهی    ستیزان به نحوی دل     غرب. درنیت، است مُ
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ســل هــای جامعــه خــویش متو بــه برخــی از ســنت
کنـد،    شوند و آنگـاه کـه موقعیـت ایجـاب مـی             می

گفته شد که ژاپن و آلمـان، کـه         . آفرینند   می سنّت
شـوند، در دورانـی       اکنون خود غربی خوانـده مـی      

تصـادفی نیسـت کــه   . سـتیزی بودنــد  کـانون غـرب  
ــد     ــال رش ــی مج ــاً در گروه ــرب غالب ــرت از غ نف

کننده کالاها و فرهنـگ غربـی         یابد که مصرف    می
هـایی کـه در       مگر نه آنکـه تروریسـت     . بوده است 

 سیاســی - ســپتامبر بــه نهادهــای اقتصــادی١١روز 
 افـرادی تحصـیلکرده بودنـد       ،آمریکا حمله کردند  

  هایی در غرب به سر برده بودند؟ که برای سال
ســیدقطب پــس از اقامــت در نیویــورک چنــان از  

 صنعتی آمریکـا    -فرهنگ شهری » سقوط اخلاقی «
رن را جاهلیــت دچـار شــوک شــد کـه جامعــه مــد  

 .مدرن نامید

  
ستیزان روس، آلمانی، ژاپنی و اسـلامی همـه     غرب

ــهر« ــادیگری    » ش ــی و م ــاط اخلاق ــز انحط را مرک
شــهر همــه چیــز را در معــرض . داننــد تجــاری مــی

شهر یک روسپی خودفروش    : دهد  فروش قرار می  
هــای  بــه عنــوان مثــال، فاشیســت. روح اســت و بــی

ن قـرن بیسـتم     هـای آغـازی     ژاپنی و آلمانی در دهـه     
ــی     ــودی تلقـ ــنگری و یهـ ــز روشـ ــهر را مرکـ شـ

هیتلـر بـر آن بـود کـه بـرلن نمـاد ایـن               . کردنـد   می
انحطاط اخلاقی و نفـوذ روزافـزون روشـنفکران و          

ــرن . ســوداگران یهــودی اســت  ــیش از آن، در ق پ
های آلمان به ضدیت با انقلاب        نوزدهم رومانتیک 

 انقـلاب فرانسـه نماینـده شـهر و       . فرانسه برخاسـتند  

های شهری بود که اصالت قومی آلمـانی را           ارزش
 .افکند به خطر می

  
سـتیزان و غـرب غالبـاً         گفته شـد کـه رابطـه غـرب        

ستیزان ممکـن اسـت بکوشـند         غرب. پیچیده است 
تکنولوژی غربی را اخذ و فرهنـگ غربـی را طـرد           

ــد ــی برخــی از    . کنن ــرای دوران ــن، ب ــر ای ــلاوه ب ع
ــرب ــم    غ ــم و سوسیالیس ــه مارکسیس ــتیزان ب  رو س
مائو در چین نمونه جـالبی از ایـن پدیـده           . آوردند

خواسـت شـهرها را       مائو می . پیچیده و متناقض بود   
 -از طریق دهات محاصره کند، فرهنگ بورژوایی      

 شــهری را بــه دور افکنــد و در عــین حــال -غربــی
ــد   ــدرنیزه کن ــین را م ــم   . چ ــه سوسیالیس ــا تجرب ام

نویســندگان . آمیــز نبــوده اســت مجموعــاً موفقیــت
سـتیزی   هـای غـرب   ترین جلـوه  گویند که خشن  یم

 میـدان  از سوسیالیسـم  کـه  یافتند رشد مجالی  زمان
 آنچـه جالـب توجـه       ، به هر تقدیر   .بود شده خارج

ستیزان، ضـمن توسـل بـه         است این است که غرب    
 روســتایی آرمــانی، خــود -ســنت و جامعــه ســنتی

 ای به روستای کنونی     غالباً روستایی نیستند و علاقه    
ای تخیلـی، ارگانیـک       د؛ روستای آنان جامعه   ندارن

هـای مدرنیتـه      و آرمانی اسـت کـه عـاری از تـنش          
 .است

  
کننـد کـه جامعـه         اعلام مـی   تحسـرّستیزان با     غرب

. مدرن سلحشوری و قهرمانی را از میان برده است        
ــروزی    ــه گمــان آنهــا، تجســم پی جامعــه مــدرن، ب

شـناس   جامعـه . سوداگران و تجار بر قهرمانان است    
 Werner)لمــــانی، ورنــــر زومبــــارت آ
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Sombart) ،در دوران جنـــگ جهـــانی اول ،
. »سوداگران و قهرمانان «کتابی نوشت تحت عنوان     

 آلمانی، بر آن بود     نتیسیسمزومبارت، متأثر از روما   
که جنگ جهانی اول صحنه نبرد قهرمانان آلمـانی         

بـه اعتقـاد    . با سوداگران انگلیسی و فرانسوی است     
، برابــــری و بــــرادری همــــه زومبــــارت، آزادی

ــهری  ارزش ــای ش ــد  تجــاری-ه ــود  : ان ــلح خ ص
سـوداگران جنـگ را     . داری است   ای سرمایه   پدیده

کوشـند همـه    داننـد و مـی   مزاحم کسب و کار مـی   
اختلافات را بـا مـذاکره و مصـالحه بـازاری پایـان             

 .دهند

  
. شـود   مـی » آسـایش «در این نظام همه چیـز فـدای         

مناسبترین پاسـخ بـه     مرگ قهرمانانه از سوی دیگر      
سلحشـور آلمـانی    . داری است   صلح مبتذل سرمایه  

در جنگ اول جهانی، خلبان ژاپنی در جنـگ دوم          
جهــانی و مجاهــد اســلامی امــروز همــه مــرگ را  

 یهـای کامیکـاز     یکـی از خلبـان    . دارند  گرامی می 
اگر میان مرگ و زنـدگی      «ژاپنی اظهار داشت که     

 نفـرت از  .»تردید دارید، مردن همیشـه بهتـر اسـت       
سـتیزان مشـاهده      ابتذال و آسایش نزد غالب غـرب      

گویـد کـه      از جملـه ارنسـت یـونگر مـی        . شـود   می
تصادفی نیسـت کـه     . انجامد  آسایش به رخوت می   

یک غرب ستیز ایرانی، جلال آل احمـد، خـود را           
یابد و کتاب او را بـه فارسـی           به یونگر نزدیک می   

ت شاید بزرگترین تراژدی آن اس ـ    . کند  ترجمه می 
جـذاب  » انسـان متوسـط   «که قهرمانی اتفاقـاً بـرای       

ای از شـکوه      است، زیرا به زندگی متوسط او بارقه      
دهد خـود را بخشـی از         بخشد و به او امکان می       می

گـویی  . نژاد برتر، قوم برتر و یا مذهب برتـر بدانـد      
فضیلت تنها مرگ فضیلت آفـرین   در این جهان بی 

 .است

  
غلبه کرد که تمـامی  توان بر این وسوسه    دشوار می 

اما صـفت مرتجـع     . بنامیم» مرتجع«ستیزان را     غرب
سـتیزان    انگیز است؛ نخست اینکه غـرب       خود بحث 

خواهان بازگشت بـه قـرون گذشـته نیسـتند؛ آنهـا            
انـد و خـود را در         هایی از مدرنیته را پذیرفتـه       جلوه

ه تعریـف   تیهایی دیگر از مدرن     نیادی با جنبه  تقابل ب 
. سـتیزان دقیقـاً سـنتی نیسـتند         ربغالب غ . اند  کرده

تـرین اقشـار      مانـده   آنها الزاماً از فقیرترین یـا عقـب       
آنهـا غالبـاً افـراد مـدرن        . آورنـد   جامعه سـر برنمـی    

ای هستند که در عین حال با مدرنیتـه راحـت             شده
ای   بـه گذشـته   » رجعـت «نیستند و بنابراین خواستار     

 .اند که هیچگاه وجود نداشته است طلایی

  
آنهـا  .  اسـت  مجعـول گرایـی آنـان ابـداعی و          سنت

گیرند، امـا در      عناصری را از گذشته به عاریت می      
به عنوان مثـال،    . آفرینند  غالب موارد گذشته را می    

سنت جهاد در اسلام ارتباط الزامی و مسـتقیمی بـا           
هــای اســلامی نــدارد و  تروریســت» کــیش مــرگ«
ای مختص به جوامع اسـلامی        پدیده» کیش مرگ «
 .روز نیستام

  
چنانکه گفته شد، در آلمان، ژاپـن و سـایر جوامـع          

 .توان در مقاطعی معین این پدیده را یافت نیز می
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مــرز مــدرن و ضــدمدرن در ایــن گفتمــان همیشــه 
تـوان از     از جملـه مـی    . روشن و عبورناپذیر نیسـت    

 نام برد کـه از یکسـو خواهـان          انقلاب چین و مائو   
ر بـه روسـتا و      ه بوده اسـت و از سـوی دیگ ـ        تیمدرن

کــرده  فرهنــگ غیرشــهری احســاس نزدیکــی مــی
نویسندگان مارکسیسم را نیز بـه طـور کلـی          . است

بـاز  بـه ایـن نکتـه       . داننـد   سـتیزی مـی     متأثر از غرب  
اما مارکسیسم به هـر حـال دعـوی         . خواهیم گشت 

خوانـده    علم داشته است و خود را بینش علمی می        
 - افراطـی  هـای   شکست مارکسیسم به جلـوه    . است

ایـن  . مذهبی غرب ستیزی مجال رشـد داده اسـت        
عـدالتی و تحقیـر       گرایش افراطی تا حدی زاده بی     

های   سرمایه جهانی و تا حدی ناشی از رشد اندیشه        
نویسندگان معتقدند  . ی است ن ستیز و غیرعقلا   خرد

ــین     ــده تبی ــایی از عه ــه تنه ــه اقتصــاد سیاســی ب ک
 آید و باید به عامل ایـدئولوژی        ستیزی برنمی   غرب

 .نیز توجه شود

  
اگر به قرن نوزدهم رجوع کنیم خـواهیم دیـد کـه      

دار شــدن احســاس ملــی و قــومی همــواره  جریحــه
.  بـوده اسـت    سـتیزی   ناپذیر از غرب     تفکیک یجزی

مهـد  (ها هر دو نسـبت بـه فرانسـه            ها و روس    آلمان
انـد و تحقیـر و        احساس حقارت داشته  ) روشنگری

 تشـویق   سرکوب سیاسی داخلـی معمـولاً افـراد را        
آنگـاه  . پناه برنـد  » نویاتمع«کند که به درون و        می

که بحث سیاسی ممکـن نیسـت، فلسـفه و ادبیـات            
ــای  غــرب. شــوند جانشــین سیاســت مــی ســتیزان پ

 ماننــد گــاه، وخواننــد  اســتدلالیون را چــوبین مــی
ی م ـ  فسـادآفرین ی  کل ـ بطـور  را تمـدن  ،یتولستو

ــد ــا. یابن ــادآور آنه ــ ی ــوندی م ــه ش ــم ک  امپریالیس
 امپریالیســم از تــر خطرنــاک بمراتــبی هنگــفر

 تصادفی نیسـت کـه، بـر    . استی سیاس ـی  اقتصاد
ــرب   ــاس، غ ــن اس ــا غــرب   ای ــان و ی ــا  زده گرای ه

 .شوند خطرناکتر از غرب تلقی می

  
ــی  ــندگان م ــایز     نویس ــه تم ــد وج ــه بای ــد ک گوین

ــرب ــکولار و غــرب  غ ــتیزی س ــذهبی  س ــتیزی م س
می سـتیزی اسـلا     غرب. را فراموش نکرد  ) اسلامی(

غرب بدینسـان   .داند پرست می بربر و بتغرب را 
این بیـنش، نـزد علـی       . تجسم جاهلیت مدرن است   
در » بت گـونگی کـالا    «شریعتی، با نقد مارکس از      

غـرب خـدایی    : شـود   داری تلفیق می    جامعه سرمایه 
ســیدمحمود . تدپرســ را مــی) خــدای زر(دروغــین 

طالقانی نمونه دیگری از ایـن بیـنش اسـت کـه در             
ها و مسیحیان منافع کلنیالیسم را ترویج         هودیآن ی 
باید افزود که تردیدی نیست کـه انتقـاد         . (کنند  می

هـا و     از اسرائیل الزاماً متضـمن ضـدیت بـا یهـودی          
ستیزان انتقاد    یهودی ستیزی نیست، اما غالب غرب     

ــودی  ــرت از یه ــرائیل و نف ــم در   از اس ــا ه ــا را ب ه
طب پــیش از ایــن گفتــیم کــه ســیدق.) آمیزنــد مــی

قطـب  . تـرین نمونـه نفـرت از غـرب اسـت            افراطی
 .داند تمدن غربی را هرزه و روسپی می

  
شـوند کـه نقـد از غـرب و            نویسندگان یادآور مـی   

اقبـال لاهـوری    . نفرت از غرب دو پدیده متمایزند     
آنکـه   از مادیت و فردگرایی غرب انتقـاد کـرد بـی    

نسبت به غرب احساسی تلخ و توأم با نفرت داشته          
انســان «لاهــوری هیچگــاه از انســان غربــی  . باشــد
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زدایی نقـد را بـه ورطـه نفـرت        انسان. نکرد» زدایی
 . کشاند می

 
پرسش ایـن اسـت کـه آیـا جوامـع اسـلامی قـادر               
ــود دو عرصــه عمــومی و خصوصــی را   خواهنــد ب
تفکیک کنند و مذهب را چونان امری خصوصـی         
بنگرند و نکوشند نظام اخلاقی معینی را بـر جامعـه    

کننـد؟ بایـد بـه خـاطر داشـت کـه رفـورم              تحمیل  
ای ضد مذهب نبوده است؛       مذهبی در غرب پدیده   

برعکس، رفورم مـذهبی مـروج ایـن اعتقـاد بـوده            
در عرصــه (اســت کــه شــهروند بایــد در خانــه     

) عرصـه عمـومی   (مذهبی و در جامعـه      ) خصوصی
دهند کـه     نویسندگان ادامه می  . سکولار عمل کند  

ــا تانیســم اســلامی و  پیوریبایــد اســلام سیاســی را ب
زهدگرایان اسـلامی ممکـن     . یکدیگر اشتباه نکرد  

باشـند، امـا الزامـاً دولـت اسـلامی          » بنیادگرا«است  
یان اسـلامی    از زهـدگرا   ی جمع خاص  .دنخواه  نمی

 ءنـد و ایـن جمـع اندیشـه       گرو  به اسلام سیاسی مـی    
بنـابراین  . توتالیتر دارد و مبلغ دولت اسلامی اسـت       

ی به شیوه زندگی غرب و      غالب زهدگرایان اسلام  
خصــایص مــادی و غیراخلاقــی آن انتقــاد دارنــد،  

 .آنکه غرب را دشمن تلقی کنند بی

  
بوروما و مارگالیت در فصل پایـانی کتـاب اظهـار           

لیسم بر ایـن تصـور   نیاکلدارند که روشنگری و       می
ــه، علــی   ــد کــه مدرنیت ــا شــده بودن رغــم برخــی  بن

ای مترقـی     هپیامدهای ناگوار آن، به هر تقدیر پدید      
» جوامـع ابتـدایی   «و مثبت است که مورد اسـتقبال        

اما کلنیالیسم در عمل مصایب     . قرار خواهد گرفت  

 احساسـات ملـی     بسیار به بار آورد و مهمتـر اینکـه        
ــورهای  ــوم «کش ــان س ــه » جه ــاً جریح دار  را عمیق
گیری  پس از شکل (ویژه در خاورمیانه      ساخت و به  

. یخـــتواکنشـــی منفـــی برانگ) دولـــت اســـرائیل
های راست و چپ مدرن، که بـه ترتیـب در             پروژه

ــوری ــی    تئ ــم تجل ــیون و مارکسیس ــای مدرنیزاس ه
یافتنـد، در بسـیاری مـوارد بـا شکسـت مواجـه               می

روسـتائیان رانـده شـده از روسـتا و خـرده       .شـدند 
بورژوازی سنتی مساعدترین زمینـه را بـرای رشـد          

جالب است که لااقل    . غرب ستیزی فراهم ساختند   
ــی ــربگروهـ ــا     از غـ ــارزه بـ ــرای مبـ ــتیزان بـ سـ
داری لیبرال غربی به فاشیزم رو آوردند که          سرمایه

ــده  ــود پدی ــود  خ ــی ب ــاز غرب ــاه  . ای در آغ ــذا گ ل
مدرنیزاسیون و شورش بومی ضد آن هر دو ریشـه          

حزب بعث نمونه   . ندهای غربی داشت    در ایدئولوژی 
. ستیزی است   گرایی و غرب     غرب روشنی از تلفیق  
های ژاپن نیز از  تیم که ناسیونالیستپیش از این گف

نظرات فاشیستی آلمان بهـره گرفتنـد تـا بـا غـرب              
و (امروز در خاورمیانه، طبقه متوسـط  . مبارزه کنند 

سـتیزی اسـت و بـدین         کانون غـرب  ) نه اقشار فقیر  
سـتیزی را مسـتقیماً ناشـی از          توان غـرب    لحاظ نمی 

اگـر تـأثیر غـرب    . ستیصال اقتصادی دانستفقر و ا  
پیچیـده و متنـاقض بـوده       » جهـان سـوم   «جوامع  در  

 اسـت از    طیاست، واکنش در برابر آن نیـز مخلـو        
 و شیفتگی از یک سو و خشـم و نفـرت از             تحسین

  .سوی دیگر
غرب، به اعتقاد نویسندگان، قطعاً فاقـد مسـؤولیت         

تـوان دیکتـاتوری      با این حـال نمـی     . اخلاقی نیست 
: انسترا تنها ناشی از مداخله غرب د      » جهان سوم «
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داری جهـــانی و  امپریالیســـم آمریکـــا، ســـرمایه  
ــعه ــوذ    توس ــترش نف ــه در گس ــرائیل، هم ــی اس طلب
ــرب ــته  غ ــش داش ــتیزی نق ــی  س ــا نم ــد؛ ام ــوان  ان ت
. هـا دانسـت     ستیزی را صرفاً زاده ایـن پدیـده         غرب

ــوم ســلب       ــورهای جهــان س ــه از کش ــانی ک کس
آنکه خود بدانند به      کنند، بی   مسؤولیت اخلاقی می  

آورند و جهـان سـوم را بـه           ن رو می  نژادپرستی که 
نگرند کـه مسـؤول اعمـال خـود           مثابه کودکی می  

ستیزی تنها مخـتص بـه        علاوه بر این، غرب   . نیست
هـای مـذهبی افراطـی در         گـروه . جهان سوم نیست  

انــد کــه در کشــورهای لیبــرال  آمریکــا نشــان داده
توانـد بـه بهانـه        غربی نیز آزادی و حقوق بشـر مـی        

. م به بوته فراموشـی سـپرده شـود        مبارزه با تروریس  
مصون از فاشیسـم و سـرکوب      » ذاتاً«هیچ کشوری   

 .نیست

  
ای   آموزنــده کتــاب بســیار» ســتیزی غــرب«کتــاب 
دهد که طبقه متوسـط و        این کتاب نشان می   . است

ــتی  ــاعی فاشیس ــرات ارتج ــش  -نظ ــتی نق  شوونیس
  .اند ستیزی داشته  غربقاطعی در ترویج

ته و روشنگری است    طبقه متوسط هم کانون مدرنی    
اما کتاب با یک مشـکل      . ستیزی  و هم پیشتاز غرب   

سـتیزی را     نویسـندگان غـرب   . روسـت   بنیادی روبه 
کننــد کــه  طیــف بســیار  چنــان وســیع تعریــف مــی

ــی ــیبزرگـ ــرد  را در برمـ ــی،  . گیـ ــلام سیاسـ اسـ
ناسیونالیسم، فاشیسم، مارکسیسـم و حتـی تلویحـاً         

یزی سـت   انقلاب فرانسـه همـه بـه درجـاتی از غـرب           
گویند که    از جمله نویسندگان می   . اند  تأثیر پذیرفته 

از بسیاری جهات، بداقبالی خاورمیانـه در آن بـود          

بــار از طریــق پــژواک انقــلاب  کــه بــرای نخســتین
 بعـدی   های  مدل. رو شد   فرانسه با غرب مدرن روبه    

مدرنیته، آلمان نـازی و اتحـاد شـوروی، تـأثیراتی           
ن معتقدنـد کـه     نویسـندگا . تر برجا گذاشـتند     منفی

مـدل  : غرب خود بـه دو طریـق وارد مدرنیتـه شـد           
تجاری و پرگماتیک انگلستان از یک سو و مـدل          

. از سوی دیگـر   ) و سپس بلشویسم  (انقلابی فرانسه   
گذارد که نویسندگان مدل      کتاب جای تردید نمی   

تــر  تــر و در نهایــت انســانی بینانــه انگلســتان را واقــع
 .دانند می

  
 لیبـرال   -داری  ا گرایش سـرمایه   اگر چنین باشد تنه   

 .سـتیزی نیسـت   مـدرن اسـت کـه مسـتلزم غـرب     

ای  نویسندگان البته اذعـان دارنـد کـه هـیچ جامعـه          
ــرب  ــون از غ ــرایش   مص ــد گ ــتیزی و رش ــای  س ه

آنهــا در آخــرین پــاراگراف . ســتیز نیســت تســامح
ستیزی مطلقاً نباید     شوند که غرب    کتاب متذکر می  

راسـت  .  داده شود  تقلیل» شرقی«ای صرفاً     به پدیده 
ــی   ــا م ــا و اروپ ــد جنــگ   افراطــی در آمریک خواه

هـا، نبـرد نیکـی و شـر،           کنونی را به جنـگ تمـدن      
» سـتیزی   غـرب «ای از     این خـود جلـوه    . تبدیل کند 

  .است
  :پاورقی

* Occidentalism: the West in the Eyes 
of its Enemies, Ian Buruma and Avishai 
Margalit. The Penguin Press,2004.  

در » هافسـترا « در دانشـگاه     سیاسـی  استاد اقتصاد    *
   نیویورکلانگ آیلند
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The Origins of Occidentalism 

By  IAN BURUMA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
When the West is under attack, as it was on September 11, it is often assumed --
 not only in America -- that the West means the United States. This goes for those 
on the left, who believe that U.S. foreign policy (or "imperialism") and U.S. corporate 
power (or "globalization") have brought the suicide bombers and holy warriors upon 
America by marginalizing and bullying the millions of people who have failed to 
benefit from the capitalist world order. But it also goes for conservatives, who think 
that Islamist radicalism, like Communism before, is an attack on "our values," that 
is, on the "American way of life." 
 
There is some truth to those claims. The worldwide reach of Wall Street, Hollywood, 
and the U.S. armed forces invites resentment. And to the extent that those 
institutions represent the American way of life, they are indeed targets of the 
Islamist jihad. It is also true that U.S. foreign policy can be misguided, even brutal. 
And global capitalism can do a great deal of damage as well as good. Finally, the 
United States, as the only Western superpower, has indeed come to stand for the 
West as a whole. And countries, such as Israel, that are looked upon as U.S. proxies 
provoke violent hostility for that reason alone. 
 
However, the kind of violence currently directed at targets associated with the West, 
from the World Trade Center to a discothèque in Bali, is not just about the United 
States. Nor can it be reduced to global economics. Even those who have good reason 
to blame their poverty on harsh forms of U.S.-backed capitalism do not normally 
blow themselves up in public places to kill the maximum number of unarmed 
civilians. We do not hear of suicide bombers from the slums of Rio or Bangkok. 
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Something else is going on, which my co-author, Avishai Margalit, and I call  - 9 -
Occidentalism (the title of our new book): a war against a particular idea of the 
West, which is neither new nor unique to Islamist extremism. The current jihadis see 
the West as something less than human, to be destroyed, as though it were a 
cancer. This idea has historical roots that long precede any form of "U.S. 
imperialism." Similar hostility, though not always as lethal, has been directed in the 
past against Britain and France as much as against America. What, then, is the 
Occidentalist idea of the West? 
 
That is the problem that vexed a group of prominent Japanese intellectuals who 
gathered for a conference in Kyoto in 1942. The attack on Pearl Harbor was not the 
ostensible reason for the conference, but the underlying idea was to find an 
ideological justification for Japan's mission to smash, and in effect replace, the 
Western empires in Asia. The topic of discussion was "how to overcome the modern." 
Modernity was associated with the West, and particularly with Western imperialism. 
 
Westernization, one of the scholars said, was like a disease that had infected the 
Japanese spirit. The "modern thing," said another, was a "European thing." Others 
believed that "Americanism" was the enemy, and that Japan should make common 
cause with the Europeans to defend old civilizations against the New World (there 
would certainly have been takers in Europe). There was much talk about unhealthy 
specialization in knowledge, which had fragmented the wholeness of Oriental 
spiritual culture. Science was to blame. So were capitalism, the absorption into 
Japanese society of modern technology, and notions of individual freedom and 
democracy. These had to be "overcome." 
 
All agreed that culture -- that is, traditional Japanese culture -- was spiritual and 
profound, whereas modern Western civilization was shallow, rootless, and 
destructive of creative power. The West, particularly the United States, was coldly 
mechanical, a machine civilization without spirit or soul, a place where people mixed 
to produce mongrel races. A holistic, traditional Orient united under divine Japanese 
imperial rule would restore the warm organic Asian community to spiritual health. As 
one of the participants put it, the struggle was between Japanese blood and Western 
intellect. 
 
Precisely the same terms had been used by others, in other places, at other times. 
Blood, soil, and the spirit of the Volk were what German romantics in the late 18th 
and early 19th centuries invoked against the universalist claims of the French 
Enlightenment, the French Revolution, and Napoleon's invading armies. This notion 
of national soul was taken over by the Slavophiles in 19th-century Russia, who used 
it to attack the "Westernizers," that is, Russian advocates of liberal reforms. It came 
up again and again, in the 1930s, when European fascists and National Socialists 
sought to smash "Americanism," Anglo-Saxon liberalism, and "rootless 
cosmopolitanism" (meaning Jews). Aurel Kolnai, the great Hungarian scholar, wrote 
a book in the 1930s about fascist ideology in Austria and Germany. He called it War 
Against the West. Communism, too, especially under Stalin, although a bastard child 
of the Enlightenment and the French Revolution, was the sworn enemy of Western 
liberalism and "rootless cosmopolitanism." Many Islamic radicals borrowed their anti-
Western concepts from Russia and Germany. The founders of the Ba'ath Party in 
Syria were keen readers of prewar German race theories. Jalal Al-e Ahmad, an 
influential Iranian intellectual in the 1960s, coined the phrase "Westoxification" to 
describe the poisonous influence of Western civilization on other cultures. He, too, 
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was an admirer of German ideas on blood and soil. 
 
Clearly, the idea of the West as a malign force is not some Eastern or Middle Eastern 
idea, but has deep roots in European soil. Defining it in historical terms is not a 
simple matter. Occidentalism was part of the counter-Enlightenment, to be sure, but 
also of the reaction against industrialization. Some Marxists have been attracted to 
it, but so, of course, have their enemies on the far right. Occidentalism is a revolt 
against rationalism (the cold, mechanical West, the machine civilization) and 
secularism, but also against individualism. European colonialism provoked 
Occidentalism, and so does global capitalism today. But one can speak of 
Occidentalism only when the revolt against the West becomes a form of pure 
destruction, when the West is depicted as less than human, when rebellion means 
murder. 
 
Wherever it occurs, Occidentalism is fed by a sense of humiliation, of defeat. Isaiah 
Berlin once described the German revolt against Napoleon as "the original exemplar 
of the reaction of many a backward, exploited, or at any rate patronized society, 
which, resentful of the apparent inferiority of its status, reacted by turning to real or 
imaginary triumphs and glories in its past, or enviable attributes of its own national 
or cultural character." 
 
The same thing might be said about Japan in the 1930s, after almost a century of 
feeling snubbed and patronized by the West, whose achievements it so fervently 
tried to emulate. It has been true of the Russians, who have often slipped into the 
role of inferior upstarts, stuck in the outer reaches of Asia and Europe. But nothing 
matches the sense of failure and humiliation that afflicts the Arab world, a once 
glorious civilization left behind in every respect by the post-Enlightenment West. 
 
Humiliation can easily turn into a cult of the pure and the authentic. Among the most 
resented attributes of the hated Occident are its claims to universalism. Christianity 
is a universalist faith, but so is the Enlightenment belief in reason. Napoleon was a 
universalist who believed in a common civil code for all his conquered subjects. The 
conviction that the United States represents universal values and has the God-given 
duty to spread democracy in the benighted world belongs to the same universalist 
tradition. Some of these values may indeed be universal. One would like to think that 
all people could benefit from democracy or the use of reason. The Code Napoleon 
brought many benefits. But when universal solutions are imposed by force, or when 
people feel threatened or humiliated or unable to compete with the powers that 
promote such solutions, that is when we see the dangerous retreat into dreams of 
purity. 
 
Not all dreams of local authenticity and cultural uniqueness are noxious, or even 
wrong. As Isaiah Berlin also pointed out, the crooked timber of humanity cannot be 
forcibly straightened along universal standards with impunity. The experiments on 
the human soul by Communism showed how bloody universalist dreams can be. And 
the poetic romanticism of 19th-century German idealists was often a welcome 
antidote to the dogmatic rationalism that came with the Enlightenment. 
 
It is when purity or authenticity, of faith or race, leads to purges of the supposedly 
inauthentic, of the allegedly impure, that mass murder begins. The fact that anti-
Americanism, anti-Zionism, anti-Semitism, and a general hostility to the West often 
overlap is surely no coincidence. Even in Japan, where Jews play no part in national 
life, one of the participants at the 1942 Kyoto conference suggested that the war 
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against the West was a war against the "poisonous materialist civilization" built on 
Jewish financial capitalist power. At the same time, European anti-Semites, not only 
in Nazi Germany, were blaming the Jews for Bolshevism. 
 
Both Bolshevism and capitalism are universalist systems in the sense that they do 
not recognize national, racial, or cultural borders. Since Jews are traditionally 
regarded by the defenders of purity as the congenital outsiders, the archetypal 
"rootless cosmopolitans," it is no wonder that they are also seen as the main carriers 
of the universalist virus. To be sure, Jews had sound reasons to be attracted to such 
notions as equality before the law, secular politics, and internationalism, whether of 
a socialist or capitalist stamp. Exclusivity, whether racial, religious, or nationalist, is 
never good for minorities. Only in the Middle East have Jews brought their own form 
of exclusivity and nationalism. But Zionism came from the West. And so Israel, in the 
eyes of its enemies, is the colonial outpost of "Westoxification." Its material success 
only added to the Arab sense of historic humiliation. 
 
The idea, however, that Jews are a people without a soul, mimics with no creative 
powers, is much older than the founding of the State of Israel. It was one of the 
most common anti-Semitic slurs employed by Richard Wagner. He was neither the 
first to do so, nor very original in this respect. Karl Marx, himself the grandson of a 
rabbi, called the Jews greedy parasites, whose souls were made of money. The same 
kind of thing was often said by 19th-century Europeans about the British. The great 
Prussian novelist Theodor Fontane, who rather admired England, nonetheless opined 
that "the cult of the Gold Calf is the disease of the English people." He was convinced 
that English society would be destroyed by "this yellow fever of gold, this sellout of 
all souls to the devil of Mammon." And much the same is said today about the 
Americans. 
 
Calculation -- the accounting of money, interests, scientific evidence, and so on -- is 
regarded as soulless. Authenticity lies in poetry, intuition, and blind faith. The 
Occidentalist view of the West is of a bourgeois society, addicted to creature 
comforts, animal lusts, self-interest, and security. It is by definition a society of 
cowards, who prize life above death. As a Taliban fighter once put it during the war 
in Afghanistan, the Americans would never win, because they love Pepsi-Cola, 
whereas the holy warriors love death. This was also the language of Spanish fascists 
during the civil war, and of Nazi ideologues, and Japanese kamikaze pilots. 
 
The hero is one who acts without calculating his interests. He jumps into action 
without regard for his own safety, ever ready to sacrifice himself for the cause. And 
the Occidentalist hero, whether he is a Nazi or an Islamist, is just as ready to destroy 
those who sully the purity of his race or creed. It is indeed his duty to do so. When 
the West is seen as the threat to authenticity, then it is the duty of all holy warriors 
to destroy anything to do with the "Zionist Crusaders," whether it is a U.S. 
battleship, a British embassy, a Jewish cemetery, a chunk of lower Manhattan, or a 
disco in Bali. The symbolic value of these attacks is at least as important as the 
damage inflicted. 
 
What, then, is new about the Islamist holy war against the West? Perhaps it is the 
totality of its vision. Islamism, as an antidote to Westoxification, is an odd mixture of 
the universal and the pure: universal because all people can, and in the eyes of the 
believers should, become orthodox Muslims; pure because those who refuse the call 
are not simply lost souls but savages who must be removed from this earth. 
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Hitler tried to exterminate the Jews, among others, but did not view the entire West 
with hostility. In fact, he wanted to forge an alliance with the British and other 
"Aryan" nations, and felt betrayed when they did not see things his way. Stalinists 
and Maoists murdered class enemies and were opposed to capitalism. But they never 
saw the Western world as less than human and thus to be physically eradicated. 
Japanese militarists went to war against Western empires but did not regard 
everything about Western civilization as barbarous. The Islamist contribution to the 
long history of Occidentalism is a religious vision of purity in which the idolatrous 
West simply has to be destroyed. 
 
The worship of false gods is the worst religious sin in Islam as well as in ancient 
Judaism. The West, as conceived by Islamists, worships the false gods of money, 
sex, and other animal lusts. In this barbarous world the thoughts and laws and 
desires of Man have replaced the kingdom of God. The word for this state of affairs is 
jahiliyya, which can mean idolatry, religious ignorance, or barbarism. Applied to the 
pre-Islamic Arabs, it means ignorance: People worshiped other gods because they 
did not know better. But the new jahiliyya, in the sense of barbarism, is everywhere, 
from Las Vegas and Wall Street to the palaces of Riyadh. To an Islamist, anything 
that is not pure, that does not belong to the kingdom of God, is by definition 
barbarous and must be destroyed. 
 
Just as the main enemies of Russian Slavophiles were Russian Westernizers, the 
most immediate targets of Islamists are the liberals, reformists, and secular rulers in 
their own societies. They are the savage stains that have to be cleansed with blood. 
But the source of the barbarism that has seduced Saudi princes and Algerian 
intellectuals as much as the whores and pimps of New York (and in a sense all 
infidels are whores and pimps) is the West. And that is why holy war has been 
declared against the West. 
 
Since the target of the holy warriors is so large, figuring out how to defend it is not 
easy. But it is not immediately apparent that a war against Iraq was the most 
effective way to fight the Islamist jihad. Saddam Hussein's Ba'ath regime was a 
murderous dictatorship that deserved to come to an end, but it was not in line with 
the holy revolution. There is no evidence that Saddam wished to destroy the West. 
Osama bin Laden clearly does, and he is still at large. It may even be that attacking 
Iraq, however gratifying in many ways, has made the defense against Islamist 
revolution harder. Moderate Muslims everywhere are cowed into silence by 
aggressive U.S. actions, for fear of being seen as traitors or, worse, barbarous 
idolators. 
 
As even President Bush has been at pains to point out, the battle with religious 
terrorism is not a war against Islam, or even religion. Violent attempts to force 
secularism on Muslim societies in the past invited the problem of religious extremism 
and should not be seen as the solution now. Zealotry was in part a reaction against 
the aggressive secularism of such regimes as Reza Shah's in Iran during the 1930s. 
If political freedoms are to be guaranteed in the Muslim world through popular 
sovereignty, religion will have to be taken into account. The best chance for 
democracies to succeed in countries as varied as Indonesia, Turkey, and Iraq is if 
moderate Muslims can be successfully mobilized. But that will have to come from 
those countries themselves. Even though Western governments should back the 
forces for democracy, the hard political struggle cannot be won in Washington, or 
through the force of U.S. arms. 
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In the West itself, we must defend our freedoms against the holy warriors who seek 
to destroy them. But we must also be careful that in doing so we don't end up 
undermining them ourselves. In the balance between security and civil liberty, the 
latter should never be sacrificed to the former. We should also guard against the 
temptation to fight fire with fire, Islamism with our own forms of intolerance. To 
think that we are at war with Islamism in the name of Christianity, as some zealots 
believe, is a fatal error, for that is to conform precisely to the Manichaeistic view of 
those who seek to defeat us. Muslims living in the West should not be allowed to join 
the holy war against it. But their rights as Europeans or Americans must be 
respected. The survival of our liberties depends on our willingness to defend them 
against enemies outside, but also against the temptation of our own leaders to use 
our fears in order to destroy our freedoms. 
 
Ian Buruma is a professor of human rights, democracy, and new-media studies at 
Bard College and a regular contributor to The New York Review of Books. He and 
Avishai Margalit, a professor of philosophy at the Hebrew University, in Jerusalem, 
are the authors of Occidentalism: The West in the Eyes of its Enemies, which will be 
published by the Penguin Press next month. 
 
 
 

Occidentalism: 

The West in the Eyes of Its Enemies 

By Ian Buruma and Avishai Margalit 

 

Christopher Hitchens 

Well, there certainly ought to be a word for it. "Westerners" can be easily arraigned 
or lampooned as imperialists or racists, or "Eurocentrics," and a surprisingly large 
number of them are more than ready to accept the implied guilt involved here, or 
at least to submit themselves to the procedure of self-criticism. Yet according to 
one theory of "racism," only white people can be guilty of it, since it -- "racism" -- 
is a power structure rather than a prejudice. Thus, one also needs a distinct term 
for a black person who is ethnically bigoted or race-obsessed ("racialist" might do 
here).  

And what about Osama bin Laden, whose expressed desire is for the restoration of 
a lost empire in the form of the old Muslim Caliphate? It might seem odd to 
describe him as an imperialist, but not at all wrong to call him a reactionary, say, 
or an irredentist, or a nostalgist. To say nothing of his sectarian hatred for all Jews, 
all Christians, most Shia Muslims, Hindus, emancipated women, homosexuals and -
- the world's most important minority in my view -- secular unbelievers. Here, the 
rigorously accurate term might be "fascist." I once proposed the formulation 
"fascism with an Islamic face" and have found this played back to me in the slightly 
cruder version of "Islamo-fascism." 
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Amid all this intellectual and moral confusion, Ian Buruma and Avishai Margalit 
have deftly proposed the notion of "Occidentalism." This is a play on "Orientalism," 
the formulation advanced by the late Edward Said, whereby a society or its 
academics and intellectuals can be judged by their attitude to the "other." Avishai 
Margalit is a professor at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and has been very 
much identified with the secular and internationalist wing of the Israeli peace camp. 
Ian Buruma is known to a large audience for his witty and profound studies of Asia, 
Germany and England. Both authors had in common a friendship with, and a strong 
admiration for, Isaiah Berlin. (Here is probably the place to disclose that I know 
and like Ian Buruma, liked but did not so much admire Isaiah Berlin, and was a 
close friend of Edward Said.)  

The book is short to the point of terseness, but by no means superficial. The 
authors demonstrate that there is a long history of anti-Western paranoia in the 
intellectual tradition of the "East," but that much of this is rooted in non-Muslim 
and non-Oriental thinking. Indeed, insofar as the comparison with fascism can be 
made, it can be derived from some of the very origins and authors that inspired 
fascism itself. In many areas of German, Russian and French culture, one finds the 
same hatred of "decadence," the same cultish worship of the pitiless hero, the 
same fascination with the infallible "leader," the same fear of a mechanical 
civilization as opposed to the "organic" society based on tradition and allegiance. 

I was very struck recently by seeing Tom Cruise's appalling movie The Last 
Samurai, where an American adventurer takes the side of feudal and tribal chivalry 
in Japan, presumably because of its self-annihilating authenticity, but realizes 
during the course of several destructive massacres that the samurai ethos will not 
survive in the face of modernity. What is needed, he concludes, is a fusion or 
synthesis between new weapons and old ideas. It's bad enough that an American, 
even a Scientologist, could actually desire to see what Japan eventually got -- in 
the combination of an imperial god-king with a large air force and navy, an evil 
empire and an absolutely calamitous war. Even more alarming was the cultural 
myopia that prevented critics and audiences from seeing that precisely this 
combination of medieval and atavistic ideas with borrowed technology is what 
threatens Eastern societies no less than our own. 

Elements of the same self-hatred are what preoccupy Buruma and Margalit. What is 
it in the Western soul that thrills to violence and authority and fanaticism? Well, to 
get one problem out of the way at once, there is no doubt that Jew-hatred, and a 
morbid suspicion of the Enlightenment, have something to do with it. Behind the 
apparent self-confidence of the supposedly "organic" racial communities of Europe, 
there lurks an insecurity that half realizes that the Christian-based nation-state is 
something of a fiction, or "construct."  

In parallel with this insecurity is the recurrent fear of a secret or invisible 
government that really pulls all the strings. The paranoid fantasy of The Protocols 
of the Elders of Zion, which is often wrongly called a "forgery" (it is in fact a whole-
cloth fabrication) is the apotheosis of this mentality. One can safely call it a fantasy 
because it can, to weak or disordered minds, explain everything from godless 
cosmopolitanism to Judeo-Bolshevism (the secret fear of the Nazi Party) to Judeo-
plutocracy (the other secret fear of the Nazi Party and of some others, too, like T. 
S. Eliot). In his great study of the origins of the Protocols, which was entitled 
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Warrant for Genocide, Norman Cohn also laid stress on the anti-Semite's hatred 
and fear of urbanization and modernity. 

Counterposed to this sinister conspiracy of the idle and effeminate and intellectual -
- the very word "intellectual" was coined as a term of abuse by the enemies of 
Dreyfus -- is the assertion of the manly, heroic warrior who fights in the open. The 
classic text here is Ernst Junger's Storm of Steel, a paean to the self-sacrifice of 
German youth on the Western Front in the First World War, and an emotional 
contributor to the torch-bearing and re-nationalized "youth" movements of the 
right that succeeded it. Such supposed inspiration breathes contempt for the ideas 
of comfort, security and democracy, which are the consolations of the mediocre. 
Buruma and Margalit say that "some of the rhetoric now coming from the United 
States, specifically in neo-conservative circles, comes close to this vision." If they 
are willing to say "specifically," it would be nice if they could or would specify, 
which they do not. 

A central chapter focuses on the macabre question of suicide, or the belief that 
death should be loved more than life. This is not a pathology unique to al-Qaeda, 
and even less is it unique to Islam. The most famous devotees of suicide in 
antiquity were indeed the Assassins, but they in turn were vanquished by Muslim 
regimes. The so-called Kamikaze warriors of Imperial Japan were also very 
frightening until they were defeated, and nearer to our own time the tactic of 
suicide-murder was further evolved by the Tamil Tigers of Sri Lanka, another non-
Islamic group and incidentally another faction whose tactics have proved self-
defeating.  

The method here is not the important thing. The ideology is what counts. Those 
who are eager to die are expressing a hatred for the everyday, banal achievements 
of human society. This may be less scary than it looks: Every second-rate volunteer 
in a democratic army must in the last resort be just as much prepared to die as to 
kill, and such forces also have their overwhelming and awe-inspiring victories. 
(Incidentally, in a book so preoccupied with the suicide question, and with the 
relationship of the West to Judaism and to Israel, it would have been interesting to 
know what the authors made of Masada.)  

Occidentalism repays study because it reminds us of how much the suicide of our 
own society has been advocated from within its own citadel, and of how reactionary 
and counter-humanistic such advocacy has been. The ideas of liberal pluralism are 
newer in "the West" than we suppose, and could in fact use some ruthless warriors 
of their own. 

Christopher Hitchens is a columnist for Vanity Fair. His most recent book is A Long 
Short War: The Postponed Liberation of Iraq. 

Occidentalism: The West in the Eyes of Its Enemies  

Speaker: Ian Buruma, Luce professor of human rights, democracy, and journalism, 
Bard College; co-author, "Occidentalism: The West in the Eyes of Its Enemies" 
Moderator: Fouad Ajami, M. Khadduri professor of Middle Eastern studies, Paul H. 
Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University 
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Council on Foreign Relations 
New York, NY 

Thursday, April 22, 2004 
 

FOUAD AJAMI: It's a great honor to be presiding over this meeting. I'm Fouad Ajami 
from Johns Hopkins University. I am also--thanks to your votes, I'm a member of the 
board of the CFR [Council on Foreign Relations]. I realize you may have forgotten--
[applause]--you may have--you may have forgotten you voted for me, but you did 
vote for me. [Laughter.] And I'm delighted to be here on your behalf. And we have a 
very special guest and a very special topic. And we're here for a meeting on 
Occidentalism, and we have a very distinguished author, Ian Buruma. And we have 
one of the two authors of the book. His equally distinguished and very talented 
colleague, whom I also know, Avishai Margalit [Schulman professor of philosophy at 
the Hebrew University in Jerusalem] is presumably in Jerusalem, but we will take one 
of the two authors. 

Now, there are usual things that I am instructed by the staff--that's what presiders 
do, you obey the staff, when in doubt--that I should remind you of. I should, of 
course, remind you to turn off your cell phones. And I'm reminded of something the 
wickedly brilliant [literary editor of The New Republic] Leon Wieseltier once said 
about a reporter for The New Yorker, whom shall remain unnamed, 20 years ago. He 
said he believed everything someone with a cell phone tells him. [Laughter.] But that 
was 20 years ago. So that's--now they are very common, so if you would turn them 
off, that would be great. 

I'd like to also remind you that I want to take away from you the pleasure of calling 
someone and telling them what people said: "There was an off-the-record meeting at 
the Council, and here is what [Council on Foreign Relations President] Richard Haass 
said in that off-the-record meeting." [Laughter.] This is on the record, so we've 
taken away from you this excitement as well. [Laughter.] So, it's--it's a rough day. 

At any rate, now, I want to--I'm not going to dwell at length on the qualifications and 
the distinction of Ian Buruma. I think this meeting establishes that there is one Ian 
Buruma, because if you've seen all his writing and all his activities, you would think 
that there's several people masquerading as Ian Buruma. And he is currently the 
Luce professor of human rights, democracy, and journalism at Bard College. He is a 
frequent contributor to The New York Review of Books. He is the author of a monthly 
essay at the Financial Times. He is a frequent contributor to The New York Times 
Magazine, The New Yorker, The Guardian, et cetera. And he's written a number of 
widely read books, which I'll just, you know, just to give you a flavor of them. One 
book, which I thought was outstanding, was a book entitled "Anglomania." One is 
"God's Dust." One is "Behind the Mask: On Sexual Demons, Sacred Mothers, 
Transvestites, Gangsters, and Other Japanese Cultural Heroes." [Laughter.] Well, 
this is the Council on Foreign Relations, so we're not going to talk about transvestites 
and other cultural heroes. [Laughter.] 

We will talk about--we will talk about Occidentalism, and I suppose just what little I 
could add before we open it up to everyone--there's enormous talent in the 
audience, and I'm not going to detain Ian very long--does Edward Said [literary critic 
and Columbia University professor] fit over--does his shadow, I mean, the late 
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Edward Said book on Orientalism, is this sort of the flipside of Edward's book? Is that 
the intention? 

IAN BURUMA: Well, one of the misunderstandings that title, of course, provokes is 
that it's meant as a kind of an attack on, or a sort of snide attack on Edward Said. 
And although attacking Edward Said could be a pleasurable exercise--[laughter]--
that's not the way this book was meant. In fact, we agreed that in the midst of some 
degree of white noise, Edward Said did have one important insight, which was that 
there was a view of the East, and particularly the Middle East, that was 
dehumanizing, in the sense that it presented the Oriental as somehow less than 
morally adult, and voluptuous, and like a child, and had to be sort of taken in hand 
by the virile and superior West. Now, we're really trying to argue that there is indeed 
a flipside to this, and that there's an equally dehumanizing view of the West, which is 
the kind of opposite of the child, the voluptuous child and the cruel child. The West is 
a kind of a machine, it is a ruthless, money-grubbing, soulless machine that has to 
be eradicated as a kind of poison in the organic communities that are the ideal of this 
kind of people who see the West in this light. 

AJAMI: Now, [audience member] Bob Graff asked me to ask you, what is 
Occidentalism, if you were to define this cluster that you are talking about? What are 
you talking about? Is this anti-Americanism? 

BURUMA: No, I think it's a common fallacy, held especially in this country but not 
only in this country. I think, also, in many other parts of the world, including those 
parts that are hostile, that the West is the United States or that Occidentalism is 
really about American foreign policy or about Hollywood movies. It's perfectly 
legitimate, sometimes even justified, to be critical of American foreign policy, or 
even have an aversion to Hollywood movies. That's not what Occidentalism really is. 
Occidentalism is a view of the West which actually goes back much further in history, 
which is partly the point of our book, than the different problems of American foreign 
policy, a view of the West that was associated at one time or another with Britain, 
with republican France, with various ideas in the West. It goes back at least to the 
counter-Enlightenment, of the West as a ruthless--and these are all code words, of 
course, of a kind--a ruthless, cosmopolitan, individualistic, soulless, atomized, I 
think, is the word, alienated civilization, totally dedicated to the pursuit of money 
and wealth and comfort, but has no spirit, and has a toxic effect on organic spiritual 
communities. We're talking in fantasies, of course, here, not in terms of geography, 
or clashes of civilizations that actually exist. So these are fantasies that have a toxic 
effect on those communities which see themselves as deep and rooted, and so on. 
There was even a phrase for this, coined by, I think, an Iranian intellectual, about 
whom you would know much more than me, which is "Westoxification." 

AJAMI: Now, this book, I gather was written in Jerusalem, or--I mean, is this the-- 

BURUMA: Well-- 

AJAMI: I like to always-- 

BURUMA: Well, we had to divide the tasks. 

AJAMI: Right. 
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BURUMA: And so, part of it is written in Jerusalem, part of it was written in London-- 

AJAMI: I'm not asking a Larry King question here. I mean, I'm getting somewhere. 
[Laughter.] 

BURUMA: Yes, well, it was written in the capitals of evil in the eyes of the 
Occidentalists, of course. 

AJAMI: Now, as you were writing this book--this was written in what, fall 2002? 

BURUMA: Yes. Because the idea was around, but yes, I have to admit that we were 
galvanized by the events of 2001. 

AJAMI: Right. So this is written in a shadow? 

BURUMA: It was written in the shadow of September 11th, yes. 

AJAMI: Yes, of 2001. 

BURUMA: Absolutely. 

AJAMI: Now, in fact, the Islamic parts of the book--I mean, it's not only Islamic, but 
the issue of Islam, of course, is what will immediately spring to mind. I mean, we're 
talking about the way these Islamists view the West, is that true? I mean, is that 
the-- 

BURUMA: Yes, because that was, of course, the catalyst. And so our argument is that 
Islamism, which is, of course, a political revolutionary movement, has--is rooted to 
some extent in the history of the Middle East and even Islam itself, but is actually a 
modern phenomenon which borrows a lot from Western ideas, European ideas. It's 
been around for a while and should not be seen as a uniquely Middle Eastern-Arab-
Islamic phenomenon. And so we try and give it historical context. 

AJAMI: You know, that's the problem--that's the point that causes me some 
problems, because I think you begin by saying, in fact, that Occidentalism derives 
from ideas in the West, which is true, an animus toward the city--is that right?--to 
this big, cosmopolitan, imperial capital, and that it travels to other lands. We know 
that that's so. But I think when I try to make the connection, for example, you have 
this, you quote this poem by T.S. Eliot, which has this kind of animus towards the 
city. 

BURUMA: Yes. 

AJAMI: Now, from there to Mohammad Atta, the psychopath who led these 
kamikazes on September 11th, 2001, there's a kind of leap that, I think, is a bit of a 
stretch for me, because I think this challenge isn't really about an animus toward the 
city. The Islamic world is heavily and deeply urbanized. As you and Avishai note in 
the book, I have to be fair to this, and indeed, for example, one of the leaders of this 
new Islamism that I'm very interested in, [founder of the Islamic terrorist group 
Egyptian Islamic Jihad] Ayman [al] Zawahiri the man we--you know, the sort of 
quote-unquote, the number two, the deputy of Osama bin Laden, who really isn't the 



www.nilgoon.org 
 

19

deputy to Osama bin Laden; he is a more impressive figure than Osama bin Laden, 
he comes from one of the great aristocratic urban families of Cairo. I mean, this is 
the Cairene aristocrat. It's not so much an animus towards the city, is it? I mean, 
how do-- 

BURUMA: Well, no, I agree, it can be seen as a stretch, and we're not saying that 
every group of movements that wish to destroy what they saw as toxic about the 
West would be exactly the same, or shared exactly the same. But there is--I think 
the animus towards--it's not the animus towards the city, as in the sense of the city 
being a large number of buildings; it's the animus towards a certain idea of the city. 
After all, I would argue that the Nazis had that same animus, and at the same time, 
Hitler, with his favorite architect, Albert Speer, spent many hours over models of 
their ideal of a new Berlin. But their idea of a new Berlin was not the kind of city that 
you or I would feel very comfortable in. 

And if one includes, say, the Taliban in this Islamist revolutionary movement, 
consisting of very disparate parts, of course, they certainly have an animus again--to 
them Kabul is the wicked city. I think the--again, I'm on thin ice with you, but I 
would imagine that some Islamists in Saudi Arabia would see Riyadh as the wicked 
city. And so--and many of these people may actually themselves be from cities. It's, 
of course, not a contradiction. I think that often when one looks at sort of the--
[inaudible]--which has violent revolutionary aspirations, it's often against the very 
class they come from, or the very places they come from, and so on. So, I think that 
you're right, that not every Islamist activist or holy warrior would have the same 
ideas about the city as the Khmer Rouge did in Cambodia, who were very anti-
Phnom Pen, of course, to the point of emptying the whole city and sending 
everybody to the countryside. But I think certain elements of Islamists certainly do 
share that. 

AJAMI: I mean, the special thought of your book is, in fact, instead of looking at 
Islamic ideas as Islamic ideas, you talk about the contamination of ideas. 

BURUMA: Yes. 

AJAMI: In fact, you end up saying that, look, these ideas--the self-doubt about the 
West, travel to other lands--and other people take them and use them as a weapon 
against the West. I mean, I think--when I think of Mohammad Atta, when 
Mohammad Atta was making his brief against the Egyptian regime, his brief against 
[Egyptian President Hosni] Mubarak was to say that Mubarak was turning Egypt into 
McEgypt. Again, this sort of fits in with this. 

BURUMA: Absolutely. And also, to make it clear that this is not a question--it's not a 
[Harvard professor Samuel] Huntingtonian thesis of East versus West, certainly not 
in a geographical way. To illustrate that point, I'll tell you how the idea came to us, 
which was during a walk one winter's day, Avishai and I took a walk in Highgate 
Cemetery in north London and paused in front of Karl Marx's rather hideous tomb. 
And to annoy the old boy, we put some stones on it because we knew that it would 
irritate him intensely. [Laughter.] And this led to a discussion about the antagonism 
of eastern, that is to say Polish and Russian, Jews towards German Jews. And as 
[political philosopher] Isaiah Berlin described Karl Marx as the typical German Jew, 
the yeke of all yekes. "His humor was as heavy as his food," I think was one Isaiah's 
comments. [Laughter.] And Avishai's family comes from part of this divide, and my 
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family, part of my family, from the other. And Avishai was saying the traditional view 
of the German Jews in the shtetl [towns] was as inhuman, ruthless, efficient, 
imperialistic, money-grubbing people who had no soul. And this led, really, to further 
arguments--or not arguments, a further exploration of this theme when I saw 
parallels in things--with things I'd heard traveling to India and China and Japan, and 
so on, where you get a very similar juxtaposition of-- 

AJAMI: See, I have--as you might suspect, I have some political problem with what 
you're saying. And I want to tease out the--[inaudible]--of what you're saying, 
because I hear you saying this too shall pass. Right? This too shall pass, this new, 
virulent strain of Occidentalism, hatred, animus towards the West, hatred of the 
West, which comes at this time from the Islamic world. It shall pass, because we've 
seen it before, we've seen it's like before. And that this emanates through these 
Western sources, so therefore it cannot be terribly toxic; it can't be terribly lethal. 
See, I take a very different view of this. I think it's a very different kind of challenge. 
It's brand new. And I think to try--I think there is more comfort in your work than I 
am-- 

BURUMA: Than there should be. 

AJAMI: Yes. See, I am not comforted. 

BURUMA: Well, I'm not so sure I am--feel so comfortable about it either. I think 
there are new elements about this, which is that, in the case of the Nazis or the 
Japanese militarists in the 1930s, for example, the enemy was very clear and, 
actually, rather limited. It was narrowly defined. Horrible though the program of 
exterminating certain people is, Hitler did not set out to destroy the whole world 
outside of his own small [inaudible]. I think what is new about the Islamist 
revolutionaries is that they do see the world outside of the community of pure Islam 
as they see it as barbaric and savage and something that has to be eradicated. And 
this is, indeed, an extremely dangerous phenomenon. And it's--I think it is a 
revolutionary movement. I don't think solving the Palestinian problem, as some 
people hope, will make this problem go away. So--and we're not sanguine about 
that. I don't think, even if American foreign policy were guided by sweetness, light, 
and reason, that would make the problem go away either. I think the problem can 
only be solved ultimately in the countries that produced this movement itself. 

AJAMI: This may be an unfair question. I mean, how do you, you and Avishai--where 
do you place yourselves politically in this debate about Islamism, the war on terror, 
the kind of--should we use force? Where--I can't see to be--I'm not able to place 
you. 

BURUMA: Well, we didn't--we deliberately didn't want to make this book about 
policy. So there are no policy prescriptions. And I think that politically, Avishai and I, 
we don't agree about everything, and if we did, that would be dull. And he's a little 
bit older than I am, so he tends to be a bit more [inaudible] than I am. And I think, 
yes--I don't think we take a pacifist view of this. Both of us supported the war in 
Afghanistan, thought it was--the Taliban were an absolutely legitimate target. Both 
of us think that where force can be used to protect oneself against this revolutionary 
movement, it should be used. But that's not to say that going to war with Iraq was 
necessarily the best strategy. And so, speaking purely for myself, I have no great 
moral problems with going to war in Iraq. I can see human rights reasons for it. In 
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fact, I can see good reasons for it which were not necessarily those that were given 
us at the time by the White House. But, if one sees this as a sort of global struggle, 
not against states, but against the revolutionary movements, which may be small in 
terms of numbers of people but can do huge amounts of damage because of 
technology and so on, then going to war with states governed by a brutal, secular 
dictatorship may not have been the right strategy to pick. 

AJAMI: OK, I'm going to read you--there is a nice paragraph--I'm not that terribly 
lazy, it just happens to be the best paragraph and it's on the back [cover of the 
book]--[laughter]--because I want you to speak to it. I mean, really folks, I am a 
professor, that's what I do for a living. So I read everything, and I wouldn't have had 
that much nerve to come here unprepared. But here is something that I'd like to--I'd 
like you to comment on it because it does trouble me. The story you've told in this 
book is not one of a civilization at war with another. On the contrary, it's a tale of 
cross-contamination, the spread of bad ideas. This could happen to us now if we fool 
with the temptation to fight fire with fire--Islamism with our own forms of 
intolerance. Religious authority, especially in the United States, is already having a 
dangerous influence on political governance. We can't afford to close our societies as 
a defense against those who have closed theirs. For then, we would all become 
Occidentalists, and there would be nothing left to defend. Could you elaborate on 
that? 

BURUMA: When I mean fire-- 

AJAMI: I don't think we're fighting fire with fire. 

BURUMA: Well, I don't mean by that we can't use firearms. I mean, this is obviously 
a metaphor. And what I mean is that if the U.S. government, or a Western coalition, 
or the U.N., or whoever it is, tries to defend itself against violent attacks from 
religious or revolutionaries of this kind, retaliating with forms of violence is 
legitimate. What I oppose is the idea that we are fighting for Christendom, or that 
God is telling us what to do in these affairs, or that we should close our--that we 
should start arresting rather arbitrarily people with Muslim names, or-- 

AJAMI: Are we doing this, though? 

BURUMA: Well, I think it has happened, yes. 

AJAMI: I live on the Upper West Side in New York, so my neighbors, as soon as they 
read this, they will think "Wow, this is another beef against [U.S. Attorney General] 
John Ashcroft." 

BURUMA: Well, the author of a famous book on the Taliban, a friend of mine called 
Ahmed Rashid, came in to the United States a year or so ago, after 9/11 of course, 
and for some odd reason flew into Dallas, was immediately arrested, and put in a cell 
with other people with Muslim names. He said to the local Dallas cops, "But--but--
but I have an appointment at the White House tomorrow." [Laughter.] "Yeah, yeah," 
they said. They kept him for 48 hours. This is not the way to go. I think the-- 

AJAMI: But that anecdote isn't how we've really conducted ourselves--[inaudible]-- 
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BURUMA: No, no. But the great thing about this country is its openness, and that 
people always felt that the U.S. represented a hope that, if you went there, you 
could live in freedom, you could make it or not make it, you could have another try. I 
think this-- 

AJAMI: Where else would a Dutchman and a Lebanese be having this argument? 

BURUMA: Precisely. Precisely. [Laughter.] And I think this is still true to some 
extent. But I think that there is a danger of playing on the fear of citizens in the 
United States and promulgating laws, making things more difficult for foreigners to 
come here. I don't think fear is the right basis for our strategy in defending ourselves 
against this extremely dangerous phenomenon. And I think there's too much of that. 

I also think there's a danger of--a creeping danger of militarizing American society in 
a way that is not entirely positive. I don't speak as a sort of European pacifist who 
believes in a world without armies and so on. But, I think there are consequences we 
should guard ourselves against, and that's not to say President [George W.] Bush is 
a fascist or anything of that kind. But I don't think we should be sanguine about the 
consequences in this country and other parts of the West--[inaudible.] 

AJAMI: No, but I think that we jump into--we make societies equal and similar when 
they're not. I mean, you're saying, for example, that we also have a problem with 
religious influence on our politics. That surely isn't on the scale of this-- 

BURUMA: No, of course not. 

AJAMI: --of this scale. 

BURUMA: Of course not. Mr. Ashcroft is not Osama bin Laden, and I would never say 
that he was. Of course not. It's not an argument for moral equivalence, and the Bush 
administration is really on the same wavelength as al Qaeda. That would be an 
absurd thing to say, even if you were being polemical. And I'm just--we are simply 
trying to warn against defending ourselves against something that is lethal by doing 
things that could harm us needlessly. 

AJAMI: All right. Now, let me ask you--and I think this should be my last intervention 
before we open it up to others. It's an affliction that we are all prone to who are--the 
word suggests--I'm sorry I can't think of another word now--who are intellectuals. 
And you're much more of an intellectual than I am, because-- 

BURUMA: Come, come. 

AJAMI: --I do foreign policy, and that's not--but is this overly intellectualized. I 
mean, this is what I--when I read--I mean, there is anti-Americanism. There are 
these threats that are hovering out there. There is this presence, for example, of the 
Islamists in Europe. I want to plug a piece I did a couple of weeks ago in The Wall 
Street Journal, which I'd be more than happy to send to all of you--[laughter]--called 
"The Moors' Last Laugh." "The Moors' Last Laugh." And this goes back, of course, to 
1492, when [the last Moorish King of Granada] Boabdil surrendered Granada to 
[Spanish King and Queen] Ferdinand and Isabella, and then, of course, he wept. 
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BURUMA: A deeply sad occasion. 

AJAMI: Exactly. Exactly. And, in fact, there are these threats that are very concrete, 
very real. There are military threats; there are threats of insurrection; there are 
threats of terror, and is this a slightly overly--is this an overly intellectualized view of 
it, if you will? 

BURUMA: Well, it is a book about ideas. I mean, you could also write a book about 
the proper military response or the sociology of Muslim minorities in Europe. There 
are all those angles that need to be explored. What we were trying to do was to take 
the ideas, what is it that fires these people up intellectually in a way-- 

AJAMI: But did you make them sound too familiar to us, that's the question. Did you 
over-Westernize them? Did you over-Westernize Mohammad Atta? Did you over-
Westernize Ayman Zawahiri? 

BURUMA: There is, of course, that danger. And if one--it's true that I think the other 
extreme is something that we wish to avoid or even to oppose, which is to see these 
people is simply so weird, they're beyond our understanding. 

AJAMI: That's a good point. That is a good point. 

BURUMA: That is--and that is something that many people, of course, do feel. And 
we tried to really balance that by saying we may hate this, and it is hateful, and it is 
dangerous, but it doesn't mean that it's something that's completely beyond our 
understanding. And the more we understand it, the more we'll know what to do 
about it. 

AJAMI: Right. Now, of course, in talking about the Islamic world, you and Avishai, 
you are at one disadvantage which Edward Said did not have. When Edward Said 
talked about how the West sees the East, he had all Western texts available to him. 
And I don't want to--I mean, I knew Edward Said, the famous remarks, I was not--I 
was constantly a target of Edward Said. Edward Said had two demons: [Islam 
scholar] Bernard Lewis and myself. I'm not rising to his defense, but what's 
interesting, of course, he knew Western sources. Now, you and Avashi, of course, 
are looking at this phenomenon to the extent that you are using Islamic material. It's 
sanitized. It comes to you--you are not reading in the direct--you're not reading the 
direct fatwa in Arabic. You don't really hear the lethal tones of what people are 
saying. That's one of my pet grievances, by the way, about a lot of the ways we 
understand or try to understand the Arabs and the Muslims. We don't really know 
their languages. So they are very good at--something they're very clever at, many of 
these Islamists, they're very good at something called taquiyah--dissimulation. They 
speak one way to the West and one way to their own. But we can never catch them 
because, of course, we have no Arabists, as such. So, in a way, there is this kind of--
when I was reading you, obviously you were sitting in on a conversation that the 
Muslims were having, but you were hearing them mediated and translated to you. 
Would that be fair enough? 

BURUMA: That may indeed be the case. On the other hand, I don't think one may 
disagree with a lot of what we've said. I don't think I accept the criticism that we're 
somehow softening what the Islamists are up to, because if we weren't very 
conscious of how lethal they are, we wouldn't have written the book. Because, after 
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all, comparison of anything or anybody with the Nazis is usually a cheap rhetorical 
trick, and one should be very careful about it. But if one even comes close to that, 
then that does mean you take them very seriously indeed. And so we're not trying to 
tell our readers, "Don't worry. These--they may sound bad, but, you know, they're 
not so bad after all." That's really not the message that should come across. 

AJAMI: Thank you. Well, I think--why don't I just open it to the rest of you. There is 
enormous knowledge and interest here. And, I know everyone in the room, of 
course, but it would be good when you ask the question if you could wait for the 
mike, and then also introduce yourself, please. I actually do know that this is Ms. 
[Mia] Bloom. Go ahead. 

QUESTIONER: Hi. I was curious to what extent the antagonism from--either 
emanating from the Islamic fundamentalism or from Saudi Arabia is sort of--
[inaudible]-- like an antagonism against innovation, whether you contextualize this 
as the hatred of the city, as the hatred of modernity and innovation, or whether 
there's something particular to, not just the West, but to the Americans' 
interpretation? You know, the example you gave is the McDonaldization. That's not 
necessarily just Western. That's Western--you know, that's beyond the French and 
the British experience of colonialism in Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia. That's 
particularly American. 

BURUMA: Yes. I don't think I ever used the phrase McDonaldization, or Coca-Cola-
nization. That's more Benjamin Barber's [author of "Jihad vs. McWorld: How 
Globalism and Tribalism Are Reshaping the World"] territory. Well, modernity--but 
it's one of those words that, like fascism, that's always been bandied about without 
anybody quite knowing what it means. I mean, one of the--the book actually begins 
with a description of the conference in Kyoto, in Japan, in 1942, barely a year after 
Pearl Harbor, in which a lot of learned men, professors, and critics, and so on get 
together to discuss the topic overcoming modernity. And, of course, by modernity, 
they meant the West, to justify a program of an alternative of the sort of spiritual--a 
revival of the spiritual East under the leadership of Japan. And there was no real 
agreement of what they really meant by either modernity or the West. Some said 
it's--called it this European thing, and talked about the Enlightenment and the 
Industrial Revolution. Others talked about Americanism, which was borrowing a 
German term, in fact--Amerikanismus, which was around in the '20s and '30s. 
Others talked about making common cause with the Europeans against the 
Americans. But it wasn't quite clear what they meant. There was certainly--there was 
an--although they were sitting in Kyoto, and most of them probably lived in Tokyo, 
there was a very clear animus against a certain idea of the city with a press and cafe 
society, and people having different opinions. 

Modernity, in the sense of technology, is not what Osama bin Laden is necessarily 
entirely against, because he's a great user of modern technology, but modernity, in 
the sense of a kind of society where people have freedom to make their own choices, 
where they don't have to--they're not--moral or religious rules are not enforced on 
them, where you can choose what to believe and so on. If that's modernity, then, of 
course, they're very much against it. I don't think it's just the United States, but I 
think the United States represents, in the eyes of many people, sort of the ultimate 
nightmare vision of that kind of modernity, because it's, in some ways, gone further 
than anywhere else in it. And because of the dominance of American popular culture, 
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including junk food and that kind of thing, that has become the West in people's 
minds. But, of course, that's--it's a slightly distorted vision. 

AJAMI: You didn't ask me, but there's a nice little footnote here, of course. People 
love--they hate America, but they hate it from Jersey City--[laughter]--and they hate 
it until it's time to deport them. Then they really don't want to be deported. Some of 
this-- 

BURUMA: Absolutely. Also the debate is false. 

AJAMI: We fall for them. They tell us, "Oh, I hate the West." But you say, "All right, 
it's time to go back to Cairo." "No, no, no, I love the West." I mean, it's-- 

BURUMA: This is one of Bernard Lewis's points. I mean, that it's the seduction of the 
West which is seen as the great danger. But just one further illustration of how 
modernity in the West can be used in peculiar ways: after the Russia-Japanese War 
in 1905, in which the Russians were the first Western nation to be defeated in 
modern history by an Asian one, [Russian author Leo] Tolstoy described it as the 
defeat of an Asiatic nation by a Western one. Japan, in that war, to Tolstoy, stood for 
sort of industrialization, capitalism, individualistic greed, and so on, whereas Russia 
was Russia with the Asiatic soul, the soulful Russians, and so on and so forth. So, in 
his eyes, it was the defeat of an Asiatic soul by Western modernity, if you like. 

QUESTIONER: Marta Varela, Hunter College. I wanted to ask you about women. 
Robin Morgan, the radical feminist, has had a reissue of her book, positing a 
relationship between misogyny and terrorism. Also, I quote you the military 
intellectual, Ralph Peters, who said that the single accomplishment of the 20th 
century was the incorporation of women into the professional classes. So is your 
concept of Occidentalism inclusive of this type of misogyny, which, for many of us, 
stands out as one of the central reasons to oppose it? 

BURUMA: Absolutely, particularly in the chapter written by my co-author on 
Islamism specifically and the roots of Islamism. The position of women, of course, is 
a key issue there. That kind of extreme religious intolerance--and you saw the 
example in Afghanistan on the Taliban and where that can go--is, of course, utterly 
hostile to women. And I think, probably, it would be true to say that all groups that 
see the West in this light that we describe would not tend to be sympathetic to 
feminism. 

QUESTIONER: My name is Kenneth Bialkin. I get the drift about their hating us for 
being the West. But there's a particular species of hatred that's especially virulent 
and especially parochial to Islam, and that's anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism is driven 
primarily today by the Islamists in Europe and elsewhere. Is anti-Semitism merely a 
species of what you see as the opposition to modernism, or is it a subset, or is it 
something different? Or does it stand on its own base as a justification of hatred? 

BURUMA: Well, I'm glad you asked that question, because I think that's an example 
of something of a toxic idea that did come from the West. Islamic movements, 
however radical in the past, were never particularly anti-Semitic. I mean, the Jews 
and people of the book, they were second-class citizens perhaps. It was better to be 
a Jew in Baghdad for most of its history than it was to be a Jew in Kassel or Warsaw. 
And I think this particularly lethal kind of anti-Semitism that we see now in Islamism 
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is a result of the 1930s and of World War II, when Europeans, specifically German, 
anti-Semitic propaganda was picked up there. 

Now, that's one--to answer your question directly, I think anti-Semitism is also a key 
component of the kind of Occidentalism that we describe, because if Occidentalism is 
partly the result of communities that feel humiliated by a superior power that has 
claims to universal solutions--let's say Germany when they were confronted by 
Napoleon's gendarme, and all of the Enlightenment and the French Revolution of 
imposing standards--universal models on weaker communities. This led to, of course, 
romantic notions of blood and soil and nativism. It could be harmless in the sense of 
fine poems and so on, but it could also become more lethal. And who are the ones 
who are usually associated with universal ideas and atomism, individualism, and so 
on in the modern age, if not the Jews? Which is why, of course, the Jews were both 
blamed for Bolshevism and for capitalism--both universal ideas supposedly imposed 
on deep organic communities. And so I think that--and apart from that, of course, 
the Jews are also associated with the wicked city, with money, with all those things. 
And again, I stress we're talking about fantasies here. The average shtetl Jew in the 
19th century never saw very much money, let alone was very interested in universal 
ideals. So anti-Semitism is absolutely at the core of a lot of what we describe. 

QUESTIONER: My name is Henry Grunwald. First of all, I'd like to congratulate you 
on the description of your chair at Bard. I think the combination of human rights, 
democracy, and journalism is quite remarkable and, to me, bracing. My question is 
much simpler: Is there a cure for Occidentalism and, if so, what is it? 

BURUMA: That's probably the hardest question of the evening. It's very hard for the 
following reason--that I think there are--at the moment, there are two main sources 
of the Islamist version of Occidentalism. One is the revolutionary movement in the 
Middle East itself, and there I share the analysis of some of the more thoughtful neo-
conservatives who say, ultimately, the only solution is to have open and democratic 
societies there. That would, in the long run, get rid of a lot of the animus that is the 
basis for this movement. The other source is the disaffected, unassimilated Muslim 
minorities in Europe. And there to say, well, what they need is more open politics, 
more democracy, more secularism, and so on is clearly not the solution, because it's 
one of the things they're rebelling against. If you think the examples--and I once 
read it, I think, in The New York Times, a very good article about two brothers of 
Pakistani origin who grew up in the midlands of Britain and suddenly found--not 
found themselves--suddenly were found in Afghanistan amongst the Taliban. Now, 
these two boys had grown up like other British kids--taking drugs, having girlfriends, 
all the rest of it--and suddenly heard the siren--not the siren call perhaps, but the 
voice from the mosque, and decided they were going to embark on the holy war. 
Now, in a way, to say what they needed was more democracy, secularism, and 
openness is not the answer, because they wanted somebody to tell them what was 
good and what was evil, and what was a higher cause to sacrifice your life for, and 
all these things which democracy is not very good at dealing with. After all, 
democracy does not pretend to give us the meaning of life or give us a higher cause 
to sacrifice our life for, or anything like that. And there the problem is how to 
assimilate these minorities, make them feel that they are part of the societies where 
they are born and bred in, and without necessarily making them feel like they've lost 
the culture of their parents, although, to some degree, that is an inevitable 
consequence of emigration. 
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So, I think I would say the solution--it will have to be political eventually. It will have 
to mean more democracy for all of us. But the problem of minorities in Europe is not 
necessarily solved by that glib answer. 

AJAMI: Maybe the story ends badly. 

BURUMA: It could end badly. 

AJAMI: Maybe we have 1.2 billion Muslims from Indonesia to Morocco. They are 
overwhelmingly young. We know their birth rates. I mean, that's what Sam 
Huntington's--the strongest part of his logic was the youth bulge, the youth of the 
Islamic world, that it will never work out for these societies, and that maybe the 
prognosis is not terribly good, because even these communities you're talking about, 
the Muslims in Europe--by one reckoning, they're 15 million, but another, I think, 
more accurate, 30 million--that even modern life does not tame that radicalism, that 
animus that they bring. It actually even magnifies it. It was--need we say?--it was in 
Hamburg. 

BURUMA: Is the speaker entitled to ask a question? 

AJAMI: Yes. [Laughter.] 

BURUMA: I'd like to ask you a question, and I know there's not a clear answer to it. 
To what extent is this a Muslim problem, and to what extent is it an Arab problem? 
Because, in Indonesia, for example, the fundamentalist parties lost heavily in the 
elections. So I don't think that there's a huge potential for a religious revolution in 
Indonesia. In Iran, I doubt if there's a lot of animus any more, or enthusiasm for 
further religious revolution. I mean, they've shut their world in a way, and the clerics 
are deeply unpopular. In Malaysia, there's no revolution at hand. So, it could be that 
there's an Arab problem. 

AJAMI: You're absolutely right. That's why I once wrote the book called "The Arab 
Predicament" when I was much younger. And, of course, we know that--I mean, 
you're absolutely right. The 19 [hijackers] who flew into the [World Trade Center] 
towers and crashed into the Pentagon were not Afghans or Pakistanis. They were 
Arabs. And one of the reasons we went to Iraq on that expedition, whatever one 
thinks of it, was directly and indirectly motivated by this reckoning that they were 
Arabs, that there is a particularly Arab problem. And when you try to even slice it 
thinner, that it's a particularly Egyptian and Saudi problem. And there may be an 
interesting analysis of this. So, it is an Arab malady. But given the influence of the 
Arabs in the Islamic world, if you will, and their strategic location and their mastery--
because the text is theirs--that's--it's really the text is theirs, then it does have these 
reverberations. But you're absolutely on the mark. 

In the back, just to make sure that we're covering all geographies. 

QUESTIONER: I'm David Braunschvig. You have two passing allusions to Turkey in 
your book. The last one is on the last page where you cite the Turkish experiment as 
one well worth noting--and perhaps linked to your statement on Arab versus Islamic. 
I'm curious to have your view on that experiment. Is it promising? Is it likely to yield 
even stronger antagonism? Is it something that will be ultimately challenged? And, is 
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it indeed the case that Islam is not--[inaudible]--and, in that sense, something that 
is different from your discussion and analysis of Islamist totalitarianism? 

BURUMA: Well, by the experiment, we meant, of course, an Islamic party being 
elected and being in government. And I do think, probably, in the process, if it's 
going to work at all, of democratization of societies with Muslim majorities, it 
probably--it will be most effective if Muslims can actually be part of the political or 
democratic process as Muslims, and therefore have parties that represent them as 
Muslim parties. I see nothing wrong with that. In the same way that in my native 
country--and it is not longer true now--but when religion was really the main thing 
that identified people--not only religion, but the different sects of Protestantism and 
Catholicism--everything in Dutch society is organized along these religious lines, 
whether it was broadcasting companies for radio or football clubs or political parties. 
They all have--they were formed around their religious denominations. And that 
actually kept people from going at each other's throats, in that they had democratic, 
political representation of their--by parties that shared their religious beliefs. And I 
think that may be the most effective way to make democracy work. 

And, I think, the other Turkish experiment, which is sometimes hailed by people as a 
wonderful thing--namely that of [founder of the secular Turkish Republic Kemal] 
Ataturk, or in Persia by [Mohammad] Reza Shah [Pahlavi]--of forcing modernity on 
people by seeing everything that's traditional or religious as somehow backward and 
therefore has to be eradicated, I think that's the wrong way to go, because that 
really sowed the seeds of a lot of the extremism that we see today. 

AJAMI: While the mike is coming, I just want to record my strong objection to this 
one, because I'm a devoted Kemalist. I very much believe Ataturk was right. And 
when Ataturk said, "For the people, despite the people," that was great. [Laughter.] 
You know, it's a governing method I think we should all try. I think Ataturk 
understood that if you fall through Islam, you fall through a trap door. And, in fact, I 
think the journey out of Islam that Ataturk did was brilliant. And to the extent that 
the Muslim world now has forgotten this, I think it's really--they will pay dearly for it. 
Sorry. 

QUESTIONER: [Inaudible.] The president of the World Bank was quoted this morning 
in the press to the effect that the world spends 900 billion [dollars] a year on 
armament and 300 billion [dollars] a year on subsidizing very wealthy farmers and 
$56 billion a year on development, and that if we reversed those numbers, that 
would be the best way to take care of terrorism. Is the solution in that direction, or is 
it in the political area such as with growing support in the Muslim/Arab world to the 
monarchies and the dictatorships, democracies, such as we have in Egypt? 

BURUMA: These are all policy questions of which I was rather afraid, but I suppose I 
should have expected them here. 

AJAMI: We're all like policy fanatics here. [Laughter.] 

BURUMA: I do think--are lower military budgets the way to fight terrorism? Well, I 
don't think--lower military budgets may be a good thing in itself, but I don't think 
that that would necessarily help us in our struggle against terrorism. Supporting the 
regimes that are most hated by the religious extremists--there is certainly something 
to be done, and I think we have been under the illusion--or we--I don't speak as the 



www.nilgoon.org 
 

29

magisterial we here, but the people who govern us--have often been under the 
illusion, I think, that if only we sell enough arms to the Egyptians or others, 
somehow we have tremendous leverage, and they'll do what we tell them to do. I 
think that is an illusion, and people happily get the arms and still do whatever they 
want to do. And so there must be some way of keeping a greater distance from 
regimes that do inflame these passions. And there, I think, the policy should be 
rethought. 

AJAMI: To follow on that point--I mean, I know you don't want to wade into policy, 
but let me try my luck. Now, we invest $2 billion a year in the Egyptian regime. And 
in Egypt, the political life has been simplified by this man, this officer, Mubarak, and 
it's the Islamist and the regime. So we've invested now 60 billion [dollars] or so, give 
or take a few billion, in the regime of Hosni Mubarak. We even gave Mubarak 
recently that rarest of honors, a trip to [President Bush's] ranch in Crawford, right? 
[Laughter.] Now, is the investment in that regime an investment in modernism? 

BURUMA: Well, I'm skeptical about this. But then, what you just said reminded me a 
bit--I mean, the Kemalist sentiment reminded me a little bit of a remark of a rather 
disgusting man in Poland, Jerzy Urban, who used to be the spokesman, I think, for 
the last communist government and now makes money on soft porn. He once said 
when he was still working-- 

AJAMI: I feel I'm in good company. [Laughter.] 

BURUMA: And he once said, when he was asked why he could possibly support the 
communist regime--work for the communist regime, especially after 1981 and 
Solidarity [Polish trade union movement], and he said, "Well--" he said, "it's either 
communism or it's the Black Madonna of Czestochowa." [Laughter.] 

AJAMI: Right. 

BURUMA: And it's not really the either-or. It doesn't have to be. It's not Muslim 
fanaticism or the strongman in the military uniform. I think bringing Islam into the 
democratic process will neutralize those elements that both you and I abhor. And I 
think maybe that's where we differ, but more policy. 

QUESTIONER: [Inaudible]--I wonder if, in your analysis, there's room for another, 
what I consider, seminal idea, that the cause of the Occidentalism lies in the 
increasing rate of social change which is generated in the West and which affects all 
underdeveloped countries equally, so to speak, and that explains why, in response to 
that great wave of technological innovation, people are recoiling, and some of them 
are recoiling violently? 

BURUMA: Well, yes. Again, I'm a bit skeptical about that, because this sort of 
enormous social change, which is undoubtedly a fact and pushed along by global 
corporate capitalism--all these things we know about--if that were the real or the 
main source of suicide bombers and religious extremism and so on, you would 
expect it to happen in Bangkok and Shanghai and Seoul and places like that. And it 
doesn't happen there. It happens in places which are actually much slower to 
change, and backward in these things. The influence of McDonald's and IBM in places 
like Kabul is very limited--or Riyadh for that matter. And so, I'm not so convinced by 
that argument. And it--possibly in Egypt there is more of that sort of thing. And, 
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again, the traditional mixture of the sort of lumpenproletariat of unemployed, 
educated people hanging around with too much time on their hands and poor people 
can be very lethal. And I think there is a lot of that in the Middle East. But I don't 
think you can really blame it on global capitalism or social change engendered by 
Hollywood culture or anything like that. I think it's a little bit of a red herring. 

QUESTIONER: Yes, Gary Rosen from Commentary magazine. We started with 
Edward Said, and I thought we might come back a little bit. I noticed that his name 
appeared nowhere on the book but in the jacket cover. And I'm wondering if you 
might want to speculate about what he would have thought of this book, and 
whether he might have considered it another instance of Orientalism, a kind of 
rhetoric and approach to the East that justified and perhaps even invited Western 
control and domination. 

BURUMA: I fear he might have jumped to that conclusion without having read the 
book. [Laughter.] 

AJAMI: Also, his response, since I was a victim of many of his attacks, would have 
been unprintable. [Laughter.] 

QUESTIONER: Gary Sick. Edward Said--the power of what Edward Said offered was 
his percu, that he saw something that other people didn't see. And it seems to me 
that basically, as time went on--and the fact that Bernard Lewis and Fouad Ajami 
became bete noire for him was not so much that this was a concept or an idea, but 
that it was something that was, in fact, being listened to in the halls of power, that 
this was being translated into policy and into institutions and into approaches, 
attitudes toward another part of the world. And I wonder if you see in this--because I 
think it's crucial--if Occidentalism as a concept, as an idea, is simply isolated in 
certain very poor places, or whether it also has a transmission belt that carries it into 
the halls of power, and whether it's the Arab world or any of the major governments 
who might, in fact, give it meaning otherwise, whether you have thought about it. 

BURUMA: Yes. I mean, in the sense that Nazism, of course, did precisely that, and 
became the reigning ideology of the state. Frankly, I think the likelihood of one of 
these revolutions--but, again, I'd like to know what Fouad thinks--the likelihood of 
these revolutions succeeding in the Middle East and actually having states run by the 
likes of Osama bin Laden at the moment--the chances don't look so great, which is 
maybe why they tend to lash out at America, and the West, and the Western 
symbols, and so on as a kind of spasm of frustration, in a way, in the way that the 
radical left in the West and in Japan in the '60s and '70s became ever more vicious in 
its tactics the more marginalized they felt they were becoming. And, I think, there 
may be--vicious may be the way it is right now. The problem is that small, 
marginalized groups can do so much more damage than they used to be able to do. 
They can also cause a great deal of political damage in the Middle East by inspiring 
all kinds of people in the wider societies that are perhaps less marginal. So I don't 
see it yet as, sort of, something that's going to lead to wars--well, we already have a 
war between states--but is going to lead to more wars between clusters of states 
against other clusters of states. I think that's unlikely. I think it is a new 
phenomenon in that sense. 

AJAMI: I agree with you, Ian. And, by the way, you're getting the hang of it. You 
have become a policy person in the last hour--[laughter]--that we have--I mean, Ian 
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is absolutely right. These Arab regimes are not going to be overthrown by these 
Islamists. That's why they hit us. There is a man who was quoted--one of these 
Egyptian Islamists--he lives in London of course, like all Islamists, good Islamists live 
in London, of course. And he says, "The Arab world grew dangerous to me. I came to 
London"--right? So, in fact, we are their target, because they cannot defeat 
Mubarak. They can't really defeat the House of Saud. And the lesson of these 
dictatorial, despotic governments in the Arab world is that they will win--in a 
showdown with the Islamists, they will win. All the Syrian Islamists are in Europe. 
Why? Because [former Syrian President] Hafez Assad destroyed everything. He 
devoured the green and the dry. And you're absolutely right. I mean, the decision to 
head West, to fly West, was a recognition of that cruel balance of force between the 
regime and the Islamists. I think we've come--there's one more question which we 
will--by all means, please. There you go. 

QUESTIONER: David Speedie, Carnegie Corporation. Dr. Buruma, I'd like to press 
you a little bit more on the issue this gentleman raised on global capital spread, 
because my question was also about globalization. It's not specifically covered in 
your book, but it so happens that yesterday, in this very building, one of the main 
contemporary proponents for globalization defended the phenomenon on largely 
economic and material grounds. Most of the discussion--hardly any of the questions-
-were on spiritual and moral questions. You do, in your book, refer in the Occidental 
city discussion to the disenfranchised youth lying around in Western-style clothing 
and fast food and so on, and at the other end of the spectrum, the elite feeling that 
this is the new imperialism. I would argue that if globalization is inevitable, it will 
carry with it this two-sided coin of humiliation. And that is, perhaps, the most 
significant and disturbing phenomenon that you seem to be--where globalization and 
Occidentalism may come in a sort of unhappy marriage. 

AJAMI: Thank you. I had been hoping actually that we could have a whole meeting 
without uttering the word globalization. My hopes have been betrayed. [Laughter.] 
So with this--quick-- 

BURUMA: OK, a quick answer to that. I think that--I'm not sure globalization, in 
itself, or global capitalism leads to humiliation. I think when it comes to societies 
where, actually, a lot of people in the elite and elsewhere begin to benefit from it, 
which does happen, you don't have this problem. It's in societies where they don't 
benefit from it, and they usually don't benefit from it because their governments 
don't allow them to benefit from it, because they are dictatorships of one kind or 
another; they're anti-capitalists, very often. Those are the kind of societies where 
you get this sense of humiliation, not because of the American corporations, but 
because of local political conditions which make it impossible for people to benefit 
from anything like that. 

AJAMI: Ian, on behalf of everyone, really, I just want to thank you. [Applause.] 
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