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Religion and (Inter-)National Politics:
On the Heuristics of Identities,

Structures, and Agents

Friedrich Kratochwil*

Starting from the puzzling effects of religion on conflict, both its
escalation and deescalation, this article investigates the role of reli-
gion in maintaining boundaries (sacred/profane, clean/unclean,
good/evil, etc.) that become constitutive of “self” and “society.”
The conceptual tools developed in this context are then applied
to the issue of “fundamentalism” in contemporary politics. Key-
words: Religion, conflict, reconciliation, boundaries, self.

The intersection of religion and international relations has be-
come a major focus for the analysis of contemporary international
relations. The demise of the Cold War and the emergence of new
patterns of conflict, often with a strong ethnoreligious dimension,
as well as the events of September 11, 2001, and their aftermath,
have all called into question prevailing notions about the secular
nature of modernity. Moreover, even long before Samuel Hunting-
ton’s fateful predictions of clashes between civilizations,1 the Iran-
ian “Islamic revolution”2 had taken both policymakers and analysts
by surprise.3

More disturbing still, the idea of an Islamic republic had wide
resonance throughout much of the international system. It gave
rise to renewed claims about anti-Western or antimodernist forms
of political identity, claims that disrupted the settled assumptions
shaping the prevailing traditions of IR theory. Neither the distrib-
ution of capabilities nor the preferences of groups and actors
could be assumed to be a sufficient foundation for such theories.
Moreover, the emergence of a state led by a militant clergy raised
once again the old problem of the impact of “revolutionary” states
on the stability of the modern international order.4
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Remodeling the 
Transnational Political Realm: 

Partnerships, Best-Practice Schemes,
and the Digitalization of Governance

Hans Krause Hansen 
and Dorte Salskov-Iversen*

Drawing on theories of governance and governmentality, this arti-
cle investigates the growing array of transnational organizational
forms that create, share, and provide knowledge and expertise
about various aspects of information and communication tech-
nologies (ICTs) and e-modernization. It analyzes the characteris-
tics and role of transnational partnerships and transnational
best-practice schemes. These organizational forms, viewed as
instantiations of soft-governance techniques of agency and per-
formance, are illustrated by examples based on the authors’ field-
work: the World Bank–initiated Global Knowledge Partnership,
the Balanced E-Government Index (BEGIX) launched by the
Bertelsmann Foundation, and the Stockholm Challenge. Such
transnational forms aim to enhance participation and empower-
ment while promoting competition and self-discipline at the level
of organizations and individuals. In addition, transnational part-
nerships and best-practice schemes constitute nodes through
which the accomplished actors of these emergent organizational
forms communicate, flow, mix, and create alliances on a trans-
national scale, while capitalizing on them in domestic and other
organizational realms. Keywords: governmentality, transnational,
best-practice, partnerships, ICTs, e-modernization.

During the last two decades, new ICTs such as the Internet and cel-
lular phones have become an intrinsic part of economic, political,
and social life. What is perhaps less recognized is that this process
has been premised on important changes in ideas and practices of
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The Impact of Microcredit 
on the Poor in Bangladesh

Patrick Develtere and An Huybrechts*

This article presents a comparative overview of the most relevant
findings from studies of the impact of microcredit institutions
like the Grameen Bank and BRAC in Bangladesh. It first evalu-
ates the evidence on economic impacts, which suggests that the
vulnerability of bank members has been reduced even if there is
no consensus about whether the two institutions also reduce
poverty. It then considers the social impact, especially in relation
to the situation of poor women and to various spill-over effects in
different spheres of social and economic life. Keywords: micro-
credit, development, Bangladesh, Grameen Bank, BRAC.

Since the 1990s, alleviating poverty has been the top priority in
international development. Within this framework, various initia-
tives have already been taken. One particular strategy in tackling
poverty that has caught the attention of many aid donors and non-
government organizations (NGOs) is the provision of small loans
through microcredit programs. Bangladesh, one of the poorest
countries in the world, is the cradle of this “microcredit move-
ment.” Grameen Bank in Bangladesh enjoys international fame,
and its model has been replicated in countries all over the world.
Likewise, the Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAC)
is showing success as one of the largest NGOs in the world. Both
have generated an international wave of interest and have been the
main source of inspiration for the Microcredit Movement, which
was launched in 1997 as a “global movement to reach 100 million
of the world’s poorest families, especially the women of those fam-
ilies, with credit for self-employment and other financial and busi-
ness services, by the year 2005.”1

Grameen Bank and BRAC have received a lot of attention not
only from development agents but also from academics. They have
been criticized for their neoliberal developmentalism,2 their social
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Confidence- and Security-Building
Measures for India and Pakistan

A. Z. Hilali*

This article presents a conceptual and historical overview of con-
fidence- and security-building measures between India and Pak-
istan in order to provide a context in which to evaluate prospects
for the mitigation of conflict between these two countries. It
examines such sites of conflict as Kashmir and the Siachen Glac-
ier, as well as concerns over nuclear proliferation, and evaluates
the measures that have been taken so far in relation both to
processes of arms control and of political negotiation. Keywords:
security, confidence building, arms control, India, Pakistan.

Confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs) are practical
actions aimed at creating attitudes of cooperation. The primary
objective of this concept is to generate confidence between rivals
(enemies) or nations in competition—the sense that cooperation is
both possible and is better than confrontation. Scholars working in
this area argue that national interests can be promoted when two
countries use political and diplomatic means to defuse mutual ten-
sion and that conflict can be avoided if fair steps are taken by both
sides and that a win-win strategy is better than a zero-sum game,
where the gains of one party result in losses for the other.1

In their most general sense, CSBMs are instruments for the pre-
vention of war and conflict and for the resolution of existing conflicts
between regional neighbors or parties to the kind of long-standing
confrontation, exemplified by the Cold War, in which normal chan-
nels of communication are weak or have broken down.2 The utility of
CSBMs is perceived to derive from their gradual creation of an atmos-
phere of mutual trust, transparency, and predictability in slow and
incremental steps in order to provide alternatives to confrontation
and conflict where differences between states recur or have been
inflamed or where new points of contention have arisen.3
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Justice and the Return of Imperialism

Dominick Jenkins*

The article describes how U.S. liberal conservative international-
ists (Andrew Carnegie, Elihu Root, Teddy Roosevelt, and
Woodrow Wilson) used an idea of justice to legitimize “accumu-
lation by dispossession” and America’s use of the World War I to
renew the imperial project as war to “make the world safe for
democracy.” It looks at how a similar attempt is being made today
by George W. Bush and others to seize the word back from the
global justice movement and, by looking at how U.S. socialists
(Eugene Debbs) resisted the attempt to use the language of jus-
tice against them, suggests how that attempt can be overcome.
Keywords: justice, imperialism, war, United States, Homestead.

’Twas in Pennsylvania town not very long ago
Men struck against reduction of their pay
Their millionaire employer with philanthropic show
Had closed the works till starved they would obey

—William W. Delaney, Father Was Killed by the Pinkerton Men

Many groups that oppose neoliberal economic globalization now
describe themselves as part of the Global Justice Movement. U.S.
neoconservatives seized the September 11, 2001, attacks to attempt
to take the word justice back and labeled their war against terrorism
Operation Infinite Justice. Notoriously, when it was pointed out
that their initial wording would play badly in the Middle East
because of the Muslim belief that only God can claim to be infi-
nitely just, they then changed the name to Operation Enduring
Freedom.

Indian novelist and activist Arundhati Roy drew attention to
these maneuverings in a September 29, 2001, article, “The Algebra of
Infinite Justice,” published in the Guardian of London. To highlight
the U.S. government’s long history of being prepared to gain its ends
even at the cost of untold numbers of lives of Third World people,
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