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Introduction

Seemingly, religion has staged a comeback in our times. This was unexpected about a century ago. The world seemed to have become secular and religion as a dominant value in shaping society had receded into the past.  Several Western intellectuals had expected that processes of rationalization would lead to the gradual withering away of religious ideals and institutions. This view found expression in the secularization thesis, the notion that profane (nonreligious) considerations gain ascendancy over sacred (religious) considerations in the course of social evolution.
 The subject of religion and politics has come to the center stage of political discourse. Ever since Samuel P. Huntington’s famous ‘clash of civilization’ thesis which he propounded in late 1980s, the possibility of a clash between the West and Islam had been widely discussed and debated. Huntington had predicted a scenario of conflict between the West and the Islamic world. The thesis had resulted in an opportunistic demonization of Islam. But Huntington understood the potential of violent conflict emerging from the manner in which the Western countries, particularly the U.S, were, using the international institutions, military power and economic resources to run the world in ways that will maintain Western predominance protect Western interests and promote Western political and economic values.
 

Today, the world is witnessing a resurgence of religion and religious conflicts. Many religious movements have also become prominent in politics. Berger maintained that the assumption we live in a secularized world is false. The world today is as furiously religious as it ever was.
 Fundamentalist movements were a global phenomenon, not limited to Christianity. They had also appeared in Islam and Hinduism, among other religions. There was in common among all fundamentalists a certain zeal for their faith not seen elsewhere. Generally these fundamentalist movements had been spearheaded by one or more charismatic leader who takes the lead in gathering believers and delivering the central message of the movement. Moreover, the fundamentalist movement attempts to evangelize a broader population and convince them of the truth of the group’s orthodoxy. This population may be circumscribed, as is often the case with Jewish fundamentalist groups who largely limit their evangelism to Jews; or broad-based as with movements that attempt to address all of humanity.

In the US, despite what may seem to be low turnouts for worship services, very little evidence points to the belief that secularization is taking place in society. Today, religious adherents in the US top 62%, a historical high.
 Zanden claims that there is a high level of religiosity in American life. Religion remains a mighty force despite having dramatically changed in answer to challenges posed by the state, the mass media, higher education, and a decline in the saliency of denominational affiliation for personal identification.  The vast majority of Americans still say they believe in the existence of God and life after death. Beeman maintains that recently the US has undergone a fundamentalist and evangelical revival that has represented an attempt to capture the roots of religious inspiration and shape them in the contemporary world.
 It has been reported in the Oxford History of the Twentieth Century that 94% of Americans believe in God and over 40% claim to have attended church. Just as, outside the developed industrial societies of North  Atlantic basin fundamentalism has flourished, so , inside them, it is the evangelical and fundamentalist branches of Christianity that have flourished.
 

Why and how has the Christian Right staged a comeback in American politics? What is the role of the Evangelical Christian movements in shaping American foreign policy? What is the politics of the Jewish – Christian fundamentalist alliance in contemporary US? Lastly, what are the implications of this politics on the Muslim world in general? This report examines these questions in brief.

The Evangelicalism: Historical Development
The term "evangelical" denotes an umbrella category that was nearly impossible to define in present-day American Christianity. One can find within its fold far-right fundamentalist-oriented groups and also ones represent the politically liberal wing. Zanden describes fundamentalism as a Protestant movement that opposes “modernist” theology and seeks to conserve the basic principles underlying traditional Christianity; it views the Bible as the literal and unerring word of God. Evangelicalism is a “glad tidings” movement whose members profess a personal relationship with Jesus Christ; adherents believe that the Bible provides the only authoritative basis for faith , stress the importance of personal conversion, and emphasize the importance of zeal for Christian living. Although the public often thinks fundamentalists and evangelicals the same, they are far from a monolithic, unified, conservative movement. The fundamentalists are a diverse group and are not united politically or theologically. Also, the evangelical community cannot be considered as a monolithic and unified body. However, there are similarities between the fundamentalists and evangelicals. Essentially, the two have undertaken to shape their Christian faith to contemporary concerns, simultaneously absorbing and resisting change. Conservative Christians have poured enormous energy into constructing and expanding a vast edifice of “parallel institutions” for preserving their vision of truth.
 Remaining within the Christian community, the significant addition is the voice of evangelical Christians. This rapidly growing sector of the Christian community does not speak with one voice theologically or politically. Many years ago, when evangelical churches were gaining initial visibility in public policy debates, Max Stackhouse warned against one-dimensional interpretations of which evangelicals were n the United States. He distinguished three strands of a broad Protestant movement: puritan, pietistic, and fundamentalist evangelicals. Each had the capacity to produce a public agenda, and they could not simply be described as inevitably conservative in their positions. The popular phrase “religious right” applies only to some evangelicals.


Whether conservative or liberal in their conclusions, evangelicals are biblical in their premises. Their contribution to policy discourse invokes and uses the scriptures in a fashion distinct from Niebuhr and demonstrably different from the philosophical style of Murray or Peace on Earth. Conservative evangelicals have convergent positions with other religious communities whose theological style is quite different. At times their opposition to abortion in population policy intersects with Catholic positions derived from a philosophical argument; at other times voices in the “Christian right” are strong supporters of Israel. These alliances, however, have an adhoc character about them, and they are not rooted deeply in a common style of moral analysis or a common style of advocacy: Telhami maintains that clearly some of the evangelical churches have become powerful within the Republican Party. Although their appeal to their members is framed in theological terms, the actual power of these churches in US is obviously strictly organizational. About a quarter of Americans identify themselves as “born again” Christian. Many of them do not agree with the sort of vision proposed by influential evangelical ministers such as Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson. The political alliance that has emerged between these groups and some conservative Jewish groups, despite the many important differences between them, makes it clear that their source of power is less often the power of religious ideas and more often the power political organizations. Historically, the rise and expansion of evangelical movements in US have also depended on their appeal to disenfranchised segments of society, to whom they have reached out through various mediums, including the traditional traveling churches and, more recently, television.


It is estimated that there are between 45 and 100 million “born again” or evangelical Christians in the US. 
 According to another source, evangelicals number between 65-75 million, and that there are several traditions, sub-communities, and organizations that constitute this group. Millions of Christians in the United States are concerned with the future of Jerusalem's Temple Mount/Haram al Sharif. Some pray for the day that Christians, Jews, and Muslims can share in peace the site considered holy by all three religions. Others plan for the day that the Muslim shrines and places of worship on the Haram al Sharif are destroyed and replaced with the third Temple of Solomon that some messianic Jews want to build on the site.


The Christian evangelical movement in the US dates back from the 19th century. Evangelicals believe that America is becoming more pluralistic. The Bible is being ignored which has led to a tension between the believers and the mainstream society. However, evangelical religion continues to be dynamic among the Black community. The Christian fundamentalists had increasingly become alienated from the modern American secular culture. They believed that there was a chance to put America back on the right path. They were now going to use the country’s political institutions to promote their ideology. 
 Gravy, a university professor, explains that fundamentalism is a highly individualistic form of religion. Its ethics stress individual piety. Its theology emphasizes unmediated access to God through scripture. Fundamentalists believe that each person desires the same good- to do God’s will in this world and to be united with him in the next. Fundamentalists churches are voluntary organizations: members are free to come and go, individual churches retain their independence and reject larger ecclesiastical structures. Freedom also characterizes the individual’s relation to God. The godly individual is one who obeys God’s commands of his own free will. Fundamentalists believe, as Calvin did, that true freedom is voluntary submission to the will of God. In some ways, fundamentalism is a peculiarly modern brand of religion that shares the ideals of individualism and freedom. But these are subordinate to a higher ideal: to get people to live as God commands. This peculiar blend of principles helps to explain various aspects of the fundamentalist political program.
 Later in the 1970s, the rise of evangelical Christianity was represented by Billy Graham, Jerry Falwell, and Oral Roberts. In America fundamentalist Christians had become active in politics since the late 1970s.
 It was only in the 1970s that the Christian Evangelical movement saw a significant resurgence. Another movement that gained popularity was known as Christian Zionism. Somehow they were both connected with Israel.


Christian activism began in the late 1970’s with the help of vast so-called religious broadcasting networks. It was then that the term “religious right” entered the American political lexicon. Although, evangelical positions are diversified they do provide significant backing for conservative foreign policy positions of the US government. Their overall impact is significant. The Christian right has put the world on notice that the religious conservatives cannot be ignored as they are increasingly involved and active in pursuing their goals. This effort includes specific support for countries like Israel.
 Religion had entered politics as never before. In the 1980s and 1990s some of the Christian movements had become a clear alternative to the secularist leadership. World Vision and World Relief had become influential in the organization of Christian Evangelicals for worldwide economic development, disaster relief and campaigns to fight HIV AIDS. Groups like Evangelicals for Social Action, the Christian Community Development Association, and the Evangelical Association for the Poverty reduction had come to understand poverty reduction embraced politics and had as a decidedly evangelical issue. Some evangelical denominations, like the Evangelical Covenant Church, had constructed linkages between social justice, compassion and evangelism. Many evangelical organizations had played a significant leadership function in movements like Jubilee 2000, which was a broad coalition for the cancellation of debt for the protest countries of the world. The Christian organizations, Humanity had shown a strong resolve to bring in religious – based justice into the public arena. More and more Christian organizations were advocating the social justice agenda. The voice of Christian faith was being felt in the US. 
 However, the New Christian Right failed to produce any significant change in American politics. Nonetheless, the influence of the New Christian Right was felt among the young conservative Protestant Christians.
 


The primary problem for the New Christian Right movement was that Christian fundamentalists constituted only a tiny proportion of the American population.
 The main figures in the mobilization of the ‘New Christian Right’ were televangelists. Pat Robertson, James Robison of Dallas and the Christian Broadcasting Network each played a role. However, the most significantly involved person was Jerry Falwell.

Evangelical Beliefs


The Christian evangelicals believe the Bible to be the inspired, the only infallible, authoritative Word of God, that there is one God, eternally existent in three persons: Father, Son and Holy Spirit, in the deity of our Lord Jesus Christ, in His virgin birth, in His sinless life, in His miracles, in His vicarious and atoning death through His shed blood, in His bodily resurrection, in His ascension to the right hand of the Father, and in His personal return in power and glory, that for the salvation of lost and sinful people, regeneration by the Holy Spirit is absolutely essential, in the present ministry of the Holy Spirit by whose indwelling the Christian is enabled to live a godly life, in the resurrection of both the saved and the lost; they that are saved unto the resurrection of life and they that are lost unto the resurrection of damnation, in the spiritual unity of believers in our Lord Jesus Christ.


The Evangelicals abide by a handful of bible-inspired core tenets – evangelism and the salvation of souls, belief in the inerrancy of Scripture, belief in ‘premillennial’ which is the Bible-based knowledge of the end times, including a belief in prophecy and the ‘Rapture’  and separatism. They could be described as grateful ultra-conservatives who fervently believe that they must share the message of God’s redeeming presence in their lives with other thus contributing to fulfilling the great commission and playing their part in saving the unsaved world. They fight against perceived lapses in Christian civilization, they fight for a Christian world order, they fight with resources that they use as weapons – for example broadcasting, they fight against others and they fight under a God-given mandate. The Christian fundamentalists had also tried to introducer religion into public life: prayer and teaching about creation in the public schools, creaches on public property, and so forth. They have moved from quietism to political activism I the last decade. Given the pluralism of America, the fundamentalists have moderated their demands. 
The Biblical Faith of Jerry Falwell.


Jerry Falwell is a famous pastor, educator, and conservative activist.  He had founded Thomas Road Baptist Church in 1956 with 35 charter members. That same year, he launched regular radio and television broadcasts and became a pioneer in religious broadcasting. In 1971, Falwell founded Lynchburg Baptist College, later renamed Liberty Baptist College and then, Liberty University. The College aims to mobilize the Christian church on behalf of moral and social issues and to encourage participation by people of faith in the political process; Falwell launched an organization called Moral Majority in 1979. The organization quickly became a household name. The group mobilized tens of thousands of churches, registered millions of voters, and established a foundation for what became known as the "religious right" or "Christian right." Although Falwell formally dissolved the Moral Majority in 1989, he remains a national spokesperson for conservative Christian views. Having raised more than $2 billion and traveled some 3 million miles in support of various projects, Jerry Falwell continues to work and plan for the future. Through this movement, among others, Evangelicals entered into politics in a significant manner. The movement preached conservative values. President Jimmy Carter, among others, had given certain respectability to the movement. 


Politically Falwell’s movement had support in the White Anglo-Saxon Protestant circles but little outside it. The Moral Majority declared a war against the liberal establishment. They believed that the US must have a religious policy, under the dictation of the Bible. The problem with the US was that it had degenerated because secular elite had come to dominate the cultural and political life of the country. Jerry Falwell maintained that the liberals had become “an immoral minority” and that the Conservatives were themselves a majority in America. Most importantly, the conservatives must fight to maintain traditional values.
 Muqtedar recounts that in the immediate aftermath of September 11, Falwell blamed abortionists, homosexuals, and the ACLU for angering God and indirectly causing the attacks of September 11. He later apologized for his statements when there was uproar from all sides of the political spectrum, including the President who called Falwell’s comments as “inappropriate”. His statement was a shameless and insensitive example of political opportunism that sought not only to politicize the tragedy of September 11 but also to incite hatred towards the groups that Rev. Falwell and his associates habitually target. If he was not strongly rebuked by nearly everyone who mattered, his crusade against ACLU, gays and feminists would have fed on the emotions related to September 11 and gained significant momentum. Falwell has since then abstained from attacking other groups
.

The Biblical Faith of Pat Robertson


Pat Robertson is known for the frequent employment of the 'dominion' language.  His book entitled The Secret Kingdom gave him fame in the US. The doctrine that Christians should seek worldly power and use it to dominate the culture of any country they occupy was first expressed by Pat Robertson on his 700 Club show in the 1980’s. Robertson said that God’s plan is for His people to take dominion which is Lordship. He wants His people to reign and rule with Him. He is waiting for Christians to extend His dominion. Robertson believes that religion and politics do mix. If we don’t have moral people in government then the only other people that can be in government are immoral. That’s the only way it goes. Either you have moral people in there or you have immoral people. Pat Robertson claimed that religion and politics do mix. He said: “If we don’t have moral people in government then the only other people that can be in government are immoral. That’s the only way it goes. Either you have moral people in there or you have immoral people.


US President Bush said in a press conference in April 2004 that the US is “called to bring freedom and liberty to the people of the world.” To Pat Robertson freedom and liberty meant Christian self-government only. This definition was offered by him on the 700 Club network in 1986. Although the plan to take over the government of the US was announced publicly on Pat Robertson’s 700 Club, it was at a time when only the faithful viewed the show, and only the faithful unquestioningly accepted the possibilities. Pat Robertson claimed that he had “enough votes to run the country and when the people say, ‘we’ve had enough,’ we’re going to take over the country.” Pat Robertson even made a failed bid for the Republican presidential nomination in 1988. He claimed that: “There will never be world peace until God's house and God's people are given their rightful place of leadership at the top of the world.”
 Pat Robertson has left active politics. Nevertheless, he remains active in preaching Christianity

Bias against Islam

Some of the Evangelicals are openly against Islam. Muqtedar Khan maintains that the search for security at any cost has created an environment that is emboldening Islamophobia to manifest itself in nearly every sphere of American society. Muslims are feeling discrimination and demonization and experiencing a palpable sense of alienation.
 One of the reasons for the growing Islamophobia in the US is the anti-Muslim rhetoric coming from the evangelical Christian community. Their leaders have repeatedly made extremely venomous public statements about Islam and Muslims and the Bush administration has continued to patronize them, suggesting that while the official position maintains that Islam is a religion of peace, the government does not have any problem coddling those who spread hatred against Islam.


Both Falwell and Pat Robertson have called the Prophet of Islam a terrorist and argued that Islam and its teachings are the sources of violence. Franklin Graham has announced that Islam and its teaching are evil and wicked. Jerry Vine called Muhammad (pbuh) as a “demon-possessed-pedophile.” Their comments have caused anger among Muslims worldwide, including religious riots in India that led to five deaths.

The Roots of Evangelical Support for Israel

A Christian group called Christian Zionism had grown out of 19th century evangelist preaching in England. Christian Zionists support Israel because of their beliefs.  Meanwhile, Polls indicate that some 40 million Americans share the apocalyptic views of Evangelicals that the world is heading into the last days of the final battle between good and evil. Evangelical support rests, Land explains, on God's biblical promise to give the land of Israel to the Jews forever, and on God's statement that he will bless those who bless the Jews and curse those who curse the Jews. That statement holds considerable power among some evangelicals. Mouw argues that there is a strong tendency toward uncritical support of Israel. Even the potential war with Iraq has its biblical resonances.
 Rev. Dr. Don Argue, president of the influential National Association of Evangelicals, believes that Israel’s best friends in the US are American evangelicals. He maintains that evangelicals are a 'people of the book' first, and Israel is the land of the book. Evangelicals, according to Argue, were taught at their mother's knee to love Israel. Peculiar Evangelicals believe that we are heading into the last days of the final battle between good and evil. Meanwhile, popular American literature began to pick up the end times theme of the Bible in 1970 Hal Lindsey published The Late Great Planet Earth which popularized and dramatized the unfolding of political events in Israel and how the Bible predicted them.  To date, Lindsey's original book has sold 25 million copies. The Left Behind fiction book series by authors Tim LaHaye and Jerry B. Jenkins is about the end of times. The 12 volumes have sold over 62 million copies, and have been translated into dozens of languages. They regularly hit bestseller lists. This interest in the end times and the prophetic role of Israel has meant tens of millions of dollars of support every year from evangelical Christians in the US. This funds projects in Israel ranging from helping immigrants and planting vines to promoting settlement expansion and decrying any plans for Jerusalem other than unilateral control by Israel.  Today, Christian Zionism weds religion with politics and interprets biblical faithfulness in terms of fidelity to Israel's future. Christian Zionists bless Israel and believe that those who do not will be punished. 
  Its spokespersons are today well-known among those on the Christian Right:  Jerry Falwell, Ralph Reed, Pat Robertson, Ed MacAteer, Gary Bauer, and Kay Arthur.  Those committed to Christian Zionism share the same five core beliefs:

(1) The Covenant.  God's covenant with Israel is eternal and unconditional.  Therefore the promises of land given to Abraham will never be overturned.  This means that the church has not replaced Israel and that Israel's privileges have never been revoked despite unfaithfulness.

(2) The Church.  God's plan has always been for the redemption of Israel.  Yet when Israel failed to follow Jesus, the church was born as an afterthought or "parenthesis."  Thus at the rapture the church will be removed and Israel will once again become God's primary agent in the world.  We now live in 'the times of the Gentiles' which will conclude soon.  This means that there are two covenants now at work, that given through Moses and the covenant of Christ.  But the new covenant in no way makes the older covenant obsolete.

(3) Blessing Modern Israel.  We must take Gen. 12:3 literally and apply it to modern Israel:  "I will bless those who bless you and curse those who curse you."  Therefore Christians have a spiritual obligation to bless Israel and "pray for the peace of Jerusalem."  To fail to bless Israel, to fail to support Israel's political survival today, will incur divine judgment.

(4) Prophesy.  The prophetic books of the Bible are describing events of today and do not principally refer to events in Biblical times.  Therefore when we look at, the Bible we can see how modern history is unfolding. .

(5) Modern Israel and Eschatology.  The modern state of Israel is a catalyst for the prophetic countdown.  If these are the last days, then we should expect an unraveling of civilization, the rise of evil, the loss of international peace and equilibrium, a coming antichrist, and tests of faithfulness to Israel.  Above all, political alignments today will determine our position on the fateful day of Armageddon.  Since the crisis of 9/11, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, it has been easy to persuade the public that history is unraveling precisely as dispensationalism predicted.


The Evangelicals support Israel for a variety of reasons. The most vociferous are Protestant fundamentalists who read biblical prophecy literally to require Jews to control Jerusalem and rebuild Solomon's Temple to set the stage for the return of Jesus Christ, their messiah. They believe we live in the apocalyptic “end times” culminating in the epochal battle of Armageddon. For some, this involves a war between godly Christians and evil Muslims—an idea with increasing resonance among Christian evangelicals since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. It seems there is now an explosion of the “end times” literature in the US.

Arno Froese edits Midnight Call, a Christian magazine that predicts the end times are close at hand. Froese applauds political assassinations of pro- Palestinian militants by Israeli forces, and argues more people should be “congratulating Ariel Sharon and his government for eliminating these extremely dangerous murderers.” Another apocalyptic author is Hal Lindsey, who accelerated Christian Zionism starting in the 1970s when he launched a series of books claiming that the establishment of the State of Israel started the “end times” clock ticking. His new book, The Everlasting Hatred: The Roots of Jihad, describes the “end times” battle as starting with a Muslim and Arab attack on Israel triggered by events at the Temple Mount. There is much disagreement over biblical prophecy, with many scenarios for the end times, the future of the Temple Mount, Solomon's Temple, and the role of an evil world leader called the Antichrist who is an agent of Satan. These are theological apocalyptic concepts, but for tens of millions of Americans they shape real cultural and political activities. Meanwhile, Evangelicals continue to support Israel. 

One activist group, the Jerusalem Prayer Team, mobilizes support for Israel through internet appeals that claim “The return of our Lord and Savior is directly related to Jerusalem”, and that most biblical “prophecy points to Jerusalem and the end times; the new Temple being built; the Antichrist; the Battle of Armageddon; 144,000 Evangelists”. That last figure is the number of Jews slated to convert to Christianity in the end times. The rest perish in hell. This makes ironic the endorsement of the group's work by Israeli leaders including Prime Minister Ehud Olmert and Finance Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. Powerful Christian Right leaders such as Pat Robertson, Jerry Falwell, Tim and Beverly LaHaye, and James Dobson have also endorsed the work, as have influential evangelists such as Billy and Franklin Graham.


Meanwhile, the Israeli Government also started giving attention to the evangelical Christians. For example, in October 4, 1996, then Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu chose the convention of the International Christian Embassy—Jerusalem (ICEJ) as his venue for a hard-line defense of Israel's right to open the controversial tunnel in Jerusalem’s Old City. Netanyahu's remarks were broadcast on CNN and many international media outlets with the Christian Embassy's name on the rostrum, implying that despite an outpouring of international criticism, his policies had the support of this so-called "Christian" organization. The ICEJ spokesman Charles Levine noted the importance of Christian Zionist support for Israel's hard-line policies: "We're talking about hundreds of millions of people out there whose Bible beliefs can be translated into support for Israel." Like his Liked mentors Meacham Begin and Yitzhak Shamir, Netanyahu also increasingly utilized the services of Christian Zionists to enhance and justify his government's political and public relations needs in the US. We can expect more visible support from Israel’s old evangelical friends like Pat Boone, Jerry Farwell and Pat Robertson, plus new evangelical leaders who view the modern state as a fulfillment of Biblical prophecy. 

Several other evangelical relief agencies and large churches increasingly are becoming involved in issues of Middle East justice. Clearly, the major evangelical organizations have considerable funding, control of most electronic media outlets, and the full support of the Government of Israel. Evangelical support to Israel is having an affect on US foreign policy.

Many analysts argue that American foreign policy has taken an imperialistic and messianic overtone since 9/11. Earlier, the Bush administration’s continuous demonizing of Saddam contributed to the belief that the Iraqi regime was developing nuclear weapons. Subsequently, it was proven that the allegation was simply false. Later on, the Bush administration started to believe that the Iraqi occupation would lead to greater democracy in the entire Middle East. Many argue that such wishful thinking came from the religious conviction of US officials that their mission was noble and also right. Judis, among others, maintains that the influence of conservative Evangelicals on the Bush administration is very certain.
 He argues that the religious right had lobbied for a greater Israel only as a result of their peculiar understanding of the Bible. 

Politics of the New Christian Right in Contemporary America
Generally, the earlier Christian Right was not involved in overseas politics. Since the 1950s, the Christian Right has tended to support covert action and U.S. military intervention. Today, the foreign policy of the US is being influenced by the Christian Right. Many religious conservatives have also entered the political arena. Today, there is no single Christian Right but an assortment of leaders, organizations, and constituencies who share values. A 1992 survey found out that a majority of Evangelical Christians believe that their faith was an important factor in their political decisions.
 

Evangelical Christianity had grown in influence because of various factors. An overwhelming majority of Americans consider themselves as religious Curtis states the Republicans clearly have an advantage with people of faith, as recent election year results have suggested. Republicans are more comfortable talking about religious values and issues, and they are quick to promise that their faith will affect their policies.
 Undoubtedly, the religious constituency had helped in the election of Republican US Presidents. In the 1980s and 1990s, Jerry Falwell’s Moral Majority and Pat Robertson’s Christian Coalition had been involved in national politics. These movements we rooted in the Christian Churches and had tried to influence the direction of the country. The religious groups sought political power and hoped to take over the Republican Party.  They had intended to implement their agenda through the Republican Party. To this date, the religious groups continue to be an important voter base for the Republican Party.
 The Christian Right supported the Republican party during the 2004 election campaign. For example, the Christian Voice had carried on a $2.9 million Christian Voter Drive. Their Church had registered 355,562 new voters and turned out about 1.5 million voters. Also, the Traditional Values Coalition was involved in a voter registration drive by the Republican Party and had registered about 1.2 million voters.


In the 1980’s, Christian fundamentalists found themselves under pressure of the growing permissive culture of the US. They increasing their, conservative values had to be defended in the public square. The fundamentalists believed that they had to become politically active if they were to restore the Christian culture which had made their country great.
 Simultaneously, several conservative political activists had begun to see Christian fundamentalists as a significant bloc in a new political alliance. These political conservatives had persuaded several famous Christian fundamentalists to become active in the political arena. The conservatives in the US are clearly politically dominant. Recent evidence indicates that religious voters support conservative candidates.
 


Previously, in the 1980 elections, the newly politicized Religious Right succeeded in unseating five of the most liberal Democrat incumbents in the U.S. Senate, and provided the margin that helped Ronald Reagan defeat Jimmy Carter. The year 1980 was the year that “a sleeping giant was awakened, and the political landscape of the US was dramatically altered.”
 

Some observers of American politics had even suggested that the Christian Right had plans to take over the Republican Party. Katherine Yurica asked: 
 How has the Republican Party been so transformed? The consequences that flow from the fact that a secret religious infiltration of the Republican Parry took place over a period of years prior to the last two elections have simply been underreported in the press. Infiltration and control of the GOP has placed the religious right comfortably in control of the party. Yurica claimed in her essay, The Despoiling of America in February 2004, there was evidence that not only had a cultural war been launched, but that the Dominionists were winning it. She said that: 
“Dominions” now looks more like a term that is applicable to both right-wing-religious believers and to the neo-cons both groups believe in domination and control. 

Though evangelical positions were diverse, it is not a distortion to focus on the most visible and vocal group evangelical Christians who had provided strong support for conservative foreign policy positions. In identifying their impact, William Martin, claims that the Christian Right have put the US, and indeed the rest of the world, on notice that religious conservatives will not limit their agenda to the water’s edge. They are actively and increasingly involved in efforts to influence a wide range of US policies, including support for Israel, arms control and defense and funding for the International Monetary Fund and the United Nations. However, these issues are certainly not unique to the Christian right. Other religious groups differ significantly in their conclusions but address a similar range of topics. Since the events of 9/11, it seems that America’s foreign policy is being driven by a daring interventionist policy in a religious cloak.


Wallis suggests that religion has become dangerous in the US because of the new the theology of empire. Many people admit that the US aspires to be an empire. There is nothing secret about this. The views and plans of advocates of “pax American” have been quite open after 9/11 and the far-right American political leadership in power has been emboldened to carry out their agenda.
 The project for a New American Century was initiated in 1997 to chart a much more aggressive foreign policy. The plan of an American “Peace” was to be founded on Unquestioned US Military pre-eminence. The vision was to extend American “advantageous position as far into the future as possible.
 In the view of these conservatives, the US must “accept responsibility for America’s unique role in preserving and extending an international order friendly to its security, its prosperity and its principles”.
 What are America’s principals? Wallis thinks that President George Bush has added God to the “aggressive extension of power in the world”.

The Evangelical Community Network

A significant new area of growth in evangelical Christianity is the mega churches of 5,000-20,000 members as well as Evangelicals within mainstream Protestant denominations (Presbyterian, Lutheran, Episcopal, Methodist, etc.). These new tendencies of American evangelical growth could represent as many as 25 million people. Some prominent organizations are: -
a. The Willowereek Church.
The Willowcreek Church began in South Barrington, Illinois. Organized as an independent mission to reach the “uncharted” in Chicago’s suburban northwest corridor, Willowcreek began in the 1970s with home meetings of a few dozen participants. Under Pastor Bill Hybels, Willowcreek is now the most influential “mega church” in the world with 15,000 members and a multi-million dollar budget. Its vast mission arm reaches around the world. While the Middle East is not at the top of Willowcreek’s agenda, the issue receives balanced and fair treatment. There is no hint of a pro-Zionist perspective to Willowcreek's Middle East work. Annual trips to the Middle East include work projects in the West Bank and Galilee with Palestinian Christians. 
b. World Vision.
 World Vision International is a prominent evangelical organization and the third largest non-governmental relief and development agency in the world. World Vision's projects in Lebanon, Palestine, and Israel serve the poorest of the poor, regardless of their religion or political affiliation. Projects near Hebron and the Gaza Strip have supported families of Palestinian prisoners, victims of Israeli house demolitions, and farmers who lost their land to illegal Israeli settlements.

c. American Coalition for Traditional Values.
Many other organizations were formed in the eighties. The Reverend Timothy LaHaye founded the American Coalition for Traditional Values -- a network of 110,000 churches committed to getting Christian candidates elected to office. In 1980 LaHaye was present at the birth of the Moral Majority and agreed to serve on the organization's first board of directors under the tutelage of the Rev. Jerry Falwell, with whom he remains close today.  
d. Council for National Policy.
In 1981, LaHaye founded the Council for National Policy (CNP). The CNP was an umbrella organization of right-wing leaders who gather regularly to plot strategy, share ideas and fund causes and candidates to advance their theocratic agenda.
 

e. Concerned Women for America.
In 1979 Beverly and Tim LaHaye founded Concerned Women for American (CWA) claiming a membership of 600,000. With prayer and action meetings, the women were, and still are a formidable lobbying force. CWA was successful in defeating the Equal Rights Amendment, and their lawyers won an important textbook case in 1987 to combat Secular Humanism in the schools. That case was later overturned by the higher courts.

f. Family Research Council.
James Dobson, host of the radio show Focus on the Family, had founded the Family Research Council in 1983 to act as the political lobbying arm of his radio show. Because an estimated four million listeners tune into his radio show daily, the Family Research Council has remained a formidable lobbying organization. The turmoil gripping the Middle East has proven to be a particularly appealing topic for shows like the International Intelligence briefing and Prophecy in the News, which interpret world events-be it the rise of the European Union or the Asian tsunami-in light of biblical prophecy. This approach tends to cast events that flow from controversial human choices as the natural and inevitable march of destiny. Prophecy-focused shows suggest that the war in Iraq as foretold in the Bible, for instance.

Christian Fundamentalism and the Global Media Networks


Today, the new relationship between the media and fundamentalism has become an important subject of research. From time immemorial, the media has been a fertile and often manipulated tool by religious fundamentalists. This is to be expected since one of the primary aims of the religious fundamentalist is to persuade people to accept the authenticity of an eternal message valid for all time and for all people. Fundamentalists have employed scribes and Pharisees, preachers and mullahs, used dance and drama, song and verse, edict and artifice to communicate eternal and unchanging truths. The modern-day fundamentalist however operates in a very different milieu to that which prevailed even half a century ago. The marketing of paradise was big business today. God sells. There was a battle on for the souls of the global community as much as for its purse in a context teeming with a variety of communication options – video and audio, terrestrial, cable and satellite broadcasting, the Internet along with print and older forms of communication. Christian fundamentalists in particular ranked among the world’s foremost users of the media, for in their way of thinking, every medium of communication was a gift from God and a potential ally in the dissemination of God’s truth. Instrumentalism, professionalism and pragmatism are typical attitudes underlying media use by religious fundamentalists.


A characteristic feature of Christian fundamentalist organizations today is their use of broadcasting and web-based information strategies to conduct aggressive campaigns against non-believers. Thomas argues that although little information was available on the impact of global Christian fundamentalism, it was generally acknowledged that there is a correlation between Christian fundamentalism and a breakdown in inter-faith relationships, a rise in inter-faith tension, to increasing levels of identity crisis among recent converts, the unraveling of cultural consensus at local levels, the rise of animosity against minority Christians, threats against the social gospel witness of mainstream churches – their development, health, education projects, a visible rise in anti-Christian lobbies and in their equally fervent anti-Christian activities.


Thomas continues to claim that there was a widely-held perception in ecumenical circles that the Religious Right, through its aggressive outreach programs in the North and the South, has contributed towards fanning the flames of inter-religious conflict, made already fragile environments weaker, undone the good work carried out by a variety of faith-based organization in the fostering of inter-faith dialogue, development, human rights, played a pivotal role in legitimizing right-wing politics, wars against the enemies of the free world, advocated a return to patriotism and jingoism. In many parts of the developing world or the South these actions had led to heightened animosity and a fundamentalist backlash against Christians, who are often a minority group in most countries in the South, except in Latin America, Brazil in particular. Some of this angst could be put down to the inability of the ecumenical movement to compete with the organizations and reflected the movements lack of will, resources and use of innovative and creative strategies to neutralize or combat this threat. 


Although, Evangelical positions are diversified they do provide significant backing for conservative foreign policy positions of the US government. Their overall impact is significant. The Christian right has put the world on notice that the religious conservatives cannot be ignored as they are increasingly involved and active in pursuing their goals. This effort includes specific support for countries like Israel.
 In the 1980s and 1990s some of the Christian movements had become a clear alternative to the secularist leadership. World Vision and World Relief had become influential in the organization of Christian Evangelicals for worldwide economic development, disaster relief and campaigns to fight HIV AIDS. Groups like Evangelicals for Social Action, the Christian Community Development Association, and the Evangelical Association for the Poverty Reduction had come to understand poverty reduction embraced politics and had as a decidedly evangelical issue. Some evangelical denominations, like the Evangelical Covenant Church, had constructed linkages between social justice, compassion and evangelism. Many evangelical organizations had played a significant leadership function in movements like Jubilee 2000, which was a broad coalition for the cancellation of debt for the protest countries of the world. 


The Christian Right had supported the Republican Party. The religious constituency had helped in the election of Republican US Presidents. In the 1980s and 1990s, Jerry Falwell’s Moral Majority and Pat Robertson’s Christian Coalition had been involved in national politics. These movements were rooted in the Christian Churches and had tried to influence the direction of the country.  They intended to implement their agenda through the Republican Party. During the 2004 election campaign, the Christian Voice had carried on a $2.9 million Christian Voter Drive. Their Church had registered 355,562 new voters and turned out about 1.5 million voters. The Traditional Values Coalition was involved in a voter registration drive by the Republican Party and had registered about 1.2 million voters. Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson had once built large coalitions but had lost support later.


It was the arrival of television in America which had established a new style of preaching – the television evangelism. In part, the TV ministry resources provided the power of religious revivalism in America.
 In the US Christian fundamentalists such as Pat Robertson controlled a vast media empire and in addition had substantive interests in wealth creation activities such as banking and real estate. Robertson’s Christian Broadcasting Cable Network was one of the largest cable providers in the US. Such synergies and links with secular media moguls affected through the sale of his International family entertainment to Rupert Murdoch reinforced the point that it was very difficult to monitor the inroads made by fundamentalist media in the media in the mainstream. However, televangelism was a lot more than an adaptation of television for religious ends. It had also changed the way religion was experienced by vast numbers of people. More importantly, it was the vehicle by which conservative political views were given global legitimacy and aggressive forms of Christianity promoted.
 There is evidence the U.S. military has been targeted as an institution to be taken over and replaced with Dominionists. There was also evidence that the military has similarly infiltrated the churches. As Christian broadcasting has grown, pulpit-based ministries have largely given way to a robust programming mix. But the largest constellation may be news and talk shows. Christian public affairs programming exploded after September 11, and again in the run-up to the 2004 presidential election. And this growth shows no signs of flagging. Nor has evangelical media’s influence escaped the notice of the powerful. They have been courted by George W. Bush.  The Christian media is a powerful but largely unnoticed force shaping American politics and culture. 

40.
Despite their growing reach, Christian networks still lag behind many secular heavyweights when it comes to audience size. Abut a million U.S households tune in daily to each of the most popular Christian television show; about twenty times that number watch CBS’s top-rated program, CSI. Likewise, Christian radio stations draw about 5 percent market share, on average, while regular news and talk stations attract triple that percentages. But more and more people are tuning into Christian networks. Christian radio’s audience, in particular, has climbed 33 percent over the last five years, thanks in large part to the emergence of contemporary Christian music. No other English-language format can boast that kind of growth. Evangelical networks focus a great deal of attention on stories involving persecution of the faithful. The mainstreaming of Christianity, which is an on-going process, has been achieved through global marketing strategies. 
41. Today, Christian broadcasting is a multi-billion dollar business and it is therefore not at all surprising that its strategies at profit and audience maximization mirror the objectives of mainstream broadcasting. Some of these networks, given their global operations, are no longer owned by strictly Christian interests. Thomas claims that while they have a massive presence in print, their core media is undoubtedly broadcasting, and of late, the Internet.
 Since one of the key raisons d’etre of Christian fundamentalism was the great Commission – the media had traditionally been used to further the goals of outreach including church planting, preaching, conversion and global evangelism. Print, broadcasting and new information technologies have been used extensively. Today, when we speak of Christian broadcasting, it refers almost exclusively to the networks owned by televangelists, most of whom are resident in the US. However, their networks are global.

Jerry Falwell and the Moral Majority

42.
Jerry Falwell had built a congregation, Liberty College, and a large television network. He had built a televised church service which had a national audience. He had also founded the Moral Majority, Religious Roundtable, Christian Voice, and American Coalition for Traditional Values. These organizations raised money to campaign in national politics as pressure groups on a range of public issues. Very few New Christian Right candidates were elected to national office. The New Christian Right had some success in those states that had significant Christian fundamentalist populations. Jerry Falwell retired from politics in 1987. 
43.
Falwell still supports Israel. On May 19, 2003, 23 Christian Zionists sent President Bush a letter outlining what was wrong with his Roadmap to Peace and urging him to end it.  Its signatories included Jerry Falwell. The New Christian Right had some success in those states that had significant Christian fundamentalist populations. The New Christian Right failed to produce any significant change in American politics. However, the influence of the New Christian Right was felt among the young conservative Protestant Christians.
 The problem for the New Christian Right movement was that Christian fundamentalists constituted only a tiny proportion of the American population.
  

44.
Robertson became head of the Christian Broadcasting Network. He failed in his ambition to become President of the US. Nevertheless, Robertson remained active in preaching Christianity. His organization - People for the American Way - had prepared a video compilation of his speeches and had a wide circulation throughout the US. 

The Politics of Pat Robertson, the 700 Club and the Christian Coalition of America (CCA)

45.
Pat Robertson founded the CCA in 1989 as “a means towards helping to give Christians a voice in their government again”. The CCA believes that Christians need to play an active role in government again.  It is imperative that people of faith become committed to doing what Ronald Reagan called "the hard work of freedom". The CCA claims that it is driven by the belief that people of faith have a right and a responsibility to be involved in the world around them. That involvement includes community, social and political action. 

46.
The CCA claims that its capacity to break down the complexities of politics and convey these issues clearly is what makes it different. The CCA maintains that it has toiled to provide critical education and information to the pro-family community in order to challenge and equip individuals and churches to make a difference at all levels of government. 
 The CCA claims to offer people of faith the vehicle to be actively involved in shaping their government from the local to the federal.  It claims to be committed to representing the pro-family agenda and educating America on the critical issues facing the society. Its hallmark work lies in voter education. Prior to the November 2000 presidential elections the CCA distributed a record 70 million voter guides throughout all 50 states. The efforts of CCA do not stop with voter guides. It actively lobbies Congress and the White House on numerous issues, holds grassroots training schools around the country, hosts events all around the country and in Washington that draw thousands of pro-family supporters from around the US and organizes community activists regarding issues facing the local governments.

47.
The CCA believes that it made the major difference in the 2004 presidential election. It had distributed millions of non-partisan voter guides all across America. The CCA also claims that moral values played at least as large a role as the war on terrorism in the president's reelection.

48.
The CCA believes that the need for a truly spiritual approach to the complex and demanding political and governmental activities members undertake has never been clearer. Coalition lobbyists and executives find themselves in greater need of prayer and Christian fellowship than ever before as intense battles rage on life issues, religious freedom matters, inter-religious concerns, dangerous foreign relations that have spiritual overtones and hundreds of other subjects that vitally affect every Christian family and individual. And with the largest and best-equipped lobbying team in Coalition history opportunities to have a Christian impact on the government had multiplied dramatically, according to Combs. An expanding number of Christian leaders and ministries participated in major events like the 2002 Road to Victory Conference. The CCA believed that there is a vibrant energy that is the direct result of the Lord's having sent new leadership and a spirit of renewal to one of His choice instruments. CCA has more access to administration officials, more influence in congressional and administrative affairs, and more impact on international delegations to the US government than at any previous time. The CCA believes that it has achieved a sense of cultural ownership to Christian citizens nationwide. 

Robertson is also the head of the Christian Broadcasting Network. His organization People for the American Way had a wide circulation throughout the US.

Christian Broadcasting Network (CBN) and TBN

Pat Robertson owns a nationally syndicated television talk show, the 700 Club which is the Christian Broadcasting Network (CBN’s) flagship program. The program is familiar to many Americans. Robertson’s 700 Club had topped the Nielsen ratings with a projected monthly viewing audience of 28.7 million.

Today, the Christian fundamentalist media network is global such as CBN and TBN. The CBN is just one star in a vast and growing Christian media universe, which has sprung up largely under the mainstream’s radar.  Conservative Evangelicals control at least six national television networks, each reaching tens of millions of homes, and virtually all of the nation’s more than 2,000 religious radio stations. Thanks to Christian radio’s rapid growth, religious stations now outnumber every other format except country music and nets-talk. If they want to dwell solely in this alternative universe, believers can universe; believers can now choose to have only Christian programs piped into their homes. Sky Angel, one of the nation’s three direct-broadcast satellite networks, carries thirty-six channels of Christian radio and television – and nothing else. Today for instance, Pat Robertson’s CBN empire is connected through inter-locking directorships to a variety of secular institutions that are in agreement with his ultra-conservative views. .Global evangelism is a key objective and Can’s World Reach that was launched in 1995 and is seen in 200 countries is based on a combination of local production for terrestrial television and satellite and cable TV. The regions of focus include the US, Latin America, the Muslim World, Europe, and India. There are also local expressions of Christian fundamentalist media that are bounded by language, region, and nation. Local Christian TV supported wholly by local entrepreneurs also plays a role in reinforcing a conservative politics and interpretation of Scripture at local, regional or national levels. While the political economy of televangelism is of real concern, the deliberate manner in which content is used to marginalize ‘others’, the ways in which Christian symbols are manipulated for marketing ends, the ways in which technologies are adapted to fundamentalist ends and communication campaigns used to sow distrust and discord in multi-religious context are some of the more immediate concerns for ecumenical communication organizations.

The National Religious broadcasters (NRB)

The NRB was formed more than six decades ago. Today, it has grown to represent 1,600 broadcasters with billions of dollars in media holdings and staggering political clout. Its aggressive political maneuverings have helped shape federal policy, further easing the evangelical networks’ rapid growth. The NRB has taken a number of steps to ensure it remains a political player. As the NRB has grown larger and more powerful, so have the broadcasters it represents. Over the last decade, Christian TV networks have added tens of millions of homes to their distribution lists by leaping onto satellite and cable systems. The number of religious radio stations-the vast majority of which are evangelical-has grown by about 85 percent since 1998 alone. During the opening session of the 2005 NRB convention, Wright claimed that the NRB had access to the Senate. The NRB also unveiled its new “President’s council,” a committee dedicated to strengthening relationships with men and women in positions of influence and power. Thus, the NRB was openly involved in American politics at the highest level. 

The Evangelicals and US Foreign Policy in the Middle East:

Though Evangelical positions were diverse, it is not a distortion to focus on the most visible and vocal group evangelical Christians who had provided strong support for conservative foreign policy positions. In identifying their impact, William Martin, said that: “The so-called Christian Right have put the United States, and indeed the rest of the world, on notice that religious conservatives will not limit their agenda to the water’s edge. They are actively and increasingly involved in efforts to influence a wide range of US policies, including support for Israel, arms control and defense and funding for the International Monetary Fund and the United Nations”.

Throughout the history of US foreign relations, religion has played a role from the early days down to the current era. However, at no point in the recent past has religion figured more prominently in U.S. foreign relations, than under President George W. Bush. Robert Seiplle, a former head of World Vision which is a Christian relief and development organization had commented that demonization could produce hatred and that we could be moving toward a “battle of civilization”.
 Wallis maintains that the “theology of war” coming out of the highest echelons of the US government, is entering into the churches as well and that the language of “righteous empire” is being used with increasing frequency.

After 9/11 attacks the leaders in the Christian Right came together with the neoconservatives in strongly supporting the Global War on Terror in Iraq and Afghanistan. The movement had expressed great sympathy for Israel. Some leaders of the movement had even called for the transfer of  Palestinians from the West Bank to either Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Lebanon, or Egypt. The Christian Right claimed that this was the only feasible long-term solution to the current Middle Eastern conflict. In particular, the Reverend Franklin Graham had been expressed strong viewpoints and had elicited criticism for his critical remarks on Islam. The Christian Right's political agendas had also influenced by Dominion Theology. 
 He continues to argue that: “George Monbiot underlined that the presidency in America was turning into “priesthood”. George W. Bush feels he has a divine mission, as he said in January 2003, to defend the hopes of mankind. So those who question George Bush’s foreign policy are no longer merely critics; they are blasphemers, or “anti-Americans”. Those foreign states or intellectuals who wish to change this policy are wasting their time: “you can negotiate with politicians; you cannot negotiate with priests.”

The theological worldview of Christian Zionists brings together Israel and Christian faith and politics. They believe that to deny this embrace is not only to contradict Biblical teachings, but also to stand in the path of God’s mission in history. This history had been told by the Biblical Prophets millennia ago.
 The Christian right wing and the neo-cons believed in actively seeking world domination and control. The primary right wing evangelical organizations have the full support of the Israeli Government. They are the most vocal and visible group that has provided support for Israel. The Christian supporters are a core constituency of President Bush. Therefore, they cannot be ignored. They have warned President Bush on opposing or abandoning Israel.
 For example, the Televangelist Jerry Falwell had mobilized his supporters for the cause of Israel. Pat Robertson had alleged that President Bush had angered God in his negotiations of an Israeli-Palestinian settlement in the Roadmap framework. God had punished America by sending bad weather conditions. He believed that Christians should seek political domination in any country. In 1986 he said that it was God’s plan for His people to rule with Him and was waiting for us to expand His dominion.

The Evangelical views fit well in the “axis of evil: paradigm of foreign policy of the US. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld was also an ardent supporter of Israel. He is in agreement with Parle and Feith who believe that Israel has the right to build settlements on Palestinian land after conquest. Not only has the AIPAC but also other mainstream Jewish organizations such as the Anti-Defamation League/Bnai Brith and the Council of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations have entered into an alliance with Christian Zionist Organizations such as the “700 Club”, after the occupation of Iraq and Afghanistan by the US. The Evangelical – Jewish alliance seems to be targeting Syria, Iran and possibly Saudi Arabia.  The Christian fundamentalists are working hard to tilt US foreign policy in favor of Israel. Evangelicals want to make sure that the Jews scattered all over the world return to Israel. In a book entitled Prophecy and Politics, Grace Halsell said that: “The Jews must own all of the land promised by God before Christ can return. The Arabs have to leave this land because this land belongs only to the Jews. God gave all of this to the Jews”.
 The late MacAteer, considered as a great Christian Right leader, said:  “I believe that we are seeing prophecy unfold so rapidly, dramatically and wonderfully and, without exaggerating makes me breathless. Every grain of sand between the sea, the Jordan River and the Mediterranean sea belongs to the Jews”.

Christians are also giving money to the Israeli Jews. Fore example, the International Fellowship of Christians and Jews, led by an orthodox rabbi, has raised millions of dollars from Christians. Similarly, Christian Friends of Israeli Communities, which is based in Colorado, supports the settlement policy of Israel.

Surprisingly, some Evangelicals have distorted biblical writings as their rational for supporting Israel against the Palestinians.
 The Israelis have a powerful lobby in the US – the America Israel Political Affairs Committee (AIPAC). The Christian Right and the AIPAC had formed a coalition in the 2004 US Presidential elections. President George Bush had successfully augmented support from three important constituencies: fundamentalist Christians, American Jews and new conservative intellectuals. The common ground for these three constituencies was the vigorous support for Israel. 

Christian news networks devote an enormous amount of airtime to Israel, and their interest has theological underpinnings. In addition to begin the place where many biblical events unfolded, Israel plays a pivotal role in biblical prophecy. Most Evangelicals emphasize that God grated Israel to the Jews through a covenant with Abraham. They believe that the Jews’ return to Israel was biblically foreordained, and that Jewish control over Israel wills Israel’s strength is vital to their own redemption.

Some influential evangelical hosts-among them Arthur, Parshall, and Pat Robertson-sometimes broadcast live from Israel and urge listeners and viewers to visit the country. Their pleas have helped persuade thousands of American Christians to brave the bloody Intifada for a chance to savor the sights and smells of Christ’s homeland, while supporting Israel’s battered economy.

The Israeli government has responded with gratitude. Senior officials meet regularly with evangelical broadcasters. Former Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu sent Pat Robertson a taped message for his seventy-fifth birthday, thanking him for his stalwart support. In addition to staging lavish events in the broadcasters’ honor, the country’s tourism ministry rents one of the largest booths at each year’s NRB conference. 

Evangelical Support for Israel through Biblical Faith: The Case of Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson

Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson are two very famous contemporary American evangelicals. Many political analysts believe that their “Christian public" is a core constituency of President George Bush. Therefore, he is taken seriously in the Bush administration.  Falwell sees his mission as protecting Israel.

Falwell believes that the Christians in the US Bible belt are now Israel’s only security.  Farwell warned the Bush administration that “There is nothing that would bring the wrath of the Christian public in this country down on this government like abandoning or opposing Israel in a critical matter.  And when the chips are down Ariel Sharon can trust George Bush to do the right thing every time." 

Pat Robertson’s theology borders on the bizarre. Recently, CBN published a news item warning America about natural disasters that will be God's punishment on America.  The day after Mahmoud Abbas was sworn in and the Roadmap was set in motion, CBN told us that the next day began the worst month of tornadoes in America's history.  Their best example happened on Oct. 30, 1991, when former President Bush (Sr.) met with Israelis and Palestinians to discuss compromises.  CBN commented, "That same day, thousands of miles away, a powerful storm was brewing off the coast of Nova Scotia.  On October 31, what would be called 'the perfect storm' smashed into New England pummeling the president's Kennebunkport, Main, home with waves 30 feet high.  It was a storm so rare that the weather patterns required to create it only happen once every 100 years."  The deduction was clear:  Bush had angered God in his negotiations and God had sent America punishing weather in response. As odd as all of this may sound, it is consistent with the theological worldview embraced by Christian Zionists who believe that Christian faith and politics must be wed in Israel.  To deny this synthesis is not only to contradict the Bible, but it is to stand in the way of what God is doing in history, a history foretold millennia ago by the Biblical prophets.

Also recently, Pat Robertson had suggested that Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon's stroke was “divine retribution for the Israeli withdrawal from Gaza”.
 He was opposed to this withdrawal and had told the viewers of "The 700 Club" that “He was dividing God's land, and I would say, 'Woe unto any prime minister of Israel who takes a similar course to appease the [European Union], the United Nations or the United States of America,'" … God says, 'This land belongs to me, and you'd better leave it alone.”
  Later, Daniel Ayalon, Israel's ambassador to the US had stated that Robertson was a great friend of Israel and a great friend of Prime Minister Sharon himself.

The Worldview of US President George Bush

Like some other Western leaders, the worldview of US President George Bush is shaped by his Christian faith. Like so many other Americans, he had been badly shaken by the 9/11 attacks. The subsequent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq had personally engaged him as never before. They had also shaped his worldviews.  These wars had made President George Bush an active and determined leader in Middle Eastern politics. Bush believed in destiny. He has made frequent references to his Christian faith. Bush had said that he was US President because of a divine plan.
 He believed that he was chosen by God to lead America at the moment.
 In 2000, Bush had claimed that Jesus was his “favorite” philosopher.
 The US interventions in the Middle East and West Asia have been portrayed by him as a fight against evil. American foreign policy has taken an imperialistic and messianic overtone since 9/11.

The Bush administration’s worldview is represented by Christian millennialism that put emphasis on individuals seeking personal salvation before the end of times.

Some analysts have expressed concern, about President Bush’s tendency to demonize the enemy, whether it be Saddam Hussein, Osama bin Laden, or the nations of the “axis of evil.”  Robert Seiplle, president of the Institute for Global Engagement, a US think tank on religious freedom, maintains that demonization can produce hatred, and all of a sudden, we’re heading toward a battle of civilizations” when we don’t have to be.

Although President Bush consistently spoke well of Islam, some Americans claim that his religious language has made it easier to connect him and US policy to Evangelical preachers who call Islam “an evil religion.” And more are beginning to question how the evangelicalism of President Bush, key aides such as Condoleezza Rice, and his political constituency might play a role in Middle East policy. The vast majority of Evangelicals are very supportive of Israel for religious reasons. “The president certainly knows that and may be influenced by the same things,” Mouw argues.

Wallis argues that the alarming thing was that “Bush seems to have no reservations about the nation that God and the good are squarely on the America side”.
 Wallis thought that President Bush finds in his Christian faith an “easy certainty” which was tempting to us all.
 The Bush theology deserved to be examined on religious ground. Wallis claimed that President Bush employed religious language more than any other US President in history. Some of his speech writers came directly from the evangelical community. President Bush used biblical language which while unknown to many Americans, immediately caused “deep resonance” among Christians in the Republican Party. Wallis argued that the Biblical quotes are mostly either taken out of context or wrongly used.
 President Bush was confusing God, Church and nation over and over again. The theology resulting was more of an American civil religion them Christianity.
 Bush talked about evil and good and that the US was engaged in a battle against evil. Those not with the US were on the wrong side in this divine battle.
 According to the Biblical worldview, the existence of evil is real.  The US war against exile was to confer moral legitimacy on US foreign policy.
 A simplistic belief that the US is right while its enemies are wrong has covered the opportunity for correction. This philosophy also covered the crimes committed by the US because of which there was a widespread resentment against the US. Wallis argued that “To continue to confuse the roles of God and the Church with those of the American nation, as George Bush seems to do repeatedly, is a serious theological error that some might say borders on idolatry or blasphemy. American Unilateralism becomes not just a bad political policy but bad theology as well.”
 Wallis continued to argue that the real theological problem was “no longer the religious Right, but the nationalist religion of the Bush administration, one that confuses the identity of the nation with the church, and God’s purposes with the mission of American empire. America’s foreign policy is more than pre-emptive; it is theologically presumptuous; not just arrogant; but dangerously messianic; not just arrogant; but rather bordering on the idolatrous and blasphemous. George Bush’ personal faith has prompted a profound self-confidence in his “mission” to fight the “axis of evil” his “call” to be commander and chief in the war against terrorism, and his definition of America’s “responsibility” to “defend the hopes of all mankind.” This is a dangerous mix of bad foreign policy and bad theology. 
 The target of President Bush is the Islamic radicals, especially the Al-Qaeda and its affiliated networks.

After 9/11 terrorist attacks, President Bush had given out a clear message to the whole world. Every country’s leadership had to decide whether to be with the US or not. There could not be anymore neutrality. It was a simplistic all or nothing approach which went well with the American public. President Bush saw himself as a Messiah figure. His language was proof of his belief system. Mahmood Abbas, Prime Minister of Palestine Authority had disclosed that President Bush had once revealed to him: “God told me to strike at Al Qaeda and I struck them, and then he instructed me to strike at Saddam, which I did, and now I am determined to solve the problem in the Middle East
. President Bush saw the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan as holy, justified and required. The purging of evil was required in the Christian tradition. The Bible taught the message clearly
. Even the potential war with Iraq had its biblical resonances. “Iraq as Babylon-I’ve been hearing that a lot lately,” Mouw maintained. “The two prominent images are the glorious city of Jerusalem and the wicked city of Babylon … and there’s no question [that] the fact Iraq is the site of ancient Babylon is a motif that influences evangelicals.” President Bush spoke of the US having a calling or mission from God. He used explicit from God. He used explicit religion language more than any modern US president. His beliefs have colored his understanding of reality sometimes to the detriment of his country’s foreign policy
. President Bush had developed an apocalyptic mentality that has shaped his views on foreign policy. Though it may have resulted in powerful oratory, it may also have led to a loss of proper comprehension of the challenges facing the US.

President George Bush claimed in April 2004 that “as the greatest power on the face of the Earth, we have an obligation to help the spread of freedom…. That is what we have been called to do, as far as I am concerned.
  President Bush was committed to Protestant Millennialism. He had enacted a limited vision of the world which centered on the US. Earlier, the Bush administration had continuously referred to Saddam as evil. President Bush saw him as a mad-man. The Bush administration’s continuous demonizing of Saddam contributed to the belief that the Iraqi regime was developing nuclear weapons. Subsequently, it was proven that the allegation was simply false. Later on, the Bush administration started to believe that the Iraqi occupation would lead to greater democracy in the entire Middle East. Many argued that such wishful thinking came from the religious conviction of US officials that their mission was noble and also right. Judis, among others, maintained that the influence of conservative Evangelicals on the Bush administration was very certain.
 He argued that the religious right had lobbied for a greater Israel only as a result of their peculiar understanding of the Bible. They had also lobbied for the Christians persecuted in Africa and Asia. The Bush administrations worldview was represented by Christian millennialism that put emphasis on individuals seeking personal salvation before the end of times. Although Bush consistently spokes well of Islam, some Americans claimed that his religious language had made it easier to connect him and US policy-in the eyes of the world’s Muslims to evangelical preachers who call Islam “an evil religion.” And more are beginning to question how the evangelicalism of Bush, key aides such as Condoleezza Rice, and his political constituency might play a role in Middle East policy.

According to evangelicals, the vast majority of them are very supportive of Israel for religious reasons. “The president certainly knows that and may be influenced by the same things, “Mouw says. Seiplle was also disappointed, too, in Bush’s failure to see the moral ambiguity and complexity in the Palestinian-Israeli question. “We went from an honest broker to one-sided emphasis, “he says.  “It may play well with his base politically, and he might believe it theologically … but it’s not where I would give him high marks for moral leadership.”

Throughout the history of US foreign relations, religion has played a role from the early days down to the curent6 era. However, at no point in the recent past has religion figured more prominently in U.S. foreign relations, than under President George W. Bush. He held the promotion of religious freedom as an issue dear to his heart and who is quite public about his own personal faith. President Bush was an evangelical Christian who had a “born again” experience in 1986. Marsh argued that:
 “He clearly sees the world through a religious lens, and this impacts everything from his domestic agenda to his conduct of American foreign policy. As Stephen Mansfield claimed about George W. Bush in 2003, “If the presidency is a ‘bully pulpit as Teddy Roosevelt said, no one in recent memory has pounded that pulpit for religion’s role in government quite like the forty-third president.”

While President Bush’s religious convictions are most clear when it comes to his domestic agenda, his personal faith also surely shapes the way he views the rest of the world. Aside from the Christian language President Bush often purposefully uses, his mistakes and unintentional statements are perhaps more telling. When the president mistakenly referred to Greeks as Grecians, he was ridiculed in the media for his error, with some speculating that he got the word from the popular hair coloring product. But the truth is more revealing; as any one familiar with the King James version of the Bible knows, Greeks are often referred to as Grecians in that translation.

His immediate response to the 9/11 attacks is also telling, as he relied upon a religious frame of reference, referring to our retaliation as a “crusade” against the “jihad” launched by the terrorists, a working he quickly changed, Nevertheless, Bush’s proclivity was to frame the War on Terror as a conflict between good and evil. This was naturally interpreted by religious believers as a war between “the children of light and the children of darkness”. Therefore, the President’s Christianity was not just rhetoric for it shaped his view of the world.

President Bush was committed to Protestant Millennialism. He has enacted a limited vision of the world which center on the US. Earlier, the Bush administration had continuously referred to Saddam as evil. President Bush saw him as a mad-man.
President Bush was an evangelical Christian who had a “born again” experience in 1986. Marsh argues that he clearly sees the world through a religious lens, and this impacts everything from his domestic agenda to his conduct of American foreign policy. Stephen Mansfield claims that “If the presidency is a ‘bully pulpit as Teddy Roosevelt said, no one in recent memory has pounded that pulpit for religion’s role in government quite like  President Bush.
 While President Bush’s religious convictions are most clear when it comes to his domestic agenda, his personal faith also surely shapes the way he views the rest of the world. He the purposefully uses Christian language. He held the promotion of religious freedom as an issue dear to his heart and who is quite public about his own personal faith. President Bush believes in destiny. He has made frequent references to his Christian faith. President Bush had said that he was US President because of a divine plan.
 He believes that he was chosen by God to lead America at the moment.
 . In 2000, Bush had claimed that Jesus was his “favorite” philosopher.
 The US interventions in the Middle East and West Asia have been portrayed by him as a fight against evil.  Wallis claims that the alarming thing was that “Bush seems to have no reservations about the nation that God and the good are squarely on the America side”.
 President Bush finds in his Christian faith an “easy certainty” which was tempting to us all.
 The Bush theology deserves to be examined on religious grounds. Wallis further claims that President Bush employed religious language more than any other US president in history. Some of his speech writers came directly from the evangelical community. President Bush uses Biblical language which, while unknown to many Americans, immediately causes “deep resonance” among Christians in the Republican Party. Wallis argues that the Biblical quotes are mostly either taken out of context or wrongly used.
 President Bush was “confusing God, Church and nation over and over again. The theology resulting was more of an American civil religion them Christianity”.
 President Bush talked about evil and good and that the US was engaged in a battle against evil. Those not with the US were on the wrong side in this divine battle.
 According to the Biblical worldview, the existence of evil is real.  The US war against exile was to confer moral legitimacy on US foreign policy.
 A Wallis thinks that simplistic belief that the US is right while its enemies are wrong has covered the opportunity for correction. This philosophy also covers the crimes committed by the US because of which there was a widespread resentment against it. Wallis argues that “To continue to confuse the roles of God and the Church with those of the American nation, as George Bush seems to do repeatedly, is a serious theological error that some might say borders on idolatry or blasphemy. American Unilateralism becomes not just a bad political policy but bad theology as well.”
 Wallis continues to argue that the real theological problem is “no longer the religious Right, but the nationalist religion of the Bush administration, one that confuses the identity of the nation with the church, and God’s purposes with the mission of American empire. America’s foreign policy is more than pre-emptive; it is theologically presumptuous; not just arrogant; but dangerously messianic; not just arrogant; but rather bordering on the idolatrous and blasphemous. President Bush’ personal faith has prompted a profound self-confidence in his “mission” to fight the “axis of evil” his “call” to be commander and chief in the war against terrorism, and his definition of America’s “responsibility” to “defend the hopes of all mankind.” This is a dangerous mix of bad foreign policy and bad theology.
  His immediate response to the 9/11 attacks is also telling, as he relied upon a religious frame of reference, referring to US retaliation as a “crusade” against the “jihad” launched by the terrorists, a working he quickly changed, Nevertheless, Bush’s proclivity was to frame the War on Terror as a conflict between good and evil. This was naturally interpreted by religious believers as a war between “the children of light and the children of darkness”. The President Bush’s Christianity is not just rhetoric for it shaped his view of the world. After 9/11 terrorist attacks, President Bush had given out a clear message to the whole world. Every country’s leadership had to decide whether to be with the US or not. No leadership could be neutral anymore. It was a simplistic all or nothing approach which went well with the American public. The target of President Bush is the Islamic radicals, especially the Al-Qaeda.

President Bush saw himself as a Messiah figure. His language was proof of his belief system.  President Bush believes that God had told him to strike at Al Qaeda and Saddam, which he did. 
 President Bush sees the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan as holy, justified and required. The purging of evil is required in the Christian tradition. The Bible teaches the message clearly. 
 President Bush spoke of the US having a calling or mission from God. His beliefs have colored his understanding of reality sometimes to the detriment of his country’s foreign policy.
 Judis argues that President Bush has developed an apocalyptic mentality that shaped his views on foreign policy. Though it may have resulted in powerful oratory, it may also have led to a loss of proper comprehension of the challenges facing the US.

President George Bush claimed in April 2004 that the US being the greatest power on the face of the Earth, had an obligation to help the spread of freedom. It was what we have been called to do.
  Like some other Western leaders, the worldview of US President George Bush is shaped by his Christian faith. Like so many other Americans, he had been badly shaken by the 9/11 attacks. The subsequent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq had personally engaged him as never before. They had also shaped his worldviews.  These wars had made President George Bush an active and determined leader in Middle Eastern politics. Jim Wallis, editor-in-chief of Sojourners claims that the military victory in Iraq seems to have confirmed a new world order," Joseph Nye, dean of Harvard's Kennedy School of Government, wrote recently in The Washington Post. "Not since Rome has one nation loomed so large above the others. Indeed, the word 'empire' has come out of the closet. The use of the word "empire" in relation to American power in the world was once controversial, often restricted to left-wing critiques of U.S. hegemony. But now, on op-ed pages and in the nation's political discourse, the concepts of empire, and even the phrase "Pax Americana," are increasingly referred to in unapologetic ways.

William Kristol, editor of the influential Weekly Standard, admits the aspiration to empire. "If people want to say we're an imperial power, fine," Kristol wrote. Kristol is chair of the Project for the New American Century, a group of conservative political figures that began in 1997 to chart a much more aggressive American foreign policy. The Project's papers lay out the vision of an "American peace" based on "unquestioned U.S. military pre-eminence." These imperial visionaries write, "America's grand strategy should aim to preserve and extend this advantageous position as far into the future as possible." It is imperative, in their view, for the United States to "accept responsibility for America's unique role in preserving and extending an international order friendly to our security, our prosperity, and our principles." That, indeed, is empire. Wallis argues that there is nothing secret about all this; on the contrary, the views and plans of these powerful men have been quite open. These are Far Right American political leaders and commentators who ascended to governing power and, after the trauma of Sept. 11, 2001, have been emboldened to carry out their agenda. Wallis recounts that in the run-up to the war with Iraq, Kristol told me that Europe was now unfit to lead because it was "corrupted by secularism," as was the developing world, which was "corrupted by poverty." Only the US could provide the "moral framework" to govern a new world order, according to Kristol, who recently and candidly wrote. There is nothing wrong with dominance, in the service of sound principles and high ideals.

Wallis continues to argue that to this aggressive extension of American power in the world, President George W. Bush adds God—and that changes the picture dramatically. It's one thing for a nation to assert its raw dominance in the world; it's quite another to suggest, as this president does, that the success of American military and foreign policy is connected to a religiously inspired "mission," and even that his presidency may be a divine appointment for a time such as this.
 Wallis maintains that many of the US president's critics make the mistake of charging that his faith is insincere at best, hypocrisy at worst, and mostly a political cover for his right-wing agenda. I don't doubt that George W. Bush's faith is sincere and deeply held. The real question is the content and meaning of that faith and how it impacts his administration's domestic and foreign policies. George Bush reports a life-changing conversion around the age of 40 from being a nominal Christian to a born-again believer—a personal transformation that ended his drinking problems, solidified his family life, and gave him a sense of direction. He changed his denominational affiliation from his parents' Episcopal faith to his wife's Methodism. Bush's personal faith helped prompt his interest in promoting his "compassionate conservatism" and the faith-based initiative as part of his new administration.

Wallis says that after 9/11 Bush's compassionate conservatism and faith-based initiative rapidly gave way to his newfound vocation as the commander-in-chief of the "war against terrorism." Close friends say that after 9/11 Bush found "his mission in life." The self-help Methodist slowly became a messianic Calvinist promoting America's mission to "rid the world of evil." The Bush theology was undergoing a critical transformation. In an October 2000 presidential debate, candidate Bush warned against an over-active American foreign policy and the negative reception it would receive around the world. Bush cautioned restraint. "If we are an arrogant nation, they will resent us," he said. "If we're a humble nation, but strong, they'll welcome us."

Wallis maintains that the president has come a long way since then. His administration has launched a new doctrine of pre-emptive war, has fought two wars (in Afghanistan and Iraq), and now issues regular demands and threats against other potential enemies. After Sept. 11, nations around the world responded to America's pain—even the French newspaper Le Monde carried the headline "We are all Americans now." But the new pre-emptive and—most critically—unilateral foreign policy America now pursues has squandered much of that international support. The Bush policy has become one of potentially endless wars abroad and a domestic agenda that mostly consists of tax cuts, primarily for the rich. "Bush promised us a foreign policy of humility and a domestic policy of compassion," Joe Klein wrote in Time magazine. "He has given us a foreign policy of arrogance and a domestic policy that is cynical, myopic, and cruel." What happened?

Former Bush speechwriter David Frum says of the president, "War had made him…a crusader after all." At the outset of the war in Iraq, George Bush entreated, "God bless our troops." In his State of the Union speech, he vowed that America would lead the war against terrorism "because this call of history has come to the right country." Bush has made numerous references to his belief that he could not be president if he did not believe in a "divine plan that supersedes all human plans." As he gained political power, Bush has increasingly seen his presidency as part of that divine plan. Richard Land, of the Southern Baptist Convention, recalls Bush once saying, "I believe God wants me to be president." After Sept. 11, Michael Duffy wrote in Time magazine, the president spoke of "being chosen by the grace of God to lead at that moment."

Wallis argues that every Christian hopes to find a vocation and calling that is faithful to Christ. But a president who believes that the nation is fulfilling a God-given righteous mission and that he serves with a divine appointment can become quite theologically unsettling. Theologian Martin Marty voices the concern of many when he says, "The problem isn't with Bush's sincerity, but with his evident conviction that he's doing God's will." As Christianity Today put it, "Some worry that Bush is confusing genuine faith with national ideology." The president's faith, wrote Klein, "does not give him pause or force him to reflect. It is a source of comfort and strength but not of wisdom."

The Bush theology deserves to be examined on biblical grounds. Is it really Christian, or merely American? Does it take a global view of God's world or just assert American nationalism in the latest update of "manifest destiny"? How does the rest of the world—and, more important, the rest of the church worldwide—view America's imperial ambitions? 

Wallis maintains that President Bush uses religious language more than any president in U.S. history, and some of his key speechwriters come right out of the evangelical community. Sometimes he draws on biblical language, other times old gospel hymns that cause deep resonance among the faithful in his own electoral base. The problem is that the quotes from the Bible and hymnals are too often either taken out of context or, worse yet, employed in ways quite different from their original meaning. On the first anniversary of the 2001 terrorist attacks, President Bush said at Ellis Island, "This ideal of America is the hope of all mankind…. That hope still lights our way. And the light shines in the darkness. And the darkness has not overcome it." Those last two sentences are straight out of John's gospel. But in the gospel the light shining in the darkness is the Word of God, and the light is the light of Christ. It's not about America and its values. Even his favorite hymn, "A Charge to Keep," speaks of that charge as "a God to glorify"—not to "do everything we can to protect the American homeland," as Bush has named our charge to keep. Bush seems to make this mistake over and over again—confusing nation, church, and God. The resulting theology is more American civil religion than Christian faith.

Wallis argues that since 9/11, President Bush has turned the White House "bully pulpit" into a pulpit indeed, replete with "calls" and "missions" and "charges to keep" regarding America's role in the world. George Bush is convinced that we are engaged in a moral battle between good and evil, and that those who are not with us are on the wrong side in that divine confrontation. After the Sept. 11 attacks, the White House carefully scripted the religious service in which the president declared war on terrorism from the pulpit of the National Cathedral. The president declared to the nation, "Our responsibility to history is already clear: to answer these attacks and rid the world of evil." With most every member of the Cabinet and the Congress present, along with the nation's religious leaders, it became a televised national liturgy affirming the divine character of the nation's new war against terrorism, ending triumphantly with the "Battle Hymn of the Republic." War against evil would confer moral legitimacy on the nation's foreign policy and even on a contested presidency.

Wallis continues to argue that American unilateralism is not just bad political policy; it is bad theology as well. In Christian theology, it is not nations that rid the world of evil—they are too often caught up in complicated webs of political power, economic interests, cultural clashes, and nationalist dreams. The confrontation with evil is a role reserved for God and for the people of God when they faithfully exercise moral conscience. But God has not given the responsibility for overcoming evil to a nation-state, much less to a superpower with enormous wealth and particular national interests. To confuse the role of God with that of the American nation, as George Bush seems to do, is a serious theological error that some might say borders on idolatry or blasphemy. It's easy to demonize the enemy and claim that we are on the side of God and good.
 Wallis says that America's foreign policy is more than pre-emptive, it is theologically presumptuous; not only unilateral, but dangerously messianic; not just arrogant, but bordering on the idolatrous and blasphemous. George Bush's personal faith has prompted a profound self-confidence in his "mission" to fight the "axis of evil," his "call" to be commander-in-chief in the war against terrorism, and his definition of America's "responsibility" to "defend the…hopes of all mankind." This is a dangerous mix of bad foreign policy and bad theology. Many presidents and political leaders have used the language of religion like this, and George W. Bush is falling prey to that same temptation. Christians should always live uneasily with empire, which constantly threatens to become idolatrous and substitute secular purposes for God's. 
 Madeleine Albright, who was secretary of state under Clinton from 1997 to 2001, argues that President George Bush's religious absolutism is alienating Muslims worldwide and making US foreign policy difficult for many countries to accept. She said the president's use of Christian rhetoric and belief in the "absolute truth" was worrying. 
 Albright claims that when Bush says 'God is on our side', it is very different from former US President Abraham Lincoln saying, 'We have to be on God's side'. She argues that she has worked for Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton, who were men of faith, but they did not make their religious views part of American policy. President Bush has said that his faith informs his decisions as president. Bush says, for example, that he prayed to God for guidance before invading Iraq.
 Albright argues that President Bush's certitude about what he believes in, and the division between good and evil, is different. The absolute truth is what makes Bush so worrying to some of us, Albright maintains. Some Muslims have accused Bush of waging a crusade against Islam. The US says it has nothing against Islam, but against those who commit terrorist atrocities in its name. Albright recalls how Bush, while he was governor of Texas, told Christians he believed God wanted him to be president. Albright quotes from his speech to his party convention of 2004, when he told Republicans: "We have a calling from beyond the stars to stand for freedom." Albright says the war in Iraq "may eventually rank among the worst foreign policy disasters in US history".

She describes it as arguably worse than the Vietnam War, not in terms of the number of people killed but because of the volatility of the Middle East. She also worries at "the growing influence of Iran" in the region and said sectarian violence between Shia and Sunni Muslims could escalate into an all-out "Arab-Persian conflict". "We should not be contributing to what is a long historical struggle between the Sunni and Shia," she said.

Jane Lampman argues that the president's rhetoric worries even some evangelicals.  President Bush has never been shy about injecting his faith into the public arena - his campaign remark that Jesus Christ was his "favorite political philosopher" was an early signal. But his rising use of religious language and imagery in recent months, especially with regard to the US role in the world, has stirred concern both at home and abroad. Some critics are wondering whether the influence of Bush's evangelical faith goes beyond public rhetoric to shape his foreign policy regarding Iraq and the Middle East. With public speculation in full swing, the Christian Century last week insisted that "the American people have a right to know how the president's faith is informing his public policies, not least his design on Iraq. However, others applaud Bush's clarity in a time of national crisis. He has reintroduced into the culture the language of morality and moral distinctions, argues Richard Mouw.

Implications for the Muslim World in General

The Christian Zionist and Christian fundamentalist worldviews converge with the agenda of the new conservatives. Some of the members of the ruling team of President Bush like Paul Wolfowitz, Douglas Feith, Elliott Abrams and Fachard Perle used to work for pro-Israel think tanks such as JINSA (Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs), MEMBI, Religious Roundtable and the Christian Coalition. Many Jewish Rabbis had expressed support for the Christian Right and Christian Zionists. Significantly, Muslims had no standing with the Christian right. They were openly hostile towards Muslims. Christian right leaders such as Franklin Graham, Pat Robertson and Jerry Farwell had consistently depicted Islam as a force of evil that would align itself in the future with the Antichrist to attack Israel. This would lead to the final Battle of Armageddon.

After 9/11 attacks the leaders in the Christian Right came together with the neoconservatives in strongly supporting the Global War on Terror in Iraq and Afghanistan. The movement had expressed great sympathy for Israel. Some leaders of the movement had even called for the transfer of  Palestinians from the West Bank to either Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Lebanon, or Egypt. The Christian Right claimed that this was the only feasible long-term solution to the current Middle Eastern conflict. Many believed in the supremacy of the US. Peters has asserted that the US was a force for good without precedent; and Barnett, in Blueprint, said that the US military was a force for global good that it had no equal. Both offered ambitious plans for how the US was going to remake the third world in its image.

The US has launched two wars in the Middle East and has threatened other enemies. The picture has been changed dramatically because there is now a religiously inspired mission to America’s military and foreign policy. America’s “war against terrorism” is promoting a new theology of getting rid of evil in this world.
 Some Evangelical political talk shows go even further out on the apocalyptic edge. An earlier 700 Club edition featured an interview with Glenn Miller, touted on the 700 Club website as a “proven prophet”. Miller explained why God had sent America to war with Iraq. It had nothing to do with terrorism or oil. It had everything to do with the fact that Muslims had been “deceived by the false God Allah, and that the God of heaven, Jehovah, is now in the process of doing war,  if you will,  against that spirit to break the power of deception so those people can be exposed to the gospel.” 

Rene Gonzalez argues that a "war for souls" is being waged by American Christian Evangelicals in Iraq. The humanitarian aid work is the cover for the real agenda which is converting Muslims to Christianity. It is paternalistic in that the American missionaries believe that the Iraqi "natives" need to be "saved" from their "false" religion. It is arrogant because the whole concept and agenda is conceived within the context of colonial occupation and under a situation of powerlessness on the part of the "natives". Southern Baptists have prayed for years that Iraq would somehow be opened to the gospel. These Christian fundamentalists are crusading for "souls" in the Muslim heartland. And a few Armageddon death wishers, hoping that an Arab conflict with Israel will release the ultimate destruction that will bring the second coming of Christ, are quietly hoping for this clash to occur in the Middle East. To this radical wing belong Christian Zionists like Tom Delay, Jerry Falwell, and more radical reactionary Christian fundamentalists. These Christian fundamentalists are actively and intentionally taking advantage of the colonial usurpation of power by the American and Coalition forces to culturally and religiously invade the Iraqi society. It is all about "teaching" and "civilizing" the Iraqis with Christianity. Evangelicals in Iraq are a time-bomb waiting to explode. 

Muqtedar argues that the problem with the Evangelicals is not just their ideas and their hate mongering but the fact that they have a reasonably large following – sufficient to influence the electoral outcomes in American elections. By virtue of their votes and their fund raising capacity they exercise more power over the American Congress and the President than the Mullahs of Saudi Arabia can over the decisions of their King.  Furthermore the close relationship between the President himself and Rev. Franklin Graham and other members of his administration, such as Attorney General Ashcroft, is extremely disturbing. It is not a coincidence that the first group to financially benefit from George Bush’s impulse to finance faith based programs was that of Rev. Pat Robertson. Is it possible that the very purpose of the Federal initiative to support faith based programs is to allow these groups to intertwine its operations with those of the Federal government? Their involvement in the post-war Iraq further strengthens this fear.

Muqtedar maintains that we live in very sensitive times. People’s insecurities are extremely heightened and their capacity to suffer pain, bigotry and injustice is being severely tested. We are facing the possibility of a global war between America and the Muslim World. And the primary cause for such a war, God-forbid, would not be oil, geopolitics or regime changes, but the intolerable and vicious hate speech unleashed by religious bigots on both sides who confuse self righteousness for righteousness and demonization for devotion.

A recent national convention of Evangelical groups expressed concern that anti-Islam statements were causing harm to their cause. But while this must be recognized and appreciated, I am disappointed that the evangelical convention found anti-Islam rhetoric problematic for instrumental reasons rather than on moral or Christian grounds. Many missionaries complain that such statements have made their efforts to proselytize Muslims more difficult! Isn’t hate mongering worthy of condemnation as an immoral act regardless of the operational inconveniences they may cause? Isn’t it against the spirit of inclusion and compassion that Jesus (pbuh) preached? 

Muqtedar argues that the hate mongering is not common in the Christian communities of North America. It is indeed a rare but egregious blemish found only among the evangelists. Most other protestant groups and Catholics in general have gone way beyond the call of duty to befriend, support, protect and comfort American Muslims in their hour of need. In a rare gesture, nearly all Christian groups had opposed the war against Iraq as an unjust war and have publicly condemned anti-Muslim bigotry. Christian groups are also helping Muslims fight the declining protection of Muslim civil rights in America.

The Jewish – Evangelical political alliance is pushing the Bush administration into an unconditional financial and political support to Israel. Instead of taking the course of international law in its global war on terrorism the Bush Administration had chosen the path of a unilateral war. According to some reports Afghanistan was going back to the control of warlords and Taliban resurgence. Iraq faced political chaos, violent insurgency and terrorism. Undoubtedly, both countries were facing a very serious security and insurgency threat situation. The terrorism threats to the US might have increased more than before 9/11. According to media reports, Osama bin Laden’s networks had become more dispersed and a new generation of terrorists had been developed. Terrorists from outside Iraq had entered the country. Employment of war as a tactic in the “war against terrorism” had failed.
 Wallis argued that the Iraq experience may in the end make the defeat of terrorism more difficult because of the “deeper resentment it has triggered in Muslim countries”, and the division it caused among major US allies, and the failure of America to establish democracy in Iraq.
 The US is not employing an even-handed policy toward Palestine and Israel. The continuing illegal occupation of Palestinian land is definitely a primary cause of strife in the Middle East. The continued support of the Evangelicals to the Bush administration will most likely strengthen the US resolve to support Israel further to the detriment of the Palestinian Arabs. Continued support for Israel will surely antagonize the Muslim the world over. The formulation of a foreign policy by any state cannot be based on religious dogma. The blind adherence to scripture and certain Christian views regarding the fate of Israel can only create a more confused foreign policy. It will weaken any move towards the just settlement of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.   It is imprudent of the Bush administration to take a certain Christian worldview as a basic pillar of Middle Eastern foreign policy-making today. The influence of Christian Evangelicals on the Bush administration will distort the US understanding of its true interests in the Middle East. A continued conflict will thereby result with the Muslim radicals in the region. That was obvious. Robert Seiplle, a former head of World Vision which was a Christian relief and development organization had commented that demonization could produce hatred and that we could be moving toward a “battle of civilization”.
 Wallis maintained the “theology of war” coming out of the highest echelons of the US government, was entering into the churches as well and that the language of “righteous empire” was being used with increasing frequency.

There is no direct impact on the Muslim world as such. However, continued Evangelical influence in the Bush Administration may result in a continued pressure on the regional government s to clean up the last strongholds of the Islamic radicals in these countries. A continued bias against Islam may result in further American demands of creating a secular and modern Muslim world. The move against Islamic radicals will result in a dilemma for the Muslim governments because the Islamic radicals are not easily destroyed and further use of violence may result in the “mushrooming effect” of Islamic radicalism seen elsewhere in the world. The more state violence you use against particular Muslim radical groups, the more underground they tend to grow resulting in even more fervor, and violent activity. Hence, the use of violence becomes counter-productive. But you also cannot leave the radicals alone. Hence, the dilemma for the Muslim states. A prudent policy would incorporate a “carrot and sticks” approach where Islamic radicals are quickly rewarded for eschewing violence and, at the same time, the most violent are eliminated. The continued US pressure on Muslim states likely create a big challenge for the ruling governments. Therefore, we all must act prudently and with patience in tackling the Islamic radical phenomenon. The politics of Christian Right in America has an indirect impact on the Muslim world as it creates a US foreign policy direction that was likely to be biased against Islam and anything remotely bordering on the Islamic. For example, Pakistan may be brought under further pressure to move against Islamic Iran which was considered as an enemy of the US.  The conflict on Iran’s nuclear program may create a crisis situation very soon. The US may be tempted to move against Iran in a formidable manner. It seems that Pakistan would come under more pressure to toe the American political line so to speak. The likelihood of continued conflict in the Muslim world in general, and the Middle East in particular remained very high. The increased political power of the Evangelicals and their new coalition partners in the US may result in a clash reminiscent of the Crusades. Although the chances of such a clash are very remote we must stand guard against such developments because eventually the conflict will involve the ordinary Muslims because of their Islamic identity. The consequences of such a Crusade will be obviously being very grave for us all. 

Conclusion

The world is witnessing a resurgence of religious conflicts. The Christian Evangelicals in the US are active in the country’s politics. There was also a resurgence of Christian Zionism within the fundamentalist Christian right wing of evangelicalism. Their worldview pits them against the secular elite of the US. The Christian Zionists are particularly unsympathetic with Islam. The Christian Right continues to fight for the supremacy of their values and political agenda involving Israel. The leaders of the Christian Right see politics in the Middle East as surely and steadily moving towards the fulfillment of Biblical prophecy. This will lead to the second coming of Jesus Christ and ultimate triumph of Christianity. Thus, the Evangelicals support Israel because of their very singular understanding of the Bible. The movement is having an impact on the politics of the US because of its growing strength. The Republican Party had gained strong support from the Christian evangelical community. The Christian Evangelicals were now well-organized and adamant to make a difference in the country’s politics. A large coalition of neo-conservatives, Evangelicals, Christian Zionists and secular Jews supportive of Israel had been in the making. This alliance had resulted in a new push for unconditional financial and political support for Israel. Biblical writings were often distorted to support this political agenda. The new thrust had resulted in a strong support for Israel not because of the contemporary political situation but only because of a certain archaic understanding of Christian prophecy and the Bible. Whether these and other new efforts will gain more support and have a more constructive impact in the Middle East and among the broad and diverse American evangelical community remains to be seen

The Bush administration ruling team was increasingly seeing the world in simplistic religious paradigm which was based on good versus evil terms. It was also bent on promoting its conservative Christian values on the world in general and the Muslim world in particular. The likelihood of conflict in the region remained high because of increased Christian influence in the Bush administration. The consequences of increased religion-inspired conflict were obviously grave for Pakistan. A continuous study of the possibilities of Christian-Islamic conflict must therefore be undertaken.

Seemingly, religion has staged a comeback in our times. This was unexpected about a century ago. The world seemed to have become secular and religion as a dominant value in shaping society had receded into the past.  Today, the world is witnessing a resurgence of religion and religious conflicts. Many religious movements have also become prominent in politics. We are living in a world where seemingly religion has made a comeback of sorts. Berger maintained that: “The assumption we live in a secularized world is false…The world today is as furiously religious as it ever was.
 Fundamentalism movements were a global phenomenon not limited to Christianity. They had also appeared in Islam and Hinduism, among other religions. There was in common among all fundamentalists a certain zeal for their faith not seen elsewhere. Generally these fundamentalist movements had been “spearheaded by one or more charismatic leader who takes the lead in gathering believers and delivering and the central message of the movement. Moreover, the fundamentalist movement attempts to evangelize a broader population and convince them of the truth of the group’s orthodoxy. This population may be circumscribed, as is often the case with Jewish fundamentalist groups who largely limit their evangelism to Jews; or broad-based as with movements that attempt to address all of humanity.”
 The subject of religion and politics has come to the center stage of political discourse. Ever since Samuel P. Huntington’s famous ‘clash of civilization’ thesis which he propounded in late 1980s, the possibility of a clash between the West and Islam had been widely discussed and debated. Although, Huntington never talked about the inevitability of the clash, many a thinker had suggested that it will surely happen. The debate provoked by this thesis was surprisingly very widespread. Puri had argued that Huntington “predicted a scenario of conflict between “The West (read US) and the Rest.” His exclusive focus on clash of culture is, of course, not only simplistic, but also patently misleading. The thesis had resulted in an opportunistic demonization of Islam. But Huntington understood the potential of violent conflict emerging from the manner in which the Western countries, particularly the United States, were, “using the international institutions, military power and economic resources to run the world in ways that will maintain Western predominance, protect Western interests and promote Western political and economic values”.
 Since the events of 9/11, it seems that America’s foreign policy is being driven by a daring interventionist policy in a religious cloak. The foreign policy of the US is being influenced by the Christian Right. Why, and how has the Christian right staged a comeback in American politics? What is the role of the evangelical Christian movement in shaping American foreign policy? What is the politics of Jewish – Christian fundamentalist alliance in contemporary US? Further research is needed in the area. In the end, we wish to make a recommendation at this stage. We urgently call for a realistic Christian-Muslim dialogue to advance religious understanding between the two great religions.

� James W. Vander Zanden, Sociology: The Core, 4th ed., New York: McGraw-Hill, inc., 1996, y331


� Harish K. Puri, “War Against Global Terrorism: In Search of a Perspective” Global Terrorism Issues: Dimensions and Options, Ed. Kulwant Kaur (New Delhi: Kanishka Publishers, 2005)


� Tanja Ellingsen, Toward Revival of Religion and Religious Clashes” 17: 305 – 322, 305.





� William O. Beeman, “Fighting the Good Fight: Fundamentalism and Religious Revival” In J. MacClancy, ed. Anthropology for the Real World. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001 <� HYPERLINK "http://www.brown.edu/Departments/Anthropology/publications/FUNDMNTALISM.gtm" ��http://www.brown.edu/Departments/Anthropology/publications/FUNDMNTALISM.gtm�> dated 1/7/2006





� Ibid, 332.


� Ibid.


� Alay Ryan, ‘The Growth of a Global Culture’. The Oxford History of the Twentieth Century , eds, Michael Howard and Wm. Roger Louis (Oxford Univ. press, 1998,66)


� James W. Vander Zanden, Sociology: The Core, 4th ed., New York: McGraw-Hill, inc., 1996, 332.


� Shibley Telhami, “Between Faith and Ethics”, Liberty and Power: A Dialogue on Religion & U.S. Foreign Policy in an Unjust World, J. Bryan Hehir, et. al. (Washington, D.C.: Brookings institution Press, 2004),  73


� http://www.williambowles.info/guests/evangelicals.html


� Karen Armstrong, The Battle for God Ballantine, NY: 2000, pp. 309-10.


� John H. Garvey, ‘Fundamentalism and American Law, Fundamentalism and the State: Remaking politics, Economics, and Military eds. Marty and Appleby (Chicago: the university of Chicago press.  


� Karen Armstrong, The Battle for God Ballantine, NY: 2000, pp. 309-10.


� Hehir, Walzer, Richardson, et al, 21-22.


� Wallis, p. 84.


� Bruce,  60-61


�  Bruce, 62


� http://www.nae.net/index.cfm?FUSEACTION=nae.statement_of_faith


� Karen Armstrong, The Battle for God, 310.


�  Muqtedar


� Katherine Yurica, ‘Conquering by Stealth and Deception: Hoe the Demonists are succeeding in their Quest for National Control and World Power” Yurica Report http: //www.uricareport.com/Dominionism/The   SwiftAdvance of a planned coup.htm dtd 1/7/06.


� � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_Right dated Jan. 24" ��http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_Right dated Jan. 24�, 2006.


� Muqtedar Khan, “The Public Face of Christian Evangelical Bigotry”, an edited version of this article was published in the Beliefnet on May 25, 2003 and in Al Ahram Weekly (Egypt), June 5-11, 2003.





� Ibid.


� bid


� “New scrutiny of role of religion in Bush's policies” The Christian Science 


Monitor,<� HYPERLINK "http://www.csmonitor.com/cgi-bin/encryptmail.pl?ID=C3EFF0F9F2E9E7E8F4" �http://www.csmonitor.com/cgi-bin/encryptmail.pl?ID=C3EFF0F9F2E9E7E8F4� >


 


� See article “In New Glory: Expanding America’s Supremacy” published in the work entitled Technology and Imperialism,


� Judis, ‘The Chosen Nation, 7.


� Ibid.


� Jim Wallis, God’s Politics:  Why the Right Gets It Wrong and the Left Doesn’t Get It?


   New York: HarpersanFrancisco, 2005, -55-57)


� Wallis, God’s Politics,  p 64


� Ibid


� Steve Bruce, ‘Fundamentalism, Ethnicity, and Enclave”, Fundamentalism and the State by Martin E Marty, p. 59


� Jim Wallis, God’s Politics: Why the Right Gets It Wrong and the Left Doesn’t Get It?


  New York:	Harpersan Francisco, 2005, p 75.


� “The Grand Old Party is more religious cult than Political Organization”





� Katherine Yurica, “Infiltrating the U.S. Military- Gen. Boykin’s “Kingdom Warriors” On the Road to Abu Ghraib and Beyond”, October 12, 2004


� Paul Weyrich’s Secret Manual on How to Win Politically, see Yurica Report





� Wallis, 138.


�  Wallis, p. 138.


� Wallis, p. 138


� Wallis, p. 138.


� Rolling Stone, January 28, 2004.


� Thomas, 3





� Hehir, Walzer, Richardson, et al, 21-22.


� Wallis, p. 84.


� Ibid


� Ninian Smart, The World’s Religions, 2nd ed. Melbourne and New York: Cambridge University Press,   1998) pp. 380-381)


� Thomas, pp. 7-8.


� “Stations of the Cross: How evangelical Christians are creating an alternative universe of faith-based news.” 





� Ibid. 


� Ibid.


� Bruce,  60-61


�  Bruce, 62


� http://www.cc.org/about.cfm


� http://www.cc.org/about.cfm


� http://www.cc.org/content.cfm?id=173


� Ibid.


� Wallis, p. 150


� Wallis, p. 153


� Harish K. Puri, “War Against Global Terrorism: In Search of a Perspective” Global Terrorism Issues: Dimensions and Options, Ed. Kulwant Kaur (New Delhi: Kanishka Publishers, 2005)





� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Wagner, Evangelical –Jewish Alliance. � HYPERLINK "http://www.christianzionism.org/articles/Burge 01.html" ��http://www.christianzionism.org/articles/Burge 01.html� dated 1/7/2006


� Grace Halsell, The Rise of the Religious Right in the Republic Christian Zionism” p. 87. See Theocracy Watch available on    � HYPERLINK "http://www.thecracywatch.org/Christian-zionism.htm" ��http://www.thecracywatch.org/Christian-zionism.htm�  dated 1/7/2006. 


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Wallis, p. 186.


� Donald Wagner, “The Evangelical – Jewish Alliance”, The Christian Century, June 28, 2003, pp 20 – 24 available on � HYPERLINK "http://www.christianzionism.org/articles/wagner 01.html" ��http://www.christianzionism.org/articles/wagner 01.html� dated 1/7/2006.


�  See Jerry Falwell’s interview on CBS's 60 Minutes  June 8, 2003


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.cnn.com/2006/US/01/05/robertson.sharon/" ��http://www.cnn.com/2006/US/01/05/robertson.sharon/� 


� Ibid


� Ibid


� Wallis, p. 140


� Wallis, p. 141


� 


� “New Scrutiny of role of religion in Bush’s policies” 


<http:// www. csmonitor.com./2003/0317/p01s01-uspo.htm> dated 1/7/2006


� Wallis, p. 141


� Ibid.


� Wallis, p. 142.


� Ibid


� Wallis, p. 143


� Ibid


� 


� Wallis, p. 149.


� Renana Brooks, “Bush Dominates a Nation of Victims. The Nation, June 24, 2003.


� Conquering by Stealth and Deception” � HYPERLINK "http://www.yuricareport.com/" ��http://www.yuricareport.com/�


� John B. Judis, ‘The Chosen Nation: The Influence of Religion on U.S. Foreign Policy”, Policy Brief 37, 1 March 2005, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, US.


� Judis, the chosen Nation


� Judis, ‘The Chosen Nation, 7.


� Christopher Marsh, “Kings of the East: American Evangelicals and U.S. China Policy”, National Interest, No. 81, Fall 2005, 97.


� Christopher Marsh, “Kings of the East: American Evangelicals and U.S. China Policy”, National Interest, No. 81, Fall 2005, 97.


� Wallis, p. 140


� Wallis, 141


� Wallis, 78.


� Wallis, 141


� Ibid.


� Wallis, 142.


� Ibid


� Wallis, 143


� Ibid


� Wallis, 145.


� Wallis, 149.


� Renana Brooks, “Bush Dominates a Nation of Victims. The Nation, June 24, 2003.


� Conquering by Stealth and Deception” � HYPERLINK "http://www.yuricareport.com/" ��http://www.yuricareport.com/�


� John B. Judis, ‘The Chosen Nation: The Influence of Religion on U.S. Foreign Policy”, Policy Brief    37, 1 March 2005, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, US.


� Ibid.


� Jim Wallis. “Dangerous Religion”. Sojourners Magazine, September-October 2003 (Vol. 32, No. 5, pp. 20-26) <.http://www.sojo.net/index.cfm?action=magazine.article&issue=soj0309&article=030910>


� Ibid


� Ibid


� Dangerous Religion. Jim Wallis. Sojourners Magazine, September-October 2003 (Vol. 32, No. 5, pp. 20-26). <.http://www.sojo.net/index.cfm?action=magazine.article&issue=soj0309&article=030910>


� Ibid.


� See Dawn Madeleine Albright,  “Bush is alienating Muslims”, May 23, 2006, 14 and also http://english.aljazeera.net/NR/exeres/2CD7072D-B4EC-4EC5-BE7D-CEA38D6ADFBE.htm 





� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid. 


� Jane Lampman “New scrutiny of role of religion in Bush's policies”, Christian Science Monitor. from the March 17, 2003 edition - http://www.csmonitor.com/2003/0317/p01s01-uspo.html 





� Ibid.


� See article “In New Glory: Expanding America’s Supremacy” published in the work entitled Technology and Imperialism,


� Wallis, p. 139.


� Muqtedar Khan, “The Public Face of Christian Evangelical Bigotry”, an edited version of this article was published in the Beliefnet on May 25, 2003 and in Al Ahram Weekly (Egypt), June 5-11, 2003.


� http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article5582.htm


� Ibid


� Ibid


� Ibid


� Ibid.


� Wallis, 170


� Wallis, 171


� Wallis, 150


� Wallis, 153


� Tanja Ellingsen, Toward Revival of Religion and Religious Clashes” 17: 305 – 322, 305.





� William O. Beeman, “Fighting the Good Fight: Fundamentalism and Religious Revival” In J. MacClancy, ed. Anthropology for the Real World. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001 <� HYPERLINK "http://www.brown.edu/Departments/Anthropology/publications/FUNDMNTALISM.gtm" �http://www.brown.edu/Departments/Anthropology/publications/FUNDMNTALISM.gtm�> dated 1/7/2006





� Harish K. Puri, “War Against Global Terrorism: In Search of a Perspective” Global Terrorism Issues: Dimensions and Options, Ed. Kulwant Kaur (New Delhi: Kanishka Publishers, 2005)





