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FOR CARA AND PAULI

Introduction
The present volume is a sequel of sorts to An Autumn of War, a collection of essays I wrote about the war against terror, arranged in chronological order from the al Qaeda attacks on September 11 to the defeat of the Taliban in Afghanistan and subsequent events until January 2002. Between War and Peace takes up the narrative in January 2002 and ends in early July 2003, chronicling the evolving war against al Qaeda, the ongoing conflict in the Middle East, rising anti-Americanism abroad, our growing rift with Europe, the war with Iraq and its troubled aftermath—and how study of the past offers us some hope of making sense of all these seemingly insolvable crises that seem to have erupted on September 11, 2001.
Once more I have left the articles and editorials in the form in which they appeared in the past two years, except for a few small corrections of typographical, grammatical, or spelling errors. Again, the book is in part a diary of actions recorded as they unfolded, and thus I think has some value in allowing the reader to assess the validity of arguments made at the time in light of what we now know from the actual events that later transpired.
However, in this volume I have also arranged the articles both topically and chronologically to provide greater thematic unity and coherence. Indeed, the war against terror that once seemed relatively straightforward in our efforts to destroy the al Qaeda bases in Afghanistan rippled out in unforeseen ways during the subsequent eighteen months to involve a full-fledged invasion of Iraq, a diplomatic showdown with the United Nations and our European allies, an escalation of conflict in Israel and on the West Bank— and then a sudden effort at rapprochement, and a renewed debate here in the United States about the nature, morality, and intent of American foreign policy, leading to protests in intensity not seen since the turmoil of Vietnam.
I had thought that the pessimism that presaged defeat in Afghanistan—the mountains, remember, were too high, the weather too cold, the religious calendar too foreboding, the factions too numerous, the Taliban too ferocious, and the country itself the graveyard of the British and Russian armies—might have been dispelled by the miraculous victory over the Taliban in a matter of six weeks at a cost of a handful of American lives. But it was not to be, as the renewed display of gloom during 2002–3 would prove.
Voices that had warned of quagmire in Afghanistan sought to reclaim legitimacy by forecasting millions of refugees and thousands of American dead in Iraq, with the Arab street exploding, the Middle East erupting, and our shores being attacked by a variety of revenge-minded terrorists from the Middle East. And yet when that war was won in three weeks at a cost of a few hundred American lives, as 180,000 allied soldiers subdued a country of twenty-six million, rather than being contrite about a continual misreading of events, prominent critics of both engagements, and indeed much of the mainstream media, focused on the difficult problems of reconstruction in the two countries—almost as if the acknowledged costly (over 200 Americans were killed in Afghanistan and Iraq once formal hostilities ceased) challenges to implant democracy in aftermath of the two worst regimes in the Middle East redeemed their initial predictions of military paralysis.
Just as An Autumn of War ended after the amazing victory in Afghanistan amid the pundits’ predictions of disaster to come in Iraq, so too the victory in less than half the time over Saddam Hussein seemed to prompt cries of Vietnam redux in Baghdad.
As I write on July 4, 2003, we are again told—after one of the most remarkable military victories in American history—that we are in perpetual crisis: no firm evidence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq as yet uncovered; no word about the ultimate fate of Saddam Hussein; and constant sniping and assassination of American troops in postwar Iraq with deaths now reaching well over one hundred. Yet we forget that occupation is never easy— consider the mess of restoring order to territories of the former Japanese empire in 1946—and our task is made more difficult both by the sheer rapidity of a victory designed to shock rather than kill a large number of Baathist troops and the unlikely task of implanting consensual government in a region where democracy has no history.
Yet I remain optimistic that American efforts during postbellum occupation—based as they are on formidable military strength coupled with a humanitarian message of liberal reform and aimed at eradicating rogue regimes that facilitate terrorism and destruction—will eventually be as successful as were our remarkable military victories in Afghanistan and Iraq.
The themes of Between War and Peace differ somewhat from those essays of An Autumn of War. Whereas before I had thought that the inability of many prominent Americans to assess the advantage of Western militaries over their opponents, and indeed to appreciate the resiliency and enormous power of liberal democracies in general, was a result of either naïveté or ignorance about the nature of war, I sensed that as the aftershocks of September 11 continued, there was something far deeper and more profound that explained our endemic cultural pessimism. A theme, then, that underlies all these sometimes wide-ranging essays is my own search for answers for how and why so many educated and bright Americans seem to embrace a reductive worldview about the role and nature of their own country—almost as if the more America proved itself powerful and moral in its efforts to eradicate medieval fascists and implant democracies in their places, the more many of our own experts sought to demonstrate that we either could or should not.
Much of my own sense of things, of course, grew out of lifelong residency on a small farm in the San Joaquin Valley of California and my own training as a classicist and military historian who teaches Latin and Greek to mostly minority students at California State University, Fresno. The two worlds are not as antithetical as they might seem. The Greeks, after all, were a rural people, and the literature of a Homer or Thucydides often reveals a tragic view of the human condition often shared by contemporary agrarians who through the daily experience of battling nature to obtain a living—and now so often failing—agree that there are certain constraints on us all across time and space, given that the physical world remains unforgiving and the nature of man himself stays constant.
By “tragic,” of course, I mean the acceptance of certain givens in the human experience of any age: that culture and civilization are a thin veneer that protect us all from the innate savagery of our natural selves, that the world does not provide us with the reality of utopian perfection but rather with more mundane practical choices between something better and something probably worse, and that there are certain discernable, certain absolute criteria that exist to permit us to make necessary moral judgments even amid the relativist chaff of the times.
For the academic year 2002–3 I was, however, also the visiting Shifrin Professor of Military History at the United States Naval Academy at Annapolis. As part of the responsibilities of that professorship, I gave a number of lectures at various military installations and talked with hundreds of officers and civilian consultants throughout the year, especially during the March and April fighting with Iraq. The result was that I took a keen interest, as some of these essays will demonstrate, in the contrast between civilian and military life, and why the armed forces, of all places, seemed to have found practical solutions to a variety of stubborn social and cultural problems—achieving racial harmony and integration, inculcating a sense of purpose and mission in a purportedly bored lost generation of youth, and marrying abstract knowledge with common sense and muscular strength—in areas where our more vaunted universities and other government agencies have simply failed.
I must thank once more Kathryn Lopez of National Review, as well as Neal Kozodoy of Commentary, and Myron Magnet of City Journal for both help in editing these essays and permission to have them here collected in one place. In addition, columns are drawn from  The New Criterion, The Wall Street Journal, and The New Atlantis, and I thank the editors of those journals as well to republish essays here. My wife, Cara, and daughter, Pauli, helped to arrange and select the articles, and I relied on their good sense in ways more numerous than I can cite. My literary agents, Glen Hartley and Lynn Chu, as has been true the past thirteen years, gave invaluable advice in preparing the collection for publication. Professor of Classics Bruce Thornton, a colleague at CSU Fresno, read many of the essays in their first draft, and provided a variety of suggestions that improved them. Robert Loomis, my editor at Random House, and Casey A. Reivich saw the book through production, and helped each step of the way.
VDH
July 4, 2003
 Selma, California


I
THE WAR AGAINST TERROR
As the catastrophe of September 11 faded somewhat in the collective memory of many citizens, the war on terror transmogrified into a variety of new theaters. Increasingly the suicide bombings against Israel—so similar in method and intent to the al Qaeda attacks against Washington and New York— brought Americans closer to the Middle East.
Meanwhile terrorists, here at home, whether snipers in  Maryland and Virginia or failed cells on the West Coast, seemed to be almost daily arrested. In response to this ongoing challenge I thought three themes should be paramount in our national dialogue: terrorism is neither new nor immune from remedies; it does not necessarily arise out of poverty, much less are its adherents typically poor or illiterate; and it rarely exists for long as an independent entity apart from state support and sanctuary.
Thus, proven counterinsurgency and resolute military  force, and isolation of rogue regimes, coupled with a political agenda that promotes political reform, can usually debilitate the practitioners of terror within a few years. In the case of the Middle East, such a strategy entailed not just hunting down al Qaedists but also removing the two worst governments, in Afghanistan and Iraq; tough talk with abettors such as Iran and Syria; and a renewed skepticism about once-close relationships with the autocracies in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Jordan. Finally, we must remember that terror is a method, not an enemy per se. We fought Nazis, not Tiger tanks; Soviet  expansionism, not KGB assassins. There is no “Republic of Terror” or soldiers with “Terror” emblazoned on their uniforms. States, rogue governments, Islamo-fascist cadres, and complacent populations either actively or complicitly promote terror as part of a larger struggle against the United States.
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The Wages of September 11
THERE IS NO GOING BACK
September 11 changed our world. Those who deny such a watershed event take a superficially short-term view and seem to think all is as before simply because the sun still rises and sets.
This is a colossal misjudgment. The collapse of the towers, the crashing into the Pentagon, and the murder of three thousand Americans—all seen live in real time by millions the world over— tore off a scab and exposed deep wounds, which, if and when they heal, will leave ugly scars for decades. The killers dealt in icons— the choice of 9/11 as the date of death, targeting the manifest symbols of global capitalism and American military power, and centering their destruction on the largest Jewish city in the world. Yes, they got their symbols in spades, but they have no idea that their killing has instead become emblematic of changes that they could scarcely imagine.
Islamic fundamentalism has proved not ascendant but static, morally repugnant—and the worst plague upon the Arab world since the Crusades. By lurking in the shadows and killing incrementally through stealth, the vampirish terrorists garnered bribes and subsidies through threats and bombs; but, pale and wrinkled in the daylight after 9/11, they prove only ghoulish, not fearsome.
The more the world knows of al Qaeda and bin Laden, the more it has found them both vile and yet banal—and so is confident and eager to eradicate them and all they stand for. It is one thing to kill innocents, quite another to take on the armed might of an aroused United States. Easily dodging a solo cruise missile in the vastness of Afghanistan may make good theater and bring about braggadocio; dealing with grim American and British commandos who have come seven thousand miles for your head prompts abject flight and an occasional cheap infomercial on the run. And the ultimate consequence of the attacks of September 11 will not merely be the destruction of al Qaeda but also the complete repudiation of the Taliban, the Iranian mullocracy, the plague of the Pakistani madrasahs, and any other would-be fundamentalist paradise on earth.
Foreign relations will not be the same in our generation. Our coalition with Europe, we learn, was not a partnership but more mere alphabetic nomenclature and the mutual back-scratching of Euro-American globe-trotters—a paper alliance without a mission nearly fifteen years after the end of the Cold War. The truth is that Europe, out of noble purposes, for a decade has insidiously eroded its collective national sovereignty in order to craft an antidemocratic EU, an 80,000-person fuzzy bureaucracy whose executive power is as militarily weak as it is morally ambiguous in its reliance on often dubious international accords. This sad realization September 11 brutally exposed, and we all should cry for the beloved continent that has for the moment completely lost its moral bearings. Indeed, as the months progressed, the problems inherent in “the European way” became all too apparent: pretentious utopian manifestos in lieu of military resoluteness, abstract moralizing to excuse dereliction of concrete ethical responsibility, and constant American ankle-biting even as Europe lives in a make-believe Shire while we keep back the forces of Mordor from its picturesque borders, with only a few brave Frodos and Bilbos tagging along. Nothing has proved more sobering to Americans than the skepticism of these blinkered European hobbits after September 11.
America learned that “moderate” Arab countries are as dangerous as hostile Islamic nations. After September 11, being a Saudi, Egyptian, or Kuwaiti means nothing special to an American—at least not proof of being any more friendly or hostile than having Libyan, Syrian, or Lebanese citizenship. Indeed, our entire postwar policy of propping up autocracies on the triad of their anticommunism, oil, and arms purchases—like NATO—belongs to a pre-9/11 age of Soviet aggrandizement and petroleum monopolies. Now we learn that broadcasting state-sponsored hatred of Israel and the United States is just as deadly to our interests as Scud missiles—and as likely to come from friends as enemies. Worst-case scenarios like Iran and Afghanistan offer more long-term hope than “stable regimes” like the Saudis; governments that hate us have populations that like us, and vice versa; the Saudi royal family, whom ten thousand American troops protect, and the Mubarak autocracy, which has snagged billions of American dollars, are as afraid of democratic reformers as they are Islamic fundamentalists. And with good reason: Islamic governments in Iran and under the Taliban were as hated by the masses as Arab secular reformers in exile in the West are praised and championed.
The post-9/11 domestic calculus is just as confusing. Generals and the military brass call civilians who seek the liberation of Iraq “chicken hawks” and worse. Yet such traditional Vietnam-era invective I think rings hollow after September 11, and sounds more like McClellan’s shrillness against his civilian overseers who precipitously wanted an odious slavery ended than resonant of Patton’s audacity in charging after murderous Nazis. More Americans were destroyed at work in a single day than all those soldiers killed in enemy action since the evacuation of Vietnam nearly thirty years ago. Indeed, most troops who went through the ghastly inferno of Vietnam are now in or nearing retirement; and, thank God, there is no generation of Americans in the present military—other than a few thousand brave veterans of the Gulf, Mogadishu, and Panama—who have been in sustained and deadly shooting with heavy casualties. Because American soldiers and their equipment are as impressive as our own domestic security is lax, in this gruesome war it may well be more perilous to work high up in lower Manhattan, fly regularly on a jumbo jet, or handle mail at the Pentagon or CIA than be at sea on a sub or destroyer.
Real concern for the sanctity of life may hinge on employing, rather than rejecting, force, inasmuch as our troops are as deadly and protected abroad as our women, children, aged, and civilians are impotent and vulnerable at home. It seems to me a more moral gamble to send hundreds of pilots into harm’s way than allow a madman to further his plots to blow up or infect thousands in high-rises.
Politics have been turned upside down. In the old days, cynical conservatives were forced to hold their noses and to practice a sometimes repellent Realpolitik. In the age of Russian expansionism, they were loathe to champion democracy when it might usher in a socialist Trojan horse whose belly harbored totalitarians disguised as parliamentarians. Thus they were so often at loggerheads with naïve and idealist leftists.
No longer. The end of the specter of a deadly and aggressive Soviet communism has revived democratic ideology as a force in diplomacy. Champions of freedom no longer sigh and back opportunistic rightist thugs who promise open economics, loot their treasuries, and keep out the Russians. Instead, even reactionaries are now more likely to push for democratic governments in the Middle East than are dour and skeptical leftists. The latter, if multiculturalists, often believe that democracy is a value-neutral Western construct, not necessarily a universal good; if pacifists, they claim nonintervention, not justice, as their first priority. The right, not the left, now is the greater proponent of global freedom, liberation, and idealism—with obvious domestic ramifications for any Republican president astute enough to tap that rich vein of popular support.
All this and more are the wages of the disaster of September 11 and the subsequent terrible year—and yet it is likely that, for good or evil, we will see things even more incredible in the twelve months ahead.
Written on September 9 and published in 
NATIONAL REVIEW ONLINE  on September 11, 2002.
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Al Qaedism
FROM CRIMINALITY TO POLITICS IN THE BLINK OF AN EYE
A disturbed teen crashes a light plane into an office building in Florida and leaves a suicide note, apparently praising the work of bin Laden. Relieved that hundreds were not killed, officials properly assure us that his desperate act is a sign of mental illness or family despair, and not connected to global terrorism. At the Los Angeles airport a supposedly unhinged Egyptian émigré murders innocents at the El Al Airline counter; we are reminded by pundits and diplomats that the anti-Semite once again acted alone and thus was not a part of an al Qaeda cell.
Snipers in Maryland and Virginia blast apart civilians at random. Thereafter we are advised that although one was an angry Black Muslim and the two previously had expressed approval of the September 11 attacks and had very disturbing appurtenances in their car, both were not in any formal sense a part of al Qaeda. Arrests of various conspirators on both the East and West Coasts, who either visited Afghanistan or helped to organize Islamic “charities” as fronts for terrorists raise more controversy than relief—as anguished relatives swear that the indictment of such American patriots is proof of anti-Islamic prejudice rather than proper homeland security. We still do not know the exact circumstances of the anthrax letters; yet we are lectured that earlier reports that one of the September 11 murderers may have had a cutaneous form of the rare disease and that letters connecting the bacilli with terrorist fury were probably bogus.
This caution is perhaps fine and proper, as it should be, since there is not always legal proof implicating any of these events with a worldwide al Qaeda network. But in some sense, it doesn’t matter.
The violent terrorist acts share an ostensible theme of either reflecting the aims of al Qaeda or professing some sympathy with radical Islamic fundamentalism. They are as dangerous as the work of terror cells because they presage a sporadic, spontaneous, and nearly unpredictable outbreak of violence that is also decentralized and untraceable. In short, rather than being al Qaeda shock troops, these killers and criminals are al Qaedistic—or perhaps show symptoms of a malady we should call “al Qaedism.”
One did not need to be a formal follower of Hitler to be fascistic, or a member of Stalin’s party to be communistic. In fact, the Greek suffix “-istic” (“like” or “pertaining to”) can mean simulation of, or empathy with, the real thing. What are the symptoms of such a pathology like al Qaedism? How does it spread? And how can it be eradicated?
Thousands of Americans are wicked or mentally troubled, often with records of criminal activity or signs of such intent. Most murder, maim, rob banks, or commit other such mayhem, and leave it at that, seeking no claim of higher political import for their odious crimes. But not all—and not after 9/11.
On the campus in the 1970s, both petty criminals and megalomaniac thugs sought to mask their selfish and narcissistic agendas under the more cosmic cloak of the antiwar movement, national liberation, or utopian egalitarianism. So the felons of the Black Panther Party, the grim killers and bank robbers of the Symbionese Liberation Army, and many of the mad bombers of the Weather-men were encouraged by the rhetoric of the nebulous resistance movement to act out their violent propensities—in hopes that allegiance to some half-baked philosophy would make them revolutionaries rather than the felons they were.
So it was with criminals like the would-be mass murderer Richard Reid and the two snipers, who all had either a prior rap sheet or displayed signs of real instability, but perhaps wished to evolve from two-bit losers into momentary warriors—on the idea that their crimes might at last find transcendence in some sort of ad hoc jihad. In that sense, the cheap rhetoric of al Qaeda—a godless and oppressive United States wars unjustly against poor Muslims and the dispossessed of the globe; Jews conspire everywhere; decadent Western society must cede to a puritanical Islam—can energize an otherwise pedestrian cruelty and thereby salvage a cause from a personal sense of failure and inadequacy.
Rather than confront the reality of past character flaws, mental instability, failed marriages, or the bleak future of no money, dead-end jobs, or social ostracism, the al Qaedist—whether an erstwhile Black Muslim, a Middle Eastern immigrant with a criminal past, or a mixed-up, pampered suburbanite who dabbles in fundamentalism—seeks notoriety for his crimes, and therein perhaps at last a sense of importance.
Unfortunately to the sniper’s innocent targets in Virginia and Maryland—or any others who will die by unhinged al Qaeda wannabes—it makes no difference whether they were the victims of terror or terroristic behavior. Law-enforcement officials, of course, are growing worried about such trends—as if the ideology of al Qaeda quite independently across time and space can infect crazy, mean people and prompt them to act out their dreams in violently anti-American fashion. Al Qaedism, after all, can serve as a sort of receptacle for extreme lunatics of the anti-Americanism brand who seek purer and more violent avenues of expression.
In the 1930s there were literally thousands of unbalanced Westerners outside Germany who paraded around in black shirts and aped Hitler. No doubt had the Third Reich not been demolished the more deranged would have continued to dress up their criminality with Nazi slogans, violent anti-Semitism, and terrorist acts. But by 1945 few would-be National Socialists were prominent. Violent fellow travelers were common in the 1930s and 1940s; indeed, the archives of arrested Stalinists often reveal those who tried to find some higher plane to act out their innate criminal propensities, alleviate deep personal maladies, or simply assuage their own failure by displaying anger toward Western society. Yet we see few such dangerous misfits after the fall of the Berlin Wall.
To rid us of al Qaedists, then, we must first not merely destroy al Qaeda, but do so in such comprehensive and humiliating fashion that the easy emulation of the radical Islamicist agenda not only draws opposition from friends and family but utter ridicule. And at home, Americans must not be afraid to address extremism when they see it, refute it—and do so in such a way that its perpetrators incur shame and odium on themselves rather than inspire the criminal, hateful, or mentally ill to equate their anger and failure with a virulent anti-Americanism.
I suppose it was entirely legal last Halloween for the New Black Panther Party and its Islamic fundamentalist allies—fire-brands like Imam Abdul Alim Musa, Imam Muhammad Asi, Imam Abdel Razzag Al Raggad, and others—to voice empathy for the Taliban, express publicly racist and anti-Semitic hatred, and convey sympathy for those who murdered three thousand Americans. But it was not a very moral act for C-Span to broadcast that repulsive propaganda live from the National Press Club at a time of war.
Watching protesters in the recent antiwar march in Washington on public television no doubt gives balance to the debate, but again broadcasting shots of posters that declared I LOVE IRAQ, BOMB TEXAS or photos of the president of the United States with a Hitlerian mustache and Nazi salute crosses the line of good taste.
By the same token, it is very American for zealots to shout displeasure at their government, but their slurs that the president of the United States, the vice president, and the secretary of defense are the “true axis of evil” rather than Stalinist North Korea, fascistic Iraq, or theocratic Iran have consequences in the future that we cannot predict in the present. And we should be concerned that an apparent Iraqi national, recently returned with permission from Saddam Hussein’s regime, leads Americans in chants about their amoral war. We should cringe, too, when the former attorney general, Ramsey Clark, compares an American administration to Heinrich Himmler, the architect of the Gestapo. There are ripples from such hate and we are seeing how insidiously they can lap into crazy minds.
In other words, we have a moral responsibility to oppose such extremism and, yes, subversion. Such hateful anti-American language can lend a sense of legitimacy and encouragement to a John Muhammad, a mixed-up teenage John Lee Malvo, or an angry anti-Semite Hesham Mohamed Modayet at the Los Angeles airport, and so elevate their pathologies into something apparently “meaningful,” or perhaps even enrage them to at last act.
Of course, the real task of preventing isolated but often violent and deadly terroristic acts requires the defeat and degradation of al Qaeda abroad. But stopping al Qaedism here at home is as much a social and cultural as a legal or military challenge. We cannot censor those who carry signs that advocate bombing Texas, but we should surely censure them—and hope that another loser like John Williams, John Walker Lindh, Jose Padilla, or Richard Reid is not watching them on C-Span, ready to attack Americans as a creepy jihadist John Muhammad, Abdul Hamid, Abdullah al-Muhajir, or Abdel Rahim.
Written on October 30 and published in 
NATIONAL REVIEW ONLINE  on November 1, 2002.
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It’s Not the Money, Stupid!
WAR APPARENTLY MUST BE ANYTHING OTHER THAN GOOD VS. EVIL
It has only been a little more than a year since September 11 and already therapeutic voices are back, suggesting that we are somehow culpable for our own calamity because we did not give away enough money to the Middle East. Not long ago the well-meaning and sincere Senator Murray of Washington contrasted the purported civic philanthropy of Osama bin Laden with the supposed failure of the United States to help those impoverished in the Middle East. She was apparently perplexed over why so many Islamic countries hate us—and perhaps thinks that instead of warring with Iraq we should spend the projected billions in war costs on more foreign aid to convince the Arab masses to like us rather than him.
Would that the senator’s trust in human nature be true! Then, armed with her logic of the Enlightenment and Christian notions of peace and goodwill, we might abandon deterrence, write big checks, and so make the world anew on more utopian and moral principles.
But unfortunately Senator Murray’s musings are not merely infantile but quite dangerous, and for a variety of reasons—besides her very wrong inference that a few million dollars of bin Laden’s cynical largesse can be compared to the multibillions of past United States aid and private American philanthropy.
First of all, all dictators and thugs—compare Hitler’s autobahns, Mussolini’s trains, or Mao’s anti-opium campaigns—invest in public works as useful social capital to be weighed against their more-nefarious acts. In the graveyard of post-Taliban Afghanistan, skeletons of Soviet dams, highways, tunnels, and schools loom everywhere, the legacy of manipulative Communists who sought to extend the carrot of material improvement even as they brandished the stick of tyrannical killing.
Like all cynical mass murderers, bin Laden did not run his public works by a Senate oversight committee. Instead he calculated his rent for terrorist camps and outlaw sanctuary with the vouchers of a few roads and madrasahs.
Senator Murray also assumes that a hostile people’s anger is either logical or justified. But just as frequently as genuine grievances over poverty, wars break out over perceived hurts. In the mind-set of a Patty Murray, Hitler’s Germans or Tojo’s Japanese might have gone to war because Britain and the United States were stingy with their aid or praise, not because we appeared both affluent and weak, without will or power to stop initial aggression. The specter of the humiliation and defeat of supposed “decadent” democracies—if done on the cheap—is a powerful narcotic that offers thugs the conceit of status and a sense of national accomplishment.
True, the so-called masses of the Middle East have grounds for redress—who wouldn’t without elections, free speech, sexual equality, religious tolerance, or the rule of law? But their want arises largely from self-created failures and runs the gamut of tribalism, corruption, fanaticism, and frequent apartheid of women and non-Muslims—not a lack of dollars and euros. The depressing ruins that are now a large part of Kabul, Beirut, and Cairo, or the moral black holes of Teheran, Riyadh, Damascus, and Baghdad were the dividends of indigenous Middle Eastern genius, not of outside Western machinations. Promoting democracy, not handing out food, practicing appeasement, or tolerating suicide bombing, will do far more for the disenfranchised on the West Bank.
Instead in the therapeutic thinking of Senator Murray war arises only from material need. Thus, lend a helping hand and offer a few billion, and—presto!—logically millions should love us. Stalin’s ruined postwar Russia, however, did not appreciate American forbearance in Eastern Europe or offers of billions of dollars in Marshall Plan money. Just as likely, it saw such conciliatory out-reach as either stupidity or weakness—if not the laxity of a Western power overly worried about its own sense of morality.
Tragically, evil states and cabals always exist; and they sometimes have only contempt for more moral peoples who choose not to use their superior power that might entail messy wars. Had we offered still more charity, the Arab street might have appreciated such generosity about as much as the Jordanians and Egyptians now show gratitude for billions in American debt relief, grain, and military assets—or our past salvation of Islamic Afghans, Kuwaitis, Somalis, Kosovars, and Bosnians.
In war, clarity of purpose—which is not a relative construct— counts for everything, being liked by one’s enemies very little at all. When one examines the moral universe of bin Laden and the vast majority of Arab governments—whether Iraq, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen, or Lebanon—then why wouldn’t they dislike the United States?
And in a war fought over fundamental differences, enemy displeasure is not always discernable—and when it is, rarely regrettable. We do not know precisely what the Iranian, Syrian, or Iraqi people think of the United States because any who voice their heartfelt views would be either jailed or killed. But at least we are finally learning that dictatorships that claim our alliance (various kings, sheiks, and “presidents”) foster anti-Americanism; while overt enemies (for example, the mullahs, Taliban, and Saddam Hussein) prompt either popular indifference or goodwill toward the United States. Personally, I would be pleased that the Taliban, Saddam Hussein, most of the mobs cheering Pakistani assassins, and others writing anti-Semitic editorials did not like America— and would be shocked and ashamed if they did.
Humans are also fickle. By nature they are prone to gravitate toward conventional rather than real wisdom. Most feel comfortable with consensus and victory, and become dejected in shame and defeat. Read of the contrasting opinions that Germans held about the United States between 1941 and 1947: we remained the same; they changed. Millions of pro-Hitler Germans did not disappear in 1945, but they professed to us that their ideas had. They liked us far better after they were poor and beaten than when they were rich and unconquered.
Why the change? Because the wages of their pride and cynical calculation led to the ruin of the Third Reich and a realization that Nazism was as impotent as its values were bankrupt. So if the United States wins in Iraq, and if it establishes with justice and humility a consensual government under international auspices, most Middle Easterners will either grow mute or once more, as in 1991, a few will start naming their children after an American president. Indeed, I imagine right now in Kuwait there are a few families with teenage George Bushes changing the diapers of their toddler sibling bin Ladens—while an embryonic George W. Bush awaits birth.
The suburban soccer fields of Seattle are not quite the same types of places as the wilds of Yemen, the palaces of Riyadh, or the barracks of the Republican Guard. Senator Murray in her own life talks as though she has never bumped into anybody quite like Osama bin Laden. But our terrorist nemesis thinks he has seen quite a few Senator Murrays in the last two decades of impotent American responses to his campaign of terror—guilt-ridden, naïve, and ultimately either too “moral” or too worried to crush him. And so far, Mr. bin Laden has proved the more astute, since he really would understand a Patty Murray far better than she him. 
Sadly, prosperous Westerners never seem to learn of the folly of honoring appeasement and naïveté—the awarding of Nobel Peace Prizes to the likes of a Le Duc Tho and Yasser Arafat, as if global praise might make them statesmen rather than murderers, to a Kim Dae Jung, as if his demonstrable kindness would pacify rather than embolden North Korea, or to ex-president Carter, as if his well-meaning parleys with tyrants could bring peace. As chief executive emeritus, his saintliness now plays well; but we forget in the rough and tumble of his presidency that Mr. Carter’s brag that he had no “inordinate fear of communism” was followed by the brutal Russian invasion of Afghanistan, that sending Ramsey Clark to apologize to the Iranians did not win the release of the American hostages in 1980, and that UN ambassador Andrew Young’s praise of Cuban troops in Africa and his clenched-fist, Black Power salutes to African leaders did not stop Communist intervention and bloodletting abroad.
The United States cannot lose the struggle on the battlefield, as we did not lose the Vietnam conflict in the strict military sense either. But we most surely can fail in this war if our citizens and leaders reach for their checkbooks as the fundamentalists reach for their guns—or convince themselves that our enemies fight because of something we, rather than they, did.
Written on January 1 and published in
NATIONAL REVIEW ONLINE  on January 3, 2003.



II
THE DILEMMA OF THE MIDDLE EAST
After September 11—as suicide bombing spread in Israel, was commonplace in Chechnya, and took hundreds of lives from Bali to North Africa—a great debate arose in the United States concerning its relationship with the Middle East and the culture that seemed, at least in an indirect way, to foster terrorism and a number of rogue states. To what degree were American policies of Realpolitik that grew out of the Cold War, the heritage of European colonialism, and the cynical recycling of petrodollars for sophisticated weaponry responsible for the current mess of rising populations that increasingly were poorly fed, housed, and educated, and subject to horrific government oppression in places like Iraq, Libya, and Syria? 
Or was the problem, at least in part, self-induced? Did  endemic problems such as a lack of religious tolerance and diversity, a prevailing gender apartheid, absence of consensual government, and a disastrous experiment with Soviet-imported state socialism imposed on a traditional tribal society explain why the Middle East had not evolved in the postwar period to the same degree as a Korea, China, South America, or Eastern Europe? And were autocracies like those in Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt bastions of moderation in a sea of fundamentalism and state-inspired terrorism, or, in fact, deadly triangulators that accepted American aid or troops even as they sought support for their illegitimacy by winking at or in fact subsidizing stealthy terrorists? Did a new reconstituted Iraq pose more danger than Saddam Hussein to the royal family of Saudi Arabia, given its own autocracy and fear of modernization and liberalization?
And could (or should) we advocate, ignore, or in fact  implant democratic society in a region where it had no history, either as an idealistic enterprise or a no-nonsense matter of our own national security? In these essays I argued that Arab problems grew largely out of their own failures and the acceptance of such an exegesis should be a critical element in our policy-making. Not only could admissions of Western culpability not entirely or even in large part explain past Arab pathology, but the embrace of guilt would lead either to unquestioned aid or unwise concessions and thus send exactly the wrong message to the contemporary Middle East—that outsiders alone should or could correct problems that were in fact endemic and cried out first for indigenous reform.
Some of the measures advocated—withdrawal of troops from Saudi Arabia, the isolation of Yasser Arafat, and armed  action against Saddam Hussein (see Chapters 29 through 38)—in fact, were embraced by the United States, and, as argued in some of these essays, I think they will have an overall salutary effect on both the region and our own relationship with the Arab world in the tumultuous years to come.


4
Postmodern Palestine
THE NEW AMORALITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST
There is a postmodern amorality afloat—the dividend of years of an American educational system in which historical ignorance, cultural relativism, and well-intentioned theory, in place of cold facts, has reigned. We see the sad results everywhere in the current discussions of the Middle East and our own war on terror.
Palestinians appeal to the American public on grounds that three or four times as many of their own citizens have died as Israelis. The crazy logic is that in war the side that suffers the most casualties is either in the right or at least should be the winner. Some Americans nursed on the popular ideology of equivalence find this attractive. But if so, they should then sympathize with Hitler, Tojo, Kim Il Sung, and Ho Chi Minh, who all lost more soldiers—and civilians—in their wars against us than we did.
Perhaps a million Chinese were casualties in Korea, ten times the number of Americans killed, wounded, and missing. Are we, then, to forget that the Communists crossed the Yalu River to implement totalitarianism in the south—and instead agree that their catastrophic wartime sacrifices were proof of American culpability? Palestinians suffer more casualties than Israelis not because they wish to, or because they are somehow more moral—but because they are not as adept in fighting real soldiers in the full-fledged war that is growing out of their own intifada.
We are told that Palestinian civilians who
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