
        
            
                
            
        

    




Copyright©2013byCharlesKrauthammer

Al rightsreserved.

PublishedintheUnitedStatesbyCrownForum,

animprintoftheCrownPublishingGroup,

adivisionofRandomHouseLLC,

aPenguinRandomHouseCompany,NewYork.

www.crownpublishing.com

CROWNFORUMwithcolophonisaregisteredtrademarkofRandomHouseLLC.

Thefol owingoriginal yappearedin TheNewRepublic:“TheTiranaIndex”

(December13,1982);and“OnEthicsofEmbryonicResearch”as“CrossingLines”

(April29,2002).

LibraryofCongressCataloging-in-PublicationDataisavailableuponrequest.

ISBN978-0-385-34917-8

eISBN978-0-385-34918-5

JacketdesignbyMichaelNagin

Jacketphotograph:FrankLonghitano

v3.1

 ForRobynandDaniel

CONTENTS

 Cover

 TitlePage

 Copyright

 Dedication

 Introduction

PARTONE:PERSONAL

CHAPTER1:THEGOODANDTHEGREAT

Marcel,MyBrother

WinstonChurchill:TheIndispensableMan

PaulErdos:SweetGenius

RickAnkiel:ReturnoftheNatural

ChristopherColumbus:DeadWhiteMale

HermannLisco:ManforAllSeasons

CHAPTER2:MANNERS

NoDancingintheEndZone

“WomenandChildren.”Still? 

Don’tTouchMyJunk

AccentsandAffectations

TheAppealofOrdeal

CHAPTER3:PRIDEANDPREJUDICES

ThePariahChessClub

OfDogsandMen

InDefenseoftheF-Word

TheCentralAxiomofPartisanPolitics

Krauthammer’sFirstLaw

CHAPTER4:FOLLIES

SavetheBorderCollie

BushDerangementSyndrome

LifebyManual

FromPeoplePowertoPolenta

Annalsof“Art” 

“Natural”Childbirth

TheInnerMan?WhoCares

TheMirror-ImageFallacy

CHAPTER5:PASSIONSANDPASTIMES

TheJoyofLosing

Beauty,TruthandHitchcock

FermatSolved

BeAfraid

TheBestShowinTown

CHAPTER6:HEAVENANDEARTH

YourOnlyHalley’s

HumbledbytheHayden

LitUpforLiftoff? 

Farewell,theNewFrontier

AreWeAloneintheUniverse? 

PARTTWO:POLITICAL

CHAPTER7:CITIZENANDSTATE

ReflectionsontheRevolutioninFrance

DidtheStateMakeYouGreat? 

Constitutionalism

MythoftheAngryWhiteMale

GoingNegative

TheTiranaIndex

CHAPTER8:CONUNDRUMS

WithouttheNoose,WithouttheGag

MotherhoodMissed

AmbiguityandAffirmativeAction

MassacreatNewtown

PandoraandPolygamy

EmpathyorRight? 

FirstaWall—ThenAmnesty

InPlainEnglish—Let’sMakeItOfficial

OfCourseIt’saPonziScheme

TheChurchofGlobalWarming

CHAPTER9:BODYANDSOUL

TheDutchExample

StemCellsandFairyTales

TheTruthAboutEnd-of-LifeCounseling

MassMurder,Medicalized

TheDoubleTragedyofaStolenDeath

Essay:OntheEthicsofEmbryonicResearch

CHAPTER10:MANANDGOD

TheRealMessageofCreationism

Godvs.Caesar

BodyWorship

ChernenkoandtheCaseAgainstAtheism

CHAPTER11:MEMORYANDMONUMENTS

SweetLandofLiberty

HolocaustMuseum

SacrilegeatGroundZero

FDR:TheDignityofDenial

MartinLutherKinginWordandStone

CollectiveGuilt,CollectiveResponsibility

PARTTHREE:HISTORICAL

CHAPTER12:THEJEWISHQUESTION,AGAIN

ThoseTroublesomeJews

LandWithoutPeace

BorattheFearful

JudgingIsrael

Essay:ZionismandtheFateoftheJews

CHAPTER13:THEGOLDENAGE

The’80s:Revival

The’90s:Serenity

ColdWarNostalgia

CHAPTER14:THEAGEOFHOLYTERROR

September11,2001

WhenImaginationFails

“TheBordersofIslamAreBloody” 

ToWarorNottoWar? 

TheSurge,Denied

WhoLostIraq? 

FromFreedomAgendatoFreedomDoctrine

LanguageandLeadership

CHAPTER15:THEAGETOCOME

Hyperproliferation:CanWeSurviveIt? 

DeathbyDrone

NoHidingfromHistory

PARTFOUR:GLOBAL

CHAPTER16:THREEESSAYSONAMERICAANDTHEWORLD

TheUnipolarMoment(1990)

DemocraticRealism(2004)

DeclineIsaChoice(2009)

 Acknowledgments

 AbouttheAuthor

INTRODUCTION

I.THEBOOK

Whatmatters?Livesofthegoodandthegreat,theinnocenceof

dogs,thecunningofcats,theeleganceofnature,thewonders

of space, the perfectly thrown out eld assist, the di erence

between historical guilt and historical responsibility, homage

and sacrilege in monumental architecture, fashions and follies

andthefinerusesoftheF-word.

What matters? Manners and habits, curiosities and

conundrumssocialandethical:Isadoctoreverpermittedtokill

apatientwishingtodie?Whyintheageoffeminismdowestill

use the phrase “women and children”? How many lies is one

allowedtotelltoadvancestemcellresearch?

What matters? Occam’s razor, Fermat’s last theorem, the

Fermi paradox in which the great man asks: With so many

habitableplanetsoutthere,whyinGod’snamehavewenever

heardawordfromasingleoneofthem?

Thesearethethingsthatmostengageme.They llmydays,

sometroublemynights.Theygivemepause,pleasure,wonder.

They make me grateful for the gift of consciousness. And for

threedecadestheyhaveoccupiedmymindandcommandedmy

pen.

I don’t claim these things matter to everyone. Nor should

they.Ihavemyeccentricities.I’vedrivenfromWashingtonto

New York to watch a chess match. Twice. I’ve read Stephen

Hawking’s ABriefHistoryofTime.Alsotwice,thoughhereasa

public service—to reassure my readers that this most unread bestsellerisindeedasinscrutableastheythought.Andperhaps most eccentric of all, I left a life in medicine for a life in

journalism devoted mostly to politics, while rmly believing

thatwhatreallymatters,whatmovesthespirit,whatelevates

the mind, what res the imagination, what makes us fully

human are all of these endeavors, disciplines, confusions and

amusementsthatlieoutsidepolitics.

Accordingly,thisbookwasoriginallygoingtobeacollection

ofmywritingsabouteverythingbutpolitics.Thingsbeautiful,

mysterious,profoundorjustodd.Workingtitle: There’sMoreto

LifethanPolitics.

But in the end I couldn’t. For a simple reason, the same

reasonIleftpsychiatryforjournalism.Whilescience,medicine,

art, poetry, architecture, chess, space, sports, number theory

andallthingshardandbeautifulpromisepurity,eleganceand

sometimes even transcendence, they are fundamentally

subordinate. In the end, they must bow to the sovereignty of

politics.

Politics, the crooked timber of our communal lives,

dominateseverythingbecause,intheend,everything—highand

low and, most especially, high—lives or dies by politics. You

can have the most advanced and e orescent of cultures. Get

your politics wrong, however, and everything stands to be

sweptaway.Thisisnotancienthistory.ThisisGermany1933.

“Beauty is truth, truth beauty,—that is all / Ye know on

earth,andallyeneedtoknow,”everyschoolchildisfed.But

even Keats—poet, romantic, early 19thcentury man oblivious

to the horrors of the century to come—kept quotational

distance from such blissful innocence. Turns out we need to

knowonemorethingonearth:politics—becauseofitscapacity, whenbenign,toallowallarounditto ourish,anditscapacity, whenmalign,tomakeallarounditwither.

This is no abstraction. We see it in North Korea, whose

deranged Stalinist politics has created a land of stunning

desolationandugliness,bothspiritualandmaterial.Wesawit

inChina’sCulturalRevolution,asustainedactofnationalself—

immolation, designed to dethrone, debase and destroy the

highest achievements of ve millenniaof Chinese culture. We

sawitinTalibanAfghanistan,which,justmonthsbefore9/11,

marched its cadres into the Bamiyan Valley and with tanks,

artillery and dynamite destroyed its magni cent cli -carved

1,700-year-old Buddhas lest they—like kite ying and music

and other things lovely—disturb the scorched-earth purity of

theirnihilism.

Politics is the moat, the walls, beyond which lie the

barbarians.Failtokeepthematbay,andeverythingburns.The

entire 20th century with its mass political enthusiasms is a

lesson in the supreme power of politics to produce ever-expanding circles of ruin. World War I not only killed more

people than any previous war. The psychological shock of

Europe’s senseless self-in icted devastation forever changed

Westernsensibilities,practicallyoverthrowingtheclassicalarts,

virtues and modes of thought. The Russian Revolution and its

imitators (Chinese, Cuban, Vietnamese, Cambodian) tried to

atomize society so thoroughly—to war against the mediating

structuresthatstandbetweentheindividualandthestate—that

themostbasicbondsoffamily,faith,fellowshipandconscience

cametoneardissolution.Ofcourse,thegreatestdemonstration

ofthe nalityofpoliticsistheHolocaust,whichinlessthana

decadedestroyedamillennium-oldcivilization,sweepingaway not only 6 million souls but the institutions, the culture, the verytongueofthenow-vanishedworldofEuropeanJewry.

The only power comparably destructive belongs to God. Or

nature. Or, if like Je erson you cannot quite decide, Nature’s

God. Santorini was a thriving island civilization in the

Mediterraneanuntil,onemorning3,500yearsago,itsimplyfell

intothesea.Anearthquake.Avolcaniceruption.Theend.

AndyetevenGodcannotmatchthecrueltyofhiscreation.

For every Santorini, there are a hundred massacres of

innocents.Andthatistheworkofman—moreparticularly,the

work of politics, of groups of men organized to gain and

exercisepower.

Which in its day-to-day conduct tends not to be the most

elevated of human enterprises. Machiavelli gave it an air of

grandeur andglory, but Disraeli’s mordant exultation “I have

climbed to the top of the greasy pole,” best captured its

quotidianessence—grubby,grasping,manipulative,demagogic,

cynical.

Themostconsideredandbalancedstatementofpolitics’place

inthehierarchyofhumandisciplinescame,naturally,froman

American.“Imuststudypoliticsandwar,”wroteJohnAdams,

“thatmysonsmayhavethelibertytostudymathematicsand

philosophy,geography,naturalhistory,andnavalarchitecture,

navigation, commerce, and agriculture, in order to give their

children a right to study painting, poetry, music, architecture, statuary,tapestryandporcelain.”

Adams saw clearly that politics is the indispensable

foundationforthingselegantandbeautiful.Firstandaboveall

else,youmustsecurelife,libertyandtherighttopursueyour

ownhappiness.That’spoliticsdoneright,hard-earned,oftenby war.Andyetthegloriesyieldedbysuchasuccessfulpoliticslie outsideitself.Itsdeepestpurposeistocreatetheconditionsfor

the cultivation of the ner things, beginning with philosophy

and science, and ascending to the ever more delicate and

re nedarts.NoteAdams’doublereferencetoarchitecture:The

second generation must study naval architecture—a hybrid

disciplineofwar,commerceandscience—beforethethirdcan

freelyandsecurelystudyarchitectureforitsownsake.

ThemostoptimisticimplicationofAdams’dictumisthatonce

the rst generation gets the political essentials right, they

remain intact to nurture the future. Yet he himself once said

that “there never was a democracy yet that did not commit

suicide.”Je ersonwasevenlesssanguineaboutthedurability

of liberty. He wrote that a constitutional revolution might be

neededevery20years.Indeed,thelessonofourhistoryisthat

thetaskofmerelymaintainingstrongandsturdythestructures

of a constitutional order is unending, the continuing and

ceaselessworkofeverygeneration.

TowhichIhavedevotedmuchofmylife.AndwhichIdonot

disdain by any means. Indeed, I intend to write a book on

foreignpolicyand,ifnature(orGodorNature’sGod)givesme

leave,towriteyetonemoreondomesticpolicy.Butthisbook

isintendedatleastasmuchforotherthings.Thingsthatforme,

asforAdams,shinemostbrightly.

BiologistandphilosopherLewisThomaswasonceaskedwhat

oneartifactweshouldsendoutintospaceasevidenceofhuman

achievement.“IwouldvoteforBach,allofBach,streamedout

into space, over and over again,” he suggested. Then added

ruefully,“Wewouldbebragging,ofcourse.”

NotasingleStateoftheUnionaddress,I’dventure.Notone versionoftheNuclearNon-ProliferationTreaty.Nor,Godhelp us,whatweactuallydidsendoutintospacewhenwe rstgot

the chance. The interstellar Voyagers 1 and 2 carry, among

otherartifacts,the rstaudiogreetingsfromourspecies.Who

isitthat,onbehalfofallhumanitythathaseverlived,speaks

tosomeunknownalienraceacrossthein nityofspace?Whose

voicewillsurviveintoeternitylongafterEarthhasturnedtoa

cinder? Why, the head of the one political institution that

represents all mankind, the then UN Secretary-General Kurt

Waldheim.Laterdiscoveredtobe…aNazi.Aminorone,mind

you.Justasmallwillingcoginthemachine.Makesyouwish

thatwe’dimmediatelysentoutaVoyager3beepingfrantically:

Pleasedisregardallpreviousmessages.

Thomas was right about Bach. Though I do concede that

beaming out a digital copy of the Magna Carta or the

Declaration of Independence would have made a ne second

choice. But here I draw a distinction. While political practice deserves grudging respect for its power, political philosophy commandsreverenceforitscapacityforgrandeuranddepth,as

exempli ed in the sublime texts of the American founding.

Accordingly, I have weighted much of the politically oriented

writingsinthisvolumetowardthosedealingwithconstitutional

issues and general principles. I’ve skipped over much of the

partisan contention that characterizes the daily life of a

democracy—the tentative, incremental, ever-improvised backandforth that occupies much of the attention of a political

columnist. I’ve tried to give as little space as possible to

campaigns and elections, to personalities and peccadilloes, to

thingsthatcomeandgo.

Thesecontingenciesarenotignored,ofcourse.Theycannot be. That’s not how actual political life is lived. But because thesemoretransient,morepartisan,morepole-climbingevents

tendtomundanityandredundancy,theylosetheirinterestover

time.Theyfadefrommemory,anddeservedlyso.I’vetriedto

filtermostofthatout.I’vetriedtosticktowhatmatters.

II.THEAUTHOR

That’s how this book was put together. For those readers

interestedinhowtheauthorwas,letmeofferabriefaccountof

mywritingcareer.Itisameasureofitsimprobabilitythatuntil

age30,Ihadnotthefaintestideaorexpectationofbecominga

writer. I had a brief accidental stint in college, then quite

casuallyleftitbehindforadecade,onlytoreturntoitbythe

sheerestserendipity.

My rst published article was a short, pompous editorial in

the McGil Daily titled“EndoftheMonolith.”Igottowritethe

equally pompous headline because I happened to be my own

editor. It was a month into my senior year at McGill and my

rst day on the job as editor in chief. A week earlier, the

student council had red the previous editor on the grounds

that the paper’s mindless, humorless Maoism had rendered it

unreadable. (Yes, Maoism—Stalinism being too moderate and

lackinginromance.Thiswas,afterall,the’60s.)Asearchwas

launched for someone not loony-left. The roulette wheel spun

myway.

By today’s standards, I would have been considered a

centrist, but on a 1969 campus that was considered a fairly

exotic,somewhatreactionarypoliticalorientation.SoIdecided toissueamanifestoclarifyingthenewmanagement’screed.It wassimple.Thepaperwasnowopentoallpointsofview.“The

Dailyisunderthepresenteditorshipbecauseitiscommittedto

publishapluralistpaper,”Iwrote.Notonlywould“dissenting

and critical analyses be actively solicited,” but henceforth

newsworthiness would be determined byno single ideological

standard.Or,asIphrasedit,by“noonehistoricalparadigm”—

ThomasKuhnhavingmadethenotionof“paradigmshift”too

voguishforanyself-respecting19-year-oldtoresist.

Pluralismwasnotthemostfashionable agto ythosedays,

but unlike most of my contemporaries, I never had a Marxist

phase. And if I did, it would have lasted no more than a

weekend—undoubtedly a good one, I suspect, because I don’t

rememberaminuteofit.

This devotion to pluralism re ected my aversion to the

politicsofcertainty,soprevalentatthetime,andinparticular

tothepoliticsoftheextreme.Ihadlearnedthatlessonearly.At

McGill, I witnessed a mass rally to turn the university, then

considered by the left a bastion of Anglo imperialism, into a

French-speakingschoolforthelocalproletariat.Attheheadof

the march, linked arm-in-arm, were two men: McGill’s most

radical Marxist professor and the leader of a neo-fascist, anti-immigrantpopularfront.

Itwasformeaseminalmoment:visual,tangibleevidenceof

theultimateconvergenceofleftandright,anobjectlessonin

thevirtuesofideologicalmoderation,andmygood-bye,ifthere

ever was a hello, to political romanticism. It set my own

political course toward philosophical skepticism and political

tolerance. That didn’t mean splitting di erences or straddling

some ideological midpoint. It meant viewing certainty with suspicionandacknowledging,withbothregretandresolve,the imperfectibility of man, the fallibility of institutions and the tragic—ratherthanredemptive—natureofhistory.

Whenmysenioryearwasup,Iwentontopourmyselfinto

politicalphilosophyatOxford.ItistherethatIdiscoveredmy

muse for this prudential view of the possibilities of politics: JohnStuartMill,whose OnLiberty isthefoundationaldocument of classical liberalism. To this day it is the rst thing I recommendtoanyyoungpersonseekingpoliticalguidance,to

befollowedbyIsaiahBerlin’s FourEssaysonLiberty,perhapsthe nest,andsurelythemostaccessible,20th-centuryelaboration ofthattradition.

I say Mill’s liberalism, invoking the 19thcentury

understanding of the word. Today that political orientation is

the essence of conservatism.In the 20th century, liberalism

becamemoreambitious.Itoutgrewtheclassicalindividualism

of the Millian tradition and fell in thrall to the romantic

progressivismoftheage.Millheldthattruthemergesfroman

unfetteredcompetitionofideasandthatindividualcharacteris

most improved when allowed to nd its own way uncoerced.

That vision was insu cient for 20thcentury American

liberalism. Mill lacked sweep and glory. Modern liberalism’s

perfectionistambitions—re ectedinitsprogenitor(andcurrent

euphemism), progressivism—seeks to harness the power of

government,themystiqueofscienceandtheruleofexpertsto

shapebothsocietyandcitizenandbringthemboth,willingor

not,toahigherstateofbeing.

It was natural, therefore, that I would in time turn to

conservatism.Butthatprovedtobeyearsaway,largelybecause

I then abruptly left the eld and abandoned my studies. Mill had his crisis of conscience at 20. I had mine at 21. I had become increasingly uncomfortable with a life of theory. I

began to regard it as something of an intellectual self-indulgence, increasingly divorced from reality and from duty.

One morning that August, I called the registrar at Harvard

MedicalSchool,whereI’dpreviouslybeenaccepted,toaskfor

immediate admission. Quite by chance, a student had just

droppedout—aweekbeforethebeginningoftheterm.IfIwas

therebyMonday,thespotwasmine.

Ididn’tpack.IleftimmediatelytotakeupwhatIwassure

would be my life’s work: the practical, the real, the

indisputablyworthyworkofmedicine.ThereIspentthenext

seven years, a nice biblical sum, four as a medical student,

three as a psychiatric resident at Massachusetts General

Hospital.

Medicinehadnotbeenmy rstchoice.Ihadlongpreferred

thegracefullinesofphysicstotheraggededgesofbiology.But

at16,I’dcometotherealizationthatIdidn’thavewhatittook

todoimportantworkintheoreticalphysics,namelygenius.A

friendinmySpecialRelativityclass,whohadcometothesame

awfulconclusionabouthisownintellectualcapacities,toldme

thathewaschanginghismajorbecausehedidn’twanttoend

up testing steel for GeneralMotors. (The great physicist Max

PlanckdidoncetellJohnMaynardKeynesthathehadthought

of studying economics but decided it was too di cult. That I

takeasanexerciseineitherhumororgoodmanners.)

Notthirstingtoteststeel,Ichosemedicine.Ihavenoregrets.

Itwaschallengingandenlarging.Iabsorbedmoreknowledgein

thosesevenyearsthanatanyothertimeinmylife.Althoughit

did turn out that I wasn’t quite the perfect t for psychiatry either. In my rst year at Mass General, I discovered that all freshmen residents were required to attend a weekly group—

therapysession.Seeingthisaspointless,Irefused.Thisdidnot

go over well with management. Around week seven, I was

calledintothedepartmentchairman’so ce.Heaskedmewhy

Ihadnotbeenattending.

“BecauseIcameheretogivetherapy,notgetit,”Isaid.

“You’rejustindenial,”heprotestedloudly.

“Of course I am, sir. It’s the best defense mechanism ever

invented.Why,I’mamasterofdenial.Ishouldbeaprofessor—

Icouldgiveacourseindenial.”

I was enjoying the ri , but the chief was not. He cut me

short: Attend the sessions or leave the program. Having few

marketable skills and fewer prospects, I attended. But for the

remaining 20 or so weeks, I said nary a word in the group. I

wasoccasionallyaskedwhy.“I’mindenial,”Iexplained.

Don’tgetmewrong.Thiswassomethingofanaberration.I

hadgonetoMassGeneralbecauseitwasthemostbiologically

(and least psychoanalytically) oriented of all the psychiatric

programs in the Boston area. Remarkably and brilliantly so.

Theirpharmacologicaltreatmentsweresuperb.Theypioneered

a new method of (unilateral) electric shock therapy that was

astonishingly successful in curing the most profound and

recalcitrantdepressions.Andtheyevenusedhypnosis,whichI

learned to administer to inpatient burn victims in order to

blocktheexcruciatingpainthataccompaniesbandagechanges—

thussparingthemtheneedforpotentiallyaddictivenarcotics.

It was a noble life. I remain forever respectful of the work

carried on by my colleagues and grateful for my own seven

years there. Medicine—and particularly hospital medicine, whichlivesinaseaofhumansu ering—hasawayofbeating callownessoutofeventhemostself-possessedyouth.Itsother

invaluable residue is best described by Arthur Conan Doyle,

himself a physician: “The moral training to keep a con dence

inviolate,toactpromptlyonasuddencall,tokeepyourhead

in critical moments, to be kind yet strong—where can you,

outsidemedicine,getsuchatrainingasthat?”

Nonetheless, my life as a doctor felt constricted. It was

conducted entirely within the four walls of the hospital.

Outside,therewasahistoryunfoldingtowhichIfeltimpelled

to contribute—but saw no way to. How to get from here to

there?HavingmovedfromNewYorktoMontrealwhenIwas

ve (prudently bringing my parents with me) and having not

resided again in the United States until medical school, I had

fewcontactsoutsideBoston,andnoneinpoliticsorjournalism.

Andthen,pureblindluck.Withonlyafewmonthsleftinmy

residency,aprofessorwithwhomI’dwrittenacoupleofpapers

onmanic-depressivediseasewasappointedoutoftheblueby

President Carter to head a newly created federal superagency

overseeingtheNationalInstituteofMentalHealth(NIMH).At

my suggestion, he took me to Washington to help shape

nationalresearchonanewdiagnosticsystemdesignedtomove

psychiatry from its anecdotal Freudian origins to a more

empiricalandscientificfoundation.

Itwasmy“GoWest,youngman”moment.AlthoughIknew

nooneinWashington,I gureditwastherethatIwould nd

mywaybacktomylong-dormantinterestinpublicaffairs.

This is no place for an extended biography, so I’ll be brief

about the unfolding. While working at the NIMH, I began

writing articles for The New Republic and was then o ered a speechwriting job for Vice President Walter Mondale. It was spring1980.Sixmonthsofthatandoursidelost,badly.Such

was my political career. At which point,  The New Republic

o eredmeajobasawriterandeditor.Ibeganmynewlifein

journalismonthedayRonaldReaganwasswornin,January20,

1981.

Someofthearticlesinthisbookarefromthoseearlyyearsat

TheNewRepublic.Othersarefromthemonthlyback-pageessay

Ibeganwritingfor Time magazinein1983.Mostofthepieces

inthisbook,however,arefromtheweeklycolumnIhavebeen

writingforthe WashingtonPost since1984.

These quite fantastic twists and turns have given me a

profound respect for serendipity and a rather skeptical view

about how much one really is master of one’s fate. A long—

forgotten, utterly trivial student council ght brought me to

journalism.Amomentofadolescentangstledtotheimpulsive

decisiontoquitpoliticalstudiesandenrollinmedicalschool.A

decadelater,arandompresidentialappointmenthavingnothing

to do with me brought me to a place where my writing and

public career could begin. When a young journalist asks me

today,“HowdoIgettobeanationallysyndicatedcolumnist?”

Ihavemyanswer:“First,gotomedicalschool.”

These turns in my career path were a matter of fate. But

therewasoneothertransformationthatwasnot,anditneedsa

wordofexplanation.Itwasdeliberate,gradualandself-driven:

myideologicalevolution.

I’m often asked: “How do you go from Walter Mondale to

FoxNews?”Towhichtheshortansweris:“Iwasyoungonce.”

The long answer begins by noting that this is hardly a novel

passage. The path is well trodden, most famously by Ronald Reagan,himselfonceaNewDealDemocrat,andmorerecently byagenerationofneoconservatives,ledbyIrvingKristoland

NormanPodhoretz.Everystoryhasitsidiosyncrasies.Theseare

mine.

I’dbeenalifelongDemocrat,andinmyyouthaGreatSociety

liberal. But I had always identi ed with the party’s Cold War

liberals,uncompromisingTruman-Kennedyanti-communistsled

by the likes of Henry Jackson, Hubert Humphrey and Pat

Moynihan. Given my socialdemocratic political orientation, it

wasnaturalformetoworkforDemocrats,handingoutlea ets

forHenryJacksoninthe1976Massachusettsprimary(Jackson

won;Ihandedoutalotoflea ets)andworkingforMondale

fouryearslater.

After Reagan took o ce in 1981, however, Democratic

foreign policy changed dramatically. Some, of course, had

beguntheirslidetowardisolationismyearsearlierwithGeorge

McGovern’s “Come Home, America” campaign. But the

responsibility of governance imposes discipline. When the

Sovietsprovocativelymovedintermediate-rangenuclearforces

(INF) into Eastern Europe, President Carter and German

chancellor Helmut Schmidt got NATO to approve the

counterdeploymentofAmericanINFsinWesternEurope.

However,assoonastheylostpowerin1981,theDemocrats

didanabout-face.Theyfellinthethrallofthe“nuclearfreeze,”

an idea of unmatched strategic vacuity, which would have

canceled the American IMF deployment while freezing the

Soviet force in place. The result would have been a major

strategic setback, undermining the nuclear guarantee that

underwrotetheNATOalliance.

Yearslater,leadingEuropeansocialdemocratsrepentedtheir youthful part in the anti-nuclear movement of the early ’80s.

ButtheDemocraticPartyneverdid.Itwentevenfurtherleft.It

re exivelyopposedeveryelementoftheReaganforeignpolicy

that ultimately brought total victory in the Cold War: the

defense buildup, the resistance to Soviet gains in Central

America and the blunt “evil empire” rhetoric that gave hope

andsuccortodissidentsinthegulag.Democratsdenouncedsuch

talk as provocative and naïve—the pronouncements of “an

amiable dunce,” to quote Clark Cli ord’s famous phrase

disdainingReagan.

And most relevant now, Democrats became implacable foes

of missile defense, in large part because the idea originated

with Reagan. The resistance was militant and nearly

theological. It lasted 30 years—until, well, today, when a

Democraticadministration,facingNorthKoreannuclearthreats,

franticallyputsinplace(onGuam,inAlaska,inCaliforniaand

o theKoreancoast)thefewmissile-defensesystemsthathad

surviveddecadesofDemocraticoppositionanddefunding.

I wrote most of the New Republic editorials opposing the Democratic Party’s foreign policy of retreat, drawing erce resistance from and occasioning public debate with my more

traditionally liberal TNR colleagues. My attack on the nuclear freeze, announced the publisher rather ruefully at the next editorial meeting, produced more canceled subscriptions than

anyotherarticleinthemagazine’shistory.Atthattime,Istill

sawmyselfastryingtosavethesouloftheDemocraticParty,

which to me meant keeping alive the activist anti-communist

tradition of Truman and Kennedy. But few other Democrats

followed.Bythemid-1980s,HumphreyandJacksonweredead

andMoynihanhaddeclinedtopickuptheirmantle.TheCold WarcontingentoftheDemocraticPartyessentiallydisappeared.

As someone who had never had any illusions about either

communismorSovietpower,IgaveupontheDemocrats.

On foreign policy, as the cliché goes, I didn’t leave the

DemocraticParty.Itleftme.

Not so on domestic policy. The Democratic Party remained

truetoitself.Ichanged.Theoriginofthatevolutionissimple:

I’mopentoempiricalevidence.TheresultsoftheGreatSociety

experimentsstartedcominginandbeganshowingthat,forall

itsgoodintentions,theWaronPovertywascausingirreparable

damage to the very communities it was designed to help.

CharlesMurray’s LosingGround wasoneturningpoint.Another, moretheoreticalbutequallypowerful,wasMancurOlson’s The Rise and Decline of Nations, which opened my eyes to the inexorable “institutional sclerosis” that corrodes and corrupts the ever-enlarging welfare state. The ’80s and ’90s saw the furtheraccumulationofavastbodyofsocialscienceevidence— producedbytwogenerationsofcritics,fromJamesQ.Wilson

to Heather Mac Donald, writing in The Public Interest,  City Journal and elsewhere—on the limits and failures of the ever-expandingLeviathanstate.

AsIbecameconvincedofthepracticalandtheoreticaldefects

of the socialdemocratic tendencies of my youth, it was but a

short distance to a philosophy of restrained, free-market

governance that gavemore space and place to the individual

andtothecivilsocietythatstandsbetweencitizenandstate.In

akindoffull-circlereturn,Ifoundmyeventualpoliticalhome

inavisionoflimitedgovernmentthat,whileprovidingforthe

helpless, is committed above all to guaranteeing individual

libertyandthepursuitofone’sownMillian“endsoflife.”

Suchhasbeenmytrajectory.Givenmycheckeredpast,I’ve

o eredthisbriefpersonalhistoryforthoseinterestedinwhat

forces, internal and external, led me to change direction both

vocationallyandideologically.I’veelaborateditherebecauseI

believethatwhileeveryonehastherighttochangeviews,one

does at least owe others an explanation. The above is mine.

Thisbookrepresentstheproductofthatjourney.

III.AWORDONORGANIZATIONANDMETHOD

The body of this book is made up of newspaper columns and

shorter magazine pieces grouped by theme in 16 chapters. I

have included, however, ve longer essays on subjects of

enoughcomplexitytohaverequiredmoreextensivetreatment.

The rst of these is on the ethics of embryonic research,

originallypublishedbythePresident’sCouncilonBioethics,of

whichIwasthenamember.Itisincludedasthelastentryin

chapter9, “BodyandSoul. ”Thesecondessayisameditationon Jewish destiny, rst published in the late 1990s and included here at the end of chapter 12, “The Jewish Question, Again. ”

And nally,thebook’slastchapter,“ThreeEssaysonAmerica

and the World,” is based on three speeches on U.S. foreign

policy delivered over two decades about the structure and

demandsofthepost–ColdWarinternationalsystem.

Everyarticleinthisbook,longorshort,isreproducedinits

original form, except for three considerations. First, I have

rewrittensomeoftheheadlines.Generallyspeaking,columnists

andessayistsdon’twritetheirownheadlines.Manytimeshave

I been dismayed bythe editor’s ultimate choice, which was oftendictatedbythespacerequirementsofthelaid-outpage.

Thatconstraintdoesn’texistinabook.Iam nallyreleased

from the tyranny of the one-or two-column head. It’s my

chancetogetitright.Ido,however,includethelocationand

exactdateofpublicationofeacharticle,toenablethosereaders

enjoying far too much leisure time to consult the original

headlineiftheywish.

Second,Ialteredsomepunctuationandusage,largelyforthe

sakeofuniformity.Thedi erentpublicationsinwhichIappear

follow di erent style books. (For example, regarding serial

commas:whetheryouwritea,b,andcratherthana,bandc.)

My syndicated columns adhere to the Associated Press style

book.Theversionappearinginthe WashingtonPost followsthe

Post’sownstyle.Samewith Time.Asfortheothers,Godknows whattheyuse.Tokeepthechaostoaminimum,Ihavetriedto imposeaconsistencyinstyleandusage.Thishasthewelcome

subsidiary bene t of allowing me to exercise my petty

punctuational prejudices, most importantly, my war on

commas. They are a pestilence. They must be stopped. This

bookisacontinuationofthatcampaign.

Finally, I have corrected typographical errors and on rare

occasionseditedalineortwooftextforreasonsofobscurity,

redundancy or obsolescence, the last encompassing references

so historically obscure today as to have otherwise required

clutteringupwithexplanatoryfootnotes.Altogether,theseare

perhapsadozenortwo.Theychangenomeaning.

Therest,alas,remainsuntouched.Itstandsasitwasonthe

day it was

rst published: imperfect, unimproved,

unapologeticallymine.

Washington,D.C.,August12,2013






CHAPTER1

THEGOODANDTHEGREAT


MARCEL,MYBROTHER

PLACE:LosAngelesareaemergencyroom.

TIME:Varioustimesoverthelast18years.

SCENE:Whitemale,around50,broughtinbyambulance,pale,

shortofbreath,indistress.

Intern: You’regoingtobealright,sir.I’mreplacingyour uids, andyourbloodstudiesandelectrolytesshouldbebackfromthe labinjustafewminutes.

Patient: Son,youwaitformyelectrolytestocomebackandI’l bedeadin 10 minutes. I ran the ICU here for 10 years. I’m pan-hypopit and in (circulatory) shock. I need 300 mg of hydrocortisonerightnow.Inabolus.RIGHTNOW.Afterthat, I’l tel youwhattorunintomyIV,andwhatlabteststorun. 

Gotit? 

Intern: Yessir.

Thissceneplayeditselfatleasthalfadozentimes.Thepatient

was my brother Marcel. He’d later call to regale me with the

whole play-by-play, punctuated with innumerable, incredulous

can-you-believe-its.Welaughed.Ilovedhearingthatmixtureof

prideandde anceinhisvoiceashetoldmehowhehadyet

againthoughtandtalkedhiswaypastdeath.

Amazingly, he always got it right. True, he was a brilliant

doctor, a UCLA professor of medicine and a pulmonologist of

unusual skill. But these diagnostic feats were performed lying

atonhisback,neardeliriousandontheedgeofcirculatory

collapse. Marcel instantly knew why. It was his cancer

returning—the rare tumor he’d been carrying since 1988— suddenly popping up in some new life-threatening anatomical

location.BythetimehegottotheERandwaslookingupatthe

rawyoungintern,he’dfiguredoutwhereitwasandwhattodo.

Ilovedhearingthesetales,inpartbecauseitbroughtoutthe

oldbravadoinhim—thesamecouragethat,inthe1980s,when

AIDSwaslargelyunknownandinvariablyfatal,ledMarcelto

bronchoscope patients with active disease. At the time, not

everydoctorwaswillingtoriskbeingonthereceivingendof

thecoughingandspittingup.“Becareful,Marce,”Iwouldtell

him.He’dlaugh.

Friends and colleagues knew this part of Marcel—the

headstrong cowboy—far better than I did. We hadn’t lived in

thesamecitysincehewento tomedicalschoolwhenIwas

17.WhatIknewthattheydidn’t,however,wastheMarcelof

before,thegoldenyouthofourchildhoodtogether.

He was four years older and a magni cent athlete: good

ballplayer,greatsailorandthemostelegantskierI’deverseen.

But he was generous with his gifts. He taught me most

everythingIeverlearnedabouteverysportIeverplayed.He

taughtmehowtothrowafootball,hitabackhand,gripanine—

iron,fieldagrounder,dockasailboatinatailwind.

Hewasevenmoregenerousstill.WheneverIthinkbackto

mychildhoodfriends—Morgie,Fiedler,Klipper,theBellerboys

—Irealizetheywerenotmycontemporariesbuthis.Andwhen

you’re young, four years is a chasm. But everyone knew

Marcel’srule:“Charlieplays.”Thecorollarywasunderstood:If

Charliedoesn’tplay,Marceldoesn’tplay.

Iplayed.Fromtheyoungestagehetaughtmetogoone-on—

onewiththebigboys,arareandpricelessgift.

Andhowweplayed.Springcamelatewherewegrewupin

Canada,buteveryyearourfatherwouldtakeusoutofschool

earlytohaveafullthreemonthsofsummeratourlittlecottage

intheseasidetownofLongBeach,NewYork.Forthosethree

months of endless summer, Marcel and I were inseparable—

vagabond brothers shuttling endlessly on our Schwinns from

beachtobeach,ballgametoballgame.Dayandnightweplayed

every sport ever invented, and some games, like three-step

stoopball and sidewalk Spaldeen, we just made up ourselves.

For a couple of summers we even wangled ourselves jobs

teachingsailingatTreasureIsland,theaptlynameddaycamp

nearby.Itwasparadise.

Thereisablack-and-whitephotographofus,twoboysalone.

He’s maybe 11, I’m 7. We’re sitting on a jetty, those jutting

piles of rock that little beach towns throw down at half-mile

intervalstoholdbackthesea.Inthephoto,nothingbutsand,

sea and sky, the pure elements of our summers together. We

are both thin as rails, tanned to blackness and dressed in our

summer nest:bathingsuitsandbuzzcuts.Marcel’sleftarmis

drapedaroundmyneckwiththate ortlessnaturaleasefulness

—andtouchofprotectiveness—thatonlyolderbrothersknow.

Whenever I look at that picture, I know what we were

thinking at the moment it was taken: It will forever be thus.

Everbrothers.Everyoung.Eversummer.

My brother Marcel died on Tuesday, January 17. It was

winter.Hewas59.

TheWashingtonPost,January27,2006

WINSTONCHURCHILL:

THEINDISPENSABLEMAN

It is just a parlor game, but since it only plays once every

hundredyears,itishardtoresist.PersonoftheCentury?  Time

magazine o ered Albert Einstein, an interesting and solid

choice.Unfortunately,itiswrong.Theonlypossibleansweris

WinstonChurchill.

Why?BecauseonlyChurchillcarriesthatabsolutelyrequired

criterion: indispensability. Without Churchill the world today

wouldbeunrecognizable—dark,impoverished,tortured.

WithoutEinstein?Einsteinwascertainlythebestmindofthe

century. His 1905 trifecta—a total unknown publishing three

papers (on Brownian motion, the photoelectric e ect and the

special theory of relativity), each of which revolutionized its eld—is probably the single most concentrated display of geniussincetheinventionoftheaxle.(Thewheelwaseasy,the

axlehard.)

Einsteinalsohadadeeplyhumaneandphilosophicalsoul.I

wouldnominatehimasmostadmirablemanofthecentury.But

mostimportant?IfEinsteinhadn’tlived,theideasheproduced

mighthavebeendelayed.Buttheywouldcertainlyhavearisen

withouthim.

Indeed, by the time he’d published his paper on special

relativity,LorentzandFitzgeraldhadalreadydescribedhow,at

velocities approaching the speed of light, time dilates, length contractsandmassincreases.

True,theymisunderstoodwhy.IttookEinsteintodrawthe

grand implications that constitute the special theory of

relativity.Butthegroundworkwasthere.

And true, his general theory of relativity in 1916 is prodigiously original. But considering the concentration of genius in the physics community of the rst half of the 20th

century,itishardtobelievethatthegeneraltheorywouldnot

havecomeinduecoursetoo.

TakeawayChurchillin1940,ontheotherhand,andBritain

wouldhavesettledwithHitler—orworse.Nazismwouldhave

prevailed.Hitlerwouldhaveachievedwhatnoothertyrant,not

even Napoleon, had ever achieved: mastery of Europe.

Civilizationwouldhavedescendedintoadarknessthelikesof

whichithadneverknown.

Thegreatmovementsthatunderliehistory—thedevelopment

ofscience,industry,culture,socialandpoliticalstructures—are

undeniablypowerful,almostdeterminant.Yeteveryonceina

while, a single person arises without whom everything would

bedifferent.SuchamanwasChurchill.

Afterhavingsingle-handedlysavedWesterncivilizationfrom

Nazi barbarism—Churchill was, of course, not su cient in

bringing victory, but he was uniquely necessary—he then

immediately rose to warn prophetically against its sister

barbarism,Sovietcommunism.

Churchillisnowdisparagedfornotsharingourmulticultural

late 20thcentury sensibilities. His disrespect for the su rage movement, his disdain for Gandhi, his resistance to decolonizationareundeniable.Butthatkindofcriticismisakin

todethroningLincolnasthegreatestof19th-centuryAmericans

becausehesharedmanyofhisera’sappallingprejudicesabout

blackpeople.

Inessence,theraponChurchillisthathewasa19th-century

manparachutedintothe20th.

Butisthatnotpreciselytothepoint?Ittooka19th-century man—traditional in habit, rational in thought, conservative in temper——tosavethe20thcenturyfromitself.Thestoryofthe

20th century is a story of revolution wrought by thoroughly

modern men: Hitler, Stalin, Mao and above all Lenin, who

invented totalitarianism out of Marx’s cryptic and inchoate

communism(andthusearnshisplaceasrunner-uptoChurchill

forPersonoftheCentury).

And it is the story of the modern intellectual, from Ezra

Pound to Jean-Paul Sartre, seduced by these modern men of

politicsand,grotesquely,servingthem.

Theuniquenessofthe20thcenturyliesnotinitssciencebut

in its politics. The 20th century was no more scienti cally

gifted thanthe19th,withitsGauss,Darwin,Pasteur,Maxwell

and Mendel—all plowing, by the way, less-broken scienti c

groundthanthe20th.

No. The originality of the 20th surely lay in its politics. It

invented the police state and the command economy, mass

mobilization and mass propaganda, mechanized murder and

routinizedterror—abreathtakingcatalogofpoliticalcreativity.

Andthe20thisasinglestorybecausehistorysaw ttolodge

the entire episode in a single century. Totalitarianism turned

outtobeacul-de-sac.Itcameandwent.Ithasabeginningand

an end, 1917 and 1991, a run of 75 years neatly nestled into

thiscentury.Thatisourstory.

Andwhoistheheroofthatstory?Whoslewthedragon?Yes,

it was the ordinary man, the taxpayer, the grunt who fought

andwonthewars.Yes,itwasAmericaanditsallies.Yes,itwas

thegreatleaders:FDR,deGaulle,Adenauer,Truman,JohnPaul

II, Thatcher, Reagan. But above all, victory required one man

withoutwhomthe ghtwouldhavebeenlostatthebeginning.

ItrequiredWinstonChurchill.

TheWashingtonPost,December31,1999

PAULERDOS:SWEETGENIUS

Oneofthemostextraordinarymindsofourtimehas“left.”  Left

is the word Paul Erdos, a prodigiously gifted and productive

mathematician, used for “died.”  Died is the word he used to signify“stoppeddoingmath.”Erdosnever“died.”Hecontinued doingmath,notoriouslyayoungperson’s eld,rightuntilthe

dayhediedlastFriday.Hewas83.

Itwasn’tjusthisvocabularythatwaseccentric.Erdos’whole

lifewassoimprobablenonovelistcouldhaveinventedhim.As

chronicled by Paul Ho man a decade ago in The Atlantic

Monthly, Erdos had no home, no family, no possessions, no address. He went from math conference to math conference, from university to university, knocking on the doors of

mathematicians throughout the world, declaring, “My brain is

open” and moving in. His colleagues, grateful for a few days’

collaboration with Erdos—his mathematical breadth was as

impressiveashisdepth—tookhimin.

Erdostraveledwithtwosuitcases,eachhalf-full.Onehada

fewclothes,theothermathematicalpapers.Heownednothing

else.Nothing.Hisfriendstookcareofthea airsofeveryday

lifeforhim—checkbook,taxreturns,food.Hedidnumbers.

Heseemedsentencedtoalifeofsolitarinessfrombirth,on

the day of which his two sisters, ages three and ve, died of

scarletfever,leavinghimanonlychild,doteduponandkeptat

homebyafretfulmother.Hitlerdisposedofnearlyalltherest

ofhisHungarianJewishfamily.AndErdosnevermarried.His

Washington Post obituary ends with this abrupt and rather painfulline:“Heleavesnoimmediatesurvivors.”

Butinrealityhedid:hundredsofscienti ccollaboratorsand

1,500mathematicalpapersproducedwiththem.Anastonishing legacy in a eld where a lifetime product of 50 papers is consideredquiteextraordinary.

Mathematicianstendtobloomearlyanddieearly.Thegreat

IndiangeniusSrinivasaRamanujandiedat32.ThegreatFrench

mathematicianEvaristeGaloisdiedat21.(Inaduel.Thenight

before,itissaid,hestayedupallnightwritingdowneverything

he knew. Premonition?) And those who don’t literally die

young,dieyounginErdos’sense.By30,they’velostit.

Erdosdidn’t.Hebeganhisworkearly.At20hediscovereda

proofforaclassictheoremofnumbertheory(thatbetweenany

number and its double must lie a prime—i.e., indivisible,

number).Heremainedfecundtillhisdeath.Indeed,hisfriend

andbenefactor,Dr.(ofmath,ofcourse)RonGraham,estimates

thatperhaps50newErdospapersarestilltoappear,re ecting

workheandcollaboratorsweredoingatthetimeofhisdeath.

Erdoswasunusualinyetoneotherrespect.Thenotionofthe

itinerant,eccentricgenius,totallyabsorbedinhisownworldof

thought,isaclichéthatalmostalwaysattachestotheadjective

antisocial. From Bobby Fischer to Howard Hughes, obsession andmisanthropyseemtogotogether.

NotsoErdos.Hewasgentle,openandgenerouswithothers.

Hebelievedinmakingmathematicsasocialactivity.Indeed,he

was the most proli cally collaborative mathematician in

history. Hundreds of colleagues who have published with him

orbeenadvisedbyhimcantracesomebreakthroughorinsight

toaneveningwithErdos,brainopen.

That sociability sets him apart from other mathematical

geniuses. Andrew Wiles, for example, recently achieved fame

forhavingsolvedmath’sHolyGrail,Fermat’sLastTheorem—

afterhavingworkedonitforsevenyearsinhisattic!Hethen sprangtheproofontheworldasasurprise.

Erdos didn’t just share his genius. He shared his money. It

seemscomicaltosaysobecausehehadsolittle.But,infact,it

is rather touching. He had so little because he gave away

everything he earned. He was a soft touch for whatever

charitable or hard-luck cause camehis way. In India, he once

gaveawaytheproceedsfromafewlectureshehaddelivered

theretoRamanujan’simpoverishedwidow.

Afewyearsago,Grahamtellsme,Erdosheardofapromising

young mathematician who wanted to go to Harvard but was

short the money needed. Erdos arranged to see him and lent

him$1,000.(ThesumtotalofthemoneyErdoscarriedaround

at any one time was about $30.) He told the young man he

could pay it back when he was able to. Recently, the young

man called Graham to say that he had gone through Harvard

and now was teaching at Michigan and could nally pay the

moneyback.Whatshouldhedo?

GrahamconsultedErdos.Erdossaid,“Tellhimtodowiththe

$1,000whatIdid.”

Nosurvivors,indeed.

TheWashingtonPost,September27,1996

RICKANKIEL:RETURNOFTHENATURAL

Inthefable,thefarmboyphenommakeshiswaytothebigcity

toamazetheworldwithhisarm.Atastopatafaironthetrain

ride to Chicago, he strikes out the Babe Ruth of his time on

threeblazingpitches.EntertheDarkLady.Beforehecanreach

thestadiumforhistryout,sheshootshimandleaveshimfor

dead.

Itis16yearslaterandRoyHobbsreturns,butnowasahitter

and out elder. (He can never pitch again because of the

wound.)Heleadshisteamtoimprobableglory,endingthetale

with a titanic home run that, in the now-iconic movie image,

explodesthestadiumlightsinadazzlingcascadeofwhite.

Inreallife,thekiddoesn’tlooklikeRobertRedford,buthe

throws like Roy Hobbs: unhittable, unstoppable. In his rookie

year, appropriately the millennial year 2000, he throws it by

everyone.HepitchestheSt.LouisCardinalstoadivisiontitle,

playing so well that his manager anoints him starter for the

openinggameoftheplayo s,apositionofhonorand—for21—

year-oldRickAnkiel—fatalexposure.

Hiscollapseisepic.Hecan’tfindtheplate.Inthethirdinning

hewalksfourbattersandthrows vewildpitches(something

notseensince1890)beforeManagerTonyLaRussamercifully

takeshimoutofthegame.

Thekidisneverthesame.Heneverrecovershiscontrol.Five

miserable years in the minors trying to come back. Injuries.

Operations.In2005,hegivesuppitchingforever.

Then,lastweek,onAug.9,2007,heiscalledupfromTriple—

A. Same team. Same manager. Rick Ankiel is introduced to a

roaring Busch Stadium crowd as the Cardinals’ starting right

 fielder.

Intheseventhinning,withtwoouts,hehitsathree-runhome

runtosealthegamefortheCardinals.Twodayslater,hehits

twohomerunsandmakesoneofthegreatcatchesoftheyear

—overtheshoulder,backtotheplate,fullspeed.

Buttheplayismorethanspectacular.Itispoignant.Itwasan

amateur’scatch.Ankielranaslightlyincorrectroutetotheball.

A veteran out elder would have seen the ball tailing to the

right.Butpitchersaren’ttrainedtotrackdownscreamingline

drives over their heads. Ankiel was running away from home

platebutslightlytohis left.Realizingatthelastsecondthathe had run up the wrong prong of a Y, he veered sharply to the right,fallingandslidingintothewallashereachedfortheball

overthewrongshoulder.

Hemadethecatch.Thecrowd,alreadydeliriousoverthetwo

home runs, came to its feet. If this had been a fable, Ankiel

would have picked himself up and walked out of the stadium

into the waiting arms of the lady in white—Glenn Close in a

halooflight—nevertoreturn.

But this is real life. Ankiel is only 28 and will continue to

play.Themagiccannotcontinue.Ifheislucky,he’llhavethe

career of an average right elder. But it doesn’t matter. His

returnaftersevenyears—ifonlythreedayslong—isthestu of

legend.Madeevenmoreperfectbythetiming:Justtwodays

after Barry Bonds sets a synthetic home run record in San

Francisco,theNaturalreturnstoSt.Louis.

Rightafterthat rstgame,LaRussacalledAnkiel’sreturnthe

Cardinals’greatestjoyinbaseball“shortofwinningtheWorld

Series.”This,fromamanagernotgiventohappytalk.LaRussa

istheultimatebaseballlogician,drivenbynumbersandstats.

He may be more machine than man, but he confessed at the postgamenewsconference:“I’m ghtingmybutto tokeepit together.”

Translation: I’m trying like hell to keep from bursting into

tearsattheresurrectionofayoungmanwhosevenyearsago

dissolvedinfrontofmyeyes.LaRussawasrequiredto“keepit

together”because,ascodi edmostsuccinctlybyTomHanksin

ALeagueofTheirOwn,“There’snocryinginbaseball.”

Buttherecanberedemption.Andatouchofglory.

Ronald Reagan, I was once told, said he liked The Natural

exceptthathedidn’tunderstandwhytheDarkLadyshootsRoy

Hobbs.Reagan, the preternatural optimist, may have had

di culty fathoming tragedy, but no one knows why Hobbs is shot. It is fate, destiny, nemesis. Perhaps the dawning of knowledge, the coming of sin. Or more prosaically, the

catastrophe that awaits everyone from a single false move,

wrong turn, fatal encounter. Every life has such a moment.

What distinguishes us is whether—and how—we ever come

back.

TheWashingtonPost,August17,2007

CHRISTOPHERCOLUMBUS:

DEADWHITEMALE

The 500th anniversary of 1492 is approaching. Remember

1492?

“In Fourteen Hundred Ninety-Two / Columbus sailed the

oceanblue.”Discoveryandexploration.BolívarandJe erson.

Libertyanddemocracy.Thelastbesthopeforman.

Theleftisnotamused.

InMadrid,theAssociationofIndianCulturesannouncesthat

itwillmarktheoccasionwithactsof“sabotage.”IntheU.S.,

the Columbus in Context Coalition declares that the coming

eventprovides“progressives”withtheirbestpoliticalopening

“since the Vietnam War.” The National Council of Churches

(NCC) condemns the “discovery” as “an invasion and

colonization with legalized occupation, genocide, economic

exploitationandadeeplevelofinstitutionalracismandmoral

decadence.” One of its leaders calls for “a year of repentance

andreflectionratherthanayearofcelebration.”

Fortheleft,theyearcomesjustintime.Therevolutionsof

1989 having put a dent in the case for the degeneracy of the

West,1992o ersawelcomenewpointofattack.Thepointis

theOrigin.ThevillainisColumbus.Thecrimeisthediscovery

—therape—ofAmerica.

Theattackdoes,however,presenttheleftwithsomerather

exquisiteproblemsofpoliticalcorrectness.Afterall,Columbus

was an agent of Spain, and his most direct legacy is Hispanic

America. The denunciation of the Spanish legacy as one of

cruelty and greed has moved one Hispanic leader to call the

NCC’sresolution“aracistdepreciationoftheheritagesofmost

oftoday’sAmericanpeoples,especiallyHispanics.”

That same resolution opened an even more ancient debate

betweenProtestantsandCatholicsoverthecolonizationofthe

Americas. For Catholics like historian James Muldoon, the

(Protestant) attack onColumbus and on the subsequent

missionary work of the (Catholic) church in the Americas is

littlemorethanaresurrection,afewcenturieslate,oftheBlack

Legendthatwasastapleofanti-Catholicpropagandaduringthe

Reformation.

The crusade continues nonetheless. Kirkpatrick Sale kicked

o  the anti-celebration with his anti-Columbus tome,  The

Conquest of Paradise. The group Encounter plans to celebrate 1992bysailingthreeshipsfullofIndiansto“discover”Spain.

Similarmerrimentistobeexpectedwhereveraquorumgathers

tohonor1492.

The attack on 1492 has two parts. First, establishing the

villainy of Columbus and his progeny (i.e., us). Columbus is

“the deadest whitest male now o ered for our detestation,”

writesGarryWills.“Ifanyhistorical gurecanappropriatelybe

loaded up with all the heresies of our time—Eurocentrism,

phallocentrism, imperialism, elitism and all-bad-things—

generally-ism—Columbusistheman.”

Therefore, good-bye Columbus? Balzac once suggested that

all great fortunes are founded on a crime. So too all great

civilizations. The European conquest of the Americas, like the

conquest of other civilizations, was indeed accompanied by

great cruelty. But that is to say nothing more than that the

EuropeanconquestofAmericawas,inthisway,muchlikethe

rise of Islam, the Norman conquest of Britain and the

widespread American Indian tradition of raiding, depopulating

andappropriatingneighboringlands.

Therealquestionis,Whateventuallygrewonthisbloodied

soil? The answer is, The great modern civilizations of the

Americas—anewworldofindividualrights,anever-expanding

circleoflibertyand,twiceinthiscentury,asavioroftheworld

fromtotalitarianbarbarism.

If we are to judge civilizations like individuals, they should

allbehanged,becausewithindividualsittakesbutonemurder

tomeritahanging.Butifonejudgescivilizationsbywhatthey

have taken from and what they have given the world, a non—

jaundicedobserver—say,oneofthemillionsinCentralEurope

and Asia whose eyes are turned with hope toward America—

wouldsurelyblessthedayColumbussetsail.

ThusPartIoftheanti-’92crusadeiscalumnyforColumbus

andhislegacy.PartIIishagiography,singingofthesaintedness

of the Indians in their pre-Columbian Eden, a land of virtue,

empathyandecologicalharmony.WithColumbus,writesSale,

Europe“implanteditsdiseasedanddangerousseedsinthesoils

of the continents that represented the last best hope for

humankind—anddestroyedthem.”

Lastbesthope?Nodoubt,someIndiantribes—theHopis,for

example—weretree-huggingpaci sts.Butthenotionthatpre—

Columbian America was a hemisphere of noble savages is an

adolescent fantasy (rather lushly, if ludicrously, animated in

DanceswithWolves).

Take the Incas. Inca civilization, writes Peruvian novelist

MarioVargasLlosa,wasa“pyramidalandtheocraticsociety”of

“totalitarian structure” in which “the individual had no

importanceandvirtuallynoexistence.”Itsfoundation?“Astate

religionthattookawaytheindividual’sfreewillandcrowned

the authority’s decision with the aura of a divine mandate turnedtheTawantinsuyu[Incanempire]intoabeehive.”

True, the beehive was wantonly destroyed by “semiliterate,

implacable and greedy swordsmen.” But they in turn

represented a culture in which “a social space of human

activitieshadevolvedthatwasneitherlegislatednorcontrolled

by those in power.” In other words, a culture of liberty that

endowed the individual human being with dignity and

sovereignty.

IsitEurocentrictobelievethelifeoflibertyissuperiortothe

lifeofthebeehive?Thatbeliefdoesnotjustifythecrueltyof

theconquest.Butitdoesallowustosaythatafter500years

the Columbian legacy has created a civilization that we ought

not,inallhumblepietyandculturalrelativism,declaretobeno

betterorworsethanthatoftheIncas.Itturnedoutbetter.

And mankind is the better for it. In nitely better. Reason

enoughtohonorColumbusandbless1492.

Time,May27,1991

HERMANNLISCO:MANFORALLSEASONS

Hermann Lisco, a gifted scientist and legendary teacher, died

last week. He was a quiet man from an unquiet place.

Germanborn, he received his medical degree from the

UniversityofBerlinin1936,cametotheUnitedStatestoteach

pathologyatJohnsHopkinsUniversityandwasrecruitedtothe

Manhattan Project. In secret, he worked with a team of

scientists at the University of Chicago studying the biological effectsofastrangenewhumancreation:plutonium.

Later,hewas owntoLosAlamostostudythe rstpersonto

be killed by acute radiation poisoning. Lisco performed the

autopsyand,later,thoseofeightothervictimsofaccidentsat

Los Alamos. His ndings were a scienti c milestone, the rst

publishedaccountofthee ectsofacuteradiationexposureon

thehumanorganism.

Adecadelater,hewasinstrumentalinproducingalandmark

UnitedNationsreportonthee ectsofradiationonhumansand

ontheenvironment.ButDr.Liscowasmorethanascientist.At

Harvard Medical School, where he subsequently became a

professor,hewasthemostbelovedandin uentialmentorofan

entiregenerationofstudents.

His home was always alive with the sound of students. He

andhiswife,Lisa(aformidableintellectinherownrightand

daughter of James Franck, winner of the 1926 Nobel Prize in

physics),ranacombinationhalfwayhouseandsalon.

Medical school is not hard, but it is all-consuming. As our

worldgotnarrower,Hermann’sgoalwastokeepushuman,in

touchwithalargerworldandlargerpossibilities.

He did so, in part, by example. He was a rare specimen of

whatusedtobecalledahumanist:Hismasteryofsciencewas complementedbydeepknowledgeofthehumanities.Withhis supple andsophisticated mind, he discoursed easily on art,

literature,politics,history.

His belief in broad horizons was more than theoretical. He

was instrumental in setting up a traveling scholarship for

studentstotakeayearo andseetheworld.Hearrangedfor

Michael Crichton to be given the freedom as a fourth-year

medicalstudenttoresearchandwritebooks.

Asforme,well,hemademycareerpossible.Towardtheend

of my freshman year, I was paralyzed in a serious accident.

Hermann, then associate dean of students, came to see me in

intensivecare.Heaskedwhathecoulddoforme.Itoldhim

that,tokeepdisasterfromturningintoruin,Ihaddecidedto

stayinschoolandwithmyclass.

If Hermann had doubts—I would not have blamed him: No

onewithmyinjuryhadevergonethroughmedicalschool—he

nevershowedit.Hetoldmehewoulddoeverythingpossibleto

makeithappen.

He did. Within a few days, a hematology professor, fresh

fromlecturingtomyclassmatesoncampus,showedupatmy

bedsideandproceededtogivemethelecture,whileprojecting

his slides on the ceiling above me. (I was at on my back in

traction, but I’m sure Hermann had instructed everybody to

carryonasifsuchteachingtechniqueswereentirelynormal.)

He then went to work behind the scenes: persuading

professors to let me take their tests orally with a recording

secretary(Ididnotlearntohandwriteforanotherthreeyears);

gettingmetransferredformy12monthsofinpatientrehabtoa

HarvardteachinghospitalsothatIcouldcatchupatnightwith

my class’ second-year studies and rejoin it in third year; persuading (ordering?) skeptical attending physicians to allow theirpatientstobecaredforbythestudentinthewheelchair

withtheexoticmedicalinstruments(theextra-longstethoscope

Hermannhadmadeformewasathingofbeauty).

Hermanndidallthisquietly,withoutfanfare.Atgraduation,

hetooknotonlypridebutakindofmischievousdelightinour

unspokenconspiracy. We broke no rules, but we bent a few,

especiallythestupidones.I’msurehelikedthat.

That was Hermann’s great gift: He was a man of orderly

habitsandorderlymind,buthenever inchedfromchallenging

the orderly. In Germany, he had seen order turned into

malevolence. Mild mannered as he was—I never once heard

himraisehisvoice—hewasgoodatde ance.InNaziGermany,

Hermann married a Jew, the daughter of an early, very

prominent anti-Nazi. De ance ran in the family. Hermann’s

fatherwas redasheadofGöttingen’selitehighschoolforhis

oppositiontotheregime.

Hermanndidnotmuchrespectnature’sstrictures,either.At

age 70, he was still climbing mountains in his beloved

Adirondacks.At80,hewasstilltakingmiles-longwalksinthe

woods.

And now, just short of 90, he is gone. Those who were

touchedbythisman,sowiseandgraciousandgoodly,mourn

him.Imournamanwhosavedmylife.

TheWashingtonPost,August25,2000




CHAPTER2

MANNERS


NODANCINGINTHEENDZONE

ROUNDS:Theritualwherebyaseniordoctorgoesfrombedto

bedseeingpatients,trailedbyagaggleofstudents.

ROUNDSMANSHIP: The art of distinguishing oneself from the

gagglewithrelentlessdisplaysoferudition.

The roundsman is the guy who, with the class huddled at the

bed of a patient who has developed a rash after taking

penicillin, raises his hand to ask the professor—obnoxious

ingratiation is best expressed in the form of a question—

whether this might not instead be a case of Schmendrick’s

Syndrome reported in the latest issue of the Journal of

RidiculouslyObscureTropicalDiseases.

Noneoftherestofusgatheredaroundthebedhaseverheard

ofSchmendrick’s.Butthat’sthepoint.Thepointisfortheprof

to remember this hyper-motivated sti  who stays up nights

reading journals in preparation for rounds. That’s the upside.

The downside, which the roundsman—let’s call him Oswald—

ignoresathisperil,isthatthisapplepolishingdoesnotendear

himtohiscolleagues,aslovenlylotmostlyhungoverfroma

terrificnightattheBlueParrot.

The general feeling among the rest of us is that we should

have Oswald killed. A physiology major suggests a simple

potassium injection that would stop his heart and leave no

trace.Weagreethisisasplendidideaandentirelyjust.Butit

wouldnotsolvetheproblem.Killhim,andanotherOswaldwill

ariseinhisplace.

There’salwaysanOswald.There’salwaysthehusbandwho

takeshiswifetoParisforValentine’sDay.Valentine’sDay?The

rest of us schlubs can barely remember to come home with a single long-stemmed rose. What does hethinkhe’sdoing?And loveisnodefense.Wedon’tcarehowmuchyouloveher—you don’tdoParis.It’sbadfortheteam.

Baseballhasitsownwayoftakingcareofthosewhocommit

thecapitalo enseofshowingupanotherplayer.Dropyourbat

toadmirethetrajectoryofyourhomerunand,chancesare,the

nexttimeuptheunappreciativepitchertriestotakeyourhead

offwithhighcheesethatwhistles behind yourskull.

Now,youmighttakethisthewrongwayandthinkthatIam

makingthecaseformediocrity—whatAustralianscall“thetall

poppy syndrome” of unspoken bias against achievement, lest

onepresumetobeelevatedaboveone’smates.No.Thereisa

distinction between show and substance. It is the ostentation

thatrankles,nottheachievement.I’mtalkingaboutdancingin

theendzone.Findacureforcancerandyoudeservewhatever

honors and riches come your way. But the check-writer who

wearsblindingblingtotheCancerBallisquiteanothermatter.

Americans abroad have long been accused of such blinging

arrogance and display. I nd the charge generally unfair.

Arroganceisincorrectlyascribedtowhatisreallythecultural

clumsinessofaninsular(ifcontinental)peoplelessexposedto

foreignwaysandlanguagesthanmostotherpeopleonEarth.

True,Americaasanationisnotverygoodathumility.Butit

would be completely unnatural for the dominant military,

cultural and technological power on the planet to adopt the

demeanor of, say, Liechtenstein. The ensuing criticism is

particularlygratingwhenitcomesfromthelikesoftheFrench,

British, Spanish, Dutch (there are many others) who just

yesterday claimed dominion over every land and people their

CaptainCookseverstumbledupon.

My beef with American arrogance is not that we act like a

traditional great power, occasionally knocking o  foreign bad

guyswhorichlydeserveit.Myproblemisthatwedon’tknow

where to stop—the trivial victories we insist on having in

arenas that are quite super uous. Like that women’s hockey

game in the 2002 Winter Olympics. Did the U.S. team really

have to beat China 12–1? Can’t we get the coaches—there’s

gottabesomeprovisioninthePatriotActauthorizingtheCIA

toengineerthis—tothrowagameortwo,oratleastmakeit

close? We’re trying to contain China. Why, then, gratuitously

crushtheminsomethingAmericansdon’tevencareabout?Why

notthrowthemabone?

I say we keep the big ones for ourselves—laser-guided

munitions, Google, Warren Bu ett—and let the rest of the

world have ice hockey, ballroom dancing and every Nobel

PeacePrize.AndthrowintheRyderCup.Ialwaysrootforthe

Europeansinthatone.Theylostentireempires,forGod’ssake;

letthemhavegolfsupremacy foroneweekend.Noonelikesan

Oswald.

TheWashingtonPost,December22,2006

“WOMENANDCHILDREN.”STILL? 

You’reonthe TitanicII.Ithasjusthitanicebergandissinking.

And, as last time, there are not enough lifeboats. The captain

shouts,“Womenandchildrenfirst!”Butthistime,anothervoice

isheard:“Whywomen?”

Why,indeed?Partofthecharmofthecosmicallysuccessful

movie Titanic is the period costume, period extravagance, period class prejudice. An audience can enjoy these at a distance.Oddly,however,ofalltheperiodmoresinthe lm,

theoldmaritimetraditionof“womenandchildren rst”enjoys

totalacceptancebymodernaudiences.Listentothebooingand

hissingattheon-screenheavieswhotrytosneakonwith—or

aheadof—theladies.

But is not grouping women with children a raging

anachronism?Shouldnotanyself-respectingmodernperson,let

alone feminist, object to it as patronizing and demeaning to

women? Yet its usage is as common today as it was in 1912.

Consider these examples taken almost at random from recent

newspapers:

Dateline Mexico: “Members of a paramilitary group gunned downtheIndians,mostofthemwomenandchildren.”

Dateline Burundi: “As many as 200 civilians, most of them womenandchildren,werekilled.”

Dateline Croatia: “Kupreskic was named in an open

indictment…forthemassacreinAhmiciinwhich103Muslims,

including33womenandchildren,werekilled.”

Atatimewhenwomen ycombataircraft,howcanonenot

wincewhenadultwomenareroutinelyclassedwithchildren?

InAhmici,itseems,70adultmenwerekilled.Adultwomen?

Notclear.Whenthingsgetserious,whenbloodstartsto owor shipsstarttosink,you’llfindthemwiththechildren.

Now, children are entitled to special consideration for two

reasons:helplessnessandinnocence.Theyhavenotyetacquired

eitherthe faculty of reason or the wisdom of experience.

Consequently, they are defenseless (incapable of fending for

themselves)andblameless(incapableofrealsin).

That is why we grant them special protection. In an

emergency, it is our duty to save them rst because they,

helpless,haveputtheirlivesinourhands.Andinwartime,they

are supposed to enjoy special immunity because they,

blameless,canhavethreatenedoroffendednoone.

“Womenandchildren”attributestowomenthesamepitiable

dependenceandmoralsimplicitywe ndin ve-year-olds.Such

anattitudemadesenseperhapsinaneraofmalesu rageand

“Help Wanted: Female” classi eds. Given the disabilities

attachedtowomanhoodin1912,itwasonlyfairandrightthat

anewstandardofgenderequalitynotsuddenlybeproclaimed

justaslifeboatseatswerebeinghandedout.Thatdeference—a

somewhatmoreurgentvariantofgivingupyourseatonthebus

toawoman—complementedandperhapscompensatedforthe

legalandsocialconstraintsplacedonwomenatthetime.

Butinthisdayofthemostextensivesocietalrestructuringto

grant women equality in education, in employment, in

government,inathletics,incitizenshipwritlarge,whatentitles

women to the privileges—and reduces them to the status—of

children?

The evolutionary psychologists might say that ladies-to-the—

lifeboatsisaninstinctthatdevelopedtoperpetuatethespecies:

Women are indispensable child bearers. You can repopulate a

village if the women survive and only a few of the men, but youcannotrepopulateavillageifthemensurviveandonlya few of the women. Women being more precious, biologically

speaking,thanmen,evolutionhasconditionedustogivethem

thekindoflife-protectingdeferencewegivetothatotherseed

ofthefuture,kids.

The problem with this kind of logic, however, is its

depressing reductionism. It recapitulates in all seriousness the geneticist’soldwitticismthatachickenisjustanegg’swayof makinganotheregg.

But humans are more than just egg layers. And chivalrous

traditionsare more than just disguised survival strategies. So

why do we say “women and children”? Perhaps it’s really

“women for children.” The most basic parental bond is

maternal.Equalparentingisgreat—ithasforcedmentogeto

their du s—but women, from breast to cradle to cuddle, can

nurtureinwaysthatmencannot.Andthus,becausewevalue

children—whowoulddenythem rstcrackatthelifeboats?—

womenshouldgosecond.Thechildrenneedthem.

Butkiddie-centrismgetsyouonlysofar.Whatifthereareno

children on board? You are on the TitanicIII, a singles cruise.

Nokids,nomoms,nodads.Now:Iceberg!Lifeboats!Action!

Here’s my scenario. The men, out of sheer irrational

gallantry,shouldletthewomengo rst.Andthewomen,outof

sheerfeministself-respect,shouldrefuse.

Result?Stalemate.Howdoesthismovieend?Howshouldit

end?Hurry,theship’sgoingdown.

Time,March30,1998

DON’TTOUCHMYJUNK

Ah, the airport, where modern folk heroes are made. The

airport,wherethatinspired ightattendantdidwhateveryone

who’s ever been in the spam–in–a–can crush of a ying

aluminumtube—wherewecollectivelypretendthataclutchof

peanutsisamealandaseatcushionisa“ otationdevice”—has

always dreamed of doing: Pull the lever, blow the door,

explode the chute, grab a beer, slide to the tarmac and walk

throughthegatestothesanitythatliesbeyond.NotsinceRick

and Louis disappeared into the Casablanca fog headed for the

Free French garrison in Brazzaville has a stroll on the tarmac

thrilledsomany.

Who cares that the crazed steward got arrested, pleaded

guilty to sundry charges and probably was a rude, unpleasant

SOB to begin with? Bonnie and Clyde were psychopaths, yet whatchildofthe’60sdidnotfallinlovewithFayeDunaway andWarrenBeatty?

Andnowthreemonthslater,thenewestairportheroarrives.

His genius was not innovation in getting out, but in

deconstructing the entire process of getting in. John Tyner,

cleverlyarmedwithaniPhonetogiveYouTubeimmortalityto

the encounter, took exception to the TSA guard about to give

himthebene tofHomelandSecurity’snewestbrainstorm—the

upgraded, full-palm, up the groin, all-body pat-down. In a

stroke, the young man ascended to myth, or at least the next

editionof Bartlett’s,warningtheagentnotto“touchmyjunk.”

Notquitethe18th-centuryeleganceof“Don’tTreadonMe,”

buttheageofTwitterhasadi erentcadencefromtheageof

themusket.Whatthemodernbattlecrylacksinarchaiccharm

itmakesupforinfull-bodysyllabicpunch.

Don’ttouchmyjunkistheanthemofthemodernman,the

TeaPartypatriot,thelate-lifelibertarian,themidtermelection

voter.Don’ttouchmyjunk,Obamacare—getoutofmydoctor’s

examiningroom,I’mwearingapaper-thingownslitdownthe

back.Don’ttouchmyjunk,Google—StreetViewiscool,butget

o mystreet.Don’ttouchmyjunk,youairportsecuritygoon—

mypackagebelongstonoonebutme,anddoyoureallythink

I’m a Nigerian nut job preparing for my 72-virgin orgy by

blowingmyjohnsontokingdomcome?

In UpintheAir,thatironictakeonthecrampedfreneticism

ofairportlife,GeorgeClooneyexplainswhyhealwaysfollows

Asiansinthesecurityline:

“They pack light, travel e ciently and they got a thing for

slip-onshoes,Godlove’em.”

“That’sracist!”

“I’mlikemymother.Istereotype.It’sfaster.”

Thatri isacrowd-pleaserbecauseeveryoneknowsthatthe

entire apparatus of the security line is a national homage to

political correctness. Nowhere do more people meekly

acquiescetomoreuselessinconvenienceandneedlessindignity

for less purpose. Wizened seniors strain to untie their shoes.

Beltless salesmen struggle comically to hold up their pants.

Threeyear-olds scream while being searched insanely for

explosives—when everyone, everyone, knows that none of

thesepeopleisathreattoanyone.

Theultimateidiocyisthefull-bodyscreeningofthepilot.The

pilotdoesn’tneedabomborboxcuttertobringdownaplane.

Allhehastodoisdriveitintothewater,liketheEgyptAirpilot

whocrashedhisplaneo Nantucketwhileintoning“Irelyon

God,”killingallonboard.

But we must not bring that up. We pretend that we go

throughthisnonsenseasasmallpricepaidtoensurethesafety

ofairtravel.Rubbish.Thishasnothingtodowithsafety—95%

oftheseinspections,searches,shoeremovalsandpat-downsare

ridiculously unnecessary. The only reason we continue to do

thisisthatpeoplearetoocowedtoevenquestiontheabsurd

tabooagainstpro ling—whenthepro leoftheairlineattacker

isnarrow,concrete,uniquelyde nableanduniversallyknown.

Soinsteadofseekingoutterrorists,weseekouttubesofgelin

strollerpouches.

The junk man’s revolt marks the point at which a docile

publicdeclaresthatitwilltolerateonlysomuchidiocy.Metal

detector? Back-of-thehand pat? Okay. We will swallow hard

and pretend airline attackers are randomly distributed in the

population.

But now you insist on a full-body scan, a fairly accurate

representation of my naked image to be viewed by a total

stranger? Or alternatively, the full-body pat-down, which, as

the junk man correctly noted, would be sexual assault if

performedbyanyoneelse?

Thistimeyouhavegonetoofar,BigBro’.Thesleepinggiant

awakes. Take my shoes, remove my belt, waste my time and

trymypatience.Butdon’ttouchmyjunk.

TheWashingtonPost,November19,2010

ACCENTSANDAFFECTATIONS

WhenIwasakid,movieIndianssaidthingslike“menolike—

umpaleface.”Nooneeverexplainedtheoriginsofthepeculiar

“-um” declension, but no matter. Logic was not expected of

Indians, and the same held for other native peoples in other

movies,from Tarzan onup.

Things have changed. The dignity of language has been

restored to movie Indians (well, PBS Indians—there are none

leftinthemovies).Theyspeakintheirowntonguenow,and

thesubtitlesreportthemsayinglyricalthingslike,“Thecryof

thenightpiercesthesoulofmydarkness.”

This process of language decolonization follows the general

political decolonization of the last 30 years. It also follows

modern recognition of the dignity and complexity of native

cultures.Thatisalltothegood.Itevenmakesmore ctional

senseforIndianstobespeakingsomethingotherthanabizarre

variantofEllisIslandEnglish.

The trend, however, has not stopped there. It never does.

Linguistic emancipation, it seems, is for everyone. Even, say,

cavemen. Twenty years ago, the Hollywood Neanderthal

communicated with a pound on the chest and a wield of the

club. It is hard to see one today for whom some consultant

anthropologisthasnotinventedalanguageaselaborateasitis

bogus. And honored, like the highest German, with subtitles.

Thankfully,themovementtosubtitledolphinsisstalled.

I nd these good intentions strained but tolerable. Less

tolerable is the direction of another wing of the language

decolonizationmovement,theschoolofMilitantAnti-Colonials

—MACsforshort.MACsinsistthatwhenever,inconversation,

youcrossaninternationalborder,youmustturninyourEnglish andgonative.AMACistheguy(Englishspeaking)who,inthe middleofadiscourse(inEnglish)aboutCentralAmerica,tells

you that you totally misunderstand the situation in Neeeee-kahh-RAAAHH-gwahhh.

Neeeee-kahh-RAAAHH-gwahhh? Pronouncing Nicaragua the

Spanishwayisperhapsasignofsophistication,butitisalsoan

advertisementofone’sraisedconsciousness.Moreannoyingstill

istheringinglyrococo“elllsahl-vahh-DOHRRRRR,”allliquid l’s and rolling r’s, climaxed in the triumphantly accented last syllable. All this to signify hopes for a liberated El Salvador and,someday,aliberatedlistener.

MACscaneasilybepickedoutofacrowdevenbeforetheir

conversation has wandered south. A MAC is anyone who

carefully and aggressively says “North America” to mean

“United States” (as in “North American aggression”) to

demonstrate that he has transcended the imperial (North)

Americantendencytoappropriateforonecountrythenameof

twocontinents.

IcantakethisobliqueswipeattheMonroeDoctrine.WhatI

cannottakeisthefollow-upreferenceto,say,thedrugproblem

in“Kohl-LOHHHHM-bia.”Myhabitnowistorespondwiththe

observation that the problem is seen very di erently in Paa—

RRREEEE, is ignored totally in Mohs-KVA, though it has

provoked street demonstrations in KUE-bin-hah-ven (DAN—

mark).

Not that such an anti-MAC attack ever satis es. But it does

makethepointthatwhatdrivesEnglish-speakingMACsisnota

sense of linguistic authenticity but merely a bad colonial

conscience. They would never think of assaulting you with

“Mahhh-DRRREEED.”WeneversentaMarinethere.

In my calmer moments I do admit the existence of a real

dilemma here. It is a problem: How do you pronounce a

foreign-languagewordwhenspeakingEnglish?

Myanswer:WheninRome,speakRoman;wheninAmerica

(what some call the United States), speak English. Drop the

umlauts, the aigues and graves, and give foreign words their

mostmundaneEnglishrendering.

Abouttheuseoffancyaccentsinmundanesituations,Ispeak

from experience. When I was ve, my family moved to

Montreal, in part because it was French-speaking (my mother

beingBelgian,myfatherFrench).ButourFrenchwasnotthe

kind spoken in Quebec. Ours was what Montrealers called

“Parisian” French, the language of Quebec’s upper class (i.e.,

snobs, such as Pierre Elliott Trudeau, who once dismissed

Robert Bourassa, the current Quebec premier and of working—

classorigins,as“ahotdogeater”).Thisbitoflocalsociology

wasunknowntomethe rsttimeIgotonabusandasked,in

myParisianFrench,fordirections.Thebusdriverdidnottake

kindlytobeinglinguisticallypatronizedbyacreaturefourfeet

tallandwearingshortpants.Ilearnedmylesson.Fromthenon

IusedonlyEnglishinpublic.

But one can’t totally avoid foreign words, even when

speakingEnglish.IstilldidnotknowwhattodowithFrench

wordsthatpopupineverydayEnglish.Foryears,Idoggedly,

and self-consciously, pronounced déjàvu precisely as my folks insistedathome,withsharpsand atsandlipspursed(“vuh”) asiftowhistle.

Then came DéjàVu,thealbum.It’sbeen“vooo”eversince.

One does not discuss Crosby, Stills, Nash and Young in an

Inspector Clouseau accent. The gig was up. Time to learn to embrace English, jettison atulent foreignness and say ciao to allthat.Sohowaboutit,guys?Ni-cuh-rag-wa.

TheWashingtonPost,July11,1986

THEAPPEALOFORDEAL

William Butler Yeats tells of Icelandic peasants who found a

skullinacemeteryandsuspecteditmightbethatofthepoet

Egill. “Its great thickness made them feel certain it was,” he

writes,but“tobedoublysuretheyputitonawallandhitit

hardblowswithahammer.”Whenitdidnotbreak,“theywere

convincedthatitwasintruththeskullofthepoetandworthy

ofeveryhonor.”

The human propensity to test the worthiness of a thing by

seeinghowwellitstandsuptoabuse—theinstincttokickthe

tiresonausedcar—isanancientand,ifYeatsistobetrusted,

occasionally charming habit. It can also be painful. Trial by

ordeal, the venerable and once widespread practice by which

re or poison or some other divining element is used to

determine a person’s guilt or innocence, is the kick-to-test

instinct applied to living subjects. It used to be a popular

method for deciding whether or not someone was a witch,

perhaps because what the practice lacked in fairness—the

ancientHindustiedabagofcayennepepperaroundtheheadof

an accused witch, and su ocation was the only proof of

innocence—itmadeupforinfinality.

We have come a long way since those dark days. Or have

we?Wenolongerpickourwitchesorourpoetsthisway,but

that is because moderns have little interest in either. When it comes to things they are interested in—doctors, lawyers, presidents—they have replaced skull-bashing and su ocation

with more subtle ordeals. Aspiring doctors must rst survive

the pressure cooker of a sleepless year of internship, aspiring lawyersthecutthroatpaperchaseof rst-yearlawschool.And thosewhoaspiretothemostexaltedtitleofall,president,are required to traverse a campaign trail of Homeric peril. Its length is ludicrous: three years for any serious candidate; its requirementsabsurd:givingupprivacy,oftenfamilyandalmost always a job (“You have to be unemployed to run for

president,” says SenateMajority Leader Howard Baker, who

leaves the Senate in January and is pondering a run for the

presidencyin1988);anditspurposeobscure:posingwithfunny

hatshas,onthefaceofit,littletodowiththesubjectathand,

namely,governing.

The ritual seems strange. Things just aren’t done that way

anymore. Not even in Chad, where ten years ago President

Ngarta Tombalbaye ordered all high government o cials to

undergo Yondo, a sometimes fatal initiation ritual combining

physical abuse (e.g., ogging, mock burial) with ingeniously

gruesometestsofstamina(e.g.,crawlingnakedthroughanest

oftermites).Forhispains,Tombalbayewasassassinatedwithin

a year, and his people danced in the streets. Americans bear

their burdens with better humor. They show no inclination to

dealnearlysodecisivelywith,say,theHubertHumphreytest

of presidential toughness. Humphrey once questioned whether

WalterMondalehadthe“ reinthebelly”torunforpresident,

achargesoseriousthattomeetitMr.Mondalehadtosubmit

to a threeyear diet of rubber chicken and occasional crow.

Mondalemayhaveotherpoliticalliabilities,buttheabsenceof

aburningbellyisnolongeroneofthem.

There is only one point to these trials: to humble. The

imposed, often improbable ordeal is a form of payment, dues

demandedofpeoplewhoareabouttoberewardedwithhigh

position. It is a form of democratic practice, laying low the

mightybeforewebestowuponthemprestigeandpower.Itis, asanIcelandicpeasantmightseeit,poeticjustice.

But what of the ordeal not mandated by others? How to

understand the current passion for the self-imposed, the

recreationalordeal?Amarathon,afterall,isavoluntarything,

and for 99.9% of the 95,000 Americans who run marathons

every year, there is nothing awaiting them at the nish line

except a blanket and bottled oxygen. Yet the marathon has

becomesocommonplacethatanewsporthadtobecreated:the

triathlon, a monstrous composite of three consecutive

marathons (swimming, biking and running a total of often a

hundredmilesormore).Andnowtheupperclasseshavetaken

thefunindoors.Afewyearsagotheragewas Napoleon,asilent

lm4½hourslong.Thencamethestageproductionof Nicholas

Nickleby, 9½ hours, including snack-and-comfort breaks. Now we’reupto15½hourswithFassbinder’s Berlin Alexanderplatz, shown in either ve, two or occasionally one grand sitting of “sheerexhilaratinglength”(VincentCanby,  NewYorkTimes)— andsubtitles.

To be sure, the self-in icted ordeal was not invented

yesterday. The 1920s had marathon dancing, and the Guinness

Book of World Records is full of champion oyster eaters and HulaHoopers. But such activities used to be recognized as exotic,theprovinceofthedown-and-outortheeccentric.The

24-hour underwater Parcheesi game was for slightly nutty

collegefreshmen.Running26milesatashotwasforthemost

hardenedathlete,preferablyabarefootEthiopian.Nowadays,a

26-milerunisSundayafternoonrecreation,analternativetoa

day at the beach or on the lawn mower. As for evening

recreation, Fassbinder’s epic is so popular that the Wal  Street  Journal dubbedit“the Flashdance oftheintelligentsia.”

What’snewisnottheoddindividualwhorowstheAtlantic

left-handedwhileeatingonlysaltedpeanuts,northecollegians

perched atop agpoles for reasons still unknown. It is the

midday, mainstream, Main Street marathoner. The modern

wonderistobefoundonAmerica’sheartbreakhills,whereit

has become impossible to drive without running across (and

nearlyover)atleastonebedraggledjoggerdrenchedinsweat

andclosetocollapse,theverypictureofagony.Whydothey

doit?

The participants will tell you that they go to marathon

movies for culture. They run for health. They spend 48

consecutivehourslockedinaHolidayInnballroominenforced

communionwithcompletestrangersandcallittherapy.(Sartre

had another word for it: He once wrote a play based on the

convincingpremisethathellwasbeinglockedinaroomforever

with other people.) But surely there are less trying ways to

acquireculture,healthorpsychologicalsuccor.

There are, but the ordeal o ers as a bonus two very chic

commodities. One is survivorship, the highest achievement of

the modernself-celebratory ethic, best exempli ed by theI—

SURVIVED-THE-BLIZZARD-OF-’77 T-shirt. Survivorship, however, is capriciouslydoledout.NoteveryonecanliveinBu aloorhave a Malibu beach house obliterated by a mud slide. For the

averageJoe,thereisnocachetinsurvivingthe5:22toWhite

Plains. How, then, to earn the badge of honor that is

survivorship? Create an ordeal. Run the Western States 100

(miles, that is) over the Sierra Nevada (they say that horses

havediedracingthetrail),andlivetotalkaboutit.Orattend

the rst modern showing of Napoleon, held in the Colorado

Rockies, outdoors, from 10:30 p.m. to 3:30 a.m., and feel, in thewordsofthemanwhoputthefilmtogether,“Likesurvivors oftheretreatfromMoscow.”

The other modern good greatly in demand is the learning

experience.Ordealisagreatteacher.Agroupofadventuresome

souls staged an unbelievable race on New York’s Randall’s

Islandlastyear:asix-dayrun,thewinnerbeingthepersonwho

couldtraversethemostgroundandsurvive.Theracewasrun

aroundanovaltrack,subjectingtherunnersnotonlytoblisters,

dehydrationandshinsplints,buttotheoverwhelmingennuiof

unchanging scenery. When reporters swarmed around the

runners to ask why they did it, many replied that they had

learnedalotaboutthemselves.Theyneversaidexactlywhatit

was they learned, but they seemed satis ed that it was

important. “Because it is there” has become “Because I am

here.”

Liketheancients,modernsbelievethatonecanlearnabout

somethingbysubjectingittotheultimatetest:beattheskull,

and nd the poet. Only today we insist on beating our own

skulls,andnotquiteforthepleasureofstopping.

Why,then?Theprestigeofsurvivorshipandthehungerfor

learning experiences are only partial explanations. The

somewhat misanthropic economist Thorstein Veblen described

thelargerphenomenon.Hehypothesizedanewkindofgood,

demand for which, contrary to economic law and common

sense,increaseswithprice.Intheend,therecreationalordealis

just the latest example of a Veblenesque status good,

periodically invented for the amusement and prestigeof the

leisuredclasses.Nowthateveryonecana ordstatusitemslike

designer jeans, conspicuous consumption gives way to

conspicuousexertion.Sheerexhilaratinglengthbecomesavalue in itself. And the triathlon comes to represent, to quote a winner of the Hawaiian Ironman race (2.4-mile ocean swim,

112-mile bike ride, 26.2-mile marathon run), “the ultimate

expressionoftheSouthernCalifornialife-style.”

Which is why, outside a cluster of easeful lands, the

recreational ordeal is not wildly popular. In America, people

run for fun. In Beirut, they run for their lives. People there

listen not for the starter’s gun, but for the sniper’s. In some partsoftheworld,whenamanruns26milesit’sbecausehe’s comefromMarathonandhe’sstrictlyonbusiness.

Time,May14,1984




CHAPTER3

PRIDEANDPREJUDICES


THEPARIAHCHESSCLUB

Ioncemetaphysicistwhoasachildhadbeensomethingofa

chessprodigy.Helovedthegameandlovedtherole.Hetook

particular delight in the morti cation older players felt upon

losingtoakidinshortpants.

“Stillplay?”Iasked.

“Nope.”

“Whathappened?”

“QuitwhenIwas21.”

“Why?”

“Losttoakidinshortpants.”

The Pariah Chess Club, where I play every Monday night,

admitsnooneinshortpants.Evenouryoungestmember,inhis

twenties, wears trousers. The rest of us are more grizzled

veterans numbering about a dozen, mostly journalists and

writers, with three lawyers, an academic and a diplomat for

ballast. We’ve been meeting at my house for almost a decade

forourweeklyfix.

Oh,yes,theclub’sname.Ofthefourfoundingmembers,two

weresocialscientistswho,atthetimewestartedplaying,had

just written books that had made their college lecture tours

ratherphysicallyhazardous.Itoosportedarespectableenemies

list(itwastheheadyClintonyears).Andwe guredthatthe

fourthmember,amusiccriticandperfectlywell-liked,couldbe

grandfatheredinasapariahbecauseofhisassociationwiththe

threeofus.

Pariahstatushasnotbeenrequiredofsubsequentmembers,

thoughitisencouraged.Beingachessplayeralreadymakesyou

suspect enough in polite society, and not without reason. Any

endeavor that has given the world Paul Morphy, the rst Americanchampion,whospentthelast17-oddyearsofhislife wanderingthestreetsofNewOrleans,andBobbyFischer,the

last American champion, now descended John Nash-like into

ravingparanoia,cannotbeexpectedtobeaboontoone’ssocial

status.

Ourfriendsthinkusodd.Theycanunderstandpokernightor

bridgenight.They’renotsureaboutchess.WhenItellfriends

thatthreeofusoncedrovefromWashingtontoNewYorkto

see Garry Kasparov play a game, it elicits a look as

uncomprehending as if we had driven 200 miles for an egg—

eatingcontest.

True,wechessplayerscanclaimBenjaminFranklinasoneof

ourown.HespentmuchofhistimeasambassadortoFrance

playing chess at the Café de la Régence, where he fended o

complaintsthathewasnotbeingseenenoughattheoperaby

explaining,“Icallthismyopera.”ButforeveryFranklin,there

isanAlexanderAlekhine,whoin1935wasstoppedwhiletrying

to cross the Polish-German frontier without any papers. He

o eredthisdeclarationinstead:“IamAlekhine,chesschampion

of the world. This is my cat. Her name is Chess. I need no

passport.”Hewasarrested.

OrAronNimzovich,authorofperhapsthegreatestbookon

chesstheoryeverwritten,who,uponbeingdefeatedinagame,

threw the pieces to the oor and jumped on the table

screaming,“WhymustIlosetothisidiot?”

I know the feeling, but at our club, when you lose with a

blunderthatinstantlyilluminatesthevirtuesofassistedsuicide,

we have a cure. Rack ’em up again. Like pool. A new game,

right away. We play fast, very fast, so that memories can be

erasedanddefeatsimmediatelyavenged.

I try to explain to friends that we do not sit in overstu ed

chairssmoking pipes in ve-hour games. We play like the

vagrantsinthepark—athighspeedwithclockstickingsothat

thinking more than 10 or 20 seconds can be a fatal

extravagance. In speed (“blitz”) chess, you’ve got 5 or 10

minutestoplayyourentiregame.SomeMondayswegetina

dozengameseach.Notimetorecriminate,letaloneruminate.

And we have amenities. It’s a wood-paneled library, chess

booksonly.Thebulletinboardhasthelatestnewsfromaround

the world, this month a London newspaper article with a

pictureofadoe-eyedbrunettelanguishingoveraboard,under

theheadline“KournikovaofChessMakesHerMove.”Themini—

jukeboxplaysk.d.langandMahler.(Welikelush.WehadRoy

Orbison one night, till our lone Iowan begged for mercy.)

Monday Night Footbal  in the background, no sound. Barbecue chips. Sourdough pretzels. Sushi when we’re feeling extravagant. And in a unique concession to good health,

NantucketNectar.I’mpartialtoorangemango.

No alcohol, though. Not even a beer. It’s not a prohibition.

You can have a swig if you want, but no one ever does. The

reason is not ascetic but aesthetic. Chess is a beautiful game, andthoughamateursplayingfastcanoccasionallymakeitsing, we know there are ri s—magical symphonic combinations— thatweeitherentirelymissormuckuphalfwaythrough.Fruit

juicekeepstheuglinesstoaminimum.

TheWashingtonPost,December27,2002

OFDOGSANDMEN

ThewayIseeit,dogshadthisbigmeeting,oh,maybe20,000

years ago. A huge meeting—an international convention with

delegatesfromeverywhere.Andthat’swhentheydecidedthat

humansweretheup-and-comingspeciesanddogsweregoingto

throw their lot in with them. The decision was obviously not

unanimous.Thewolvesanddingoeswalkedoutinprotest.

Cats had an even more negative reaction. When they heard

thenews,theycalledtheirownmeeting—inParis,ofcourse—

to denounce canine subservience to the human hyperpower.

(Their manifesto— La Condition Féline—can still be found in provincialbookstores.) Cats, it must be said, have not done badly. Using guile and

seduction, they managed to get humans to feed them, thus

preservingtheirsuperciliousnesswithoutgoinghungry.Aneat

trick. Dogs, being guileless, signed and delivered. It was the

beginningofabeautifulfriendship.

ImustadmitthatI’vebeenslowtowarmtodogs.Igrewup

inanon-pet-friendlyhome.Dogsdonot gureprominentlyin

Jewish-immigranthouseholds.Myfatherwasnotveryhighon

pets. He wasn’t hostile. He just saw them as super uous, an

encumbrance. When the Cossacks are chasing you around

Europe, you need to travel light. (This, by the way, is why

Europe produced far more Jewish violinists than pianists. Try

packingapiano.)

Myparentsdidallowahintofzoologicalindulgence.Ihada

petturtle.Mybrotherhadaparakeet.Bothcametounfortunate

ends. My turtle fell behind a radiator and was not discovered

until too late. And the parakeet, God bless him, ew out a

window once, never to be seen again. After such displays of stewardship,wedarednotaskforadog.

Myintroductiontothewonderofdogscamefrommywife,

Robyn.She’sAustralian.AndAustralia,aslovinglyrecountedin

Bill Bryson’s InaSunburnedCountry,hasthecraziest,wildest, deadliest, meanest animals on the planet. In a place where everyspiderandsquidcantakeyoudownfasterthanasucker—

punched boxer, you cherish niceness in the animal kingdom.

Andtheydon’tcomenicerthandogs.

Robynstarteduso slowly.Shegotusabordercollie,Hugo,

whenoursonwasaboutsix.Sheknewthatwouldappealtome

becausethebordercollieisthesmartestspeciesontheplanet.

Hugo could (1) play out eld in our backyard baseball games,

(2) do awless frontdoor sentry duty and (3) play psychic

weatherman, announcing with a wail every coming

thunderstorm.

WhenoursonDanielturned10,hewantedadogofhisown.

I was against it, using arguments borrowed from seminars on

nuclear nonproliferation. It was hopeless. One giant “Please,

Dad,”andIcavedcompletely.RobynwentouttoWinchester,

Virginia,foundalitterofblackLabsandbroughthomeChester.

Chester is what psychiatrists mean when they talk about

unconditional love. Unbridled is more like it. Come into our

house, and he was so happy to see you, he would knock you

over.(Deliverymenlearnedtoleavethingsatthefrontdoor.)

Insomerespects—Ph.D.potential,forexample—Idon’tmake

anygreatclaimsforChester.WhenIwouldarrivehome,Ifully

expected to nd Hugo reading the newspaper. Not Chester.

Chester would try to make his way through a narrow sliding

door, ndhimselfstuckhalfwayandthenlookatmewithtotal

and quite genuine puzzlement. I don’t think he ever got to understand that the rear part of him was actually attached to thefront.

ButitwasChester,whodispenseda ectionasunre ectively

as he breathed, who got me thinking about this longago pact

between humans and dogs. Cat lovers and the pet averse will

just roll their eyes at such dogophilia. I can’t help it. Chester wasalwaysatyourfootoryourhand,waitingtobepettedand stroked,playedwithandtalkedto.Hisbeautifulblockyhead,

hiswonderfulovergrownpuppy’sbody,hisbaritonebark lled

everycornerofhouseandheart.

Then last month, at the tender age of eight, he died quite

suddenly. The long, slobbering, slothful decline we had been

lookingforwardtowasnottobe.Whentoldthenews,ayoung

friend who was a regular victim of Chester’s lunging love—

bombs said mournfully, “He was the sweetest creature I ever

saw.He’stheonlydogIeversawkissacat.”

Some will protest that in a world with so much human

su ering, it is something between eccentric and obscene to

mourn a dog. I think not. After all, it is perfectly normal—

indeed, deeply human—to be moved when nature presents us

withavisionofgreatbeauty.Shouldwenotbemovedwhenit

producesavision—acreature—ofthepurestsweetness?

Time,June16,2003

INDEFENSEOFTHEF-WORD

Iamsurethereisaspecialplaceinheavenreservedforthose

who have never used the F-word. I will never get near that

place.Nor,apparently,willDickCheney.

Washington is abuzz with the latest political contretemps.

Cheney, taking o ense at Sen. Pat Leahy’s imputation of

improper vice-presidential conduct regarding Halliburton

contractsinIraq,letthesenatorknowasmuchduringapicture—

taking ceremony on the oor of the Senate. The F-word was

used.Washingtonisscandalized.

The newspapers were full of it. Lamentations were heard

about the decline of civility. The Washington Post gave special gravitas to the occasion, spelling out the full four letters (something that it had done only three times previously).

Democrats, feeling darned outraged, demanded apologies. The

vice president remained de ant, o ering but the coyest

concession—that he “probably” cursed—coupled with

satisfaction: “I expressed myself rather forcefully, felt better afterIhaddoneit.”

The Federal Communications Commission just last year

decreedthattheF-wordcouldbeusedasanadjective,butnot

asaverb.Alas,thisSolomonicverdict,fodderforadozenPh.D.

dissertations,wasrecentlyoverturned.ItwouldnotgetCheney

o thehookanyway.Byallaccounts,hedeployedthepungent

verb form, in e ect a suggestion as to how the good senator

fromVermontmightamusehimself.

Flood-the-zone coverage by investigative reporters has not,

however,quiteresolvedtheissueofwhichofthetwopreferred

forms passed Cheney’s lips: the priceless two-worder—“[verb]

you”—or the more expansive three-worder, a directive that beginswith“go.”

ThoughImyselfampartialtothelongerversion,Iadmitthat

each formulation has its virtues. The deuce is the preferred

usage when time is short and concision is of the essence.

Enjoying the bene ts of economy, it is especially useful in

emergencies. This is why it isa favorite of major league

managers going nose to nose with umpires. They know that

theyhaveonlyafewsecondsbeforegettingtossedoutofthe

game, and as a result television viewers have for years

delighted in the moment the two-worder is hurled, right on

camera. No need for sound. The deuce was made for lip

reading.

Which makes it excellent for drive-by information

conveyance. When some jerk tailgater rides my bumper in

heavy tra c, honking his horn before passing and cutting me

o , I do a turn-to-theleft, eyeball-to-eyeball, through-thedriver’swindow two-worder—mouthed slowly and with

exaggeratedlipmovements.Nointerlocutorhasyetmissedmy

meaning.

Nonetheless,whilethetwo-worderhasthedirectnessofthe

dagger, the three-worder has the elegance of the wide-arced

saberslice.Itismoremusicaland,beingmoreclearlyspelled

out,morecomprehensibletothenon-Englishspeaker(aboonin

major urban areas). It consists of a straightforward directive

containingbothasubjectandanobject—charmingly,thesame

person.

According to the Post, the local authority on such matters, Cheney went for a variant of the short form, employing the moreformal“yourself.”Andgiventhelocation,the oorofthe

Senate, it seems a reasonable choice: Time was short, and he undoubtedly reserves the right to revise and extend his remarks.

Ah, but the earnest chin-pullers are not amused. Cheney’s

demonstration of earthy authenticity in a chamber in which

authenticity of any kind is to be valued has occasioned

anguished meditations on the loss of civility in American

politics. Liberals in particular have expressed deep concern

aboutthisbreachofdecorum.

Odd. The day before rst reports of Cheney’s alleged

indiscretion, his Democratic predecessor, Al Gore, delivered a

public speech in which he spoke of the administration’s

establishinga“Bushgulag”aroundtheworldandusing“digital

brown shirts” to intimidate the media. The former vice

presidentoftheUnitedStatescomparedthecurrentpresidentto

both Hitler and Stalin in the same speech—a rst not just in

hyperbolebutincalumny—andnaryacomplaintisheardabout

abreachofcivility.

Ifyoususpectthatthisselectiveindignationmaybepartisan,

youguessedright.Buthere’sanevenmoreimportantquestion.

In the face of Gore’s real breach of civil political discourse, which of the following is the right corrective: (a) o er a reasoned refutation of the charge that George Bush is both

Stalinist and Hitlerian; (b) suggest an increase in Gore’s

medication;or(c)doaCheney.

Thecorrectansweris(c).Andgiventhecircumstances,gofor

thedeuce.

TheWashingtonPost,Friday,July2,2004

THECENTRALAXIOMOFPARTISANPOLITICS

TounderstandtheworkingsofAmericanpolitics,youhaveto

understand this fundamental law: Conservatives think liberals

arestupid.Liberalsthinkconservativesareevil.

For the rst side of this equation, I need no sources. As a

conservative, I can con dently attest that whatever else my

colleagues might disagree about—Bosnia, John McCain,

preciselyhowmanyorphanswe’repreparedtothrowintothe

snow so the rich can have their tax cuts—we all agree that

liberalsarestupid.

Wemeanthis,ofcourse,inthenicestway.Liberalstendto

benice,andtheybelieve—hereiswheretheygostupid—that

most everybody else is nice too. Deep down, that is. Sure,

you’ve got your multiple felon and your occasional war

criminal, but they’re undoubtedly depraved ’cause they’re

deprived.Ifonlywecouldgetsocialconditionsright—eliminate

poverty, teach anger management, restore the ozone, arrest

JohnAshcroft—everyonewouldbeholdinghandssmiley-faced,

rockingbackandforthto“WeShallOvercome.”

Liberals believe that human nature is fundamentally good.

Thefactthatthisiscontradictedby,oh,4,000yearsofhuman

historysimplytellsthemhowurgentistheneedfortheirnext

seven-pointprogramforthesocialreformofeverything.

Liberals su er incurably from naïveté, the stupidity of the

goodheart.WhoelsebutthatoracleofAmericanliberalism,the

NewYorkTimes,couldrunthepuzzledheadline:“CrimeKeeps

OnFalling,butPrisonsKeepOnFilling.”  But?  Howaboutthis

wildtheory:Ifyoulockupthecriminals,crimedeclines.

Accordingly,theconservativeattitudetowardliberalsisone

of compassionate condescension. Liberals are not quite as reciprocally charitable. It is natural. They think conservatives aremean.Howcanconservativesbelieveinthethingstheydo —self-reliance, self-discipline, competition, military power— without being soulless?How to understand the conservative

desire to actually abolish welfare, if it is not to punish the

poor? The argument that it would increase self-reliance and

thus ultimately reduce poverty is dismissed as meanness

rationalized—or as Rep. Major Owens (D-N.Y.) put it more

colorfullyinarecentHousedebateonwelfarereform,“acold—

blooded grab for another pound of esh from the demonized

welfaremothers.”

Liberals, who have no head (see above), believe that

conservatives have no heart. When Republicans unexpectedly

took control of the House of Representatives in 1994,

conventionalwisdomimmediatelyattributedthisdisturbancein

thebalanceofthecosmostothevoteofthe“angrywhitemale”

(aninventionunsupportedbythethreepollsthatactuallyasked

aboutangerandfoundthree-quartersofwhitemales not angry).

The “angry white male” was thus a legend, but a necessary

one. It was unimaginable that conservatives could be given

powerbyanysentimentlessbasethananger,thesel shfuryof

the former top dog—the white male—forced to accommodate

theaspirationsofwomen,minoritiesandsundryupstarts.

The legend lives. Years ago it was Newt Gingrich as the

GrinchwhostoleChristmas.Today,  NewYorkTimes columnist

Paul Krugman declares the Bush administration the moral

equivalentofJean-MarieLePen,France’sfarright,xenophobic,

antisemiticheirtoEuropeanfascism.Bothapparentlyrepresent

the“angryright.”ButinAmerica,writesKrugman,itisworse:

“Heretheangrypeoplearealreadyrunningthecountry.”

This article of liberal faith—that conservatism is not just

wrongbutangry,meanand,well,bad—producesoneparadox

afteranother.Thustheonlinemagazine Slate devotedanarticle toattemptingtoexplainthe“twofaces”ofPaulGigot,editorial page editor of the Wal  Street Journal. The puzzle is how a conservative could have such a “winning cocktail-party personality and talk-show cordiality.” Gigot, it turns out, is

“Janus-faced”: regular guy—“plays basketball with working

reporters”—yet conservative! “By day he wrote acid

editorials…bynighthepolishedhiscivilizedbanter[onTV].”

A classic of the genre—liberal amazement when it nds

conservatismcoexistingwithhumandecencyinwhateverform

—is the NewYorkTimes news story speaking with unintended candoraboutbio-ethicistLeonKass:“CriticsofDr.Kass’views callhimaneoconservativethinker.…Butcriticsandadmirers

alikedescribehimasthoughtfulanddignified.”

But?  Neoconservative but thoughtfulanddigni ed.Asighting: rare,oxymoronic,newsworthy.

The venerable David Halberstam, writing in praise of the

recently departed Ted Williams, o ered yet another sighting:

“He was politically conservative but in his core the most

democraticofmen.”Amazing.

The most troubling paradox of all, of course, is George W.

Bush.Compassionate,yetconservative?Reporterswerefooled

during the campaign. “Because Bush seemed personally

pleasant,”explained Slate,“[they]assumedhispoliticslaynear thepoliticalcenter.”

What else could one assume? Pleasant and conservative? Ah, yes,GrampatoldofseeingonesuchintheEverglades.Butthat was1926.

TheWashingtonPost,July26,2002

KRAUTHAMMER’SFIRSTLAW

StrangedoingsinVirginia.GeorgeAllen,formergovernor,one—

termsenator,sonofafamousfootballcoachandinthemidstof

aheatedbattleforreelection,hasjustbeenoutedasaJew.An

odd turn of events, given that his having Jewish origins has

nothing to do with anything in the campaign and that Allen

himself was oblivious to the fact until his 83-year-old mother

revealed to him last month the secret she had kept concealed

for60years.

Apart from its political irrelevance, it seems improbable in

the extreme that the cowboy-boots-wearing football scion of

Southernmannerandspeechshouldturnouttobe,atleastby

origins,asonofIsrael.ForAllen,ashequippedtome,it’sthe

explanationforalifelonga nityforHebrewNationalhotdogs.

Forme,itistheultimateconfirmationofsomethingIhavebeen

regaling friends with for 20 years and now, for the

advancementofsocialscience,feelcompelledtopublish.

Krauthammer’s Law: EveryoneisJewishuntilprovenotherwise.

I’vehadafairlygoodrunwiththisone.First,itturnsoutthat

John Kerry—windsur ng, French-speaking, Beacon Hill

aristocrat—hadtwoJewishgrandparents.ThenHillaryClinton

—methodicalMethodist—unearthsaJewishstepgrandfatherin

timeforherrunasNewYorksenator.

A less jaunty case was that of Madeleine Albright, three of

whose Czech grandparents had perished in the Holocaust and

whomostimprobablycontendedthatshehadnoideatheywere

Jewish. To which we can add the leading French presidential

contender (Nicolas Sarkozy), a former supreme allied

commander of NATO (Wesley Clark) and Russia’s leading

antisemite (Vladimir Zhirinovsky). One must have a sense of humoraboutthesethings.EvenFidelCastroclaimsheisfroma familyofMarranos.

Forallitstongue-in-cheekirony,Krauthammer’sLawworks

because when I say “everyone,” I don’t mean everyone you

know personally. Depending on the history and ethnicity of

yourneighborhoodandsocialcircles,theremaybenooneyou

know who is Jewish. But if “everyone” means anyone that

you’veheardofinpubliclife,thelawworksfortworeasons.

Ever since the Jews were allowed out of the ghetto and into

European society at the dawning of the Enlightenment, they

have peopled the arts and sciences, politics and history in

astonishingdisproportiontotheirnumbers.

Thereare13millionJewsintheworld,one-fthof1%ofthe

world’spopulation.Yet20%ofNobelPrizewinnersareJewish,

astaggeringhundredfoldsurplusofrenownandgenius.Thisis

similarlytrueforamyriadofother“everyones”—thehousehold

names in music, literature, mathematics, physics, nance,

industry,design,comedy, lmand,asthedoorsopened,even

politics.

ButitisnotjustJewishexcellenceatworkhere.Thereisa

dark side to these past centuries of Jewish emancipation and

achievement—anunrelentinghistoryofpersecution.Theresult

is the other, more somber and poignant reason for the

Jewishness of public gures being discovered late and with

surprise:concealment.

Look at the Albright case. Her distinguished father was

Jewish, if tenuously so, until the Nazi invasion. He ed

Czechoslovakia and, shortly thereafter, converted. Over the

centuries,su ering—mostespeciallytheHolocaust—hasproved

toomuchformanyJews.Manysurvivorssimplyresignedtheir commission.

Forsome,thebreakwasde antandtheological:AGodwho

could permit the Holocaust—ine able be His reasons—had so

breached the Covenant that it was now forfeit. They were

boundnolongertoHimorHisfaith.

For others, the considerations were far more secular and

practical.Whysubjectone’schildrentothefearandsu ering,

the stigmatization and marginalization, the prospect of being

hunteduntildeaththatbeingJewishhadbroughttoanentire

civilizationinEurope?

Infact,thatwaspreciselythereasonEttyLumbroso,Allen’s

mother,concealedheridentity.BroughtupasaJewinFrench

Tunisiaduring World War II, she saw her father, Felix,

imprisoned in a concentration camp. Coming to America was

heronegreatchancetoleavethatforeverbehind,forherand

for her future children. She married George Allen Sr.,

apparentlynevertellingherhusband’sfamily,herownchildren

oranyoneelseofherJewishness.

Such was Etty’s choice. Multiply the story in its thousand

variationsandyouhaveKerryandClinton,AlbrightandAllen,

aworldofpeoplewithawhisperedpast.Allen’smothertried

desperatelytoburyitforever.Inresponsetopublishedrumors,

she nallyconfessedthetruthtohim,addingheartbreakingly,

“Now you don’t love me anymore”—and then swore him to

secrecy.

TheWashingtonPost,September25,2006




CHAPTER4

FOLLIES


SAVETHEBORDERCOLLIE

Alas, not many British dukes are bred as closely as their

poorest shepherd’s dogs. Even fewer dukes are bred for

accomplishment.

—DonaldMcCaig,  EminentDogs,DangerousMen

The dumbing of America has gone far enough. Yes, we have

gotten used to falling SAT scores, coming in dead last in

international math comparisons, high schoolers who cannot

locate the Civil War to the nearest halfcentury. But we have

gottodrawthelinesomewhere.Isaywedrawitatdogs.

Last month, the American Kennel Club, the politburo of

American dog breeding, decided to turn the world’s smartest

dog,thebordercollie,intoamoron.Actually,itvoted11–1to

beginproceedingstoturnitintoashowdog,whichwillamount

to the same thing. A dog bred for 200 years exclusively for

smartswillnowbebredforlooks.Itstail,itscoat,itsears,its

bite,itssizewillhavetobejustso.Thatitsbrainswilllikely

turntomushisofnoconsequence.

What is the border collie? A breed developed in the border

country between England and Scotland for one thing only: its

abilitytoherdsheep,though,ifnecessary,itcanworkcattleor

hogs or even turkeys. (Our border collie, deprived of such

gainfulemployment,likestoswimouttothemiddleofapond

andherdducks.)

It is a creature of uncanny intelligence and a jaw-dropping

capacitytocommunicatewithhumans,abletoherd300sheep

atatimeatadistanceofamileandahalffromitsshepherd.It

is,testi esBaxterBlack(NPR’s“cowboypoet,philosopherand

formerlarge-animalveterinarian”),“oneofthegreatestgenetic creationsonthefaceoftheearth.”

Nowitfacesgeneticruin.Whenbredforlooks,greatswaths

ofthebordercolliepopulation,whichcomesinallshapesand

sizes,willbecondemnedtogeneticoblivion.

Itwouldbenicetobreedforbeautyandbrains,buthistory

andgeneticsteachthatthecon uenceofthetwoisasrarein

dogsasitisinhumans.Inbreedinginthepursuitofman-made

standards of beauty has reduced other breeds to ruin: In the

1950s, writes Mark Derr in the Atlantic Monthly, show people turnedtheGermanshepherdintoaweak-hippedanimalwitha foul temper and bizarre downward-sloping hindquarters. The

cocker spaniel lost its ability to hunt. The bulldog and the

Bostonterrierhavebeengivensuchexaggeratedheadsthatthe

femalesregularlyneedC-sectionstogivebirth.AsfortheAKC’s

Irish setters, says veterinarian Michael W. Fox, “they’re so

dumbtheygetlostontheendoftheirleash.”

The genetics behind such sad stories is straightforward. “In

genetics,selectionforonetraitusuallycomesattheexpenseof

another,”explainsJasperRine,professorofgeneticsandformer

director of the Human Genome Center at the Lawrence

Berkeley Labs. “The notion that one could achieve a standard

conformation for border collies and maintain their working

qualities is simply foolish.” Which is why the border collie

peoplearepreparedtosuetokeeptheAKC’ssnoutfromunder

theirtent.

Whyshouldanyoneelsecare?Well,asocietythatgrievesfor

the accidental demise of the snail darter and the spotted owl

that not one in a million Americans has ever seen should not

easilyacquiescetothedeliberatedestructionofauniquebreed

of animals whose fate is so intimately entwined with man’s.

“Border collies: Are they truly smarter than a chimpanzee?”

asksBlack.“Cantheychangecourseinmid-air,dragNellfrom

the tracks and locate missing micro che? Yes. I believe they

can.Theyarethebestofthebest.”

And for those who nd such fascination with dogs self—

indulgent sentimentalism, who care as little for the border

collieastheydoforthesnaildarter,considerthis:Inaworldof

rising crime and falling standards, of broken cities and failing schools,thebordercollieisoneofthefewthingsthatworks.

Mustweruinthistoo?Reduceittoimbecilityinthenameof

prettiness?

Inthebriefintervalofcalmbetweenourlatestcapitulation

toNorthKoreaandourinvasionofHaiti,itisworthpondering

thissmallbuttellingdomesticfolly.Faceit:Ourkidsarenot

going to beat the South Koreans at math for decades. But we

canstillproduceathinkingdog.Fornow.

TheWashingtonPost,July15,1994

BUSHDERANGEMENTSYNDROME

DianeRehm: “Whydoyouthinkhe[Bush]issuppressingthat

[Sept.11]report?” 

HowardDean: “Idon’tknow.Therearemanytheoriesaboutit. 

The most interesting theory that I’ve heard so far—which is nothingmorethanatheory,itcan’tbeproved—isthathewas warnedaheadoftimebytheSaudis.Nowwhoknowswhatthe

realsituationis?” 

—TheDianeRehmShow,NPR,Dec.1,2003

Ithasbeen25yearssinceIdiscoveredapsychiatricsyndrome

(for the record: “Secondary Mania,”  Archives of General

Psychiatry,November1978),andintheinterimIhaven’tbeen

lookingfornewones.Butit’stimetodonthewhitecoatagain.

Aplagueisabroadintheland.

Bush Derangement Syndrome: the acute onset of paranoia in

otherwisenormalpeopleinreactiontothepolicies,thepresidency—

nay—theveryexistenceofGeorgeW.Bush.Now,Icannottestify

toHowardDean’ssanitybeforethiscampaign,but vetermsas

governor by a man with no visible tics and no history of

involuntary con nement is pretty good evidence of a normal

mental status. When he avers, however, that “the most

interesting”theoryastowhythepresidentis“suppressing”the

Sept.11reportisthatBushknewaboutSept.11inadvance,it’s

time to check on Thorazine supplies. When Rep. Cynthia

McKinney (D-Ga.) rst broached this idea before the 2002

primaryelection,itwasconsideredsonuttyithelpedmakeher

former representative McKinney. Today the Democratic

presidential front-runner professes agnosticism as to whether

thepresidentoftheUnitedStateswastippedo about9/11by theSaudis,anditgoesunnoticed.Thevirusisspreading.

Itis,ofcourse,epidemicinNewYork’sUpperWestSideand

thetonier parts of Los Angeles, where the very sight of the

president—say, smiling while holding a tray of Thanksgiving

turkey in a Baghdad mess hall—caused dozens of cases of

apoplexy in otherwise healthy adults. What is worrying

epidemiologists about the Dean incident, however, is that

heretoforenocasehadbeenreportedinVermontoranyother

dairystate.

Moreover,Deanisverysmart.Untilnow,BushDerangement

Syndrome (BDS) had generally struck people with previously

compromised intellectual immune systems. Hence its

prevalenceinHollywood.BarbraStreisand,forexample,wrote

her famous September 2002 memo to Dick Gephardt warning

thatthepresidentwasdraggingustowardwartosatisfy,among

theusualcorporatemalefactorswho“clearlyhavemuchtogain

ifwegotowaragainstIraq,”the logging industry—timberbeing amajorindustryinacountrythatistwo-thirdsdesert.

It is true that BDS has struck some pretty smart guys—Bill

Moyersrantingabouta“right-wingwreckingcrew”engagedin

“adeliberate,intentionaldestructionoftheUnitedStatesway

of governing” and New York Times columnist Paul Krugman, whose recent book attacks the president so virulently that Krugman’s British publisher saw t to adorn the cover with

imagesofVicePresidentCheneyinaHitler-likemustacheand

BushstitcheduplikeFrankenstein.Nonetheless,someobservers

tookthattobesatire;otherswroteo MoyersandKrugmanas

simple aberrations, the victims of too many years of

neurologicallyhazardouspunditry.

That’swhathasresearcherssoalarmedaboutDean.Hehad none of the usual risk factors: Dean has never opined for a livingandhasnodetectablesenseofhumor.Evenworseisthe

fact that he is now exhibiting symptoms of a related illness,

Murdoch Derangement Syndrome (MDS), in which otherwise

normalpeoplebelievethattheirmindsarebeingcontrolledby

asingle,verycleverAustralian.

ChrisMatthews: “WouldyoubreakupFox?” 

HowardDean: “Onideologicalgrounds,absolutelyyes,but…I don’twanttoanswerwhetherIwouldbreakupFoxornot.…

WhatI’mgoingtodoisappointpeopletotheFCCthatbelieve

democracydependsongettinginformationfromal portionsof

thepoliticalspectrum,notjustone.” 

Some clinicians consider this delusion—that Americans can

gettheirnewsfromonlyonepartofthepoliticalspectrum—the

gravest of all. They report that no matter how many times

su erersinpaddedcellsarepresentedwith ashcardswiththe

symbols ABC, NBC, CBS, CNN, MSNBC, NPR, PBS,  Time,

Newsweek,  New York Times,  Washington Post,  L.A. Times—they remainunresponsive,someinaterrifyingnear-catatonictorpor.

Thesadnewsisthatthereisnocure.Butthereishope.There

aremany neresearchersseekingthatcure.Yourdonationto

the BDS Foundation, no matter how small, can help. Mailing

address: Republican National Committee, Washington, D.C.,

Attention:psychiatricdepartment.Justmakesureyouramount

doesnotexceed$2,000($4,000foramarriedcouple).

TheWashingtonPost,December5,2003

LIFEBYMANUAL

My channel sur ng was arrested by the news reporter at the

Manhattancourthouserecountingtheday’sdoingsattheWoody

Allen–Mia Farrow custody ght. “Testimony today,” she said,

“focusedonWoodyAllen’slackofparentingskills.”Bythisshe

meantthatonthewitnessstandAllenhadadmittedthathe(1)

could not name a single one of his children’s friends, (2) had

nevertakenthechildrentothebarberorgiventhemabath,(3)

didnotknowwhotheirdentistwas,(4)hadneverattendeda

parent-teacher conference for son Satchel. In fact, the three

childrenwhosecustodyheseekshadneverspentanightathis

apartment.

Lackofparentingskills?OnemightaswellsaythatJe rey

Dahmer lacked interpersonal skills or that Robespierre could

have used some sensitivity training. The problem here is not

some absence of technique. It is an absence of something far

morebasic:aninstinct,afeeling,thenormalbondthattiesthe

averageparenttohischild.

Allen’s problem is self-absorption taken, as with most

everythinginhislife,tothepointofparody.Hereistheartiste

sojealousofhisautonomy,sodisdainfulofattachment,thathis

childrenmaynotspendthenightathisapartment,thoughthis

shouldnotpreventthecourtfromawardinghimcustody.

Of course, given the alternative, the hysterical Ms. Farrow,

whose narcissism expresses itself not in detachment but in a

self-indulgencethatacquireschildrenlikestraypets,Allenmay

turnouttobethebetterchoice.Thesightofthesetwovying

for custody of that pathetic brood makes you wonder how a

society that requires licenses for drivers manages without

requiringthemforparents.

Thereasonisthatnatureendowsmostpeopleinallcultures

with an instinctive parental feeling that translates into often clumsy, sometimes wrongheaded, but generally benign and benevolent care. The fact that the grotesque absence of these

qualities in Allen could beinterpreted as a lack of “parenting

skills” shows how far we’ve gone in the belief in the

mechanizationofordinaryhumanfeeling.

Sexual intimacy, for example. “A skill like any other,”

concludes Pulitzer Prize–winning journalist Richard Rhodes in

his recent sexual autobiography. There are entire bookshelves

of wildly successful manuals ( How to Satisfy a Woman Every

Time—55 weeks on the bestseller list) to show how far from aloneRhodesisinthisbelief.

Self-improvement through the acquisition of skill is, of

course,hardlyanewAmericantheme.Firstmass-marketedby

Dale Carnegie, it owes its popularity to the marriage of two

powerfulAmericanbeliefs:humanperfectibilityandthepower

oftechnology.

In the past, however, tradition and community acted as

partialantidotestothistendency.Butwiththemoderndecline

of tradition and community as guides to experience, the

mechanizationofbehavioriscomplete.Everyhumanactivityis

nowthesubjectofthehow-toindustry.

A visit to the local bookstore shows how far things have

gone.Notjustparentingandloving,buteverything—eatingand

drinking, running and sunning, living itself—is a skill to be

learned and mastered. There are books, videos, multibillion—

dollarindustriesforteachingpeoplesuchexoticskillsaslosing

weight(tryeatingless!)andexercise(tryrunningaround).The

businesssucceedsbecauseAmericanshavecometobelievethat onlyanexpertcanteachthemthecorrectwayto,say,walk,or bendtheirkneesorthinkwellofthemselves.

Theideathateverythingisaskilltobelearned,likeagolf

swing, applies far beyond the eld of family and sexual

intimacy. We now have training for the proper love of

strangers.MargeSchott,owneroftheCincinnatiRedsandgiven

toracistremarks,issentencedbybaseballownerstosensitivity

training. This will make her nice. Five years ago, a religious

student at the University of Michigan expressed the view that

homosexualityisimmoral.Hewasmadetorecantandordered

adoseofsensitivitytraining.Thiswillmakehimbroad-minded.

This project for the inculcation of proper human feelings

throughbehavioral technique is either sinister or idiotic. It is sinister when it works, as in Communist China, where they havelearnedhowtobreakone’scharacterthroughextremesof

coercion, deprivation and torture. These means are not yet

available to American educators and family therapists. Which

explains their low success rate. Some things, alas, cannot be

taught.

Woody Allen, the movie character, once said: I’ve had 17

years of psychotherapy—one more and I’m going to Lourdes.

Time’s up, Woody. You’ve tried technique. Now get on that

plane.

TheWashingtonPost,April2,1993

FROMPEOPLEPOWERTOPOLENTA

WhenKatherineAnnPower—’60sradical,bankrobber,fugitive

—turned herself in last week after 23 years on the run, she

addedanotherentrytoheralreadycrowdedrésumé:unwitting

historian. Her brief explanatory statement released upon her

surrender to Boston police is a document historians of the

future, puzzling over what happened to the ’60s, will nd

useful.

They will ignore the usual mitigating phrases about actions

shenowcharacterizesas“naïveandunthinking.”Onedoesnot

ordinarilythinkofabankrobberyinwhichapoliceman,father

ofnine,isshotintheback,asanactofnaïveté.“Myintention

wasnevertodamageanyhumanlife,”shesays.Itapparently

neveroccurredtoherthatwhenrobbingabankinthecompany

of three ex-cons, a shotgun and a submachine gun, somebody

mightgethurt.

Nor is there anything unusual about her spiritof-the-age

defense,whereinsheinsiststhatherdeedsshouldbeseeninthe

context of a time when many others—she cites, for example,

DanielEllsberg,leakerofthePentagonpapers—werebreaking

the law. There is a certain moral gap between unauthorized

leakingandarmedrobberythatthisdefensedoesnotbridge.

No matter. These run-of-themill self-justi cations are

window dressing. What everyone wants to know is not why

KatherinePowerrobbedabankin1970—weknow:Shewanted

tosavetheworld—butwhyshe nallygaveitupin1993.Itis

heraccountofthereturnthatyieldstheonetrulymemorable

lineinthistext,theonehistorianswillpondertotheirbene t:

“I know that I must answer this accusation from the past, in

ordertolivewithfullauthenticityinthepresent.”

SoKatherinePowercameinfromthecoldinsearchof“full

authenticity.” Not out of remorse or resignation. Not seeking

forgiveness or repentance. “She did not return out of guilt,”

explainedherhusband.Shejusttiredoftellinglies,oflivingas

Alice Metzinger,wife,cook,restaurateur,butwithashrouded

pastandtroubledfuture.“Shewantedherlifeback,”saidher

husband.“Shewantedhertruthback.Shewantstobewhole.”

ThatO cerSchroederwillnotgethislifebacktroubledher

(“his death was shocking to me”), but that is not why she

surrendered—orshewouldhavedoneso23yearsago.Infact,

as elaborated in a front-page New York Times story about her psychotherapy for depression, her surrender—for the sake of “full authenticity”—was a form of therapy, indeed the nal

therapeuticsteptowardregaininghersenseofself.

AllanBloomoncedescribedamanwhohadjustgottenoutof

prison, where he had undergone “therapy.” “He said he had

found his identity and learned to like himself,” writes Bloom.

“Agenerationearlier,hewouldhavefoundGodandlearnedto

despisehimselfasasinner.”

In an age where the word sin has become quaint—reserved

for such o enses against hygiene as smoking and drinking

(whichalonemerit“sintaxes”)—surrenderingtotheauthorities

forarmedrobberyandmanslaughterisnotanactofrepentance

but of personal growth. Explains Jane Alpert, another ’60s

radical who served time (for her part in a series of bombings

that injured 21 people): “Ultimately, I spent many years in

therapy, learning to understand, to tolerate and forgive both

othersandmyself.”

Learning to forgive oneself. Very important nowadays for

revolutionarieswithacriminalbent.Whatapathetictrajectory from the ’60s to the ’90s: from revolutionary slogans to New Agepsychobabble,fromFrantzFanontoRobertFulghum,from

thethrilloftheundergroundtothebanalitiesofthecouch.

Butthebanalitydoesnotstopthere.Thisrevolutionhasnot

just gone into therapy. It is heavily into food. When Bobby

Seale, cofounder and chairman of the Black Panthers, nally

produced his oeuvre, it was Barbeque’n with Bobby. Karleton Lewis Armstrong, jailed for a 1970 University of Wisconsin bombingthatinjuredfourandkilledone,nowrunsafruit-juice

business in Madison, Wisconsin.And Katherine Power, expert

chef and cooking instructor, was renowned in her adopted

Oregonforherrecipes.Power’stherapist,reportsthe NewYork

Times, found it impossible “to believe that this bespectacled cookwiththeterri cpolentarecipe…hadspent14yearsas one of the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 10 Most Wanted

fugitives.”

Itstartswithpeoplepower.Itendsinpolenta.A tting nish

totheradical’60s.

Butitisnotquiterighttoclosethebookwiththistouchof

cute domesticity. Let’s remember who Katherine Power was

andwhatshedid.Thiswasnota owerchildcaughtupsome

wild afternoon in a robbery. She was found to have in her

apartmentthreeri es,acarbine,apistol,ashotgunandahuge

store of ammunition. She is accused of having rebombed a

National Guard armory. She took part in a bank robbery in

which a hero cop, father of nine, was shot dead. This is

someone very hard who has now softened—out of feelings of

loss,principallyforherself.

“After all these years,” concludes Newsweek, “it’s hard to know whom to feel the most sympathy for: the [Schroeder]

childrenwholostafather…[or]theyoungwomanwholost

herwayinthetumultofthe’60s.”

That’sahardone?Re ectingonthemanwholearnedtolike

himselfinprison,Bloomnotesthatinthemindofthisex-con,

“theproblemlaywithhissenseofself,notwithanyoriginalsin

ordevilsinhim.WehaveherethepeculiarlyAmericanwayof

digesting Continental despair. It is nihilism with a happy

ending.”

Exceptfortheorphans.

Time,October4,1993

ANNALSOF“ART” 

Culturewars,chapter36.TheBrooklynMuseumofArtreadies

anexhibitionofhighdecadencecalled“Sensation.”Themayor

ofNewYorkthreatenstoclosedownthemuseumiftheexhibit

isnotcanceled.Themayorispilloriedbytheusualsuspects—a

consortium of New York museums, the ACLU, the highbrow

press—forphilistinismand/orFirstAmendmentabuse.

Theexhibititselfisnothingveryspecial,justtheusual nde

siècle celebration of the blasphemous, the criminal and the

decadent. The item that caught Rudy Giuliani’s attention is a

portrait of the Virgin Mary adorned with elephant dung and

oating bits of female pornography. The one that caught my

attentionisthegiantportraitofachildmolesterandmurderer

—madetolookasifcomposedoftinychildren’shandprints.

Theculture-guardiansscream“censorship.”Themayormakes

the quite obvious point that these artists can do anything the

helltheywant,buttheyhavenoentitlementtohavetheirwork

exhibitedinamuseumsubsidizedbythetaxpayersofNewYork

Citytothetuneof$7millionayear.

It is an old story. Art whose very purpose is épater les

bourgeois isatthesametimedemandingthebourgeois’subsidy.

Of course, if the avant-garde had any self-respect, it would

shockthebourgeoisieonitsowndime.

But how silly. Self-respect is a hopelessly bourgeois value.

The avant-garde lives by a code of fearless audacity and

uncompromising authenticity. And endless nancial support.

Theartworldhassustainedthisculturalblackmailbycounting

onthestatusanxietyofthemiddleclass.Theyareafraidtoask

theemperor’s-new-clothesquestion—Whyarewebeingforced

to subsidize willful, o ensive banality?—for fear of being consideredterminallyunsophisticated.

This cultural blackmail has gone on for decades, with the

artistloudly blaspheming everything his patrons hold dear—

whilesucklingattheirteats.Everyonceinawhile,however,

someonerefusestoplaythegame.ThistimeitisGiuliani.And

sure enough, he has been charged with philistinism, or as the

New York Times editorial put it, with making “the city look ridiculous.”

“The mayor’s rationale,” says the Times with unintended

hilarity,“derivesfromthefactthatthecityownstheBrooklyn

Museum of Art and provides nearly a third of its operating

budget.”

Rationale?Itisself-evident:Youownaninstitution—whether

youareanindividual,acorporation,oracitywithdulyelected

authoritiesactingonitsbehalf—youregulateitsactivity.Thisis

no “rationale.” It is a slam-dunk, argument-ending, QED

clincher.

Let’s be plain. No one is preventing these art works from

being made or displayed. The only question is whether artists

haveaclaimonthetaxpayer’sdollarindisplayingit.

The answer is open and shut: no. It is a question not of

censorship but of sensibility. Can there ever be a limit to the toleranceandgenerosityofthepayingpublic?Ofcourse.Does this particular exhibit forfeit whatever claim art has to public support—andthelegitimacyandhonorconferreduponitbythe stampofthecity-ownedBrooklynMuseum?

The Virgin Mary painting alone would merit an answer of

yes. Add the child molester painting, the 3-D acrylic women

with erect penises for noses,  Spaceshit and A Thousand Years (“Steel, glass, ies, maggots, MDF, insecto-cutor, cow’s head, sugar, water, 213 x 427 x 213 centimeters”), and you get a fuller picture: an artistic sensibility that is a peculiar

combinationofthecreepyandthebanal.

Ofcourseeveryonelovestoplayvictim,thestatusofvictim

being, as Anthony Daniels put it in the New Criterion, “the personalequivalentofmostfavorednation.”Buttheideathat art of this type is under assault or starved for funds is quite ridiculous.Artofthistypeisnowthenorm.Itiseverywhere.

Galleries,museums,privatecollectionsarefilledwithit.

It is classical representational art that is starved for funds.

Try ndingaschoolinyourtownthatteachesclassicaldrawing

or painting. As James Cooper noted some years ago in the

AmericanArtsQuarterly,“Amodestgranttoasmallartacademy

was recently denied by the National Endowment for the Arts

because, the terse NEA memo explained, ‘teaching students to

drawthehumanfigureisrevisionistandstiflescreativity.’”

Addsomedung,though,andyou’vegotyourselfashow.

Theroleoftheartisthaschangedradicallyinthelastcentury

and a half. It was once the function of the artist to represent beautyandtranscendenceandpossiblyintroduceitintothelife ofthebeholder.Withtheadventofphotographyand lm,the

perfect media for both representation and narration, art has

foughtitsdreadofobsolescencebyseekingsomeotherrole.

Today the function of the artist is to be an emissary to the

aberrant:toliveattheculturalandsocialextremes,togoover

into the decadent and even criminal, to scout forbidden

emotional and psychic territory—and bring back artifacts of

that“edgy”experiencetoabourgeoisietoocozyandcowardly

tomakethetripitself.

Thishasbeengoingonfordecades.Itmustbesaid,however, that at the beginning of the transformation there was an expectationthattheartistwouldbringskillandasenseofcraft

tohiswork.Whethertheirconceitwasdandyism,criminalityor

sexual adventurism (free love, homosexuality and the other

onceshockingtaboosofyesterday),artistsoftheearlymodern

periodstillfeltaneedtorendertheirrecreationofshockwith

styleandtechnique.

Having reached a time, however, when technique itself is

considered revisionist, anti-creative and, of course, bourgeois, allweareleftwithistherawstinkingshock.Ondisplay,right now,attheBrooklynMuseumofArt.

It is important to note that the artists and promoters who

provokedthegreatBrooklyncontretempsarenotfeigningtheir

surpriseatGiuliani’scounterattack.Theygenuinelyfeelentitled

totheirsubsidy.Theygenuinelyfeeltheyperformauniqueand

priceless service, introducing vicarious extremism into the

utterlycompromisedlivesoftheirbourgeoispatrons.

Ah,buteveryonceinawhileaburgherarisesandsaystothe

artist: No need to report back from the edge. You can stay

where you are. We’ll have our afternoon tea without acid,

thankyou.

Andthenthefunbegins.

TheWeeklyStandard,October11,1999

“NATURAL”CHILDBIRTH

NancyMinerwantedtogivebirthtoherbabyathome.Thefact

thatshewas39,thatthiswasher rstchild,thattherewasno

electricityinher“rusticMiddleburgcottage”didnotdaunther.

Assisting her were her husband, a friend and a lay midwife.

During the delivery, the baby’s umbilical cord became

compressed.Thebabydied.Themidwifehasnowbeencharged

withmanslaughter.

Laymidwiferyisnotcerti edandnotlegalinVirginia,but

themidwife’slawyersayssheshouldnotbeheldliablebecause

she was simply doing what the parents wanted. I’m with the

lawyer.Iftherewasrealjusticeinthisworld,itistheparents

who would be in the dock, charged with criminal self-indulgence.

“Thiscaseisallabouttherightsofparentstomakedecisions

about the welfare of their children,” says Erin Fulham, a

MarylandnurseandmemberofMarylandFriendsofMidwives.

Welfareofthechildren?IfNancyMinerhadhadtheslightest

concernaboutthewelfareofherchild,thisat-risk39-year-old

primigravida would have had her child in a hospital where,

when the breech birth and compressed cord had been

discovered, she could have had an emergency C-section and a

goodchanceofsavingherchild.

“Shouldparentshavethechoiceaboutthehealthcareoftheir

newborn?”asksFulhamrhetorically.Ofcourse.ButtheMiners’

choice,asthesubsequenttragedyproved,washardlyaboutthe

newborn’shealthcare.Itwasaboutthemother’skarma.Itwas

about the narcissistic pursuit of “experience,” the Me

Generation’sinsistenceonturningeverylifeevent—eventhose

fraught with danger for others—into a personalized Hallmark moment.

Miner protests in her own defense: “Everyone was born at

home a generation ago. Now they act like it is outrageous.”

Morelike80yearsago,butnomatter.Yes,80yearsagobabies

were born at home.And they died in droves. Almost 1 in 10

newbornsdiedthen.Fewerthan1in100doesnow.

Yes, childbirth used to be natural. But so were the

accompanying death, disability, deformity and disease. A

parent’s duty is to avoid these “natural” phenomena by all

possible means. Today we have those means. They are called

modernmedicine.

The whole natural childbirth phenomenon is an astonishing

triumphofideologyoverexperience.Painisnormally—indeed,

“naturally”—something humans try to avoid. And the pain of

childbirthisamonglife’smostsearing.Itisalso,today,entirely

unnecessary.

Myolderbrotherwasborn50yearsagoinRiodeJaneiro.

Postwar Brazil not being a mecca of high-tech obstetrics, my

motherdeliveredwithoutanestheticsandsu eredaccordingly.

FouryearslaterinNewYork,shehadtheopportunitytogive

birthdi erently.Shequitesensiblychosetodeliver(me)ina

stateofblissfulunconsciousness.Tothisdayshehasnodoubt

which was the more desirable experience. (As for me, I must

have entered the world as zonked as Janis Joplin left it, but

withnoapparentsideeffects.Idon’tevenlikebeer.)

In the ’60s and ’70s, natural childbirth made a comeback,

fueled by a peculiar combination of New Age mysticism and

macho feminism. Today, thankfully, some feminist writers

arguethathospitalchildbirthisalright,thatitisnotabetrayal

of sisterhood, that there is no earthly reason to willfully embrace pain for the mother and danger for the child as a protest against the alleged patriarchal structure and

technologicaltyrannyofmodernmedicine.Theycouldusefully

useastextthecaseofNancyMiner.

I will no doubt be charged with lack of sympathy for a

bereavedmother.Ipleadguilty.Ireservemysympathyinstead

for the lost child. Perhaps if we reserved for these wanton

parentslesssympathyandmorescorn,lessunderstandingand

more opprobrium, we might deter some and save a few

children.

TheMinershaveeveryrighttobeLuddites,freespirits,foes

ofmoderntechnology.Buttheoriginal18th-centuryindustrial

saboteurssoughttodestroythesatanictextilemillsbythrowing

their wooden shoes (sabots) into the machines. They didn’t

throwtheirchildren.

TheWashingtonPost,May24,1996

THEINNERMAN?WHOCARES

As Bob Woodward likes to say, he is the gift that keeps on

giving. Richard Nixon, that is. And an endless source of

amusement he is. We have all been having a great chuckle

listening to Nixon again. More tapes, more titillation, most

notably his ranting and raving about Jews. (“Generally

speaking,youcan’ttrustthebastards,”etc.)

As a Jew, I have been asked several times about these

revelations.Iamentirelyunmoved.

First, I wonder how anyone would fare who had an open

microphoneinhiso cefor3,700hoursrunning.Second,Nixon

was suspicious and paranoid about everyone. So what else is

new?

Thirdandmostimportant:Idon’treallycarewhatapublic

gure thinks. I care about what he does. Let God probe his

innerheart.Tellmeabouthisouteracts.

And what were Nixon’s outer acts vis-à-vis Jews? Well, in

1973,hesavedIsraelfrompossibledestructionwithhismassive

weapons airlift during the Yom Kippur War. He even put the

U.S. military on worldwide alert to keep the Russians from

interveningonEgypt’sbehalf.

I feel about Nixon the way I feel reading about Truman’s

occasional ethnic lapses. “In private, Truman was a man who

still…coulduseawordlike‘kike,’”writesDavidMcCullough,

“or,inalettertohiswife,dismissMiamiasnothingbut‘hotels,

lling stations, Hebrews and cabins.’ ” So what? Truman

remainsaherotoJewsforhavingrecognizedtheStateofIsrael

atthecrucialmomentofitsbirthin1948.

Herb Stein, who died last month, was chairman of Nixon’s

Council of Economic Advisers. Re ecting on Nixon’s Jewish problem, he wrote that he never felt anything but the utmost respect and friendship from Nixon. Whatever Nixon’s private

thoughts,bothinhispersonalrelationsandinhispublicactions

aspresident,hewasafriendoftheJews.

Itispartofthetrivializationofpoliticsthatwegiveendless

attention to the inner life of the politician—his private

thoughts,hisinnerdemons—attheexpenseofhisouterlife.I

cannot,forexample,imaginePatBuchananeversayingevenin

private anything as nasty about Jews as did Nixon. But the

publicPatBuchanangoesaroundfanninghatredforJewswith

his sly and not so sly allusions to Jewish power, Jewish

influence,Jewishdisloyalty.Sowhoistheantisemite?

Obsessionwithselfisthemotifofourtime.Itcarriesover

into our thinking about public gures, to our preoccupation—

longpredatingourfascinationwithGaryHart’snocturnaltrysts

—withtheirinnerlife.

ThereductioadabsurdumofthistendencyisEdmundMorris’

disastrousbookonReagan.Thesubjectofthebookisreallynot

Reagan but Morris, and when Morris does get around to

Reagan, it is the inner “Dutch” that interests him, not the

politician,theleader,thepresident.

The results are comical. Seven pages spent on imagining

Reagan’sthoughtswhilemakinghis rstmovie,fourpageson

themomentousyears1976–80,whenReaganremadeAmerican

politics. Between Reagan’s losing the nomination in ’76 and

winning the presidency in ’80, the book is a near total blank.

We hear about Morris’ encounter with Jimmy Carter, Morris’

publicationofhisTheodoreRooseveltbiography,thengetone

page—outof674—onthe1980campaign.

Onemodernconceitisthattheinnermanismoreimportant thantheouterman.Thesecondconceitisthatsomehow,thanks toFreudandmodernpsychobabble,wehaverealaccesstothe

innerman.

Asaformerpsychiatrist,Iknowhowdi cultitistotryto

understandthesoulofevensomeoneyouhavespenthundreds

ofhoursalonewithintherapy.Tothinkthatonecandecipher

theinnerlifeofsomedistantpublicfigureisfolly.

Even the experts haven’t a clue. Remember that group of

psychiatrists, 1,189 strong, who in 1964 signed a statement

assertingtheirprofessionaljudgmentthatBarryGoldwaterwas

psychologicallyun ttobepresident?Theveryattempttomake

suchadiagnosisatadistanceismalpractice.

EvenNixon,hisprivatethoughtsspilledoutontapeforever,

isnoopenbook.Sure,theseethingcauldronofinchoatehatreds

andfearshelpsexplainWatergate.Buthowdoyoumatchthat

with the man who cut through the paranoia and fear and

openedthedoortoChina,fashioneddétenteandusheredinthe

era of arms control—something less psychically roiled

presidentshadnotbeenabletodo?

“Knowthyself”isahighlyoverratedpieceofwisdom.Asfor

knowing the self of others, forget it. Know what they do and

judgethembytheirworks.

TheWashingtonPost,October15,1999

THEMIRROR-IMAGEFALLACY

“Asisevidentjustfromthelookonhisface,”observes TheNew

Yorker in a recent re ection on the Lincoln Memorial,

“[Lincoln]wouldhavelikedtoliveoutalonglifesurrounded

byoldfriendsandgoodfood.”Goodfood?  NewYorker readers

haveaninterestinsuccessfulsou és,butitishardtorecallthe

mostmelancholyandspiritualofpresidentsgivingthemmuch

thought.  NewYorker editorsnodoubtdreamoflivingouttheir

daysgrazingingourmetpastures.ButdidLincolnreallylongto

retiretoatableatLutèce?

Solipsism is the belief that the whole world is me, and as

mathematicianMartinGardnerpointsout,itsauthenticversion

is not to be found outside mental institutions. What is to be

found outside the asylum is its philosophic cousin, the belief

that the whole world is like me. This species of solipsism— pluralsolipsism,ifyoulike—isfarmorecommonbecauseitis

far less lonely. Indeed, it yields a very congenial world

populated exclusively by creatures of one’s own likeness, a

worldinwhichLincolnpinesforhisdinnerwithAndréor,more

consequentially, where KGB chiefs and Iranian ayatollahs are,

well,folksjustlikeus.

The mirror-image fantasy is not as crazy as it seems.

Fundamentally,itisaradicaldenialoftheothernessofothers.

Or to put it another way, a blinding belief in “common

humanity,”inthetriumphofhumancommonalityoverhuman

di erences. It is a creed rarely fully embraced (it has a

disquietinga nitywithmartyrdom),butinaculturetiredof

suchancientdistinctionsasthatbetweenchildrenandadults(in

contemporarymoviesthekidsare,ifanything,wiserthantheir

parents)ormenandwomen(“Iwasabettermanasawoman

with a woman than I’ve ever been as a man with a woman,”

saysTootsie),itcanacquireconsiderableforce.

Itscentralaxiomisthatifoneburrowsdeepenoughbeneath

theMao jacket, the shapka or the chador, one discovers that people everywhere are essentially the same. Eleven-year-old American anthropologist Samantha Smith was invited to

Moscow by Yuri Andropov for rsthand con rmation of just

that proposition—a rare Soviet concession to the principle of

on-site inspection. After a well-photographed sojourn during

whichshetookinachildren’sfestivalataYoungPioneercamp

(butwassparedtheparamilitarytraining),shegotthemessage:

“They’rejust…almost…justlikeus,”sheannouncedather

last Moscow press conference. Her mother, who is no longer

eleven but makes up for it in open-mindedness, supplied the

corollary:“They’rejustlikeus…theyprefertoworkattheir

jobsthantoworkatwar.”

That completes the syllogism. We all have “eyes, hands,

organs, dimensions, senses, a ections, passions.” We are all

“fedwiththesamefood,hurtwiththesameweapons,subject

tothesamediseases,healedbythesamemeans,warmedand

cooledbythesamewinterandsummer.”Itfollows,doesitnot,

thatwemustallwantthesamethings?AccordingtoHarvard

cardiologistBernardLown,presidentofInternationalPhysicians

forthePreventionofNuclearWar,that’snotjustShakespeare,

it’s a scienti c fact “that Russian and American hearts are

indistinguishable,thatbothacheforpeaceandsurvival.”

Such breathtaking non sequiturs, cardiological or otherwise,

are characteristic of plural solipsism. For it is more than just another happy vision. It is meant to have practical consequences. If people everywhere, from Savannah to Sevastopol, share the same hopes and dreams and fears and loveofchildren(andgoodfood),theyshouldgetalong.Andif

they don’t, then there must be some misunderstanding, some

misperception,someproblemofcommunication.

As one news report of the recent conference of Soviet and

American peace activists in Minneapolis put it, “The issue of

human rights sparked a heated discussion … and provided

participants with a rsthand view of the obstacles to

communication which so often characterize U.S.-Soviet

relations.”

It is the broken-telephone theory of international con ict,

and itsuggests a solution: repair service by the expert

“facilitator,” the Harvard negotiations professor. Hence the

vogueforpeaceacademies,themaniaformediators,thebelief

that the world’s conundrums would yield to the right

intermediary, the right presidential envoy, the right socialist international delegation. Yet Iraq’s Saddam Hussein and Iran’s Ayatollah Khomeini have perfectly adequate phone service.

They need only an operator to make the connection. Their

problemisthattheyhaveverylittletosaytoeachother.

Thereareotherconsequences.Ifthewholeworldislikeme,

thencertaincon ictsbecomeincomprehensible;theverynotion

ofintractabilitybecomesparadoxical.WhentheU.S.embassyin

Tehranistakenover,Americansarebewildered.Whatdoesthe

ayatollahwant?TheU.S.governmentsendsenvoysto ndout

whattokenorsignalorsymbolicgesturemightsatisfyIran.Itis

impossibletobelievethattheayatollahwantsexactlywhathe

sayshewants:theheadoftheshah.Thingsarenotdonethat

wayanymoreintheWest(eventheSovietblochasnowtaken

to pensioning o  deposed leaders). It took a long time for Americanstogetthemessage.

Othermessagesfromexoticculturesareneverreceivedatall.

The more virulent pronouncements of Third World countries

aredismissedasmererhetoric.Themorealienthesentiment,

the less seriously it is taken. Diplomatic ascoes follow, like

SecretaryShultz’srecenthumiliationinDamascus.Hepersisted

ingoingtheredespitethefactthatPresidentAssadhadmadeit

utterly plain that he rejected e orts by the U.S. (the

“permanent enemy”) to obtain withdrawal of Syrian forces

fromLebanon.

Or consider the chronic American frustration with Saudi

Arabia. The Saudis consistently declare their refusal to accept thelegitimacyofaJewishstateintheMiddleEast,aposition so at variance with the Western view that it is simply

discounted.ThussuccessiveAmericangovernmentscontinueto

countonSaudisupportforU.S.peaceplans,onlytoberudely

let down. When the Saudis nally make it unmistakably clear

thattheywillsupportneitherCampDavidnortheReaganplan

nor the Lebanon accord, the U.S. reacts with consternation.It

might have spared itself the surprise if it had not in the rst

place imagined that underneath those ka yehs are folks just

likeus,sharingouraimsandviews.

“Thewisemanshowshiswisdominseparation,ingradation,

andhisscaleofcreaturesandofmeritsisaswideasnature,”

writesEmerson.“Thefoolishhavenorangeintheirscale,but

suppose every man is as every other man.” Ultimately to say

thatpeopleallsharethesamehopesandfears,areallbornand

loveandsu eranddiealike,istosayverylittle.Foritisafter

commonalities are accounted for that politics becomes

necessary. It is only when values, ideologies, cultures and interestsclashthatpoliticsevenbegins.Atonlythemosttrivial level can it be said that people want the same things. Take

peace. The North Vietnamese want it, but apparently they

wantedtoconquerallofIndochina rst.TheSalvadoranright

and left both want it, but only after making a desert of the

other.TheReaganadministrationwantsit,butnotifithasto

payforitwithpiecesofCentralAmerica.

And even if one admits universal ends, one still has said

nothingaboutmeans,aboutwhatpeoplewillrisk,willpermit,

willcommitinordertobanishtheir(common)fearsandpursue

their (common) hopes. One would think that after the

experience of this century the belief that a harmony must

prevailbetweenpeopleswhosharealoveofchildrenandsmall

dogs would be considered evidence of a most grotesque

historicalamnesia.

Fromwheredoestheideaofaworldoflikescome?Inpart

fromabeliefinuniversalbrotherhood,abeliefthatisparodied,

however, when one pretends that the ideal already exists. In

partfromatrendyecologicalpantheismwithitsmistynotions

oftheonenessofthosesharingthislonelyplanet.Inpartfrom

the Enlightenment belief in a universal human nature, a

slipperymoderncreationthatforallitsuniversalitymanagesin

everyagetotakeonadecidedlymiddle-classlook.

For the mirror-image fantasy derives above all from the

cozinessofmiddle-classlife.Themoresettledandorderedone’s

life—and in particular one’s communal life—the easier it

becomes for one’s imaginationtofail.InScarsdale,destitution

anddesperation,crueltyandzealarethestu ofheadlines,not

life.Thusasinglemurdercancreateasensation;inBeirutitisa

statistic.Whenthecomfortableencountertheunimaginable,the result is not only emotional but cognitive rejection. Brutality andfanaticismbeyondone’skenmustbemadetoremainthere; thus,forexample,whenevidencemountsofbiologicalwarfare

infarawayplaces,themostfancifultheoriesmaybeproduced

tobanishthepossibility.

Toglossovercontradictoryinterests,incompatibleideologies

andopposingculturesassourcesofcon ictismorethananti—

political.Itisdangerous.Thosewhohavelongheldamirrorto

theworldandseenonlythemselvesareapttobeshockedand

panickedwhenthemirrorisremoved,asinevitablyitmustbe.

Ontheotherhand,toaccepttherealityofothernessisnottobe

condemned to a war of all against all. We are not then

compelledtoseeinothersthefocusofevilintheworld.Weare

still enjoined to love our neighbors as ourselves. Only it no

longerbecomesanexerciseinnarcissism.

Butempathythatismorethanself-lovedoesnotcomeeasily.

Particularlynottoacultureso xedonitsownimagethatit

canlookatLincoln,gauntandgrave,andseeamanreadyto

jointhequeueatthepâtécounteratZabar’s.

Time,August15,1983




CHAPTER5

PASSIONSANDPASTIMES


THEJOYOFLOSING

Among my various idiosyncrasies, the most ba ing to my

friends is my steadfast devotion to the Washington Nationals.

When I wax lyrical about having discovered my own private

paradiseatNationalsPark,eyesbegintorollanditispatiently

explained to me that my Nats have been not just bad, but

prodigiously—epically—bad.

AsifIdon’tknow.Theylost102gamesin2008;103in2009.

That’snoeasyfeat.Onlythreeotherteamsinthelastquarter—

centuryhaveachievedback-to-back100-lossseasons.

Now understand: This is not the charming, cuddly, amusing

incompetence of, say, the ’62 Mets, of whom their own

manager,CaseyStengel,famouslyasked,“Can’tanybodyhere

playthisgame?”—andwhosestone-gloved rstbaseman,Marv

Throneberry, was nicknamed Marvelous Marv, the irony

intendedasasignofaffection.

NoramItalkingaboutheroic,stoic,character-buildinglosing.

The Chicago Cubs fan knows that he’s destined for a life of

Sisypheansu eringandperpetualangst.Mr.Cub,ErnieBanks,

mayhavesaid,“Let’splaytwo,”butin19yearshenevergotto

playevenonepostseasongame.Theseguysgo58yearswithout

winning, then come within ve outs of the National League

pennant,onlytohaveoneoftheirownfansde ectaballabout

to settle into a Cub out elder’s glove, killing the play and

bringingontheunraveling.

The fan was driven into hiding and the fateful ball ritually

exorcised, blown to smithereens on TV. Sorry, that’s not my

kindoflosing.Beenthere.I’maformerRedSoxfan,nowfully

rehabilitated.No,Idon’tgotogamestosteelmyspine,perfect

mycharacter,journeyintothedarknightofthesoul.Igetthat inmydayjobwatchingtheObamaadministrationinaction.

I go for relief. For the fun, for the craft (beautifully

elucidated in George Will’s just-reissued classic Men at Work) andforthesweet,easycheeratNationalsPark.

You get there and the twilight’s gleaming, the popcorn’s

popping,thekids’rerompingandeveryone’shappy.Thejoyof

losingconsistsinthis:Wheretherearenoexpectations,thereis

no disappointment. In Tuesday night’s game, our starting

pitcher couldn’t get out of the third inning. Gave up four

straight hits, six earned runs, and as he came o  the mound,

actuallygotafewscatteredroundsofapplause.

Applause!InNewYork,he’dhavebeenbooedmercilessly.In

Philly, he’d have found his car on blocks and missing a

headlight.

Noone’shappytolose,andthefanscheerlustilywhenthe

Natswin.Butasstartersblowupandbaserunnersgetpicked

o ,thereisnoneoftheagitation,theangry,screaming,beer—

spilling, red-faced ranting you get at football or basketball

games.

Baseball is a slow, boring, complex, cerebral game that

doesn’tlenditselftohistrionics.You“takein”abaseballgame,

somethingoddtosayaboutafootballorbasketballgame,with

theclockrunningandthebodiesflying.

And for a losing baseball team, the calm is even more

profound.I’veneverbeentoaparkwherethepeoplearemore

relaxed, tolerant and appreciative of any small, even moral,

victory. Sure, you root, root, root for the home team, but if

theydon’twin“it’sashame”—notacalamity.Canyouimagine

arm-linkedfansswayingtosuchasweetlycornysongofearly-

20thcentury innocence—as hard to nd today as a manual typewriterora20-gamewinner—atthetwo-minutewarning?

ButnowIfearformybliss.Hope,ofasort,isontheway—in

theformofStephenStrasburg,thegreatestpitchingprospectin

livingmemory.Hisfastballclocks103mphandhisslider,says

Tom Boswell, breaks so sharply it looks like it hit a bird in

midair. In spring training, center elder Nyjer Morgan

nicknamed him Jesus. Because of the kid’s presence, persona,

charisma?Nope.Because“that’swhateverybodysaysthe rst

timetheyseeStrasburgthrow,”explainedMorgan.“Jeeee-sus.”

ButnowI’mworried.EvenbeforeStrasburghasarrivedfrom

the minor leagues, the Nats are actually doing well. They’re

playing .500 ball for the rst time in ve years. They are

hovering somewhere between competent mediocrity and

respectability.WhenJesusarrives—myguessislateMay—they

mightactuallybegood.

Theymightsoonbe,gasp,acontender.Intheracedeepinto

September. Good enough to give you hope. And break your

heart.

Wheredoesonethengoforrespite?

TheWashingtonPost,April23,2010

BEAUTY,TRUTHANDHITCHCOCK

While the rest of the sporting world was distracted with

sideshows—the World Series, the Douglas-Holy eld ght—the

maineventwasbeingplayedoutinuttersilenceattheHudson

TheateronBroadway,wherethetwobestplayersintheworld,

GarryKasparovandAnatolyKarpov,werefightingitoutforthe

championshipofchess.(After12games,thematchistied.)

Now,mentionchessandmostpeople’seyesglazeover.They

thinkoftwooldgeezers,oneofwhomhasdiedbutnoonehas

noticed, in overstu ed armchairs at the Diogenes Club. Know

how chess crowds do the wave? gu awed a CBS newsreader.

Withtheireyebrows.

Ho,ho.Whatthebenighteddon’tunderstandisthatmodern

chessisplayednotjustagainstanopponentbutagainstaclock.

It thus produces a heart-stopping equivalent of football’s two-minute drill. At Move 32 of Game 8, for example, challenger

Karpov, losing, was forced to make nine moves in less than

threeminutes.Heexecutedtheminadazzling urrythatdidn’t

just leave him winning; it left the crowd stunned and silent.

Except, that is, for one patron who, unnerved by Karpov’s

preposterousescape,letoutaloud,shockinglaugh.

Moreover, the place to watch worldchampionship chess is

notinthetheaterbut ve oorsup,intheanalysisroom.There

the action is frenzied. One TV monitor shows the players and

the running time clocks. The other shows the latest board

position.Scatteredaboutareascoreofthegreatestplayersin

the world, a couple of whom are standing at the front trying

dozens of follow-on combinations on a large demonstration

board. The result is a tumult of lightning analysis, inspired

second-guessing, withering criticism, contemptuous asides, suggestions and refutations as the pros search for the best possible“lines”intothefuture.

DuringGame8,IfoundmyselfinaroomwiththeU.S.chess

champion (Lev Alburt), four grandmasters and one legend,

formerWorldChampionMikhailTal.Itwaslikewatchingthe

WorldSerieswith veHallofFamersparsingeverypitchand

CyYoungcorrectingthem.OnKarpov’s23rdmovetheparsing

gotslightlycrazy:IfKasparovdoesA,thenKarpovmustdoB.

IfKasparovthentriesCandKarpovanswerswithD,lookout:

E,FandGfollow.ButifKasparovdoesZ,then…

Some of these lines were harmony, variations on the main

theme of the game. Some were jazz ri s, freestyle and

whimsical. Some were just fanciful trills, exotic and

occasionally atonal. They all went up on the board fast and

furious, as patzers—plodding amateurs—like me struggled to

followthelogic.

Then Karpov did the unexpected: He advanced a pawn,

unbalancingthepositionandnotafewgrandmasters.Instantly

all the heretofore examined lines, entire symphonies of

hypothetical variation, vanished into the ether. “Unheard

melodies,” murmured the yellow-tied patzer sitting near me.

Histonewaswryandregretful.

Themovedone,thegrandmasterswipedtheslatecleanand

begancomposingfreshmusic,speculatingonwhatmightfollow

next. This greatly disturbed the dapper young Yugoslav

grandmaster Ljubomir Ljubojevic. Shaking his head in

disapproval, Ljubo strode up to the board, took down all the

movesnowbeingassayedandbroughtthepositionbacknotto

Move 23 but to Move 22. If Karpov had pushed the pawn in

Move 22 instead of rst delivering that ridiculous check, the nowanimatedLjuboinsisted,itwouldhavebeenatriumph.He thengavealongdemonstrationofthetruthofhisanalysis.

Of course by then it was irrelevant. Karpov had played the

check rst.Enoughofhistory,saidtheothers,impatienttoget

onwithanalyzingtheworldasitnowexisted.Ljuboinsistedon

analyzing the world as it should exist. As the groans grew

louder, Ljubo’s retort was indignant: “Let’s nd some truth

here.”

The yellow-tied patzer had come for beauty, but Ljubo had

come for truth. In chess, that means nding not just a good

moveorevenaharmoniousmovebuttheperfectmove.God’s

move.

Playingchesswithdivinitycanbedangerous,however.The

great Steinitz, who once claimed to have played against God

and won (he neglected to leave a record of the game), went

quitemad.Thelastgreatpractitioneroftruth,BobbyFischer,

afterwinningtheworldchampionshipin1972,disappearedinto

some apocalyptic sect in California and had the llings in his

teethremovedtostoptheKGBtransmissions.

Melodiesyoucangetinanyrecordstore.Buttruth?Where

elsecanyou ndtruth?ThenextdayIsawLjuboagain.Itwas

12hourslaterandhewasstillshakinghishead.

DownontheHudsonstage,however,theprotagonistswere

engagednotsomuchintruthseekingasinattemptedmurder.

Kasparov, who calls Karpov “a creature of darkness,” had

declaredhisintentnotjusttodefeatKarpovbuttodestroyhim.

Accordingly, Kasparov played the opening games with the

con dent,recklessbelligerenceofayoungAli.Karpov,though,

wasfullyFrazier’sequal.Theresultwasmayhemrarelyseenat

thatlevelofplay.Itwaslikeatitle ghtwith10knockdowns byRound3or,forthemoredelicate,likeaballetperformed notonastagebutonatrampoline.

Even the exalted were amazed by the innovations, the

sacri ces,thespeculativeattacks,thekindofstu apatzerlike

me tries out in Washington’s Lafayette Square, not the kind

world champions play with $1.7 million at stake. I asked the

greatandwizenedTalwhathethoughtoftheopeninggamesof

thematch.“Hitchcockmovies,”herepliedwithagrin.

Beauty,truthandHitchcock.Nowthat’sentertainment.

Time,November19,1990

FERMATSOLVED

Fermat’sLastTheoremissolved,andagenerationoftormented

Germangraduatestudentscannowgofishing.

Imagine you have some interest in biblical archaeology and

see advertised a lecture on, say, “Calibrated Radiocarbon

ChronologyofRoyalJudeanStorageJars,”orsomesuch.You

gotothelectureattheendofwhichthespeakersays,“And,oh,

bytheway,onThursdayIfoundtheHolyGrailinthebasement

ofabed-and-breakfastindowntownJericho.Hereitis.”

Well, something comparable happened in Cambridge,

England, last week. A group of mathematicians attended a

conference on—hold on—“P-adic Galois Representations,

IwasawaTheoryandtheTamagawaNumbersofMotives.”They

went,asaudiencesdo,expectingentertainmentandinstruction.

Whattheygotwasastonishment.

TheywenttohearProf.AndrewWilesdeliverthreelectures

on “Modular Forms, Elliptic Curves and Galois

Representations.” At the end of the third lecture, Wiles noted

that his presentation had just proved Fermat’s Last Theorem,

the most famous and elusive mathematical puzzle of the last

300years.

IfWiles’claimholdsup—andits200pagesofreasoningare

so di cult that only a handful of mathematicians are in a

position to judge—he will be hailed for his mathematical

genius.Heshouldbeequallyhailedforhismodesty.Dropping

hisbombshellattheendofalecture,withoutahintofthenow

usual “cold fusion”-type advance publicity, is in itself an

achievementinthisageofhype.

Inscience,modestyandgeniusdonotcoexistwelltogether.

(In Washington, modesty and cleverness don’t.) Einstein is perhaps the most famous exception to the rule. Yet even Watson and Crick, discoverers of the genetic code and not

known for their modesty, proved themselves capable of one

admirable,indeedimmortal,actofunderstatement.Towardthe

end of their epic two-page paper revealing thestructure of

DNA,theynoteddrily:“Ithasnotescapedournoticethatthe

speci c pairing [i.e., zipper-like structure of DNA] we have

postulatedimmediatelysuggestsapossiblecopyingmechanism

forthereplicationofthegeneticmaterial.”

For hundreds of years humans had known that hereditary

traits are transmitted from parent to child. But they hadn’t a

clueastohow.WatsonandCrickhadjustprovidedtheclue.

Wiles,however,isduehomagenotjustforhisgeniusandhis

modesty, but for his courage. Courage is not a quality one

normallyassociateswithmathematicians.Yetitshouldapplyto

people who work in their attics in secret for seven years

without cease on a problem that has eluded the greatest

mathematicalmindssincefirstproposedin1637.

IoncehadafriendatOxfordwhodriftedintothestudyof

Hegel, that famously impenetrable German philosopher, and

was never seen again. There are intellectual black holes,

vortexesofendlessregression,thatmortalsoughttostayclear

of. Many mathematicians have felt that way about Fermat’s

LastTheorem.

Itsallureliesnotjustinitslongevitybutinitssimplicity.It

canbewrittenononeline:“Xn+Yn=Zn isimpossiblewhen n

>2,”meaningthatwhileasquarecanbrokenintotwosmaller

squares—25(thesquareof5)canbebrokeninto16(thesquare

of4)plus9(thesquareof3)—onecannotdivideacubeinto

twosmallercubes,andforthatmatter,onecannotdivideany higherpowerintotwosmallernumbersofthesamepower.

It is a proposition so vexing and mathematically profound

thattheFrenchAcademyofScienceso eredagoldmedaland

300francsforitssolution.Thatwasin1815,theyearNapoleon

wasjustsettlingintohisnewdigsonSt.Helena.

Itisapropositionsofamousthatperhapstheonepersonon

EarthmostgratefulfortheWilessolution,aftertheprofessor’s

wifeanddaughters(“Daddy’sback!”),isDr.MartinKneserof

the Göttingen Academy of Sciences. He administers another

Fermat prize, the Wolfskehl prize ( rst o ered in 1908, now

7,500marks).WhichmeansthatpoorDr.Knesermust ghthis

waythroughthe“threemetersofcorrespondence”fromevery

crankontheplanetwhoissurehehasbestedFermat.

How does he handle the mountain of mail? “In recent

decades,” wrote Kneser’s predecessor, “it was handled in the

following way: the Secretary of the Akademie divides the

arrivingmanuscriptsinto(1)completenonsense,whichissent

back immediately, and into (2) material which looks like

mathematics.”Thesecondcategoryisgiventoyoungresearch

assistantsforcedbypovertyandinducedbypaymenttosearch

fortheinevitablemistakes.

One wouldbe Fermat slayer sent half a solution and

demanded1,000Marksbeforehewouldproducetheotherhalf.

Anotheralsodemandedmoneyupfront,promising10%ofthe

radioandTVtakethatwouldfollowhisfameandthreatening,

ifdenied,tosendhissolutiontoRussia.

Consider, then, what Wiles has wrought. A generation of

tormented German graduate students can now go shing.

Kneserisfreeatlast.Fermatisvindicated.Andtherestofus

aretreatedtoarare,irrefutabledemonstrationthatthehairless apewiththeopposablethumbisindeed,nowandthen,capable ofsomethingthatdeservesthenameprogress.

TheWashingtonPost,July2,1993

BEAFRAID

Aswastobeexpected,theendofcivilizationasweknowitwas

announced on the back pages. On Feb. 10, 1996, in

Philadelphia, while America was distracted by the rise of Pat

Buchanan,thefallofPhilGrammandothertri es,something

large happened. German philosophers call such large events

world-historical. This was larger. It was species-de ning. The

NewYorkTimes carrieditonpageA32.

On Feb. 10, Garry Kasparov, the best chess player in the

worldandquitepossiblythebestchessplayerwhoeverlived,

satdownacrossachessboardfromamachine,anIBMcomputer

calledDeepBlue,andlost.

True, it was only one game. What kind of achievement is

that? Well—as Henny Youngman used to say when asked,

“How’syourwife?”—comparedtowhat?Comparedtohuman

challengersfortheworldchampionship?Just vemonthsago,

the same Kasparov played a championship match against the

nextbestplayerofthehumanspecies.TheNo.2humanplayed

Kasparov18gamesandwon1.DeepBlueplayedKasparovand

wonitsvery rstgame.Anditwasno uke.Overthe rstfour

games,themachineplayedKasparovdeadeven—onewin,one

loss,twodraws—beforethechampralliedandcameawaywith

thefinaltwogames.

Kasparov won the match. That was expected. Game 1,

however,wasnotsupposedtohappen.True,Kasparovhadlost

to machines in speed games and other lesser tests. And lesser

grandmastershavelostregulationgamestomachines.Butnever

before in a real game played under championship conditions

hadamachinebeatenthebestlivinghuman.

IndeedKasparov,whoafewweeksagosingle-handedlytook ontheentirenationalchessteamofBrazil,wassocon dentof winning that he rejected the o er that the $500,000 purse be

split 60–40between winner and loser. Kasparov insisted on

winner-take-all. They settled on 80–20. (What, by the way,

doesDeepBluedowithits100-grandpurse?Newchips?)

Asked when he thought a computer would beat the best

human, Kasparov had said 2010 or maybe never. A mutual

friendtellsmeGarrywouldhavegladlyo ered1–10,perhaps

even1–100oddsonhimself.ThatwasallbeforeGame1.After

Game 1, Kasparov was not o ering any odds at all. “He was

devastated,”saidhiscomputercoach,FrederickFriedel.“Itwas

ashatteringexperience.Wedidn’tknowwhatthegamemeant.

There was the theoretical possibility that the computer would

beinvincible,andthathewouldloseallsixgames.”

True,wehavealreadycreatedmachinesthatcanrunfaster,

lift better, see farther than we can. But cars, cranes and

telescopes shame only our limbs and our senses, not our

essence.Thinkingisourspecialty,orsowethink.Howcoulda

devicecapableofnothingmorethancalculation(ofthepossible

moves) and scoring (of the relative strengths of the resulting

positions)possiblybeatahumanwithalifetimeofexperience,

instantpatternrecognition,unfathomableintuitionandakiller

instinct?

How? With sheer brute force: calculation and evaluation at

cosmicspeeds.Attheheightofthegame,DeepBluewasseeing

about 200 million positions every second. You and I can see

one;Kasparov,two.Maybethree.But200million?Itwasstyle

vs. power, and power won. It was like watching Muhammad

Ali, oating and stinging, try to box a steamroller in a very

smallring.Theresultsaren’tpretty.

WhatisDeepBlue’ssecret?GrandmasterYasserSeirawanput

itmostsuccinctly:“Themachinehasnofear.”Hedidnotjust

mean the obvious, that silicon cannot quake. He meant

something deeper: Because of its fantastic capacity to see all

possible combinations some distance into the future, the

machine, once it determines that its own position is safe, can

take the kind of attacking chances no human would. The

omniscienthavenofear.

InGame1,BluetookwhatgrandmasterRobertByrnecalled

“crazychances.”On-siteexpertcommentatorslabeledonemove

“insane.”Itwasn’t.Itwasexactlyright.

Here’s what happened. Late in the game, Blue’s king was

undersavageattackbyKasparov.Anyhumanplayerundersuch

assaultbyaworldchampionwouldbestaringathisownking

tryingto gureouthowtogetaway.Instead,Blueignoredthe

threatandquitenonchalantlywenthuntingforlowlypawnsat

the other end of the board. In fact, at the point of maximum

peril, Blue expended two moves—many have died giving

Kasparov even one—to snap one pawn. It was as if at

Gettysburg,GeneralMeadehadsenthissoldiersoutforabitof

applepickingmomentsbeforePickett’schargebecausehehad

calculated that they could get back to their positions with a

half-secondtospare.

Inhumans,thatiscalled sangfroid.Andifyoudon’thaveany

sang,youcanbevery froid.ButthenagainifMeadehadknown absolutely—by calculating the precise trajectories of all the bullets and all the bayonets and all the cannons in Pickett’s

division—the time of arrival of the enemy, he could indeed,

withoutfear,haveorderedhismentopickapples.

WhichisexactlywhatDeepBluedid.Ithadcalculatedevery possible combination of Kasparov’s available moves and determinedwithabsolutecertaintythatitcouldreturnfromits

pawn-picking expedition and destroy Kasparov exactly one

movebeforeKasparovcoulddestroyit.Whichitdid.

Ittakesmorethannervesofsteeltodothat.Ittakesasilicon

brain. No human can achieve absolute certainty because no

humancanbesuretohaveseeneverything.DeepBluecan.

Now, it cannot see everything forever—just everything

withinitshorizon,whichforDeepBluemeanseverythingthat

canhappenwithinthenext10or15movesorso.Theverybest

humanplayercouldstillbeatit(asKasparovdidsubsequently)

because he can intuit—God knows how—what the general

shapeofthingswillbe20movesfromnow.

But it is only a matter of time before, having acquired yet

moresheercomputingpower,BluewillseefartherthanGarry

canfeel.Andthenit’scurtains.Thenhegetsshutout,6–0.Then

we don’t even bother to play the brutes again. The world

championship will consist of one box playing another. Men

stoppedfootracingagainstautomobileslongago.

Blue’s omniscience will make it omnipotent. It can play—

ght—withtheabandonofanimmortal.Kasparovhimselfsaid

that with Deep Blue, quantity had become quality. When you

can calculate so fast and so far, you rise to another level. At somepointthathappenedinbiology.Thereareneurons ring in lemmings and squid, but put them together in gigantic

enough numbers and fantastic enough array, as in humans—

and,behold,athought,poppinguplikeacartoonbubblefrom

thebrain.

Wecallthatconsciousness.DeepBlueisnotthereyet,though

onedaywewillbetemptedtoaskhim.Inthemeantimehe’s done alchemy, turning quantity into quality. That in itself is scary.

At least to me. However, my son, age 10, who lives as

comfortably with his computer as he does with his dog, was

rootingforDeepBlueallalong.“Whatareyouworriedabout,

Dad?”hesays.“Afterall,wemadethemachine,didn’twe?So

we’rejustbeatingourselves.”

ThenextgenerationhasgoneovertoThem.Noneedtowait

fortherematch.It’sover.

Time,February26,1996

THEBESTSHOWINTOWN

In that eeting interval between natural disaster (earthquake,

hurricane) and the president’s 57th (or so) major national

addressnextThursday,Ican nallydevoteasummercolumnto

the neste orescenceofthatseasonthiscityhastoo er:the

WashingtonNationals.

Theyareabaseballteam.Notyetverygood,mindyou,butit

mattersnot.Whenyouliveinatownwithagreatteam,yougo

toseethemwin.Whenyouliveinatownwithateamthatis

passingrapidlythroughmediocrityonitswaytocontention—

theNatshaveanamazingcropofupcomingyoungplayers—you

goforthemoments.

I go to see Ryan Zimmerman charge a slowly hit grounder

down the third-base line. This happens roughly once a game.

Zimcomes yingin,picksuptheballbarehandedandthrowsit

acrosshisbodyto rstbase,  perpendicular tothedirectionhe’s running.

Exceptthatthiscannotbedone.Youcouldnevergetenough

(velocity)onthethrowtogettheoutat rst.SoZimmerman

dives forward, leaving his feet and hovering there for an

instant, his body parallel to the ground in order to get more

arm extension and thus more on the throw, which by now is

nearly underhanded, his ngers almost scraping the ground.

Batterout.

Try this yourself. Aim for a barn door. You will miss. And

alsodislocateyourshoulder.

AnotherattractionisrookiesecondbasemanDannyEspinosa.

Hehaswhatinbaseballparlanceisknownasrange.Ahardshot

ishittotheholebetween rstandsecond,andEspyrangesto

hislefttosnagit.Threeweeksago,oneshotwashitsohard andsodeepthathehadtodiveontotheout eldgrasstoreach it,slidingonhissideinthegeneraldirectionoftheright-eld

foulpole.

Nicegrab,butunlessyoucangettheballto rst,it’sjustfor

show.Espystartstogetup.Butthereisnotimeforstanding.

So, fromhisknees,whilestillslidingonthegrassouttoward

thestands,heforceshimselfintoacounterclockwise180-degree

spin to throw back toward rst base—except that he actually

begins his throw mid-turn,  while facing the out eld, thereby gaining velocity from the centrifugal force (and probably the rotationoftheEarth,althoughthisremainsunveri ed).It’slike

throwingonyourkneesfromaspinningmerry-go-roundthatis

itselfmovinglaterallyinalandslide.Try that.

Batterout.

Thepiècederésistance,however,iswhatcenter elderRick

Ankielpulledo lastSunday.It’sthebottomoftheninth,one

out.TheRedshavejusttiedthegamewithasolohomer.They

need one more run to win. Batter crushes the ball to right—

centerfield.Ifitclearsthewall,gameover.

But it doesn’t. It bounces o  the wall, eluding our right

elder.Ankiel,whohaddashedoverfromcenter,chargesafter

theball,picksitupbarehandedand,infullrunningstride, res

ittothird,towhichthebatterisheadedandfromwhichheis

verylikelytolaterscoreandwinthegame(therebeingonly

oneout).

Now, when mortals throw a ball, they give it arc to gain

distance. That’s how artillery works. Ankiel is better than

artillery.Hereleasestheballatthetopofhisthrowingmotion,

theballrocketingoutasiftracingaclothesline.Itbounces ve

feet from third base, perfectly on line, arriving a millisecond beforethebatterandmaybe20inchesabovethebag.

Quicktag.Batterout.Gamesaved.(Blown veinningslater.

Butremember,it’stheNats.)SaidNatsbroadcasterandformer

majorleaguerF.P.Santangelo:“Thatmightbethebestthrow

I’veeverseen.”Metoo,exceptthatIdidn’tseeitpersonally,as

itwere.OnlysawitonTV.TheywereplayinginCincinnati.I

maybeafan,butI’mnotalunatic.Idon’ttravelwiththeteam.

Yet.

Yes, I know that the world is going to pieces and that the

prowessofthreegiftedplayersdoesn’tamounttoahillofbeans

inthiscrazyworld.ButIremindyouthatFDRwantedbaseball

tocontinueduringWorldWarII.Imakenoclaimthatelegance

and grace on any eld will ward o  the apocalypse. But if it

comes in summer, I’ll be waiting for it at Nats Park, Section

128,hardbytheDippin’Dots.

TheWashingtonPost,September1,2011




CHAPTER6

HEAVENANDEARTH


YOURONLYHALLEY’S

A Lutheran minister once called comets the “thick smoke of

human sins,” a hypothesis that nds little support nowadays

among scientists. They prefer to see comets as big dirty

snowballstrailingtailsofgasandenthralledbygravitation.And

comingnotfromGodbutfromtheequallyine ableOortcloud,

a gigantic shell far beyond the solar system where aspiring

cometsspendeonsofquietdesperationuntildisturbedbysome

celestialaccidentandcalledtoracetowardthesunandmake

menweep.

Except that men don’t weep anymore. Halley’s Comet may

have brought victory to the Normans in 1066, heralded the

descent of Turkish armies on Belgrade in 1456 and, in 1910,

killedMarkTwainandthenEdwardVII.Thistimearoundallis

forgiven. After all, it knows not what it does. And we know

whatitis:aforlornmassofrockandice,afewmilesacross,

caughtinendlessrevolutionaroundoursun.Nowanobject,not

an omen, it is the source not of panic but of curiosity. Five

earthly spacecraft have been sent to greet it and snap its

picture.

Sciencehasthoroughlydesacrilizedtheuniverse.Itisinthe

language. When in the last election Walter Mondale warned

against militarizing “the heavens,” the usage seemed quaint.

AfterNeilArmstrongandGeorgeLucas,what’suptherenowis

simply“space.”Theheavenswereaplaceforangels,godsand

portentous messengers. Space is home to extraterrestrials, the

Forceandnowsnowballscruisingthroughemptiness.

Don’tgetmewrong.Iamnotpiningforthedaysofthewitch

doctor. Things are much better now. There are costs to

demystifying the universe and turning it over to science—the ubiquityofCarlSaganisamongtheheavierones—butthegain isgreat.

Halley’s,liketherestofspace,isfriendlynow,tamed.This

willprobablybethe rsttimeinhistorythatHalley’swillbring

wonder unalloyed with fear. Halley’s has turned into a

celebration,ascientificromance.

The romance is in the return. Halley’s comes back, always

exactly on time. After its current pass, it will travel 3 billion milesawayfromEarthandthenturntorevisityourchildren.It is the grandest reminder that an individual can behold of the

constancyofnature.This,becauseofitscycle:Itreturnsabout

every75years,onceinalifetime.

Thesunrisesregularly,too,butsooftenthatwecan’thelp

being dulled to the wonder of its rhythm. And what rhythms,

beyond that of the familiar year, really touch us? Sunspots

comeevery11years,andwhatlaymancares?Economistsare

forever coming up with “long waves” (50 years) and other

putative business cycles. Even Freud’s theory of neurosis was

builtonthenotionofadistantreturn,thereturnofthechildto

themindoftheman.Suchcyclescanmostcharitablybecalled

speculative.

Othersaremerelytoolong.Theiceagewillbebacktoo.Fit

thatinyourcalendar.Halley’saloneismadetohumanscale.Its

span is precisely a lifetime. Birth and death are perhaps the

only events that match Halley’s periodicity. And neither is

nearly as reliable. Birth and death come with regular

irregularity (to borrow a term from cardiology). Halley’s you

cancounton.

We know, for example, absolutely nothing about what the

world will be like in 2061. Except one thing. In that unimaginable year, ayear whose very number has an otherworldlylook,Halley’swilllightupthesky.

Onepriceofdemystifyingtheuniverseisthatscience,unlike

religion,asksonlyhow,notwhy.Astothepurposeofthings,

scienceissilent.Butifsciencecannottalkaboutmeaning,itcan

talk about harmony. And Halley’s is at once a symbol and a

proofofadeepharmonyofthespheres.

The great author of that harmony was Newton. And one of

the earliest empirical demonstrations of his gravitational

theories was provided by his friend, Edmond Halley. Twenty—

threeyearsafterthegreatcometof1682,Halleydecipheredits

logic. He predicted its return in 1758. Halley died 17 years

beforehecouldbeprovedright.Thereturnofthecometwasa

sensation.ItmadeHalleyimmortal.Truetoitsnature,science

wedthecometforevertothemanwhodidnotdiscoveritbut

wasthefirsttounderstandit.

This time around, there will be no sensation. Halley’s will

give one of the worst shows ever. This may be its dimmest

apparition in more than 2,000 years. What we will celebrate,

then,isnotthespectaclebuttheidea.

Halley’sisamonumenttoscience,aspokesmanforitsnew

celestial harmonies—and an intimation of mortality. It is at

once recurring and, for us individually, singular. This will be myonlyHalley’sand,ifyou’reoldenoughtoreadthiswithout movingyourlips,yourlastonetoo,I’mafraid.

Halley’s speaks to me especially acutely. As it turns around

the sun, the midpoint on its journey, I will be marking the

midpoint in mine, or so say the Metropolitan Life tables. Our

perihelionsmatch.MarkTwainwasratherpleasedwiththefact

thathecameinwithHalley’sandwouldgooutwithit.Ashesto ashes,OorttoOort.HailHalley’s.

TheWashingtonPost,December13,1985

HUMBLEDBYTHEHAYDEN

Bantam Books will soon reissue its updated—illustrated—

edition of Stephen Hawking’s wildly popular ABriefHistoryof

Time.Beware.Aspart-timescienti cfood-tasterformyreaders, Icanreportthat,havingdevouredHawking’soriginalbooknot oncebuttwice,itleavesnotrace.Thatisbecauseitisentirely

incomprehensible. Illustrating the book seems to me akin to

tartinguphieroglyphicswithEtruscanannotation.

Want an invigorating scienti c experience? I have a better

idea:thenewHaydenPlanetariuminNewYork.

Thebuildingitselfisworththetrip.Itisanimmense10-story

cube of glass inside of which seems to oat a huge sphere

(which houses the sky-show viewing room) surrounded by a

curvingwalkway(tracingtheoriginsoftheuniverse)seemingly

suspendedinthevoid.

Theintelligenceofthisdesignisasstrikingasitsbeauty.Itis

abrilliantmetaphorfortheattemptofthehumanimagination

towrapitselfaroundthenaturalworld.

Why? Because (apart from crystals) there are few straight

linesinnature.Natureismoresinews:curves,waves,ellipses

and,whenweareblessed,perfectspheres.

Look up at the sky. It is a festival of spheres. It is we, the

bipeds with the fat heads and opposable thumbs, who impose

straightlinesonnature.Weconnectthedotsbetweenthestars

tomakedippers,largeandsmall.Wetakethehumanform—as

inVitruvianMan,thefamousgeometricaldrawingbyLeonardo

andCesarianoandothers—and titwithaxes,rightanglesand

diagonals.

Thatiswhatwedotograsptheincomprehensible.Andona

magni centscalethatiswhatthenewHaydenbuildingdoes.It wraps an enormous cube around interior curves and spheres, justassciencecreatesthelinesthatgiveorderandsolidityto

thebendingephemeraofnature.

Thatisyourimpressionfromtheoutside.Insideisevenmore

thrilling.Thevastnessoftheemptyspaceofthecubeallowsfor

demonstrationsofscalebyanalogy.Youstandonthewalkway,

look down at a display housing a small ball and a plaque

informing you that if the ball represents Earth, the gigantic

sphere hovering above you—the sky show auditorium—

representsthesun.

Lessonsinscaleareeverywhere.Onecorridor,forexample,

featureswall-sizecompositephotostakenbyastronautsonthe

moon. You can see a hundred pictures of the moon, but until

you’ve seen one the size of a storefront window showing an

astronaut in his little dune buggy in one tiny corner of the

immensity of a desolate moonscape, you have not quite

experienced the vastness of the void and the insigni cance of

man.

Andyet,oddly,thatveryinsigni canceaddstothegloryof

the creature that dares challenge such cosmic disparities. You

feel it most acutely walking down the great oating ramp,

whereeveryinchrepresents3.6millionyearsoftheevolution

of the universe; each stride, 75 million. You trace the story

fromtheBigBangthroughdozensofHubbletelescopepictures

displayedalongtheway.ThenyoucometoNow.

You’vebeenwalkingforabout20minutes;you’vetraversed

more than 100 yards. And you come upon a glass case

containing nothing but a human hair—and a little noti cation

that, on the scale of the events you have just traversed, the

widthofthathairrepresentsallofhumanhistory.

The Hayden Planetarium thus acts as a counterpart to the

greatAirandSpaceMuseuminWashington.AtAirandSpace

everythingisonahumanscale:TheLindberghplane,thejets,

eventherocketsareapproachable.Youcanwrap,ifnotyour

arms,thenyourmindaroundthem.

Itistheuniverseasseenandconqueredbyman;theHayden

istheunconquerableuniverseasseenbyGod.AirandSpaceis

ashrinetohumande ance;theHaydenisapalaceofwonder.

YoucomeoutofAirandSpaceexhilarated;youcomeoutofthe

Haydenhumbled.

Humbled in more ways than one. Some visitors are

overwhelmedbythesophisticationoftheexhibits.Thecurators

have chosen to talk down to no one. Be prepared to have

Hubble’sConstant(amathematicalformulathatrepresentsthe

rate at which the universe is expanding) thrown out at you

withoutapuppetshowillustration.Indeed,justamonthafter

Haydenreopened,the NewYorkTimes ranapiecesummarizing

visitors’complaintsthatthemuseumwasoftentoodi cultto

grasp.

Inaculturewhereeverythingfromtextbookstotelevisionto

SATs has been renormed and dumbed down, one should be

grateful for an intellectual challenge. A building devoted to

explainingthecosmosthatdoesnotleaveyouscratchingyour

headandhumbled—hasfailed.TheHaydensucceedssplendidly.

TheWashingtonPost,September1,2000

LITUPFORLIFTOFF? 

Someone’sgottadoit.Noone’sgonnadoit.SoI’lldoit.Your

honor,Iriseindefenseofdrunkenastronauts.You’veallheard

thereports,deliveredinscandalizedtonesontheeveningnews

orasguaranteedpunchlinesforthelate-nightcomics,thatat

leasttwoastronautshadalcoholintheirsystemsbefore ights.

AsternandsoberNASAhasassuredananxiousnationthatthis

matter, uncovered by a NASA-commissioned study, will be

thoroughlylookedintoandappropriatelydealtwith.

TowhichIsay:Comeo it.IknowNASAhastogetgrimand

do the responsible thing, but as counsel for the defense—the

only counselforthedefense,asfarasIcantell—Iplacebefore

thejurythefollowingconsiderations:

Haveyoueverbeentotheshuttlelaunchpad?Haveyouever

seenthatbeautifulandpreposterousthingtheastronautsride?

Imagineit’syousittingontopofa12-storywingedtubebolted

toagiganticcanister lledwith2millionlitersofliquidoxygen

and liquid hydrogen. Then picture your own buddies—the

“closeout crew”—who met you at the pad, fastened your

emergencychute,strappedyouintoyourlaunchseat,sealedthe

hatch and waved smiling to you through the window. Having

left you lashed to what is the largest bomb on planet Earth,

they then proceed 200 feet down the elevator and drive not

one, not two, but three miles away to watch as the button is

pressed that lights the candle that ignites the fuel that blows youintospace.

Threemiles!That’showfartheycalculatetheymustgotobe

beyondtheradiusofincinerationshouldanythinggoawryon

the launchpad on which, I remind you, these insanely brave

people are sitting. Would you not want to be a bit soused?

Would you be all a utter if you discovered that a couple of

astronauts—out of dozens—were mildly so? I dare say that if

thestandardsoftoday’sfussy ightsurgeonshadbeenapplied

topilotsshowingupformorningdutyintheBattleofBritain,

thesignsinPiccadillywouldtodaybeinGerman.

Cut these cowboys some slack. These are not wobbly

NorthwestAirlinespilotstryingtogeto therunwayandsteer

through clouds and densely occupied airspace. An ascending

space shuttle, I assure you, encounters very little tra c. And

formuchoflifto ,theastronautislittlemorethanspamina

can—not pilot but guinea pig. With opposable thumbs, to be

sure,yetwithonlyonespecifictask:tocomeoutalive.

Andbythetimetheastronautsgettothepartofthejourney

that requires delicate and skillful maneuvering—docking with

the international space station, outdoor plumbing repairs in

zero-G—theywilllongagohavepeedthedemonrumintotheir

recyclingunits.

Okay?

The most dismaying part of this brouhaha is not the tipsy

Captain Kirk or two but the fact that space makes the news

todayonlyasmini-scandalorfarce.Itallstartedoutasagreat

romanceinthe1960s,yetbythe1970s—indeed,themorning

afterthe1969moonlanding—romancehadturnedtoboredom.

Whenthe Apol o13 astronautsgavetheirlivebroadcastfrom

space,notasinglenetworkcarriedit.Nointerest.Until,thatis,

theexplosionthatnearlykilledthem,atwhichpointtheworld

tunedinwithraptandmorbidattention.

Well, we are now in stage three of our space odyssey:

mockery and amusement. The last big space story was the

crazedladyastronautonherdiapereddrivetoafatal-attraction rendezvous.

It’s hard to entirely blame this state of a airs on a ckle

public.Blamealsobelongstotheidiotpoliticianswhodecided

30yearsagotoabandonthemoonandsendusonapointless

and endless journey into low-Earth orbit. President Bush has

sensibly called an end to this nonsense and committed us to

going back to the moon and, ultimately, to Mars. If his

successorsdon’tscrewitup,within10yearsNASAwillhaveus

backtowherewebelong—onotherworlds.

Atwhichpoint,we’llrememberwhywedidthisinthe rst

place.Andwhenweonceagainthrillatseeinghumansonthe

moon—this time, making it their home—we won’t much care

whethertheextrabounceintheirgaitisthee ectoftheone—

sixthgravityoratouchofmoonshine.

TheWashingtonPost,August3,2007

FAREWELL,THENEWFRONTIER

As the space shuttle Discovery ew three times around

Washington, a nal salute before landing at Dulles airport for

retirementinamuseum,thousandsonthegroundgazedupward

withmarvelandpride.Yetwhattheywerewitnessing,forall

itselegance,wasafuneralmarch.

Theshuttlewasbeingcarried—itspallbearer,a747—because

it cannot y, nor will it ever again. It was being sent for

interment. Above ground, to be sure. But just as surely

embalmedasLenininRedSquare.

IsthereabettersymbolofwilledAmericandecline?Thepity

is not Discovery’s retirement—beautiful as it was, the shuttle proved too expensive and risky to operate—but that it died withoutasuccessor.Theplannedfollow-on—theConstellation

rocket-capsule program to take humans back into orbit and

fromtheretothemoon—wassuddenlycanceledin2010.And

withthat,controlofmannedspace ightwasgratuitouslyceded

toRussiaandChina.

Russia went for the cash, doubling its price for carrying an

astronautintoorbitto$55.8million.(Returnincluded.Thank

you,Boris.)

Chinagoesfortheglory.Havingalreadymasteredlaunchand

rendezvous, the Chinese plan to land on the moon by 2025.

Theyunderstandwellthevalueofsymbols.Andnothingcould

bettersymbolizeChinaovertakingAmericathanitstakingour

placeonthemoon,walkingoverfootprintsfirstlaiddown,then

casuallyabandoned,byus.

Who cares, you say? What is national greatness, scienti c

prestige or inspiring the young—legacies of NASA—when we

are in economic distress? Okay. But if we’re talking jobs and growth, science and technology, R&D and innovation—what President Obama insists are the keys to “an economy built to

last”—why on earth cancelan incomparably sophisticated,

uniquelyAmericantechnologicalenterprise?

We lament the decline of American manufacturing, yet we

stop production of the most complex machine ever made by

man—andcancelthesuccessormeanttoreturnustoorbit.The

result? Abolition of thousands of the most highly advanced

aerospace jobs anywhere—its workforce abruptly unemployed

anddriftingawayfromspaceflight,nevertobereconstituted.

Well,yousay,wecan’ta ordallthatinatimeofmassive

deficits.

There are always excuses for putting o  strenuous national

endeavors: de cits, joblessness, poverty, whatever. But they

shall always be with us. We’ve had exactly ve balanced

budgetssinceAlanShepardrode Freedom7 in1961.Ifwehad

put o  space exploration until these earthbound social and

economic conundrums were solved, our rocketry would be

aboutwhereNorthKorea’sistoday.

Moreover, today’s de cits are not inevitable, nor even

structural.Theyarepartlytheresultofthe2008 nancialpanic

andrecession.Thoseareovernow.Therestistheresultofa

massivethree-yearexpansionoffederalspending.

But there is no reason the federal government has to keep

spending 24% of GDP. The historical postwar average is just

over20%—andthosebudgetssustainedarobustmannedspace

program.

NASA will tell you that it’s got a new program to go way

beyondlow-Earthorbitand,asperObama’sinstructions,land

onanasteroidbythemid-2020s.ConsideringthatConstellation did not last even ve years between birth and cancellation, don’tholdyourbreathfortheasteroidlanding.

Norfortheprivatesectortogetusbackintoorbit,asObama

assumes it will. True, hauling MREs up and trash back down

could be done by private vehicles. But manned ight is

in nitely more complex and risky, requiring massive

redundancy and inevitably larger expenditures. Can private

entitiesreallyhandlethat?Andwithinthenextlostdecadeor

two?

Neil Armstrong, James Lovell and Gene Cernan are deeply

skeptical. “Commercial transport to orbit,” they wrote in a

2010openletter,“islikelytotakesubstantiallylongerandbe

more expensive than we would hope.” They called Obama’s

cancellation of Constellation a “devastating” decision that

“destinesournationtobecomeoneofsecondoreventhirdrate

stature.”

“Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft

operationprovides,”theywarned,“theUSAisfartoolikelyto

be on a long downhill slide to mediocrity.” This, from “the

leadingspacefaringnationfornearlyhalfacentury.”

Whichiswhymuseumvisitstotheembalmed Discovery will

besadindeed.Americararelyretreatsfromanewfrontier.Yet

todaywecan’tevendowhatJohnGlenndidin1962,letalone

flyacirca-1980shuttle.

At least Discovery won’t su er the fate of the Temeraire, the British warship tenderly rendered in Turner’s famous The Fighting Temeraire Tugged to Her Last Berth to Be Broken Up, 1838.Toobeautifulforthescrapheap,  Discovery willlieintact,a magnificentandmelancholyrebuketoconstrictedhorizons.

 TheWashingtonPost,April19,2012

AREWEALONEINTHEUNIVERSE? 

Huge excitement last week. Two Earth-size planets found

orbiting a sun-like star less than a thousand light-years away.

This comes two weeks after the stunning announcement of

another planet orbiting another star at precisely the right

distance—within the “habitable zone” that is not too hot and

nottoocold—toallowforliquidwaterandthereforepossible

life.

Unfortunately, the planets of the right size are too close to

theirsun,andthustooscorchinghot,topermitEarth-likelife.

AndtheGoldilocksplanetinthehabitablezoneistoolarge.At

2.4timesthesizeofEarth,itisprobablygaseous,likeJupiter.

Noearthlingsthere.Butit’sonlyamatteroftime—perhapsa

year or two, estimates one astronomer—before we nd the

rightoneoftherightsizeintherightplace.

Andatjusttherighttime.Astheromanceofmannedspace

exploration has waned, the drive today is to nd our living,

thinking counterparts in the universe. For all the excitement,

however, the search betrays a profound melancholy—a lonely

species in a merciless universe anxiously awaits an answering

voiceamiduttersilence.

Thatsilenceismaddening.Notjustbecauseitcompoundsour

feelingofcosmicisolationbutbecauseitmakesnosense.Aswe

inevitably ndmoreandmoreexo-planetswhereintelligentlife

can exist,whyhavewefoundnoevidence—nosignals,noradio

waves—thatintelligentlife does exist?

It’s called the Fermi Paradox, after the great physicist who

onceasked,“Where is everybody?”Oraswasonceelaborated:

“All our logic, all our anti-isocentrism, assures us that we are not unique—that they must be there. And yet we do not see them.”

How many of them should there be? The Drake Equation

(1961)triestoquantifythenumberofadvancedcivilizationsin

just our own galaxy. To simplify slightly, it’s the number of

starsinthegalaxy…

•multipliedbythefractionthatformplanets…

•multipliedbytheaveragenumberofplanetsinthehabitable

zone…

•multipliedbythefractionofthesethatgivebirthtolife…

• multiplied by the fraction of these that develop

intelligence…

•multipliedbythefractionofthesethatproduceinterstellar

communications…

• multiplied by the fraction of the planet’s lifetime during

whichsuchcivilizationssurvive.

Modernsatellitedata,appliedtotheDrakeEquation,suggest

thatthenumbershouldbeveryhigh.Sowhythesilence?Carl

Sagan(amongothers)thoughtthattheansweristobefound,

tragically, in the nal variable: the high probability that

advancedcivilizationsdestroythemselves.

In other words, this silent universe is conveying not a

atteringlessonaboutouruniquenessbutatragicstoryabout

our destiny. It is telling us that intelligence may be the most cursed faculty in the entire universe—an endowment not just ultimately fatal but, on the scale of cosmic time, nearly

instantlyso.

Thisisnotmeretheory.Lookaround.Ontheverydaythat

astronomers rejoiced at the discovery of the two Earth-size planets, the National Science Advisory Board for Biosecurity urgedtwoleadingscientificjournalsnottopublishdetailsoflab

experimentsthathadcreatedalethalandhighlytransmittable

formofbird uvirus,lestthatfatefulknowledgefallintothe

wronghands.

Wronghands,humanhands.Thisisnotjusttheageofholy

terror but also the threshold of an age of hyperproliferation.

Nuclearweaponsinthehandsofhalf-madtyrants(NorthKorea)

andradicalapocalypticists(Iran)areonlythebeginning.Lethal

biologicagentsmaysoon ndtheirwayintothehandsofthose

for whom genocidal pandemics loosed upon in dels are the

royalroadtoredemption.

And forget the psychopaths: Why, a mere 17 years after

Homo sapiens—born 200,000 years ago—discovered atomic

power, thosemost stable and sober states, America and the

SovietUnion,camewithininchesofmutualannihilation.

Ratherthandespair,however,let’sputthemosthopefulface

on the cosmic silence and on humanity’s own short, already

balefulhistorywithitsnewPrometheanpowers:Intelligenceis

acapacitysogodlike,soproteanthatitmustbecontainedand

disciplined. This is the work of politics—understood as the

ordering of society and the regulation of power to permit

human ourishing while simultaneously restraining the most

Hobbesianhumaninstincts.

Therecouldbenogreaterirony:Forallthesublimityofart,

physics,music,mathematicsandothermanifestationsofhuman

genius,everythingdependsonthemundane,frustrating,often

debased vocation known as politics (and its most exacting

subspecialty—statecraft).Becauseifwedon’tgetpoliticsright,

everythingelserisksextinction.

Wegrowjustlywearyofourpolitics.Butwemustremember

this:Politics—inallitsgrubby,grasping,corrupt,contemptible

manifestations—is sovereign in human a airs. Everything

ultimatelyrestsuponit.

Fairly or not, politics is the driver of history. It will

determine whether we will live long enough to be heard one

day.Outthere.Bythem,thefew—theonly—whogotitright.

TheWashingtonPost,December29,2011






CHAPTER7

CITIZENANDSTATE


REFLECTIONSONTHE

REVOLUTIONINFRANCE

TwohundredyearsagotodayamobstormedtheBastilleand

freed its seven prisoners: four forgers, two lunatics and an

aristocratimprisonedathisfamily’srequestfor“libertinism.”It

mighthavebeeneighthadnottheMarquisdeSade—whosecell

contained a desk, a wardrobe, a dressing table, tapestries,

mattresses,velvetcushions,acollectionofhats,threekindsof

fragrances,nightlampsand133books—leftaweekearlier.

When the battle was lost, the governor of the Bastille, a

minorfunctionarynamedBernard-RenédeLaunay,couldhave

detonated a mountain of gunpowder, destroying himself, the

mob and much of the surrounding faubourg Saint-Antoine. He

chose instead to surrender. His reward was to be paraded

throughthestreetandcutdownwithknivesandpistolshots.A

pastry cook named Desnot, declining a sword, sawed o  his

headwithapocketknife.

For the French Revolution, it was downhill from there on.

Now,after200years,theFrenchthemselvesseem nallytobe

coming to terms with that reality. There is a tentativeness to

this week’s bicentennial celebration that suggests that French

enthusiasm for the revolution has tempered. This

circumspection stems from two decadesof revisionist

scholarship that stresses the reformist impulses of the ancien

régimeandthemurderousimpulsesoftherevolutionaryregime

thatfollowed.SimonSchama’s Citizens isbuttheculminationof thistrend.

Butthereceptivitytosuchrevisionismstemsfromsomething

deeper:thedeathofdoctrinairesocialism,whichinFrancehad

longclaimeddirectdescentfromtherevolution.Disillusionat the savage failure of the revolutions in our time—Russian, Chinese, Cuban, Vietnamese—has allowed reconsideration of

theeventthatwasfathertothemall.

One might say that romance with revolution died with

Solzhenitsyn. The line from the Bastille to the gulag is not

straight, but the connection is unmistakable. Modern

totalitarianismhasitsrootsin1789.“ThespiritoftheFrench

Revolution has always been present in the social life of our

country,”saidGorbachevduringhisvisittoFrancelastweek.

Few attempts at ingratiation have been more true or more

damning.

Indeed, the French Revolution was such a model for future

revolutions that it rede ned the word. That is why 1776 has

long been treated as a kind of pseudo-revolution, as Irving

KristolpointedoutinaprescientessaywrittenduringAmerica’s

confusedandembarrassedbicentennialcelebrationof1976.The

American Revolution was utterly lacking in the messianic,

bloody-minded idealism of the French. It rearranged the

constitutional furniture. Its revolutionary leaders died in their ownbeds.Whatkindofrevolutionwasthat?

Thirteen years later, Kristol’s answer has become

conventionalwisdom:asuccessfulrevolution,perhapstheonly

successfulrevolutionofourtime.

TheFrenchRevolutionfailed,arguesSchama,becauseittried

to create the impossible: a regime both of liberty and of

“patriotic” state power. The history of the revolution is proof thatthesegoalsareincompatible.

The American Revolution succeeded because it chose one,

liberty.TheRussianRevolutionbecamederangedwhenitchose

theother,statepower.TheFrenchRevolution,toitscreditand sorrow, wanted both. Its great virtue was to have loosed the ideaoflibertyuponEurope.Itsgreatvicewastohavecreated

the model, the monster, of the mobilized militarized state—

revolutionary France invented universal conscription, that

scourgeofthe20thcenturyonlynowbeginningtowitheraway.

TheFrenchcannotbeblamedforeverything,alas,buttheir

revolution, with its glamour and in uence, did not only

popularize, it dei ed revolution. There are large parts of the

world where even today the worst brutality and arbitrariness

are justi ed by the mere invocation of the word revolution— withoutreferencetoanyotherhumanvalue.

FortheChineseauthoritiestoshootadissidentinthebackof

the head, they have only to show that he is a

“counterrevolutionary.”InCuba,Gen.ArnaldoOchoaSanchez,

erstwhile hero of the revolution, is condemned to death in a

show trial and upon receiving his sentence confesses his sins

anddeclaresthatathisexecutionhis“lastthoughtwouldbeof

Fidelandofthegreatrevolution.”

The fate, then, of all messianic revolution—revolution, that

is,ontheFrenchmodel—isthatintheenditcanjustifyitself

anditscrimesonlybyreferencetoitself.InSaint-Just’sfamous

formulation: “The Republic consists in the extermination of

everything that opposes it.” This brutal circularity of logic is properlycallednotrevolutionbutnihilism.

TheWashingtonPost,July14,1989

DIDTHESTATEMAKEYOUGREAT? 

Ifyou’vegotabusiness—youdidn’tbuildthat.Somebodyelse

madethathappen.

—BarackObama,Roanoke,Va.,July13,2012

And who might that somebody else be? Government, says

Obama.Itbuilttheroadsyoudriveon.Itprovidedtheteacher

who inspired you. It “created the Internet.” It represents the

embodimentof“we’reinthistogether”socialsolidaritythat,in

Obama’sview,istheessentialoriginofindividualandnational

achievement.

Tosaythatallindividualsareembeddedinandtheproduct

of society is banal. Obama rises above banality by means of

fallacy:equatingsocietywithgovernment,thecollectivitywith

thestate.Ofcourseweareshapedbyourmilieu.Butthemost

formative, most important in uence on the individual is not

government.Itiscivilsociety,thoseelementsofthecollectivity

that lie outside government: family, neighborhood, church,

Rotary club, PTA, the voluntary associations that Tocqueville

understoodtobethegeniusofAmericaandsourceofitsenergy

andfreedom.

Moreover, the greatest threat to a robust, autonomous civil

society is the ever-growing Leviathan state and those like

Obamawhoseeitastheultimateexpressionofthecollective.

Obamacompoundsthefallacybydeclaringthestatetobethe

font of entrepreneurial success. How so? It created the

infrastructure—roads,bridges,schools,Internet—o whichwe

allthrive.

Absurd. We don’t credit the Swiss postal service with the

Special Theory of Relativity because it transmitted Einstein’s manuscript to the Annalen der Physik. Everyone drives the roads, goes to school, uses the mails. So did Steve Jobs. Yet onlyhecreatedtheMacandtheiPad.

Obama’sinfrastructureargumentiseasilyrefutedbywhatis

essentially a controlled social experiment. Roads and schools

aretheconstant.What’svariableistheenergy,enterprise,risk—

taking,hardworkandgeniusoftheindividual.Itistherefore

precisely those individual characteristics, not the communal

utilities,thataccountforthedifferentoutcomes.

The ultimate Obama fallacy, however, is the conceit that

beliefinthevalueofinfrastructure—andwillingnesstoinvest

initscreationandmaintenance—iswhatdividesliberalsfrom

conservatives.

Morenonsense.Infrastructureisnotaliberalidea,norisit

particularlynew.TheViaAppiawasbuilt2,300yearsago.The

Romans built aqueducts, too. And sewers. Since forever,

infrastructure has been consensually understood to be a core

functionofgovernment.

The argument between left and right is about what you do

beyond infrastructure. It’s about transfer payments and redistributionist taxation, about geometrically expanding entitlements, about tax breaks and subsidies to induce actions

pleasing to central planners. It’s about free contraceptives for privileged students and welfare without work—the latest Obamaentitlement-by-decreethatwouldfatallyunderminethe

great bipartisan welfare reform of 1996. It’s about endless

government handouts that, ironically, are crowding out

necessaryspendingon,yes,infrastructure.

What divides liberals and conservatives is not roads and

bridges but Julia’s world, an Obama campaign creation that may be the most self-revealing parody of liberalism ever conceived. It’s a series of cartoon illustrations in which a

ctionalJuliaisswaddledandsubsidizedthroughoutherlifeby

anall-givinggovernmentofbottomlesspocketsand“Queenfor

a Day” magnanimity. At every stage, the state is there to

provide—preschool classes and cut-rate college loans, birth

controlandmaternitycare,businessloansandretirement.The

onlytimeshe’sonherownisathergravesite.

Julia’s world is totally atomized. It contains no friends, no

community and, of course, no spouse. Who needs one? She’s

marriedtotheproviderstate.

Ortoputitslightlydi erently,the“LifeofJulia”represents

theparadigmaticObamapoliticalphilosophy:citizenasorphan

child.Fortheconservative,providingforeveryneedistheduty

that government owes to actual orphan children. Not to

supposedlyautonomousadults.

Beyondinfrastructure,theconservativeseestheproperrole

of government as providing not European-style universal

entitlementsbuta rmsafetynet,meaningJulia-liketreatment

for those who really cannot make it on their own—those too

young or too old, too mentally or physically impaired, to

provideforthemselves.

Limited government so conceived has two indispensable

advantages. It avoids inexorable European-style national

insolvency. And it avoids breeding debilitating individual

dependency. It encourages and celebrates character,

independence, energy, hard work as the foundations of a free

society and a thriving economy—precisely the virtues Obama

discounts and devalues in his accounting of the wealth of

nations.

TheWashingtonPost,July19,2012

CONSTITUTIONALISM

Fordecades,DemocratsandRepublicansfoughtoverwhoowns

the American ag. Now they’re ghting over who owns the

Constitution.

The ag debates began during the Vietnam era when leftist

radicals made the fatal error of burning it. For decades since, non-suicidal liberals have tried to undo the damage.

Demeaningly,andsomewhatunfairly,theyareforeverhaving

toprovetheirfealtytotheflag.

Amazingly, though, some still couldn’t get it quite right.

Duringthelastpresidentialcampaign,candidateBarackObama,

asked why he was not wearing a ag pin, answered that it

represented “a substitute” for “true patriotism.” Bad move.

Monthslater,Obamaquietlybeataretreatandbeganwearing

theflagonhislapel.Hedoessostill.

Today, the issue is the Constitution. It’s a healthier debate

because agsarepuresymbolismandthereforemorelikelyto

evoke pure emotion and ad hominem argument. The

Constitution,ontheotherhand,isadocumentthatspeaks.It

de nesconcretelythenatureofoursocialcontract.Nothingin

ourpubliclifeismoresubstantive.

Americansareinthemidstofagreatnationaldebateoverthe

power,scopeandreachofthegovernmentestablishedbythat

document. The debate was sparked by the current

administration’s bold push for government expansion—a

massive scal stimulus, Obamacare, nancial regulation and

various attempts at controlling the energy economy. This

engendered a popular reaction, identi ed with the Tea Party

butinrealityfarmorewidespread,callingforamorerestrictive

visionofgovernmentmoreconsistentwiththeFounders’intent.

Call it constitutionalism. In essence, constitutionalism is the intellectual counterpart and spiritual progeny of the “originalism”movementinjurisprudence.Judicial“originalists”

(led by Antonin Scalia and other notable conservative jurists)

insist that legal interpretationbe bound by the text of the

Constitution as understood by those who wrote it and their

contemporaries. Originalism has grown to become the major

challenger to the liberal “living Constitution” school, under

whichhighcourtsarechannelersofthespiritoftheage,freeto

createnewconstitutionalprinciplesaccordingly.

What originalism is to jurisprudence, constitutionalism is to

governance: a call for restraint rooted in constitutional text.

Constitutionalism as a political philosophy represents a reformed, self-regulating conservatism that bases its call for minimalist government—for reining in the willfulness of

presidents and legislatures—in the words and meaning of the

Constitution.

HencethathighlysymbolicmomentonThursday,whenthe

112th House of Representatives opened with a reading of the

Constitution. Remarkably, this had never been done before—

perhaps because it had never been so needed. The reading

re ectedthefeeling,expressedpowerfullyinthelastelection,

that we had moved far, especially the past two years, from a

government constitutionally limited by its enumerated powers

to a government constrained only by its perception of social

need.

Themostgalvanizingexampleofthisexpansiveshiftwas,of

course, the Democrats’ healthcare reform, which will

revolutionize one-sixth of the economy and impose an

individual mandate that levies a ne on anyone who does not enterintoaprivatecontractwithahealthinsurancecompany.

Whatever its merits as policy, there is no doubting its

seriousnessasconstitutionalprecedent:IfCongresscanimpose

suchamandate,isthereanythingthatCongressmaynotimpose

upontheindividual?

The new Republican House will henceforth require, in

writing, constitutional grounding for every bill submitted. A

neidea,althoughIsuspect90%ofthemwillsimplymakea

ritual appeal to the “general welfare” clause. Nonetheless,

anything that reminds members of Congress that they are not

untetheredfreeagentsissalutary.

But still mostly symbolic. The real test of the Republicans’

newfoundconstitutionalism will come in legislating. Will they

really cut government spending? Will they really roll back

regulations?Earmarksarenothing.DotheRepublicanshavethe

couragetogoafterentitlementsaswell?

In the interim, the cynics had best tread carefully. Some

liberals are already disdaining the new constitutionalism,

denigratingthedocument’srelevanceandsneeringatitspublic

recitation. They sneer at their political peril. In choosing to focus on a majestic document that bears both study and recitation, the reformed conservatism of the Obama era has

founditselfnotjustasymbolbutananchor.

Constitutionalismasaguidingpoliticaltendencywillrequire

careful and thoughtful development, as did jurisprudential

originalism.Butitswideappealandphilosophicaldepthmakeit

apromisingfirststeptoaconservativefuture.

TheWashingtonPost,January7,2011

MYTHOFTHEANGRYWHITEMALE

TheAngryWhiteMale,suitablycapitalizedtoindicatethatthe

menacehasbecomeamedia-certi edtrend,stalkstheland,or

atleastthelandofthemedia.Inthe10yearsbeforetheNov.

1994election,therewere59(Nexis)referencestoangrywhite

men. There have been 1,400 since. A post-election front-page

headline in USA Today was typical: “Angry White Men: Their votesturnedthetidefortheGOP.”

By sheer numbing repetition, the legend grows. “The

Republicans scraped together a majority,” explains the genial

Garrison Keillor, “by appealing to the sorehead vote, your

brother-in-lawandmine.”ByearlyApril,thetermreceivesits

o cialpresidentialsealofapprovalwhenBillClintoncon rms

that “this is psychologically a di cult time for a lot of white males,theso-calledangrywhitemales.”

Then comes Oklahoma City, and the legend has its poster

boy: khaki-clad, hopping-mad, armed and dangerous. “Have

angrywhitemengonetoofar?”asksthe Wal StreetJournal ina

front-page headline right after the bombing. Apparently, yes.

“Heartbreaking [Oklahoma] news reports,” explains the

Journal, “show the lengths to which the anger of the much-commented-uponangrywhitemalescanextend.”

The Oklahoma bomber is now honorary class president of

those conservative-leaning, Republican-voting agitated white

malesthemediahavebeenwarningusaboutsinceNovember.

FirsthegivesNewtGingrichtheHouse.Thenheblowsupthe

federalbuildinginOklahomaCity.

Where did this legend come from? Yes, white men shifted

signi cantlytowardRepublicansintheNovemberelection.But

wheredidtheubiquitouspejorative“angry”comefrom?Where istheevidencefortherageofthiswhitemalecohort?Anyone taketheirbloodpressureinthevotingbooth?

USA Today’s front-page “Angry White Men” story is again typical. It o ered reams of polls, not one supporting the supposed“anger”ofwhitemen.Indeed,ofthedozensofpolls

taken around Election Day, I could nd only three that even

raised the issue. Frank Luntz asked voters if they considered

themselves“angryvoters.”Sevenoutof10whitemendidnot.

TheVoterNewsServiceNationalExitPollaskedrespondents

if they were angry “about the way the federal government

works.”Threeoutoffourwhitemaleswerenot.

The Washington Post–ABC pre-election poll asked the same question.Fouroutof vewhitemaleswerenot.Moreover,the 21% who were exactly matches the average percentage of

Americansoverallwhohaveidenti edthemselvesasangryin

the last 10 such polls stretching back to early 1992. Where is

thehormonallychallenged,mad-as-hell,sexist,racistmobthat

rantheDemocratsoutofCongressin1994?

Theabsenceoffactsmustnotbeallowedtostandintheway

ofagoodlineoranadhominemcharge.Andthechargeofmale

angerhasahistorythatpredatesthe1994election.Itbeganits

recentcareerastheultimateput-downofthosecriticalofthe

rstladyhoodofHillaryClinton.Assheherselfexplainedinan

interviewinthe Wal StreetJournal onSept.30,“Peoplearenot reallyoftenreactingtomesomuchastheyarereactingtotheir ownlives.…Ifsomebodyhasafemalebossforthe rsttime,

and they’ve never experienced that—well, maybe they can’t

takeouttheirhostilityagainsthersotheyturnitonme.”

Keillor puts it, again, more genially when he dubs the

Republicans the “Party of Large White Men Who Feel Uneasy Around Gals.” Clinton pollster Stanley Greenberg echoes the themewhenhewritesaboutRepublicansbecomingahome“for

every angry group,” among them “those who resent … strong

women.”

Really? Let’s look at Maryland. State Delegate Ellen

Sauerbrey,wholastyearlosttheclosestgubernatorialracein

the country, is a Republican. She is a tough independent

politician, so tough,in fact, that for nine weeks she doggedly

triedtooverturnwhatshechargedwasataintedelectionbefore

deigningtoconcedetohermaleopponent.

Sohere’satestoftheClinton-Keillor-Greenbergproposition.

Howdidwhitemales—sofearfulandresentfulofstrongwomen

—voteinMaryland?ForMrs.Sauerbrey,bya2–1landslide.

The NewYorkTimes post-electioncoveragecitedspeculation

thatapathyamongwomenvotersmighthavecontributedtothe

hugeDemocraticlossesof1994.Itnoteda“lackofinterestthis

year among women” compared with 1992—the so-called Year

oftheWoman—when“thefracasbetweenClarenceThomasand

Prof.AnitaF.Hillenergizedwomenvoters.”

Women, you see, are “energized.” Men are enraged. When

womenshowelectoralclout,itistheYearoftheWoman.When

mendo,itistheYearoftheAngryWhiteMale.

In fact, the Angry White Male is a myth, an invention of

political partisans who wish to rationalize and ultimately de-legitimize the election of 1994. After all, neither anger, nor

whiteness,normalenessisacovetedattributethesedays.The

invention of the Angry White Male pointedly ascribes the

currentRepublicanascendancytoatoxicconstituency,akinto

the petty bourgeoisie that brought fascists to power in the

Europeofthe1930s.

Arabbleofdispossessedwhitemen—threatenedbywomen,

resentful of minorities, enthralled by talk radio—has been

stirred, and that’s why the Republicans won. The myth is not

justusefulbutcomfortingtoo.Defeatbecomestolerable,indeed

virtuous, when you’ve convinced yourself that you lost to a

lynchmob.

TheWashingtonPost,May26,1995

GOINGNEGATIVE

Delta Airlines, you might have noticed, does not run negative

TVadsaboutUSAir.Itdoesnotshowpicturesofthecrashof

USAir Flight 427, with a voice-over saying: “USAir, airline of

death.GoingtoPittsburgh?FlyDeltainstead.”

AndMcDonald’s,youmightalsohavenoticed,doesnotrun

ads reminding viewers that Jack in the Box hamburgers once

killed two customers. Why? Because Delta and McDonald’s

knowthatiftheairlineandfast-foodindustriesputonthatkind

ofadvertising,Americawouldsoonberidingtrainsandeating

box-lunchtunasandwiches.

Yet every two years the American politics industry lls the

airwaves with the most virulent, scurrilous, wall-to-wall

characterassassinationofnearlyeverypoliticalpractitionerin

thecountry—andthendeclaresitselfpuzzledthatAmericahas

losttrustinitspoliticians.

Votersdeclareaburningdesiretothrowthebumsout.Polls

show an aversion to politicians that can only be called

malignant.Andthesagespullontheirbeards,stumped.

Theeconomy?Itisinbettershapethanithasbeeninyears.

Gridlock? People so thoroughly disgusted with their

politicians want gridlock. They approve of a system that

promisestostopthembeforetheylegislateagain.Itisnotthe

systemtheydislike.Itistheplayerstheycannotabide.

Why?Noneedforexotictheories.Thesimplestexplanationis

always the best. Politics is the only American industry whose

participants devote their advertising budgets to the regular,

public, savage undermining of one another. It is the only

American industry whose participants devote prodigious sums

todestroyingwhatevershredofallegianceanyofthemmight oncehavewonwiththeircustomers.

Compare. About the only other business that indulges in

negativeadvertising is the long-distance phone business. MCI

tells you that AT&T overcharges. Not so, says AT&T. This piddlingstuffisaboutasnastyasitgets.

Moreover,pickingalong-distanceoperatorhardlydemandsa

relationship of trust. Whereas picking an airline that suspends you in a sealed aluminum tube at 30,000 feet is a matter of trust.Soispickingafast-foodrestaurantthatpresentsyouwith

heavily camou aged meat confected by a 16-year-old with

acne. So is picking a politician, who ri es your paycheck and

regulatesyourlife.Yetonlythepoliticiansworksystematically

tokillthattrust.

Turn on the tube and watch what one candidate—any

candidate—hastosayabouttheother.Thenrememberthatno

matter who wins, one of these miserable, execrable human

beingswillenduprepresentingyouinCongress.

Sen.JohnDanforthofMissourirecallsthatinhis rstSenate

racein1970,heranagainstthepopularStuartSymingtonand

lost.Yetbothransuchpositiveandhonorablecampaignsthat

Danforthendeduponeofbest-likedpoliticiansinMissouri.Six

yearslaterheranagainandwon.

Thatwasalongtimeagoinagalaxyfar,faraway.(Danforth

isretiringnowfromapoliticalenvironmentturnedtoxic.)The

politicians have since “gone negative.” The reason is simple.

Negative works. It gets individuals elected. Add up all the

individualactsofpoliticalhomicide,however,andyouhavea

politicalclassthatiscollectivelycommittingsuicide.

The basic theme of the 1994 campaign is that everyone

runningisaliar,acheat,acrookorafraud.Takethe,oh,3rd DistrictofTennessee,Buttonvs.Wamp.WampportraysButton as a fraud. Button calls Wamp a liar, and compliments Wamp

for“kicking[his]chemicaldependency.”Anicetouch.

In the most publicized case of mutual assured political

destruction,theVirginiaSenaterace,OliverNorth’sTVadstarts

with “Why can’t Chuck Robb tell the truth?” which Robb’s

answers with “After lying about President Reagan and even

lyingtoschoolchildren,nowOliverNorthislyingaboutChuck

Robb.”Toschoolchildren,mindyou.

The immutable fact is this: As of Nov. 9, one of these two

highly advertised liars will be the next senator from Virginia.

Every state in the union will be sending to Congress some

brutally excoriated campaign survivor. The 104th Congress is

guaranteed to be an assembly of the most vili ed persons in

every American community. And you thought the baseball

ownerswereself-destructive.

Dowereallyneedseminarsonwhyvotersloathepoliticians?

TheWashingtonPost,October28,1994

THETIRANAINDEX

Nowthatthecampaignisoverandthereturnsarein,analysis

of the latest Albanian election begins. The facts are clear:

Communist Party chief Enver Hoxha’s slate of candidates for

Parliamentwonbythecomfortablemarginof1,627,959to1.

Themessageseemstobe:Staythecourse.

The party ran well in all regions and among all classes—

worker,peasantandapparatchik.Itswepttheatheistvote.The

much ballyhooed gender gap never developed. On the other

hand,itfailedtomakeanyinroadsonoppositionsupport.(In

the last Albanian election there was also one vote against.)

Some observers had been predicting that opposition support

mightdouble,butthatprospectdimmedlastDecemberwhena

potential leader of the movement, Prime Minister Mehmet

Shehu,committedsuicide.

AtthetimeHoxhaclaimedthatShehudidso“inamomentof

nervous crisis.” Now party chairman Hoxha (“himself a

successfulcandidateinthe210thdistrictofTirana,”writesthe

New York Times) says that Mr. Shehu, whom he described

variouslyasanAmericanagent,aSovietagentandaYugoslav

agent, had been ordered by Yugoslavia to kill Mr. Hoxha and

other Albanian leaders, but nally met his demise when he

“brokehisheadagainsttheunityofthepartyandthepeople.”

(Mr. Hoxha’s equivocation recalls the answer that the police

captainin Casablanca gavetoaquestionabouttheconditionof

a prisoner. “We are trying to decide whether he committed

suicideordiedtryingtoescape.”)SinceAlbanianelectionlaw

doesnotpermitabsenteeballots,analystsconcludethattheone

voteagainstHoxhacouldnothavebeencastbyMr.Shehu.His

voicewillbemissed.

Hoxha’s victory margin, though impressive, is not

unprecedented.PresidentAssadofSyriawonreelectionin1978

with 99.6% of the vote. The Soviet embassy informs us that

candidates “always” winmore than 99% of the vote, usually

“around 99.5%.” Indeed, it seems, anything less than 99% is

consideredavoteofnoconfidence.

Westernobserversaregenerallyskepticalabouttheseresults.

Because of their obsession with the authenticity of such

elections, they tend to overlook their enormous value as

scienti c tools. For generations political science has been

seekingawaytoquantifyfreedom.Some,likeFreedomHouse,

annually classify countries according to their level of political and civil liberty. Others, like Morton Kondracke, propose the creation of a computerized despot-a-meter to take the

guesswork out of such perennially taxing questions as: Who’s

worse,IdiAminorRobertod’Aubuisson?

The trouble with these pioneering schemes is that they are

toocomplicated.Iproposeasimplersystem,crude,butlikeall

crudeinstruments,quick,easytouseandblunt.ItistheTirana

Index:Thehigherthevoteanygovernmentwinsinanelection,

themoretyrannousitis.

TheTiranaIndexlendsitselftoeasyrulesofthumb.Verybad

tyranny (known to some as totalitarian states) usually gets

more than 95% of the vote, and the more e cient of these,

more than 99%. Traditional autocracies and military

governments (known to some as authoritarian states), such as

TurkeyandMexico,canbecountedontoclockinsomewhere

between 80% and 95%. (Turkey’s last referendum passed by

92.) Well-functioning democracies produce winners who get

between50%and80%ofthevote.

CountrieslikeItaly,Israelandotherswheredrivingisalife—

threatening activity regularly produce winning margins of less

than50%.Theycansafelybeclassifiedasanarchies.

TheNewRepublic,December13,1982




CHAPTER8

CONUNDRUMS


WITHOUTTHENOOSE,WITHOUTTHEGAG

AtdawnonTuesday,RobertAltonHarris,adoublemurderer,

diedinaCaliforniagaschamber,California’s rstexecutionin

25years.ThereisnodoubtthatHarrisdeservedtodie.Inmy

view,however,Californiashouldnothavekilledhim.

Not because there is anything unconstitutional about the

death penalty. The Fifth Amendment takes it as a given.

Moreover, capital punishment may be cruel, but it is not

unusual.Ameasurethatisapprovedby36statescanhardlybe

deemed one against which Americans have turned their face,

whichiswhat“unusual”meansinconstitutionalterms.

Nor is there any high principle that the state may not put

peopletodeath.Therearereasonsofstate—war,forexample—

forwhichthestatewillputtensofthousandsofpeopletodeath

(andriskthelivesofthousandsofitsowninnocentsaswell).

Noriscapitalpunishmentunjust.Indeed,justiceisthemost

powerfulargumentinfavorofcapitalpunishment.Whenaman

wantonlykillstwoboys,asdidHarris,itishardtothinkofany

penaltyshortofdeaththatwouldrestorethemoralorderthat

hasbeensobrutallyviolated.

Nonetheless, I oppose capital punishment on the following

grounds: It is a mark of civilization to maintain order at the

lowestpossiblelevelofo cialviolence.Oneisnotsupposedto

talkthesedaysabouthigherandlowerlevelsofcivilization,but

even political correctness would admit that the less a society

hasrecoursetoo cialviolencethemorecivilizeditis.Wedo

notcuto thehandsofthieves.Wedonotkeelhaulmiscreant

sailors. We no longer have public oggings. Each abolition

represents an advance of civilization. Abolition of the death

penaltyrepresentsafurtheradvance.

I do not oppose capital punishment in principle. If capital

punishmentcouldbedemonstratedtodetermurder,Imightbe

persuadedtotolerateafewexemplaryhangingstosavemany

innocents. But there is no convincing evidence that the death

penalty deters. Murder rates in states with the death penalty

are just as high as in neighboring states without it. In states wherethedeathpenaltyhasbeenintroduced,murderratesdo not, on average, go down. And in states where the death

penaltyhasbeenabolished,murderratesdonotgoup.

Whensomethingasbarbaricascold-bloodedexecutionbythe

state makes no appreciable contribution to public safety, it

deserves abolition. True, justice militates for capital

punishment.Butonbalance,itseemstomeworthforgoingthe

satisfactions of perfect justice—as all of Western Europe has

done—to live in a society civilized enough to maintain order

withoutjudicialkilling.

Now, this kind of argument against the death penalty may

haveusefulapplicationtoissuesotherthancapitalpunishment.

The idea of choosing a course that makes for a more re ned,

more advanced, more civilized society can be of help in

thinking our way through political conundrums that are

otherwisereducedtoaclashofirreconcilableprinciples.Take

free speech, for example. We have a serious debate in this

country,particularlyintheuniversities,overtheestablishment

of legal codes outlawing racist, sexist or otherwise hostile

speech.

Several democracies—Canada and Germany, for example—

havelawsbanningtheadvocacyofracistideas.Iwouldoppose

such laws for the United States, again not on grounds of

principle but on grounds that, today and in this country, such laws are an unnecessary infringement on liberty and thus unworthyofanadvanceddemocracy.

Nazism, communism and other intolerant extremisms are

laughably marginal in American politics. David Duke’s 15—

minute rise and fall have made the point once again.

Nonetheless, if some day some totalitarians posed a real

challengetooursystemofliberty(asdidtheNazistoWeimar),

I could see no reasonable argument against their suppression,

forcibleifnecessary.

Inatimeofclearandpresentdanger,libertyisnotobligedto

commit suicide. Lincoln certainly did not think so when he

suspendedhabeascorpusduringtheCivilWar.Butwedonot

liveinsuchatimeofextremedanger.Farfromit.Totalitarians

are a fringe of the fringe. So long as they remain so, why

diminish the rst of all rights—speech—to deal with a threat

thatisnotathreat?

Which brings us to the speech codes now being imposed in

the universities. In principle, there might be a situation in

which one would countenance such limits on speech. In the

midst of an epidemic of racial and ethnic hostility that made

normal life and scholarly discourse impossible, one might be

willingtosuspendthetraditionalrulesandoutlawcertainkinds

ofspeech.Butwearenowherenearsuchasituation.Wherethe

situationdoesnotapply,neithershouldcurtailmentsofspeech.

Thus, those who oppose capital punishment or who oppose

speechcodesneednotdosointhenameofsomeholyprinciple

thatthestatemaynottakeawaylifeorliberty—itmay—buton

thegroundsthatanadvanced,civilizedsocietyshouldstriveto

preserve public order and social peace with an absolute

minimumofofficialviolencetolifeandliberty.

Some day, some emergency might warrant the state

aggressivelyhangingcriminalsandgaggingdissidents.Butuntil

that day, it would be a credit to our society to try to get by

withoutthenooseandthegag.

TheWashingtonPost,April24,1992

MOTHERHOODMISSED

Thescreamingheadlinewastabloidsize:“IWASDESPERATEFORA

BABY AND I HAVE THE MEDICAL BILLS TO PROVE IT.” Some love-struck movie star? A lesbian celebrity? No. Germaine Greer, icon of 20thcentury feminism. “I still have pregnancy dreams,” she

confessedmovinglyinthepremierissueoftheBritishmagazine

Aura,“waitingwithvastjoyandcon denceforsomethingthat

willneverhappen.”

Thelongingforchildrenishardlynovel.What,then,makes

this story so sensational, earning a 45-point type, “exclusive”

treatment?Whatgivesthestoryitsman-bites-dogqualityisthat

Greer is the great exemplar of the ercely independent,

aggressively sexual new woman. Iconoclastic to the point of

fierceness,shereveledinherloversandintellingaboutthem.

TheoneadjectiverarelyattachedtoGreerwasdomestic.And

now she reveals the hollowness that haunts her, the terrible

sorrowshefeelsatwhatshelost:herchanceformotherhood.

Manyyearsago,shenowwrites,shecaredfortheinfantgirl

ofafriend.“Rubylitupmylifeinawaythatnobody,certainly

no lover, has ever done. I was not prepared for the

incandescentsensuousnessofthissmallchild,thegenerosityof

herinnocentlove.”

Not prepared? Why? Because to the uncompromising

feminism of those early days, she writes, childbearing was

constricting, su ocating, an enemy of a liberated woman’s

larger hopes. “Getting pregnant meant the end of all good

times … the mother-generation warned us darkly not to rush

intochildbearing,tohavea‘goodtime’whilewecould.”

Andnow,likeHannah,sheweeps.

Greerisnottheonlysuchvictimofideology—and,itmustbe added, biology: When she nally decided to try to say yes to having a child, her body said no. At the 1998 Barnard

commencement,JoycePurnickofthe NewYorkTimes spokeof

herdeepregretatnothavinghadachild.Shefeltthatshehad

tochoosebetweenfamilyandcareer.Herchoice:thelongdays,

theundividedattention,thesingle-mindedambitiontosucceed.

“IamabsolutelyconvincedIwouldnotbethemetroeditorof

the Times ifIhadhadafamily.”

Thepoignancyofherdilemmaliesinthelingeringquestion:

Ifshehadittodooveragain,wouldshestillratherhavethe

metro desk, or the soft comforts and inexpressible joys of

motherhood?

Inmoderntimeswesu ernotforoursins—sinhavingbeen

abolished—butforideology.Thetraditionalvictimofideology

is the communist betrayed by the “God that failed.” As

socialism recedes into history, there will be fewer such

confessions.Feminism,afarnoblercreed,commandstheday.

Butlikeallgods,thisonetooexactsitstribute.

Theearlydaysoffeminismdidpresentstarkchoices.Itwas

held,asPurnickputit,that“youcannothaveitall.”Unfairit

was.Unfairitremains.

“Shouldmenandwomenwhohavetakenthedetourofthe

Mommy/Daddy track be as far along as those who haven’t?”

askedPurnick.“Ireluctantlyhavetosaythatitwouldnotbe

fair.”Andisitfairthatmenandwomenwithchildrenloseout

to “others who have been working the 12-hour days?” She

believesitis.

Oh, my. This brought a storm of protest from younger

feminists, women who, under the new dispensation, get the

four-day weeks and the extended family leave—and expect nonethelesstoremainonthesameprofessionalfootingastheir childlesscolleagues.

Thisiseminentlyfair,eminentlynondiscriminatory.Indeed,

earlierthismonth,PresidentClintonissuedafederalbanonthe

“glassceilingforparents.”Butimaginehowitfeelstothoselike

Purnick.Theyareaskedtostretchthemselvesandcoverfora

youngercolleaguesothatshecangohomeandgiveherchilda

bath—ajoytheywillneverknow.Ajoytheydeliberatelygave

up, under the terms of the original feminist contract, in the

nameofautonomyandadvancement.

Thatcontracthasnowbeenlargelyrewritten.Butforthem,

alas,toolate.

Thegoodthatfeminismhaswroughtisquiteincalculable.It

gave half of humanity the chance to develop—something that

hadbeendenieditinpracticallyeverycultureineveryera.But

likeallgreatrevolutions,feminismhasitspriceanditsvictims.

TheWashingtonPost,May12,2000

AMBIGUITYANDAFFIRMATIVEACTION

The Supreme Court decision upholding a rmative action is

incoherent, disingenuous, intellectually muddled and morally

confused.Yetitiswelcome.

Let me explain. A rmative action began as an attempt to

compensateforthee ectsofpastdiscriminationagainstAfrican

Americans.FortyyearsafterthepassageoftheCivilRightsAct,

however,thatjusti cationisincreasinglydi culttomaintain.

Proponents have accordingly reinvented the rationale.

A rmative action has metastasized into “diversity,” in whose

nameanarbitraryselectionoffavoredminorities(atMichigan,

blacks, Hispanics and Native Americans) is entitled to favors

denied other Americans purely because of their ethnicity and

race.

IntheMichiganlawschoolcase,thecourtjusti edallowing

o cial racial discrimination—the majority opinion itself uses

the term “racial preferences”—in order to achieve diversity.

Why? Because a “critical mass” of minorities improves the

educational environment. For this, the justices relied on some

socialscience.Infact,thereiscontrarysocialscience.Butthe

real question is: Should we be violating the fundamental

principle of equality before the law in order to attain a

speculative,minorimprovementinthestudyenvironmentofa

university?

Andevenifwegranttheexistenceofthismarginalgain,itis

grosslyoutweighedbythehugesocial,moralandhumancosts

ofracialdiscrimination:

(1) The stigmatization of all minority achievement, as it

gratuitously opens the question of whether any minority personinhighpositiongottherebymeritorbyskincolor.

(2) The racial antagonism automatically engendered when

raceisusedtopreferorpenalizeinnocentcitizens.

(3) The ruin of a legion of minority students who are

arti ciallypromoted to institutions where they cannot

competeacademicallyandwheretheythereforefail—when

they could have been brilliant successes at institutions

moresuitedtotheiracademicabilities.Beforea rmative

action was banned at the University of California at

Berkeley,thenon-graduationrateforwhiteswas16%;for

blacks it was 42%. Guilty white liberals could thus point

proudly to high minority admissions numbers, caring

nothingaboutthefactthattheyhadturnedalmosthalfthat

cohort—bright young people who might have succeeded

elsewhere—intofailures.

Why,then,amIgladthecourt,forallofitssophistry,upheld

a rmative action? For those who believe that a rmative

action, for all of its noble purposes, is extraordinarily

destructivetobothitsbene ciariesanditsvictims,andtoboth

race relations and constitutional principles, it is tempting to wishitallsweptawaybytheSupremeCourt.

It is a temptation to be resisted. Issues of this magnitude

shouldneverbedecidedbyninerobes.A rmativeactionneeds

to be dealt with by the people in the legislatures and in

referendums. I believe that the current dispensation is a

travesty.Butaverysubstantialportionofthepopulationreads

the Constitution—and the nation’s needs—quite di erently.

Under these circumstances, the issue should not be settled by

judicialfiat.

Welearnedfromtheabortionissuethedolefulconsequences

ofsuchjudicialimperialism.In1973changesinpublicopinion

and action in state legislatures were altering the landscape on abortion.Atwhichpointthecourtsteppedinandtooktheissue outofthepoliticalarena.AsRuthBaderGinsburgarguedbefore

sheascendedtotheSupremeCourt,“Roev.Wade…halteda

political process that was moving in a reform direction and

thereby, I believe, prolonged divisiveness and deferred stable

settlementoftheissue.”Theresulthasbeen30yearsofstrife

andagitation,asadisenfranchisedminoritycontinuestocarry

thefightagainstpolicyforwhichithasnopoliticalrecourse.

Itwouldbeapitytoreenacttheexperiencewitha rmative

action. Popular referendums have already abolished racial

preferences in California and Washington State. Such acts of

abolition enjoy the kind of political legitimacy that—as

conservatives, of all people, should acknowledge—is lacking

whenhandeddownbyunelectedjudges.

Let’s remember: The court did not mandate a rmative

action.Itonlypermitteda rmativeaction.Thepeopleandthe

politicians are entirely empowered to do away with it. True,

the abolition movement has slowed since its successes in

CaliforniaandWashington,andmostofthepoliticalclass—both

Democratic and Republican—lacks the courage to take up the

fight.

But that should tell us something. It tells us that most

Americans prefer to abide the current state of unprincipled,

muddied racial incoherence so brilliantly re ected in the

SupremeCourt’sMichiganlawschooldecision.

It tells us, too, where the problem lies. We should not be

blamingtheSupremeCourtforrefusingtodoforuswhatwe the people, in Congress (and state legislatures) assembled, refusetodoforourselves.

TheWashingtonPost,June27,2003

MASSACREATNEWTOWN

Everymassshootinghasthreeelements:thekiller,theweapon

andtheculturalclimate.Assoonastheshootingstops,partisans

immediatelypicktheirpreferredrootcausewithcorresponding

petpanacea.Namesarehurled,scapegoatsparaded,prejudices

vented.Theargumentgoesnowhere.

Let’sbeserious:

(1)THEWEAPON

Withinhoursoflastweek’sNewtown,Connecticut,massacre,

the focus was the weapon and the demand was for new gun

laws. Several prominent pro-gun Democrats remorsefully

professed new openness to gun control. Sen. Dianne Feinstein

(D-Calif.) is introducing a new assault weapons ban. And the

president emphasized guns and ammo above all else in

announcingthecreationofanewtaskforce.

I have no problem in principle with gun control. Congress

enacted(andIsupported)anassaultweaponsbanin1994.The

problem was: It didn’t work. (So concluded a University of

PennsylvaniastudycommissionedbytheJusticeDepartment.)

Thereasonissimple.Unlessyouarepreparedtocon scateall

existing rearms, disarm the citizenry and repeal the Second

Amendment, it’s almost impossible to craft a law that will be

effective.

Feinstein’s law, for example, would exempt 900 weapons.

And that’s the least of the loopholes. Even the guns that are

bannedcanbemadelegalwithsimple,minormodifications.

Most fatal, however, is the grandfathering of existing

weaponsandmagazines.That’soneofthereasonsthe’94law

failed.Atthetime,therewere1.5millionassaultweaponsin

circulation and 25 million large-capacity (i.e., more than 10

bullets) magazines. A reservoir that immense can take 100

yearstodrawdown.

(2)THEKILLER

Monstersshallalwaysbewithus,butinearlierdaystheydid

notroamfree.AsapsychiatristinMassachusettsinthe1970s,I

committedpeople—oftenrightoutoftheemergencyroom—as

adangertothemselvesortoothers.Ineverdidsolightly,butI

labored under none of the crushing bureaucratic and legal

constraintsthatmakeinvoluntarycommitmentin nitelymore

difficulttoday.

Whydoyouthinkwehavesomanyhomeless?Destitution?

Poverty has declined since the 1950s. The majority of those sleepingongratesarementallyill.Inthenameofcivilliberties, weletthemdiewiththeirrightson.

A tiny percentage of the mentally ill become mass killers.

Just about everyone around Tucson shooter Jared Loughner

sensedhewasmentallyillanddangerous.Butine ect,hehad

tokillbeforehecouldbeputaway—and(forcibly)treated.

Randommasskillingswerethreetimesmorecommoninthe

2000sthaninthe1980s,whengunlawswereactuallyweaker.

Yeta2011UniversityofCaliforniaatBerkeleystudyfoundthat

stateswithstrongcivilcommitmentlawshaveaboutaone-third

lowerhomiciderate.

(3)THECULTURE

Weliveinanentertainmentculturesoakedingraphic,often

sadistic,violence.Olderfolks ndthemselvesstunnedbywhat

adesensitizedyouth ndsroutine,oftenamusing.It’snotjust

movies. Young men sit for hours pulling video-game triggers,

mowing down human beings en masse without pain or

consequence. And we profess shock when a small cadre of unstable,deeplyderanged,dangerouslyisolatedyoungmengo outandenacttheoverlearnednarrative.

If we’re serious about curtailing future Columbines and

Newtowns, everything—guns, commitment, culture—must be

onthetable.It’snothardforPresidentObamatocalloutthe

NRA. But will he call out the ACLU? And will he call out his

Hollywoodfriends?

The irony is that over the last 30 years, the U.S. homicide

rate has declined by 50%. Gun murders as well. We’re living

notthroughanepidemicofgunviolencebutthroughahistoric

decline.

Except for these unfathomable mass murders. But these are

in nitelymore di cult to prevent. While law deters the

rational,ithasfarlesse ectonthepsychotic.Thebestwecan

do is to try to detain them, disarm them and discourage

“entertainment”thatcanintensifyalreadymurderousimpulses.

But there’s a cost. Gun control impinges upon the Second

Amendment; involuntary commitment impinges upon the

libertyclauseoftheFifthAmendment;curbing“entertainment”

violenceimpingesuponFirstAmendmentfreespeech.

That’salotofimpingement,alotofamendments.Butthere’s

no free lunch. Increasing public safety almost always means

restrictingliberties.

Wemadethattradeafter9/11.Wemakeiteverytimethe

TransportationSecurityAdministrationinvadesyourbodyatan

airport. How much are we prepared to trade away after

Newtown?

TheWashingtonPost,December20,2012

PANDORAANDPOLYGAMY

Andnow,polygamy.

WiththesweetlytitledHBOseries BigLove,polygamycomes

out of the closet. Under the headline “Polygamists, Unite!”

Newsweek informs us of “polygamy activists emerging in the wake of the gaymarriage movement.” Says one evangelical Christian big lover: “Polygamy rights is the next civilrights

battle.”

Polygamyusedtobestereotypedastheprovinceofsecretive

Mormons, primitive Africans and pro igate Arabs. With Big

Love itmovestosuburbiaasamerealternativelifestyle.

As Newsweek notes, these stirrings for the mainstreaming of polygamy(or,moreaccurately,polyamory)havetheirrootsin the increasing legitimization of gay marriage. In an essay 10

yearsago,Ipointedoutthatitisutterlylogicalforpolygamy

rights to follow gay rights. After all, if traditional marriage is de nedastheunionof(1)twopeopleof(2)oppositegender, and if, as advocates of gay marriage insist, the gender

requirementisnothingbutprejudice,exclusionandanarbitrary

denial of one’s autonomous choices in love, then the rst

requirement—thenumberrestriction(twoandonlytwo)—isa

similarly arbitrary, discriminatory and indefensible denial of

individualchoice.

This line of argument makes gay activists furious. I can

understand why they do not want to be in the same room as

polygamists. But I’m not the one who put them there. Their

argumentdoes.BloggerandauthorAndrewSullivan,whohad

the courage to advocate gay marriage at a time when it was

considered pretty crazy, has called this the “polygamy

diversion,” arguing that homosexuality and polygamy are categorically di erent because polygamy is a mere “activity”

whilehomosexualityisanintrinsicstatethat“occupiesadeeper

levelofhumanconsciousness.”

Butthisdistinctionbetweenhigherandlowerordersoflove

ispreciselywhatgayrightsactivistssovigorouslyprotestwhen

the general culture “privileges” (as they say in the English

departments) heterosexual unions over homosexual ones. Was

Jules et Jim (and Jeanne Moreau), the classic Tru aut lm involvingtwodearfriendsinlovewiththesamewoman,about an“activity”oraboutthemostintrinsicofhumanemotions?

To simplify the logic, take out the complicating factor of

gender mixing. Posit a union of, say, three gay women all

deeply devoted to each other. On what grounds would gay

activists dismiss their union as mere activity rather than

authentic love and self-expression? On what grounds do they

insist upon the traditional, arbitrary and exclusionary number

oftwo?

What is historically odd is that as gay marriage is gaining

acceptance,theresistancetopolygamyismuchmorepowerful.

Yetuntilthisgeneration,gaymarriagehadbeensanctionedby

nosocietythatweknowof,anywhereatanytimeinhistory.

Ontheotherhand,polygamywassanctioned,indeedcommon,

inlargepartsoftheworldthroughlargeswathsofhistory,most

notably the biblical Middle East and through much of the

Islamicworld.

I’mnotoneofthosewhoseegaymarriageorpolygamyasa

threatto,orassaulton,traditionalmarriage.Theassaultcame

fromwithin.Marriagehasneedednohelpinmanagingitsown

long,slowsuicide,thankyou.Astronomicalratesofdivorceand

of single parenthood (the deliberate creation of fatherless families)existedbeforetherewasasinglegaymarriageorany talkofsanctioningpolygamy.Themintingofthesenewforms

ofmarriageisa symptom ofourculture’scontemporaryradical

individualism—as is the decline of traditional marriage—and

notitscause.

As for gay marriage, I’ve come to a studied ambivalence. I

think it is a mistake for society to make this ultimate

declarationofindi erencebetweengayandstraightlife,ifonly

forreasonsofpedagogy.Ontheotherhand,Ihavegayfriends

and feel the pain of theirinability to have the same level of

socialapprobationandcon rmationoftheirrelationshipwitha

loved one that I’m not about to go to anyone’s barricade to

deny them that. It is critical, however, that any such

fundamental change in the very de nition of marriage be

enacted democratically and not (as in the disastrous case of

abortion)byjudicialfiat.

Call me agnostic. But don’t tell me that we can make one

radicalchangeintheone-man,one-womanruleandnotbeopen

to the claim of others that their reformation be given equal

respect.

TheWashingtonPost,March17,2006

EMPATHYORRIGHT? 

There are two ways to defend gay marriage. Argument A is

empathy: One is in uenced by gay friends in committed

relationships yearning for the ful llment and acceptance that

marriage conveys upon heterosexuals. That’s essentially the

casePresidentObamamadewhenhe rstannouncedhischange

ofviews.

No talk about rights, just human fellow feeling. Such an

argument is attractive because it can be compelling without

being compulsory. Many people, feeling the weight of this

longing among their gay friends, are willing to rede ne

marriageforthesakeofsimplehumansympathy.

Atthesametime,however,onecansympathizewithothers

whofeelgreattrepidationattheradicaltransformationofthe

most fundamental of social institutions, one that, until

yesterday, was heterosexual in all societies in all places at all times.

Theempathyargumentbothencouragesmutualrespectinthe

debate and lends itself to a political program of gradualism.

State by state, let community norms and moral sensibilities

prevail.Indeed,thatisObama’sstatedposition.

Suchpluralismallowsforthekindof“stablesettlementofthe

issue” that Ruth Bader Ginsburg once lamented had been

“halted”by Roev.Wade regardingabortion,anissueasmorally

chargedandpoliticallyunbridgeableasgaymarriage.

ArgumentBismoreuncompromising:Youhavetherightto

marry anyone, regardless of gender. The right to “marriage

equality”istoday’scivilrights,votingrightsandwomen’srights

—andjustasinviolable.

Argument B has extremely powerful implications. First, if samesex marriage is a right, then there is no possible justi cation for letting states decide for themselves. How can

youcountenanceevenonestateoutlawingafundamentalright?

Indeed, half a century ago, states’ rights was the cry of those committedtocontinuedsegregationanddiscrimination.

Second,ifmarriageequalityisacivilright,thendenyingiton

the basis of (innately felt) sexual orientation is, like

discrimination on the basis of skin color, simple bigotry.

California’s Proposition 8 was overturned by a Ninth Circuit

panelonthegroundsthatthereferendum,rea rmingmarriage

asbetweenamanandwoman,wasnothingbutanexpressionof

bias—“servesnopurpose…otherthantolessenthestatusand

humandignityofgaysandlesbians.”

Pretty strong stu . Which is why it was so surprising that

Obama, after rst advancing Argument A, went on ve days

latertoadoptArgumentB,callinggaymarriageagreatexample

of “expand[ing] rights” and today’s successor to civil rights,

votingrights,women’srightsandworkers’rights.

Problem is: It’s a howling contradiction to leave up to the

states an issue Obama now says is a right. And beyond being

intellectually untenable, Obama’s embrace of the more hard-line“rights”argumentcompelshimlogicallytoseebelieversin

traditionalmarriageaspurveyorsofbigotry.Notagoodplace

forapresidenttobeinanevenlydividednationaldebatethat

requiresbothsidestooffereachotheramodicumofrespect.

NowonderthatObamahasbeentryingtogetawayfromthe

issueasquicklyaspossible.It’snotjustthe NewYorkTimes poll showing his new position to be a net loser. It’s that he is too intelligentnottorealizehe’sembracedalogicalcontradiction.

Moreover,thereistheproblemoftheobviouscynicismofhis conversion. Two-thirds of Americans see his “evolution” as a matternotofprinciplebutofpolitics.Infact,thechangeisnot

at all an evolution—a teleological term cleverly chosen to

suggest movement toward a higher state of being—given that

Obamacameoutforgaymarriage16yearsago.Andthen ip—

flopped.

He was pro when running for the Illinois Legislature from

ultra-liberalHyde Park. He became anti when running eight

yearslaterfortheU.S.Senateandhadtoappealtoadecidedly

more conservative statewide constituency. And now he’s pro

again.

When a Republican engages in such nger-to-the-wind

politicalcalculation(onabortion,forexample),he’scondemned

asa ip-opper.Whenaliberalgoesthroughasimilargyration,

he’s said to have “evolved” into some more highly realized

creature, deserving of a halo on the cover of a national

newsmagazine.

Notwithstandingacomicallyfawningpress,Obamaknowshe

has boxed himself in. His “rights” argument compels him to

nationalize samesex marriage and sharpen hostility toward

proponentsoftraditionalmarriage—aplaceheisloathtogo.

True,hewasrushedintoitbyhisloquaciousvicepresident.

Butsurelyhecouldhavethoughtthisthrough.

TheWashingtonPost,May17,2012

FIRSTAWALL—THENAMNESTY

Every sensible immigration policy has two objectives: (1) to

regaincontrolofourborderssothatitiswewhodecidewho

enters, and (2) to nd a way to normalize and legalize the

situationofthe11millionillegalsamongus.

Startwiththesecond.Nooneofgoodwillwantstoseethese

11millionsu er.Buttheobviousproblemisthatlegalization

createsanenormousincentivefornewillegalstocome.

Wesay,ofcourse,thatthiswillbetheverylast,very nal,

never-again, we’re-not-kidding-this-time amnesty. The problem

isthatwesayexactlythesamethingwitheverynewreform.

Andeveryoneknowsit’sphony.

What do you think was said when in 1986 we passed the

Simpson-Mazzoliimmigrationreform?Itturnedintothelargest

legalizationprograminAmericanhistory—nearly3milliongot

permanentresidency.Andwearenowbackatitagainwith11

millionnewillegalsinourmidst.

Howcanitbeotherwise?Wealreadyhaveariverofpeople

coming every day knowing they’re going to be illegal and

perhaps even exploited. They come nonetheless. The newest

amnesty—the“earnedlegalization”nowbeingdangledinfront

ofthembyproposedSenatelegislation—canonlyincreasethe

flow.

Thosewhothinkemployersanctionswillcontrolimmigration

are dreaming. Employer sanctions were the heart of Simpson-Mazzoli. They are not only useless, they are pernicious. They

turnemployersintoenforcersofbordercontrol.Thatisthejob

ofgovernment,notlandscapers.

Theironyofthiswholedebate,whichisbitterlysplittingthe

countryalongpartisan,geographicandethniclines,isthatthere isasilverbulletthatwouldnotjustsolvetheproblembutalso createanationalconsensusbehindit.

Mypropositionisthefollowing:AvastnumberofAmericans

who oppose legalization and fear new waves of immigration

would change their minds if we could radically reduce new—

i.e.,future—illegalimmigration.

Forget employer sanctions. Build a barrier. It is simply

ridiculous to say it cannot be done. If one fence won’t do it,

thenbuildasecond100yardsbehindit.Andthenbuildaroad

forpatrolsinbetween.Putcameras.Putsensors.Putoutlotsof

patrols.

Can’tbedone?Israel’sborderfencehasbeenextraordinarily

successfulinkeepingoutpotentialin ltratorswhoarefarmore

determinedthanmereimmigrants.NorhaveverymanyNorth

KoreanscrossedintoSouthKoreainthelast50years.

Ofcourseitwillbeugly.Soaretheconcretebarrierstokeep

truckbombsfromdrivingintotheWhiteHouse.Butsometimes

necessity trumps aesthetics. And don’t tell me that this is our BerlinWall.Whenyoubuildawalltokeeppeoplein,that’sa prison. When you build a wall to keep people out, that’s an

expression of sovereignty. The fence around your house is a

perfectly legitimate expression of your desire to control who

comes into your house to eat, sleep and use the facilities. It

imprisonsnoone.

Ofcourse,nobarrierwillbefoolproof.Butitdoesn’thaveto

be.Itsimplyhastoreducetheriverofillegalstoamanageable

trickle. Once we can do that, everything becomes possible—

most especially, humanizing the situation of our 11 million

existingillegals.

Ifthegovernmentcandemonstratethatitcancontrolfuture immigration, there will be in nitely less resistance to dealing generously with the residual population of past immigration.

And, as Mickey Kaus and others have suggested, that may

require that the two provisions be sequenced. First, radical

border control by physical means. Then shortly thereafter,

radical legalization of those already here. To achieve national consensus on legalization, we will need a short lag time between the two provisions, perhaps a year or two, to

demonstratetotheskepticsthatthecurrentwaveofillegalsis

indeedthelast.

This is no time for mushy compromise. A solution requires

twoactsofnationalwill:theuglyactofputtingupafenceand

the supremely generous act of absorbing as ultimately full

citizensthosewhobrokeourlawstocometoAmerica.

This is not a compromise meant to appease both sides

without achieving anything. It is not some piece of hybrid

legislationthatarbitrarilydividesillegalsintothosewith veyear-old “roots” in America and those without, or some such

mischief-makingnonsense.

This is full amnesty (earned with back taxes and learning

Englishandthelike)withfullbordercontrol.Ifwedoitright,

notonlywillwesolvetheproblem,wewillgetitdoneasone

nation.

TheWashingtonPost,April7,2006

INPLAINENGLISH—LET’SMAKEITOFFICIAL

Growingup(asIdid)intheprovinceofQuebec,youlearnnot

just the joys but also the perils of bilingualism. A separate

national identity, revolving entirely around “Francophonie,”

became a raging issue that led to social unrest, terrorism,

threatsofseparationandareferendumthatcamewithinahair’s

breadthofbreakingupCanada.

Canada, of course, had no choice about bilingualism. It is a

country created of two nations at its birth and has ever since

been trying to cope with that inherently divisive fact. The

United States, by contrast blessed with a single common

language for two centuries, seems blithely and gratuitously to

be ready to import bilingualism with all its attendant

divisivenessandantagonisms.

OneofthemajorreasonsforAmerica’sgreatsuccessasthe

world’s rst “universal nation,” for its astonishing and

unmatchedcapacityforassimilatingimmigrants,hasbeenthat

an automatic part of acculturation was the acquisition of

English. And yet during the great immigration debate now

raginginCongress,thepeople’srepresentativescannotmakeup

theirmindswhetherthecurrentdominanceofEnglishshouldbe

declaredanationalasset,worthyofenshrinementinlaw.

The Senate could not bring itself to declare English the

country’s“o ciallanguage.”Thebestitcoulddowaspassan

amendmenttotheimmigrationbilltepidlydeclaringEnglishthe

“national language.” Yet even that was too much for Senate

Democratic leader Harry Reid, who called that resolution

“racist.”

Less hyperbolic opponents point out that granting special

o cial status to English is simply unnecessary: America has beenacceptingforeign-language-speakingimmigrantsforever— Brooklyn is so polyglot it is a veritable Babel—and yet we’ve

donejustfine.What’sthegreatworryaboutSpanish?

The worry is this. Polyglot is ne. When immigrants, like

those in Brooklyn, are members of a myriad of linguistic

communities, each tiny and discrete, there is no threat to the

commonculture.Noimmigrantpresumestomakethedemand

thatthestategrantspecialstatustohislanguage.Hemayspeak

it in the street and proudly teach it to his children, but he

knows that his future and certainly theirs lie inevitably in

learningEnglishasthegatewaytoAmericanlife.

But all of that changes when you have an enormous,

linguistically monoclonal immigration as we do today from

LatinAmerica.ThenyougetnotBrooklyn’ssuccessfulBabelbut

Canada’s restive Quebec. Monoclonal immigration is new for

theUnitedStates,anditchangesthingsradically.Ifattheturn

of the 20th century Ellis Island had greeted teeming masses

speakingnot50languagesbutjust,say,German,Americamight

nothaveenjoyedthesamesuccessatassimilationandnational

unitythatithas.

Today’s monoclonal linguistic culture is far from

hypothetical. Growing rapidly through immigration, it creates

large communities—in some places already majorities—so

overwhelminglySpanishspeakingthat,intime,theymayquite

naturallydemandtherightsando cialrecognitionforSpanish

thatFrenchhasinFrench-speakingQuebec.

Thatwouldnotbetheendoftheworld—Canadaisadecent

place—butthebeginningofanewonefortheUnitedStates,a

worldfarmorecomplicatedandfraughtwithdivision.History

has blessed us with all the freedom and advantages of multiculturalism. But it has also blessed us, because of the accident of our origins, with a linguistic unity that brings a

criticallyneededcohesiontoanationasdiverse,multiracialand

multiethnic as America. Why gratuitously throw away that

priceless asset? How mindless to call the desire to retain it

“racist.”

Ispeakthreelanguages.Mylatefatherspokenine.Whenhe

becameanaturalizedAmericaninmidcentury,itneveroccurred

tohimtodemandofhisnewandbene centlandthatwhenever

its government had business with him—tax forms, court

proceedings, ballotboxes—that it should be required to

communicateinFrench,hisbestlanguage,ratherthanEnglish,

hislastandrelativelyweakest.

EnglishisAmerica’snationalandcommonlanguage.Butthat

maychangeovertimeunlesswechangeourassimilationnorms.

Making English the o cial language is the rst step toward

establishingthosenorms.“O cial”meansthelanguageofthe

government and its institutions. “O cial” makes clear our

expectations of acculturation. “O cial” means that every

citizen,uponenteringAmerica’smostsacredpoliticalspace,the

voting booth, should minimally be able to identify the words

President and VicePresident and countycommissioner and judge.

The immigrant, of course, has the right to speak whatever he

wants. But he must understand that when he comes to the

United States, swears allegiance and accepts its bounty, he

undertakestojoinitscivicculture.InEnglish.

Time,June5,2006

OFCOURSEIT’SAPONZISCHEME

TheGreatSocialSecurityDebate,Proposition1: Ofcourseit’sa

Ponzischeme.

In a Ponzi scheme, the people who invest early get their

moneyoutwithdividends.Butthesedividendsdon’tcomefrom

any pro table or productive activity—they consist entirely of

moneypaidinbylaterparticipants.

This cannot go on forever because at some point there just

aren’t enough new investors to support the earlier entrants.

Word gets around that there are no pro ts, just money

transferred from new to old. The merry-go-round stops, the

schemecollapsesandtheremaininginvestorsloseeverything.

Now, Social Security is a pay-as-you-go program. A current

bene ciary isn’t receiving the money she paid in years ago.

That money is gone. It went to her parents’ Social Security

check. The money in her checkiscomingfromherson’sFICA

tax today—i.e., her “investment” was paid out years ago to

earlier entrants in the system and her current bene ts are

coming from the “investment” of the new entrants into the

system.Pay-as-you-goisthedefinitionofaPonzischeme.

Sowhat’sthedi erence?Ponzischemesareillegal,suggested

oneofmycolleagueson InsideWashington.

But this is perfectly irrelevant. Imagine that Charles Ponzi

had lived not in Boston but in the lesser parts of Papua New

Guineawherethesecuritiesandfraudlawswere,shallwesay,

less developed. He runs his same scheme among the locals—

giveme(“invest”)onegoattoday,I’llgive(“return”)youtwo

aftersixfullmoons—butescapesanylegalsanction.Ishislegal

enterpriseanylessaPonzischeme?Ofcoursenot.

Sowhatisthedifference?

Proposition 2: The crucial distinction between a Ponzi scheme andSocialSecurityisthatSocialSecurityismandatory.

That’swhyPonzischemesalwayscollapseandSocialSecurity

hasnot.Whenit’smandatory,you’veensuredanendlesssupply

of new participants. Indeed, if Charles Ponzi had had the

bene tofthelawforcingpeopleintohisscheme,he’dstillbe

goingstrong—andaperfectcandidateforcommissionerofthe

SocialSecurityAdministration.

Butthere’sacatch.Compulsionallowssustainability;itdoes

notguaranteeit.Hence…

Proposition 3: Even a mandatory Ponzi scheme such as Social

Securitycanfailifitcannotrustleupenoughnewentrants.

YoucanforceyoungpeopleintoSocialSecurity,butifthere

justaren’tenoughyoungpeople inexistence tosupportcurrent beneficiaries,thesystemwillcollapseanyway.

WhenSocialSecuritybeganmakingmonthlydistributionsin

1940, there were 160 workers for every senior receiving

bene ts.In1950,therewere16.5;today,3;in20years,there

willbebut2.

Now, the average senior receives in Social Security about a

third of what the average worker makes. Applying that ratio

retroactively,thismeansthatin1940,theaverageworkerhad

topayonly0.2%ofhissalarytosustaintheolderfolksofhis

time; in 1950, 2%; today, 11%; in 20 years, 17%. This is a

staggeringsum,consideringthatitisinadditiontoalltheother

taxeshepaystosustainotherfunctionsofgovernment,suchas

Medicare,whosecostsareexploding.

The Treasury already steps in and borrows the money

requiredtocoverthegapbetweenwhatworkerspayintoSocial

Security and what seniors take out. When young people were plentiful,SocialSecurityproducedasurplus.Startingnowand fordecadestocome,itwilladdtothede cit,increasinglysoas

thepopulationages.

Demographyisdestiny.WhichleadsdirectlytoProposition4:

ThisisonePonzischemethatcanbesavedbyadaptingtothenew

demographics.

Three easy steps: Change the cost-of-living measure, means—

test for richer recipients and, most important, raise the

retirement age. The current retirement age is an absurd

anachronism. Bismarck arbitrarilychose 70 when he created

social insurance in 1889. Clever guy: Life expectancy at the

timewasunder50.

WhenFranklinRooseveltcreatedSocialSecurity,choosing65

astheeligibilityage,lifeexpectancywas62.Todayitisalmost

80. FDR wanted to prevent the aged few from su ering

destitutionintheirlastremainingyears.SocialSecuritywasnot

meanttoprovidetwodecadesofgreensfeesforbabyboomers.

Of course it’s a Ponzi scheme. So what? It’s also the most

vital,humaneand xableofallsocialprograms.Thequestion

forthecandidatesis:ForgetPonzi—areyougoingto xSocial

Security?

TheWashingtonPost,September15,2011

THECHURCHOFGLOBALWARMING

I’m not a global warming believer. I’m not a global warming

denier.I’maglobalwarmingagnosticwhobelievesinstinctively

that it can’t be very good to pump lots of CO2 into the

atmospherebutisequallyconvincedthatthosewhopresumeto

knowexactlywherethatleadsaretalkingthroughtheirhats.

Predictionsofcatastrophedependonmodels.Modelsdepend

onassumptionsaboutcomplexplanetarysystems—fromocean

currents to cloud formation—that no one fully understands.

Which is why the models are inherently awed and forever

changing. The doomsday scenarios posit a cascade of events,

each with a certain probability. The multiple improbability of

their simultaneous occurrence renders all such predictions

entirelyspeculative.

Yetonthebasisofthisspeculation,environmentalactivists,

attended by compliant scientists and opportunistic politicians, are advocating radical economic and social regulation. “The largestthreattofreedom,democracy,themarketeconomyand

prosperity,”warnsCzechpresidentVaclavKlaus,“isnolonger

socialism. It is, instead, the ambitious, arrogant, unscrupulous ideologyofenvironmentalism.”

Ifyoudoubtthearrogance,youhaven’tseenthat Newsweek

cover story that declared the global warming debate over.

Consider:IfNewton’slawsofmotioncould,after200yearsof

unfailing experimental and experiential con rmation, be

overthrown, it requires religious fervor to believe that global warming—in nitelymoreuntested,complexandspeculative— isaclosedissue.

Butdeclaringitclosedhasitsrewards.Itnotonlydismisses

skepticsastherunningdogsofreaction,i.e.,ofExxon,Cheney and now Klaus. By at, it also hugely re-empowers the intellectualleft.

For a century, an ambitious, arrogant, unscrupulous

knowledge class—social planners, scientists, intellectuals,

experts and their leftwing political allies—arrogated to

themselvestherighttoruleeitherinthenameoftheoppressed

working class (communism) or, in its more benign form, by

virtueoftheirsuperiorexpertiseinachievingthehighestsocial

progressbymeansofstateplanning(socialism).

Two decades ago, however, socialism and communism died

rudely, then were buried forever by the empirical

demonstration of the superiority of market capitalism

everywhere from Thatcher’s England to Deng’s China, where

justthepartialabolitionofsocialismliftedmorepeopleoutof

povertymorerapidlythaneverinhumanhistory.

Justastheashheapofhistorybeckoned,theintellectualleft

washandedtheultimatesalvation:environmentalism.Nowthe

expertswillregulateyourlifenotinthenameoftheproletariat

or Fabian socialism but—even better—in the name of Earth

itself.

Environmentalists are Gaia’s priests, instructing us in her

proper service and casting out those who refuse to genu ect.

(See Newsweek above.) And having proclaimed the ultimate commandment—carbon chastity—they are preparing the supportingcanonicallegislationthatwilltellyouhowmuchyou

can travel, what kind of light you will read by and at what

temperatureyoumaysetyourbedroomthermostat.

Only Monday, a British parliamentary committee proposed

thateverycitizenberequiredtocarryacarboncardthatmust

be presented, under penalty of law, when buying gasoline, taking an airplane or using electricity. The card contains your yearly carbon ration to be drawn down with every purchase, everytrip,everyswipe.

There’s no greater social power than the power to ration.

And,otherthanrationingfood,thereisnogreaterinstrumentof

socialcontrolthanrationingenergy,thecurrencyofjustabout

everythingonedoesandusesinanadvancedsociety.

So what does the global warming agnostic propose as an

alternative? First, more research—untainted and reliable—to

determine(a)whetherthecarbonfootprintofmanisorisnot

lostamongthemassivenaturalforces(fromsunspotactivityto

oceancurrents)thata ectclimateand(b)ifthehumane ectis

indeedsignificant,whethertheplanetaryclimatesystemhasthe

homeostaticmechanisms(likethefeedbackloopsinthehuman

body,forexample)withwhichtocompensate.

Second,reduceourcarbonfootprintintheinterimbydoing

the doable, rather than the economically ruinous and socially

destructive.Themostobviousstepisamajormovetonuclear

power,whichtotheatmosphereisthecleanestoftheclean.

But your wouldbe masters have foreseen this contingency.

TheChurchoftheEnvironmentpromulgatessecondarydogmas

aswell.Oneoftheseisastrictnucleartaboo.

Ratherconvenient,isitnot?Takethismajorcoal-substituting

x o  the table and we will be rationing all the more. Guess

whodoestherationing.

TheWashingtonPost,May30,2008




CHAPTER9

BODYANDSOUL


THEDUTCHEXAMPLE

In1991intheDutchcityofAssen,aperfectlyhealthy50-year—

oldwomanaskedherdoctortohelpherdie.Hertwosonshad

died,onebysuicide,onebycancer.Shewantedtojointhem.

After many hours of consultation, Dr. Boudewijn Chabot

consented. He was at her side when she swallowed the lethal

pillsheprescribedforherdeath.

In Holland, physician-assisted suicide is for all practical

purposes legal, but Dr. Chabot was tried anyway because this

woman wasn’t terminally ill. She wasn’t even ill. In fact, she

wasn’tevenpsychiatricallyill,apointthatattrialDr.Chabot

made in his own defense. She was as lucid as she was

inconsolable.

Thethree-judgecourtinAssenacquittedDr.Chabot.Sodid

anappealscourt.SodidtheDutchSupremeCourt.Thus,notes

Dr.HerbertHendin(inhisindispensablestudyofeuthanasiain

Holland,  Seduced by Death: Doctors, Patients, and the Dutch Cure), has Holland “legally established mental su ering as a basisforeuthanasia.”

WhyisthisimportantforAmericans?BecauseonWednesday

theU.S.SupremeCourtwasaskedtodecidewhetherphysician—

assistedsuicideshouldbelegalinAmerica,asinHolland.The

twocasesbeforethecourtbothinvolvedtheterminallyill.But

thedeploymentoftheseheartrendingcasesofterminalillnessis

part of the cunningof the euthanasia advocates. They are

pulling heartstrings to get us to open the door. And once the

dooropens,itopenstoeveryone,terminallyillornot.

Howdoweknow?AtoralargumentsonWednesday,Justice

DavidSouteraskedthatquestioninoneformoranotheratleast

four times: Once you start by allowing euthanasia for the terminallyill,whatevidenceistherethatabuseswillfollow?

Theanswer,inaword,isHolland.I’mnoteventalkinghere

about the thousand cases a year—in the United States that

wouldtranslateinto20,000casesayear—ofDutchpatientsput

todeathbytheirdoctorswithouttheirconsent.(Most,bythe

way,arekillednotforreasonsofpainbut,asthedoctorsputit,

for “low quality of life” or because “all treatment was

withdrawnbutthepatientdidnotdie.”)I’mtalkinghereabout

Dutch doctors helping the suicide of people not terminally ill, not chronically ill, not ill at all but, like our lady of Assen, merelybereft.

EugeneSutorius,theprominentDutchattorneywhodefended

Dr. Chabot, said after winning his case: “Euthanasia, which

startedwithterminalillness,hasmovedtoadi erentplane.”

Andsoitmust.Why?Becauseinmoving“toadi erentplane,”

theDutchwerenotbeingperverse.Theywerebeinglogical.

Bywhatlogicalprincipleshouldthereliefofdeathbegranted

only the terminally ill? Such a restriction is itself perverse.

Afterall,theterminallyillfaceonlyabriefperiodofsu ering.

The chronically ill, or the healthy but bereft—they face a

lifetimeofagony.Whydenythemthereliefofahumaneexit?

ThelitigantsbeforetheSupremeCourt,however,claimedthe

right to assisted suicide on the grounds not of mercy but of

liberty—the autonomy of individuals to determine when and

howtheywilldie.

But on what logical grounds can this autonomy be reserved

only for the terminally ill? Why not for every mentally

competentadult?WednesdayattheSupremeCourt,thelawyers

for the euthanasia side, Kathryn Tucker and Laurence Tribe,

turnedsomersaultstryingtoanswerthequestion.Tribeo ered ari onthestagesoflife—“life,thoughitfeelscontinuousto many of us, has certain critical thresholds: birth, marriage,

childbearing.Ithinkdeathisoneofthosethresholds.”Itnearly

got him laughed out of court when Justice Scalia cut him o

with, “This is lovely philosophy. Where is it in the

Constitution?”

Tribehadnoanswerbecausethereisnoanswer.Ifassisted

suicideisarightfortheterminallyill,thereisnoargumentthat

can be made to deny it on grounds of mercy or autonomy or

nondiscriminationtoanyoneelsewhomightrequestit.

That is why the Supreme Court decision in these two cases

will be so fateful. That is why euthanasia advocates are so

passionate about them. They know this is the beginning of

somethingmuchlarger:nothinglessthanhistoriclegitimation—

throughtheactive,legal,societallyblessedparticipationofthe

medicalprofession—ofsuicide.

In modern society, suicide is no longer punished (denial of

burialonchurchgrounds,denialofinheritancetothefamily).

But it is still discouraged. When you see someone on a high

ledge ready to jump, you are enjoined by every norm in our

societytotacklehimandpullhimbackfromtheabyss.Weare

now being asked to become a society where, when the

tormentedsoulontheledgeasksforourhelpingrantinghim

relief,weobligehimwithapush.

TheydoitinAssen.

TheWashingtonPost,January10,1997

STEMCELLSANDFAIRYTALES

Afterthesecondpresidentialdebate,inwhichJohnKerryused

the word plan 24 times, I said on television that Kerry has a plan for everything except curing psoriasis. I should have known there is no parodying Kerry’s pandering. It turned out

dayslaterthattheKerrycampaignhasaplan—nay,apromise

—tocure paralysis.Whatistheplan?VoteforKerry.

ThisisJohnEdwardsonMondayatarallyinNewton,Iowa:

“If we do the work that we can do in this country, the work

that we will do when John Kerry is president, people like

Christopher Reeve are going to walk, get up out of that

wheelchairandwalkagain.”

In my 25 years in Washington, I have never seen a more

loathsomedisplayofdemagoguery.Hopeisgood.Falsehopeis

bad. Deliberately, for personal gain, raising false hope in the catastrophicallyafflictedisdespicable.

Wheredoesonebegintodeconstructthisoutrage?

First,theinabilityofthehumanspinalcordtoregenerateis

one of the great mysteries of biology. The answer is not

remotely around the corner. It could take a generation to

unravel.Toimply,asEdwardsdid,thatitisimminentifonly

youelecttherightpoliticiansisscandalous.

Second,ifthecureforspinalcordinjurycomes,wehaveno

ideawhereitwillcomefrom.Therearemanylinesofinquiry.

Stemcellresearchisjustoneofmanypossibilities,andavery

speculativeoneatthat.For30yearsIhaveheardpromisesof

miracle cures for paralysis (including my own, su ered as a

medical student). The last fad, fetal tissue transplants, was

thoughttobeasurething.Nothingcameofit.

Asadoctorbytraining,I’veknownbetterthantobelievethe hype—andhavetriedinmyowncounselingofpeoplewithnew spinalcordinjuriestoplacethepossibilityofcureinabeyance.

I advise instead to concentrate on making a life (and a very

good life it can be)with the hand one is dealt. The greatest

enemies of this advice have been the snake-oil salesmen

promising a miracle around the corner. I never expected a

candidateforvicepresidenttobeoneofthem.

Third,theimplicationthatChristopherReevewasprevented

fromgettingoutofhiswheelchairbytheBushstemcellpolicies

isatravesty.

GeorgeBushisthe rstpresidenttoapprovefederalfunding

for stem cell research. There are 22 lines of stem cells now

available,upfromonejusttwoyearsago.AsLeonKass,head

of the President’s Council on Bioethics, has written, there are 3,500shipmentsofstemcellswaitingforanybodywhowants them.

EdwardsandKerryconstantlytalkofaBush“ban”onstem

cellresearch.Thisisfalse.Thereisnoban.Youwanttostudy

stemcells?Yougetthemfromthecompaniesthathavethecells

and apply to the National Institutes of Health for the federal

funding.

InhisAug.7radioaddresstothenation,Kerryreferrednot

oncebutfourtimestothe“ban”onstemcellresearchinstituted

by Bush. At the time, Reeve was alive, so not available for

posthumous exploitation. But Ronald Reagan was available,

havingrecentlydiedofAlzheimer’s.

SowhatdoesKerrydo?Hebeginshisradioaddresswiththe

disgracefulclaimthatthestemcell“ban”isstandingintheway

ofanAlzheimer’scure.

Thisisanoutrightlie.ThePresident’sCouncilonBioethics, on which I sit, had one of the world’s foremost experts on Alzheimer’s,DennisSelkoefromHarvard,giveusalectureon

the newest and most promising approaches to solving the

Alzheimer’s mystery. Selkoe reported remarkable progress in

using biochemicals to clear the “plaque” deposits in the brain

thatleadtoAlzheimer’s.Heendedhispresentationwithoutthe

phrase“stemcells”havingpassedhislips.

So much for the miracle cure. Ronald D. G. McKay, a stem

cellresearcheratNIH,hasadmittedpubliclythatstemcellsas

anAlzheimer’scurearea ction,butthat“peopleneedafairy

tale.” Kerry and Edwards certainly do. They are shamelessly

exploiting thisfairy tale, having no doubt been told by their

pollstersthatstemcellsplaywellpoliticallyforthem.

Politicians have long promised a chicken in every pot. It is

part of the game. It is one thing to promise ethanol subsidies

here, dairy price controls there. But to exploit the desperate

hopesofdesperatepeoplewiththepromiseofChrist-likecures

isbeyondthepale.

There is no apologizing for Edwards’ remark. It is too

revealing.Thereisabsolutelynothingthemanwillnotsayto

getelected.

TheWashingtonPost,October15,2004

THETRUTHABOUT

END-OF-LIFECOUNSELING

Let’sseeifwecanhaveareasoneddiscussionaboutend-of-life

counseling.

WemightstartbyaskingSarahPalintoleavetheroom.I’ve

gotnothingagainsther.She’saremarkablepoliticaltalent.But

thereareno“deathpanels”intheDemocratichealth-carebills,

andtosaythatthereareistodebasethedebate.

We also have to tell the defenders of the notorious Section

1233ofH.R.3200thatitisnotquiteasbenignastheypretend.

To o er government reimbursement to any doctor who gives

end-of-lifecounseling—whetherornotthepatientaskedforit—

istocreateanincentiveforsuchachat.

Whatdoyouthinksuchachatwouldbelike?Doyouthink

the doctor will go on and on about the fantastic new million—

dollarhigh-techgizmothatcanprolongthepatient’sotherwise

hopelessconditionforanothersixmonths?Ordoyouthinkhe’s

goingtotalkabout—asthebillspeci callyspellsout—hospice

careandpalliativecareandotherwaysoflettinggooflife?

No, say the defenders. It’s just that we want the doctors to

talktoyouaboutputtinginplacealivingwillandothersuch

instruments. Really? Then consider the actual e cacy of a

livingwill.Whenyouareold,in rmandlyingintheICUwith

pseudomonas pneumonia and deciding whether to (a) go

throughthelongantibiotictreatmentor(b)allowwhatusedto

becalled“theoldman’sfriend”totakeyouaway,thedoctor

willaskyou atthattime whatyouwantforyourself—nomatter

whatpieceofpaperyousignedfiveyearsearlier.

You are told constantly how very important it is to write

yourlivingwillyearsinadvance.Buttherelevantquestionis whatyoudesireattheend—whenfacingdeath—notwhatyou felt sometime in thepastwhenyouwerehaleandheartyand

sittinginyourlawyer’so cebarelyabletocontemplatealife

ofpainanddiminishment.

Well, as pain and diminishment enter your life as you age,

your calculations change and your tolerance for su ering

increases.IntheICU,youmighthaveanewwayoflookingat

things.

Myownlivingwill,whichIhavealwaysconsideredmorea

literary than a legal document, basically says: “I’ve had some

good innings, thank you. If I have anything so much as a

hangnail, pull the plug.” I’ve never taken it terribly seriously becauseunlessI’mcomatoseordemented,they’regoingtoask me atthetime whetherornotIwanttoberesuscitatedifIgo

into cardiac arrest. The paper I signed years ago will mean

nothing.

AndifI’mtotallyoutofit,myfamilywilldecide,withlittle

or no reference to my living will. Why? I’ll give you an

example. When my father was dying, my mother and brother

andIhadtodecidehowmuchtreatmenttopursue.Whatwasa

betterwaytoascertainmyfather’swishes:whathecheckedo

onaformone nesummer’sdayyearsbeforebeingstricken;or

whatwe,whohadknownhimintimatelyfordecades,thought

hewouldwant?Theanswerisobvious.

Except for the demented orphan, the living will is quite

beside the point. The one time it really is essential is if you think your fractious family will be only too happy to hasten yourdemisetogetyourmoney.That’swhatthelawisgoodat

—protecting you from murder and theft. But that is a far cry

fromassuringapeacefulandwilleddeath,whichiswhatmost peopleimaginelivingwillsareabout.

SowhygetMedicaretopaythedoctortodothecounseling?

Because we know that if this whitecoated authority whose

chosenvocationiscuringandhealingistheoneopeningyour

mindtohospiceandpalliativecare,we’venudgedyoueverso

slightlytowardlettinggo.

It’s not an outrage. It’s surely not a death panel. But it is

subtle pressure applied by society through your doctor. And

when you include it in a healthcare reform whose major

objectiveistobendthecostcurvedownward,youhavetobea

fool or a knave to deny that it’sintended to gently point the

patientinacertaindirection,towardthecornerofthesickroom

wherestandsaghostlyfigure,scytheinhand,offeringrelease.

TheWashingtonPost,August21,2009

MASSMURDER,MEDICALIZED

Whatasurprise—thatsomeonewhoshouts “Al ahuAkbar” (the

“Godisgreat”jihadistbattlecry)asheisshootinguparoomof

AmericansoldiersmighthaveIslamistmotives.Itcertainlywas

asurprisetothemainstreammedia,whichspenttheweekend

after the Fort Hood massacre playing down Nidal Hasan’s

religiousbeliefs.

“Icringethathe’saMuslim.…Ithinkhe’sprobablyjustanut

case,” said Newsweek’s Evan Thomas. Some were more

adamant.  Time’sJoeKleindecried“odiousattemptsbyJewish

extremists … to argue that the massacre perpetrated by Nidal

Hasan was somehow a direct consequence of his Islamic

beliefs.”WhilenonecouldmatchKlein’speculiar cherchez-le-juif motif,thepopularstorylinewasofanarmypsychiatristdriven over the edge by terrible stories he had heard from soldiers

returningfromIraqandAfghanistan.

Theysuffered.Helistened.Hesnapped.

Really? What about the doctors and nurses, the counselors

and physical therapists at Walter Reed Army Medical Center

whoeverydayhearandlivewiththepainandthesu eringof

returning soldiers? How many of them then picked up a gun

andshot51innocents?

And what about civilian psychiatrists—not the Upper West

Side therapist treating Woody Allen neurotics, but the

thousands of doctors working with hospitalized psychotics—

who every day hear not just tales but cries of the most

excruciatinganguish,ofthemostunimaginabletorment?How

manyofthosedoctorscommitmassmurder?

It’s been decades since I practiced psychiatry. Perhaps I

missedtheepidemic.

But, of course, if the shooter is named Nidal Hasan, who

National Public Radio reported had been trying to proselytize

doctors and patients, then something must be found. Presto!

Secondary post-traumaticstressdisorder,ahandyinventionto

allowonetoignoretheobvious.

Andtheperfectmoral nesse.Medicalizingmassmurdernot

onlyexonerates.Itturnsthemurdererintoavictim,indeeda

sympathetic one. After all, secondary PTSD, for those who

believe in it (you won’t nd it in DSM-IV-TR, psychiatry’s Diagnostic and Statistical Manual), is known as “compassion fatigue.”Thepoorman—pushedovertheedgebyanexcessof sensitivity.

Have we totally lost our moral bearings? Nidal Hasan cold—

bloodedlykilled13innocentpeople.Hisbusinesscardhadhis

name,hisprofession,hismedicaldegreesandhisoccupational

identity.U.S.Army?No.“SoA”—SoldierofAllah.Insuchcases,

political correctness is not just an abomination. It’s a danger, clearandpresent.

Considerthearmy’streatmentofHasan’spreviousbehavior.

NPR’s Daniel Zwerdling interviewed a Hasan colleague at

WalterReedaboutahair-raisinggrandroundsthatHasanhad

apparentlygiven.Grandroundsarethemostseriousacademic

event at a teaching hospital—attending physicians, residents

andstudentsgatherforalectureonaninstructivecasehistory

ortherapeuticfinding.

I’ve been to dozens of these. In fact, I gave one myself on

post-traumatic retrograde amnesia—as you can see, these

lecturesarefairlytechnical.NotHasan’s.Hiswasanhour-long

disquisition on what he called the Koranic view of military

service, jihad and war. It included an allegedly authoritative elaboration of the punishments visited upon nonbelievers— consignmenttohell,decapitation,havinghotoilpoureddown

yourthroat.This“reallyfreakedalotofdoctorsout,”reported

NPR.

Nor was this the only incident. “The psychiatrist,” reported

Zwerdling, “said that he was the kind of guy who the sta

actuallystoodaroundinthehallwaysaying:Doyouthinkhe’sa

terrorist,orishejustweird?”

Was anything done about this potential danger? Of course

not. Who wants to be accused of Islamophobia and prejudice

againstacolleague’sreligion?

Onemustnotspeakofsuchthings.Notevennow.Noteven

after we know that Hasan was in communication with a

notoriousYemen-basedjihadpropagandist.AslateasTuesday,

the New York Times was running a story on how returning

soldiersatFortHoodhadahighlevelofviolence.

WhatdoessuchviolencehavetodowithHasan?Hewasnot

a returning soldier. And the soldiers who returned home and

shottheirwivesorfellowsoldiersdidn’tcry“Al ahuAkbar”as

theysqueezedthetrigger.

The delicacy about the religion in question—condescending,

politicallycorrectanddeadly—isnothingnew.Aweekafterthe

rst (1993) World Trade Center attack, the same New York

Times ranthefollowingfront-pageheadlineaboutthearrestof one Mohammed Salameh: “Jersey City Man Is Charged in BombingofTradeCenter.”

Ah yes, those Jersey men—so resentful of New York, so

pronetoviolence.

TheWashingtonPost,November13,2009

THEDOUBLETRAGEDYOFASTOLENDEATH

“Dyingiseasy.Parkingishard.”ArtBuchwald’slittlewitticism

nicelycapturedhischosenpathtoagooddeath:mockingitto

theveryend.Thereisgreatcourageanddignityinthat,which

is why Buchwald’s extended good-bye (he died on Jan. 17)

earnedhimsuchappreciationandadmiration.Butdyingwellis

alsoamatterofluck.Byunexpectedlylivingalmostafullyear

afterrefusingdialysisforkidneyfailure,Buchwaldwonhimself

timetotauntthescythe.

Timing is everything. When former congressman—and

distinguished priest and liberal luminary—Robert Drinan died

earlier this year, the Washington Post published a special appreciation.Itrantogetherwithatributetoanothernotable whodiedjustonedaylater:Barbaro.Thehorsegottopbilling.

AnddoesanyonerememberwhenMotherTeresadied?The

greatestsaintofourtimediedonthefrenziedeveofthefuneral

of the greatest diva of our time, Princess Di. In the popular

mind,celebritytrumpsvirtueeverytime.

Consider Russian composer Sergei Proko ev, tormented in

life by Stalin, his patron and jailer. Proko ev had the

extraordinary bad luck of dying on the same day as the great

man, “ensconcing him forever in the tyrant’s shadow,” wrote

criticSarahKaufmanofthe WashingtonPost,“whereheremains

brandedasacompromisedartist.”

Weshouldallhopetodiewell.Bythat,Idon’tmeaninthe

classic Greek sense of dying heroically, as in battle. I’m

suggesting a much lower standard: just not dying badly. At a

minimum, not dying comically—death by banana peel or

pratfall or (my favorite, I confess) onstage, like the actor

Harold Norman, killed in 1947 during an especially energetic swordfightinthelastsceneof Macbeth.

Thereisalsotheparticularlyunwelcomedeaththatnotjust

ends a life but also undoes it, indeed steals it. The way Kitty Genovese’swasstolen.OnMarch13,1964,shewasrepeatedly stabbed for 35 minutes in the street and in the foyer of her

apartment building in Queens, New York. Many neighbors

heardherscream.Notonehelped.Whenthepoliceeventually

arrived, it was much too late. Her death became a sensation,

her name a metaphor for urban alienation, her last hour an

indictmentofthepitilessAmericancity.

I’vealwaysbeenstruckbythedoubleinjusticeofhermurder.

Notonlydidthekillercutshortherlifeamidimmenseterror

andsu ering,buthede nedit.He—astranger,anintruder—

gave her a perverse immortality of a kind she never sought,

neverexpected,neverconsentedto.Shesurelythoughtthatin

her 28 years she had been building a life of joys and loves,

struggleandachievement,friendshipandfellowship.Thatand

everythingelseshebuiltherlifeintoweresimplyswallowedup

by the notoriety of her death, a notoriety unchosen and

unbidden.

ThatkindofdoubledeathcanalsoresultfromanactofGod.

Disease,forexample,cannotjustendyourlife;ifitisexotic

anddramaticenough,itcanstealyouridentityaswell.Without

beingconsulted,youbecomeaneponym.Atleastbaseballgreat

LouGehrighadthetimeandtalenttoberememberedforthings

other than what was generally known as ALS (amyotrophic

lateralsclerosis).RyanWhite,ateenagerwhenhediedinthe

early years of the AIDS epidemic, did not. He was hastily

conscripted as poster boy for the Ryan White Comprehensive

AIDS Resource Emergency (CARE) Act—de ned by his dying, muchlikepoorMeganKanka,thelittlegirlmurderedbyasex offenderinNewJersey,wholivestodayasMegan’sLaw.

No one grasps more greedily—and cruelly—the need for

agencyindeathasdoesthegreatestmoralmonsterofourtime:

thesuicidebomber.Bychoosingnotonlythetimeandplacebut

theblood-soakedstorythatwillaccompanyhisdeath,heseeks

to transcend and redeem an otherwise meaningless life. One

dayyouarethealienatedandinsigni cantMohamedAtta;the

next day, September 11, 2001, you join the annals of infamy

with all the glory that brings inthe darker precincts of

humanity. It is the ultimate perversion of the “good death,”

done for the worst of motives—self-creation through the

annihilation of others. People often denounce such suicide

attacksas“senseless.”Onthecontrary,theymakealltoomuch

malevolent sense. There is great power in owning your own

death—and even greater power in forever dispossessing your

infidelvictimsoftheirs.

Time,March1,2007

 ESSAY:ONTHEETHICSOFEMBRYONICRESEARCH

THEPROBLEM

Youwereonceasinglecell.Everyoneofthe100trillioncells

in your body today is a direct descendant of that zygote, the

primordialcellformedbytheunionofmother’seggandfather’s

sperm. Each one is genetically identical (allowing for copying

errors and environmental damage along the way) to that cell.

Therefore, if we scraped a cell from, say, the inner lining of

yourcheek,itsDNAwouldbethesameDNAthat,yearsagoin

theoriginalzygote,containedtheentireplanforcreatingyou

andeverypartofyou.

Here is the mystery: Why can the zygote, as it multiplies,

produceeverydi erentkindofcellinthebody—kidney,liver,

brain, skin—while the skin cell is destined, however many

times it multiplies, to remain skin forever? As the embryo

matures,cellsbecomespecializedandlosetheir exibilityand

plasticity.Onceanadultcellhasspecialized—di erentiated,in

scienti clingo—itisstuckforeverinthatspecialty.Skinisskin;

kidneyiskidney.

Understanding that mystery holds the keys to the kingdom.

TheHolyGrailofmodernbiologyisregenerativemedicine.If

we can gure out how to make a specialized adult cell

dedi erentiate—unspecialize, i.e., revert way back to the

embryonic stage, perhaps even to the original zygotic stage—

and then grow it like an embryo under controlled

circumstances,wecouldreproduceforyoueverykindoftissue

or organ you might need. We could create a storehouse of

repairpartsforyourbody.And,ifweletthatdedi erentiated cell develop completely in a woman’s uterus, we will have createdacopyofyou—yourclone.

Thatisthepromiseandthemenaceofcloning.Ithasalready

beendoneinsheep,mice,goats,pigs,cows,andnowcatsand

rabbits(thoughcloningrabbitsseemsanexerciseinbiological

redundancy).Thereisnoreasoninprinciplewhyitcannotbe

doneinhumans.Thequestionis:Shoulditbedone?

Noticethatthecloningquestionisreallytwoquestions:(1)

May we grow that dedi erentiated cell all the way into a

clonedbaby,acopyofyou?Thatiscalledreproductivecloning.

And (2) may we grow that dedi erentiated cell just into the

embryonicstageandthenmineitforparts,suchasstemcells?

Thatiscalledresearchcloning.

Reproductive cloning is universally abhorred. In July 2001

the House of Representatives, a fairly good representative of

theAmericanpeople,tookuptheissueandnotasinglemember

defended reproductive cloning. Research cloning, however, is

the hard one. Some members were prepared to permit the

cloning of the human embryo in order to study and use its

component parts, with the proviso that the embryo be

destroyed before it grows into a fetus or child. They were a

minority,however.Theiramendmentbanningbaby-makingbut

permittingresearchcloningwasdefeatedby76votes.OnJuly

31, 2001, a bill outlawing all cloning passed the House

decisively.

Within weeks, perhaps days, the Senate will vote on

essentially the same alternatives. On this vote will hinge the

course of the genetic revolution at whose threshold we now

stand.

THEPROMISE

Thisishowresearchcloningworks.Youtakeadonoreggfrom

awoman,removeitsnucleus,andinjectthenucleusof,say,a

skincellfromanotherperson.Ithasbeenshowninanimalsthat

bytherightmanipulationyoucantricktheeggandtheinjected

nucleus into dedi erentiating—that means giving up all the

specializationoftheskincellandreturningtoitsoriginalstate

asaprimordialcellthatcouldbecomeanythinginthebody.

Inotherwords,thiscellbecomestotipotent.Itbecomesthe

equivalentof the fertilized egg in normal procreation, except

that instead of having chromosomes from two people, it has

chromosomesfromone.Thiscellthenbehavespreciselylikean

embryo.Itdivides.Itdevelops.Atfourtosevendays,itformsa

“blastocyst”consistingofabout100to200cells.

The main objective of research cloning would be to

disassemblethisblastocyst:pullthestemcellsout,growthem

in the laboratory, and then try to tease them into becoming

specifickindsofcells,say,kidneyorheartorbrainandsoon.

There would be two purposes for doing this: study or cure.

Youcouldtakeacellfromapersonwithaba ingdisease,like

LouGehrig’s,cloneitintoablastocyst,pullthestemcellsout,

andthenstudytheminordertotrytounderstandthebiology

oftheillness.Oryoucouldbeginwithacellfromapersonwith

Parkinson’soraspinalcordinjury,cloneit,andteaseoutthe

stem cells to develop tissue that you would reinject into the

originaldonorto,intheory,curetheParkinson’sorspinalcord

injury. The advantage of using a cloned cell rather than an

ordinarystemcellisthat,presumably,therewouldbenotissue

rejection. It’s your own DNA. The body would recognize it.

You’dhaveaperfectmatch.

(Researchcloningissometimescalledtherapeuticcloning,but thatisamisleadingterm.First,becausetherapybyreinjection isonlyoneofthemanyusestowhichthiscloningcanbeput.

Moreover,itisnottherapeuticfortheclone—indeed,theclone

is invariably destroyed in the process—though it may be

therapeuticforothers.Ifyoudonateakidneytoyourbrother,

it would be odd to call your operation a therapeutic

nephrectomy.Itisnot.It’sasacrificialnephrectomy.)

Theconquestofrejectionisoneoftheprincipalrationalesfor

research cloning. But there is reason to doubt this claim on

scienti c grounds. There is some empirical evidence in mice

thatclonedtissuemayberejectedanyway(possiblybecausea

clonecontainsasmallamountofforeign—mitochondrial—DNA

derived from the egg into which it was originally injected).

Moreover, enormous advances arebeing made elsewhere in

combatingtissuerejection.Thescienceofimmunerejectionis

muchmorematurethanthescienceofcloning.Bythetimewe

gure out how to do safe and reliable research cloning, the

rejection problem may well be solved. And nally, there are

less problematic alternatives—such as adult stem cells—that

o erapromisingalternativetocloningbecausetheypresentno

problem of tissue rejection and raise none of cloning’s moral

conundrums.

These scienti c considerations raise serious questions about

the e cacy of, and thus the need for, research cloning. But

there is a stronger case to be made. Even if the scienti c

objectionsaresweptaside,evenifresearchcloningisasdoable

andpromisingasitsadvocatescontend,thereareotherreasons

topause.

Themostobviousisthis:Researchcloningisanopendoorto

reproductive cloning. Banning the production of cloned babies while permitting the production of cloned embryos makes no sense. If you have factories all around the country producing

embryos for research and commerce, it is inevitable that

someone will implant one in a woman (or perhaps in some

arti cial medium in the farther future) and produce a human

clone. What then? A law banning reproductive cloning but

permittingresearchcloningwouldthenmakeitacrime not to

destroythatfetus—anobviousmoralabsurdity.

This is an irrefutable point and the reason that many in

Congresswillvoteforthetotalbanoncloning.Philosophically,

however, it is a showstopper. It lets us o  too early and too

easy. It keeps us from facing the deeper question: Is there

anything about research cloning that in and of itself makes it morallyproblematic?

OBJECTIONI:

INTRINSICWORTH

Forsomepeople,lifebeginsatconception.Andnotjustlife—if

lifeisunderstoodtomeanabiologicallyfunctioningorganism,

even asingle cell is obviously alive—but personhood. If the

rstzygoticcellisowedallthelegalandmoralrespectduea

person, then there is nothing to talk about. Ensoulment starts

withDayOneandCellOne,andtheideaoftakingthatcellor

its successor cells apart to serve someone else’s needs is

abhorrent.

Thisisanargumentofgreatmoralforcebutlittleintellectual

interest. Not because it may not be right but because it is

unprovable. It rests on metaphysics. Either you believe it or youdon’t.Thediscussionendsthere.

Ihappennottosharethisview.Idonotbelievepersonhood

beginsatconception.Idonotbelieveasinglecellhasthemoral

orlegalstandingofachild.ThisisnottosaythatIdonotstand

inaweofthedevelopingembryo,acreationofmajesticbeauty

andmystery.ButIstandinequalaweoftheGrandCanyon,the

spider’swebandquantummechanics.Awecommandswonder,

humility,appreciation.Itdoesnotcommandinviolability.Iam

quitepreparedtoshatteranatom,takedownaspider’swebor

dam a canyon for electricity. (Though we’d have to be very

shortonelectricitybeforeI’ddamtheGrand.)

Idonotbelievetheembryoisentitledtoinviolability.Butis

it entitled to nothing? There is a great distance between

inviolability, on the one hand, and mere “thingness,” on the

other. Many advocates of research cloning see nothing but

thingness.Thatviewjusti esthemostruthlessexploitationof

theembryo.Thatviewisdangerous.

Why? Three possible reasons. First, the Brave New World

Factor: Research cloning gives man too much power for evil.

Second,theSlipperySlope:Thehabitofembryonicviolationis

in and of itself dangerous. Violate the blastocyst today and

everyday,andthepracticewillinureyoutoviolatingthefetus

oreventheinfanttomorrow.Third,Manufacture:Theveryact

ofcreatingembryosforthesolepurposeofexploitingandthen

destroying them will ultimately predispose us to a ruthless

utilitarianismabouthumanlifeitself.

OBJECTIONII:

THEBRAVENEWWORLDFACTOR

The physicists at Los Alamos were not deterred from penetrating, manipulating and splitting uranium atoms on the groundsthaturaniumatomspossessintrinsicworththatentitled

themtoinviolability.Yetafterthewar,manyfoughttocurtail

atomicpower.Theyfearedtheconsequencesofdeliveringsuch

unfathomable power—and potential evil—into the hands of

falliblehumanbeings.Analogously,onecouldbelievethatthe

cloned blastocyst has little more intrinsic worth than the

uraniumatomandstillbedeeplytroubledbythemanipulation

oftheblastocystbecauseofthefearsomepoweritconfersupon

humankind.

Theissueisleverage.Ourknowledgeofhowtomanipulate

human genetics (or atomic nuclei) is still primitive. We could

never construct ex nihilo a human embryo. It is an unfolding

organismofunimaginablecomplexitythattooknature3billion

years to produce. It might take us less time to build it from

scratch,butnotmuchless.Bythattime,weasaspeciesmight

have acquired enough wisdom to use it wisely. Instead, the

humanraceinitsinfancyhasstumbleduponageniein nitely

too complicated to create or even fully understand, but

understandableenoughtocommandandperhapsevencontrol.

And given our demonstrated unwisdom with our other great

discovery—atomic power: As we speak, the very worst of

humanity is on the threshold of acquiring the most powerful

weapons in history—this is a fear and a consideration to be

takenveryseriously.

For example, female human eggs seriously limit the mass

productionofclonedembryos.Extractingeggsfromwomenis

di cult,expensiveandpotentiallydangerous.Thesearchison,

therefore,foragoodalternative.Scientistshavebeguninjecting

human nuclei into the egg cells of animals. In 1996, Massachusetts scientists injected a human nucleus with a cow egg. Chinese scientists have fused a human broblast with a

rabbit egg and have grown the resulting embryo tothe

blastocyststage.Wehavenoideawhatgrotesqueresultsmight

comefromsuchinterspeciesclonalexperiments.

In October 2000, the rst primate containing genes from

another species was born—a monkey with a jelly sh gene. In

1995, researchers in Texas produced headless mice. In 1997,

researchers in Britain produced headless tadpoles. In theory,

headlessnessmightbeusefulfororgantransplantation.Onecan

envision, in a world in which embryos are routinely

manufactured, the production of headless clones—subhuman

creatureswithusablehumanorgansbutnohead,nobrain,no

consciousnesstoidentifythemwiththehumanfamily.

The heart of the problem is this: Nature, through endless

evolution, has produced cells with totipotent power. We are

about to harness that power for crude human purposes. That

shouldgiveuspause.Justaroundthecornerliesthelogicalby—

productofsuchpower:human-animalhybrids,partlydeveloped

human bodies for use as parts, and other horrors imagined—

Huxley’s Deltas and Epsilons—and as yet unimagined. This is

theBraveNewWorldFactor.Itsgroundsforobjectingtothis

researcharenotaboutthebeginningsoflifebutabouttheends;

not the origin of these cells but their destiny; not where we

tookthesemagnificentcellsfrombutwheretheyaretakingus.

OBJECTIONIII:

THESLIPPERYSLOPE

The other prudential argument is that once you start tearing apartblastocysts,yougetusedtotearingapartblastocysts.And whereasnowyou’donlybedoingthatattheseven-daystage,

whenmostpeoplewouldlookatthistinyclumpofcellsonthe

headofapinandsayitisnotinviolable,itisinevitablethat

somescientistwillsoonsay:Givemejustafewmoreweeksto

workwithitandIcoulddowonders.

That will require quite a technological leap because the

blastocyst will not develop as a human organism unless

implanted in the uterus.That means that to go beyond that

sevenday stage you’d have to implant this human embryo

eitherinananimaluterusorinsomefullyartificialwomb.

Bothpossibilitiesmayberemote,buttheyarereal.Andthen

we’llhaveascientistsaying:Givemejustafewmoremonths

withthisembryo,andI’llhaveactualkidneycells,braincells,

pancreaticcellsthatIcantransplantbackintothedonorofthe

cloneandcurehim.ScientistsatAdvancedCellTechnologyin

Massachusetts have already gone past that stage in animals.

Theyhavetakenclonedcowembryospasttheblastocyststage,

taken tissue from the more developed cow fetus and

reimplanteditbackintothedonoranimal.

Thescientists’pleatodothesameinhumanswillbehardto

ignore.Whygrowtheclonejusttotheblastocyststage,destroy

it, pull out the inner cell mass, grow stem cells out of that,

propagate them in the laboratory and then try chemically or

otherwise to tweak them into becoming kidney cells or brain

cellsorisletcells?ThisisRubeGoldberg.Whynotjustallow

that beautiful embryonic machine, created by nature and far

more sophisticated than our crude techniques, to develop

unmolested?Whynotlettheblastocystgrowintoafetusthat

possessesthekindsofdi erentiatedtissuethatwecouldthen useforcuringthedonor?

Scienti cally,thiswouldmakesense.Morally,wewillhave

crossed the line between tearing apart a mere clump of cells

andtearingapartarecognizablehumanfetus.Andatthatpoint,

itwouldbeanevensmallersteptobegincarvingupseven-and

eight-month-old fetuses with more perfectly formed organs to

alleviate even more pain and su ering among the living. We

will, slowly and by increments, have gone from stem cells to

embryo farms to factories with fetuses in various stages of

developmentandhumanness,hanging(metaphorically)onmeat

hookswaitingtobecutopentobeusedbythealreadyborn.

Wewouldallberevoltedifalivinginfantordevelopedfetus

werecarvedupforparts.Shouldwebuildafencearoundthat

possibilitybyprohibitinganyresearchoneventheveryearliest

embryonic clump of cells? Is the only way to avoid the slide

nevertomounttheslipperyslopeatall?Onthisquestion,Iam

personallyagnostic.IfIwereutterlyconvincedthatwewould

nevercrosstheseven-dayline,thenIwouldhavenoobjection

onthesegroundstosuchresearchontheinnercellmassofa

blastocyst. The question is: Can we be sure? This is not a

questionofprinciple;itisaquestionofprudence.Itisalmosta

question of psychological probability. No one yet knows the

answer.

OBJECTIONIV:

MANUFACTURE

Notethatwhile,uptonow,Ihavebeenconsideringarguments

against research cloning, they are all equally applicable to embryonic research done on a normal—i.e., noncloned— embryo.Ifthequestionistearinguptheblastocyst,thereisno

intrinsic moral di erence between a two-parented embryo

derivedfromaspermandaneggandasingle-parentedembryo

derivedfromaclonedcell.Thusthevariousargumentsagainst

thisresearch—theintrinsicworthoftheembryo,theprudential

considerationthatwemightcreatemonstersortheprudential

considerationthatwemight become monstersinexploitingpost-embryonicformsofhumanlife(fetusesorevenchildren)—are identicaltotheargumentsforandagainststem-cellresearch.

These arguments are serious—serious enough to banish the

insouciance of the scientists who consider anyone questioning

their work to be a Luddite—yet, in my view, insu cient to

justifyalegalbanonstem-cellresearch(aswithstemcellsfrom

discardedembryosinfertilityclinics).Ihappennottobelieve

that either personhood or ensoulment occurs at conception. I

thinkweneedtobeapprehensiveaboutwhatevilmightarise

from the power of stemcell research, but that apprehension

alone,whilejustifyingvigilanceandregulation,doesnotjustify

a ban on the practice. And I believe that given the good that

might ow from stemcell research, we should rst test the

power of law and custom to enforce the sevenday blastocyst

lineforembryonicexploitationbeforeassumingthatsuchaline

couldneverhold.

This is why I support stemcell research (using leftover

embryos from fertility clinics) and might support research

cloningwereitnotforoneotheraspectthatisuniquetoit.In

research cloning, the embryo is created with the explicit

intentionofitseventualdestruction.Thatisagivenbecausenot

todestroytheembryowouldbetoproduceaclonedchild.If youarenotpermittedtogrowtheembryointoachild,youare obligedatsomepointtodestroyit.

Deliberately creating embryos for eventual and certain

destructionmeansthelaunchingofanentireindustryofembryo

manufacture.Itmeanstheroutinization,thecommercialization,

thecommodi cationofthehumanembryo.Thebillthatwould

legalize research cloning essentially sanctions, licenses and

protects the establishment of a most ghoulish enterprise: the

creation of nascent human life for the sole purpose of its

exploitationanddestruction.

How is this morally di erent from simply using discarded

embryos from in vitro fertilization (IVF) clinics? Some have

suggested that it is not, that to oppose research cloning is to oppose IVF and any stemcell research that comes out of IVF.

The claim is made that because in IVF there is a high

probability of destruction of the embryo, it is morally

equivalent to research cloning. But this is plainly not so. In

researchcloningthereisnotahighprobabilityofdestruction;

thereis100%probability.Becauseeveryclonedembryomust

bedestroyed,itisnothingmorethanameanstosomeoneelse’s

end.

InIVF,theprobabilityofdestructionmaybehigh,butitneed

notnecessarilybe.Youcouldhaveaclinicthatproducesonlya

small number of embryos, and we know of many cases of

multiplebirthsresultingfrommultipleembryoimplantation.In

principle, one could have IVF using only a single embryo and

thus involving no deliberate embryo destruction at all. In

principle,thatisimpossibleinresearchcloning.

Furthermore,aclonedembryoiscreatedtobedestroyedand

used by others. An IVF embryo is created to develop into a child. Onecannot disregard intent in determining morality.

EmbryosarecreatedinIVFtoservereproduction.Embryosare

created in research cloning to serve, well, research. If certain IVFembryosweredesignatedas“helperembryos”thatwould simplyaidananointedembryointurningintoachild,thenwe

wouldhaveananalogytocloning.But,infact,wedon’tknow

whichembryoisanointedinIVF.Theyareallcreatedtohavea

chanceofsurvival.Andtheyareallequallyconsideredanend.

Critics counter that this endsand-means argument is really

obfuscation, that both procedures make an instrument of the

embryo.Incloning,thecreationanddestructionoftheembryo

is a means to understanding or curing disease. In IVF, the

creationoftheembryoisameansofsatisfyingacouple’sneed

forachild.Theyarebothjustmeanstoends.

But it makes no sense to call an embryo a means to the

creationofachild.Thecreationofachildisthe destiny ofan

embryo.Tospeakofanembryoasameanstocreatingachild

empties the word means of content. The embryo in IVF is a stageinthedevelopmentofachild;itisnomoreameansthan ateenagerisameanstotheadultheorshelaterbecomes.In

contrast, an embryo in research cloning is pure means.

Laboratorypure.

And that is where we must draw the line. During the great

debate on stemcell research, a rather broad consensus was

reached (among those not committed to “intrinsic worth”

renderingallembryosinviolable)thatstem-cellresearchcould

be morally justi ed because the embryos destroyed for their

possiblycurativestemcellswerederivedfromfertilityclinics

andthusweregoingtobediscardedanyway.Itwasunderstood

that human embryos should not be created solely for the purpose of being dismembered and then destroyed for the bene t of others. Indeed, when Senator Bill Frist made his

impassionedpresentationonthe ooroftheSenatesupporting

stemcellresearch,heincludedamonghisconditionsatotalban

oncreatinghumanembryosjusttobestem-cellfarms.

Wherecloningforresearchtakesusdecisivelybeyondstem—

cellresearch is in sanctioning the manufacture of the human

embryo.Youcantrytoregulateembryonicresearchtoprohibit

the creation of Brave New World monsters; you can build

fences on the slippery slope, regulating how many days you

may grow an embryo for research; but once you countenance

theverycreationofhumanembryosfornootherpurposethan

fortheirparts,youhavecrossedamoralfrontier.

Researchcloningistheultimateinconferringthingnessupon

thehumanembryo.Itistheultimateindesensitization.Andas

such, it threatens whatever other fences and safeguards we

mighterectaroundembryonicresearch.Theproblem,onecould

almostsay,isnotwhatcloningdoestotheembryo,butwhatit

does to us. Except that, once cloning has changed us, it will

inevitablyenablefurtherassaultsonhumandignity.Creatinga

human embryo just so it can be used and then destroyed

undermines the very foundation of the moral prudence that

informstheentireenterpriseofgeneticresearch:theideathat,

whileahumanembryomaynotbeaperson,itisnotnothing.

Because if it is nothing, then everything is permitted. And if

everything is permitted, then there are no fences, no

safeguards,nobottom.

TheNewRepublic,April29,2002

Adaptedfromtheauthor’sessaypublishedin“HumanCloningand

 HumanDignity:AnEthicalInquiry,”areportofthePresident’s CouncilonBioethics,Washington,D.C.,July2002.




CHAPTER10

MANANDGOD


THEREALMESSAGEOFCREATIONISM

When the Kansas Board of Education voted recently to

eliminate evolution from the state science curriculum, the

sophisticateshadquiteayuk.Oneeditorialcartoonhadanape

reclininginatree,tellinghismate,“Wearedescendedfromthe

KansasSchoolBoard.”Thedecisionhasbeenwidelyderidedas

asignofresurgentMiddleAmericanobscurantism,athrowback

totheScopes“monkeytrial.”

Well,tobeginwith,theScopestrialisnotthegreatfablethe

rather

ctional Inherit the Wind made it out to be. The

instigators of the trial were not bluenosed know-nothings

wantingtopersecutesomepoorteacherforteachingevolution.

They were o cials of the American Civil Liberties Union so

eager for a test case to overturn a new Tennessee law

prohibitingtheteachingofevolutionthattheypromisedtopay

the expenses of the prosecution! The ACLU advertised for a

volunteer and found one John Scopes, football coach and

scienceteacher,willingtotaketherap.Helatersaidhewasnot

surewhetherhe’devereventaughtanyevolution.

SonofScopesisnotquitewhatitseemseither.Thetwistin

themodernsagaistheinjectionofcreationismasthescienti c

alternativetoevolution.So,let’sbeplain.Creationism,which

presentsGenesisasliterallyandhistoricallytrue,isnotscience.

Itisfaithcrudelydisguisedasscience.

Itisnotsciencebecauseitviolatesthecentralscienti ccanon

that a theory must, at least in principle, be disprovable.

Creationismisnot.Anyevidencethatmightbebrought—fossil,

geological, astronomical—to contradict the idea that the

universe is no more than 6,000 years old is simply explained

away as false clues deliberately created by God at the very beginning.

Why? To test our faith? To make fools of modern science?

Thisishardlyevengoodreligion.Godmaybemysterious,but

he is certainly not malicious. And who but a malicious deity

wouldhavepepperedtheuniversewithendlessphonyartifacts

designedtoconfoundhumanreason?

Creationism has no part in the science curriculum of any

serious country. Still, I see no reason why biblical creation

couldnottobetaughtintheschools—notasscience,ofcourse,

but for its mythic grandeur and moral dimensions. If we can

assignthe Iliad andthe Odyssey,wecertainlyoughttobeableto assignGenesis.

Butcanwe?There’stherub.ItisveryriskytoassignGenesis

today. The ACLU might sue. Ever since the Supreme Court

decision of 1963 barring prayer from the public schools, any

attempttoimportnotjustprayerbutbiblicalstudies,religious

tenetsandthelikeintotheschoolsisliabletoendupincourt.

ThatiswhytheKansasschoolboarddecisiononevolutionis

so signi cant. Not because Kansas is the beginning of a

creationistwave—asscience,creationismistoofundamentally

frivolous and evolution too intellectually powerful—but

becausetheKansasdecisionisanimportantculturalindicator.

Itrepresentsthereactionofpeopleoffaithtothefactthatall

legitimate expressions of that faith in their children’s public schoolingareblockedbythenewsecularethos.Inasocietyin whichitisunconstitutionaltoposttheTenCommandmentsin

school,creationismisabackdoortoreligion,broughtinunder

the guise—the absurd yet constitutionally permitted guise—of

science.

Thispedagogicsleightofhand,bytheway,didnotoriginate with religious folk. Secularists have for years been using biologyinstructionasabackdoorforinculcating their values.A sex-edclassontheproperplacementofacondomismorethan instruction in reproductive mechanics. It is a seminar— unacknowledged and tacit but nonetheless powerful—on

permissiblesexualmores.

Religion—invaluable in America’s founding, forming and

owering—deservesaplaceintheschools.Indeed,ithadthat

placeforalmost200years.Ahealthycountrywouldteachits

children evolution—and the Ten Commandments. The reason

thatKansasisgoingtohavepreciselytheopposite—theworst

of both worlds—is not because Kansans are primitives but

becauseareligiouspeoplehastriedtobringthefruitsoffaith,

theteachingsandhighervaluesofreligion,intotheschoolsand

beenstymied.

TheresultisakindofperverseLawofConservationofFaith.

Blockallteachingofreligiousideas?Okay,we’llsneakthemin

throughbiology.

This is nutty. It has kids looking for God in all the wrong

places.Forthepurposesofapluralistsociety,theBibleisnot

about fact. It is about values. If we were a bit more tolerant

about allowing the teaching of biblical values as ethics, we’d

nd far less pressure for the teaching of biblical fables as

science.

Time,November22,1999

GODVS.CAESAR

In 1857, Chief Justice Roger B. Taney handed down the Dred

Scottdecisionupholdingandextendingslavery.Taney’sopinion

was,itisgenerallyagreed,“theworstconstitutionaldecisionof

the19thcentury”(thewordsareRobertBork’s).Yetthereisa

curiousandlittleknownfactaboutJudgeTaney.Morethan30

yearsearlierhehadfreedhisownslaves.Today,therefore,we

wouldsaythatwhilehewas“personally”opposedtoslaveryhe

didnotwantto“impose”hisviewsonothers.

The Taney contradiction—privately opposed to but publicly

tolerant of some widespread social practice—is the preferred

position on abortion of pro-choice Catholic politicians today.

ThisviewdoesnotsitwellwiththeCatholicChurch.Itholds,

quiteplausibly,thattheTaneypositionisasmorallyincoherent

whenappliedtoabortionasitwaswhenappliedtoslavery.

At the center of the debate is New York governor Mario

Cuomo, who personally believes that abortion is sinful but as

governor has supported no abortion restrictions, indeed has

advocatedstatefundingofabortionsforpoorwomen.Forthis,

oneNewYorkbishophassaidthatCuomoisindangeroflosing

his soul and going to hell. Another New York bishop barred

Cuomofromanychurchfunctioninhisdiocese(latermodi ed

as a ban on discussing abortion at any church function).

Cardinal John O’Connor of New York has backed up his two

bishops, continuing the argument he started with Cuomo in

1984aboutwhetheritispossibletohaveitbothways,Taney—

like,onabortion.

Liberalcommentaryhasrushedintothebreachtoarguenot

somuchthemeritsoftheissuebuttheproprietyofthebishops’

getting involved in the rst place. The claim is that these clerical admonitions constitute an assault on the separation of church and state, a denial of religious pluralism, a form of religious tyranny. These prelates,writes Arthur Schlesinger,

“seemtobedoingtheirbesttoverifythefearslongcherished

by…asuccessionofanti-CatholicdemagoguesthattheRoman

CatholicChurchwouldtrytooverruletheAmericandemocratic

process.”

This idea of overruling is outright nonsense. The Catholic

Church is in no way compelling anyone to do anything, let

aloneinterdictingthewillofthemajority.Ifitdoesmanageto

persuade a majority of Americans that abortion is wrong and

oughttobebanned,howisthatdi erentfromanyothergroup

persuading a democratic majority to ban, say, polygamy or

drug-taking?

Asforthe“threats”toCuomo,theyareentirelyself-imposed.

Theforceofthebishops’moralappealderivesexclusivelyfrom

Cuomo’sownfreelyo eredprofessionthat“Iamagovernor,I

am a Democrat, but I am a Catholic rst—my soul is more

important to me than my body.” Unlike President Kennedy,

CuomoismorethananominalCatholic.Hisprofessionoffaith

makeshimsubject,voluntarily,totheteachingsofhischurch.

Forthechurchtowhichhevoluntarilyadherestorepeattohim

its position on abortion, as well as the penalties the church

believes are due those who violate it, is hardly an act of

imposition.ItisanactofreligiousteachingthatCuomohimself

inviteswhenhesays,“I—andmanyotherslikeme—areeager

for enlightenment, eager to learn new and better ways to

manifest respect for the deep reverence for life that is our

religionandourinstinct.”

TheotherliberalcomplaintisthatsincetheCatholicposition onabortionisreligiouslyderived,ifitultimatelybecomeslaw, that constitutes an imposition of religion. This argument is

nonsensetoo.UnderAmericanconceptsofpoliticalpluralism,it

makes no di erence from where a belief comes. Whether it

comes from church teaching, inner conviction or some trash

novel, the legitimacy of any belief rests ultimately on its

content, not on its origin. It is absurd to hold that a pro—

abortion position derived from, say, Paul Ehrlich’s

overpopulation doomsday scenario is legitimate but an anti—

abortion position derived from scripture is a violation of the

FirstAmendment.Theprovenanceofanopinionhasnothingto

dowithitslegitimacyasacontenderforpublicopinion—andas

candidateforbecomingpubliclaw.

Moreover,itisparticularlyhypocriticalforliberalstoprofess

outrage at the involvement of the Catholic Church in this

politicalissue,whenonlyafewdecadesagomuchofthecivil

rights and antiwar movements was run out of the churches.

WhenMartinLutherKingJr.invokedscriptureinsupportofhis

vision of racial equality and when the American Catholic

Bishops invoked Augustine in their pastoral letter opposing

nucleardeterrence,notaliberalinthelandprotestedthatthis

constitutedaviolationoftheseparationofchurchandstate.

To his credit, Cuomo does not join the liberal chorus in

denyingtheprelatesarighttospeakastheywishonabortion.

Not so for many of his backers. When it suits their political

purposestheyapprove,theydemand,thatthechurchstandup

for right. When it does not suit them, Schlesinger comes

forward to warn darkly that such outspokenness risks stirring

upanti-Catholicbigotry.

Onthefaceofit,Iwouldsaythatitalreadyhas.

TheWashingtonPost,March23,1990

BODYWORSHIP

For a long time—from the counterculture of the 1960s until,

well, yesterday—it was pretty easy to tell conservatives from

liberals.Conservativeswerethefolkswhotoldyouhowtolive

yourpersonallife.Liberalsweretheoneswhotoldgovernment

andeverybodyelsetolayoffandleaveyoutoyourownspace.

Conservatives went around promoting virtue and regulating

vice: pornography, drugs, illegitimacy and the like. Liberals

stoodforself-expressionandautonomy.The“righttochoose”is

quintessentiallyliberal,whetheritbeabortionoreuthanasiaor,

astheysaytoday,whatever.

Then came tobacco. Liberals, who had developed a 39-year

reputationforbeingsoftondrugsandcrimeandpolymorphous

perversitiesthatevenFreudcouldnothaveimagined,allofa

sudden became caped crusaders. When it comes to smoking,

theyareblue-noseprohibitionists.

True, the anti-smoking campaign has broad support. But

liberalDemocratshavelaboredmightilytomakeittheircause.

Itbeganwiththefamoushearingschairedbythepre-eminent

Californialiberal,HenryWaxman,atwhichtobaccoexecutives

weremadetolineupandswearthatnicotineisnotaddictive.

Its apotheosis was Al Gore’s 1996 convention speech with its

lachrymoseretellingofhissister’sdeathandhissolemnpledge

“untilIdrawmylastbreath”to“pourmyheartandsoul”into

carrying on the anti-smoking ght. War on tobacco would be

theliberals’cause.

This seems odd. Liberals have always looked down their

nosesatanykindofprohibition,whetheritwasalcoholinthe

’20sorabortiontoday.They’reforchoice,aretheynot?Butas

smokersarechasedoutoftheiro cesandbanishedfrompolite society,whatlittleprosmokingresistancethereiscomesfrom theright:fromlibertarians,fromfree-marketconservativesand

fromtraditionalistslamentingthestate’sforcedextirpationofa

venerableandprivatehabit.

So what happened to liberals? My theory is this: Liberals

havewatched,astonished,asfordecadesconservativesthrived

politically by showing concern for individual behavior. After

years of deriding conservative “moralizing,” liberals now are

playing catchup. Hence, for example, their slavish, often

comical,adoptionofthelanguageof“familyvalues.”

Conservatives have made a political career out of showing

concernforthesoul.Liberalscannotquitebringthemselvesto

support state regulation of the soul. (Indeed, by “family

values,”theymeannotsexualmoralitybutsubsidizedchildcare

and a living wage.) So they have come up with their own

alternative:notcareforthesoulbutcareforthebody.Health

istheirreligion,thebodytheirtemple.

Laissez-faire? No concern about right behavior? Not us, say

theliberals.Wetoobelieveinvirtue.Nosmoking!Andthat’s

justforstarters.Wearegoingtoteachyourkidssafesex,take

Alar o  their apples, feed them yogurt and broccoli for lunch

and,fortheridehome,lashthemtotheirsafetyseatsincars

withmandatoryairbags.

Who says we don’t care? Our motto: A healthy

(multicultural)mindinahealthybody.Callitpaganifyoulike.

Wecallitprudent.

Now, if you have any doubts about the liberals’ newfound

religion,takeinasex-educationclassatyourkids’school.The

hour is not devoted to biblical/Victorian/traditional morality.

Sure,thekidsaretaughtdo’sanddon’ts.It’sjustthatthedon’ts arenotactionsthatdamnyoureternalsoulbutbehaviorsthat doomyourpreciousbody.

The core of the modern sexual code is disease prevention.

Thereasonyourlittleonesaretaughttheproperplacementofa

condom over a banana is to protect them from sexually

transmitteddiseases.WithAIDSasafoil,sex-edisnotaformof

moraleducation.Itisabranchofhygiene.

As are the other liberal virtues. Like the mania for health

foods. It feeds a nutritional fanaticism and fastidiousness that make Islamic and Jewish dietary prohibitions look positively, well,liberal.Inelitesociety,thinnessisnotjustattractivebut

virtuous,asignofself-denialandstrengthofcharacter.Fatness

is not just unaesthetic; it is a moral failing. Temptation no

longercomesintheformofthedevil.Itcomesintheformof

dessert.

Thiscultofthebodyistheperfectsuccessortothecultureof

narcissismoftheMeGeneration.Itsgeniusistotakethestigma

out of self-love and turn it into virtue. Its beauty is to take health and hygiene—perfectly good things, mind you—and makethemareligion.Inapoliticalerademandingmorepublic

displaysofpietyandmorality,liberalscannowenthusiastically

declare:Wegotreligiontoo.

TheWashingtonPost,September26,1997

CHERNENKOANDTHECASEAGAINSTATHEISM

There have been many arguments made against atheism. The

medieval philosophers divined a variety of proofs of God’s

existence.Aquinashad ve.ButtheargumentfromMotionor

the argument from Contingency is not the kind of thing we

modernstalkaboutanymore.Soforthede nitivemoderncase

againstatheism,Isuggestaradicallymodernexperience:Watch

aSovietfuneral.

I do it all the time. As Soviet state funerals have become

regularevents—Chernenko’swasthethirdrevivalin28months

of Death of a Helmsman—I have become a regular viewer.

Theymesmerizeme,inahorriblesortofway.Itisnotjustthe

music, the numbing repetition of Chopin’s funeral march, but

themassive,stone-coldsetting.TheLeninMausoleum,thefocus

oftheceremonies,isamodelofsocialistbrutalistarchitecture.

Cathedrals also remind us of the smallness of man, but

poignantly, by comparing him to God. The Lenin Mausoleum

hasnothingtocomparemantobutitsownsquatvastness.The

comparisonismocking.

Then there are the speeches, a jangle of empty phrases.

Chernenko was eulogized for his “links to the masses,” his

“party principledness,” his achievements in the elds of

“ideology and propaganda.” Was there a man behind—

underneath—allthissocialistrealism?Ifso,notawordabout

him.Theuttere acementofthepersonbythepartyreminded

meofaresponsespokesmanVladimirPosnergaveafewweeks

ago to an American’s question about Chernenko’s health. “In

this country,” he said, annoyed, “the private lives of the

leadership…arenotsubjecttodiscussion.”Itwasasifhehad

beenaskedtocon rmChernenko’ssexualpreferences,nothis existence.

Finally, and to me most chilling, was the open casket

displaying Chernenko’s (and Andropov’s and Brezhnev’s)

powdered bodydrowning in a sea of fresh owers. The open

bier is a mere variation on a communist theme: the

mummi cationofthegreatleader.Inbelievingcultures,where

thereissomesenseofasurvivingsoul,thispatheticattachment

to the body is unnecessary. In fact, it is discouraged. In the

great monotheistic religions, the redeemer—Moses, Jesus,

Mohammed—has no earthly resting place at all. In the great

materialist religions, Soviet and Chinese communism, the

restingplaceoftheredeemer,indeedhisfrozenbody,becomes

ashrine.Theresultistheultimategrotesquerie:afterdeath,a

fantastic assertion of the nal primacy of man, even after he

hasbecomenothingmorethanembalmer’sclay.

ItturnsoutI’mnottheonlyonetohavebeenchilledbythe

barrennessoftheSovietwayofdeath.Shortlyafterhisreturn

from Brezhnev’s funeral, Vice President George Bush talked

aboutwhathadstruckhimthemost.Hementionedtheaustere

pageantry, the goose-stepping soldiers, the music, “the body

beingdrawnthroughRedSquare—not,incidentally,byhorses,

but behind an armored personnel carrier. But what struck me

most…wasthefactthatfromstartto nishtherewasnotone

mentionof—God.”

Whyshouldthatmatter?youask.Afterall,manyofusareas

tepidinourbeliefastheproverbialUnitarianwhobelievesthat

thereis,atmost,oneGod.Whatiswrongwithasocietythat

believes in none? The usual answer follows the lines of an

observation by Arthur Schlesinger (and others) that “the

decliningfaithinthesupernaturalhasbeenaccompaniedbythe rise of the monstrous totalitarian creeds of the 20th century.”

Or as Chesterton put it, “The trouble when people stop

believinginGodisnotthattheythereafterbelieveinnothing;it

is that they thereafter believe in anything.” In this century,

“anything”hasincludedHitler,StalinandMao,authorsofthe

greatgenocidalmadnessesofourtime.

However, as the robotic orderliness of Chernenko’s funeral

demonstrates,theSovietsystemisnowanythingbutmad.The

“monstrous creeds” have changed. Totalitarianism was once a

truly crusading faith: messianic, hopeful, mobilized and

marching. Now itis dead, burnt out. Classical totalitarianism

has been replaced by what philosopher Michael Walzer calls

“failed totalitarianism,” the cold, empty shell of the old

madness: The zeal, the energy, the purpose are gone; only

bureaucracyandcynicismremain.TodaytheSovietsystem,the

greatestofallthefailedtotalitarianisms,nolongerbelievesin

“anything.” It now believes in nothing. A nothing on eerie

displayatWednesday’sfuneral.

Chesterton’s case against atheism is that even if it is (God

forbid) true, it is dangerous. Three hours of watching

ChernenkoplacedintheKremlinwallconvincesmeotherwise.

Thecaseagainstapubliclifebereftofallspiritualityrestsless

onitsdangerthanonitsutterdesolation.

TheWashingtonPost,March15,1985




CHAPTER11

MEMORYANDMONUMENTS


SWEETLANDOFLIBERTY

Uniquely among the capitals of the world, Washington’s

monumental core pays homage to the word. The glory of the

Je erson Memorial is not the Founder’s statue but, carved in

stonearoundhim,hiswordsonreligiousfreedom,inalienable

rights and sacred honor. At the Lincoln Memorial, one cannot

but be moved by the eyes and grave bearing of the martyred

president, but even more moving are the surrounding words:

the sublime cadences of the Second Inaugural and the

Gettysburg Address, both in their entirety. (Lincoln’s gift for concisionhelps.Castro,oftheeight-hourspeeches,couldnotbe somemorialized.)

Othercapitalscelebratethe gloriaandfortuna ofvictory.No

Arch of Triumph here. True, in the last few decades the Mall

hasaddedVietnamandKoreanmemorials.Butthesearehardly

glori cationsofbattle.Theyaremelancholymeditationsupon

wars of sorrow. The very newest addition, the World War II

memorial,isjarringanddeeplyoutofplacepreciselybecause

its massive and pointless wreath-bearing Teutonic columns

representEuropeantriumphalismdis guringtheheartofaMall

heretoforededicatedtothepowerandgloryofideas.

But Washington has a second distinction, more subtle and

evenmoretellingaboutthenatureofAmerica:itsmanypublic

statuesto foreign liberators.I’mnottalkingaboutthestatuesof Churchill and Lafayette, great allies and participants in America’s own epic struggles against tyranny. Everybody

celebrates friends. I’m talking about the liberators who had

nothing to do with us. Walk a couple of blocks from Dupont

Circle at the heart of commercial Washington, and you come

upon a tiny plaza graced by Gandhi, with walking stick. And perhaps 100 yards from him, within shouting distance, stands TomasMasaryk,thegreatCzechpatriotandstatesman.

Masaryk, in formal dress and aristocratic demeanor, has

nothing in common with the robed, slightly bent Gandhi with

whom he shares the street—except that they were both great

liberators—and except that they are honored by Americans

preciselyfortheirdevotiontofreedom.

Farther up the avenue stands Robert Emmet, the Irish

revolutionary,whileoneblocktothewestofMasarykloomsa

massive monument to a Ukrainian poet and patriot, Taras

Shevchenko.AndthengracingtheavenuesneartheMallarethe

Americans: great statues to Central and South American

liberators, not just Juárez and Bolívar but even the more

obscure, such as General José Artigas, father of modern

Uruguay.

Discount if you will (as fashionable anti-Americanism does)

theStatueofLibertyasostentatiousself-advertisingorperhaps

arelicofanearlier,morepureAmerica.Butasyouwalkthe

streetsofWashington,itishardertodiscountAmerica’squiet

homage to foreign liberators—statues built decades apart

withoutself-consciousnessandwithoutanylargerarchitectural

(letalonepolitical)plan.Theyhavebutonethingincommon:

TheyshareAmerica’sdevotiontoliberty.Libertynotjusthere

buteverywhere.Indeed,libertyforitsownsake.

America has long proclaimed this principle, but in the post-9/11era,ithaspursueditwithunusualzealanddetermination.

MuchoftheworldhearsAmericadeclarethespreadoffreedom

thecenterpieceofitsforeignpolicyandinsistsnonethelessthat

America’s costly sacri ces in Iraq and even Afghanistan are

nothing more than classic imperialism in search of dominion, oil, pipelines or whatever suchcommodity most devalues America’s exertions. The overwhelming majority of Americans

refusetobelievethat.Whatevertheirmisgivingsaboutthecost

andwisdomofthesewars,theyknowhowdeepandauthentic

istheAmericandevotiontoliberty.

Many around the world nd such sentiments and the

accompanying declarations hard to credit. Europeans, in

particular, with their long tradition of realpolitik, cannot

conceive of a Great Power actually believing such hopeless

idealism.

Theskepticismismisplaced.ItisnotjustthatbraveAmerican

soldiers die to permit Iraqis and Afghans to vote for the rst

time in their lives. There is evidence closer to home and of

older pedigree. The skeptics might take a stroll through

America’sothergreatcapital.UpNewYork’sSixthAvenuewith

its series of seven sculptures to Latin American leaders,

culminatingatCentralParkwithmagni centstatuesofBolívar,

MartíandSanMartín.ToWashingtonSquarePark,wherethey

will nd the Italian revolutionary Garibaldi, while his more

republican counterpart, Mazzini, resides along West Drive not

very far from Lajos Kossuth, now of Riverside Drive, hero of

theHungarianrevolutionof1848.

This is not for show. It is from the heart, the heart of a

people conceived in liberty and still believing in liberty. How cantheynot?Itiswritteninstoneallaroundthem.

TheWashingtonPost,November25,2005

HOLOCAUSTMUSEUM

IhavelongbeenuneasyabouttheideaofaHolocaustmuseum

in Washington. If there is be to a showcase of the Jewish

experience in the heart of America, why must it be the

Holocaust? Why should Jews, a people with such an epic

tradition,presentthemselvestoAmericasolelyasvictimsofthe

greatestcrimeinhistory?TheJewasvictim:Isthisreallywhat

we want the visitor from Montana, who may not have met a

Jewinhislife,tocarryhomewithhim?

ItwaswiththesereservationsthatIvisitedtheUnitedStates

Holocaust Memorial Museum that was dedicated yesterday in

Washington.Themuseumchangedmymind.

BeginningwithJamesFreed’ssevere,demandingbuilding,it

is a masterpiece. In the East Building of the National Gallery, theabsenceofrightanglesisapleasantgeometricalconceit;in theHolocaustMuseum,theacuteunforgivingangles,thesharp

forced turns, are a powerful pedagogical device. This is the

architecture of forced marches, of mechanized cruelty, of

industrialized death. The building’s texture of raw steel and

brickandgranitegivesthefeelofafactory,butitscalculated

irrationalities—cracked lines, dead ends, blotted windows,

narrowingstaircases—implyamachineryofderangement.

The details of that derangement are the subject of the

permanentexhibit,threeharrowing oorsthattakeyoustepby

stepfromtheriseofHitlerin1933throughthedestructionof

European Jewry 12 years later. Long before you reach the

ovensofMajdanek,theshoesofAuschwitz,youfeelyouhave

hadenough.Butthereisnoescape,untiltheliberationatthe

end of the three oors and the emergence into a Hall of

Remembrance,astark,sky-lithexagon,achamberofre ection afterajourneythroughabsoluteevil.

I know more about the Holocaust than I want to. Here I

learned even more. I had, for example, made errors of scale.

ThecattlecarspackedwithJewsheadedfordeath—youwalk

through one that tookthe doomed to Treblinka—were much

smallerthanIhadimagined;thegaschambersofAuschwitz—a

huge diorama depicts the actual machinery of scienti c mass

murder—were much larger. These were not rooms of death.

Thesewereauditoriaofdeath.Theytookhundreds,thousands

atatimeforasphyxiation.Ihadimagineddozens.

Yetoneofthetriumphsofthemuseumisthatitrisesabove

numbers. It contains, for example, a three-story tower of

photographstakenoverahalfcenturybytheJewishinhabitants

ofthevillageofEjszyszki.Picturesofordinary, ourishinglife:

a jaunty skater, a naughty smoker, bathers, lovers, mothers,

cantors.ThesearethefacesoftheJewsofEjszyszki,3,500in

1939.

A brief notation nearly buried in the wall text informs the

visitorwhathehadfeareduponenteringthisgalleryofvibrant

life. That in two days, Sept. 25 and 26, 1941, the Nazis and

their Lithuanian collaborators herded and shot the Jews of

Ejszyszki,leavingitforeverJudenrein.

We return to the perennial problem of Holocaust

remembrance: presenting Jews as victims. Does the Holocaust

Museumsolveit?No.Butwiththesuccess(ifoneispermitted

to use such a word in such a context) of the museum—its

fidelity,itssubtlety,itspower—theproblemlosesitsurgency.

Yes,dwellingontheHolocausthasitsprice.Butamuseumso

miraculouslyexecutedisworththeprice.Yes,theHolocaustis

butonepartoftheJewishexperience.Butitisamonumental part,andperishable.Asthisgenerationpasses,thememoryof theHolocaustwillfade.Thismuseum—immovable,irrefutable

—willdomuchtoguardthememory.

Anditwilldosonotjustbywhatitsaysandhowwellitsays

itbutwhereitsaysit.TheHallofRemembrancehasateachof

itssixcornersanarrowverticalwindow.Throughoneyoucan

see the Washington Monument, through another the Je erson

Memorial. The juxtaposition is not just redemptive. It is

reassuring.Theangelsofdemocracystandwatchonthistemple

ofevil.Itisasifonlyintheheartoftheworld’smosttolerant

and most powerful democracy cansuch terrible testimony be

safely contained. Only here will it remain secure and

unmolestedfortheinstructionoffuturegenerations.

HitlerboastedthathisReichwouldlast1,000years.Onehas

thefeelingthatinthisbuildingitwill.Onehasthefeelingthat

herethe lm(takenbytheNazisthemselves)ofthemachine—

gunningoftheinnocentsofoneJewishtownwillrunnightand

day until the end of time. Here, in such a building, in such a

place,infamywillachievetheimmortalitytowhichitaspired.

Yes,thereareHolocaustmemorialsinPolandandelsewhere.

But these are not to be trusted. Who knows what Europe,

birthplace of the Nazi plague, will one day say of or do with

these monuments. There were anti-Jewish pogroms in Poland

rightafterWorldWarII,asifHitler’sjobneededfinishing.

Yes,thereisamemorialinIsrael.OnemightsaythatIsrael

itselfisamemorialtotheHolocaust.Buttherewillbethosein

generationstocomewhowillnottrustthetestimonyofJews.

With this building, America bears witness. The liberators

havereturnedto nishthejob.Firstrescue,thenremembrance.

Blessthem.

TheWashingtonPost,April23,1993

SACRILEGEATGROUNDZERO

A place is made sacred by a widespread belief that it was

visited by the miraculous or the transcendent (Lourdes, the

Temple Mount), by the presence there once of great nobility

andsacri ce(Gettysburg),orbythebloodofmartyrsandthe

indescribablesufferingoftheinnocent(Auschwitz).

WhenwespeakofGroundZeroashallowedground,whatwe

meanisthatitbelongstothosewhosu eredanddiedthere—

andthatsuchownershipobligesus,theliving,topreservethe

dignity and memory of the place, never allowing it to be

forgotten,trivializedormisappropriated.

That’s why Disney’s 1993 proposal to build an American

historythemeparknearManassasBattle eldwasdefeatedbya

broadcoalitionthatfearedvulgarizationoftheCivilWar(and

thatwaswiserthanme;atthetimeIobtuselysawlittleharm

in the venture). It’s why the commercial viewing tower built

rightontheborderofGettysburgwastakendownbythePark

Service. It’s why, while no one objects to Japanese cultural

centers, the idea of putting one up at Pearl Harbor would be

offensive.

And why Pope John Paul II ordered the Carmelite nuns to

leavetheconventtheyhadestablishedatAuschwitz.Hewasin

nowaydevaluingtheirheartfeltmissiontoprayforthesoulsof

thedead.Hewasteachingthemalessoninrespect:Thisisnot

your place; it belongs to others. However pure your voice,

bettertoletsilencereign.

Even New York mayor Michael Bloomberg, who denounced

opponentsoftheproposed15-storymosqueandIslamiccenter

nearGroundZeroastramplersonreligiousfreedom,askedthe

mosque organizers “to show some special sensitivity to the situation.” Yet, as columnist Rich Lowry pointedly noted, the government has no business telling churches how to conduct

theirbusiness,shapetheirmessageorshow“specialsensitivity”

to anyone about anything.Bloomberg was thereby

inadvertently conceding the claim of those he excoriates for

opposingthemosque,namelythatGroundZeroisindeedunlike

anyotherplaceandthereforeuniquecriteriagovernwhatcan

bedonethere.

Bloomberg’s implication is clear: If the proposed mosque

were controlled by “insensitive” Islamist radicals either

excusing or celebrating 9/11, he would not support its

construction.

But then, why not? By the mayor’s own expansive view of

religiousfreedom,bywhatrightdowedictatethemessageof

any mosque? Moreover, as a practical matter, there’s no

guarantee that this couldn’t happen in the future. Religious

institutionsinthiscountryareautonomous.Whoistosaythat

the mosque won’t one day hire an Anwar al-Awlaki—spiritual

mentor to the Fort Hood shooter and the Christmas Day

bomber,andonetimeimamattheVirginiamosqueattendedby

twoofthe9/11terrorists?

Anal-AwlakipreachinginVirginiaisasecurityproblem.An

al-AwlakipreachingatGroundZeroisasacrilege.Orwouldthe

mayor then step in—violating the same First Amendment he

grandiosely pretends to protect from mosque opponents—and

exerciseavetooverthemosque’sclergy?

Locationmatters.Especiallythislocation.GroundZeroisthe

site of the greatest mass murder in American history—

perpetrated by Muslims of a particular Islamist orthodoxy in

whosecausetheydiedandinwhosenametheykilled.

OfcoursethatstrainrepresentsonlyaminorityofMuslims.

Islam is no more intrinsically Islamist than present-day

Germany is Nazi—yet despite contemporary Germany’s

innocence, no German of goodwill would even think of

proposingaGermanculturalcenterat,say,Treblinka.

Which makes you wonder about the goodwill behind Imam

FeisalAbdulRauf’sproposal.ThisisamanwhohascalledU.S.

policy“anaccessorytothecrime”of9/11and,whenrecently

askedwhetherHamasisaterroristorganization,replied,“I’m

not a politician.… The issue of terrorism is a very complex

question.”

Americaisafreecountrywhereyoucanbuildwhateveryou

want—butnotanywhere.That’swhywehavezoninglaws.No

liquor store near a school, no strip malls where they o end

local sensibilities and, if your house doesn’t meet community

architecturalcodes,youcannotbuildatall.

Theserestrictionsareforreasonsofaesthetics.Othersarefor

moreprofoundreasonsofcommondecencyandrespectforthe

sacred. No commercial tower over Gettysburg, no convent at

Auschwitz—andnomosqueatGroundZero.

Builditanywherebutthere.

ThegovernorofNewYorko eredtohelp ndlandtobuild

the mosque elsewhere. A mosque really seeking to build

bridges,Rauf’sostensiblehopeforthestructure,wouldaccept

theoffer.

TheWashingtonPost,August13,2010

FDR:THEDIGNITYOFDENIAL

Even as President Clinton o cially opened the Franklin

Roosevelt memorial last Friday in Washington, the great

controversyraged:ThememorialcontainsnostatueofFDRina

wheelchair.Shouldit?

Theargumentsproandconarebynowwellknown.Oneside

pointsoutthatwhenamanhasover35,000photographstaken

ofhimandexactlytwoshowhiminawheelchair,wecanfairly

concludethathewasintentuponconcealinghisdisability.How

odd,then,tohonoramanbyportrayinghimpreciselyopposite

tothewayhewantedtobeseen.

The other side argues that Roosevelt was merely re ecting

theprejudicesofhistime.Heneededtohidehisdisabilityto

achieve high o ce. Had he lived today, he would wear his

wheelsproudly.

However,thewholedebateseemstomissthepoint.Thevery

questionofwhatRooseveltwouldhavewantedmakesnosense.

ItdependsonwhichRoosevelt.IftherealRoosevelt,president

oftheUnitedStates,1933–45,theanswerisobvious:Hewould

not—hedidnot—wanthis“splendiddeception”undone.

And if by Roosevelt we mean Roosevelt today, i.e., a

Roosevelt who had absorbed all the self-revelatory cultural

conventions of our time, well then, of course he would bare

everything. He would go on Oprah, indeed not just in a

wheelchairbuthandinhandwithLucyMercer.

The point is not what some imaginary FDR would want, a

question both indeterminate and unanswerable. The point is:

Whichofthesecompetingideals—therestraintandreticenceof

thehistoricalFDRvs.theself-revelationanddisplayoftoday’s

politicians that we would impute to a contemporary FDR—do wewanttohonorinagreatnationalmonument?

Ivoteforreticence.Thecurrentstatue—FDRinhiswooden

kitchenchairwithcasters,agreatcapehidingthetinywheels

from all but the most observant visitor—captures perfectly

Roosevelt’s cloaking of his disability. At a time when our

politicians are “stricken with selfpity and given to sniveling”

(toquoteMaryMcGrory),whatabalmisRoosevelt’sattitude

ofdefiantanddignifieddenial.

ThisisanageinwhichboththespeakeroftheHouseandthe

president of the United States cannot resist, in dramatic

televised addresses, making pointed reference to their latest

bereavement. This is an age in which the vice president, in

consecutive convention speeches, makes lachrymose use, rst,

ofason’saccident,thenofasister’sdeath.(Notedonemordant

wit: At this rate, his wife had better not walk near any

plateglasswindows.)Insuchanage,wecanusetheexampleof

amanwhothroughfourpresidentialtermsdealtwiththeagony

ofanationwhilekeepinghisownagoniestohimself.

Inanageinwhicheverycelebrity ndsitnecessarytobare

his soul and open her closet, we need a monument to a man

whowouldhavedisdainedsuchdisplays.Why,evenpoorBob

Dole found himself going up and down America for months

talking about how reluctant he was to talk about the war

injurieshecouldnotstoptalkingabout.

Suchisthestyleofthe’90s.Fine.Butwhodaresarguethatit

canmatchRoosevelt’sfornobility?Itisnotjustthatwehave

norighttoimposeoursensibilityonRoosevelt.Weshouldbe

ashamedto.

Leave Roosevelt out of a wheelchair. But not by saying,

condescendingly:Well,helivedinabenightedtime;let’smake aconcessiontotheattitudeshehadtoaccommodate.Afterall, Roosevelt’s deception did not re ect the attitudes just of his

constituents.Itre ectedhisownattitudetohisdisability.Itis

notjustthatheneverdiscussedhisparalysiswiththevoters.He

neverdiscusseditwithhismother.

ThecriticssaythattofailtoportrayFDRinawheelchairis

to give in to his false—i.e., nonmodern—consciousness about

disability.Onthecontrary.Itistocelebratehisethosofbold

denial.

Denialisnotingreatfavortoday.Itisconsideredunhealthy,

an almost cowardly psychic constriction. The mantra today is

thatallmustbedealtwith,talkedout,copedwith,openedup,

facedsquarely.

Thismayworkforsome.Butithasbecomesomethingofa

religion. And if its priests are so correct about the joys of

catharsisandtheperilsofdenial,howdotheyexplainhowthe

championdenierofourcentury,FranklinRoosevelt,livedsuch

asplendidlife?

Roosevelt’s denial of his disability was more than just a

denialofcrushingadversity,morethanajaunty,smiling,damn—

the-torpedoesrefusaltodwellupon—indeed,fullyacknowledge

—hisphysicalreality.Itwasadenialofself,astrangenotion

for us living in this confessional age when self—self—

exploration,

self-expression,

self-love—is

paramount.

Roosevelt’s life had a grand outer directedness. He was not

searching for the inner Franklin. He was reaching for a new

America.ItwastheouterFranklinhecultivated,anditisthat

Franklin, the one who saved his country, that we honor and

remember.

Atatimelikeours,wheneveryculturalcueisanincitement toself-revelation,wecanuseasolitarymonumenttoreticence.

LeaveFDRasheis.

Time,May12,1997

MARTINLUTHERKINGINWORDANDSTONE

It is one of the enduring mysteries of American history—so

near-providentialastogivethemosthardenedatheistpause—

thatitshouldhaveproduced,ateveryhingepoint,greatmen

who matched the moment. A roiling, revolutionary 18th-century British colony gives birth to the greatest cohort of

political thinkers ever: Je erson, Adams, Madison, Hamilton,

Washington,Franklin,Jay.Thecrisisofthe19thcenturybrings

forthLincoln;the20th,FDR.

EquallymiraculousisMartinLutherKingJr.BlackAmerica’s

righteous revolt against a century of post-emancipation

oppression could have gone in many bitter and destructive

directions.Itdidnot.Thiswaslargelytheworkofoneman’s

leadership, moral imagination and strategic genius. He turned

his own deeply Christian belief that “unearned su ering is

redemptive” into a creed of nonviolence that he carved into

America’spoliticalconsciousness.Theresultwasnotjustracial

liberationbutnationalredemption.

Such an achievement, such a life, deserves a monument

alongsidetheothermiraclesofourhistory—Lincoln,Je erson

and FDR—which is precisely where stands the new Martin

LutherKingJr.Memorial.ItopenedMondayontheTidalBasin,

adjacent to Roosevelt’s seven acres, directly across from

Je erson’stemple,andbisectingtheinvisiblecartographicline

connectingthememorialsforJe ersonandLincoln,authorsof

America’s rsttwobirthsoffreedom,whosepromisesawaited

fulfillmentbyKing.

ThenewKingmemorialhasits aws,mostnotablyitsmuch—

debatedcentralelement,themassive30-footstonecarvingofa

standing,armscrossed,somewhatsternKing.Thecriticismhas centeredonorigins:ThestatuewasmadeinChinabyaChinese artist. The problem, however, is not ethnicity but sensibility.

Lei Yixin, who receives a lifetime government stipend, has

created 150 public monuments in the People’s Republic,

including several of Chairman Mao.It shows. His at, rigid,

socialist realist King does not do justice to the supremely

nuanced,creative,humanesoulofitssubject.

Theartisticde ciencies,however,aretrumpedbyplacement.

You enter the memorial through a narrow passageway,

emerging onto a breathtaking opening to the Tidal Basin, a

tranquil, tree-lined oasis with Je erson at the far shore. Here stands King gazing across to the Promised Land—promised by thatverysameJe erson—butwhoseshoresKinghimselfwas

nevertoreach.YouarestandingatAmerica’sMountNebo.You

cannotbutbedeeplymoved.

Behind the prophet, guarding him, is an arc of short

quotations chiseled in granite. This is in keeping with that

gloriousfeatureofWashington’smonumentalcore—thehomage

to words (rather than images of conquest and glory, as in so

manyothercapitals),asbefitsanationfoundedonanidea.

The choice of King quotations is not without problems,

however. There are 14 quotes, but in no discernible order,

chronologicalorthematic.Nonearetakenfromthe“IHavea

Dream” speech for understandable reasons of pedagogical

redundancy. Nevertheless, some of the quotes are simply

undistinguished, capturing none of the cadence and poetry of

King’sconsiderablecanon.

More troubling, however, is the philosophical narrowness.

The citations dwell almost exclusively on the universalist

elementofKing’sthought—exhortations,forexample,that“our loyaltiesmusttranscendourrace,ourtribe,ourclassandour nation;andthismeanswemustdevelopaworldperspective,”

and “every nation must now develop an overriding loyalty to

mankind as a whole in order to preserve the best in their

individualsocieties.”

Transcendingallformsofsectarianismtoachieveacommon

humanity was, of course, a major element of King’s thought.

But it was not the only one. Missing is any sense of King’s

Americanness.Indeed,theword America appearsonlyonce,and

only in the context of stating his opposition to the Vietnam

War.YetasKinghimselfinsisted,hisdreamwas“deeplyrooted

in the American dream.” He consciously rooted civil rights in

the American story, not just for tacticalreasons of enlisting

whitesinthestrugglebutbecausehedeeplybelievedthathis

movement, while ercely adversarial, was quintessentially

American,indeedaprofoundvindicationoftheAmericancreed.

And yet, however much one wishes for a more balanced

representation of King’s own creed, there is no denying the

powerofthismemorial.Youmustexperienceit.Intheheartof

the nation’s capital, King now literally takes his place in the Americanpantheon,theonlynon-presidenttobesohonored.As of Aug. 22, 2011, there is no room for anyone more on the

shoresoftheTidalBasin.Thisisasitshouldbe.

TheWashingtonPost,August25,2011

COLLECTIVEGUILT,COLLECTIVERESPONSIBILITY

No matter where you stand in the debate over the German

cemetery at Bitburg—should President Reagan visit or should

henot—everyonefromChancellorHelmutKohltoElieWiesel

seems to agree that there is, or ought to be, no such thing as

collective responsibility. As Wiesel said in his White House

address, “I do not believe in collective guilt nor in collective responsibility.Onlythekillersareguilty.”

Can that be true? To start with, it is not the view of the

common law. If you rob a bank and shoot the teller, you are

not the only person guilty of murder. So is your unarmed

accomplice.Andthedriverofthegetawaycar.Inshort,anyone

whoknowinglyjoinedthecriminalenterprise.Thelawspreads

widethenetofguiltinordertoexpressamoraltruth:When

youjoinakillingenterpriseyourprivatemoralscruplesdonot

limityourguilt.Youmaynotbeakiller,butifyousignupwith

killers,youarepartytothedeed.

Infact,Wiesel’sownargumentagainsttheBitburgvisitrests

(correctly)ontheideaofcollectiveguilt.Wieselimploredthe

presidentnottogobecauseof“thepresenceofSSgraves.”He

did not inquire into the individual deeds of these SS men. He

didnotneedto.TobeamemberoftheSSisenough.Didanyof

these men pull the trigger at Malmedy, where the Wa en SS

murdered 71 American POWs? Or at Oradour, where they

murdered642Frenchmen?Orwasittheircomrades?Ithardly

matters.Thesecrimeswouldsimplycompoundtheguilt;tobea

member of the SS is guilt enough. When you join the most

monstrousofkillingorganizations,whenyoucarryitsseal,you

becomeresponsibleforitscrimes.

The collective guilt of the German Army is of a di erent order. The SS was designed to kill, the Wehrmacht to defend the killers andconquerattheircommand.Thisdoesnotmake

theordinaryGermansoldieramassmurderer.Butthatsaid,he

does not become the moral equivalent of, say, an American

soldier.Betweenmassmurderandordinarysoldierhoodliesa

vast moral no-man’s-land, and in that no-man’s-land lies

Bitburg. Soldiers who die defending a regime of

incomprehensiblecriminalityarenotcriminals,buttheybear—

let us be charitable—a taint. (Which is why even without the

SS,Bitburg’sdeadarefardownanylistofthosedeservingtobe

graced by the presence of an American president.) A soldier

cannottotallydivorcehimselffromhiscause.

When Lord Mountbatten died, he left instructions that the

Japanesenotbeinvitedtohisfuneral.Hecouldnotforgivethe

way they had treated his men as prisoners in Southeast Asia

during the war. Now, certainly only those Japanese who

torturedhismenweretorturers.Butjustascertainly,thenation

that produced these torturers and produced the war in which

the tortures took place bears some taint. Not enough, by any

means, to warrant a trial. But enough, certainly, to warrant

exclusionfromafuneral.

We apply the same logic of collective guilt (and measured

response) to white South Africans. Why, after all, are they

bannedfromcivilizedinternationallife(suchassports),ifnot

forthefeelingthatbyacquiescingtoapartheid,theybearsome

guilt—forwhichostracismisnottoodisproportionateapenalty.

But what about those with no conceivable connection to a

historical crime? Two-thirds of Germans today, Helmut Kohl

likestoremindus,aretooyoungtorememberthewar.Surely

theydonotbearcollectiveresponsibilityforGermany’spast.

Surelytheydo.Theybear,ofcourse,noguilt.Buttheybear

responsibility.Thedistinctionisimportant.

Ask yourself: None of us was around when treaties were

madeandbrokenwiththeIndiansahundredyearsago;webear

no guilt; are we absolved of responsibility to make redress

todayforthesinsofourfathers?

Iwasn’tbornwhenJapanese-Americanswereinternedduring

World War II. If Congress decides to apologize or to

compensate the victims with my tax dollars (Sen. Spark

Matsunaga introduced the resolution yesterday), will I have

sufferedaninjustice?

I think not. The point is this. There is such a thing as a

corporateidentity.MyAmericanidentityentitlesmetocertain

corporate privileges: life, liberty, happiness pursued, columns uncensored. These bene ts I receive wholly undeserved. They areminebyaccidentofbirth.SoareAmerica’sdebts.Icannot

claimoneanddisdaintheother.

During the centuries of slavery in America, my ancestors

were being chased by unfriendly authorities across Eastern

Europe.Ifeel,andbear,noguiltfortheplightofblacks.But

America’s life is longer than mine. America has sins, and

obligationsthat owfromthosesins.TobeAmericantodayis

toshareinthoseobligations.

OraremychildrengoingtodefaultonTreasurybondsissued

todayonthegroundsthattheywerenotyetbornwhenthese

collectiveobligationswereincurred?

It is good politics around V-E Day to deny the notion of

collective responsibility. Only, it is nonsense. Collective

responsibility is an elementary principle of national life. It is notjustthatwithoutthatprincipletherewouldbenonational apologies such as that proposed by Matsunaga or war reparationssuchasthosegivenbydemocraticGermanytoNazi

Germany’svictims.Therewouldbenobondmarket.

TheWashingtonPost,May3,1985






CHAPTER12

THEJEWISHQUESTION,AGAIN


THOSETROUBLESOMEJEWS

The world is outraged at Israel’s blockade of Gaza. Turkey

denounces its illegality, inhumanity, barbarity, etc. The usual UN suspects, Third World and European, join in. The Obama administrationdithers.

ButasLeslieGelb,formerpresidentoftheCouncilonForeign

Relations,writes,theblockadeisnotjustperfectlyrational,itis

perfectlylegal.GazaunderHamasisaself-declaredenemyof

Israel—a declaration backed up by more than 4,000 rockets

red at Israeli civilian territory. Yet having pledged itself to unceasing belligerency, Hamas claims victimhood when Israel imposesablockadetopreventHamasfromarmingitselfwith

stillmorerockets.

In World War II, with full international legality, the United

StatesblockadedGermanyandJapan.AndduringtheOctober

1962missilecrisis,weblockaded(“quarantined”)Cuba.Arms—

bearingRussianshipsheadedtoCubaturnedbackbecausethe

Soviets knew that the U.S. Navy would either board them or

sinkthem.YetIsraelisaccusedofinternationalcriminalityfor

doing precisely what John Kennedy did: impose a naval

blockade to prevent a hostile state from acquiring lethal

weaponry.

Oh, but weren’t the Gaza-bound ships on a mission of

humanitarian relief? No. Otherwise they would have accepted

Israel’s o erto bring their supplies to an Israeli port, be

inspected for military matériel and have the rest trucked by

IsraelintoGaza—aseveryweek10,000tonsoffood,medicine

andotherhumanitariansuppliesaresentbyIsraeltoGaza.

Why was the o er refused? Because, as organizer Greta

Berlinadmitted,the otillawasnotabouthumanitarianrelief butaboutbreakingtheblockade,i.e.,endingIsrael’sinspection regime, which would mean unlimited shipping into Gaza and

thustheunlimitedarmingofHamas.

IsraelhasalreadytwiceinterceptedshipsladenwithIranian

arms destined for Hezbollah and Gaza. What country would

allowthat?

Butevenmoreimportant,whydidIsraelevenhavetoresort

toblockade?BecauseblockadeisIsrael’sfallbackastheworld

systematically de-legitimizes its traditional ways of defending itself—forwardandactivedefense.

(1) Forward defense: As a small, densely populated country surrounded by hostile states, Israel had, for its rst halfcentury, adopted forward defense— ghting wars on enemy territory(suchastheSinaiandGolanHeights)ratherthanits

own.

Where possible (Sinai, for example), Israel has traded

territoryforpeace.Butwherepeaceo erswererefused,Israel

retained the territory as a protective bu er zone. Thus Israel

retained a small strip of southern Lebanon to protect the

villages of northern Israel. And it took many losses in Gaza,

rather than expose Israeli border towns to Palestinian terror

attacks.ItisforthesamereasonAmericawagesagrindingwar

inAfghanistan:You ghtthemthere,soyoudon’thaveto ght

themhere.

Butunderoverwhelmingoutsidepressure,Israelgaveitup.

TheIsraelisweretoldtheoccupationswerenotjustillegalbut

at the root of the anti-Israel insurgencies—and therefore

withdrawal,byremovingthecause,wouldbringpeace.

Land for peace. Remember? Well, during the past decade,

Israel gave the land—evacuating South Lebanon in 2000 and Gaza in 2005. What did it get? An intensi cation of belligerency, heavy militarizationof the enemy side, multiple

kidnappings, cross-border attacks and, from Gaza, years of

unrelentingrocketattack.

(2) Activedefense: Israelthenhadtoswitchtoactivedefense

—military action to disrupt, dismantle and defeat (to borrow

President Obama’s description of our campaign against the

Taliban and al-Qaeda) the newly armed terrorist mini-states

establishedinsouthernLebanonandGazaafterIsraelwithdrew.

Theresult?TheLebanonwarof2006andGazaoperationof

2008–09. They were met with yet another avalanche of

opprobriumandcalumnybythesameinternationalcommunity

thathaddemandedtheland-for-peaceIsraeliwithdrawalsinthe

rstplace.Worse,theUNGoldstonereport,whichessentially

criminalized Israel’s defensive operation in Gaza while

whitewashing the casus bel i—the preceding and unprovoked Hamasrocketwar—e ectivelyde-legitimizedanyactiveIsraeli defenseagainstitsself-declaredterrorenemies.

(3) Passivedefense: Withoutforwardoractivedefense,Israel isleftwithbutthemostpassiveandbenignofalldefenses—a blockade to simply prevent enemy rearmament. Yet, as we

speak,thistooisheadedforinternationalde-legitimation.Even

theUnitedStatesisnowmovingtowardhavingitabolished.

But,ifnoneoftheseispermissible,what’sleft?

Ah, but that’s the point. It’s the point understood by the

blockade-busting

otilla of useful idiots and terror

sympathizers,bytheTurkishfrontorganizationthatfundedit,

by the automatic anti-Israel Third World chorus at the United

Nations,andbythesupineEuropeanswho’vehadquiteenough

oftheJewishproblem.

What’s left? Nothing. The whole point of this relentless

international campaign is to deprive Israel of any legitimate form of self-defense. Why, just last week, the Obama administrationjoinedthejackals,andreversedfourdecadesof

U.S. practice, by signing on to a consensus document that

singles out Israel’s possession of nuclear weapons—thus de—

legitimizingIsrael’sverylastlineofdefense:deterrence.

TheworldistiredofthesetroublesomeJews,6millionhard

by the Mediterranean, refusing every invitation to national

suicide.Forwhichtheyarerelentlesslydemonized,ghettoized

andconstrainedfromdefendingthemselves,evenasthemore

committedanti-Zionists—Iranianinparticular—openlyprepare

amorefinalsolution.

TheWashingtonPost,June4,2010

LANDWITHOUTPEACE

While diplomatically inconvenient for the Western powers,

PalestinianAuthoritypresidentMahmoudAbbas’attempttoget

theUnitedNationstounilaterallydeclareaPalestinianstatehas

elicited widespread sympathy. After all, what choice did he

have?Accordingtotheacceptednarrative,MiddleEastpeaceis

madeimpossiblebyahard-lineLikud-ledIsraelthatrefusesto

acceptaPalestinianstateandcontinuestobuildsettlements.

It is remarkable how this gross inversion of the truth has

become conventional wisdom. In fact, Benjamin Netanyahu

brought his Likud-led coalition to open recognition of a

Palestinian state, thereby creating Israel’s rst national

consensus for a two-state solution. He is also the only prime

minister to agree to a settlement freeze—10 months—

somethingnoLabororKadimagovernmenthaseverdone.

To which Abbas responded by boycotting the talks for nine

months, showing up in the 10th, then walking out when the

freezeexpired.Lastweekhereiteratedthathewillcontinueto

boycottpeacetalksunlessIsraelgivesup—inadvance—claimto

anyterritorybeyondthe1967lines.Meaning,forexample,that

theJewishQuarterinJerusalemisPalestinianterritory.Thisis

notjustabsurd.Itviolateseverypriorpeaceagreement.They

all stipulate that such demands are to be the subject of negotiations,nottheirprecondition.

Abbasunwaveringlyinsistsontheso-called“rightofreturn,”

which would demographically destroy Israel by swamping it

withmillionsofArabs,therebyturningtheworld’sonlyJewish

state into the world’s 23rd Arab state. And he has repeatedly

declared,asrecentlyaslastweekinNewYork:“Weshallnot

recognizeaJewishstate.”

Noristhisnew.Itisperfectlyconsistentwiththelonghistory

ofPalestinianrejectionism.Consider:

• Camp David, 2000. At a U.S.-sponsored summit, Prime

MinisterEhudBarako ersYasserArafataPalestinianstate

on the West Bank and Gaza—and, astonishingly, the

previously inconceivable division of Jerusalem. Arafat

refuses.Andmakesnocountero er,therebydemonstrating

his unseriousness about making any deal. Instead, within two months, he launches a savage terror war that kills a thousandIsraelis.

•Taba,2001.Anevensweeterdeal—theClintonParameters

—isoffered.Arafatwalksawayagain.

• Israel, 2008. Prime Minister Ehud Olmert makes the

ultimatecapitulationtoPalestiniandemands—100%ofthe

West Bank (with land swaps), Palestinian statehood, the

divisionofJerusalemwiththeMuslimpartsbecomingthe

capital of the new Palestine. And incredibly, he o ers to

turnoverthecity’sholyplaces,includingtheWesternWall

—Judaism’smostsacredsite,itsKaaba—toaninternational

bodyonwhichsitJordanandSaudiArabia.

DidAbbasaccept?Ofcoursenot.Ifhehad,theconflictwould

beoverandPalestinewouldalreadybeamemberoftheUnited

Nations.

Thisisnotancienthistory.Allthreepeacetalksoccurredover

the past decade. And every one completely contradicts the

current mindless narrative of Israeli “intransigence” as the

obstacletopeace.

Settlements? Every settlement remaining within the new Palestine would be destroyed and emptied, precisely as happenedinGaza.

SowhydidthePalestinianssayno?Becausesayingyeswould

have required them to sign a nal peace agreement that

accepted a Jewish state on what they consider the Muslim

patrimony.

The key word here is final. The Palestinians are quite

prepared to sign interim agreements, like Oslo. Framework

agreements,likeAnnapolis.Cease-res,likethe1949armistice.

Anythingbuta naldeal.Anythingbuta nalpeace.Anything

but a treaty that ends the con ict once and for all—while

leavingaJewishstatestillstanding.

Afterall,whydidAbbasgototheUnitedNationslastweek?

For nearly half a century, the United States has pursued a

MiddleEastsettlementonthebasisoftheformulaoflandfor

peace.LandforpeaceproducedtheIsrael-Egyptpeaceof1979

and the Israel-Jordanpeace of 1994. Israel has o ered the

Palestinianslandforpeacethreetimessince.Andbeenrefused

everytime.

Why?ForexactlythesamereasonAbbaswenttotheUnited

Nations last week: to get land without peace.Sovereigntywith noreciprocalrecognitionofaJewishstate.Statehoodwithout negotiations. An independent Palestine in a continued state of

warwithIsrael.

IsraelgaveuplandwithoutpeaceinSouthLebanonin2000

and, in return, received war—the Lebanon war of 2006—and

50,000 Hezbollah missiles now targeted on the Israeli

homeland.In2005,IsraelgaveuplandwithoutpeaceinGaza,

andagainwasrewardedwithwar—andconstantrocketattack

fromanopenlygenocidalPalestinianmini-state.

Israel is prepared to give up land, but never again without

peace. A nal peace. Which is exactly what every Palestinian

leaderfromHajAminal-HusseinitoYasserArafattoMahmoud

Abbashasrefusedtoaccept.Whichiswhy,regardlessofwhois

governing Israel, there has never been peace. Territorial

disputesaresolvable;existentialconflictsarenot.

Land for peace, yes. Land without peace is nothing but an

invitationtonationalsuicide.

TheWashingtonPost,September29,2011

BORATTHEFEARFUL

Borat is many things: a sidesplitting triumph of slapstick and scatology, a runaway moneymaker and budding franchise, the worst thing to happen to Kazakhstan since the Mongol hordes

and,ascolumnistDavidBrooksastutelypointsout,asupreme

display of elite snobbery reveling in the humiliation of the

hoaxedhillbilly.

But it is one thing more, something Brooks alluded to in

passing but that requires at least one elaboration: an

unintentionally revealing demonstration of the unfortunate

attitudemanyliberalJewshavetowardworking-classAmerican

Christians,especiallyevangelicals.

You know the shtick. Borat goes around America making

antisemitic remarks in order to elicit a nodding antisemitic

response.Andwithenoughliquorandcajoling,hesucceeds.In

the most notorious such scene (on Da Ali G Show, where the character was born), Borat sings “Throw the Jew Down the Well”inanArizonabarasthelocalrubesjoinin.

SachaBaronCohen,thecreatorof Borat,revealedhispurpose

for doing that in a rare out-of-character interview he granted

Rol ingStone inparttocounterchargesthathewaspromoting

antisemitism.Onthefaceofit,thiswouldbeodd,giventhat

CohenishimselfaSabbath-observingJew.Hisdefenseisthat

he is using Borat’s antisemitism as a “tool” to expose it in

others. And that his Arizona bar stunt revealed, if not

antisemitism,then“indi erence”toantisemitism.Andthat,he

maintains,wasthepathtotheHolocaust.

Whoaaaa. Does he really believe such rubbish? Can a man

that smart (Cambridge, investment banker and now brilliant

lmmaker)reallybelievethatindi erencetoantisemitismand the road to the Holocaust are to be found in a country-and-westernbarinTucson?

Ofalltheginjointsinallthetownsinalltheworld.

WithantisemitismreemerginginEuropeandrampantinthe

Islamic world; with Iran acquiring the ultimate weapon of

genocideandproclaimingitsintentiontowipeouttheworld’s

largest Jewish community (Israel); with America and, in

particular,itsChristianevangelicalstheonlyremainingGentile

constituency anywhere willing to defend that besieged Jewish

outpost—is the American heartland really the locus of

antisemitism?Isthistheoneplacetogotofindit?

InVenezuela,HugoChávezsaysthatthe“descendantsofthe

same ones that cruci ed Christ” have “taken possession of all

the wealth in the world.” Just this month, Tehran hosted an

international festival of Holocaust cartoons featuring enough

hookednosesandhornstogiveGoebbelsaposthumoussmile.

Throughout the Islamic world, newspapers and television,

schoolbooks and sermons are lled with the most vile

antisemitism.

BaronCohencouldeasilyhavefoundwhatheseekscloserto

home. He is, after all, from Europe, where synagogues are

torchedandcemeteriesdesecratedinarevivalofantisemitism

—not“indi erence”tobutactive—unseensincetheHolocaust.

Where a Jew is singled out for torture and death by French—

African thugs. Where a leading Norwegian intellectual— et tu, Norway?—mocks “God’s Chosen People” (“We laugh at this people’scapriciousnessandweepatitsmisdeeds”)andcallsfor

thedestructionofIsrael,the“statefounded…ontheruinsof

anarchaicnationalandwarlikereligion.”

Yet, amid this gathering darkness, an alarming number of liberalJewsareseizedwiththenotionthattherealthreatlurks deep in the hearts of American Protestants, most speci cally

southernevangelicals.Somefearthattheirchildrenaregoingto

be converted; others, that below the surface lies a pogrom

waiting to happen; still others, that the evangelicals will take powerinWashingtonandenacttheirownsharialaw.

This is all quite crazy. America is the most welcoming,

religiously tolerant, philo-semitic country in the world. No

nation since Cyrus the Great’s Persia has done more for the

Jews.Anditsrewardistobeexposedaslatentlyantisemiticby

anitinerantJewlookingforlaughsand,hesolemnlyassuresus,

forthepathtotheHolocaust?

Look.ItisveryhardtobeaJewtoday,particularlyinBaron

Cohen’s Europe, where Jew-baiting is once again becoming

acceptable.Butitisasignofthedisorientationofadistressed

and confused people that we should nd it so di cult to

distinguishourfriendsfromourenemies.

TheWashingtonPost,November24,2006

JUDGINGISRAEL

Jewsarenews.Itisanaxiomofjournalism.Anindispensable

axiom, too, because it is otherwise impossible to explain why

thedeedsandmisdeedsofdot-on-the-mapIsraelgetanabsurdly

disproportionateamountofnewscoveragearoundtheworld.If

you are trying to guess how much coverage any Middle East

event received, and you are permitted but one question, the

best question you can ask about the event is: Were there any

Jewsinthevicinity?Theparadigmaticcaseisthepageinthe

International Herald Tribune that devoted seven of its eight columns to the Palestinian uprising. Among the headlines: “IsraeliSoldierShottoDeath;PalestinianTollRisesto96.”The

eighthcolumncarriedareportthat5,000KurdsdiedinanIraqi

gasattack.

Whateverthereason,itisafactthattheworldisfarmore

interestedinwhathappenstoJewsthantoKurds.Itisperfectly

legitimate, therefore, for journalists to give the former more

play. But that makes it all the more incumbent to be fair in

decidinghowtoplayit.

How should Israel be judged? Speci cally: Should Israel be

judged by the moral standards of its neighborhood or by the

standardsoftheWest?

Theanswer,unequivocally,is:thestandardsoftheWest.But

theissueisfarmorecomplicatedthanitappears.

The rst complication is that although the neighborhood

standard ought not to be Israel’s, it cannot be ignored when

judgingIsrael.Why?Itisplainthatcomparedwiththewayits

neighbors treat protest, prisoners and opposition in general,

Israelisabeaconofhumanrights.ThesalientwordsareHama,

thetownwhereSyriadealtwithanIslamicuprisingbykilling perhaps20,000peopleintwoweeksandthenpavingthedead over; and Black September (1970), during which enlightened

Jordan dealt with its Palestinianintifada by killing at least

2,500 Palestinians in ten days, a toll that the Israeli intifada wouldneedtenyearstomatch.

Anymoraljudgmentmusttakeintoaccountthealternative.

Israelcannotstandalone,andifitisabandonedbyitsfriends

fornotmeetingWesternstandardsofmorality,itwilldie.What

willreplaceit?Theneighbors:Syria,Jordan,thePLO,Hamas,

IslamicJihad,AhmedJabril,AbuNidal(ifheisstillaround)or

somecombinationofthese—anoutcomethatwillinduceacute

nostalgiaforIsrael’shuman-rightsrecord.

Anymoraljudgmentthatrefusestoconsiderthealternativeis

merelyirresponsible.ThatiswhyIsrael’smoralneighborhoodis

important.Itisnotjusttheneighborhood,itisthealternative

and, if Israel perishes, the future. It is morally absurd,

therefore,torejectIsraelforfailingtomeetWesternstandards

of human rights when the consequence of that rejection is to

consign the region to neighbors with considerably less regard

forhumanrights.

Nevertheless,Israelcannotbejudgedbythemoralstandards

oftheneighborhood.ItispartoftheWest.Itbasesmuchofits

appealtoWesternsupportonsharedvalues,amongwhichisa

respect for human rights. The standard for Israel must be

Westernstandards.

But what exactly does “Western standards” mean? Here we

come to complication No. 2. There is not a single Western

standard,therearetwo:whatwedemandofWesterncountries

atpeaceandwhatwedemandofWesterncountriesatwar.It

strainsnotjustfairnessbutalsologictoaskIsrael,whichhas known only war for its 40 years’ existence, to act like a Westerncountryatpeace.

The only fair standard is this one: How have the Western

democracies reacted in similar conditions of war, crisis and

insurrection? The morally relevant comparison is not with an

American police force reacting to violent riots, say, in

downtown Detroit. (Though even by this standard—the

standardofAmerica’sresponsetotheurbanriotsofthe’60s—

Israel’s handling of the intifada has been measured.) The

relevant comparison is with Western democracies at war: to,

say, theU.S. during the Civil War, the British in Mandatory

Palestine,theFrenchinAlgeria.

LastfallAnthonyLewisexcoriatedIsraelforputtingdowna

taxrevoltinthetownofBeitSahour.Hewrote:“Supposethe

peopleofsomesmallAmericantowndecidedtoprotestfederal

governmentpolicybywithholdingtheirtaxes.Thegovernment

respondedbysendingintheArmy.…Unthinkable?Ofcourseit

isinthiscountry.Butitishappeninginanother…Israel.”

MiddleEastscholarClintonBaileytriedtopointoutjusthow

falsethisanalogyis.Protestingfederalgovernmentpolicy?The

WestBankisnotSelma.Palestiniansarenotdemandingservice

atthelunchcounter.Theydemanda agandanarmy.Thisis

insurrection for independence. They are part of a movement

whose covenant explicitly declares its mission to be the

abolitionoftheStateofIsrael.

Baileytriedmanfullyforthebetteranalogy.Itrequiredhim

to posit (1) a pre-glasnost Soviet Union, (2) a communist

Mexico demanding the return of “occupied Mexican” territory

lost in the Mexican War (Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah,

NevadaandCalifornia)and(3)insurrectionbyformerMexicans livingintheseterritoriesdemandingsecessionfromtheUnion.

Then imagine, Bailey continued, that the insurrectionists,

supportedand nancedbyMexicoandothercommuniststates

inLatinAmerica,obstructcommunications;attackciviliansand

policewithstonesand rebombs;killformerMexicansholding

U.S. government jobs (“collaborators”) and then begin a tax

revolt.Nowyouhavethecorrectanalogy.WouldtheU.S.,like

Israel,thensendinthearmy?Ofcourse.

Buteventhisanalogyfalls atbecauseitissimplyimpossible

toimagineanAmericainapositionofcon ictandvulnerability

analogous to Israel’s. America’s condition is so radically

di erent, so far from the brink. Yet when Western countries

havebeeninconditionsapproximatingIsrael’s,whentheyhave

faced comparable rebellions, they have acted not very

differently.

We do not even have to go back to Lincoln’s Civil War

suspensionofhabeascorpus,letaloneSherman’smarchthrough

Georgia.ConsiderthatduringthelastPalestinianintifada,the

ArabRevoltof1936–39,theBritishwereinchargeofPalestine.

They put down the revolt “without mercy, without qualms,”

writes Middle East scholar Fouad Ajami. Entire villages were

razed.Morethan3,000Palestinianswerekilled.In1939alone,

theBritishhanged109.(Israelhasnodeathpenalty.)

French conduct during the Algerian war was noted for its

indiscriminate violence and systematic use of torture. In

comparison,Israelibehaviorhasbeenpositivelyrestrained.And

yet Israel faces a far greater threat. All the Algerians wanted, after all, was independence. They were not threatening the extinctionofFrance.IfIsraelhadthesameassuranceasFrance

thatitsexistencewasinnowaythreatenedbyitsenemies,the whole Arab-Israeli con ict could have been resolved decades ago.

Or consider more contemporary democracies. A year ago,

whenriotingbrokeoutinVenezuelaovergovernment-imposed

price increases, more than 300 were killed in less than one

week.In1984thearmyofdemocraticIndiaattackedrebellious

Sikhs in the Golden Temple, killing 300 in one day. And yet

these democracies were not remotely as threatened as Israel.

Venezuelawasthreatenedwithdisorder;India,atworst,with

secession. The Sikhs have never pledged themselves to throw

Indiaintothesea.

“Israel,” opined the Economist, “cannot in fairness test itself againstastandardsetbyChinaandAlgeriawhilestillclaiming tobepartoftheWest.”Thisargument,heardallthetime,isa

phony. Israel asks to be judged by the standard not of China

andAlgeriabutofBritainandFrance,ofVenezuelaandIndia.

By that standard, the standard of democracies facing similar

disorders,Israel’sbehaviorhasbeenmeasuredandrestrained.

YetIsraelhasbeentreatedasifthiswerenottrue.Thethrust

ofthereportingand,inparticular,thecommentaryisthatIsrael

hasfaileddismallytomeetWesternstandards,thatithasbeen

particularlybarbaricinitstreatmentofthePalestinianuprising.

NoothercountryisrepeatedlysubjectedtoNazianalogies.In

noothercountryisthedeathordeportationofasinglerioter

thesubject(asitwasforthe rstyearoftheintifada,beforeit

became a media bore) of front-page news, of emergency

Security Council meetings, of full-page ads in the New York

Times,ofpainededitorialsaboutIsrael’slostsoul,etc.,etc.

Whyisthatso?WhyisitthatofIsraelastandardofbehavior

isdemandedthatisnotjusthigherthanitsneighbors’,notjust equaltothatoftheWest,butinfactfarhigherthanthatofany Western country in similar circumstances? Why the double

standard?

Formost,thedoublestandardisunconscious.Criticssimply

assume it appropriate to compare Israel with a secure and

peacefulAmerica.Theyignorethefactthattherearetwokinds

ofWesternstandardsandthatfairnessdictatessubjectingIsrael

tothestandardofaWesterncountryatwar.

But other critics openly demand higher behavior from the

Jewishstatethanfromotherstates.Why?Jews,itissaid,have

alonghistoryofoppression.Theythushaveaspecialvocation

to avoid oppressing others. This dictates a higher standard in

dealingwithothers.

NotethatthisreasoningisappliedonlytoJews.Whenother

people su er—Vietnamese, Algerians, Palestinians, the French

Maquis—theyareusuallyallowedagraceperiodduringwhich

theyarejudgedbyasomewhatlowerstandard.Thevictimsare,

rightlyorwrongly(inmyview,wrongly),morallyindulged.A

kind of moral a rmative action applies. We are asked to

understandtheformervictims’barbaritiesbecauseofhowthey

themselves su ered. There has, for example, been little

attention to and less commentary on the 150 Palestinians

lynched by other Palestinians during the intifada. How many

knowthatthisyearasmanyPalestinianshavediedatthehands

ofPalestiniansasatthehandsofIsraelis?

With Jews, that kind of reasoning is reversed: Jewish

su ering does not entitle them to more leeway in trying to

preventarepetitionoftheirtragedy,buttoless.Theirsu ering

requires them, uniquelyamong the world’s su erers, to bend

overbackwardindealingwiththeirenemies.

SometimesitseemsasifJewsareentitledtoprotectionand

equalmoralconsiderationonlyinsofarastheyremainvictims.

OrianaFallacioncesaidplaintivelytoArielSharon,“Youareno

morethenationofthegreatdream,thecountryforwhichwe

cried.” Indeed not. In establishing a Jewish state, the Jewish

people made a collective decision no longer to be cried for.

They chose to become actors in history and not its objects.

Historicalactorscommitmisdeedsandshouldbejudgedlikeall

nation-states when they commit them. It is perverse to argue

that because this particular nation-state is made up of people

whohavesu eredthegreatestcrimeinmodernhistory,they,

morethananyotherpeopleonearth,haveaspecialobligation

tobedelicatewiththosewhowouldbringdownonthemyet

anothernationalcatastrophe.

Thatisadoublestandard.Whatdoesdoublestandardmean?

Tocallitahigherstandardissimplyaeuphemism.Thatmakes

itsoundlikeacompliment.Infact,itisaweapon.IfIholdyou

toahigherstandardofmoralitythanothers,IamsayingthatI

am prepared to denounce you for things I would never

denounceanyoneelsefor.

IfIweretomakethiskindofjudgmentaboutpeopleofcolor

—say,ifIdemandedthatblacksmeetahigherstandardintheir

dealingswithothers—thatwouldbecalledracism.

Let’s invent an example. Imagine a journalistic series on

cleanlinessinneighborhoods.Acitynewspaperstudiesawhite

neighborhood and a black neighborhood and nds that while

botharemessy,theblackneighborhoodiscleaner.Butweekin,

week out, the paper runs front-page stories comparing the

garbage and gra ti in the black neighborhood to the pristine

loveliness of Switzerland—then chips in an op-ed piece deploring,moreinsadnessthaninanger,theironythatblacks, whoforsolonghaddegradationimposedonthem,shouldnow

imposedegradationonthemselves.

Something is wrong here. To denounce blacks for

misdemeanorsthat we overlook in whites—that is a double

standard.Itisnotacompliment.Itisracism.

The conscious deployment of a double standard directed at

the Jewish state and at no other state in the world, the

willingness systematically to condemn the Jewish state for

things others are not condemned for—this is not a higher

standard. It is a discriminatory standard. And discrimination

againstJewshasanametoo.Thewordforitisantisemitism.

Time,February26,1990

 ESSAY:ZIONISMANDTHEFATEOFTHEJEWS

I.ASMALLNATION

MilanKunderaoncede nedasmallnationas“onewhosevery

existencemaybeputinquestionatanymoment;asmallnation

candisappear,anditknowsit.”

TheUnitedStatesisnotasmallnation.NeitherisJapan.Or

France. These nations may su er defeats. They may even be

occupied.Buttheycannotdisappear.Kundera’sCzechoslovakia

could—and once did. Prewar Czechoslovakia is the

paradigmatic small nation: a liberal democracy created in the

ashes of war by a world determined to let little nations live

free;threatenedbythecovetousnessandsheermassofarising

neighbor; compromised fatally by a West grown weary “of a

quarrel in a faraway country between people of whom we

know nothing”; left truncated and defenseless, succumbing

nallytoconquest.WhenHitlerenteredPragueinMarch1939,

hedeclared,“Czechoslovakiahasceasedtoexist.”

Israeltooisasmallcountry.Thisisnottosaythatextinction

isitsfate.Onlythatitcanbe.

Moreover,initsvulnerabilitytoextinction,Israelisnotjust

any small country. It is the only small country—the only

country, period—whose neighbors publicly declare its very

existenceana ronttolaw,moralityandreligionandmakeits

extinctionanexplicit,paramountnationalgoal.Noristhegoal

merelydeclarative.Iran,LibyaandIraqconductforeignpolicies

designedforthekillingofIsraelisandthedestructionoftheir

state.Theychoosetheirallies(Hamas,Hezbollah)anddevelop

their weapons (suicide bombs, poison gas, anthrax, nuclear missiles) accordingly. Countries as far away as Malaysia will notallowarepresentativeofIsraelontheirsoilorevenpermit

the showing of Schindler’s List lest it engender sympathy for Zion.

Othersaremorecircumspectintheirdeclarations.Nolonger

is the destruction of Israel the unanimous goal of the Arab

League,asitwasforthe30yearsbeforeCampDavid.Syria,for

example, no longer explicitly enunciates it. Yet Syria would

destroy Israel tomorrow if it had the power. (Its current

reticenceonthesubjectislargelyduetoitspost–ColdWarneed

fortheAmericanconnection.)

EvenEgypt, rsttomakepeacewithIsraelandthepresumed

model for peacemaking, has built a vast U.S.-equipped army

thatconductsmilitaryexercisesobviouslydesignedfor ghting

Israel. Its huge “Badr ’96” exercises, for example, Egypt’s

largestsincethe1973war,featuredsimulatedcrossingsofthe

SuezCanal.

And even the PLO, which was forced into ostensible

recognition of Israel in the Oslo Agreements of 1993, is still

ruled by a national charter that calls in at least 14 places for Israel’s eradication. The fact that after ve years and four speci cpromisestoamendthecharteritremainsunamendedis

asignofhowdeeplyengravedthedreamoferadicatingIsrael

remainsintheArabconsciousness.

II.THESTAKES

ThecontemplationofIsrael’sdisappearanceisverydi cultfor

this generation. For 50 years, Israel has been a xture. Most peoplecannotrememberlivinginaworldwithoutIsrael.

Nonetheless,thisfeelingofpermanencehasmorethanonce

beenrudelyinterrupted—duringthe rstfewdaysoftheYom

Kippur War when it seemed as if Israel might be overrun, or

those few weeks in May and early June 1967 when Nasser

blockadedtheStraitsofTiranandmarched100,000troopsinto

SinaitodrivetheJewsintothesea.

Yet Israel’s stunning victory in 1967, its superiority in

conventional weaponry, its success in every war in which its

existencewasatstake,hasbredcomplacency.Someridiculethe

veryideaofIsrael’simpermanence.Israel,wroteonediaspora

intellectual, “is fundamentally indestructible. Yitzhak Rabin

knewthis.TheArableadersonMountHerzl[atRabin’sfuneral]

knew this. Only the land-grabbing, trigger-happy saints of the

rightdonotknowthis.Theyareanimatedbytheimagination

ofcatastrophe,bythethrillofattendingtheend.”

ThrillwasnotexactlythefeelingIsraelishadwhenduringthe

GulfWartheyenteredsealedroomsanddonnedgasmasksto

protectthemselvesfrommassdeath—inawarinwhichIsrael

wasnotevenengaged.Thefeelingwasfear,dread,helplessness

—oldexistentialJewishfeelingsthatpost-Zionistfashiontoday

deems anachronistic, if not reactionary. But wish does not

overthrow reality. The Gulf War reminded even the most

wishfulthatinanageofnervegas,missilesandnukes,anage

inwhichnocountryiscompletelysafefromweaponsofmass

destruction,Israelwithitscompactpopulationandtinyareais

particularlyvulnerabletoextinction.

Israelisnotontheedge.Itisnotonthebrink.Thisisnot’48

or’67or’73.ButIsraelisasmallcountry.Itcandisappear.And

itknowsit.

Itmayseemoddtobeginanexaminationofthemeaningof

IsraelandthefutureoftheJewsbycontemplatingtheend.But

itdoesconcentratethemind.Anditunderscoresthestakes.The

stakescouldnotbehigher.ItismycontentionthatonIsrael—

on its existence and survival—hangs the very existence and

survival of the Jewish people. Or, to put the thesis in the

negative, that the end of Israel means the end of the Jewish

people. They survived destruction and exile at the hands of

Babylon in 586B.C.Theysurviveddestructionandexileatthe

hands of Rome inA.D.70,and nallyinA.D.135.Theycannot

survive another destruction and exile. The Third

Commonwealth—modernIsrael,bornjust50yearsago—isthe

last.

The return to Zion is now the principal drama of Jewish

history. What began as an experiment has become the very

heart of the Jewish people—its cultural, spiritual and

psychologicalcenter,soontobecomeitsdemographiccenteras

well.Israelisthehinge.Uponitrestthehopes—theonlyhope

—forJewishcontinuityandsurvival.

III.THEDYINGDIASPORA

In 1950, there were 5 million Jews in the United States. In

1990, the number was a slightly higher 5.5 million. In the

intervening decades, overall U.S. population rose 65%. The

Jews essentially tread water. In fact, in the last halfcentury Jewshaveshrunkfrom3%to2%oftheAmericanpopulation.

And now they are headed for not just relative but absolute

decline. What sustained the Jewish population at its current level was, rst, the postwar baby boom, then the in ux of 400,000Jews,mostlyfromtheSovietUnion.

Well, the baby boom is over. And Russian immigration is

dryingup.ThereareonlysomanyJewswheretheycamefrom.

Takeawaythesehistoricalanomalies,andtheAmericanJewish

populationwouldbesmallertodaythanyesterday.Infact,itis

nowheadedforcatastrophicdecline.StevenBayme,directorof

Jewish Communal A airs at the American Jewish Committee,

atly predicts that in 20 years the Jewish population will be

downto4million,alossofnearly30%.In20years.Projecting

justafewdecadesfurtheryieldsanevenmorechillingfuture.

How does a community decimate itself in the benign

conditionsoftheUnitedStates?Easy:lowfertilityandendemic

intermarriage.

The fertility rate among American Jews is 1.6 children per

woman. The replacement rate (the rate required for the

populationtoremainconstant)is2.1.Thecurrentrateisthus

20%belowwhatisneededforzerogrowth.Thusfertilityrates

alonewouldcausea20%declineineverygeneration.Inthree

generations,thepopulationwouldbecutinhalf.

Thelowbirthratedoesnotstemfromsomepeculiaraversion

ofJewishwomentochildren.Itismerelyastrikingcaseofthe

well-knownanduniversalphenomenonofbirthratesdeclining

with rising education and socioeconomic class. Educated,

successfulworkingwomentendtomarrylateandhavefewer

babies.

Addnowasecondfactor,intermarriage.IntheUnitedStates

today more Jews marry Christians than marry Jews. The

intermarriage rateis 52%. (A more conservative calculation

yields 47%; the demographic e ect is basically the same.) In 1970,theratewas8%.

Most important for Jewish continuity, however, is the

ultimateidentityofthechildrenborntothesemarriages.Only

about one in four is raised Jewish. Thus two-thirds of Jewish

marriages are producing children three-quarters of whom are

lost to the Jewish people. Intermarriage rates alone would

cause a 25% decline in population in every generation. (Math

available upon request.) In two generations, half the Jews

woulddisappear.

Now combine the e ects of fertility and intermarriage and

maketheoverlyoptimisticassumptionthateverychildraised

JewishwillgrowuptoretainhisJewishidentity(i.e.,azero

dropoutrate).Youcanstartwith100AmericanJews;youend

up with 60. In one generation, more than a third have

disappeared. In just two generations, two out of every three

willvanish.

One can reach this same conclusion by a di erent route

(bypassingtheintermarriageratesentirely).A LosAngelesTimes

pollofAmericanJewsconductedinMarch1998askedasimple

question:AreyouraisingyourchildrenasJews?Only70%said

yes. A population in which the biological replacement rate is

80% and the cultural replacement rate is 70% is headed for

extinction. By this calculation, every 100 Jews are raising 56

Jewishchildren.Injusttwogenerations,7outofevery10Jews

willvanish.

The demographic trends in the rest of the Diaspora are

equally unencouraging. In Western Europe, fertility and

intermarriage rates mirror those of the United States. Take

Britain.Overthelastgeneration,BritishJewryhasactedasa

kindofcontrolledexperiment:aDiasporacommunitylivingin an open society, but, unlike that in the United States, not arti ciallysustainedbyimmigration.Whathappened?Overthe

last quarter-century, the number of British Jews declined by

over25%.

Overthesameinterval,France’sJewishpopulationdeclined

onlyslightly.Thereasonforthisrelativestability,however,isa

onetimefactor:thein uxofNorthAfricanJewry.Thatin uxis

over.InFrancetodayonlyaminorityofJewsbetweentheages

of 20 and 44 live in a conventional family with two Jewish

parents.France,too,willgothewayoftherest.

“The dissolution of European Jewry,” observes Bernard

Wasserstein in Vanishing Diaspora: The Jews in Europe Since

1945,“isnotsituatedatsomepointinthehypotheticalfuture.

Theprocessistakingplacebeforeoureyesandisalreadyfar

advanced.” Under present trends, “the number of Jews in

Europebytheyear2000wouldthenbenotmuchmorethan1

million—thelowestfiguresincethelast

MiddleAges.”

In1900,therewere8million.

The story elsewhere is even more dispiriting. The rest of

what was once the diaspora is now either a museum or a

graveyard. Eastern Europe has been e ectively emptied of its

Jews.In1939,Polandhad3.2millionJews.Todayitishome

to 3,500. The story is much the same in the other capitals of

EasternEurope.

The Islamic world, cradle to the great Sephardic Jewish

traditionandhometoone-thirdofworldJewrythreecenturies

ago, is now practically Judenrein. Not a single country in the Islamicworldishometomorethan20,000Jews.AfterTurkey with19,000andIranwith14,000,thecountrywiththelargest JewishcommunityintheentireIslamicworldisMoroccowith 6,100.TherearemoreJewsinOmaha,Nebraska.

These communities do not gure in projections. There is

nothingtoproject.Theyare tsubjectsnotforcountingbutfor

remembering. Their very sound has vanished. Yiddish and

Ladino,thedistinctivelanguagesoftheEuropeanandSephardic

diasporas,likethecommunitiesthatinventedthem,arenearly

extinct.

IV.THEDYNAMICSOFASSIMILATION

Isitnotriskytoassumethatcurrenttrendswillcontinue?No.

NothingwillrevivetheJewishcommunitiesofEasternEurope

and theIslamicworld.Andnothingwillstoptherapiddecline

byassimilationofWesternJewry.Onthecontrary.Projecting

current trends—assuming, as I have done, that rates remain

constant—is rather conservative: It is risky to assume that

assimilationwillnotaccelerate.Thereisnothingonthehorizon

to reverse the integration of Jews into Western culture. The

attraction of Jews to the larger culture and the level of acceptance of Jews by the larger culture are historically unprecedented.Ifanything,thetrendsauguranintensi cation ofassimilation.

Itstandstoreason.Aseachgenerationbecomesprogressively

more assimilated, the ties to tradition grow weaker (as

measured, for example, by synagogue attendance and number

of children receiving some kind of Jewish education). This

dilution of identity, in turn, leads to a greater tendency to

intermarriage and assimilation. Why not? What, after all, are theygivingup?Thecircleiscompleteandself-reinforcing.

Considertwoculturalartifacts.Withthebirthoftelevisiona

half-centuryago,JewishlifeinAmericawasrepresentedby The

Goldbergs: urban Jews, decidedly ethnic, heavily accented, sociallydistinct.Fortyyearslater TheGoldbergs begat Seinfeld, themostpopularentertainmentinAmericatoday.TheSeinfeld characterisnominallyJewish.HemightcitehisJewishidentity

on occasion without apology or self-consciousness—but, even

more important, without consequence. It has not the slightest

influenceonanyaspectofhislife.

Assimilation of this sort is not entirely unprecedented. In

someways,itparallelsthepatterninWesternEuropeafterthe

emancipationoftheJewsinthelate18thand19thcenturies.

TheFrenchRevolutionmarkstheturningpointinthegranting

of civil rights to Jews. As they began to emerge from the

ghetto, at rst they found resistance to their integration and

advancement. They were still excluded from the professions,

higher education and much of society. But as these barriers

began gradually to erode and Jews advanced socially, Jews

began a remarkable embrace of European culture and, for

many, Christianity. In A History of Zionism, Walter Laqueur notes the viewofGabrielRiesser,aneloquentandcourageous mid-19th-century advocate of emancipation, that a Jew who

preferredthenon-existentstateandnationofIsraeltoGermany

should be put under police protection not because he was

dangerousbutbecausehewasobviouslyinsane.

MosesMendelssohn(1729–1786)wasaharbinger.Cultured,

cosmopolitan,though rmlyJewish,hewasthequintessenceof

early emancipation. Yet his story became emblematic of the

rapidhistoricalprogressionfromemancipationtoassimilation: Fourofhissixchildrenandeightofhisninegrandchildrenwere baptized.

Inthatmorereligious,moreChristianage,assimilationtook

theformofbaptism,whatHenrichHeinecalledtheadmission

ticket to European society. In the far more secular late 20th

century,assimilationmerelymeansgivingupthequaintname,

theritualsandtheotheraccoutermentsandidenti ersofone’s

Jewishpast.Assimilationtodayistotallypassive.Indeed,apart

from the trip to the county courthouse to transform, say,

( shmattes by) Ralph Lifshitz into (Polo by) Ralph Lauren, it is markedbyanabsenceofactionsratherthantheactiveembrace of some other faith. Unlike Mendelssohn’s children, Seinfeld

requirednobaptism.

We now know, of course, that in Europe, emancipation

through assimilation proved a cruel hoax. The rise of

antisemitism,particularlylate19th-centuryracialantisemitism

culminating in Nazism, disabused Jews of the notion that

assimilationprovidedescapefromtheliabilitiesanddangersof

beingJewish.ThesagaofthefamilyofMadeleineAlbrightis

emblematic. Of her four Jewish grandparents—highly

assimilated, with children some of whom actually converted

anderasedtheirJewishpast—threewenttotheirdeathsinNazi

concentrationcamps asJews.

Nonetheless, the American context is di erent. There is no

AmericanhistoryofantisemitismremotelyresemblingEurope’s.

TheAmericantraditionoftolerancegoesback200yearstothe

very founding of the country. Washington’s letter to the

synagogue in Newport pledges not tolerance—tolerance

bespeaksnon-persecutionbestowedasafavorbythedominant

upon the deviant—but equality. It nds no parallel in the history of Europe. In such a country, assimilation seems a reasonable solution to one’s Jewish problem. One could do

worsethanmergeone’sdestinywiththatofagreatandhumane

nation dedicated to the proposition of human dignity and

equality.

Nonetheless, while assimilation may be a solution for

individualJews,itclearlyisadisasterforJewsasacollective

withamemory,alanguage,atradition,aliturgy,ahistory,a

faith,apatrimonythatwillallperishasaresult.

Whatevervalueonemightassigntoassimilation,onecannot

deny its reality. The trends, demographic and cultural, are

stark.Notjustinthelong-lostoutlandsoftheDiaspora,notjust

initserstwhileEuropeancenter,buteveninitsnewAmerican

heartland, the future will be one of diminution, decline and

virtualdisappearance.Thiswillnotoccurovernight.Butitwill

occursoon—inbuttwoorthreegenerations,atimenotmuch

furtherremovedfromourstodaythanthefoundingofIsrael50

yearsago.

V.ISRAELIEXCEPTIONALISM

Israelisdi erent.InIsraelthegreattemptationofmodernity—

assimilation—simply does not exist. Israel is the very

embodimentofJewishcontinuity:Itistheonlynationonearth

that inhabits the same land, bears the same name, speaks the

same language and worships the same God that it did 3,000

yearsago.Youdigthesoilandyou ndpotteryfromDavidic

times,coinsfromBarKokhbaand2,000year-oldscrollswritten

in a script remarkably like the one that today advertises ice creamatthecornercandystore.

Because most Israelis are secular, however, some ultra—

religiousJewsdisputeIsrael’sclaimtocarryonanauthentically

Jewish history. So do some secular Jews. A French critic

(sociologist Georges Friedmann) once called Israelis “Hebrew—

speaking gentiles.” In fact, therewas once a fashion among a

group of militantly secular Israeli intellectuals to call

themselves “Canaanites,” i.e., people rooted in the land but

entirelydenyingthereligioustraditionfromwhichtheycame.

Wellthen,callthesepeoplewhatyouwill.  Jews,afterall,isa

relatively recent name for this people. They started out as

Hebrews, then became Israelites. Jew—derived from the

Kingdom of Judah, one of the two successor states to the

Davidic and Solomonic Kingdom of Israel—is the post-exilic

termforIsraelite.Itisalatecomertohistory.

What to call the Israeli who does not observe the dietary

laws,hasnouseforthesynagogueandregardstheSabbathas

thedayforadrivetothebeach—afairdescription,bytheway,

of most of the prime ministers of Israel? It does not matter.

PlantaJewishpeopleinacountrythatcomestoastandstillon

Yom Kippur; speaks the language of the Bible; moves to the

rhythmsoftheHebrew(lunar)calendar;buildscitieswiththe

stonesofitsancestors;producesHebrewpoetryandliterature,

Jewish scholarship and learning unmatched anywhere in the

world—andyouhavecontinuity.

Israelis could use a new name. Perhaps we will one day

relegate the word Jew to the 2,000year exilic experience and once again call these people Hebrews. The term has a nice historical echo, being the name by which Joseph and Jonah

answeredthequestion:“Whoareyou?”

IntheculturalmilieuofmodernIsrael,assimilationishardly

theproblem.OfcourseIsraeliseatMcDonald’sandwatch Dal as

reruns.ButsodoRussiansandChineseandDanes.Tosaythat

thereareheavyWestern(read:American)in uencesonIsraeli

cultureistosaynothingmorethanthatIsraelisassubjectto

the pressures of globalization as any other country. But that

hardly denies its cultural distinctiveness, a fact testi ed to by thegreatdifficultyimmigrantshaveinadaptingtoIsrael.

IntheIsraelicontext,assimilationmeansthereattachmentof

Russian and Romanian, Uzbeki and Iraqi, Algerian and

Argentinian Jews to a distinctively Hebraic culture. It means

theexactoppositeofwhatitmeansinthediaspora:Itmeans

giving up alien languages,customs, and traditions. It means givingupChristmasandEasterforHanukkahandPassover.It means giving up ancestral memories of the steppes and the

pampas and the savannas of the world for Galilean hills and

Jerusalem stone and Dead Sea desolation. That is what these

newIsraelislearn.Thatiswhatistransmittedtotheirchildren.

ThatiswhytheirsurvivalasJewsissecure.Doesanyonedoubt

that the near-million Soviet immigrants to Israel would have

been largely lost to the Jewish people had they remained in

Russia—andthatnowtheywillnotbelost?

Some object to the idea of Israel as carrier of Jewish

continuity because of the myriad splits and fractures among

Israelis: Orthodox versus secular, Ashkenazi versus Sephardi,

Russianversussabra,andsoon.Israelisnowengagedinbitter

debates over the legitimacy of Conservative and Reform

JudaismandtheencroachmentofOrthodoxyuponthecivicand

sociallifeofthecountry.

So what’s new? Israel is simply recapitulating the Jewish norm. There are equally serious divisions in the diaspora, as therewerewithinthelastJewishCommonwealth:“Beforethe

ascendancy of the Pharisees and the emergence of Rabbinic

orthodoxyafterthefalloftheSecondTemple,”writesHarvard

NearEastscholarFrankCross,“Judaismwasmorecomplexand

variegated than we had supposed.” The Dead Sea Scrolls,

explains Hershel Shanks, “emphasize a hitherto unappreciated

varietyinJudaismofthelateSecondTempleperiod,somuch

so that scholars often speak not simply of Judaism but of

Judaisms.”

The Second Commonwealth was a riot of Jewish

sectarianism: Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes, apocalyptics of

every stripe, sects now lost to history, to say nothing of the

early Christians. Those concerned about the secular-religious

tensionsinIsraelmightcontemplatethecenturies-longstruggle

between Hellenizers and traditionalists during the Second

Commonwealth. The Maccabean revolt of 167–4B.C., now

celebrated as Hanukkah, was, among other things, a religious

civilwaramongJews.

Yes, it is unlikely that Israel will produce a single Jewish

identity. But that is unnecessary. The relative monolith of

RabbinicJudaismintheMiddleAgesistheexception.Fracture

anddivisionarefactsoflifeduringthemodernera,asduring

theFirstandSecondCommonwealths.Indeed,duringtheperiod

oftheFirstTemple,thepeopleofIsraelwereactuallysplitinto

two often warring states. The current divisions within Israel

paleincomparison.

Whatever identity or identities are ultimately adopted by

Israelis,thefactremainsthatforthemthecentralproblemof

diasporaJewry—suicidebyassimilation—simplydoesnotexist.

Blessed with this security of identity, Israel is growing. As a result,IsraelisnotjusttheculturalcenteroftheJewishworld, it is rapidly becoming its demographic center as well. The

relativelyhighbirthrateyieldsanaturalincreaseinpopulation.

Addasteadynetrateofimmigration(nearlyamillionsincethe

late 1980s), and Israel’s numbers rise inexorably even as the

diasporadeclines.

WithinadecadeIsraelwillpasstheUnitedStatesasthemost

populousJewishcommunityontheglobe.Withinourlifetimea

majorityoftheworld’sJewswillbelivinginIsrael.Thathas

nothappenedsincewellbeforeChrist.

A century ago, Europe was the center of Jewish life. More

than80%ofworldJewrylivedthere.TheSecondWorldWar

destroyed European Jewry and dispersed the survivors to the

New World (mainly the United States) and to Israel. Today,

80% of world Jewry lives either in the United States or in

Israel. Today we have a bipolar Jewish universe with two

centers of gravity of approximately equal size. It is a

transitionalstage,however.Onestarisgraduallydimming,the

otherbrightening.

SoonandinevitablythecosmologyoftheJewishpeoplewill

have been transformed again, turned into a single-star system

withadwindlingdiasporaorbitingaround.Itwillbeareturnto

theancientnorm:TheJewishpeoplewillbecentered—notjust

spirituallybutphysically—intheirancienthomeland.

VI.THEENDOFDISPERSION

Theconsequencesofthistransformationareenormous.Israel’s centrality is more than just a question of demography. It represents a bold and dangerous new strategy for Jewish

survival.

For two millennia, the Jewish people survived by means of

dispersionandisolation.Followingthe rstexilein586B.C.and

the second exile inA.D. 70 andA.D. 135, Jews spread rst

throughoutMesopotamiaandtheMediterraneanBasin,thento

northern and eastern Europe and eventually west to the New

World, with communities in practically every corner of the

earth,evenuntoIndiaandChina.

Throughout this time, the Jewish people survived the

immense pressures of persecution, massacre and forced

conversion not just by faith and courage but by geographic

dispersion. Decimated here, they would survive there. The

thousandsofJewishvillagesandtownsspreadacrosstheface

of Europe, the Islamic world and the New World provided a

kind of demographic insurance. However many Jews were

massacredintheFirstCrusadealongtheRhine,howevermany

villagesweredestroyedinthe1648–1649pogromsinUkraine,

therewerealwaysthousandsofothersspreadaroundtheglobe

tocarryon.

This dispersion made for weakness and vulnerability for

individual Jewish communities. Paradoxically, however, it

made for endurance and strength for the Jewish people as a

whole.NotyrantcouldamassenoughpowertothreatenJewish

survivaleverywhere.

UntilHitler.TheNazismanagedtodestroymosteverything

JewishfromthePyreneestothegatesofStalingrad,anentire

civilizationathousandyearsold.Therewere9millionJewsin

Europe when Hitler came to power. He killed two-thirds of them. Fifty years later, the Jews have yet to recover. There were16millionJewsintheworldin1939.Today,thereare13

million.

The e ect of the Holocaust was not just demographic,

however. It was psychological, indeed ideological, as well. It

demonstrated once and for all the catastrophic danger of

powerlessness.Thesolutionwasself-defense,andthatmeanta

demographic reconcentration in a place endowed with

sovereignty,statehoodandarms.

Before World War II there was great debate in the Jewish

world over Zionism. Reform Judaism, for example, was for

decades anti-Zionist. The Holocaust resolved that debate.

Exceptforthoseattheextremes—theultra-Orthodoxrightand

far left—Zionism became the accepted solution to Jewish

powerlessnessandvulnerability.Amidtheruins,Jewsmadea

collective decision that their future lay in self-defense and

territoriality,intheingatheringoftheexilestoaplacewhere

theycouldfinallyacquirethemeanstodefendthemselves.

Itwastherightdecision,theonlypossibledecision.Butohso

perilous.Whatachoiceofplacetomakeone’s nalstand:adot

onthemap,atinypatchofneardesert,athinribbonofJewish

habitation behind the imsiest of natural barriers (which the

world demands that Israel relinquish). One determined tank

thrust can tear it in half. One small battery of nuclear-tipped Scudscanobliterateitentirely.

TodestroytheJewishpeople,Hitlerneededtoconquerthe

world.Allthatisneededtodayistoconqueraterritorysmaller

thanVermont.Theterribleironyisthatinsolvingtheproblem

ofpowerlessness,theJewshavenecessarilyputalltheireggsin

one basket, a small basket hard by the waters of the Mediterranean.AndonitsfatehingeseverythingJewish.

VII.THINKINGTHEUNTHINKABLE

WhatiftheThirdJewishCommonwealthmeetsthefateofthe

rst two? The scenario is not that far-fetched: A Palestinian

stateisborn,armsitself,concludesallianceswith,say,Iraqand

Syria. War breaks out between Palestine and Israel (over

borders or water or terrorism). Syria and Iraq attack from

without.EgyptandSaudiArabiajointhebattle.Thehomefront

comes under guerrilla attack from Palestine. Chemical and

biologicalweaponsraindownfromSyria,IraqandIran.Israel

isoverrun.

Why is this the end? Can the Jewish people not survive as

theydidwhentheirhomelandwasdestroyedandtheirpolitical

independenceextinguishedtwicebefore?Whynotanewexile,

anewdiaspora,anewcycleofJewishhistory?

First,becausetheculturalconditionsofexilewouldbevastly

di erent.The rstexilesoccurredatatimewhenidentitywas

nearly coterminous with religion. An expulsion two millennia

later into a secularized world a ords no footing for a

reestablishedJewishidentity.

Butmoreimportant:Whyretainsuchanidentity?Beyondthe

dislocation would be the sheer demoralization. Such an event

wouldsimplybreakthespirit.Nopeoplecouldsurviveit.Not

eventheJews.Thisisapeoplethatmiraculouslysurvivedtwo

previous destructions and two millennia of persecution in the

hopeofultimatereturnandrestoration.Israelisthathope.To

see it destroyed, to have Isaiahs and Jeremiahs lamenting the widowsofZiononceagainamidtheruinsofJerusalemismore thanonepeoplecouldbear.

ParticularlycomingaftertheHolocaust,theworstcalamityin

Jewishhistory.Tohavesurviveditismiracleenough.Thento

survive the destruction of that which arose to redeem it—the

new Jewish state—is to attribute to Jewish nationhood and

survivalsupernaturalpower.

Some Jews and some scattered communities would, of

course, survive. The most devout, already a minority, would

carry on—as an exotic tribe, a picturesque Amish-like

anachronism,adispersedandpitiedremnantofaremnant.But

theJewsasapeoplewouldhaveretiredfromhistory.

WeassumethatJewishhistoryiscyclical:Babylonianexilein

586B.C.,followedbyreturnin538B.C.RomanexileinA.D.135,

followed by return, somewhat delayed, in 1948. We forget a

linearpartofJewishhistory:Therewasoneotherdestruction,

acenturyandahalfbeforethefalloftheFirstTemple.Itwent

unrepaired. In 722B.C., the Assyrians conquered the other,

larger Jewish state, the northern kingdom of Israel. (Judah,

from which modern Jews aredescended, was the southern

kingdom.)ThisistheIsraeloftheTenTribes,exiledandlost

forever.

SoenduringistheirmysterythatwhenLewisandClarkset

o ontheirexpedition,oneofthemanyquestionspreparedfor

them by Dr. Benjamin Rush at Je erson’s behest was this:

“What A nity between their [the Indians’] religious

Ceremonies & those of the Jews?” “Je erson and Lewis had

talkedatlengthaboutthesetribes,”explainsStephenAmbrose.

“TheyspeculatedthatthelosttribesofIsraelcouldbeoutthere

onthePlains.”

Alas, not. The Ten Tribes had melted away into history. As

such,theyrepresentthehistoricalnorm.Everyotherpeopleso

conquered and exiled has in time disappeared. Only the Jews

defiedthenorm.Twice.Butnever,Ifear,again.

TheWeeklyStandard,May11,1998




CHAPTER13

THEGOLDENAGE


THE’80S:REVIVAL

Rarely does history respect the calendar, but this time events

have conspired to demarcate precisely the 1980s. Christmas,

1979,thedayoftheSovietinvasionofAfghanistan,marksthe

apogee of the Soviet empire. November of 1989, with the

communist crackup in Eastern Europe, marks its nadir. What

happened in the interval de nes the ’80s. They will be

remembered—long after the avarice, the corruption and the

other delightful excesses of the time are forgotten—as the

decadeoftherevivalandtriumphoftheWest.

Nineteenseventy-ninewastheannusmirabilisoftheSoviet

imperium. In that one year, Iran turned fanatically anti-American, and the Soviets or their clients seized Afghanistan,

Nicaragua,Cambodiaand,justtorubitin,Grenada.Itwasalso

theWest’spost-warlow,asoilshocks,in ationandthehostage

crisiscompletedAmerica’spost-Vietnamdemoralization.

Then,thegreatturn,whichcamenotwithReagan’sinaugural

but,intheinterestofhistoricalneatness,in1980,thelastyear

oftheCarteradministration.Itwasapost-AfghanistanJimmy

Carter who reasserted a foreign policy hard line (arming the

mujahidin, embargoing Soviet grain, cutting o  aid to the

Sandinistas). It was then too that Carter’s Federal Reserve

chairman,PaulVolcker,begansqueezingtheeconomytobreak

inflation.

Reagan nished the job with a vengeance. He let Volcker’s

cruelbutin ation-breakingrecessionproceedthroughthe1982

electionyear.HechallengedtheSovietstoanall-outarmsrace

with which they could not keep up. He brandished SDI

(StrategicDefenseInitiative),whichtheSovietsreadasasign

that the United States was prepared to use its technological superioritytotrumpSovietmilitarypower,theironeclaimto superpowerstatus.

NATO then held together for the most overlooked

geopolitical victory of the ’80s: the successful deployment of

the intermediate-range nuclear missiles (INF) in Europe, thus

facing down both Soviet threats and the West’s peace

movement.The nalstrawwastheReaganDoctrine,whichput

Americanarmsandmoneybehindaworldwideanti-communist

guerrilla campaign that gave the Soviets bleeding wounds on

threecontinents.

And just when they thought they had America down, the

combination of INF, SDI, the Reagan Doctrine and the huge

defense buildup made it clear to the Soviets that they were

facingafuturethattheycouldonlylose.Americanresiliencein

thisdecadecameasashocktotheSoviets.Theirnewforeign

policyistheresidueofthatshock.

Afterall,theSovietshadachievedsomethingastonishing:For

40yearstheyhadsingle-handedlytakenonthemostformidable

allianceofgreatpowersinhistory—theUnitedStates,Britain,

France,Japan,two-thirdsofGermanyandahostofotherhighly

industrialized countries—and held it to a draw. At the end of

the ’80s, it became clear to Gorbachev that this could not

continue.InJulyof1988,EduardShevardnadzebeforehisown

Foreign Ministry workers scornfully rejected “the idea, which

gaineda rmholdinthemindsanddeedsofcertainstrategists,

that the Soviet Union could be as strong as any possible

coalitionofstatesopposingit.”Theironlyhopewastoabandon

alosingcontest.Theysuedforpeace.

Whokilledcommunism?Thereisalotofcredittogoaround.

But certainly none goes to those who since 1972 have urged, “Come home, America.” Who opposed the defense buildup.

Whoin amedthenuclearhysteriaoftheearly’80sandjoined

itspanicked,nowmerelyquaint,callforanuclearfreeze.Who

calledforamoratoriumonINF,i.e.,asurrendertothestreet.

WhodenouncedtheReaganDoctrineonthegroundsthatitwas

theroadtoVietnam,when,infact,itturnedBrezhnev’sempire

intoaSovietVietnam.

Wrong on every count. Now foreign policy liberals are

reducedtoarguingthatthemonumentalcollapseoftheSoviet

empireistheworkofonemanwhoseriseissomecomplicated

accident of Russian history. The Gorbachev reversal is no

accident.Itwasthepremiseandthegoaloftheentirepolicyof

containment,asoutlinedbyGeorgeKennanin1947.“Itwould

be an exaggeration to say that American behavior unassisted

andalonecould…bringabouttheearlyfallofSovietpowerin

Russia,”hewrote.“ButtheUnitedStateshasitinitspowerto

increaseenormouslythestrainsunderwhichSovietpolicymust

operate…andinthiswaytopromotetendencieswhichmust

eventually ndtheiroutletineitherthebreakuporthegradual

mellowing of Soviet power.” The ’80s represent the nal

fulfillmentofthatpolicy.

Which is why with the waning of the decade the

conservatives’ time might soon be up. Voters are not

sentimental.Theydon’tgivepointsforpastachievement.They

turnedoutWinstonChurchilllessthanthreemonthsafterV-E

Day.

The rule is: What have you done for me lately? After the

Democratic Party built the magni cent structure of the New

Deal,itranoutofideas,andthevotersthrewtherascalsout.

Conservativeshavedonewhattheywereaskedtodoin1980: breakinflationandrestoreWesternpower.Theirjobisdone.

Thevoterssenseit.TheRepublicanstookawhippinginthe

1989 elections. Their social agenda (most prominently,

abortion)provedunenactable.Andthatwasthefallbackfora

party whose economic and foreign policy agenda has already

beenenacted.

Thereisanotherturnahead.Democratswilldoeverythingin

theirpowertoblowit,butonenewideaandthe’90sbelongsto

them.

TheWashingtonPost,November24,1989

THE’90S:SERENITY

Whatdoesitmeanwhenthemajoriteminthepresident’send—

of-yearnewsconferenceisapuppy-naming?Itmeansweshould

be wistful at the passing of 1997. We may never see another

year like it. When a chocolate Lab leads the news, we know

timesaregood.

How good? Look at the numbers. Unemployment is at its

lowest in two decades. In ation hovers at 2%, early 1960s

numbers.Thatisnotsupposedtohappen.Wehavebeenbred

on the axiom that unemployment and in ation are mutually

contradictory,thatwhenoneformofsocialmiserydeclines,the

othermustrise.Well,notanymore.

Theeconomyisgrowingatmorethan3%.Hourlywagesare

up 4%. Factories are producing at that perfect knife-edge of

near capacity, but not quite so much as to create industrial

bottlenecks(andthusshortagesandinflation).

Evenmoreamazingaretheindicesofsocialpathology,which

we once assumed must inexorably get worse. They have

reversed course. Crime is down, dramatically. Rape, for

example,isdown45%since1993;murderabout30%.InNew

YorkCity,thecrimeratehasnotbeenthislowin30years.The

unlivablehasbecomelivableagain.

Welfarerollsaredown,too.Afterjust12monthsofwelfare

reform (August 1996–July 1997), one in every six welfare

recipientshasgoneoffthedole.Thatisalmost2millionpeople.

In places with aggressive anti-welfare programs such as

Wisconsin,rollshavebeencutbyathird.Evensuchrecalcitrant

indicesasabortionaredown.

Nor are the good times just economic and social.

Geopolitically,weareenjoyingthefruitsofvictoryintheCold War. At no time in the past 500 years has the gap in power betweentheNo.1nationanditsnearestrivalbeenasgreatas

it is today. While the critics had conceded America’s military

andculturalhegemony—acarrierineveryocean,aBigMacin

every pot—they had long clung to the idea of American

economicdecline.

Andlookwhathappened.Wearenowridingaproductivity

andgrowthspurtthathaslefttherestoftheworldinourdust.

Europeliveswithdouble-digitunemploymentandalmosttotal

economicstagnation.Asia,therisingtiger,isnowinthethroes

ofacollapsesogreatthatitsripples,ironically,constitutethe

onemajorthreattoourcurrentprosperity.

Now the puzzle: If this is a golden age, why doesn’t it feel

likeagoldenage?Irecentlytoldanassemblyatmyson’shigh

school that they were living through a time so blessed they

would tell their grandchildren about it. They looked at me

uncomprehendingly.First,becausetheyhaveknownlittleelse

but good times. And second, because it is hard for anyone to

apprehendthesheerfelicityofone’sowntimeuntilitisgone.

But I suspect there is a third reason: We live in gold—but

withoutglory.Weassociategoldenageswithheroictimeslike

thatofPericles.Ourtriumphs,incontrast,areofthedomestic

variety.ThisistheageofSeinfeld,lifeinminiature.Nogreat

battles, no great art, no great triumphs. We know these are

diminishedtimeswhenourmostrecentmilitaryheroisapilot

who,shotdownbyragtagSerbs,managestosurvivebyhiding

intheforestsofBosnialikea“scaredlittlebunnyrabbit”(his

words:ScottO’Grady’sheroismishishonesty).

Nomatter.Whoneedswars?Whoneedsheroes?Whoneeds

glory? These things are not sought; they are thrust upon a nation,unwillingly.Britain’s nesthourwas1940.Wouldyou choose for your child to live in London during the blitz or in

Lansing under Clinton? By any historical standard, life has

neverbeensogood.Why,thenewshasgottensoabsurdlygood

we have to cast our net very far to nd the bad. El Niño is

aboutthebestwecando.

Does this mean that the news will only get better? On the

contrary. With every passing month of such profound

tranquillity and prosperity, the implausibility of these times

becomesallthemorestriking.

Golden ages never last. There might be a sudden crisis,

perhaps a collapse of economic con dence coming from the

Asian contagion. Or perhaps just a gradual undoing of all the

self-reinforcing good news: a spike of in ation, a little

recession,ariseinwelfare,andthewholecycleslowlyreverses

itself.

Iholdwiththosewhosaythislovelyworldwillendinice,

not re.Buteitherway,itmustsurelyend.Soenjoyitwhileit

lasts.Becauseitwon’t.

TheWashingtonPost,December19,1997

COLDWARNOSTALGIA

Welookbacktothateranow,andwelongfora—Ievenmade

acracktheotherday.Isaid,“Gosh,ImisstheColdWar.”It

wasajoke,Imean,Idon’treal ymissit,butyougetthejoke.

—PresidentBillClinton,interviewwiththe WashingtonPost,

Oct.15,1993

It is not really a joke. It is an alibi. When the Clinton

administration runs into trouble abroad—debacle in Somalia,

humiliationinHaiti,ditheringoverBosnia—itlikestopreface

itslistofextenuationswith:Ofcourse,wenolongerhavethe

easydivisionsoftheColdWartomakethingsclearandcrisp

andsimple.Thingsaresomuchhardernow.

Soclearandcrispandsimple?Curious.DuringtheColdWar,

especially during its last two decades, liberals claimed that

thingswerenotsosimple,thatonlyideologuesanddimwits—

Ronald Reagan, for example—insisted on seeing the world

throughtheprismoftheColdWar.

Nowtheytellushowclearandclarifyingitwas.“Wehadan

intellectuallycoherentthing,”saidClintonoftheColdWarera.

“TheAmericanpeopleknewwhattheruleswereandwhenwe

did whatever.” How about when we did Vietnam? Vietnam,

fought under the theory of containment enunciated rst by

Harry Truman in 1947, was the quintessential Cold War

engagement.Itwasalsothemostdivisive.

At the time, Bill Clinton called it “a war I opposed and

despised with a depth of feeling I have reserved solely for

racism in America.” Yet it was prosecuted by two successive

administrations.Inthe1972election,thewinnerbyalandslide

was Richard Nixon, war president. Same war. Clinton had a clarity of vision about the war no less certain than Nixon’s— onlydiametricallyopposed.

Vietnam rent the nation because it presented the basic

dilemmas of the Cold War period: Was containment the

paramountAmericanforeignpolicygoal?Wasitworththerisk

ofmilitaryintervention?Where?Atwhatcost?Therewereno

easy answers. There was certainly none of the unanimity that

nostalgicsnowpretendtherewas.

To hear the blather about Cold War consensus, one would

think that the ’80s never happened. At every turn, on every

issue for which there presumably was one simple, knee-jerk,

anti-Soviet answer—the MX, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Grenada,

“Euromissile” deployment—there was deep division. And

practically every time, liberals, so wistful now for the easy

choicesofyore,madethewrongchoice.

In the late ’70s, for example, the Soviets aggressively

deployed medium-range Euromissiles designed to intimidate

andneutralizeWesternEurope.Itwasaclear-cutchallenge.The

correct response was equally clear-cut: a NATO

counterdeploymentofcomparablemedium-rangemissiles.

ReaganandThatcherandKohlpulledito .Butnotwithout

enormous resistance from Western liberals and leftists. In

America the resistance took the form of a nuclearfreeze

movementthatwouldhavefrozenSovietmissilesinplaceand

frozenNATO’sout.

Where were the Democrats on this one? They forced a

nuclear-freezeresolutionthroughtheHouseofRepresentatives,

278to149.Theircentralidea—ifonecanspeakofahysteriain

termsofideas—wasthatReaganwasblindedbyhisColdWar

anti-Sovietism. The real enemy, they insisted, was not communismbutthenuclearweaponsthemselves.

Similarly on the other great Cold War issue, Third World

revolution:Therealenemy,theDemocratsprotested,wasnot

communism but deprivation. In the great debates over El

Salvador and Nicaragua, liberals insisted that to see these

con icts in Cold War, East-West terms was again to miss the

point.

“If Central America were not racked with injustices, there

wouldbenorevolution,”saidtheDemocratsina1983televised

addressopposingmilitaryaidtoElSalvador.“Therewouldbe

nothing fortheSovietstoexploit.Butunlessthoseoppressive

conditions change, that region will continue to seethe with

revolution—withorwithouttheSoviets.”

As history has demonstrated: wrong. No one would dare

claim that in Central America poverty and injustice are gone.

But the region no longer seethes with revolution. What

happened? Injustice did not disappear. The Soviets did, and

withthemthesinewsandromanceofsocialistrevolution.

Theevilempirewastheenemy.Thatwasthecentraltenetof

American cold warriors. Liberals deplored such talk as crude

Manichaeism.Now,after20yearsofderidinganti-communists

forbeingblindedbytheSovietthreat,theywistfullyrecallhow

the Soviet threat brilliantly illuminated the foreign policy

landscape—and lament how obscure it all is with the lodestar

gone.Ah,theGoldenAgewheneverythingwaseasyandweall

joinedhandsintheColdWarbattlesofVietnamandNicaragua

andtheEuromissiles.

Yesterday,  coldwarrior wasaliberalepithet.Todayeveryone pretendstohavebeenone.Myfather,whohadaFrenchman’s appreciation for cynicism, had a term for this kind of after-battlerésumérevision.  Maquisd’après-guerre: resistance ghter, postwar.

Time,November29,1993




CHAPTER14

THEAGEOFHOLYTERROR


SEPTEMBER11,2001

This is not crime. This is war. One of the reasons there are

terroristsouttherecapableandaudaciousenoughtocarryout

thedeadliestattackontheUnitedStatesinitshistoryisthat,

while they have declared war on us, we have in the past

responded—with the exception of a few useless cruise missile

attacksonemptytentsinthedesert—byissuingsubpoenas.

SecretaryofStateColinPowell’s rstreactiontothedayof

infamy was to pledge to “bring those responsible to justice.”

This is exactly wrong. Franklin Roosevelt did not respond to

PearlHarborbypledgingtobringthecommanderofJapanese

navalaviationtojustice.HepledgedtobringJapantoitsknees.

You bring criminals to justice; you rain destruction on

combatants.Thisisafundamentaldistinctionthatcannolonger

be avoided. The bombings of Sept. 11, 2001, must mark a

turning point. War was long ago declared on us. Until we

declarewarinreturn,wewillhavethousandsofmoreinnocent

victims.

We no longer have to search for a name for the post–Cold

Warera.Itwillhenceforthbeknownastheageofterrorism.

Organizedterrorhasshownwhatitcando:executethesingle

greatestmassacreinAmericanhistory,shutdownthegreatest

power on the globe and send its leaders into underground

shelters.Allthis,withoutevenresortingtochemical,biological

ornuclearweaponsofmassdestruction.

This is a formidable enemy. To dismiss it as a bunch of

cowards perpetrating senseless acts of violence is complacent

nonsense. People willing to kill thousands of innocents while

theykillthemselvesarenotcowards.Theyaredeadly,vicious

warriorsandneedtobetreatedassuch.Noraretheiractsof violence senseless. They have a very speci c aim: to avenge allegedhistoricalwrongsandtobringthegreatAmericansatan

toitsknees.

Noristheenemyfacelessormysterious.Wedonotknowfor

surewhogavethe nalorderbutweknowwhatmovementit

comes from. The enemy has identi ed itself in public and

openly. Our delicate sensibilities have prevented us from

pronouncingitsname.

ItsnameisradicalIslam.NotIslamaspracticedpeacefullyby

millionsofthefaithfularoundtheworld.Butaspeci cfringe

politicalmovement,dedicatedtoimposingitsfanaticalideology

onitsownsocietiesanddestroyingthesocietyofitsenemies,

thegreatestofwhichistheUnitedStates.

Israel,too,isana ronttoradicalIslam,andthusofcourse

mustbeeradicated.Butitisthesmallestof sh.Theheartof

the beast—with its military in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Turkey

and the Persian Gulf; with a culture that “corrupts” Islamic

youth; with an economy and technology that dominate the

world—is the United States. That is why we were struck so

savagely.

Howdoweknow?Whoelsetrainscadresoffanaticalsuicide

murderers who go to their deaths joyfully? And the average

terrorist does not coordinate four hijackings within one hour.

Nor yaplaneintothetinysilhouetteofasinglebuilding.For

that you need skilled pilots seeking martyrdom. That is not a

largepooltodrawfrom.

Thesearetheshocktroopsoftheenemy.Andtheenemyhas

manybranches.HezbollahinLebanon,HamasandIslamicJihad

in Israel, the Osama bin Laden organization headquartered in

Afghanistan, and various Arab “liberation fronts” based in Damascus.Andthentherearethegovernments:Iran,Iraq,Syria and Libya among them. Which one was responsible? We will

findoutsoonenough.

But when we do, there should be no talk of bringing these

people to “swift justice,” as Karen Hughes dismayingly

promisedmid-afternoonyesterday.Anopenactofwardemands

amilitaryresponse,notajudicialone.

Militaryresponseagainstwhom?Itisabsurdtomakewaron

the individuals who send these people. The terrorists cannot

exist in a vacuum. They need a territorial base of sovereign

protection. For 30 years we have avoided this truth. If bin

Laden was behind this, then Afghanistan is our enemy.  Any

countrythatharborsandprotectshimisourenemy.Wemust

carrytheirwartothem.

We should seriously consider a congressional declaration of

war.Thatconventionseemsquaint,unusedsinceWorldWarII.

But there are two virtues to declaring war: It announces our

seriousnessbothtoourpeopleandtotheenemy,anditgivesus

certainrightsasbelligerents(ofblockade,forexample).

The“longpeace”isover.Wesoughtthiswarnomorethan

wesoughtwarwithNaziGermanyandImperialJapanorCold

WarwiththeSovietUnion.Butwhenwarwaspresseduponthe

greatest generation, it rose to the challenge. The question is: Willwe?

TheWashingtonPost,September12,2001

WHENIMAGINATIONFAILS

Afewmenwithknives.Whydidn’tthepassengers,numbering

in the dozens, just overpower them? Of the four hijacked

planes,onlyonefailedtoreachitsterrordestination.Whyjust

one? The question seems unfair, even disrespectful. But its

answer illuminates the deepest problem in facing terrorism:

failureoftheimagination.Thepassengers’seemingpassivityis

reminiscent of the Holocaust. We ask, with trepidation: How

could Jews have allowed themselves to be herded into gas

chambersbyjustafewpeoplecarryingmachineguns?Because

itwasinconceivable—sixdecadeslateritremainsinconceivable

—that the men carrying the weapons would do what they, in

fact, did do. The victims were told these were showers. Who

could imagine herding children into gas chambers? In all of

humanhistory,nopeoplehadeverdonethat.Thevictimscould

notplumbthedepthsoftheirenemy’sevil.

Isuspectthesamehappenedtothedoomedpassengersonthe

hijackedplanes.Afterall,hijackingshavebeengoingonfor40

years.Almostinvariably,everybodyendsupokay.Thehijacker

wants to go to Cuba, or make a political point, or get the

world’s attention. Never in history had hijackers intentionally turned a passenger plane into a ying bomb, killing everyone aboard, including themselves. Decades of experience teach us

thatifyousimplydowhatthehijackerssay,they’lleventually

gettiredandgiveup.That’stherule.

But when the rules don’t apply, when inconceivably cold-blooded evil is in command, the victims are truly helpless. In

thefaceofunfathomableevil,decentpeoplearepsychologically

disarmed. What is so striking—and so alien to civilized

sensibilities—abouttheterroristsofradicalIslamistheircultof death. Their rhetoric is soaked in the glory of immolation: immolation of the in del and self-immolation of the avenger.

NotsincetheNaziralliesofthe1930shastheworldwitnessed

such celebration of blood and soil, of killingand dying. What

WesternTVwouldfeature,asdoesPalestinianTV,achildren’s

songwiththelyric“Howpleasantisthesmellofmartyrs…the

land enriched by the blood, the blood pouring out of a fresh

body”?

Themostchillingdetailofthe1983marinebarracksbombing

in Beirut is that in his last seconds the suicide bomber was

smiling.  Bassamatal-farah,itiscalled.Thesmileofjoy.Suicide bombers are taught that they are guaranteed immediate admissiontoparadise,where72black-eyedvirginsawaittheir

pleasure.

The West has not known such widespread, murderous

perversion of religion since the religious wars of the 17th

century. Who could have imagined deliberately ying into a

building? The FBI didn’t. The FAA didn’t. We could hardly

believe it as we saw it happening. What hijacked passenger

could possibly imagine such a scenario? Why then did the

passengersontheplanethatwentdownnearPittsburghdecide

toresistthehijackersandpreventthemfromcompletingtheir

mission?Becausetheyknew:Theirrelativeshadtoldthemby

cell phone that the World Trade Center had already been

attacked by hijacked planes. They were armed with nal

awarenessofthenatureoftheeviltheyfaced.

Soarmed,theycouldact.Soarmed,theydid.

Time,September24,2001

“THEBORDERSOFISLAMAREBLOODY” 

We’vehadunintendedwars.We’vehadphonywars.We’vehad

aSoccerWar(Honduras–ElSalvador,1969).Butnotsincethe

War of Jenkins’ Ear—sparked by Spanish mistreatment of

British seamen, including one Capt. Robert Jenkins, whose

displaytotheHouseofCommonsofhisseveredearlauncheda

war on the Spanish nasties in October 1739—have we had

anything quite as, well, idiosyncratic as the War of Parsley

Point.

What else to call the con ict over Perejil (Spanish for

parsley),agod-forsakenrockyislandthesizeofasoccer elda

few hundred yards o  the Moroccan coast that technically

belongs to Spain and that Morocco seized July 11, 2002, by

force:adozensoldiers,twotentsandaflag?

Morefarcethanforce.Thereactionwassomethingworthyof

TheMouseThatRoared.YouhalfexpectedPeterSellers,dressed

in drag, to be leading the Spanish invasion force to kick the

Moroccans out. In fact, Spain sent what, by current end-of—

historyEuropeanstandards,wasquiteanarmada:twofrigates,

three patrol boats, a helicopter and a boatload of threats. On

Wednesday, Spain cashed in the threats, retaking the island

with ridiculous overkill: warships, special ground forces,

helicopters and combat aircraft. The remaining six Moroccans

surrendered.

Itishardtotakeallofthisseriously,sinceitcomesonthe

heels of the accidental British invasion of Spain earlier this

year. Royal Marines in Gibraltar went out to practice beach

landingsbutmissedbyacoupleofmilesandstormedabeachin

neighboring Spain. “They landed on our coast with typical

commando tactics,” said the mayor of La Linea de la Concepcion proudly. “But we managed to hold them on the beach.”

After Morocco’s non-accidental “invasion” of Perejil,

everybody got into the act. The European Union declared “its

fullsolidaritywithSpain.”NATO,whichcouldnotevenusethis

worthless rock for target practice, weighed in on Spain’s side, too.TheArabLeaguepredictablylinedupwithitsfellowArabs, declaringPerejil“aMoroccanisland.”

Not exactly The Guns of August, although the way far-ung allies,whohadnotevenheardofthismisbegottenrocktilllast week, lined up instantly behind one or the other of the

aggrievedpartieshadaneerie,ghostlyecho.

Now,MoroccowillhardlygotowaroverParsleyPoint.For

one thing, Morocco is no match for Spain. For another, the

timingofthewholestunt,duringthethree-dayweddingofthe

Moroccan king, Mohammed VI, turned the invasion into a

cheap,ifbizarre,weddingpresenttohimselfandthenation.

Nonetheless,thiscomedyholdssomeseriouslessons.Europe

beratestheUnitedStatesforholdingontoprimitivenotionsof

sovereignty at a time when the sophisticated Europeans are

yieldingsovereigntytoBrussels,adoptingtheeuro,wallowing

in Kyoto and, most recently, genu ecting to the newly

established International Criminal Court. Yet here they are

liningupinlocksteptodefendSpanishsovereigntyoverapiece

of worthless rock that only dubiously belongs to Spain, by

supposed attachment to the other dubiously claimed Spanish

enclavesofCeutaandMelilla,thatinturnarelittlemorethan

colonialanachronismsonthecoastofNorthAfrica.Thissame

Europe heaps scorn on the United States for defending an

in nitely more serious sovereign claim—to democratic legal jurisdiction over its own citizens and soldiers rather than yieldingittothearbitrarinessofthenewcriminalcourt.

Even more important, however, is that the War of Parsley

PointremindsusofthecorrosiveirredentismforIslamiclands

long ago taken by the sword and then lost to the sword. We

forgetIslam’sastonishingearlysuccesses.Fromastandingstart

intheearlyseventhcentury,itconqueredArabia,NorthAfrica

and Spain within 100 years. Muslims have not forgotten. The

later loss of Spain, to say nothing of European colonialism in

theArabworld(includingwhatremainsofSpanishsovereignty

inMorocco),stillburns.Afterall,howdidAymanal-Zawahiri,

Osama bin Laden’s deputy, begin that rst post–Sept. 11

celebratory videotape? By invoking the loss of “Andalusia”—

southernIberia,losttotheChristianin deltheyearColumbus

sailedtheAtlantic.FormanyintheIslamicworld,ithappened

yesterday.

Much of the con ict in the world today—the Philippines,

Kashmir,Chechnya,theWestBank,Sudan,Nigeriaandnowon

thisridiculouslittlerockintheMediterranean—representsthe

Islamic world, once expanding, long contracting, pushing out

onceagaintoreclaimitsplaceinthesun.

AsSamuelHuntingtonhaswritten,thebordersofIslamare

bloody.AtleastintheWarofParsleyPoint,noonehasbeen

killedandnooneislikelytobe.Itwillallendwiththegame’s

being called on account of silliness. The game goes on

everywhereelse,however,notasfarcebutastragedy.

TheWashingtonPost,July19,2002

TOWARORNOTTOWAR? 

Therearetwologicallycoherentpositionsonecantakeonwar

with Iraq. Hawks favor war on the grounds that Saddam

Husseinisreckless,tyrannicalandinstinctivelyaggressive,and

thatifhecomesintopossessionofnuclearweaponsinaddition

totheweaponsofmassdestructionhealreadyhas,heislikely

tousethemorsharethemwithterrorists.Thethreatofmass

deathonascaleneverbeforeseenresidinginthehandsofan

unstablemadmanisintolerable—andmustbepreempted.

Doves oppose war on the grounds that the risks exceed the

gains.WarwithIraqcouldbeverycostly,possiblydegenerating

into urban warfare. It likely would increase the chances of

weaponsofmassdestructionbeingloosedbyaSaddamHussein

facing extinction and with nothing to lose. Moreover, Saddam

Hussein has as yet never used these weapons against America

and its allies because he is deterred by our overwhelming

power.Whydisturbthestatusquo?Deterrenceserveduswell

againstsuchmonstersasStalinandMao.Itwillserveusjustas

wellincontainingamuchweakerSaddamHussein.

PreemptionisthepositionoftheBushadministrationhawks.

Deterrence is advanced by a small number of congressional

Democratic doves. But, ah, there is a third way. It is the

positionofDemocraticPartyeldersAlGore,TedKennedy(both

of whom delivered impassioned speeches attacking the

president’s policy) and, as far as can be determined, Senate

Majority Leader Tom Daschle. This third way accepts all the

premisesoftheantiwarcamp.Itgivesusallthereasonswhy

war could be catastrophic: chemical or bio-weapon attacks,

door-to-door ghting in Baghdad, alienating allies, destroying

theworldwidecoalitionofthewaronterror,encouragingthe recruitmentofnewterrorists,etc.

Moreover, they argue, deterrence works. “I have seen no

persuasiveevidence,”saidKennedy,“thatSaddamwouldnotbe

deterred from attacking U.S. interests by America’s

overwhelming military superiority.” So far, so good. But then

these senior Democratic critics, having eviscerated the

president’s premises, proceed to enthusiastically endorse his

conclusion—that Saddam Hussein’s weapons facilities must be

subjectedtothemostintrusiveandfar-reachinginspection,and

thatifhecheatsandrefusestocooperate,wemustgotowar

againsthim.

Thisisutterlyincoherent.Inprinciple,asearchforgenocidal

weapons that can be hidden in a basement or even a closet

cannotpossiblysucceedwithoutthefullcooperationofthehost

government. Not a serious person on the planet believes that

SaddamHusseinwillgiveit.

Moreimportant,whyarethesecriticsinsistingoninspection

anddisarmamentanyway?Theyhaveelucidatedallthevarious

costs of attempting to disarm Iraq forcibly, and told us that

deterrencehasworkedjust netokeepSaddamHusseinfrom

doing us any harm. If deterrence works, by what logic does

KennedyinsistthatSaddamHussein“mustbedisarmed”?

TheenthusiasmoftheseseniorDemocratsforinspectionsis

really nothing more than an argument for delay. Yet what

advantage is there to delay? The war will be just as costly

tomorrow as today. Even assuming that delay gets us a few

extra allies, how does that prevent Saddam Hussein from

launchinghisawfulweaponsorresortingtourbanwarfare?

ThevirtueofdelayisthatitgivesDemocratspoliticalcover.

Ever since George McGovern, Democrats have been trying to escape their reputation for being soft, indeed unserious, on foreign policy. The last time Saddam Hussein threatened the

peace(byinvadingKuwait),7outof10DemocratsinCongress

voted against authorizing the use of force and in favor of the

useless pseudo-solution of sanctions. So this time, the

Democrats’ leaders make the antiwar argument but have the

politicalsavvytoconcludebyrunningupthe agandsounding

thebugle.

Ihappentobelievethatthepreemptionschooliscorrect,that

the risks of allowing Saddam Hussein to acquire his weapons

will only grow with time. Nonetheless, I can both understand

and respect those few Democrats who make the principled

argumentagainstwarwithIraqonthegroundsofdeterrence,

believing that safety lies in reliance on a proven (if perilous) balance of terror rather than the risky innovation of forcible disarmamentbypreemption.

Whatishardbothtounderstandandtorespect,however,is

thedelayschool.Theytellusthatthiswarwillbebothterrible

andunnecessary—andthencomeoutfoursquareinsupportof

startingitlater,afterSaddamHusseinhasrefusedtoplaynice

with inspectors. They manage to criticize the war, and still

comeoutinfavorofit.Aneattrick—and,giventhegravityof

theissue,anunseemlyone.

TheWashingtonPost,October7,2002

THESURGE,DENIED

Noonecanspendsome10daysvisitingthebattle eldsinIraq

without seeing major progress in every area.… If the U.S. 

provides sustained support to the Iraqi government—in

security, governance, and development—there is now a very

realchancethatIraqwil emergeasasecureandstablestate.

—AnthonyCordesman,“TheSituationinIraq:ABriefing

fromtheBattlefield,”Feb.13,2008

This from a man who was a severe critic of the postwar

occupationofIraqandwho,asauthorPeterWehnerpointsout,

isnowide-eyedoptimist.Infact,inMay2006Cordesmanhad

writtenthat“noonecanarguethattheprospectsforstabilityin

Iraqaregood.”Now,however,thereissimplynodenyingthe

remarkableimprovementsinIraqsincethesurgebeganayear

ago.

Unlessyou’reaDemocrat.AsJoeLieberman(I-Conn.)putit,

“Democratshaveremainedemotionallyinvestedinanarrative

ofdefeatandretreatinIraq.”TheirSenateleader,HarryReid,

declares the war already lost. Their presidential candidates

(eightofthematthetime)unanimouslyopposethesurge.Then

theevidencebeginstricklingin.

WegetnewsoftheAnbarAwakening,whichhasnowspread

tootherSunniareasandBaghdad.Thesectariancivilstrifethat

theDemocratsinsistedwasthereasonforustoleavedwindles

to the point of near disappearance. Much of Baghdad is

returningtonormal.Thereare90,000neighborhoodvolunteers

—ordinary citizens who act as auxiliary police and vital

informants on terrorist activity—starkly symbolizing the

insurgency’s loss of popular support. Captured letters of al-Qaeda leaders reveal despair as they are driven—mostly by IraqiSunnis,theirownArabco-religionists—to ightandinto

hiding.

Afteragonizingyearsofsearchingfortherightstrategyand

the right general, we are winning. How do Democrats react?

From Nancy Pelosi to Barack Obama, the talking point is the

same:Sure,thereismilitaryprogress.Wecouldhavepredicted

that.(Theyinfacthadpredictedtheopposite,butnomatter.)

Butit’sallpointlessunlessyougetnationalreconciliation.

“National”isawaytoignorewhatistakingplaceatthelocal

and provincial level, such as Shiite cleric Ammar al-Hakim,

scion of the family that dominates the largest Shiite party in

Iraq, traveling last October to Anbar in an unprecedented

gestureofreconciliationwiththeSunnisheiks.

Doesn’tcount,yousee.Democratsdemandnothinglessthan

federal-levelreconciliation,andithastobeexpressedinactual

legislation.

The objection was not only highly legalistic but also

politically convenient: Very few (including me) thought this

would be possible under the Maliki government. Then last

week, indeed on the day Cordesman published his report, it

happened.Mirabiledictu,theIraqiparliamentapprovedthree

verysignificantpiecesoflegislation.

First, a provincial powers law that turns Iraq into arguably

themostfederalstateintheentireArabworld.Theprovinces

get not only power but also elections by Oct. 1. U.S.

ambassador Ryan Crocker has long been calling this the most

crucialsteptopoliticalstability.Itwillallow,forexample,the

pro-American Anbar sheiks to become the legitimate rulers of

their province, exercise regional autonomy and forge o cial relationswiththeShiite-dominatedcentralgovernment.

Second, parliament passed a partial amnesty for prisoners,

80% of whom are Sunni. Finally, it approved a $48 billion

nationalbudgetthatallocatesgovernmentrevenue—about85%

ofwhichisfromoil—totheprovinces.Kurdistan,forexample,

getsone-sixth.

WhatwilltheDemocratssaynow?Theywillcomplainthat

there is still no oil-distribution law. True. But oil revenue is being distributed to the provinces in the national budget. The factthatparliamentcouldnotagreeonapermanentformulafor

the future simply means that it will be allocating oil revenue

yearbyyearaspartofthebudgetprocess.Isthatareasonto

abandonIraqtoal-QaedaandIran?

Despitealltheprogress,militaryandpolitical,theDemocrats

remain unwavering in their commitment to withdrawal on an

arti cial timetable that inherently jeopardizes our “very real

chancethatIraqwillemergeasasecureandstablestate.”

Why? Imagine the transformative e ects in the region, and

indeed in the entire Muslim world, of achieving a secure and

stableIraq,friendlytotheUnitedStatesandvictoriousoveral—

Qaeda. Are the Democrats so intent on denying George Bush

retroactive vindication for a war they insist is his that they

woulddenytheirowncountryanow-achievablevictory?

TheWashingtonPost,February22,2008

WHOLOSTIRAQ? 

BarackObamawasaprincipledopponentoftheIraqWarfrom

itsbeginning.ButwhenhebecamepresidentinJanuary2009,

hewashandedawarthatwaswon.Thesurgehadsucceeded.

Al-QaedainIraqhadbeenrouted,driventohumiliatingdefeat

byanAnbarAwakeningofSunnis ghtingsidebysidewiththe

in del Americans. Even more remarkably, the Shiite militias

hadbeentakendown,withU.S.backing,bytheforcesofShiite

primeministerNourial-Maliki.TheycrushedtheSadrmilitias

fromBasratoSadrCity.

Al-Qaeda decimated. A Shiite prime minister taking a

decisivelynationalistline.IraqiSunnisreadytointegrateintoa

newnationalgovernment.U.S.casualtiesattheirlowestebbin

theentirewar.Electionsapproaching.Obamawasleftwithbut

a single task: Negotiate a new statusof-forces agreement

(SOFA) to reinforce these gains and create a strategic

partnershipwiththeArabworld’sonlydemocracy.

Heblewit.Negotiations,suchastheywere, nallycollapsed

lastmonth.Thereisnoagreement,nopartnership.AsofDec.

31,theU.S.militarypresenceinIraqwillbeliquidated.

Andit’snotasifthatdeadlinesnuckuponObama.Hehad

three years to prepare for it. Everyone involved, Iraqi and

American, knew that the 2008 SOFA calling for full U.S.

withdrawalwasmeanttoberenegotiated.Andallmajorparties

but one (the Sadr faction) had an interest in some residual

stabilizingU.S.force,likethepost-wardeploymentsinJapan,

GermanyandKorea.

Three years, two abject failures. The rst was the

administration’sinability,attheheightofAmericanpost-surge

power,tobrokeracentristnationalistcoalitiongovernedbythe major blocs—one predominantly Shiite (Maliki’s), one predominantlySunni(AyadAllawi’s),oneKurdish—thatamong

themwonalargemajority(69%)ofseatsinthe2010election.

VicePresidentBidenwasgiventhejob.Hefailedutterly.The

government ended up e ectively being run by a narrow

sectarian coalition where the balance of power is held by the

relativelysmall(12%)Iranian-clientSadrfaction.

The second failure was the SOFA itself. U.S. commanders

recommended nearly 20,000 troops, considerably fewer than

our28,500inKorea,40,000inJapanand54,000inGermany.

Thepresidentrejectedthoseproposals,choosinginsteadalevel

of3,000to5,000troops.

A deployment so risibly small would have to expend all its

energies simply protecting itself—the fate of our tragic,

missionless1982Lebanondeployment—withnorealcapability

totraintheIraqis,buildtheirU.S.-equippedairforce,mediate

ethnic disputes (as we have successfully done, for example,

between local Arabs and Kurds), operate surveillance and

special-ops bases and establish the kind of close military-to—

militaryrelationsthatundergirdourstrongestalliances.

The Obama proposal was an unmistakable signal of

unseriousness. It became clear that he simply wanted out,

leaving any Iraqi foolish enough to maintain a pro-American

orientation exposed to Iranian in uence, now unopposed and

potentially lethal. Message received. Just this past week,

Massoud Barzani, leader of the Kurds—for two decades the

staunchestofU.S.allies—visitedTehrantobendakneetoboth

PresidentMahmoudAhmadinejadandAyatollahAliKhamenei.

Itdidn’thavetobethisway.Ourfriendsdidnothavetobe

leftoutinthecoldtoseekIranianprotection.Threeyearsanda wonwarhadgivenObamatheopportunitytoestablishalasting strategicalliancewiththeArabworld’ssecondmostimportant

power.

He failed, though he hardly tried very hard. The excuse is

Iraqi refusal to grant legal immunity to U.S. forces. But the

Bush administration encountered the same problem and

overcameit.Obamahadlittledesireto.Indeed,heportraysthe

evacuationasasuccess,thefulfillmentofacampaignpromise.

But surely the obligation to defend the security and the

interests of the nation supersede personal vindication. Obama

opposedthewar,butwhenhebecamecommanderinchiefthe

terriblepricehadalreadybeenpaidinbloodandtreasure.His

obligation was to make something of that sacri ce, to secure

thestrategicgainsthatsacrificehadalreadyachieved.

He did not, failing at precisely what this administration so

atters itself for doing so well: diplomacy. After years of

allegedlyclumsybrutishforce,Obamawastousherinaneraof

nothardpower,notsoftpower,butsmartpower.

WhichturnsoutinIraqtobe…nopower.Yearsfromnow,

wewillbeaskingnot“WholostIraq?”—thatalreadyisclear—

but“Why?”

TheWashingtonPost,November3,2011

FROMFREEDOMAGENDATOFREEDOMDOCTRINE

Today,everyoneandhiscousinsupportsthe“freedomagenda.”

Ofcourse,yesterdayitwasjustGeorgeW.Bush,TonyBlairand

a band of neocons with unusual hypnotic powers who dared

challenge the received wisdom of Arab exceptionalism—the

notionthatArabs,asopposedtoEastAsians,LatinAmericans,

Europeans and Africans, were uniquely allergic to democracy.

Indeed, the left spent the better part of the Bush years

excoriatingthefreedomagendaaseitherfantasyoryetanother

sordidexampleofU.S.imperialism.

Nowitseemseveryone,eventheleft,isenthusiasticforArab

democracy. Fine. Fellow travelers are welcome. But simply

beinginfavoroffreedomisnotenough.WithEgyptinturmoil

andinthemidstofaperiloustransition,weneedforeign-policy

principlestoensuredemocracyforthelongrun.

No need to reinvent the wheel. We’ve been through

something analogous before. After World War II, Western

Europewasnewlyfreedbutunstable,inruin—andinplay.The

democracy we favored for the continent faced internal and

externalthreatsfromcommunisttotalitarians.TheUnitedStates

adoptedtheTrumanDoctrinethatdeclaredAmerica’sintention

todefendthesenewlyfreenations.

Thismeantnotjustprotectingalliesattheperiphery,suchas

GreeceandTurkey,frominsurgencyandexternalpressure,but

supportingdemocraticelementswithinWesternEuropeagainst

powerfulanddetermineddomesticcommunistparties.

Powerfultheywere.Thecommunistswerenotjustthemost

organized and disciplined. In France, they rose to largest

postwar party; in Italy, to second largest. Under the Truman

Doctrine, U.S. presidents used every instrument available, including massive assistance—covert and overt, nancial and diplomatic—todemocraticpartiestokeepthecommunistsout

ofpower.

As the states of the Arab Middle East throw o  decades of

dictatorship,theirdemocraticfuturefacesamajorthreatfrom

thenewtotalitarianism:Islamism.AsinSovietdays,thethreat

is both internal and external. Iran, a mini-version of the old

SovietUnion,hasitsownalliesandsatellites—Syria,Lebanon

and Gaza—and its own Comintern, with agents operating

throughout the region to extend Islamist in uence and

undermine pro-Western secular states. That’s precisely why in

this revolutionary moment, Iran boasts of an Islamist wave

sweepingtheArabworld.

Weneedaforeignpolicythatnotonlysupportsfreedomin

theabstractbutisguidedbylong-rangepracticalprinciplesto

achieve it—a Freedom Doctrine composed of the following

elements:

(1) The United States supports democracy throughout the

Middle East. It will use its in uence to help democrats

everywherethrowoffdictatorialrule.

(2)Democracyismorethanjustelections.Itrequiresafree

press, the rule of law, the freedom to organize, the

establishment of independent political parties and the

peaceful transfer of power. Therefore, the transition to

democracyandinitialelectionsmustallowtimeforthese

institutions, most notably political parties, to establish

themselves.

(3)TheonlyU.S.interestintheinternalgovernanceofthese

new democracies is to help protect them against totalitarians, foreign and domestic. The recent Hezbollah coup in Lebanon and the Hamas dictatorship in Gaza

dramatically demonstrate how anti-democratic elements

that achieve power democratically can destroy the very

democracythatempoweredthem.

(4)Therefore,justasduringtheColdWartheUnitedStates

helpedkeepEuropeancommunistpartiesoutofpower(to

seethemultimatelywitheraway),itwillbeU.S.policyto

oppose the inclusion of totalitarian parties—the Muslim

Brotherhoodor, for that matter, communists—in any

government, whether provisional or elected, in newly

liberatedArabstates.

We may not have the power to prevent this. So be it. The

Brotherhood may today be so relatively strong in Egypt, for

example, that a seat at the table is inevitable. But under no

circumstances should a presidential spokesman say, as did

RobertGibbs,thattheneworder“hastoincludeawholehost

of important non-secular actors.” Why gratuitously legitimize

Islamists? Instead, Americans should be urgently supporting

seculardemocraticpartiesinEgyptandelsewherewithtraining,

resourcesanddiplomacy.

Weare,unwillinglyagain,partiestoalongtwilightstruggle,

thistimewithIslamism—mostnotablyIran,itsproxiesandits

potentialallies,SunniandShiite.Weshouldbeclear-eyedabout

our preferred outcome—real democracies governed by

committeddemocrats—anddeveloppoliciestoseethisthrough.

A freedom doctrine is a freedom agenda given direction by

guidingprinciples.Trumandidit.Socanwe.

 TheWashingtonPost,February11,2011

LANGUAGEANDLEADERSHIP

JenPsaki,blamelessStateDepartmentspokeswoman,explained

thatthehastyevacuationofourembassyinYemenwasnotan

evacuation but “a reduction in sta .” This proved a problem

because the Yemeni government had already announced (and

denounced) the “evacuation”—the word normal folks use for

the panicky ordering of people onto planes headed out of the

country.

Thus continues the administration’s penchant for wordplay,

the bending of language to t a political need. In Janet

Napolitano’sfamousformulation,terrorattacksarenow“man—

caused disasters.” And the “global war on terror” is no more.

It’snowan“overseascontingencyoperation.”

NidalHasanproudlytellsamilitarycourtthathe,asoldierof

Allah,killed13Americansoldiersinthenameofjihad.Butthe

massacreremainso ciallyclassi edasanactnotofterrorism

butof“workplaceviolence.”

TheU.S.ambassadortoLibyaandthreeothersarekilledin

an al-Qaeda–a liated terror attack—and for days it is waved

o  as nothing more than a spontaneous demonstration gone

bad. After all, famously declared Hillary Clinton, what

differencedoesitmake?

Well, it makes a di erence, rst, because truth is a virtue.

Second,becauseifyoukeeplyingtotheAmericanpeople,they

mayseriouslyquestionwhetheranythingyousay—forexample,

about the benign nature of NSA surveillance—is not another

self-servinglie.

Andthird,becauseleadingacountrythroughyetanotherlong

twilightstrugglerequiresnotjusthonestybutclarity.Thisisa

presidentwhotothisdaycannotbringhimselftoidentifythe enemyasradicalIslam.JustTuesdaynight,explainingtheU.S.

embassyclosuresacrosstheMuslimworld,hecitedthethreat

from“violentextremism.”

The word extremism is meaningless. People don’t devote

themselvesto being extreme. Extremism has no content. The

extreme of what? In this war, an extreme devotion to the

supremacyofaradicallyfundamentalistvisionofIslamandto

itsmurderousquestfordominionoverallothers.

But for President Obama, the word Islamist may not be

uttered. Language must be devised to disguise the

unpleasantness.

Result?Theworld’s rstlexicologicalwar.Parryandthrust

with linguistic tricks, deliberate misnomers and ever more

transparent euphemisms. Next: armor-piercing onomatopoeias

andamphibioussynecdoches.

This would all be comical and merely peculiar if it didn’t

re ect a larger, more troubling reality: The confusion of

language is a direct result of a confusion of policy—which is

servedbyconstantobfuscation.

Obamadoesn’tlikethisterrorwar.Heparticularlydislikesits

unfortunate religious coloration, which is why “Islamist” is

banished from his lexicon. But soothing words, soothing

speeches in various Muslim capitals, soothing policies—“open

hand,” “mutual respect”—have yielded nothing. The war

remains. Indeed, under his watch, it has spread. And as

commanderinchiefhemustdefendthenation.

Hemust.Buthedesperatelywantstoendthewholestruggle.

This is no secret wish. In a major address to the National

Defense University just three months ago he declared, “This

war,likeallwars,mustend.”Theplaintivecryofamanhoping thatsayingsomakesitso.

The result is visible ambivalence that leads to vacillating

policy reeking of incoherence. Obama defends the vast NSA

data dragnet because of the terrible continuing threat of

terrorism.Yetatthesametime,hecallsfornotjustamending

but actually repealing the legal basis for the entire war on

terror,the2001AuthorizationforUseofMilitaryForce.

Well,whichisit?Ifthetideofwarisreceding,whythegiant

NSA snooping programs? If al-Qaeda is on the run, as he

incessantlyassuredthenationthroughout2012,whyisAmerica

coweringin19

closed-downembassiesandconsulates?WhywasBostonput

on an unprecedented full lockdown after the marathon

bombings? And from Somalia to Afghanistan, why are we

raining death by drone on “violent extremists”? Every target,

amazingly,ajihadist.Whatacoincidence.

Thisincoherenceofpolicyandpurposeiswhyanevacuation

fromYemenmustbepassedo as“areductioninsta .”Why

the Benghazi terror attack must be blamed on some hapless

Egyptian-Americanvideographer.WhytheFortHoodshooting

isnothingbutsomeloonyArmydoctorgonepostal.

In the end, this isn’t about language. It’s about leadership.

Thewordplayismerelycoverforuncertainpolicyembeddedin

confusionandambivalenceaboutthewholeenterprise.

Thisisnotleadingfrombehind.Thisisnotleadingatall.

TheWashingtonPost,August9,2013
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THEAGETOCOME


HYPERPROLIFERATION:

CANWESURVIVEIT? 

Like many physicists who worked on the Manhattan Project,

RichardFeynmancouldnotgettheBomboutofhismindafter

thewar.“Iwouldseepeoplebuildingabridge,”hewrote.“And

Ithought,they’recrazy,theyjustdon’tunderstand,theydon’t

understand.Whyaretheymakingnewthings?It’ssouseless.”

Feynmanwasconvincedmanhad nallyinventedsomething

that he could not control and that would ultimately destroy

him.Forsixdecadeswehavesuppressedthatthoughtandbuilt

enough history to believe Feynman’s pessimism was

unwarranted. After all, soon afterward, the most aggressive

world power, Stalin’s Soviet Union, acquired the Bomb yet

neverusedit.Sevenmorecountrieshaveacquireditsinceand

neverusediteither.EvenNorthKorea,whichhu sandpu s

andthreatenseveryonceinawhile,daresnotuseit.EvenKim

JongIlisnotsuicidal.

But that’s the point. We’re now at the dawn of an era in

which an extreme and fanatical religious ideology, undeterred

by the usual calculations of prudence and self-preservation, is wieldingstatepowerandwillsoonbewieldingnuclearpower.

We have di culty understanding the mentality of Iran’s

newestrulers.Thenagain,wedon’tunderstandthementalityof

themenwho ewintotheWorldTradeCenterorthemobsin

Damascus and Tehran who chant “Death to America”—and

Denmark (!)—and embrace the glory and romance of

martyrdom.

This atavistic love of blood and death and, indeed, self-immolation in the name of God may not be new—medieval

Europe had an abundance of millennial Christian sects—but until now it has never had the means to carry out its apocalypticends.

That is why Iran’s arriving at the threshold of nuclear

weaponryissuchasignalhistoricalmoment.Itisnotjustthat

itspresidentsayscrazythingsabouttheHolocaust.Itisthathe

isaferventbelieverintheimminentreappearanceofthe12th

Imam, Shi’ism’s version of the Messiah. President Mahmoud

Ahmadinejad has been reported as saying in o cial meetings

that the end of history is only two or three years away. He

reportedlytoldanassociatethatonthepodiumoftheGeneral

Assembly last September, he felt a halo around him and for

“those 27 or 28 minutes, the leaders of the world did not

blink…asifahandwasholdingthemthereandopenedtheir

eyes to receive” his message. He believes that the Islamic

revolution’s raison d’être is to prepare the way for the

messianicredemption,whichinhiseschatologyisprecededby

worldwideupheavalandchaos.Howbettertolightthefusefor

eternalblissthanwithanuclearflame?

Depending on your own beliefs, Ahmadinejad is either

mystical or deranged. In either case, he is exceedingly

dangerous.AndIranisjustthe rst.Within nitelyaccelerated

exchanges of information helping develop whole new

generations of scientists, extremist countries led by similarly extrememenwillbeinapositiontoacquirenuclearweaponry.

If nothing is done, we face not proliferation but

hyperproliferation.Notjustonebutmanyradicalstateswillget

weaponsofmassextinction,andthensowillthefanaticaland

suicidalterroristswhoaretheirbrothersandclients.

That will present the world with two futures. The rst is

Feynman’svisionofhumandestructiononascaleneverseen.

The second,perhaps after one or two cities are lost with

millions killed in a single day, is a radical abolition of liberal democracyasthespeciestriestomaintainitselfbyrevertingto strictauthoritarianism—aself-imposedexpulsionfromtheEden

ofpost-Enlightenmentfreedom.

Cantherebeathirdfuture?Thatwilldependonwhetherwe

succeedinholdingproliferationatbay.Iranisthetestcase.Itis

the most dangerous political entity on the planet, and yet the

world response has been catastrophically slow and reluctant.

Years of knowingly useless negotiations, followed by hesitant

international resolutions, have brought us to only the most

tentative of steps—referral to a Security Council that lacks

unityandresolve.Iranknowsthisandthereforede antlyand

openlyresumesitsheadlongmarchtonuclearstatus.Ifwefail

topreventanIranianregimerunbyapocalypticfanaticsfrom

goingnuclear,wewillhavereachedapointofnoreturn.Itis

notjustthatIranmightbethesourceofagreatcon agration

butthatwewillhavedemonstratedtotheworldthatforthose

similarlyinclinedthereisnoseriousimpediment.

Ourplanetis4,500,000,000yearsold,andwe’vehadnukes

forexactly61.Nooneknowsthepreciseprospectsforhuman

extinction,butFeynmanwasamathematicalgeniuswhoknew

howtocalculateodds.Ifheweretowatchustodayabouttolet

loose the agents of extinction, he’d call a halt to all bridge

building.

Time,March26,2006

DEATHBYDRONE

The nation’s vexation over the morality and legality of

President Obama’s drone war has produced a salutary but

hopelessly confused debate. Three categories of questions are

beingasked.Theymustbeseparatedtobeclearlyunderstood.

1.Bywhatrightdoesthepresidentorderthekil ingbydroneof

enemiesabroad?Whatcriteriajustifyassassination? 

Answer: (a) imminent threat, under the doctrine of self-defense, and (b) a liation with al-Qaeda, under the laws of

war.

Imminent threat is obvious. If we know a freelance jihadist

cell in Yemen is actively plotting an attack, we don’t have to

wait until after the fact. Elementary self-defense justi es

attackingfirst.

Al-Qaeda is a di erent matter. We are in a mutual state of

war. Osama bin Laden issued his fatwa declaring war on the

United States in 1996; we reciprocated three days after 9/11

withCongress’AuthorizationforUseofMilitaryForce—against

al-Qaeda and those who harbor and abet it. (Such resolutions

are the contemporary equivalent of a declaration of war, as

evidenced in the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the 2003 Iraq

War.)

Regardingal-Qaeda,therefore,imminenceisnotrequired.Its

membersarelegitimatetargets,dayornight,awakeorasleep.

Nothing new here. In World War II, we bombed German and

Japanesebarrackswithouthesitation.

Unfortunately,Obama’sJusticeDepartmentmemosjustifying

thedroneattacksarehopelesslymuddled.Theyimplythatthe sole justi cation for drone attack is imminent threat—and whereas al-Qaeda is plotting all the time, an al-Qaeda honcho

sleepinginhisbedisthereforealegitimatetarget.

Nonsense. Slippery nonsense. It gives the impression of an

administrationmakingupcriteriato tthepresident’skilllist.

No need toconfuse categories. A sleeping Anwar al-Awlaki

couldlawfullybesnuffednotbecauseofimminencebutbecause

hewasself-declaredal-Qaedaandthusanenemycombatantas

definedbycongressionalresolutionandthelawsofwar.

2. But al-Awlaki was no ordinary enemy. He was a U.S. 

citizen. By what right does the president order the kil ing by droneofanAmerican?Where’sthedueprocess? 

Answer: Once you take up arms against the United States,

you become an enemy combatant, thereby forfeiting the

privilegesofcitizenshipandtheprotectionsoftheConstitution,

including due process. You retain only the protection of the

laws of war—no more and no less than those of your foreign

comrades-in-arms.(Indeed,DavidFrench,seniorcounselatthe

American Center for Law and Justice, suggests stripping such

traitors of their citizenship, thereby formalizing their extra—

constitutionalstatus.)

LincolnsteadfastlyrefusedtorecognizetheConfederacyasa

separatenation.ThesoldiersthathisUnionarmyconfrontedat

AntietamwereAmericancitizens(inrebellion)—killedwithout

dueprocess.NordidtheAmericansstormingGermanbunkers

at Normandy inquire before ring whether there were any

German Americans among them—to be excused for gentler

treatmentwhiletheotherGermansweremoweddown.

 3.Whohastheauthoritytodecidelife-and-deathtargeting? 

In war, the ultimate authority is always the commander in

chiefandthoseinthelawfulchainofcommandtowhomhehas

delegatedsuchauthority.

Thislookstroubling.ObamasittingaloneintheOvalO ce

deciding which individuals to kill. But how is that di erent

from Lyndon Johnson sitting in his o ce choosing bombing

targetsinNorthVietnam?

Moreover,we rebombedentirecitiesinWorldWarII.Who

chose? Commanders under the ultimate authority of the

president.Nojudicialreview,nooutsidelegislativecommittee,

nosecretcourt,noauthorityabovethepresident.

Okay,yousay.Buttoday’swarisentirelydi erent:nofront

line,noendinsight.

Sowhat?It’sthejihadistswhodecidedtomaketheworlda

battle eldandtowagewarinperpetuity.Untiltheyabandon

the eld, what choice do we have but to carry the ght to

them?

Wehaveourprinciplesandprecedentsforlawfulwarmaking,

and a growing body of case law for the more vexing

complexitiesofthepresentwar—forexample,thetreatmentof

suspectedterroristsapprehendedonU.S.soil.Thecourtshaving

grantedthemvaryingdegreesofhabeascorpusprotection,itis

clear that termination by drone (a measure far more severe

than detention) would be forbidden—unless Congress and the

courts decide otherwise, which, short of a Taliban invasion

fromNewBrunswick,isinconceivable.

Now,forthosewhobelievethatthewaronterrorisnotwar

but law enforcement, (a) I concede that they will nd the

foregoing analysis to be useless and (b) I assert that they are

livingonadifferentanddistantplanet.

For us earthlings, on the other hand, the case for Obama’s

drone war is strong. Pity that his Justice Department couldn’t

makeit.

TheWashingtonPost,February14,2013

NOHIDINGFROMHISTORY

ThewarinSyria,startedbylocals,isnowaregionalcon ict,

the meeting ground of two warring blocs. On one side, the

radical Shiite bloc led by Iran, which over ies Iraq to supply

Bashar al-Assad and sends Hezbollah to ght for him. Behind

themliesRussia,whichhasstationedshipso shore,provided

theregimewithtonsofweaponryandessentiallyclaimedSyria

asaRussianprotectorate.

And on the other side are the Sunni Gulf states terri ed of

Iranian hegemony (territorial and soon nuclear); non-Arab

Turkey, now convulsed by an internal uprising; and fragile

Jordan,draggedinbygeography.

Andbehindthem?Noone.It’stheSpanishCivilWarexcept

thatonlyoneside—thefascists—showedup.Thenaturalallyof

whatbeganasaspontaneous,secular,liberationistuprisingin

SyriawastheUnitedStates.Fortwoyears,itdidnothing.

President Obama’s dodge was his chemicalweapons “red

line.”Inacon ictrequiringseriousstatecraft,Obamachoseto

practice forensics instead, earnestly agonizing over whether

reportedpoison-gasattacksreachedtheevidentiarystandardsof

CSI:Miami.

Obama talked “chain of custody,” while Iran and Russia,

hardly believing their luck, reached for regional dominance—

theayatollahssolidifyingtheir“Shiitecrescent,”VladimirPutin

seizing the opportunity to dislodge America as regional

hegemon, a position the United States achieved four decades

agounderHenryKissinger.

Andwhen nallyforcedtoadmitthathisredlinehadbeen

crossed—a“gamechanger,”Obamahadgravelywarned—what

didhedo?Promisetherebelssmallarmsandammunition.

That’s it? It’s meaningless: The rebels are already receiving

smallarmsfromtheGulfstates.

Compounding the halfheartedness, Obama transmitted his

new“calculus” through his deputy national security adviser.

Deputy,mindyou.Obamagave39(orwasit42?)speecheson

health-carereform.HowmanyontheregionalwarinSyria,in

which he has now involved the United States, however

uselessly?Zero.

Serious policy making would dictate that we either do

somethingthatwillalterthecourseofthewar,ordonothing.

Instead, Obama has chosen to do just enough to give the

appearanceofhavingdonesomething.

But it gets worse. Despite his commitment to steadfast

inaction, Obama has been forced by events to send F-16S,

Patriot missiles and a headquarters unit of the 1st Armored

Division (indicating preparation for a possible “larger force,”

explains the Washington Post)—to Jordan. America’s most

reliableAraballyneedsprotection.Itisthreatenednotjustbya

oodofrefugeesbutalsobytheriseofIran’sradicalShiitebloc

with ambitions far beyond Syria, beyond even Jordan and

Lebanon to Yemen, where, it was reported just Wednesday,

Iranisarmingandtrainingseparatists.

Obama has thus been forced back into the very vacuum he

created—butatadistinctdisadvantage.Wearenowscrambling

toputtogethersomekindofpresenceinJordanasadefensive

counterweighttotheIran-Hezbollah-Russiabloc.

ThetragedyisthatweoncehadacounterweightandObama

threwitaway.ObamastillthinksthetotalevacuationofIraqis

aforeign-policytriumph.Infact,hisinability—unwillingness?—

tonegotiateaStatusofForcesAgreementthatwouldhaveleft behindasmallbutpowerfulresidualforceinIraqisprecisely whatcompelshimtodaytore-createinJordanapalefacsimile

ofthatregionalpresence.

WhateverthewisdomoftheIraqWarinthe rstplace,when

Obamacametoo ceinJanuary2009thewarwaswon.We

hadagoldenopportunitytoreaptherewardsofthistoo-bloody

war by establishing a strategic relationship with an Iraq that

wasstillunderAmericansway.Iraqiairspace,forexample,was

underU.S.controlaswepreparedtoadviseandrebuildIraq’s

nonexistentairforce.

With our evacuation, however, Iraqi airspace today

e ectively belongsto Iran—over which it is ying weapons,

troopsandadviserstoturnthetideinSyria.TheU.S.airbases,

the vast military equipment, the intelligence sources available in Iraq were all abandoned. Gratis. Now we’re trying to hold thelineinJordan.

Obamaislearningverylatethat,forasuperpower,inaction

isaformofaction.Youcanabdicate,butyoureallycan’thide.

Historywillfindyou.IthasnowfoundObama.

TheWashingtonPost,June21,2013






CHAPTER16

THREEESSAYSONAMERICAANDTHE


WORLD

THEUNIPOLARMOMENT(1990)

I

EversinceitbecameclearthatanexhaustedSovietUnionwas

calling o  the Cold War, the quest has been on for a new

Americanroleintheworld.Roles,however,arenotinventedin

theabstract;theyarearesponsetoaperceivedworldstructure.

Accordingly, thinking about post–Cold War American foreign

policy has been framed by several conventionally accepted

assumptions about the shape of the post–Cold War

environment.

First,ithasbeenassumedthattheoldbipolarworldwould

begetamultipolarworldwithpowerdispersedtonewcenters

inJapan,Germany(and/or“Europe”),Chinaandadiminished

Soviet Union/Russia. Second, that the domestic American

consensus for an internationalist foreign policy, a consensus

radically weakened by the experience in Vietnam, would

substantiallyberestorednowthatpoliciesanddebatesinspired

by“aninordinatefearofcommunism”couldbesafelyretired.

Third, that in the new post-Soviet strategic environment the

threatofwarwouldbedramaticallydiminished.

Allthreeoftheseassumptionsaremistaken.Theimmediate

post–ColdWar world is not multipolar. It is unipolar. The

center of world power is an unchallenged superpower, the

United States, attended by its Western allies. Second, the

internationalistconsensusisunderrenewedassault.Theassault

this time comes not only from the usual pockets of post-Vietnam liberal isolationism (e.g., the churches) but from a

resurgenceof1930s-styleconservativeisolationism.Andthird, theemergenceofanewstrategicenvironment,markedbythe rise of small aggressive states armed with weapons of mass

destruction and possessing the means to deliver them (what

might be called Weapon States), makes the coming decades a

timeofheightened,notdiminished,threatofwar.

II

The most striking feature of the post–Cold War world is its

unipolarity. No doubt, multipolarity will come in time. In

perhaps another generation or so there will be great powers

coequalwiththeUnitedStates,andtheworldwill,instructure,

resemble the pre–World War I era. But we are not there yet,

norwillwebefordecades.Nowistheunipolarmoment.

Thereistodaynolackofsecond-rankpowers.Germanyand

Japan are economic dynamos. Britain and France can deploy

diplomaticandtosomeextentmilitaryassets.TheSovietUnion

possessesseveralelementsofpower—military,diplomaticand

political—butallareinrapiddecline.Thereisbutone rst-rate

powerandnoprospectintheimmediatefutureofanypowerto

rivalit.

Onlyafewmonthsagoitwasconventionalwisdomthatthe

newrivals,thegreatpillarsofthenewmultipolarworld,would

beJapanandGermany(and/orEurope).Howquicklyamyth

can explode. The notion that economic power inevitably

translates into geopolitical in uence is a materialist illusion.

Economicpowerisanecessaryconditionforgreatpowerstatus.

Butitcertainlyisnotsu cient,ashasbeenmadeclearbythe

recent behavior of Germany and Japan,which have generally hiddenunderthetablesincethe rstshotsrangoutinKuwait.

Andwhileauni edEuropemaysometimeinthenextcentury

actasasinglepower,itsinitialdisarrayanddisjointednational

responsestothecrisisinthePersianGulfagainillustratethat

“Europe” does not yet qualify even as a player on the world

stage.

Which leaves us with the true geopolitical structure of the

post–Cold War world, brought sharply into focus by the Gulf

crisis:asinglepoleofworldpowerthatconsistsoftheUnited

States at the apex of the industrial West. Perhaps it is more

accurate to say the United States and behind it the West,

because where the United States does not tread, the alliance

does not follow. That was true for the re agging of Kuwaiti

vessels in 1987. It has been all the more true of the world’s

subsequentresponsetotheinvasionofKuwait.

Americanpreeminenceisbasedonthefactthatitistheonly

country with the military, diplomatic, political and economic

assetstobeadecisiveplayerinanycon ictinwhateverpartof

theworlditchoosestoinvolveitself.InthePersianGulf,for

example,itwastheUnitedStates,actingunilaterallyandwith

extraordinary speed, that in August 1990 prevented Iraq from

takingeffectivecontroloftheentireArabianPeninsula.

Iraq,havinginadvertentlyrevealedtheunipolarstructureof

today’s world, cannot stop complaining about it. It looks at

allied and Soviet support for American action in the Gulf and

speaks of a conspiracy of North against South. Although it is

perverseforIraqileaderSaddamHusseintoclaimtorepresent

the South, his analysis does contain some truth. The unipolar

momentmeansthatwiththecloseofthecentury’sthreegreat

Northerncivilwars(WorldWarI,WorldWarIIandtheCold War) an ideologically paci ed North seeks security and order byaligningitsforeignpolicybehindthatoftheUnitedStates.

ThatiswhatistakingshapenowinthePersianGulf.Andfor

thenearfuture,itistheshapeofthingstocome.

The Iraqis are equally acute in demystifying the much

celebratedmultilateralismofthisnewworldorder.Theycharge

that the entire multilateral apparatus (United Nations

resolutions,Arabtroops,EuropeanCommunitypronouncements

andsoon)establishedintheGulfbytheUnitedStatesisbuta

transparentcoverforwhatisessentiallyanAmericanchallenge

toIraqiregionalhegemony.

But of course. There is much pious talk about a new

multilateral world and the promise of the United Nations as

guarantorofanewpost–ColdWarorder.Butthisistomistake

causeande ect,theUnitedStatesandtheUnitedNations.The

United Nations is guarantor of nothing. Except in a formal

sense,itcanhardlybesaidtoexist.Collectivesecurity?Inthe

Gulf, without the United States leading and prodding, bribing

and blackmailing, no one would have stirred. Nothing would

have been done: no embargo, no Desert Shield, no threat of

force. The world would have written o  Kuwait the way the

lastbodypledgedtocollectivesecurity,theLeagueofNations,

wroteoffAbyssinia.

There is a sharp distinction to be drawn between real and

apparent multilateralism. True multilateralism involves a

genuine coalition of coequal partners of comparable strength

andstature—theWorldWarIIBigThreecoalition,forexample.

What we have today is pseudo-multilateralism: A dominant

greatpoweractsessentiallyalonebut,embarrassedattheidea

and still worshipping at the shrine of collective security, recruitsashiphere,abrigadethereandblessingsallaroundto give its unilateral actions a multilateral sheen. The Gulf is no moreacollectiveoperationthanwasKorea,stilltheclassiccase studyinpseudo-multilateralism.

Why the pretense? Because a large segment of American

opiniondoubtsthelegitimacyofunilateralAmericanactionbut

accepts quite readily actions undertaken by the “world

community” acting in concert. Why it should matter to

Americans that their actions get a Security Council nod from,

say, Deng Xiaoping and the butchers of Tiananmen Square is

beyondme.ButtomanyAmericansitmatters.Itislargelyfor

domestic reasons, therefore, that American political leaders

makesuretodressunilateralactioninmultilateralclothing.The

danger,ofcourse,isthattheymightcometobelievetheirown

pretense.

ButcanAmericalongsustainitsunipolarpreeminence?The

spectacleofsecretariesofstateandtreasury yingaroundthe

world rattling tin cups to support America’s Persian Gulf

deployment exposed the imbalance between America’s

geopolitical reach and its resources. Does that not imply that

thetheoristsofAmericandeclineand“imperialoverstretch”are

rightandthatunipolarityisunsustainable?

It is, of course, true that if America succeeds in running its

economy into the ground, it will not be able to retain its

unipolarroleforlong.Inwhichcasetheunipolarmomentwill

bebriefindeed(onedecade,perhaps,ratherthan,say,threeor

four).Butiftheeconomyisrunintothegrounditwillnotbe

because of imperial overstretch, i.e., because America has

overreached abroad and drained itself with geopolitical

entanglements.TheUnitedStatestodayspends5.4%ofitsGNP

on defense. Under John F. Kennedy, when the United States

wasatitseconomicandpoliticalapogee,itspentalmosttwice

asmuch.AdministrationplanshaveU.S.defensespendingona

trajectorydownto4%by1995,thelowestsincePearlHarbor.

An American collapse to second-rank status will be not for

foreignbutfordomesticreasons.Thisisnottheplacetoengage

in extended debate about the cause of America’s economic

di culties. But the notion that we have spent ourselves into

penuryabroadissimplynotsustainable.America’slowsavings

rate,pooreducationalsystem,stagnantproductivity,declining

work habits, rising demand for welfarestate entitlements and

newtasteforecologicalluxurieshavenothingatalltodowith

engagement in Europe, Central America or the Middle East.

Over the last 30 years, while taxes remained almost xed

(rising from 18.3% to 19.6%) and defense spending declined,

domestic entitlements nearly doubled. What created an

economy of debt unrivaled in American history is not foreign

adventuresbutthelowtaxideologyofthe1980s,coupledwith

America’s insatiable desire for yet higher standards of living

withoutpayinganyofthecost.

OnecandebatewhetherAmericaisintrueeconomicdecline.

Its percentage of world GNP is roughly where it has been

throughoutthe20thcentury(between22%and26%),excepting

theaberrationoftheimmediatepost–WorldWarIIerawhenits

competitorswerediggingoutfromtherubbleofwar.Buteven

if one does argue that America is in economic decline, it is

simply absurd to imply that the road to solvency is to, say,

abandonElSalvador,evacuatethePhilippinesorgetoutofthe

Gulf.Theremaybeothergoodreasonsfordoingallofthese.

Butitisnonsensetosuggestdoingthemasawaytogetatthe rootofAmerica’seconomicproblems.

Itis,moreover,amistaketoviewAmerica’sexertionsabroad

as nothing but a drain on its economy. As can be seen in the

Gulf, America’s involvement abroad is in many ways an

essentialpillaroftheAmericaneconomy.TheUnitedStatesis,

like Britain before it, a commercial, maritime, trading nation

that needs an open, stable world environment in which to

thrive.InaworldofSaddams,iftheUnitedStatesweretoshed

its unique superpower role, its economy would be gravely

wounded. Insecure sea-lanes, impoverished trading partners,

exorbitantoilprices,explosiveregionalinstabilityareonlythe

more obvious risks of an American abdication. Foreign

entanglements are indeed a burden. But they are also a

necessity. The cost of ensuring an open and safe world for

American commerce—5.4% of GNP and falling—is hardly

exorbitant.

III

CanAmericasupportitsunipolarstatus?Yes.But wil  Americans support such unipolar status? That is a more problematic question. For a small but growing chorus of Americans this

vision of a unipolar world led by a dynamic America is a

nightmare. Hence the second major element of the post–Cold

Warreality:therevivalofAmericanisolationism.

IhavegreatrespectforAmericanisolationism.First,because

ofitspopularappealand,second,becauseofitsnaturalappeal.

On the face of it, isolationism seems the logical, God-given

foreignpolicyfortheUnitedStates.Itisnotjustgeographythat inclinesustoit—weareanislandcontinentprotectedbytwo vast oceans, bordered by twoneighbors that could hardly be

friendlier—but history. America was founded on the idea of

cleansingitselfoftheintriguesandirrationalities,thedynastic

squabblesandreligiouswarsoftheOldWorld.Onemusthave

respectforastrainofAmericanthinkingsopowerfulthatfour

months before Pearl Harbor the vote to extend draft

enlistments passed the House of Representatives by a single

vote.

Isolationists say rather unobjectionably that America should

con ne its attentions in the world to defending vital national

interests. But the more extreme isolationists de ne vital

national interests to mean the physical security of the United

States, and the more elusive isolationists take care never to

definethematall.

Isolationistswill,ofcourse,saythatthisisunfair,thatthey

do believe in defending vital national interests beyond the

physical security of the United States. We have a test case.

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and hegemonic designs on Arabia

posedasclearathreattoAmericaninterestsasonecanimagine

—athreattoAmerica’soil-basedeconomy,toitsclosealliesin

theregionandultimatelytoAmericansecurityitself.Theriseof

ahostilepower,fueledbyendlessoilincome,buildingweapons

of mass destruction and the means to deliver them regionally

andeventuallyintercontinentally(Saddamhasalreadytesteda

three-stagerocket)canhardlybeamatterofindi erencetothe

UnitedStates.

If under these conditions a cadre of in uential liberals and

conservatives ndsthatuponre ection(andincontradictionto

the doctrine enunciated by the most dovish president of the post-warera,JimmyCarter)thePersianGulfisnot,afterall,a vital American interest, then it is hard to see what “vital

interest” can mean. If the Persian Gulf is not a vital interest, thennothingis.Allthatisleftispreventinganinvasionofthe FloridaKeys.AndforthatyouneedaCoastGuard—youdonot

need a Pentagon and you certainly do not need a State

Department.

IsolationismisthemostextremeexpressionoftheAmerican

desire to return to tend its vineyards. But that desire nds

expressioninanotherfarmoresophisticatedandseriousforeign

policy school:not isolationism but realism, the school that

insists that American foreign policy be guided solely by

interestsandthatgenerallyde nestheseinterestsinanarrow

andnationalmanner.

Many of realism’s practitioners were heroic in the heroic

strugglesagainstfascismandcommunism.Now,however,some

arguethatthetimeforheroismispassed.Forexample,JeaneJ.

Kirkpatrickwrote,tobesurebeforetheGulfcrisis,that“Itis

timetogiveupthedubiousbenefitsofsuperpowerstatus,”time

to give up the “unusual burdens” of the past and “return to

‘normal’times.”Thatmeanstaking“careofpressingproblems

of education, family, industry and technology” at home. That

means that we should not try to be the balancer of power in

EuropeorinAsia,ortrytoshapethepoliticalevolutionofthe

SovietUnion.Weshouldaspireinsteadtobe“anormalcountry

inanormaltime.”

ThisisarathercompellingvisionofAmericanpurpose.ButI

amnotsurethereissuchathingasnormaltimes.Ifanormal

timeisatimewhenthereisnoevilworldempireontheloose,

whentheworldisinideologicalrepose,thenevensuchatime isnotnecessarilypeacetime.Saddamhasmadethispointrather emphatically.Ifanormaltimeisatimewhentheworldsorts

itselfoutonitsown,leavingAmericarelativelyunmolested—

say,forAmerica,the19thcentury—thenIwouldsuggestthat

therearenonormaltimes.Theworlddoesnotsortitselfouton

itsown.Inthe19thcentury,forexample,internationalstability

wasnotachievedonitsownbut,inlargepart,astheproductof

Britain’s unrelenting exertions on behalf of the balance of

power. America tended her vineyards, but only behind two

greatoceanwallspatrolledbytheBritishnavy.Alas,theBritish

navyisgone.

Internationalstabilityisneveragiven.Itisneverthenorm.

Whenachieved,itistheproductofself-consciousactionbythe

great powers, and most particularly of the greatest power,

whichnowandfortheforeseeablefutureistheUnitedStates.If

Americawantsstability,itwillhavetocreateit.Communismis

indeed nished; the last of the messianic creeds that have

hauntedthiscenturyisquitedead.Buttherewillconstantlybe

newthreatsdisturbingourpeace.

IV

What threats? Everyone recognizes one great change in the

internationalenvironment,thecollapseofcommunism.Ifthat

weretheonlychange,thenthismightbeanormaltimeandthe

unipolarvisionIhaveoutlinedwouldseematonceunnecessary

anddangerous.

But there is another great change in international relations.

Andherewecometothethirdandmostcrucialnewelementin the post–Cold War world: the emergence of a new strategic environment marked by the proliferation of weapons of mass

destruction.Itisacertaintythatinthenearfuturetherewillbe

a dramatic increase in the number of states armed with

biological, chemical and nuclear weapons and the means to

deliverthemanywhereonearth.“Bytheyear2000,”estimates

Defense Secretary Dick Cheney, “more than two dozen

developing nations will have ballistic missiles, 15 of those

countrieswillhavethescienti cskillstomaketheirownand

halfofthemeitherhaveorareneargettingnuclearcapability,

as well. Thirty countries will have chemical weapons and ten

willbeabletodeploybiologicalweapons.”

It is of course banal to say that modern technology has

shrunktheworld.Buttheobviouscorollary,thatinashrunken

world the divide between regional superpowers and great

powers is radically narrowed, is rarely drawn. Missiles shrink

distance. Nuclear (or chemical or biological) devices multiply

power. Both can be bought at market. Consequently the

geopoliticalmapisirrevocablyaltered.Fiftyyearsago,ittook

a Germany—centrally located, highly industrial and heavily

populated—toposeathreattoworldsecurityandtotheother

great powers. It was inconceivable that a relatively small

MiddleEasternstatewithanalmostentirelyimportedindustrial

base could do anything more than threaten its neighbors. The

centraltruthofthecomingeraisthatthisisnolongerthecase:

Relativelysmall,peripheralandbackwardstateswillbeableto

emerge rapidly as threats not only to regional, but to world,

security.

Iraq,which(unlessdisarmedbyDesertStorm)willlikelybe

inpossessionofintercontinentalmissileswithinthedecade,is theprototypeofthisnewstrategicthreat,whatmightbecalled the “Weapon State.” The Weapon State is an unusual

internationalcreaturemarkedbyseveralcharacteristics:

•Itisnotmuchofanation-state.Iraq,forexample,isastate

ofrecentvintagewitharbitraryborderswhoserulingparty

explicitlydeniesthatIraqisanation.(ItreferstoIraqand

Syriaasregions,partofthelargerArabnationforwhichit

reservestheterm.)

•IntheWeaponState,thestateapparatusisextraordinarily

welldevelopedandcompletelydominatescivilsociety.The

factor that permits most Weapon States to sustain such a

structureisoil.Normallyastateneedssomekindoftacit

socialcontractwiththecivilsocietybecauseultimatelythe

statemustrelyonsocietytosupportitwithtaxes.Theoil

states are in an anomalous position: They do not need a

socialcontractbecausenationalwealthcomesfromoiland

oil is wholly controlled by the state. Oil states are

peculiarlydistributivestates.Governmentdistributesgoods

tosocietyratherthantheotherwayaround.Itistherefore

the source not only of power but of wealth. This makes

possibleanextraordinarydegreeofsocialcontrolexercised

byapowerful,oftenrepressivestateapparatus.

•ThecurrentWeaponStateshavedeepgrievancesagainstthe

WestandtheworldorderthattheWesthasestablishedand

enforces. The Weapon States are therefore subversive of

theinternationalstatusquo,whichtheyseeasaresidueof

colonialism. These resentments fuel an obsessive drive to

high-techmilitarydevelopmentastheonlywaytoleapfrog

historyandtoplacethemselvesonafootingfromwhichto challengeaWestern-imposedorder.

The Weapon States need not be an oil state. North Korea,

hard at work on nuclear technology, is a candidate Weapon

State.Ithasaboutasmuchlegitimacyasanation-stateasthe

German Democratic Republic. Its state apparatus totally

dominatescivilsocietybyvirtuenotofoilbutofanexquisitely

developedStalinism.Itsanti-Westerngrievancesrundeep.

The danger from the Weapon State is posed today by Iraq,

tomorrow perhaps by North Korea or Libya. In the next

century, however, the proliferation of strategic weapons will

notberestrictedtoWeaponStates.Windfallwealthallowsoil

states to import high-technology weapons in the absence of a

mature industrial base. However, it is not hard to imagine

maturer states—say, Argentina, Pakistan, Iran, South Africa—

reachingthesamelevelofweaponsdevelopmentbymeansof

ordinary industrialization. (Today most of these countries are

friendly,butsomeareunstableandpotentiallyhostile.)

Thepost–ColdWareraisthusperhapsbettercalledtheeraof

weapons of mass destruction. The proliferation of weapons of

massdestructionandtheirmeansofdeliverywillconstitutethe

greatestsinglethreattoworldsecurityfortherestofourlives.

Thatiswhatmakesanewinternationalordernotanimperial

dream or a Wilsonian fantasy but a matter of the sheerest

prudence.ItisslowlydawningontheWestthatthereisaneed

toestablishsomenewregimetopolicetheseweaponsandthose

whobrandishthem.

InparliamentarydebateontheGulfcrisisevenBritishLabour

PartyleaderNeilKinnockhasemphasizedthatitisnotenough

togetIraqoutofKuwait.Iraq’schemicalstocks,hesaid,must

bedestroyedanditsnuclearprograminternationallycontrolled.

WhentheLabourParty,hardlyahomeforhawks,speaksthus,

we have the makings, the beginnings, of a new Western

consensus.

To do what exactly? There is no de nite answer, but any

solutionwillhavetoincludethreeelements:denying,disarming

and defending. First, we will have to develop a new regime,

similar to COCOM (Coordinating Committee on Export

Controls) to deny yet more high technology to such states.

Second, those states that acquire such weapons anyway will

havetosubmittostrictoutsidecontrolorriskbeingphysically

disarmed. A nal element must be the development of

antiballistic missile and air defense systems to defend against thoseweaponsthatdoescapeWesterncontrolorpreemption.

Theremightbebettertacticsbuttheoverallstrategyisclear.

With the rise of the Weapon State, there is no alternative to

confronting, deterring and, if necessary, disarming states that brandishanduseweaponsofmassdestruction.Andthereisno onetodothatbuttheUnitedStates,backedbyasmanyallies

aswilljointheendeavor.

Thealternativetosuchrobustanddi cultinterventionism—

thealternativetounipolarity—isnotastable,staticmultipolar

world.Itisnotan18th-centuryworldinwhichmaturepowers

like Europe, Russia, China, America and Japan jockey for

positioninthegameofnations.Thealternativetounipolarityis

chaos.

Idonotmeantoimplythatweaponsofmassdestructionare

theonlythreatfacingthepost–ColdWarworld.Theyareonly

the most obvious. Other threats exist, but they are more

speculativeandcanbeseentodayonlyinoutline:therise,for

example,ofintolerantaggressivenationalisminadisintegrating communistbloc(inoneextremeformulation,theemergenceof a reduced but resurgent, xenophobic and resentful “Weimar”

Russia).Andsomethreatstothepeaceofthe21stcenturyare

asinvisibletodayaswas,say,Nazismin1920.Theywillmake

themselves known soon enough. Only a hopeless utopian can

believeotherwise.

We are in for abnormal times. Our best hope for safety in

such times, as in di cult times past, as in American strength

and will—the strength and will to lead a unipolar world,

unashamedly laying down the rules of world order and being

prepared to enforce them. Compared to the task of defeating

fascismandcommunism,avertingchaosisarathersubtlecallto

greatness.Itisnotataskweareanymoreeagertoundertake

thanthegreattwilightstrugglejustconcluded.Butitisjustas

nobleandjustasnecessary.

ForeignAffairs,Winter1990/1991

Adaptedfromtheauthor’sJacksonMemorialLecturetotheHenry
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JacksonFoundation,Washington,D.C.,September18,1990.

DEMOCRATICREALISM(2004)

AUNIPOLARWORLD

Americans have a healthy aversion to foreign policy. It stems

fromasenseofthrift:Whoneedsit?We’reprotectedbytwo

great oceans. We have this continent practically to ourselves.

Andweshareitwithjusttwoneighbors,bothfriendly,oneso

friendlythatitspeopleseemintentuponmovinginwithus.

It took three giants of the 20th century to drag us into its

great battles: Wilson into World War I, Roosevelt into World

WarII,TrumanintotheColdWar.Andthenitendedwithone

of the great anticlimaxes in history. Without a shot red,

without a revolution, without so much as a press release, the

SovietUnionsimplygaveupanddisappeared.

It was the end of everything—the end of communism, of

socialism,oftheColdWar,oftheEuropeanwars.Buttheend

ofeverythingwasalsoabeginning.OnDecember26,1991,the

Soviet Union died and something new was born, something

utterly new—a unipolar world dominated by a single

superpoweruncheckedbyanyrivalandwithdecisivereachin

everycorneroftheglobe.

This is a staggering new development in history, not seen

sincethefallofRome.Itissonew,sostrange,thatwehaveno

idea how to deal with it. Our rst reaction—the 1990s—was

utterconfusion.

The next reaction was awe. When Paul Kennedy, who had

once popularized the idea of American decline, saw what

America did in the Afghan war—a display of fully mobilized,

furiously concentrated unipolar power at a distance of 8,000

miles—henotonlyrecanted,hestoodinwonder:“Nothinghas

everexistedlikethisdisparityofpower;”hewrote,“nothing.…

No other nation comes close.… Charlemagne’s empire was

merely western European in its reach. The Roman empire

stretchedfarthera eld,buttherewasanothergreatempirein

Persia, and a larger one in China. There is, therefore, no

comparison.”

Even Rome is no model for what America is today. First,

becausewedonothavetheimperialcultureofRome.Weare

anAthenianrepublic,evenmorerepublicanandin nitelymore

democratic than Athens. And this American Republic has

acquiredthelargestseemingempireinthehistoryoftheworld

—acquired it in a t of absentmindedness greater even than

Britain’s. And it was not just absentmindedness; it was sheer

inadvertence. We got here because of Europe’s suicide in the

world wars of the 20th century, and then the death of its

Eurasiansuccessor,SovietRussia,forhavingadoptedapolitical

and economic system so inhuman that, like a genetically

defective organism, it simply expired in its sleep, leaving us

withglobaldominion.

Second, we are unlike Rome, unlike Britain and France and

Spainandtheotherclassicalempiresofmoderntimes,inthat

wedonothungerforterritory.Theuseoftheword empire inthe Americancontextisridiculous.Itisabsurdtoapplythewordto apeoplewhose rstinstinctuponarrivingonanyone’ssoilisto

demand an exit strategy. I can assure you that when the

RomanswentintoGaulandtheBritishintoIndia,theywerenot

looking for exit strategies. They were looking for entry

strategies.

In David Lean’s Lawrence of Arabia, King Faisal says to Lawrence, “I think you are another of these desert-loving English.…TheEnglishhaveagreathungerfordesolateplaces.”

Indeed,for vecenturies,theEuropeansdidhungerfordeserts

andjunglesandoceansandnewcontinents.

Americansdonot.Welikeithere.WelikeourMcDonald’s.

Welikeourfootball.Welikeourrockandroll.We’vegotthe

Grand Canyon and Graceland. We’ve got Silicon Valley and

South Beach. We’ve got everything. And if that’s not enough,

we’ve got Vegas—which is a facsimile of everything. What

could we possibly need anywhere else? We don’t like exotic

climates. We don’t like exotic languages—lots of declensions

andmoods.Wedon’tevenknowwhatamoodis.WelikeIowa

cornandNewYorkhotdogs,andifwewantChineseorIndian

orItalian,wegotothefoodcourt.Wedon’tsendthemarines

fortakeout.

That’s because we are not an imperial power. We are a

commercialrepublic.Wedon’ttakefood;wetradeforit.Which

makesussomethinguniqueinhistory,ananomaly,ahybrid:a

commercial republic with overwhelming global power. A

commercialrepublicthat,bypureaccidentofhistory,hasbeen

designated custodian of the international system. The eyes of

everysupplicantfromEastTimortoAfghanistan,fromIraqto

Liberia, Arab and Israeli, Irish and British, North and South

Koreanareuponus.

Thatiswhoweare.Thatiswhereweare.

Now the question is: What do we do? What is a unipolar

powertodo?

I.ISOLATIONISM

Theoldestandmostvenerableansweristohoardthatpower

and retreat. This is known as isolationism. Of all the foreign

policy schools in America, it has the oldest pedigree, not

surprisingintheonlygreatpowerinhistorytobeisolatedby

twovastoceans.

Isolationism originally sprang from a view of America as

spirituallysuperiortotheOldWorld.Weweretoogoodtobe

corruptedbyitslowintrigues,entangledbyitscynicalalliances.

Today,however,isolationismisanideologyoffear.Fearof

trade.Fearofimmigrants.FearoftheOther.Isolationistswant

to cut o  trade and immigration and withdraw from our

military and strategic commitments around the world. Even

isolationists,ofcourse,didnotopposethewarinAfghanistan,

becauseitwassoobviouslyanactofself-defense—onlyafool

oraknaveoraSusanSontagcouldopposethat.Butanything

beyondthat,isolationistsoppose.

TheyareforaradicalretrenchmentofAmericanpower—for

pullingupthedrawbridgetoFortressAmerica.

Isolationismisanimportantschoolofthoughthistoricallybut

not today. Not just because of its brutal intellectual

reductionism,butbecauseitissoobviouslyinappropriatetothe

world of today—a world of export-driven economies, of

massive population ows and of 9/11, the de nitive

demonstrationthatthecombinationofmoderntechnologyand

transnationalprimitivismhaserasedthebarrierbetween“over

there”andoverhere.

Classical isolationism is not just intellectually obsolete, it is politically bankrupt as well. Four years ago, its most public advocate,PatBuchanan,ranforpresidentoftheUnitedStates

andcarriedPalmBeach.Byaccident.

Classicisolationismismoribundandmarginalized.Whothen

rulesAmerica?

II.LIBERALINTERNATIONALISM

In the 1990s, it was liberal internationalism. Liberal

internationalism is the foreign policy of the Democratic Party

and the religion of the foreign policy elite. It has a peculiar history.IttracesitspedigreetoWoodrowWilson’sutopianism, HarryTruman’santi-communism,andJohnKennedy’smilitant

universalism.ButaftertheVietnamWar,itwastransmutedinto

anideologyofpassivity,acquiescenceandalmostre exiveanti—

interventionism.

Liberals today proudly take credit for Truman’s and

Kennedy’s roles in containing communism, but they prefer to

forgetthat,forthelasthalfoftheColdWar,liberalsused“cold

warrior” as an epithet. In the early 1980s, they gave us the

nuclearfreezemovement,aformofunilateraldisarmamentin

thefaceofSovietnuclearadvances.Today,JohnKerryboasts

of opposing, during the 1980s, what he calls Ronald Reagan’s

“illegalwarinCentralAmerica”—andopposehedidwhatwas,

infact,anindigenousanti-communistrebellionthatultimately

succeeded in bringing down Sandinista rule and ushering in

democracyinallofCentralAmerica.

That boast reminds us how militant was liberal passivity in

the last half of the Cold War. But that passivity outlived the

ColdWar.WhenKuwaitwasinvaded,thequestionwas:Should

the United States go to war to prevent the Persian Gulf from

falling into hostile hands? The Democratic Party joined the Buchananiteisolationistsinsayingno.TheDemocratsvotedno overwhelmingly—twotooneintheHouse,morethanfourto

oneintheSenate.

And yet, quite astonishingly, when liberal internationalism

cametopowerjusttwoyearslaterintheformoftheClinton

administration, it turned almost hyperinterventionist. It

involved us four times in military action: deepening

intervention in Somalia, invading Haiti, bombing Bosnia, and

nallygoingtowaroverKosovo.Howtoexplaintheamazing

transmutationofColdWarandGulfWardovesintoHaitiand

Balkan hawks? The crucial and obvious di erence is this:

Somalia,Haiti,BosniaandKosovowerehumanitarianventures

— ghtsforrightandgood,devoidofrawnationalinterest.And

only

humanitarian

interventionism—disinterested

interventionismdevoidofnationalinterest—ismorallypristine

enough to justify the use of force. The history of the 1990s

refutesthelazynotionthatliberalshaveanaversiontotheuse

offorce.Theydonot.Theyhaveanaversiontousingforcefor

reasonsofpurenationalinterest.

And by national interest I do not mean simple self-defense.

Everyone believes in self-defense, as in Afghanistan. I am

talking about national interest as de ned by a Great Power:

shaping the international environment by projecting power

abroad to secure economic, political and strategic goods.

Intervening militarily for that kind of national interest, liberal internationalism nds unholy and unsupportable. It sees that kind of national interest as merely self-interest writ large, in e ect,aformofgrandnationalsel shness.HenceKuwait,no; Kosovo,yes.

Theotherde ningfeatureoftheClintonforeignpolicywas multilateralism,whichexpresseditselfinamaniafortreaties.

TheClintonadministrationnegotiatedadizzyingsuccessionof

parchment promises on bio-weapons, chemical weapons,

nucleartesting,carbonemissions,antiballisticmissiles,etc.

Why?Nosentientbeingcouldbelievethat,say,thechemical

or biological weapons treaties were anything more than

transparentlyuseless.SenatorJosephBidenoncedefendedthe

Chemical Weapons Convention, which even its proponents

admitted was unenforceable, on the grounds that it would

“provide us with a valuable tool”—the “moral suasion of the

entireinternationalcommunity.”

Moralsuasion?WasitmoralsuasionthatmadeQadda see

thewisdomofgivinguphisweaponsofmassdestruction?Or

Iranagreeforthe rsttimetospotnuclearinspections?Itwas

the suasion of the bayonet. It was the ignominious fall of

Saddam—andthedesireofinterestedspectatorsnottobenext

on the list. The whole point of this treaty was to keep rogue states fromdevelopingchemicalweapons.Roguestatesare,by definition,impervioustomoralsuasion.

Moral suasion is a farce. Why then this obsession with

conventions,protocols,legalisms?Theirobviousnete ectisto

temperAmericanpower.Who,afterall,wasreallygoingtobe

most constrained by these treaties? The AntiBallistic Missile

TreatyamendmentswereaimedsquarelyatAmericanadvances

and strategic defenses, not at Russia, which lags hopelessly

behind. The Kyoto Protocol exempted India and China. The

nuclear test ban would have seriously degraded the American

nuclear arsenal. And the land mine treaty (which the Clinton

administrationspentmonthsnegotiatingbut,intheend,metso

muchPentagonresistancethatevenClintoncouldnotinitialit) would have had a devastating impact on U.S. conventional forces,particularlyattheDMZinKorea.

But that, you see, is the whole point of the multilateral

enterprise:toreduceAmericanfreedomofactionbymakingit

subservient to, dependent on, constricted by the will—and

interests—of other nations. To tie down Gulliver with a

thousand strings. To domesticate the most undomesticated,

mostoutsized,nationalinterestontheplanet—ours.

Today, multilateralism remains the overriding theme of

liberal internationalism. When in power in the 1990s,

multilateralism expressed itself as a mania for treaties. When

outofpowerinthisdecade,multilateralismmanifestsitselfin

the slavish pursuit of “international legitimacy”—and

opposition to any American action undertaken without

universalforeignblessing.

WhichiswhytheDemocraticcritiqueofthewarinIraqisso

peculiarly one of process and not of policy. The problem was

thatwedidnothavethepermissionoftheUN;wedidnothave

a large enough coalition; we did not have a second Security

Council resolution. Ko  Annan was unhappy and the French

werecross.

TheDemocraticpresidentialcandidatesallsaythatweshould

haveinternationalizedthecon ict,broughtintheUN,enlisted

theallies.Why?Tworeasons:assistanceandlegitimacy.First,

theysay,wecouldhaveusedtheseothercountriestohelpusin

thereconstruction.

This is rich. Everyone would like to have more help in

reconstruction.ItwouldbelovelytohavetheGermansandthe

FrenchhelpingreconstructBaghdad.Butthequestionismoot,

and the argument is cynical: France and Germany made absolutely clear that they would never support the overthrow ofSaddam.So,accommodatingthemwasnotawaytogetthem

intothereconstruction,itwasawaytoensurethattherewould

neverbeanyreconstructionbecauseSaddamwouldstillbein

power.

Ofcourseitwouldbeniceifwehadmorealliesratherthan

fewer.Itwouldalsobenicetobeableto y.Butwhensome

nationsarenotwithyouonyourenterprise,includingthemin

yourcoalitionisnotawaytobroadenit;it’sawaytoabolish

it.At which point, liberal internationalists switch gears and

appeal to legitimacy—on the grounds that multilateral action

has a higher moral standing. I have always found this line of

argument incomprehensible. By what possible moral calculus

does an American intervention to liberate 25 million people

forfeit moral legitimacy because it lacks the blessing of the

butchers of Tiananmen Square or the cynics of the Quai

d’Orsay?

Whichiswhyitishardtotaketheseargumentsatfacevalue.

Look: We know why liberal internationalists demanded UN

sanctionforthewarinIraq.Itwasawaytostopthewar.It

was the Gullivere ect.Callacommitteemeetingofcountries

with hostile or contrary interests—i.e., the Security Council—

and you have guaranteed yourself another twelve years of

inaction.

Historically, multilateralism is a way for weak countries to

multiplytheirpowerbyattachingthemselvestostrongerones.

ButmultilateralismimposedonGreatPowers,andparticularly

onaunipolarpower,isintendedto restrain thatpower.Whichis

precisely why France is an ardent multilateralist. But why shouldAmericabe?

Why, in the end,  does liberal internationalism want to tie down Gulliver, to blunt the pursuit of American national interests by making them subordinate to a myriad of other

interests?

Intheimmediatepost-Vietnamera,thisaversiontonational

interest might have been attributed to self-doubt and self—

loathing. I don’t know. What I do know is that today it is a

mistake to see liberal foreign policy as deriving from anti-Americanism or lack of patriotism or a late e orescence of

1960sradicalism.

On the contrary. The liberal aversion to national interest

stemsfromanidealism,alargervisionofcountry,avisionof

some ambition and nobility—the ideal of a true international

community.Andthatis:Totransformtheinternationalsystem

fromtheHobbesianuniverseintoaLockeanuniverse.Toturn

thestateofnatureintoanorm-drivencommunity.Toturnthe

lawofthejungleintotheruleoflaw—oftreatiesandcontracts

and UN resolutions. In short, to remake the international

systemintheimageofdomesticcivilsociety.

They dream of a new world, a world described in 1943 by

CordellHull,FDR’ssecretaryofstate—aworldinwhich“there

willnolongerbeneedforspheresofinfluence,foralliances,for

balanceofpower,oranyotherofthespecialarrangementsby

which, in the unhappy past, the nations strove to safeguard

theirsecurityorpromotetheirinterests.”

Andtocreatesuchatrueinternationalcommunity,youhave

totemper,transcendand,intheend,abolishtheveryideaof

state power and national interest. Hence the antipathy to

AmericanhegemonyandAmericanpower.Ifyouaregoingto break the international arenatothemoldofdomesticsociety, you have to domesticate its single most powerful actor. You

havetoabolishAmericandominance,notonlyasana rontto

fairnessbutalsoasthegreatestobstacleonthewholeplanetto

ademocratizedinternationalsystemwhereallliveunderself—

governing international institutions and self-enforcing

internationalnorms.

III.REALISM

Thisvisionisallverynice.Allverynoble.Andallverycrazy.

Which brings us to the third great foreign policy school:

realism.

The realist looks at this great liberal project and sees a

hopelessillusion.BecauseturningtheHobbesianworldthathas

existed since long before the Peloponnesian Wars into a

Lockean world, turning a jungle into a suburban subdivision,

requiresarevolutioninhumannature.Notjustanerectorsetof

newinstitutions,butarevolutioninhumannature.Andrealists

donotbelieveinrevolutionsinhumannature,muchlessstake

theirfuture,andthefutureoftheirnation,onthem.

Realismrecognizesthefundamentalfallacyinthewholeidea

oftheinternationalsystembeingmodeledondomesticsociety.

First, what holds domestic society together is a supreme

centralauthoritywieldingamonopolyofpowerandenforcing

norms. In the international arena there is no such thing.

Domesticsocietymaylooklikeaplaceofself-regulatingnorms,

butifsomebodybreaksintoyourhouse,youcall911,andthe

police arrive with guns drawn. That’s not exactly self enforcement.That’slawenforcement.

Second,domesticsocietyrestsonthesharedgoodwill,civility

andcommonvaluesofitsindividualmembers.Whatvaluesare

shared by, say, Britain, Cuba, Yemen and Zimbabwe—all

nominal members of this ction we call the “international

community”?

Of course, you can have smaller communities of shared

interests—NAFTA, ANZUS or the European Union. But the

European conceitthatrelationswithallnations—regardlessof

ideology,regardlessofculture,regardlessevenofopenhostility

—shouldbetransactedontheEUmodelofsuasionandnorms

and negotiations and solemn contractual agreements is an

illusion. A sheries treaty with Canada is something real. An

Agreed Framework on plutonium processing with the likes of

NorthKoreaisnotworththepaperitiswrittenon.

The realist believes the de nition of peace Ambrose Bierce

o ered in TheDevil’sDictionary: “Peace: noun, in international affairs,aperiodofcheatingbetweentwoperiodsoffighting.”

Hencetherealistaxiom:The“internationalcommunity”isa

ction. It is not a community, it is a cacophony—of straining

ambitions,disparatevaluesandcontendingpower.

What does hold the international system together? What

keeps it from degenerating into total anarchy? Not the phony

security of treaties, not the best of goodwill among the nicer

nations.Intheunipolarworldweinhabit,whatstabilitywedo

enjoytodayisowedtotheoverwhelmingpoweranddeterrent

threatoftheUnitedStates.

If someone invades your house, you call the cops. Who do

you call if someone invades your country? You dial

Washington. In the unipolar world, the closest thing to a centralized authority, to an enforcer of norms, is America— American power. And ironically, American power is precisely

what liberal internationalism wants to constrain and tie down

andsubsumeinpursuitofsomebravenewLockeanworld.

RealistsdonotlivejustinAmerica.IfoundoneinFinland.

Duringthe1997negotiationsinOslooverthelandminetreaty,

oneoftherareholdouts,interestinglyenough,wasFinland.The

Finnishprimeministerstoutlyopposedthelandmineban.And

for that he was scolded by his Scandinavian neighbors. To

which he responded tartly that this was a “very convenient”

poseforthe“otherNordiccountries”—afterall,Finlandistheir

landmine.

Finland is the land mine between Russia and Scandinavia.

Americaisthelandminebetweenbarbarismandcivilization.

Where would South Korea be without America and its land

mines along the DMZ? Where would Europe—with its cozy,

arrogant community—be had America not saved it from the

Sovietcolossus?WherewouldtheMiddleEastbehadAmerican

powernotstoppedSaddamin1991?

Thelandminethatprotectscivilizationfrombarbarismisnot

parchmentbutpower,andinaunipolarworld,Americanpower

—wielded, if necessary, unilaterally. If necessary,

preemptively.

Now, those uneasy with American power have made these

two means of wielding it—preemption and unilateralism—the

focus of unrelenting criticism. The doctrine of preemption, in

particular,hasbeenwidelyattackedforviolatinginternational

norms.

What international norm? The one under which Israel was

universallycondemned—eventheReaganadministrationjoined the condemnation at the Security Council—for preemptively destroyingIraq’sOsiraknuclearreactorin1981?Doesanyone

todaydoubtthatitwastherightthingtodo,bothstrategically

andmorally?

Inaworldofterrorists,terroriststatesandweaponsofmass

destruction,theoptionofpreemptionisespeciallynecessary.In

the bipolar world of the Cold War, with a stable non-suicidal

adversary, deterrence could work. Deterrence does not work

againstpeoplewhoacheforheaven.Itdoesnotworkagainst

undeterrables.Anditdoesnotworkagainstundetectables:non-suicidal enemy regimes that might attack through clandestine

means—a suitcase nuke or anonymously delivered anthrax.

Againstbothundeterrablesandundetectables,preemptionisthe

onlypossiblestrategy.

Moreover,thedoctrineofpreemptionagainstopenlyhostile

statespursuingweaponsofmassdestructionisanimprovement

on classical deterrence. Traditionally, we deterred the use of

WMDs by the threat of retaliation after we’d been attacked—

andthat’stoolate;thepointofpreemptionistodeterthevery

acquisitionofWMDsinthefirstplace.

WhetherornotIraqhadlargestockpilesofWMDs,thevery

factthat the United States overthrew a hostile regime that

repeatedly refused to come clean on its weapons has had

precisely this deterrent e ect. We are safer today not just

because Saddam is gone, but because Libya and any others

contemplatingtra ckingWMDshave—forthe rsttime—seen

thatitcarriesacost,averyhighcost.

Yes, of course, imperfect intelligence makes preemption

problematic.Butthatisnotanobjectiononprinciple,itisan

objection in practice. Indeed, the objection concedes the principle.Weneedgoodintelligence.Butweremaindefenseless ifweabjuretheoptionofpreemption.

The other great objection to the way American unipolar

power has been wielded is its unilateralism. I would dispute

how unilateralist we have in fact been. Constructing ad hoc

“coalitionsofthewilling”hardlyquali esasunilateralismjust

becausetheydonothaveasecretariatinBrusselsorontheEast

River.

Moreover, unilateralism is often the very road to

multilateralism. As we learned from the Gulf War, it is the

leadership of the United States—indeed, its willingness to act

unilaterallyifnecessary—thatgalvanizedtheGulfWarcoalition

into existence. Without the president of the United States

declaring,“Thiswillnotstand,”abouttheinvasionofKuwait—

andmakingitclearthatAmericawouldgoitaloneifithadto—

there never would have been the great wall-to-wall coalition

thatisnowsoretroactivelyapplaudedandheldupasamodel

ofmultilateralism.

Ofcourseoneactsinconcertwithothersifpossible.Itisnice

whenothersjoinusinthebreach.Nooneseekstobeunilateral.

Unilateralismsimplymeansthatonedoesnotallowoneselfto

beheldhostagetothewillofothers.

Of course you build coalitions when possible. In 2003, we

garnered a coalition of the willing for Iraq that included

substantialallieslikeBritain,Australia,Spain,Italyandmuchof

Eastern Europe. France and Germany made clear from the

beginning that they would never join in the overthrow of

Saddam.Thereforethechoicewasnotawidecoalitionversusa

narrow one, but a narrow coalition versus none.There were

seriousargumentsagainstwarinIraq—butthefactthatFrance didnotapprovewasnotoneofthem.

Irving Kristol once explained that he preferred the

OrganizationofAmericanStatestotheUnitedNationsbecause

in the OAS we can be voted down in only three languages,

thereby saving translators’ fees. Realists choose not to be

Gulliver. In an international system with no sovereign, no

police,noprotection—wherepoweristheultimatearbiterand

historyhasbequeathedusunprecedentedpower—weshouldbe

vigilantinpreservingthatpower.Andourfreedomofactionto

useit.

But here we come up against the limits of realism: You

cannot live by power alone. Realism is a valuable antidote to

thewoollyinternationalismofthe1990s.Butrealismcanonly

takeyousofar.

Itsbasicproblemliesinitsde nitionofnationalinterestas

classically o ered by its great theorist Hans Morgenthau:

interest de ned as power. Morgenthau postulated that what

drivesnations,whatmotivatestheirforeignpolicy,isthewill

topower—tokeepitandexpandit.

For most Americans, will to power might be a correct

descriptionoftheworld—ofwhatmotivatesothercountries—

but it cannot be a prescription for America. It cannot be our

purpose.Americacannotandwillnotlivebyrealpolitikalone.

Ourforeignpolicymustbedrivenbysomethingbeyondpower.

Unlessconservativespresentidealstochallengetheliberalideal

of a domesticated international community, they will lose the

debate.

WhichiswhyamongAmericanconservatives,another,more

idealistic,schoolhasarisenthatseesAmerica’snationalinterest

asanexpressionofvalues.

IV.DEMOCRATICGLOBALISM

ItisthisfourthschoolthathasguidedU.S.foreignpolicyinthis

decade.Thisconservativealternativetorealismisoftenlazily

andinvidiouslycalledneoconservatism,butthatisaveryodd

nameforaschoolwhosemajorproponentsintheworldtoday

are George W. Bush and Tony Blair—if they are

neoconservatives,thenMargaretThatcherwasaliberal.There’s

nothingneoaboutBush,andthere’snothingconaboutBlair.

Yettheyaretheprincipalproponentstodayofwhatmightbe

called democratic globalism, a foreign policy that de nes the

nationalinterestnotaspowerbutasvaluesandthatidenti es

onesupremevalue,whatJohnKennedycalled“thesuccessof

liberty.”AsPresidentBushputitinhisspeechatWhitehalllast

November:“TheUnitedStatesandGreatBritainshareamission

intheworldbeyondthebalanceofpowerorthesimplepursuit

ofinterest.Weseektheadvanceoffreedomandthepeacethat

freedombrings.”

Beyond power. Beyond interest. Beyond interest de ned as

power. That is the credo of democratic globalism. Which

explainsitspoliticalappeal:Americaisanationuniquelybuilt

not on blood, race or consanguinity, but on a proposition—to

whichitssacredhonorhasbeenpledgedfortwocenturies.This

Americanexceptionalismexplainswhynon-Americans ndthis

foreign policy so di cult to credit; why Blair has had more

di culty garnering support for it in his country; and why

Europe, in particular, nds this kind of value-driven foreign

policyhopelesslyandirritatinglymoralistic.

Democratic globalism sees as the engine of history not the

will to power but the will to freedom. And while it has been

attacked as a dreamy, idealistic innovation, its inspiration

comes from the Truman Doctrine of 1947, the Kennedy

inauguralof1961,andReagan’s“evilempire”speechof1983.

They all sought to recast a struggle for power between two

geopolitical titans into a struggle between freedom and

unfreedom,andyes,goodandevil.

WhichiswhytheTrumanDoctrinewasheavilycriticizedby

realistslikeHansMorgenthauandGeorgeKennan—andReagan

was vili ed by the entire foreign policy establishment for the

sinofideologizingtheColdWarbyinjectingamoraloverlay.

That was then. Today, post-9/11, we nd ourselves in a

similarexistential struggle but with a di erent enemy: not

Soviet communism, but Arab-Islamic totalitarianism, both

secularandreligious.BushandBlairaresimilarlyattackedfor

naïvely and crudely casting this struggle as one of freedom

versusunfreedom,goodversusevil.

Now, given the way not just freedom but human decency

were suppressed in both Afghanistan and Iraq, the two major

battlesofthisnewwar,youwouldhavetogiveBushandBlair’s

moralclaimsthedecidedadvantageofbeingobviouslytrue.

Nonetheless, something can be true and still be dangerous.

ManypeoplearedeeplyuneasywiththeBush-Blairdoctrine—

many conservatives in particular. When Blair declares in his

addresstoCongress:“Thespreadoffreedomis…ourlastline

ofdefenseandour rstlineofattack,”theyseeadangerously

expansive, aggressively utopian foreign policy. In short, they

seeWoodrowWilson.

Now, to a conservative, Woodrow Wilson is ghtin’ words.

Yes, this vision is expansive and perhaps utopian. But it ain’t Wilsonian. Wilson envisioned the spread of democratic values through as-yet-to-be invented international institutions. He

couldbeforgivenforthat.In1918,therewasnowaytoknow

howutterlycorruptanduselessthoseinternationalinstitutions

wouldturnouttobe.Eightdecadesofbitterexperiencelater—

with Libya chairing the UN Commission on Human Rights—

thereisnoway not toknow.

Democratic globalism is not Wilsonian. Its attractiveness is

preciselythatitsharesrealism’sinsightsaboutthecentralityof

power. Its attractiveness is precisely that it has appropriate

contemptforthefictionallegalismsofliberalinternationalism.

Moreover, democratic globalism is an improvement over

realism. What it can teach realism is that the spread of

democracy is not just an end but a means, an indispensable

means for securing American interests. The reason is simple.

DemocraciesareinherentlymorefriendlytotheUnitedStates,

lessbelligerenttotheirneighborsandgenerallymoreinclined

to peace. Realists are right that to protect your interests you oftenhavetogoaroundtheworldbashingbadguysoverthe head. But that technique, no matter how satisfying, hasits

limits. At some point, you have to implant something,

something organic and self-developing. And that something is

democracy.

Butwhere?

V.DEMOCRATICREALISM

Thedangerofdemocraticglobalismisitsuniversalism,itsopen-endedcommitmenttohumanfreedom,itstemptationtoplant the agofdemocracyeverywhere.Itmustlearntosayno.And

indeed,itdoessayno.ButwhenitsaysnotoLiberia,orCongo,

orBurma,orcountenancesallianceswithauthoritarianrulersin

placeslikePakistanor,forthatmatter,Russia,itstandsaccused

of hypocrisy. Which is why we must articulate criteria for

sayingyes.

Where to intervene? Where to bring democracy? Where to

nation-build?Iproposeasinglecriterion:whereitcounts.

Call it democratic realism. And this is its axiom: We wil support democracy everywhere, but we wil  commit blood and treasureonlyinplaceswherethereisastrategicnecessity—meaning, places central to the larger war against the existential enemy, the enemythatposesaglobalmortalthreattofreedom.

Where does it count? Fifty years ago, Germany and Japan

counted. Why? Because they were the seeds of the greatest

global threat to freedom in midcentury—fascism—and then

wereturned,bynation-building,intobulwarksagainstthenext

greatthreattofreedom,Sovietcommunism.

Where does it count today? Where the overthrow of

radicalismandthebeginningsofdemocracycanhaveadecisive

e ectinthewaragainstthenewglobalthreattofreedom,the

newexistentialenemy,theArab-Islamictotalitarianismthathas

threatened us in both its secular and religious forms for the

quarter-centurysincetheKhomeinirevolutionof1979.

Establishing civilized, decent, non-belligerent, pro-Western

polities in Afghanistan and Iraq and ultimately their key

neighborswould,likethe ippingofGermanyandJapaninthe

1940s, change the strategic balance in the ght against Arab-

Islamicradicalism.

Yes,itmaybeabridgetoofar.Realistshavebeenwarning

againstthehubrisofthinkingwecantransformanalienculture

becauseofsomepostulatednaturalanduniversalhumanwillto

freedom.Andtheymayyetberight.Buthowdotheyknowin

advance? Half a century ago, we heard the same con dent

warningsabouttheimperviousnesstodemocracyofConfucian

culture.Thatprovedstunninglywrong.Whereisitwrittenthat

Arabsareincapableofdemocracy?

Yes,asinGermanyandJapan,theundertakingisenormous,

ambitious and arrogant. It may yet fail. But we cannot a ord

nottotry.Thereisnotasingle,remotelyplausible,alternative

strategyforattackingthemonsterbehind9/11.It’snotOsama

bin Laden; it is the cauldron of political oppression, religious intolerance and social ruin in the Arab-Islamic world— oppression transmuted and de ected by regimes with no

legitimacy into virulent, murderous anti-Americanism. It’s not

oneman;itisacondition.Itwillbeniceto ndthatmanand

hang him, but that’s the cops-and-robbers lawenforcement

modelof ghtingterrorismthatwetriedfortwentyyearsand

thatgaveus9/11.Thisiswar,andinwararrestingmurderers

isnice.Butyouwinbytakingterritory—andleavingsomething

behind.

THENEWCENTURY

Wearetheunipolarpowerandwhatdowedo?

In August 1900, David Hilbert gave a speech to the

InternationalCongressofMathematiciansnamingtwenty-three

still unsolved mathematical problems bequeathed by the 19th century to the 20th. Had he presented the great unsolved geopolitical problems bequeathed to the 20th century, one

would have stood out above all—the rise of Germany and its

accommodationwithintheEuropeanstatesystem.

Similarlytoday,atthedawnofthe21stcentury,wecansee

clearlythetwogreatgeopoliticalchallengesonthehorizon:the

inexorableriseofChinaandthecomingdemographiccollapse

of Europe, both of which will irrevocably disequilibrate the

internationalsystem.

But those problems come later. They are for midcentury.

Theyareforthenextgeneration.Andthatgenerationwillnot

even get to these problems unless we rst deal with our

problem.

And our problem is 9/11 and the roots of Arab-Islamic

nihilism.September11feltlikeanewproblem,butforallits

shock and surprise, it is an old problem with a new face.

September11feltliketheinitiationofanewhistory,butitwas

a return to history, the 20thcentury history of radical

ideologiesandexistentialenemies.

Theanomalyisnottheworldoftoday.Theanomalywasthe

1990s,ourholidayfromhistory.Itfeltlikepeace,butitwasan

intervalofdreamingbetweentwoperiodsofreality.

From which 9/11 awoke us. It startled us into thinking

everythingwasnew.It’snot.Whatisnewiswhathappenednot

on 9/11 but ten years earlier on December 26, 1991: the

emergenceoftheUnitedStatesastheworld’sunipolarpower.

Whatisuniqueisouradvantageinthisstruggle,anadvantage

wedidnothaveduringthestrugglesofthe20thcentury.The

question for our time is how to press this advantage, how to

exploit our unipolar power, how to deploy it to win the old/newwarthatexplodeduponuson9/11.

Whatistheunipolarpowertodo?

Fourschools,fouranswers.

The isolationists want simply to ignore unipolarity, pull up

thedrawbridgeanddefendFortressAmerica.Alas,theFortress

hasnomoat—notaftertheairplane,thesubmarine,theballistic

missile—andasforthedrawbridge,itwasblownupon9/11.

Then there are the liberal internationalists. They like to

dream, and to the extent that they are aware of our unipolar

power, they don’t like it. They see its use for anything other

thanhumanitarianismorre exiveself-defenseasanexpression

of national sel shness. And they don’t just want us to ignore

our unique power, they wantustoyielditpiecebypiece,by

subsuming ourselves in a new global architecture in which

Americabecomesnotthearbiterofinternationaleventsbuta

goodandtameinternationalcitizen.

Thenthereisrealism,whichhastheclearestunderstandingof

thenewunipolarityanditsuses—unilateralandpreemptiveif

necessary.Butintheend,itfailsbecauseito ersnovision.It

is all means and no ends. It cannot adequately de ne our

mission.

Hence,thefourthschool:democraticglobalism.Ithas,inthis

decade,ralliedtheAmericanpeopletoastruggleovervalues.It

seekstovindicatetheAmericanideabymakingthespreadof

democracy, the success of liberty, the ends and means of

Americanforeignpolicy.

I support that. I applaud that. But I believe it must be

tempered in its universalistic aspirations and rhetoric from a

democratic globalism to a democratic realism. It must be

targeted, focused and limited. We are friends to all, but we comeashoreonlywhereitreallycounts.Andwhereitcounts today is that Islamic crescent stretching from North Africa to

Afghanistan.

InOctober1962,duringtheCubanMissileCrisis,wecameto

theedgeoftheabyss.Then,accompaniedbyourequallyshaken

adversary,webothdeliberatelydrewback.OnSeptember11,

2001,wesawthefaceofArmageddonagain,butthistimewith

anenemythatdoesnotdrawback.Thistimetheenemyknows

noreason.

Were that the only di erence between now and then, our

situation would be hopeless. But there is a second di erence

betweennowandthen:theuniquenessofourpower,unrivaled,

notjusttodaybutever.Thatevenstheodds.Therationalityof

theenemyissomethingbeyondourcontrol.Buttheuseofour

poweriswithinourcontrol.Andifthatpowerisusedwisely,

constrainednotbyillusionsand ctionsbutonlybythelimits

ofourmission—whichistobringamodicumoffreedomasan

antidotetonihilism—wecanprevail.

TheAEIPress,2004

Adaptedfromtheauthor’sIrvingKristolLecturetotheAmericanEnterpriseInstitute, Washington,D.C.,February10,2004.

DECLINEISACHOICE(2009)

The weather vanes of conventional wisdom are engaged in

anotherroundofangstaboutAmericaindecline.Newtheories,

old slogans: Imperial overstretch. The Asian awakening. The

post-American world. Inexorable forces beyond our control

bringingtheinevitablehumblingoftheworldhegemon.

On the other side of this debate are a few—notably Josef

Jo einarecentessayin ForeignA airs—whoresistthecurrent

fashion and insist that America remains the indispensable

power.Theynotethatdeclinistpredictionsarecyclical,thatthe

riseofChinaandperhapsIndiaarejustthecurrentversionof

the Japan panic of the late 1980s or of the earlier pessimism

bestcapturedbyJean-FrançoisRevel’s HowDemocraciesPerish.

The anti-declinists point out, for example, that the fear of

Chinaisoverblown.It’sbasedontheimplausibleassumptionof

inde nite, uninterrupted growth; ignores accumulating

externalitieslikepollution(whichcanbeignoredwhengrowth

starts from a very low baseline, but ends up making growth

increasingly, chokingly di cult); and overlooks the

unavoidable consequences of the one-child policy, which

guaranteesthatChinawillgetoldbeforeitgetsrich.

And just as the rise of China is a straightline projection of

current economic trends, American decline is a straightline

projection of the fearful, pessimistic mood of a country war—

wearyandinthegripofasevererecession.

Amongthesecrosscurrents,mythesisissimple:Thequestion

ofwhetherAmericaisindeclinecannotbeansweredyesorno.

There is no yes or no. Both answers are wrong because the assumption that somehow there exists some predetermined inevitable trajectory, the result of uncontrollable external forces,iswrong.Nothingisinevitable.Nothingiswritten.For Americatoday,declineisnotacondition.Declineisachoice.

Twodecadesintotheunipolarworldthatcameaboutwiththe

falloftheSovietUnion,Americaisinthepositionofdeciding

whether to abdicate or retain its dominance. Decline—or

continuedascendancy—isinourhands.

Not that decline is always a choice. Britain’s decline after

WorldWarII was foretold,asindeedwasthatofEurope,which

hadbeenthedominantglobalforceoftheprecedingcenturies.

Thecivilizationalsuicidethatwasthetwoworldwars,andthe

consequent physical and psychological exhaustion, made

continueddominanceimpossibleanddeclineinevitable.

The corollary to unchosen European collapse was unchosen

American ascendancy. We—whom Lincoln once called God’s

“almostchosenpeople”—didnotsaveEuropetwice inorder to

emergefromtheashesastheworld’sco-hegemon.Wewentin

todefendourselvesandsavecivilization.Ourdominanceafter

World War II was not sought. Nor was the even more

remarkable dominance after the Soviet collapse. We are the

rarestofgeopoliticalphenomena:theaccidentalhegemonand,

givenourhistoryofisolationismandlackofinstinctiveimperial

ambition,thereluctanthegemon—andnow,afteraneardecade

ofstrenuouspost-9/11exertion,morereluctantthanever.

Which leads to my second proposition: Facing the choice of

whether to maintain our dominance or to gradually,

deliberately,willinglyandindeedrelievedlygiveitup,weare

currently on a course toward the latter. The current liberal

ascendancyintheUnitedStates—controllingtheexecutiveand

bothhousesofCongress,dominatingthemediaandeliteculture

—hassetusonacoursefordecline.Andthisistrueforboth foreignanddomesticpolicies.Indeed,theyworksynergistically toensurethatoutcome.

ThecurrentforeignpolicyoftheUnitedStatesisanexercise

in contraction. It begins with the demolition of the moral

foundation of American dominance. In Strasbourg, President

ObamawasaskedaboutAmericanexceptionalism.Hisanswer?

“IbelieveinAmericanexceptionalism,justasIsuspectthatthe

BritsbelieveinBritishexceptionalismandtheGreeksbelievein

Greek exceptionalism.” Interesting response. Because if

everyoneisexceptional,nooneis.

Indeed, as he made his haj  from Strasbourg to Prague to Ankara to Istanbul to Cairo and nally to the UN General Assembly, Obama drew the picture of an America quite

exceptional—exceptional in moral culpability and heavy—

handedness, exceptional in guilt for its treatment of other

nations and peoples. With varying degrees of directness or

obliqueness,Obamaindictedhisowncountryforarrogance,for

dismissiveness and derisiveness (toward Europe), for

maltreatment of natives, for torture, for Hiroshima, for

Guantánamo, for unilateralism and for insu cient respect for

theMuslimworld.

Quiteanindictment,thefundamentalconsequenceofwhich

istoe ectivelyundermineanymoralclaimthatAmericamight

havetoworldleadership,aswellasthemoralcon dencethat

any nation needs to have in order to justify to itself and to

others its position of leadership. According to the new

dispensation,havingforfeitedthemandateofheaven—ifitever

hadone—anewlyhumbledAmericanowseeksamoremodest

placeamongthenations,notabovethem.

But that leads to the question: How does this new world governitself?Howistheinternationalsystemtofunction?

HenryKissingeroncesaidthattheonlywaytoachievepeace

is through hegemony or balance of power. Well, hegemony is

out.AsObamasaidinhisGeneralAssemblyaddress,“Noone

nation can or should try to dominate another nation.” (The

“can”inthatdeclarationispriceless.)Andifhegemonyisout,

so is balance of power: “No balance of power among nations

willhold.”

Thepresidentthendenouncedtheideaofelevatinganygroup

of nations above others—which takes care, I suppose, of the

SecurityCouncil,theG-20andtheWesternalliance.Andjustto

make the point unmistakable, he denounced “alignments of

nations rooted in the cleavages of a long-gone Cold War” as

making“nosenseinaninterconnectedworld.”Whatdoesthat

sayaboutNATO?OfourallianceswithJapanandSouthKorea?

OrevenoftheEuropeanUnion?

This is nonsense. But it is not harmless nonsense. It’s

nonsensewithapoint.Itre ectsafundamentalviewthatthe

only legitimate authority in the international system is that

which emanates from“thecommunityofnations”asawhole.

Which means, I suppose, acting through its most universal

organssuchas,againIsuppose,theUNanditsvariousagencies.

Which is why when Obama said that those who doubt “the

character and cause” of his own country should see what this

newAmerica—theAmericaoftheliberalascendancy—haddone

inthelastninemonths,helistedamongtheserestorativeand

relegitimizing initiatives paying up UN dues, renewing actions

on various wholly vacuous universalist declarations and

agreements, and joining such Orwellian UN bodies as the

HumanRightsCouncil.

These gestures have not gone unnoticed abroad. The Nobel

Committeee usedaboutObama’sradicalreorientationofU.S.

foreignpolicy.ItscitationawardinghimtheNobelPeacePrize

laudedhimforhaving“createdanewclimate”ininternational

relations in which “multilateral diplomacy has regained a

central position, with emphasis on the role that the United

Nationsandotherinstitutionscanplay.”

Of course, the idea of the “international community” acting

throughtheUN—a ctionandafarce,respectively—toenforce

normsandmaintainstabilityisabsurd.SoabsurdthatIsuspect

it’s really just a metaphor for a world run by a kind of

multipolar arrangement not of nation-states but of groups of

states acting through multilateral bodies, whether institutional (like the International Atomic Energy Agency) or ad hoc (like theP5+1Irannegotiators).

But whatever bizarre form of multilateral or universal

structures is envisioned for keeping world order, certainly

hegemony—and speci cally American hegemony—is to be

retired.

This renunciation of primacy is not entirely new. Liberal

internationalism as practiced by the center-left Clinton

administrationsofthe1990s—thebeginningoftheunipolarera

—was somewhat ambivalent about American hegemony,

although it did allow America to be characterized as “the

indispensable nation,” to use Madeleine Albright’s phrase.

Clintonian center-left liberal internationalism did seek to

restrainAmericanpowerbytyingGulliverdownwithamyriad

oftreatiesandagreementsandinternationalconventions.That

conscious constraining of America within international

bureaucraticandnormativestructureswasrootedinthenotion that power corrupts and that external restraints would curb arroganceandoverreachingandbreakawillfulAmericatothe

roleofgoodinternationalcitizen.

Buttheliberalinternationalismoftodayisdi erent.Itisnot

center-left but left-liberal. And the new left-liberal

internationalism goes far beyond its earlier Clintonian

incarnation in its distrust of and distaste for American

dominance.ForwhatmightbecalledtheNewLiberalism,the

renunciation of power is rooted not in the fear that we are

essentially good but subject to the corruptions of power—the

oldClintonianview—butrootedintheconvictionthatAmerica

issointrinsically awed,soinherentlyandcongenitallysinful

that it cannot be trusted with, and does not merit, the

possessionofoverarchingworldpower.

FortheNewLiberalism,itisnotjustthatpowercorrupts.It

is that America itself is corrupt—in the sense of being deeply

awed, and with the history to prove it. An imperfect union,

the theme of Obama’s famous Philadelphia race speech, has

beencarriedtoandampli edinhiseverymajorforeign-policy

address, particularly those delivered on foreign soil. (Not

surprisingly,sinceitearnsgreaterapplauseoverthere.)

Andbecauseweremainsoimperfectanation,weareinno

position to dictate our professed values to others around the

world.DemonstratorsareshotinthestreetsofTehranseeking

nothing but freedom, but our president holds his tongue

because, he says openly, of our own alleged transgressions

toward Iran (presumably involvement in the 1953 coup). Our

shortcomingsaresograve,andouro ensesbothdomesticand

international so serious, that we lack the moral ground on

whichtojustifyhegemony.

ThesefundamentaltenetsoftheNewLiberalismarenotjust

theory. They have strategic consequences. If we have been

illegitimatelyplayingtheroleofworldhegemon,thenforusto

regain a legitimateplace in the international system we must

regainourmoralauthority.Andrecoveringmoralspacemeans

renouncingill-gottenorill-conceivedstrategicspace.

Operationally, this manifests itself in various kinds of

strategicretreat,mostparticularlyinreversingpoliciesstained

byeventhehintofAmericanunilateralismorexceptionalism.

Thus, for example, there is no more “Global War on Terror.”

It’s not just that the term has been abolished or that the

secretary of homeland security refers to terrorism as “man—

caused disasters.” It is that the very idea of our nation and

civilization being engaged in a global mortal struggle with

jihadismhasbeenretiredaswell.

The operational consequences of that new view are already

manifest.Inourreversiontopre-9/11normalcy—thepretense

of pre-9/11 normalcy—anti-terrorism has reverted from war

ghtingtolawenforcement.Highlevelal-Qaedaprisoners,for

example,willhenceforthbeinterrogatednotbytheCIAbutby

theFBI,justasourresponsetotheattackontheUSS Cole pre-9/11—anactofwar—wastosendFBIagentstoYemen.

The operational consequences of voluntary contraction are

alreadyevident:

• Unilateral abrogation of our missiledefense arrangements

with Poland and the Czech Republic—a retreat being felt

all through Eastern Europe to Ukraine and Georgia as a

signalofU.S.concessionofstrategicspacetoRussiainits

oldsphereofinfluence.

•IndecisiononAfghanistan—awidelyexpressedambivalence about the mission and a serious contemplation of minimalist strategies that our commanders on the ground

havereportedtothepresidenthavenochanceofsuccess.

In short, a serious contemplation of strategic retreat in

Afghanistan (only two months ago it was declared by the

president to be a “war of necessity”) with possibly

catastrophicconsequencesforPakistan.

•InIraq,adeterminationtoendthewaraccordingtorigid

timetables,withalmostnointerestingarneringthefruits

of a very costly and very bloody success—namely, using

our Strategic Framework Agreement to turn the new Iraq

intoastrategicpartnerandanchorforU.S.in uenceinthe

most volatile area of the world. Iraq is a prize—we can

debate endlessly whether it was worth the cost—of great

strategicsigni cancethattheadministrationseemstohave

nointentionofexploitinginitsdeterminationtoexecutea

fullandfinalexit.

• In Honduras, where again because of our allegedly sinful

imperial history, we back a Chávista caudillo seeking

illegalextensionofhispresidencywhowasremovedfrom

powerbythelegitimateorgansofstate—fromthesupreme

court to the national congress—for grave constitutional

violations.TheNewLiberalismwillprotestthatdespiteits

rhetoric, it is not engaging in moral reparations, but

seeking real strategic advantage for the United States on

the assumption that the reason we have not gotten

cooperation from, say, the Russians, Iranians, North

Koreans or even our European allies on various urgent

agendas is American arrogance, unilateralism and

dismissiveness.Andtherefore,ifweconstrictandrebrand anddiminishourselvesdeliberately—trytomakeourselves equalpartnerswithobviouslyunequalpowersabroad—we

willgainthemoralhighgroundandrallytheworldtoour

causes.

Well, being a strategic argument, the hypothesis is testable.

Let’s tally up the empirical evidence of what nine months of

self-abasementhasbrought.

With all the bowing and scraping and apologizing and

renouncing, we couldn’t even sway the International Olympic

Committee.Giventhehumiliationincurredthereinpursuitofa

trinket,itisnosurprisehowlittleournewinternationalposture

has yielded in the coin of real strategic goods. Unilateral

American concessions and o ers of unconditional engagement

have moved neither Iran nor Russia nor North Korea to

accommodate us. Nor have the Arab states—or even the

powerlessPalestinianAuthority—o eredsomuchasagesture

o faccommodation in response to heavy and gratuitous

AmericanpressureonIsrael.NorhaveevenourEuropeanallies

responded:Theyhaveantedupessentiallynothinginresponse

toourpleasformoreassistanceinAfghanistan.

The very expectation that these concessions would yield

resultsispuzzling.Thus,forexample,thepresidentisproposing

radical reductions in nuclear weapons and presided over a

Security Council meeting passing a resolution whose goal is

universal nuclear disarmament, on the theory that unless the

existingnuclearpowersreducetheirweaponry,theycannever

have the moral standing to demand that other states not go

nuclear.

ButwhateverthemeritsofunilateralorevenbilateralU.S.-

Russiandisarmament,thenotionthatitwillleadtoreciprocal gestures from the likes of Iran and North Korea is simply childish. They are seeking the bomb for reasons of power,

prestige,intimidation,blackmailandregimepreservation.They

don’t give a whit about the level of nuclear arms among the

greatpowers.Indeed,bothIranandNorthKorealaunchedtheir

nuclear weapons ambitions in the 1980s and the 1990s—

precisely when the United States and Russia were radically

reducingtheirarsenals.

Thisdeliberatechoiceofstrategicretreatstoengendergood

feeling is based on the naïve hope of exchanges of reciprocal

goodwillwithroguestates.Itcomesasnosurprise,therefore,

that the theory—as policy—has demonstrably produced no

strategicadvances.ButthatwillnotdetertheNewLiberalism

because the ultimate purpose of its foreign policy is to make

Americalesshegemonic,lessarrogant,lessdominant.

Inaword,itisaforeignpolicydesignedtoproduceAmerican

decline—tomakeAmericaessentiallyonenationamongmany.

And for that purpose, its domestic policies are perfectly

complementary.

Domesticpolicy,ofcourse,isnot designed tocurbourpower

abroad. But what it lacks in intent, it makes up in e ect.

Declinewillbeanunintended,butpowerful,sidee ectofthe

New Liberalism’s ambition of moving America from its

traditional dynamic individualismto the more equitable but

staticmodelofEuropeansocialdemocracy.

This is not the place to debate the intrinsic merits of the

social democratic versus the Anglo-Saxon model of capitalism.

There’smuchtobesaidforthedecencyandrelativeequityof

social democracy. But it comes at a cost: diminished social

mobility,higherunemployment,lessinnovation,lessdynamism andcreativedestruction,lessoveralleconomicgrowth.

Thisa ectstheabilitytoprojectpower.Growthprovidesthe

sinews of dominance—the ability to maintain a large military

establishmentcapableofprojectingpowertoallcornersofthe

earth.TheEuropeans,richanddeveloped,havealmostnosuch

capacity. They made the choice long ago to devote their

resourcestoavastwelfarestate.Theirexpendituresondefense

are minimal, as are their consequent military capacities. They

relyontheU.S.NavyforopenseasandontheU.S.AirForce

forairlift.It’stheU.S.Marineswhogoashore,notjustinbattle

butforsuchglobalsocialservicesastsunamirelief.TheUnited

States can do all of this because we spend in nitely more on

defense—morethanthenextninecountriescombined.

Those are the conditions today. But they are not static or

permanent.Theyrequireconstantrenewal.Theexpressagenda

oftheNewLiberalismisavastexpansionofsocialservices—

massive intervention and expenditures in energy, health care

and education—that will necessarily, as in Europe, take away

fromdefensespending.

This shift in resources is not hypothetical. It has already

begun.Atatimewhenhundredsofbillionsofdollarsarebeing

lavished on stimulus and other appropriations in an endless

array of domestic programs, the defense budget is practically

frozen. Almost every other department is expanding, and the

DefenseDepartmentissingledoutformaking“hardchoices”—

forcedtolookeverywhereforcuts,toabandonhighlyadvanced

weapons systems, to choose between readiness and research,

betweentoday’surgenciesandtomorrow’sloomingthreats.

Take,forexample,missiledefense,inwhichtheUnitedStates

hasa great technological edge and one perfectly designed to maintain American preeminence in a century that will be dominated by the ballistic missile. Missile defense is actually being cut. The number of interceptors in Alaska to defend against a North Korean attack has been reduced, and the

airborne laser program (the most promising technology for a

boost-phase antiballistic missile) has been cut back—at the

sametimethatthefederaleducationbudgethasbeenincreased

100%inoneyear.

This preference for social goods over security needs is not

just evident in budgetary allocations and priorities. It is seen, forexample,intheliberalpreferenceforenvironmentalgoods.

Byprohibitingthedrillingofo shoreandArcticdeposits,the

United States is voluntarily denying itself access to vast

amounts of oil that would relieve dependency on—and help

curbthewealthandpowerof—variouspetro-dollarchallengers,

fromIrantoVenezuelatoRussia.Again,wecanarguewhether

the environment versus security trade-o  is warranted. But

thereisnodenyingthatthereisatrade-off.

Nor are these the only trade-o s. Primacy in space—a

galvanizing symbol of American greatness, so deeply

understood and openly championed by John Kennedy—is

graduallybeingrelinquished.Inthecurrentreconsiderationof

allthingsBush,theideaofreturningtothemooninthenext

decade is being jettisoned. After next September, the space

shuttle will never y again, and its replacement is being

reconsidered and delayed. That will leave the United States

totallyincapableofreturningeventonear-Earthorbit,letalone

to the moon. Instead, for years to come, we shall be entirely

dependent on the Russians, or perhaps eventually even the

Chinese.

Ofsymbolicbutalsomoreconcreteimportanceisthestatus

ofthedollar.Thesocialdemocraticvisionnecessarilyinvolves

hugeincreasesindomesticexpenditures,mostimmediatelyfor

expandedhealthcare.Theplanscurrentlyunderconsideration

will cost in the range of $1 trillion. And once the budget

gimmicksarediscounted(suchaspromisesof$500billioncuts

inMedicarethatwillnevereventuate),thatmeanshundredsof

billions of dollars added to themonstrous budgetary de cits thattheCongressionalBudgetO ceprojectsconservativelyat $7trillionoverthenextdecade.

The e ect on the dollar is already being felt and could

ultimatelyleadtoacatastrophiccollapseand/orhyperin ation.

Having control of the world’s reserve currency is an

irreplaceable national asset. Yet with every new and growing

estimateoftheexplosionofthenationaldebt,therearemore

voices calling for replacement of the dollar as the world

currency—notjustadversarieslikeRussiaandChina,Iranand

Venezuela, which one would expect, but just last month the

headoftheWorldBank.

There is no free lunch. Social democracy and its attendant

goods may be highly desirable, but they have their price—a

price that will be exacted on the dollar, on our primacy in

space, on missile defense, on energy security and on our

militarycapacitiesandfuturepowerprojection.

But, of course, if one’s foreign policy is to reject the very

notion of international primacy in the rst place, a domestic

agendathattakesawaytheresourcestomaintainsuchprimacy

is perfectly complementary. Indeed, the two are synergistic.

Renunciation of primacy abroad provides the added resources

formoresocialgoodsathome.Toputitinthelanguageofthe 1990s,theexpandeddomesticagendaisfedbyapeacedividend —exceptthatintheabsenceofpeace,itisa retreat dividend.

Andthere’stherub.FortheEuropeanstherereallyisapeace

dividend,becauseweprovidethepeace.Theycana ordsocial

democracywithoutthecapacitytodefendthemselvesbecause

theycanalwaysdependontheUnitedStates.

Sowhynotusaswell?BecausewhatforEuropeisdecadence

—decline, in both comfort and relative safety—is for us mere

denial.Europecaneat,drinkandbemerryforAmericaprotects

her.ButforAmericait’sdi erent.Ifwechoosethelifeofease,

whostandsguardforus?

The temptation to abdicate has always been strong in

America.Ourinterventionisttraditionisrecent.Ourisolationist

traditiongoesfardeeper.Whentheeraofmaximumdominance

began20yearsago—whentogeneralsurpriseaunipolarworld

emerged rather than a post–Cold War multipolar one—there

was hesitation about accepting the mantle. The liberal

internationalism of the 1990s, the center-left Clintonian

version, was reluctant to fully embrace American hegemony

and did try to rein it in by creating external restraints.

Nonetheless, in practice, it did boldly intervene in the Balkan wars(withoutthesanctionoftheSecurityCouncil,mindyou) and openly accepted a kind of intermediate status as “the

indispensablenation.”

Nottoday.TheascendantNewLiberalismgoesmuchfurther,

actively seeking to subsume America within the international

community —inter pares, not even primus—and to enact a domesticsocialagendatosuit.

Sowhynot?Whynotchooseeaseandbaskintheadulation

oftheworldasweseriallyrenounce,withdrawandconcede?

Because, while globalization has produced in some the

illusion that human nature has changed, it has not. The

international arena remains a Hobbesian state of nature in

which countries naturally strive for power. If we voluntarily

renounce much of ours, others will not follow suit. They will

llthevacuum.Inevitably,aninversionofpowerrelationswill

occur.

Dowereallywanttoliveunderunknown,untested,shifting

multipolarity?Orevenworse,underthegauzyinternationalism

oftheNewLiberalismwithitsmagicallyself-enforcingnorms?

Thisissometimespassedo as“realism.”Infact,itistheworst

ofutopianisms,a ctionthatcanleadonlytochaos.Indeed,in

an age on the threshold of hyperproliferation, it is a

prescriptionforcatastrophe.

Heavyaretheburdensofthehegemon.Afterthebloodand

treasureexpendedinthepost-9/11wars,Americaisquiteready

to ease its burden with a gentle descent into abdication and

decline.

Declineisachoice.Morethanachoice,atemptation.Howto

resistit?

First,acceptourroleashegemon.Andrejectthosewhodeny

its essential benignity. There is a reason that we are the only hegemoninmodernhistorytohavenotimmediatelycatalyzed the creation of a massive counter-hegemonic alliance—as

occurred, for example, against Napoleonic France and Nazi

Germany. There is a reason so many countries of the Paci c

RimandtheMiddleEastandEasternEuropeandLatinAmerica

welcome our presence as balancer of power and guarantor of

theirfreedom.

Andthatreasonissimple:Weareasbenignahegemonasthe worldhaseverseen.

So, resistance to decline begins with moral self-con dence

andwill.Butmaintainingdominanceisamatternotjustofwill

but of wallet. We are not inherently in economic decline. We

have the most dynamic, innovative, technologically advanced

economyintheworld.Weenjoythehighestproductivity.Itis

true that in the natural and often painful global division of

labor wrought by globalization, less skilled endeavors like

factory work migrate abroad, but America more than

compensates by pioneering the newer technologies and

industriesoftheinformationage.

Thereare,ofcourse,majorthreatstotheAmericaneconomy.

But there is nothing inevitable and inexorable about them.

Take, for example, the threat to the dollar (as the world’s

reserve currency) that comes from our massive trade de cits.

Hereagain,theChinathreatisvastlyexaggerated.Infact,fully

two-thirds of our trade imbalance comes from imported oil.

Thisisnota xedfactoflife.Wehaveachoice.Wehaveitin

ourpower,forexample,toreversetheabsurddefacto30-year

banonnewnuclearpowerplants.Wehaveitinourpowerto

releasehugedomesticpetroleumreservesbydroppingtheban

on o shore and Arctic drilling. We have it in our power to

instituteaseriousgasolinetax(refundedimmediatelythrougha

payroll tax reduction) to curb consumption and induce

conservation.

Nothingiswritten.Nothingispredetermined.Wecanreverse

theslide,wecanundodependenceifwewillit.

Theotherloomingthreattooureconomy—andtothedollar

—comes from our scal de cits. They are not out of our

control. There is no reason we should be structurally perpetuating the massive de citsincurred as temporary crisis measuresduringthefinancialpanicof2008.Acrisisisaterrible

thing to exploit when it is taken by the New Liberalism as a

mandateformassiveexpansionofthestateandofnationaldebt

—threateningthedollar,theentireeconomyandconsequently

oursuperpowerstatusabroad.

There are things to be done. Resist retreat as a matter of

strategyandprinciple.Andprovidethemeanstocontinueour

dominantroleintheworldbykeepingoureconomichousein

order. And nally, we can follow the advice of Demosthenes

whenaskedwhatwastobedoneaboutthedeclineofAthens.

Hisreply?“IwillgivewhatIbelieveisthefairestandtruest

answer:Don’tdowhatyouaredoingnow.”

TheWeeklyStandard,October19,2009

Adaptedfromtheauthor’sWristonLecturetotheManhattan

InstituteforPolicyResearch,NewYork,October5,2009.
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