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Once again:

to my wife, Jill, the love of my life,

and the greatest gift God ever gave me—

our two children, Patrick and Merri Kelly






Our father who art in heaven,

hallowed be thy name.

Thy kingdom come,

Thy will be done, on earth, as it is in heaven.

Give us this day our daily bread.

And forgive us our trespasses,

as we forgive those who trespass against us;

and lead us not into temptation,

but deliver us from evil:

For thine is the kingdom,

and the power, and the glory,

for ever, and ever.

Amen.
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In the Spider Hole



He was found cowering in a hole in the ground, near a farmhouse in a desolate country town. Bewildered and disoriented, he had only the clothes on his back, a pistol, two AK-47 rifles, and $750,000 in uncirculated U.S. currency. This man, who had terrorized and plundered his own people while living in immeasurable luxury, spent his final hours before capture in a hiding place so base that it could only be described in terms befitting an animal: He was cornered like a rat, caught in a lizard’s den, in a spider hole.

Within hours, the sight of his face was being broadcast around the world. Haggard and disheveled, hidden behind a graying beard, this apostle of evil closed his eyes while a doctor probed under his tongue for hidden cyanide capsules.

Saddam Hussein’s lifelong flight from justice had finally come to an end.

In Baghdad, the Iraqi people celebrated the event with jubilation. Radio stations played celebratory music and young men drove through the streets shouting their excitement. Al-Zaman, Iraq’s leading daily independent newspaper, described the news with unmistakable joy and relief:



The capture of Saddam is another window of hope for a clean Iraq, swimming in sunshine and far away from a dark past crowded by the dungeons of the secret services in which hundreds of thousands of Iraqis have disappeared because of a word or a whisper or an opposing view.1



With the capture of this brutal despot, the world was granted a rare opportunity to look evil in the face. What we saw was a fugitive from righteous justice; a killer, broken but without remorse; a man who had dispatched his own sons to die for his perverted cause, yet surrendered himself without a struggle.

This pivotal moment, this reckoning, occurred because of the stern determination of an American president with the clear moral vision and courage to commit this country and its braved armed services to the cause of defeating international terrorism.

A future once undreamed of by Iraqis is now within reach. Saddam, a man who only months ago was beyond the reaches of his own law, will be held accountable for his actions by the very people he mercilessly oppressed. His atrocities will be aired before the world, and judged by a legitimate system of justice.

In the end, God willing, Saddam Hussein will die for his crimes. And when our soldiers finally suppress the last loyalist insurgency, the Iraqi people, for the first time in a generation, will reclaim a measure of peace.

In America, this event took place in the early days of a presidential campaign. At the time, it seemed to stop the president’s already-fragmented opposition in its tracks. For months, most of his Democratic opponents had been pretending to support the war while undermining the president at every turn. Now they paused at the edge of the precipice to regroup and reconsider: how to capture even a small part of this spotlight? How to find a dark cloud in this silver lining?

None of them succeeded. John Kerry called Saddam’s capture “an important step toward stabilizing Iraq for the Iraqis,” but soon reverted to form, calling upon the administration to “share the burden, bring in other countries and make it clear to the world that Iraq belongs to the Iraqi people.”2 Wesley Clark said he hoped it would lead to “a diminishing in the violence against American soldiers in Iraq.”3 Carol Moseley Braun called the capture “good news,” but claimed that it “does not change the fact that our troops remain in harm’s way and we are no closer to bringing them home.”4

Governor Howard Dean made the most improbable claim of all: “The capture of Saddam,” he ventured, “has not made America safer.”5 His contention was met with mingled scorn and silence.

Over all their heads hung the inevitable thought: If America had followed your path, Saddam Hussein would still be in power today.

President Bush, in contrast, kept his focus on the task at hand: prosecuting the War on Terror to its conclusion.

“Now, the former dictator of Iraq will face the justice he denied to millions,” President Bush told America. “For the vast majority of Iraqi citizens, the torture chambers and the secret police are gone forever….

“We’ve come to this moment through patience, and resolve and focused action…. Our security is preserved by our perseverance.”

And he capped his remarks with this renewed pledge: “The USA will not relent until the war is won.”6

Justice, patience, resolve and focused action: the principles that drove this evil actor from the world stage.

As America casts its eye to the future, let us not forget them. We will need them again.








ONE

Terrorism, Despotism, and Liberalism



Three years ago, evil surfaced in the Western world in a way it had not in six decades, since the day of infamy at Pearl Harbor. Americans were forced to confront pure human wickedness in a way we had not in generations. And in that moment we rose as one nation to the challenge—led, fortunately, by a leader who had the clarity of vision to recognize that evil for what it was, and to rally America and the world against it. Even many of the most committed liberals seemed to have their compasses reoriented in the face of that unmistakable act of war and crime against humanity.

But nearly three years have passed. And in the intervening time our wounds have healed, our senses and memories dulled. The nation rallied behind its leader long enough to expel the state sponsors of evil in Afghanistan. Yet by the time the confrontation with Iraq presented itself, our courage and moral certainty seemed to fade in the face of partisan bickering and posturing. We toppled a murderous dictator in Iraq—and yet now the political left and the Democratic Party are trying to use the demanding aftermath of the war to exploit our national cause for their own political advantage. How could we allow ourselves to forget so soon?

I decided to write this book because I believe it is our responsibility to recognize and confront evil in the world—and because I’m convinced that if we fail in that mission it will lead us to disaster.

Evil exists. It is real, and it means to harm us. I believe this strongly, and not just because of my Catholic faith, although that’s the root of it. When you work in the news business, you deal with the ugly side of life. Every day across your desk comes story after story about man’s inhumanity to man, from mass murderers to child molesters to mothers who drown their children to husbands who murder their pregnant wives. These stories push the limits of our ability to imagine man’s potential for depravity, and yet they are horrifically true.

Still, isolated events like these pale beside the pure evil of September 11. How could anyone witness the horrors of that day, or the mass graves discovered in Iraq after the fall of Saddam Hussein, and dismiss the idea of evil? And yet many people do—most of them political liberals. Even when they can bring themselves to acknowledge the brutality of a venal tyrant such as Saddam Hussein, they qualify it. “We are not denying that Saddam is a repressive dictator,” they say, “but we don’t believe we should have attacked Iraq without giving him more time to comply with the U.N. resolutions.” For the appeasement-minded liberals of our country, there’s always a “but.”

It’s difficult for liberals to see such moral questions clearly, because most of them are moral relativists. They reject absolute standards of right and wrong. In their worldview, man is perfectible, human nature is on a linear path toward enlightenment, and the concept of sin is primitively biblical. In their view, society’s unfairness compels people to break the law. To them people like Saddam and Osama bin Laden are not morally depraved murderers, but men driven to their bad acts by the injustices of Western society.

The emphasis is always on giving bad actors—domestic and foreign—the benefit of the doubt, never on personal accountability. After all, if we can blame external circumstances or internal imbalance, then we can avoid the messy business of calling the evildoers to account. This kind of thinking is all too familiar from our courtrooms at home. The justice system today is crawling with “experts” eager to exonerate the most heinous criminals on the grounds that they’re “genetically predisposed” to murder, rape, take drugs, or otherwise endanger the welfare of others; the media fills its airwaves with liberal advocates eager to sympathize with murderers on death row, instead of the families of the innocent victims.

The trouble with tolerating evil, of course, is that while we’re averting our eyes, the evil itself only grows and festers around the world. This has been true throughout history. Neville Chamberlain assured a wary England that an appeasement pact with Adolf Hitler would lead to “peace in our time.” Cold War liberal elitists ignored or downplayed the atrocities of communism, from the gulag of “Uncle Joe” Stalin to the killing fields of Cambodia. Bill Clinton stood idly by while Islamic terrorists attacked American targets throughout the 1990s, in a long prelude that should have alerted us to their burgeoning war on America.

The primary evil we face today is terrorism. But we will never triumph over the terrorists until we realize that groups like al Qaeda are not working alone. Without the deep pockets of terrorist-friendly dictatorships like Saddam Hussein’s Iraq to support them, the loose networks of Islamic terrorism would pose only a fraction of the danger to civilization they currently do. And those dictatorships, we must realize, are the same brutal regimes that have oppressed their own people for generations.

As President Bush has declared, we can no longer wait around for terrorists to attack us. We must take the war to them, rooting them out of their swamps and destroying the despotic regimes that furnish their lifeblood.

But the president also warned that this would be a war like no other. It would be fought on a variety of levels, against a largely invisible and unconventional enemy. Sometimes our efforts would be conducted out in the open, for all to see; at other times, though, they would be as invisible to the public as the terrorists themselves. And they would be ongoing, because new terrorists are being born and trained every day, raised to hate us with every fiber of their beings.

One challenge of a long and drawn-out war is that public commitment to the war effort can flag—especially in an unpredictable situation like the War on Terror, where a few weeks of dramatic battle can be followed by months of difficult activity behind the scenes. And if the public should lose its resolve to win, if its attention should wander from the evil that confronts us and the necessity of defeating it, victory will only stray further from our reach.

Under such circumstances, some of the most dangerous attacks our nation faces can come from those on the home front.

America has faced evil before, from Nazi Germany to Soviet Russia in the twentieth century alone. Each time, we (and our allies) have had to overcome opposition from within as part of our battle against these enemies. For when it comes to confronting evil, the fact is that there are essentially two types of people: those who are willing to fight it, and those who try to excuse it—or, worse, deny it even exists. Throughout history, the appeasers have refused to recognize evil, let alone confront it. They make excuses for it, ignore and coddle it. And by refusing to fight, they nourish and encourage it. Every great champion of freedom in the modern era has had to overcome a prominent voice of appeasement. For Winston Churchill there was Chamberlain, for Ronald Reagan there was Jimmy Carter. Today, George W. Bush faces the modern Democratic Party.

Indeed, the greatest threat to our resolve today in the War on Terror is the political liberalism—and selfish opportunism—of the Democrats. From its leaders on down, America’s left-wing party is ideologically inclined toward appeasement, toward dismissing or understating the terrorist threat, and toward containing, rather than confronting, the despotic regimes that aid and abet the terrorists. Whatever momentary interest its members may show in the war is inevitably swamped by the party’s unquenchable thirst for political power.

Terrorism, despotism, and liberalism: these are the forces America must be concerned about in the War on Terror today. The terrorists themselves, of course, carry on their war against America in covert fashion—but they, at least, are the enemy we know. The totalitarian regimes that support them are more difficult to trace, using every devious means available to hide their role in funding and training the terrorists. And at home the professional apologists of the Democratic Party are eager to turn any setback in the war into a referendum on the Bush administration, sapping our commitment to the war even as they ignore the damage they may be causing to our long-term national security.

The lessons of history are clear: You cannot negotiate with evil. You can’t sweet-talk it. You can’t compromise with it. You can’t give ground to it. You can only defeat it, or it will defeat you.

Ever since September 11, the voices of the left have been treating the terrorists as though they were merely another player in the same old political game. They have tried to play both ends against the middle, aligning themselves with the war effort when it suited their political needs, but shifting their allegiances as soon as an election loomed on the horizon.

But the terrorists are no mere political sideshow. Though it manifests itself differently, the threat they represent is every bit as grave as the one we experienced during World War II or the Cold War. There is no appeasing this enemy; they will stop at nothing in their quest to destroy the United States, and they will lay waste to every human life they can in the process.

As you read these words, the evildoers are plotting the disruption of our lives, the destruction of our property, the murder of our families. Today or tomorrow, fanatical extremists could come into possession of suitcase nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, whether through rogue nations or via black-market thugs from the former Soviet Union. We face the possibility of our civilization being destroyed, as surely as we did during the Cuban Missile Crisis; indeed, with recent advances in technology and the ongoing instability in the Middle East and around the world, the danger may be worse than ever.

We rose to the challenge then; we cannot afford to fall short now.

 


Despite the irrefutable evil of terrorism, there are those who still have doubts about whether absolute evil truly exists—who persist in believing that every bad act can be blamed on social or psychological circumstances, on economic or cultural differences.

To those moral relativists, let me start with a direct challenge. The following three news stories are all drawn from our own shores, from the ranks of middle-class Americans. None of those involved was ever subjected to institutional torture, or raised in a culture that devalued human life. Read these stories—and try to explain them without invoking the idea of evil.


	[image: image] A suicidal twenty-six-year-old woman is about to jump to her death from a bridge in Seattle. Distraught about a broken relationship, she teeters on the edge of a 160-foot fall to the river below. She’s afraid to die, but equally afraid to stay alive. Hours pass, and as police cordon off the area, traffic nearby grinds to a halt. Frustrated with the delay, rubbernecking travelers start calling out to her. “Jump, bitch! Jump!” they scream. The woman jumps, only narrowly escaping death.1

	[image: image] To make some extra money, a pharmacist in Kansas City, Missouri, starts watering down the cancer drugs prescribed for his customers. Thirty-four people are affected after being given inadequate doses over a period of time. One woman dies of ovarian cancer after her chemotherapy fails. “How in the world could someone do something like this?” her husband asks a Washington Post reporter. “When the love of money comes in, people will do anything[,] I guess.”2

	[image: image] In his younger days as a priest, Robert Burkholder molested more than twenty boys. Now retired in Honolulu, eighty-two-year-old Burkholder reflects back on the experience as he faces prosecution, calling it consensual. “The boys work in the rectory with the priest and you just get friendly,” says Burkholder, most of whose victims were between ages eleven and thirteen. “You sit down in the rectory and have a Coke. It’s a mutual deal…an affectionate thing and a friendly thing.” The ex-priest tells the Detroit News that on occasion he and the boys had oral sex. “But not often,” he says. “It’s a friendship between two people that has been made into something horrible, rotten. People are trying by hook or by crook to make me look bad. Some of the accusations are true, but so what? I was a priest—a good priest—who had a weakness.”3



These examples of evil behavior may seem vastly different in scale from the stories of wholesale slaughter we hear from Iraq or Rwanda, but the behavior in each case is repugnant: when facing a choice between good and evil, each of these figures took the path of evil. The onlookers in Seattle valued their own convenience, and the temptation of a sick joke, over the life of a fragile individual in distress. The pharmacist in Kansas City chose his bank book over the lives of his customers. And the molesting priest indulged his own urges at the expense of his young parishioners.

But two of these stories also highlight our tendency to dismiss evil casually, to look for impersonal “causes” for deplorable behavior. A pedophile priest pleads “weakness,” claiming he was helpless in the face of irresistible temptation. Even a grieving husband, reaching for some explanation for his wife’s cruelly hastened death, concludes that human nature is powerless when it comes to money. But our so-called weaknesses, whether lust or greed, do not excuse our evil actions. As human beings, we’re confronted with moral choices every day. And if we choose to concoct excuses instead of making moral judgments, before long our sense of good and evil will disappear altogether.

I believe that’s just what has happened to the leaders of the modern Democratic Party. Unlike President Bush, who has personified moral clarity and vision in the War on Terror, America’s liberal elite sneers at the “simplistic” notion that good and evil are legitimate concepts in our society. They mock the president for seeing the world in such starkly black and white terms, and impugn his Christian faith for inspiring the thought. They’ve even convinced themselves that Bush’s moral compass is a dangerous instrument—as threatening, some have hinted, as Islamic fundamentalism itself.

This kind of moral relativism is disturbing to me as an American. It discounts the very idea of accountability, devalues our right to fight for our principles. And without an unwavering grasp of what is right and what is wrong, how can we ever expect to stand in judgment of our terrorist enemies? Even after 9/11, some voices have charged that one man’s terrorist may be another man’s freedom fighter. To that I ask: How many noble freedom fighters target innocent women and children? How many build torture chambers in the basements of their official buildings?

By blurring the lines between good and evil, liberals have rendered our society more vulnerable to evil’s influence. With secular liberals largely in charge of our cultural institutions—not to mention their influence on the courts and even our churches—America is increasingly ill-equipped to recognize, much less respond to, the evil that threatens our nation.

Today’s moral relativism is clearly out of step with the traditions of our nation, as the Framers’ own words reveal. The founders of our country recognized the presence of evil in the world and in human nature, and arranged the structure of the government under the Constitution to protect against its ill effects. As James Madison, the father of our Constitution, reveals in Federalist Paper No. 51, the matter of evil was very much on the Framers’ minds as they debated the form and nature of the new government.

“If men were angels,” Madison wrote, “no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary. In framing a government which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself.”

Madison’s point is especially trenchant today, though the voices of the left might well deny it. Unlike our Framers, modern liberals tend to see government as the grantor of our rights. Uncomfortable with the idea of God-given natural rights, they seek to substitute their own concepts of liberty and justice—whatever they may happen to be in the moment. They prefer the idea of a “living and breathing” Constitution, one that can “change with the times.” Yet what they fail to see is exactly what Madison warned against: that a government with unchecked power—whose authority is not grounded in a more fundamental source of morality—leaves its people unprotected from evil.

This blind spot has also left liberals far less suspicious than they should be of totalitarian regimes. Monarchism, National Socialism, fascism, communism—all these forms of authoritarianism are illegitimate and inherently unjust. They enable a relative handful of people to hold the state’s levers of power, and use them to impose their will on an entire population. And inevitably they lead to abuse, oppression, even mass murder.

Indeed, the Framers recognized that even the Constitution they crafted was not a fail-safe guarantee against governmental abuses of power. Why? Because, as John Adams warned, “Our Constitution was made only for a moral and religious people. It is wholly inadequate to the government of any other.”4 That’s another reason that conservatives are dedicated to opposing the erosion of our traditional moral values—we recognize them as the foundation of our constitutional liberties.

But conservatives don’t object to every energetic exercise of governmental power. We heartily endorse the government taking a proactive role in those areas the Framers intended, such as foreign policy and national security. By and large—unless they happen to be in power at the time—liberals tend to take a dim view of governmental action in these areas. And all too often their reluctance to use force leads them to excuse the evil behavior of foreign regimes, to offer appeasement to tyrants, and to blame U.S. policy for planting the seeds of evil.

Conservatives see things much differently. We believe that America is a superior society not because Americans are superior human beings, but because our culture was founded on a recognition of our God-given natural rights—the “unalienable rights” referred to in the Declaration of Independence. From that awareness flows a basic, shared respect for humanity, individual liberty, limited government, and the rule of law.

More than 225 years after that Declaration, America has become, without rival, the world’s most beneficent nation. As Ronald Reagan was fond of reminding his Soviet counterparts, we have the power to conquer any nation, but we don’t. We have the power to enslave any people, but we don’t. We have the power to loot any nation of its natural resources, but we don’t. Instead, America sends her young men and women to war to defend the weak. She sends her resources to help feed the poor. And she offers a hand to any nation that seeks friendship and peace.

Liberals have shown a constant reluctance to confront the enemies of freedom around the world. They preach the absolute value of peace, accuse every Republican leader of “warmongering,” and act to cut defense spending whenever possible. Yet many of America’s greatest moments have come when its people have taken up arms to defend liberty. Was it “warmongering” when the Greatest Generation defeated the Axis powers of Hitler’s Germany, Mussolini’s Italy, and Tojo’s Japan, and liberated untold millions in World War II? When Reagan’s courageous stand against communism—and renewed commitment to military strength—led to the fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of Soviet repression? When today’s brave soldiers rescued 26 million people in Afghanistan, and 24 million in Iraq, from brutal regimes?

Just as any police officer has the right to fire upon an attacker who has raised his weapon to shoot the officer or another, America has the moral right—no, obligation—to fight for its own security, and that of any oppressed nation. Conservatives take pride in our tradition of standing up to tyranny and dictatorship; indeed, this may be one reason they appear to be prouder of America overall than their liberal counterparts. According to a poll released on July 3, 2003, by the Gallup News Service, 80 percent of conservatives are extremely proud of their country—compared with only 56 percent of liberals!5 And I’d hazard a guess that the liberal leaders of the Democratic Party may be even less proud of America than the average Democratic voter.

George W. Bush makes liberals very nervous, not just because he won the presidency back for the Republicans after eight years of Bill Clinton, but because he truly understands—and articulates—the bigger picture. Like most of America’s great leaders, he grasps the nature of evil. And he has risen to the occasion, exercising decisive leadership, all the while firmly and openly relying on God—a fact that disturbs liberals even more.

 

In his State of the Union address after September 11, in that moment of deep grief and national consensus, President Bush focused our attention on the character of our enemy, contrasting it with that of the American people.

“The last time I spoke here,” he said,


I expressed the hope that life would return to normal. In some ways it has. In others it never will. Those of us who have lived through these challenging times have been changed by them. We’ve come to know truths that we will never question: Evil is real, and it must be opposed.

Beyond all differences of race or creed, we are one country, mourning together and facing danger together. Deep in the American character there is honor, and it is stronger than cynicism. And many have discovered again that even in tragedy—especially in tragedy—God is near.

In a single instant, we realized that this will be a decisive decade in the history of liberty; that we have been called to a unique role in human events. Rarely has the world faced a choice more clear or consequential.

Our enemies send other people’s children on missions of suicide and murder. They embrace tyranny and death as a cause and a creed. We stand for a different choice, made long ago, on the day of our founding. We affirm it again today. We choose freedom and the dignity of every life.

Steadfast in our purpose, we now press on. We have known freedom’s price. We have shown freedom’s power. And in this great conflict, my fellow Americans, we will see freedom’s victory.

Thank you all and may God bless.6


In that stirring speech and his other public statements during those first frightening days, when the nation looked for direction and confidence, the president spoke of first principles—our founding principles, which were and remain the target of our enemies. As the president knew, it’s from those very principles that we draw our strength—not from liberal notions of “diversity” and “tolerance,” but from our Judeo-Christian roots. Those themes are normally anathema to liberals, but during that brief post-9/11 honeymoon, the secular liberals held their tongues. And I have no doubt that some of them were sincere in their momentary ceasefire, caught up in the emotion of the moment.

But it didn’t take long for the left to get back on message. Soon they were publicly mocking Bush for invoking the concepts of good and evil and the spiritual implications of this struggle. Editorial writers gasped at the horror of America’s commander in chief harboring such a “simplistic” and “dangerous” worldview. As liberals eventually shook the mantle of patriotism from their shoulders, their attacks became more pointed and mean-spirited. Assaults on the president’s faith and worldview returned with a vengeance. Not only did they question his propriety and judgment in openly acknowledging God, they complained that such statements were offensive to Muslims.

On February 10, 2002, the Baltimore Sun—quoting unnamed sources—published an article claiming that Bush’s Christian references had upset Muslim listeners. “Some foreign policy analysts say Bush also is taking a sizable risk in solidifying his image as a Christian believer when he is on the verge of launching a war against Iraq,” the article claimed. “Since America’s war on terrorism began, radical Islamic leaders and terrorist groups have vilified the anti-terror drive as a holy war against people of Islamic faith.”

The Sun went on to suggest that Bush’s frequent affirmations of faith risked leaving the impression that the war on extremist Islamic terrorists was actually a war against all Muslims—though Bush had taken pains to express his respect and goodwill toward the Muslim faith. The article quoted Edward S. Walker Jr., president of the Middle East Institute and a former State Department specialist, on the subject. “If the war is put too much in the context of, ‘The Christian faith is somehow burdened, so we have to assume the role of good Christians,’ it sends a very negative signal,” said Walker. “The president has been very careful that no one misinterprets this as a fight between religions, but he has to be careful about quoting evangelical hymns.”7

The irony of this warning would be laughable, if it weren’t so infuriating. A group of Islamic extremists attacks us because we’re a largely Judeo-Christian nation that supports Israel, and we’re supposed to keep silent about our religious faith? I’ve heard of political correctness, but this is taking it to absurd extremes. To tell you the truth, I think we should give moderate Muslims more credit than that. Why should we assume they’ll object if American Christians look to their Bible for support and guidance in times of need? America has nothing to apologize for in its spiritual heritage—certainly no more than honorable Muslims have in theirs.

The left, of course, has never missed an opportunity to chastise conservative leaders for their religious faith. But to do so in this moment of crisis, when even the most confident leader might look to a higher power for guidance, only shows how far liberals have strayed from the American mainstream. The day a president cannot invoke God as his guiding light, and the source from whom he and our nation derive strength and direction, is the day America ceases to be great.

 

Today, with the Taliban deposed in Afghanistan and Saddam toppled in Iraq, liberal voices are grasping at every straw they can, trying to prove their relevance in the post-9/11 world. After the Bush administration and its allies scored a decisive victory in Iraq—overthrowing a brutal dictator who had gassed his own people, and thumbed his nose at world opinion for years—all the Democrats can do is fume about the “missing” weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. Certain they’ve located the president’s Achilles’ heel, they claim baldly that he “lied” about the existence of nuclear weapons in Iraq.

The Democrats on the Hill, and those who are running for president in 2004, can’t see past their myopic hatred of George Bush; they can’t get beyond their partisan pettiness to understand the sobering reality of what we’ve discovered in Iraq. If there’s any reason to be disturbed, it’s not because the weapons programs were never there: voices from all sides, from Bill Clinton to the former Iraqi scientists who have described such programs in detail, have confirmed that Saddam’s regime was intent on building an arsenal of WMDs. The real question is whether Saddam was able to hide the evidence before the allied invasion—or if he managed to smuggle it out to like-minded nations.

The Iraqi regime was unimaginably evil, as the evidence has now proven beyond any doubt. We know that he ordered the mass extermination of Shi’ite Muslims, Kurds, and other political enemies on an unthinkable scale. We have found botulinum toxins, mobile weapons labs, and more than a hundred general munitions storage facilities in his country. We know that he supported terrorism against Israel, among other nations; that he was capable of using weapons of mass destruction against America; that he had used weapons of mass destruction against the Iranians and Kurds. And we have seen tapes of his medieval torture chambers, of rooms where unknown hundreds of citizens were raped, of mass graves filled with murdered Iraqi citizens.8

Yet liberals still refuse to acknowledge that our invasion was a beneficial thing. They’re more tolerant of Saddam Hussein than they are of George W. Bush. They refuse to consider any evidence that Saddam and his bloodthirsty regime were tied to international terrorist networks, or that Iraq harbored, sponsored, comforted, and abetted terrorists. They pretend that Saddam’s willful violations of the Gulf War Treaty were no justification for war, and that twelve years of dodging, deception, obstructionism and defiance were not long enough to “let the inspections run their course.”

This kind of rhetoric may surprise some, but honestly I don’t know why. After all, George W Bush is a much greater threat to the Democrats’ purely political agenda than Saddam Hussein could ever be.

Back in 1998, on the other hand, when their own president, Bill Clinton, turned his attention briefly to Saddam, the Democrats hardly wasted a breath criticizing him. In fact, during the Clinton years the Democrats seemed to have no problem with the idea of military intervention overseas. They supported Clinton’s endless deployments, regardless of cost—and regardless of whether American interests were truly at stake. Yet now that we are really at war, now that we’ve been deliberately attacked, they demand the strictest burden of proof before consenting to military action. (And even when they do consent, they later try to wriggle out of it, as Senator John Kerry has done.)

Now that the public has learned this much about the evils of Saddam Hussein’s regime, though, it’s chilling to realize that Bill Clinton knew about it all during his eight years in office—and yet took no effective action to stop it. Hamstrung by the liberal unwillingness to oppose evil in the strongest terms, Clinton tolerated the human-rights violations and growing military threat Iraq posed to the world. He appeased the blustering dictator. On the few occasions when Clinton did respond to Saddam’s chicanery, he did so in feckless half-measures, lobbing over a handful of cruise missiles that did little damage and provided no deterrent. And in doing so Bill Clinton made Saddam bolder and Iraq stronger. There, in a nutshell, is the difference between a powerful leader and an ineffectual failure: Where Bush has shown courage and strength in the face of challenge, Clinton was simply shortsighted and reckless. And America paid dearly for his neglect.

From the very start of the War on Terror, George Bush signaled a dramatic shift in American policy. Calling for a National Day of Prayer and Remembrance on the Friday following the attacks, he issued a one-page proclamation in which he referred to the terrorists as “evildoers” who had committed an “act of war.” And he promised that they, along with those who “helped or harbored” them, would be “punished—and punished severely.”9


I thanked God at that moment that our new president had the courage to see the events of September 11 for the declaration of war they were. Unlike Bill Clinton, who had treated the 1993 World Trade Center bombing as a mere criminal act—another half measure that only invited more trouble—President Bush wasn’t looking for a legal remedy. The attacks violated all principles of civilized behavior, and they demanded an unqualified response.

The president took his stand despite some tough odds. As we learned in the days and weeks to come, al Qaeda had been nurturing terror cells all over the world. It also had a secure base in Afghanistan, long considered the “graveyard of empires” by worrying scholars. Yet with every succeeding address to the American public, President Bush made it clear that America would go after every sponsor of terrorism, whether independent actor or rogue nation. “From this day forward,” he told the American people in a joint session of Congress on September 20, “any nation that continues to harbor or support terrorism will be regarded by the United States as a hostile regime.”10

But the president’s resolve would not be shared by everyone. As the administration prepared to respond militarily to the attacks, a number of world leaders headed to Washington in an effort to dissuade President Bush from taking unilateral military action. A broad-based coalition and U.N. support was essential, they would argue. Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak warned the United States against taking “military action that might kill innocent civilians, divide Christians against Muslims and further inflame attitudes against American foreign policy in the region.”11

These leaders immediately put us on the defensive—as if we were the aggressors and not the victims of a murderous attack. It was astonishing. Imagine someone punching you in the face, and as you prepare to punch back a supposedly objective onlooker warns you not to strike back because you might “inflame” the attacker and his friends. Bush was able to build a serious international coalition to topple the tyrannical Taliban regime in Afghanistan, but by the time the conflict with Iraq came to a head early in 2003, the liberal nations of Europe and much of the Arab world had withdrawn their support.

It was alarming, and frustrating, to see just how many world leaders had fallen back in love with appeasement. Their refusal to support our reasonable response had nothing to do with any supposed failure of diplomacy on the Bush administration’s part. Rather, it reflected these nations’ political antipathy toward America, and their general cowardice when it comes to confronting evil actors on the world stage.

It was as if Bill Clinton’s appeasement virus had suddenly infected the rest of the world. If Clinton had been president in 2001, it’s easy to imagine how different things would have been after 9/11. Even if Clinton himself had been inclined to take decisive action (which is highly doubtful), he would surely have been paralyzed by world resistance. There would have been months of high-level diplomatic meetings, full of talk about how everyone wants the same thing—peace. But any such talk overlooks the sad reality: that not everyone wants peace. The terrorists and their dishonorable sponsors have no intention of peaceful coexistence with America. They are defined only by their violent goals. And when confronted with such aggressors, we have limited choices. We can either ignore them, inviting further attack as we bury our heads in the sand, or we can resist them—with force.

To liberals, the pacifist approach may appear more civilized. But human nature, and the lessons of history, tell us that such naive efforts to avoid bloodshed generally lead to even greater bloodshed. Pacifism, in short, rarely leads to peace, and never to freedom or security.

Ronald Reagan, the twentieth century’s greatest president, intimately understood the importance of confronting evil. “Trust but verify,” he famously warned, describing the perils of dealing with the Soviet Union. But the full text of Reagan’s advice may be even more important: “Trust but verify,” he said, “and don’t be afraid to see what you see.”12 As a member of the World War II generation, Reagan well remembered the dangers of trying to negotiate with brutal and unscrupulous regimes. Those who refuse to see evil for what it is are doomed to relive history’s most tragic lessons.

When President Bush drew his line in the sand, the voices of evil abroad, and appeasement at home, erupted as one in mockery and protest. Apparently emboldened by Bill Clinton’s lackluster cruise missile response to previous terror attacks, Osama bin Laden responded immediately with a defiant and taunting video message to the Arab world and to the American public (especially to the appeasers among us). Until the terrorists’ goals were met, bin Laden declared, “America will not live in peace.”13

And despite their seeming support in the first few weeks after 9/11, American liberals began to show their true colors as soon as Bush’s tough talk graduated into military action. The liberal media revealed its essential lack of confidence in our military’s strength and resolve, clucking that if the formidable Soviet army couldn’t defeat Afghanistan, we might not be able to do it either. Under the headline “On the Home Front, Nagging Uncertainty About Consequences,” the New York Times ran a skeptical essay by R. W. Apple Jr. in October 2001. “[I]t was not easy to grasp all the implications” of attacking the Taliban, Apple wrote, “even as the generals and the politicians talked of precision munitions and the suppression of enemy air defenses in Afghanistan, a little-known country 7,000 miles away…. Never before has the United States launched a military campaign against such an elusive and hydra-headed foe, with so little clarity about precisely how it will prevail.”14

A few weeks later, after our forces went into action, the Times editorial page followed Apple’s piece with a naysaying statement of its own, complete with the liberals’ customary allusions to Vietnam. “The recent era of nearly casualty-free American military operations abroad—including the air strikes against Afghanistan—seems to have ended yesterday as combat operations commenced on the ground. That is just one of the grim realities that come with this new and more dangerous phase of the war against terrorism. The nation should brace itself—emotionally and politically—for the kind of close combat it has not seen over an extended period since the Vietnam War.”15

The implication of these statements was clear: America, the Times believed, was not strong enough to conquer these foes, so we might as well compromise before we suffer too much. It was only the latest evidence of how little faith the Times—traditionally considered the newspaper of record—truly has in the resolve of the American military.

A month later, as the battle of Afghanistan drew to a close, even the media was forced to concede our victory. Tom Raum of the Associated Press, a journalist who has covered five presidencies, said it all with his opening paragraph on November 25. “Afghan Taliban rulers have been routed, the al-Qaida terror network breached and Osama bin Laden put on the run, a fugitive with a $25 million bounty on his head. Suddenly, some important goals in President Bush’s war on terrorism seem within grasp.”16


But the appeasement lobby has a short memory for the lessons of war. Toward the end of 2002, the media went through the very same cycle during the buildup to the invasion of Iraq. Even before European nations like France and Germany withdrew their support, the press went digging for dissent anywhere they could find it. One longtime Democratic aide, quoted in the Washington Post, argued that no action was necessary: “We have Iraq pretty much right where we want them—under constant observation. Under those circumstances, Saddam won’t move against us or move to aid Osama bin Laden or anything else that constitutes a clear and present danger to us.”17 And the editors of New York Newsday declared that “it would be irresponsible, arrogant, and politically obtuse for Bush to rush into war without laying out a detailed case for why Saddam Hussein today poses an imminent threat…. If he is ready to go into battle, then he must explain why the costs of going to war—in treasure and lives—are less than those of continuing the inspection regime with a credible threat of military force.”18

Clearly the lessons of appeasement must be learned over and over again.

 

This is a book about the reality of evil in the world, about the importance of acting against it, and about the urgency of confronting and opposing those who won’t. In essence, it is a book about dramatically different worldviews, and about the role of mature leadership in recognizing and defeating our enemies. Only with this kind of leadership will we remain a free people.

America in 2004 is confronted with a special challenge. In November we will go to the polls to vote for president. But this year—and quite possibly for many years to come—this race is about more than just the niceties of tax policy or the size of government. It is about choosing a leader who possesses the moral vision to recognize evil, and the will to confront it.

And regardless of which candidate stands for the Democratic Party in November, America must realize that the candidate who opposes George Bush will be the candidate of appeasement. He will be standing for the party of Jimmy Carter, of Bill Clinton—for the party of moral relativism, of toleration and hesitation in the face of threats at home and abroad. Our nation cannot afford another Carter, another Clinton.

As Edmund Burke once said, “The only necessary thing for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing.” The Democratic candidates in 2004 may or may not be good men, but make no mistake: if confronted with terrorism, they will do nothing. We cannot afford this crime of apathy, this failure of courage or commitment. We cannot afford for evil to triumph. Our nation’s liberty—our nation’s safety—is too hard-won, too dear.

As we confront this critical moment, let us turn first to the lessons of history, starting with the disgraceful record of appeasement during the Second World War.
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