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Introduction: A Word Album
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Long before the events of September 11, 2001, I always said that being the foreign affairs columnist for The New York Times was the best job in the world—the most fun you could have legally that I knew of. You got to be a tourist with an attitude, and they paid you for it. My basic view has not changed since 9/11, but I am not sure I would call the job “fun” since then. I think “compelling” would probably be a better description. It has been enormously compelling to have the freedom to explore, and write about, the biggest single news story in my life.

From the beginning, two concerns really drove my reporting. The first was a desire to fully comprehend who the nineteen suicide hijackers who burst into our lives on 9/11 were, and what motivated them to do what they did, and what motivated large parts of the Arab and Muslim worlds to give them passive support. It seemed to me that if we, as a nation, could not satisfactorily answer that big question Who were they?—we would never begin to be safe again, and would never be able to take appropriate steps to protect ourselves from the next 9/11. The other issue that motivated me was a desire to better understand, and express, who we are—we, America. I tried to explore the attributes we have as a country—attributes that helped get us through this crisis but also helped explain why we were the targets of others’ anger and envy.

This book is the product of my own personal journey of exploration. It has two parts. Part One consists of eleven columns written before 9/11 and virtually all my columns from September 13, 2001, to July 3, 2002. The columns are presented in chronological order as they appeared in The New York Times. Those written from abroad carry the dateline of the city I was in; those written from the United States bear no dateline. Part Two consists of the diary I kept as I went on this 9/11 journey. Because as a columnist I write only twice a week, and only 740 words each time, I collect much more material, and have many more stimulating encounters, than I am able to fit into the columns. Since 9/11, I have been collecting all of these in an analytical diary. I share it here with readers in hope of conveying a little bit of what was going on around me as I was writing these columns and why and how I developed some of the opinions that went into them. If the columns are my weekly dots, then the diary is my attempt to connect the dots.

Just a brief word about being a columnist. The only person who sees my two columns each week before they show up in the newspaper is a copy editor who edits them for grammar and spelling, but does not have any say about what opinion I adopt or where I go. In that sense, I am completely home alone. I decide where to travel and when. And I have total editorial freedom to take whatever stance I want on an issue. As I said, it’s a great job! I have been the foreign af fairs columnist since January 1995, and since then I have never had a conversation with the Publisher of The New York Times about any opinion I’ve adopted—before or after any column I’ve written. No one sent me to Afghanistan or Pakistan, Israel or Indonesia—they were all impulse visits based on my sense of where the larger story was at the time and what questions I thought needed answering or reflecting upon. I have total freedom, and an almost unlimited budget, to explore.

I’ve gone through several phases as a columnist. I started by focusing a lot on global economics, then on the whole phenomenon of globalization, then on NATO, the Middle East, China, and environmentalism. The events of 9/11 were particularly compelling for me because they brought together my two strongest interests—globalization and the Middle East.

As a columnist, I want readers to have one of four reactions to my columns—any one will do. One reaction is for them to read a column and say: “I didn’t know that.” Sometimes it’s fun to try to be a teacher. Another reaction is for them to read a column and say: “You know, I never looked at it that way before.” It’s also satisfying to give people a different perspective on events. Still another reaction—my favorite, really, as a columnist—is for them to read a column and declare: “You said exactly what I feel, but I didn’t quite know how to express it.” And, finally, another appropriate reaction is for them to read my column and say: “I hate you and everything you stand for.” A column is defined as much by the people who hate it as by those who love it. I want to challenge, to provoke, and, at times, to get some of my readers angry. I am not looking to do it by provoking just to provoke. I am looking to do it by being very clear about what I feel. If I were afraid to do that, I would not be doing my job. I hope all the columns in this book fall into one of these four categories.

This collection and diary are not meant to be a comprehensive history or study of 9/11 and all the factors that went into it. That is a task for historians. My hope is that this diary and these columns might provide them with some raw material—one reporter’s journey in the world after 9/11. My hope is that this collection and diary will constitute a “word album” for the September 11 experience. There are many photo albums that people will collect to remind themselves, their children, or their grandchildren what it was like to experience 9/11. These columns and this diary are an attempt to capture and preserve in words, rather than pictures, some of those same emotions.

And now, on to the album.
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I am a big believer in the idea of the super-story, the notion that we all carry around with us a big lens, a big framework, through which we look at the world, order events, and decide what is important and what is not. The events of 9/11 did not happen in a vacuum. They happened in the context of a new international system—a system that cannot explain everything but can explain and connect more things in more places on more days than anything else. That new international system is called globalization. It came together in the late 1980s and replaced the previous international system, the cold war system, which had reigned since the end of World War II. This new system is the lens, the super-story, through which I viewed the events of 9/11.

I define globalization as the inexorable integration of markets, transportation systems, and communication systems to a degree never witnessed before—in a way that is enabling corporations, countries, and individuals to reach around the world farther, faster, deeper, and cheaper than ever before, and in a way that is enabling the world to reach into corporations, countries, and individuals farther, faster, deeper, and cheaper than ever before.

Several important features of this globalization system differ from those of the cold war system in ways that are quite relevant for understanding the events of 9/11. I examined them in detail in my previous book, The Lexus and the Olive Tree, and want to simply highlight them here.

The cold war system was characterized by one overarching feature—and that was division. That world was a divided-up, chopped-up place, and whether you were a country or a company, your threats and opportunities in the cold war system tended to grow out of who you were divided from. Appropriately, this cold war system was symbolized by a single word—wall, the Berlin Wall.

The globalization system is different. It also has one overarching feature—and that is integration. The world has become an increasingly interwoven place, and today, whether you are a company or a country, your threats and opportunities increasingly derive from who you are connected to. This globalization system is also characterized by a single word—web, the World Wide Web. So in the broadest sense we have gone from an international system built around division and walls to a system increasingly built around integration and webs. In the cold war we reached for the hotline, which was a symbol that we were all divided but at least two people were in charge—the leaders of the United States and the Soviet Union. In the globalization system we reach for the Internet, which is a symbol that we are all connected and nobody is quite in charge.

Everyone in the world is directly or indirectly affected by this new system, but not everyone benefits from it, not by a long shot, which is why the more it becomes diffused, the more it also produces a backlash by people who feel overwhelmed by it, homogenized by it, or unable to keep pace with its demands.

The other key difference between the cold war system and the globalization system is how power is structured within them. The cold war system was built primarily around nation-states. You acted on the world in that system through your state. The cold war was a drama of states confronting states, balancing states, and aligning with states. And, as a system, the cold war was balanced at the center by two superstates, two superpowers: the United States and the Soviet Union.

The globalization system, by contrast, is built around three balances, which overlap and affect one another. The first is the traditional balance of power between nation-states. In the globalization system, the United States is now the sole and dominant superpower and all other nations are subordinate to it to one degree or another. The shifting balance of power between the United States and other states, or simply between other states, still very much matters for the stability of this system. And it can still explain a lot of the news you read on the front page of the paper, whether it is the news of China balancing Russia, Iran balancing Iraq, or India confronting Pakistan.

The second important power balance in the globalization system is between nation-states and global markets. These global markets are made up of millions of investors moving money around the world with the click of a mouse. I call them the Electronic Herd, and this herd gathers in key global financial centers—such as Wall Street, Hong Kong, London, and Frankfurt—which I call the Supermarkets. The attitudes and actions of the Electronic Herd and the Supermarkets can have a huge impact on nation-states today, even to the point of triggering the downfall of governments. Who ousted Suharto in Indonesia in 1998? It wasn’t another state, it was the Supermarkets, by withdrawing their support for, and confidence in, the Indonesian economy. You also will not understand the front page of the newspaper today unless you bring the Supermarkets into your analysis. Because the United States can destroy you by dropping bombs, but the Supermarkets can destroy you by downgrading your bonds. In other words, the United States is the dominant player in maintaining the globalization game board, but it is hardly alone in influencing the moves on that game board.

The third balance that you have to pay attention to—the one that is really the newest of all and the most relevant to the events of 9/11—is the balance between individuals and nation-states. Because globalization has brought down many of the walls that limited the movement and reach of people, and because it has simultaneously wired the world into networks, it gives more power to individuals to influence both markets and nation-states than at any other time in history. Whether by enabling people to use the Internet to communicate instantly at almost no cost over vast distances, or by enabling them to use the Web to transfer money or obtain weapons designs that normally would have been controlled by states, or by enabling them to go into a hardware store now and buy a five-hundred-dollar global positioning device, connected to a satellite, that can direct a hijacked airplane—globalization can be an incredible force-multiplier for individuals. Individuals can increasingly act on the world stage directly, unmediated by a state.

So you have today not only a superpower, not only Supermarkets, but also what I call “super-empowered individuals.” Some of these super-empowered individuals are quite angry, some of them quite wonderful—but all of them are now able to act much more directly and much more powerfully on the world stage.

Osama bin Laden declared war on the United States in the late 1990s. After he organized the bombing of two American embassies in Africa, the U.S. Air Force retaliated with a cruise missile attack on his bases in Afghanistan as though he were another nation-state. Think about that: on one day in 1998, the United States fired 75 cruise missiles at bin Laden. The United States fired 75 cruise missiles, at $1 million apiece, at a person! That was the first battle in history between a superpower and a super-empowered angry man. September 11 was just the second such battle.

Jody Williams won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1997 for helping to build an international coalition to bring about a treaty outlawing land mines. Although nearly 120 governments endorsed the treaty, it was opposed by Russia, China, and the United States. When Jody Williams was asked, “How did you do that? How did you organize one thousand different citizens’ groups and nongovernmental organizations on five continents to forge a treaty that was opposed by the major powers?” she had a very brief answer: “E-mail.” Jody Williams used e-mail and the networked world to super-empower herself.

Nation-states, and the American superpower in particular, are still hugely important today, but so too now are Supermarkets and super-empowered individuals. You will never understand the globalization system, or the front page of the morning paper—or 9/11—unless you see each as a complex interaction between all three of these actors: states bumping up against states, states bumping up against Supermarkets, and Supermarkets and states bumping up against super-empowered individuals—many of whom, unfortunately, are super-empowered angry men.
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Medal of Honor

[image: common]

When Al Gore was in Vietnam he never saw much combat. Throughout his presidential campaign, though, he insisted he wanted to “fight” for every American. Well, Wednesday night, in his concession speech, Mr. Gore took a bullet for the country.

The shot was fired at the heart of the nation by the five conservative justices of the U.S. Supreme Court, with their politically inspired ruling that installed George W. Bush as President. The five justices essentially said that it was more important that Florida meet its self-imposed deadline of December 12 for choosing a slate of electors than for the Florida Supreme Court to try to come up with a fair and uniform way to ensure that every possible vote in Florida was counted—and still meet the real federal deadline, for the nationwide Electoral College vote on December 18. The five conservative justices essentially ruled that the sanctity of dates, even meaningless ones, mattered more than the sanctity of votes, even meaningful ones.

The Rehnquist Court now has its legacy: “In calendars we trust.”

You don’t need an inside source to realize that the five conservative justices were acting as the last in a team of Republican Party elders who helped drag Governor Bush across the finish line. You just needed to read the withering dissents of Justices Breyer, Ginsburg, Souter, and Stevens, who told the country exactly what their five colleagues were up to—acting without legal principle or logic and thereby inflicting a wound, said Justice Breyer, “that may harm not just the Court, but the nation.”

Or, as the Harvard moral philosopher Michael Sandel put it: “Not only did the Court fail to produce any compelling argument of principle to justify its ruling. But, on top of that, the conservative majority contradicted its long-held insistence on protecting states’ rights against federal interference. That’s why this ruling looks more like partisanship than principle. And that’s why many will conclude that the five conservative justices voted twice for President—once in November and once in December.”

Which brings us back to Mr. Gore and his concession speech. It was the equivalent of taking a bullet for the country, because the rule of law is most reinforced when—even though it may have been imposed wrongly or with bias—the recipient of the judgment accepts it, and the system behind it, as final and legitimate. Only in that way—only when we reaffirm our fidelity to the legal system, even though it rules against us—can the system endure, improve, and learn from its mistakes. And that was exactly what Mr. Gore understood, bowing out with grace because, as he put it, “this is America, and we put country before party.”

If Chinese or Russian spies are looking for the most valuable secret they can steal in Washington, here’s a free tip: Steal Al Gore’s speech. For in a few brief pages it contains the real secret to America’s sauce.

That secret is not Wall Street, and it’s not Silicon Valley, it’s not the Air Force and it’s not the Navy, it’s not the free press and it’s not the free market—it is the enduring rule of law and the institutions that underlie them all, and that allow each to flourish no matter who is in power.

One can only hope that Mr. Bush also understands that the ultimate strength of America and the impact it has on the world does not come from all the military systems he plans to expand (though they too are important), or from Intel’s latest microchip. It comes from this remarkable system of laws and institutions we have inherited—a system, they say, that was designed by geniuses so it could be run by idiots.

Mr. Bush will soon discover that preserving this system is critical not only for America, it is critical for the world. America today is the Michael Jordan of geopolitics. Many envy the institutions and economy that ensure our dominance; others deeply resent us for the same. But all are watching our example—and all understand, at some level, that the stability of the world today rests on the ability of our system and economy to endure.

Al Gore reinforced that system by his graceful concession; Mr. Bush will have to reinforce it by his presidency. Now that the campaign is over and the system has determined the winner, no one should root for his failure. Because, as Al Gore would say, “this is America,” and it’s the only one we’ve got.

December 15, 2000


My Favorite Teacher
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Last Sunday’s New York Times Magazine published its annual review of people who died last year who left a particular mark on the world. I am sure all readers have their own such list. I certainly do. Indeed, someone who made the most important difference in my life died last year—my high school journalism teacher, Hattie M. Steinberg.

I grew up in a small suburb of Minneapolis, and Hattie was the legendary journalism teacher at St. Louis Park High School, Room 313. I took her Intro to Journalism course in tenth grade, back in 1969, and have never needed, or taken, another course in journalism since. She was that good.

Hattie was a woman who believed that the secret for success in life was getting the fundamentals right.

And boy, she pounded the fundamentals of journalism into her students—not simply how to write a lead or accurately transcribe a quote, but, more important, how to comport yourself in a professional way and to always do quality work. To this day, when I forget to wear a tie on assignment, I think of Hattie scolding me. I once interviewed an ad exec for our high school paper who used a four-letter word. We debated whether to run it. Hattie ruled yes. That ad man almost lost his job when it appeared. She wanted to teach us about consequences.

Hattie was the toughest teacher I ever had. After you took her journalism course in tenth grade, you tried out for the paper, The Echo, which she supervised. Competition was fierce. In eleventh grade, I didn’t quite come up to her writing standards, so she made me business manager, selling ads to the local pizza parlors.

That year, though, she let me write one story. It was about an Israeli general who had been a hero in the Six-Day War, who was giving a lecture at the University of Minnesota. I covered his lecture and interviewed him briefly. His name was Ariel Sharon. First story I ever got published.

Those of us on the paper, and the yearbook that she also supervised, lived in Hattie’s classroom. We hung out there before and after school. Now, you have to understand, Hattie was a single woman, nearing sixty at the time, and this was the 1960s. She was the polar opposite of “cool,” but we hung around her classroom like it was a malt shop and she was Wolfman Jack. None of us could have articulated it then, but it was because we enjoyed being harangued by her, disciplined by her, and taught by her. She was a woman of clarity in an age of uncertainty.

We remained friends for thirty years, and she followed, bragged about, and critiqued every twist in my career. After she died, her friends sent me a pile of my stories that she had saved over the years. Indeed, her students were her family—only closer. Judy Harrington, one of Hattie’s former students, remarked about other friends who were on Hattie’s newspapers and yearbooks: “We all graduated forty-one years ago; and yet nearly each day in our lives something comes up—some mental image, some admonition, that makes us think of Hattie.”

Judy also told the story of one of Hattie’s last birthday parties, when one man said he had to leave early to take his daughter somewhere. “Sit down,” said Hattie. “You’re not leaving yet. She can just be a little late.”

That was my teacher! I sit up straight just thinkin’ about her.

Among the fundamentals Hattie introduced me to was The New York Times. Every morning it was delivered to Room 313. I had never seen it before then. Real journalists, she taught us, start their day by reading the Times and columnists like Anthony Lewis and James Reston.

I have been thinking about Hattie a lot this year, not just because she died on July 31, but because the lessons she imparted to us seem so relevant now. We’ve just gone through this huge dotcom-Internet-globalization bubble—during which a lot of smart people got carried away and forgot the fundamentals of how you build a profitable company, a lasting portfolio, a nation-state, or a thriving student. It turns out that the real secret of success in the information age is what it always was: fundamentals—reading, writing, and arithmetic; church, synagogue, and mosque; the rule of law and good governance.

The Internet can make you smarter, but it can’t make you smart. It can extend your reach, but it will never tell you what to say at a PTA meeting. These fundamentals cannot be downloaded. You can only upload them, the old-fashioned way, one by one, in places like Room 313 at St. Louis Park High. I only regret that I didn’t write this column when the woman who taught me all that was still alive.

January 9, 2001


Clinton’s Last Memo
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To: The Arab Street

From: President Bill Clinton

Dear ladies and gentlemen, over the last few years I’ve often written your leaders, but now that my term is ending I’ve decided my last letter should be to you, the Arab masses, the Arab street, who have paid such a high price for this ongoing conflict.

I’m going to be blunt. I’ve done all I could to build a fair, realistic pathway out of the Arab-Israeli conflict for both you and the Israelis, but if you want to continue fighting it out and avoiding a deal that gives you 95 percent of what you want, well, there’s nothing more I can do.

But there is something I can say, and it’s this: What troubles me most about the mood on the Arab street today is the hostility I detect there to modernization, globalization, democratization, and the information revolution. What you do with the Israelis is up to you now, but what you do with your own societies is going to affect the stability of the whole Middle East.

Where other countries are focused on developing world-class competitive industries, you are still focused on protecting your uncompetitive ones. Where others are aggressively trading with the world, you barely trade with each other. Where others are freeing their presses, you are still controlling yours. Where other world leaders are building their legitimacy by pushing education, most of yours are still building their legitimacy by pushing a religious conflict. Where others are seeking foreign investors in order to create jobs for their young people, you are driving off foreign investors with unfriendly bureaucracies and pursuit of a conflict that scares everyone away from your region. In an age when others are making microchips, you are making potato chips.

I would have thought that this reality would be a hotly debated subject among your elites, and I know some have raised it. But for the most part your intellectuals, pundits, and parliamentarians, rather than fostering an honest debate, prefer to make excuses. When I ask Arab leaders why South Korea had roughly the same per capita income in the early 1950s as Syria or Egypt, and now South Korea is a highly developed country and Syria and Egypt are still developing, the answer I get is that the Arab states had to fight wars. Well, South Korea had a struggle with North Korea for decades. Another excuse I get is that the Arab states had population problems. Well, so does China, and it’s been growing at 10 percent per year.

Your intellectuals seem more interested in protecting their perks by coming up with excuses for the weakness of their regimes than in fostering an honest debate.

I realize that the issue of Israel and who rules over the Muslim holy places in Jerusalem touches the soul of the Arab street. I would not think of asking you to give up on controlling your religious sites. But I would urge you to consider asking more than one question. Who rules Al-Aksa Mosque is critical for the dignity of every Arab and Palestinian Muslim in the modern world. But what sort of education you offer your kids, what sort of economy you build, and what sort of rule of law you establish will also determine your dignity and standing in the modern world. You should be concerned with answering the old questions, but you have to recognize that they are not the only questions.

There has to be a balance. A society that forgets its roots will never be stable. But a society that is preoccupied with its roots, and is asking the question only of who owns which root, will never grow into the world or bear fruit. Your intellectuals don’t care. They eat the fruit no matter what. They are protected by the regimes while they keep you living only by the old questions and the old role models. In doing so, they ensure that you never reach your full potential.

I understand you get frustrated with America. But when you follow the Arab elites into supporting Saddam Hussein, I don’t understand. Forget about us; think about this man and what he has done to his neighbors, the poison gas he has used on his own people, the generation of Iraqis he has destroyed. Is this a role model? Is this the sort of Arab leader you want for your own societies?

I hope not. I hope one day soon I will see an intifada not only for an independent Palestine but for Arab education, for an Arab free press, for Arab legality, for Arab democracy. An Arab street that can ask only one question will, in the end, not be a very nice place to raise your kids.

Sincerely,

Bill Clinton

January 12, 2001


Powell’s Perspective
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Secretary of State–designate Colin Powell has his Senate confirmation hearing this week. I doubt Mr. Powell will say much about specific policies. What I’d listen for is whether he offers a big-picture view of the world, as we really don’t know what his views are since he left Army service in 1993.

One way to think about Mr. Powell is this: He spent thirty-five years of his life with America Onduty, as a military officer. But for the past two years he’s been associated with America Online, as a member of the AOL corporate board. So which perspective will Mr. Powell bring to his job as Secretary of State—the perspective he gleaned with America Onduty during the cold war or the perspective he gleaned with America Online in the post—cold war?

These are two different perspectives: America Onduty tends to see the world as being built around walls and America Online tends to see the world as being built around webs.

That is, America Onduty believes that U.S. foreign policy has been, and continues to be, about defending, erecting, and bringing down walls. That means building walls of containment around enemies or rivals, from North Korea to Iraq to China. It means being largely indifferent to what goes on behind the walls of countries as long as they are not bothering us—e.g., not really caring how Russia’s internal reform plays out—and it means working to bring down the last few walls of Communism around North Korea and Cuba.

America Online, by contrast, sees America at the center of an increasingly integrated global web—a web of trade, telecommunications, finance, and environment. For America Online, U.S. foreign policy is about protecting that web from those who would disrupt it, strengthening that web, and expanding it to others—because, after all, America is now the biggest beneficiary of that web, since American products, technologies, values, ideas, movies, and foods are the most widely distributed through it.

One way you preserve that web is by being prepared to defend it from those who would disrupt it, such as Saddam Hussein. Another way is by being ready to promote the expansion of free trade, to join with others in protecting the global environment, or to help with bailouts when key strands of the web—such as Mexico or Thailand—are threatened with financial crises that could infect the whole network. Still another way is by putting a higher priority on working with Russia to solve web problems that endanger us both—such as nuclear or missile proliferation—rather than by expanding NATO’s wall to Russia’s border, thus making cooperation with Moscow impossible.

The wall people, the America Onduty people, love the movie A Few Good Men, particularly the closing scene where Jack Nicholson, the tough marine colonel, sneers at Tom Cruise, the navy lawyer who has Mr. Nicholson on trial for the death of a weak U.S. soldier on a U.S. base in Cuba during the cold war.

Mr. Nicholson says: “Son, we live in a world that has walls, and those walls have to be guarded by men with guns. Who’s gonna do it? You? . . . Deep down, in places you don’t talk about at parties, you want me on that wall. You need me on that wall.”

The web people, the America Online people, love the movie You’ve Got Mail, because they know that in today’s more integrated world we can, and do, get mail from all kinds of strangers that can suddenly change our lives. When Russia has a financial crisis now, we’ve got mail. When a networked world enables small terrorist groups to become super-empowered so they can blow up a U.S. destroyer in Yemen with a dinghy, we’ve got mail. When two Filipino computer hackers put their “Love Bug” virus on the World Wide Web and melt down ten million computers and $10 billion in data in twenty-four hours, we’ve got mail.

For the America Onduty people, the world is divided between friends and enemies. For the America Online people, it is divided between members and nonmembers of the network. The America Onduty people focus on who’s on America’s terrorism list. The America Online people focus on who’s on America’s buddy list.

Yes, these are caricatures. But there’s something to them. They reflect two different ways of looking at the world. So which lens is Mr. Powell wearing—the one he developed with America Onduty, or with America Online?

January 16, 2001


Cyber-Serfdom

DAVOS, SWITZERLAND
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The Davos World Economic Forum is always useful for gauging global trends. In recent years much of the buzz at Davos was about what technology will do for us. This year, more and more, the buzz has been about what technology is doing to us. If Davos is any indicator, there is a backlash brewing against the proliferation of technology in our lives.

When participants arrived at Davos this year, they were given yet another gadget to communicate with other participants—a Compaq pocket PC. As I fumbled around trying to figure out how mine worked, and interfaced with the complex Davos e-mail system that you access with a badge, the Washington Post columnist Richard Cohen, who was trying to do the same, said to me: “I have so many devices now to make my life easier that I need someone just to carry them all around for me.”

Then there was the panel about the twenty-first-century corporation, during which participants described this age of digital Darwinism in chilling terms: The key to winning in business today is adapt or die, get wired or get killed, work twenty-four hours a day from everywhere or be left behind. Finally, during the question time, Howard Stringer, chairman of Sony America, stood up and said: “Doesn’t anyone here think this sounds like a vision of hell? While we are all competing or dying, when will there be time for sex or music or books? Stop the world, I want to get off.”

To be sure, this is a developed-world problem. In much of Africa you don’t see executives walking around, as you do in Europe, with so many beepers, phones, and pagers clipped onto their belts that they look like telephone repairmen. But with the cost of this technology rapidly decreasing, it will spread faster than you think. And so will the social stresses associated with it. Apropos of such a future, I heard a lot of new phrases this week: “device creep,” “Machines don’t serve us, we serve them,” and “My identity is now less important than the data that is stored about me.” Have a nice day.

My favorite, though, was that we now live in an age of what a Microsoft researcher, Linda Stone, called continuous partial attention. I love that phrase. It means that while you are answering your e-mail and talking to your kid, your cell phone rings and you have a conversation. You are now involved in a continuous flow of interactions in which you can only partially concentrate on each.

“If being fulfilled is about committing yourself to someone else, or some experience, that requires a level of sustained attention,” said Ms. Stone. And that is what we are losing the skills for, because we are constantly scanning the world for opportunities and we are constantly in fear of missing something better. That has become incredibly spiritually depleting.

I am struck by how many people call my office, ask if I’m in, and, if I’m not, immediately ask to be connected to my cell phone or pager. (I carry neither.) You’re never out anymore. The assumption now is that you’re always in. Out is over. Now you are always in. And when you are always in, you are always on. And when you are always on, what are you most like? A computer server.

They say these devices will eventually be invisible, but for now they feel in your face. And here’s the scary part: it’s just the beginning. By 2005 we will see a convergence of wireless technology, fiber optics, software applications, and next-generation Internet switches, IP version 6, that will permit anything with electricity to have a Web address and run off the Internet—from your bedroom lights to your toaster to your pacemaker (which will report your heart rate directly to your doctor). This Evernet will allow us all to be online all the time from everywhere. People will boast: “I have twenty-five Web addresses in my house; how many do you have? My wired refrigerator automatically reorders milk. How about yours?”

The problem is that human beings simply are not designed to be like computer servers. For one thing, they are designed to sleep eight hours a night. So there is a big misfit brewing here. I still can’t program my VCR; how am I going to program my toaster? As Jeffrey Garten, dean of the Yale School of Management and author of a smart new book that deals with some of these themes, The Mind of the C.E.O., said: “Maybe it’s not time for us to adapt or die, but for the technology to adapt or die.”

January 30, 2001


Sharon, Arafat, and Mao

[image: common]

So I’m at the Davos World Economic Forum two weeks ago, and Shimon Peres walks by. One of the reporters with him asks me if I’m going to hear Mr. Peres and Yasir Arafat address the one thousand global investors and ministers attending Davos. No, I tell him, I have a strict rule, I’m only interested in what Mr. Arafat says to his own people in Arabic. Too bad, says the reporter, because the fix is in. Mr. Peres is going to extend an olive branch to Mr. Arafat, Mr. Arafat is going to do the same back, and the whole lovefest will get beamed back to Israel to boost the peace process and Ehud Barak’s reelection. Good, I’ll catch it on TV, I said.

Well, Mr. Peres did extend the olive branch, as planned, but Mr. Arafat torched it. Reading in Arabic from a prepared text, Mr. Arafat denounced Israel for its “fascist military aggression” and “colonialist armed expansionism,” and its policies of “murder, persecution, assassination, destruction, and devastation.”

Mr. Arafat’s performance at Davos was a seminal event, and is critical for understanding Ariel Sharon’s landslide election. What was Mr. Arafat saying by this speech, with Mr. Peres sitting by his side? First, he was saying that there is no difference between Mr. Barak and Mr. Sharon. Because giving such a speech on the eve of the Israeli election, in the wake of an eleventh-hour Barak bid to conclude a final deal with the Palestinians in Taba, made Mr. Barak’s far-reaching offer to Mr. Arafat look silly. Moreover, Mr. Arafat was saying that there is no difference between Mr. Peres and Mr. Sharon, because giving such a speech just after the warm words of Mr. Peres made Mr. Peres look like a dupe, as all the Israeli papers reported. Finally, at a time when Palestinians are starving for work, Mr. Arafat’s subliminal message to the global investors was: Stay away.

That’s why the press is asking exactly the wrong question about the Sharon election. They’re asking, Who is Ariel Sharon? The real question is, Who is Yasir Arafat? The press keeps asking: Will Mr. Sharon become another Charles de Gaulle, the hard-line general who pulled the French army out of Algeria? Or will he be Richard Nixon, the anti-Communist who made peace with Communist China? Such questions totally miss the point.

Why? Because Israel just had its de Gaulle. His name was Ehud Barak. Mr. Barak was Israel’s most decorated soldier. He abstained in the cabinet vote over the Oslo II peace accords. But once in office he changed 180 degrees. He offered Mr. Arafat 94 percent of the West Bank for a Palestinian state, plus territorial compensation for most of the other 6 percent, plus half of Jerusalem, plus restitution and resettlement in Palestine for Palestinian refugees. And Mr. Arafat not only said no to all this, but described Israel as “fascist” as Mr. Barak struggled for reelection. It would be as though de Gaulle had offered to withdraw from Algeria and the Algerians said: “Thank you. You’re a fascist. Of course we’ll take all of Algeria, but we won’t stop this conflict until we get Bordeaux, Marseilles, and Nice as well.”

If the Palestinians don’t care who Ariel Sharon is, why should we? If Mr. Arafat wanted an Israeli leader who would not force him to make big decisions, which he is incapable of making, why should we ask whether Mr. Sharon is going to be de Gaulle and make him a big offer? What good is it for Israel to have a Nixon if the Palestinians have no Mao?

The Olso peace process was about a test. It was about testing whether Israel had a Palestinian partner for a secure and final peace. It was a test that Israel could afford, it was a test that the vast majority of Israelis wanted, and it was a test that Mr. Barak courageously took to the limits of the Israeli political consensus—and beyond. Mr. Arafat squandered that opportunity. Eventually Palestinians will ask for a makeup exam. And eventually Israelis may want to give it to them, if they again see a chance to get this conflict over with. But who knows what violence and pain will be inflicted in the meantime?

All we know is that for now, the Oslo test is over. That is what a vast majority of Israelis said in this election. So stop asking whether Mr. Sharon will become de Gaulle. That is not why Israelis elected him.

They elected him to be Patton. They elected Mr. Sharon because they know exactly who he is, and because seven years of Oslo have taught them exactly who Yasir Arafat is.

February 8, 2001


Hype and Anti-Hype
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The Gartner Group consultants have developed a useful concept to describe the hype around new technologies, which they call the “hype cycle.” As a new technology—like the Internet—is triggered, the hype curve soars upward until it reaches a peak of inflated expectations. Then it sinks almost straight down into a trough of disillusionment as the less successful players drop out. And finally it climbs steadily upward again to a new stable plateau as clear winners emerge and the new technology is absorbed, integrated, and made profitable by people and industries that understand it.

According to the hype curve, where we are now with the Internet is in the trough—where all those who didn’t really understand it or who are disillusioned by their dotcom investments pronounce it all a bubble. This trough, though, can be as misleading as the hype cycle’s peak. If you think that just because Pets.com didn’t make it the Internet is over, then you’re not paying attention.

The real Internet wars are just beginning, and they aren’t going to be between Amazon.com and eToys.com. The real Internet wars happen when all the old-line companies with real assets, real size, and real business models fully absorb the Internet—including e-commerce, e-inventory, e-bookkeeping, e-training, e-customer management—into their traditional businesses and start to take each other on with meaner, leaner companies.

The real Internet wars happen when Goliaths like Target, Kmart, and Wal-Mart, or GM, Toyota, and Ford, or Dell and Compaq, fully absorb the Internet to speed up, lighten up, and globalize every aspect of their businesses. And the real Internet wars also happen when the NGOs, human rights groups, conservationists, and other activists become fully Internet-enabled and use its power to challenge big companies and to force transparency on big governments.

As Jeffrey Garten writes in his new book, The Mind of the C.E.O., “The big question is whether today’s C.E.O.’s have the savvy and the stamina to defeat the dot-coms, which is the first leg of the race, and then run this second, more difficult and much longer race against their peers—or whether it will take their successors to do it.”

The measure of what’s happening with the Internet today is not Buy.com or the Nasdaq. It’s what is happening in China, where Internet deployment is moving so fast that Chinese will be the most popular language on the Web by 2007; in India, where AOL just announced a $100 million investment; and in Europe, where the net economy is expected to grow twentyfold by 2004.

“People talked about the Internet as a business revolution; it actually constitutes more of a business evolution,” argues Orit Gadiesh, the chairman of Bain & Company consultants. “Revolution is when the nature or distribution of power shifts. But what is happening now is that the traditional holders of assets are absorbing the Internet and leveraging it as a tool. The Internet is, though, an instrument of social revolution. It has put power in different people’s hands and connected people who have never been connected before.”

Because the Internet build-out is proceeding apace, the next generation could trigger a business revolution as well. “Internet II,” about four years away, will combine broadband, wireless, and IPv6 Internet switches, which will enable everything with electricity to have its own Web address that will make it intelligent. So your refrigerator will be able to talk to your grocery store over the Web, or your company’s cash registers directly to your manufacturer’s assembly line. “Internet II is a smarter Internet that will allow us to have many more devices connected and controlled, and to be informed about those devices,” says Bill Nuti, the president of Cisco Europe.

As this Internet build-out continues, says Joel Cawley, the director of business strategy for IBM, it will enable businesses, individuals, and activists to tap into a much broader and more powerful base of creativity and innovation with a much lighter touch. “So,” he adds, “smaller and smaller units will become more and more empowered and bigger and bigger units will become more and more decentralized. None of us knows how this will play out, but we do know it will impact the hierarchy of power in, and between, institutions, governments, and activists. And the new rules for these interactions are just beginning to be evolved.”

February 23, 2001


Code Red
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So I came home the other night, and one of my daughters was doing her homework and asked me to remind her which were the good guys: the North Koreans or South Koreans? That triggered a dinner table discussion of the cold war and the Cuban missile crisis. I explained that I vividly remember listening to the radio during the Cuba crisis and that our school had regular drills where we had to hide in the basement during a simulated nuclear attack.

Oh, my daughters said to me, we have those kinds of drills too. When I asked them to explain, it quickly became apparent that the threat they were practicing for was not a nuclear attack, and not just a bad storm, but an attack by an armed student or intruder shooting up their public schools. We have “code red” and “code blue,” my daughters, ages twelve and fifteen, said. Code blue means all students must remain in their classroom or go immediately there. Code red means a total lockdown—all students must remain in their classroom or rush to the nearest classroom. Teachers must lock their classroom doors, move students into the safest corner, keep them silent, and cover the window of their classroom door with paper so no gunman can see if students are inside.

There you have it: my kids aren’t quite sure whether North Korea or South Korea is on our side, but they know the difference between code red and code blue. I grew up terrified of another superpower with a nuclear missile. They grow up terrified of a super-empowered angry person with an automatic weapon. I knew the threat to my life came from Moscow. They have no idea which student might be carrying a gun or a knife.

Which brings me to the latest news: What is it that we and the Russians are actually spying on each other about? This whole espionage affair seems straight out of Mad magazine’s “Spy vs. Spy” cartoon. The Russians are spying on us to try to find out why we are spying on them. I mean, be honest, is there anything about the Russians today you want to know?

Their navy is rusting in port. Their latest nuclear submarine is resting on the bottom of the ocean. We know they’re selling weapons to Iran and Iraq, because they told us. And their current political system, unlike Communism, is not exactly exportable—unless you think corruption, chaos, and KGB rule amount to an ideology. Khrushchev threatened to bury us. Putin threatens to corrupt us.

I was friendly with one of the Russian diplomats who was sent home for spying. He was very smart, very likable, and never asked me for anything except to pick up the bill for lunch. He spent most of our meetings complaining about how stupid his government was. Maybe it was all an act, but it was sure delivered with enthusiasm.

Which brings me back to my daughters’ schools. While what threatened me when I was their age—the Soviet Union—is different from what threatens them—a troubled student—they have one big feature in common: they have no simple cures. When authority is lost at the state level, or at the home level, it’s not easy to recover. Such nations, and such families, become ungovernable, and threaten us by their weakness, not their strength. Children or countries without a sense of direction, but with easy access to weapons, are dangerous.

How you pull a country like Russia away from becoming an angry, failed state, acting out on the world stage, and make it a responsible member of the world community has no easy formula. And how you pull a lost young person away from becoming an angry assassin and make him instead a responsible member of the local community has no easy formula.

Kids now grow up in diverse and fractured homes, and dealing with the most disturbed ones requires multiple approaches. Head Start alone, or midnight basketball alone, or more testing alone, won’t do it. So it is with countries. How a country like Russia builds the rule of law, an honest civil service, and the habits of a modern democratic society is so much more complex a task than simply importing textbooks, holding elections, or bringing Russia into the G-7.

Which brings me back to my dinner table. About the only thing we do know for sure is where the cure has to start. It has to start in the home, the basic building block for any community or country. Nothing good will happen in your statehouse, or in your schoolhouse, if it does not start, and is not sustained, in your own house.

March 30, 2001


They Hate Us! They Need Us!
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Reading about all the anti-Americanism President Bush has encountered on his trip to Europe, I was reminded of the 1970s Randy Newman song “Political Science.” In its main verse he wryly laments that no matter how much we do for the world, nobody likes us. What to do about it? Newman proposes we just nuke the whole rest of the world—allies and all—so we’ll be left without any complainers: “Drop the big one and see what happens.”

Mr. Newman’s ditty is a reminder that anti-Americanism didn’t start with George Dubya. The key question is whether there is anything new in today’s anti-Americanism and whether it has any strategic consequences.

Actually, there are a couple of things new. You can taste it in Greece. In his upcoming book Unholy Alliance: Greece and Milošević’s Serbia, the Greek journalist Takis Michas explains that during the cold war anti-Americanism in Greece and Europe tended to be driven by the left and focused on “what America did”—and how it wasn’t living up to its own ideals when it backed dictators in Greece and elsewhere.

Today’s version of anti-Americanism in Europe is more focused on “what America is,” says Mr. Michas, and it brings together the far left, the far right, and the Orthodox Church. The old left hates America for its free-market capitalism, the death penalty, and globalization. The far right hates it for promoting its multiculturalism in the Balkans, which threatens Greek nationalism. And the Orthodox Archbishop hates America for enticing Greek youths away from their heritage and religion.

Fine: so now the Europeans don’t like us for who we are. Does it matter? Is it producing an alliance of countries against America that threatens our vital interests? That’s the real question.

Not yet, says the German foreign policy analyst Josef Joffe, in a smart essay in the journal The National Interest titled “Who’s Afraid of Mr. Big?” Mr. Joffe argues that one reason no alliance has formed against America yet is that, while resentment of America is rife, particularly among European elites, the attraction of America—its culture, universities, movies, food, clothing, and technologies—is just as strong, and today no power in the world can balance it. For every European elitist who resents America for what it is, there are ten Euro-kids who want what America is. “America is both menace and seducer, both monster and model,” says Mr. Joffe.

While America’s soft power can’t be balanced—there’s no Disney World in Moscow, no Harvard in Beijing—America’s hard power doesn’t need to be balanced. “Why is there no real ganging up against the United States?” asks Mr. Joffe. “[Because] America annoys and antagonizes, but it does not conquer. He who does not conquer does not provoke counteralliances and war.” Mr. Joffe refers to today’s European anti-Americanism as “neo-ganging up”—noisy but not serious.

Another reason we have not provoked an alliance against us is that America continues to be willing to provide “public goods” to the global system, says Mr. Joffe. Public goods are things that everyone can benefit from—keeping the sea-lanes open, stabilizing the free-trade system, or beating back bad guys in Iraq. This gives lesser powers an incentive to cooperate with us even as they criticize us; otherwise who else would uphold global security and financial stability?

This is hugely important. History teaches that periods of relative peace occur when you have a benign power that is ready to provide public services to maintain an orderly global system—even if it means paying a disproportionate share of the costs.

That’s why the greatest danger today is not European anti-Americanism, but American anti-Americanism. The greatest danger is if America is no longer ready to play America—the benign superpower that pays a disproportionate price to maintain the system of which it’s the biggest beneficiary. This could happen because Congress becomes too cheap or stupid, or because our economy becomes too enfeebled, or because we have an administration dominated by people unwilling to put any limits on U.S. behavior, from energy consumption to missile defense. That sort of America, if taken to extremes, could nullify our attractiveness and generate an alliance against us. Surely the Bushies know that—don’t they?

June 15, 2001


A Memo from Osama
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To: All field operatives

From: Osama bin Laden

My men: This is a great day! Did you see what we accomplished last week? We drove the U.S. armed forces out of three Arab countries by just threatening to hit them. I had some of our boys discuss an attack against the U.S. over cell phones, the CIA picked it up, and look what happened: the FBI team in Yemen, which was investigating our destruction of the U.S.S. Cole in Aden harbor, just packed up and left—even though the State Department was begging them to stay. See ya. Then, after we made a few more phone calls, hundreds of U.S. marines—marines!—who were conducting a joint exercise with the Jordanian Army cut short their operation, got back on their amphibious vessels, and fled Jordan on Saturday. See ya. Then all the U.S. warships in Bahrain, which is the headquarters of the U.S. Fifth Fleet, were so scared of being hit by us they evacuated Bahrain’s harbor and sailed out into the Persian Gulf. Boys, there is a military term for all this; it’s called a “retreat.” Allahu Akbar! God is Great!

This is a superpower? The Americans turned tail as soon as they picked up a few threats from us. The U.S. press barely reported it; the White House press didn’t even ask the President about it. But trust me, everyone out here noticed it. It told them many things: the Americans are afraid of sustaining even one casualty to their soldiers; they don’t trust their own intelligence or weak Arab allies to protect them; and they have no military answer for our threat.

I love America. The Bush people want to spend $100 billion on a missile defense shield to deal with a threat that doesn’t yet exist, and they run away from the threat that already exists. They think we rogues are going to attack them with an intercontinental ballistic missile with a return address on it. Are they kidding? Am I wearing a sign that says STUPID on it? We’ll hit them the way the Iranians blew up the U.S. base at Al Khobar, in Saudi Arabia. We’ll use layers of local operatives who can’t be traced to any country. Look at the indictment the U.S. courts just passed down for the Al Khobar bombing. They named fourteen people, and they hinted that Iranian agents had coordinated them all, but they had no proof, so they could never pin it on Iran, so they could never retaliate against Iran.

The people who had the proof were the Saudis, but they refused to turn it over to the FBI. Why? Because the Saudis never trusted the Americans to retaliate properly. They figured the U.S. would launch a few cruise missiles at Iran and then run—leaving the Saudis to face Iran alone. Which reminds me, the Russians have hinted that if the U.S. builds a missile defense system against Russia’s wishes, the Russians will just sell more missiles to Iraq, Iran, or China to overwhelm the system. The fools at the Bush Pentagon say the Russians would never do that because the missiles would also threaten them. Oh, yeah? The Russians don’t believe in missile shields. They believe in classic deterrence. When the Chechens blew up a few apartment blocks in Moscow with human missiles, the Russians blew up Chechnya. Remember when four Russian diplomats were kidnapped in Beirut in 1985? The Russians retaliated by kidnapping a member of the kidnappers’ group, chopping off one of his body parts, and sending it back in the mail. Presto! The Russians were released. This isn’t Norway out here.

That’s why we’d never mess with the Russians. But the great thing is that Donald Rumsfeld is so obsessed with getting his missile-shield toy, he’s been telling everyone that deterrence doesn’t work anymore against people like us. So they need a missile shield instead. And Bush just repeats it. I love it, because we are not going to attack America’s strength at home, we are going to attack soft U.S. targets abroad through shadows. So I hope the Americans invest all their defense budget in a Star Wars shield that will have no effect on us, but will divert them from the real means and the real deterrence that could hurt us.

Yo, Rummy, who needs missiles? We just drove the FBI, the Marines, and the U.S. Navy out of the Middle East with a few threats whispered over Nokia cell phones! So who’s the dummy, Rummy?

God is Great. America is stupid. Revolution until victory.

Osama@Jihadonline [JOL]

June 26, 2001


Walls

JERUSALEM
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As I was preparing to leave for this trip the other day, my teenage daughter asked me where I was going. “Israel,” I said.

“Why do you have to go there?” she asked, with a worried frown.

Hmm, I thought. I’ve been visiting Israel since my youth, but my daughter—who was born in Jerusalem while I was there as the Times bureau chief—now thinks it’s Kosovo.

Think how corrosive this will be for Israel and world Jewry, if this cycle of Palestinian suicide bombs and Israeli retaliations continues. A hard core of Orthodox Jews and Middle East nuts like myself will continue to visit Israel, but no matter how many solidarity marches they hold in New York, the next generation of American Jews will not share an intimate connection with the Jewish state.

I relate this story because it’s one of the many “mini-partitions” that have been set off by Intifada II and the collapse of Oslo. What’s happening is that the big diplomacy is totally stuck. Israel, the PLO, the Bush team, and the Arabs lack either the power, the will, or the way to separate, with a grand partition, into a Jewish state and a Palestinian state.

In fact, the status quo is politically quite tolerable for both the Palestinian leader, Yasir Arafat, and Israel’s prime minister, Ariel Sharon. For the moment, each is riding high in the polls, and neither has to confront his hard-line base and say the game is up. The status quo is also tolerable for President Bush, because as long as there is no peace process he doesn’t have to pressure Israel to compromise, which is the last thing he wants to do, since it would inevitably force a clash with U.S. Jews, whose votes and donations he needs to protect his GOP majority in the House.

But while the leaders are unable to forge the big partition, and can tolerate the status quo, the people increasingly can’t. So what’s happening on the ground is a million little personal partitions. People all over Israel are building their own walls to separate themselves from danger. “Everyone is now their own minister of defense,” said an Israeli colleague.

West Bank settlers are isolated from friends in Israel because they are afraid to take responsibility for inviting anyone to visit their settlements for fear they will be shot on the roads. Israeli parents refuse to let their kids go to malls, cinemas, or discos that might be targets of suicide bombers. “First I decide which movie theater I think will be the safest, then I check which movie is playing,” an Israeli mother told me.

You drive north to the Jerusalem suburb of Psagot, which overlooks Ramallah, and you find that the houses with the best view of the Ramallah hills now have an anti-sniper concrete wall in front of them and sandbags on the windows. You drive south, between the Jerusalem suburb of Gilo and the Arab village of Beit Jala, and there is another long concrete wall blocking snipers from hitting Gilo, but also sealing in Gilo. There are Hebrew posters all over this wall that read THE NEW MIDDLE EAST. Some Israeli coffee shops now have security guards at the door to deter suicide bombers.

I was driving with an Israeli journalist to Har Gilo, an Israeli settlement south of Jerusalem, when we came to an Israeli checkpoint at a fork in the road; one branch went to Jerusalem and the other to the Arab village of Vallaje. When we accidentally turned down the branch to the Arab village, an Israeli soldier angrily waved us back: “Do you want to get lynched?” he exclaimed. Think about this: Vallaje is an Arab village that is actually part of Israel-annexed East Jerusalem. But while it is officially part of Jerusalem, no Jew can go there anymore. There’s a wall.

The building of Israeli settlements all over the West Bank has made the big partition, or even unilateral separation, extremely difficult. And Mr. Arafat’s mendacity has made it even harder. But living with Palestinian suicide bombers and Israeli retaliations has become unbearable for Israelis, and Palestinians, so people are just building a wall, or carrying one around in their heads—partitioning themselves wherever they can. Israelis wall themselves into their homes and wall the Palestinians off their roads, and the Palestinians go to Durban and try to wall the Israelis off from the world.

There are so many walls going up around here you can’t tell anymore: Who is jailing whom?

September 11, 2001


COLUMNS

After:

September 13, 2001–July 3, 2002
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World War III

JERUSALEM
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As I restlessly lay awake early yesterday, with CNN on my TV and dawn breaking over the holy places of Jerusalem, my ear somehow latched onto a statement made by the U.S. transportation secretary, Norman Mineta, about the new precautions that would be put in place at U.S. airports in the wake of Tuesday’s unspeakable terrorist attacks: There will be no more curbside check-in, he said.

I suddenly imagined a group of terrorists somewhere here in the Middle East, sipping coffee, also watching CNN, and laughing hysterically: “Hey boss, did you hear that? We just blew up Wall Street and the Pentagon and their response is no more curbside check-in?”

I don’t mean to criticize Mr. Mineta. He is doing what he can. And I have absolutely no doubt that the Bush team, when it identifies the perpetrators, will make them pay dearly. Yet there was something so absurdly futile and American about the curbside ban that I couldn’t help but wonder: Does my country really understand that this is World War III? And if this attack was the Pearl Harbor of World War III, it means there is a long, long war ahead.

And this Third World War does not pit us against another superpower. It pits us—the world’s only superpower and quintessential symbol of liberal, free-market Western values—against all the super-empowered angry men and women out there. Many of these super-empowered angry people hail from failing states in the Muslim and third world. They do not share our values; they resent America’s influence over their lives, politics, and children, not to mention our support for Israel; and they often blame America for the failure of their societies to master modernity.

What makes them super-empowered, though, is their genius at using the networked world, the Internet and the very high technology they hate, to attack us. Think about it: they turned our most advanced civilian planes into human-directed, precision-guided cruise missiles—a diabolical melding of their fanaticism and our technology. Jihad Online. And think of what they hit: the World Trade Center, the beacon of American-led capitalism that both tempts and repels them, and the Pentagon, the embodiment of American military superiority.

And think about what places in Israel the Palestinian suicide bombers have targeted most. “They never hit synagogues or settlements or Israeli religious zealots,” said the Ha’aretz columnist Ari Shavit. “They hit the Sbarro pizza parlor, the Netanya shopping mall. The Dolphinarium disco. They hit the yuppie Israel, not the yeshiva Israel.”

So what is required to fight a war against such people in such a world? To start with, we as Americans will never be able to penetrate such small groups, often based on family ties, who live in places such as Afghanistan, Pakistan, or Lebanon’s wild Bekaa Valley. The only people who can penetrate these shadowy and ever-mutating groups, and deter them, are their own societies. And even they can’t do it consistently. So give the CIA a break.

Israeli officials will tell you that the only time they have had real quiet and real control over the suicide bombers and radical Palestinian groups, such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad, is when Yasir Arafat and his Palestinian Authority tracked them, jailed them, or deterred them.

So then the question becomes, What does it take for us to get the societies that host terrorist groups to truly act against them?

First, we have to prove that we are serious, and that we understand that many of these terrorists hate our existence, not just our policies. In June I wrote a column about the fact that a few cell-phone threats from Osama bin Laden had prompted President Bush to withdraw the FBI from Yemen, a U.S. Marine contingent from Jordan, and the U.S. Fifth Fleet from its home base in the Persian Gulf. This U.S. retreat was noticed all over the region, but it did not merit a headline in any major U.S. paper. That must have encouraged the terrorists. Forget about our civilians, we didn’t even want to risk our soldiers to face their threats.

The people who planned Tuesday’s bombings combined world-class evil with world-class genius to devastating effect. And unless we are ready to put our best minds to work combating them—the World War III Manhattan Project—in an equally daring, unconventional, and unremitting fashion, we’re in trouble. Because while this may have been the first major battle of World War III, it may be the last one that involves only conventional nonnuclear weapons.

Second, we have been allowing a double game to go on with our Middle East allies for years, and that has to stop. A country like Syria has to decide: Does it want a Hezbollah embassy in Damascus or an American one? If it wants a U.S. embassy, then it cannot play host to a rogue’s gallery of terrorist groups.

Does that mean the United States must ignore Palestinian concerns and Muslim economic grievances? No. Many in this part of the world crave the best of America, and we cannot forget that we are their ray of hope. But apropos of the Palestinians, the United States put on the table at Camp David a plan that would have gotten Yasir Arafat much of what he now claims to be fighting for. That U.S. plan may not be sufficient for Palestinians, but to say that the justifiable response to it is suicide terrorism is utterly sick.

Third, we need to have a serious and respectful dialogue with the Muslim world and its political leaders about why many of its people are falling behind. The fact is, no region in the world, including sub-Saharan Africa, has fewer freely elected governments than the Arab-Muslim world, which has none. Why? Egypt went through a whole period of self-criticism after the 1967 war, which produced a stronger country. Why is such self-criticism not tolerated today by any Arab leader?

Where are the Muslim leaders who will tell their sons to resist the Israelis—but not to kill themselves or innocent noncombatants? No matter how bad, your life is sacred. Surely Islam, a grand religion that never perpetrated the sort of Holocaust against the Jews in its midst that Europe did, is being distorted when it is treated as a guidebook for suicide bombing. How is it that not a single Muslim leader will say that?

These are some of the issues we will have to address as we fight World War III. It will be a long war against a brilliant and motivated foe. When I remarked to an Israeli military official what an amazing technological feat it was for the terrorists to hijack the planes and then fly them directly into the most vulnerable spot in each building, he pooh-poohed me.

“It’s not that difficult to learn how to fly a plane once it’s up in the air,” he said. “And remember, they never had to learn how to land.”

No, they didn’t. They only had to destroy. We, by contrast, have to fight in a way that is effective without destroying the very open society we are trying to protect. We have to fight hard and land safely. We have to fight the terrorists as if there were no rules, and preserve our open society as if there were no terrorists. It won’t be easy. It will require our best strategies, our most creative diplomats, and our bravest soldiers. Semper Fi.

September 13,2001
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