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For much of the twentieth century, Americans who waged Europe’s wars were
askedtounderstand the history of the peo plethey were de feating no less than that
of the peo plethey were saving. Now, entering the twenty- first century, as Euro pe-
ans help respond to a war launched against America, it is just as important for
them to understand American history. For it is only in the context of this history
that peo ple abroad can fully grasp the depth of emo tions caused by the at tacks of
September 2001. These events will dominate the nation’s collective memory for
gen erationsto come —and they will con dition US poli cies for sev eral more years.
Allies and friends may be dis mis sive of such are ac tion to the hor rors of this vio-
lence in Amer ica. These are the ways of his tory. That may well be true. But this is
not the Ameri can way — dis tant from war and in vul ner able to at tack.

This, how ever,isnotabout Americaalone:itisabouthistoryre assertingitself
over anexperiencethatwas de signed to end the evils of his tory not only for Amer-
ica, but also for like- minded coun tries in Europe and else where. Los ing the bat tle
against terror would be to accept a new global anarchy that would leave most
coun tries at the mercy of such evil, lest they sur ren der their sov er eign will to the
ni hilis tic will of the mostex tremist or gani sations athome and abroad. Ab sentthe
will to use force to fight and eradicate these organisations,governmentswillturn
against their own citi zens with the kind of ju di cial re forms that will deny the demo-
cratic ways to do justice. These may be the primitive preferences of groups and
coun tries that wage bat tle in the name of the prac tices that pre vailed at the close
of the first mil len nium, around the year 911. But with the sec ond mil len nium barely
be hind us, they are not the ways that demo cratic coun tries earned in their streets,
as well as on the battlefields, against the forces of tyranny.

As these new wars are waged — the wars of 911 — they may prove to be a cata-
lyst for reinforced ties between the United States and the states of Europe.
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A new anarchy?

The enor mity of the risk was un der stood in America, where President George
W.Bushimmediatelyidentifiedthisactofterrorasanactofwar. Negotiations
were neveranoption: over whatand withwhom? The mag nitude of the killing —
inex cessofthe officialtotals of boththe Revolutionary Warand Pearl Har bor
com bined — made itim pos si ble to set tle thiswarin a court of law. If the use of
US military force could not be con doned in such an ob vious case, when would
it be used and for what reasons? In any case, the perpetrators of the killing
were notinter estedinany plau sible goalthat mightcon ceivably serve as afo-
cus for negotiations. For too long, their steadfast commitment to terror was
metwith apersistentbeliefinap pease ment, notwith standingthe many words
and the few cruise missiles that followed earlier attacks against barracks in
Beirut, Marinesin Mogadishu,the US em bassyin Nairobi, orauUS ship off the
shores of Yemen.

More than ater roristact, this pointed to an en tirely dif fer ent kind of war. Wars
are expectedtooriginateinorganisedentitieswhose as sets (territorialand other
wise) offer a basis for effective deterrence, pre-emptive attacks or even
destructive retaliation. But these are wars launched by the have-nothings of the
slums against the have-it-alls of Western democracies — conflicts “between the
world where the state exists and the world where it does not”.' That does not
shape up like an easy bat tle. Hob bes’ First Man, con demned to a life that is “poor,
nasty, brutish, and short” may yet be the fu ture’s win ner, as he faces a pam pered
Last Man who has grown more complacent and too per mis sive. Nowon derifthe
re sultingwarfindsits mid dle manin Rus sia, acountry wellin formed about matters
of both war and ter ror, and where Vla di mir Putin can now dis miss a “mod ern civi li-
zation[that] had grown fat, slow and lost the ca pac ity forre sistance”. Where Bush
weeps an Americathat “lost a piece of [its] soul” on Septem ber 11, his new “friend”
Putin re joices over the fact that on that day “man kind has ma tured”.?

Our first con clu sion is, there fore, that the year 2001 may stand in His tory as
another revolutionary transformation of warfare. This transformation has been
slow and tragic, be gin ning af ter the Cru sades and early in the six teenth cen tury,
when the wid ening use of gun pow der ended the “game qual ity” of war — an al leg-
edly no ble art wor thy only of Chris tian kings and knights, while the great ma jor ity
ofthe peoplere mained pow erless, ignorantand mostlyindifferentto conflicts that
did not truly af fect or even touch them. With the com bat ants able to kill each other
from a distance, war be came pro gres sively “the con tinua tion of poli tics by other
means”, an ac tion de signed to pro tect and en hance the raisond’etatthat de fined

1 R. D. Kaplan, The Coming An ar chy: Shattering the Dreams of the Post Cold War (New York: Ran-
dom House, 2000); E. Hobs bawm, On the Edge of The New Cen tury, inconversationwith Antonio
Po lito (New York, NY: The New Press, 2000) p. 37.

2 See the full text of Presi dent Bush's news con fer ence of Oc to ber 11 2001, The Washington Post,
Oc to ber 12 2001, pp. A20- 21. Putin is quoted in The Washing ton Post, Oc to ber 9 2001, p. A16.
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the Westphalian state system.?

That was not all, how ever. For war to gain the to tal qual ity it has en joyed dur-
ing our lifetime, it needed more protagonists and better weapons. Thus, in the
nine teenth century, pub lic masses were broughtinto each con flict — con scriptsin
wars they en dorsed with an en thu si asm that peaked in August 1914. With more
combatantsrendered avail able foran everlarger number of nation- states, butalso
within an increasingly global security environment that outgrew the geographic
limitations in Europe, technological ad vances gave war the tools needed to fight
more ef fi ciently and over longer dis tances. Even now, historians are in awe of the
de humanisingkilling, fromthe Somme to Hiroshima, incurred forrea sons that few
re mem bered as they were or dered to their death or cre mated in their sleep. The
events of September 11 were, to repeat, different:anunprece dented mixture of
both war and ter ror, de signed to kill with out any lim its and even with out weap ons
andfornoidentifiable goal. The goalis not merely to de feat the kind of en emy that
could dare launch such a war, but to de feat this kind of war al to gether.

The new normalcy

“His tory,” wrote Zbig niew Brzez in ski, “teaches that a su per power can notlong re-
main dominant unless it projects ... a message of worldwide relevance” — rele-
vance not only to the bourgeoisie (namely, the democratic allies) but also the
peo ple (namely, the oth ers).* Or, as John Hil len once put, “Great pow ers don’t do
win dows.” This is not about power, but the will to use it and, literally, give war a
chance. Noristhis aboutterror, butthe unwilling ness to en dure it. But thisis also
not only about confrontation but also about reconciliation. Or, as stated by Brit-
ain’s Min is ter for Europe Pe ter Hain, on Oc to ber 31 2001, “win ning the peace is
part of winning the war”.

Lestthe seeds of terror be al lowed to bloom in defi nitely in the fu ture, the war
cannot, there fore, be limited toits military dimen sions even while itis be ing waged
mili tarily. In other words, how ever nec es sary and even im perative the use of mili-
tary force is, it cannot be suf fi cient be cause on its own it will not be ef fec tive. To
“re store peace and sta bility”, as pledged by the NATO Article 5, will de mand a mul-
tidimen sional strat egy, a mix ture of the Man hattan Pro ject and the Mar shall Plan,
not because either serves as a model for the future but because contemporary
variations of both willbe in dis pensable parts of the fu ture. During World War 1, the
Man hattan Project had to do with the de vel op mentand ap plication of over whelm-
ing force to de feat the en emy and lead the al li ance to vic tory in the war. Af ter the
enemy hadbeende feated, the Mar shall Plan (and its coun ter partfor Ja pan) had to
do with the generosity and compassion needed to win the peace. Both together

3 See J. U. Nef, War and Human Progress; an Essay on the Rise of In dus trial Civili za tion (Cam-
bridge, MA: Har vard Uni ver sity Press, 1950) pp. 24 ff.

4 Z. Brzezinski, Out of Con trol: Global Tur moil on the Eve of the Twenty- First Cen tury (New York:
Char les Scribner’s Sons, 1993) p. 89.
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shaped the credibility of US wartime power and postwar lead er ship.

In short, there can and will be no reconciliationwithoutreconstructionofthe
failed states thatare the main battle ground of the new nor malcy. Thatis the les son
that was learned after World War Il. Grossly ig nored by the United States and its
alliesduring the pastdec ade, thisles sonwill hope fully notbe ne glected during the
coming months, whenare newed commitmentonthe partofthevictoriousordomi
nant countries will have to be made tangible and convincing. “Terrorism,” wrote
Chalmers Johnsoninare centbook, “strikes atthe inno centin or dertodraw atten-
tion to the sins of the invulnerable.” If ne glect is a sin, then the ne glect of those
parts of the world where the Cold War was waged and won was indeed sinful —
whether the areas of neglect were territorial divisions, social degradation, eco-
nomic collapse, religious humiliation or a combination of all. Past the war, and
be yond Af ghani stan and even Al Qaida, the goal of the grand coa litionsof 911 isto
ad dressthe unfinished business of the Cold War. Some of that businessisterrito-
rial, some is political, some is economic, some is societal, and some is simply
be yond words and hence, be yond defi nition. But none can be ig nored if the un con-
ditional defeat of the enemy does not carry with it the true absolution of the
pre vailing pow ers. Thisis not justa matter of ele mentaryjustice:itisalsoaques-
tion of fun damental self- interest.

A coalition of coalitions

The threat of anew nor malcy that would be in au gu rated by the at tacks of Sep tem-
ber 11 was wellunderstoodin Europe. As French President Jac ques Chirac putit,
“This time, it was New York; next time, it could be Paris, Berlin or London.” In each
Euro pean country, there are many tar gets. The ex pres sion of anation’s iden tity,
these are not only easy to hit (of ten with struc tures vul ner able to in di vid ual acts of
terror requiring limited sophistication), they are also easy to enter (not only as
pub lic monu ments, butalso be cause of their fre quent prox im ity to a sym bol of the
Americanpresenceinthedesignated country). Inotherwords, Europe’ssolidarity
with an act of war against the United States was also ex tended as a mat ter of self-
interest no less than on America’s be half.

America’s surpriseisitselfsurprising. If nosup portfromthe alliesin Europe,
where from? Would it be that Ameri cans have learned so lit tle dur ing the past 50
years that they still view Europe in adversarial terms, and thus misunderstand,
and even ig nore, what Europe is and, above all, feels, rela tive to America? Or, to
make matters worse, have Americans grown too comfortable with the anti-
Americanism thatis said to pre vail abroad, per haps as the ex ten sion of the demo-
cratic tolerance ex pected from abe nign he gemony a I'américaine.

The les son, here, should have been learned a long time ago — that America

5 C. John son,Blow back: The Costs and Con se quences of American Em pire (New York: Henry Hold,
2000) p. 33.
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cannotisolateitselffromthe world, either be cause of its poli cies or be cause of an
allegedisolationistvocation. Forone,USinterestsaretoowidely spreadto per mit
any meaning ful dis en gage ment and too im por tant to be left to the good will or ca-
pabilities (or lack thereof) of others. In addition, the spontaneous display of
soli dar ity that grew out of Ameri ca’s plight also serves as a re minder that even a
power without peers, like America, cannot be without allies, especially among
like- minded coun tries that share val ues and in ter ests.

“The mis sion,” point edly noted Sec re tary of De fense Don ald Rums feld, “de-
termines the coalition.” But conversely, will the coalition determine the mission,
and if not, who will? For Rumsfeld, but also for most Americans, the answer is
clear. This is not Ko sovo, or even the Gulf war, when the use of US power was ar-
gued primarily interms of the al lies’ needs — thereby pro vid ing some jus ti fi ca tion
for the multilateralframework within which the war developed. This is a war that
othercountriesarejoining, or will join, with America as the as sertively ex plicitcoa-
lition leader, as a mat ter of might (its domi nant power) but also as a mat ter of right
(as the pri mary vic tim of the ini tial at tack). “The great est dan ger to the war on ter-
rorism,”concludedare centeditorialof The Washington Post, “is not that the Bush
ad ministrationwillre sorttounilateralism. Itis thatthe United States will fail to act
aggressively and creatively enough, over time, to break the current coalition
apart.”

Admittedly, the leadership assumed by the Bush administration during the
formative phase of coalition- building was lauda bly flexi ble, and showed an ef fec-
tive re spect forthe limits of each ally’s con tribu tions. The very idea of a“coali tion
of coalitions” —firstused by Sec retary Rums feld atthe early stage of war plan ning
— reflected a US commitment to a com pre hen sive strat egy that would be, as the
French would put it, tous azi muts (multidimensional)and a la carte. Within such a
setting, Americahasnotex pected 100- percentfollower- ship from allits al liesin all
in stances. Each sub set of the grand coa li tion was to in clude coun tries that were
not only will ing but also ca pa ble, and not only coun tries that were both will ing and
capablebutalsonecessary. In Afghanistan, forexam ple, Britain was willing and
capable, but France, Ger many and It aly were seem ingly not deemed nec es sary —
irre spective of willing ness and ca pa bilities —forthe opening phase of the military
campaign in Afghanistan. As the campaign unfolded, the perspective changed,
and of fers to con trib ute were ac cepted.

Yet, notwith standingthe em phasis placed on coalition- buildingand con sulta-
tion, a strategy of selective multilateralism hardly hides the pronounced
unilateralistdriftthatre mainsinthe US ap proachtothe new nor malcy. Thatdriftis
most ap par ent with Presi dent Bush. Events are not an ob sta cle to lead er ship, as
Prime Minister Harold McMillanonce ob served. Events are the stuff of lead er ship.
Forsome, lead ershipisaboutmimickinghistoriclead ers who faced and overcame
comparableevents. InOctober2001, some already de scribed Tony Blair's tones

6 “The Coallition and the Mis sion”, The Wash ing ton Post, Oc to ber 21 2001, p. B6.
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as “Churchillian”, even though Winston Churchill can hardly be remembered as
Roosevelt’'s ambassador-at-large around the world. For others, leadership is
aboutexploitingop portunities. RussianPresidentVladimirPutinhasusedterrorto
de fine a com mu nity of in ter ests with the United States and other West ern states
that had not been seen since 1945. For yet others,theseopportunitiesare more
politicallytrivial, forexample,togainanadvantage onanop positionoverwhelmed
by the public support usually extended tothe majorityinwartime.

As President Bush seized the momenttore de fine him self, withre mark able
ease and even excellence, as a wartime leader, his rhetoric escalates into the
realm of the de sir able but be yond the scope of the do able. Now, the war is “a fight
to save the civilized world and val ues com mon to the West, to Asia, to Islam”. It is
indeed, a “crusade” although one that would remain multi-denominational and
compassionate.“Nogovernment,”Bushtold his Chinese hostsin October, “should
use ourwaragainstterrorismas anexcuse to prose cute minorities within their bor-
ders.” Ours, he had pas sion ately pleaded a few days ear lier,is“agreatnation ... a
freedom-loving nation. Acompassionatenation,anationthatunderstandstheval
ues of life.” This is in deed a doc trine, one that of fers evan gelic tones as it of fers
re demp tion with a“sec ond chance” forthose who re pent. But most ominously, itis
also a doctrine that promises punish mentforthe sin ners and evil- doers.’

“We’'re watch ing ... very care fully,” warned Bush on Oc to ber 11, indirect ref-
er ence to Sad dam Hussein but also any other re gime that “will have to pay a price”
if they “har bor aterrorist”. There should be no mis take: the lan guage is jus ti fied.
Be causethe arith metics of risk-taking have changed since September 11, so must
change, too, the willingness to take chances on what hostile groups, regimes or
states might not only be able, but also be will ing to do. Where there are the ca pa-
bili ties to do evil, it must now be as sumed that there may be a will, and where there
is a will there is a risk that is no longer acceptable and must be, therefore, pre-
empted. Re ports of a splitwithinthe Bush ad mini stration, be tween the ad mini stra-
tion and Con gress, or within America it self are ex ag ger ated. Dif fer ences are not
over whether Iraq is a cen tral part of the new war, but when and how it should be
addressed.

For coalition mem bers, how ever, the an swer may not be as clear. Con sul ta-
tion does not presuppose a consensus, but is designed to permit and mold it.
Con sul tation over Iraq and other sus pects will take place, as it should; but so will
action, asitmust, eveninthe ab sence of a con sen sus. For, in the end, this war will
not be won so long as America and its allies do not end the risks of terror that
would come out of a re gime thathasre peatedly dem on strated its com mitmentto
terror.

The Wars of 911 will be a decisive test of America’s credibility as a durable

7 See President Bush’s news con fer ence of Oc to ber 11 2001, and me dia re ports of his meet ing with
Presi dent Ji ang Zemin on Oc to ber 19: The Wash ing ton Post, Oc to ber 12 2001, pp. A20- 21, and
October 212001, p. A25, re spec tively.
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power. That test extends beyond its ability to win the war, which is something
America rarely fails to do. It has to do with America’s ability to improve its relations
with other parts of the world where its message has been irrelevant or even
destructive. As the battle against a new anarchy is waged, and as the search for a
new global order is launched, the transatlantic community of values built during
the Cold War will endure and even be completed if it is sustained by a community
of action defined by a shared interest in the unconditional defeat of terror and its
sponsors. That will require bold and visionary leadership on both sides of the
Atlantic. Failure is not an option.
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