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One year and almost six months ago, on 9/11 – and not far from this very campus – a new form of warfare was waged against us.  Already it is profoundly influencing our way of life, as it probably will continue to do for a long time to come. The names of deadly agents, such as ricin and VX nerve gas, have entered our vocabulary, and we live with Color-Coded Alerts. Police with machine guns patrol the New York Stock Exchange, and missile launchers surround the U.S. Capitol.  

But it will take more than military force to defend ourselves against this new warfare – which has a name. In 1989 visionary strategists called it Fourth Generation Warfare. 

And if the name is unfamiliar, the unique characteristics of such warfare – and the unprecedented demands it makes upon our nation – must be grasped if we are to prevail.

Our new enemies also have a name – they are militant Islamist terrorist networks and the regimes that support them. To defend ourselves against these forces we will have to recognize that they are motivated and encouraged by a set of widely held radical ideas. 

These ideas weaken our national identity and fortify the new enemy. Consequently, radical political ideology must concern each of us – not least American academics.

And so this evening I will ask: First, what is Fourth Generation Warfare? And, second, what are these radical ideas which, by the way, spring primarily from our colleges and universities? And what are their origins and effects on our national security?

Does radicalized higher education, in short, promote national disunity? 

Let us first then turn our attention to Fourth Generation Warfare. 

Fourth Generation Warfare does not rely on massed manpower, massed firepower, or battlefield maneuver, as was the case in, respectively, First, Second and Third Generation Warfare.

The new warfare relies on terrorism carried out against civilian populations. And this threat is all the more horrific because it coincides with the proliferation of chemical, biological and, indeed, nuclear weapons.  

The new enemy, today’s militant Islamists and their supporters, is covert and transnational. These terrorist and other networks may or may not act in tandem with foreign governments. They are globally dispersed, borderless, and unencumbered by the logistical and materiel needs of conventional forces.                                        

Precisely because Fourth Generation Warfare is shadowy and hydra-headed, the struggle against it is likely to be long and costly. Because our defense must be transnational and often covert, the struggle will be also frustrating. 

For these reasons  – as some American military strategists explicitly recognize – to prevail in Fourth Generation Warfare we will need unprecedented reserves of national unity. Unprecedented national unity, resolve, and moral confidence. Victory no longer depends primarily on military superiority. Political will and mobilization are now the decisive factors – not smart bombs and mass armies.

The terrorists’ hatred for us is not rooted in disputes between nations. Rather it stems from religious fanaticism, tribalism, historic envy, and – my focus this evening – radical political ideology.  

Our Fourth Generation enemies have swallowed whole the specious arguments that America and the West are engaged in an unending crusade of militarism, imperialism, and greed throughout the rest of the world. They ignore their own countries’ historic failures – their failure to institute a pluralistic order based on political and economic liberty. That America champions liberty, democracy, and human rights is a reality completely lost on them. 

Some of our own countrymen unfortunately subscribe to these same arguments. They pay lip service to peace, but in reality they lend intellectual and moral support to terrorism. 

And where is the ground most fertile for cultivating such support? Clearly, it is our colleges and universities, and above all our most prestigious departments of humanities and social sciences that provide the most suitable environment. True, these ideologues – famously named  “tenured radicals” by Roger Kimball – are not necessarily a majority on campuses. Yet their politicized voices speak the loudest. They exert strong controls over what their colleagues dare to teach – and often over what students dare to say. As documented in many books, such as Illiberal Liberals and The Shadow University, radical thought now dominates entire academic disciplines and departments. 

Indeed, in this era of instant communication, the voice of campus radicals is louder than ever. Their ideology worms its way into the minds of millions of people at home and abroad. It affects American and foreign opinion far beyond campus gates. 

Witness, for example, the international success of the book Empire, an academic bestseller. Its authors, a Duke literature professor and a convicted Italian terrorist, celebrate anticapitalist revolutionary violence, and they proclaim the birth of a utopian postcapitalist age.

Recall also that three of the eight Muslim militants indicted recently in Florida taught at the University of South Florida, and a fourth in London universities. They have been accused on fifty counts, among them conspiracy to finance terrorist attacks that killed more that a hundred people, including two Americans. 

Now I am emphatically not suggesting that American campuses knowingly harbor actual terrorists. But it is not too harsh to say that intellectual radicalism breeds not only complacency toward our enemies – but even militancy itself. 

It is therefore vital to scrutinize radical doctrines. In what sense are they “radical,” and how do they bear on our national security?

Of course there are different forms of intellectual radicalism – most prominently ideological multiculturalism, poststructuralism, postmodernism, and post-colonialism. But all these doctrines are what the Australian critic Keith Windschuttle calls an “anti-phenomenon.” They define themselves by what they reject. And what they reject, as I will demonstrate, is an American and Western identity – American and Western culture and values.

Second, as I’ll also show, radical academics uncritically embrace other (non-Western) cultures and indeed turn a blind eye to those cultures’ faults.

And, third, I will single out radical postmodernism, which denies the possibility of objective reason and accurate knowledge. According to postmodern nihilists, concepts such as these merely mask the power and oppression of the dominant American-Western culture.

Just what is the source of the radical animus against America and the West? 

In part it is the legacy of so-called “cultural” Marxists – revolutionaries such as Gramsci and Marcuse, who from the 1930s on sought to replace Western institutions with Communism. When the proletariat did not oblige by rising up against capitalism, these radicals set about undermining Western social institutions from within. Marcuse in particular targeted the American student population. 

Then there is the ideology of multiculturalism, now the umbrella doctrine for all other campus radicalism. As historian Diane Ravitch points out, multiculturalism “has its roots in the ideology of ethnic separatism and in the black nationalist movement.” These ideologues deny the idea of the United States as an integrated society with a common culture – a “melting pot.” They teach obsessively about what divides us – be it gender, race or class. 

Campus radicalism is now so entrenched that it is the norm to slight the study of both Western civilization and the American experiment in self-government. Not a single Ivy League university makes a course in American history a graduation requirement. When our history and culture are taught, they are more likely to be retold as a litany of sins against humanity – thus great “dead white male” figures such as Columbus and Aristotle are cast as imperialists and racists, Shakespeare’s Tempest as a Third World allegory, Milton’s Paradise Lost as a feminist tragedy, and on and on and on. Moreover, students are often encouraged to study not great but lesser non-Western works – not to mention popular culture, such as rap music, soap opera, and even pornography. 

Should we then be surprised that knowledge of our common heritage has greatly declined? That, for instance, as a survey of elite universities shows, nearly all college seniors could identify Beavis and Butthead, but 40% could not place the Civil War in the right half-century?

It is also now the norm on campuses to reject this nation’s historic “assimilation compact,” or what was known in the early part of the last century as “Americanization.” A book by SUNY Provost Peter Salins, Assimilation, American Style, describes our long-standing national consensus on this principle – this common-sense recognition that immigrants, for the good of all, must be integrated into American society. And note: from colonial times until the 1960s, the professorate itself taught about, and favored, assimilation.

By the mid-1990s, however, support for our common heritage had drastically eroded. So deep in fact was this animus that an influential sociologist here at NYU, Richard Sennett, could confidently denounce the “evil of a shared national identity.”

Perhaps the most stunning rejection of our national identity is a doctrine called “transnational progressivism,” which is now popular in some of our most prominent law schools. Transnational progressivism explicitly discards an American identity and sovereignty. It advocates rule by international bodies, that is, a post-American, post-democratic, and post-constitutional world order.

Can we doubt that such radical teachings stoke the flames of Fourth Generation Warfare? That they sap the national unity we need to combat it? Clearly they fly in the face of what military experts say will be required – and I repeat: To prevail in the shadowy struggle before us, it will be more important than ever that Americans know who they are and why their country is worth fighting for.  

Moving on, let us examine ways in which campus radicals whitewash or deny non-Western failings – or to quote the French writer Pascal Bruckner – excuse away “bloody messes in banana republics,…butchery of political opposition and…dictatorial lunacy by…petty chieftains.” 

This pattern of denial applies particularly to the events of 9/11 and the War on Terror. In the 1980s and 1990s, for example, prominent professors of Middle Eastern studies excused away the growing threat of militant Islamism and terrorist attacks on American soil. In his book Ivory Towers on Sand, Martin Kramer demonstrates that almost all of these scholars simply refused to study militant Islam – or even Islam itself! Academics such as John L. Esposito of Georgetown dismissed Bin Laden’s many threatening statements and actions. Sarah Lawrence professor Fawaz Gerges accused “the terror industry” of fomenting an “irrational fear of terrorism by focusing…on far-fetched horrible scenarios.” A Harvard professor teaches innocuously that jihad is “a struggle without arms,” while another, from Haverford College, has written a study guide to the Koran that omits the passages used by terrorists to justify their attacks. And on many campuses, academics one-sidedly portray the Arab-Israeli conflict: a SUNY-Binghamton professor, for instance, turned his classroom into an anti-Zionist round-table. 

According to Daniel Pipes of the Middle East Forum, these scholars are unapologetic about their errors and bias, and they blame 9/11 on U.S. policy.

But Middle Eastern scholars are not alone in their perversity. Just after the attacks, professors in myriad disciplines were joined by numerous administrators and students in an orgy of America-bashing.

For instance, in a commencement address, radical feminist bell hooks (sic), a professor at Southwestern University, equated terrorism with “life-threatening conservatism.” She excoriated “white, capitalist” men for their “imperialist aggression enacted in the name of bringing an end to terrorism….” 

Noam Chomsky, the M.I.T. linguist and icon of the left, shares Professor hooks’s twisted views. In his widely read book titled 9/11, Chomsky asserts that the United States is “a leading terrorist state.” 

Here is what administrators did at San Diego University. An immigrant from Ethiopia took some Arab students to task after overhearing them praise – in Arabic – the 9/11 attacks. And the verdict? He was threatened with criminal charges and expulsion, and university public relations officers vilified his name.

And hear the words of one Joshua Greene, a student at West Virginia University: “In light of the destructive nationalism calling for war, the sight of the flag burning would be preferable to its display.”

Such reactions among students were, thankfully, the exception after 9/11. Most  students responded patriotically to the attacks. Nonetheless, despite this hopeful sign, it is sobering to learn the results of a survey by a group called Americans for Victory over Terrorism. Their work revealed that 60% of college students believe that “understanding…cultures and nations that dislike us” is a better approach to preventing terrorism than investing in strong defense capabilities, and 58% said they would evade the draft if called upon to fight against Saddam Hussein (although 79% believe the U.S. has the right to overthrow him).  

Now as I mentioned earlier, there is a third subset of campus radicalism that bears on the current crisis, postmodern nihilism, and it has captivated many of the best and brightest minds of this generation. Gertrude Himmelfarb, in her book On Looking into the Abyss, explains how postmodernists deny the possibility of accurately gathering evidence, impartially weighing facts, and acquiring objective knowledge.  All such notions, postmodernists say, are mere tools – tools by which power-hungry Eurocentric elites exercise “hegemony” over oppressed peoples. Postmodernism, then, like the other forms of radicalism, reinforces animosity against America and the West. But it is also fatal to any realistic consideration of terrorism, war, and defense. That is, if we cannot know anything with any certainty – cannot distinguish fact from perception, or good from evil – why bother our heads with talk of threat, national identity, and the like?    

The exact influence of postmodernism – and the other ideologies I’ve described – cannot be measured. But is it too much to infer that radical animosity toward this nation inspires fresh new recruits of Fourth Generation Warriors? That it hardens their murderous resolve? And that it strengthens their worldwide intellectual support?

I think not. And neither does Professor Judea Pearl, the father of Daniel Pearl, the Wall Street Journal reporter who was tortured and murdered by terrorists – who then circulated a video of his slaying on the Internet. Professor Pearl explicitly links radical teachings in European universities to the rise of terrorism. And he does not shrink from calling these teachings by their true names: anti-Americanism and anti-Westernism. Here are Professor Pearl’s words: These universities have “been supporting an ideology of hate, anti-Americanism and anti-Westernism…[They must take responsibility for] cultivating this culture of hate that threatens the world.” “Bin Laden-ism,” he adds, “has received a good deal of moral support from this ideology…If you saw the anti-American slogans that were displayed in Danny’s murder video, you [see]…a striking similarity between those and slogans displayed in campuses all over Europe.”   

The words and actions of campus ideologues in this country should be similarly criticized – not silenced by the hand of government, but subjected to rigorous scholarly criticism in the public arena. 

One manifestation of intellectual anti-Americanism is the lack of support for our military on many campuses. At the University of Nevada at Las Vegas, for example, faculty and administrators shouted down Marine Captain Felix Rodriguez as he attempted to make a pitch for military recruitment. At Washington University in St. Louis, the faculty voted to drop military men and women from a loan-assistance program for graduates who go into public service. 

Journalist Stanley Kurtz cites a related example. Networks of influential multiculturalist ideologues, such as David Wiley, head of the African Studies Center at Michigan State University, are trying to do away with the National Security Education Program. The NSEP requires grantees to work for a security-related federal agency after graduation. Those boycotting it, Kurtz states, believe “scholarly cooperation with the American government to be a form of immoral collusion with imperialism.” 

Words and deeds such as these have consequences. Campus radicalism spreads, like an infection, to all our institutions: the popular culture and media, our schools and churches, and government.

This domestic malaise also causes our enemies to multiply – enemies set upon attacking more innocent civilians. Militant Islamists and their supporters feed not only on religious fanaticism but also on campus political ideology. Both terrorists and campus radicals share the deep, quasi-Marxist view that the United States and the West are the chief causes of evil in the world. Radical teachings fuel our enemies’ hatred of us. 
In a different time, when American shores were immune from such attacks, we perhaps could afford to treat campus radicalism as an irritant. But no longer. In the post-9/11 era – in this Fourth Generation – we know what can happen when mass-murder weaponry falls into the hands of terrorists. 

In short, we can no longer afford to indulge campus radicals who erode our national identity and unity, or, as historian Donald Kagan bluntly puts it, who are “subversive of our safety.” 

I will not dwell again, by way of conclusion, on the urgent need to defend ourselves in this Fourth Generation War. I will add, however, that its outcome will determine the course of freedom in the world. “We fight,” President Bush said on the first anniversary of 9/11, “not to impose our will but to defend ourselves and extend the blessings of freedom.” 

Entrusted as we in higher education are with passing on the American and Western democratic heritage, it is no small part of our mission to extend its blessings as well.

