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The only blogging business model
that has shown profits is Nick Denton’s
mini-empire, which grafts two sure-fire
old favorites—porn and celebrity
gossip—to politics. And not surprisingly, Denton has said the most sensible
words about blogging: it is “just another
talent pool.” Nothing to sneeze at, but
not a revolutionary change in the power
structure. An individual blogger can be
an unbeatable on-the-spot independent
reporter, provided there is Internet
access and a computer handy. How else
would the world have met Salam, literally one in 25 million, whose only
chance for self-expression was to cast a
virtual message in a bottle? Bloggers
from literate but repressive societies,
such as Egypt, which has some excellent bloggers, can now keep from
exploding, while helping outsiders see
an otherwise impenetrable society. And
occasionally, blogging can pluck a
quirky, otherwise uncategorizable
writer from obscurity.
These are all good things. But it is
delusional to think that a lone blogger
can right the wrongs of the world with a
Zola-like pen or that individuals of goodwill from contending societies can circumvent the politics of cold, hard interest, as I had fantasized.
Glenn Reynolds’s new book, An
Army of Davids, is not about blogging
but is a manifesto of “transhumanism,” a
form of nanotechnology he believes will
bring eternal life for humans, after a radical compounding in the sum total of
human knowledge called “The Singularity” kicks in. Canny as ever, he now distances himself from grandiose claims
about bloggers and blogging: “People
oversell the power of blogs and alternative media,” he told USA Today.
As for me, I no longer read Instapundit. I have a new job—and no time to
blog.
Diana Moon writes from New York.

Fighting the Last War
Rumsfeld’s resignation is less important than
a reordering of U.S. stategy.
By William S. Lind
SHOULD SECRETARY of Defense Donald

Rumsfeld resign? Of course he should.
The Bush administration prides itself on
running like a business. What happens
in business to a COO who leads his company into a risky venture that fails,
imperiling the company’s future? He is
encouraged to seek employment elsewhere and resigns to spend more time
with his family.
The generals who have urged Rumsfeld to resign are right. But the questions
begin rather than end at that point. Who
replaces him? Undoubtedly, someone
who represents the same approach.
While Secretary Rumsfeld was an enthusiastic proponent of “getting Saddam,”
he was only one of many in the current
administration and not the most senior.
It is clear that President George W. Bush
himself wanted a war with Iraq, as did
Vice President Cheney. Had Rumsfeld
opposed them, his resignation would
have been requested long ago, and we
might have Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz now occupying the hot seat
instead of relaxing at the World Bank
spa.
Nor is Secretary Rumsfeld representing those above him only with regard to
the war in Iraq. It is an open secret that
the secretary is not much interested in
that war. His focus is “Transformation,”
a broad effort to replace manpower with
high technology that will guarantee
American military dominance far into
the future, over all potential state opponents. Transformation was foreshadowed in at least one major campaign

speech by George W. Bush in 2000, and I
suspect it is the vice president’s view as
well.
When Dick Cheney was a congressman, he was a member of the Congressional Military Reform Caucus, which
represented the diametrical opposite to
Transformation and its vision of hi-tech
video-game war. But several years into
the administration’s first term, I had
lunch with Vice President Cheney in his
office and gave him an updated version
of military reform in a lengthy and
detailed paper prepared by an informal
group of serving officers, mostly
Marines. He promised to read it, but I
received no reply.
It seems safe to say that if Rumsfeld
goes, the policies he represents will not
go with him. In his place, we will get
Rumsfeld Lite or Rumsfeld Nice, which
may smooth generals’ tailfeathers but
will not put the Pentagon or the country
on a better course.
Some of the retired generals who have
called for Rumsfeld’s resignation, men
such as Marine Lt. Gen. Greg Newbold,
understand the follies of Transformation
as well the strategic error represented by
the war in Iraq. But when Rumsfeld’s
defenders argue that many of his general
officer critics are dinosaurs who resent
any challenge to business as usual, they
have a point. Most generals and admirals
are not soldiers and sailors but milicrats—bureaucrats in uniform for whom
the real world is not the battlefield but
the internal world of service and budget
politics. The March 10, 2006 draft of the
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U.S. Army’s Campaign Plan states, “The
Army’s center of gravity is the resource
process.” That is true for the other services as well, at least at the general officer
level.
It is commonly said that militaries
always prepare for the last war. In reality, they usually prepare for wars long
before the last one. In the 1970s, the
great historian of the Soviet Army in
World War II, Professor John Erikson,
said to me, “Do you want to understand
the Soviet Army today? Ask yourself
what the Russian Army was like under
Nicholas I.”
Had today’s U.S. Army prepared for
the last war, the war in Vietnam, we
would probably be in better shape in
Iraq today. It prepared instead, as it has
for almost a century, for World War I on
the Western Front, a war dominated by
firepower and attrition. It learned that
way of war, Second Generation war,
from the French army during and after
World War I, and despite the outcome of
the German campaign against France in
1940, it has never been able to unlearn
its French lessons.
Lessons of wars past become
entrenched in a military’s culture and
survive there long after their source is
forgotten. They do so because one of the
characteristics of almost all state militaries is their extraordinary stability
over time.
In late March, I spoke on the question,
“What determines how the military prepares for the next war?” at a conference
titled “Imagining the Next War,” put on
by the Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation in New York City. There, I tried to
identify the factors that give military
services their almost unshakeable internal stability. Some are fairly obvious.
Not unreasonably, militaries fear that
innovations will result in failure on the
battlefield. Most military services are
not only bureaucratically structured,
they permit little or no lateral entry. The
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business world offers parallels, usually
in the form of industries that failed
because the world changed faster than
they could. Armies and Marine Corps
draw men who love athletics and grew
up playing sports; athletes learn early in
life to internalize rules, not question
them. Someone said that it may have
been true that the battle of Waterloo was
won on the playing fields of Eton, but
that the early battles and campaigns of
every subsequent British war were also
lost there.
Other factors for stability within militaries are less obvious. Perhaps the
most important is the heritage of First
Generation war. The First Generation of
modern war ran roughly from the Peace
of Westphalia in 1648 to the time of the
American Civil War. Its battlefields
demanded order in the form of rigid line
and column tactics. Not surprisingly, the
battlefield of order created a military
culture of order, embodied in and reinforced by uniforms, careful gradations
of rank, elaborate military courtesies
and, of course, endless drill.
This culture of order and its manifestations came to define the difference
between military and civilian, and it
drew and still draws people who seek
such order into military services. To
depart from it would be, in the minds of
most soldiers and sailors (naval warfare
evolved differently but developed a similar culture), to abandon the very things
that make them military. This cultural
generator of inward focus is so powerful
that it has been the main stumbling
block for state militaries all over the
world for about 150 years.
It was also around the time of the
American Civil War that the order of
the battlefield began to break down.
Since then, state militaries have been
caught in a widening contradiction
between their internal culture of order
and the increasing disorderliness of the
battlefield.
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They have responded in two basic
ways. Second Generation war, which as
noted was developed by the French army
during and after World War I, maintained
the culture of order by reducing war to
putting centrally controlled firepower on
targets. The internal culture of Second
Generation armed forces, including
America’s today, remains focused inward
on rules, processes, and methods; maintains rigid hierarchies that feed centralized decision-making; prizes obedience
over initiative; and depends on imposed
discipline.
Third Generation war, also known
as maneuver warfare, was developed
by the German army, largely during
World War I but with roots leading
back to the Scharnhorst reforms in the
Prussian army that followed Prussia’s
defeat by Napoleon in 1806. Not only
did the radical new German tactics of
1917-1918 break with linearity—the
“Blitzkrieg” of World War II was based
on these World War I “stormtroop tactics” but gained operational mobility
by replacing the storm infantry divisions with Panzer divisions—they both
reflected and helped create a very different military culture. The German
army focused outward on the enemy,
the situation, and the result the situation demanded; leaders at all levels
were expected to get the necessary
result regardless of rules or even
orders. Decision-making was decentralized; initiative was prized over obedience; and the German army
depended much more on self-discipline because imposed discipline was
incompatible with initiative.
The main task facing the American
armed services today is to move from
the Second to the Third Generation.
This was the goal of the Military Reform
Movement, and in the early 1990s the
U.S. Marine Corps adopted Third Generation maneuver warfare as its formal
doctrine (at least on paper; what it actu-

ally does remains mostly Second Generation).
It is in this context that we can most
clearly see the error of Rumsfeld’s
Transformation. Far from moving the
American military into the Third Generation, it reinforces the Second with the
false promise of winning through technology. War is still a matter of putting
firepower on targets, but now “precision
weapons” will make that sufficient. Centralization is reinforced by other technologies, including computer systems
that will in theory let generals in remote
headquarters control the movements of
every soldier. (Attempts to do just that
were a major reason for the failure of
Operation Anaconda in Afghanistan and
bin Laden’s successful escape.) Obedience is demanded and initiative is
shunned because initiative can easily
disrupt “synchronization.” Imposed discipline,
rigid
hierarchies,
and
stovepiped information flows all feed
the centralized control of hi-tech fires
that are the basis of Transformation. Far
from representing progress, Transformation reinforces the culture of order
that is the ball and chain that state militaries drag behind them.
Worse still, as Transformation pulls
the American military backward, war is
moving on into a Fourth Generation. In
the Fourth Generation, the state loses
the monopoly on war it established
with the Peace of Westphalia. All over
the world, state militaries find themselves fighting non-state opponents.
Almost everywhere, the state is losing.
Second Generation armed forces, to
whom war is putting firepower on targets, are helpless against opponents
who, lacking any distinction from surrounding civilian populations, are very
good at making themselves untargetable. While Fourth Generation war is
much too new (or too old) to know how
state militaries can fight it successfully,
it is clear that Fourth Generation forces

themselves are outward focused,
decentralized, prize initiative, and rely
on self-discipline. Their state opponents will need a similar institutional
culture, which is to say a Third Generation culture, to have any chance against
them. Fourth Generation versus
Second Generation are ships passing in
the night, to the great advantage of the
Fourth Generation.
It is in this light that the question of
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld’s potential resignation should be seen, and what
quickly comes to mind is Lenin’s warning, “Don’t worry about the idiot
Romanov.” Rumsfeld’s replacement by
another advocate of Transformation
means nothing. His replacement by
someone who would defer to our generals and admirals, wedded as most are to
Second Generation war, also means
nothing. The chances of obtaining a new
secretary who would seek to move the
U.S. armed forces beyond the Second
Generation into the Third, facing the
Fourth as quickly as possible, are so
remote under this or any prospective
replacement administration that if it happens, I will expect to see the Archangel
Michael hovering over the Pentagon.
Instead, we will continue to lie
becalmed between a dinosaur-inhabited
Scylla and a techno-fantasy Charybdis
called Transformation, as we lose two
Fourth Generation wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Perhaps those defeats will
do for us what Jena did for Prussia and
propel us toward genuine military
reform. More likely is another historical
parallel, 17th-century Spain: nothing will
change and we will just accustom ourselves to losing.
After the 20th century, no historian
can be an optimist.
William S. Lind is director of the
Center for Cultural Conservatism at
the Free Congress Foundation in Washington, D.C.
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Arts&Letters
FILM
[The Da Vinci Code]

The Church of
Dan Brown
By Steve Sailer
BACK WHEN I WROTE computer users’

manuals, I’d try to break up the forbidding
slabs of my pedantic prose by employing
an EZ-2-Read Question & Answer format.
Watching the similarly structured “Da
Vinci Code,” I couldn’t help musing about
how my tome, HP LaserJet Code, would
have turned out as a $125 million summer
blockbuster:
Audrey Tautou (beseechingly):
How do I print in Times Roman?
Tom Hanks (decisively):
Insert the serif font cartridge.
Audrey (frantically):
But the printer’s not doing anything!
Tom (with steely resolve):
Try plugging it in.
I’m confident the stars would have
delivered my lines with more believability, charisma, and sexual tension than
they mustered for screenwriter Akiva
Goldsman’s didactic dialogue.
Dan Brown’s 2003 novel about a Harvard professor of religious symbology
(huh?) who unravels Rome’s 2,000-yearlong conspiracy to cover up how Jesus
wed Mary Magdalene but then St. Peter
stole Church leadership from the Widow
of Christ, is a knock-off of Umberto
Eco’s satire Foucault’s Pendulum for
the terminally literal-minded, whose
number is legion, evidently: the book
sold 60 million copies in 44 languages.
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The Ron Howard-directed film is a
monotonous thriller, doomed by its
manifest bogusness. Yet daft esoterica
doesn’t have to ruin a movie. Both the
Rudyard Kipling-John Huston classic
“The Man Who Would Be King” and the
amiable family film “National Treasure,”
for example, concern lost treasures of
the Freemasons. But good movies don’t
take their pseudo-lore so seriously. “The
Da Vinci Code’s” unhinged loathing of
Catholicism obliterates its sense of fun.
As Tom Wolfe pointed out in The Bonfire of the Vanities, and the Duke lacrosse
team brouhaha has confirmed, there is a
tremendous hunger these days for a Great
White Defendant to hate. Paul Bettany,
who in February’s “Firewall” played one
of Hollywood’s standard-issue villains, a
blond BBC-accented bank robber, ups the
ante here by portraying the Great Albino
Defendant, a blue-eyed, Latin-speaking
albino monk, a sort of holy hit man dispatched by the conservative Opus Dei
prelature to rub out Hanks and Tautou.
There’s potential for self-mockery in
lines like “I have to get to a library—
fast!” Unfortunately, the film doesn’t
even try to earn your willing suspension
of disbelief by being entertaining.
It’s too busy bludgeoning you into
accepting the neo-Gnostic balderdash
that Brown lifted from the 1982 book
Holy Blood, Holy Grail, which, in turn,
was based on a 1960s hoax by conman
Pierre Plantard. He claimed to be King
of France by right of descent from the
Dark Ages’ Merovingian Dynasty, who
were, he asserted, the offspring of Jesus
and Mary Magdalene. According to
forged parchments that Plantard
planted in the Bibliothèque Nationale,
the Priory of Sion, a cabal of great men
like Leonardo Da Vinci and Isaac
Newton, has secretly fought the evil Vatican for 900 years to protect the sacred
Magdalenian-Merovingian lineage.
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In the not-so-shocking climax to “The
Da Vinci Code,” we discover that one of
the characters is Jesus’ last living
descendent.
This “Holy Blood” hooey is superstition of the grossest sort. Consider how
genealogy actually works. Go back 80
generations (2,000 years), and your family
tree has one septillion slots to fill. If
Jesus had any living descendents today,
He would have millions of them. The
only way there could be just one surviving heir is if the family had relentlessly
inbred so incestuously that the latest
Merovingian would have three eyes.
Brown’s contribution was to appeal
to women, the main audience today for
novels, by concocting a New Age feminist slant: the Roman Emperor Constantine wrote Mrs. Christ out of the New
Testament to subordinate women
below the liberated state they’d enjoyed
under “the pagans,” who worshipped
“the Goddess.” (Which pagans? Which
goddess?) Fortunately, Leonardo and
Newton struggled to preserve “pagan
reverence for the sacred feminine.” (Uh,
weren’t they a couple of nature’s bachelors?)
Although G.K. Chesterton apparently
never quite said the most famous line
attributed to him—“When a man stops
believing in God, he doesn’t then
believe in nothing, he believes anything”—it sure applies to the millions of
“Da Vinci Code” fans. Evelyn Waugh
noted, “Western Christianity, alone of
all the religions of the world, exposes
its mysteries to every observer,” which
makes it too egalitarian for modern
Gnostics who want the inside skinny
instead, even if they have to sit through
the 149 endless minutes of “The Da
Vinci Code” to hear it.
Rated PG-13 for disturbing images, violence, some
nudity, thematic material, brief drug references, and
sexual content.
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