My hope is that, over the coming decades, art’s spirituality
can be demonstrated for a skeptical American public. This effort
would require a massive conversion of the educational estab-
lishment at the primary and secondary levels. The authentic
vision of the 1960s counterculture, which still inspires me,
was of the magnitude of both art and nature. Yet over the past
35 years, a nihilistic brand of theory (poststructuralist and
postmodernist) invaded American humanities departments. It
excluded nature from its discourse and subordinated aesthet-
ics to a crusading politics. I may agree with those politics, but
I abhor the distortion and marginalization of art that have
resulted.

Theory is thankfully ebbing, but what will rise in its place?
I am betting that a young generation of scholars will take up the
cause of renewed evangelism for art. Secular humanists who
deplore the interference of religious activism in debates over
public policy must begin to recognize that rote appeals for
“social justice” are simply not enough: The soul too must be fed.
Intellectuals must offer a spiritual alternative to religion—the
kind of expansion of consciousness and refinement of percep-
tion that are the gifts of art.

CAMILLE PAGLIA is the University Professor of Humanities and Media
Studies at the University of the Arts in Philadelphia. Her most recent book
is Break, Blow, Burn: Camille Paglia Reads Forty-Three of the World’s Best
Poems (2005).

Will Globalization Make
Hatred More Lethal?

By ROBERT WRIGHT

“LINK FOUND BETWEEN HATRED AND KILLING” IS
not a headline that would sell many newspapers. But you
might turn a few heads with “Link between hatred and
killing changes in ominous way.” Or—to put a finer point on
it—"“Ratio of killing to hatred slated to rise.” This is one of
the biggest stories of the last 30 years, and, probably, the
next 30: the growing lethality of hatred.

Why has terrorism become public enemy number one?
The most common answer—the rise of a brand of radical
Islam that uses terror as its weapon—is true insofar as it
goes. But the reason this weapon is so scary is that some-
thing deeper has changed: Technology now makes it pos-
sible for clusters of intensely hateful people to cause thou-
sands, even millions, of deaths without using the political
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or military machinery of a state. Yes, the hateful people most
likely to exploit this fact today are radical Muslims, but even
if this threat subsides, the generic threat will remain: Hatred
is more lethal than it used to be. And the underlying tech-
nological trends will persist over the next three decades,
making it more lethal still.

Some of these trends are fairly obvious. Tools for mak-
ing biological weapons—fermenters, centrifuges, gene
sequencers—infiltrate the industrial and academic land-
scape as biotechnology evolves. And though the spread of
weapons-grade nuclear material doesn’t have a similarly
strong intrinsic impetus, regulation that would stop it has
been lacking. Meanwhile, the emerging field of nanotech-
nology may introduce the inorganic equivalent of
bioweapons: self-replicating, invisibly destructive micro-
scopic machines.

But such obviously lethal technologies are only half the
problem. There is also the insidious influence of informa-
tion technology. Infotech, notably the Internet, makes
recipes for weapons available to ever-wider circles. It is
also a handy administrative aide for the terrorist on the go.
A terrorist group can stay fluidly, elusively intact and then
suddenly focus its energies to mount attacks.

What could be worse than a world in which technology
is making grass-roots hatred more massively lethal? A
world in which technology threatens to increase the amount
of hatred as well.

The personal computer lets Al Qaeda cheaply generate
polished recruiting videos, while the transmission of video
gets easier, moving from videotape to DVD to streaming
media. Among the emerging niches in the ultra-narrow-
casting ecosystem of online video and audio: terro-vange-
lism. And the blogosphere, though potentially a medium for
cross-cultural communication, tends to reinforce tribal-
ism, as people settle into cocoons of the like-minded. (Wit-
ness the American Left and Right.)

Fifty years ago, a reasonable lodestone of foreign policy
was to make sure all foreign governments either liked us or
feared us. Today that won't suffice, because foreign gov-
ernments no longer mediate all major threats to national
security. Essential elements of future security range from the
tough international regulation of lethal technologies to a
new kind of focus on human well-being around the world.
To the extent that people—Muslim or non-Muslim—feel
bitterly resentful, alienated, or exploited by America or by
globalization, we're all in trouble.
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And maybe policy, though crucial, won’t be enough.
Hatred and intolerance are moral, even spiritual, prob-
lems. Great moral and spiritual changes tend to emanate
from somewhere other than legislatures. Unfortunately,
that’s one of the few things you can confidently say about
them. This part of the solution isn’t nearly as predictable as
the problem.

" RoBERT WRIGHT, a Schwartz senior fellow at the New America Foun-
dation, is the author of Nonzero: The Logic of Human Destiny (2000) and
The Moral Animal: Evolutionary Psychology and Everyday Life (1994).

Will Love Endure?
By LAURA KIPNIS

IN THE FUTURE, LOVE WILL MAKE EVERYONE VERY
happy. No one will do stupid things for the sake of love: no
more sacrificing dignity, no more whining, so long to petty
jealousy. In short, no more torment. Also, in the future
love will last. Divorce rates will plummet, possibly into sin-
gle digits. You won’t suddenly realize that the person you've
loved for the last decade is an entirely different person
from the one you thought you knew. No one will “just get
really sick of” a spouse or partner. Mates won’t become bor-
ing because new depths will continually be revealed; there
will be fascinating and novel things to talk about, unex-
plored facets of the relationship to plumb. Phrases like “for
the sake of the children” will become as quaint as Victorian-
era notions seem to us now. Not only will love endure, so will
sexual desire—for one person, and one person alone—for
the course of a lifetime. No more sneaking around or seven-
year itch, no snooping through desk drawers or mysterious
credit-card charges leading to screaming matches.

In other words, we will all be heavily medicated—even
more so than at the moment, I mean: on new, even more
effective versions of serotonin promoters or endorphin boost-
ers or other forms of chemically synthesized beatitude. Phar-
maceutical interests will have perfected a pill or patch for
women whose sexual desire is flagging—according to the
American Medical Association, some 43 percent of the female
population. Finally, goodbye to “sexual dysfunction” in both
sexes. (Promising results from testosterone patches for
women are already being reported—with a $100 million ad
campaign planned for Procter & Gamble’s Intrinsa, which
everyone’s hoping will be the female Viagra. So what if there
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