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Final: From Beirut to Jerusalem
1. In Beirut, before the Lebanese Civil War, Friedman lived in what seemed to be the middle of a delusional dream. The soldiers there to fight were instead partaking in various luxuries that should not be in the scene of a war about to break out. They bought Lebanese goods and sent them back to their homes and were generally peaceful before the fighting broke out. Jerusalem, on the other hand, while still having almost the same makeup of people and culture, was not a friendly place. The people there were there to fight and were not about to let anyone get in their way.

2. The people to blame for all the suffering felt in the Middle East are not the ones that are doing the hurting directly. The people to blame are the leaders of the various forces who do not fight themselves. They are the people like Yasser Arafat and Ariel Sharon. They are generally the types who makes the lower level soldiers believe they are fighting a holy war and to kill all of their enemies. They truly have a choice whether the fighting should continue or not, and they chose to fight instead of letting peace come naturally.


3. From ancient events to modern times, Lebanon has changed rulers many times. Focusing on the modern times, the Christians controlled Lebanon until 1975 when the Muslim militias begun a civil war. The war broke out because of Lebanon getting involved with the Arab-Israeli conflict. That conflict, spreading into Lebanon, caused small, widespread fighting all over Lebanon until 1978, when Israel invaded Lebanon. A few years later, Israel withdrew to southern Lebanon and fighting continued between the Muslims and Christians. Basically, nobody knows who controls Lebanon. So many leaders have been assassinated due to lack of support for anything that there is no real unity. If I had to pick one group who could control Lebanon, it would be the Muslims mainly because they culturally dominate the reason and just out of sheer persistence could control Lebanon.

4. I find that the book has been able to define a clear, precise picture of how things really work in the Middle East. The most important part of the understanding is that Friedman was objective in his telling of the story—he didn’t take sides. Today, everyone seems to be on one side of the conflict or the other, and Friedman was able to show both sides and what they stood for.

5. I think Friedman would say that radical religious militancy is one of the lowest forms of thought in the human mind. It is irrational, unbending, and full of anger—much like a young child. When a child does not get what it wants, it throws a fit and will do whatever it takes to get what it wants—just like these groups of militants. The conflicts occur because most of the groups think they hold claim to the parts of the world they fight over. I think Friedman would say that the conflicts are going nowhere but a circular loop of violence that will never end.

6. From Beirut to Jerusalem: The true story of a real person and his journey through the world of the Middle East. This story tells both sides of the argument and does not take sides. A great read.

This book is a must read because most other literature about the region is biased to no belief and will only tell one side of the story and why their side is correct. Friedman wrote his story standing in the middle of a huge conflict and wasn’t afraid to say what everyone else was: the truth.

