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The Uses of History and the War on Terrorism

atalk by Howard Zinn in Madison Wisconsin
Democracy Now, www.zmag.or g/, 11/26/06

Madison isavery special place. | always have a special feeling when | come here. | have afeeling |
am in adifferent country. And I’'m glad, you know. Some people get disgusted of the American
policy, and they go to livein some other country. No. Go to Madison.

So, now I'm supposed to say something. | am glad you'rethere, whoever you are, and thislight is
shining in my eyesto wake me up.

Well, do you get the feeling sometime that you’'re living in an occupied country? Very often that’sa
feeling | get when | wake up in the morning. | think, " I’m living in an occupied country. A small
group of aliens have taken over the country and aretrying to do with it what they will, you know, and
really are.” | mean, they are alien to me. | mean, those people who are coming acr oss the bor der

from Mexico, they are not alien to me, you see. Y ou know, Muslimswho come to this country to live,
they arenot alien to me, you see. These demonstrations, these wonder ful demonstrationsthat we have
seen very recently on behalf of immigrant rights, say, and you’ ve seen those signs saying, you know,
"No human beingisalien." And | think that’strue. Except for the peoplein Washington, you see.

They’ve taken over the country. They’vetaken over the policy. They’vedriven usinto two disastrous
wars, disastrous for our country and even more disastrous for peoplein the Middle East. And they
have sucked up the wealth of this country and given it to therich, and given it to the multinationals,
given it to Halliburton, given it to the maker s of weapons. They’re ruining the environment. And
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they’re holding on to 10,000 nuclear weapons, while they want usto worry about the fact that Iran
may, in ten years, get one nuclear weapon. Y ou see, really, how mad can you be?

And the question is, how hasthis been allowed to happen? How have they gotten away with it?
They’re not following the will of the people. | mean, they manufactured a will of the peoplefor avery
short timeright after thewar started, as governments are able to do right after the beginning of an
armed conflict, in order to able to create an atmosphere of war hysteria. And so for a short time, they
captivated the minds of the American people. That’snot true anymore. The American people have
begun to under stand what is going on and have turned against the policiesin Washington, but of
coursethey are still there. They are still in power. The question is, you know, how did they get away
with that?

So, in trying to answer the question, | looked a little at the history of Nazi Germany. No, it’snot that
we are Nazi Germany, but you can learn lessons from everybody and from anybody’s history. In this
case, | wasinterested in theideas of Hermann Goéring, who, you may know, was second in command
to Hitler, head of the Luftwaffe. And at the end of World War 11, when the Nazi leader s were put on
trial in Nuremberg, Hermann Goéring wasin prison along with other of the leaders of the Nazi
regime. And hewasvisited in prison by a psychologist who was given thejob of interviewing the
defendants at Nuremberg.

And this psychologist took notesand, in fact, a couple of years after the war, wrote a book called
Nuremberg Diary, in which herecorded -- put hisnotesin that book, and he recorded his

conver sation with Hermann Goéring. And he asked Goring, how come that Hitler, the Naziswere
ableto get the German people to go along with such absurd and ruinous policies of war and
aggression?" And | happen to have those notes with me. We always say, " We happen to have these
things just, you know, by chance."

And Goring said, " Why, of cour se, the people don’t want war. Why would some poor slob on afarm
want torisk hislifein awar? But, after all, it isthe leadersof the country who deter mine the policy.
The people can always be brought to the bidding of the leaders. All you haveto doistell them they're
being attacked and denounce the pacifistsfor lack of patriotism. It worksthe same way in any
country."

| wasinterested in that last line: " It worksthe sameway in any country.” | mean, here, thesearethe
Nazis. That’sthe fascist regime. We are a democracy. But it worksthe same way in any country,
whatever you call yourself. Whether you call yourself a totalitarian state or you call yourself a
democracy, it worksthe sameway, and that is, the leaders of the country are ableto cajole or coerce
and entice the peopleinto war by scaring them, telling them they’rein danger, and threatening them
and coer cing them, that if they don’t go along, they will be considered unpatriotic. And thisiswhat
really happened in thiscountry right after 9/11. And thisis happened right after Bush raised the
specter of weapons of mass destruction in Irag and got for a whilethe American peopleto go along
with this.

But the question is, how did they get away with it? What about the press? What about the media?
Isn’'t it thejob of thepress, isn’t it thejob of the media, isn’t it the job of journalism to expose what
governmentsdo? Don’t journalistslearn from |.F. Stone, who said, " Just remember two words," he
said to young people who wer e studying jour nalism, he said, " Just remember two words:
governmentslie" ? Well, but the media have not picked up on that. The media have gone along, and
they embraced the idea of weapons of mass destruction. Y ou remember when Colin Powell appear ed
before the United Nationsjust before the onset of the Iraq war and laid out to the UN thislitany of
weaponry that Iraq possessed, accor ding to him, and gave great detailsin how many canistersof this
and how many tons of this, and so on and so forth. And the next day, the presswas just aglow with
praise. They didn’t do their job of questioning. They didn’t do their job of asking, " Where? What is
your evidence? Where did you get thisintelligence? Who did you talk to? What are your sources?"

Isn’t thiswhat you learn as a freshman in college? " Hey, what ar e your sources? Where are your
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footnotes?" No, no. They werejust -- the Washington Post said, " It is hard to imagine how anyone
could doubt that Iraq possesses weapons of mass destruction.” And the New York Times, you know,
it wasjust beside themselves with admiration for Colin Powell. Of coursg, it all turned out to be
untrue, all turned out to belies. But the pressdid not do itsjob, and as a result, the American people,
watching television, reading the newspapers, had no alter native sour ce of information, no alter native
opinion, no alternative critical analysis of what was going on.

And the question is, why still did the people believe what they read in the press, and why did they
believe what they saw on television? And | would argue that it has something to do with aloss of
history, has something to do with, well, what Studs Terkel called " national amnesia," either the
forgetting of history or thelearning of bad history, the learning of the kind of history that you do get,
of Columbuswas a hero, and Teddy Roosevelt isa hero, and Andrew Jackson isa hero, and all these
guyswho wer e presidents and generalsand industrialists, and so on. They arethegreat -- they are
the people who made America great, and America has always done good thingsin theworld. And we
have had our little problems, of course-- like davery, for instance, you know -- but we over come
them, you know, and, you know. No, not that kind of history.

If the American peoplereally knew history, if they learned history, if the educational institutions did
their job, if the pressdid itsjob in giving people historical perspective, then a people would

under stand. When the President gets up before the microphone, says we must go to war for thisor
for that, for liberty or for democracy, or because we'rein danger, and so on, if people had some
history behind them, they would know how many times presidents have announced to the nation, we
must go to war for thisreason or that reason. They would know that President Polk said, " Oh, we
must go to war against M exico, because, well, there was an incident that took place on the border
there, and our honor demandsthat we go to war."

They would know, if they knew some history, how President M cKinley took the nation into war
against Spain and Cuba, saying, " Oh, we're going in to liberate the Cubans from Spanish control."
And in fact, therewas a little bit of truth to that: we did go in, we fought against Spain, we got Spain
out of Cuba, we liberated them from Spain, but not from ourselves. And so, Spain was out, and
United Fruit wasin, and then the American banks and the American cor porationswerein.

And if people knew their history, they would know, you know, that President McKinley said, when --
asthe American army was already in the Philippines and the American navy was already in the
Philippines, and Theodor e Roosevelt, one of our great presidential heroes, was lusting for war, then
people would know that M cKinley, who did not know wher e the Philippines wer e, but very often now
presidents need to be briefed and told where something is. You know, George Bush, " ThisislIraqis,”
you know. Lyndon Johnson, " Thisiswherethe Gulf of Tonkin is." You know, they need it.

And president -- they would know, if they knew history, that President McKinley said, " We' re going
into the Philippinesto civilize and Christianize the Filipinos." And if they knew their history, if the
history books spent some time on the war in the Philippinesin the early part of the 20th century,
instead of, as history booksdo -- they spend alot of time on the Spanish-American War, which just
lasted three months -- they spend virtually no time on the war on the Philippines, a bloody war which
lasted, oh, seven years, and which involved massacr es and the exter mination of populations. That
history doesn’t appear. You know, we had civilized and Christianized the Filipinos and established
our control.

They would know, if they heard the President say, " We are going to bring democracy to the Middle
East,” they would know how many times we brought democracy to other countriesthat we invaded.
They would know if we brought democracy to Chile, when we overthrew a democr atically elected
government in Chilein 1973. They would know how we brought democracy to Guatemala when we
overthrew, again, a democratically elected -- oh, we love democr atic elections, we love free elections,
except when they go the wrong way. And then we send either our army in or the CIA in or secret
agentsin to overthrow the government.
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If people knew that history, they would never for a moment believe President Bush, when he says, oh,
we'regoing into Irag, you know, because of thisreason and that reason and liberty and democr acy,
and they’reathreat, you know. | mean, it takes -- yeah, it takes some historical under standing to be
skeptical of the thingsthat authoritiestell you.

When you know history, you know that governmentslie, as|.F. Stone said. Governmentslieall the
time. Well, not just the American government. It’sjust in the nature of governments. Well, they have
tolie. | mean, governmentsin general do not represent the people of the societies that they govern.
And sincethey don't represent the people and since they act against the interest of the people, the
only way they can hold power isif they lieto the people. If they told people the truth, they wouldn’t
last very long. So history can help in under standing deception and being skeptical and not rushing to
embrace whatever the gover nment tells you.

And if you know some history, you would under stand something which iseven more basic, perhaps,
than the question of lying about thiswar or lying about thisinvasion, lying about thisintervention,
something more basic, if you knew some history: you would under stand a sort of fundamental fact
about society, and including our society, that the inter ests of the government and the interests of the
people are not the same.

It’svery important to know this, because the culturetriesvery hard to persuade usthat we all have a
common interest. If they use thelanguage " national interest” -- there’sno national interest. There's
their interest and our interest. National security -- now, whose security? National defense, whose
defense? All these words and phrasesare used to try to encircleusall into a nice big bond, so that we
will assumethat the people who aretheleadersof our country have our interestsat heart. Very
important to understand: no, they do not have our interestsat heart.

You will hear a young fellow who isgoing off to Irag. | remember hearing the same thing when a
young fellow went off to Vietnam. And a reporter goesup to the young fellow and says, " You know,
young man, you’re going off, and what are your thoughts and why are you doing this?" And the
young man says, " I’'m doing thisfor my country.” No, he’snot doing it for hiscountry. And now,
she'snot doing it for her country. The people who go off to war are not doing fighting for their
country. No, they’re not doing their country any good. They’re not doing their families any good.
They’re certainly not doing the people over there any good. But they’re not doing it for their country.
They’'redoing it for their government. They’'redoing it for Bush. That would be a mor e accur ate
thing to say: " I’'m going off to fight for George Bush. I’'m going off to fight for Cheney. I’m going off
to fight for Rumsfeld. I’'m going off to fight for Halliburton." Yeah, that would betelling thetruth.

And, in fact, you know, to know the history of this country isto know that we have had conflict of
interest in thiscountry from the very beginning between the peoplein authority and the ordinary
people. We wer e not one big happy family that fought the American Revolution against England. |
remember, you know, in school, that’s how it seemed, you know: they’rethe patriots, and there' sall
of us, working, fighting together at Valley Forge and Bunker Hill, and so on, against the Redcoats
and the British, and so on. It wasn’t that way at all. It wasn’t a united country.

Washington had to send generals down south to use violence against young peopleto force them into
military service. Soldiersin therevolutionary army mutinied against Washington, against officers,
because ther e was class conflict in the army, just asthere had been class conflict all through the
colonies before the Revolutionary War. Well, anybody who knows the military, anybody who's been
in themilitary, knowsthat the military isa class society. Therearetheprivates, and therearethe
officers. And in the Revolutionary War, the privates wer e not getting shoes, and they were not getting
clothes and not getting food, and they wer e not getting paid. And the officerswere living high in
resplendence. And so, they mutinied, thousands of them.

| don’t remember ever learning about that when | studied history in school, because the myth comes
down: oh, we're all one big happy family. You mean, including the black slaves? Y ou mean, including
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the Native Americans, whose land we wer e taking from them, mile by mile by mile by mile? We're all
one big happy family? The women, who wer e left out of all of this, were -- no, very important to
under stand that fundamental fact: those people who run the country and we, our interestsare not the
same.

S0, yes, history isuseful for that, for under standing -- under standing that we are a nation like other
nations, for under standing that we are not, as again we are taught from early on, we are the greatest,
we are number one, we arethe best. And what -- it’s called American exceptionalism in the social
sciences. The United Statesis an exception to therule of nations. That is, the general rule of nationsis
they'repretty bad. But the United States, our country, we are good. We do good in the world.

Not long ago, | was on aradio program, interviewed by -- thiswas sort of a regular commercial
station. | liketo beinterviewed on regular commercial stations, wherethe guy really doesn’t know
who he'sinvited, you see. And he says, " Professor Zinn, don’t you think America has, in general,
been aforcefor good in theworld?" " No, no, no." Why not ask me, " Do you think the British
Empirewasaforcefor good in Africa, or the Belgianswere a forcefor good in the Congo, or the
French wereaforcefor good in Indochina? You think the United States was a for ce for good when
they sent the Marinesinto Central America again and again and" -- no.

But there' sthisnotion of, you know, we are different. We arethe great -- | mean, sure, therearevery
great things about America, but that’s not what we did to other countries, not what we did to black
people, not what we did to Native Americans, not what we did to working people in this country who
suffered twelve-hour days until they organized and rebelled and rose up. No, we have to be honest
with our selves.

Thisisavery hard thing to do: be honest about our selves. | mean, but, you know, you're brought up
and you say, " | pledge allegiance,” you know, etc., etc., " liberty and justicefor all,” " God bless
America." Why us? Why does God blessing us? | mean, why isHe singling us out for blessing? Y ou
know. Why not, " God bless everybody" ? If indeed, you know -- but, you know, we're brought up -- if
we wer e brought up to understand our history, we would know, no, we're like other nations, only
mor e so, because we ar e bigger and have mor e guns and more bombs, and ther efor e ar e capable of
mor e violence. We can do what other empireswere not ableto do to such an extent. You know, we
arerich. Well, not all of us. Some of us are, you see? But, no, we have to be honest.

Don’t peoplejoin Alcoholics Anonymous so that they can stand up and be honest about themselves?
M aybe we ought to have an organization called | mperialists Anonymous, you know, and have the
leader s of the country get up there on national television and say, " Well, it’stime, you know -- timeto
tell thetruth." It would be-- 1 don’t expect it to happen, but it would berefreshing.

And then, if we knew thishistory, we would understand how often fear has been used as a way of
getting peopleto act against their own intereststo work up hysteria and to get peopleto do terrible
thingsto other people, because they've been made afraid. Wasn't it fear and hysteria that motivated
lynch mobsin the South? Wasn’'t there created fear of black people, hysteria about black people, that
led white people to do some of the most atrociousthingsthat have been donein our history? And
isn’'t it today -- isn’t it fear, fear of Muslims, not just terrorists, in general? Of course, fear of
terrorists, especially fear of Muslims, you see? A very ugly kind of sentiment to inculcate on the
American people, and creating a kind of hysteria, which then enables them to control the population
and enable them to send usinto war after war and to threaten, you know, still another war .

And if we knew some history, we would know about the hysteria that accompanied the Cold War, the
hysteria about communism. It’s not that communism didn’t exist, just asterrorism does exist, yes.
It’snot that communism -- communism existed, and there was a Soviet Union, and it was repressive
toitsown people, and it did control Eastern Europe, but there was an enor mous exagger ation of the
Soviet threat to the point where-- oh, it’snot just that they’rein Eastern Europe. It’s, they’re going
to invade Western Europe.
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By the way, no evidence of that. CIA analysts who wer e specialistsin the Soviet Union in recent years
came forth and said there was never any evidence that the Soviet Union wer e going to invade
Western Europe. But against that, NATO was created. Against that, the United States built up an
enor mous nuclear arsenal.

The Soviets wer e always behind the United States. They built up the Sovietsasa threat, but after all,
who had the atom bomb first? And who had more atom bombs than anybody? And who was the only
country that actually dropped atomic bombs on ordinary peoplein two citiesin Japan? And so, we
who use the atomic bomb, we who accumulate the atomic bomb, we create a hysteria about countries
that are desperately trying to catch up. Of course, Iran will never catch up, and North Korea will
never catch up. The Soviet Union tried to catch up. But in creating this monster threat, we took
trillions of dollar s of the wealth of this country and expended it on military budgets.

And the hysteria about communism reached the point where-- and I’'m not just talking about school
kids hiding under their desks, you know, because the Soviets wer e going to drop an atomic bomb.
There was no evidence the Soviets wer e going to drop an atomic bomb. By the way, thereis evidence
that thejoint chiefs of staff, the people high up in the American gover nment, at various, varioustimes
proposed preventive war, dropping nuclear weapons on the Soviet Union. But we created a threat so
ominous, so omnipresent, that kids wer e, yeah, hiding under their desks, and also so that anything
that happened anywherein the world that was not to theliking of the United States became part of
the world communist threat.

And so, to deal with that, we could go into any country in Latin America that we wanted. And
because it was a communist threat, we would send an army over to Vietnam, and several million
people would die, because Vietham became the symbol of the communist threat in the world. When
you think about how absurd it wasto worry that Vietnam, already divided into a communist north
and anti-communist south, to worry that, oh, now half of thistiny country isgoing to become
communist, and just to the north a billion people had turned to communism. And there’'s something a
little bizarre.

But, you know, bizarrethinking is possible when you create fear and hysteria. And we're facing, of
course, that situation today with thiswhole business of terrorism. And if you added up all thetimesin
speeches of George Bush and his Cabinet and all the timesthey used theword "terrorism" and
“terror," it’'samantrathey have created to frighten the American people.

| think it’swearing off. You know, when you -- | think there s beginning to be some recognition, and
that accountsfor thefact that public opinion hasturned against the war. People no longer believe
that we'refightingin Iraq in order to get rid of terrorism, you know, because the evidence has
become so overwhelming that even the mainstream media hasreported it -- you know, the National
Intelligence Estimate. And thisisthe government’s own intelligence agencies saying that thewar in
Irag has caused a growth of terrorist groups, hasincreased militancy and radicalism among I slamic
groupsin theMiddle East.

But terrorism has supplanted communism as an attempt to get peopleto do things against their own
interests, to do thingsthat will send their own young peopleto war, to do thingsthat will causethe
depletion of the country’swealth for the purposes of war and for the enrichment of the super-rich. It
doesn’t take much thought about terrorism to realize that when somebody talks about a war on
terrorism, they’re dealing with a contradiction in terms. How can you make war on terrorism, if war
itself isterrorism? Because -- so you respond to terrorism with terrorism, and you multiply the
terrorism in theworld.

And, of course, theterrorism that governments are capable of by going to war ison afar, far greater
scalethan theterrorism of al-Qaeda or thisgroup or that group or another group. Governmentsare
terrorists on an enormously large scale. The United States has been engaging in terrorism against
Afghanistan, against Iraq, and now they’rethreatening to extend their terrorism to other placesin
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the Middle East.

And some history of the use of fear and hysteria and some history of the Cold War and of the
anti-communist hysteria would be very useful in alerting people to what we ar e going through today.

I mean, with Iran, for instance, it’s shameful, and the media have played such a part in this, of the
Iran nuclear weapon. They want a nuclear weapon. They don’t say they have a nuclear weapon. They
want a nuclear weapon. Sodol. Yeah, it’s easy to want a nuclear weapon. And small countriesthat
face enormous military powers and who cannot possibly match the military power of these enormous
countries, they are following what was the strategy of the United States. the United States said, " We
must have a deterrent.” How many times have you heard, when you ask, " Why do we have 10,000
nuclear weapons?" "We must have a deterrent." Well, they want a deterrent: one nuclear weapon.
You know.

Not that situation with Irag. | mean, you know, Condoleezza Rice: " a mushroom cloud.” We were
the only ones who created mushroom clouds, over Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Iraq wasin no position
to create a mushroom cloud. All the experts on the Middle East and atomic weapons said, you know,
Irag wasfive-ten year s away from developing a nuclear weapon, but we wer e creating, you know,
hysteria about nuclear weapons.

Now we're doing the same thing with Iran. And the International Atomic Energy group of the UN
flatly contradicts a congressional report which talks about the danger of Iran’s nuclear weapons, and
theinternational group, which has conducted many, many inspectionsin Iran, says, well, you know,
you need to -- and they give the American people a kind of half-education. That is, they say, they use
the phrase, " They're enriching uranium.” Well, that scares me. You know, they’re enriching
uranium. | don’t really know what it means, you see, but it’s scary. And then you read thereport of
the International Atomic Energy group, and you see, well, yes, they are. They’ve enriched uranium to
the point of 3.5%. In order to have one nuclear weapon, they haveto enrich it to 90%. They'revery,
very far from even developing one nuclear weapon, but the phrase " enriched uranium" is, you know,
repeated again and again, you know.

And so, yes, we need some historical under standing, yeah, just remembering back to Iraq, just
remembering back to the hysteria around Vietham. My god, a communist might take over South
Vietnam! And then what? Just a short hop to San Francisco. No, some of you may remember that
when Reagan was supporting the Contrasin Nicaragua, he was saying, " You know, you see where
Nicaraguais? It wouldn’t take much for them to get to Texas." | wondered about that, you see? And
then | wondered, why would the Nicaraguans want to get to Texas? And thisisno slur on Texas, but
-- and once they got to Texas, what would they do? Take a United Airlinesflight to Washington.
What would they -- but really, it’svery important to know some of that history to see how hysteria
absolutely cripples consciousness about what is going on.

| would suggest something else. I'm getting worried about how much time | have taken. Well,
actually, I’'m not getting worried about how much time|l’vetaken. | don’t care. I’'m looking at my
watch to pretend that | care. And sincel don’t know when | started, | can’t figure out how long I’ve
been talking.

But at some point thewar in Iraq will cometo an end. At some point, the United Stateswill doin Iraq
what it did in Vietnam, after saying, "Wewill never leave. We will never leave. We will win. We will
stay the course. We will not cut and run.” At some point, the United Statesis going to haveto cut and
run from lraq, you see. And they're going to do it because the sentiment is going to grow and grow
and grow in this country and because more and more Gl s are going to come back from Iraq and say,
"We'renot going back again," and because they’re going to have more and more trouble supplying
thearmed forcesin Iraq, and because the parents of young people are going to say more and more,
"We arenot going to allow our young people to go to war for Bechtel, you know, and Halliburton.
We'renot going to do that." So at some point, yes, at some point we are going to do what they say we
mustn’t do: cut and run.
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Wedon't haveto cut and run. Cut and walk. Cut and swim. Cut, but get out, asfast asyou can,
because we're not doing any good there. We're not helping the situation. We're not bringing peace.
We'renot bringing ademocracy. We're not bringing stability. We're bringing violence and chaos.
We're provoking all of that, and people are dying every day. When a Democr atic leader says, " Well,
| think we ought to withdraw by May 14th, 2000-and-whatever." Y ou know, yeah, every day from
now until then more people will die, and mor e people will lose arms or legs or become blinded. And
S0, that isintolerable. And so, we have to do everything we can.

And in the case of Vietnam, at a certain point the government realized it could not carry on thewar.
The Glswere coming back from Vietnam and turning against the war. They couldn’t bring peopleto
join the ROTC. Too many peoplewererunning to Canada. Too many people were not signing up for
thedraft. Finally, it had to do away with the draft. They werelosing the support of the population.
They werelosing support of the military. And at a certain point, no.

And something like that is going to happen. And the sooner we help it happen, of course, the better.
The more we go into the high schools -- you know, there'sa very practical thing, very practical thing
that everybody can do, and that is, go to their local high schools and make surethat all the parents
and all thekidsin high schools understand that they don’t haveto give their information to the
military recruiters, you see, as, you know. And more and mor e have teams of people who will counter
the propaganda of the military recruiters.

You know, they are having trouble. They’re getting desper ate about recruiting for the military, going
to all sortsof lengthsand, or course, they're concentrating -- they send their military recruitersinto
the poor est schools, because they know that the working class kids are the most vulnerable, the most
needy, the ones who, you know -- they need an education, they need a skill, and so. And so, they’'re
trying to prey on the working class. Eugene Debs said -- if you don’t mind my quoting Eugene Debs --
but Eugene Debs said in a speech during World War |, which landed him in jail, " The master class
has always started the wars. The wor king class has always fought thewars." And, of course, that has
been true all theway. So we will at some point get out of Iraqg.

But | want to suggest one thing: we have to think beyond Iraq and even beyond Iran. We don’t want
to haveto struggle against thiswar and then against that war and then against the next war. We
don’t want to have an endless succession of antiwar movements. It getstiring. And we need to think
and talk and educate about the abolition of war itself, you see.

| wastalking to my barber the other day, because we always discuss world politics. And he'stotally
politically unpredictable, as most barbersare, you see. He said, "Howard," hesaid, " you know, you
and | disagree on many things, but on one thing we agree: war solves nothing." And | thought,
"Yeah." It"snot hard for peopleto grasp that.

And there again, history isuseful. We've had a history of war after war after war after war. What
have they solved? What have they done? Even World War |1, the" good war,” thewar in which |
volunteered, thewar in which | dropped bombs, the war after which, you know, | received a letter
from General Marshall, general of generals, aletter addressed personally to me, and to 16 million
others, in which he said, " We' ve won thewar. It will beanew world." Well, of course, it wasn’t a
new world. It hasn’t been a new world. War after war after war.

Therearecertain -- | came out of that war, thewar in which | had volunteered, thewar in which |
was an enthusiastic bombardier, | came out of that war with certain ideas, which just developed
gradually at the end of the war, ideas about war. One, that war corrupts everybody who engagesin it.
War poisons everybody who engagesin it. You start off asthe good guys, aswe did in World War I1.
They’rethe bad guys. They'rethefascists. What could be wor se? So, they’'re the bad guys, we'rethe
good guys. And asthewar goes on, the good guys begin behaving like the bad guys. You can trace
thisback to the Peloponnesian War. You can trace it back to the good guy, the Athenians, and the
bad guys, the Spartans. And after a while, the Athenians become ruthlessand cruel, likethe
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Spartans.

And wedid that in World War |1. We, after Hitler committed his atrocities, we committed our
atrocities. You know, our killing of 600,000 civiliansin Japan, our Killing of probably an equal
number of civiliansin Germany. These, they weren’t Hitler, they weren’t Tojo. They weren’t -- no,
they werejust ordinary people, likewe areordinary peopleliving in a country that isa marauding
country, and they wereliving in countriesthat were marauding countries, and they were caught up in
whatever it was and afraid to speak up. And | don’t know, I cameto the conclusion, yes, war poisons
everybody.

And war -- thisisan important thing to keep in mind -- that when you go to war against a tyrant --
and thiswas one of the claims: " Oh, we're going to get rid of Saddam Hussein," which was, of
course, nonsense. They didn’t -- did our government carethat Saddam Hussein tyrannized hisown
people? We helped him tyrannize his people. We helped him gasthe Kurds. We helped him
accumulate weapons of mass destruction, really.

And the peopleyou kill in awar arethevictims of the tyrant. The people we killed in Germany were
the victims of Hitler. The people wekilled in Japan wer e the victims of the Japan Imperial Army, you
know. And the people who diein war s are more and more and mor e people who are not in the
military. You may know this about the different ratio of civilian-to-military deathsin war, how in
World War |, ten military dead for onecivilian dead; in World War 11, it was 50-50, half military,
half civilian; in Vietnam, it was 70% civilian and 30% military; and in the wars since then, it’s 80%
and 85% civilian.

| became friends a few year s ago with an Italian war surgeon named Gino Strada. He spent ten years,
fifteen yearsdoing surgery on war victims all over theworld. And hewrote a book about it, Green
Parrots: Diary of a War Surgeon. He said in all the patientsthat he operated on in Irag and
Afghanistan and everywhere, 85% of them wer e civilians, one-third of them, children. If you

under stand, and if people understand, and if you spread the word of this under standing, that
whatever istold to you about war and how we must go to war, and whatever the threat isor whatever
the goal is-- ademocracy or liberty -- it will always be awar against children. They’'re the oneswho
will diein large numbers.

So, war -- well, Einstein said thisafter World War |. He said, " War cannot be humanized. It can only
be abolished.” War hasto be abolished, you know. And it’s-- | know it’salong shot. | under stand
that, but you have to -- when something’s a long shot, but it hasto be done, you haveto start doing it.
Just asthe ending of slavery in this country in the 1830swas a really long shot, but people stuck at it,
and it took 30 years, but slavery was done away with. And we can seethis again and again. So, we
have ajob to do. We have lots of thingsto do.

One of the things we can learn from history isthat history isnot only a history of thingsinflicted on
us by the powersthat be. History isalso a history of resistance. I1t’s a history of people who endure
tyranny for decades, but who ultimately rise up and overthrow the dictator. We've seen thisin
country after country, surprise after surprise. Rulerswho seem to have total control, they suddenly
wake up one day, and there are a million peoplein the streets, and they pack up and leave. This has
happened in the Philippines, in Yemen, all over, in Nepal. Million peoplein the streets, and then the
ruler hasto get out of theway. So, thisiswhat we're aiming for in this country.

Everythingwedo isimportant. Every little thing we do, every picket linewewalk on, every letter we
write, every act of civil disobedience we engage in, any recruiter that wetalk to, any parent that we
talk to, any GI that wetalk to, any young person that we talk to, anything we do in class, outside of
class, everything we do in the direction of a different world isimportant, even though at the moment
they seem futile, because that’s how change comes about. Change comes about when millions of
people do little things, which at certain pointsin history come together, and then something good and
something important happens.
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Thank you.
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