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Hello, this is Blase Bonpane with World Focus coming to you from KPFK/ Los Angeles.  We are 

podcast and available 24/7 at kpfk.org where we are heard internationally. 

 

Today I’m privileged to have the acclaimed writer and director Oliver Stone as my guest.  

Oliver Stone has written or directed over twenty full-length feature films earning a very well-

respected place in the history of cinema. 

 

Welcome Oliver, thank you for being with us. 

 

Oliver:  Thank you, Blase, I’ve known you a long time. 

 

Blase:  You know, Oliver, our young men and women, if they had studied history instead of 

triumphalism might not have died in places where they weren’t wanted.  I think your book is 

going to help save lives because it’s pointing up the areas that are not covered by 

triumphalistic high school and college history.  Would you care to comment on that? 

 

Oliver:  Well, that’s part of the reason Peter Kuznick, the historian at American University,  

and I did this was this – my three children, I’ve looked at their high school texts and they 

don’t get this.  They have a partial history but they don’t go indepth into the darker sides of 

American history, particularly since World War II. 

 

Blase:  And the question is not asked, after we study, for example – the Revolutionary War, 

and Howard Zinn brought this out in one of his last talks before he passed away – we didn’t 
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say, “How could that war have been avoided?”  We didn’t have the students answer that 

question.  Instead of that, they glorified the war and he asked the same question about the 

Civil War and about World War II, saying these are “holy wars”, also saying that they didn’t 

have to happen.  So, this is what we’re dealing with here. 

 

Oliver:  Well, I do think that the Civil War had to happen, and I do think that World War II 

had to happen.  Of course, the Revolutionary War was a revolution.  But, in the World War II 

case, one could put up very strongly that the United States could have entered the war a lot 

sooner against fascism. 

 

Blase:  Well, what I was thinking of was the League.  After the first World War, the idea of a 

League came up and then by 1920 our Senate refused to accept the Treaty of Versailles and 

that was the end of the League of Nations.  And my thought would have been, if there had 

been a League and if we hadn’t crushed Germany into the dirt, would we have had to have 

World War II. 

 

Oliver:  That’s a very good point.  The Soviet Union, which had not joined the League, joined 

it in part, later on in time to stop the Nazi threat from growing.  So, if we had been a part of 

that from the beginning – the problem was that there was so much conflict between our way 

of doing things in the United States and there was such a fear of communism in Russia.  If 

you remember the Palmer Raids of Woodrow Wilson’s regime in 1919.  Palmer attacked all 

the labor unions, anybody who was somewhat to the left was up to be arrested.  And there 

were the deportations of Emma Goldman and Big Bill Haywood and numerous communist 

party members.  The country had a phobia about, especially Wilson, had a phobia about 

communism and what they called the destruction of private property.  And Wilson sent 

troops into the Soviet Union, 50,000 US troops along with 40,000 British troops. 

 

Blase:  This was toward the end of World War I.  Some of them were called Polar Bears and 

some of them remained in the Soviet Union for a long time and we didn’t hear from them.  
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So yes, there was this great fear at the time and it went into the thirties with the fear of 

people coming in from Mexico during a depression, something similar to what is going on 

today.  And many US citizens were deported as if they were not citizens.  So the history is 

very, very important for all of us to be in touch. 

 

Oliver:  I’m sure you lived it, Blase. 

 

Blase:   Yes, that’s for sure and many, many memories.  And then we did have a World War II.  

There’s no question about that – we demonized everybody that we were fighting and we 

came up with what Henry Wallace considered to be the greatest scourge of all time which 

was the nukes and he was very worried about it, saying that either we eliminate this threat 

or we’re going to have a conflagration of a planetary nature.  You helped to give birth to 

Henry Wallace again.  He had been forgotten.  Would you care to comment on him? 

 

Oliver:  Well, there’s a great deal to say.  One thing he was very involved with – he was an 

agricultural expert and he had a private company that his father had that he had passed on 

to him.  He was the best Secretary of Agriculture we probably ever had.  His plan to save the 

agricultural industry, the farmers during the depression, paid off.  It was a very controversial 

plan because we were overproducing and we didn’t have a market.  His measures were, at 

first, very controversial and they worked so well that by 1935-36 the farmers were his best 

allies.  And he was very much at the heart of the New Deal and the programs.  He was put in 

charge of school lunches.  He devised, basically, the modern food stamp program.  He was so 

trusted by Roosevelt that he was made his Vice Presidential choice in 1940 which was a very 

important decision.  He went with the progressive Wallace as a Vice President.  Conservatives 

in the party wanted Roosevelt to withdraw his name.  Roosevelt wrote a great letter which is 

in the book.  He says, “The Democratic party cannot face in two directions at once.  It cannot 

be with Wall Street and at the same time be with the people.” 

 

Do you remember that letter? 
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Blase:  Indeed.  And there were so many students that came out to support Wallace.  They 

understood that he had a new progressive message for the country.  Why was he 

eliminated? 

 

Oliver:  Well, because by 1944 the war was being won by the Soviet Union.  Stalingrad had 

happened.  Over 1943 the Soviets were peeling back the German troops, destroying the 

fighting guts of the machine.  The United States, really, was still staggering around with 

Britain and Italy in North Africa.  There was not really a concerted effort by the US and Britian 

to make a big second front in Europe which would have relieved the Soviets.  So it was a very 

complicated political situation.  At that time, the US started to get more conservative.  The 

’44 elections, Roosevelt was a little bit nervous.  He was going more conservative.  The New 

Deal was over.  That spirit was gone and the party bosses forced Wallace off the ticket.  It 

was a crooked convention, basically.   Truman was put in.  He was very little known.  Henry 

Wallace had a great popularity among the Democratic voters.  Truman was unrecognizable at 

the beginning and then out of nowhere he was put on the ticket.  They bumped Wallace.  

Wallace came within about 9 seconds of winning it the first night. 

 

We show it in Chapter 2.  It’s pretty interesting stuff because it comes a month after D-Day 

which is kind of interesting.  There were two major things that happened in ’44.  The US 

finally gets on the European mainland in June of ’44 in an important battle but not the major 

battle of World War II as some historians would like to say about American triumphalism.  

But we get on the mainland and then about a month later Wallace gets bumped.  So, that 

sets the course, in many ways, for post-war policy.  Because with Truman in office, when 

Roosevelt died so suddenly in April of ’45, Truman assumed – within two weeks, the United 

States administration goes towards a pro-British policy against the Soviet Union. 

 

Blase:  Well, then we have the same year, 1945, the Enoli Gay – 16 kilotons of TNT equivalent 

dropped on Hiroshima and then we had Nagasaki, and prior to that, hundreds of cities in 
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Japan were burned to a crisp.  And we had the birth of one of the greatest war criminals in 

the history of the word – Curtis LeMay who was rejoicing in this.  And then, even Truman 

said, after he heard about the bomb, “This is the greatest thing in history,” he said on his way 

back from Potsdam.  And what it was was the beginning of perpetual war and he called it 

“the greatest thing in history.” 

 

What I’m worried about today, Oliver, is that I think we’re in greater danger of a nuclear 

confrontation than we ever have been in the past seventy years.  Do you have any thoughts 

on that? 

 

Oliver:  Well, it’s an interesting story.  Henry Wallace was very close with the Zionists.  That’s 

why he was able to say – he was involved with them in the 1930’s; he was a Zionist at heart.  

And he often would say that this is a bomb that has been developed by European Jews and 

they are all over Europe.  This is not a bomb that can be made only by the United States.  He 

saw that coming.  And his warnings were not heeded.   Truman thought, in his ignorance I 

suppose, that no one could get the bomb but us.  He assumed that after the war.  So he was 

very cocksure about his threats when he made them in Iran and he made them, basically, the 

Truman Doctrine came out of the Greek Civil war.  It was an amazing moment in 1947 – we 

committed ourselves to Europe to defend Greece and Turkey against the Soviet so-called 

“threat”.  At that point we were using threats of the nuclear weapon quite a bit and 

Eisenhower upped that ante and we got into a position with Eisenhower where we really had 

a tremendous gap with the Russians.  We had like 30,000 atomic nuclear bombs by 1960.  I 

mean the Russians had 3,000 or something like that. 

 

Blase:  We have Henry Wallace writing his memo.  You have on page 199 a memo to Truman 

repudiating the growing feeling that another war is coming and the only way we can head it 

off is to arm ourselves to the teeth.  Well, Wallace doesn’t believe that.  He says “All of past 

history indicates that an armament race does not lead to peace but to war.”   
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Oliver:  He repeatedly said this.  He was worried about Greece and Turkey and then he – 

when the Korean War started he started talking about “I feel a war coming.”  Now Truman 

was crying wolf quite a bit and Eisenhower was a General and he warned us when he retired 

about the military industrial complex but he, in fact, built up the greatest military complex 

ever. 

 

Blase:  And I think that’s what he was lamenting that he had a horror of the nuclear weapon. 

 

Oliver:  At the beginning he did, yes.  But he had a famous quote.  He said, “It’s a shame we 

had to use that thing.”  We didn’t need it basically.  Most of the five stars didn’t think we 

needed this bomb.  And just for a moment let’s go back to that – we didn’t have to bomb 

Japan.  We make a big point of that in the book.  The Japanese economy was dead in the 

water.  Their transportation, their ports, everything had been bombed or was out of 

commission.  They were starving.  There was no food.  And secondly, Truman knew very well 

that the Japanese wanted desperately to surrender because we’d been intercepting their 

cables since the war had been on.  So he had confirmation of their desire to surrender.  They 

wanted to save the Emperor.   

 

Blase:  Well, the propaganda that followed was this – those bombs saved so many lives.  

Absolutely false statement.  They did not save lives.  They took hundreds of thousands of 

lives but that’s what we heard. 

 

Oliver:  The average US school book doesn’t teach us about the Soviet invasion of Japan 

which occurred on August 8th or 9th in Manchuria.  The Soviets wiped out the 700,000 man 

Japanese Army in Manchuria.  They were marching towards Japan in August.  We could not 

land our troops, our invasion had been planned for November – that’s three months away – 

in those three months, the Japanese stated the economy – it wouldn’t have lasted.  And the 

Soviets probably would have gotten there and done a lot more damage because the 

Japanese were scared of them.  They were scared of what they’d done to Berlin.  It was a 
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very cynical decision.  You could say that if you build the weapon and you spend that much 

money, of course you want to see if it works.  That’s sort of the American technology – if you 

build an eavesdropping system around the world, you want to see if it can work.  You try 

things, you know.  The problem is you build these bombs – that’s what Oppenheimer and 

Wallace were talking about.  They wanted to internationalize the bomb.  They wanted to 

work out a system by which the UN and the Soviets would be allies in this deal. 

 

Blase:  And now we have one of the spokespeople for Israel saying we should drop a bomb, a 

nuclear bomb, in the Iranian desert as a warning to the Iranians.  I think this is an extremely 

dangerous position because Israel has not become part of the nuclear proliferation treaty 

and they don’t even acknowledge that they have 150 or 200 bombs. 

 

Oliver:  I know your fear and I know that you’ve seen a lot of horror in your life but in this, 

almost an abstract kind of thing where it’s hard for people to grasp it, but in 1960 when 

Kennedy becomes President, he inherits a war machine that he didn’t have that inkling of 

how big it was.  In a sense Eisenhower, because he gave nuclear authority to his commanders 

and subcommanders – there was about 15 or 20 fingers on the nuclear button and there 

were no locks in these days on those machines.  So it was a very dangerous situation, sort of 

like what was described in Dr. Strangelove.  But the truth was that the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ---

--, Curtis Lemay you mentioned, Jolly Burke, these guys and Shoup of the Marines, they 

wanted a conflict with the Soviet Union in 1960-’61, looking for trouble.  Because they knew 

that we could take out the Soviet Union on the first strike and the Soviets did not have 

enough to sufficiently retaliate to hurt us.  So that’s why all those estimates in ------- 

casualties that we would be taking in the event of a nuclear war. 

 

Blase:  You have some new material on John F Kennedy.  I don’t know if you want to mention 

any of that now because it’s coming out and it’s probably embargoed.  But would you care to 

comment on any of that? 
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Oliver:  It’s in our history, Chapter 6.  Kennedy, as a young man, was facing a very dangerous 

situation and I don’t think he fully understood what he was involved in because he had 

resistance from the beginning from the Chiefs of Staff and from the CIA.  When he did not 

support the Bay of Pigs invasion in April ’61, that was a harbinger, there was a great deal of 

anger because Eisenhower would have supported it and they felt – I guess we’d gotten use to 

after twelve years of a national security state, that the President would back the military on 

all issues like this.  When that happened it set off alarm bells, and then again he wouldn’t go 

into Laos.  His commitment to Vietnam, though they wanted combat advisors in Vietnam, 

was non-combat advisors, an important distinction. 

 

Blase:  Every President since JFK has apparently gotten the message that the military will 

decide.  He made this “terrible” statement – “I’m going to break the CIA into a thousand 

pieces.”  And I don’t know if you’d care to comment on James Douglas’ book.  I was very 

touched by it and it just focuses on this – that you don’t stand up to the military and it is a 

threat when he gave his talk at American University in June of 1963 and he came down on 

the Cold War, on the arms race, and he said he was going to turn it around, and this was the 

kiss of death literally, I think. 

 

Oliver:  Well, the most important thing that Kennedy did to which we owe him our lives, 

frankly, is that he did not go to war in October of 1962.  That was as close as probably we had 

ever come.  There had been a tremendous crisis and atmosphere of war in Berlin in 1961 and 

a wall was built.  Kennedy famously said, “A wall is better than a war.”  He was seen by the 

military as soft on communism, that was the criticism, because he let them build the wall 

instead of fighting it out. 

 

Blase:  Do you think there’s any truth in the comment that a Soviet submarine commander 

stopped the firing of a nuclear weapon in ’62. 
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Oliver:  You’re talking about October of ’62.  That was the moment we came closest to 

actually a disaster.  It was during those few days when Kennedy and Khrushchev both 

realized that they did not contain the hard-liners in their administration.  The military people 

were dying to go because the US knew, they knew, that they could win.  It comes back today 

to haunt us and I want to get into that for a second.  Kennedy said “no”; Khrushchev’s people 

knew that they couldn’t beat the US but they were smart and they withdrew their missiles 

saying that they’d made a mistake by putting them there because they thought originally 

that the US was out to launch a first strike against the Soviets.  They expected fully from 1961 

to 1963, a first strike from the US.  That’s amazing.  That is what their fear was and that was 

why they built their arsenal up after that period enormously. 

 

Blase:  All of the children in the Soviet Union knew about Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and they 

knew that we used weapons like that against civilians. 

 

Oliver:  That’s a very good point.  In our history what we don’t learn is empathy for other 

people’s points of view, whether it’s a Japanese or a Soviet point of view.  It’s very important 

when you study history to understand the other side’s story and the way they look at things. 

 

Blase:  Wouldn’t it be nice if we understood the Iranians?  Every one of them knows about 

1953 and the overthrow of one of their favorite Presidents, Mossadegh.   When he was asked 

by our Secretary of State, “Well now you will agree to privatize our oil, won’t you?” and he 

said, “No, we use that for our education and our healthcare” and then the Secretary of State 

came back in 1963 and said Mossadegh was a madman and we overthrew his great 

government there and the people have known about it ever since and they’re afraid of it 

again as they’re afraid of the return of someone like the Shah and we have terrorized the 

people of Iran because of these actions. 

 

Oliver:   That’s another one of these stories.  It’s a pattern that develops all the way from 

World War II on and that’s what we’ve tried to hit at in our history but repeat this story – so 
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the Soviets built themselves up to almost parody.  Reagan builds up some more so that we 

surpass them again, and essentially Gorbachev, when the Soviet Union is broke and the 

system is not working, then Gorbachev, like Henry Wallace who was the Secretary of 

Agriculture essentially, he understood the problems of an agricultural economy and he 

understood that the system wasn’t working.  When he finally got to power as an 

(aperacheck) in 1984-5 he started to change that system and he actually offered Reagan a 

deal where they would abolish all nuclear weapons and they were that close to signing the 

deal and the only reason Reagan did not sign off was because Reagan wanted to persist in his 

fantasy of achieving star wars which was essentially anti-ballistic missile defense. 

 

Blase:  We haven’t talked about all of the nuclear accidents, the broken arrows, we could 

have eliminated the world by now just by accident, couldn’t we? 

 

Oliver:  Well, I know we have a limited amount of time so I wanted to make my final point 

which was that it’s tragic that that was not done because Gorbachev came through on his 

side of the deal.  He peacefully retreated from Eastern Europe.  The Berlin wall came down.  

The Soviets went back and tried to reform their system.  And the US kept pressing its 

advantage.   Although George Bush the father, never agreed with Gorbachev that he would 

not expand NATO eastward, Clinton, Bush the son, and Obama have expanded NATO to the 

edges of the Soviet Union and, not only that, we have anti-ballistic missiles very close to the 

Soviet Union.  So what does that say to them?  It says to them, “Hey, we still can launch a 

first strike and your retaliation is not going to hurt us as badly as you think because we have 

these anti-ballistic missiles there.”  And that’s a very serious situation.  We’re back to a first 

strike strategy.  Let’s say we get a warlike President like a Bush again, I can very easily see us 

playing this first strike scenario from 1960. 

 

Blase:  Well, I think your book and the great material that’s coming out now related to it will 

help our people to understand the seriousness of this nuclear threat and the danger of this 
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expansion of NATO where we see in the press, day after day, that NATO did this or NATO did 

that, which is just another way of saying the United States. 

 

Oliver:  And we’re doing the same thing in Georgia and Ukraine.  We’re trying to get it in 

there.  And also the Caucusus.  The United States is trying to activate the Muslim 

fundamentalists as the CIA’s Bill Casey did in the 1980’s when we were in Afghanistan 

fighting the Russians.   Putin has expressed his fear of what they call, “Islamic Terror” as a 

problem for the whole world, not just Russia. 

 

Blase:  Well, we should understand that any time a major power intervenes in another 

country like Iraq or Afghanistan, they create a civil war and that civil war is often created by 

religious means – Sunni against Shia.  And that’s what’s going on now.  But it wouldn’t have 

happened had there not been these invasions. 

 

Oliver:  And we also the same approach to China.  We’ve now taken a hostile approach.  

We’ve made military alliances all along the borders of China as though it were another Soviet 

Union in the 1940’s.  And this containment policy, Obama’s talked about an “Asian pivot.”  

We have alliances now with Vietnam, our former enemy.  We’re heavily armed in Japan.  We 

never gave Japan up after World War II and we’re heavily armed in Korea, heavily in the 

Philippines, very much so.  The United States at this point in time has a full spectrum 

dominance which is always the dream of the Pentagon.  Air-land-sea-cyber warfare, and 

space weaponry.  Soviets and the Chinese have asked us to sign the treaty the UN has 

proposed to not weaponize space.  We have refused to sign it. 

 

Blase:  Yes, now we have a growing element in the United States that reminds me of the Civil 

War.  Abe Lincoln, of course, was not an abolitionist, but we have an abolitionist group 

developing in the United States that believes that this is the time that we have to abolish war 

as the Kellogg-Briand treaty attempted to do in 1928.  Have you been in touch with this 

feeling in our country of the abolitionists? 
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Oliver:  Peter very much is.  I less so.  But I know your position on it and I think it’s a noble 

one.   

 

Blase:  Well, it’s our only hope I think, because it seems that the planet can’t co-exist with 

the level of warfare of which we’re capable.  So we have a slight problem here. 

 

Oliver:  Yeah, well I hope that Henry Wallace’s fears won’t come true as I’m sure most people 

do but the way of war doesn’t seem to yield, doesn’t work.  Napoleon, at the end of his long 

life, said “One thing I learned in my life is that force doesn’t work.”   He was referencing the 

spirit. 

 

Blase:  I hate to talk about winning and losing, but did we win in Vietnam?  Did we win in 

Iraq?  In Afghanistan?  Pakistan?  Yemen? 

 

Oliver:  No, but we trashed Vietnam completely.  We scared everybody. 

 

Blase:  Did we win in Central America?  This is a constant losing for us and for the people of 

the United States, the deterioration that’s going on here is really amazing. 

 

Oliver:  T. J. Muste, you probably know who he is, great pacifist after World War II, said “the 

problem with victory is that the victor thinks that violence works.”  He doesn’t learn the 

lesson. 

 

Blase:  That’s a major problem all right.  We just had the whole world denounce our blockade 

on Cuba once again.  They’ve done so time and time again.  Here is a country that is quite 

poor but delivers healthcare and education as a right.  Is it envy that makes us hate them so 

much? 
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Oliver:  I guess it goes back to that Woodrow Wilson moment when the Soviet revolution 

happened.  It was immediately a race.  I don’t know that communism was wrong.  If it had 

been enforced in a way that had been more compassionate and less violent but sometimes 

other systems work better for other countries. 

 

Blase:  Of course.  We have to understand the history of Islam as well to realize that we can 

exist with people who have a different system.  It’s just a matter of dealing with each other 

as human beings.  We don’t talk to people.  Who was it, Andy Young, talked to Yasser Arafat 

and he was fired.  We got to talk to Yasser Arafat in Baghdad and he was still stung by that 

and the fact that nobody would talk to him.  He said, “I know all about the Arab world.  I can 

talk to anybody, but I can’t talk to your President or your people.  Thanks for coming.” 

 

Oliver:  Well Blase, I have another phone interview I have to do but it’s been nice talking to 

you for this time and I hope to see you again. 

 

Blase:  Well, it was just wonderful to talk to you today. 

 

Brief interlude 

 

Well friends, we were just talking to Oliver Stone about the abolition of war.  Abolition has 

never been possible because “war is a force which gives us meaning” – we’ve heard that 

from Chris Hedges.  Abolition of slavery was not popular.  People who really knew the 

situation said, “Look, slavery is part of our economic system.  It’s very unfortunate.  It’s a 

shame but there’s nothing we can do about it.”  Slavery was abolished.  Conventional 

wisdom is absolute nonsense.   

 

We have the conventional wisdom today about war.  War is fought by slaves.  Keep your 

mouth shut – do what your told – follow orders.  And we can kill you if you disobey orders or 

become a deserter.   
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War is made up of murder, rape, torture and lies.  It can be abolished.  And people are 

becoming aware of it.   

 

ENDING ALL WAR: An Idea Whose Time Has Come -- For Our Children and All 

Future Generations 

http://warisacrime.org/content/ending-all-war-idea-whose-time-has-come-our-

children-and-all-future-generations 

 

*By David Swanson and David Hartsough with input from George Lakey, Jan 

Passion, Mike Ferner, Colleen Kelly, Ruth Benn, Leah Bolger, Nathan 

Schneider, Hakim, Paul Chappell, Colin Archer, Kathy Kelly, et alia. (none 

of whom are to blame for shortcomings of this draft).  Many groups and 

individuals are discussing a new project; if you have ideas, let us 

know<http://davidswanson.org/contact> 

 

If unnecessary suffering on an enormous scale is to be avoided, we must 

abolish war. Some 180 million people died in wars in the 20th century and, 

while we have not yet repeated a war on the scale of World War II, wars are 

not going away. Their enormous destruction continues, measured in terms of 

deaths, injuries, trauma, millions of people having to flee their homes, 

financial cost, environmental destruction, economic drain, and erosion of 

civil and political rights. 

 

If humanity is going to survive, we must abolish war. Every war brings with 

it both massive destruction and the risk of uncontrolled escalation. We are 

facing a world of greater weapons proliferation, resource shortages, 

environmental pressures, and the largest human population the earth has 

http://warisacrime.org/content/ending-all-war-idea-whose-time-has-come-our-children-and-all-future-generations
http://warisacrime.org/content/ending-all-war-idea-whose-time-has-come-our-children-and-all-future-generations
http://davidswanson.org/contact
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seen. In such a turbulent world, we must abolish the organized violence by 

governments known as war, because its continuation risks our extinction. 

 

If we abolish war, humanity can not only survive and better address the 

climate crisis and other dangers, but will find it far easier to prosper. 

The reallocation of resources away from war promises a world whose 

advantages are beyond easy imagination. Some $2 trillion a year, roughly 

half from the United States and half from the rest of the world, is devoted 

to war and war preparation. Those funds could transform global efforts to 

create sustainable energy, agricultural, economic, health, and education 

systems. Redirection of war funding could save many times the lives that 

are taken by spending it on war. 

 

There is a need and an opportunity for a campaign/movement focused 

specifically on educating and organizing and developing momentum for the 

abolition of war. A great deal of organizing against particular wars, 

atrocities, weapons, tactics, and expenditures, could benefit from the 

existence of an abolition campaign, becoming seen as reasonable partial 

steps, and in the context of opposition to all war rather than as 

violations of proper norms of war. Some campaigns might, in fact, differ 

from what they would otherwise be; we might, for example, oppose the most 

effective weapons that kill most efficiently rather than the most defective 

weapons that expose the most corruption. 

 

While abolition is a larger demand than partial disarmament, if the case 

for it is made convincingly it has the potential to create support for 

serious and even total disarmament among people who would otherwise favor 

the maintenance of a large military for defense -- something that we've 

learned generates pressure for offensive warmaking. The first step in such 
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a campaign must be persuading people of the possibility of, and the urgent 

need for, abolishing war. Awareness of the effectiveness of nonviolent 

action, nonviolent movements, and peaceful resolution of conflicts is 

growing rapidly, creating the increased possibility of persuading people 

that there is an alternative to war. Anti-war sentiment, at least in some 

key parts of the world, is at a high point now, relative to other moments 

in recent decades. This sentiment should be channeled into an abolition 

movement that takes steps toward reduced warfare while creating an 

understanding of those steps, not as reforms to a flawed institution that 

will continue in an improved state, but as progress towards that 

institution's elimination. 

 

The reduction and eventual elimination of war and of the military 

industrial complex could be of great benefit to sectors of the world 

economy and of public services to which that investment could be 

transferred. There exists the possibility of creating a broad coalition 

encompassing civilian industries and advocates for green energy, education, 

housing, healthcare, and other fields, including civil liberties, 

environmental protections, children's rights, and all over the world 

cities, counties, and states that have had to make major cuts in social 

programs for their people, and more. By making war's elimination 

imaginable, an abolition movement could develop the allies needed to make 

it a reality. 

 

Resistance, including by those profiting financially from wars, will be 

intense. Such interests are, of course, not invincible. Raytheon's stock 

was soaring in the fall of 2013 as the White House planned to send missiles 

into Syria -- missiles that were not sent. But war abolition will require 

defeating the propaganda of war promoters and countering the economic 
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interests of war promoters with alternative economic possibilities. A wide 

variety of support for "humanitarian" and other particular varieties, or 

imagined varieties, of war will have to be countered with persuasive 

arguments and alternatives.  Creating a resource center that puts the best 

arguments against various types of war support at people's fingertips will 

itself be a significant contribution. 

 

By organizing internationally, we can use progress made in one nation to 

encourage other nations to match or surpass it without fear. By educating 

people whose governments make war at a distance about the human costs of 

war (largely one-sided, civilian, and on a scale not widely understood) we 

can build a broad-based moral demand for an end to war. By presenting the 

case that militarism and wars make us all less safe and decrease our 

quality of life, we can strip war of much of its power. By creating 

awareness of the economic trade-offs, we can revive support for a peace 

dividend. By explaining the illegality, immorality, and terrible costs of 

war and the availability of legal, nonviolent and more effective means of 

defense and conflict resolution, we can build acceptance for what has only 

relatively recently been made into a radical proposal and ought to be 

viewed as a common sense initiative: the abolition of war. 

 

While a global movement is needed, this movement cannot ignore or reverse 

the reality of where the greatest support for war originates. The United 

States builds, sells, buys, stockpiles, and uses the most weapons, engages 

in the most conflicts, stations the most troops in the most countries, and 

carries out the most deadly and destructive wars. By these and other 

measures, the U.S. government is the world's leading war-maker, and -- in 

the words of Martin Luther King, Jr. -- the greatest purveyor of violence 

in the world. Ending U.S. militarism wouldn't eliminate war globally, but 
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it would eliminate the pressure that is driving many other nations to 

increase their military spending. It would deprive NATO of its leading 

advocate for and greatest participant in wars. It would cut off the largest 

supply of weapons to the Middle East and other regions. It would remove the 

major barrier to a reunification of Korea, and the major barrier to legal 

consequences for Israeli war-making. It would create U.S. willingness to 

support arms treaties, join the International Criminal Court, and allow the 

United Nations to move in the direction of its stated purpose of 

eliminating war. It would create a world free of nations threatening the 

first-use of nuclear weaponry, and a world in which nuclear disarmament 

might proceed more rapidly. Gone would be the last major nation using 

cluster bombs or refusing to ban land mines. If the United States kicked 

the war habit, war itself would suffer a major and possibly fatal set-back. 

For this reason, the war abolition movement around the world will need to 

be directed at U.S. military bases as well as local governments, and major 

U.S. wars as much as local militarism. 

 

The structure and funding of this campaign to abolish war is yet to be 

determined. It could be independent or aligned with or under the auspices 

of an existing organization or group of organizations. We envision it 

establishing a decentralized network of various organizations following a 

common, coordinated strategy. In large part this would consist of adjusting 

and supporting work that groups are already engaged in to form part of a 

united front that advances war abolition while advancing smaller steps in 

war reduction or amelioration, economic conversion or counter-recruitment, 

nonviolent conflict resolution or the prevention or halting of particular 

wars. 

 

The establishment of this campaign would begin by exploring possibilities 
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with key people and organizations, a process that might include conference 

calls and possibly in-person gathering(s). The goal would be to begin the 

work of building this movement immediately, and to plan an international 

conference to publicly launch the campaign on or around August 27th, the 

anniversary of the Kellogg-Briand Pact's signing.  There are major peace 

gatherings planned for Sarajevo in June and South Africa in July that this 

campaign might soon want to propose to take part in.  There is also the 

date of July 28, 2014, marking 100 years since the launch of the war that 

was to end all wars and instead brought more of them, a date that this 

campaign might want to make use of in some way. 

 

The campaign would need a name, a website, an international advisory board, 

staff, and -- in one manner or another -- organizational and individual 

members. Such members might agree to a pledge to work for the abolition of 

war and never to support the waging of war. In developing the name and 

slogans for the campaign, careful thought and marketing research will be 

required. 

 

Online and off, the campaign would develop a resource center on war 

abolition -- meaning, not every aspect of war, but specifically the case 

(moral, legal, economic, environmental, etc.) for total abolition, 

including how partial steps in war reduction or amelioration can lead 

toward abolition and not away from it, including how past wars can be best 

understood, and including effective peaceful alternatives to war and a 

peaceful vision of a post-war world. This resource center would eventually 

also include tools for petition gathering, local and organizational 

resolutions, legislation, materials for educational events including books 

and films, a speakers bureau, coordinated days of action, flyers, 

brochures, posters, creative action ideas, etc. 
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The abolition movement would develop volunteer and training programs to 

train organizers to build and strengthen the campaign. 

 

The movement would work on strategies for outreach to a wide variety of 

constituencies globally.* 

 

The campaign would develop and coordinate with its allies and members a 

communications strategy including our own media production, efforts to gain 

coverage by media outlets, and possibly advertising, school text-book 

reform, and other means of communication and education. We would work to 

see our media productions used as educational tools. We would advance a 

vision of a transition to a renewable energy world in which there would be 

no "need" for wars over oil and in which we could end the danger of global 

warming and create a good life for every person on the planet. 

 

The movement would work to coordinate with its members partial steps (and 

movement-building victories) toward abolition, including possibly such 

approaches as: economic conversion, disarmament, base closures, bans on 

particular weapons or tactics, promotion of diplomacy including possibly 

new structures such as Departments of Peace and reform and strengthening of 

the United Nations, expanding the development of peace teams and human 

shields into a global nonviolent peaceforce, promotion of nonmilitary 

foreign aid and crisis prevention, placing restrictions on military 

recruitment and providing potential soldiers with alternatives, legislation 

to redirect war taxes into peace work and meeting human needs, and/or 

promotion of international law. The campaign might work with key allies to 

develop concrete proposals for how to spend funding redirected from wars 

and militarism. All of these steps would be presented to the world, not as 
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improvements in war or steps toward "smart wars" or "humanitarian wars" but 

as key steps in the direction of the end of all wars. 

 

Steps in the direction of abolition that the movement might support include 

the development of a peace conversion taskforce to help communities make 

the transition from war making to working to meet human and environmental 

needs, and expanding the global nonviolent peaceforce of civilian, trained, 

international, nonviolent peacekeepers and peacemakers who could be 

available to protect civilians endangered by conflicts in all parts of the 

world and to help build peace where there is or has been violent conflict. 

These efforts would help the world to see that there are alternatives to 

war-making. 

 

The movement would work with its allies or members to create a strategy for 

the legal abolition of war, possibly including the Kellogg-Briand Pact and 

the Nuremberg Principles. 

 

The movement would work with relevant members to develop direct action 

strategies, including vigils, blockades, demonstrations, etc., with global 

coordination. 

 

Each step along the way cannot be foreseen in any detail, but progress will 

be somewhat measurable in victories against particular war proposals, in 

the creation of particular educational or counter-recruitment programs, in 

disarmament, etc., and in the extent to which these measures are presented 

and understood as steps toward abolition, as well is in any measurable 

shifts in public opinion, and in the growth of the campaign, the signers of 

its pledge or petition, the readers and viewers of its materials, etc. 

There are always victories and set-backs in the struggle against 
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militarism.  Viewing them as part of a process toward abolition may better 

allow us to see the forest for the trees and determine whether in fact the 

victories are outpacing the defeats. 

 

*Such constituencies might include people in many parts of the world, key 

organizers, well-known leaders, peace groups, peace and justice groups, 

environmental groups, human rights groups, activist coalitions, lawyers, 

philosophers/moralists/ethicists, doctors, psychologists, religious groups, 

economists, labor unions, diplomats, towns and cities and states or 

provinces or regions, nations, international organizations, the United 

Nations, civil liberties groups, media reform groups, business groups and 

leaders, billionaires, teachers groups, student groups, education reform 

groups, government reform groups, journalists, historians, women's groups, 

senior citizens, immigrant and refugee rights groups, libertarians, 

socialists, liberals, Democrats, Republicans, conservatives, veterans, 

student- and cultural-exchange groups, sister-cities groups, sports 

enthusiasts, and advocates for investment in children and healthcare and in 

human needs of every sort, as well as those working to oppose contributors 

to militarism in their societies, such as xenophobia, racism, machismo, 

extreme materialism, all forms of violence, lack of community, and war 

profiteering. 

 

 

Friends, we can do this you know.  We are the realists of the world.  There are people in 

denial that have no idea what’s going on.  The wars are destroying this tiny planet.  The 

realists of the world are asking you to become involved in abolishing war.  

 

And thanks to everyone who helped to put together this concept, this long overdue idea of 

ending war, an idea whose time has come. 
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