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by Dave Zirin

Howard Zinn, my hero, teacher, and friend died of a heart attack on Wednesday 
at the age of 87. With his death, we lose a man who did nothing less than 
rewrite the narrative of the United States. We lose a historian who also made 
history.

Anyone who believes that the United States is immune to radical politics never 
attended a lecture by Howard Zinn. The rooms would be packed to the rafters, 
as entire families, black, white and brown, would arrive to hear their own 
history made humorous as well as heroic. “What matters is not who’s sitting 
in the White House. What matters is who’s sitting in!” he would say with a 
mischievous grin. After this casual suggestion of civil disobedience, the crowd 
would burst into laughter and applause.

Only Howard could pull that off because he was entirely authentic. When he 
spoke against poverty, it was from the perspective of someone who had to 
work in the shipyards during the Great Depression. When he spoke against 
war, it was from the perspective of someone who flew as a bombardier during 
World War II, and was forever changed by the experience. When he spoke 
against racism it was from the perspective of someone who taught at Spelman 
College during the civil rights movement and was arrested sitting in with his 
students.

And of course, when he spoke about history, it was from the perspective of 
having written A People’s History of the United States, a book that has sold 
more than two million copies and changed the lives of countless people. Count 
me among them. When I was 17 and picked up a dog-eared copy of Zinn’s 
book, I thought history was about learning that the Magna Carta was signed in 
1215. I couldn’t tell you what the Magna Carta was, but I knew it was signed 
in 1215. Howard took this history of great men in powdered wigs and turned it 
on its pompous head.

In Howard’s book, the central actors were the runaway slaves, the labor 
radicals, the masses and the misfits. It was history writ by Robin Hood, 
speaking to a desire so many share: to actually make history instead of being 
history’s victim. His book came alive in December with the debut of The People 
Speak on the History Channel as actors, musicians, and poets, brought Zinn’s 
book to life.

Howard was asked once whether his praise of dissent and protest was 
divisive. He answered beautifully: “Yes, dissent and protest are divisive, but 
in a good way, because they represent accurately the real divisions in society. 
Those divisions exist—the rich, the poor—whether there is dissent or not, but 
when there is no dissent, there is no change. The dissent has the possibility 
not of ending the division in society, but of changing the reality of the division. 
Changing the balance of power on behalf of the poor and the oppressed.”

Words like this made Howard my hero. I never thought we would also become 
friends. But through our mutual cohort, Anthony Arnove, Howard read my 
sports writing and then gave his blessing to a book project we called A People’s 
History of Sports in the United States.

We also did a series of meetings together where I would interview Howard on 
stage. Even at 87, he still had his sharp wit, strong voice, and matinee-idol white 
hair. But his body had become frail. Despite this physical weakness, Howard 
would stay and sign hundreds of books until his hand would shake with the effort.

At our event in Madison, Wisconsin, Howard issued a challenge to the audience. 
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From the Editors  

W oodstock International 
varies in format from 
issue to issue—yet, 

each story, picture, and poem 
transmits information from 
an honest and progressive 
left perspective. Ideas from 
international, national, and 
community news; book and film 
reviews; photographs; poetry; 
cartoons; famous, and not-so-
famous, quotes; letters to the 
editor; and things we can do 
to make a difference, reach, 
teach, and touch us at political, 
intellectual, and feeling levels. 

While newspapers around the 
country are shutting down, ours 
is just up and running. When 
traditional media functions 
often as a voice of the corporate 
state, ours is a free voice of the 
people—Howard Zinn’s kind of 
people—people who believe 
that social movements can build 
a new society. This issue, in 
particular, is dedicated to the 
memory of this courageous, 
humorous, and brilliant man 
who left us bereft and saddened 
on January 27, 2010, but by his 
example, ultimately wiser. Zinn, 
who was committed to the 
values of equality, cooperation, 
non-violence, and freedom, 
opened the eyes of many and 
inspired those of us who listened 
to, and cherished, his humanity 
and wisdom. Howard Zinn, 
Presente! 

In addition to honoring Howard 
Zinn, there is much else in this 
issue to read and appreciate. 
Overall, you will find a wide 
range of wonderfully written and 
critically important articles in the 
paper. Of particular mention is 
Chris Hedges remarkable “must-
read” piece, “Pictures of War You 
Aren’t Supposed to See,” one 
of the most compelling pieces 
on the horrors of war we have 
ever read. John Pilger’s, “The 
Kidnapping of Haiti” is also an 
essential read.

You can also read Woodstock 
International online at www.
woodstockinternational.us. 

by David Sirota

A h, the good old days when even a big shot like Gen. Al Haig, who 
died early Saturday, could get in trouble for such mavericky 
declarations that defy basic constitutional precedents.”I am in 

control here in the White House.”—Secretary of State Alexander Haig, 1981

In the 21st century, that’s ancient history. We’ve so idealized cowboy-style 
rebellion in matters of war and law enforcement that “going Haig” is today 
honored as “going rogue.” Defiance, irreverence, contempt—these are the 
moment’s most venerated postures, no matter how destructive or lawless.

The Bush administration’s illegal wiretapping and torture sessions were the 
most obvious examples of the rogue sensibility on steroids. But then came 
McCain-Palin, a presidential ticket predicated almost singularly on the rogue 
brand. And now, even in the Obama era, that brand pervades.

It began reemerging in September with Gen. Stanley McChrystal’s Afghan 
escalation plan. McChrystal didn’t just ask President Obama for more troops—
protocol-wise, that would have been completely appropriate. No, McChrystal 
went rogue, preemptively leaking his request to the media, then delivering a 
public address telling Obama to immediately follow his orders.

Incredibly, few politicians or pundits raised objections to McChrystal’s behavior. 
Worse, rather than firing McChrystal, Obama meekly agreed to his demands, 
letting Americans know that when it comes to foreign policy, the rogue 
general—not the popularly elected president—is in control in the White House.

Of course, while McChrystal’s insubordination was extra-constitutional in 
spirit, he at least made the effort to obtain the commander-in-chief’s rubber-
stamp approval. The same cannot be said for the rogues inside Obama’s Drug 
Enforcement Agency (DEA).

Recall that one year ago, Obama instructed the DEA to follow his campaign 
pledge and respect local statutes legalizing medicinal marijuana. When the 
DEA kept raiding pot dispensaries in states that had passed such laws, 
Attorney General Eric Holder reiterated the cease and desist decree, stating 
that “What (Obama) said during the campaign is now American policy.”

As even more raids nonetheless continued, the Justice Department then 
issued an explicit memo ordering federal agents to refrain from prosecuting 

those who are in “compliance with existing state laws providing for the 
medical use of marijuana.”

And yet the DEA has recently intensified its crackdown. Here in Colorado—
where voters enshrined medical marijuana’s legality in our state constitution—
the feds not only raided two dispensaries, but did so in a way that deliberately 
humiliated their superiors.

In January, the DEA stormed a company that performs cannabis quality tests. 
The firm’s alleged infraction? Following protocol and formally applying for a 
federal equipment license. DEA rogues responded to the request not with 
thanks or—heaven forbid—approval, but instead with the gestapo.

This was topped last week when DEA agents arrested a medical marijuana 
grower who dared discuss his business with a local news outlet. Sensing a 
P.R. opportunity, DEA agent Jeffrey Sweetin used the spectacle to insist that 
he will not listen to stand-down directives from his bosses.

“The time is coming when we go into a dispensary, we find out what their profit 
is, we seize the building and we arrest everybody,” Sweetin menacingly intoned.

Once again, a rogue going wild and once again, tacit acceptance. Rather than 
personnel changes reining in the out-of-control 
agency, the president has nominated the acting 
Bush-appointed DEA administrator, Michele 
Leonhart, to a full term.

The message, then, should be clear: If you’re 
looking for who is “in control” of our military and 
police forces, don’t look to the established chain of 
command and don’t look to constitutional provisions 
that mandate civilian authority over the government 
bayonet. Look to the most reckless rogues—it’s a 
good bet they’re the ones running the show.

David Sirota is the author of the best-selling 
books Hostile Takeover and The Uprising. 
He hosts the morning show on AM760 in 
Colorado and blogs at OpenLeft.com. E-mail 
him at ds@davidsirota.com or follow him 
on Twitter@davidsirota.

Who’s Really In Control of the 
White House? Maybe Not Obama
Going rogue by people like General McCrystal undermines  
the chain of command and challenges the constitution
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One of the most compelling piece on the horrors of war we have ever 
read. Hedges is one of the great journalistic writers of all time, able 
to evoke the most vivid images and to convey with articulate honesty 
the most powerful and deep emotions.—The Editors

by Chris Hedges

W ar is brutal and impersonal. It mocks the fantasy of 
individual heroism and the absurdity of utopian goals 
like democracy. In an instant, industrial warfare can 

kill dozens, even hundreds of people, who never see their attackers. 
The power of these industrial weapons is indiscriminate and 
staggering. They can take down apartment blocks in seconds, burying 
and crushing everyone inside. They can demolish villages and send 
tanks, planes and ships up in fiery blasts. The wounds, for those who 
survive, result in terrible burns, blindness, amputation and lifelong 
pain and trauma. No one returns the same from such warfare. And 
once these weapons are employed all talk of human rights is a farce.

In Peter van Agtmael’s 2nd Tour Hope I Don’t Die and Lori Grinker’s 
Afterwar: Veterans from a World in Conflict, two haunting books of 
war photographs, we see pictures of war which are almost always 
hidden from public view. These pictures are shadows, for only those 
who go to and suffer from war can fully confront the visceral horror 
of it, but they are at least an attempt to unmask war’s savagery.

“Over ninety percent of this soldier’s body was burned when a roadside 
bomb hit his vehicle, igniting the fuel tank and burning two other soldiers 
to death,” reads the caption in Agtmael’s book next to a photograph of 
the bloodied body of a soldier in an operating room. “His camouflage 
uniform dangled over the bed, ripped open by the medics who had 
treated him on the helicopter. Clumps of his skin had peeled away, and 
what was left of it was translucent. He was in and out of consciousness, 
his eyes stabbing open for a few seconds. As he was lifted from the 
stretcher to the ER bed, he screamed ‘Daddy, Daddy, Daddy, Daddy,’ 
then ‘Put me to sleep, please put me to sleep.’ There was another 
photographer in the ER, and he leaned his camera over the heads of the 
medical staff to get an overhead shot. The soldier yelled, ‘Get that 
fucking camera out of my 
face.’ Those were his last 
words. I visited his grave one 
winter afternoon six months 
later,” Agtmael writes, “and 
the scene of his death is 
never far from my thoughts.”

“There were three of us 
inside, and the jeep caught 
fire,” Israeli soldier Yossi 
Arditi, quoted in Grinker’s 
book, says of the moment 
when a Molotov cocktail 
exploded in his vehicle. “The 
fuel tank was full and it was 
about to explode, my skin 
was hanging from my arms 
and face—but I didn’t lose 
my head. I knew nobody 

could get inside to help me, that my only way out was through the fire 
to the doors. I wanted to take my gun, but I couldn’t touch it because 
my hands were burning.”

Arditi spent six months in the hospital. He had surgery every two or 
three months, about 20 operations, over the next three years.

“People who see me, see what war really does,” he says.

Filmic and most photographic images of war are shorn of the heart-
pounding fear, awful stench, deafening noise and exhaustion of the 
battlefield. Such images turn confusion and chaos, the chief element 
of combat, into an artful war narrative. They turn war into porn. 
Soldiers and Marines, especially those who have never seen war, buy 
cases of beer and watch movies like “Platoon,” movies meant to 
denounce war, and as they do so revel in the despicable power of the 
weapons shown. The reality of violence is different. Everything formed 
by violence is senseless and useless. It exists without a future. It 
leaves behind nothing but death, grief and destruction.

Chronicles of war, such as these two books, that eschew images and 
scenes of combat begin to capture war’s reality. War’s effects are 
what the state and the press, the handmaiden of the war makers, 
work hard to keep hidden. If we really saw war, what war does to 
young minds and bodies, it would be harder to embrace the myth of 
war. If we had to stand over the mangled corpses of the eight 
schoolchildren killed in Afghanistan a week ago and listen to the wails 
of their parents we would not be able to repeat clichés about liberating 
the women of Afghanistan or bringing freedom to the Afghan people. 
This is why war is carefully sanitized. This is why we are given war’s 
perverse and dark thrill but are spared from seeing war’s 

Why Are We So Blind to  
the True Horrors of War? 
The Pictures of War You Aren’t Supposed to See

Don’t Call It a 
‘Defense’ Budget
by Norman Solomon

T his isn’t “defense.” 

The new budget from the White House 
will push U.S. military spending well 

above $2 billion a day.

Foreclosing the future of our country should 
not be confused with defending it.

“Unless miraculous growth, or miraculous 
political compromises, creates some 
unforeseen change over the next decade, 
there is virtually no room for new domestic 
initiatives for Mr. Obama or his successors,” 
the New York Times reports this morning 
(February 2).

It isn’t defense to preclude new domestic 
initiatives for a country that desperately 
needs them: for healthcare, jobs, green 
technologies, carbon reduction, housing, 
education, nutrition, mass transit . . .

“When a nation becomes obsessed with the 
guns of war, social programs must inevitably 
suffer,” Martin Luther King Jr. pointed out. 
“We can talk about guns and butter all we 
want to, but when the guns are there with all 
of its emphasis you don’t even get good oleo. 
These are facts of life.”

At least Lyndon Johnson had a “war on 
poverty.” For a while anyway, till his war on 
Vietnam destroyed it.

Since then, waving the white flag at 
widespread poverty—usually by leaving it 
unmentioned—has been a political fact of life 
in Washington.

Oratory can be nice, but budget numbers 
tell us where an administration is headed. In 
2010, this one is marching up a steep military 
escalator, under the banner of “defense.”

Legitimate defense would cost a mere fraction 
of this budget.

By autumn, the Pentagon is scheduled 
to have a total of 100,000 uniformed U.S. 
troops—and a comparable number of private 
contract employees—in Afghanistan, where 
the main beneficiaries are the recruiters for 
Afghan insurgent forces and the profiteers 
growing even richer under the wing of Karzai-
government corruption.

After three decades of frequent carnage and 
extreme poverty in Afghanistan, a new influx 
of lethal violence is arriving via the Defense 
Department. That’s the cosmetically named 
agency in charge of sending U.S. soldiers to 
endure and inflict unspeakable horrors.

New waves of veterans will return home to

Photo taken during the Vietnam war
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continued on page 8 ...

If we really saw what war does to young  
minds and bodies, it would be harder to  
embrace the myths propagated by our  

warmongering government.”

continued on page 6 ...
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by Fidel Castro, January 23, 2010

I n my Reflection of January 14, two days after the catastrophe 
in Haiti, which destroyed that neighboring sister nation, I 
wrote: “In the area of healthcare and others, the Haitian people 

have received the cooperation of Cuba, even though this is a small 
and blockaded country. Approximately 400 doctors and healthcare 
workers are helping the Haitian people free of charge. Our doctors 
are working every day at 227 of the 237 communes of that country. 
On the other hand, no less than 400 young Haitians have been 
graduated as medical doctors in our country. They will now work 
alongside the reinforcement that traveled there yesterday to save 
lives in that critical situation. Thus, up to one thousand doctors and 
healthcare personnel can be mobilized without any special effort; 
and most are already there willing to cooperate with any other State 
that wishes to save Haitian lives and rehabilitate the injured.”

“The head of our medical brigade has informed that ‘the situation is 
difficult but we are already saving lives.

’” The Cuban health professionals have started to work nonstop, 
hour after hour, day and night, in the few facilities that remain 
standing, in tents, and out in the parks or open-air spaces, since the 
population feared new aftershocks. The situation was far more 
serious than was originally thought. Tens of thousands of injured 
were clamoring for help in the streets of Port-au-Prince; innumerable 
persons lay, dead or alive, under the rubble of clay or adobe used in 
the construction of the houses where the overwhelming majority of 
the population lived. Buildings, even the most solid, collapsed. 
Besides, it was necessary to track down, in the destroyed 
neighborhoods, the Haitian doctors who had graduated from the 
Latin American School of Medicine. Many of them were affected, 
either directly or indirectly, by the tragedy.

Some UN officials were trapped in their dormitories and tens of lives were 
lost, including the lives of several chiefs of MINUSTAH, a UN contingent. 
The fate of hundreds of other members of its staff was unknown.

Haiti’s Presidential Palace crumbled. Many public facilities, including 
several hospitals, were left in ruins.

The catastrophe shocked the whole world, which was able to see what 
was going on through the images aired by the main international TV 
networks. Governments all over the world announced they would be 
sending rescue experts, food, medicines, equipment, and other resources.

In accordance with the position publicly announced by Cuba, medical 
staff from different countries—namely Spain, Mexico, and Colombia, 
among others—worked very hard alongside our doctors at the 
facilities they had improvised. Organizations such as PAHO, friendly 
countries like Venezuela, and other nations supplied medicines and 
other resources. The impeccable behavior of Cuban professionals 
and their leaders, who chose to remain out of the limelight, was 
absolutely void of chauvinism.

Cuba, just as it had done under similar circumstances, when Hurricane 

Katrina caused huge devastation in the city of New Orleans and the 
lives of thousands of American citizens were in danger, offered to 
send a full medical brigade to cooperate with the people of the United 
States, a country that, as is well known, has vast resources. At that 
moment what was needed were trained and well-equipped doctors 
to save lives. Given New Orleans’ geographic location, more than 
one thousand doctors of the “Henry Reeve” contingent mobilized 
and readied to leave for that city at any time of the day or the night, 
carrying with them the necessary medicines and equipment. It never 
crossed our mind that the President of that nation would reject the 
offer and let a number of Americans who could have been saved die. 
The mistake made by that government was perhaps due to the 
inability to understand that the people of Cuba do not see in the 
American people an enemy; they do not blame them for the 
aggressions our homeland has suffered.

Nor was that government capable of understanding that our country 
does not need to beg for favors or forgiveness of those who, for half 
a century now, have been trying, to no avail, to bring us to our knees.

Our country, also in the case of Haiti, immediately responded to the 
U.S. authorities’ requests to fly over the eastern part of Cuba as well 
as other facilities they needed to deliver assistance, as quickly as 
possible, to the American and Haitian citizens who had been affected 
by the earthquake.

Such have been the principles characterizing the ethical behavior of 
our people. Together with its impartiality and firmness, these have 
been the ever-present features of our foreign policy. And this is known 
only too well by whoever have been our adversaries in the 
international arena.

Cuba will firmly stand by the opinion that the tragedy that has taken 
place in Haiti, the poorest nation in the Western hemisphere, is a 
challenge to the richest and more powerful countries of the world.

Haiti is a net product of the colonial, capitalist, and imperialist system 
imposed on the world. Haiti’s slavery and subsequent poverty were 
imposed from abroad. That terrible earthquake occurred after the 
Copenhagen Summit, where the most elemental rights of 192 UN 
member States were trampled upon.

In the aftermath of the tragedy, a competition has been unleashed 
in Haiti to hastily and illegally adopt boys and girls. UNICEF has been 
forced to adopt preventive measures against the uprooting of many 
children that will deprive their close relatives of their rights.

There are more than one hundred thousand dead victims. A large 
number of citizens have lost their arms or legs, or have suffered 
fractures requiring rehabilitation that would enable them to work or 
manage their lives on their own.

Eighty percent of the country needs to be rebuilt. Haiti requires an 
economy that is developed enough to meet its needs according to 
its productive capacity. The reconstruction of Europe or Japan, which 
was based on the productive capacity and the technical level of the 

population, was a relatively simple task compared to the effort that 
needs to be made in Haiti. There, as well as in most of Africa and 
elsewhere in the Third World, it is indispensable to create the 
conditions for a sustainable development. In only forty years’ time, 
humanity will be made of more than nine billion inhabitants, and it 
is faced right now with the challenge of a climate change that 
scientists accept as an inescapable reality.

In the midst of the Haitian tragedy, without anybody knowing how 
and why, thousands of U.S. marines, 82nd Airborne Division troops, 
and other military forces have occupied Haiti. Worse still is the fact 
that neither the United Nations Organization nor the U.S. government 
has offered an explanation to the world’s public opinion about this 
deployment of troops.

Several governments have complained that their aircraft have not 
been allowed to land in order to deliver the human and technical 
resources that have been sent to Haiti.

Some countries, for their part, have announced they would be sending 
an additional number o troops and military equipment. In my view, 
such actions will complicate and create chaos in international 
cooperation, which is already in itself complex. It is necessary to 
seriously discuss this issue. The UN should be entrusted with the 
leading role it deserves in these delicate matters.

Our country is accomplishing a strictly humanitarian mission. To the 
extent that it is possible, it will contribute the human and material 
resources at its disposal. The will of our people, who take pride in 
their medical doctors and workers who cooperate to provide vital 
services, is strong and will rise to the occasion.

Any significant opportunity for cooperation that is offered to our 
country will not be rejected, but its acceptance will be entirely 
dependent on the importance and significance of the assistance that 
is requested from the human resources of our homeland.

It is only fair to state that, up until this moment, our modest aircraft 
and the important human resources that Cuba has made available 
to the Haitian people have arrived at their destination without any 
difficulty whatsoever.

We send doctors, not soldiers!

We Send Doctors, Not Soldiers!

Go where you may, search where you will, roam through all the monarchies and 
despotisms of the Old World, travel to South America, search out every abuse and 

then when you have found the last, lay your facts by the side of the everyday  
practices of this nation, and you will say with me that, for revolting barbarity and 

shameless hypocrisy, America reigns without a rival....” —Fredrick Douglas
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The story of one man’s courageous act 
to end the Vietnam war resonates 
across age, race and gender borders, 
and across time—and it’s now in 
documentary form. 

by Judith Ehrlich

I n June of 1971, when the Nixon 
White House discovered their 
colleague had leaked 7,000 pages 

of top-secret documents on the history 
of the Vietnam War to the New York 
Times, Henry Kissinger called Daniel 
Ellsberg “the most dangerous man in 
A mer ica .”  E l lsberg’s  dramat ic 
transformation from war planner to war 
resister made him extremely dangerous 
to “the powers that be.”

Four decades later, his continued 
insistence on pointing out the problems 
with a permanent state of war make him 
a problem to those same powerful 
interests. In this historical moment 
Daniel Ellsberg is uniquely qualified to 
draw provocative parallels between the 
Vietnam War and the Afghanistan 
occupation. In 1965 top Pentagon 
military analyst, Dr. Ellsberg, wrote 
President Lyndon Johnson’s speech 
when LBJ announced he would send 
40,000 troops to Vietnam and make real 
our nascent war. This act definitively 
catapulted us into a hopeless conflict 
that would last another 10 years. 
Ellsberg saw Obama’s recent call up of 
30,000 troops to Afghanistan as 
painfully reminiscent.

But was it done for the same reason, to 
avoid being the president who lost a 
war? That’s the motivation of five earlier 
presidents that the Pentagon Papers 
revealed to the American people. That 
Top Secret history of war making in 
Vietnam made it clear that presidents 
Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson 
and Nixon all lied to the American 
people about our prospects for success 
in South East Asia. They each knew it 
was hopeless and yet stayed in and 
escalated our involvement to avoid 
being the president left standing at the 
end of the game of musical chairs. That 

game was to kill millions in Southeast 
Asia before our eventual defeat. And 
now in 2010, the former military 
strategist tells us it’s an encore 
performance. Less humid, more sand, 
but pretty much the same quagmire.

This week the documentary, The Most 
Dangerous Man in America: Daniel 
Ellsberg and the Pentagon Papers will 
open in New York followed by theatrical 
openings around the country over the 
next few months. Co-director Rick 
Goldsmith and I have been producing 
this film for over four years. 

When we are asked, “Why did you make 
this film?” we often answer, “Are you 
asking, why tell this true story of risk, 
intrigue, government misconduct, 
murder, cover-up, love and spiritual 
awakening and an unparalleled act of 
conscience that helped to stop a war 
and bring down an imperial presidency?” 
Really? A better question might be, 
“How come no one beat us to it and how 
did we get so lucky?” A partial answer 
to that query begins with Daniel 
Ellsberg’s long overdue autobiography, 
Secrets published in 2002. Prior to that 
he didn’t want a film to scoop his version 
of the story. When we came along there 
were three other filmmakers in line. It 
took six months to convince Dan and 
Patricia we were the right team. Our 
previous films about risk-takers 
motivated by conscience finally 
convinced them. But we wanted this film 
to break new ground stylistically, to be 
both a political thriller with the feel of 
a feature film and a sound piece of 
historical filmmaking the definitive 
telling of these compelling historical 
events.

There had been a made-for-TV movie 
produced shortly before the book was 
released starring James Spader as Dan. 
The movie wasn’t all bad, but not a word 
was spoken to the Ellsbergs about the 
production. As Patricia Ellsberg said, 
when they saw it on TV all the facts 
were wrong, but it captured the spirit 
and “we liked it because we looked so 

good.” We wanted to make a film that 
got the facts straight and still looked 
good (which was remarkably easy 
because they really did look good in 
hours of archival footage and still do 
today for a couple over 70). In 1971 Dan 

Ellsberg was one of ‘the best and 
brightest’, a Harvard PhD, Pentagon 
insider and Paul Newman look-alike 
with a gorgeous and brilliant wife who 
was heir to the fortune of the world’s 
largest toymaker. Dan had attended a 
top prep school and went on to graduate 
Harvard, with honors and then command 
a platoon of Marines. They had lived a 
charmed life.

And then Dan read the secret Pentagon 
report and realized that the presidents 
he had worked for and believed deeply 
in made it a habit to lie to the people of 
the United States about why they went 
to war and if they could win. He decided 
he was willing to risk life in prison to 
reveal the truth and Patricia joined her 
new husband going underground to 
make more copies, while hiding out from 
the largest FBI manhunt since the 
Lindbergh kidnapping. After Dan poked 
his fingers in Nixon’s eyes and made 
sure enough newspapers had the 
documents to prove his case, he proudly 
announced he was the one to hundreds 
of reporters and took full responsibility 
for revealing the truth of the unjust war 
in Vietnam.

This film begs the question: Where is 
today’s Daniel Ellsberg? There have 
been a few government whistle blowers. 
Last fall, Matthew Hoh, senior U.S. 
civilian in Zabul province, a Taliban 
hotbed, became the first U.S. official 

known to resign in protest over the 
Afghan war, which he had come to 
believe simply fueled the insurgency. 
But he didn’t walk out with documents. 
Dan still rushed to meet him and support 
his courageous act. When we travel 
with the film, Dan ends most Q&A’s by 
asking the audience if anyone has secret 
documents they can leak and help to end 
the senseless wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan; “Don’t do what I did; don’t 
wait till the bombs drop.”

But the questions raised by this film go 
deeper than war and peace, although 
they look at the variables of those two 
poles in depth. This film plumbs the 
question of conscience and action in the 
world, the possibility of civil courage, a 
courage much more rare than the 
courage of a warrior in battle. It is the 
courage to look foolish, to give up 
privilege, to disobey one’s boss when 
doing the right thing requires such a 
difficult choice.

It turns out that the story of one man’s 
courageous act in 1971 resonates 
across age, race and gender borders, 
and across time. It is the story of an act 

of conscience that actually made a 
difference that shortened a war and 
helped to force a dangerous president 
out of the White House. It transmits a 
message sorely lacking in the sound bite 
world of compromise that passes for 
political and public action today. Earlier 
this month I showed it at the Palm 
Springs Film Festival to 1000 diverse 
high school students from the region. 
The atmosphere bristled with energy. 
As the lights came on 100 hands shot 
into the air, and a barrage of questions 
followed about how they could be better 
citizens, make a difference, do the right 
thing. They didn’t need to have known 
about these events to get the underlying 
message.

For four years, I have shared the evolving 
production process of this film with my 
classes in documentary film history at 
Berkeley Community College. Last 
week, the first night of the new semester 
I screened the finished film for a 
classroom bursting at the seams, 
(symptomatic of an educational system 
suffering terrible cuts). A young African 
American student raised his hand during 
the discussion that followed. “Wow,” 
he said, his eyes a bit glazed. “ That was 
amazing. I didn’t know any of that. I feel 
like I haven’t been told the real story 
about anything. What else don’t I 
know?”

Another student said, “Did you actually 
meet Howard Zinn making this film.” The 
renowned truth teller Howard Zinn 
passed away this morning. He played a 
big part in these events, in Ellsberg’s life 
and in our film. He would have been with 
us at our screening in Los Angeles in 
February. Come see the film, and savor 
your screen time with these two 
dangerous accomplices in the fine art of 
truth telling.

Judith Ehrlich is a filmmaker and 
co-producer of The Most Dan-
gerous Man in America: Daniel 
Ellsberg and the Pentagon Papers, 
www.mostdangerousman.org.

Why Daniel Ellsberg May Still Be  
‘The Most Dangerous Man in America’

“Ninety-eight percent of the adults in this country are decent, hard-working, honest Americans. It’s the other  
two percent that get all the publicity. But then—we elected them.”—Lily Tomlin
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Alternative Media Resources 

Radio
WBAI (New York City)—99.5 FM also 
at www.WBAI.org
Democracy Now!, 8-9 am (EST), M-F
Taking Aim, 5-6 pm, Tues.
Law & Disorder, 9-10 am, Mon.
Beyond the Pale, 12-1, pm, Sun. 
KPFA (Berkeley, CA)—94.1 FM also at 
www.KPFA.org
Guns and Butter 1-2 PM (Pacific) Wed.
WVKR (Poughkeepsie,NY)—91.3 FM 
also at www.WVKR.org
Activist Radio, 5-6 pm, Thurs.

Internet
www.indypendent.org—New York,  
national and international coverage
www.commondreams.org—coverage 
of domestic and international news
www.electronicintifada.net—Palestin-
ian perspective on Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict
www.globalresearch.ca—thought-
provoking analysis of global issues
www.johnpilger.com—insightful 
analysis and passionate commentary 
www.FAIR.org—media watch group
www.Activistresource.org—listing of 
Hudson Valley progressive activities

consequences. The mythic visions of war keep it 
heroic and entertaining. And the press is as guilty 
as Hollywood. During the start of the Iraq war, 
television reports gave us the visceral thrill of force 
and hid from us the effects of bullets, tank rounds, 
iron fragmentation bombs and artillery rounds. We 
tasted a bit of war’s exhilaration, but were 
protected from seeing what war actually does.

The wounded, the crippled and the dead are, in this 
great charade, swiftly carted off stage. They are 
war’s refuse. We do not see them. We do not hear 
them. They are doomed, like wandering spirits, to 
float around the edges of our consciousness, 
ignored, even reviled. The message they tell is too 
painful for us to hear. We prefer to celebrate 
ourselves and our nation by imbibing the myth of 
glory, honor, patriotism and heroism, words that in 
combat become empty and meaningless. And 
those whom fate has decreed must face war’s 
effects often turn and flee.

Saul Alfaro, who lost his legs in the war in El Salvador, 
speaks in Grinker’s book about the first and final visit 
from his girlfriend as he lay in an army hospital bed. 
“She had been my girlfriend in the military and we 
had planned to be married,” he says. “But when she 
saw me in the hospital—I don’t know exactly what 
happened, but later they told me when she saw me 
she began to cry. Afterwards, she ran away and never 
came back.” The public manifestations of gratitude 
are reserved for veterans who dutifully read from the 
script handed to them by the state. The veterans 
trotted out for viewing are those who are compliant 
and palatable, those we can stand to look at without 
horror, those who are willing to go along with the lie 
that war is about patriotism and is the highest good. 
“Thank you for your service,” we are supposed to say. 
They are used to perpetuate the myth. We are used 
to honor it. Gary Zuspann, who lives in a special 
enclosed environment in his parent’s home in Waco, 
Texas, suffering from Gulf War syndrome, speaks in 
Grinker’s book of feeling like “a prisoner of war” even 
after the war had ended.

“Basically they put me on the curb and said, okay, fend 
for yourself,” he says in the book. “I was living in a 
fantasy world where I thought our government cared 
about us and they take care of their own. I believed it 
was in my contract, that if you’re maimed or wounded 
during your service in war, you should be taken care 
of. Now I’m an gry.” I went back to Sarajevo after 
cov ering the 1990s war for The New York Times and 
found hun dreds of 
cripples trapped in 
r o o m s  i n 
apartment blocks 
with no elevators 
a n d  n o 
wheelchairs. 

Most were young 
m e n ,  m a n y 
without limbs, 
being cared for 
by their elderly 
p a r e n t s ,  t h e 
g lo r io u s  w a r 
heroes left to rot.

D e s p a i r  a n d 
s u i c i d e  g r i p 
survivors. More 
Vietnam veterans 
committed suicide 
after the war than 
were killed during 
it. The inhuman qualities drilled into soldiers and 
Marines in wartime defeat them in peacetime. This 
is what Homer taught us in The Iliad, the great book 
on war, and The Odyssey, the great book on the long 
journey to recovery by professional killers. Many never 
readjust. They cannot connect again with wives, 
children, parents or friends, retreating into personal 
hells of self-destructive anguish and rage.

“They program you to have no emotion—like if 
somebody sitting next to you gets killed you just 
have to carry on doing your job and shut up,” Steve 
Annabell, a British veteran of the Falklands War, 
says to Grinker. “When you leave the service, when 
you come back from a situation like that, there’s 
no button they can press to switch your emotions 

back on. So you walk around like a zombie. They 
don’t deprogram you. If you become a problem they 
just sweep you under the carpet.”

“To get you to join up they do all these advertise-
ments—they show people skiing down mo untains 
and doing great things—but they don’t show you 
getting shot at and people with their legs blown 

off or burning to 
death,” he says. 
“They don’t show 
you what really 
happens. It’s just 
bullshit. And they 
never prepare 
you for it. They 
can give you all 
the training in the 
world, but it’s 
never the same 
as the real thing.”

T h o s e  w i t h 
whom veterans 
have mos t  in 
common when 
the war is over 
are often those 
they fought.

“Nobody comes 
back from war the 
s a m e ,”  s a y s 

Horacio Javier Benitez, who fought the British in the 
Falklands and is quoted in Grinker’s book. “The 
person, Horacio, who was sent to war, doesn’t exist 
anymore. It’s hard to be enthusiastic about normal 
life; too much seems inconsequential. You contend 
with craziness and depression.”

“Many who served in the Malvinas,” he says, using 
the Argentine name of the islands, “committed 
suicide, many of my friends.”

“I miss my family,” reads a wall graffito captured 
in one of Agtmael’s photographs. “Please God 
forgive the lives I took and let my family be happy 
if I don’t go home again.”

Next to the plea someone had drawn an arrow toward 
the words and written in thick, black marker “Fag!!!”

Look beyond the nationalist cant used to justify 
war. Look beyond the seduction of the weapons 
and the pornography of violence. Look beyond 
Barack Obama’s ridiculous rhetoric about finishing 
the job or fighting terror. Focus on the evil of war. 
War begins by calling for the annihilation of the 
others but ends ultimately in self-annihilation. It 
corrupts souls and mutilates bodies. It destroys 
homes and villages and murders children on their 
way to school. It grinds into the dirt all that is tender 
and beautiful and sacred. It empowers human 
deformities—warlords, Shiite death squads, Sunni 
insurgents, the Taliban, al-Qaida and our own 
killers—who can speak only in the despicable 
language of force. War is a scourge. It is a plague. 
It is industrial murder. And before you support war, 
especially the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, look 
into the hollow eyes of the men, women and 
children who know it.

Chris Hedges spent two decades covering 
wars in Latin America, Africa, Europe and 
the Middle East. As the New York Times 
Middle East bureau chief, he shared the 
2 0 0 2 Puli t zer Prize for E xplanator y 
Journalism, for coverage of terrorism.

This article originally appeared on Truthdig.

struggle with grievous physical and emotional 
injuries. Without a fundamental change in the 
nation’s direction, they’ll be trying to resume their 
lives in a society ravaged by budget priorities that 
treat huge military spending as sacrosanct.

“At $744 billion, the military budget—including 
military programs outside the Pentagon, such as 
the Department of Energy’s nuclear weapons 
management—is a budget of add-ons rather than 
choices,” says Miriam Pemberton at the Institute 
for Policy Studies. “And it makes the imbalance 
between spending on military vs. non-military 
security tools worse.”

Of course the corporate profits for military 
contractors are humongous.

The executive director of the National Priorities 
Project, Jo Comerford, offers this context: “The 
Obama administration has handed us the largest 
Pentagon budget since World War II, not including 
the $160 billion in war funding for Iraq and 
Afghanistan.”

The word “defense” is inherently self-justifying. 
But it begs the question: Just what is being 
defended?

For the United States, an epitaph on the horizon 
says: “We had to destroy our country in order to 
defend it.”

As new sequences of political horrors unfold, 
maybe it’s a bit too easy for writers and readers 
of the progressive blogosphere to remain within 
the politics of online denunciation. Cogent analysis 
and articulated outrage are necessary but 
insufficient. The unmet challenge is to organize 
widely, consistently and effectively—against the 
warfare state—on behalf of humanistic priorities.

In the process, let’s be clear. This is not a defense 
budget. This is a death budget.

Norman Solomon is national co-chair of the 
Heal thcare Not War fare campaign, 
launched by Progressive Democrats of 
America. His books include War Made 
Easy: How Presidents and Pundits Keep 
Spinning Us to Death. For more information, 
go to: www.normansolomon.com or www.
WarMadeEasyTheMovie.org.

Horror of War
... continued from page 3

‘Defense’ Budget
... continued from page 3
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by Joel Kovel

R eading James Douglass’ JFK and the Unspeakable (Orbis, 
2008) has given another turn to my complicated feelings 
about our 35th President. I was a political neophyte in 

1960. Easily swayed by Kennedy’s glamor and the sheer fact that he 
wasn’t Eisenhower, I was swept up by the mythology of Camelot. I 
wept upon receiving the news of November 22, 1963 and found 
offensive Malcom X’s comment that this was a case of the chickens 
coming home to roost. However, after I became radicalized by the 
Vietnam War, JFK’s glowing image became considerably tarnished. 
I saw Kennedy now as firmly within the tradition of U.S. imperialism, 
and the man who had modernized mass-murder of civilian populations 
under the conditions of guerilla warfare. The poster-boy of Camelot 
now appeared as cruel and rapacious in the practice of foreign policy 
as toward his sexual conquests.

In the late 1980s, however, as blank spaces in the picture of the 
Kennedy assassination began to be filled in, the image shifted. I was 
drawn to the Jim Garrison (In the Time of the Assassins) — Oliver 
Stone (JFK) line of explanation, which held that a right-wing cabal 
of CIA operatives, military hard-liners, mafia thugs and unreconstructed 
anti-Castro gusanos had conspired to do JFK in. This hypothesis 
rested upon recognition of the immense power anticommunism 
exerted over our political culture. But it also required another 
recognition, that Kennedy had aroused the implacable rage of the 
anticommunists by initiating withdrawal from Vietnam as well as 
reconciliation with Cuba. Both notions were plausible, but also 
tenuous; and both were severely battered from both Right and 
Left—in the former case for self-evident reasons; and in the latter 
instance, by influential left-intellectuals such as Noam Chomsky and 
Alexander Cockburn determined to prove to the world that a Cold 
War imperialist was immune to change. Given the oddities of 
Garrison’s account and the sloppy flamboyance of Stone’s, the furor 

subsided, without resolution, early in the 1990s. Since then, the 
pendulum has swung away from the notion of right-wing conspiracy 
and back toward the verdict, favored by officialdom as well as 
sclerotic leftism, that sees Lee Harvey Oswald as the “lone crazed 
killer.”

Douglass has changed all that, irrevocably. He does so in two ways: 
First, with unmatched tenacity, he spent years going through the 
vast literature about the assassination in order to draw from it a 
coherent and convincing account of a president who was, quite 
precisely, seeking a peaceful path out of the nightmare called the 
“Cold War,” with its prospect of nuclear annihilation. No rational 
individual can doubt this narrative after reading Douglass.

Secondly, Douglass reinforces his conclusions by taking them out of 
the one-dimensionality of standard political discourse and rooting 
them in the spirituality of Christian nonviolence. No less a figure than 
Thomas Merton broods over these pages. Merton, the great Catholic 
contemplative, studied JFK with a cold eye and wrote about him in 
a letter of January, 1962: “I have little confidence in Kennedy [who] 
lacks creative imagination and the deeper kind of sensitivity that is 
needed . . . what the politicians [except Lincoln] don’t have: depth, 
humanity and a certain totality of self-forgetfulness and compassion, 
not just for individuals but for man [sic] as a whole: a deeper kind of 
dedication. Maybe Kennedy will break through into that by miracle. 
But such people are before long marked out for assassination.”

In short, a man who participates in an evil world, especially one who 
exerts leadership over it, can redeem himself—not by becoming 
perfect, for that is never a possibility—but by facing up to the need 
for transformation. In so doing, however, he will bring upon himself 
the concentrated hatred of the forces that rule the world, and thereby 
risks his own death. And that, Douglass shows, is what happened 
to JFK. Spurred by the urgency of the threat of nuclear annihilation—
and also realization of the colonial-imperialist trap into which the 

national security state was sinking in Southeast Asia—Kennedy 
saw the necessity of transforming the reality he had himself helped 
create. He knew he was courting death at the hands of his own 
generals and, especially, the monstrous CIA—and no one who reads 
Douglass’ account of Kennedy’s confrontation with these figures 
(parodied in Stanley Kubrick’s Doctor Strangelove) can doubt the 
scale of the malevolence he faced. But he stood and faced it, with 
a clear eye and with grace, and accepted his fate. The buildup for 
the full-scale invasion of Vietnam began virtually the day after his 
assassination.

John F Kennedy, in a word, had courage—something predictable 
from his war record. He risked his life, and lost. But he didn’t have 
to lose, and without that risk, he could never have won through to 
peace. Compare and contrast with our 44th president, also a clever 
fellow, and one who knows better, but evidently lacks courage. 
General McChrystal and General Petraus, and Secretary Gates, and 
Prime Minister Netanyahu (hand in glove with the Israel Lobby), all 
have their way with Barack Hussein Obama, who is afraid to stand 
up to them. And so the war with Af-Pak is proceeding straight for 
the abyss. We can watch as the superpower dragged down in 
SouthEast Asia now shows the compulsion to repeat—and 
magnify—the disaster in Central Asia. One supposes that the 
difference nine presidents down the line is in some way a 
manifestation of the rot that has set in during the interim: the curse 
of militarization and its industrial base, the corruptions wrought by 
lobbyists, the effects of fawning corporate media. This is, after all, 
how empires die; they crumble from within, then succumb to their 
successor. Let us hope it goes better the next time.

Joel Kovel became an implacable antagonist of U.S. 
militarism and imperialism while serving as a physician 
during the Vietnam War. His two most recent books are 
The Enemy of Nature and Overcoming Zionism.

Profiles in Courage and Cowardice

When Roslyn “Roz” Zinn, artist, musician, lifelong social justice 
activist, and editor for Howard Zinn, passed into another more 
peaceful sphere on May 14, 2008, leaving her partner of 68 years, 
one knew that Howard Zinn, the people’s historian, would not be far 
behind. He said of her, “She was a passionate person, passionately 
committed to the causes of peace and justice, and she was anguished 
by what was happening in the world. At the same time, she was a 
very sunny, happy, warm person.”

It is impossible to overestimate the importance Roz had to her 
husband, Howard Zinn, and in that sense to all of us, who may not 
have known her as well as her more famous husband. Roslyn Zinn, 
however, had her own remarkable and wonderful influence on people. 

James Carroll, author, columnist, and friend of the Zinn’s said, “The 
woman exuded love and openness … everyone who met her felt it. 
She was an affirming person … radical politics could be intimidating 
and frightening because the questions are so hard, but Roz Zinn made 
it all seem like the most natural thing in the world to ask the tough 
questions. She took the threat away.” 

 When in the late ‘50s Howard Zinn took a job teaching at Spelman 
College, an all black school in Atlanta, the south was still rife with 
prejudice and segregation. Roz became the only white actor in some 
of the productions of the Atlanta-Morehouse-Spelman Players. It 

was a courageous and bold thing to do but she did it with grace and 
style. As Howard told it, “For ‘The King and I,’ they wanted a white 
woman and asked her to do that. White people came to see it and 
were taken aback. There was an actual gasp in the audience when 
the black King of Siam put his arm around her waist to dance. Atlanta 
in 1959 was like Johannesburg, South Africa, it was so rigidly 
segregated.” 

Many of Howard Zinn’s works have become classics, especially his 
People’s History of the United States, and Roz was his trusted editor. 
“I never showed my work to anyone except her, because she was 
such a fine editor. She had such a sensibility about what worked, 
what read well, what was necessary, what was redundant.”

In the summer of 2007, when she was diagnosed with cancer, Roslyn 
wrote to Daniel Berrigan, the Jesuit priest and peace activist. 
Berrigan recalls, “She said that she was going to live as normally as 
possible as long as she could; that meant visiting with her family, 
including her grandchildren, and painting, and reading poetry. She 
was going to be in charge of her life, instead of giving it over to the 
medical profession.”

If Howard and Roz had lived in India instead of the United States, 
Howard would have been called, as Gandhi was, “mahatma”—a 
great soul—and Roz would have been known as “Roslyndevi”—a 

goddess in human form. And, by all accounts, in the most natural 
and unaffected way, she was that indeed.  

The following stories were gathered by Alice Shechter, Roz’s niece, 
from Roz’s brothers, Ben, Carl and Saul. They are presented here in 
a somewhat edited form. After giving us permission to reprint, Alice 
wrote to me, “I loved her so much, and miss her terribly,” and, “I trust 
you intuitively to do honor to Roz and Howard.” It is our hope we 

Roslyn Zinn: Lifelong Social Activist

Howard and Roslyn Zinn

continued on page 15 ...
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The late historian and activist was a compelling example of someone 
committed to, and enjoying to its fullest, a life of struggle.

by Anthony Arnove

Filming our documentary, The People Speak, in Boston one afternoon, 
Howard Zinn said that the camaraderie between our cast members, 
the sense of collective purpose and joy, was a feeling he hadn’t 
experienced with such intensity since his active participation in the 
civil rights movement.

Since Howard’s passing, I have thought often of that moment, which 
crystallizes for me what made him so compelling an example of 
someone committed to, and enjoying to its fullest, a life of struggle.

Howard jumped into the civil rights struggle as an active participant, 
not just as a commentator or observer. He decided that the point of 
studying history was not to write papers and attend seminars, but 
to make history, to help inform struggles to change the world.

He was fired from Spelman College as a result, and only narrowly 
escaped losing his next job at Boston University for his role in 
opposing the Vietnam War and in supporting workers on the campus.

When there was a moment of respite after the end of the Vietnam 
War, Howard did not turn back to academic studies, or turn inward, 
as so many other 1960s activists had done, but began writing plays, 
understanding the importance of cultural expression to political 
understanding and change. He also began writing A People’s History 
of the United States, which came out in 1980, right as the tide was 
turning against the radical social movements he had helped to 
organize.

A People’s History would provide a countercurrent that developed 
and grew, as teachers, activists, and the next generation of social 
movements developed new political efforts, new movements. And 
Howard was there to fight with them.

Throughout, he reminded us of the history of social change in this 
country, and kept coming back to the essential lessons that it seems 
we so often forget or need to learn anew. That change comes from 
below. That progress comes only with struggle. That we cannot rely 
on elected officials or leaders. That we have to rely on our collective 
self-activity, social movements, protest. That change never happens 

in a straight line, but always has ups and downs, twists and turns. 
That there are no guarantees in history.

But Howard added a distinctive element to these arguments by 
embodying the understanding that the process of struggle, the shared 
experience of being part of work alongside and for others, is the most 
rewarding, fulfilling, and meaningful life one can live. The sense of 
solidarity he had with people in struggle, the sense of joy he had in 
life, was infectious.

The stereotypical image our corporate media presents of the Left, 
especially the radical Left, is that it is humorless, it lacks culture, it’s 
based on self-denial and conformity. Howard shattered this 
convenient caricature.

Howard’s talks were like a Lenny Bruce monologue, with punch-lines 
that delivered keen social observations. His play Marx in Soho 
manages to simultaneously reclaim Marxism from its bourgeois critics 
and its Stalinist distorters, while bringing down the house with 
physical comedy that evokes Sid Caesar and Zero Mostel.

He returned repeatedly to discussions of the importance of music, 

theater, film, literature, and the arts to political change. When he 
spoke of his turning points politically, Howard would often evoke 
Woody Guthrie, Charles Dickens, Dalton Trumbo, Alice Walker (his 
former student), and Marge Piercy.

He enjoyed mussels, Italian food, wine, the company of friends, 
vacations. And especially he loved time with his family, Roz, his life 
partner, his two children, and five grandchildren.

We should avoid hagiography, though. Howard was not a saint. None 
of us are. It’s important to remember that whatever revolution we 
make, it has to be made with people as they are, with all the 
contradictions that come with living under capitalism. There is no 
other way for it to happen. But in the course of trying to change the 
world, with others, we change ourselves, and new possibilities 
emerge.

It is a problem that the Left in the United States and in much of the 
world today relies so heavily on a few charismatic leaders, who often 
are elevated above or set apart from the movements of which they 
are a part. The reasons are many. Some people cultivate or contribute 
to this dynamic, of course, but Howard was not one of them.

There are, from time to time, people who can crystallize the aims or 
goals of a movement in an especially compelling way. Who can rally 
greater numbers of people to take a particular action or, in the case 
of Howard, make a lifelong commitment to activism. But such people 
cannot substitute for a movement. Eugene Debs, who understood 
this problem well, put it this way, once: “I am no Moses to lead you 
out of the wilderness … because if I could lead you out, someone 
else could lead you in again.”

That was the spirit of Howard: think for yourself, act for yourself, 
challenge and question authority. But do it with others. As he writes 
in Marx in Soho, “If you are going to break the law, do it with two 
thousand people … and Mozart.”

Anthony Arnove is co-director of the documentary The 
People Speak, just released on DVD, and co-editor, with 
Howard Zinn, of Voices of a People’s History of the United 
States, a collection of first-hand accounts from those 
involved in the historical movements Zinn discusses in A 
People’s History of the United States.

Originally published by YES! Magazine. This work is 
licensed under a Creative Commons License. 

He said, “Our job as citizens is to honestly 
assess what Obama is doing. Not measured just 
against Bush, because against Bush, everybody 
looks good. But look honestly at what Obama’s 
doing and act as engaged and vigorous citizens.”

He also had no fear to express his political 
convictions loudly and proudly. I asked him about 
the prospects today for radical politics and he 
said, Let’s talk about socialism. … I think it’s very 
important to bring back the idea of socialism into 
the national discussion to where it was at the 
turn of the [last] century before the Soviet Union 
gave it a bad name. Socialism had a good name 
in this country. Socialism had Eugene Debs. 
It had Clarence Darrow. It had Mother Jones. 
It had Emma Goldman. It had several million 
people reading socialist newspapers around the 

country… Socialism basically said, hey, let’s have 
a kinder, gentler society. Let’s share things. Let’s 
have an economic system that produces things not 
because they’re profitable for some corporation, 
but produces things that people need. People 
should not be retreating from the word socialism 
because you have to go beyond capitalism.”

Howard Zinn taught millions of us a simple lesson: 
Agitate. Agitate. Agitate. But never lose your sense 
of humor in the process. It’s a beautiful legacy and 
however much it hurts to lose him, we should strive 
to build on Howard’s work and go out and make some 
history.

Dave Zirin is the author of the forthcoming 
Bad Sports: How Owners Are Ruining the 
Games We Love (Scribner). Receive his 
column every week by emailing dave@
edgeo f spor t s .co m .  C on t ac t  h im a t 
edgeofsports@gmail.com.

Zirin on Zinn
... continued from page 1

Howard Zinn’s Marx in Soho
Special Tribute Performance

Saturday March 6, 2010, 7:30 p.m.
New York Society for Ethical Culture
2 West 64th St., NYC
Presented by Haymarket Books and the New York Society 
for Ethical Culture. Co-sponsors: Beacon Press, the Brecht 
Forum, the Indypendent and Voices of a Peoples History of 
the United States

Performed by Brian Jones        Hosted by Amy Goodman       Doors open at 7:00 pm

Zinn’s play Marx in Soho is a witty and insightful answer to the question, “If Karl Marx 
could see the world today, what would he say?” Teacher, actor, and activist, Brian Jones 
has been performing this play all over the country since 1999. An audiobook of his 
performance, introduced by Howard Zinn, will be released soon by Haymarket Books.

Amy Goodman is host of Democracy Now! and New York Times best-selling author, most 
recently of Breaking the Sound Barrier (Haymarket Books).

Lessons From Howard Zinn
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lived up to that trust.—Tarak Kauff

Roz’s father Jacob Shechter came to the U.S in 
April 1920 from Kamen Kashirskiy , a shtetl in the 
the Ukraine. Jacob had been enticed by a promise 
that if he came and served in the U.S army, his 
children would become American citizens. His wife 
Ruchel came later with their two daughters Freda 
and Betty who had been born in Europe.

Roz was the fourth child, the first daughter to be 
born in America (December 2, 1922). Eventually 
there were 6 children born to Ruchel and Jacob, 
three daughters and three sons. As everyone in 
the family tells the story, Roz was the favored child. 
In birth order she landed in the middle of a bunch 
of high spirited, brawling brothers. But she was 
blond, healthy, lovely and bright and even in the 
hardest times, her parents paid for piano lessons 
for her at 25 cents a week. The uncles said she 
would always get the first bath, and then the other 

family members would re-use the bath water, and 
that her mother would skim the cream from the 
un-homogenized milk and feed it to Roz (though 
Roz often refused it—too rich and fattening!) 

 Yiddish was the language of the household and 
all six of the children were fluent Yiddish speakers 
. . . While all the boys went to Hebrew school and 
were Bar Mitzvahed, none of the girls received any 
formal Jewish education. They absorbed the 
lessons from their mother on how to be a “good 
Jewish wife.” By all accounts, Ruchel was a 
hardworking mother of 6, polishing all their shoes, 
cooking, cleaning to a fault, laundering their 
clothes, etc. All the children attended New York 
public schools. Roz’s brothers conjectured that the 
family values of honesty, fairness, loyalty, and 
helping others derived in some way from being 
Jewish; but they could not really articulate how 
that was different from just absorbing those values 
from their parents. Roz had a wonderful sense of 
humor and loved a good joke, especially if it had a 
Yiddish flavor.

One early memory of Roz (recalled by her brother 

Ben) is about her relationship to her father and 
about her playing the piano: Alice records Ben’s 
memory “Their father would come home from a 
long day at work and would sit beside Roz on the 
piano bench and say in Yiddish: “Raizeleh, shpiel 
mir a lidele!” (Roslyn, play me a song.) He would 
hum the tune he wished to hear and she would 
play, to his great pleasure. “No matter how poor 
we were, each time the family moved which was 
often, because if you moved into a new place you 
got a month’s free rent and a paint job-they found 
the $5 that it cost to move the piano with them via 
rigging through the parlor window.”

Ben described their father’s work in this way: he 
struggled to find any kind of work to support his 
family. After years of odd jobs like seltzer delivery, 
(trudging up and down stairs with cases of 
beverages on his back) and selling potatoes off a 
truck, he got some training at Brooklyn Automotive, 
a technical school. He bought a gas station and 
fixed cars that would come in and involved each of 
his sons at some point in working with him.

Roslyn was a high school graduate and was always 
literary and artistic, in and out of school. According 
to her brothers, after high school she worked as a 
secretary for a law firm of 7 attorneys, each of who 
paid her one dollar per week. She was a rebel from 
the get-go, drawn to progressive groups and 
causes, and frequenting clubs or cafes filled with 
socialists and revolutionaries of the time. 

 Roz met Howard when he was sent by a friend to 
deliver a note to her. Howard went in good faith 
to carry this love note from his friend to Roz , but 
was astonished and overwhelmed by the beautiful 
woman he encountered. He delivered the note but 
left her house sensing that a deep romantic spark 
had been struck between them. Howard and Roz 
were married in December 1944, while Howard 
was in the service and training to go overseas as 
a bombadier

Alice concludes her account of Roz’s Jewish 
upbringing by saying:

“In recent years Roz would attend our Seder in 
New York and loved being there with family 
celebrating that particular event. Of course, my 
Seder would be unrecognizable to an Orthodox 
Jew, laced as it is with references to African 
American freedom struggles, WWII partisan 
resistance, hopes for Middle East peace and 
justice, and anti-war sentiments; not to mention 
Marge Piercy poetry and civil rights songs.” But 
Roz and Howard were completely at home when 
they came to Alice’s Seder.

 Alice Shechter, who gathered this early life history, 
ended with her own personal remarks saying, “She 
has left such a big space in the world, and though 
warm and loving memories will decorate the space 
with beauty, it will never stop being the space 
where Roz used to be.” 

Alice Shechter was for many years the 
director of Camp Kinderland, a camp 
founded in 1923 by Jewish activists as a 
retreat for their children from the tenements 
of New York City. 

Roslyn Zinn
... continued from page 7

A People’s History of American 
Empire Illustrated Edition
By Howard Zinn, Mike Konopacki and Paul Buhle. Order from www.buzzflash.com

Paintings by Roslyn Zinn: Nude (above)  
and The Weaver (right)
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by Michael Ratner

W e were at Yad Vashem, Israel’s memorial to the 
Holocaust in Jerusalem. The “we” were my wife, 
Karen, and my two children, ages 19 and 21. We had 

decided to make the pilgrimage on our last day in Israel, and like so 
many visitors, we walked through the memorial in a kind of stupor 
of horror. Display by display, we saw the documented history of the 
murder of six million Jewish people. Ghetto by ghetto, we witnessed 
the vile efficiency of the Nazi project. It was one of the most relentless 
indictments of human cruelty we had seen—and, in the end, as we 
stepped out into the light and onto a plateau overlooking in the 
distance the massacre site of the former Palestinian village of Deir 
Yassin—it also felt like an enormous betrayal.

We had not expected to be in Jerusalem, or at Yad Vashem. Our trip 
began in late December 2009 in Cairo. We had decided to go on the 
Gaza Freedom March (GFM) with 1400 others and try to get into 
besieged Gaza. Our goal was to break the siege that Israel had 
imposed and demonstrate to the million and a half Palestinians 
imprisoned in that small strip of land that they were not alone. Our 
hope was to help bring worldwide attention to Gaza and the unlawful, 
punishing blockade of its people. We did not make it into Gaza; nor 

did almost anyone else from the GFM. Sadly, the Egyptian government 
(presumably in cahoots with Israel and probably the United States) 
refused to let us through the Rafah border entrance in Sinai. So 
instead, after some three days of joining in the militant efforts of 
the GFM to change Egypt’s recalcitrance—we joined demonstrations 
everywhere—we decided to go to Jerusalem and the West Bank 
to witness the occupation in those parts.

I had been to Israel twice as a child, once in the mid-’50s and once 
in the early ’60s. In those early days I had no political consciousness 
whatsoever. I had no thought that the land I was walking on—which 
I assumed was where my distant ancestors had walked—had just 
a few years earlier been populated by another people. I did not know 
about Palestinians and was never told about them. For me, my trips 
to Israel were all milk and honey and I have wonderful memories of 
my childhood spent in Herzliya, Tel Aviv, Jerusalem and Eilat.

On this trip, 50 years later, I knew a lot more. Or I thought I did. 
Nothing really prepared me for the apartheid state that was laid out 
in front of me and that should be apparent to anyone who opens their 
eyes. Checkpoints, a pass system, segregated roads, Jewish-only 
cities and the expropriation for Jews of large swaths of Palestinian 
land. My entire family was shocked and shaken. It was all so 
intentional, so cruel.

Hebron was an armed camp with watch towers overlooking the areas 
where a few Jewish settlers had ousted Palestinian families that 
had resided there for generations. The Palestinians that remained in 
those areas faced constant harassment from the settlers; even small 
Jewish children could throw rocks with impunity at Palestinians. 
Those Palestinians still living in districts where settlers had moved 
were, unlike the settlers, no longer allowed to drive cars to their 
homes. They often had to walk over a mile to get to their homes and 
take food and other necessities in by mule. Our host had a head full 
of scars from the times he had been attacked by settlers hurling 

rocks. The open markets were covered with protective wire mesh 
that was filled with bottles and garbage that had been thrown by 
the settlers who overlooked the markets.

We went to Jenin, some two hours from Jerusalem, passing check 
point after checkpoint. We visited the refugee camp that had been 
so devastated by Israeli soldiers a few years before. We spent a few 
days in East Jerusalem, joined a demonstration against evictions 
going on in Sheikh Jurrah, and saw the open and notorious gobbling 
up of East Jerusalem and its environs by Israel. 

We saw Palestinian houses demolished in neighborhoods that Israel 
had designated as Area C—areas that were to be purged of 
Palestinians and placed under complete Israeli control. This was 
despite the clear illegality of expropriating lands taken by conquest. 

From Hebron to Yad Vashem: Jewish 
Sorrow Justifying the Sorrow of Others

Palestinians in Hebron have had to install wire mesh over 
the market in order to protect themselves from the garbage 

thrown down by Israeli settlers living above.

IF PALESTINIANS WERE BLUE, 
WOULD THE WORLD CARE?
Protesters against Israel’s policies in the West Bank have added a colorful 
twist to demonstrations, painting themselves blue and posing as characters 
from the movie Avatar.

Pro-Palestinian participants in weekly demonstrators against the route of the 
separation fence in the village of Bil’in, and the takeover of Arab homes in the 
East Jerusalem neighborhood of Sheikh Jarrah, have also donned long hair 
and loincloths to resemble the 10-foot blue-skinned Na’vi of Avatar.

The demonstrators compare the Palestinians to the Na’vi—an indigenous 
people on the moon Pandora who find themselves up against militarily 
superior foreign invaders who seek to oust them from their homes.

Originally printed in Ha’aretz\

Demolished house in East Jerusalem continued on page 19 ...
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The Children of Palestine

Photos: Ellen Davidson
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by Michael Prysner

M illions of Iraqis understood from day one that the 
foreign military forces that had bombed and occupied 
their country were there not to liberate the people, 

but to dominate Iraq. I was deployed to the northern part of the 
country, where the population includes both Kurds and Arabs. Part 
of the area was under the control of Kurdish political parties that 
had functioned for more than a decade as a proxy for the United 
States in its effort to overthrow the government of Iraq. Not 
surprisingly, some of the people in the north supported the invasion.

In fact, I remember some of the people being happy, children running up 
to our trucks and laughing with us, locals excited to talk to us and shake 
our hands, people bringing us food and wanting to tell us their stories. I 
felt like we were there to help—like we were there for real liberation.

As the war dragged on, I saw people changed. People avoided making 
eye contact. Children were more hesitant to approach us. Some 
turned and ran when they saw us. I saw the resentment, frustration 
and indignation in their eyes grow every month that passed with 
troops still in their country.

It was those faces that I could never get out of my mind. Those who 
screamed us, those who cried hysterically when their doors were kicked 
in and their homes were raided, those who begged to be left alone. I saw 
how living under occupation destroyed people. Seeing what we did to the 
Iraqis—how we changed them, how we shattered their lives—compelled 
me to turn against that criminal occupation and fight to end it.

After witnessing the horrors of one year of occupation, I could only 
imagine what more than 61 years of occupation would do to a people. 
That has been the reality of life for millions of Palestinians. Once the 
common thread of U.S. imperialism reveals itself, stitching together 
these colonial projects, opposing the war in Iraq is not enough. I had 
to fight against the occupation of Palestine.

I went to Gaza because standing against imperialism means standing 
with the most oppressed. It means standing with those on the 
receiving end of Hellfire missiles, F-16s, Apache helicopters, carpet 
bombing and Abrams tanks. It means standing with those who refuse 
to budge before the merciless U.S. drive to conquer new markets, 
steal resources and crush all opposition to U.S. domination—not 
just in Iraq or Afghanistan, but wherever the Pentagon and U.S. client 
regimes set their eyes. Israel is Washington’s most faithful attack 
dogs in a region that U.S. capitalists see as the most vital to their 
interests.

I went to Gaza because I know what it’s like to be woken up in the 
middle of the night by the slightest noise, to not be able to breathe 
when a door slams, to feel your heart explode out of your chest when 
the sounds of war become the sounds that surround you every day.

It’s almost impossible to fathom the death and destruction that the 
U.S.-backed Israeli settler state has forced on every person in Gaza. 
The world saw nearly 2,000 murdered, thousands more maimed and 
made amputees during the December 2008/January 2009 Israeli 
siege of Gaza—but there is no doubt that every person living there, 
and every child, will have to live the rest of their lives with Post 
Traumatic Stress Disorder. It is a bond that every veteran should feel 
with the people of Gaza.

I went to Gaza because I am inspired by the strength, the 
steadfastness, and the resilience of the Palestinian people, who have 
proven to activists and oppressed people all over the world that we 
can stand up to the forces of imperialism and the biggest military 
machine in history.

I went to Gaza because this could be a breakthrough period for the 
people of Palestine. To many people in the U.S. and the world, the Gaza 
massacre has laid bare the true nature of the Israeli colonial project. 
It has made clear who the real terrorists and who the real victims are.

The political climate is shifting all over the world. In the United States, 
people are organizing against this criminal atrocity known as the Israeli 
occupation. The people of Palestine have proven for over 61 years that 
they are strong, and every day that they resist, they make our movement 
stronger. It is the people of Palestine, and their supporters around the 
world, that will win against the forces of imperialism and Zionism. 
Palestine will be free, but it’s going to take a mass movement—and 

that movement is growing every day. Every day, new people and new 
sectors of society are drawn into that movement. Veterans and 
members of the U.S. military must join their ranks!

I went to Gaza to tell those who have served in Washington’s imperialist 
wars, and those who are currently serving in them, that we are not 
fighting for freedom or democracy—that we have been on the wrong 
side of history and the wrong side of the barrel. We should not be 
fighting for Lockheed Martin, or Boeing, or Raytheon, or for any of the 
thousands of other corporations who profit from U.S. expansionism—
for the tiny percentage at the top who reap billions upon billions of 
dollars from war and occupation while the vast majority go bankrupt 
from hospital bills, unemployment and foreclosure. If we’re going to 
fight, we should fight for real freedom for oppressed people—we 
should fight to end the system that has wrought untold suffering on 
people in Palestine and all over the globe.

I went to Gaza to show the U.S. government that those serving in 
its military are not the robots that they want us to be. We can see 
through the lies, we can see through the veil of racism, we can see 
through the claims of fighting for freedom. I went to Gaza to show 
the U.S. government that we can wake up, and we will switch sides, 
and we will become yet another sector in the growing movement to 
erase the era of imperialism from the face of the planet. 

End the siege of Gaza, end the Israeli occupation of Palestine, end 
U.S. imperialism!

Michael Prysner is an Iraq war veteran, an ANSWER 
coalition represenatitve and founder of March Forward! 
www.marchforward.org.

Why I Went to Gaza
Iraq war veteran takes a stand for Palestine

Howard Zinn on Palestine:
 “It did not occur to me—so little did I know about the Mid-
dle East—that the establishment of a Jewish state meant 
the dispossession of the Arab majority that lived on that 
land. I was as ignorant of that as, when in school, I was 
shown a classroom map of American “Western Expansion” 
and assumed the white settlers were moving into empty 
territory. In neither case did I grasp that the advance of “civ-
ilization” involved what we would today call “ethnic cleans-
ing.”… It was only after the “Six-Day War” of 1967 and Is-
rael’s occupation of territories seized in that war (the West 
Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Golan Heights, the Sinai penin-
sula) that I began to see Israel not simply as a beleaguered 
little nation surrounded by hostile Arab states, but as an 
expansionist power....I had long since understood that the 
phrases “national security” and “national defense” were 
used by the United States government to justify aggressive 
violence against other countries. Indeed, there was a clear 
bond between Israel and the United States in their respec-
tive foreign polices, illustrated by the military and economic 
support the United States was giving to Israel...”

Michael Prysner

This spring, the Free Gaza Movement 
is sending at least six boats to Gaza to 
break Israel’s illegal blockade on 1.5 
million Palestinians.

“This mission sent an open invitation to the human rights and 
international community to come to Gaza.” 

— Dr. Mona El-Farra
 Director of the Red Crescent Society, Gaza and 
 International Campaign Against the Siege

Visit FreeGaza.org 
And Donate Today. Thank You (Shukron)
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Supreme Court Undermines Democracy
by Jack A. Smith

O n Dec. 12, 2000, the U.S. Supreme Court handed the 
presidential election to Texas Gov. George W. Bush, by 
denying Vice President Albert Gore a recount of the vote 

in Florida, which probably would have brought him to the White House.

This was and remains a great shock to many Americans, particularly 
given the disastrous results of Bush’s eight years in office. But the 
judicial branch of the U.S. government had even greater shocks in 
store for supporters of democracy.

On Jan. 21, 2010, the U.S. Supreme Court—weighted toward right 
wing Bush appointees—in effect handed future elections to the 
candidate most slavishly devoted to America’s powerful corporate 
business interests and those who possess extreme wealth.

This historic decision, in the case of Citizens United v. FEC, represents 
a change in degree, not kind. After all, big business and wealth, through 
their campaign contributions, lobbying and bribes, already wields 
disproportionate influence in federal and state elections.

But the new decision removes restraints on corporate 
funding, amounting to the transformation of an 
already weakened American democracy into an 
outright oligarchy, even while maintaining the facade 
of a two-party system and so-called free elections.

The Supreme Court decided that “the constitutional 
guarantee of free speech means that corporations can 
spend unlimited sums to help elect favored candidates 
or defeat those they oppose.” This kind of funding must 
be spent independently, in support of, or against, a 
candidate or issue, but not by the candidate.

This ruling destroyed a ban going back to the 1940s 
that prevented corporations from directly intervening 
in elections, although they have had great leeway in 
utilizing indirect means to support pro-business 
candidates. A 1990 Court ruling upholding restraints 
on corporate spending and much of the 2002 McCain-
Feingold campaign finance reform act—limited as it 
was—are also now unconstitutional.

In order to grant corporations the legal right to 
decisively control the U.S. political system, the reactionary Court 
disinterred and elaborated upon the legal precedent established 125 
years ago when incorporated businesses were granted the same 
rights as people, this time in terms of participation in elections. Thus, 
if people have free political speech, and can individually make 
campaign contributions, so can corporations.

Under the Court decision, unions now also have the right to 
independently spend funds directly supporting or opposing 
candidates, but the sum of corporate profits available for political 
investment and the money spent by unions from membership dues 
is hardly comparable.

Said Justice John Paul Stevens in dissent, “At bottom, the Court’s 
opinion is thus a rejection of the common sense of the American 

people…. While American democracy is imperfect, few outside the 
majority of this Court would have thought its flaws included a dearth 
of corporate money in politics.”

In the words of a New York Times editorial Jan. 22, “With a single, 
disastrous 5-to-4 ruling, the Supreme Court has thrust politics back 
to the robber-baron era of the 19th century.

Disingenuously waving the flag of the First Amendment, the court’s 
conservative majority has paved the way for corporations to use their 
vast treasuries to overwhelm elections and intimidate elected 
officials into doing their bidding.”

President Obama said the ruling had “given a green light to a new 
stampede of special interest money in our politics. It is a major victory 
for Big Oil, Wall Street banks, health insurance companies and the 
other powerful interests that marshal their power every day in 
Washington to drown out the voices of everyday Americans.”

Commented New York Sen. Chuck Schumer “The Supreme Court has 
just predicted the winners of the next November election. It won’t be 
Republicans. It won’t be Democrats. It will be Corporate America.”

Fred Wertheimer, president of Democracy 21, charged that “this is 
the most radical and destructive campaign finance decision in the 
history of the Supreme Court. With a stroke of the pen, five justices 
wiped out a century of American history devoted to preventing 
corporate corruption of our democracy.”

There will be a fightback against this latest right wing blow to 
democracy, from Congress and various liberal, progressive and left 
organizations. Here are the various methods under discussion.

•		Restraints	on	Corporations:	Ian	Millhiser	of	the	Center	for	American	
Progress Action Fund says some in Congress are contemplating 
requiring additional disclosures by corporations engaged in 
electioneering, empowering shareholders to demand that their 
investment not be spent to advance candidates they disapprove 

of.” He also says Schumer and Rep. Chris Van Hollen (D-MD) are 
considering “potential fixes including banning political advertising 
by corporations that hire lobbyists, receive government money, or 
collect most of their revenue abroad.”

•		Constitutional	Amendment:	Several	organizations	advocate	this	
course to overturn the new ruling, including Voter Action, Public 
Citizen, the Center for Corporate Policy, and the American 
Independent Business Alliance, among others. Says Ralph Nader: 
“This corporatist, anti-voter decision is so extreme that it should 
galvanize a grassroots effort to enact a Constitutional Amendment 
to once and for all end corporate personhood and curtail the 
corrosive impact of big money on politics.”

•		Impeachment:	While	they	have	lifetime	positions,	it	is	as	legally	
possible to impeach members of the high court as it is a President 
or Member of Congress. First the House agrees on impeachment, 
then it is sent to the Senate for conviction. Only one Supreme 
Court Justice, Samuel Chase in 1804, has ever been impeached 
by the House, but he was acquitted by the Senate.

Though the matter is hardly ever mentioned, the 
Supreme Court is perhaps the most supremely 
undemocratic of the powerful institutions in our 
society. The masses of people have no say in 
selecting the justices who will make some of the 
most crucial decisions in national history. The 
nomination is made by whatever president is in the 
White House when a vacancy happens to occur. If a 
majority of the Senate approves, as it usually does, 
the new justice will serve for life, without any 
oversight by the people. (Likewise hardly mentioned 
is the fact that the elitist Senate, which in effect 
“elects” a justice of the Supreme Court, constitutes 
the second most undemocratic institution in society.)

One way to reduce continuing government erosion 
of democracy in the U.S., such as the Court’s support 
for increased corporate control of our society, is to 
restructure the judicial branch to make it accountable 
to the people. All progressive thinking people have 
lent their support to the measures to weaken the 
Court’s onerous attack on what’s left of popular 

democracy. At the same time it must be understood that such attacks 
come from the executive and legislative branches of government as 
well, such as the Patriot Act and other more recent dilutions of civil 
liberties under the Obama Administration.

It is also well to remember that the influence of corporations and the 
wealthy on the electoral process was grossly excessive before the 
Supreme Court’s latest outrage, and that if we desire truly effective 
campaign finance reform the entire process must be democratically 
revamped in favor of the masses of people, which none of the 
suggested measures is prepared to do.

Jack A. Smith is editor of the Activist Newsletter and a 
former editor of the Guardian (U.S.) radical newsweekly. 
He may be reached at:jacdon@earthlink.net.

“The challenge remains. On the other side are formidable forces: money, political power, the major media. On our side are the 
people of the world and a power greater than money or weapons: the truth.”—Howard Zinn
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The Lessons of Iraq Have Been  
Ignored; the Target Is Now Iran
The U.S. military buildup in the Gulf and Blair’s promotion of war against Tehran  
are a warning of yet another catastrophe
by Seumas Milne 

W e were supposed to have learned the lessons of the Iraq war. That’s what Britain’s Chilcot 
inquiry is meant to be all about. But the signs from the Middle East are that it could be 
happening all over again. The U.S. is escalating the military build-up in the Gulf, officials 

revealed this week, boosting its naval presence and supplying tens of billions of dollars’ worth of new 
weapons systems to allied Arab states.

The target is of course Iran. Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar and Bahrain are all taking deliveries 
of Patriot missile batteries. In Saudi Arabia, Washington is sponsoring a 30,000-strong force to protect 
oil installations and ports. The UAE alone has bought 80 F16 fighters, and General Petraeus, the U.S. 
commander, claims it could now “take out the entire Iranian airforce.”

The U.S. insists the growing militarisation is defensive, aimed at deterring Iran, calming Israel and 
reassuring its allies. But the shift of policy is clear enough. Last week Barack Obama warned that Iran 
would face “growing consequences” for failing to halt its nuclear program, while linking it with North 
Korea—as George Bush did, in his “axis of evil” speech in 2002.

When Iran’s president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad this week renewed Iran’s earlier agreement to ship most 
of its enriched uranium abroad to be reprocessed, the U.S. was dismissive. Obama’s “outstretched hand,” 
always combined with the threat of sanctions or worse, appears to have been all but withdrawn.

The U.S. vice-president, Joe Biden, underlined that by insisting Iran’s leaders were “sowing the seeds of their 
own destruction.” And in Israel, which has vowed to take whatever action is necessary to prevent Iran acquiring 
nuclear weapons, threats of war against its allies, Lebanon’s Hezbollah and the Palestinian Hamas, are growing. 
“We must recruit the whole world to fight Ahmadinejad,” Israeli president Shimon Peres declared on Tuesday.

The echoes of the run-up to the invasion of Iraq are unmistakable. Just as in 2002-03, we are told that 
a dictatorial Middle Eastern state is secretly developing weapons of mass destruction, defying UN 
resolutions, obstructing inspections, threatening its neighbours and supporting terrorism.

As in the case of Iraq, no evidence has been produced to back up the WMD claims, though bogus leaks 
about secret programmes are regularly reproduced in the mainstream press. Most recently, a former 
CIA official reported that U.S. intelligence believed documents, published in the Times, purporting to 
show Iran planning to experiment on a “neutron initiator” for an atomic weapon, had been forged. Shades 
of Iraq’s non-existent attempts to buy uranium in Niger.

In case anyone missed the parallels, Tony Blair hammered them home at the Iraq inquiry last Friday. Far 
from showing remorse about the bloodshed he helped unleash on the Iraqi people, the former prime 
minister was allowed to turn what was supposed to be a grilling into a platform for war against Iran.

In a timely demonstration that neoconservatism is alive and well and living in London, Blair attempted to 
use the fact that Iraq had no WMD as part of a case for taking the same approach against Iran. Perceived 
intention and potential capability were enough to justify war, it turned out. Mentioning Iran 58 times, he 
explained that the need to “deal” with Iran raised “very similar issues to the ones we are discussing.”

You might think that the views of a man that 37 percent of British people now believe should be put on 
trial for war crimes would be treated with contempt. But Blair remains the Middle East envoy of the 

Quartet—the U.S., UN, EU and Russia—even as he pockets £1 million a year from a UAE investment 
fund currently negotiating a slice of the profits from the exploitation of Iraqi oil reserves.

Nor is he alone in pressing the case for war on Iran. Another neocon outrider from the Bush era, Daniel 
Pipes, wrote this week that the only way for Obama to save his presidency was to “bomb Iran” and 
destroy the country’s “nuclear-weapon capacity,” entailing few politically troublesome U.S. “boots on 
the ground” or casualties.

The reality is that such an attack would be potentially even more devastating than the aggression against 
Iraq. Iran has the ability to deliver armed retaliation, both directly and through its allies, which would 
not only engulf the region but block the 20 percent of global oil supplies shipped through the straits of 
Hormuz. It would also certainly set back the cause of progressive change in Iran.

Iran is a divided authoritarian state, now cracking down harshly on the opposition. But it is not a 
dictatorship in the Saddam Hussein mold. Unlike Iraq, Israel, the U.S. and Britain, Iran has not invaded 
and occupied anybody’s territory, but has the troops of two hostile, nuclear-armed powers on its borders. 
And for all Ahmadinejad’s inflammatory rhetoric, it is the nuclear-armed U.S. and Israel that maintain 
the option of an attack on Iran, not the other way round.

Nor has the UN nuclear agency, the IAEA, found any evidence that Iran is trying to acquire nuclear 
weapons, while the U.S.’s own national intelligence estimate found that suspected work on a weapons 
programme had stopped in 2003, though that may now be adjusted in the new climate. Iran’s leadership 
has long insisted it does not want nuclear weapons, even while many suspect it may be trying to become 
a threshold nuclear power, able to produce weapons if threatened. Given the recent history of the region, 
that would hardly be surprising.

For the U.S. government, as during the Bush administration, the real problem is Iran’s independent power 
in the most sensitive region in the world—heightened by the Iraq war. The signals coming out of 
Washington are mixed. The head of U.S. National Intelligence implied on Tuesday there was nothing 
the U.S. could do to stop Iran from developing nuclear weapons if it chose to do so. Perhaps the military 
build-up in the Gulf is just sabre rattling. The preference is clearly for regime change rather than war.

But Israel is most unlikely to roll over if that option fails, and the risks of the U.S. and its allies, including 
Britain, being drawn into the fallout from any attack would be high. As was discovered in the case of 
Iraq, the views of outriders like Blair and Pipes can quickly become mainstream. If we are to avoid a 
replay of that catastrophe, pressure to prevent war with Iran will have to start now.

Seumas Milne is a Guardian columnist and associate editor. He is the author of The Enemy 
Within and co-author of Beyond the Casino Economy.

The echoes of the run-up to the invasion of Iraq 
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that a  dictatorial Middle Eastern state is secretly 
developing weapons of mass destruction, defying 
UN resolutions, obstructing inspections, threaten-
ing its neighbours and supporting terrorism.
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In his latest column for the New 
Statesman, John Pilger describes 
the “swift and crude” appropriation 
of earthquake-ravaged Haiti by the 
militarised Obama administration. 
With George W. Bush attending to 
the “relief effort” and Bill Clinton the 
UN’s man, The Comedians, Graham 
Greene’s dark novel about exploted 
Haiti comes to mind.

by John Pilger

T he theft of Haiti has been swift and crude. On 22 January, 
the United States secured “formal approval” from the 
United Nations to take over all air and sea ports in Haiti, 

and to “secure” roads. No Haitian signed the agreement, which has 
no basis in law. Power rules in an American naval blockade and the 
arrival of 13,000 marines, special forces, spooks and mercenaries, 
none with humanitarian relief training.

The airport in the capital, Port-au-Prince, is now an American military 
base and relief flights have been re-routed to the Dominican Republic. 
All flights stopped for three hours for the arrival of Hillary Clinton. 
Critically injured Haitians waited unaided as 800 American residents 
in Haiti were fed, watered and evacuated. Six days passed before 
the U.S. Air Force dropped bottled water to people suffering thirst 
and dehydration.

The first TV reports played a critical role, giving the impression of 
widespread criminal mayhem. Matt Frei, the BBC reporter dispatched 
from Washington, seemed on the point of hyperventilation as he 
brayed about the “violence” and need for “security.” In spite of the 

demonstrable dignity of the earthquake victims, and evidence of 
citizens’ groups toiling unaided to rescue people, and even an 
American general’s assessment that the violence in Haiti was 
considerably less than before the earthquake, Frei claimed that 
“looting is the only industry” and “the dignity of Haiti’s past is long 
forgotten.” Thus, a history of unerring U.S. violence and exploitation 
in Haiti was consigned to the victims. “There’s no doubt,” reported 
Frei in the aftermath of America’s bloody invasion of Iraq in 2003, 
“that the desire to bring good, to bring American values to the rest 
of the world, and especially now to the Middle East... is now 
increasingly tied up with military power.”

In a sense, he was right. Never before in so-called peacetime have 
human relations been as militarized by rapacious power. Never before 
has an American president subordinated his government to the military 
establishment of his discredited predecessor, as Barack Obama has 
done. In pursuing George W. Bush’s policy of war and domination, 
Obama has sought from Congress an unprecedented military budget 
in excess of $700 billion. He has become, in effect, the spokesman 
for a military coup.

For the people of Haiti the implications are clear, if grotesque. With 
U.S. troops in control of their country, Obama has appointed George 
W. Bush to the “relief effort”: a parody surely lifted from Graham 
Greene’s The Comedians, set in Papa Doc’s Haiti. As president, Bush’s 
relief effort following Hurricane Katrina in 2005 amounted to an ethnic 
cleansing of many of New Orleans’ black population. In 2004, he 
ordered the kidnapping of the democratically-elected prime minister 
of Haiti, Jean-Bertrand Aristide, and exiled him in Africa. The popular 
Aristide had had the temerity to legislate modest reforms, such as a 
minimum wage for those who toil in Haiti’s sweatshops.

When I was last in Haiti, I watched very young girls stooped in front 
of whirring, hissing, binding machines at the Port-au-Prince Superior 
Baseball Plant. Many had swollen eyes and lacerated arms. I produced 
a camera and was thrown out. Haiti is where America makes the 
equipment for its hallowed national game, for next to nothing. Haiti 
is where Walt Disney contractors make Mickey Mouse pjamas, for 
next to nothing. The U.S. controls Haiti’s sugar, bauxite and sisal. 
Rice-growing was replaced by imported American rice, driving people 
into the cities and towns and jerry-built housing. Years after year, 
Haiti was invaded by U.S. marines, infamous for atrocities that have 
been their specialty from the Philippines to Afghanistan.

Bill Clinton is another comedian, having got himself appointed the 
UN’s man in Haiti. Once fawned upon by the BBC as “Mr. Nice Guy... 
bringing democracy back to a sad and troubled land,” Clinton is Haiti’s 
most notorious privateer, demanding de-regulation of the economy 
for the benefit of the sweatshop barons. Lately, he has been promoting 
a $55 million deal to turn the north of Haiti into an American-annexed 
“tourist playground.”

Not for tourists is the U.S. building its fifth biggest embassy in Port-
au-Prince. Oil was found in Haiti’s waters decades ago and the U.S. 
has kept it in reserve until the Middle East begins to run dry. More 
urgently, an occupied Haiti has a strategic importance in Washington’s 
“rollback” plans for Latin America. The goal is the overthrow of the 
popular democracies in Venezuela, Bolivia and Ecuador, control of 
Venezuela’s abundant oil reserves and sabotage of the growing 
regional cooperation that has given millions their first taste of an 
economic and social justice long denied by U.S.-sponsored regimes.

The first rollback success came last year with the coup against 

THE KIDNAPPING OF HAITI

Doctors Without Borders

www.doctorswithoutborders.org
Doctors Without Borders/Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF) is an international medical humanitarian 
organization created by doctors and journalists in France in 1971. MSF provides aid in nearly 60 
countries to people whose survival is threatened by violence, neglect, or catastrophe, primarily due 
to armed conflict, epidemics,malnutrition, exclusion from health care, or natural disasters.

Madre

www.madre.org
MADRE is driven by a commitment to solutions. Over the past 26 years, MADRE has built a network 
of community-based women’s organizations worldwide. This network encompasses thousands of 
women and families—in Sudan, Iraq, Nicaragua, Cuba, Haiti, Guatemala, Kenya, Peru, Colombia, 
Panama, Palestine and elsewhere—who are on the frontlines of our global crisis. 

Action Against Hunger

www.actionagainsthunger.org
The mission of Action Against Hunger is to save lives by eliminating hunger through the prevention, 
detection, and treatment of malnutrition. Recognized worldwide as a leader in the fight against 
hunger, Action Against Hunger delivers programs in some 40 countries, specializing in emergency 
situations of war, conflict, and natural disasters and longer-term assistance to people in distress.

Partners In Health

www.pih.org 
Partners In Health’s mission is both medical and moral. It is based on solidarity, rather than charity 
alone. When a person in Peru, or Siberia, or rural Haiti falls ill, PIH uses all of the means at our disposal 
to make them well—from pressuring drug manufacturers, to lobbying policy makers, to providing 
medical care and social services. Whatever it takes. Just as we would do if a member of our own 
family—or we ourselves—were ill.

Haitian Peoples Support Project

www.haitiansupportproject.org/
HPSP was founded in 1990 as a not-for-profit organization dedicated to helping the poorest segments 
of Haiti’s population, and, in particular, the children. We began to do so by providing assistance to 
grass-root community based projects such as: schools, orphanages, peasant/farmers cooperatives, 
health clinics, etc.

Oxfam

www.oxfamamerica.org
Oxfam America is an international relief and development organization that creates lasting solutions 
to poverty, hunger, and injustice. Together with individuals and local groups in more than 100 countries, 
Oxfam saves lives, helps people overcome poverty, and fights for social justice. We are an affiliate 
of Oxfam International.

How you can help: Haiti Relief Organizations

continued on page 18 ...
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by Stack Kenny

Written, Directed and Produced by Clay 
Claiborne| 
Narrated by Martin Sheen 
Martin Sheen and Clay Claiborne

T he premise of Clay Claiborne’s new 
documentary re-examining the great 
tragedy of the Vietnam War concerns 

America’s continuing reluctance to accept its 
responsibility for the brutal massacre of as many 
as 5 million Vietnamese people. Most of those 
killed by American Forces were civilians, an 
estimated 4 million from both sides of the North/
South line established by the Geneva Convention 
in 1954. Claiborne then asks the question: how 
many deaths does it take to qualify for holocaust 
status? As the United States institutes war making 
in the Middle East, what lessons can America ever 
learn from Vietnam if there has been a collective 
denial of our previous atrocities?

The purpose of Vietnam: American Holocaust is to 
re-remind us of those atrocities.

In a concise, if not slightly hurried style, Claiborne 
gives us a short “History of Vietnam” lesson to help 
us understand the steps and missteps which pulled 
America into full scale war. He emphasizes 
Vietnam’s long subservient role in Colonialism and 
their desire for autonomy: ruled for centuries by 
China, then for 100 years by France in the 1800’s 
and early 1900s, temporarily taken over by Japan 
during WWII, given back to France for a Ten Year 
War in the 1950s, and then under military assault 
from the United States in the 1960s and ‘70s. When 
Vietnamese dedication finally outlasted American 
will in 1975, a reunited nation of Vietnam declared 
its first independence. Throughout Claiborne’s 
history lesson, he is unafraid of exposing the 
American Masters of War, along with the true 

reasons behind their aggressions in the Far East. 
Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson 
and Nixon all participated in the conquest of 
Vietnam, each fearing the nationalization of 
resources and the possible loss of profit from rubber, 
tin, tungsten, and most importantly, cheap labor. 
Claiborne focuses much of his time on a bitter and 
sadistic Lyndon Johnson, who along with Nixon, 
killed millions with relentless bombing campaigns. 
Tracing America’s gradual participation into war 
from the early stages of CIA covert activity, 

Claiborne indicts the familiar major players behind 
the savagery: Secretary of Defense William 
McNamara, Generals Curtis LeMay, Alexander Haig 
and William Westmoreland, and the many weapons 
and chemical manufacturers promoting the war, GE, 
Dow Chemical and Monsanto, just to name a few.

But the main focus of Vietnam: American Holocaust 
surrounds the graphic footage of the horrific 

atrocities that occurred during the prosecution of 
the war. America dropped over 8 million tons of 
bombs on Southeast Asia during the Vietnam War, 
three times more than all countries combined in 
WWII. Scenes of American helicopters shooting 
down running civilians, destroying villages, crops 
and jungle habitat remind us forty years later of the 
brutality done to innocent people. Against the 
military claim of instituting only “surgical bombing,” 
Claiborne offers contrary aerial shots of the killing 
of innocent people and the intentional destruction 

of homes, schools and hospitals. He shows American 
planes in the systematic spraying of eventually 19 
million gallons of Agent Orange and other fatal 
chemicals over Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia and 
Thailand. In an attempt to destroy the food supply 
of the Vietcong, the American military poisoned the 
people, land and water of four nations, not to 
mention its own soldiers on the ground.

Claiborne’s last chilling section of the film centers 
around a mix of reactions by both American troops 
and their Vietnamese victims. With cold bravado, 
some American soldiers recount their stories of 
“killing contests,” of “hunting gooks,” of making no 
distinction between civilian and Vietcong, of cutting 
ears and being paid by body count through the CIA. 
Claiborne then moves to clips of testimony from 
Vietnamese survivors giving accounts of their 
villages being burned, their daughters raped and 
their sons shot, only because there was rumor the 
Vietcong had recently been present. Eventually, 
Claiborne settles into footage from the historic 
Winter Soldier testimonies which took place in 
Detroit in February 1971. There, remorseful soldiers 
spoke the hard truth about the atrocities they 
witnessed and participated in during the war. 
Devastating accounts of brutality, orchestrated from 
upper levels of command giving “ambiguous orders” 
to “kill anything that moves,” eventually add up to 
a criminal and moral indictment against the 
politicians and career brass who forced the drafted 
soldier into a mentality of slaughter and mass death. 
As one tearful soldier speaks out in Detroit, “Don’t 
ever let this government do this to you.”

87 minutes long, Vietnam: American Holocaust races 
by and still leaves many questions unanswered. The 
film begins to make comparisons of Vietnam to the 
new American wars in the Middle East, briefly 
showing eerie images of burned to death by white 
phosphorus victims in Iraq next to similar shots of 
white phosphorus victims in Vietnam. But Claiborne 
retreats from this examination, most likely 
understanding the constraints of film time to make 
the comparison thoroughly. While maintaining his 
position that America has fallen into a collective 
amnesia concerning the holocaust initiated on the 
Vietnamese people by the United States, Claiborne 
finishes his study by analyzing that unlike the 
American public, the American Military Industrial 
Complex did learn lessons from Vietnam. First, that 
American citizens would no longer tolerate a draft; 
and second, that from Vietnam on there would be a 
whitewashing of the horrors of war. The Pentagon 
would control all information to reporters and there 
would never again be an openly televised war. Even 
returning caskets would be blacked out. Americans 
were to be forever shielded from both the atrocities 
committed and the actual truth of history.

Vietnam: American Holocaust is a must see for 
seekers of truth and for believers of taking our 
world back from the war mongers. The film 
concludes with a simple truth: “Those who forget 
their history are doomed to repeat it.”

Stack Kenny is a writer/chef/musician 
living in Asheville , NC. He stands every 
week, rain or shine, with the Veterans For 
Peace at their vigil in Pack Square.

by Paul Craig Roberts

Americans have been losing the protection of law for years. In the 
21st century the loss of legal protections accelerated with the Bush 
administration’s “war on terror,” which continues under the Obama 

administration and is essentially a war on the Constitution and U.S. civil 
liberties.

The Bush regime was determined to vitiate habeas corpus in order to hold 
people indefinitely without bringing charges. The regime had acquired 
hundreds of prisoners by paying a bounty for “terrorists.” Afghan warlords 
and thugs responded to the financial incentive by grabbing unprotected people 
and selling them to the Americans. 

The Bush regime needed to hold the prisoners without charges because it 
had no evidence against the people and did not want to admit that the U.S. 
government had stupidly paid warlords and thugs to kidnap innocent people. 
In addition, the Bush regime needed “terrorists” prisoners in order to prove 
that there was a terrorist threat.

As there was no evidence against the “detainees” (most have been released 
without charges after years of detention and abuse), the U.S. government 
needed a way around U.S. and international laws against torture in order that 
the government could produce evidence via self-incrimination. The Bush 
regime found inhumane and totalitarian-minded lawyers and put them to work 
at the U.S. Department of Justice (sic) to invent arguments that the Bush 
regime did not need to obey the law.

The Bush regime created a new classification for its detainees that it used 
to justify denying legal protection and due process to the detainees. As the 
detainees were not U.S. citizens and were demonized by the regime as “the 
760 most dangerous men on earth,” there was little public outcry over the 
regime’s unconstitutional and inhumane actions.

As our Founding Fathers and a long list of scholars warned, once civil liberties 
are breached, they are breached for all. Soon U.S. citizens were being held 
indefinitely in violation of their habeas corpus rights. Dr. Aafia Siddiqui an 

Film Review: Vietnam: American Holocaust

It Is Now Official: The United States Is a Police State

Martin Sheen and Clay Claiborne

continued on page 18 ...
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To Exist Is to Resist
by Maurizio Morselli

I resist because I exist
Told me Mahmoud.
In the planet that would see us dead
In the shadow of the wall that
Cements hate and slices the soul
Daily target of greed to feed the big belly capitalist.
To Resist is To Exist
Even in the polluted stream
That no longer quenches,
The excrements of genocide
Visible to all.
The world turns the other way and leaves us to the
Daily putrefaction that would want to penetrate our
Ancient shields of human hide,
Which resist, bleed, heal, bleed, resist.
To Resist Is To Exist
In the old olive orchard raped
By the bulldozer of hate
Discriminatory shovels from the foundries of 
Texas and DC would like to uproot
Even our hearts
Fragmented but not broken in the arid desert of hopes.
I see once again the old Comanche who waves at me and 
disappears, now alone, behind a white fence of
Fresh paint that drips and covers the ground.
The font of dreams is now on the other side of the phantom 

orchard
And sleeping becomes just a movement 
of unfinished music sheets of life that should have made 

sense.
I exist another day told me Mahmoud
Because even if I gave up on rhymes that make sense
I haven’t given up on seeing a child who exists.

It was devastating and it was appalling.

We had one last day to spend in Jerusalem before our late night 
flight to New York City. For a few days I had said we should visit Yad 
Vashem. But I did not insist on seeing it. I was ambivalent about the 
visit for myself and my family. This was not because I did not care 
about the Holocaust. I cared deeply. I was born in 1943 during the 
height of the murders. My family lost many, many relatives in Tykocin, 
Bialystok and Vilna. My father had been responsible for resettling 
hundreds of survivors, and growing up with people who had numbers 
tattooed on their arms was part of my childhood in Cleveland. Trips 
to the killing camps in Europe were a rite of passage. My work as a 
human rights lawyer stems directly from heeding the admonition 
“never again,” whether that never is for Jews or any other people. 
In later years I made pilgrimages to Holocaust memorials in New 
York, Washington, D.C., and Berlin. I had been to a very different Yad 
Vashem in West Jerusalem in 1956. As I recall it was in a dark cave-
like place where one could almost reach out and touch lamp shades 
made from human skin and soap from human fat. The Holocaust and 
its horrors remain part of my being.

So why was I ambivalent? We had just spent three days trying to get 
into Gaza and five days exploring the treatment of Palestinians by 
Israel. Would visiting Yad Vashem somehow justify, if not for me, but 
for my children some of what we had just seen? Would it make the 
case for a Jewish state in Israel? The need for protection from another 
Holocaust was a key founding narrative of Israel. My generation was 
raised on that narrative: Israel was necessary to save the Jewish 
people—then and in the future. Wasn’t that the very reason for having 
the major Jewish memorial to the Holocaust in Israel, at the foot of 
Mt. Herzl, a mountain named after the founder of Zionism?

At the same time I trusted my family. They had just seen an apartheid 
state up close, had met refuges from ’48 and ’67, saw the taking of 
others’ lands and seen the oppression of Palestinians in Hebron and 
Jerusalem. So we took ourselves on a beautiful, sunny late morning 
in January to Yad Vashem.

For my children it was one of the first times they had immersed 
themselves in the history, documents and words of the Holocaust. 
They spent hours listening to the testimony, viewing the videos and 
asking questions. Occasionally, there were references to Zionism as 
it was part of the history of Jews in Eastern Europe, but it was not 
until the end of the formal exhibits that the “logic” of connecting the 
Holocaust to Israel was made explicit. Hatikvah (The Hope), Israel’ 
national anthem, was the musical theme at end of our journey through 
Holocaust history, making explicit the founding narrative.

We then went into the Hall of Remembrance, a large rounded space 
with a deep pit carved out of its center with its walls lined with 
volume after volume of the names of the murdered. Off to one side 
is the computer room with a database of the names that are known. 
My children immediately went to the computers and looked up our 
murdered relatives. Many had died at Auschwitz and others were 
killed in the 1941 massacre in the Lopuchowa forest in Tykocin, 
Poland, where 3,000 men women and children from that village dug 
their own graves and were murdered by the einsatzgruppen; others 
still died of typhus within days of liberation from the camps. As we 
left the museum, with its triangular, elongated windowless, and cold 
concrete structure, we walked toward the picture window at the end 
and out onto a terrace overlooking the hills of Israel—again the 
narrative, from the Holocaust to Israel. 

As saddened and horrified as we were by what we had just 
experienced, we were all struck by the contradiction of having the 
museum in Israel, a country forged out of the theft of other people’s 
land and homes, a nation whose treatment of Palestinians had echoes 
of what we had just seen: walled-in ghettos, stolen houses and land, 
a segregated population. It was an irony not lost on my family. Yad 
Vashem should be history lesson for us all, but it’s a lesson that 
seems to be lost on many of the very people who were its victims.

Despite the power of Yad Vashem I felt robbed by my experience 
there. I felt manipulated. It is not that the history it told and pain it 
conveyed were false or that I felt distanced from the horror of the 
Holocaust. But the powerful narrative of the Holocaust that the 
museum was trying to make me accept, or at least justify, what was 
unacceptable: the apartheid state that is today’s Israel. In this 

narrative, the Holocaust is used to ask us to wash away the sins of 
the occupier. By so doing the Holocaust is diminished.

On our trip to Hebron our Palestinian guide had asked me whether I 
really thought six million Jews had been killed in the Holocaust. He 
was skeptical. I was angered by his doubts. I answered him directly 
and unequivocally: six million Jews had been murdered. The visit to 
Yad Vashem gave me some perspective on his doubts. He implicitly 
understood that it was the narrative of the Holocaust that was used 
to justify his victimization and the refusal of much of the world to do 
anything about it. His way of dealing with it was to reject the claimed 
justification for his oppression.

These words have been hard words to write. It does not come easily 
to me to raise questions about a memorial to the most horrific event 
in Jewish history. But I do not accept that Jewish sorrow should be 
used to hide or justify the sorrow of others. To truly remember and 
honor the lessons of the Holocaust would be to end the apartheid 
system that is the Israel of today. That would be a day of Hope.

Michael Ratner is president of the Center for Constitutional 
Rights, www.ccrjustice.org. He has a blog at www.
justleft.org and a radio show at www.lawanddisorder.org.

From Hebron to Yad Vashem
... continued from page 9

Demand an immediate withdrawal of U.S. and NATO forces from  
Afghanistan, Iraq, and Pakistan!

•	Buses	will	leave	from	Kingston,	New	Paltz,	and	Poughkeepsie
•	Roundtrip	cost	is	$60	per	person	(scholarships	available)
•		To	 reserve	a	seat,	email	 jacdon@earthlink.net	with	 your	name,	email	address,	
phone	number,	town,	and	boarding	location
•		Make	your	check	out	to	Activist	Newsletter	and	mail	to	PO	Box	662,	New	Paltz,	
NY	12561
•		For	more	information,	visit	activistnewlsetter.blogspot.com		or	call	845.255.5779	

Over 1,000 organizations and individuals endorse the March 20 protest
PLEASE JOIN US—WE NEED YOU!
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“A human being is part of the whole called  
by us universe, a part limited in time  

and space. We experience ourselves, our 
thoughts and feelings as something separate 
from the rest. A kind of optical delusion of 

consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison 
for us, restricting us to our personal desires 
and to affection for a few persons nearest to 

us. Our task must be to free ourselves from the 
prison by widening our circle of compassion to 
embrace all living creatures and the whole of 

nature in its beauty. We shall require a  
substantially new manner of thinking if  

mankind is to survive.”—Albert Einstein

American citizen of Pakistani origin might have 
been the first.

Dr. Siddiqui, a scientist educated at MIT and 
Brandeis University, was seized in Pakistan for no 
known reason, sent to Afghanistan, and was held 
secretly for five years in the U.S. military’s 
notorious Bagram prison in Afghanistan. Her three 
young children were with her at the time she was 
abducted, one an eight-month old baby. She has 
no idea what has become of her two youngest 
children. Her oldest child, 7 years old, was also 
incarcerated in Bagram and subjected to similar 
abuse and horrors.

Siddiqui has never been charged with any 
terrorism-related offense. A British journalist, 
hearing her piercing screams as she was being 
tortured, disclosed her presence. http://www.
informationclearinghouse.info/article24605.htm 
An embarrassed U.S. government responded to 
the disclosure by sending Siddiqui to the U.S. for 
trial on the trumped-up charge that while a captive, 
she grabbed a U.S. soldier’s rifle and fired two shots 
attempting to shoot him. The charge apparently 
originated as a U.S. soldier’s excuse for shooting 
Dr. Siddiqui twice in the stomach resulting in her 
near death.

On February 4, Dr. Siddiqui was convicted by a New 
York jury for attempted murder. The only evidence 
presented against her was the charge itself and 
an unsubstantiated claim that she had once taken 
a pistol-firing course at an American firing range. 
No evidence was presented of her fingerprints on 
the rifle that this frail and broken 100-pound 
woman had allegedly seized from an American 
soldier. No evidence was presented that a weapon 
was fired, no bullets, no shell casings, no bullet 
holes. Just an accusation.

Wikipedia has this to say about the trial: “The trial 
took an unusual turn when an FBI official asserted 
that the fingerprints taken from the rifle, which was 
purportedly used by Aafia to shoot at the U.S. 
interrogators, did not match hers.” 

An ignorant and bigoted American jury convicted 
her for being a Muslim. This is the kind of “justice” 
that always results when the state hypes fear and 
demonizes a group. 

The people who should have been on trial are the 
people who abducted her, disappeared her young 
children, shipped her across international borders, 
violated her civil liberties, tortured her apparently 
for the fun of it, raped her, and attempted to murder 
her with two gunshots to her stomach. Instead, 
the victim was put on trial and convicted.

This is the unmistakable hallmark of a police state. 
And this victim is an American citizen. 

Anyone can be next. Indeed, on February 3 Dennis 

Blair, director of National Intelligence told the 
House Intelligence Committee that it was now 
“defined policy” that the U.S. government can 
murder its own citizens on the sole basis of 
someone in the government’s judgment that an 
American is a threat. No arrest, no trial, no 
conviction, just execution on suspicion of being a 
threat. 

This shows how far the police state has advanced. 
A presidential appointee in the Obama 
administration tells an important committee of 
Congress that the executive branch has decided 
that it can murder American citizens abroad if it 
thinks they are a threat.

I can hear readers saying the government might as 
well kill Americans abroad as it kills them at 
home—Waco, Ruby Ridge, the Black Panthers.

Yes, the U.S. government has murdered its citizens, 
but Dennis Blair’s “defined policy” is a bold new 
development. The government, of course, denies 
that it intended to kill the Branch Davidians, Randy 
Weaver’s wife and child, or the Black Panthers. The 
government says that Waco was a terrible tragedy, 
an unintended result brought on by the Branch 
Davidians themselves. The government says that 
Ruby Ridge was Randy Weaver’s fault for not 
appearing in court on a day that had been 
miscommunicated to him, The Black Panthers, the 
government says, were dangerous criminals who 
insisted on a shoot-out.

In no previous death of a U.S. citizen by the hands 
of the U.S. government has the government 
claimed the right to kill Americans without arrest, 
trial, and conviction of a capital crime.

In contrast, Dennis Blair has told the U.S. Congress 
that the executive branch has assumed the right 
to murder Americans who it deems a “threat.”

What defines “threat”? Who will make the 
decision? What it means is that the government 
will murder whomever it chooses.

There is no more complete or compelling evidence 
of a police state than the government announcing 
that it will murder its own citizens if it views them 
as a “threat.”

Ironic, isn’t it, that “the war on terror” to make us 
safe ends in a police state with the government 
declaring the right to murder American citizens who 
it regards as a threat.

Dr. Roberts was Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury in the Reagan administration and 
associate editor of the Wall Street Journal. 
He is a nationally syndicated columnist for 
Creators Syndicate in Los Angeles.

Originally published by Information Clear-
ing House.

President Jose Manuel Zelaya in Honduras who also dared advocate a minimum wage and that the rich 
pay tax. Obama’s secret support for the illegal regime carries a clear warning to vulnerable governments 
in central America. Last October, the regime in Colombia, long bankrolled by Washington and supported 
by death squads, handed the U.S. seven military bases to, according to U.S. air force documents, “combat 
anti-U.S. governments in the region.”

Media propaganda has laid the ground for what may well be Obama’s next war. On 14 December, 
researchers at the University of West England published first findings of a ten-year study of the BBC’s 
reporting of Venezuela. Of 304 BBC reports, only three mentioned any of the historic reforms of the 
Chavez government, while the majority denigrated Chavez’s extraordinary democratic record, at one 
point comparing him to Hitler.

Such distortion and its attendant servitude to western power are rife across the Anglo-American corporate 
media. People who struggle for a better life, or for life itself, from Venezuela to Honduras to Haiti, deserve 
our support.

Kidnapping Haiti
... continued from page  15

U.S. Police State
... continued from page 16
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Alter or Abolish? 

The larger U.S. corporations have gotten, the more they have 
corrupted politicians, shipped jobs overseas, cheated workers, 
and started wars for profit. An astonishingly low percentage of 
Americans believe that large corporations are trustworthy or 
honest, less than ten percent for most industries. Over 70% think 
taxes on corporations are too low. And two thirds of Americans 
think that big business and big government work together against 
the people's interests.

Our sleazy politicians don't understand. Our corporate owned me-
dia would never agree. But most U.S. citizens know that we must 
fundamentally change the power structure of America if we are 
to restore a democracy that is truly of the people, by the people, 
and for the people.

A corrupt Supreme Court decided in 1886 to give corporations the 
rights of people. An equally corrupt court decided in 2010 that 
corporations can pour billions into our political process. Unless we 
can strip huge corporations of these rights, they will have all the 
power and we the people will have none.

Thomas Jefferson proposed a "ban on monopolies in commerce," 
as part of the Bill of Rights. James Madison wrote that "power of 
all corporations ought to be limited ... The growing wealth acquired 
by them never fails to be a source of abuses."

Our Declaration of Independence states that people, not corpora-
tions, possess the unalienable rights of "life, liberty and pursuit of 
happiness." And when a government "become destructive of these 
ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it."

Maybe it's time for Americans to alter or abolish.

Fred Nagel 
Rhinebeck, NY

Hope Long Gone

Having recently returned from Cairo and reflecting most recently 
on that trip and on the significance of Martin Luther King’s day, 
I attended, on that day, with several other fellow Gaza Freedom 
Marchers, a community service in New York City where a poem by 
Langston Hughes was read that talked about this not being ever 
being his America … or the America of many others who had come 
here with higher hopes. The title of the poem is: “Let America Be 
America Again”; I encourage everyone to read it.

Having myself come here as an immigrant, Langston Hughes’ words 
resonate continuously as a tinnitus of my mind. This was never the 
“America” I had hoped for; this was never America to me. However, 
when Obama was elected as our president I must admit that I 
thought this could become “my, our America,” so a glimmer of hope 
began to shine in my eternally optimistic heart: finally a hope for 
change, a hope for “good” change for the people! Not the Banks 
and Insurance Companies and Lobbyists and Military Complex 
and Corporate greed masters. Our political system works! Finally! 

That glimmer of hope is long gone as I begin to use my brain more 
actively these days to think and dissect reality … and analyze and 
question everything I’m fed, and focus on action.

Oh, have I changed! Did I become a pessimist? No: just a better 
informed optimist!

During the elections, I had hoped incorrectly on the logical process 
of an election to bring about genuine, foundational social change; 
but as experience and history shows us, with all elections, I should 
have known better; elections are a theatrical illusion; a well crafted 
show a la Cirque Des Absurdites, which rarely have brought social 
change and are in fact, really meant to destabilize and eventually 
crush any movement that demands social change.

In Cairo too, we had incorrectly relied on logical, judicially sound, 
politically correct processes and courtesies (i.e.: provide pre-trip 
information to local governments, lists of travelers, asked to talk 
to our embassies) to travel to Gaza; naturally the approach did not 
work; we were denied entry into Gaza and in fact our requests for, 
and subsequent meetings with, the various embassies, resulted 
in their treating us, the Gaza Freedom Marchers, as subversive 
and unwanted visitors (aided by Mubarak’s security and military 
forces). We were asked to leave or if we stayed, become a tourist!

What would Martin Luther King have done? Stay in Egypt and be 
a tourist as the government ordered us to do? Well, by now you 
know what we did…

I believe we honored Dr King’s spirit by organizing and engaging in 
powerful peaceful protests, vigils, hunger strike, press conferences 
and civil disobedience; as Dr King, we believe firmly and unshakably 
that our movement is operating on the side of human justice. We, 
the people, can and will make change happen! We will not be silent. 

Maurizio Morselli 
Queens, NY

Letters to the editor should be sent to: 
tarak@WoodstockInternational.us
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