HOWARD ZINN
Howard Zinn, one of the country’s most celebrated historians, died of a heart attack January 27, 2010, in Santa Monica,
California. He was 87 years old. His classic work, A People’s History of the United States, changed the way we look at
history in America. First published a quarter of a century ago, the book has sold over a million copies and continues to sell
more copies each successive year.
Over the years, Howard Zinn has been a frequent guest on Democracy Now! A collection of his appearances is listed below.
- July 22, 2013: Censoring Howard Zinn: Former Indiana Gov. Tried to Remove "A People’s History" from State Schools
- August 24, 2012: "Be Honest About the History of Our Country": Remembering the People’s Historian Howard Zinn at 90
- February 03, 2010: "Howard Zinn: The People’s Historian." By Amy Goodman
- January 28, 2010: Howard Zinn (1922-2010): A Tribute to the Legendary Historian with Noam Chomsky, Alice Walker, Naomi Klein and Anthony
Arnove
- January 08, 2010: HOWARD ZINN: "Holy Wars"
- October 16, 2009: 150 Years Ago Today: Abolitionist John Brown Raided Arsenal at Harpers Ferry in Attempt to Start Slave Insurrection in South
- July 7, 2009: Vietnam War Architect Robert McNamara Dies at 93: A Look at His Legacy with Howard Zinn, Marilyn Young & Jonathan Schell
- May 13, 2009: Howard Zinn: "I Wish Obama Would Listen to MLK"
- January 2, 2009: Howard Zinn on "War and Social Justice"
- July 4, 2008: July 4th Special: Readings From Howard Zinn’s “Voices of a People’s History of the United States”
- November 9, 2007: Howard Zinn’s "Rebel Voices" Opens in New York
- May 28, 2007: Readings From Howard Zinn’s "Voices of a People’s History of the United States"
- April 17, 2007: Howard Zinn Urges U.S. Soldiers to Heed Thoreau’s Advice and "Resist Authority"
- April 16, 2007: In Rare Joint Interview, Noam Chomsky and Howard Zinn on Iraq, Vietnam, Activism and History
- December 18, 2006: Howard Zinn on The Uses of History and the War on Terrorism
- November 24, 2006: Howard Zinn on The Uses of History and the War on Terrorism
- February 20, 2006: Readings From Howard Zinn’s "Voices of a People’s History of the United States"
- December 26, 2005: Readings From Howard Zinn’s "Voices of a People’s History of the United States"
- July 4, 2005: A People’s History of the United States: Dramatic Reading of Howard Zinn’s Classic Work
- April 27, 2005: Howard Zinn: "To Be Neutral, To Be Passive In A Situation Is To Collaborate With Whatever Is Going On"
- January 20, 2005: Historian Howard Zinn: "Bush Represents Everything That Martin Luther King Opposed"
- October 14, 2004: Howard Zinn on the Election: Candidates Not Addressing "Fundamental Issues of American Policy in the World"
- September 6, 2004: Labor Day Special: A Dramatic Reading of Howard Zinn’s ’People’s History of the United States’
- July 5, 2004: A People’s History of the United States: Dramatic Reading of Howard Zinn’s Classic Work
- May 27, 2004: Revolutionary Non-Violence: Remembering Dave Dellinger, 1915-2004
- October 13, 2003: People’s Historian Howard Zinn on Occupied Iraq, the Role of Resistance Movements, Government Lies and the Media
- September 1, 2003: Labor Day Special Pt. 1: People’s Historian Howard Zinn on Occupied Iraq, the Role of Resistance Movements, Government
Lies and the Media.
- July 4, 2003: Independence Day Special: A Dramatic Reading of Howard Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States with James Earl Jones,
Alfre Woodard, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover, Harris Yulin and others
- May 28, 2003: Howard Zinn and Arundhati Roy: A Conversation Between Two Leading Social Critics
- April 30, 2003: Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover, James Earl Jones and Others Read From Howard Zinn’s "A People’s History of the
United States": Hour One of Two-Hour Special Commemorating the Millionth Copy
- April 30, 2003: A People’s History of the United States Pt. III
- February 25, 2003: A People’s History of the United States, 1,000,000 Copies and Counting: Alice Walker, Danny Glover, Kurt Vonnegut, Marisa
Tomei and Others Celebrate Howard Zinn’s Classic
- February 25, 2003: "The Most Important Message I Want to Convey Is That You Don’t Depend On the Authorities, the People in Power to Solve
Problems:" Howard Zinn Talks About Bombs, Terrorism, the Anti-War Movement and th
- February 13, 2003: Renowned Historian Howard Zinn On the History of Government and Media Lies in Time of War
- December 10, 2002: Over 600 Gather for the Funeral of Legendary Anti-War Activist Philip Berrigan in Baltimore: We Hear From Historian
Howard Zinn and Brendan Walsh, Who Co-Founded Viva House, a Catholic Worker House in
- November 28, 2002: Howard Zinn On the History of the US Government and CIA 'Changing Regimes' Around the World
- October 29, 2002: Saying "No" to War: From Boston to Washington, D.C. to Madison, Wisconsin, We Hear From Howard Zinn, Medea Benjamin
and Others
- June 21, 2002: The People’s Historian: Howard Zinn
- Friday, February 22, 2002: "Where Are We Heading: Terrorism, Global Security, and the Peace Movement": During a Time Ofseemingly Endless
War, We’ll Hear From Radical Historian Howard Zinn
- October 22, 2001: Historian and Activist Howard Zinn Speaks On the US War Against Afghanistan, US Wars Gone By, and the Prospects for a
Humane US Foreign Policy
- October 22, 2001: Howard Zinn, Continued
- September 13, 2001: Manning Marable, Howard Zinn and Grace Paley Speak Out Against the Bush Administration’s March to War
- December 8, 2000: The Electoral College and Election 2000: A Historical Perspective from Howard Zinn
- December 27, 1999: American History Review of the 20th Century: Manning Marable and Howard Zinn
- May 18, 1999: A People’s History of the United States
- December 7, 1998: Historian Howard Zinn Discusses Mergers, Lying Presidents, Activism and Noam Chomsky
- May 13, 1998: Historian Zinn Addresses Nation’s Censored Reports
- October 13, 1997: A Journey Through American History with Howard Zinn
- June 10, 1997: Historian Howard Zinn on History and Politics
- October 14, 1996: Howard Zinn on Indigenous People’s Day
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Censoring Howard Zinn: Former Indiana Gov. Tried to Remove "A People’s History" from State Schools
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Newly disclosed emails obtained by the Associated Press show former Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels sought to remove
Howard Zinn’s work from state classrooms just weeks after the historian’s death in 2010. Zinn’s many books include the
classic, "A People’s History of the United States," which sold more than a million copies and is still used in high schools
and colleges across the country. In an email exchange with top Indiana education officials, Daniels wrote, "This terrible
anti-American academic has finally passed away." After he described "A People’s History" as a "truly execrable, antifactual piece of disinformation that misstates American history on every page," Daniels asked: "Can someone assure me
that it is not in use anywhere in Indiana? If it is, how do we get rid of it before more young people are force-fed a totally
false version of our history?" Daniels’ comments have sparked outrage within the academic world in part because he
recently became the president of Purdue University in Indiana. We’re joined by two guests: Anthony Arnove, the co-editor
with Zinn of "Voices of a People’s History of the United States," a critically acclaimed primary-source companion to Zinn’s
best-seller; and Dr. Cornel West, professor at Union Theological Seminary.
TRANSCRIPT
This is a rush transcript. Copy may not be in its final form.
AMY GOODMAN: We turn now to a battle over the work of the late historian Howard Zinn, author of many books,
including his classic, A People’s History of the United States. The book sold over a million copies, is still used in high
schools and colleges across the country.
Howard Zinn died at the age of 87 on January 27, 2010. Less than two weeks after Zinn’s death, then-Indiana Governor
Mitch Daniels sought the removal of Zinn’s work from the schools of Indiana. The revelation was made last week by the
Associated Press after it obtained Daniels’ emails through a public records request.
In an email exchange with top Indiana education officials, Daniels wrote, quote, "This terrible anti-American academic has
finally passed away." After he described A People’s History of the United States as a, quote, "truly execrable, anti-factual
piece of disinformation that misstates American history on every page," Governor Daniels asked, quote, "Can someone
assure me that it is not in use anywhere in Indiana? If it is, how do we get rid of it before more young people are force-fed a
totally false version of our history?’’ Daniels asked.
Governor Daniels’ comments have sparked outrage within the academic world, in part because he recently became the
president of Purdue University, the second largest school in Indiana. On Friday, the American Historical Association issued
a statement saying it, quote, "deplores the spirit and intent" of Daniels’ emails. The association wrote, quote, "Attempts to
single out particular texts for suppression from a school or university curriculum have no place in a democratic society."
Former Governor Mitch Daniels, now head of Purdue, has defended his actions. In an email to the Associated Press, he
wrote, quote, "We must not falsely teach American history in our schools. We have a law requiring state textbook oversight
to guard against frauds like Zinn, and it was encouraging to find that no Hoosier school district had inflicted his book on its
students," he wrote.
Well, to talk more about this, we’re joined by Anthony Arnove. He is the editor, with Howard Zinn, of Voices of a People’s
History of the United States, a critically acclaimed primary-source companion to Zinn’s best-selling A People’s History of
the United States. His most recent book is Howard Zinn Speaks: Collected Speeches 1963 to 2009. Anthony Arnove
attended public school in Indiana from ’72 to 1987. His family lives in Bloomington, Indiana, where Anthony was raised.
Also still with us, Dr. Cornel West, professor at Union Theological Seminary.
We welcome you both to Democracy Now! So, Anthony, this email trail, did it surprise you when AP released it?
ANTHONY ARNOVE: It didn’t surprise me at all. I mean, if you look at what Mitch Daniels has done in Indiana, it’s
been a consistent attack on teachers, consistent attack on unions. He really laid the basis for the model that Scott Walker has
been trying to implement in Wisconsin, with an early executive order eliminating collective bargaining rights for union

workers in the state, making Indiana the 23rd—I hate to use the expression of a right-to-work state; it’s really a right to
disenfranchise workers, rather than a right to work—but making Indiana the 23rd so-called right-to-work state, and
consistently going after schools of education. There’s a national attack, which Daniels is part of, to say that schools of
education are polluting the minds of teacher educators. And right after he sent that email that you quoted, he went after a
teacher training program that was taking place at Indiana University in Bloomington in July of 2010. And he claims, "Oh, I
was only talking about the teaching of K-through-12 students. I didn’t—I want to protect K-through-12 students." He was
actually going after a program that was about teacher training, in which people were reading Howard Zinn as part of
understanding how to open up students to different perspectives on American history.

AMY GOODMAN: I want to go to Howard Zinn on Democracy Now! We spoke to him in May of 2009—we spoke to him
a lot, but in May of 2009—this is the clip—when he was in New York to launch a new edition of A Young People’s History
of the United States. And I asked him to respond to a question he had frequently been asked about the book: Is it right to be
so critical of the government’s policies, of the traditional heroes of this country?
HOWARD ZINN: It’s true that people have asked that question again and again. You know, should we tell kids
that Columbus, whom they have been told was a great hero, that Columbus mutilated Indians and kidnapped
them and killed them in pursuit of gold? Should we tell people that Theodore Roosevelt, who is held up as one
of our great presidents, was really a warmonger who loved military exploits and who congratulated an
American general who committed a massacre in the Philippines? Should we tell young people that?
And I think the answer is: We should be honest with young people; we should not deceive them. We should be
honest about the history of our country. And we should be not only taking down the traditional heroes like
Andrew Jackson and Theodore Roosevelt, but we should be giving young people an alternate set of heroes.
AMY GOODMAN: The late historian Howard Zinn. Anthony Arnove, where does this go from here? Because Governor
Mitch Daniels is now the president of Purdue University.
ANTHONY ARNOVE: Yeah, and, in fact, just a couple days ago, the board of trustees at Purdue gave him a $58,000 pay
bonus after only six months in office. Yes.
CORNEL WEST: Wow!
ANTHONY ARNOVE: On top of his $410,000 salary. So he’s being backed up by the board, which he, as governor, had
helped put in by appointing them as trustees. There’s now been a pushback. Faculty at Purdue University are organizing. A
number of teachers’ unions and National Education Associations are putting pressure on Daniels. But he is very much
asserting—you know, holding to his position and escalating his rhetoric around Howard’s work. So I think this really is
going to continue to be a fight.
AMY GOODMAN: And is it limited to Howard Zinn?
ANTHONY ARNOVE: Well, it’s not limited to Howard Zinn. In fact, there’s a broader attack on critical education studies.
James Loewen has written a piece in which he pointed out that when he wrote a book about "sundown towns" and
highlighted the case of Greensburg, Indiana, which is where Honda built a non-union auto factory recently in the state of
Indiana with a huge subsidy organized by Mitch Daniels, that he was supposed to give three talks organized by the Indiana
Civil Rights Commission. Those talks were canceled under pressure by Governor Daniels’ office. So, it’s a very politicized
situation. And they’re aware that there’s a certain kind of history which is dangerous to people like Mitch Daniels. If you
teach a history that is about the history of social movements, about the history of people challenging those in power, about
the importance of unions, about the importance of civil rights struggles, that threatens the agenda of Mitch Daniels as
governor, as president of the university, and as someone with national political aspirations.
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Cornel West, we just have 30 seconds. Your response? You knew Howard Zinn well. You,
too, are a professor who writes many critical books, critical of U.S. policy, domestic and foreign.
CORNEL WEST: Well, I want to salute the work of my dear brother here, and I was blessed to write the introduction to
Howard Zinn’s writings on race. But the important thing to keep in mind is that it’s a compliment to Howard Zinn, because
it shows the power of his work. And it’s Howard Zinn today; it’s Ira Katznelson, Eric Foner, David Brion Davis, Barbara
Fields, Robin Kelley tomorrow. It’s part of a larger discourse that says, "Let’s tell the truth about the American past and
present, and let’s do it in such a way that it relates to everyday people, especially the young people coming along." And, oh,
we’ve got a lot of hope among the young folk. They’re tired of all this hypocrisy, mendacity and criminality.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, we’re going to have to leave it there. I want to thank Professor Cornel West and Anthony
Arnove, editor and collaborator with Howard Zinn.
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"Be Honest About the History of Our Country": Remembering the People’s Historian Howard Zinn at 90
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The late historian, writer and activist Howard Zinn would have turned 90 years old today. Zinn died of a heart attack at the
age of 87 on January 27, 2010. After serving as a bombardier in World War II, Zinn went on to become a lifelong dissident
and peace activist. He was active in the civil rights movement and many of the struggles for social justice over the past 50
years. In 1980, Howard Zinn published his classic book, "A People’s History of the United States," which would go on to
sell more than a million copies and change the way we look at history in America. We air an excerpt of a Zinn interview on
Democracy Now! from May 2009 and another from one of his last speeches later that year, just two months before his
death. [includes rush transcript]
TRANSCRIPT
This is a rush transcript. Copy may not be in its final form.
JUAN GONZÁLEZ: We end today’s show with a tribute to the late historian, writer and activist Howard Zinn. He was
born on August 24th, 1922. He would have turned 90 years old today. Zinn died of a heart attack at the age of 87 on
January 27, 2010. After serving in World War II, he taught at Spelman College, the historically black college for women,
and became deeply involved in civil rights and antiwar movements.
AMY GOODMAN: In 1980, Howard Zinn published his classic work, A People’s History of the United States. The book
would go on to sell over a million copies and change the way we look at history of the United States.
Howard Zinn was a frequent guest on Democracy Now! We spoke to him in May of 2009 when he was in New York to
launch a new edition of A Young People’s History of the United States, and I asked him to respond to a question he had
frequently been asked about the book: Is it right to be so critical of the government’s policies, of the traditional heroes of
the country?
HOWARD ZINN: It is true that people have asked that question again and again. You know, should we tell
kids that Columbus, whom they have been told was a great hero, that Columbus mutilated Indians and
kidnapped them and killed them in pursuit of gold? Should we tell people that Theodore Roosevelt, who is held
up as one of our great presidents, was really a warmonger who loved military exploits and who congratulated
an American general who committed a massacre in the Philippines? Should we tell young people that?
And I think the answer is: we should be honest with young people; we should not deceive them. We should be
honest about the history of our country. And we should be not only taking down the traditional heroes like
Andrew Jackson and Theodore Roosevelt, but we should be giving young people an alternate set of heroes.
Instead of Theodore Roosevelt, tell them about Mark Twain. Mark Twain—well, Mark Twain, everybody learns
about as the author of Tom Sawyer and Huckleberry Finn, but when we go to school, we don’t learn about Mark
Twain as the vice president of the Anti-Imperialist League. We aren’t told that Mark Twain denounced
Theodore Roosevelt for approving this massacre in the Philippines. No.
We want to give young people ideal figures like Helen Keller. And I remember learning about Helen Keller.
Everybody learns about Helen Keller, you know, a disabled person who overcame her handicaps and became
famous. But people don’t learn in school and young people don’t learn in school what we want them to learn
when we do books like A Young People’s History of the United States, that Helen Keller was a socialist. She
was a labor organizer. She refused to cross a picket line that was picketing a theater showing a play about her.
And so, there are these alternate heroes in American history. There’s Fannie Lou Hamer and Bob Moses. There
are the heroes of the civil rights movement. There are a lot of people who are obscure, who are not known. We
have it in this Young People’s History. We have a young hero who was sitting on the bus in Montgomery,

Alabama, refused to leave the front of the bus. And that was before Rosa Parks. I mean, Rosa Parks is
justifiably famous for refusing to leave her seat, and she got arrested, and that was the beginning of the
Montgomery Bus Boycott and really the beginning of a great movement in the South. But this 15-year-old girl
did it first. And so, we have a lot of—we are trying to bring a lot of these obscure people back into the forefront
of our attention and inspire young people to say, "This is the way to live."
AMY GOODMAN: Now we turn to one of Howard Zinn’s last speeches.
HOWARD ZINN: But remember, this power of the people on top depends on the obedience of the people
below. When people stop obeying, they have no power. When workers go on strike, huge corporations lose their
power. When consumers boycott, huge business establishments have to give in. When soldiers refuse to fight,
as so many soldiers did in Vietnam, so many deserters, so many fraggings, acts of violence by enlisted men
against officers in Vietnam, B-52 pilots refusing to fly bombing missions anymore, war can’t go on. When
enough soldiers refuse, the government has to decide we can’t continue. So, yes, people have the power. If they
begin to organize, if they protest, if they create a strong enough movement, they can change things.
That’s all I want to say. Thank you.
AMY GOODMAN: Historian Howard Zinn, he would have turned 90 years old today. He died in 2010.
Well, tune in next week for Democracy Now!'s "Breaking With Convention: War, Peace, and the Presidency." Starting
Monday, we'll be doing two hours of expanded coverage from the Republican convention in Tampa and the next week in
the Democratic convention in Charlotte. We’ll report from the corporate suites to the streets to the convention floor. We’ll
be broadcasting from 8:00 to 10:00 Eastern [Daylight] Time every day. You can go to our website at democracynow.org or
your station. Your public radio or television station will air both hours. You can just ask them.
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"Howard Zinn: The People’s Historian." By Amy Goodman
By Amy Goodman with Denis Moynihan
Howard Zinn, legendary historian, author and activist, died last week at the age of 87. His most famous book is “A People’s
History of the United States.” Zinn told me last May, “The idea of ‘A People’s History’ is to go beyond what people have
learned in school ... history through the eyes of the presidents and the generals in the battles fought in the Civil War, [to] the
voices of ordinary people, of rebels, of dissidents, of women, of black people, of Asian-Americans, of immigrants, of
socialists and anarchists and troublemakers of all kinds.”
It is fitting to write of Zinn’s life at the start of Black History Month. Although he was white, he wrote eloquently of the
civil rights struggle and was a part of that movement as well. Fifty years ago, on Feb. 1, 1960, four black students entered
the F.W. Woolworth store in Greensboro, N.C., and sat down at the “whites only” lunch counter. They were refused service,
and returned day after day. Each day, more and more people came with them. The lunch-counter desegregation movement
spread to other Southern cities. By July, the Greensboro Woolworth lunch counter was desegregated. This week, the
International Civil Rights Center and Museum opened at the site of that original lunch-counter protest.
At the time of the sit-ins, Zinn was a professor at Spelman College, a historically black women’s college in Atlanta. He told
me why, after seven years there, he was fired: “The students at Spelman College rose up out of that very tranquil and
controlled atmosphere at the college during the sit-ins and went into town, got arrested, they came back fired up and
determined to change the conditions of their lives on campus. ... I supported them in their rebellion, and I was too much for
the administration of the college.” Zinn wrote in the afterword of “A People’s History”: “It was not until I joined the faculty
of Spelman College ... that I began to read the African-American historians who never appeared in my reading lists in
graduate school. Nowhere in my history education had I learned about the massacres of black people that took place again
and again, amid the silence of a national government pledged, by the Constitution, to protect equal rights for all.”
One of his students at Spelman was Pulitzer Prize-winning author Alice Walker. Soon after she learned of Zinn’s death,
Walker explained: “He was thrown out because he loved us, and he showed that love by just being with us. He loved his
students. He didn’t see why we should be second-class citizens.” Just a few years ago, Zinn was invited back to Spelman to
give the commencement address and receive an honorary degree.
World-renowned linguist and dissident Noam Chomsky, a longtime friend of Zinn’s, reflected on Zinn’s “reverence for and
his detailed study of what he called ‘the countless small actions of unknown people’ that lead to those great moments that
enter the historical record.” Zinn co-wrote, with Anthony Arnove, “Voices of a People’s History of the United States,” with
speeches, letters and other original source material from those “unknown people” who have shaped this country. It was

made into a star-studded documentary, which premiered on the History Channel just weeks before Zinn died. Matt Damon,
its executive producer, gave “A People’s History” enormous popular exposure in the hit movie “Good Will Hunting” when
his character Will recommended the book to his psychiatrist. Damon was Zinn’s neighbor in Newton, Mass., and knew him
since he was 10 years old.
Last May, when I interviewed Zinn, he reflected on Barack Obama’s first months in office: “I wish President Obama would
listen carefully to Martin Luther King. I’m sure he pays verbal homage, as everyone does, to Martin Luther King, but he
ought to think before he sends missiles over Pakistan, before he agrees to this bloated military budget, before he sends
troops to Afghanistan, before he opposes the single-payer system.
“He ought to ask: ‘What would Martin Luther King do? And what would Martin Luther King say?’ And if he only listened
to King, he would be a very different president than he’s turning out to be so far. I think we ought to hold Obama to his
promise to be different and bold and to make change. So far, he hasn’t come through on that promise.”
Amy Goodman is the host of “Democracy Now!,” an independent, daily global TV/radio news hour airing on more than
950 stations in the United States and around the world. She is the author of “Breaking the Sound Barrier,” recently
released in paperback and now a New York Times best-seller.
© 2011 Amy Goodman
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Howard Zinn (1922-2010): A Tribute to the Legendary Historian with Noam Chomsky, Alice Walker, Naomi Klein
and Anthony Arnove
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We pay tribute to the late historian, writer and activist Howard Zinn, who died suddenly on Wednesday of a heart attack at
the age of eighty-seven. Howard Zinn’s classic work A People’s History of the United States changed the way we look at
history in America. It has sold over a million copies and was recently made into a television special called The People
Speak. We remember Howard Zinn in his own words, and we speak with those who knew him best: Noam Chomsky, Alice
Walker, Naomi Klein and Anthony Arnove. [includes rush transcript]
TRANSCRIPT
This is a rush transcript. Copy may not be in its final form.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re broadcasting from Park City, Utah, from the Sundance Film Festival, the home of the largest
independent film festival in the country.
We spend the rest of the hour paying tribute to Howard Zinn, the late historian, writer and activist. He died suddenly
Wednesday of a heart attack at the age of eighty-seven.
After serving as a bombardier in World War II, Howard Zinn went on to become a lifelong dissident and peace activist. He
was active in the civil rights movement and many of the struggles for social justice over the past fifty years.
He taught at Spelman College, the historically black college for women. He was fired for insubordination for standing up
for the students. While at Spelman, he served on the executive committee of SNCC, the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee. After being forced out of Spelman, Zinn became a professor at Boston University.
In 1967 he published Vietnam: The Logic of Withdrawal. It was the first book on the war to call for immediate withdrawal,
no conditions. A year later, he and Father Daniel Berrigan traveled to North Vietnam to receive the first three American
prisoners of wars released by the North Vietnamese.
When Daniel Ellsberg needed a place to hide the Pentagon Papers before they were leaked to the press, he went to Howard
and his late wife Roz.
In 1980, Howard Zinn published his classic work, A People’s History of the United States. The book would go on to sell
over a million copies and change the way we look at history in America. The book was recently made into a television
special called The People Speak.
Well, in a moment, we’ll be joined by Noam Chomsky, Alice Walker, Naomi Klein, Anthony Arnove. But first, I want to
turn to a 2005 interview I did with Howard Zinn, in which he talked about his time as an Air Force bombardier in World

War II.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, we thought bombing missions were over. The war was about to come to an end. This was
in April of 1945, and remember the war ended in early May 1945. This was a few weeks before the war was going
to be over, and everybody knew it was going to be over, and our armies were past France into Germany, but there
was a little pocket of German soldiers hanging around this little town of Royan on the Atlantic coast of France, and
the Air Force decided to bomb them. Twelve hundred heavy bombers, and I was in one of them, flew over this little
town of Royan and dropped napalm — first use of napalm in the European theater.
And we don’t know how many people were killed or how many people were terribly burned as a result of what we
did. But I did it like most soldiers do, unthinkingly, mechanically, thinking we’re on the right side, they’re on the
wrong side, and therefore we can do whatever we want, and it’s OK. And only afterward, only really after the war
when I was reading about Hiroshima from John Hersey and reading the stories of the survivors of Hiroshima and
what they went through, only then did I begin to think about the human effects of bombing. Only then did I begin to
think about what it meant to human beings on the ground when bombs were dropped on them, because as a
bombardier, I was flying at 30,000 feet, six miles high, couldn’t hear screams, couldn’t see blood. And this is
modern warfare.
In modern warfare, soldiers fire, they drop bombs, and they have no notion, really, of what is happening to the
human beings that they’re firing on. Everything is done at a distance. This enables terrible atrocities to take place.
And I think, reflecting back on that bombing raid and thinking of that in Hiroshima and all the other raids on
civilian cities and the killing of huge numbers of civilians in German and Japanese cities, the killing of 100,000
people in Tokyo in one night of fire-bombing, all of that made me realize war, even so-called good wars against
fascism like World War II, wars don’t solve any fundamental problems, and they always poison everybody on both
sides. They poison the minds and souls of everybody on both sides. We’re seeing that now in Iraq, where the minds
of our soldiers are being poisoned by being an occupying army in a land where they are not wanted. And the results
are terrible.
AMY GOODMAN: After returning from the war, Howard Zinn attended New York University on the GI Bill. He then
received his master’s and doctoral degrees in history from Columbia University.
In the late ’50s, Howard Zinn moved to Atlanta to teach at all-black women’s school Spelman, where he became deeply
involved in the civil rights movement. We’re joined now by one of his former students, the author and poet Alice Walker.
She’s joining us now from her home in Mexico.
Alice, welcome to Democracy Now! So sad to talk to you on this day after we learned of the death of Howard Zinn.
ALICE WALKER: Thank you very much for inviting me to talk.
AMY GOODMAN: But talk about your former teacher.
ALICE WALKER: Well, my former teacher was one of the funniest people I have ever known, and he was likelier to say
the most extraordinary things at the most amazing moments.
For instance, in Atlanta once, we get to this very staid, at that time, white college, all these very staid, upper-class white
girls there and their teachers, and Howie got up — I don’t know how they managed to invite him, but anyway, there we
were. And this was even before any of the changes in Atlanta. We were still battling to get into restaurants. So Howie gets
up, and he goes up to the front of the room, and this large room is full of people, and he starts his talk by saying, “Well, I
stand to the left of Mao Zedong.” And it was just — it was such a moment, because the people couldn’t imagine anyone in
Atlanta saying something like that, when at that time the Chinese and the Chinese Revolution just meant that, you know,
people were on the planet who were just going straight ahead, a folk revolution. So he was saying he was to the left of that.
So, it’s just an amazing thing.
I think I felt he would live forever. And I feel such joy that I was lucky enough to know him. And he had such a wonderful
impact on my life and on the lives of the students of Spelman and of millions of people. We’ve just been incredibly lucky to
have him for all these years, eighty-seven. That’s such a long time. Not long enough. And I’m just so grateful.
AMY GOODMAN: Alice, Howard Zinn was thrown out of Spelman College — right? — as a professor, for
insubordination, although recently they gave him an honorary degree, and he addressed the graduating class. Why was he
thrown out?
ALICE WALKER: Well, he was thrown out because he loved us, and he showed that love by just being with us. He loved
his students. He didn’t see why we should be second-class citizens. He didn’t see why we shouldn’t be able to eat where we
wanted to and sleep where we wanted to and be with the people we wanted to be with. And so, he was with us. He didn’t
stay back, you know, in his tower there at the school. And so, he was a subversive in that situation.
And, of course, the administration could expel the students for activism. And I left Spelman because I sort of lost my
scholarship, but I had stayed. That was one of the ways they controlled us. And they tried to control him, but of course you

couldn’t control Howie. And so, they even waited until he had left for the summer vacation to fire him, to fire him. They
didn’t fire him face to face. But, yeah, he was, you know, a radical and a subversive on the campus, as far as they were
concerned. And our freedom was just not that important to the administration. What they needed was for us not to rock the
boat.
AMY GOODMAN: I wanted to turn to Noam Chomsky, who’s still with us on the phone from Boston. Noam, I wanted to
ask you about Howard Zinn’s role in the antiwar movement in the ’60s. In 1968, Howard Zinn traveled to North Vietnam
with Father Daniel Berrigan to bring home three US prisoners of war. They became two of the first Americans to visit
North Vietnam during the war. This is Howard Zinn speaking in 1968 after he returned to the United States.

HOWARD ZINN: Father Berrigan and I, on our way back — this may seem presumptuous on our part, but when
— on our way back in from Paris, we sent a wire, I think with our last fifteen bucks, to the White House, saying
something like, “We’d like to talk to you, President Johnson. You know, would you please meet with us? We’ve just
come back from Hanoi. We’ve just talked with the premier, Pham Van Dong. But we just read in the newspaper that
you say the North Vietnamese are not ready to negotiate. What we learned from Pham Van Dong seems to contradict
that. We’d like to talk with you about this and about the prisoner release, which we think has been mishandled.” But
we have not, so far, seen an answer from LBJ.
AMY GOODMAN: That was Howard Zinn. Noam Chomsky, talk about this period. Talk about the time Howard Zinn
went with Father Dan Berrigan to North Vietnam and what it meant.
NOAM CHOMSKY: Well, that was a breakthrough at recognizing the humanity of the official enemy. Of course, the main
enemy were the people of South Vietnam, who were practically destroyed. South Vietnam had been devastated by then.
And that was important.
But, at least in my view, the most — the more important was his — the book you mentioned before, The Logic of
Withdrawal. And there was, by then — so I think this must have been 1967 — you know, a substantial antiwar movement,
but it was keeping to palliatives, you know, stop doing these terrible things, do less, and so on. Howard really broke
through. He was the first person to say — loudly, publicly, very persuasively — that this simply has to stop; we should get
out, period, no conditions; we have no right to be there; it’s an act of aggression; pull out.
Actually, he — that was so surprising at the time — it became more commonplace later — that he couldn’t even — there
wasn’t even a review of the book. In fact, he asked me if I would review it in Ramparts just so that — which, you know,
left-wing journal I was running then — just so somebody — people would see it. So I did that.
But it sank in pretty quickly, and it just changed the way people looked at the war. And in fact, that was one of his fabulous
achievements all along. He simply changed people’s perspectives, both by his argument and his courage and his integrity
and his willingness to be on the front line all the time and his simplicity and, as Alice Walker said, his humor. This is one
case, the war. His People’s History is another case. I mean, it simply changed the conscience of a whole generation.
There had been some studies, you know, of the sort of actions from below, but he raised it to an entirely new plane. In fact,
the phrase of his that always rings in my mind is his reverence for and his detailed study of what he called “the countless
small actions of unknown people” that lead to those great moments that enter the historical record, a record that you simply
can’t begin to understand unless you look at those countless small actions.
And he not only wrote about them eloquently, but he participated in them. And he inspired others to participate in them.
And the antiwar movement was one case, civil rights movement before it, Central American wars in the 1980s. In fact, just
about any — you know, office worker strikes — just about anything you can — any significant action for peace and justice,
Howard was there. People saw him as a leader, but he was really a participant. His remarkable character made him a leader,
even if he was just sitting on the — you know, waiting for the police to pull people away like everyone else.
AMY GOODMAN: Noam, in 1971 — you may remember this; in fact, you may have been there, but Howard Zinn and
Daniel Ellsberg were both beaten by police in Boston at a protest against the Vietnam War. One day before the beating,
Zinn spoke at a large rally on Boston Common. This is an excerpt from the documentary You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving
Train.
HOWARD ZINN: A lot of people are troubled by civil disobedience. As soon as you talk about committing civil
disobedience, they get a little upset. That’s exactly the purpose of civil disobedience: to upset people, to trouble
them, to disturb them. We who commit civil disobedience are disturbed, too, and we mean to disturb those who are
in charge of the war.
DANIEL ELLSBERG: He said at the end of his speech, I remember, he said, “Now let me address the secret
police in this crowd.”
HOWARD ZINN: You agents of the FBI who are circulating in the crowd, hey, don’t you see that you’re violating
the spirit of democracy by what you’re doing? Don’t you see that you’re behaving like the secret police of a
totalitarian state?

DANIEL ELLSBERG: Well, that cost him a bit, I think, the next day when we were sitting in front of the Federal
Building, I have a feeling, because, again, the police chose in the end to arrest almost no one. They didn’t want
arrests. They didn’t want a trial. They didn’t want the publicity that would be associated with that. They only
arrested a couple of ring leaders, and one of those was Howard.
HOWARD ZINN: And so, let the spirit of disobedience spread to the war factories, to the battlefield, to the halls of
Congress, to every town and city, until the killing stops, until we can hold up our heads again before the world. And
our children deserve a world without war, and we ought to try to give them that.
DANIEL ELLSBERG: And at that point, the batons were raised, and they began clubbing us very heavily. Howard
was pulled up, as I say. His shirt was ripped apart. He was taken away. And I saw blood coming down his chest as
he left.
AMY GOODMAN: That was an excerpt of the documentary You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train, was also the title of
Howard Zinn’s autobiography.
Noam, we just have a minute left in this segment, but talk about that activism.
NOAM CHOMSKY: Well, that case is very similar to what Howard described about his bombing attack. I mean, the
police were actually sympathetic, the individual policemen. They were coming over to demonstrators, you know, speaking
supportively. And in fact, when they were given the order to move forward, they were actually telling people, Howard and
others, “Look, please move, because we don’t want to do this.” But then, when the order came, they did it. I don’t know
who. But it’s much like he said: when you’re in uniform, under arms, an automaton following orders, you do it.
And as Dan pointed out, they went right after Howard, probably in reaction to his comments the day before. And he was
dragged away and beaten.
But he was constantly involved with civil disobedience. I was many times with him, as Dan Ellsberg was and others. And
he was just — he was fearless. He was simple. He was straightforward. He said the right things, said them eloquently, and
inspired others to move forward in ways they wouldn’t have done, and changed their minds. They changed their minds by
their actions and by hearing him. He was a really — both in his life and in his work, he was a remarkable person, just
irreplaceable.
AMY GOODMAN: Noam, you were personal friends with Howard, too. You and Carol, Howard and Roz spent summers
near each other on the Cape.
NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah, we were personal friends, close personal friends for many years, over forty years. So it’s, of
course, a personal loss. But it’s beyond — even beyond his close friends and family, it’s just a tragic loss to the millions of
people — who knows how many endless numbers? — whose lives he touched and changed and helped them become much
better people.
The one good thing is that he understood and recognized them, sure, especially in those last remarkable, vibrant years of his
life, how much his incredible contributions were welcomed, admired, how much he was loved and admired, and he could
look back on a very satisfying life of real unusual achievement.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, Noam Chomsky, I want to thank you very much for being with us. Noam is a linguist, a worldrenowned dissident and a close friend of Howard Zinn. And Alice Walker, thanks, as well, for joining us from Mexico,
former student and friend of Howard Zinn.
This is Democracy Now! When we come back, we’ll hear more of Howard in his own words, and we’ll be joined by
Anthony Arnove, his co-editor and colleague. Stay with us.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN:
We’ll be joined by Anthony Arnove and Naomi Klein, but on this sad day, the day after the news of Howard Zinn’s death, I
want to turn to one of the last interviews we did with him. It was May 2009. He came to New York to promote his latest
book.
AMY GOODMAN:
You write in the introduction to A Young People’s History of the United States, “Over the years, some people have
asked me: ‘Do you think that your history, which is radically different than the usual histories of the United States,
is suitable for young people? Won’t it create disillusionment with our country? Is it right to be so critical of the
government’s policies? Is it right to take down the traditional heroes of the nation, like Christopher Columbus,
Andrew Jackson, Theodore Roosevelt?’”
HOWARD ZINN:
Yeah, it’s true that people have asked that question again and again. You know, should we tell kids that Columbus,

whom they have been told was a great hero, that Columbus mutilated Indians and kidnapped them and killed them
in pursuit of gold? Should we tell people that Theodore Roosevelt, who is held up as one of our great presidents,
was really a warmonger who loved military exploits and who congratulated an American general who committed a
massacre in the Philippines? Should we tell young people that?
And I think the answer is: we should be honest with young people; we should not deceive them. We should be
honest about the history of our country. And we should be not only taking down the traditional heroes like Andrew
Jackson and Theodore Roosevelt, but we should be giving young people an alternate set of heroes.
Instead of Theodore Roosevelt, tell them about Mark Twain. Mark Twain — well, Mark Twain, everybody learns
about as the author of Tom Sawyer and Huckleberry Finn, but when we go to school, we don’t learn about Mark
Twain as the vice president of the Anti-Imperialist League. We aren’t told that Mark Twain denounced Theodore
Roosevelt for approving this massacre in the Philippines. No.
We want to give young people ideal figures like Helen Keller. And I remember learning about Helen Keller.
Everybody learns about Helen Keller, you know, a disabled person who overcame her handicaps and became
famous. But people don’t learn in school and young people don’t learn in school what we want them to learn when
we do books like A Young People’s History of the United States, that Helen Keller was a socialist. She was a labor
organizer. She refused to cross a picket line that was picketing a theater showing a play about her.
And so, there are these alternate heroes in American history. There’s Fannie Lou Hamer and Bob Moses. They’re
the heroes of the civil rights movement. There are a lot of people who are obscure, who are not known. We have in
this Young People’s History, we have a young hero who was sitting on the bus in Montgomery, Alabama, refused to
leave the front of the bus. And that was before Rosa Parks. I mean, Rosa Parks is justifiably famous for refusing to
leave her seat, and she got arrested, and that was the beginning of the Montgomery Bus Boycott and really the
beginning of a great movement in the South. But this fifteen-year-old girl did it first. And so, we have a lot of — we
are trying to bring a lot of these obscure people back into the forefront of our attention and inspire young people to
say, “This is the way to live.”
AMY GOODMAN:
Yes, that was Howard Zinn. We’re joined now by Anthony Arnove in New York, by Naomi Klein here at Sundance, where
Howard Zinn was last year, premiering The People Speak. He was here with Anthony Arnove, who’s co-author of Voices of
a People’s History of the United States with Anthony.
Anthony, we just have a few minutes, but share your reflections on the latest work of Howard Zinn. I know this is a
tremendous personal loss for you, as well as for everyone.
ANTHONY ARNOVE:
Well, you know, Howard never rested. He had such an energy. And over the last few years, he continued to write, continued
to speak, and he brought to life this history that he spoke about in that segment that you just aired. He wanted to bring a
new generation of people into contact with the voices of dissent, the voices of protest, that they don’t get in their school
textbooks, that we don’t get in our establishment media, and to remind them of the power of their own voice, remind them
of the power of dissent, the power of protest. And he wanted to leave a legacy of crystallizing those voices, synthesizing
those voices.
And he actively worked to bring together this remarkable documentary, The People Speak, which he narrated. He worked
so tirelessly to bring that about. And, you know, I just felt so privileged to have had the opportunity to work with him at all,
let alone on this project, and to see that realized.
But, you know, Alice Walker talked about his humor, his sense of joy in life, and that was infectious. He really conveyed to
everyone he came into contact with that there was no more meaningful action than to be involved in struggle, no more
fulfilling or important way of living one’s life than in struggle fighting for justice. And so many people, myself included,
but, you know, millions of people around the world, countless number of people, they changed their lives by encountering
Howard Zinn — Howard changed their lives — reading A People’s History of the United States, hearing one of his lectures,
meeting him, hearing him on the radio, reading an article he wrote. He really inspired people to create the kinds of
movements that brought about whatever rights, whatever freedoms, whatever liberties we have in this country. And that
really is the legacy that it’s incumbent upon all of us to extend and keep alive and keep vibrant.
AMY GOODMAN:
Anthony, I wanted to bring Naomi Klein back into this discussion. I think it’s very touching we’re here at Sundance, where
you were with Howard Zinn last year, as he premiered People Speak. But last night, after Howard died, we saw the New
York Times put up the AP, the Associated Press, obit. The Times has something like 1,200 obits already prepared for people.
They didn’t have one prepared for Howard Zinn. And this Associated Press obit very quickly went to a quote of Arthur
Schlesinger, the historian, who once said, “I know” — he’s talking about Howard Zinn — “I know he regards me as a
dangerous reactionary. And I don’t take him very seriously. He’s a polemicist, not a historian.” Naomi Klein, your

response?
NAOMI KLEIN:
I don’t think that would have bothered Howard Zinn at all. He never was surprised when power protected itself. And he
really was a people’s historian, so he didn’t look to the elites for validation.

I’m just so happy that Anthony and the incredible team from People Speak gave Howard this incredible gift at the end of
his life. I was at Lincoln Center at the premiere of People Speak and was there when just the mention of Howard’s name led
thousands of people to leap to their feet and give him the standing ovation that he deserved. So I don’t think he needed the
New York Times. I don’t think he needed the official historians. He was everybody’s favorite teacher, the teacher that
changed your life, but he was that for millions and millions of people. And so, you know, that’s what happened. We just lost
our favorite teacher.
But the thing about Howard is that the history that he taught was not just about losing the official illusions about
nationalism, about the heroic figures. It was about telling people to believe in themselves and their power to change the
world. So, like any wonderful teacher, he left all of these lessons behind. And I think we should all just resolve to be a little
bit more like Howard today.
AMY GOODMAN:
Well, let’s end with Howard Zinn in his own words, from one of his last speeches. He spoke at Boston University just two
months ago in November.
HOWARD ZINN:
No matter what we’re told, no matter what tyrant exists, what border has been crossed, what aggression has taken
place, it’s not that we’re going to be passive in the face of tyranny or aggression, no, but we’ll find ways other than
war to deal with whatever problems we have, because war is inevitably — inevitably — the indiscriminant massive
killing of huge numbers of people. And children are a good part of those people. Every war is a war against
children.
So it’s not just getting rid of Saddam Hussein, if we think about it. Well, we got rid of Saddam Hussein. In the
course of it, we killed huge numbers of people who had been victims of Saddam Hussein. When you fight a war
against a tyrant, who do you kill? You kill the victims of the tyrant. Anyway, all this — all this was simply to make
us think again about war and to think, you know, we’re at war now, right? In Iraq, in Afghanistan and sort of in
Pakistan, since we’re sending rockets over there and killing innocent people in Pakistan. And so, we should not
accept that.
We should look for a peace movement to join. Really, look for some peace organization to join. It will look small at
first, and pitiful and helpless, but that’s how movements start. That’s how the movement against the Vietnam War
started. It started with handfuls of people who thought they were helpless, thought they were powerless. But
remember, this power of the people on top depends on the obedience of the people below. When people stop
obeying, they have no power. When workers go on strike, huge corporations lose their power. When consumers
boycott, huge business establishments have to give in. When soldiers refuse to fight, as so many soldiers did in
Vietnam, so many deserters, so many fraggings, acts of violence by enlisted men against officers in Vietnam, B-52
pilots refusing to fly bombing missions anymore, war can’t go on. When enough soldiers refuse, the government has
to decide we can’t continue. So, yes, people have the power. If they begin to organize, if they protest, if they create a
strong enough movement, they can change things. That’s all I want to say. Thank you.
AMY GOODMAN:
Yes, that was Howard Zinn. As we wrap up today, Naomi Klein, your final words?
NAOMI KLEIN:
Well, we are in the midst of a Howard Zinn revival. I mean, this was happening anyway. And it’s so extraordinary for
somebody at the end of their life to be having films made about them and played on television, and his books are back on
the bestseller list. And it’s because the particular message that Howard relayed his whole life, devoted his whole life to, is
so relevant for this moment. I mean, even thinking about it the day after the State of the Union address, Howard’s message
was don’t believe in great men; believe in yourself; history comes from the bottom up.
And that — we have forgotten how change happens in this country. We think that you can just vote and that change will
happen for us. And Howard was just relentlessly reminding us, no, you make the change that you want. And that message
was so relevant for this moment. And I just feel so grateful to Anthony and, once again, the whole team that facilitated this
revival, because we need Howard’s voice more than ever right now.
AMY GOODMAN:
And, of course, that last work, The People Speak, appeared on the History Channel, oh, just in the last weeks, really a

culmination of Howard Zinn’s work.
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Howard Zinn is an American historian, social critic, and activist. He is best known as author of the best-seller A People’s
History of the United States. He spoke at Boston University on November 11, on the subject of American "Holy Wars."
Thanks to Robbie Leppzer for filming this event.
TRANSCRIPT:
Three Holy Wars
HOWARD ZINN: Three Holy Wars. I only started recently talking about this. You know, very often, if you’re a speaker,
there’s a topic you’ve been speaking on for twenty or thirty years, you know. And there are topics that I’ve been speaking
on for twenty or thirty years, but it’s only in the past year that I decided I would speak on “Three Holy Wars.” And when I
tell people the title, very often they’re a little puzzled, because they think I’m going to speak about religious wars. No. I’m
speaking about three wars in American history that are sacrosanct, three wars that are untouchable, three wars that are
uncriticizable.
And I think you’ll probably agree with me. I’m not always sure that people will agree with me, but I think you will agree
with me that nobody criticizes the Revolutionary War. Right? Especially here in Boston. No, not at all. The Revolutionary
War is holy. The war against England, here in Boston, wow! Paul Revere and Lexington and Concord and Sam Adams and
all the Adamses. And all of that. No, the Revolutionary War, the great war, win independence from England, heroic battles,
Bunker Hill. Oh, yeah, brings tears to my eyes. No, not only in Boston, but elsewhere. The Revolutionary War, you don’t
criticize that. If you did, you’d be a Tory; they’d deport you to Canada. Which might be good.
And then there’s the Civil War. Notice the quiet? You don’t criticize the Civil War. And it’s understandable. Why would you
criticize the Civil War? Slavery? Freedom? No. Civil War, slaves are freed. Abraham Lincoln! You can’t criticize the Civil
War. It’s a good war, a just war. Emancipation.
And then there’s World War II. Again, “the Good War,” except if you read Studs Terkel’s oral history called “The Good
War”, in which he interviews all sorts of people who participated in World War II — military, civilians. When he adopted
the title of this oral history, “The Good War”, his wife suggested, after reading the book — reading the manuscript, reading
the interviews — suggested he put quotation marks around “The Good War”, suggesting that, well, maybe there’s a little
doubt about how good that war is. But very few people have doubt about “the Good War.” You turn on the History Channel,
what is it all about? “The Good War.” World War II. Heroism. Iwo Jima. D-Day. The Greatest Generation. No, World War
II is — it’s the best, the best of wars, you know. I was in it.
And now I’m going to subject all three of those “good wars” to a kind of examination, which is intended — yeah, I’ll tell
you frankly what my intention is — to make us reexamine the idea of a good war, to make us reexamine the idea that
there’s any such thing as a good war. Even the Revolutionary War, the Civil War, World War II, no. It’s not easy to do,
because, as I said, these three wars are holy. And all three wars accomplished something. No one would doubt that. I mean,
that’s why they’re considered holy. They all accomplished something: independence from England, freedom for the slaves,
the end of fascism in Europe, right? So, so to criticize them is to — is to undertake a heroic task. I only undertake heroic
tasks.
But the reason I think it’s important to subject them to criticism is that this idea of “good wars” helps justify other wars
which are obviously awful, obviously evil. And though they’re obviously awful — I’m talking about Vietnam, I’m talking
about Iraq, I’m talking about Afghanistan, I’m talking about Panama, I’m talking about Grenada, one of our most heroic of
wars — the fact that you can have the historic experience of “good wars” creates a basis for believing, well, you know,

there’s such a thing as a good war. And maybe you can find, oh, parallels between the good wars and this war, even though
you don’t understand this war, but, oh, yeah, the parallels. Saddam Hussein is Hitler. Well, that makes it clear. We have to
fight against him, because he — right? To not fight in the war means surrender, like Munich. There are all the analogies. I
remember Lyndon Johnson. World War II is a perfect setup for analogies. You compare something to World War II, you
immediately infuse it with goodness. And so, during the Vietnam War, I remember at one time Lyndon Johnson referred to
the — to the head of South Vietnam, Ngo Dình Diem, whom we had set up in power of South Vietnam, so independent was
he — but Lyndon Johnson referred to Diem as “the Winston Churchill of Asia.” I really like that. So, yes, I think we ought
to examine these wars.
Let’s start with the Revolutionary War. Let’s do it in chronological order, because, after all, I’m a historian. We do
everything in chronological order. I eat in chronological order. All-Bran. We’ll start with All-Bran. We’ll end with
Wheatena.
Anyway, the Revolutionary War. Balance sheet. I don’t want to make it too mathematical, you know, I’ll be falling in line
with all these mathematical social scientists. You know, everything has become mathematical — political science and
anthropology and even social work. You know, mathematical — no, I don’t want to get that strict. But a rough moral
balance sheet, let’s say. Well, what’s good about the Revolutionary War? And — oh, there’s another side? Yes, there’s
another side to the balance sheet. What’s dubious about the Revolutionary War? And let’s — yeah, and let’s look at both
sides, because if you only look at, “Oh, we won independence from England,” well, that’s not enough to do that. You have
to look at other things.
Well, let’s first look at the cost of the war, on one side of the balance sheet. The cost of the war. In lives, I mean. Twentyfive thousand. Hey, that’s nothing, right? Twenty-five thousand? We lost 58,000 in Vietnam. That’s — 25,000 — did you
even know how many lives were lost in the Revolutionary War? It’s hardly worth talking about. In proportion to population
— in proportion to the Revolutionary War population of the colonies, 25,000 would be equivalent today to two-and-a-half
million. Two-and-a-half million. Let’s fight a war. We’re being oppressed by England. Let’s fight for independence. Twoand-a-half million people will die, but we’ll have independence. Would you have second thoughts? You might. In other
words, I want to make that 25,000, which seems like an insignificant figure, I want to make it palpable and real and not to
be minimized as a cost of the Revolutionary War, and to keep that in mind in the balance sheet as we look at whatever other
factors there are. So, yes, we win independence against England. Great. And it only cost two-and-a-half million. OK?
Who did the Revolutionary War benefit? Who benefited from independence? It’s interesting that we just assume that
everybody benefited from independence. No. Not everybody in the colonies benefited from independence. And there were
people right from the outset who knew they wouldn’t benefit from independence. There were people from the outset who
thought, you know, “I’m just a working stiff. I’m just a poor farmer. Am I going to benefit? What is it — what difference
will it make to me if I’m oppressed by the English or oppressed by my local landlord?” You know, maybe one-third of the
colonists — nobody knows, because they didn’t take Gallup polls in those days. Maybe one — various estimates, one-third
of the colonists were opposed to the Revolutionary War. And only about maybe about one-third supported the
Revolutionary War against England. And maybe one-third were neutral. I don’t know. I’m going by an estimate that John
Adams once made. Just a very rough.
But there obviously were lots of people who were not for the Revolution. And that’s why they had a tough time recruiting
people for the Revolution. It wasn’t that people rushed — “Wow! It’s a great crusade, independence against — from
England. Join!” No, they had a tough time getting people. In the South, you know, they couldn’t find people to join the
army. George Washington had to send a general and his troops down south to threaten people in order to get them into the
military, into the war.
And in fact, in the war itself, the poor people, the working people, the farmers, the artisans, who were in the army, maybe
some of them were there for patriotic reasons, independence against England, even if they weren’t sure what it meant for
them. But some of them were there for that reason. Others were there — you know, some of them had actually listened to
the Declaration of Independence, read from the town hall. And inspiring. You know, liberty, equality, equality. We all have
an equal rights to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. You know, it can make people — some people were inspired,
and they joined.
Other people joined because they were promised land at — you know, they were promised at the end of the Revolution —
you know, they were promised, you might say, a little GI Bill of Rights, just as today recruiting offices make promises to
young guys that they want into the Army. They give them bonuses, and they promise them maybe a free education
afterward. No, people don’t naturally rush to war. You have to seduce them. You have to bribe them or coerce them. Some
people think it’s natural for people to go to war. Not at all. No.
Nations have to work hard to mobilize the citizens to go to war. And they had to work in the Revolutionary War, especially,
well, when they found out that, although there was a draft, there was a kind of conscription that the rich could get out of the
conscription by paying a certain amount of money. But the young, the farmers who went into the Revolutionary Army and
who fought and who died and who were wounded in the war, they found that they, the privates, the ordinary soldier in the
war, that they weren’t treated as well as the officers who came from the upper classes. The officers were given splendid

uniforms and good food and were paid well. And the privates very often did not have shoes and clothes and were not paid.
And when their time was supposed to be up, they were told, no, they had to stay. There was a class difference in the
Revolutionary War.
You know, in this country, we’re not accustomed to the idea of class differences, because we’re all supposed to be one big,
happy family. One nation, indivisible. We’re very divisible. No, we’re not one nation. No, there are working people, and
there are rich people, and in between, yes, there are nervous people. So, yeah, the conditions of the ordinary farmer who
went into the Revolution, the private, the conditions were such that they mutinied — mutinied against the officers, against
George Washington and the other officers. And when I say “mutinied,” I mean thousands of them. Ever hear about this in
your classrooms when you discuss — when you learn about the Revolutionary War? When you learn about Bunker Hill and
Concord and the first shot heard around the world — right? — do you ever hear about the mutinies? I doubt it. I never
learned about it. I didn’t learn about it in elementary school or high school or college or graduate school. You find very
often that what you learn in graduate school is what you learned in elementary school, only with footnotes. You see. No, I
never learned about the mutinies.
But there were mutinies. Thousands of soldiers mutinied, so many of them that George Washington was worried, you know,
that he couldn’t put it down. He had to make concessions, make concessions to what was called the Pennsylvania Line, the
thousands of mutineers. However, when shortly after he made those concessions and quieted down the mutiny by saying —
promising them things, promising them he’d get them out of the army soon and give them pay and so on, soon after that,
there was another mutiny in the New Jersey Line, which was smaller. And there, Washington put his foot down. He
couldn’t handle the thousands in the Pennsylvania Line, but he could handle the hundreds in the New Jersey Line, and he
said, “Find the leaders and execute them.” You hear about this in your classrooms about the Revolutionary War? You hear
about the executions of mutineers? I doubt it. If I’m wrong in the question period, correct me. I’m willing to stand
corrected. I don’t like to stand corrected, but I’m will to be stand corrected. And yeah, so they executed a number of the
mutineers. Their fellow soldiers were ordered to execute the mutineers. So the Revolution — you know, not everybody was
treated the same way in the Revolution.
And, in fact, when the Revolution was won, independence was won, and the soldiers came back to their homes — and
some of them did get bits of land that were promised to them, so, yeah, many of them became small farmers again. And
then they found that they were being taxed heavily by the rich, who controlled the legislatures. They couldn’t pay their
taxes, and so their farms and their homes were being taken away from them, auctioned off. “Foreclosures” they call them
today, right? It’s an old phenomenon.
So, there were rebellions. I think everybody learns about Shays’ Rebellion. They don’t learn much about Shays’ Rebellion,
but they learn it enough to recognize it on a multiple choice test. Shays’ Rebellion in western Massachusetts. Thousands of
farmers gathered around courthouses in Springfield and Northampton and Amherst and Great Barrington around those
courthouses. And they stopped the auctions from going on. They prevent the foreclosures. It’s a real rebellion that has to be
put down by an army, paid for by the merchants of Boston. It’s put down. But it puts a scare into the Founding Fathers.
Now, there’s an interesting chronology there. Shays’ Rebellion takes place in 1786. The Founding Fathers get together in
1787, for the Constitutional Convention. Is there a connection between the two? I don’t remember ever learning that there
was a connection between Shays’ Rebellion and the Constitution. What I learned is that, oh, they got together with the
Constitution because the Articles of Confederation created a weak central government, that we need a strong central
government. And everybody likes the idea of a strong central government, so it was a great thing to have a Constitutional
Convention and draft the Constitution.
What you were not told, I don’t think — I wasn’t told — was that the Founding Fathers on the eve of the Constitutional
Convention were writing to one another before the Constitutional Convention and saying, “Hey, this rebellion in western
Massachusetts, we better do something about that. We better create a government strong enough to deal with rebellions like
this.” That’s why we need a strong central government.
There was a general, General Henry Knox of Massachusetts, who had been in the army with George Washington, and he
wrote to Washington at one point. And I don’t have his letter with me. I do have it somewhere, you know. I’ll paraphrase it.
It won’t be as eloquent as him. You know, they were eloquent in those days. Take a look at the language used by the
political leaders of that day and the language of the political leaders in our day. I mean, really, it’s, you know — yeah. So
when Knox writes to Washington, it says something like this. It says, “You know, these people who fought in the
Revolution, these people who are rebelling, who have rebelled in west Massachusetts” —- and other states, too, not just in
Massachusetts -—
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Maine.
HOWARD ZINN: In Maine, too. Yeah, you know that, Roger. You were among the rebels, I’m sure. You were there, I
know.
Knox says to Washington, says, “These people who have rebelled, you know, they think that because they fought in the
Revolution, they fought in the war against England, that they deserve an equal share of the wealth of this country.” No.
Those were the kinds of letters that went back and forth. “We’ve got to set up a government that will be strong enough to

put down the rebellions of the poor, slave revolts, the Indians, who may resent our going into their territory.” That’s what a
strong central government is for, not just because, oh, it’s nice to have a strong central government. The reason’s for that.
The Constitution was a class document written to protect the interests of bondholders and slave owners and land
expansionists. So the outcome of the Revolution was not exactly good for everybody, and it created all sorts of problems.
What about black people, the slaves? Did they benefit from the winning of the Revolution? Not at all. There was slavery
before the Revolution; there was slavery after the Revolution. In fact, Washington would not enlist black people into his
army. The South, Southern slave owners, they were the first with the — for the British, doing it for the British. The British
enlisted blacks before Washington did. No, blacks didn’t benefit.
Hey, what about Indians? Should we even count the Indians? Should we even consider the Indians? Who are they? Well,
they lived here. They owned all this land. We moved them out of here. Well, they should be considered. What was the
outcome for them when we won the Revolution? It was bad, because the British had set a line called the Proclamation of
1763. They had set a line at the Appalachians, where they said, no, the colonists should not go beyond this line into Indian
territory. I mean, they didn’t do it because they loved the Indians. They just didn’t want trouble. They set a line. The British
are now gone, and the line is gone, and now you can move westward into Indian territory. And you’re going to move across
the continent. And you’re going to create massacres. And you’re going to take that enormous land in the West away from
the Indians who live there.
These are some of the consequences of the Revolution. But we did win independence from England. All I’m trying to
suggest, that to simply leave it that way, that we won independence from England, doesn’t do justice to the complexity of
this victory. And, you know, was it good that we — to be independent of England? Yes, it’s always good to be independent.
But at what cost? And how real is the independence? And is it possible that we would have won independence without a
war?
Hey, how about Canada? Canada is independent of England. They don’t have a bad society, Canada. There are some very
attractive things about Canada. They’re independent of England. They did not fight a bloody war. It took longer. You know,
sometimes it takes longer if you don’t want to kill. Violence is fast. War is fast. And that’s attractive — right? — when you
do something fast. And if you don’t want killing, you may have to take more time in order to achieve your objective. And
actually, when you achieve your objective, it might be achieved in a better way and with better results, and with a Canadian
health system instead of American health system. You know, you know.
OK, all of this — I won’t say anything about the Revolutionary War. I just wanted to throw a few doubts in about it. That’s
all. I don’t want to say anything revolutionary or radical. I don’t want to make trouble. You know, I just want to — no, I
certainly don’t want to make trouble at BU. No. So — yet I just want to — I just want to think about these things. That’s all
I’m trying to do, have us think again about things that we took for granted. “Oh, yes, Revolutionary War, great!” No. Let’s
think about it.
And the Civil War. OK, well, Civil War is — Civil War is even tougher, even tougher to critically examine the Civil War.
Slavery. Slavery, nothing worse. Slavery. And at the end of the Civil War, there’s no slavery. You can’t deny that. So, yeah,
you have to put that on one side of the ledger, the end of slavery. On the other side, you have to put the human cost of the
Civil War in lives: 600,000. I don’t know how many people know or learn or remember how many lives were lost in the
Civil War, which was the bloodiest, most brutal, ugliest war in our history, from the point of view of dead and wounded and
mutilated and blinded and crippled. Six hundred thousand dead in a country of 830 million. Think about that in relation
today’s population; it’s as if we fought a civil war today, and five or six million people died in this civil war. Well, you
might say, well, maybe that’s worth it, to end slavery. Maybe. Well, OK, I won’t argue that. Maybe. But at least you know
what the cost is.
One of the great things about the book by the president of Harvard, which she — you know, recently a book she wrote
about the Civil War, she brings home, in very graphic detail — Drew Gilpin Faust, President Faust of Harvard, wrote a
remarkable book about the Civil War. And what she concentrates on is the human consequences of the Civil War, the dead,
the wounded. I mean, you know, that was a war in which enormous number of amputations took place, without anesthetic.
You know, I mean, so it’s not just the 600,000 dead; it was all those who came home without a leg or an arm.
I’m trying to make the cost of the war more than a statistic, because we have gotten used to just dealing with statistics. And
the statistics are dead. The statistics are — you know, become meaningless. They’re just numbers. Six hundred thousand —
just read it and go quickly past it. But no, I don’t want to go past the cost of these wars. I want to consider them very, very,
very closely and rack it up and don’t forget about it, even as you consider the benefits of the war, the freedom of the slaves.
But you also have to think, the slaves were freed, and what happened after that? Were they really freed? Well, they were,
actually — there was no more slavery — but the slaves, who had been given promises — you know, forty acres and a mule
— they were promised, you know, a little land and some wherewithal so they could be independent, so they needn’t be
slaves anymore. Well, they weren’t given anything. They were left without resources. And the result was they were still in
the thrall, still under the control of the plantation owner. They were free, but they were not free. There have been a number
of studies made of that, you know, in the last decade. Free, but not free. They were not slaves now. They were serfs. They
were like serfs on a feudal estate. They were tenant farmers. They were sharecroppers. They couldn’t go anywhere. They

didn’t have control of their lives. And they were in the thrall of the white plantation owners. The same white plantation
owners who had been their masters when they were slaves were now their masters when they were serfs.
OK, I don’t want to minimize the fact that it’s still not slavery in the old sense. No, it’s not. It’s better. It’s a better situation.
So, I want to be cautious about what I say about that, and I want to be clear. But I want to say it’s more complicated than
simply "Oh, the slaves were freed." They were freed, and they were betrayed. Promises made to them were betrayed, as
promises made during wartime are always betrayed. The veterans are betrayed. The civilians are betrayed. The people who
expected war to produce great results and freedom and liberty, they are betrayed after every war.
So I just want us, you know, to consider that and to ask the question, which is a very difficult question to answer, but it’s
worth asking: is it possible that slavery might have ended without 600,000 dead? Without a nation of amputees and blinded
people? Is it possible? Because, after all, we do want to end slavery. It’s not that we’re saying, well, we shouldn’t have a
bloody war because — "Just let people remain slaves." No, we want to end slavery, but is it possible to end slavery without
a bloody civil war?
After all, when the war started, it wasn’t Lincoln’s intention to free the slaves. You know that. That was not his purpose in
fighting the war. His purpose in fighting the war was to keep Southern territory within the grasp of the central government.
You could almost say it was an imperial aim. It was a terrible thing to say, I know. But yeah, I mean, that’s what the war
was fought for. Oh, it’s put in a nice way. We say we fought for the Union. You know, we don’t want anybody to secede.
Yeah. Why no? What if they want to secede? We’re not going to let them secede. No, we want all that territory.
No, Lincoln’s objective was not to free the slaves. The Emancipation Proclamation came. And by the way, it didn’t free
slaves where they were enslaved. It freed the slaves that the national government was not able to free. It declared free the
slaves who were in the states — in the Confederate states that were still fighting against the Union. In other words, it
declared free the slaves that we couldn’t free, and it left as slaves the slaves that were in the states that were fighting with
the Union. In other words, if you fought — if you were a state that was a slave state, but you were fighting on the side of
the Union, "We’ll let you keep your slaves." That was the Emancipation Proclamation. I never learned that when I learned
it. I thought, "Oh, the Emancipation Proclamation is great!"
But then, yes — no, slavery was — and, yes, Congress passed the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, Fifteenth Amendments.
Thirteenth Amendment ends slavery. The Fourteenth Amendment declares equal rights, you can’t deny people equal
protection of the law. Fifteenth Amendment, you can’t prevent people from voting because of their color, their race, no.
These are — however, these promises of equality in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments — the promise, a right to
vote — they were honored for a few years when there were federal troops in the South who enforced them, and then they
were set aside. And black people in the South were left at the mercy of the white plantation owners. So there was a great
betrayal that took place, a betrayal that lasted a hundred years, those hundred years of segregation and the lynching and of
the national government looking the other way as the Constitution was violated a thousand times by the white power
structure in the South.
And, you know, it took a hundred — and, you know, the Congress passed those amendments. Why? Not because Lincoln or
Congress itself initiated them. They passed those amendments because a great movement against slavery had grown up in
the country from the 1830s to the 1860s, powerful anti-slavery movement which pushed Congress into the Thirteenth,
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments. Very important thing to keep in mind, that when justice comes and when injustices
are remedied, they’re not remedied by the initiative of the national government or the politicians. They only respond to the
power of social movements. And that’s what happened with the relationship between anti-slavery movement and the
passage of those amendments.
And, of course, then those amendments, the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, had no meaning for the next hundred
years. The blacks were not allowed to vote in the South. Blacks did not get an equal protection of the laws. Every president
of the United States for a hundred years, every president, Democrat or Republican, liberal or conservative, every president
violated his oath of office. Every president, because the oath of office says you will see to it that the laws are faithfully
executed. And every president did not enforce the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, collaborated with Southern
racism and segregation and lynching and all that happened.
So, the Civil War and its aftermath, you know, have to be looked at in a longer perspective. And yes, the question needs to
be asked also: yeah, is it possible if slavery could have been ended without 600,000 dead? We don’t know for sure. And
when I mention these possibilities, you know, it’s very hard to imagine how it might have ended, except that we do know
that slavery was ended in every other country in the western hemisphere. Slavery was ended in all these others places in the
western hemisphere without a bloody civil war. Well, that doesn’t prove that it could have been ended, and, you know,
every situation is different, but it makes you think. If you begin to think, "Oh, the only way it could have been done is with
a bloody civil war," maybe not. I mean, maybe it would have taken longer. You know, maybe there could have been slave
rebellions which hammered away at the Southern slave structure, hammered away at them in a war of attrition, not a big
bloody mass war, but a war of attrition and guerrilla warfare, and John Brown-type raids.
Remember John Brown, who wanted to organize raids and a slave rebellion? Yeah, a little guerrilla action, not totally
peaceful, no. But not massive slaughter. Well, John Brown was executed by the state of Virginia and the national

government. He was executed in 1859 for wanting to lead slave revolts. And the next year, the government goes to war in a
war that cost 600,000 lives and then, presumably, as people came to believe, to end slavery. There’s a kind of tragic irony in
that juxtaposition of facts. So it’s worth thinking about, about the Civil War, and not to simply say, “Well, Civil War ended
slavery, therefore whatever the human cost was, it was worth it.” It’s worth rethinking.
Now we come to World War II. Looking at my watch, I don’t mean it.
TIME KEEPER: You’re on a roll tonight. You’re good.
HOWARD ZINN: No, I don’t mean it.
Well, World War II, “the Good War,” the best. Fascism. I mean, that’s why I enlisted in the Air Force: fight against fascism.
It’s a good war, it’s a just war. What could be, you know, more obvious? They are evil; we are good.
And so, I became a bombardier in the Air Force. I dropped bombs on Germany, on Hungary, on Czechoslovakia — even on
a little town in France three weeks before the war was to end, when everybody knew the war was to end and we didn’t need
to drop any more bombs, but we dropped bombs. On a little town in France, we were trying out napalm, the first use of
napalm in the European theater. I think by now you all know what napalm is. One of the ugliest little weapons. But trying it
out, and adding metals. And who knows what reason, what complex of reasons, led us to bomb a little town in France,
when everybody knew the war was ending? And yes, there were German soldiers there, hanging around. They weren’t
doing anything, weren’t bothering anybody, but they’re there, and gives us a good excuse to bomb. We’ll kill the Germans,
we’ll kill some Frenchmen, too. What does it matter? It’s a good war. We’re the good guys.
One thing — and I didn’t think about any of this while I was bombing. I didn’t examine: oh, who are we bombing, and why
are we bombing, and what’s going on here, and who is dying? I didn’t know who was dying, because when you bomb from
30,000 feet, well, this is modern warfare; you do things at a distance. It’s very impersonal. You just press a button, you
know, and somebody dies. But you don’t see them. So I dropped bombs from 30,000 feet. I didn’t see any human beings. I
didn’t see what’s happening below. I didn’t hear children screaming. I didn’t see arms being ripped off people. No, just
dropped bombs. You see little flashes of light down below as the bombs hit. That’s it. And you don’t think. It’s hard to think
when you’re in the military. Really, it’s hard to sit back and examine, ask what you’re doing. No, you’ve been trained to do
a job, and you do your job.
So I didn’t think about any of this until after the war, when I began to think about that raid on France. And then I began to
think about the raid on Dresden, where 100,000 people were killed in one night, day of bombing. Read Kurt Vonnegut’s
book Slaughterhouse Five. He was there. He was a prisoner of war and there in the basement, you know, a kind of meat
locker, a slaughterhouse. And then I became aware of the other bombings that had taken place. But, you know, when you’re
in a war, you don’t see the big picture, and you don’t — you really don’t — I didn’t know until afterward, 600,000 German
civilians were killed by our bombing. They weren’t Nazis. Well, yeah, you might say they were passive supporters and that
they didn’t rebel. Well, a few rebelled. But how many Americans rebel against American wars? Are we all complicit for
what we did in Vietnam, killing several million people? Well, maybe we are, but there was a kind of stupid, ignorant
innocence about us. And the same thing was true of the Germans. And we killed 600,000. If some great power, while we
were dropping bombs on Vietnam, had come over here and dropped bombs on American cities in retaliation, it would’ve
been — and they say, “Well, these are imperialists, we’ll kill them all" — no, the American people were not themselves
imperialists, but they were passive bystanders, until they woke up, yeah.
So I began to think about it, as I began to think about Hiroshima and Nagasaki. And I had welcomed the bombing of
Hiroshima when it took place, because I didn’t know. I didn’t know what it really meant. We had finished our bombing
missions in Europe, we had won the war in Europe, and my crew and I, we flew our plane, the same plane we had flown
missions on, we flew that same plane back across the Atlantic, and we were given a thirty-day furlough. And then the idea
was we were going to go on to the Pacific, because the war against Japan was still going on. And during this thirty-day
furlough in early August, my wife and I decided, because we had been married just before I went overseas — my wife and I
decided we’d take a little vacation in the country. And we took a bus to go into the country. And at the bus stop, there was a
newsstand, and there was a newspaper and the big headline "Atomic Bomb Dropped on Hiroshima." Well, oh, great! Didn’t
really know what an atomic bomb was, but it was sort of obvious from the headlines, oh, and it was a big bomb. Well, I had
dropped bombs. This was just a bigger bomb.
But I had no idea what it meant until I read John Hersey’s book on Hiroshima. John Hersey had gone into Hiroshima after
the bombing, and he had talked to survivors. Survivors? You can imagine what those survivors looked like. They were kids
and old people and women and all sorts of Japanese people. And they were without arms or legs, or they were blinded, or
their skin could not be looked at. John Hersey interviewed them and got some idea and reported — he was a great journalist
— he reported what the bombing of Hiroshima was like to the people who were there. And when I read his account, for the
first time, I understood. This is what bombing does to human beings. This is what my bombs had done to people.
And I began to rethink the idea of a "good war," of our world war against fascism. "Oh, well, it’s OK, because we did
defeat Hitler.” That’s just it, just like we did get independence from England, we did end slavery. But wait a while. A lot of
other — it’s not that simple. And World War II is not that simple. “Oh, we defeated Hitler, therefore eveything is OK. We

were the good guys; they were the bad guys." But what I realized then was that once you decide — and this is what we
decided at the beginning of the war, this is what, you know, I decided — they were the bad guys, we were the good guys,
what I didn’t realize was that in the course of the war, the good guys become the bad guys. War poisons everybody. War
corrupts everybody. And so, the so-called good guys begin behaving like the bad guys. The Nazis dropped bombs and
killed civilians in Coventry, in London, in Rotterdam. And we drop bombs and kill civilians, and we commit atrocities, and
we go over Tokyo several months before Hiroshima.
And I’ll bet you 90 percent of the American people do not know about the raid of Tokyo. Everybody has heard about
Hiroshima. I’ll bet 90 percent of the American people — I don’t you know if you have — know that several months before
Hiroshima, we sent planes over Tokyo to set Tokyo afire with firebombs, and 100,000 people died in one night of bombing
in Tokyo. Altogether we killed over half a million people in Japan, civilians. And some people said, “Well, they bombed
Pearl Harbor.” That’s really something. These people did not bomb Pearl Harbor. Those children did not bomb Pearl
Harbor. But this notion of violent revenge and retaliation is something we’ve got to get rid of.
So I began, yeah, reconsidering all of that, rethinking all of that, investigated the bombing of Hiroshima, investigated the
excuse that was made — “Oh, you know, if we don’t bomb Hiroshima, well, we have to invade Japan, and a million people
will die.” And I investigated all of that, found it was all nonsense. We didn’t have to invade Japan in order for Japan to
surrender. Our own official investigative team, the Strategic Bombing Survey, which went into Japan right after the war,
interviewed all the high Japanese military, civilian officials, and their conclusion was Japan was ready to end the war.
Maybe not the next week, maybe in two months, maybe in three months. "Oh, no, we can’t wait. We don’t want to wait.
We’ve got these bombs. We’ve got to see what they look like." Do you know how many people die because of
experimentation with weapons? We were experimenting. We were experimenting on the children of Hiroshima. “Let’s see
what this does. Hey, and also, let’s show the Russians. Let’s show the Russians we have this bomb.” A British Scientist who
was an adviser to Churchill called the dropping of the bomb on Hiroshima "the first step of the Cold War." Soviet Union
was in the mind of the people around Harry Truman — James Burns, Forrestal and others.
So, yes, I began thinking about "the good war" and how it corrupts and poisons. And then I looked at the world after the
war. Oh, yeah, what were the results? Yeah, I said bad things about the war. I’m sorry, all those casualties, but it ended — it
stopped fascism. Now wait a while. Let’s look closely at that. Yeah, it got rid of Hitler, got rid of Mussolini. Did it get rid of
fascism in the world? Did it get rid of racism in the world? Did it get rid of militarism in the world? No, you had two
superpowers now arming themselves with nuclear weapons, enough nuclear weapons that if they were used, they would
make Hitler’s Holocaust look puny. And there were times, in fact, in the decades that followed when we came very, very
close to using those nuclear weapons.
So the world after World War II — and this is so important — you don’t just look at, “Oh, we won.” No, what happens after
that? What happens five years after that? What happens ten years after that? What happens to the GIs who came back alive,
five or ten years later? And maybe one of them will go berserk at Fort Hood. Think about that. Think about all the
superficial comments made of “Oh, let’s examine this guy psychologically and his religious [inaudible], and let’s not go
deeper into that and say these are war casualties.” Those people he killed were war casualties; he was a war casualty. That’s
what war does. War poisons people’s minds. So we got rid of Hitler. But what was the world like?
When I was discharged from the Army, from the Air Force, I got a letter from General Marshall. He was the general of
generals. He was sending a letter, not a personal letter to me — "Dear Howie..." No. A letter that was sent to 16 million
men who had served in the Armed Forces, some women, too. And the letter was something like this: “We’ve won the war.
Congratulations for your service. It will be a new world.” It wasn’t a new world. And we know it hasn’t been a new world
since World War II. War after war after war after war, and 50 million people were dead in that war to end all wars, to end
fascism and dictatorship and militarism. No.
So, yes, I came to a conclusion that war cannot be tolerated, no matter what we’re told. And if we think that there are good
wars and that, therefore, well, maybe this is a good war, I wanted to examine the so-called good wars, the holy wars, and —
yeah, and take a good look at them and think again about the phenomenon of war and come to the conclusion, well, yes,
war cannot be tolerated, no matter what we’re told, no matter what tyrant exists, what border has been crossed, what
aggression has taken place. It’s not that we’re going to be passive in the face of tyranny or aggression, no, but we’ll find
ways other than war to deal with whatever problems we have, because war is inevitably — inevitably — the indiscriminant
massive killing of huge numbers of people. And children are a good part of those people. Every war is a war against
children.
So it’s not just getting rid of Saddam Hussein, if we think about it. Well, we got rid of Saddam Hussein. In the course of it,
we killed huge numbers of people who had been victims of Saddam Hussein. When you fight a war against a tyrant, who
do you kill? You kill the victims of the tyrant. Anyway, all this — all this was simply to make us think again about war and
to think, you know, we’re at war now, right? In Iraq, in Afghanistan and sort of in Pakistan, since we’re sending rockets
over there and killing innocent people in Pakistan. And so, we should not accept that.
We should look for a peace movement to join. Really, look for some peace organization to join. It will look small at first,
and pitiful and helpless, but that’s how movements start. That’s how the movement against the Vietnam War started. It

started with handfuls of people who thought they were helpless, thought they were powerless. But remember, this power of
the people on top depends on the obedience of the people below. When people stop obeying, they have no power. When
workers go on strike, huge corporations lose their power. When consumers boycott, huge business establishments have to
give in. When soldiers refuse to fight, as so many soldiers did in Vietnam, so many deserters, so many fraggings, acts of
violence by enlisted men against officers in Vietnam, B-52 pilots refusing to fly bombing missions anymore, war can’t go
on. When enough soldiers refuse, the government has to decide we can’t continue. So, yes, people have the power. If they
begin to organize, if they protest, if they create a strong enough movement, they can change things.
That’s all I want to say. Thank you.
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Commemorations are being held in West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Maryland today to mark the 150th
anniversary of abolitionist John Brown’s raid on the arsenal at Harpers Ferry. We end today’s show with a reading of John
Brown’s address to the court in Virginia that ordered his hanging. Actor Harris Yulin read his words as part of a larger
reading of Howard Zinn’s classic work, A People’s History of the United States. Yulin was followed by James Earl Jones
reading Frederick Douglass. [includes rush transcript]
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AMY GOODMAN: As we wrap up today’s broadcast, well, commemorations are being held in West Virginia,
Pennsylvania, Virginia and Maryland today for the 150th anniversary of the abolitionist John Brown’s raid on the arsenal at
Harpers Ferry. We end today’s show with a reading of John Brown’s address to the court in Virginia that ordered his
hanging. Actor Harris Yulin read his words as part of a larger reading of Howard Zinn’s classic work, A People’s History of
the United States. Yulin is followed by James Earl Jones reading Frederick Douglass. We begin with historian Howard
Zinn.
HOWARD ZINN: John Brown, more than any other white American, devoted his life, and finally sacrificed it, on
behalf of freedom for the slave. His plan, impossible and courageous, was to seize the arsenal at Harpers Ferry,
Virginia with a band of black and white abolitionists and set off a revolt of slaves throughout the South. The plan
failed.
Some of his men, including two of his own sons, were killed. John Brown was wounded, captured, sentenced to
death by hanging by the state of Virginia, and with the enthusiastic approval of the government of the United States.
When he was put to death, Ralph Waldo Emerson said, he will make the gallows holy as the cross.
Here, John Brown addresses the court that ordered his hanging.
HARRIS YULIN: [reading John Brown] Had I interfered in the manner which I admit...had I so interfered in
behalf of the rich, the powerful, the intelligent, the so-called great, or in behalf of any of their friends, [either] father,
mother, brother, sister, wife, or children, or any of that class, and suffered and sacrificed what I have in this
interference, it would have been all right, and every man in this Court would have deemed it an act worthy of
reward rather than punishment.
This Court acknowledges, as I suppose, the validity of the law of God. I see a book kissed here which I suppose to
be the Bible, or, at least, the New Testament. That teaches me that all things “whatsoever I would that men should
do unto me, I should do even so to them.” [...] I endeavored to act up to that instruction. I say, I am yet too young to
understand that God is any respecter of persons. I believe that to have interfered as I have done, as I have always
freely admitted I have done, in behalf of His despised poor, was not wrong, but right. Now, if it is deemed necessary
that I should forfeit my life for the furtherance of the ends of justice, and mingle my blood further with the blood of
my children, and with the blood of millions in this slave country whose rights are disregarded by wicked, cruel, and
unjust enactments, I submit: so let it be done!

HOWARD ZINN: Twenty-two years later, in 1881, Frederick Douglass was asked to speak at a college in Harpers
Ferry.
JAMES EARL JONES: [reading Frederick Douglass] If John Brown did not end the war that ended slavery, he did
at least begin the war that ended slavery. If we look over the dates, places and men for which this honor is claimed,
we shall find that not Carolina, but Virginia, not Fort Sumter, but Harpers Ferry and the arsenal, not Colonel
Anderson, but John Brown, began the war that ended American slavery and made this a free republic. Until that
blow was struck, the prospect of freedom was dim, shadowy and uncertain. The irrepressible conflict was one of
words, votes and compromises. When John Brown stretched forth his arm, the sky was cleared.
AMY GOODMAN: James Earl Jones reading Frederick Douglass on this, today, the 150th anniversary of abolitionist John
Brown’s raid on the arsenal at Harpers Ferry.
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Former Defense Secretary Robert McNamara has died at the age of ninety-three. McNamara was one of the key architects
of the Vietnam War, which killed at least three million Vietnamese, around one million Cambodians and Laotians, and
58,000 American soldiers. We take a look at McNamara’s legacy with two preeminent historians: Howard Zinn and
Marilyn Young. We also speak with Jonathan Schell, who covered Vietnam as a reporter in 1967 and met with McNamara
in a secret Pentagon meeting. [includes rush transcript]
TRANSCRIPT
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AMY GOODMAN: I want to ask you to stay with us, as we move on to our next segment, and it does have to do with
Robert Strange McNamara —
JONATHAN SCHELL: Yes.
AMY GOODMAN: — one of the key architects of the Vietnam War, died at the age of ninety-three at his home on
Monday morning. McNamara served as Secretary of Defense from 1961 to 1968 under President John F. Kennedy, as well
as President Lyndon Johnson, and directed the early years of the US military offensive in Southeast Asia.
As early as 1964, the war in Vietnam came to be called "McNamara’s War," an association he said at the time he was,
quote, "pleased to be identified with." Over half-a-million Americans went to war on his watch, a war that ultimately killed
over 58,000 American soldiers, at least three million Vietnamese. But in 1995, twenty years after the end of the Vietnam
War, Robert McNamara published a mea culpa, a memoir that admitted he and his colleagues had been, quote, "wrong,
terribly wrong," in perpetuating and justifying the war as they did. It was titled In Retrospect: The Tragedy and Lessons of
Vietnam.
Less well known is McNamara’s key involvement in the firebombing of sixty-seven Japanese cities shortly before the end
of World War II that destroyed 50 to 90 percent of the cities. McNamara described the bombing operations he analyzed
under the command of General Curtis LeMay in the 2003 documentary by Errol Morris, Fog of War. In a single night on
March 10th, 1945, he told Morris, quote, "We burned to death 100,000 Japanese civilians in Tokyo — men, women, and
children."
ROBERT McNAMARA: I don’t fault Truman for dropping the nuclear bomb. The US-Japanese war was one of
the most brutal wars in all of human history. Kamikaze pilots, suicide — unbelievable. What one can criticize is that
the human race, prior to that time, and today, has not really grappled with what are called the rules of war. Was there
a rule then that said you shouldn’t bomb, shouldn’t kill, shouldn’t burn to death 100,000 civilians in a night?
LeMay said if we’d lost the war, we’d all have been prosecuted as war criminals. And I think he’s right. He, and I’d
say I, were behaving as war criminals. LeMay recognized that what he was doing would be thought immoral, if his
side had lost. Well, what makes it immoral if you lose and not immoral if you win?
AMY GOODMAN: McNamara would later become a vocal critic of nuclear proliferation. But during his time at the
Pentagon, he expanded the US nuclear arsenal and was a key decision maker in the Bay of Pigs and Cuban Missile Crisis.
A graduate of Harvard Business School, he was also centrally involved in the development of the American and global
economic systems. Prior to joining the Kennedy administration, he had worked at Ford Motor Company for thirteen years
and had just been named president of the company, succeeding Henry Ford II. After serving as Defense Secretary under
Johnson, McNamara was appointed the president of the World Bank, a post he held from ’68 to ’81. After retiring from the

bank, McNamara remained involved as an adviser, consultant or director with dozens of corporations, universities and
foundations, including Royal Dutch Shell, the Washington Post, the Ford Foundation, Brookings Institution and the
California Institute of Technology.
Well, for more on Robert McNamara, I’m joined by two preeminent historians. Marilyn Young, professor of history at New
York University and author of The Vietnam Wars: 1945-1990 and, most recently, Bombing Civilians: A Twentieth-Century
History, she joins us from Washington, DC. Howard Zinn, author of many books, including his classic A People’s History
of the United States, joins us on the phone from Boston.
And Jonathan Schell remains with us. We want to find out about the secret meeting he had with Robert McNamara.
But, Howard Zinn, welcome to Democracy Now! Let’s begin with you assessing the legacy of Robert McNamara.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, assessing the legacy, it seems to me one of the things we should be thinking about is that
McNamara represented all of those superficial qualities of brightness and intelligence and education, you know, that are so
revered in our culture. This whole idea that you judge young kids today on the basis of what their test scores are, how smart
they are, how much information they can digest, how much they can give back to you and remember, that’s what
MacNamara was good at. He was — yes, he was bright, he was smart. But he had no moral intelligence.
What strikes me that we can learn from, one of the many things we can learn from this McNamara experience is we’ve got
to stop revering these superficial qualities of brightness and smartness and bring up a generation which thinks in moral
terms, which has moral intelligence, and which asks questions, not "Do we win, or do we lose?" but asks questions, "Is this
right? Is it wrong?" And McNamara never asked that question, even when he was leaving, even when he decided, oh, he
had to leave the post of Secretary of Defense, even when he left. And his leaving was not based on the fact that the war was
wrong. His leaving was based on the fact, well, we weren’t going to win.
Unfortunately, the present administration is still stuck in that kind of thinking. You know, I hear them talking in the White
House and around the White House, Obama and the others, about winning in Afghanistan and not asking, you know, "Is it
right that we are in Afghanistan?" So, to me, that’s one of the important things to think about when we try to learn
something from the life of this figure, McNamara.
Another thing I suppose I’d think about is the fact that after he decided that we should get out of Vietnam, after he decided
that, he remained silent. You know, he leaves in silence. He doesn’t speak out and tell the rest of the country, "We need to
get out." He doesn’t criticize the ongoing war, whether it’s under Johnson or later under Nixon. No, he sits by silently while
the war goes on. This is, you know, the kind of unpardonable thing that we should be, I think, very much concerned with.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re going to break and come back to this discussion. Howard Zinn, historian, author of A People’s
History of the United States and so many other books. And we’ll also get comment from Professor Marilyn Young, as well
as Jonathan Schell. Stay with us.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: Looking at the life of Robert McNamara, during the Vietnam War years, he was best known for
justifying the American offensive. He did so on a number of occasions.
ROBERT McNAMARA: This is not primarily a military problem. It’s a battle for the hearts and the minds of the
people of South Vietnam. As a prerequisite to that, we must be able to guarantee their physical security.
The most vivid impression I’m bringing back is that we’ve stopped losing the war.
Oh, I think, on the contrary, as General Westmoreland has pointed out in recent weeks in Saigon, the military
operations, the large-unit military operations, continue to show very substantial progress.
AMY GOODMAN: Defense Secretary Robert McNamara. That clip, a series of archival clips, are from Errol Morris’s
remarkable film, The Fog of War.
Professor Marilyn Young, you have written a number of books — your specialty is on Vietnam, you’re a professor of
history at New York University — The Vietnam Wars, as well as Bombing Civilians: A Twentieth-Century History. Talk
about the legacy of Robert McNamara.
MARILYN YOUNG: Well, one of the legacies is that there is none, in a sense. The first clip that you ran was — you could
have run it now, about Iraq several years ago, about Afghanistan today. And it’s as if it doesn’t go anywhere. There’s
knowledge, and then it’s erased in between. McNamara is — should be a kind of morality tale.
During his tenure as Secretary of Defense, he initially — he was responsible, really, for the initial escalation. In 1964, he
and Bundy gave — ’65, I’m sorry — gave Johnson what’s called the “fork in the road” memorandum, in which they said,
"Now, we’ve really thought this over, and we have two choices: we could increase military pressure, or we could
negotiate." And they strongly urged the increase in military pressure, and Johnson went along with that, not that he was —
you know, I think he was a little unwilling, but that’s another subject.
Gradually, by later in ’65, by ’66, and certainly by ’67, he was completely disenchanted with the war. And he said it in

public at the Senate hearings on bombing targets. And he said, "This bombing is just not going to work." The next thing he
knew, he was out. And he said later that he never knew whether he had quit or Johnson had fired him. And then, as Howie
said, he was absolutely silent.
You can imagine that that silence was expressed, in one sense, by his opposition to nuclear weapons, which was very
sincere, and I’m sure Jonathan can talk about that. He and Bundy both focused on the dangers of nuclear war, as if that
attempt to prevent a future war was going to erase the war they had both just conducted.
And then in 1995, he comes out with In Retrospect, and everybody quotes, "We were wrong, terribly wrong." But if you
read the full paragraph, what it says is, "We weren’t wrong in our values and our intentions; we were wrong about our
judgments and capabilities." And the book, as a whole, is an excuse. It’s a struggle. He almost comes to terms, and then he
runs away from coming to terms. And he does the same thing, I think, in Fog of War. And he did that same thing for the
whole of the rest of his life: an approach to what he had really been responsible for, and then a bouncing off it, too awful to
face. And It happens over and over again.
He says — for example, he lists all the terrible mistakes that he made — that they made. He never says "I." He says "they."
And he says, "We just didn’t understand that Vietnam was about nationalism." He doesn’t ask why they didn’t understand
that.
There were internal critics: George Ball, Paul Kattenburg. But also, he was surrounded, if you read the newspapers, by
Lippmann, by Morgenthau, by I.F. Stone, who was vigorously writing about the Vietnam War, by George Kahin, a great
historian of Southeast Asia. So, if he wanted to know what Vietnam was — what the upsurge, the insurgency, in South
Vietnam was about, he had lots of sources. He never comes close to explaining why he didn’t pay attention to any of that.
Instead, he says, "Oh, my god, we just didn’t know they were nationalists." How come?
AMY GOODMAN: Jonathan Schell, let’s go from there, because you were presenting information. You were a journalist
in Vietnam.
JONATHAN SCHELL: Yeah.
AMY GOODMAN: Talk about your experience with McNamara.
JONATHAN SCHELL: Well, in 1967 in the summer, I reported on what was called “I Corps," which was the northern
provinces of South Vietnam. And public attention was kind of riveted on the bombing campaigns in the North, but much
more extensive and far more devastating was the so-called American air war in the South. Of course, it wasn’t a war at all,
because there were no planes, you know, opposing the American Air Force.
And I, rather carefully, by being able to go up in what were called forward air control planes, little Cessnas that actually
guided the bombings by radio, to see what the destruction and damage had been. And in those provinces, it was really
reaching World War II proportions, 70 percent of villages destroyed with warnings in advance to villagers that their villages
would be destroyed. Really, these were war crimes. I was twenty-three and never heard of a war crime, but looking back, I
saw that it was that.
In this autumn of 1967, Jerome Wiesner, of MIT and a friend of McNamara and former Kennedy science adviser, arranged
a meeting between me and McNamara, in which I related to him what I had seen. And, in fact, I dictated an entire short
book into a Pentagon Dictaphone, which is what they had in those days, in some general’s office who was off messing up
some other country somewhere in the world, and I had the use of his office. And I delivered to him what was, in effect, a
short book or, as it turned out to be, a long New Yorker article about what I had seen.
Never heard from him again. I did meet him later, but we never — he didn’t remember the occasion. I asked him about it
once. But I learned later that he had sent my article to Ambassador Bunker, the American ambassador to South Vietnam,
who gave it to General Westmoreland, the commander of the American forces, and that they had sent out a young Foreign
Service officer in my footsteps to see if what I said was correct and, I think, to try to discredit me. Well, very much to his
credit, I think, and to my great relief, it turned out that he found that what I said was correct, and if that effort had been
underway, it never came to any kind of fruition.
AMY GOODMAN: Did you meet him at the Pentagon?
JONATHAN SCHELL: I did meet him there, yes. And at that time, it wasn’t clear to me. He didn’t have very much to
say. I remember having an impression of this sort of hyper-energetic sort of bristling character who was — wanted to pump
me of facts. Fortunately, I — and he took me immediately over to a map of Vietnam that he had, and this was kind of a test
for me, I think, to see whether I was just vaporing or really had facts. Well, I did have my ducks in a row, because I’d been
up there in a plane, those planes, with maps in my lap and shading areas and making estimates and checking them out with
the pilots, and so forth. So I was really able to describe, and with the kind of facts and figures that he liked, the extent of the
pulverization of society that was going on.
AMY GOODMAN: And what was his response?
JONATHAN SCHELL: Not much. No response, really. The only response that I learned of was that he sent that thing to

the ambassador in South Vietnam and then to Westmoreland.
AMY GOODMAN: To discredit you?
JONATHAN SCHELL: I don’t know. I can’t say that that was the purpose, because they didn’t actually discredit me. And
this young Foreign Service officer actually confirmed what I said.
Can I add something to what Marilyn said? I agree with everything that she had to say about the incompleteness and
inadequacy of McNamara’s apology, but I do feel a need to add that if I look at the annals of history — you know, the piles
of corpses of the crimes of statesmen, you know, pile up to the skies — and if I look at that record, it’s very hard to find
anybody — I can’t think of even one, on the level of a McNamara, who even made a struggle. She used the word
“struggle,” which I think is the right one. I think there was a sort of moral and intellectual struggle that he went through,
starting — well, I don’t know when it started, but that did include this terribly wrong comment. And I think that that was a
thing that was quite rare and of great value and that is deserving of some credit, if only for its rarity.
MARILYN YOUNG: Yeah. Amy, if I —
AMY GOODMAN: Marilyn Young?
MARILYN YOUNG: If I could come in on that, I agree with Jonathan, and I think that’s right. It is rare. Much more
common is the in-between silence for all those years that he knew and didn’t speak. And he continued that afterwards, you
know. He was opposed to the bombing in Kosovo, but he wouldn’t — he said it in an interview to a Canadian journalist,
but he had a great deal of difficulty saying it to an American audience. In the one time I heard him, he said, "Well, I’m not
in office. I don’t have all the information the President does." I mean, just the sort of excuses that were made at the time.
But, you know, in addition to what Jonathan — he asked for the — what’s now called the Pentagon Papers. He asked Leslie
Gelb to prepare a study of what Vietnam had been about. That was also, I think, a rather unusual move to make. A little late
maybe, but he did. And he asked that a full review of everything, from the American involvement with the French on up to
1967. And as he started to read it, he is said to have said, "You know, people could be prosecuted for what’s in here,”
precisely the same remark that LeMay had made to him about the firebombing.
It’s not that he was a man without a conscience. Not at all. And he teared up always when he talked about Vietnam, and he
was obsessed by Vietnam. That’s as far as I’m ready to go. I recognize his conscience and his moral conscience and the
pain that Vietnam caused him. On the other side, it is the pain he caused.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, would you like to weigh in here?
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah. You know, I was listening to Jonathan Schell and Marilyn Young about McNamara’s — well, his
anguish and all of that, and I understand what Jonathan is saying about the fact that you can’t find anybody in the Vietnam
War or in other wars, anybody at that level, you know, who is going to do anything in dissent and who’s going to speak out.
And so, what does that tell us? I mean, it’s true. It’s absolutely true. But what does that tell us?
I think it tells us that once you enter the machinery of government, once you enter the — you know, the house of empire,
you are lost. You are going to be silenced. You may feel anguish, and you may be torn, and you may weep, and so on, but
you’re not going to speak out. And what lesson I think that is for us, well, for young people, who may be thinking, as many
young people do, you know, “I think I’ll enter the government. I’ll get in there, and I’ll make a difference"? No, the people
who made a difference are not the people inside the Pentagon. The people who made a difference were the people outside
the Pentagon, the people who demonstrated against the Pentagon, the people in the streets, the movement. And if people are
going to devote their energy to making this a better world, they better not think of getting into that machine that destroyed
people like McNamara and that silenced them.
AMY GOODMAN: Jonathan Schell?
JONATHAN SCHELL: You know, I just want to mention one person who was inside. I agree with what Howard Zinn has
to say, and I think it’s broadly true. But lest we think that all options are foreclosed once one enters into that killing
machine, there is one name that should be mentioned, and that’s Daniel Ellsberg, who went into full opposition at great risk
to himself and persisted in a lifetime of, indeed, supporting the kind of public protest that Howard Zinn is rightly talking
about as the real solution to problems like this.
HOWARD ZINN: No, that’s absolutely true. That’s definitely true about Daniel Ellsberg. And —
MARILYN YOUNG: Yeah, I agree.
AMY GOODMAN: Who released the Pentagon Papers that Marilyn Young was just describing.
HOWARD ZINN: What’s that?
MARILYN YOUNG: Yes, and he worked on them, as well. He was part of the team that put them together. In 1971,
Howie, Dan Ellsberg —
AMY GOODMAN: We have five seconds.

MARILYN YOUNG: Oh, I’m sorry. Well, Ellsberg was part of that huge 1971 protest against the war, just to bring
together Jonathan and Howard’s comments.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, I want to thank you all for being with us. Jonathan Schell, Harold Willens Peace Fellow at the
Nation Institute, has written two books on Vietnam. Marilyn Young, professor of history at New York University. And
Howard Zinn, historian and author of many books, well known for A People’s History of the United States.
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Legendary historian Howard Zinn joins us to talk about war, torture and the teaching of history. Zinn says Obama had
Obama heeded the lessons of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., he wouldn’t be escalating US attacks abroad and increasing the
size of the US military budget. We also play excerpts of the forthcoming documentary, The People Speak, featuring
dramatic readings based on Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States and Voices of a People’s History of the United
States. [includes rush transcript]
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AMY GOODMAN: My next guest for the rest of the hour is Howard Zinn, one of the country’s most celebrated historians.
His classic work, A People’s History of the United States, changed the way we look at history in America. First published a
quarter of a century ago, the book has sold over a million copies and continues to sell more copies each successive year.
After serving as a shipyard worker and then an Air Force bombardier in World War II, Howard Zinn went on to become a
lifelong dissident and peace activist. He went to college under the GI Bill, received his PhD from Columbia. He was active
in the civil rights movement and many of the struggles for social justice over the past half-century. He taught at Spelman
College, the historically black college for women in Atlanta, was fired for insubordination for standing up for the women.
He is now Professor Emeritus at Boston University and was recently honored by Spelman.
Howard Zinn has received the Thomas Merton Award, the Eugene V. Debs Award, the Upton Sinclair Award, and the
Lannan Literary Award. He is the author of many books, including the People’s History Series; a seven-volume series on
the Radical ’60s; several collections of essays on art, war, politics and history; and the plays Emma and Marx in Soho.
This year, a documentary based on the live performances of Howard Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States and
Voices of a People’s History of the United States is premiering on History, the History Channel. It’s called The People
Speak. It’s co-directed by Howard Zinn, Anthony Arnove and Chris Moore. It will feature dramatic performances
chronicling the history of the country from actors like Matt Damon and Josh Brolin and Viggo Mortensen and Marisa
Tomei and Don Cheadle and Jasmine Guy and Kerry Washington and musicians like Bruce Springsteen and Eddie Vedder
and John Legend.
Well, Howard Zinn is in New York today to launch the new paperback edition of A Young People’s History of the United
States, which is adapted by Rebecca Stefoff. This evening, he’ll be at the 92nd Street Y in New York hosting a performance
of readings and songs from Voices of a People’s History of the United States.
Welcome, Howard.
HOWARD ZINN: Thank you, Amy. Happy to be here.
AMY GOODMAN: It’s great to have you with us. In that introduction before, you have Eddie Vedder singing Bob Dylan,
“Masters of War,” part of the —HOWARD ZINN: That’s part of the documentary, yeah, singing Dylan’s song “Masters of War.” I think we had Dylan
listen to Eddie Vedder sing the song, and we asked Bob Dylan if he wanted to sing it. And he said, “No, that’s good. Let
Eddie sing it.” And so, we have Bob Dylan singing a Woody Guthrie song in the film, “Do Re Mi,” one of Woody Guthrie’s
famous songs.
AMY GOODMAN: Talk about this whole series and this -— I mean, this is just growing. The People’s History of the
United States is a remarkable book that really — well, why don’t you describe the philosophy, your approach to US
history?

HOWARD ZINN: Yeah. Well, of course, the idea of A People’s History is to go beyond what people have learned in
school and what I learned in school or most people learned in school, and that is history through the eyes of the presidents
and the generals in the battles fought in the Civil War, and we want the voices of people, of ordinary people, of rebels, of
dissidents, of women, of black people, of Asian Americans, of immigrants, of socialists and anarchists and troublemakers of
all kinds. And so, we decided to put together — Anthony Arnove and I put together 200 documents. Seven Stories Press

agreed to put it out. And these 200 documents are the letters and memoirs and reminiscences of people who stood up
against the establishment.
Now, we have, for instance, a black woman recalling growing up in the South, in the segregated South, and walking to
school to her black segregated school and having to walk through a white playground, where she wanted to walk — wanted
to go on the swings, couldn’t do it because she couldn’t stop in this white playground. And she went into school and
refused to sing "The Star-Spangled Banner." And they asked her why. She said, “Because so long as I can’t go on this
swing, there’s no liberty and justice for all.” And so, we have — that’s just one of the many readings in our book.
And in this Young People’s History that we are launching tonight at the 92nd Street Y, we have a lot of these sort of
dramatic words by people who have been dissidents and resisters in history. It’s not a — we don’t present the history of
victimization; we present the history of people fighting back. And we want to give — we want to give Americans a history
which shows them that it’s possible to fight back, that you don’t have to depend on the President and Congress and the
Supreme Court. In fact, you had better not depend on them, because they’re not going to solve the fundamental problems
that we have in our society. We can only do it ourselves, when we organize, when we act, when we protest. And so, we’re
trying to, yes, energize people by learning a history that is provocative and that is inspirational.
AMY GOODMAN: You write in the introduction to A Young People’s History of the United States, “Over the years, some
people have asked me: ‘Do you think that your history, which is radically different than the usual histories of the United
States, is suitable for young people? Won’t it create disillusionment with our country? Is it right to be so critical of the
government’s policies? Is it right to take down the traditional heroes of the nation, like Christopher Columbus, Andrew
Jackson, Theodore Roosevelt?’”
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, it’s true that people have asked that question again and again. You know, should we tell kids that
Columbus, whom they have been told was a great hero, that Columbus mutilated Indians and kidnapped them and killed
them in pursuit of gold? Should we tell people that Theodore Roosevelt, who is held up as one of our great presidents, was
really a warmonger who loved military exploits and who congratulated an American general who committed a massacre in
the Philippines? Should we tell young people that?
And I think the answer is: we should be honest with young people; we should not deceive them. We should be honest about
the history of our country. And we should be not only taking down the traditional heroes like Andrew Jackson and
Theodore Roosevelt, but we should be giving young people an alternate set of heroes.
Instead of Theodore Roosevelt, tell them about Mark Twain. Mark Twain — well, Mark Twain, everybody learns about as
the author of Tom Sawyer and Huckleberry Finn, but when we go to school, we don’t learn about Mark Twain as the vice
president of the Anti-Imperialist League. We aren’t told that Mark Twain denounced Theodore Roosevelt for approving this
massacre in the Philippines. No.
We want to give young people ideal figures like Helen Keller. And I remember learning about Helen Keller. Everybody
learns about Helen Keller, you know, a disabled person who overcame her handicaps and became famous. But people don’t
learn in school and young people don’t learn in school what we want them to learn when we do books like A Young
People’s History of the United States, that Helen Keller was a socialist. She was a labor organizer. She refused to cross a
picket line that was picketing a theater showing a play about her.
And so, there are these alternate heroes in American history. There’s Fannie Lou Hamer and Bob Moses. There are the
heroes of the civil rights movement. There are a lot of people who are obscure, who are not known. We have it in this
Young People’s History. We have a young hero who was sitting on the bus in Montgomery, Alabama, refused to leave the
front of the bus. And that was before Rosa Parks. I mean, Rosa Parks is justifiably famous for refusing to leave her seat,
and she got arrested, and that was the beginning of the Montgomery Bus Boycott and really the beginning of a great
movement in the South. But this fifteen-year-old girl did it first. And so, we have a lot of —- we are trying to bring a lot of
these obscure people back into the forefront of our attention and inspire young people to say, “This is the way to live.”
AMY GOODMAN: Howard, we’re going to break and then come back. But the break is a part of the performance of The
People Speak. Howard Zinn is our guest, the legendary historian. New book, A Young People’s History of the United States.
Stay with us.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: Black Crowes’ Chris and Rich Robinson, singing Neil Young’s song “Ohio” about what happened on
May 4th, 1970, the Kent State shootings. And I urge you to go to our website at democracynow.org to hear Alan and Chic
Canfora. Alan was shot that day. When we were on our “Community Voices, Community Media” tour, we spoke to him on
the campus at Kent State.
And tomorrow, May 14th, is the anniversary of the Jackson State College, now Jackson State University, shootings in
Jackson, Mississippi, where the troopers gunned down two students, that one not often as remembered.
Our guest today is Howard Zinn, the legendary historian, wrote A People’s History of the United States. And now there are
all these adaptations. Today, he is launching A Young People’s History of the United States, which is adapted by Rebecca

Stefoff.
But you are a great chronicler of the civil rights movement. Jackson State not as well known as Kent State.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, well, it’s a very common thing in history to ignore the things that happen to black people. And, of
course, the Kent State shooting was a very dramatic and terrible event and deserves to be remembered as one of those
shameful things in American history. But the media tend to focus on some things and not on others, and the media did not
focus on the other shooting that took place at Jackson State, where two black youngsters were gunned down. And so, yeah,
I think our job as historians is to bring out things that we did not get ordinarily in our history lessons.
AMY GOODMAN: Or February 8th, 1968, the Orangeburg Massacre in South Carolina, students protesting. And I was
amazed to watch Barack Obama, you know, poor as his bowling game is. But actually, it’s sad in this country that it’s a
breakthrough to see an African American man bowling, because these kids, in February of 1968, protesting the segregation
of a bowling alley, also the troopers opened fire.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah.
AMY GOODMAN: The police opened fire. Three dead.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah. And, well, you know, it wasn’t until I went south to teach in a black college that I, myself,
became aware of the black history that has been left out of our history books. And I went through graduate school at
Columbia University, and I learned very, very little about black history. W.E.B Du Bois was not on our reading list. There
were really no black historians on our reading list. But when I came south and became immersed in the black community,
and I began to read these black historians.
I mean, for instance, I read a historian named Rayford Logan, who was giving the history of the early part of the twentieth
century, which in traditional American history courses is called the Progressive Era. The Progressive Era. He pointed out
that in the so-called Progressive Era, more black people were lynched than in any other era in American history. So, that
distortion of our history that takes place when we do it through race, colored lines.
AMY GOODMAN: Alice Walker talked about you as one of her great teachers at Spelman. But you were kicked out of
Spelman, though you were recently honored there.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, let’s not use the word “kicked out.”
AMY GOODMAN: Oh, excuse me.
HOWARD ZINN: In the academic world, we have polite terms: "His contract was not renewed."
AMY GOODMAN: Fired and sacked.
HOWARD ZINN: Yes, fired and sacked. But, as you pointed out before, forty-two years after I was fired, I was called
back to be given an honorary degree and to give the commencement speech. So, you know, sometimes -—
AMY GOODMAN: Why were you kicked out? Why were you — why was your contract not renewed?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, the students at Spelman College rose up out of that very tranquil and controlled atmosphere at the
college during the sit-ins and went into town, got arrested, they came back fired up and determined to change the conditions
of their lives on campus, which were very, very antiquated. And they sort of — like a nunnery, they were living in. And so,
they rebelled against the administration. I supported them in their rebellion, and I was too much for the administration of
the college.
AMY GOODMAN: I want to turn to excerpts from the forthcoming documentary inspired by People’s History. It’s called
The People Speak, co-directed with Anthony Arnove and Chris Moore. The following excerpt includes the voices of Danny
Glover reading John Lewis during the civil rights movement, Michael Ealy reading Malcolm X. It begins with actor Josh
Brolin reading Mark Twain’s response in 1906 to President Theodore Roosevelt’s congratulations to General Wood, whose
troops had just massacred 600 Filipino villagers.
JOSH BROLIN: [reading Mark Twain] The official report stated that it ended with a complete victory for the
American arms, that of the 600 Moros, not one was left alive. Hoo-yah. So far as I can find out, there was only one
person among our 80 millions who allowed himself the privilege of a public remark on this great occasion, and that
was the President of the United States. “I congratulate you and the officers and men of your command upon the
brilliant feat of arms, where you and they so well upheld the honor of the American flag. Signed, Theodore
Roosevelt.”
HOWARD ZINN: Here, Malcolm X, who became a hero to a whole generation of African Americans speaks his
mind in Detroit.
MICHAEL EALY: [reading Malcolm X] I am telling you, you don’t know what a revolution is, because when you
find out what it is, you’ll get back in the alley, and you’ll get out of the way. You haven’t got a revolution that
doesn’t involve bloodshed. And you’re afraid to bleed. I said you’re afraid to bleed. Long as the white man sends

you to Korea, you bled. He sent you to Germany, you bled. He sent you to South Pacific to fight the Japanese, you
bled. You bleed for white people, but when it comes to seeing your own churches being bombed and little black
girls being murdered, you haven’t got any blood.
DANNY GLOVER: [reading John Lewis] To those who say, “Be patient and wait,” we must say that patience is a
dirty and nasty word. We cannot be patient. We do not want to be free gradually. We want our freedom, and we want
it now. We cannot depend on any political party, for both the Democratic and Republican Party have betrayed the
basic principles of the Declaration of Independence. We won’t stop now. The time will come when we will not
confine our marches to Washington. We will make the action of the past few months look petty. And I say to you,
“Wake up, America.”
AMY GOODMAN: Danny Glover, reading a young John Lewis, the congressman from Georgia. What about that speech?
It actually wasn’t given, was it?
HOWARD ZINN: No, the speech was given —AMY GOODMAN: In that way.
HOWARD ZINN: —- but it was truncated, it was censored. The most militant parts of the speech offended or worried
some of the black leaders in the March on Washington.
AMY GOODMAN: This was Dr. King’s famous “I Have a Dream” speech, where he delivered his.
HOWARD ZINN: That’s right. That’s where he gave his “I Have a Dream” speech. And John Lewis was representing, you
know, the young angry people of the South and the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee. And his speech was a
more revolutionary speech. And of course he denounced both parties and so on. And some of the — yeah, and so, you
know, some of the leaders of the NAACP and the Urban League and the more conservative black leaders said, “We have to
cut out some of this.” So, we are trying, in our documentary, to bring back those parts of his speech which were most
revolutionary and which they cut out of the Washington march.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, at the Democratic convention in Denver at the stadium, John Lewis was honored. When
President Obama was inaugurated, he shook John Lewis’s hand. He was on the main stage at the Capitol right there when
President Obama came down the steps. Your thoughts on President Obama today, the first African American president?
HOWARD ZINN: I wish President Obama would listen carefully to Martin Luther King. I’m sure he pays verbal homage,
as everyone does, to Martin Luther King, but he ought to think before he sends missiles over Pakistan, before he agrees to
this bloated military budget, before he sends troops to Afghanistan, before he opposes the single-payer system, which you
talked about earlier in your program. He ought to ask, “What would Martin Luther King do? And what would Martin
Luther King say?” And if he only listened to King, he would be a very different president than he’s turning out to be so far.
I think we ought to hold Obama to his promise to be different and bold and to make change. So far, he hasn’t come through
on that promise.
AMY GOODMAN: When Barack Obama was running for president, asked in the debates who would MLK endorse, who
would Dr. King endorse, he said, “None of us.”
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, that’s true, because King believed — and this actually is one of the themes of our people’s
history, is that you cannot depend on presidents, and you cannot depend on elections and voting to solve your problems.
People themselves, organizing, demonstrating, clamoring, they are the only ones who can push the President and push
Congress into change. And that’s what we have to do now with Obama. We have to point to what Obama said in the course
of the campaign, when he said we not only have to get out of Iraq, we have to get out of the mindset that brought us into
Iraq. Obama, himself, has not gotten out of that mindset yet. And I think we, the people, have to speak to him about that.
AMY GOODMAN: How?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, these people that I saw on your program earlier who were demonstrating for the single-payer
health system, which Obama is very, very reluctant to endorse, they were doing what needs to be done. They were
committing acts of civil disobedience. They were going into offices where they were told to leave, and they wouldn’t leave.
They were doing what we were doing during the movement against the war in Vietnam. They were doing what the black
movement was doing in the South. And this is what we will need. We will need demonstrative acts which dramatize the fact
that our government is not responding to what the people need and what the people want.
AMY GOODMAN: What’s the alternative to war with Afghanistan and Pakistan?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, the alternative to war is to send food and medicine. I was with a taxi driver from Afghanistan, and
I always start up a conversation with taxi drivers, because they know more than most news commentators. And so — not
you. I’m not talking about you, Amy, of course. But he was from Afghanistan. And I said, “What do you think about
Obama sending more troops to Afghanistan?” I didn’t tell him what my position was. He said, “We don’t need troops.” He
said, “We need food and medicine.”
We ought to stop thinking that we must have military solutions to the problems that we face in the world. The solutions that

we need are the solutions of dealing with sickness and disease and hunger. That’s fundamental. If you want to end terrorism
—
AMY GOODMAN: I’m telling you, the great historian, you have five seconds.
HOWARD ZINN: If you want to end terrorism, you have to stop being terrorists, which is what war is.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, he’ll be tonight at 92nd Street Y in New York.
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HOWARD ZINN: Why is all the political rhetoric limited? Why is the set of solutions given to social and
economic issues so cramped and so short of what is needed, so short of what the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights demands? And, yes, Obama, who obviously is more attuned to the needs of people than his opponent, you
know, Obama, who is more far-sighted, more thoughtful, more imaginative, why has he been limited in what he is
saying? Why hasn’t he come out for what is called a single-payer system in healthcare?
Why — you see, you all know what the single-payer system is. It’s a sort of awkward term for it, maybe. It doesn’t
explain what it means. But a single-payer health system means — well, it will be sort of run like Social Security.
It’ll be a government system. It won’t depend on intermediaries, on middle people, on insurance companies. You
won’t have to fill out forms and pay — you know, and figure out whether you have a preexisting medical condition.
You won’t have to go through that rigamarole, that rigamarole which has kept 40 million people out of having
health insurance. No, something happens, you just go to a doctor, you go to a hospital, you’re taken care of, period.
The government will pay for it. Yeah, the government will pay for it. That’s what governments are for.
Governments, you know — they do that for the military. Did you know that? That’s what the military has. The
military has free insurance. I was once in the military. I got pneumonia, which is easier to get in the military. I got
pneumonia. I didn’t have to fool around with deciding what health plan I’m in and what — you know. No, I was
totally taken care of. I didn’t have to think about money. Just — you know, there are a million members of the
armed forces who have that. But when you ask that the government do this for everybody else, they cry, “That’s
socialism!” Well, if that’s socialism, it must mean socialism is good. You know.
No, I was really gratified when Obama called for “Let’s tax the rich more, and let’s tax the poor and middle class
less.” And they said, “That’s socialism.” And I thought, “Whoa! I’m happy to hear that. Finally, socialism is getting
a good name.” You know, socialism has been given bad names, you know, Stalin and all those socialists, so-called
socialists. They weren’t really socialist, but, you know, they called themselves socialist. But they weren’t really, you
see. And so, socialism got a bad name. It used to have a really good name. Here in the United States, the beginning

of the twentieth century, before there was a Soviet Union to spoil it, you see, socialism had a good name. Millions
of people in the United States read socialist newspapers. They elected socialist members of Congress and socialist
members of state legislatures. You know, there were like fourteen socialist chapters in Oklahoma. Really. I mean,
you know, socialism — who stood for socialism? Eugene Debs, Helen Keller, Emma Goldman, Clarence Darrow,
Jack London, Upton Sinclair. Yeah, socialism had a good name. It needs to be restored.
And so — but Obama, with all of his, well, good will, intelligence, all those qualities that he has, and so on — and,
you know, you feel that he has a certain instinct for people in trouble. But still, you know, he wouldn’t come out for
a single-payer health system, that is, for what I would call health security, to go along with Social Security, you see,
wouldn’t come out for that; wouldn’t come out for the government creating jobs for millions of people, because
that’s what really is needed now. You see, when people are — the newspapers this morning report highest
unemployment in decades, right? The government needs to create jobs. Private enterprise is not going to create jobs.
Private enterprise fails, the so-called free market system fails, fails again and again. When the Depression hit in the
1930s, Roosevelt and the New Deal created jobs for millions of people. And, oh, there were people on the — you
know, out there on the fringe who yelled “Socialism!” Didn’t matter. People needed it. If people need something
badly, and somebody does something for them, you can throw all the names you want at them, it won’t matter, you
see? But that was needed in this campaign. Yes.
Instead of Obama and McCain joining together — I know some of you may be annoyed that I’m being critical of
Obama, but that’s my job. You know, I like him. I’m for him. I want him to do well. I’m happy he won. I’m
delighted he won. But I’m a citizen. I have to speak my mind. OK? Yeah. And, you know — but when I saw Obama
and McCain sort of both together supporting the $700 billion bailout, I thought, “Uh-oh. No, no. Please don’t do
that. Please, Obama, step aside from that. Do what — I’m sure something in your instincts must tell you that there’s
something wrong with giving $700 billion to the same financial institutions which ruined us, which got us into this
mess, something wrong with that, you see.” And it’s not even politically viable. That is, you can’t even say, “Oh,
I’m doing it because people will then vote for me.” No. It was very obvious when the $700 billion bailout was
announced that the majority of people in the country were opposed to it. Instinctively, they said, “Something is
wrong with this. Why give it to them? We need it.”
That’s when the government — you know, Obama should have been saying, “No, let’s take that $700 billion, let’s
give it to people who can’t pay their mortgages. Let’s create jobs, you know.” You know, instead of pouring $700
billion into the top and hoping that it will trickle down to the bottom, no, go right to the bottom, where people need
it and get — so, yes, that was a disappointment. So, yeah, I’m trying to indicate what we’ll have to do now and to
fulfill what Obama himself has promised: change, real change. You can’t have — you can say “change,” but if you
keep doing the old policies, it’s not change, right?
So what stands in the way of Obama and the Democratic Party, and what stands in the way of them really going all
out for a social and economic program that will fulfill the promise of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights?
Well, I can think of two things that stand in the way. Maybe there are more, but I can only think of two things at a
time. And, well, one of them is simply the great, powerful economic interests that don’t want real economic change.
Really, they don’t. The powerful — I mean, you take in healthcare, there are powerful interests involved in the
present healthcare system. People are making lots of money from the healthcare system as it is, making so much
money, and that’s why the costs of the healthcare system in the United States are double what the healthcare costs
are — the percentage, you know, of money devoted to healthcare — percentage is double, administrative costs in
the United States, compared to countries that have the single-payer system, because there are people there who are
siphoning off this money, who are making money. You know, they’re health plans. They’re insurance companies.
They’re health executives and CEOs, so that there are — yeah, there are interests, economic interests that are in the
way of real economic change.
And Obama so far has not challenged those economic interests. Roosevelt did challenge those economic interests,
boldly, right frontally. He called them economic royalists. He wasn’t worried that people would say, “Oh, you’re
appealing to class conflict,” you know, the kind of thing they pull out all the time, as if there isn’t, hasn’t always
been class conflict, just something new, you know. Class conflict. “You’re creating class conflict. We’ve never had
class conflict. We’ve always all been one happy family.” You know, no. And so, yeah, there are these interests
standing in the way, and, you know, unfortunately, the Democratic Party is tied to many of those interests.
Democratic Party is, you know, tied to a lot of corporate interests. I mean, look at the people on Obama’s — the
people who are on Obama’s economics team, and they’re Goldman Sachs people, and they’re former — you know,
people like that, you know? That’s not — they don’t represent change. They represent the old-style Democratic
stay-put leadership that’s not good.
So, the other factor that stands in the way of a real bold economic and social program is the war. The war, the thing
that has, you know, a $600 billion military budget. Now, how can you call for the government to take over the
healthcare system? How can you call for the government to give jobs to millions of people? How can you do all
that? How can you offer free education, free higher education, which is what we should have really? We should

have free higher education. Or how can you — you know. No, you know, how can you double teachers’ salaries?
How can you do all these things, which will do away with poverty in the United States? It all costs money.
And so, where’s that money going to come from? Well, it can come from two sources. One is the tax structure. And
here, Obama [has] been moving in the right direction. When he talked about not giving the rich tax breaks and
giving tax breaks to the poor — in the right direction, but not far enough, because the top one percent of — the
richest one percent of the country has gained several trillions of dollars in the last twenty, thirty years as a result of
the tax system, which has favored them. And, you know, you have a tax system where 200 of the richest
corporations pay no taxes. You know that? You can’t do that. You don’t have their accountants. You don’t have their
legal teams, and so on and so forth. You don’t have their loopholes.
The war, $600 billion, we need that. We need that money. But in order to say that, in order to say, “Well, one, we’re
going to increase taxes on the super rich,” much more than Obama has proposed — and believe me, it won’t make
those people poor. They’ll still be rich. They just won’t be super rich. I don’t care if there’s some rich people
around. But, you know, no, we don’t need super rich, not when that money is needed to take care of little kids in
pre-school, and there’s no money for pre-school. No, we need a radical change in the tax structure, which will
immediately free huge amounts of money to do the things that need to be done, and then we have to get the money
from the military budget. Well, how do you get money from the military budget? Don’t we need $600 billion for a
military budget? Don’t we have to fight two wars? No. We don’t have to fight any wars. You know.
And this is where Obama and the Democratic Party have been hesitant, you know, to talk about. But we’re not
hesitant to talk about it. The citizens should not be hesitant to talk about it. If the citizens are hesitant to talk about it,
they would just reinforce the Democratic leadership and Obama in their hesitations. No, we have to speak what we
believe is the truth. I think the truth is we should not be at war. We should not be at war at all. I mean, these wars are
absurd. They’re horrible also. They’re horrible, and they’re absurd. You know, from a human, human point of view,
they’re horrible. You know, the deaths and the mangled limbs and the blindness and the three million people in Iraq
losing their homes, having to leave their homes, three million people — imagine? — having to look elsewhere to
live because of our occupation, because of our war for democracy, our war for liberty, our war for whatever it is
we’re supposed to be fighting for.
No, we don’t need — we need a president who will say — yeah, I’m giving advice to Obama. I know he’s listening.
But, you know, if enough people speak up, he will listen, right? If enough people speak up, he will listen. You know,
there’s much more of a chance of him listening, right, than those other people. They’re not listening. They wouldn’t
listen. Obama could possibly listen, if we, all of us — and the thing to say is, we have to change our whole attitude
as a nation towards war, militarism, violence. We have to declare that we are not going to engage in aggressive
wars. We are going to renounce the Bush Doctrine of preventive war. “Oh, we have to go to” — you know, “We
have to go to war on this little pitiful country, because this little pitiful country might someday” — do what? Attack
us? I mean, Iraq might attack us? “Well, they’re developing a nuclear weapon” — one, which they may have in five
or ten years. That’s what all the experts said, even the experts on the government side. You know, they may develop
one nuclear weapon in five — wow! The United States has 10,000 nuclear weapons. Nobody says, “How about us?”
you see. But, you know, well, you know all about that. Weapons of mass destruct, etc., etc. No reason for us to wage
aggressive wars. We have to renounce war as an instrument of foreign policy.
AMY GOODMAN: That was Howard Zinn. He’s speaking at Binghamton University, Upstate New York. If you’d like a
copy of today’s broadcast, you can go to our website at democracynow.org. Back to his speech in a minute.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: We return now to the legendary historian Howard Zinn. This was his first speech after the 2008
election. He was speaking on November 8th at Binghamton University, Upstate New York. He called his speech “War and
Social Justice.”
HOWARD ZINN: A hundred different countries, we have military bases. That doesn’t look like a peace-loving
country. And besides — I mean, first of all, of course, it’s very expensive. We save a lot of money. Do we really
need those — what do we need those bases for? I can’t figure out what we need those bases for. And, you know, so
we have to — yeah, we have to give that up, and we have to declare ourselves a peaceful nation. We will no longer
be a military superpower. “Oh, that’s terrible!” There are people who think we must be a military superpower. We
don’t have to be a military superpower. We don’t have to be a military power at all, you see? We can be a
humanitarian superpower. We can — yeah. We’ll still be powerful. We’ll still be rich. But we can use that power and
that wealth to help people all over the world. I mean, instead of sending helicopters to bomb people, send
helicopters when they face a hurricane or an earthquake and they desperately need helicopters. You know, you
know. So, yeah, there’s a lot of money available once you seriously fundamentally change the foreign policy of the
United States.
Now, Obama has been hesitant to do that. And it has something to do with a certain mindset, because it doesn’t have
anything to do really with politics, that is, with more votes. I don’t think — do you think most Americans know that

we have bases in a hundred countries? I’ll bet you if you took a poll and asked among the American people, “How
many countries do you think we have bases in?” “No, I don’t know exactly what the answer is. What I would guess,
you know, there’d be like five, ten.” But I think most people would be surprised. In other words, there isn’t a public
demanding that we have bases in a hundred countries, so there’s no political advantage to that. Well, of course,
there’s economic advantage to corporations that supply those bases and build those bases and make profit from
those bases, you know.
But in order to — and I do believe that the American people would welcome a president who said, “We are not
going to wage aggressive war anymore.” The American people are not war-minded people. They become warminded when a president gets up there and creates an atmosphere of hysteria and fear, you know, and says, “Well,
we must go to war.” Then people, without thinking about it, without thinking, you know, “Why are we bombing
Afghanistan?” “Because, oh, Osama bin Laden is there.” “Uh, where?” Well, they don’t really know, so we’ll bomb
the country. You know, if we bomb the country, maybe we’ll get him. You see? Sure, in the process, thousands of
Afghans will die, right? But — so, people didn’t have time to stop and think, think. But the American people are not
war-minded people. They would welcome, I believe, a turn away from war. So there’s no real political advantage to
that.
But it has to do with a mindset, a certain mindset that — well, that a lot of Americans have and that Obama,
obviously, and the Democratic leadership, Pelosi and Harry Reid and the others, that they all still have. And when
you talk about a mindset that they have, which stands in the way of the declaring against war, you’re reminded that
during the campaign — I don’t know if you remember this — that at one point Obama said — and, you know, there
were many times in the campaign where he said really good things, if he had only followed up on them, you see,
and if he only follows up on them now. But at one point in the campaign, he said, “It’s not just a matter of getting
out of Iraq. It’s a matter of changing the mindset that got us into Iraq.” You see? That was a very important
statement. Unfortunately, he has not followed through by changing his mindset, you see? He knows somewhere in
— well, then he expressed it, that we have to change our mindset, but he hasn’t done it. Why? I don’t know. Is it
because there are too many people around him and too many forces around him, and etc., etc., that…? But, no, that
mindset is still there. So I want to talk about what that mindset is, what the elements of that mindset are.
And I have to look at my watch, not that it matters, not that I care, but, you know, I feel conscience-stricken over
keeping you here just to hear the truth.
Here are some of the elements of the mindset that stand in the way, in the way for Obama, in the way for the
Democratic Party, in the way for many Americans, in the way for us. One of the elements in our mindset is the idea,
somehow, that the United States is exceptional. In the world of social science, in, you know, that discipline called
social science, there’s actually a phrase for it. It’s called American exceptionalism. And what it means is the idea
that the United States is unique in the world, you know, that we are different, that we — not just different, we’re
better. Right? We are better than other people. You know, our society is better than other societies. This is a very
dangerous thing to think. When you become so arrogant that you think you are better and different than other
countries in the world, then that gives you a carte blanche to do nasty things. You can do nasty things, because
you’re better. You’re justified in doing those things, because, yeah, you’re — we’re different. So we have to divest
ourselves of the idea that, you know, we are somehow better and, you know, we are the “City on the Hill,” which is
what the first governor of Massachusetts, John Winthrop, said. “We are the” — Reagan also said that. Well, Reagan
said lots of things, you know that. But we are — you know, we’re — you know, everybody looks to — no, we’re an
empire, like other empires.
There was a British empire. There was a Russian empire. There was a German empire and a Japanese empire and a
French and a Belgian empire, the Dutch empire and the Spanish empire. And now there’s the American empire. And
our empire — and when we look at those empires, we say, “Oh, imperialism! But our empire, no.” There was one
sort of scholar who wrote in the New York Times, he said, “We are an empire lite.” Lite? Tell that to the people of
Iraq. Tell that to the people in Afghanistan. You know, we are an empire lite? No, we are heavy.
And yes — well, all you have to do is look at our history, and you’ll see, no, our history does not show a beneficent
country doing good all over the world. Our history shows expansion. Our history shows expansion. It shows us —
well, yeah, it shows us moving into — doubling our territory with the Louisiana Purchase, which I remember on our
school maps looked very benign. “Oh, there’s that, all that empty land, and now we have it.” It wasn’t empty! There
were people living there. There were Indian tribes. Hundreds of Indian tribes were living there, you see? And if it’s
going to be ours, we’ve got to get rid of them. And we did. No. And then, you know, we instigated a war with
Mexico in 1848, 1846 to 1848, and at the end of the war we take almost half of Mexico, you know. And why? Well,
we wanted that land. That’s very simple. We want things. There’s a drive of nations that have the power and the
capacity to bully other nations, a tendency to expand into those — the areas that those other nations have. We see it
all over the world. And the United States has done that again and again. And, you know, then we expanded into the
Caribbean. Then we expanded out into the Pacific with Hawaii and the Philippines, and yeah. And, of course, you
know, in the twentieth century, expanding our influence in Europe and Asia and now in the Middle East,

everywhere. An expansionist country, an imperialist power.
For what? To do good things for these other people? Or is it because we coveted — when I say “we,” I don’t mean
to include you and me. But I’ve gotten — you know, they’ve gotten us so used to identifying with the government.
You know, like we say “we,” like the janitor at General Motors says “we.” No. No, the CEO of General Motors and
the janitor are not “we.”
So, no, we’re not — we’re not — exceptionalism is one part of the mindset we have to get rid of. We have to see
ourselves honestly for what we are. We’re an empire like other empires. We’re as aggressive and brutal and violent
as the Belgians were in the Congo, as the British were in India, and all these other empires. Yeah, we’re just like
them. We have to face it. And when you face that, you sober up a little, and then you don’t think you can just go all
over the world and say, “Ah, we’re doing this for liberty and democracy,” because then, if you know your history,
you know how many times that was said. “Oh, we’re going into the Philippines to bring civilization and Christianity
to the Filipinos.” “We’re going to bring civilization to the Mexicans,” etc., etc. No. You’ll understand that. Yeah,
that’s one element in this mindset.
And then, of course, when you say this, when you say these things, when you go back into that history, when you
try to give an honest recounting of what we have been — not “we,” really — what the government, the government,
has done, our government has done. The people haven’t done it. People — we’re just people. The government does
these things, and then they try to include us, involve us in their criminal conspiracy. You know, we didn’t do this.
But they’re dragooning us into this.
But when you start criticizing, when you start making an honest assessment of what we have done in the world, they
say you’re being unpatriotic. Well, you have to — that’s another part of the mindset you have to get rid of, because
if you don’t, then you think you have to wear a flag in your lapel or you think you have to always have American
flags around you, and you have to show, by your love for all this meaningless paraphernalia, that you are patriotic.
Well, that’s, you know — oh, there, too, an honest presidential candidate would not be afraid to say, “You know,
patriotism is not a matter of wearing a flag in your lapel, not a matter of this or not — patriotism is not supporting
the government. Patriotism is supporting the principles that the government is supposed to stand for.” You know, so
we need to redefine these things which we have come — which have been thrown at us and which we’ve imbibed
without thinking, not thinking, “Oh, what really is patriotism?” If we start really thinking about what it is, then we
will reject these cries that you’re not patriotic, and we’ll say, “Patriotism is not supporting the government.” When
the government does bad things, the most patriotic thing you can do is to criticize the government, because that’s the
Declaration of Independence. That’s our basic democratic charter. The Declaration of Independence says
governments are set up by the people to — they’re artificial creations. They’re set up to ensure certain rights, the
equal right to life, liberty, pursuit of happiness. So when governments become destructive of those ends, the
Declaration said, “it is the Right of the People to alter or abolish” the government. That’s our basic democratic
charter. People have forgotten what it is. It’s OK to alter or abolish the government when the government violates its
trust. And then you are being patriotic. I mean, the government violates its trust, the government is being
unpatriotic.
Yeah, so we have to think about these words and phrases that are thrown at us without giving us a time to think.
And, you know, we have to redefine these words, like “national security.” What is national security? Lawyers say,
“Well, this is for national security.” Well, that takes care of it. No, it doesn’t take care of it. This national security
means different things to different people. Ah, there’s some people — for some people, national security means
having military bases all over the world. For other people, national security means having healthcare, having jobs.
You know, that’s security. And so, yeah, we need to sort of redefine these things.
We need to redefine “terrorism.” Otherwise, the government can throw these words at us: “Oh, we’re fighting
against terrorism.” Oh, well, then I guess we have to do this. Wait a while, what do you mean by “terrorism”? Well,
we sort of have an idea what terrorism means. Terrorism means that you kill innocent people for some belief that
you have. Yeah, you know, sure, blowing up on 9/11, yeah, that was terrorist. But if that’s the definition of
“terrorism,” killing innocent people for some belief you have, then war is terrorism.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, the legendary historian, author of A People’s History of the United States and much
more, he was speaking at Binghamton University. If you’d like a copy of today’s broadcast, you can go to our website at
democracynow.org. We’ll come back to the conclusion of his address in a minute.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: We return to historian Howard Zinn’s first speech after the 2008 election. The author of A People’s
History of the United States discusses the election, war, peace, and what this country symbolizes to the rest of the world.
HOWARD ZINN: We have to stop thinking that solutions to problems are military solutions, that you can solve
problems with violence. You can’t really. You don’t really solve problems with violence. We have to change our

definitions of “heroism.” Heroism in American culture, so far, really — when people think of heroism, they think of
military heroes. They think of the people whose statues are all over the country, you know, and they think of medals
and battles. And yeah, these are military heroes. And that’s why Obama goes along with that definition of military
— of “hero,” by referring to John McCain, you know, as a military hero, always feeling that he must do that. I never
felt he must do that. John McCain, to my mind — and I know that this is a tough thing to accept and may make
some of the people angry — John McCain was tortured and bore up under torture and was a victim of torture and
imprisonment, and, you know, it takes fortitude to that. He’s not a military hero. Before he was imprisoned, he
dropped bombs on innocent people. You know, he — yeah, he did what the other members of the Air Force did.
They dropped bombs on peasant villages and killed a lot of innocent people. I don’t consider that heroism. So, we
have to redefine. To me, the great heroes are the people who have spoken out against war. Those are the heroes, you
know.

And so, well, I think — yeah, I think we have to change, change our mindset. We have to understand certain things
that we haven’t maybe thought about enough. I think one of the things we haven’t thought about enough — because
this is basic, and this is crucial — we haven’t realized, or at least not expressed it consciously, that the government’s
interests are not the same as our interests. Really. And so, when they talk about the national interest, they’re creating
what Kurt Vonnegut used to call a “granfalloon.” A granfalloon was, so, a meaningless abstraction and when you put
together that don’t belong together, you see a “national security” — no — and “national interest.” No, there’s no one
national interest. There’s the interest of the president of the United States, and then there’s the interest of the young
person he sends to war. They’re different interests, you see? There is the interest of Exxon and Halliburton, and
there’s the interest of the worker, the nurse’s aide, the teacher, the factory worker. Those are different interests. Once
you recognize that you and the government have different interests, that’s a very important step forward in your
thinking, because if you think you have a common interest with the government, well, then it means that if the
government says you must do this and you must do that, and it’s a good idea to go to war here, well, the government
is looking out for my interest. No, the government is not looking out for your interest. The government has its own
interests, and they’re not the interests of the people. Not just true in the United States, it’s true everywhere in the
world. Governments generally do not represent the interests of their people. See? That’s why governments keep
getting overthrown, because people at a certain point realize, “Hey! No, the government is not serving my interest.”
That’s also why governments lie. Why do governments lie? You must know that governments lie — not just our
government; governments, in general, lie. Why do they lie? They have to lie, because their interests are different
than the interests of ordinary people. If they told the truth, they would be out of office. So you have to recognize,
you know, that the difference, difference in interest.
And the — well, I have to say something about war, a little more than I have said, and what I say about them,
because I’ve been emphasizing the importance of renouncing war and not being a war-making nation, and because it
will not be enough to get us out of Iraq. One of these days, we’ll get out of Iraq. We have to get out of Iraq. We
don’t belong there. And we’re going to have to get out of there. Sooner or later, we’re going to have to get out of
there. But we don’t want to have to — we don’t want to get out of Iraq and then have to get out of somewhere else.
We don’t have to get out of Iraq but keep troops in Afghanistan, as unfortunately, you know, Obama said, troops in
Afghanistan. No, no more — not just Iraq. We have to get into a mindset about renouncing war, period, and which is
a big step.
And my ideas about war, my thoughts about war, the sort of the conclusions that I’ve come to about war, they really
come from two sources. One, from my study of history. Of course, not everybody who studies history comes to the
same conclusions. But, you know, you have to listen to various people who study history and decide what makes
more sense, right? I’ve looked at various histories. I’ve concluded that my history makes more sense. And I’ve
always been an objective student of these things, yes. But my — yeah, my ideas about war come from two sources.
One of them is studying history, the history of wars, the history of governments, the history of empires. That history
helps a lot in straightening out your thinking.
And the other is my own experience in war. You know, I was in World War II. I was a Air Force bombardier. I
dropped bombs on various cities in Europe. That doesn’t make me an expert. Lots of people were in wars, and they
all come out with different opinions. Well, so all I can do is give you my opinion based on my thinking after having
been in a war. I was an enthusiastic enlistee in the Air Force. I wanted to be in the war, war against fascism, the
“good war,” right? But at the end of the war, as I looked around and surveyed the world and thought about what I
had done and thought about — and learned about Hiroshima and Nagasaki and learned about Dresden and learned
about Hamburg and learned things I didn’t even realize while I was bombing, because when you’re involved in a
military operation, you don’t think. You just — you’re an automaton, really. You may be a well-educated and
technically competent automaton, but that’s what you — you aren’t really — you’re not questioning, not
questioning why. “Why are they sending me to bomb this little town? When the war is almost over, there’s no
reason for dropping bombs on several thousand people.” No, you don’t think.
Well, I began to think after the war and began to think that — and I was thinking now about the good war, the best

war, and I was thinking, “Oh.” And then I began to see, no, this good war is not simply good. This best of wars, no.
And if that’s true of this war, imagine what is true of all the other obviously ugly wars about which you can’t even
use the word “good.”
So, yeah, and I began to realize certain things, that war corrupts everybody, corrupts everybody who engages in it.
You start off, they’re the bad guys. You make an interesting psychological jump. The jump is this: since they’re the
bad guys, you must be the good guys. No, they may very well be the bad guys. They may be fascists and dictators
and bad, really bad guys. That doesn’t mean you’re good, you know? And when I began to look at it that way, I
realized that wars are fought by evils on both sides. You know, one is a little more evil than the other. But even
though you start in a war with sort of good intentions — we’re going to defeat fascism, we’re going to do this —
you end up being corrupted, you end up being violent, you end up killing a lot of innocent people, because you’ve
decided from the beginning that you’re right, and then you don’t have to ask questions anymore. That’s an
interesting psychological thing that you — trick that you play. Well, you start out — you make a decision at the very
beginning. The decision is: they’re wrong, I’m right. Once you have made that decision, you don’t have to think
anymore. Then anything you do goes. Anything you do is OK, because you made the decision early on that they’re
bad, you’re good. Then you can kill several hundred thousand people in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Then you can kill
100,000 people in Dresden. It doesn’t matter. You’re not thinking about it. Yeah, war corrupts everybody who
engages in it.
So what else can I say about war? Lots of things. But I took out my watch presumably because I care. And I don’t.
But I — you know, people will present you with humanitarian awards. Oh, this is for a good cause. The thing about
war is the outcome is unpredictable. The immediate thing you do is predictable. The immediate thing you do is
horrible, because war is horrible. And if somebody promises you that, “Well, this is horrible, like we have to bomb
these hundreds of thousands of people in Japan. This is horrible, but it’s leading to a good thing,” truth is, you never
know what this is leading to. You never know the outcome. You never know what the future is. You know that the
present is evil, and you’re asked to commit this evil for some possible future good. Doesn’t make sense, especially
since if you look at the history of wars, you find out that those so-called future goods don’t materialize. You know,
the future good of World War II was, “Oh, now we’re rid of fascism. Now we’re going to have a good world, a
peaceful world. Now the UN Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 50 million people died in World
War II, but now it’s going to be OK.” Well, you’ve lived these years since World War II. Has it been OK? Can you
say that those 50 million lives were — yeah, it had to be done because — because of what? No, the wars —
violence in general is a quick fix. It may give you a feeling that you’ve accomplished something, but it’s
unpredictable in its ends. And because it’s corrupting, the ends are usually bad.
So, OK, I won’t say anything more about war. And, you know, of course, it wastes people. It wastes wealth. It’s an
enormous, enormous waste.
And so, what is there to do? We need to educate ourselves and other people. We need to educate ourselves in
history. History is very important. That’s why I went into a little history, because, you know, if you don’t know
history, it’s as if you were born yesterday. If you were born yesterday, then any leader can tell you anything, you
have no way of checking up on it. History is very important. I don’t mean formal history, what you learn in a
classroom. No, history, if you’re learning, go to the library. Go — yeah, go to the library and read, read, learn, learn
history. Yeah, so we have an educational job to do with history.
We have an educational job to do about our relationship to government, you know, and to realize that disobedience
is essential to democracy, you see. And it’s important to understand democracy is not the three branches of
government. It’s not what they told us in junior high school. “Oh, this is democracy. We have three branches of
government, kiddos, the legislative, the executive, judicial. We have checks and balances that balance one another
out. If somebody does something bad, it will be checked by” — wow! What a neat system! Nothing can go wrong.
Well, now, those structures are not democracy. Democracy is the people. Democracy is social movements. That’s
what democracy is. And what history tells us is that when injustices have been remedied, they have not been
remedied by the three branches of government. They’ve been remedied by great social movements, which then push
and force and pressure and threaten the three branches of government until they finally do something. Really, that’s
democracy.
And no, we mustn’t be pessimistic. We mustn’t be cynical. We mustn’t think we’re powerless. We’re not powerless.
That’s where history comes in. If you look at history, you see people felt powerless and felt powerless and felt
powerless, until they organized, and they got together, and they persisted, and they didn’t give up, and they built
social movements. Whether it was the anti-slavery movement or the black movement of the 1960s or the antiwar
movement in Vietnam or the women’s movement, they started small and apparently helpless; they became powerful
enough to have an effect on the nation and on national policy. We’re not powerless. We just have to be persistent
and patient, not patient in the passive sense, but patient in the active sense of having a kind of faith that if all of us
do little things — well, if all of us do little things, at some point there will be a critical mass created. Those little
things will add up. That’s what has happened historically. People were disconsolate, and people thought they

couldn’t end, but they kept doing, doing, doing, and then something important happened.
And I’ll leave you with just one more thought, that if you do that, if you join some group, if you join whatever the
group is, a group that’s working on, you know, gender equality or racism or immigrant rights or the environment or
the war, whatever group you join or whatever little action you take, you know, it will make you feel better. It will
make you feel better. And I’m not saying we should do all these things just to make ourselves feel better, but it’s
good to know that life becomes more interesting and rewarding when you become involved with other people in
some great social cause. Thank you.
AMY GOODMAN: Legendary historian Howard Zinn, speaking at Binghamton University, Upstate New York, just after
the election, on November 8th. Howard Zinn is author of, among many other books, A People’s History of the United
States.
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On July 4th, we feature a Democracy Now special–a dramatic reading of legendary historian Howard Zinn’s classic work,
"A People’s History of the United States." First published more than a quarter of a century ago, the book has sold over a
million copies and is a phenomenon in the world of publishing–selling more copies each successive year. Howard Zinn
gathered with a group of actors, writers and editors for a public reading of the book at the 92nd Street Y in New York. The
cast included Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover and many others.
This weekend is a national holiday commemorating July 4th when American colonies declared their independence from
England in 1776. While many in the US hang flags, attend parades and watch fireworks, Independence Day is not a cause
of celebration for everyone.
For Native Americans it is a bitter reminder of colonialism, which brought disease, genocide and the destruction of their
culture and way of life.
For African Americans Independence Day did not extend to them. While white colonists were declaring their freedom from
the crown, that liberation was not shared with millions of Africans who were captured, beaten, separated from their families
and forced into slavery thousands of miles from home.
Today we’ll hear excerpts of Howard Zinn’s classic work: A People’s History of the United States. It was first published
more than a quarter of a century ago and has sold more than a million copies.
Howard Zinn gathered gathered with a group of actors, writers and editors for a public reading of the book at the 92nd
Street Y in New York. The cast included Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover. We begin with James Earl Jones.
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The new play "Rebel Voices" is based on the book "Voices of a People’s History of the United States" by historian Howard
Zinn and Anthony Arnove. It features dramatic readings of speeches, letters, poems, songs and petitions of people like
Sojourner Truth, Frederick Douglass, Malcolm X, as well as contemporary voices such as Iraq war resister Camilo Mejía.
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JUAN GONZALEZ: That was Allison Moorer singing "A Change Is Gonna Come." She was performing the song at the
Culture Project here in New York, where she is taking part in a new play opening tomorrow night. It’s called Rebel Voices,
and it’s based on the book, Voices of a People’s History of the United States, by historian Howard Zinn and Anthony
Arnove. It is the companion volume to Zinn’s legendary People’s History of the United States, which has sold over a
million and a half copies.
Rebel Voices features dramatic readings of speeches, letters, poems, songs and petitions. They are the words of people
throughout U.S. history who have struggled against slavery, racism, war and oppression, people like Sojourner Truth,
Frederick Douglass, Malcolm X, as well as contemporary voices such as Iraq war resister Camilo Mejía and Patricia
Thompson, a survivor of Hurricane Katrina.

AMY GOODMAN: Past performances of Voices of a People’s History of the United States have featured acclaimed actors,
musicians and activists. This is Kerry Washington reading the words of Sojourner Truth, Danny Glover reading John Lewis,
Sandra Oh reading Emma Goldman.
SANDRA OH (reading Emma Goldman): We Americans claim to be a peace-loving people. We hate
bloodshed; we are opposed to violence. Yet we go into spasms of joy over the possibility of projecting dynamite
bombs from flying machines upon helpless citizens. Our hearts swell with pride at the thought that America is
becoming the most powerful nation on earth, and that it will eventually plant her iron foot on the necks of all
other nations. Such is the logic of patriotism.
KERRY WASHINGTON (reading Sojourner Truth): Look at me. Look at my arm. I have plowed and
planted and gathered into barns, and no man could head me. And ain’t I a woman?
DANNY GLOVER (reading John Lewis): To those who have said, "Be patient and wait," we must say that
patience is a dirty and nasty word. We cannot be patient. We do not want to be free gradually. We want our
freedom, and we want it now. We cannot depend on any political party, for both the Democrats and Republicans
have betrayed the basic principles of the Declaration of Independence.
We won’t stop now. All the forces of Eastland, Barnett, Wallace, and Thurmond won’t stop the revolution. The
time will come when we will not confine our marching to Washington. We will march through the South,
through the heart of Dixie, the way Sherman did. We shall pursue our own "scorched earth" policy and burn Jim
Crow to the ground.
AMY GOODMAN: That was Danny Glover performing as John Lewis and Emma Goldman performed by Sandra Oh,
Sojourner Truth by Kerry Washington.
Howard Zinn joins us now from Boston, Professor Emeritus at Boston University, author of People’s History of the United
States. Welcome to Democracy Now! How does it feel to have your work performed on the stage here in New York,
Professor Zinn?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, it feels good to listen to Kerry Washington and Sandra Oh and Danny Glover speak the words of
figures who have been marginalized in the traditional history books. You won’t find Emma Goldman getting much attention
in conventional histories. And the talk she gave on patriotism, which you heard Sandra Oh speak, that talk she gave on
patriotism in the early part of the 20th century is something that is so relevant to what is going on today. Emma Goldman
spoke against war and against militarism.
And to hear Kerry Washington read the words of Sojourner Truth — "And ain’t I a woman?" — that’s something that
everybody in one way or another can say: "Ain’t I a person? Don’t I deserve to live?" That’s something GIs over in Iraq can
say. That’s something the Iraqis themselves can say. "Don’t we have a right to be considered human beings?"
So I’m very happy that there in New York the Culture Project is putting on stage actors who will read the words of historic
figures — Frederick Douglass, Malcolm X, Cindy Sheehan — people who are not going to be heard in the mainstream
press or in the mainstream history books, but whose words are so vital and so pertinent to what we face today.
JUAN GONZALEZ: And the importance of these voices of resistance at a time when — of resurrecting them at a time
when so much accommodation is occurring to what the United States is involved in around the world, even among many
right here in our own country?
HOWARD ZINN: The word "accommodation" brings to mind the Democratic Party, which was voted into power in
Congress in 2006 and which has shown us a pitiful example of what an opposition party should be, accommodating itself
basically to the Bush and Republican agenda, accommodating itself to the sort of orthodox political notion that you must be
timid and quiet and not speak the truth.
And the advantage of bringing back these historical figures is that these people give us an example. They spoke the truth no
matter what. They took chances, they took risks. And so, we need to listen to them and to be inspired by them and to have
us realize that wherever we are, whatever walk of life we are, our job is to speak loudly, to speak boldly, to tell the truth,
and with the idea that the truth has a power which is very special, and if people keep uttering the truth, the idea will spread
and a power will be created that even those who hold the reins in Washington, whether the Democrats or Republicans, will
have to listen.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, we began today’s show with Congressmember Dennis Kucinich, who has been trying
to force the issue of impeachment, wanting to start with the impeachment of Vice President Dick Cheney. The Democratic
leadership is fighting hard to stop it from coming to the House. Your thoughts on that issue as an historian and an
American?
HOWARD ZINN: I believe that impeachment is an issue that should be raised all over the country. If Congress and the

Democrats are too timid to raise it, then it should be done in grassroots meetings all over the country. I understand at least
30 or 40 town meetings in Vermont have called for impeachment, that local groups in various parts of the country have
called for it. It’s the kind of situation that we faced on the eve of the revolution against England, where the colonial officials
were not going to lead a fight against England, and so people gathered in various towns in the colonies, and they formed
committees of correspondence, and they brought up the issue of independence.
We need to bring up the issue of impeachment, because when you bring up the issue of impeachment, whether it succeeds
or not — I mean, the idea of counting votes to see whether you’re going to win an impeachment misses the point. To bring
up impeachment would excite the country, because it would force a discussion on all the most fundamental issues on the
war, on civil liberties, on the stealing of the people’s money to pay for the war and to enrich the rich. Impeachment would
excite the country. And if the people in the leadership of the Democratic Party don’t realize it, then the rest of us should try
to make them realize it.
I applaud Dennis Kucinich for bringing it up. I hope that John Conyers, who is head of the Judiciary Committee and who at
one time showed signs of being a true progressive and a leader of and person of courage, I wish that John Conyers would
stop playing with Nancy Pelosi and the Democratic policy of conciliation and caution. And John Conyers, as head of the
Judiciary Committee, could hold hearings and start the ball rolling on impeachment. I think everybody who is listening to
this broadcast, everybody should write, talk, email their congressman, email John Conyers, and demand that they begin the
impeachment process against Cheney, against Bush. I think it would galvanize the energy of the country in a good
direction.
JUAN GONZALEZ: Howard Zinn, I’d like to ask about an issue that is increasingly dividing many Americans and ask for
your historical perspective on it. A year and a half ago, the nation was rocked by massive demonstrations of immigrants
across the country. Millions of people poured into the streets, some of the largest protests in American history, over the
issue of legalization of the undocumented here in this country. And now many Republicans are seeking to make this a
major issue in the coming presidential elections. Many Democrats seem to be hiding on the issue or not dealing with it.
Your response to how immigration has been used, and immigrant scapegoating in the past, in American history?
HOWARD ZINN: It goes way back. I mean, how ironic, since we are a nation of immigrants, right? There are the Native
Americans, and there are all the rest of us who are immigrants. And every immigrant coming here after an earlier wave of
immigrants is looked upon as a foreigner. The idea of an "illegal immigrant" does not make sense. It is not a human way to
approach people.
And we have gone through anti-immigrant waves at the turn of the 17th century — that is, at the end of the 18th century,
end of the 17th century. We’ve gone through the periods of anti-immigrant feeling, the Alien Sedition Acts of 1798. And
then we went through the anti-Irish feeling of the 1830s and 1840s. And then when the Europeans from Eastern and
Southern Europe began coming in, we faced anti-immigration, anti-immigrant feelings in this country. And they are all
odious, because they are anti-human.
The signs I remember carrying in those demonstrations, they were talking about — the signs said, "No human being is
illegal." That’s how we should look upon the situation. And if all people are created equal, then that applies to wherever
you are born, whatever border you have crossed. And I think we ought to begin speaking boldly, and the Democratic Party
is shameful in its timidity on this issue. And I hope we won’t forget that immigrants are human beings, and legal, illegal, or
wherever you were born, once you are here in this country, you deserve the same rights as everybody else.
AMY GOODMAN: In a historical perspective, Howard Zinn, on this privatization of war that we’re seeing, you just heard
the conversation about Blackwater, more on more killings in Iraq.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, privatization on a scale that we are seeing it now is really new. We’ve always had corporate
power involved in war. There’s always been profiteering in war. The J.P. Morgan Company made huge amounts of money
in war. Great fortunes were made in the Civil War. And in World War II, again, there was money made in World War II,
even while men were dying over in Europe and in Asia. But we’ve never seen privatization and corporate profit on such a
scale as we are seeing now in the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. I mean, this is a capitalism run wild, what a recent pope
actually — I think it was Pope John Paul — called savage unbridled capitalism. And it’s time for us to look not just at
Blackwater and the current phenomenon, but look at the whole idea of an economy and a society which is based on
pleasing the corporations and giving the corporations as much money as they want, to the detriment of everybody else. We
must take a good look.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, we have to leave it there, but I thank you very much for joining us. The play Rebel
Voices opens this weekend in New York at the Culture Project. Many will be performing in that on a rotating basis,
including Ally Sheedy and Danny Glover and Eve Ensler and others.
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Today we spend the hour with readings from a Voices of a People’s History of the United States edited by historian Howard
Zinn and Anthony Arnove. It is the companion volume to Zinn’s legendary People’s History of the United States — which
has sold over a million copies.
We will hear dramatic readings of speeches, letters, poems, songs, petitions, and manifestos. These are the voices of people
throughout U.S. history who struggled against slavery, racism, and war, against oppression and exploitation, and who
articulated a vision for a better world.
Performances include Danny Glover as Frederick Douglass, Marisa Tomei as Cindy Sheehan, Floyd Red Crow Westerman
as Tecumseh and Chief Joseph, Sandra Oh as Emma Goldman and Yuri Kochiyama, and Viggo Mortensen as Bartolomeo
de Las Casas and Mark Twain.
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In Part II of our conversation with Howard Zinn and Noam Chomsky, we speak with the two leading dissidents about U.S.
wars from Iraq to Vietnam, resistance and academia. Zinn speaks about the importance of Henry David Thoreau and his
relevance today. Zinn says soldiers should "read Thoreau’s essay on civil disobedience or take its advice to heart, realize
that the government is not holy, but what’s holy is human life and human freedom and the right for people to resist
authority." [includes rush transcript]
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AMY GOODMAN: We return to my interview with Noam Chomsky and Howard Zinn, who joined me in the studio here
yesterday. We continued to look at the issues of academia in a time of war, so I asked Howard Zinn about his experience at
Spelman College, the historically black college for women in Atlanta. Professor Zinn taught at Spelman for seven years
before eventually being fired for insubordination. I asked him why he was pushed out.
HOWARD ZINN: I had supported the students, and this was the Civil Rights Movement, right? My students
are black women who get involved in the Civil Rights Movement. I support them. The administration is
nervous about that, but they can’t really say anything publicly, or do anything, because this is the first black
president of Spelman College. They have all been white missionaries before that. And so, he doesn’t want to do
anything then. But when the students come back from —- you might say, "come back from jail" onto the
campus and rebel against -—
AMY GOODMAN: What year was this?
HOWARD ZINN: This was 1963. And the students rebel against the conditions that they’re living in, very
paternalistic, very controlling, and I support them in that, then that’s too much for the president, and so,
although I have tenure and I’m a full professor and I’m chair of the department, I get a letter saying goodbye.
And so, that was my — you know, what Noam was talking about when you ask him what’s going to happen,
universities, colleges are not democratic institutions. Really, they’re like corporations. The people who have the
most power are the people who have the least to do with education. That is, they’re not the faculty, they’re not
the students, they’re not even the people who keep the university going — the buildings and grounds people
and the technical people and the secretaries —- no. They’re the trustees, the businesspeople, the people with
connections, and they’re the ones who have the most power, they’re the ones who make the decisions. And so,
that’s why I was fired from there, and that’s why I was almost fired by John Silber at Boston University, but

there was a -—
AMY GOODMAN: Over what?
HOWARD ZINN: Over a strike. We had a faculty strike. We had a secretary strike. We had a buildings and
ground workers strike. We had almost a general strike, almost an IWW strike at Boston University in 1977. And
when the faculty had actually won, got a contract and went back to work, some of us on the faculty said we
shouldn’t go back to work while the secretaries are still on strike. We wouldn’t cross their picket lines. We held
our classes out on the streets rather than do that. And so, five of us were threatened with firing.
But there was a great clamor among students and faculty and actually across the country. They even got
telegrams from France, protesting against this. And so, one of the rare occasions in which the administration,
with all its power, backed down. And so, I barely held onto my job.
AMY GOODMAN: You begin your book with two quotes. One of Eugene V. Debs: "While there is a lower
class, I am in it; and while there is a criminal element, I am of it; and while there is a soul in prison, I am not
free." And Henry David Thoreau: "When the subject has refused allegiance and the officer has resigned his
office, then the revolution is accomplished." You also write more about Henry David Thoreau. You write about
him going to jail.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, well, Thoreau is worth reading today and remembering today, because Thoreau
committed just a small act of civil disobedience against the Mexican War. I mean, the Mexican War had some
of the same characteristics as the war in Iraq today, and that is that the American people were lied to about the
reasons for going into Mexico, and they weren’t told that the real reason for going into Mexico was that we
wanted Mexican land, which we took at the end of the Mexican War, just as today we’re not being told that the
real reason for being in Iraq has to do with oil and profits and money. And so, the situation in the Mexican War,
against which Thoreau objected, was in many ways, you know, similar.
And Thoreau saw that, and he saw that American boys were dying on the road to Mexico City and we were
killing a lot of innocent Mexican people, and so he decided not to pay his taxes and spent just a very short time
in jail, but then came out, delivered a lecture on civil disobedience and wrote an essay on the right to disobey
the government when the government violates what it’s supposed to do, violates the rights of Americans,
violates the rights of other people.
And so, that stands as a classic statement for Americans, that it’s honorable and right to not to pay your taxes or
to refuse military service or to disobey your government when you believe that your government is wrong. And
so, the hope is that today more soldiers who are asked to go to Iraq, more young people who are asked to enlist
in the war against Iraq, will read Thoreau’s essay on civil disobedience, will take its advice to heart, realize that
the government is not holy, that what’s holy is human life and human freedom and the right of people to resist
authority. And so, Thoreau has great lessons for us today.
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky, as we wrap up, that whole issue of hope and where you see things going
in the current Bush administration, what it stands for, and the level of protest in this country. Do you think that
level of protest will succeed?
NOAM CHOMSKY: It depends what you mean by "succeed." I mean, I have a slightly more hopeful sense
than Howard, at least expressed. I suspect he agrees. It’s true that the country, that in terms of the institutional
structure — government for the wealthy and so on — there hasn’t been much change in 200 years.
But there’s been enormous progress, I mean, even in the last forty years, since the '60s. Many rights have been
won: rights for minorities, rights for women, rights of future generations, which is what the environmental
movement is about. Opposition to aggression has increased. The first solidarity movements in history began in
the 1980s, after centuries of European imperialism, and no one ever thought of going to live in an Algerian
village to protect the people from French violence, or in a Vietnamese village. Thousands of Americans were
doing that in the 1980s in Reagan's terrorist wars. It’s now extended over the whole world. There’s an
international solidarity movement.
The global justice movements, which meet annually in the World Social Forum, are a completely new
phenomenon. It’s true globalization among people, maybe the seeds of the first true international — people
from all over the world, all walks of life, many ideas which are right on people’s minds and agenda, in fact,

being implemented about a participatory society, the kind of work that Mike Albert’s been doing. These are all
new things. I mean, nothing is ever totally new. There are bits and pieces of them in the past, but the changes
are enormous.
And the same with opposition to aggression. I mean, after all, the Iraq war is the first war in hundreds of years
of Western history, at least the first one I can think of, which was massively protested before it was officially
launched. And it actually was underway, we have since learned, but it wasn’t officially underway. But it was
huge, millions of people protesting it all over the world, so much so that The New York Times lamented that
there’s a second superpower: the population. Well, you know, that’s significant and, I think, gives good reason
for hope.
There are periods of regression. We’re now in a period of regression, but if you look at the cycle over time, it’s
upwards. And there’s no limits that it can’t reach.
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky and Howard Zinn, two of this country’s leading dissidents. We spoke yesterday on
Patriot’s Day, which is observed here in Massachusetts — also, I believe, in Maine.
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[includes rush transcript]
We are broadcasting today from Boston. It is Patriot’s Day here in Massachusetts — a state holiday to mark the start of the
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Cambridge over 50 years ago. He is the author of dozens of books on linguistics and U.S. foreign policy. His most recent
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AMY GOODMAN: We are broadcasting today from Boston. It’s Patriot’s Day here in Massachusetts, a state holiday to
mark the start of the Revolutionary War. In a Democracy Now! special, we’re joined today by two of the city’s leading
dissidents: Noam Chomsky and Howard Zinn.
Noam Chomsky began teaching linguistics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in Cambridge over fifty years ago.
He is the author of scores of books on linguistics and on US foreign policy. His most recent book is called Failed States:
The Abuse of Power and the Assault on Democracy.
Howard Zinn is one of the country’s most widely read historians. He taught political science at Boston University from
1964 to 1988. His classic work A People’s History of the United States has sold over 1.5 million copies. It has altered how
many teach the nation’s history. Howard Zinn’s latest book is called A Power Governments Cannot Suppress.
Today, an hour with Howard Zinn and Noam Chomsky in a rare interview with them together. And I welcome you both to

Democracy Now!
NOAM CHOMSKY: Pleased to be with you.
HOWARD ZINN: Thank you, Amy.
AMY GOODMAN: What a day to be here. This is a day of the Boston Marathon. It is raining. It is a major storm outside,
and tens of thousands of people — well, were either of you planning to run today?
HOWARD ZINN: We were, yes, but — yeah, we were ready.
NOAM CHOMSKY: And you made it impossible for us.
AMY GOODMAN: I’m sorry to preempt that.
HOWARD ZINN: It was a choice of running in the marathon or having an interview with you. What’s more important?
AMY GOODMAN: Well, today is Patriot’s Day, Howard Zinn. What does patriotism mean to you?
HOWARD ZINN: I’m glad you said what it means to me, because it means to me something different than it means to a
lot of people, I think, who have distorted the idea of patriotism. Patriotism, to me, means doing what you think your
country should be doing. Patriotism means supporting your government when you think it’s doing right, opposing your
government when you think it’s doing wrong.
Patriotism, to me, means really what the Declaration of Independence suggests, and that is that government is an artificial
entity. Government is set up — and this is what a Declaration of Independence is about — government is set up by the
people in order to fulfill certain responsibilities: equality, life, liberty, the pursuit of happiness. And when, according to the
Declaration of Independence, the government violates those responsibilities, then — and these are the words of the
Declaration of Independence — it is the right of the people to alter or abolish the government. In other words, the
government is not holy. The government is not to be obeyed when the government is wrong.
And so, to me, patriotism, in its best sense, means thinking about the people in the country, the principles for which the
country stands for, and it requires opposing the government when the government violates those principles.
So, today, for instance, the highest act of patriotism, I suggest, would be opposing the war in Iraq and calling for a
withdrawal of troops from Iraq, simply because everything about the war violates the fundamental principles of equality,
life, liberty, the pursuit of happiness, not just for Americans, but for people in another part of the world. So, yes, patriotism
today requires citizens to be active on many, many different fronts to oppose government policies on war, government
policies which have taken trillions of dollars from this country’s treasury and used it for war and militarism. That’s what
patriotism would require today.
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky, the headlines today, just this weekend, one of the bloodiest in months in Iraq. The
number of prisoners in US jails in Iraq has reached something like 18,000. Who knows if that’s not an underestimate? An
Associated Press photographer remains in jail, imprisoned by US authorities without charge for more than a year. The
Health Ministry has found 70% of Baghdad schoolchildren showing symptoms of trauma-related stress. Your assessment
now of the situation there?
NOAM CHOMSKY: This is one of the worst catastrophes in military history and also in political history. The most recent
studies of the Red Cross show that Iraq has suffered the worst decline in child mortality, infant mortality, increase in infant
mortality known, but it’s since 1990. That is, it’s a combination of the effect of the murderous and brutal sanctions regime,
which we don’t talk much about, which devastated the society through the 1990s, strengthened Saddam Hussein, compelled
the population to rely on him for survival. It probably saved him from the fate of other whole long series of other tyrants
who were overthrown by their own people supported by the US. And then came the war on top of it, which has simply
increased the horrors. The decline is unprecedented. The increase in infant mortality under five, unprecedented. It’s now
below the level of countries in — worse than the countries in Sub-Saharan Africa. That’s one index of what’s happened.
The most probable measure of deaths in a study sponsored by MIT, incidentally, carried out by leading specialists in Iraq
and here last October was about 650,000 killed. Soon it will push a million there. Several million people have fled,
including a large part of the professional classes, the people who could, in principle, help rebuild the country. And without
going on, it’s a hideous catastrophe and getting worse.
It’s also worth stressing that aggressors do not have any rights. This is a clear-cut case of aggression in violation of the UN
Charter, the supreme international crime, in the words of the Nuremburg Tribunal. Aggressors simply have no rights to
make any decisions. They have responsibilities. The responsibilities are, first of all, to pay enormous reparations, and that
includes for the sanctions — effect of the sanctions. In fact, it ought to include the support for Saddam Hussein during the
1980s, which was torture for Iraqis and worse for Iranians.
The paid reparations hold those responsible accountable and attend to the will of the victims. It doesn’t necessarily mean
follow it blindly, but certainly attend to it. And the will of the victims is known. There are regular US-run polls in Iraq,
government and polling institutions. It’s just an overwhelming support for either immediate or quick withdrawal of US

troops. About 80% think that the presence of US troops increases the level of violence. Over 60% think that the troops are
legitimate targets. This, incidentally, is all of Iraq. If you take the figures for Arab Iraq, where the troops are actually
deployed, it’s considerably higher. And these figures keep going up. They are unmentioned, virtually unreported, scarcely
alluded to in the Baker-Hamilton critical report. That will be our prime concern, along with the concerns of Americans.
AMY GOODMAN: Vice President Cheney saying this war can be won?
NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah. There’s an interesting study being done right now by a former Russian soldier in Afghanistan
in the late 1980s — he’s now a student in Toronto — who’s comparing the Russian press and Russian political figures and
military leaders, what they were saying about Afghanistan, comparing it with what Cheney, others and the press are saying
about Iraq. And not to your great surprise, change a few names and it comes out about the same.

Yeah, they were also saying the war in Afghanistan could be won, and they were right. If they had increased the level of
violence sufficiently, they could have won the war in Afghanistan. They were also pointing out — of course, they describe
correctly, you know, the heroism of the Russian troops, their efforts to bring assistance to the poor people of Afghanistan, to
protect them from US-run Islamic fundamentalist terrorist forces, their dedication, the rights they have won for people in
Afghanistan, and the warning that if they pull out there will be total disaster, mayhem, they must stay and win.
Unfortunately, they were right about that, too: when they did pull out, it was a total disaster. The US-backed forces tore the
places to shreds, so terrible that the population even welcomed the Taliban when they came in. So, yes, those arguments can
always be given.
The Germans could have argued, if they had the force that they didn’t, that they could have won the war, the Second World
War. I mean, the question is not, can you win? The question is, should you be there?
AMY GOODMAN: You say, in talking about Afghanistan, sure, the Russians could have won if they had—could have
tolerated the level of violence. What are you saying about Iraq? Do you feel the same way?
NOAM CHOMSKY: It depends what you mean by "win." The United States certainly has the capacity to wipe the country
out. I mean, there’s no question about that. If that’s winning, yeah, you can win. In terms of the goals that the United States
attempted to achieve — the US government, not the the United States — to install a client regime, which would be
obedient to the United States, which would permit military bases, which would allow US and British corporations to
control the energy resources, and so on, in terms of achieving that goal, I don’t know if they can achieve that. But that they
could destroy the country is beyond question.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re talking to Noam Chomsky and Howard Zinn on this Patriot’s Day that’s celebrated in
Massachusetts. We’re in Boston, Massachusetts, and we’ll be back with them in a minute.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: As we continue today, talking about the state of the world with two of the leading dissidents here in
this country — Howard Zinn, legendary historian, author of many books, A People’s History of the United States, as well as
— well, his latest is A Power Governments Cannot Suppress. We’re also joined by Noam Chomsky. Noam Chomsky,
linguist at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, his latest book is Failed States: The Abuse of Power and the Assault on
Democracy.
Howard, you went to North Vietnam. Can you talk about how the Vietnam War ended and also your experience there, why
you went?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, I went to North Vietnam in early 1968 with Father Daniel Berrigan, and the two of us went
actually at the request of the North Vietnamese government, who were going to release the first three airmen prisoners,
American fliers, who were in prison in North Vietnam, and the North Vietnamese wanted to release them during the Tet
holiday, also the Tet Offensive, sort of as a gesture — I suppose a good will gesture. And they asked for representatives of
the American peace movement, and so Daniel Berrigan and I went to Hanoi for that reason. And, of course, it was an
educational experience for us.

Noam was talking about, in response to your question about victory and winning, and the question is, of course, why should
we win if winning means destroying a country? And there are still people who say, "Oh, we could have won the Vietnam
War," as if the question was, you know, "Can we win or can we lose?" instead of, "What are we doing to these people?"
And, yes — and Noam said yes — we could win in Iraq by destroying all of Iraq. The Russians could have won in
Afghanistan by destroying all of Afghanistan. We could have won in Vietnam by dropping nuclear bombs and killing —
instead of killing two million people in Vietnam, killing ten million people in Vietnam. And if that would be considered
victory, you know, then who would take satisfaction in that?
What we saw in Vietnam is I think what people are seeing in Iraq, and that is, huge numbers of people dying for no reason
at all. And what we saw in Vietnam was the American army being sent halfway around the world to a country which was
not threatening us, and we were destroying the people in the country. And here in Iraq, we’re going the other way, also
going halfway around the world to do the same thing to them.

And our experience in Iraq contradicted, as I think the experiences of people who are on the ground in Iraq contradicted
again and again, the statements of American officials, the statements of the high military, statements like, "Oh, we’re only
bombing military targets," "Oh, these are accidents when so many civilians are killed," and, yes, as Cheney said, "Victory is
around the corner."
What we saw in Vietnam was horrifying, and obviously it was horrifying even to GIs in Vietnam, because they began to
come back from Vietnam and to oppose the war and to form Vietnam Veterans Against the War. So, you know, we saw
villages, as far away from any military target as you can imagine, absolutely destroyed, and children killed — and their
graves still fresh — by American jet planes coming over in the middle of the night.
You know, when I hear them talk about John McCain as a hero, I say to myself, oh, yes, he was a prisoner, and prisoners
are maltreated everywhere, and this is terrible, but John McCain, like the other American fliers, what were they doing?
They were bombing defenseless people.
And so, yes, Vietnam is something that, by the way, is still not taught very well in American schools. I spoke to a group of
people in an advanced history class not long ago, a hundred kids, asked them, "How many people here have heard of the
My Lai Massacre?" No hand was raised. We are not teaching Vietnam. If we were teaching the history of Vietnam as it
should be taught, then the American people, from the start, would have opposed the war, instead of waiting three or four
years for a majority of the American people to declare their opposition to the war.
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky, you went to Cambodia after the bombing.
NOAM CHOMSKY: I went to Laos and North Vietnam.
AMY GOODMAN: When and why?
NOAM CHOMSKY: Two years after Howard, early 1970. I spent the week in Laos, a very moving week, happened to be
in Laos right after the CIA mercenary army had cleared out about 30,000 people from the Plain of Jars in northern Laos,
where they had been subjected to what was then the most fierce bombing in human history. It was succeeded shortly after
by Cambodia. These are poor peasant society. Probably most of them didn’t even know they were in Laos. There was
nothing there. The planes were sent there, because the bombing of North Vietnam had been temporarily stopped, and there
was nothing for the Air Force to do, so they bombed Laos. They had been living in caves for over two years, trying to farm
at night. They had finally been driven out by the mercenary army to the surroundings of Vientiane. And I spent a lot of time
interviewing refugees with Fred Branfman who did heroic work in bringing this story finally to the American people and
saw more interesting things in Laos.
Then I went to North Vietnam, where I — also, as Howard had been — had been invited by the government, but I was
actually invited to teach. It was a bombing pause, a short bombing pause, and they were able to bring people in from
outlying areas back to Hanoi and the Polytechnic University, or what was left of it, the ruins of the Polytechnic University.
They came, and I lectured on just about anything I knew anything about. These were people who had been out of touch
with — the faculty, students and others had been out of touch with the world for five years, and they asked me everything
from what’s Norman Mailer writing these days to technical questions and linguistics and mathematics and whatever else I
could say anything about.
I also traveled around a little bit, not very much, but a few days, but enough to see what Howard described, right close to
Hanoi — I never got very far away — which was the most protected area, because in Hanoi there were embassies and
journalists, and so the bombing, though severe, was nothing like what it was much farther away. But even there, you could
see the ruins of villages, the shell of the major hospital in Thanh Hoa, which had been bombed — by accident, of course —
areas that were just moonscapes, you know, where there had been villages, in an effort to destroy a bridge, and so on. So
those were my two weeks in Laos and North Vietnam.
AMY GOODMAN: You were a linguistics professor at MIT at the time?
NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah.
AMY GOODMAN: So why did you go? What drove you to? And what was the response here at home?
NOAM CHOMSKY: Well, I was able — actually, I had intended to go only for one week to North Vietnam, but the — if
you really want to know the details, the UN bureaucrat in Laos who was organizing flights was a very bored Indian
bureaucrat who had nothing to do, and apparently his only joy in the world was making things difficult for people who
wanted to do something. Not untypical. And fortunately for me, he made it difficult for me and my companions, Doug
Dowd and Dick Fernandez, to go to North Vietnam. So I had a week in Laos, which was an extremely valuable week. I
wrote about it in some detail. But I was teaching at the time I was to be away. It was a vacation week, and so, actually, I
taught linguistics in the Polytechnic University.
AMY GOODMAN: What about the opposition here at home and your level of protest at MIT? What did you do?
NOAM CHOMSKY: Well, MIT was a curious situation. I happened to be working in the laboratory, which was 100%
supported by the three armed services, but it was also one of the centers of antiwar resistance. Starting in 1965, along with

an artist friend in Boston, Harold Tovish, we organized — tried to organize — national tax resistance. It’s 1965. Like
Howard, I was giving talks, taking part in demonstrations, getting arrested. By 1966, we were becoming involved directly
in support for a draft resistance, helping deserters, others. And it just continued.
It’s worth remembering — one often hears today justified complaints about how little protest there is against the war in
Iraq, but that’s very misleading. And here, as Howard was saying, a little sense of history is useful. The protest against the
war in Iraq is far beyond the protest against the war in Vietnam at any comparable level. Large-scale protest against the war
in Vietnam did really not begin until there were several hundred thousand US troops in South Vietnam. The country had
been virtually destroyed. The bombing had been extended to the north, to Laos, soon to Cambodia, where, incidentally, we
have just learned — or rather, we haven’t learned, but we could learn if we had a free press — that the bombing in
Cambodia, which was known to be horrendous, was actually five times as high as was reported: greater than the entire
Allied bombing in all of World War II on a defenseless peasant society, which turned peasants into enraged fanatics. During
those years, the Khmer Rouge grew from nothing, a few thousand scattered people to hundreds of thousands, and then that
led to the part of Cambodia that we’re allowed to think about. That was the first one.
But the real protest against the war in Vietnam came at a period far beyond what has yet been reached in Iraq. First few
years of the war, there was almost nothing — I mean, so little protest that virtually nobody in the United States even knows
when the war began. Kennedy invaded South Vietnam in 1962. That was after seven years of efforts to impose a Latin
American-style terror state, which had killed tens of thousands of people and elicited resistance. 1962, Kennedy sent the
US Air Force to start bombing South Vietnam — under South Vietnamese markings, but nobody was deluded by that —
initiated chemical warfare to destroy crops and ground cover, and started programs which rounded ultimately millions of
people into what amounted to concentration camps, called strategic hamlets, where they were surrounded by barbed wire to
protect them, as it was said, from the guerrillas, who everyone knew they were voluntarily supporting, [inaudible] an
indigenous South Vietnamese resistance. That was 1962. You couldn’t get two people in a living room to talk about it.
In October 1965, right here in Boston, maybe the most liberal city in the country, there were then already a couple hundred
thousand troops there. The bombing of North Vietnam had started. We tried to have our first major public demonstration
against the war on the Boston Common, the usual place for meetings. I was supposed to be one of the speakers, but nobody
could hear a word. The meeting was totally broken up — off by students marching over from universities, by others, and
hundreds of state police, which kept people from being murdered. The next day’s newspaper, the Boston Globe, liberal
newspaper, was full of denunciations of the people who dared make mild statements about bombing the North.
In fact, right through the protests, which did reach a substantial scale and were very significant, especially the resistance, it
was mostly directed against the war in North Vietnam. The attack on South Vietnam was mostly ignored. Incidentally, the
same is true of government planning. We know about that from the Pentagon Papers and now many subsequent documents.
There was meticulous planning about the bombing of the North, just where should you bomb and how far should you go,
and so on. The bombing of the South, the internal documents had almost nothing. A very simple reason for it: the bombing
of the South was costless. Nobody is going to shoot you down. Nobody’s going to complain. Do whatever you want. Wipe
the place out, which is pretty much what happened. North Vietnam was dangerous. You could hit Russian ships in the
Haiphong Harbor. As I said, there were embassies in Hanoi. People could report you were bombing an internal Chinese
railroad which happened to pass through North Vietnam, so there could be international repercussions and costs. So,
therefore, it was very carefully calibrated. If you look at, say, Robert McNamara’s memoirs, a lot of discussion of the
bombing of North Vietnam, virtually nothing about the bombing of South Vietnam, which even in 1965 was triple the scale
of the bombing of the North and had been going on for years. Now, there is a great deal more protest.
Actually, one interesting illustration — and I’ll end with that — is Arthur Schlesinger, the perhaps best-known American
historian. In the case of the war in Vietnam, in the early years he supported it. In fact, if you read his A Thousand Days, his
story of the Kennedy administration, it’s barely mentioned, except just a wonderful thing that’s happening. By 1966, as
there was beginning to be concern about the costs of the war, we were reaching the situation rather like elite opinion today
about Iraq: it’s too costly, we might not be able to win, and so on. Schlesinger wrote — I’m almost quoting — that we all
pray that the hawks will be right in believing that more troops will allow us to win, and if they are right, we’ll be praising
the wisdom and statesmanship of the American government in winning a war in Vietnam after turning the land, turning it
into a land of ruin and wreck. So we’ll all be praising their wisdom and statesmanship, but it probably won’t work. You can
translate that into today’s commentaries, which are called the doves. On the other hand, greatly to his credit, when the
bombing of Iraq started, Schlesinger took the strongest position of just about anyone I’ve seen in condemnation of it, first
stated so strong that it was almost never — didn’t appear in the press, but I haven’t heard a word about it since. As the
bombing began, he said, "This is a date which will live in infamy." And he recalled President Roosevelt’s words of Pearl
Harbor, a date that will live in infamy, because the United States is following the path of the Japanese fascists. A pretty
strong statement. And I think that sort of reflects a difference that you see in public attitudes, too. Opposition to aggression
is far higher than it was in the ’60s.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, how did Vietnam end, the war end, and what are the parallels that you see today? Do
you see parallels today?

HOWARD ZINN: Well, I suppose if you believe that Henry Kissinger deserved the Nobel Prize, you would think that the
war ended because Henry Kissinger went to Paris and negotiated with the Vietnamese. But the war ended, I think, because
finally, after that slow buildup of protest, I think the war ended because the protests in the United States reached a
crescendo, which couldn’t be ignored, and because the GIs coming home were turning against the war, and because soldiers
in the field were — well, they were throwing grenades under the officers’ tents, you know, the fragging phenomenon. I
mean, there’s a book called Soldiers in Revolt by a man named David Cortright, and he details how much dissidence there
was, how much opposition to the war there was among soldiers in Vietnam and how this was manifested in their behavior
and desertions, a huge number of desertions. And, essentially, the government of the United States found it impossible to
continue the war.
The ROTC chapters were closing down. In some ways, it’s similar to a situation now, where the government in Iraq, the
government is finding — our government is finding that we don’t have enough soldiers to fight the war, so they’re sending
them back again and again, and where the recruiting sergeants here in the United States are going to enormous lengths and
lying to young people about what will await them or what benefits they will get. The government is desperate to maintain
the military force today in Iraq.
And I think in Vietnam this dissidence among the military and its inability to really carry on the war militarily was a crucial
factor — of course, along with the fact that we simply could not defeat the Vietnamese resistance. And resistance
movements — and this is what we are finding out in Iraq today — resistance movements against a foreign aggressor, they
will get very desperate, they will not give in. And the resistance movement in Vietnam would not surrender. And so, the US
government found it, obviously, impossible to win without, yes, dropping nuclear bombs, destroying the country and
making it clear to the world that the United States was an outlaw nation and impossible to hold the support of the people at
home.
And so, yes, we finally did what a number of us had been asking for many, many years, to withdraw from Vietnam, and the
same arguments were made at that time. That is, when we called in 1967 — well, I wrote a book in 1967 called Vietnam:
The Logic of Withdrawal, and the reaction to that was, you know, we can’t withdraw; it will be terrible if we withdraw; you
know, there will be civil war if we withdraw; there will be a bloodbath if we withdraw. And so, we didn’t withdraw, and the
war went on, you know, for another six years, another eight years — six years for the Americans to withdraw, eight years
totally. The war went on and on, and another 20,000 Americans were killed. Another million Vietnamese were killed.
And when we finally withdrew, no, there was no bloodbath. I mean, it wasn’t that everything was fine when we withdrew,
and there were, you know, re-education camps set up, and Chinese people were driven out of Hanoi on boats, so it wasn’t
— but the point is that there was no bloodbath. The bloodbath was what we were doing in Vietnam, just as today, when
they say, "Oh, there will be civil war, there will be chaos, if we withdraw from Iraq," there is civil war, there is chaos, and
no one is pointing out what we have done to Iraq, with two million people driven from their homes and children in dire
straits, no water, no food.
And so, the remembrance of Vietnam is important if we are going to make it clear that we must withdraw from Iraq and
find another way, not for the United States, for some international group, preferably a group composed mostly of
representatives of Arab nations, to come into Iraq and help mediate whatever strife there is among the various factions in
Iraq. But certainly, the absolute necessary first step in Iraq now is what we should have done in Vietnam in 1967, and that is
simply get out as fast as ships and planes can carry us out.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re going to break and come back to this discussion. Howard Zinn, historian, he’ll be speaking in
Faneuil Hall tonight at 7:00, an historic site in Boston, where we’re broadcasting from, in Boston. And he’ll be launching A
Power Governments Cannot Suppress. Noam Chomsky is our guest. We’ll be back with him, as well. His book, latest book,
is Failed States. Stay with us.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: My guests here in Boston, as we broadcast from Massachusetts on this Patriot’s Day, are Noam
Chomsky — Noam Chomsky, a professor of linguistics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology — and Howard Zinn,
legendary historian, taught at Spelman for years ’til he was forced out because he took the side of the young women
students, then went to Boston University, and only recently, in the last few years, was — what, given an honorary degree by
Spelman?
HOWARD ZINN: Yes.
AMY GOODMAN: Did you feel vindicated?
HOWARD ZINN: I always feel vindicated.
AMY GOODMAN: Noam Chomsky, what did you think of Nancy Pelosi, House Speaker, third in line in succession for
the presidency after Dick Cheney, going to Syria, together with the first Muslim congress member in the United States,
Keith Ellison from Minneapolis?
NOAM CHOMSKY: The only thing wrong with it, it was that it was the third person in line. I mean, if the United States

government were sincerely interested in bringing about some measure of peace, prosperity, stability in the region, instead of
dominating it by force, they would, of course, be dealing with Syria and with Iran, pretty much the way the Baker-Hamilton
report proposed, except beyond what they proposed, because they proposed they should be dealing with it in matters
concerning with Iraq, but there are regional issues.
In the case of Syria, there are issues related to Syria itself, but also to Lebanon and to Israel. Israel is in control of, in fact,
has annexed — in violation of Security Council orders — has annexed a large part of Syrian territory, the Golan Heights.
Syria is making it very clear that they are interested in a peace settlement with Israel, which would involve, as it should, the
withdrawal of Israeli troops from occupied territories.
AMY GOODMAN: Are there secret negotiations going on between Israel and Syria now?
NOAM CHOMSKY: You never know what’s going on in secret, but so far Israel has been flatly refusing any negotiations.
In fact, the only debate that’s going on now is whether it’s the United States that’s pressuring Israel or Israel’s pressuring
the United States to prevent negotiations on the Golan Heights and, in fact, on the Occupied Territories altogether.
I mean, this is called a very contentious issue, Israel-Palestine, which is kind of surprising. It’s a contentious issue only in
the United States, and even not among the American population. It’s a contentious issue because the US government and
the Israeli government are blocking a very broad international consensus, which has almost universal support, even the
majority of Americans, and which has been on the table for about thirty years, blocked by the US and Israel.
Everyone knows who’s involved in this, what the general framework for a settlement is. It was put on the — it was brought
to the Security Council in 1976, by the Arab States — Jordan, Syria and Egypt, the so-called confrontation states and the
other Arab states. They proposed a two-state settlement on the internationally recognized border, a settlement which
included the wording of UN-242, the first major resolution, recognition of the right of each state in the region to exist in
peace and security within secure and recognized boundaries. That would include Israel and a Palestinian state. It was
vetoed by the United States, and a similar resolution vetoed in 1980. I won’t run through the whole history, but throughout
this whole history, with temporary and rare exceptions — there’s a couple here and there — the US has simply blocked the
settlement, still does, and Israel rejects it.
Sometimes it’s dramatic. In 1988, the Palestinian National Council, the head governing body, formally accepted a two-state
settlement. They had tacitly accepted it before. There was a reaction from Israel immediately. It was a coalition
government, Shimon Peres, Yitzhak Shamir. Their reaction was — quoting — that "there cannot be an additional
Palestinian state between Jordan and Israel" — "additional" implying that Jordan already is a Palestinian state, so there
can’t be another one — "and the fate of the territories will be settled according to the guidelines of the state of Israel."
Shortly after that, the Bush #1 administration totally endorsed that proposal — that was the Baker Plan, James Baker Plan
of December 1989 — fully endorsed that proposal. Extreme rejectionism. And so it continues, with rare exceptions.
Just moving to today, the Arab League proposal has been reintroduced. It’s 2002, but they brought it up again a couple of
weeks ago. That goes even further. It calls for full normalization of relations with Israel within the framework of the
international consensus on a two-state settlement, which might involve, to use official US terminology from far back, minor
and mutual modifications, like straightening out the border a little where it’s in the wrong place or something. And then
there are technicalities to be resolved, plenty of them. But that’s the basic framework supported by the Arab world, by
Europe, by the non-aligned countries, Latin America and others. It’s supported by Iran. It doesn’t get reported here, as one
loves Ahmadinejad’s crazed statements, but do not report the statements of his superior, the Ayatollah Khamenei, who’s in
charge of international affairs — Ahmadinejad has nothing to do with it — who has declared a couple of times that Iran
supports the Arab League position. Hezbollah in Lebanon has made it clear that they don’t like it, they don’t believe in
recognizing Israel, but if the Palestinians accept it, they will not disrupt it. They are a Lebanese organization. And Hamas
has said they would accept the Arab League consensus. That leaves the United States and Israel in splendid isolation, even
more so than in the past thirty years, in rejecting a political settlement. So it’s contentious in a sense, but not in that there’s
no way to resolve it. We know how to resolve it.
AMY GOODMAN: Do you think it will change?
NOAM CHOMSKY: Depends on people here. If the majority of the American population, who also accept this, decide to
do something about it, yeah, it will change.
AMY GOODMAN: Do you think it’s changing, for example, with Carter’s book coming out?
NOAM CHOMSKY: I think it’s one of the signs of change, and there are many others. There’s just a change in mood in
the country. I mean, anybody who’s been giving talks about this just knows it from personal experience. I mean, not very
long ago, if I was giving a talk on the Middle East, I mean, even at MIT, you know, let alone anywhere else, there would be
armed police present, or at least undercover police, to prevent violence, disruption, the breakup of meetings, and so on.
Now, that’s a thing of the past. By now, it’s much easier to talk about this.
The irrational part of Carter’s book is quite interesting. I mean, Carter’s book was essentially repeating what is known
around the world.

AMY GOODMAN: Palestine: Peace, Not Apartheid.
NOAM CHOMSKY: Yeah. There were a couple of errors in the book. They were ignored. The only serious error in the
book, which a fact checker should have picked up, is that Carter accepted a kind of party line on the Israeli invasion of
Lebanon in 1982. Israel invaded Lebanon, killed maybe 15,000-20,000 people, destroyed much of southern Lebanon. They
were able to do it, because the Reagan administration vetoed Security Council resolutions and supported them, and so on.
The claim here — you know, you read Thomas Friedman or someone — is that Israel invaded in response to shelling of the
Galilee from — by Palestinians, Palestinian terror attacks. And Carter repeats that. It’s not true. There was the border —
there was a ceasefire. The Palestinians observed it, despite regular Israeli attempts — sometimes with heavy bombing and
others — to elicit some response that would be a pretext for the planned invasion. When there was no pretext, they invaded
anyway. That’s the only serious error in the book, ignored.
There are some very valuable things in the book, also ignored. One of them, perhaps the most important, is that Carter is
the first, I think, in the mainstream in the United States to report what was known in dissident circles and talked about,
namely that the famous road map, which the Quartet suggested as steps towards settlement of the problem, the road map
was instantly rejected by Israel.
AMY GOODMAN: I’m going to interrupt you here, because we’re going to have to end the broadcast. We’re going to
bring folks part two of this conversation in the next few days. But I want to end with Howard. Tonight, you’ll be at Faneuil
Hall in Boston. Do you have hope right now, as a man who has been part of dissident movements for many years, led them,
chronicled them, in these last few minutes of this first part of our discussion?
HOWARD ZINN: By the way, you’re going to be with me in Faneuil Hall, tonight. I won’t go without you, yes.
AMY GOODMAN: I am going to be with you tonight at 7:00 in Faneuil Hall here in Boston.
HOWARD ZINN: But do I have hope? Is that what you’re asking? Well, I do. I think the American people are basically
decent and good people, and if they learn the facts, and as they are learning the facts, they become aroused, as they did
during Vietnam, as they did in the years of the Civil Rights Movement.
AMY GOODMAN: I’m going to leave it there now, but part two later in the week. Howard Zinn, Noam Chomsky, thank
you very much.
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HOWARD ZINN: Madison is a very special place. I always have a special feeling when I come here. I have a feeling I am
in a different country. And I’m glad, you know. Some people get disgusted of the American policy, and they go to live in
some other country. No. Go to Madison.
So, now I’m supposed to say something. I am glad you’re there, whoever you are, and this light is shining in my eyes to
wake me up.
Well, do you get the feeling sometime that you’re living in an occupied country? Very often that’s a feeling I get when I
wake up in the morning. I think, "I’m living in an occupied country. A small group of aliens have taken over the country
and are trying to do with it what they will, you know, and really are." I mean, they are alien to me. I mean, those people
who are coming across the border from Mexico, they are not alien to me, you see. You know, Muslims who come to this
country to live, they are not alien to me, you see. These demonstrations, these wonderful demonstrations that we have seen
very recently on behalf of immigrant rights, say, and you’ve seen those signs saying, you know, "No human being is alien."

And I think that’s true. Except for the people in Washington, you see.
They’ve taken over the country. They’ve taken over the policy. They’ve driven us into two disastrous wars, disastrous for
our country and even more disastrous for people in the Middle East. And they have sucked up the wealth of this country
and given it to the rich, and given it to the multinationals, given it to Halliburton, given it to the makers of weapons.
They’re ruining the environment. And they’re holding on to 10,000 nuclear weapons, while they want us to worry about the
fact that Iran may, in ten years, get one nuclear weapon. You see, really, how mad can you be?
And the question is, how has this been allowed to happen? How have they gotten away with it? They’re not following the
will of the people. I mean, they manufactured a will of the people for a very short time right after the war started, as
governments are able to do right after the beginning of an armed conflict, in order to able to create an atmosphere of war
hysteria. And so for a short time, they captivated the minds of the American people. That’s not true anymore. The American
people have begun to understand what is going on and have turned against the policies in Washington, but of course they
are still there. They are still in power. The question is, you know, how did they get away with that?
So, in trying to answer the question, I looked a little at the history of Nazi Germany. No, it’s not that we are Nazi Germany,
but you can learn lessons from everybody and from anybody’s history. In this case, I was interested in the ideas of Hermann
Göring, who, you may know, was second in command to Hitler, head of the Luftwaffe. And at the end of World War II,
when the Nazi leaders were put on trial in Nuremberg, Hermann Göring was in prison along with other of the leaders of the
Nazi regime. And he was visited in prison by a psychologist who was given the job of interviewing the defendants at
Nuremberg.
And this psychologist took notes and, in fact, a couple of years after the war, wrote a book called Nuremberg Diary, in
which he recorded — put his notes in that book, and he recorded his conversation with Hermann Göring. And he asked
Göring, how come that Hitler, the Nazis were able to get the German people to go along with such absurd and ruinous
policies of war and aggression?" And I happen to have those notes with me. We always say, "We happen to have these
things just, you know, by chance."
And Göring said, "Why, of course, the people don’t want war. Why would some poor slob on a farm want to risk his life in
a war? But, after all, it is the leaders of the country who determine the policy. The people can always be brought to the
bidding of the leaders. All you have to do is tell them they’re being attacked and denounce the pacifists for lack of
patriotism. It works the same way in any country."
I was interested in that last line: "It works the same way in any country." I mean, here, these are the Nazis. That’s the fascist
regime. We are a democracy. But it works the same way in any country, whatever you call yourself. Whether you call
yourself a totalitarian state or you call yourself a democracy, it works the same way, and that is, the leaders of the country
are able to cajole or coerce and entice the people into war by scaring them, telling them they’re in danger, and threatening
them and coercing them, that if they don’t go along, they will be considered unpatriotic. And this is what really happened in
this country right after 9/11. And this is happened right after Bush raised the specter of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq
and got for a while the American people to go along with this.
But the question is, how did they get away with it? What about the press? What about the media? Isn’t it the job of the
press, isn’t it the job of the media, isn’t it the job of journalism to expose what governments do? Don’t journalists learn
from I.F. Stone, who said, "Just remember two words," he said to young people who were studying journalism, he said,
"Just remember two words: governments lie"? Well, but the media have not picked up on that. The media have gone along,
and they embraced the idea of weapons of mass destruction. You remember when Colin Powell appeared before the United
Nations just before the onset of the Iraq war and laid out to the UN this litany of weaponry that Iraq possessed, according to
him, and gave great details in how many canisters of this and how many tons of this, and so on and so forth. And the next
day, the press was just aglow with praise. They didn’t do their job of questioning. They didn’t do their job of asking,
"Where? What is your evidence? Where did you get this intelligence? Who did you talk to? What are your sources?"
Isn’t this what you learn as a freshman in college? "Hey, what are your sources? Where are your footnotes?" No, no. They
were just — the Washington Post said, "It is hard to imagine how anyone could doubt that Iraq possesses weapons of mass
destruction." And the New York Times, you know, it was just beside themselves with admiration for Colin Powell. Of
course, it all turned out to be untrue, all turned out to be lies. But the press did not do its job, and as a result, the American
people, watching television, reading the newspapers, had no alternative source of information, no alternative opinion, no
alternative critical analysis of what was going on.
And the question is, why still did the people believe what they read in the press, and why did they believe what they saw on
television? And I would argue that it has something to do with a loss of history, has something to do with, well, what Studs
Terkel called "national amnesia," either the forgetting of history or the learning of bad history, the learning of the kind of
history that you do get, of Columbus was a hero, and Teddy Roosevelt is a hero, and Andrew Jackson is a hero, and all
these guys who were presidents and generals and industrialists, and so on. They are the great — they are the people who
made America great, and America has always done good things in the world. And we have had our little problems, of
course — like slavery, for instance, you know — but we overcome them, you know, and, you know. No, not that kind of
history.

If the American people really knew history, if they learned history, if the educational institutions did their job, if the press
did its job in giving people historical perspective, then a people would understand. When the President gets up before the
microphone, says we must go to war for this or for that, for liberty or for democracy, or because we’re in danger, and so on,
if people had some history behind them, they would know how many times presidents have announced to the nation, we
must go to war for this reason or that reason. They would know that President Polk said, "Oh, we must go to war against
Mexico, because, well, there was an incident that took place on the border there, and our honor demands that we go to war."
They would know, if they knew some history, how President McKinley took the nation into war against Spain and Cuba,
saying, "Oh, we’re going in to liberate the Cubans from Spanish control." And in fact, there was a little bit of truth to that:
we did go in, we fought against Spain, we got Spain out of Cuba, we liberated them from Spain, but not from ourselves.
And so, Spain was out, and United Fruit was in, and then the American banks and the American corporations were in.
And if people knew their history, they would know, you know, that President McKinley said, when — as the American
army was already in the Philippines and the American navy was already in the Philippines, and Theodore Roosevelt, one of
our great presidential heroes, was lusting for war, then people would know that McKinley, who did not know where the
Philippines were, but very often now presidents need to be briefed and told where something is. You know, George Bush,
"This is Iraq is," you know. Lyndon Johnson, "This is where the Gulf of Tonkin is." You know, they need it.
And president — they would know, if they knew history, that President McKinley said, "We’re going into the Philippines to
civilize and Christianize the Filipinos." And if they knew their history, if the history books spent some time on the war in
the Philippines in the early part of the 20th century, instead of, as history books do — they spend a lot of time on the
Spanish-American War, which just lasted three months — they spend virtually no time on the war on the Philippines, a
bloody war which lasted, oh, seven years, and which involved massacres and the extermination of populations. That history
doesn’t appear. You know, we had civilized and Christianized the Filipinos and established our control.
They would know, if they heard the President say, "We are going to bring democracy to the Middle East," they would know
how many times we brought democracy to other countries that we invaded. They would know if we brought democracy to
Chile, when we overthrew a democratically elected government in Chile in 1973. They would know how we brought
democracy to Guatemala when we overthrew, again, a democratically elected — oh, we love democratic elections, we love
free elections, except when they go the wrong way. And then we send either our army in or the CIA in or secret agents in to
overthrow the government.
If people knew that history, they would never for a moment believe President Bush, when he says, oh, we’re going into
Iraq, you know, because of this reason and that reason and liberty and democracy, and they’re a threat, you know. I mean, it
takes — yeah, it takes some historical understanding to be skeptical of the things that authorities tell you.
When you know history, you know that governments lie, as I.F. Stone said. Governments lie all the time. Well, not just the
American government. It’s just in the nature of governments. Well, they have to lie. I mean, governments in general do not
represent the people of the societies that they govern. And since they don’t represent the people and since they act against
the interest of the people, the only way they can hold power is if they lie to the people. If they told people the truth, they
wouldn’t last very long. So history can help in understanding deception and being skeptical and not rushing to embrace
whatever the government tells you.
And if you know some history, you would understand something which is even more basic, perhaps, than the question of
lying about this war or lying about this invasion, lying about this intervention, something more basic, if you knew some
history: you would understand a sort of fundamental fact about society, and including our society, that the interests of the
government and the interests of the people are not the same.
It’s very important to know this, because the culture tries very hard to persuade us that we all have a common interest. If
they use the language "national interest" — there’s no national interest. There’s their interest and our interest. National
security — now, whose security? National defense, whose defense? All these words and phrases are used to try to encircle
us all into a nice big bond, so that we will assume that the people who are the leaders of our country have our interests at
heart. Very important to understand: no, they do not have our interests at heart.
You will hear a young fellow who is going off to Iraq. I remember hearing the same thing when a young fellow went off to
Vietnam. And a reporter goes up to the young fellow and says, "You know, young man, you’re going off, and what are your
thoughts and why are you doing this?" And the young man says, "I’m doing this for my country." No, he’s not doing it for
his country. And now, she’s not doing it for her country. The people who go off to war are not doing fighting for their
country. No, they’re not doing their country any good. They’re not doing their families any good. They’re certainly not
doing the people over there any good. But they’re not doing it for their country. They’re doing it for their government.
They’re doing it for Bush. That would be a more accurate thing to say: "I’m going off to fight for George Bush. I’m going
off to fight for Cheney. I’m going off to fight for Rumsfeld. I’m going off to fight for Halliburton." Yeah, that would be
telling the truth.
And, in fact, you know, to know the history of this country is to know that we have had conflict of interest in this country
from the very beginning between the people in authority and the ordinary people. We were not one big happy family that

fought the American Revolution against England. I remember, you know, in school, that’s how it seemed, you know:
they’re the patriots, and there’s all of us, working, fighting together at Valley Forge and Bunker Hill, and so on, against the
Redcoats and the British, and so on. It wasn’t that way at all. It wasn’t a united country.
Washington had to send generals down south to use violence against young people to force them into military service.
Soldiers in the revolutionary army mutinied against Washington, against officers, because there was class conflict in the
army, just as there had been class conflict all through the colonies before the Revolutionary War. Well, anybody who knows
the military, anybody who’s been in the military, knows that the military is a class society. There are the privates, and there
are the officers. And in the Revolutionary War, the privates were not getting shoes, and they were not getting clothes and
not getting food, and they were not getting paid. And the officers were living high in resplendence. And so, they mutinied,
thousands of them.
I don’t remember ever learning about that when I studied history in school, because the myth comes down: oh, we’re all
one big happy family. You mean, including the black slaves? You mean, including the Native Americans, whose land we
were taking from them, mile by mile by mile by mile? We’re all one big happy family? The women, who were left out of
all of this, were — no, very important to understand that fundamental fact: those people who run the country and we, our
interests are not the same.
So, yes, history is useful for that, for understanding — understanding that we are a nation like other nations, for
understanding that we are not, as again we are taught from early on, we are the greatest, we are number one, we are the
best. And what — it’s called American exceptionalism in the social sciences. The United States is an exception to the rule
of nations. That is, the general rule of nations is they’re pretty bad. But the United States, our country, we are good. We do
good in the world.
Not long ago, I was on a radio program, interviewed by — this was sort of a regular commercial station. I like to be
interviewed on regular commercial stations, where the guy really doesn’t know who he’s invited, you see. And he says,
"Professor Zinn, don’t you think America has, in general, been a force for good in the world?" "No, no, no." Why not ask
me, "Do you think the British Empire was a force for good in Africa, or the Belgians were a force for good in the Congo, or
the French were a force for good in Indochina? You think the United States was a force for good when they sent the
Marines into Central America again and again and" — no.
But there’s this notion of, you know, we are different. We are the great — I mean, sure, there are very great things about
America, but that’s not what we did to other countries, not what we did to black people, not what we did to Native
Americans, not what we did to working people in this country who suffered twelve-hour days until they organized and
rebelled and rose up. No, we have to be honest with ourselves.
This is a very hard thing to do: be honest about ourselves. I mean, but, you know, you’re brought up and you say, "I pledge
allegiance," you know, etc., etc., "liberty and justice for all," "God bless America." Why us? Why does God blessing us? I
mean, why is He singling us out for blessing? You know. Why not, "God bless everybody"? If indeed, you know — but,
you know, we’re brought up — if we were brought up to understand our history, we would know, no, we’re like other
nations, only more so, because we are bigger and have more guns and more bombs, and therefore are capable of more
violence. We can do what other empires were not able to do to such an extent. You know, we are rich. Well, not all of us.
Some of us are, you see? But, no, we have to be honest.

Don’t people join Alcoholics Anonymous so that they can stand up and be honest about themselves? Maybe we ought to
have an organization called Imperialists Anonymous, you know, and have the leaders of the country get up there on national
television and say, "Well, it’s time, you know — time to tell the truth." It would be — I don’t expect it to happen, but it
would be refreshing.
And then, if we knew this history, we would understand how often fear has been used as a way of getting people to act
against their own interests to work up hysteria and to get people to do terrible things to other people, because they’ve been
made afraid. Wasn’t it fear and hysteria that motivated lynch mobs in the South? Wasn’t there created fear of black people,
hysteria about black people, that led white people to do some of the most atrocious things that have been done in our
history? And isn’t it today — isn’t it fear, fear of Muslims, not just terrorists, in general? Of course, fear of terrorists,
especially fear of Muslims, you see? A very ugly kind of sentiment to inculcate on the American people, and creating a kind
of hysteria, which then enables them to control the population and enable them to send us into war after war and to
threaten, you know, still another war.
And if we knew some history, we would know about the hysteria that accompanied the Cold War, the hysteria about
communism. It’s not that communism didn’t exist, just as terrorism does exist, yes. It’s not that communism —
communism existed, and there was a Soviet Union, and it was repressive to its own people, and it did control Eastern
Europe, but there was an enormous exaggeration of the Soviet threat to the point where — oh, it’s not just that they’re in
Eastern Europe. It’s, they’re going to invade Western Europe.
By the way, no evidence of that. CIA analysts who were specialists in the Soviet Union in recent years came forth and said
there was never any evidence that the Soviet Union were going to invade Western Europe. But against that, NATO was

created. Against that, the United States built up an enormous nuclear arsenal.
The Soviets were always behind the United States. They built up the Soviets as a threat, but after all, who had the atom
bomb first? And who had more atom bombs than anybody? And who was the only country that actually dropped atomic
bombs on ordinary people in two cities in Japan? And so, we who use the atomic bomb, we who accumulate the atomic
bomb, we create a hysteria about countries that are desperately trying to catch up. Of course, Iran will never catch up, and
North Korea will never catch up. The Soviet Union tried to catch up. But in creating this monster threat, we took trillions of
dollars of the wealth of this country and expended it on military budgets.
And the hysteria about communism reached the point where — and I’m not just talking about school kids hiding under
their desks, you know, because the Soviets were going to drop an atomic bomb. There was no evidence the Soviets were
going to drop an atomic bomb. By the way, there is evidence that the joint chiefs of staff, the people high up in the
American government, at various, various times proposed preventive war, dropping nuclear weapons on the Soviet Union.
But we created a threat so ominous, so omnipresent, that kids were, yeah, hiding under their desks, and also so that
anything that happened anywhere in the world that was not to the liking of the United States became part of the world
communist threat.
And so, to deal with that, we could go into any country in Latin America that we wanted. And because it was a communist
threat, we would send an army over to Vietnam, and several million people would die, because Vietnam became the symbol
of the communist threat in the world. When you think about how absurd it was to worry that Vietnam, already divided into
a communist north and anti-communist south, to worry that, oh, now half of this tiny country is going to become
communist, and just to the north a billion people had turned to communism. And there’s something a little bizarre.
But, you know, bizarre thinking is possible when you create fear and hysteria. And we’re facing, of course, that situation
today with this whole business of terrorism. And if you added up all the times in speeches of George Bush and his Cabinet
and all the times they used the word "terrorism" and "terror," it’s a mantra they have created to frighten the American
people.
I think it’s wearing off. You know, when you — I think there’s beginning to be some recognition, and that accounts for the
fact that public opinion has turned against the war. People no longer believe that we’re fighting in Iraq in order to get rid of
terrorism, you know, because the evidence has become so overwhelming that even the mainstream media has reported it —
you know, the National Intelligence Estimate. And this is the government’s own intelligence agencies saying that the war in
Iraq has caused a growth of terrorist groups, has increased militancy and radicalism among Islamic groups in the Middle
East.
But terrorism has supplanted communism as an attempt to get people to do things against their own interests, to do things
that will send their own young people to war, to do things that will cause the depletion of the country’s wealth for the
purposes of war and for the enrichment of the super-rich. It doesn’t take much thought about terrorism to realize that when
somebody talks about a war on terrorism, they’re dealing with a contradiction in terms. How can you make war on
terrorism, if war itself is terrorism? Because — so you respond to terrorism with terrorism, and you multiply the terrorism
in the world.
And, of course, the terrorism that governments are capable of by going to war is on a far, far greater scale than the terrorism
of al-Qaeda or this group or that group or another group. Governments are terrorists on an enormously large scale. The
United States has been engaging in terrorism against Afghanistan, against Iraq, and now they’re threatening to extend their
terrorism to other places in the Middle East.
And some history of the use of fear and hysteria and some history of the Cold War and of the anti-communist hysteria
would be very useful in alerting people to what we are going through today. I mean, with Iran, for instance, it’s shameful,
and the media have played such a part in this, of the Iran nuclear weapon. They want a nuclear weapon. They don’t say they
have a nuclear weapon. They want a nuclear weapon. So do I. Yeah, it’s easy to want a nuclear weapon. And small
countries that face enormous military powers and who cannot possibly match the military power of these enormous
countries, they are following what was the strategy of the United States: the United States said, "We must have a deterrent."
How many times have you heard, when you ask, "Why do we have 10,000 nuclear weapons?" "We must have a deterrent."
Well, they want a deterrent: one nuclear weapon. You know.
Not that situation with Iraq. I mean, you know, Condoleezza Rice: "a mushroom cloud." We were the only ones who
created mushroom clouds, over Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Iraq was in no position to create a mushroom cloud. All the
experts on the Middle East and atomic weapons said, you know, Iraq was five-ten years away from developing a nuclear
weapon, but we were creating, you know, hysteria about nuclear weapons.
Now we’re doing the same thing with Iran. And the International Atomic Energy group of the UN flatly contradicts a
congressional report which talks about the danger of Iran’s nuclear weapons, and the international group, which has
conducted many, many inspections in Iran, says, well, you know, you need to — and they give the American people a kind
of half-education. That is, they say, they use the phrase, "They’re enriching uranium." Well, that scares me. You know,
they’re enriching uranium. I don’t really know what it means, you see, but it’s scary. And then you read the report of the

International Atomic Energy group, and you see, well, yes, they are. They’ve enriched uranium to the point of 3.5%. In
order to have one nuclear weapon, they have to enrich it to 90%. They’re very, very far from even developing one nuclear
weapon, but the phrase "enriched uranium" is, you know, repeated again and again, you know.
And so, yes, we need some historical understanding, yeah, just remembering back to Iraq, just remembering back to the
hysteria around Vietnam. My god, a communist might take over South Vietnam! And then what? Just a short hop to San
Francisco. No, some of you may remember that when Reagan was supporting the Contras in Nicaragua, he was saying,
"You know, you see where Nicaragua is? It wouldn’t take much for them to get to Texas." I wondered about that, you see?
And then I wondered, why would the Nicaraguans want to get to Texas? And this is no slur on Texas, but — and once they
got to Texas, what would they do? Take a United Airlines flight to Washington. What would they — but really, it’s very
important to know some of that history to see how hysteria absolutely cripples consciousness about what is going on.
I would suggest something else. I’m getting worried about how much time I have taken. Well, actually, I’m not getting
worried about how much time I’ve taken. I don’t care. I’m looking at my watch to pretend that I care. And since I don’t
know when I started, I can’t figure out how long I’ve been talking.
But at some point the war in Iraq will come to an end. At some point, the United States will do in Iraq what it did in
Vietnam, after saying, "We will never leave. We will never leave. We will win. We will stay the course. We will not cut and
run." At some point, the United States is going to have to cut and run from Iraq, you see. And they’re going to do it because
the sentiment is going to grow and grow and grow in this country and because more and more GIs are going to come back
from Iraq and say, "We’re not going back again," and because they’re going to have more and more trouble supplying the
armed forces in Iraq, and because the parents of young people are going to say more and more, "We are not going to allow
our young people to go to war for Bechtel, you know, and Halliburton. We’re not going to do that." So at some point, yes,
at some point we are going to do what they say we mustn’t do: cut and run.
We don’t have to cut and run. Cut and walk. Cut and swim. Cut, but get out, as fast as you can, because we’re not doing
any good there. We’re not helping the situation. We’re not bringing peace. We’re not bringing a democracy. We’re not
bringing stability. We’re bringing violence and chaos. We’re provoking all of that, and people are dying every day. When a
Democratic leader says, "Well, I think we ought to withdraw by May 14th, 2000-and-whatever." You know, yeah, every day
from now until then more people will die, and more people will lose arms or legs or become blinded. And so, that is
intolerable. And so, we have to do everything we can.
And in the case of Vietnam, at a certain point the government realized it could not carry on the war. The GIs were coming
back from Vietnam and turning against the war. They couldn’t bring people to join the ROTC. Too many people were
running to Canada. Too many people were not signing up for the draft. Finally, it had to do away with the draft. They were
losing the support of the population. They were losing support of the military. And at a certain point, no.
And something like that is going to happen. And the sooner we help it happen, of course, the better. The more we go into
the high schools — you know, there’s a very practical thing, very practical thing that everybody can do, and that is, go to
their local high schools and make sure that all the parents and all the kids in high schools understand that they don’t have to
give their information to the military recruiters, you see, as, you know. And more and more have teams of people who will
counter the propaganda of the military recruiters.
You know, they are having trouble. They’re getting desperate about recruiting for the military, going to all sorts of lengths
and, or course, they’re concentrating — they send their military recruiters into the poorest schools, because they know that
the working class kids are the most vulnerable, the most needy, the ones who, you know — they need an education, they
need a skill, and so. And so, they’re trying to prey on the working class. Eugene Debs said — if you don’t mind my quoting
Eugene Debs — but Eugene Debs said in a speech during World War I, which landed him in jail, "The master class has
always started the wars. The working class has always fought the wars." And, of course, that has been true all the way. So
we will at some point get out of Iraq.
But I want to suggest one thing: we have to think beyond Iraq and even beyond Iran. We don’t want to have to struggle
against this war and then against that war and then against the next war. We don’t want to have an endless succession of
antiwar movements. It gets tiring. And we need to think and talk and educate about the abolition of war itself, you see.
I was talking to my barber the other day, because we always discuss world politics. And he’s totally politically
unpredictable, as most barbers are, you see. He said, "Howard," he said, "you know, you and I disagree on many things, but
on one thing we agree: war solves nothing." And I thought, "Yeah." It’s not hard for people to grasp that.
And there again, history is useful. We’ve had a history of war after war after war after war. What have they solved? What
have they done? Even World War II, the "good war," the war in which I volunteered, the war in which I dropped bombs, the
war after which, you know, I received a letter from General Marshall, general of generals, a letter addressed personally to
me, and to 16 million others, in which he said, "We’ve won the war. It will be a new world." Well, of course, it wasn’t a
new world. It hasn’t been a new world. War after war after war.
There are certain — I came out of that war, the war in which I had volunteered, the war in which I was an enthusiastic
bombardier, I came out of that war with certain ideas, which just developed gradually at the end of the war, ideas about war.

One, that war corrupts everybody who engages in it. War poisons everybody who engages in it. You start off as the good
guys, as we did in World War II. They’re the bad guys. They’re the fascists. What could be worse? So, they’re the bad guys,
we’re the good guys. And as the war goes on, the good guys begin behaving like the bad guys. You can trace this back to
the Peloponnesian War. You can trace it back to the good guy, the Athenians, and the bad guys, the Spartans. And after a
while, the Athenians become ruthless and cruel, like the Spartans.
And we did that in World War II. We, after Hitler committed his atrocities, we committed our atrocities. You know, our
killing of 600,000 civilians in Japan, our killing of probably an equal number of civilians in Germany. These, they weren’t
Hitler, they weren’t Tojo. They weren’t — no, they were just ordinary people, like we are ordinary people living in a
country that is a marauding country, and they were living in countries that were marauding countries, and they were caught
up in whatever it was and afraid to speak up. And I don’t know, I came to the conclusion, yes, war poisons everybody.
And war — this is an important thing to keep in mind — that when you go to war against a tyrant — and this was one of
the claims: "Oh, we’re going to get rid of Saddam Hussein," which was, of course, nonsense. They didn’t — did our
government care that Saddam Hussein tyrannized his own people? We helped him tyrannize his people. We helped him gas
the Kurds. We helped him accumulate weapons of mass destruction, really.
And the people you kill in a war are the victims of the tyrant. The people we killed in Germany were the victims of Hitler.
The people we killed in Japan were the victims of the Japan Imperial Army, you know. And the people who die in wars are
more and more and more people who are not in the military. You may know this about the different ratio of civilian-tomilitary deaths in war, how in World War I, ten military dead for one civilian dead; in World War II, it was 50-50, half
military, half civilian; in Vietnam, it was 70% civilian and 30% military; and in the wars since then, it’s 80% and 85%
civilian.
I became friends a few years ago with an Italian war surgeon named Gino Strada. He spent ten years, fifteen years doing
surgery on war victims all over the world. And he wrote a book about it, Green Parrots: Diary of a War Surgeon. He said in
all the patients that he operated on in Iraq and Afghanistan and everywhere, 85% of them were civilians, one-third of them,
children. If you understand, and if people understand, and if you spread the word of this understanding, that whatever is
told to you about war and how we must go to war, and whatever the threat is or whatever the goal is — a democracy or
liberty — it will always be a war against children. They’re the ones who will die in large numbers.
So, war — well, Einstein said this after World War I. He said, "War cannot be humanized. It can only be abolished." War
has to be abolished, you know. And it’s — I know it’s a long shot. I understand that, but you have to — when something’s a
long shot, but it has to be done, you have to start doing it. Just as the ending of slavery in this country in the 1830s was a
really long shot, but people stuck at it, and it took 30 years, but slavery was done away with. And we can see this again and
again. So, we have a job to do. We have lots of things to do.
One of the things we can learn from history is that history is not only a history of things inflicted on us by the powers that
be. History is also a history of resistance. It’s a history of people who endure tyranny for decades, but who ultimately rise
up and overthrow the dictator. We’ve seen this in country after country, surprise after surprise. Rulers who seem to have
total control, they suddenly wake up one day, and there are a million people in the streets, and they pack up and leave. This
has happened in the Philippines, in Yemen, all over, in Nepal. Million people in the streets, and then the ruler has to get out
of the way. So, this is what we’re aiming for in this country.
Everything we do is important. Every little thing we do, every picket line we walk on, every letter we write, every act of
civil disobedience we engage in, any recruiter that we talk to, any parent that we talk to, any GI that we talk to, any young
person that we talk to, anything we do in class, outside of class, everything we do in the direction of a different world is
important, even though at the moment they seem futile, because that’s how change comes about. Change comes about when
millions of people do little things, which at certain points in history come together, and then something good and something
important happens.
Thank you.
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HOWARD ZINN: Madison is a very special place. I always have a special feeling when I come here. I have a feeling I am
in a different country. And I’m glad, you know. Some people get disgusted of the American policy, and they go to live in
some other country. No. Go to Madison.
So, now I’m supposed to say something. I am glad you’re there, whoever you are, and this light is shining in my eyes to
wake me up.
Well, do you get the feeling sometime that you’re living in an occupied country? Very often that’s a feeling I get when I
wake up in the morning. I think, "I’m living in an occupied country. A small group of aliens have taken over the country
and are trying to do with it what they will, you know, and really are." I mean, they are alien to me. I mean, those people
who are coming across the border from Mexico, they are not alien to me, you see. You know, Muslims who come to this
country to live, they are not alien to me, you see. These demonstrations, these wonderful demonstrations that we have seen
very recently on behalf of immigrant rights, say, and you’ve seen those signs saying, you know, "No human being is alien."
And I think that’s true. Except for the people in Washington, you see.
They’ve taken over the country. They’ve taken over the policy. They’ve driven us into two disastrous wars, disastrous for
our country and even more disastrous for people in the Middle East. And they have sucked up the wealth of this country
and given it to the rich, and given it to the multinationals, given it to Halliburton, given it to the makers of weapons.
They’re ruining the environment. And they’re holding on to 10,000 nuclear weapons, while they want us to worry about the
fact that Iran may, in ten years, get one nuclear weapon. You see, really, how mad can you be?
And the question is, how has this been allowed to happen? How have they gotten away with it? They’re not following the
will of the people. I mean, they manufactured a will of the people for a very short time right after the war started, as
governments are able to do right after the beginning of an armed conflict, in order to able to create an atmosphere of war
hysteria. And so for a short time, they captivated the minds of the American people. That’s not true anymore. The American
people have begun to understand what is going on and have turned against the policies in Washington, but of course they
are still there. They are still in power. The question is, you know, how did they get away with that?
So, in trying to answer the question, I looked a little at the history of Nazi Germany. No, it’s not that we are Nazi Germany,
but you can learn lessons from everybody and from anybody’s history. In this case, I was interested in the ideas of Hermann
Göring, who, you may know, was second in command to Hitler, head of the Luftwaffe. And at the end of World War II,
when the Nazi leaders were put on trial in Nuremberg, Hermann Göring was in prison along with other of the leaders of the
Nazi regime. And he was visited in prison by a psychologist who was given the job of interviewing the defendants at
Nuremberg.
And this psychologist took notes and, in fact, a couple of years after the war, wrote a book called Nuremberg Diary, in
which he recorded — put his notes in that book, and he recorded his conversation with Hermann Göring. And he asked
Göring, how come that Hitler, the Nazis were able to get the German people to go along with such absurd and ruinous
policies of war and aggression?" And I happen to have those notes with me. We always say, "We happen to have these
things just, you know, by chance."
And Göring said, "Why, of course, the people don’t want war. Why would some poor slob on a farm want to risk his life in
a war? But, after all, it is the leaders of the country who determine the policy. The people can always be brought to the
bidding of the leaders. All you have to do is tell them they’re being attacked and denounce the pacifists for lack of
patriotism. It works the same way in any country."
I was interested in that last line: "It works the same way in any country." I mean, here, these are the Nazis. That’s the fascist
regime. We are a democracy. But it works the same way in any country, whatever you call yourself. Whether you call
yourself a totalitarian state or you call yourself a democracy, it works the same way, and that is, the leaders of the country
are able to cajole or coerce and entice the people into war by scaring them, telling them they’re in danger, and threatening
them and coercing them, that if they don’t go along, they will be considered unpatriotic. And this is what really happened in
this country right after 9/11. And this is happened right after Bush raised the specter of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq
and got for a while the American people to go along with this.
But the question is, how did they get away with it? What about the press? What about the media? Isn’t it the job of the
press, isn’t it the job of the media, isn’t it the job of journalism to expose what governments do? Don’t journalists learn
from I.F. Stone, who said, "Just remember two words," he said to young people who were studying journalism, he said,
"Just remember two words: governments lie"? Well, but the media have not picked up on that. The media have gone along,

and they embraced the idea of weapons of mass destruction. You remember when Colin Powell appeared before the United
Nations just before the onset of the Iraq war and laid out to the UN this litany of weaponry that Iraq possessed, according to
him, and gave great details in how many canisters of this and how many tons of this, and so on and so forth. And the next
day, the press was just aglow with praise. They didn’t do their job of questioning. They didn’t do their job of asking,
"Where? What is your evidence? Where did you get this intelligence? Who did you talk to? What are your sources?"
Isn’t this what you learn as a freshman in college? "Hey, what are your sources? Where are your footnotes?" No, no. They
were just — the Washington Post said, "It is hard to imagine how anyone could doubt that Iraq possesses weapons of mass
destruction." And the New York Times, you know, it was just beside themselves with admiration for Colin Powell. Of
course, it all turned out to be untrue, all turned out to be lies. But the press did not do its job, and as a result, the American
people, watching television, reading the newspapers, had no alternative source of information, no alternative opinion, no
alternative critical analysis of what was going on.
And the question is, why still did the people believe what they read in the press, and why did they believe what they saw on
television? And I would argue that it has something to do with a loss of history, has something to do with, well, what Studs
Terkel called "national amnesia," either the forgetting of history or the learning of bad history, the learning of the kind of
history that you do get, of Columbus was a hero, and Teddy Roosevelt is a hero, and Andrew Jackson is a hero, and all
these guys who were presidents and generals and industrialists, and so on. They are the great — they are the people who
made America great, and America has always done good things in the world. And we have had our little problems, of
course — like slavery, for instance, you know — but we overcome them, you know, and, you know. No, not that kind of
history.
If the American people really knew history, if they learned history, if the educational institutions did their job, if the press
did its job in giving people historical perspective, then a people would understand. When the President gets up before the
microphone, says we must go to war for this or for that, for liberty or for democracy, or because we’re in danger, and so on,
if people had some history behind them, they would know how many times presidents have announced to the nation, we
must go to war for this reason or that reason. They would know that President Polk said, "Oh, we must go to war against
Mexico, because, well, there was an incident that took place on the border there, and our honor demands that we go to war."
They would know, if they knew some history, how President McKinley took the nation into war against Spain and Cuba,
saying, "Oh, we’re going in to liberate the Cubans from Spanish control." And in fact, there was a little bit of truth to that:
we did go in, we fought against Spain, we got Spain out of Cuba, we liberated them from Spain, but not from ourselves.
And so, Spain was out, and United Fruit was in, and then the American banks and the American corporations were in.
And if people knew their history, they would know, you know, that President McKinley said, when — as the American
army was already in the Philippines and the American navy was already in the Philippines, and Theodore Roosevelt, one of
our great presidential heroes, was lusting for war, then people would know that McKinley, who did not know where the
Philippines were, but very often now presidents need to be briefed and told where something is. You know, George Bush,
"This is Iraq is," you know. Lyndon Johnson, "This is where the Gulf of Tonkin is." You know, they need it.
And president — they would know, if they knew history, that President McKinley said, "We’re going into the Philippines to
civilize and Christianize the Filipinos." And if they knew their history, if the history books spent some time on the war in
the Philippines in the early part of the 20th century, instead of, as history books do — they spend a lot of time on the
Spanish-American War, which just lasted three months — they spend virtually no time on the war on the Philippines, a
bloody war which lasted, oh, seven years, and which involved massacres and the extermination of populations. That history
doesn’t appear. You know, we had civilized and Christianized the Filipinos and established our control.
They would know, if they heard the President say, "We are going to bring democracy to the Middle East," they would know
how many times we brought democracy to other countries that we invaded. They would know if we brought democracy to
Chile, when we overthrew a democratically elected government in Chile in 1973. They would know how we brought
democracy to Guatemala when we overthrew, again, a democratically elected — oh, we love democratic elections, we love
free elections, except when they go the wrong way. And then we send either our army in or the CIA in or secret agents in to
overthrow the government.
If people knew that history, they would never for a moment believe President Bush, when he says, oh, we’re going into
Iraq, you know, because of this reason and that reason and liberty and democracy, and they’re a threat, you know. I mean, it
takes — yeah, it takes some historical understanding to be skeptical of the things that authorities tell you.
When you know history, you know that governments lie, as I.F. Stone said. Governments lie all the time. Well, not just the
American government. It’s just in the nature of governments. Well, they have to lie. I mean, governments in general do not
represent the people of the societies that they govern. And since they don’t represent the people and since they act against
the interest of the people, the only way they can hold power is if they lie to the people. If they told people the truth, they
wouldn’t last very long. So history can help in understanding deception and being skeptical and not rushing to embrace
whatever the government tells you.
And if you know some history, you would understand something which is even more basic, perhaps, than the question of

lying about this war or lying about this invasion, lying about this intervention, something more basic, if you knew some
history: you would understand a sort of fundamental fact about society, and including our society, that the interests of the
government and the interests of the people are not the same.
It’s very important to know this, because the culture tries very hard to persuade us that we all have a common interest. If
they use the language "national interest" — there’s no national interest. There’s their interest and our interest. National
security — now, whose security? National defense, whose defense? All these words and phrases are used to try to encircle
us all into a nice big bond, so that we will assume that the people who are the leaders of our country have our interests at
heart. Very important to understand: no, they do not have our interests at heart.
You will hear a young fellow who is going off to Iraq. I remember hearing the same thing when a young fellow went off to
Vietnam. And a reporter goes up to the young fellow and says, "You know, young man, you’re going off, and what are your
thoughts and why are you doing this?" And the young man says, "I’m doing this for my country." No, he’s not doing it for
his country. And now, she’s not doing it for her country. The people who go off to war are not doing fighting for their
country. No, they’re not doing their country any good. They’re not doing their families any good. They’re certainly not
doing the people over there any good. But they’re not doing it for their country. They’re doing it for their government.
They’re doing it for Bush. That would be a more accurate thing to say: "I’m going off to fight for George Bush. I’m going
off to fight for Cheney. I’m going off to fight for Rumsfeld. I’m going off to fight for Halliburton." Yeah, that would be
telling the truth.
And, in fact, you know, to know the history of this country is to know that we have had conflict of interest in this country
from the very beginning between the people in authority and the ordinary people. We were not one big happy family that
fought the American Revolution against England. I remember, you know, in school, that’s how it seemed, you know:
they’re the patriots, and there’s all of us, working, fighting together at Valley Forge and Bunker Hill, and so on, against the
Redcoats and the British, and so on. It wasn’t that way at all. It wasn’t a united country.
Washington had to send generals down south to use violence against young people to force them into military service.
Soldiers in the revolutionary army mutinied against Washington, against officers, because there was class conflict in the
army, just as there had been class conflict all through the colonies before the Revolutionary War. Well, anybody who knows
the military, anybody who’s been in the military, knows that the military is a class society. There are the privates, and there
are the officers. And in the Revolutionary War, the privates were not getting shoes, and they were not getting clothes and
not getting food, and they were not getting paid. And the officers were living high in resplendence. And so, they mutinied,
thousands of them.
I don’t remember ever learning about that when I studied history in school, because the myth comes down: oh, we’re all
one big happy family. You mean, including the black slaves? You mean, including the Native Americans, whose land we
were taking from them, mile by mile by mile by mile? We’re all one big happy family? The women, who were left out of
all of this, were — no, very important to understand that fundamental fact: those people who run the country and we, our
interests are not the same.
So, yes, history is useful for that, for understanding — understanding that we are a nation like other nations, for
understanding that we are not, as again we are taught from early on, we are the greatest, we are number one, we are the
best. And what — it’s called American exceptionalism in the social sciences. The United States is an exception to the rule
of nations. That is, the general rule of nations is they’re pretty bad. But the United States, our country, we are good. We do
good in the world.
Not long ago, I was on a radio program, interviewed by — this was sort of a regular commercial station. I like to be
interviewed on regular commercial stations, where the guy really doesn’t know who he’s invited, you see. And he says,
"Professor Zinn, don’t you think America has, in general, been a force for good in the world?" "No, no, no." Why not ask
me, "Do you think the British Empire was a force for good in Africa, or the Belgians were a force for good in the Congo, or
the French were a force for good in Indochina? You think the United States was a force for good when they sent the
Marines into Central America again and again and" — no.
But there’s this notion of, you know, we are different. We are the great — I mean, sure, there are very great things about
America, but that’s not what we did to other countries, not what we did to black people, not what we did to Native
Americans, not what we did to working people in this country who suffered twelve-hour days until they organized and
rebelled and rose up. No, we have to be honest with ourselves.
This is a very hard thing to do: be honest about ourselves. I mean, but, you know, you’re brought up and you say, "I pledge
allegiance," you know, etc., etc., "liberty and justice for all," "God bless America." Why us? Why does God blessing us? I
mean, why is He singling us out for blessing? You know. Why not, "God bless everybody"? If indeed, you know — but,
you know, we’re brought up — if we were brought up to understand our history, we would know, no, we’re like other
nations, only more so, because we are bigger and have more guns and more bombs, and therefore are capable of more
violence. We can do what other empires were not able to do to such an extent. You know, we are rich. Well, not all of us.
Some of us are, you see? But, no, we have to be honest.

Don’t people join Alcoholics Anonymous so that they can stand up and be honest about themselves? Maybe we ought to
have an organization called Imperialists Anonymous, you know, and have the leaders of the country get up there on national
television and say, "Well, it’s time, you know — time to tell the truth." It would be — I don’t expect it to happen, but it
would be refreshing.
And then, if we knew this history, we would understand how often fear has been used as a way of getting people to act
against their own interests to work up hysteria and to get people to do terrible things to other people, because they’ve been
made afraid. Wasn’t it fear and hysteria that motivated lynch mobs in the South? Wasn’t there created fear of black people,
hysteria about black people, that led white people to do some of the most atrocious things that have been done in our
history? And isn’t it today — isn’t it fear, fear of Muslims, not just terrorists, in general? Of course, fear of terrorists,
especially fear of Muslims, you see? A very ugly kind of sentiment to inculcate on the American people, and creating a kind
of hysteria, which then enables them to control the population and enable them to send us into war after war and to
threaten, you know, still another war.
And if we knew some history, we would know about the hysteria that accompanied the Cold War, the hysteria about
communism. It’s not that communism didn’t exist, just as terrorism does exist, yes. It’s not that communism —
communism existed, and there was a Soviet Union, and it was repressive to its own people, and it did control Eastern
Europe, but there was an enormous exaggeration of the Soviet threat to the point where — oh, it’s not just that they’re in
Eastern Europe. It’s, they’re going to invade Western Europe.
By the way, no evidence of that. CIA analysts who were specialists in the Soviet Union in recent years came forth and said
there was never any evidence that the Soviet Union were going to invade Western Europe. But against that, NATO was
created. Against that, the United States built up an enormous nuclear arsenal.
The Soviets were always behind the United States. They built up the Soviets as a threat, but after all, who had the atom
bomb first? And who had more atom bombs than anybody? And who was the only country that actually dropped atomic
bombs on ordinary people in two cities in Japan? And so, we who use the atomic bomb, we who accumulate the atomic
bomb, we create a hysteria about countries that are desperately trying to catch up. Of course, Iran will never catch up, and
North Korea will never catch up. The Soviet Union tried to catch up. But in creating this monster threat, we took trillions of
dollars of the wealth of this country and expended it on military budgets.
And the hysteria about communism reached the point where — and I’m not just talking about school kids hiding under
their desks, you know, because the Soviets were going to drop an atomic bomb. There was no evidence the Soviets were
going to drop an atomic bomb. By the way, there is evidence that the joint chiefs of staff, the people high up in the
American government, at various, various times proposed preventive war, dropping nuclear weapons on the Soviet Union.
But we created a threat so ominous, so omnipresent, that kids were, yeah, hiding under their desks, and also so that
anything that happened anywhere in the world that was not to the liking of the United States became part of the world
communist threat.
And so, to deal with that, we could go into any country in Latin America that we wanted. And because it was a communist
threat, we would send an army over to Vietnam, and several million people would die, because Vietnam became the symbol
of the communist threat in the world. When you think about how absurd it was to worry that Vietnam, already divided into
a communist north and anti-communist south, to worry that, oh, now half of this tiny country is going to become
communist, and just to the north a billion people had turned to communism. And there’s something a little bizarre.
But, you know, bizarre thinking is possible when you create fear and hysteria. And we’re facing, of course, that situation
today with this whole business of terrorism. And if you added up all the times in speeches of George Bush and his Cabinet
and all the times they used the word "terrorism" and "terror," it’s a mantra they have created to frighten the American
people.
I think it’s wearing off. You know, when you — I think there’s beginning to be some recognition, and that accounts for the
fact that public opinion has turned against the war. People no longer believe that we’re fighting in Iraq in order to get rid of
terrorism, you know, because the evidence has become so overwhelming that even the mainstream media has reported it —
you know, the National Intelligence Estimate. And this is the government’s own intelligence agencies saying that the war in
Iraq has caused a growth of terrorist groups, has increased militancy and radicalism among Islamic groups in the Middle
East.
But terrorism has supplanted communism as an attempt to get people to do things against their own interests, to do things
that will send their own young people to war, to do things that will cause the depletion of the country’s wealth for the
purposes of war and for the enrichment of the super-rich. It doesn’t take much thought about terrorism to realize that when
somebody talks about a war on terrorism, they’re dealing with a contradiction in terms. How can you make war on
terrorism, if war itself is terrorism? Because — so you respond to terrorism with terrorism, and you multiply the terrorism
in the world.
And, of course, the terrorism that governments are capable of by going to war is on a far, far greater scale than the terrorism
of al-Qaeda or this group or that group or another group. Governments are terrorists on an enormously large scale. The

United States has been engaging in terrorism against Afghanistan, against Iraq, and now they’re threatening to extend their
terrorism to other places in the Middle East.
And some history of the use of fear and hysteria and some history of the Cold War and of the anti-communist hysteria
would be very useful in alerting people to what we are going through today. I mean, with Iran, for instance, it’s shameful,
and the media have played such a part in this, of the Iran nuclear weapon. They want a nuclear weapon. They don’t say they
have a nuclear weapon. They want a nuclear weapon. So do I. Yeah, it’s easy to want a nuclear weapon. And small
countries that face enormous military powers and who cannot possibly match the military power of these enormous
countries, they are following what was the strategy of the United States: the United States said, "We must have a deterrent."
How many times have you heard, when you ask, "Why do we have 10,000 nuclear weapons?" "We must have a deterrent."
Well, they want a deterrent: one nuclear weapon. You know.
Not that situation with Iraq. I mean, you know, Condoleezza Rice: "a mushroom cloud." We were the only ones who
created mushroom clouds, over Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Iraq was in no position to create a mushroom cloud. All the
experts on the Middle East and atomic weapons said, you know, Iraq was five-ten years away from developing a nuclear
weapon, but we were creating, you know, hysteria about nuclear weapons.
Now we’re doing the same thing with Iran. And the International Atomic Energy group of the UN flatly contradicts a
congressional report which talks about the danger of Iran’s nuclear weapons, and the international group, which has
conducted many, many inspections in Iran, says, well, you know, you need to — and they give the American people a kind
of half-education. That is, they say, they use the phrase, "They’re enriching uranium." Well, that scares me. You know,
they’re enriching uranium. I don’t really know what it means, you see, but it’s scary. And then you read the report of the
International Atomic Energy group, and you see, well, yes, they are. They’ve enriched uranium to the point of 3.5%. In
order to have one nuclear weapon, they have to enrich it to 90%. They’re very, very far from even developing one nuclear
weapon, but the phrase "enriched uranium" is, you know, repeated again and again, you know.
And so, yes, we need some historical understanding, yeah, just remembering back to Iraq, just remembering back to the
hysteria around Vietnam. My god, a communist might take over South Vietnam! And then what? Just a short hop to San
Francisco. No, some of you may remember that when Reagan was supporting the Contras in Nicaragua, he was saying,
"You know, you see where Nicaragua is? It wouldn’t take much for them to get to Texas." I wondered about that, you see?
And then I wondered, why would the Nicaraguans want to get to Texas? And this is no slur on Texas, but — and once they
got to Texas, what would they do? Take a United Airlines flight to Washington. What would they — but really, it’s very
important to know some of that history to see how hysteria absolutely cripples consciousness about what is going on.
I would suggest something else. I’m getting worried about how much time I have taken. Well, actually, I’m not getting
worried about how much time I’ve taken. I don’t care. I’m looking at my watch to pretend that I care. And since I don’t
know when I started, I can’t figure out how long I’ve been talking.
But at some point the war in Iraq will come to an end. At some point, the United States will do in Iraq what it did in
Vietnam, after saying, "We will never leave. We will never leave. We will win. We will stay the course. We will not cut and
run." At some point, the United States is going to have to cut and run from Iraq, you see. And they’re going to do it because
the sentiment is going to grow and grow and grow in this country and because more and more GIs are going to come back
from Iraq and say, "We’re not going back again," and because they’re going to have more and more trouble supplying the
armed forces in Iraq, and because the parents of young people are going to say more and more, "We are not going to allow
our young people to go to war for Bechtel, you know, and Halliburton. We’re not going to do that." So at some point, yes,
at some point we are going to do what they say we mustn’t do: cut and run.
We don’t have to cut and run. Cut and walk. Cut and swim. Cut, but get out, as fast as you can, because we’re not doing
any good there. We’re not helping the situation. We’re not bringing peace. We’re not bringing a democracy. We’re not
bringing stability. We’re bringing violence and chaos. We’re provoking all of that, and people are dying every day. When a
Democratic leader says, "Well, I think we ought to withdraw by May 14th, 2000-and-whatever." You know, yeah, every day
from now until then more people will die, and more people will lose arms or legs or become blinded. And so, that is
intolerable. And so, we have to do everything we can.
And in the case of Vietnam, at a certain point the government realized it could not carry on the war. The GIs were coming
back from Vietnam and turning against the war. They couldn’t bring people to join the ROTC. Too many people were
running to Canada. Too many people were not signing up for the draft. Finally, it had to do away with the draft. They were
losing the support of the population. They were losing support of the military. And at a certain point, no.
And something like that is going to happen. And the sooner we help it happen, of course, the better. The more we go into
the high schools — you know, there’s a very practical thing, very practical thing that everybody can do, and that is, go to
their local high schools and make sure that all the parents and all the kids in high schools understand that they don’t have to
give their information to the military recruiters, you see, as, you know. And more and more have teams of people who will
counter the propaganda of the military recruiters.
You know, they are having trouble. They’re getting desperate about recruiting for the military, going to all sorts of lengths

and, or course, they’re concentrating — they send their military recruiters into the poorest schools, because they know that
the working class kids are the most vulnerable, the most needy, the ones who, you know — they need an education, they
need a skill, and so. And so, they’re trying to prey on the working class. Eugene Debs said — if you don’t mind my quoting
Eugene Debs — but Eugene Debs said in a speech during World War I, which landed him in jail, "The master class has
always started the wars. The working class has always fought the wars." And, of course, that has been true all the way. So
we will at some point get out of Iraq.
But I want to suggest one thing: we have to think beyond Iraq and even beyond Iran. We don’t want to have to struggle
against this war and then against that war and then against the next war. We don’t want to have an endless succession of
antiwar movements. It gets tiring. And we need to think and talk and educate about the abolition of war itself, you see.
I was talking to my barber the other day, because we always discuss world politics. And he’s totally politically
unpredictable, as most barbers are, you see. He said, "Howard," he said, "you know, you and I disagree on many things, but
on one thing we agree: war solves nothing." And I thought, "Yeah." It’s not hard for people to grasp that.
And there again, history is useful. We’ve had a history of war after war after war after war. What have they solved? What
have they done? Even World War II, the "good war," the war in which I volunteered, the war in which I dropped bombs, the
war after which, you know, I received a letter from General Marshall, general of generals, a letter addressed personally to
me, and to 16 million others, in which he said, "We’ve won the war. It will be a new world." Well, of course, it wasn’t a
new world. It hasn’t been a new world. War after war after war.
There are certain — I came out of that war, the war in which I had volunteered, the war in which I was an enthusiastic
bombardier, I came out of that war with certain ideas, which just developed gradually at the end of the war, ideas about war.
One, that war corrupts everybody who engages in it. War poisons everybody who engages in it. You start off as the good
guys, as we did in World War II. They’re the bad guys. They’re the fascists. What could be worse? So, they’re the bad guys,
we’re the good guys. And as the war goes on, the good guys begin behaving like the bad guys. You can trace this back to
the Peloponnesian War. You can trace it back to the good guy, the Athenians, and the bad guys, the Spartans. And after a
while, the Athenians become ruthless and cruel, like the Spartans.
And we did that in World War II. We, after Hitler committed his atrocities, we committed our atrocities. You know, our
killing of 600,000 civilians in Japan, our killing of probably an equal number of civilians in Germany. These, they weren’t
Hitler, they weren’t Tojo. They weren’t — no, they were just ordinary people, like we are ordinary people living in a
country that is a marauding country, and they were living in countries that were marauding countries, and they were caught
up in whatever it was and afraid to speak up. And I don’t know, I came to the conclusion, yes, war poisons everybody.
And war — this is an important thing to keep in mind — that when you go to war against a tyrant — and this was one of
the claims: "Oh, we’re going to get rid of Saddam Hussein," which was, of course, nonsense. They didn’t — did our
government care that Saddam Hussein tyrannized his own people? We helped him tyrannize his people. We helped him gas
the Kurds. We helped him accumulate weapons of mass destruction, really.
And the people you kill in a war are the victims of the tyrant. The people we killed in Germany were the victims of Hitler.
The people we killed in Japan were the victims of the Japan Imperial Army, you know. And the people who die in wars are
more and more and more people who are not in the military. You may know this about the different ratio of civilian-tomilitary deaths in war, how in World War I, ten military dead for one civilian dead; in World War II, it was 50-50, half
military, half civilian; in Vietnam, it was 70% civilian and 30% military; and in the wars since then, it’s 80% and 85%
civilian.
I became friends a few years ago with an Italian war surgeon named Gino Strada. He spent ten years, fifteen years doing
surgery on war victims all over the world. And he wrote a book about it, Green Parrots: Diary of a War Surgeon. He said in
all the patients that he operated on in Iraq and Afghanistan and everywhere, 85% of them were civilians, one-third of them,
children. If you understand, and if people understand, and if you spread the word of this understanding, that whatever is
told to you about war and how we must go to war, and whatever the threat is or whatever the goal is — a democracy or
liberty — it will always be a war against children. They’re the ones who will die in large numbers.
So, war — well, Einstein said this after World War I. He said, "War cannot be humanized. It can only be abolished." War
has to be abolished, you know. And it’s — I know it’s a long shot. I understand that, but you have to — when something’s a
long shot, but it has to be done, you have to start doing it. Just as the ending of slavery in this country in the 1830s was a
really long shot, but people stuck at it, and it took 30 years, but slavery was done away with. And we can see this again and
again. So, we have a job to do. We have lots of things to do.
One of the things we can learn from history is that history is not only a history of things inflicted on us by the powers that
be. History is also a history of resistance. It’s a history of people who endure tyranny for decades, but who ultimately rise
up and overthrow the dictator. We’ve seen this in country after country, surprise after surprise. Rulers who seem to have
total control, they suddenly wake up one day, and there are a million people in the streets, and they pack up and leave. This
has happened in the Philippines, in Yemen, all over, in Nepal. Million people in the streets, and then the ruler has to get out
of the way. So, this is what we’re aiming for in this country.

Everything we do is important. Every little thing we do, every picket line we walk on, every letter we write, every act of
civil disobedience we engage in, any recruiter that we talk to, any parent that we talk to, any GI that we talk to, any young
person that we talk to, anything we do in class, outside of class, everything we do in the direction of a different world is
important, even though at the moment they seem futile, because that’s how change comes about. Change comes about when
millions of people do little things, which at certain points in history come together, and then something good and something
important happens.
Thank you.
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Today we spend the hour with readings from a Voices of a People’s History of the United States edited by historian Howard
Zinn and Anthony Arnove. It is the companion volume to Zinn’s legendary People’s History of the United States — which
has sold over a million copies.
We will hear dramatic readings of speeches, letters, poems, songs, petitions, and manifestos. These are the voices of people
throughout U.S. history who struggled against slavery, racism, and war, against oppression and exploitation, and who
articulated a vision for a better world.
Performances include Danny Glover as Frederick Douglass, Marisa Tomei as Cindy Sheehan, Floyd Red Crow Westerman
as Tecumseh and Chief Joseph, Sandra Oh as Emma Goldman and Yuri Kochiyama, and Viggo Mortensen as Bartolomeo
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throughout U.S. history who struggled against slavery, racism, and war, against oppression and exploitation, and who
articulated a vision for a better world.
Speakers include Danny Glover, Marisa Tomei, Floyd Red Crow Westerman, Sandra Oh, and Viggo Mortensen.
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This weekend is a national holiday commemorating July 4th when American colonies declared their independence from
England in 1776. While many in the US hang flags, attend parades and watch fireworks, Independence Day is not a cause
of celebration for everyone.
For Native Americans it is a bitter reminder of colonialism, which brought disease, genocide and the destruction of their
culture and way of life.
For African Americans Independence Day did not extend to them. While white colonists were declaring their freedom from
the crown, that liberation was not shared with millions of Africans who were captured, beaten, separated from their families
and forced into slavery thousands of miles from home.
Today we’ll hear excerpts of Howard Zinn’s classic work: A People’s History of the United States. It was first published 24
years ago. The millionth copy of the book was recently sold.
To celebrate this feat, the great historian gathered with a group of actors, writers and editors for a public reading of the
book at the 92nd Street Y in New York. The cast included Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover and James Earl
Jones.
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Howard Zinn: "To Be Neutral, To Be Passive In A Situation Is To Collaborate With Whatever Is Going On"
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We speak with legendary historian Howard Zinn, author of one of the most popular books on American History, "A
People’s History of the United States." In his youth, Zinn was a bombardier in World War II and participated in the Napalm
bombing in France. He went on to dedicate his life to opposing wars of all kind. He was an active fighter in Civil Rights
Movement and served as an advisor to the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee. In the late 1960s, he traveled to
Vietnam with Father Dan Berrigan during intensive US attacks and negotiated the release of US POWs. In fact, Howard
Zinn was a part of most struggles for social justice in this country during his lifetime. He joins us in our firehouse studio.
[includes rush transcript]
Following his life is like taking a journey through the major struggles of the 20th Century. We spend the rest of the hour
with the legendary historian Howard Zinn. In his youth, he was a bombardier in WWII and participated in the Napalm
bombing in France. He went on to dedicate his life to opposing wars of all kind. He was an active fighter in Civil Rights
Movement and served as an advisor to the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee. In the late 1960s, he traveled to
Vietnam with Father Dan Berrigan during intensive US attacks and negotiated the release of US POWs. In fact, Howard
Zinn was a part of most struggles for social justice in this country during his lifetime. He was a professor for seven years at
the historically black college for women, Spelman College. Eventually he was fired for insubordination. He is a historian
and the author of one of the most popular books on American History, "A People’s History of the United States."
But before we go to him, we are going to go to an excerpt of a new film that chronicles his life. It is titled, "You can’t be
Neutral on a Moving Train" which is the title of his autobiography. The film is produced by First Run Features and is
narrated by Zinn’s next-door neighbor, actor Matt Damon.
• "You can’t be Neutral on a Moving Train," documentary produced by First Run Features.
• Howard Zinn, joins us in our firehouse studio.
TRANSCRIPT
This is a rush transcript. Copy may not be in its final form.
AMY GOODMAN: He is an historian and author of one of the most popular books on American history, A People’s
History of the United States. But before we go to him, we’re turning to an excerpt of a new film that chronicles his life. It’s
titled, You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train, which is also the title of his autobiography. The film is produced by First
Run Features. It’s narrated by Howard Zinn’s next door neighbor, actor Matt Damon.
HOWARD ZINN: We grow up in a controlled society. And so we thought, if one person kills another person,
that is murder. But if the government kills 100,000 persons, that is patriotism. And they’ll say we’re disturbing
the peace, but there is no peace. What really bothers them is that we’re disturbing the war.
MATT DAMON: [from The Zinn ReaderI start from the supposition that the world is topsy turvy, that things
are all wrong, that the wrong people are in jail, and the wrong people are out of jail, that the wrong people are
in power, and the wrong people are out of power. I start from the supposition that we don’t have to say too
much about this, because all we have to do is think about the state of the world today and realize that things are
all upside-down.
HOWARD ZINN: History is important. If you don’t know history, it’s as if you were born yesterday. And if
you were born yesterday, anybody up there in a position of power can tell you anything, and you have no way
of checking up on it.
HOWARD ZINN: It’s exactly when you’re in the midst of a war or about to go into a war that you need your
freedom of speech. Lives are at stake. If you are put in fear of speaking out, then democracy has been severely
crippled.
FRIEND: When you think of people like Howard, you think of the person who really stands up to authority
and understands radicalism in its basic meaning, that is, going to go the root of problems and demanding that
those problems be confronted.
FRIEND: A life of political engagement is so much more interesting and so much more joyful and comradely
than a life of private disengagement and private consumption.

HOWARD ZINN: I don’t believe it’s possible to be neutral. The world is already moving in certain directions.
And to be neutral, to be passive in a situation like that is to collaborate with whatever is going on. And I, as a
teacher, do not want to be a collaborator with whatever is happening in the world. I want myself, as a teacher,
and I want you as students, to intercede with whatever is happening in the world.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, from the new film about his life called, You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train, the
same title as his autobiography. And he joins us in the studio today. Welcome to Democracy Now!
HOWARD ZINN: Thank you, Amy.
AMY GOODMAN: It is great to have you with us.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, it’s nice of you to invite me. I was worried.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, you just came from Bedford Hills Correctional Facility?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, actually, yesterday afternoon I spoke at the Bedford Hills, euphemistically called, Correctional
Facility. They hardly correct anything, but… I spoke to prisoners there, women prisoners, mostly prisoners of color. I spoke
to them yesterday afternoon before I gave this talk last night at Manhattanville College.
AMY GOODMAN: And what did you talk about with the women?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, they had been using my book, they have classes, and they are using my book of A People’s
History of the United States. I talked to them about history, about doing history and why I did history the way I did. Why I
did unneutral history and how I came to do it. And I told them something about my life, and of course, I always like to talk
about that, you know. And then they asked a lot of questions, a very lively, enthusiastic, excited group. I mean, if every
teacher in the country had a class like that, you know, they would be inspired. And it’s wonderful, and I have always found
this to be true, wonderful and always amazing when you talk to prisoners who should be the last ones to be up and
optimistic and in good spirits, but it’s always there. It’s actually encouraging, you know, and of course, troubling to know
that these people, these remarkable people are being kept in prison, you know, very often most of the time for non-violent
crimes, and kept there for long periods of time. Sort of sad commentary on American society the way people in Washington
who are free, and these people are in prison.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, we have to break and then we’re going to come back to the legendary historian to
continue on this hour.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: I’m Amy Goodman here with historian Howard Zinn. He has written many books, among them
People’s History of the United States, and one of his most recent is now a companion volume called Voices of a People’s
History of the United States. You talked about being a teacher but, Howard Zinn, the places you were — where you did
teach — well, Spelman, you were fired, and Boston University, you were almost fired?
HOWARD ZINN: Oh, are you trying to make me out as a troublemaker?
AMY GOODMAN: What happened to you at Spelman?
HOWARD ZINN: At Spelman, I got involved with my students in the actions that were going on in the South, the sit-ins,
the demonstrations, the picket lines. I was supporting my students, and this was the first black president of Spelman
College, a very conservative institution. He wasn’t happy about me joining the students in all of these things, wasn’t happy
about a lot of things that they did. But he couldn’t do anything about it, but when I — the students came back from, you
might say, from jail, and then rebelled against the campus regulations and the restrictions on them, and I supported them,
that was too much.
AMY GOODMAN: During the Civil Rights years?
HOWARD ZINN: This was, yeah, these were during the Civil Rights years, and so, you know, he was very unhappy with
the fact that I was supporting the students who were rebelling against the paternalism and the authoritarianism on that
campus.
AMY GOODMAN: They were women students?
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah. These were the black women students, and you know, the movement brought them out of this
little sort of convent-like atmosphere of Spelman College and out into the world.
AMY GOODMAN: The author Alice Walker was one of those students.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, Alice Walker was one of my students. Marian Wright Edelman, the head of the Children’s
Defense Fund, now in Washington, she was one of my students. I’m very proud of those students I had at Spelman. And
yeah, Marian Wright Edelman was in jail, and Alice Walker was in jail. It was a great moment.
AMY GOODMAN: Now, Boston University was many years later. Why did you almost get thrown out of there?

HOWARD ZINN: Why did I almost get thrown out of Boston University? We had a strike. Faculty went on strike.
Secretaries went on strike. They settled with the faculty after what was a successful strike, but not with the secretaries. And
so, I and some other faculty refused to cross the secretaries’ picket line. And five of us who refused to do that were
threatened with firing, even though all of us had tenure, and so it was a long struggle, but we won.
AMY GOODMAN: Going back before both of your tenures as professor, you were bombardier in World War II?
HOWARD ZINN: That’s true, yes.
AMY GOODMAN: You talk about your final bombing run, not over Japan, not over Germany, but over France?
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah. Well, we thought bombing missions were over. The war was about to come to an end. This was in
April of 1945, and remember the war ended in early May 1945. This was a few weeks before the war was going to be over,
and everybody knew it was going to be over, and our armies were past France into Germany, but there was a little pocket of
German soldiers hanging around this little town of Royan on the Atlantic coast of France, and the Air Force decided to
bomb them. 1,200 heavy bombers, and I was in one of them, flew over this little town of Royan and dropped napalm —
first use of napalm in the European theater. And we didn’t know how many people were killed, how many people were
terribly burned as a result of what we did. But I did it like most soldiers do, unthinkingly, mechanically, thinking we’re on
the right side, they’re on the wrong side, and therefore we can do whatever we want, and it’s okay. And only afterward,
only really after the war when I was reading about Hiroshima from John Hersey and reading the stories of the survivors of
Hiroshima and what they went through, only then did I begin to think about the human effects of bombing. Only then did I
begin to think about what it meant to human beings on the ground when bombs were dropped on them, because as a
bombardier, I was flying at 30,000 feet, six miles high, couldn’t hear screams, couldn’t see blood. And this is modern
warfare.
In modern warfare, soldiers fire, they drop bombs, and they have no notion, really, of what is happening to the human
beings that they’re firing on. Everything is done at a distance. This enables terrible atrocities to take place. And I think
reflecting back on that bombing raid, and thinking of that in Hiroshima and all of the other raids on civilian cities and the
killing of huge numbers of civilians in German and Japanese cities, the killing of a hundred thousand people in Tokyo in
one night of fire-bombing, all of that made me realize war, even so-called good wars against fascism like World War II,
wars don’t solve any fundamental problems, and they always poison everybody on both sides. They poison the minds and
souls of everybody on both sides. We are seeing that now in Iraq, where the minds of our soldiers are being poisoned by
being an occupying army in a land where they are not wanted. And the results are terrible.
AMY GOODMAN: You learned you dropped napalm on this French village?
HOWARD ZINN: You say?
AMY GOODMAN: Napalm?
HOWARD ZINN: Napalm. Well, we actually didn’t know what it was. They said, oh, you’re not going to have the usually
500 pound demolition bombs. You’re going to carry one — you’re going to carry 30 100-pound canisters of jellied
gasoline. We had no idea what that was, but it was napalm.
AMY GOODMAN: You went to that village later?
HOWARD ZINN: Later, yeah. Later I visited that village, about ten years after the war. And I went to the library which
had been destroyed, and which was now rebuilt, and I dug out records of the survivors and what they had written about the
bombing, and I wrote. I wrote a kind of essay about the bombing of Royan which appears — where does it appear? — it
appears in my book The Zinn Reader, and also in my book The Politics of History. But it was, for me, it was a very
important experience, a very great sobering lesson about so-called good wars.
AMY GOODMAN: You learned when you were there on the ground many years later who had died?

HOWARD ZINN: Well, I — you know, I spoke to people who had survived that and whose family members had died. And
they were very bitter about the bombing, and you know, they attributed it to all sorts of things, the desire to try out a new
weapon. It’s amazing how many things are done in a war just to try out new weapons. You know, maybe the — one of the
reasons for dropping the bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki were to see what this does to human beings. Human beings
become sacrifices in the desire to develop new military technology. And I think that was one of those instances.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re talking to historian Howard Zinn, here in our firehouse studio in Chinatown, just blocks from
where the towers of the World Trade Center once stood. You went to Vietnam, to North Vietnam, with Dan Berrigan?
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, yeah.
AMY GOODMAN: Why?
HOWARD ZINN: Why? Well this was early 1968. This was the time of the Tet Offensive, also the time of the Tet Holiday,
the Vietnamese holiday. And the North Vietnamese decided they wanted to release the first three airmen prisoners who had
been shot down over North Vietnam. And they wanted to release them in the custody of not the American government, but

the peace movement. So Daniel Berrigan, poet, priest, whom I’d never met before, he and I traveled together to Hanoi, to
North Vietnam, to pick up these three American airmen who were being released by the North Vietnamese. And then we
spent some time in Hanoi and the surrounding area, visited bombed-out areas, visited little villages that had been jet
bombed in the middle of the night, a million miles from any possible military target. And that — we were being bombed
—- Vietnam was being bombed every night. Every day we were going into air raid shelters. Every night, Daniel Berrigan
would write a poem about what had happened that day. And you know -—
AMY GOODMAN: What do you say to those then and now before the invasion who would go to Iraq, those who went to
North Vietnam, when they would be called traitors, giving comfort to the enemy?
HOWARD ZINN: You mean Americans who went to North Vietnam? You mean like Jane Fonda and so many others who
went to North Vietnam?
AMY GOODMAN: And Iraq before. I mean even people like Congress member McDermott of Seattle, reporters saying
that they should resign?

HOWARD ZINN: Oh, people have gone to Iraq. What about — there’s people in Voices in the Wilderness, Americans who
went to Iraq and violating the US sanctions, bringing food and medicine, you know, and the whole business of being
traitors. You know, I think there’s a whole — there’s somehow some wrong-headed notion of what treason is, and what
patriotism is, and there’s some notion that if you disobey the orders of your government or the laws of your government,
you are being treasonous. But I believe the government is being treasonous, and the government is being unpatriotic when
the government violates the fundamental rights of human beings. When the government invades another country, a country
that has not attacked it, the country that’s not threatened it, when our government invades another country and drops bombs
and kills huge numbers of people, and then Americans have the guts to go to that country and bring people food and
medicine or go to see what is going on as many Americans did when they went to Vietnam, I think these are the most
patriotic Americans. And you know, if you define patriotism as obedience to the government, then you are, I think,
following a kind of totalitarian principle, because that’s the principle of a totalitarian state, that you do what the government
tells you to do. And democracy means that the government is an instrument of the people. This is the Declaration of
Independence. Governments are artificial entities set up in order to preserve the rights, equal right to life, liberty, pursuit of
happiness of people. When the government violates those rights, it is the duty of people to defy that government. That is
patriotism.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, you called your autobiography You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train. Why?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, it came from — I stole it from myself. That is, I used to say that to my classes at the beginning of
every class. I wanted to be honest with them about the fact that they were not entering a class where the teacher would be
neutral. It was not going to be a class where the teacher spent a half year or a year with the students, and they would have
no idea where the teacher stood on the important issues. This is not going to be a neutral class, I said. I don’t believe in
neutrality. I believe neutrality is impossible, because the world is already moving in certain directions. Wars are going on.
Children are starving. And to be neutral, to pretend to neutrality, to not take a stand in a situation like that is to collaborate
with whatever is going on, to allow it to happen. I did not want to be a collaborator with what was happening. I wanted to
enter into history. I wanted to play a role. I wanted my students to play a role. I wanted us to intercede. I wanted my history
to intercede and to take a stand on behalf of peace, on behalf of a racial equality or sexual equality, and so I wanted my
students to know that right from the beginning, know you can’t be neutral on a moving train.
AMY GOODMAN: Were your surprised by the election of President Bush, November 2004?
HOWARD ZINN: A little. A little. That is, I thought that maybe by then, perhaps there would be enough understanding
about the deception, the hypocrisy of the US government, just enough to dethrone Bush, but I say only a little surprised,
because on the other hand, I knew that John Kerry was not the candidate to represent the feelings of the American people.
By then, by the time of the election, at least half of the American people were already against the war. Now they faced an
election where 100% of the candidates were for the war. So, they had nobody to vote for. And so I — with nobody to vote
for, with no real alternative, of course, 40% of the voting population did not vote. And people ought to remember this. You
know, Bush did not win overwhelmingly. You know, he won by one or two percentage points. And if you consider how
many people voted for him against the voting population, you know, he got, you know, maybe 30% of the voting
population. But it was a commentary on the pitiful showing of the Democratic Party, its failure to be a true opposition party
in this country, and I think maybe a wake-up call to Americans to try to create a new political alternative to a political
system that is really a one-party system, and it is quite corrupt.
AMY GOODMAN: Do you see that movement developing now? Outside of the two parties?
HOWARD ZINN: I hope so.
AMY GOODMAN: Or within one of the parties?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, there is some movement within the Democratic Party. And I think it will take work within and
work without. That is, it will take people in the Democratic Party to demand a change in the Democratic Party. I notice that

the Democratic Party in California has just had a convention in which they voted for the withdrawal of US troops from
Iraq. And this is a good sign, and if Democratic Party groups around the country would demand that the National
Democratic Party call for an end to this war and an end to the occupation, that would be a sign that the Democratic Party is
changing and moving in the right direction. But it will not do that, I think, unless there are groups outside of the
Democratic Party that create a movement that puts pressure on the Democratic Party.
AMY GOODMAN: Last question, Howard Zinn, you’re going back to Spelman College to give the commencement
address and receive an honorary degree from the school you were fired from.
HOWARD ZINN: Yes.
AMY GOODMAN: On May 15.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah. It’s — 40 years after I was fired, I am invited back. Well, there’s a new president, a very
progressive African American woman, Beverly Tatum, a scholar of race relations in this country, and she sent me an
invitation to give me an honorary degree and to deliver the commencement address, and she wrote at the bottom of her
letter, "It’s about time." That was nice.
AMY GOODMAN: You feel vindicated?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, I felt vindicated one minute after I was fired. But this is good. It’s a good feeling, yes.
AMY GOODMAN: You have your first sentence prepared, what you are going to say as you return to this college?
HOWARD ZINN: Oh, you have made me realize I should prepare my first sentence. I’m working on it. I’ll spend a few
days working on my first sentence.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, I want to thank you very much for joining us. Howard Zinn, among many other
accomplishments, is 82 years old.
HOWARD ZINN: You consider that an accomplishment?
AMY GOODMAN: Well, sure. I just saw a friend who said she celebrated her 106th birthday with her grandmother, and
her grandmother said to her, "Oh, to be 100 again." Looking forward to the next decades with you, Howard Zinn.
HOWARD ZINN: Thanks, Amy.
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We speak with Howard Zinn, renowned historian and author of "A People’s History of the United States." Zinn says:
"People all over the world are mourning the ascension of Bush to his second term as president... that’s something to feel
encouraged about, even as all this pomp and circumstance of the inauguration goes on." [includes rush transcript]
As we reported earlier, today’s inauguration is expected to be the most expensive in history. President Bush takes his oath
with one of the lowest approval ratings in history. And the security operation in place for today’s ceremony is the most
massive in inauguration history. The inauguration also comes as people across the country observed Martin Luther King
Day. Well, to put today’s inauguration in a historical perspective, we turn now to historian Howard Zinn.
• Howard Zinn, historian and author of many books, including "A People’s History of the United States."
TRANSCRIPT
This is a rush transcript. Copy may not be in its final form.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, we are also joined to put this day and the whole inauguration into perspective by historian
Howard Zinn, well known for his book, A People’s History of the United States. Now a companion volume is out called,
Voices of a People’s History of the United States. Welcome to Democracy Now!, Howard.
HOWARD ZINN: Thank you, Amy. It’s a refreshing to listen to Democracy Now! after listening to everything else on
radio and television. So, I’m happy to talk with you.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, I understand that you were actually supposed to be in New Orleans.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah.
AMY GOODMAN: For a jazz funeral for democracy. Can you explain what this is?
HOWARD ZINN: Sure. Now, I very often am supposed to be somewhere and I’m never there. But my wife came down
with the flu, so I couldn’t go. The jazz funeral for democracy is a wonderful idea, and there’s been — people now about

jazz funerals in which people celebrate the death of somebody by affirming the life that must go on. And people are
gathering in New Orleans today and they’re going to march down streets through the French quarter of New Orleans to
Louis Armstrong Square, and they’re going to have bands and they’re going to have banners. It’s going to be an anti-war
demonstration. What they’re going to be doing is while representing this as a jazz funeral for democracy; they will be
affirming the determination of people to keep democracy alive. And to continue struggling against the war. So, it will be —
you know, both a recognition of what is being done to damage democracy in this country, and also an affirmation of
people’s determination to stop this and to restore democracy in this country, so, I think it’s going to be a wonderful event in
New Orleans. I’m just sorry that I won’t be there. But — here I am, talking to, which is almost as good.
AMY GOODMAN: Well — well, there are — it’s great to have you with us, and there are hundreds of events taking place
around the country. I just got an email saying that Boulder High School students are walking out of class today in protest.
We — following up on Martin Luther King’s birthday, can you make a comparison of the contrasts between the
celebrations of his birth and the — festivities today in Washington.
HOWARD ZINN: It’s interesting that the inauguration should come a few days after the celebration of Martin Luther
King’s birthday, because here we have Bush being inaugurated as President after the — all of the hypocritical statements
made on Martin Luther King’s birthday by our leading politicians, and who talk sort of very rhapsodically about Martin
Luther King, but absolutely really taking what he stands for and pushing it aside, because Bush represents everything that
Martin Luther King opposed. I mean, King spoke against the Vietnam War. He had a famous speech at Riverside church in
1967. Here we are inaugurated a President who has given us two wars in his first term, and is probably planning more wars.
Here is King who stood for non-violence, and here is Bush, who represents the most violent nation in history, and — well,
King himself called the United States at that time in Vietnam, you know, the greatest purveyor of violence in the world.
What he said in 1967 certainly applies to the United States today. And I think that the spirit of King, the spirit of opposing
war, standing for non-violence, is something that animates the people who are demonstrating against Bush today in
Washington, and in San Francisco and in New Orleans, and in New York and Boston. Well, as you pointed out in Boulder,
Colorado, and I am sure in hundreds of places in this country. And I would guess that people around the world — well, it’s
more than a guess. We have the evidence that all over the world, people — people are mourning the ascension of Bush to
his second term as President. That it’s hopeful that we have sort of a worldwide movement that is determined not to — to
put an end to war and create a different kind of world. I think that’s something to feel encouraged about, even as all of this
pomp and circumstance of the inauguration goes on.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, at the beginning of the program, we played some clips of inaugural speeches past we
heard Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Harry Truman, John Kennedy, Richard Nixon, Ronald Reagan. Can you compare what
we’re seeing today with some of those?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, this is probably the — as you pointed out, this is the most expensive inauguration. This is the
most lavish inauguration, and you know, inaugural days don’t mean very much. You know, except for a lot of money is
being spent, and a lot of work is being done to cover up the actual policies that are going on. But of course, these are all
different Presidents, and when — when Roosevelt, for instance — probably the greatest contrast is between Bush and
Roosevelt when Roosevelt was inaugurated, in 1936, he was inaugurated at a time when he was involved in a — trying to
do something about the depression, about poverty in this country. When he was inaugurated in 1936, it was very different
then. He had been elected by overwhelming vote, overwhelming majority of the population of the United States as opposed
to Bush who just barely squeaked in to office. You know, after a billion dollars were spent on both sides on the campaign.
The contrast between Roosevelt coming in 1936 with great popular acclaim, there were no huge demonstrations against
Roosevelt when he came into office in 1936. Because he was recognized that he was using the resources of the country to
try to help the people who had been hurt by the depression. He was responding to the strikes and the Tenant’s movements
and the movements of the unemployed and trying to respond positively to all of that, whereas, Bush, of course, is ignoring
the pleas of people who need medical care, who need help with their children. So, we couldn’t have a starker contrast than
the spirit that surrounded the inauguration of Roosevelt in 1936, and the — what is associated with the inauguration of
Bush now in 2005.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard, I want to thank you very much for being with us. Howard Zinn, historian.
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Howard Zinn, author of A People’s History of the United States, joins us as George W. Bush and John Kerry wrap up their
third and final debate of the campaign. We speak with the legendary historian about the election, U.S. foreign policy, Ralph
Nader’s candidacy, the importance of citizen involvement before and after elections, and much more. [includes rush
transcript]
President Bush and Sen. John Kerry battled over health care, jobs, taxes, immigration and many other domestic issues in

their third and final debate last night. It was the last chance for the two major party candidates–who are locked in a deadheat–to address a mass audience before the Nov. 2nd election in three weeks.
The debate was held in the key swing state of Arizona at Arizona State University in Tempe. Along with health care, jobs
and taxes, Kerry and Bush outlined differences on other domestic issues including immigration, abortion, gay marriage, the
minimum wage as well as addressing their different faiths.
While the 90-minute face-off was focused on domestic issues, both candidates took advantage of several chances to weave
the Iraq war into the discussion.
Last night’s debate was moderated by Bob Schieffer of CBS News. In January 2003, Howard Kurtz of the Washington Post
penned a profile of Scheiffer–who happens to hail from Bush’s own Texas. Kurtz included this bit of family history:
“During the ’90s, [Bob] Schieffer also struck up a friendship with George W. Bush when his brother Tom-now the U.S.
ambassador to Australia–became partners with the future president in the Texas Rangers.
"Bob and W. went to ball games together, played golf, attended spring training. ’He’s a great guy-that doesn’t mean I agree
with him,’ says Schieffer, adding that the situation became 'a little awkward' when Bush ran for the White House but that
he’s never gotten favorable treatment."
• Excerpt of third presidential debate at Arizona State University in Tempe, Arizona.
An excerpt of last night’s debate. In that last exchange between the two candidates, Kerry quotes Bush as saying he does
not think much about Osama bin Laden and is not all that concerned about him. The president replies "I just don’t think I
ever said I’m not worried about Osama bin Laden. It’s kind of one of those exaggerations."
But at a press conference on March 13th 2002, just as the build-up for the Iraq war was getting underway, Bush did say
about bin Laden "I truly am not that concerned about him. I know he is on the run." He described bin Laden as
"marginalized," and said, "I just don’t spend that much time on him."
Today spend the hour taking a look at the third and final presidential debate looking at domestic issues like health care,
immigration, labor and much more. But first to get perspective on the debate we are joined by the legendary historian
Howards Zinn, author of "A People’s History of the United States. His latest book with Anthony Arnove is * "Voices of A
People’s History of the United States."*
TRANSCRIPT
This is a rush transcript. Copy may not be in its final form.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re going to move on now to the elections, and to the final debate that was held last night in
Tempe, Arizona, at Arizona State. Juan.
JUAN GONZALEZ: Yes. Well, President Bush and Senator John Kerry battled over health care, jobs, taxes, immigration
and many other domestic issues in their third and final debate last night. It was their last chance for the two major party
candidates who are locked in a tight race to address a mass audience before the November 2 election in three weeks.
AMY GOODMAN: The debate was held in the key swing state of Arizona at Arizona State University. Along with health
care, jobs and taxes, Kerry and Bush outlined differences on other domestic issues, including immigration, abortion, gay
marriage, the minimum wage as well as addressing their different faiths.
JUAN GONZALEZ: While the 90-minute face-off was focused on domestic issues, both candidates took advantage of
several chances to weave the Iraq war into the discussion. This is an excerpt of last night’s debate with moderator, Bob
Schieffer of CBS News opening it.
BOB SCHIEFFER: By coin toss, the first question goes to Senator Kerry. Senator, I want to set the stage for
this discussion by asking the question that I think hangs over all of our politics today and is probably on the
minds of many people watching this debate tonight. And that is, will our children and grandchildren ever live in
a world as safe and secure as the world in which we grew up?
JOHN KERRY: Well, first of all, Bob, thank you for moderating tonight. Thank you, Arizona State, for
welcoming us. And thank you to the Presidential Commission for undertaking this enormous task. We’re proud
to be here. Mr. President, I’m glad to be here with you again to share similarities and differences with the
American people. Will we ever be safe and secure again? Yes. We absolutely must be. That’s the goal. Now,
how do we achieve it is the most critical component of it. I believe that this president, regrettably, rushed us
into a war, made decisions about foreign policy, pushed alliances away. And, as a result, America is now
bearing this extraordinary burden where we are not as safe as we ought to be. The measurement is not: Are we
safer? The measurement is: Are we as safe as we ought to be? And there are a host of options that this president
had available to him, like making sure that at all our ports in America containers are inspected. Only 95 percent
of them — 95 percent come in today uninspected. That’s not good enough. People who fly on airplanes today,

the cargo hold is not X-rayed, but the baggage is. That’s not good enough. Firehouses don’t have enough
firefighters in them. Police officers are being cut from the streets of America because the president decided to
cut the COPS program. So we can do a better job of homeland security. I can do a better job of waging a
smarter, more effective war on terror and guarantee that we will go after the terrorists. I will hunt them down,
and we’ll kill them, we’ll capture them. We’ll do whatever is necessary to be safe. But I pledge this to you,
America: I will do it in the way that Franklin Roosevelt and Ronald Reagan and John Kennedy and others did,
where we build the strongest alliances, where the world joins together, where we have the best intelligence and
where we are able, ultimately, to be more safe and secure.
BOB SCHIEFFER: Mr. President, you have 90 seconds.
GEORGE W. BUSH: Bob, thank you very much. I want to thank Arizona State as well. Yes, we can be safe
and secure, if we stay on the offense against the terrorists and if we spread freedom and liberty around the
world. I have got a comprehensive strategy to not only chase down the al Qaeda, wherever it exists — and
we’re making progress; three-quarters of al Qaeda leaders have been brought to justice — but to make sure that
countries that harbor terrorists are held to account. As a result of securing ourselves and ridding the Taliban out
of Afghanistan, the Afghan people had elections this weekend. And the first voter was a 19-year-old woman.
Think about that. Freedom is on the march. We held to account a terrorist regime in Saddam Hussein. In other
words, in order to make sure we’re secure, there must be a comprehensive plan. My opponent just this weekend
talked about how terrorism could be reduced to a nuisance, comparing it to prostitution, illegal gambling. I
think that attitude and that point of view is dangerous. I don’t think you can secure America for the long run if
you don’t have a comprehensive view as to how to defeat these people. At home, we’ll do everything we can to
protect the homeland. I signed the homeland security bill to better align our assets and resources. My opponent
voted against it. We’re doing everything we can to protect our borders and ports. But absolutely we can be
secure in the long run. It just takes good, strong leadership.
BOB SCHIEFFER: Anything to add, Senator Kerry?
JOHN KERRY: Yes. When the president had an opportunity to capture or kill Osama bin Laden, he took his
focus off of him, outsourced the job to Afghan warlords, and Osama bin Laden escaped. Six months after he
said Osama bin Laden must be caught dead or alive, this president was asked, "Where is Osama bin Laden?" He
said, "I don’t know. I don’t really think about him very much. I’m not that concerned." We need a president who
stays deadly focused on the real war on terror.
BOB SCHIEFFER: Mr. President.
GEORGE W. BUSH: Gosh, I just don’t think I ever said I’m not worried about Osama bin Laden. It’s kind of
one of those exaggerations. Of course we’re worried about Osama bin Laden. We’re on the hunt after Osama
bin Laden. We’re using every asset at our disposal to get Osama bin Laden. My opponent said this war is a
matter of intelligence and law enforcement. No, this war is a matter of using every asset at our disposal to keep
the American people protected.
AMY GOODMAN: And an excerpt of last night’s debate. In the last exchange between the two candidates, Kerry quotes
Bush as saying he doesn’t think much about Osama bin Laden, and is not all that concerned about him. The president
replies, quote, "I just don’t think I ever said I’m not worried about Osama bin Laden. It’s kind of one of those
exaggerations."
JUAN GONZALEZ: But at a press conference on March 13, 2002, just as the buildup for the Iraq war was getting
underway, Bush did say about bin Laden, quote, "I truly am not that concerned about him. I know he is on the run." He
described bin Laden as, quote "marginalized" and said, quote, "I just don’t spend that much time on him."
AMY GOODMAN: Well, today we’ll spend the rest of the hour talking about this third and final presidential debate. We’ll
be joined by historian, Howard Zinn, labor activist Brenda Stokely. We’ll speak about health care and talk with immigration
with Maria Hinojosa of CNN and Latino U.S.A.
AMY GOODMAN: By the way, just talking not only about the candidates, but the anchor of last night’s debate, CBS
News anchor, Bob Schieffer. In January, 2003, Howard Kurtz of the Washington Post penned a profile of Schieffer, who
happens to hail from Bush’s own Texas. Kurtz included this bit of family history, quote, "During the 1990’s, Bob Schieffer
also struck up a friendship with George W. Bush when his brother, Tom, now the US Ambassador to Australia, became
partners with the future president in the Texas Rangers. Bob and W went to ballgames together, played golf, attended spring
training. He’s a great guy. That doesn’t mean I agree with him," says Schieffer, adding that "the situation became a little
awkward when Bush ran for the White House, but that he has never gotten favorable treatment." Right now, we’re going to

turn to historian, Howard Zinn, author of, People’s History of the United States. Now a new book with Anthony Arnove
called, Voices of A People’s History of the United States. He joins us in our firehouse studio here at Democracy Now!
Welcome Howard Zinn.
HOWARD ZINN: Thank you, Amy and Juan.
AMY GOODMAN: It’s great to have you with us. If you could comment overall about this presidential contest right now.
We are just weeks away from the election.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, the contest, unfortunately, is not giving us any kind of fundamental reappraisal of American
policy foreign and domestic. By a fundamental reappraisal, I mean we are dealing with a serious issue of the war in Iraq
and we’re dealing with the serious issues of health and education, and what to do with the wealth of the United States to
help people, and neither candidate is addressing the fundamentals. By that I mean, I heard them on the clip that you showed
and talked about Osama bin Laden, they exchanged accusations about it. Bush denying, of course, as he denies everything,
about what he said, and Kerry saying, no, you said that. It’s not important, really, about Osama bin Laden. They’re always
trying to focus our attention on something that’s not fundamental. What’s fundamental is not one particular man. What’s
fundamental is not even al-Qaeda. What’s fundamental, really, is American policy in the world, because if there is a root of
terrorism, and that’s the problem, getting at the root of terrorism, the root of terrorism is not any one man, not any group of
people in this country or that country. There are too many countries of where there’s anger against the United States, and
where that anger against the United States can turn into fanaticism and into terrorism. The reason for the anger against the
United States is that America has its hands, its armies, its military bases in too many countries in the world. We are
intervening too violently in too many places. We are initiating wars as we have in Afghanistan and Iraq. We have military
bases in over 100 countries. We have been supporting the occupation of the Palestinian lands. In other words, Bush and
Sharon have been acting in the same superficial way, an absolutely unproductive way in dealing with violence. And I think
that neither candidate is really dealing with the question of what is the role of America in the world. Are we continuing to
be a military superpower sending our troops everywhere whenever we feel like, are we going to be a peaceful nation and
use our immense resources to help people in this country and do something about universal health care, do something about
education, and at the same time have resources available so they can deal with the other problems of the world, problems
even more serious than Iraq, like the enormous disaster in the Sudan, or AIDS in Africa? If you have a $400 billion military
budget, if you are sending troops and keeping troops in other countries in the world, you don’t have any resources left to
deal with the really serious human disasters that are taking place there and here.
JUAN GONZALEZ: Howard Zinn, as a news junkie, I have watched all four of these debates, it still astounds me,
although I think Bob Schieffer did the best job of the moderators asking some tough questions, of all of the things that were
not dealt with: the environment, the policies of the Bush administration and Kerry’s policy toward the environment, not
discussed at all; energy policy, and the United States has continued to search for maintaining control of the world’s oil
supply to justify our consumption; the issue of civil liberties, attacks on civil liberties by this government and the continued
pursuit of Arab Americans on false charges, the PATRIOT Act. None of this was discussed. I just am astounded at these
issues that many Americans, including I think Tavis Smiley said — there was one question about affirmative action and
African Americans but the continued cultural and racial changes in American society, very little attention to the continuing
problems of racism and discrimination, not just with African Americans but Latinos and Arab Americans as well. I blame it
more on the journalists than I do on the candidates. The candidate will only respond to questions they’re asked, and the
journalists haven’t chosen to ask any of those questions.
HOWARD ZINN: You, as a journalist, you are in a good position to criticize the limitations of other journalists just as I as
a historian tend to look carefully at the kind of history that is taught in our schools and the limitation of that history. But
what you are saying, Juan, about what the candidates are not discussing, what they’re not bringing up, I think relates to the
fact that if both candidates want to continue the war in Iraq as they seem to do, although Kerry gives little indications that
maybe we’ll move away from this, this is enough reason for me for voting for Kerry. He gives little hints, like we shouldn’t
have rushed into war, implying that we should go more slowly to war? No. But despite these little hints that Kerry gives
that maybe he is more inclined to stop this war — certainly everybody is more inclined to stop this war than Bush. Both
candidates by saying they will continue in the war and win the war are saying that we will continue to have a $400 billion
military budget. We will continue to be spending huge sums of money on the war. So long as they do that, even though
Kerry has a better health plan and a better education plan, so long as we are spending all of that money for war, we are not
going to be able to give people universal health care, we are not going to be able to take care of the other problems of the
environment that you were talking about, Juan, and that is — the whole issue of the relationship between the war and
domestic policy has been missing from the campaign.
AMY GOODMAN: There are some anti-war candidates, people like David Cobb, Green Party, Ralph Nader. There was
that controversial letter that you signed along with Noam Chomsky and others calling for people to vote for Kerry in swing
states. Can you talk about that?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, I didn’t think I signed a controversial letter, Amy. I try not to be controversial, but I guess there
are people who are very strong supporters of Nader and Cobb, who were annoyed because a number of us said, people who

admire Nader, admire the Green Party, said people should vote for Kerry in the swing states, and I think the reason is this.
And I don’t know if I’m speaking for all the other signers of the petition, but probably, I would guess that this is their
thinking. Certainly it’s my thinking. And that is, you know, that—admire Nader enormously. I mean, Nader stands, you
know, miles high above these other candidates in terms of his morality, in terms of his contribution to the country. But this
election is the wrong place for him to put his great energy and talent. And it’s a waste of his stature to put his—all of his
work that he has done into counting the votes in an election which you can’t win anyway. And the Bush administration is so
dangerous. This is, I think, our feeling. This is the most dangerous administration we have had. It is so authoritarian, so
fundamentalist. Juan mentioned the PATRIOT Act. It is unswerving in its determination, apparently, to rule the world and to
go into war after war. It is so dangerous an administration, so tied to the rich, although, sure, both parties are tied to the
rich, one party tied a little more closely, but the Bush administration so dangerous that I think is very important to get these
people out of office, and with Kerry in office, our thought is that we’ll have tiny ledge to stand on from which then to move
on.
AMY GOODMAN: I interviewed Ralph Nader, and he was, to say the least, very disturbed about this letter, and said at
least the letter could have included a demand, that it wasn’t just giving the support over unconditionally. It’s interesting,
looking at your latest book that you did with Anthony Arnove, Voices of A People’s History of the United States, you begin
with that famous quote of Frederick Douglass, "If there is no struggle, there’s no progress. This struggle may be a moral
one, or it may be a physical one, and it may be both moral and physical, but it must be a struggle. Power concedes nothing
without a demand. It never did, and it never will."
HOWARD ZINN: Frederick Douglass is right, and Ralph Nader is right. And probably the letter could have been stronger,
I agree, in making demands. I think we need to make demands even if we are saying vote for Kerry in the swing states, we
need to make demands of Kerry. And the important thing, and this I say on the basis of the history of presidential elections
and the history of taking care of deep grievances in American society, the history shows that the really important thing is
not who sits in the White House, but who sits outside the White House. The really important thing is not who is elected,
even though, sure it’s a little better to have one candidate rather than another. The really important thing is what are citizens
doing to create a huge movement in the country, which will act upon, put pressure upon, make demands upon whatever
candidate wins? That’s the really important thing. So that I would support Kerry for one minute in the election booth before
and after I would try to join a movement of citizens that will demand that we get out of Iraq and demand that we use our
immense resources to help people all over the world.
JUAN GONZALEZ: The debates did touch on the conditions of working Americans to some degree, although there was
very little about the Bush administration’s policy toward labor in this country, whether it’s what it’s done to OSHA or about
that or the NLRB, or the right to unionize. Your assessment of how important the organized labor movement will be in the
next few weeks heading toward November 2?
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, well, in general, Kerry has had the support of organized labor. I mean, unfortunately, organized
labor is not in the kind of powerful position that organized labor was once in, but it is certainly clear that Kerry has a better
position towards working people, towards labor unions and rights of labor unions than Bush has. And I think one of the key
issues, whoever becomes president, is are we going to have a stronger labor movement, and are people going to organize
wherever they are. We need more people in workplaces around the country that are not organized to organize, and create a
kind of collective strength so that they can then have an effect not only on their immediate situation in the workplace, but
they can become a greater political force in the country.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, we’re going to go to a clip of the candidates on labor. I want to thank you very much, Howard,
Zinn, for joining us. I’m very much looking forward to Friday, October 22, an event that you will be participating in, Voices
of A People’s History of the United States reading. I remember fondly, what was it a year ago, it must have been more,
when the millionth copy of People’s History was sold and you had the event at the 92nd Street Y where Alice Walker and
James Earl Jones and Danny Glover came out and did a reading from that. Now your new book, the same will happen.
Howard Zinn, our guest. People’s History of the United States is what he is so well known for. Now a new book, Voices of
A People’s History of the United States, written with Anthony Arnove.
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In this Labor Day special, we’ll hear excerpts of Howard Zinn’s classic work: A People’s History of the United States. It
was first published 24 years ago. The millionth copy of the book was recently sold.
To celebrate this feat, the great historian gathered with a group of actors, writers and editors for a public reading of the
book at the 92nd Street Y in New York. The cast included Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover and James Earl
Jones.
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This weekend is a national holiday commemorating July 4th when American colonies declared their independence from
England in 1776. While many in the US hang flags, attend parades and watch fireworks, Independence Day is not a cause
of celebration for everyone.
For Native Americans it is a bitter reminder of colonialism, which brought disease, genocide and the destruction of their
culture and way of life.
For African Americans Independence Day did not extend to them. While white colonists were declaring their freedom from
the crown, that liberation was not shared with millions of Africans who were captured, beaten, separated from their families
and forced into slavery thousands of miles from home.
Today we’ll hear excerpts of Howard Zinn’s classic work: A People’s History of the United States. It was first published 24
years ago. The millionth copy of the book was recently sold.
To celebrate this feat, the great historian gathered with a group of actors, writers and editors for a public reading of the
book at the 92nd Street Y in New York. The cast included Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover and James Earl
Jones.
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Howard Zinn, Father Dan Berrigan, Tom Hayden, Jeremy Scahill, Leonard Weinglass, Ralph Digia and Dave McReynolds
memorialize the non-violent warrior Dellinger who died on Tuesday. [includes rush transcript]
America has lost one of the great non-violent activists of the past century.
Dave Dellinger died Tuesday at a nursing home in Montpelier, Vt. According to friends, he had suffered from Alzheimer’s
disease.
Dellinger lost track of the number of times he was arrested or jailed over the years for protests, including demonstrations
against the Vietnam War.
Through the decades, Dellinger was a stalwart in nonviolent protest beside the Rev. Martin Luther King Jr., Daniel
Berrigan, Daniel Ellsberg and other leaders on the left. But he probably is best known for being one of those on trial in
Chicago after the 1968 Democratic Convention.
Dellinger was in his mid-50s at the time — the "old man" of the group of radicals who faced prison after the anti-war
protests during the convention.
While the Chicago Seven trial gained Dellinger the most notoriety, it was just one event in a long life of fighting for what
he thought was right.
• Jeremy Scahill, Democracy Now! producer & correspondent
• Howard Zinn, historian
• Tom Hayden, Dellinger’s Co-defendant in Chicago 8
• Leonard Weinglass, Dellinger’s lawyer in Chicago
• Ralph Digia, imprisoned with Dellinger in WWII
• Dave McReynolds, War Resisters League
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AMY GOODMAN: Dave Dellinger was in his mid 50’s at the time, the old man of the group of radicals who faced prison
after the anti-war protests during the convention. While the Chicago 8 trail gained Dellinger the most notoriety, it was just
one event in a long time of fighting for what he believed was right.

DAVE DELLINGER: Our position is that whoever the candidates are, and whatever the platforms, that we
must stay in the streets and stay in active resistance or else there will be no peace. Either in the ghettos or in
Vietnam.
AMY GOODMAN: Dave Dellinger, speaking in the 1960’s. We’re joined now by our own Jeremy Scahill, Democracy
Now! Correspondent and producer, and on the line, historian Howard Zinn. Jeremy, your thoughts. You knew Dave
Dellinger well.
JEREMY SCAHILL: Actually, it’s interesting to hear that bit of sound, of Dave Dellinger, because that was recorded
during the trial of the Chicago 8 where they were on trial for conspiracy because of the protests organized around the 1968
Democratic Convention. What I really got to know Dave Dellinger was at the 1996 Democratic Convention also in
Chicago, and a group of us went to the federal building in downtown Chicago, among them, Dave Dellinger and Abbey
Hoffman’s son. We were arrested. We were engaged in a peaceful demonstration about political prisoners. Toward the end
of Dave’s life, that really was one of the main issues in his life, worked diligently to try to free the Native American
political prisoner, Leonard Peltier, worked on the case of Mumia Abu Jamal and prisoners of the Puerto Rican liberation
struggle. He was dedicated to that issue of political prisoners. Dave Dellinger was one of the moral giants of our time, one
of the framers of modern pacifist resistant tans theory. One of the extraordinary things I think about him — his book,
"Revolutionary Non-violence," which is his writings from World War II to 1970, I think has to be one of the greatest books
on non-violence ever written. It’s a series of essays. It’s really like a journalist’s travels around the world. The thing about
Dave Dellinger, he didn’t believe in armchair pacifism. He didn’t believe that you could be a pacifist between wars. He was
in Europe as a student when the Franco Rebellion broke out, the first front in the fight against fascism. As a young college
student, he then was a conscientious objector in World War II, and spent three years in prison. He was in Cuba shortly after
the revolution. He was in Vietnam many times. And, I’m sure Howard Zinn can talk about that as well. Dave Dellinger like
Howard was involved with negotiating the release of American prisoners of war. The reason I bring up all of these
examples is because Dave Dellinger was also very critical of the left in America and particularly critical of armchair
pacifism. Dave Dellinger believed if that you have a problem with the people of Cuba rising up violently to overthrow a
dictatorship backed by the United States, then you need to go to Cuba and be non-violent yourself. If you believe that the
North Vietnamese have no right to resist the United States, you need to go to North Vietnam and be non-violent yourself.
That was the extraordinary example of Dave Dellinger.
AMY GOODMAN: Historian Howard Zinn on the line with us. What are your thoughts?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, it’s very sad, of course, to hear about Dave Dellinger, but you know, he inspired us all. I met him
first in Hiroshima in 1966, and that was typical of him, flying halfway around the world to be part of an international
gathering to remember the dropping of the bomb. I mean, all of his life he really struggled against war. It was interesting, I
was in World War II, I was a bombardier in World War II, I wasn’t thinking about pacifism or war. You know, I was imbued
like everybody else with the idea of a good war. Dave Dellinger saw beyond that. He saw farther than that. He was a
conscientious objector in World War II. Not that he didn’t understand the dangers of fascism, but he thought it was
necessary to uphold the ideal of non-violent resistance to fascism, to war. You know, of course, I was on the platforms with
Dave many times during the Vietnam War. He briefed me and Dan Berrigan before we went to protest in Hanoi in 1968. I
went to testify for him and the others in the Chicago conspiracy trial. He was an absolute rock of integrity, and all through
his life he never made any money. He was always struggling. He never held any post. He was not like some of us,
professors in universities and getting salaries. He never drew that. He just always lived at the edge of poverty. He was
always — even after he was supposedly retired, I remember I thought he was retired and living in Vermont and went to
Columbus, Ohio, and there he was on Columbus Day engaged in a fast at the foot of the statue of Columbus protesting on
behalf of indigenous people against the idea that conquest, which Columbus represented, was a good thing. You know,
Dave, among his other books wrote a book called more power than we know. I thought that was important because he was
always conscious of the fact that the people, if they organize, if they persist, have more power than we know. It always
looks like an impossible battle against the establishment with all their weapons and all their money. But he understood and
history bears him out. That when enough people get together or organize and take risks and do the things that Dave did all
of his life, they can overcome the most powerful military machine on earth.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn. I want to thank you very much for being with us as we turn now to other reminiscences
of the anti-war warrior, Dave Dellinger beginning with Tom Hayden.
TOM HAYDEN: I was on trial with Dave Dellinger in 1969 and 1970 as part of the so-called Chicago 8. Our trial arose
out of the Nixon administration’s attempt to suppress the anti-war movement. I thought I would just read a couple of
excerpts from my notes on the trial that I think capture Dave’s pacifism. He was a rock. He was much older than us. Of
course, I’m older than he is now, but he had turned 60, and was the old man of the trial. Now I’m reading, "The winter days
blurred into each other. The judge ordered us to continue the case on Saturdays, and our frustration grew as February and
the end of the trial approached. There was one more vindictive insult to withstand, the revocation of Dave Dellinger’s bail.
As the trial unfolded, Dave had gradually lost his patience. Either from despair or a quicker sense of direct action, he began
reacting vocally, often eloquently, at outrages in the courtroom. Sometimes the situation was really absurd, as when the

judge ordered us to go to the bathroom in an adjoining cell instead of the public facility in the hall. Jerry Ruben and the
prosecutors got into a heated argument with each other over the bathroom, and the federal marshals moved in. Dave said,
don’t touch him, and was ordered by the marshals to shut up. Dave replied, hurt — you don’t have to say shut up. At other
times it would grow out of frustration. On January 14, for example, the judge erroneously accused Dave of saying
something to which Dave replied, that’s a lie. The judge, aroused, declared that he had never sat in 50 years through a trial
where a party to a lawsuit called the judge a liar. That stirred Dave’s deepest convictions and he rose up and said, maybe
they were afraid to go to jail rather than tell the truth, but I would rather go to jail for however long you send me than to let
you get away with that kind of thing. Second, on the day of our convictions, Abbey Hoffman said we’re going to win every
day until the last, but we were convicted for contempt of court, and it was later overthrown, but the judge started with Dave
Dellinger, finding him in contempt 32 times, a sentence of two years, five months and 16 days. Mr. Dellinger, do you care
to say anything, the judge said? I will hear you only in respect to punishment. Dave rose slowly, already tired from two
weeks in the county jail. He tried to reply to the specific finds of the judge, but was stopped by the command to speak only
to mitigate his punishment. Dave reacted sharply, suddenly gaining an eloquence that he wanted for the final statement. He
said, you want us to be like good Germans, supporting the evils of our decade and then when we refuse to be good
Germans and came to Chicago, now you want us to be like good Jews, going quietly and politely to the concentration
camps while you and this court suppress freedom and the truth and the fact is, I’m not prepared to do that. The marshals
started moving in on Dave at the judge’s instructions. You want us to stay in our place like black people were supposed to
stay in their place, like poor people were supposed to stay in their place, like women are supposed to stay in their place.
Like people without formal education are supposed to stay in their place. Children are supposed to stay in their place and
lawyers are supposed to stay in their place. The marshals came closer, grabbing Dave’s arms. People will no longer be
quiet. People are going to speak up. I’m an old man, and I am speaking feebly and not too well, but I reflect the spirit that
will echo throughout the world. Take him out, the judge commanded. There was an uproar in the spectator section. And I
saw Dave’s 15-year-old daughter, Michelle, red-faced screaming a crying tiger being held around the throat by a marshal.
Dave tried to move toward her. Both were held from each other by a dozen marshals. Everybody in the courtroom was
standing. Reporters were crying. Bill Kunstler collapsed over the lectern and asked to be punished next." that’s my memory
of Dave, and he was certainly able to turn non-violence into a source of fiery resistance.
AMY GOODMAN: Tom Hayden, one of the leaders of Students for a Democratic Society and co-defendant with Dave
Dellinger of the Chicago 8 conspiracy trial. We’ll have more reminiscences from Dan Berrigan and others here on
Democracy Now!.
AMY GOODMAN: This is Democracy Now!, the War and Peace Report. As we continue to remember Dave Dellinger.
LEONARD WEINGLASS: My name is Leonard Weinglass. I was one of the attorneys of the Chicago 8 trial. I have
known Dave for 35 years, since the 1968 Democratic Convention protest. When I think of Dave and his loss, I think of the
statement that Adley Stevenson made at the funeral of Eleanor Roosevelt when he said, we have lost more than a friend, we
have lost an inspiration. Dave was that for me and for many of us. I recall so many things over the years, but one of my
most vivid recollections is during the trial of the Chicago 8, when Bobby Seale was gagged and bound and taped to a chair,
Dave immediately suggested to the other defendants that they absent themselves from the courtroom because it would just
be obscene for the seven white defendants to remain quietly in the courtroom while Bobby Seale, the leader of the black
liberation struggle was bound and gagged in that condition. Everyone readily agreed to that, but then were overruled by
Bobby Seale, who said they should come to court and sit there quietly for two reasons. First, if they refused to come to
court, they would all be jailed, and it was important that they be free to travel the country and to speak to what they had
observed going on in the courtroom, and secondly, it was important that the focus be on a black defendant in a federal court
insisting on his rights as a citizen to represent himself and being bound and gagged as a result of that. If the remaining
seven were also arrested, there would be a lack of focus on that issue. Dave and the other seven readily agreed and came to
court the next day. Dave has always taken positions like that that are highly principled, always willing to put himself on the
line for what he considered to be a politically essential and necessary stand that ought to be taken, and Judge Hoffman and
the Chicago 8 trial learned that right away. Dave came to court. He was older than everyone else by probably 25 years. He
wore a jacket and a tie, and he sat there, but when Judge Hoffman came into the courtroom, he refused to rise. And he was
immediately questioned by Judge Hoffman about that, and Dave said to him that he doesn’t accord false respect. That
respect is something that must be earned, and he certainly didn’t feel that Judge Hoffman had earned his respect. Of course,
Dave was sentenced to prison for contempt of court as a result of that stand. So, he has always been that way, and he has
always been our stable voice, our inspiration, our person who has always been there for every issue that has come down
since 1968. Of course, he was there long before that, but since I have known him. We’re going to miss Dave very, very
much. If anything, we need Dave Dellinger now more than ever.
RALPH DIGIA: My name is Ralph Digia and I work at the War Resistance League. I have been here a very long time. I
know this is about my dear friend David. I met David in World War II. I met him in prison. David was a conscientious
objector, and he was a seminarian and he could have gotten off just by saying that he was a seminarian, he could have been
exempt, but he and six and seven others refused to do that, and they were eventually sentenced to prison for not registering
for the draft. Anyway, here’s how I met David. I also was an objector, and was sent to prison for three years. I went to
Danbury first and then I was transferred to Lewisberg, Pennsylvania, where I met David. My first meeting with David was

this. I was with a group of people who were on strike, refusing to work and we were being held in a certain cellblock where
there was the so-called tough guys, and the point is that someone came to me — one of these so-called tough guys — came
to me and said, you guys are making it tough for us in prison here because the guards are always around, and if you don’t
get out of here, you’re going to be in trouble. Then he walked away. So, I was upset about that, but anyway, the next
morning someone came up to my cell and said, are you a friend of Dave Dellinger’s. Of course, I had never met Dave. I
knew all about him, so, I said yes he said, well, listen, any friend of David is a friend of mine. So, he said, if anything
happens here, you let me know, and we’ll take care of it. This fellow was not a pacifist, but he was a friend of David’s. I
still hadn’t met David. I found out later that the reason that this non-pacifist, a regular prisoner had come to me was
because David had very often supported people who had gotten in trouble, and he you know, stood up for them. Most of the
c.o.'s stood up for each other, because they worked together, but he stood up for the other prisoners also, and he was well
liked by other the prisoners. That was because of his compassion for all people, not just conscientious objectors. That was
my first, not having met yet, but that was my first contact with David. That was kind of a thing — that showed how he was
getting along with other people. Finally, I did meet David out in the prison population and got to know him very well.
David was very dedicated to the peace movement, to pacifism and non-violence. I think that David would work with other
— sometimes he would work with other groups that weren't involved in the non-violent movement, but he always worked
with anybody who was for — like in the Vietnam war, there were many people against the war, but also were not pacifists,
and he worked with many people outside the pacifist movement, but never giving up his ideas of what he believed in, but
did he work with them. I would say his legacy was that David always was for the underdog, and he gave up many things in
his life to try to achieve these ideas.
DAVE MCREYNOLDS: This is Dave McReynolds, I formerly worked with Dave Dellinger at Liberation Magazine from
1957 to 1960, but I would primarily be known as a former staff of the War Resistor’s League. I had met Dave for the first
time when I came to New York to work in 1956 to work with Liberation Magazine, which was the radical voice of the
pacifist movement. It was a fascinating experience to be at the weekly meetings with Dave. This was long before the mass
mobilizations of Vietnam or the Chicago trials, for which Dave is more widely known. The board had an interesting
breakdown between the anarchists who were Roy Finch and Dave Dellinger and the more Marxist position which was Sid
Lens, Byard, and A.J. I think my impression of Dave, I thought about this over the years, despite some disagreements that I
had had at points with Dave was the extraordinary burden that Dave undertook to raise the funds, get the meetings of the
mobilizations for the various Vietnam actions, borrow the money that was needed, open the offices, all of the things which
if you were president, you have a whole staff worrying about and doing.
DANIEL BERRIGAN: This is Daniel Berrigan. I’m having a sense of great loss reflecting on the long friendship I had
with David, and I wanted to talk about the last kind of encounter that I had with himself and his wife Elizabeth. This was in
the twin cities in Minnesota. Someone had set up a panel in the course of a weekend against war. The panel, I thought, was
innovative. It consisted of David and Elizabeth on the one side of the stage, and Phillip’s son and daughters, Jerry and Phea
on the other. The idea was to reflect on generations of peacemaking where the young people were, where the elders were,
and have them question one another. It turned out to be the delightful and charming and certain sorrow about losses then
and losses to come. And it was very beautiful to see the kind of deep listening that the elders did to these young folk as they
told about growing up and joining a house with one or another parent away in prison et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. Then
David and Elizabeth talking about raising their family in midst of well, everything from the second war to Vietnam, and on
to the nuclear question and so on and so forth. The mingling was not merely of generations, but it was sensibility and
outlook, and I thought a very deep commonality in the crucial matter of non-violent resistance, but non-violence
underscored. It was also on that occasion that the two youngsters came to me very disturbed because they had been talking
with their father who was planning another action, and they were shaken within the prospect not just of losing him once
more, but whether or not at that advanced age of his, he was in his later 70’s, he might very well die in prison. So, I decided
to confront them head-on and said, well, everyone that goes at that age takes that chance, and I’m sure it’s on the mind of
David Dellinger and his wife about what’s the next action and what are the risks involved, and what is conscience telling
one about that and so on and so forth. Well, my memory of David goes back and back and back. Some of it, of course, is
from reading and pondering his autobiography. I thought of the amazing changes that have been brought about in his life
because he was so consistent, and his conscience was absolutely seamless. We all had a great mentor and friend who could
be called upon in almost any direction relative to human decency and peaceableness, and who fulfilled that enduring saying
of Gandhi that the peacemaker belongs where the war is, not where the peace is. David would set out for this or that trouble
spot doing what could be done, and daring at times what could not be done. And for this, he will be in our memory as long
as we live. Myself and my family and my friends. God bless him, God rest him.
AMY GOODMAN: Dan Berrigan, Dave McReynolds, Ralph Digia, Leonard Weinglass, Tom Hayden and Howard Zinn.
Remembering Dave Dellinger as we end with the words of Dave Dellinger, read by Democracy Now!’s Jeremy Scahill.
JEREMY SCAHILL: This is from an essay he wrote upon the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki called "Declaration of
War."
The way of life that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki and is reported to have roasted alive a million people in
Tokyo overnight is international and dominates every nation of the world, but we live in the United States, so

our struggle is here. With this way of life, death would be more appropriate. There could be no truce or quarter.
The prejudices of patriotism, the pressures of our friends and fear of unpopularity and death should not hold us
back any longer. It should be total war against the economic and political and social system which is dominant
in this country. The American system has been destroying human life in peace and in war, at home and abroad
for decades. Now it has produced the growing infamy of atom bombing. The besides the brutal facts, the tidbits
of democracy mean nothing. Henceforth, no decent citizen owes one scrap of allegiance if he did to American
law, American custom or American institutions.
AMY GOODMAN: Jeremy Scahill reading the words of Dave Dellinger from "Revolutionary Non-Violence."
Monday, October 13, 2003

People’s Historian Howard Zinn on Occupied Iraq, the Role of Resistance Movements, Government Lies and the
Media
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

On this Indigenous Peoples Day, we hear from historian Howard Zinn who wrote extensively about Columbus’ so-called
discovery of the Americas. Today Zinn examines the occupation of Iraq, the role of the media in the build-up to war and the
historical role of dissent in the United States.
Today is Indigenous Peoples Day. Groups across the country today are holding anti-Columbus Day protests.
In Denver protesters are planning to gather at the state capitol to protest what they describe as the Colombian legacy of war,
racism, intolerance and violence.
In Hawaii, Indigenous Peoples Day and Anti-Discoverers Day events have been organized.
And other anti-Columbus Day events are scheduled throughout the country.
For many people, the true story behind Christopher Columbus would not be known if it were not for historian Howard Zinn
who chronicled Columbus’s so-called discovery of the Americas in his book, People’s History of the United States.
Zinn attempts to tell the story of Columbus through the eyes of people who were here when he arrived, the people
Columbus called "Indians" because he thought he was in Asia. And he relied heavily on primary documents and Columbus’
own writing that put Columbus in a far different light than many history textbooks.
Zinn quotes one letter from Columbus that reads, " They would make fine servants. With fifty men we could subjugate
them all and make them do whatever we want."
In another journal entry, Columbus wrote, "From here one might send, in the name of Holy Trinity, as many slaves as could
be sold..."
Well today we are going to hear a recent talk by Howard Zinn on the invasion of Iraq, the Patriot Act and the Bush
administration.
• Howard Zinn, professor and author of People’s History of the United States among other books.
Monday, September 1, 2003

Labor Day Special Pt. 1: People’s Historian Howard Zinn on Occupied Iraq, the Role of Resistance Movements,
Government Lies and the Media.
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

Howard Zinn, author of the People’s History of the United States, reviews the history of the abolitionists and the Vietnam
War to encourage a new generation of resistance against the Iraq occupation and the war at home.
Labor Day was established more than a century ago.
It was a time of tremendous unrest in America, Grover Cleveland was president, railroad workers organized by Eugene V.
Debs were leading a nationwide strike against George Pullman. Pressured by the railroad executive, president Grover
Cleveland declared the strike a federal crime and called out 12,000 troops.
U.S. deputy marshals fired on protesters near Chicago. The strike was over, and Cleveland tried to win the labor vote in his
re-election by signing off on a congressional bill establishing Labor Day.
He was not reelected.
In 1898, Samuel Gompers head of the American federation of labor called it, "the day for which the toilers in past centuries
looked forward, when their rights and their wrongs would be discussed...that the workers of our day may not only lay down
their tools of labor for a holiday, but upon which they may touch shoulders in marching phalanx and feel the stronger for

it."
But according to the Encyclopedia of the American left, Gompers and the A.F.L. elevated Labor Day as the preferred
holiday of the American House of Labor over May Day, he criticized May Day for its ties to anarchists and socialist
politics.
Today we’re going to turn first to Howard Zinn. He wrote "People’s History of The United States." He spoke in August in
Provincetown on Cape Cod. He talks about Iraq, about labor and the people’s history of the United States.
• Howard Zinn, historian speaking in Provincetown, Massachusetts in August.
Friday, July 4, 2003

Independence Day Special: A Dramatic Reading of Howard Zinn’s A People’s History of the United States with James
Earl Jones, Alfre Woodard, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover, Harris Yulin and others
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

Today is a national holiday commemorating July 4th when American colonies declared their independence from England in
1776. While many in the US hang flags, attend parades and watch fireworks, Independence Day is not a cause of
celebration for everyone.
For Native Americans it is a bitter reminder of colonialism, which brought disease, genocide and the destruction of their
culture and way of life.
For African Americans Independence Day did not extend to them. While white colonists were declaring their freedom from
the crown, that liberation was not shared with millions of Africans who were captured, beaten, separated from their families
and forced into slavery thousands of miles from home.
Today we will go back more than 150 years to hear one of the most powerful voices of the abolition movement–Frederick
Douglas.
Born a slave in Maryland in 1818, Douglas escaped from slavery in the 1830s and became a leader in the growing abolition
campaign through lectures and his anti-slavery newspaper The Northstar. He would become a major civil right leader in the
Unites States.
Douglas gave his Independence Day oration in 1852.
Today we’ll hear excerpts of that speech as part of a dramatic reading of Howard Zinn’s classic work: A People’s History of
the United States.
The great historian gathered with actors and writers several months ago at the 92nd Street Y in New York.
The cast included Alfre Woodard, Danny Glover, Marisa Tomei, Kurt Vonnegut, James Earl Jones and others.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Howard Zinn, author, A People’s History of the United States.
James Earl Jones, actor.
Harris Yulin, actor.
Andre Gregory, actor.
Jeff Zinn, Howard Zinn’s son.
Marisa Tomei, actress.
Danny Glover, actor.
Kurt Vonnegut, author.
Alfre Woodard, actress.
Alice Walker, author, novelist and essayist.

Archived Democracy Now! Programs Featuring Howard Zinn<-> Democracy Now! Interviews Alice Walker
Wednesday, May 28, 2003

Howard Zinn and Arundhati Roy: A Conversation Between Two Leading Social Critics
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"One of the reasons for the acceptance of the war by so many Americans…is that the American population has had
concealed from it the human consequences of what we’ve been doing."
Right now, a conversation between two of the most pre-eminent social critics of our time.
One of them was born in Shillong, India in 1959. She studied architecture in New Delhi, where she now lives, and has
worked as a film designer, actor, and screenplay writer in India. Her first novel, The God of Small Things, won the
prestigious Booker Prize.

The other was born in 1922 in Brooklyn, New York to two Jewish immigrants who worked in factories. He grew up in
slums there, worked in a shipyard, and was a bombardier in World War II. In 1960, he decided to try to write a new kind of
history of the United States, a view from the ground up, from the people who built this country, the workers, the
immigrants, the slaves. He spent the next two decades researching and writing. In 1980 he published his history and beyond
all expectations, it became a best seller. A little while ago, he sold the millionth copy that history book.
I am talking about Arundhati Roy, and Howard Zinn.
A couple of weeks go, Arundhati Roy and Howard Zinn had a conversation in front of thousands, in Riverside Church in
Harlem. The event was sponsored by the Center for Economic and Social Rights, and the Lannan Foundation.
This is what they had to say to each other.
• Howard Zinn and Arundhati Roy, Riverside Church, May 12th
Wednesday, April 30, 2003

Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover, James Earl Jones and Others Read From Howard Zinn’s "A People’s
History of the United States": Hour One of Two-Hour Special Commemorating the Millionth Copy
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It has become a classic work of history. It is used in countless schools across the country, it has inspired a generation of
historians and students and it has reshaped how many people view this country’s history.
We are talking about Howard Zinn’s "A People’s History of the United States" first published 23 years ago. The millionth
copy of the book was recently sold.
To celebrate this feat a group of actors, writers and editors recently gathered for a public reading of the book. The cast
included Alice Walker, Kurt Vonnegut, Danny Glover and James Earl Jones.
James Earl Jones on telling the history of the U.S. from the standpoint of others.
Harris Yulin reads Christopher Columbus’ log meeting the Arowaks.
Andre Gregory on the Spaniards acting like 'ravenous beasts' in the island of Hispaniola.
Jeff Zinn, Howard Zinn’s son, reads the words of one of the participants in Shay’s rebellion in Western
Massachusetts.
• Marisa Tomei reads the words of a girl working in the lower Massachusetts textile mills of 1836 where one of the
first strikes of mill girls took place.
•
•
•
•

Wednesday, April 30, 2003

A People’s History of the United States Pt. III
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• Kurt Vonnegut on Mark Twain on the massacre of 600 on a southern island in the Philippines in 1906.
• Jeff Zinn reads Industrial Workers of the World poet and organizer Arturo Giovannitti speech to the jury in 1912.
• Alfre Woodard reads Mother Mary Jones speaking on the eve of a strike of 1,000 miners against the Rockefeller
coal mines in Southern Colorado in 1914.
• Alice Walker reads Emma Goldman addressing a court room in 1916 for being charged with speaking about birth
control.
Tuesday, February 25, 2003

A People’s History of the United States, 1,000,000 Copies and Counting: Alice Walker, Danny Glover, Kurt
Vonnegut, Marisa Tomei and Others Celebrate Howard Zinn’s Classic
download: Video Get CD/DVD More Formats

The majority of Americans have been taught a red, white and blue history of this country.
In our grade schools, middle schools and high schools, we were taught Columbus 'discovered' America.
We were taught that the people who shaped history were the so-called 'great men' like Columbus, Washington, Jefferson
and Lincoln.
We were taught that every American has privileges, rights and freedoms unparalleled anywhere else in the world. Or if not
all of us had those rights and freedoms in the past, at least we all enjoy them now.
We were taught that we can all achieve success no matter how poor we grew up or what kind of racism we experience if

we just try hard enough.
We were taught that "America" is the best country in the world.
Well, in 1960, a former shipyard worker and World War II Air Force bombardier decided to take on these myths, and to
redefine patriotism. He spent the next two decades researching, and a feverish year writing. In 1980 he published a new
kind of history of the United States. A history that looks at how ordinary people experienced life in this country from the
ground up: a people’s history.
Who would have thought a history book could become a best-seller? Who would have thought that a history book could not
only become a best seller, but could become ever more popular over the years? Who would have thought a little while ago,
Professor Howard Zinn would have sold the millionth copy of his famous book, ??A People’s History of the United States?
Well that’s what happened, and on Sunday night in New York City, a group of renowned authors, actresses and editors
gathered to pay homage to the book that changed history.
Professor Zinn, Authors Alice Walker and Kurt Vonnegut, actresses and actor Alfre Woodard, Marisa Tomei and Danny
Glover, editors Hugh Van Dusen of Harper Collins and Matthew Rothschild of the Progressive magazine and Professor
Zinn’s wife, Roslyn Zinn were all there. This is what they had to say. . . .
Tape:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Howard Zinn, Author, People’s History of the United States.
Alice Walker, author, novelist and essayist.
Kurt Vonnegut, author.
Matthew Rothschild, Editor, The Progressive.
Alfre Woodard, actress.
Marisa Tomei, actress.
Danny Glover, actor.
Hugh Van Dusen, Editor, HarperCollins Publishers.
Roslyn Zinn, Howard Zinn’s wife.

Tuesday, February 25, 2003

"The Most Important Message I Want to Convey Is That You Don’t Depend On the Authorities, the People in Power
to Solve Problems:" Howard Zinn Talks About Bombs, Terrorism, the Anti-War Movement and th
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We’ve been hearing authors and actors and fans of Professor Howard Zinn, celebrating Zinn’s tremendous achievement: he
has sold one million copies of his revolutionary book, 'A People's History of the United States.’
We go now to a speech Howard Zinn gave at the New School University earlier this month. He talks about bombs,
terrorism, the anti-war movement and the Bush administration’s impending war on Iraq.
This is professor Howard Zinn.
Tape:
• Howard Zinn, a professor emeritus of political science at Boston University and the author of 14 books, including
'A People's History of the United States,’ 'Postwar America,' and 'You Can't Be Neutral on a Moving Train.’ He
spoke earlier this month at the New School in New York City.
Thursday, February 13, 2003

Renowned Historian Howard Zinn On the History of Government and Media Lies in Time of War
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We go now to historian Howard Zinn. Howard Zinn is a historian and professor emeritus of political science at Boston
University. He is the author of fourteen books, including 'A People's History of the United States,’ and 'You Can't Be
Neutral on a Moving Train.’
He talks about the history of government propaganda as well as mainstream media propaganda in times of war.
Tape:
• Howard Zinn, a professor emeritus of political science at Boston University and the author of 14 books, including
'A People's History of the United States,’ 'Postwar America,' and 'You Can't Be Neutral on a Moving Train.’ He
spoke Tuesday night at the New School in New York City.

Tuesday, December 10, 2002

Over 600 Gather for the Funeral of Legendary Anti-War Activist Philip Berrigan in Baltimore: We Hear From
Historian Howard Zinn and Brendan Walsh, Who Co-Founded Viva House, a Catholic Worker House in
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It may have been the largest gathering of ex cons in the country. Over 600 people packed into the St. Peter Claver Catholic
Church in Baltimore on Monday. It would have made the legendary anti-war and anti-nuclear activist Philip Berrigan
proud. It was at his funeral.
He died on Friday at the age of 79. Mourners followed a pickup truck carrying a handmade wooden casket from Jonah
House to the church.
The Rev. John Dear offered the two and a half hour mass. Philip’s wife Elizabeth McAlister, a former nun, delivered a
Gospel reading about the resurrection of Lazarus. The Rev. Daniel Berrigan, one of four surviving Berrigan brothers,
delivered the homily. Brendan Walsh, one of the Catonsville Nine that torched draft records with Berrigan in 1968, gave the
eulogy.
Many in attendance were Plowshares activists who have been jailed for committing civil disobedience actions with
Berrigan by entering military bases and hammering on nuclear warheads to symbolically disarm them. For his "crimes"
Berrigan spent 11 of the past 35 years in prison.
Berrigan wrote a final statement in the days before his death. It was all clear–he had it written in his head. He began
dictating a statement the weekend before Thanksgiving. He never finished.

"I die in a community including my family, my beloved wife Elizabeth, three great Dominican nuns–Ardeth Platte, Carol
Gilbert, and Jackie Hudson (emeritus) jailed in Western Colorado–Susan Crane, friends local, national and even
international. They have always been a life-line to me. I die with the conviction, held since 1968 and Catonsville, that
nuclear weapons are the scourge of the earth; to mine for them, manufacture them, deploy them, use them, is a curse against
God, the human family, and the earth itself. We have already exploded such weapons in Japan in 1945 and the equivalent of
them in Iraq in 1991, in Yugoslavia in 1999, and in Afghanistan in 2001. We left a legacy for other people of deadly
radioactive isotopes–a prime counterinsurgency measure. For example, the people of Iraq, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan and
Pakistan will be battling cancer, mostly from depleted uranium, for decades. In addition, our nuclear adventurism over 57
years has saturated the planet with nuclear garbage from testing, from explosions in high altitudes (four of these), from 103
nuclear power plants, from nuclear weapons factories that can’t be cleaned up–and so on. Because of myopic leadership, of
greed for possessions, a public chained to corporate media, there has been virtually no response to these realities..."
Today we will hear from historian Howard Zinn and Brendan Walsh of Baltimore Catholic speaking about Philip Berrigan.
Guest:
• Howard Zinn, retired Boston University professor and author of "A People’s History of the United States"
Tape:
• Brendan Walsh, gave a eulogy for Philip Berrigan. Walsh is cofounder of Viva House, a Catholic Worker house in
Baltimore that operates a soup kitchen, food pantry, and free law clinic.
Thursday, November 28, 2002

Howard Zinn On the History of the US Government and CIA 'Changing Regimes' Around the World
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We turn now to an excerpt of a speech historian Howard Zinn gave earlier this month at Brown University. Howard Zinn is
the author of A people’s History of the United States.
Zinn talks about the Bush administration’s desire to invade Iraq. He talks about the history of the US government and the
CIA changing regimes around the world.
Tape:
• Howard Zinn, speaking at Brown University earlier this month.
Tuesday, October 29, 2002

Saying "No" to War: From Boston to Washington, D.C. to Madison, Wisconsin, We Hear From Howard Zinn,
Medea Benjamin and Others
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

According to CNN, over 200,000 people protested US plans to invade Iraq at the Vietnam Memorial in Washington DC on
Saturday.
And in San Francisco, police gave a preliminary estimate of 42,000 but organizers said from 80,000 to 100,000 people took
part in the march and rally at City Hall.
Rallies were also staged in cities across the country from New York to Boston to Madison, Wisconsin. Today on
Democracy Now we hear from historian Howard Zinn, activist Medea Benjamin and others who are saying "No!" to war.
Tape:
• Will Williams, a two-term Vietnam veteran and great-grandfather of four.
• Howard Zinn, radical historian and author of many books including the People’s History of the United States.
Recorded on October 23 by Turning Tide Productions at the Boston Speak Out Against the War at Boston
University.
• Medea Benjamin, founding Director, Global Exchange.
• Clarence Thomas, union organizer.
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Robbie Leppzer is an award-winning independent documentary filmmaker
with thirty years experience directing over thirty independent film, video, and
public radio documentaries for national and international distribution.
His critically acclaimed works about contemporary social issues and
multicultural themes have been broadcast globally by CNN International and
broadcast nationally in the United States and Canada by HBO/Cinemax, PBS, CNN,
Sundance Channel, HDNet, Black Entertainment Television, Link TV, Free Speech TV,
National Public Radio, Pacifica Radio and the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation.
"Filmmaker Robbie Leppzer is remarkably sensitive regarding the nuances of his subject matter and protagonists. The result is
filmmaking that is both compelling and thought provoking."
—Geoff Gilmore, Director, Sundance Film Festival
Watch Sample Video Clips
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BEATING THE ODDS: Inside Three Urban Charter Schools
Narrated by Sarah Jones
An inside look at three high-performing urban charter schools in the Boston area that serve mostly lowincome, Black and Latino students, many of whom are several grade levels behind academically when they
enroll. These schools set records for achievement and send the vast majority of their students on to college.
Through interviews with students, teachers, and school leaders, as well as scenes depicting daily life inside
the classroom and at school-wide events, BEATING THE ODDS presents an engaging examination of what
makes these schools successful.
Currently under review for broadcast consideration by public television.
58 minutes • DVD

Award-winning independent documentary filmmaker Robbie Leppzer is available to speak on college
campuses with a selected retrospective of his documentary films.

• Watch Interview with Robbie Leppzer on DEMOCRACY NOW!
• Download Leppzer Speaking Presentation Flyer (PDF)
"After the screening, Leppzer skillfully elicited an usually lively and prolonged discussion. In a
perceptive way, he built on the students’ knowledge and differing opinions to arrive at insights about media,
democracy, and social change. His presentation was so successful that it remained a topic of conversation
for the next several weeks."
—Carlos Fontes, Ph.D., Professor of Communications,
Worcester State College

AN ACT OF CONSCIENCE
Official Selection, Sundance Film Festival
Nationally Broadcast on Cinemax, Sundance Channel, Free Speech TV
and Link TV.
Narrated by actor Martin Sheen, this feature-length documentary chronicles the story of a family in western
Massachusetts whose home was seized by federal marshals and IRS agents after they publicly refused to
pay federal taxes as a protest against war and military spending. World Premiere, Sundance Film Festival.
90 minutes • DVD
"AN ACT OF CONSCIENCE is one of the most deeply moving films I’ve seen in years. Seeing this movie
lifts your spirits, exhilarates, and offers hope."
Studs Terkel
Author of WORKING and "THE GOOD WAR"
THE PEACE PATRIOTS
Nationally Broadcast on Free Speech TV. Excerpts Nationally Broadcast on DEMOCRACY NOW! with
Amy Goodman on LinkTV and Free Speech TV.
Narrated by actress and Air America Radio host, Janeane Garofalo, this feature-length documentary is an
intimate portrait of American dissenters reflecting on their personal participation as engaged citizens in a
time of war. The 78-minute film follows a diverse group of individuals, ranging in age from 13 to 74, including
middle and high school students, college students, teachers, clergy, and war veterans from Korea, Vietnam
and the Persian Gulf, as they take part in vigils, marches, theater performances, and civil disobedience sitins to protest the U.S.war in Iraq. Nationally broadcast on Free Speech TV.
78 minutes • DVD
Featuring contemporary music by Grammy Award winner Steve Earle, Pete Seeger, Ani DiFranco, Billy
Bragg, Jonatha Brooke, Stephan Smith, Saul Williams, DJ Spooky, and original music by John
Sheldon.

“In a time of sadness, thinking of the dead and maimed on both sides, THE PEACE PATRIOTS gives us
hope and inspiration. I hope it will be shown widely.”
—Howard Zinn, Author of A PEOPLE'S HISTORY OF THE UNITED STATES

COLUMBUS DIDN’T DISCOVER US
A moving testimony about the impact of the Columbus legacy on the lives of indigenous people from North,
South, and Central America. Nationally broadcast on Free Speech TV.
24 minutes • DVD

FUTBOLITO: A Journey Through Central America
A chronicle of five New Engtland young people who travel through Guatemala and Nicaragua waging peace
with "Hacky Sack" to show how a cooperative footgame can be used to make cross-cultural bridges.
Nationally broadcast on Free Speech TV.
28 minutes • DVD

Browse our video collection of social issue and multicultural video documentaries available for purchase
by educational institutions, community organizations, and individuals. Topics include: Contemporary Social
Movements, The Americas, Indigenous People, The Vietnam War, Multicultural Arts, and Substance Abuse.
Many of Robbie Leppzer’s documentaries have been filmed in Western Massachusetts, while others
feature people from Western Massachusetts engaged in projects around the world. To view our documentary
titles related to Western Mass, click here.

Turning Tide Productions offers an array of digital video services including DVD Authoring, Videography,
Editing, Field Producing, and Directing.

Photo Credits: All website photos by Robbie Leppzer, unless otherwise noted.
Home Page Photo Credits: Maria Buscaglia (Top photo of Robbie Leppzer filming on location at the Roxbury Preparatory Public
Charter School in Roxbury, MA for BEATING THE ODDS), Richard Bancroft (COLUMBUS DIDN'T DISCOVER US and catalog cover),
Sara Elinoff (Middle photo of Robbie Leppzer, plus bottom photo of Leppzer filming on location in Condega, Nicaragua for
FUTBOLITO: A JOURNEY THROUGH CENTRAL AMERICA).
FAIR USE NOTICE For Press Articles Contained on this Website.
Home | Video Collection | Order Videos | Robbie Leppzer
Digital Video Services | Media Links | Contact Us
Turning Tide Productions • PO Box 864 • Wendell, MA 01379 • USA
Tel: 800-557-6414 (Toll-Free in U.S.) • 978-544-8313 • Fax: Call To Arrange
info [at] turningtide.com • www.turningtide.com
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Demonstration: 50th Anniversary of Nationwide Demonstrations for
the March on Washington
Women’s Equality Day: Aug. 23-26
Continuation of battle for jobs, justice and freedom

The ANSWER Coalition is supporting and mobilizing for
the following important demonstration co-convened by the
National Action Network and Martin Luther King, III. We
believe that the heroic struggle of the civil rights movement
is not yet finished, and it is critically important that people
today take up the fight for equality and justice.
Saturday, August 24th, 2013
Rally at the Lincoln Memorial begins at 8:00am
Followed by a march to the King Memorial
READ MORE

From Women Organized to Resist and Defend

The ANSWER Coalition actively supports the work of Women
Organized to Resist and Defend (WORD)
On August 23-26, WORD is calling for nationwide
demonstrations in honor of Women's Equality Day to to stop
the right-wing attacks targeting women’s rights and the rights
of all oppressed people. We won't go back, we will fight back!
READ MORE

What's new
Asheville protest demands reopening of Femcare - the last abortion clinic in the state
On Aug. 8, women and allies in Asheville, North Carolina, gathered in Pack Square to protest
sweeping abortion bans in the state and the closing of our last remaining clinic, Femcare, which is
located in Asheville.

We stand with the Solidarity Singers
Police issue citations and arrest protesters in an attempt to break up the Solidarity Sing Along, a
daily protest against Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker's right-wing attacks on workers

No indictment for NYPD Officer Richard Haste, murderer of unarmed teenager Ramarley
Graham
Grand jury refusal to indict NYPD officer Richard Haste for the murder of Ramarley Graham
prompts outraged community response
California prison hunger-strikers again demand humane treatment
California prisoners continue their hunger strike in the wake of the death of Billy Sell, a SHU
prisoner and hunger striker at Corcoran State Prison.

Victory for immigrant rights struggle: DREAM9 released!
Release of the DREAM9 a victory for supporters of immigrants' rights

Demonstration: 50th Anniversary of the March on Washington
To mark the 50th anniversary of the March on Washington, the National Action Network and
Martin Luther King, III are co-convening a demonstration to continue the battle for jobs, justice
and freedom. The ANSWER Coalition is supporting and mobilizing for this important
demonstration.
Syracuse protests police tasering of disabled man
"Brad Hulett stood his ground against discriminating, bully cops, and for that he has our
unconditional solidarity," said ANSWER organizer Bruce Peak.

New Haven says no to racist Ted Nugent
Chanting “Hey hey, ho ho, let’s shut down this racist show,” protesters picketed historic Toad’s
Place in downtown New Haven where racist musician Ted Nugent was playing.

Korea Peace Weekend demands end to Korean War
Weekend of actions in Washington D.C. called by the National Campaign to End the Korean War
demands a peace treaty and an end to aggression

Demonstration at Ft. McNair demands Bradley Manning's freedom
Protest in support of Bradley Manning in Washington, D.C. demands his immediate release

See more headlines

Events
The Black Liberation Film Series
Los Angeles, California
July 24, 2013 to October 2, 2013
Film Showing & Discussion "Black August"
San Francisco, California
August 14, 2013
ANSWER Coalition Film Showing: "Eyes of the Rainbow"
Chicago, Illinois
August 15, 2013
Venezuela: An Ongoing Revolution
Albuquerque, New Mexico
August 16, 2013
Eyes on the Prize: No Easy Walk
Washington, District of Columbia
August 16, 2013
NOCHE CUBANA - Party & Celebration in Solidarity with Cuba
Downtown LA, California
August 17, 2013
Speak out against police brutality!
Syracuse, New York
August 21, 2013
Eyewitness Egypt: The Struggle Continues
San Francisco, California
August 23, 2013
Demonstration: 50th Anniversary of the March on Washington
Washington, District of Columbia
August 24, 2013
Support Walmart strikers: Stand with the Walmart 60!
Los Angeles, California
September 5, 2013

See more events
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Friday, June 21, 2002

The People’s Historian: Howard Zinn
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

He overturned the sacred myth of Christopher Columbus as a courageous hero. He unmasked military leaders like Andrew
Jackson and Theodore Roosevelt as racists, war-lovers, imperialists, and Indian-killers. He revealed our most liberal
presidents–Jefferson, Lincoln, FDR, Kennedy–as more concerned with political power and national might than the rights of
non-white people. And he exposed the cold war as a competition fueled by thirst for empire and domination.
He re-wrote history from the perspective of the people, turning victors into villains and retrieving generations of unsung
heroes from the historical record: the farmers of the Shays’ rebellion, the black abolitionists, conscientious objectors during
the Vietnam war, striking factory workers.
I am speaking of Howard Zinn, the great scholar, activist, teacher, author. No other historian has attacked the distortions
and myths about the history of the United States as forcefully as he has. In book after book, he has stood the traditional
"great men" approach to history on its head. He has shown that historical change occurs more though mass movements of
ordinary people than through the decisions of world leaders. His groundbreaking book, ??A People’s History of the United
States, was one of the first major looks at American history from this perspective. It transformed the field of historical
research, going through 25 printings and selling more than 400,000 copies.

But Zinn did not confine his revolutionary work to his scholarship. While he was overturning history, he was also making
it–adding his voice to the movements for peace, civil rights, social justice, and equality. As a professor at Spelman College
in the 1950s, he joined his students on the picket lines and at sit-ins, traveling throughout the south as a member of the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee. He headed north to Boston University in the 1960s and took to the streets to
protest the Vietnam War. He was arrested numerous times for his anti-war actions, but he could not be silenced. He traveled
to North Vietnam and Japan to speak out against US policies, and he testified at some dozen trials on the importance of
breaking unjust laws.
More recently, he has been an outspoken critic of the so-called war on terrorism. This spring he published ??Terrorism and
War, a book exploring the loss of civil liberties during war and the history of American resistance to wars from World War I
to the war in Afghanistan.
Guest:
• Howard Zinn, radical historian, activist, and author of numerous books include ??A People’s History of the United
States, ??You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train, and most recently, ??Terrorism and War. He is Professor
emeritus at Boston University.
Related link:
• Howard Zinn
Music:
• Metahistorical Disquisition–Paranoise featuring Noam Chomsky, ISHQ (www.paranoise.com).
• The World We Live In–Cleopatra, Comin’ Atcha! (Maverick Recording CD).

Howard Zinn, 1922-2010
(photo © Robin Holland)

howardzinn.org

howardzinn.org

Dear howardzinn.org readers: We are in the process of transferring all content (articles, video, etc)
from the previous Howard Zinn site to this new one. Please be patient, and check back regularly:
all updates on developments connected to Howard Zinn’s vital work and legacy will be posted
here.

Latest news from howardzinn.org
Mitch Daniels, new Purdue University president, attempted to ban Zinn's People's History as
Governor
Mitch Daniels, as an unconventional choice to become Purdue University's president, has repeatedly pledged his strong
commitment to academic freedom. And many professors -- including some who had questioned the wisdom of appointing a
governor as university president -- have given him high marks for the start of his work at Purdue.
But on Monday, the Associated Press published an article based on e-mail records it obtained under Indiana's open records
laws. Those e-mail records showed Daniels, while governor of Indiana, asking that no public universities teach the work of
Howard Zinn, seeking a statewide investigation into "what is credit-worthy" to see that similar works were not being taught
for credit, and considering ways to cut state funds to a program led by a professor who had criticized him.
http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2013/07/17/e-mails-reveal-mitch-daniels-governor-tried-ban-howard-zinn-book

Forthcoming Howard Zinn collection: “Howard Zinn Speaks”

Howard Zinn Speaks
Collected Speeches, 1963 - 2009
Publication date September, 2012
From Haymarket Books
For more information see: http://www.haymarketbooks.org/pb/Howard-Zinn-Speaks

"The People Speak, Englewood," an Evening of Dramatic Readings and Songs, May 31st
May 31st, 6:00 pm, at TEAM Englewood High School, Auditorium
6201 S Stewart Ave, Chicago, IL 60621
Free and open to the public | Free lot parking | CTA: 63rd red line, Halsted green line, #63 bus

Hosted by Kevin Coval, featuring Ameena Matthews of The Interrupters; Louder Than a Bomb All-Star Malcolm London;
TEAM Englewood's student poets, musicians, and artists; DJ Itch 13; and special guests to be announced
Closing out the first year of the "Chicago Voices of a People's History" arts and education initiative, a live performance of
"The People Speak" will take place at TEAM Englewood High School May 31. Bringing to life the extraordinary history of
ordinary people who made the United States what it is today, the evening will feature students engaged in "people's history"
curriculum alongside noted Chicago poets and activists, for dramatic readings and musical performances of the words and
songs of rebels from America’s past.
For more details, visit: http://www.ctunet.com/blog/the-people-speak-englewood-an-evening-of-dramatic-readings-andsongs-may-31st
And see the following interview with Matt Damon about the event: http://www.ctunet.com/blog/ctu-interviews-actoractivist-matt-damon

Video of 2008 interview with Howard Zinn, provided by the Brooklyn Historical Society
In memory of Howard Zinn (1922-2010) and in appreciation of his life's work, the Brooklyn Historical Society and the
Brooklyn Navy Yard Development Corporation would like to share excerpts from an interview we conducted with Howard
Zinn on December 8, 2008.
Original page: http://vimeo.com/9323456

The People Speak visits Englewood High in Chicago
Empowerment in the Classroom
How do we teach high school students to see themselves as protagonists in history? One idea involves Lupe Fiasco, Matt
Damon, and the late Howard Zinn.
by Yana Kunichoff
Yes! Magazine

On Chicago's far Southeast side, past streets lined with boarded up buildings and 24-hour liquor stores, ten high school
students buzzing with nervous energy enter a room full of adults—who may be just as excited as they are.
The school is Team Englewood High School, located in one of the city's poorest communities, and the students are part of a
group that will perform a local spinoff performance of Howard Zinn's A People's History of the United States in the spring.
http://www.yesmagazine.org/happiness/englewood-speaks
Pages 1 2 3 4 5 … next › last »
Home Biography Bibliography Events Articles The People Speak Related Projects Obituaries & Tributes
Find us on Facebook, Twitter, and beyond Contact / Sign Up

Friday, February 22, 2002

"Where Are We Heading: Terrorism, Global Security, and the Peace Movement": During a Time Ofseemingly
Endless War, We’ll Hear From Radical Historian Howard Zinn
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

The United States ambassador for war crimes said yesterday that the Geneva Conventions are outdated and need to be
rewritten to deal with the threat of international terrorism.
His remarks, in an interview with The Independent, represent the first time a senior figure in the Bush administration has
spoken so unambiguously about an overhaul of the conventions, which are largely believed to have tempered some of the
worst excesses of modern warfare. They reflect Washington’s exasperation at criticism by Western allies and international
organizations of its treatment of prisoners at Guantanamo Bay.
During a time of seemingly endless war, there are few more important voices than that of long time radical historian and
peace activist Howard Zinn. We go now to a speech he gave in Cambridge Massachusetts on February 10. It is called
"Where are We Heading: Terrorism, Global security, and the Peace Movement," a talk given at a benefit for the Alliance for
Democracy. It was recorded by Robbie Leppzer of Turning Tide productions.
Tape:
• Howard Zinn, radical historian, activist, and author of ??A People’s History of the United States.
Monday, October 22, 2001

Historian and Activist Howard Zinn Speaks On the US War Against Afghanistan, US Wars Gone By, and the
Prospects for a Humane US Foreign Policy
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

U.S. jets pounded Taliban positions this morning near front lines outside the Afghan capital and a key northern city. The
attack came as Sec. of State Gen. Colin Powell, said he wanted to see the Afghan capital captured within the next few
weeks before the onset of winter.
This weekend marked the start of the ground war in Afghanistan. More than 200 US commandos and light infantry Rangers
landed and fought with Taliban forces near the regime’s spiritual stronghold of Kandahar, and a military airport 60 miles to
the southeast.
Meanwhile protests against the US and British attacks against Afghanistan continued around the world — from Belgium to
Greece to London, Spain, Thailand, and Indonesia. In Burlington, Vermont this Sunday historian and activist Howard Zinn
spoke to more than 1,000 people about the current US war on Afghanistan in the context of previous interventions and the
prospects for peace and a humane foreign policy.
Guest:
• Howard Zinn, Professor Emeritus of History at Boston University, author of A People’s History of the United
States and You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train
Monday, October 22, 2001

Howard Zinn, Continued
download: Video Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

1:06:47.1
Thursday, September 13, 2001

Manning Marable, Howard Zinn and Grace Paley Speak Out Against the Bush Administration’s March to War
download: Audio Get CD/DVD More Formats

In the midst of the rising tide of congressional and Bush administration calls for a harsh military response to the attacks on
the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, there is a remarkable, hawkish unity in the views being expressed in the
mainstream media. [includes rush transcript]
Former government officials such as Henry Kissinger, Richard Helms and Oliver North, themselves deeply involved in
terrorist activities while they were in government, are now trotted out by the networks to offer "neutral" commentary on the
U.S. government’s response. Voices articulating an alternative perspective in opposition to the drumbeat of war have
disappeared from the mainstream media almost entirely. Disappeared everywhere but from Democracy Now!
Guests:

• Manning Marable, professor of history and political science at Columbia University, author of many books,
including Black Liberation in Conservative America (1997), Speaking Truth to Power: Essays on Race, Radicalism
and Resistance (1996).
• Howard Zinn, historian and author of A People’s History of the United States and You Can’t Be Neutral on a
Moving Train, among other works. Zinn is also an activist who has spent much of his life working for social change
in the civil rights and antiwar movements.
• Grace Paley, one of America’s most revered short story writers and a longtime peace activist.
Second Hour [listen to the entire second hour] to hear any story]
TRANSCRIPT
This is a rush transcript. Copy may not be in its final form.
AMY GOODMAN: Right now, we are blocks from Ground Zero, where the World Trade Center towers once stood. We
are in the garret of a firehouse, Engine Company 31, in Chinatown. And as we have stayed here through the last few days,
concerned that we wouldn’t be able to get back into the building in order to do this broadcast, because all areas that are
south of 14th Street are being increasingly cracked down on, it is more and more difficult to get around. The National
Guard, the Army, the Marines, the New York Police and others are securing the whole perimeter. People who live inside are
lucky if they can get in and out, and people who work, well, it is hit or miss at this point.
The smell of the smoke is becoming increasingly acrid. Now it is coming up in the elevator of this building. And of course,
concerns about asbestos and also even depleted uranium, which may have been in the planes that smashed into the World
Trade Center. But who knows what toxic chemicals are burning or are in the air from the tremendous catastrophe that has
taken place? And, of course, the bodies that are still buried in the World Trade Center towers, unclear how many at this
point. The estimates range in the thousands.
Bush administration officials are saying that the stunning loss of life in the attacks, and the sense expressed by President
Bush that these were, quote, "acts of war," have freed the administration to broaden potential retaliation beyond the lowrisk, unmanned cruise missile strikes of the past. As one military officer said, "The constraints have been lifted." Since
Tuesday afternoon, General Henry Shelton, the chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and his appointed successor, General
Richard Myers, the vice chair, have been consulting with senior field commanders in Asia, Europe and the Middle East to
fine-tune military plans that could be carried out in a matter of days. Military officers and civilian officials pointed to
Bush’s declaration that America would, quote, "make no distinction between the terrorists who committed these acts and
those who harbor them," as a mandate to propose broad military options, perhaps carried out over days, weeks or months.
We’re joined on the telephone right now by two people. Howard Zinn is with us, radical historian, from Massachusetts,
author of, among many other books, People’s History of the United States. And we’re joined from his home by Manning
Marable, just back from the South Africa U.N. World Conference Against Racism. Manning Marable is a professor of
history and political science at Columbia University and head of the Institute for Research in African-American Studies,
which he founded.
We welcome you both to Democracy Now! Manning Marable, let’s begin with you right here in Manhattan. Your response
to what has taken place, and if we could begin to discuss your concerns now?
MANNING MARABLE: Yes. Well, thank you, Amy. And first, we must offer our deepest condolences and sympathies to
the families of the thousands of innocent people who were killed in this tragic and horrific event. For those of us in New
York City who watch New York 1 or the local stations on cable, you know, there is this impression, I suppose, throughout
the world that people who work in Wall Street area or the tip of Manhattan are the powerful and the affluent. The vast
majority of the families I’ve seen, the faces I’ve seen on television, are black and brown, Latinos and blacks and others,
who work as clerical workers and custodians, mothers looking for their children, husbands looking for their wives, sons.
It’s been truly horrific, and I think that many, many families in New York City will feel this pain for many years to come.
Secondly, I think it’s important for the American progressive movement to recognize and to reject unconditionally any use
of terrorism as a political weapon, whether it’s committed by individuals or, more generally, by governments, because it’s
alien to the traditions of the democratic left and classical Marxism. You can’t win the social movement through the use of
this kind of extreme terroristic violence.
Now, saying those two things, we must also say soberly that the real political impact of this horrific tragedy, these events,
may unfortunately push the U.S. political agenda sharply to the right. We have to really consider the global context of the
events of the summer and what’s occurred up until just several days ago. At the end of ’99, you had Seattle and the sparking
of an anti-globalization movement, struggles against neoliberal, neo-authoritarian state regimes, the political repression of
all of these so-called democratic states. You had the South Africa World Conference Against Racism. Even in South Africa,
unreported, at least in the United States, with the largest anti-privatization demonstration and a two-day general strike by
the South African trade union coalition, COSATU, the largest demonstration since the end of apartheid, that occurred not
against the ANC specifically, in terms of the government, but against the dynamics of privatization and neoliberal

economic policies. You had the beginning of the possibility of a new Bandung movement—that is, an Afro-Asian-Latino
unity, globalization from below. Not only do you have globalization—anti-globalization, that is largely white and largely
driven in the northern part of the world, in the Northern hemisphere, but now you find in Asia, in Africa, in the Caribbean
and Latin America, new movements for calling for renegotiation between the West versus the rest of us.
And that’s where this terrible, terrible tragedy actually strengthens, or potentially can strengthen, the right. In the context of
terror, it creates a feeling of mass vulnerability, and that many people feel that surrendering our civil liberties as a trade-off
for ensuring public safety my be the only way to go. It’s not surprising that throughout the United State in the last 48 hours
there’s been a rapid increase in the purchasing of firearms. There’s talk today in the New York Times by Clyde Haberman
that there ultimately is a trade-off between incidents such as Amadou Diallo and his murder, on the 41 shots, versus the
necessity for people to feel safe in the streets.
This opens the door in a very ugly way to a racial subtext that I am very fearful of, not only racism in the sense that it gives
a free hand to the use of the state to carry out, in the name of civil safety, public safety, a disregard of civil liberties. And we
know, in a racialized state, in the context of that, the people who are going to get hurt the most are Latinos and blacks and
other people of color. But what it also does is put forward a kind of ugly anti-Arabism. And you’ve seen examples of that
throughout the country already: the mosques being shot at, death threats against Arab Americans, who are as appalled and
as shocked and outraged by this act of terror as any other American citizen.
So all of those things are now unfolding. And unless the American progressive movement, the social justice movements
have an orientation around these issues that fights for civil liberties and civil rights, that opposes the subtext of
racialization, then there will be a dramatic move to the right. And now is the time to speak truth to power about these
things.
AMY GOODMAN: Manning Marable, professor at Columbia University, joining us from his home in Manhattan. Again,
the site of the attacks, Manhattan, the lower tip, last two days, on Tuesday, where it is believed thousands of people have
been killed. We are going to go to a break, and then, when we come back, we’ll be joined, as well, in this dialogue by
Howard Zinn, as well as author Grace Paley. We are doing a two-hour special today. Some stations may just be with us for
the hour. We’ll also be speaking in this two hours with Hussein Ibish of the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination
Committee; Simona Sharoni, who is a well-known peace activist from Israel; as well as a number of other people. You are
listening to Democracy Now! in Exile. As today the administration beats the drum to war, we are bringing you voices of
peace and justice. Stay with us.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: We broadcast from, well, close to Ground Zero, near where the World Trade Center towers once
stood. This whole area is an evacuation zone. We are in Chinatown. Last night, walking out on the streets, walking with the
walking wounded, whether physically or not, these are the emergency workers who make their way up from the site of
what were the World Trade Center towers. They are covered in dust from the cement, from the — who knows? — the
asbestos, whatever. The crushed cars are all in evidence. The smell of fire and of smoke is everywhere and increasingly
getting stronger.
We were just speaking with Manning Marable, who is continuing to be on the line with us, referring to a backlash right now
against Arab Americans and American Muslims, as more and more discussion of Middle East terrorists is dominating the
airwaves. In Chicago, a Molotov cocktail was tossed yesterday at an Arab-American community center. In a suburb of
Chicago, 300 marchers, some waving American flags and shouting "U.S.A.! U.S.A.!" tried to march on a mosque in a
southwest Chicago suburb. In Huntington, New York, a 75-year-old man tried to run over a Pakistani woman in the parking
lot of a shopping mall. The man then followed the woman into a store and threatened to kill her for, quote, "destroying my
country."
And these attacks are not limited to the United States. In Australia, meanwhile, a school bus carrying Muslim children was
stoned, and vandals tried to set fire to a Lebanese church in apparent acts of retaliation for the terrorist attacks in the United
States.
As we speak, protesters in Washington are deciding what to do about meetings about the World Bank and the IMF—of the
World Bank and IMF at the end of the month. And the discussion is a discussion of cancellation. It’s not clear if the World
Bank and IMF are canceling their meetings.
But as we speak, most importantly, the search-and-rescue operation is continuing here in New York City, also in the
Pentagon in Washington, D.C., where a third plane ripped into that building. In New York, very few bodies have been
discovered, even fewer people who are found in the rubble who are alive. And New York City has ordered something like
6,000 body bags, as pallets and coffins are being built.
We’re joined on the phone by Manning Marable, who is a professor at Columbia University here in Manhattan, as well as
radical historian Howard Zinn, author of, among other books, People’s History of the United States.
Howard Zinn, your thoughts as you watch television and you take in the enormity of this catastrophe?

HOWARD ZINN: Well, you know, it’s of course hard, as it is for all of us, to even express our reaction, as we see these
images on television. I mean, we are horrified and we are sickened by what we see. And we see people on fire leaping out
of buildings. And we see people running, running from the site of the disaster and in fear, covered with dust. We look at the
buildings themselves crashing down and try to imagine the bodies underneath. And it’s—you know, it’s overwhelming and,
as I say, horrifying and sickening.
And then, you know, when we sort of begin to recover from that feeling, but never completely recover from that feeling, we
listen to our political leaders on television. And what do we hear? We hear them talk of retaliation, punishment, we’re at
war. And again, speaking for myself, just as I was horrified and sickened by this terrible, terrible act, set of acts that took
place, and the human suffering caused by it, I was also sickened and horrified by the talk of our political leaders, from Bush
down, Colin Powell, all the rest, and in fact echoed by television commentators who go along, talk of retaliation, of
punishment, of we are at war. And my thought was, yes, this was the old way of thinking. We’re back to the old way of
thinking. The old way of thinking is, when you are attacked, when a disaster has struck, you strike back, you retaliate. You
go to war.
And what is the result of that? We’ve had a whole century of experience with retaliation and punishment and war. A century
of experience. A century in which tens and tens and tens of millions of people have died because of this old way of
thinking, because it’s the terrorist way of thinking. This is how terrorists think. Terrorists are retaliating for a grievance that
they feel. Terrorists are punishing us for what they think we have done to them. Terrorists are making war on us, because
they think that we are the cause of whatever problems they have, whatever grievances they have. And so, with that old way
of thinking, we are simply repeating the cycle of violence and human tragedy, perpetuating it, not stopping it, not ending it,
perpetuating it.
And so, when I hear our political leaders talk this way, I fear for our country. And then when I hear on television that
they’ve taken polls, and 83 percent of the public want military retaliation, I despair, because I think that most of these
people, most of these 83 percent, six months from now or a year from now, will rethink their immediate reaction, their
immediate anger. And I think that when people have second thoughts and third thoughts about what has happened, they will
not let their anger take over, they will not let their desire for punishment take over, but they will think more intelligently
than our political leaders think.

What can we do about this? What can we do to prevent this? How can we stop the cycle of violence? Why don’t we take
our cue, not from the politicians and the television commentators and the generals who think in the old ways and who really
think in terms of meeting violence with violence—why can’t we take our cue from the rescue workers, from the
compassion shown by the medical teams, the doctors and nurses and medical students, the firemen and policemen, whose
thought—when they are taking care of these people and trying to find people and help them and cure them, their thought is
not of retaliation. No, their thought is of human compassion and how to end the suffering. And if we began to think in that
way, if we stopped thinking in the old ways of retaliation and punishment and war, we would then try to think of
constructive ways in which we can prevent what is happening. It’s not a matter of beefing up our intelligence services, as
you hear these pundits say, and again and again. It’s a matter of our own intelligence, our own human intelligence, and
using intelligence instead of anger.
And then, when we do that, we will learn something from history. We’ll learn something from the history of this century.
We’ll think back to how, oh, Ronald Reagan, reacting to the bombing of a discotheque in West Berlin, an act of terrorism,
sent U.S. bombers over Libya to bomb Tripoli. Maybe a hundred people were killed. What did it do? What did it
accomplish? There was only more terrorism. And then Clinton sends bombers over Baghdad and kills a number of people.
What was that for? To send a message. What message did that send? U.S. embassies are bombed in Kenya and Tanzania,
and Clinton responds by bombing what he said was a terrorist camp in Afghanistan and what he said was a nerve gas plant
in the Sudan, but what turned out to be a pharmaceutical plant, which was producing medicines that people desperately
needed. And we don’t know how many thousands of people died in the Sudan as a result of our bombing. And this is the
old way of thinking.
If all these bombings, if all of our military acts all over the world have sent messages to terrorists, then how come this
happened in New York? Obviously, sending a message by bombing, by violence, does not work. And so, we have to think
in new ways. Obviously, spending $300 billion for a military budget, depriving people in this country of the things that that
$300 billion could be used for, that is depriving people of healthcare and daycare centers and a good education and the
kinds of things that people need to have a decent life, that $300 billion did not prevent this horrible thing from taking place
in New York. All the things that are being planned for us now—Star Wars, missile defense—would that protect us against
an act like this? And what if they start to take away our civil liberties, as they’re already beginning to talk about, create
more of a police state? Can they ever really totally stop all the loopholes in a very complex society, where just a few
individuals who are determined and fanatical can carry out an act of horrible violence? No, that won’t work.
We need to rethink what we have been doing so far, the feelings of anger that we’ve had, which have then been turned into
violent acts against other people. We ought to think about the times in the world when we, with our bombs, have caused the
kind of scenes in other countries that we are seeing now in New York. I mean, think of it. I mean, I remember when we

were bombing Yugoslavia. I remember seeing a scene on television of a child who was a victim of one of our bombs, a
child with a leg cut off. And I thought of how many more children there were like that. And I thought of how many children
there are in the world who—and there have been now for decades—who have been killed, their legs, arms torn off by land
mines, which the United States refuses to get rid of. In other words, we need to think about these scenes in New York and
imagine these scenes happening all over the world, some of them caused by terrorists in other places, some of them caused
by us, but all of them a result of the psychology of anger, retaliation, violence, "We must show them," that old way of
thinking.
AMY GOODMAN: For those people who are just joining us now, that is historian Howard Zinn, author of People’s
History of the United States. Also on the line with us, Professor Manning Marable, and we are coming to author Grace
Paley. We’re broadcasting around the country and in New York. In Manhattan, we can be seen on MNN, Manhattan
Neighborhood Network, public access channel 34. And I encourage people who are watching this now to call your friends
and let them know. Actually, where we are right now, right near where the World Trade Center towers used to be, we have
no access to television right now. Increasingly, services are cut off in this very desolate area, where only emergency
workers, for the most part, are being allowed in, with buildings that have not fallen at this point having infrastructure
damage and very serious issues in the area, as still the thousands of bodies that are believed to be in the World Trade Center
rubble have not yet been salvaged.
Grace Paley, as you listen from your home in Vermont, your observations today, as we deal with, first, the attacks, and now,
as the government response is developing, a bipartisan resolution vowing U.S. retaliation won unanimous approval in the
early hours of today. The House of Representatives passed the nonbinding measure by a vote of 408 to zero about 12 hours
after the Senate approved it 100 to zero. And at the beginning of this program, we quoted Arizona Republican Senator John
McCain, saying that the message for those behind the attacks is "We’re coming after you. God may have mercy on you, but
we won’t." Grace Paley?
GRACE PALEY: Well, what do you expect to hear from John McCain? Anyway, he’s been famous as this—as this POW,
but what he did before that was do considerable amount of bombing in Vietnam. And so, he knows what it’s like, and he
knows how safe he is up in the sky. He can just fly around up there and bomb towns, villages. That’s his style, and that’s his
history. And it kind of gives a kind of lie to his pathetic situation as a POW.
AMY GOODMAN: But he certainly is not alone in voicing these sentiments.
GRACE PALEY: But he’s not, but I simply picked up—
AMY GOODMAN: Four hundred and eight to zero, a hundred to zero.
GRACE PALEY: Yes. Yeah, I picked up from where you began. I mean, I was—that was where I really was most active,
and as I—and just hearing him offer to continue with his great work and bring other people into it, and it’s really what
bombing is about. I mean, it’s—except for the way it was done, you know, this week, in destroying our city. I want to say
that I’m in Vermont now. New York is my city. And I feel very—I feel very bad not to be there, and very heavy in my heart,
which is kind of a different way of talking about all this. But I do feel that sense of how the great city has fallen. So, I
talked from—you know, from that very feelingful position.
But this—as Howard says, I mean, this business of retaliation is simply the way it’s always been done. And our smartest
people think that they have to use their brains to figure out how best to retaliate or how best to make war. And it brings us
to total hopelessness.
I will say one thing, that I’ve learned here, at least, talking to people who said, "We have to go after them." If I keep saying
enough, then we will kill 20,000 innocent people. If you keep saying it enough to them, people begin to listen to you. So I
have only the hope that we—not only we progressive people, but people who are thinking at all about this in a serious way
—can begin to kind of act as missionaries everywhere, just as all of the—just as all of those people who are going into the
rubble of the World Trade Center and the lower part of Manhattan. Just as they go to do those acts of regeneration and
mercy, I think we have real obligations through our organizations to talk to people in their own terms.
I agree with everything, absolutely, that Manning Marable said and everything Howard Zinn said. I have no way of adding
to it, and their history is more on the ball than mine, really. But I do know that—and I’ve worked in enough actions around
U.S. aggression and perversion to know—I do know that we simply can’t do—can’t act the way people—we have acted
before. And it’s a feeling I’ve had for a very long time, that we cannot—we cannot live the way we have lived. You know,
in the Bible, God says, "Vengeance is mine," said the Lord. And people have always read that as a kind of an enraged
thought of God, you know, talking. But I’ve always read it as a way of saying—of saying, "Vengeance is mine. You guys
lay off. I’ll take care of this. Don’t worry. I have another 50,000 years." And slowly, little by little, maybe I can—maybe He
can take care of it. That’s a kind of a, you know, more artistic or religious way of looking at it.
AMY GOODMAN: When we come back, I’m going to get the response of Manning Marable, and specifically about the
discussion of where the people who have perpetrated these attacks come from. Again, the information is sketchy at this
point. It is not exactly clear. We haven’t been told people’s identities. But what is happening here, a discussion of what is
happening in Afghanistan. And we’ll be joined in the next segment of the program, and those that stay with us in the next

hour, by a Jesuit priest, Dan Berrigan. We are hoping to go to the West Bank. We’ll also be joined by Kathy Kelly of Voices
in the Wilderness, Hussein Ibish from the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee and others. You’re listening to
Democracy Now! in Exile, broadcasting from the evacuation zone in downtown Manhattan. Stay with us.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: As we bring you this special on voices of hope and justice, voices of peace, as the rhetoric in
Washington and what is being talked about on television increases, the discussion of war and retaliation, Attorney General
John Ashcroft said 12 to 24 hijackers commandeered the four planes. A government official said another two dozen or so
are believed to have assisted them. About 40 of the men have been accounted for, including those killed in the suicide
attacks, but 10 remain at large, the Los Angeles Times reported Wednesday night on its website, citing an unidentified
source with knowledge of the investigation. The Times reported at least one of the suspects received advanced flight
training in Florida, was a commercial pilot from Saudi Arabia. Some of those involved in the plot left suicide notes, but
they’re not believed to have been hijackers, a government source told the Associated Press. It’s unclear whether those who
left notes actually killed themselves. At least one hijacker on each of the four planes was trained at a U.S. flight school.
Authorities detained at least a half a dozen people in Massachusetts and Florida, on unrelated local warrants and
immigration charges, and were questioning them about their possible ties to the hijackers.
It’s very difficult to gather information at this point, so many unnamed sources, so much information comes out. We
certainly learned from the bombing of the Oklahoma City building that a lot of the information that we first reported was
not accurate. But what we do know is that Congress has passed unanimous resolutions, a non-binding measure, by a vote of
408 to zero in the House and 100 to zero in the Senate of a resolution that won unanimous approval, vowing U.S.
retaliation.
In Kabul, Arab nationals were reported to have evacuated the Afghan capital, as other residents began digging trenches in
anticipation of possible U.S. retaliation. While it’s not immediately clear how many Arab nationals live in Afghanistan,
residents said almost all had left the capital. U.S. officials have said Saudi-born dissident Osama bin Laden, now a, quote,
"guest" of the ruling Taliban in Afghanistan, is almost certainly responsible. Bin Laden is said to have denied involvement.
The Taliban today denied a report that bin Laden, also blamed for the bombing of the two U.S. embassies in East Africa in
1998, had been placed under house arrest. President Bush won the public support today of two key nations, Pakistan and
Saudi Arabia, in the U.S. campaign against terror. That is a report out of Reuters called "U.S. Bent on Revenge for Terror
Attacks."
Well, this discussion, Professor Manning Marable of Columbia University, of retaliation, how do you think it is most
productive to frame this, and what is your response to it?
MANNING MARABLE: Well, listening to both Howard and Grace reminded me of several quotations, one from
Malcolm X. Malcolm said that anger can blind human vision. And Martin, Martin Luther King, Jr., said that the moral arc
of the universe is long, but it bends toward justice. For Malcolm and Martin, peace was not just an option. In fact, for our
time, it is the only way out of the dialectics of terror, because the tools of mass terror only breed more terror and retaliation.
The American people are being told by their leaders that this horrific tragedy that humanity has suffered—not just the
American people, but humankind has suffered over the last several days, thousands of innocent people who were killed—
we can find a way of dealing with that through the use of mass terror on the part of our state against some unnamed enemy.
That’s no solution to the crisis that plagues us in this country or throughout the world. Ultimately, what drives the dialectics
of terror is the structural inequality that—more than anything else, that exists between the third world and the first world,
between the structural inequality both that’s reflected in poverty, in hunger, economic oppression, political regimes that
repress democratic rights and self-determination of racialized or nationally oppressed groups. And until we find a new way
—Howard is so right in this—it is easy to provide a kind of leadership at a moment of crisis and pain and anger, when
disaster strikes. The natural instinct is to fight back. It’s to retaliate. It’s to punish. And that’s really the logic of terrorism.
Another way, a democratic—small-D democratic—a humanistic way is not just to give peace a chance, it’s to realize that in
the context of developing societies where terror ceases to exist, that social justice and peace are the only way, because if we
do indeed engage and go down the road, as we did in 1983 with the terrorist bombing in Lebanon of the U.S. military—
days later, the U.S. invades Grenada and metes out terror in the Caribbean—the dynamic of this, we’ve seen in Vietnam,
we’ve seen it in the Caribbean, we’ve seen it all over the world. We have a choice to make as an American people: we can
oppose and reject the kind of violence and terror that was meted out unjustly and indefensibly against the people of New
York, but at the same moment we must see that the road toward reconciliation and peace cannot be achieved through the
use of the same tools of terror that had been used against us.
You know, this whole dynamic leading to the restriction of civil liberties, the anti-Arabism and anti-Islamic hatred and
violence that is now being meted out in dozens of places throughout the country, all of these, I think, will undercut civil
liberties and make our society institutionally far more violent than it ever was in the days prior to the horrific bombing in
New York.
AMY GOODMAN: If I was talking to President Marable right now, I think the world would be a different place. But

given the situation—
MANNING MARABLE: I’m not in—I’m not in state power.
AMY GOODMAN: Given the situation as it stands right now, what would you be saying on television?
MANNING MARABLE: I would, first and foremost, give my condolences and prayers to the families who lost their
loved ones. And I would condemn, without reservation, the violence that was used against these people in such an
indiscriminately and wanton way. But I would also say that the fight against terrorism cannot be achieved through the use
of more terror, that in a civil and democratic society, that the strength of the society is in its pursuit of social justice and
social fairness that give people access and a democratic voice within their polity.
When Rudy Giuliani says that freedom in a society is defined by obedience and order, that’s the kind—as he said words to
that effect in the New York Times, there was a quote today—that leads us down the slippery slope toward a kind of neoauthoritarianism, which will only breed more terror, which will only breed more anger and these kinds of acts of violence
that—and we have to get out of the dialectics of fear, of terror, of brutality. There is another way, and it takes courage to
provide that leadership. Unfortunately, on Capitol Hill today and certainly in the White House, we don’t see that political
morality or political courage. At a moment when so many Americans are grieving and angry, there must be a kind of moral
political leadership, another way. And unfortunately, we don’t have that in this country in power.
AMY GOODMAN: And if it was Professor Zinn, very practically, after this massive terrorist attack in the United States,
what would you be doing right now?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, I think that—you mean, if I were—if I had a chance to speak to the American people, and if I had
a chance to shape American policy, I think that—well, just as Manning Marable said, first I would certainly condemn all
forms of terrorism, and I would speak out [inaudible] violence. And what was done to us in New York and Washington was
indiscriminate violence for a presumed political purpose, to redress some grievance, some anger. And that must be
condemned. It must be condemned when other people do it, and it must be condemned when we do it.
And we certainly should think again about our political leadership. The Congress voting unanimously for an act of
retaliation is really, to me, a horrifying thought, because it means that the members of Congress are thinking as politicians.
They’re thinking of what will please the public, which has already been exhorted to retaliation by a president and by the
secretary of defense and by the media, and so they’re trying to please the public. And so, they vote unanimously for
retaliation. And I think back to the unanimous vote for retaliation in the House of Representatives at the time of the Gulf of
Tonkin incident in 1964 and how that led to a long, long and terrible war costing millions of lives.
And we don’t want to repeat what happened in New York. We don’t want the terrible scenes that happened in New York to
be repeated in Afghanistan or Iraq or Iran or anywhere in the world. And therefore, we must end the cycle of violence. We
must stop thinking of ourselves as a huge military power using its weapons and using its bombers, which can only spread
fear in the world and can only cause more terrorism. I think we have to no longer think of ourselves as a military
superpower, and we have to think about how—and I think Manning Marable said this—how we can create a just society at
home. And the enormous wealth that we have should not be used to, as it has been used, to send arms to other countries,
which are then used to oppress people, who then get angry at us and commit acts of terrorism against us. We should use our
enormous wealth to solve the problems that we have here and to help other people in the world help solve the problems of
AIDS and tuberculosis and poverty. We should become a healer in the world, instead of a punisher in the world.
AMY GOODMAN: Your response to dealing with this in an immediate way, President Bush saying it’s not only going
after the terrorists, but those—and he’s talking about countries and states—that harbor them?
HOWARD ZINN: Yes, but when he talks that way, that means that we—we cannot specifically act against the individuals
who carried on these actions, because we’re not even sure who they are. And so, what we will do is we will pick a country,
like Afghanistan, where Osama bin Laden is staying, which is harboring him, and we will bomb some target in
Afghanistan, and innocent people will be killed. And this is what we have done all the time. It’s a way of showing that we
are doing something. It’s a political act and not an intelligent act. It’s a way of trying to say to the American people, "You
see? Your government is reacting, doing something as a result of this tragedy." But it’s absolutely the wrong thing to do.
AMY GOODMAN: I want to thank you all for being with us. Howard Zinn, author of, among other books, People’s
History of the United States, world-renowned historian. Professor Manning Marable, one of America’s most influential
historians, Dr. Marable founded the Institute for Research in African-American Studies and is a political science professor
at Columbia University. For stations that are continuing with us, we’ll be going to a music break, and then we’ll be back
with a number of other guests, as we focus on voices of peace and justice in this time of the administration clearly building
a drumbeat for war.
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AMY GOODMAN: We turn now to histornian Howard Zinn. It’s been 132 years since the Florida legislature got this
involved in presidential politics, but some things never change. The GOP majority wanted to send a Republican to the
White House then, and it does now.
Today, Florida’s Republican-controlled Legislature is holding a special session to try to deliver a presidential victory to
George W. Bush. The 140 lawmakers are convening to approve a special slate of twenty-five presidential electors loyal to
Bush.
On the eve of the special session, House Speaker Tom Feeney, the most forceful advocate for the gathering, acknowledged
he has been speaking with Bush’s brother, Gov. Jeb Bush, State Republican Chair Al Cardenas and former state GOP
executive director Randy Enwright. Democrats are accusing Bush’s team of orchestrating the event to guard against losses
in the courts.
We now turn to Howard Zinn, who we will now ask to shoot from his new hip in Boston. Welcome to Democracy Now!
HOWARD ZINN: Well, thank you.
AMY GOODMAN: How are you feeling? I know you just had a hip operation.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, I’m feeling fine. I mean, you can’t tell on the telephone, of course, what my hip looks like, but
I’m getting better every day.
AMY GOODMAN: Good.
HOWARD ZINN: I’ve graduated from two crutches to one crutch to a cane. And someday I’ll be able to maneuver on two
legs.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, you sound like you’re in better shape than the U.S. election system, so congratulations. At least
someone’s worse off than you.
HOWARD ZINN: They need more than crutches.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, as most people know, Howard Zinn is a historian and wrote A People’s History of the United
States: 1492 to the Present. It may have sold more copies than the Bible. I’m not sure. But tell us what the Electoral
College, why it first came into being.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, you know, the Electoral College came into being, of course, with the Constitution. The
Constitution was adopted in Philadelphia, you know, our founding fathers — a lot of paternalism there — and they met in
through the summer and early fall of 1787 and adopted the Constitution and debated all of the provisions of the
Constitution.
And when they came to the question of how to elect a president, there was a rather lively debate over how the president
should be elected and how many years should a president serve and should there be a vice president, and so on. And there
were several proposals made that the president should be simply elected by popular vote. And those proposals were
immediately knocked down, which was not surprising because the founding fathers were really not inclined to have real
popular choice of the people who would run our government. And they decided that they would — in fear, really, of having

a popular vote for president — you know, they kept talking about, no, we must have, you know, people who are intelligent,
people who are educated, people who — which usually is a shorthand for people of means and people of power and people
who are, you know, important people in the community — they’re the ones who should make the decision.
So they finally decided that — actually they gave the job to a committee, and the committee came back and made the
suggestion, and they immediately adopted the committee’s report. And the report was that, well, we should let each state
legislature choose a group of electors and that these electors will then decide who is the president. There was no thought of
popular selection of the president. The idea was that a select group of men — now, you might say doubly select, since the
state legislatures themselves, which would select the electors, were at that time not elected by popular vote. There was only
one state, Pennsylvania, where the state legislature was elected by popular vote, that is by, you know, universal — well,
even male suffrage. In all the other states, the popular vote was, well, severely circumscribed by the fact that you — well,
you had to be a white male and you had to own property. That was the case in twelve of the thirteen states.
So you had, right from the start, with the election of the state legislators, you had an undemocratic process, no popular
election, and then the state legislators themselves would, without referring to any popular vote, choose the electors. So keep
in mind that the same Constitutional Convention decided that the United States Senate would not be elected by popular
vote, that the Senate also would be selected by — two senators would be selected by state legislatures.

So if you look at the three branches of government as a whole, here’s what you find. You find that the president is not going
to be elected by popular vote. You find the Senate is not going to be elected by popular vote. The House of Representatives
will be elected by, well, whatever means the state legislatures decide they will be elected, because voting requirements were
left up to the states. And the Supreme Court, of course, will be selected by the president. So you did not have coming from
the founding fathers the idea that the people who would run the country would be elected by popular vote.
I mean, what’s astonishing, or maybe not so astonishing, is here over 200 years later, we are still operating with an
undemocratic system of electing the president of the United States, a system which not only was flawed from the beginning
by the requirements of the founding fathers, but had become more and more flawed as the election process has become
dominated by two major parties, which monopolize the political arena, and dominated more and more by the fact that
money decides who can reach the American people.
JUAN GONZALEZ: Well, Howard Zinn, I would like to ask you — this is Juan Gonzalez. In your book, People’s History
of the United States, you so eloquently document how the gap between the myth that most Americans have of the
development of American democracy and the fact that many of the advances in popular rule came as a result of people’s
struggles to get them. And, of course, one of the issues that a lot of the media right now are referring back to as the last time
we had an electoral crisis of this nature is the Hayes-Tilden battle in 1876. But there hasn’t really been much in-depth look
at what were the issues surrounding that and why that was such a seminal point in American history in terms of
Reconstruction. Could you tell us a little bit about that?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, what’s interesting to me is that while for the first time in a very long time the Hayes-Tilden
election has come into the headlines, you know, because of what we’re experiencing now, in all the discussion that I have
seen in the press and on television of the Hayes-Tilden election, I haven’t seen anybody in the major media talk about what
was behind the Hayes-Tilden compromise. In other words, they talk about it as if it was simply a contest between
Republicans and Democrats, and the Democrats won the popular vote, but the Republicans, you know, by their domination
of the political process managed to put Hayes into office. But nothing is said about what were the real issues behind that.
The real issues behind that were that there was a kind of agreement made between Republicans and Democrats. And the
agreement was that the Democrats would go along with the election of a Republican president, even though they had won
— even though the Democrat had won the popular vote — so long as the Republican president would guarantee to bring
the federal troops out of the South. Federal troops had been the ones there guaranteeing that the Fourteenth and Fifteenth
Amendments would be enforced, that black people would be allowed to vote. And so, the agreement was that — and this
was called the Great Compromise of 1877 — they would allow a Republican to become president, but in return, the
Republican would do in the South what a Democratic president would do, and that is basically return the rule of the South
to the plantation owners who had ruled it before and return black people to a condition, if not of slavery legally, of semislavery, because they would no longer have the protection of the federal government, no longer have the right to vote. They
certainly would have no economic resources. And economic deals were made between really the wealthy interests of the
South and the commercial/industrial interests of the North, in order to settle the election that way. But, as I say, what is left
out of the discussion is the issue of race and of economics, of race and class.
What that election signaled was that the brief period of Reconstruction, in which black people could vote, black people
would be elected to state legislatures, even a black man become senator from Mississippi, that brief — in which
segregation began to be pulled apart, that brief period of the early [1870s] was put to an end by the Hayes-Tilden
compromise of 1877. And it’s shameful that none of the discussion around that disputed election has gone into, you know,
that fundamental issue. But, of course, this is typical of American culture and the American media, that all issues are
discussed at the most superficial level and that the issues behind political decisions, which are issues concerned with
wealth, with class, with race, those issues, the most crucial issues in American society, are ignored. And instead, they talk

about Republicans and Democrats and votes and the Electoral College. And it contributes to the continued ignorance of the
American public about what is behind politics.
JUAN GONZALEZ: Well, what I’d like to do is ask you one last question, but we have to take sixty-second break. And
that last question is your view that the current crisis now, this battle for the presidency, is reflecting any deeper
contradictions or struggles that are going on in this society. If you could think about that while we take a sixty-second
break.
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah.
AMY GOODMAN: You are listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now! We’re speaking with historian Howard Zinn,
author of, among other books, A People’s History of the United States. We’ll be back in a minute.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: You’re listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now! I’m Amy Goodman, here with Juan Gonzalez,
as we finish up with historian Howard Zinn, author of A People’s History of the United States. Juan?
JUAN GONZALEZ: Yes, and I was asking you before the break whether, Howard Zinn, you thought that the battle that’s
going on now, whether it is reflective of some deeper contradictions within American society at this time, or whether it’s
just what appears to be a battle between two corporate parties for control of the White House?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, it s a battle between two corporate parties. And what the battle conceals, because all of the
emphasis in the media is on, well, will Bush be the president or will Gore be the president, will this corporate representative
or will the other corporate representative be the president, what it conceals is the fact that whichever of these two becomes
president, we will not have a popularly elected president. That is, we will not have a president chosen by the American
people.
Remember, half of the American people who were eligible to vote did not vote. And I would argue that a great many of
them did not vote, because they didn’t see any fundamental difference between the candidates. Of those — of that 50% of
the population that did vote, I would argue that many of them, and maybe a majority of them, did not vote with enthusiasm
for either candidate, but voted for one or the other because those were the only choices they had or the only choices that
they felt they had, so that I think what we are seeing is a keeping out of the view of the public the fact that the political
process is a corrupt process, that the political system that we have now is not a democratic political system. And to view it
totally as a contest between Gore and Bush and make it seem as if the fate of the world depended on it, it’s as if sort of
people were having a tennis match on the deck of the Titanic and everybody was transfixed to see who would win the
match. And so, that’s how it looks to me.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, Howard Zinn, I want to thank you very much for being with us, author of A People’s History of
the United States, and so much more. And I hope you are recovering well.
HOWARD ZINN: Thanks very much, Amy.
AMY GOODMAN: Thank you. Howard Zinn speaking to us speaking to us from Boston. You are listening to Pacifica
Radio’s Democracy Now! Howard Zinn, well known for covering people’s movements in this country.
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AMY GOODMAN: You are listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now! Curtis Mayfield, our musical break, urged
African Americans to keep on pushing at the height of the civil rights movement with songs that preached pride and
perseverance. He died. His life imitated his art when an onstage accident in 1990 left him a paraplegic but failed to stop his
music. He continued to record new songs by singing flat on his back. The gentle voice that sounded more like a pensive
philosopher than a raging revolutionary was silenced on Sunday, when Mayfield died at the age of 57.
This is Democracy Now!, as we move into the last week of the year, of the decade, of the century, of the millennium.
Throughout the week, we’re going to be taking a look in different ways at the last century, and today we are joined by two
scholar activists to go through the century with us and maybe beyond.
We’re joined by Manning Marable, a professor of history and political science and the director of the Institute for Research
in African-American Studies at Columbia University, an adviser to members of the Congressional Black Caucus, currently
a national chairperson of the Committees of Correspondence. He’s written over a hundred articles in scholarly publications,
such as The Black Scholar and the Howard Law Journal.
We’re also joined by Professor Howard Zinn, author of People’s History of the United States. Howard Zinn, among his
most recent books, The Zinn Reader.
And we welcome you both to Democracy Now!
MANNING MARABLE: Good morning.
HOWARD ZINN: Thank you.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, why don’t we begin with Professor Marable? As you look back at the century, what is most
significant to you?
MANNING MARABLE: I think that from the standpoint of people of color and third world people, that the 20th century
will be seen as a time of fundamental change and the creation of a new political relationship between the West and the rest
of us.
One can see—you can almost divide the century in half. During the first half of the 20th century, the struggle in the United
States was against America’s version of apartheid, Jim Crow segregation. Throughout the rest of the world, the structure of
domination of people of color was colonialism, so that there was a connection between opposition, democratic opposition
movements, in the United States, in the Caribbean, in Asia and Africa, that formed the foundation for what would become,
especially in the post-World War II era, the third world.
In the second half of the 20th century, as colonialism, as a political structure of authoritarian domination by Europe over the
third world, began to collapse and Jim Crow began to collapse in the United States, the terms of the struggle were
redefined: for the third world, neocolonialism and the struggle to achieve genuine political and economic independence of
the West; in the United States, the terms of the debate regarding the status and future of people of color was also reframed
into the post-civil rights era. So, Du Bois’s prediction that the problem of the 20th century would be the problem of the
color line is, in many ways—was very—was, in many ways, just very accurate.
W.E.B. DU BOIS: Returning now to the United States, I look again upon the scene. The legal fight led by the
NAACP has been an astonishing success.
AMY GOODMAN: W.E.B. Du Bois.
W.E.B. DU BOIS: But its very success shows the limitations of law and law enforcement, unless this program
has an economic foundation, unless the mass of Negro people have not simply legal rights, but have such rights
to work and wage that enable them to live decently. Here in the United States, we have had a stirring of the
Negro population, which emphasizes these rights.
AMY GOODMAN: W.E.B Du Bois actually speaking in 1960, April 9th. In fact, that was Paul Robeson’s birthday. And
we actually have been asking listeners to call in throughout the last week about what they think are the most important
issues of the 20th century, the most important movements, the most important people, and we’re going to be playing a

listener’s century on our Thursday show, December 30th. But throughout the week, we’ve also been playing just little
excerpts, and today we wanted to play you one.
MARVIN GORDON: Marvin Gordon, 70 years old, born December 27th, 1929. Growing up, I had only one
hero. There were many people that influenced my life, and I heard many people articulate their views of a better
world. But the only person that I saw in action and followed closely was Paul Robeson. I was at both Peekskill
concerts. I was at the huge AME Zion concert in Bedford-Stuyvesant, living nearby, when he was banned from
the concert stage. And I was a neighbor of his in Washington Heights and used to see Eslanda and Paul often
sitting down by their stoop in Jumel Place.
As to the greatest issue is the fight for real democracy, for not just the people of the United States. When I mean
democracy, I mean a people-run government, not just in the United States, but throughout the world, and ethnic
understanding. Yes, there are different ethnic groups, as there were different tribes in early times, but if we
cannot learn how to live together as people, there is no real hope for humanity or humankind. Thank you very
much.
AMY GOODMAN: Just one of the listeners calling in throughout the week, and we encourage you to call in to our
comment line as we build a listener’s century for Thursday. The number to call—and today we’re focusing on people who
were—who had the greatest influence in the 20th century, and maybe even beyond, as well as movements. Give us a call
and share your thoughts at (212) 209-2999. That’s (212) 209-2999.

Manning Marable is our guest for this hour, a professor at Columbia University, as well as Howard Zinn, professor emeritus
at Boston University, one of the country’s most distinguished historians, a decorated World War II Air Force bombardier.
After he graduated Ph.D. from Columbia, he taught at Spelman College in Atlanta and was active in the civil rights
movement, later teaching at Boston University, where he became very active in the antiwar movement, author of many
books, including the famed People’s History of the United States, as well as You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train: A
Personal History of our Times and The Zinn Reader.
Howard Zinn, on the issue of the 20th century, where would you begin?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, maybe I’ll begin with where we were just ending. That is, we’re talking about W.E.B. Du Bois.
And, of course, as Manning Marable said, you know, Du Bois pointed to race as the issue of the 20th century. And Du Bois
also, I think, represented something else, of course connected with race, but something that goes beyond that. That is, he
represented the idea of people in various parts of the world having a common interest—that is, not just people divided by
race, people divided by national boundaries. Du Bois was never bounded in his thinking by the sort of normal nationalist
point of view. And to the—in fact, the latter part of his life, Du Bois, you know, spent much of his time in Africa. But I
think that people who have oppressed, as black people in this country and other people, and it’s certainly true of immigrants
and true of Jews—people who have been oppressed, I think, are led to think beyond nationalism and to have a vision of a
world community.

To me, in the 20th century, one of the horrifying things about the 20th century—you know, and most people when you talk
about 20th century, they have nothing but negative thoughts, because when you look back at the 20th century, you see a
century of endless war, and you see a century of endless national rivalries exploding into mayhem and violence. And yet,
it’s also true that in the 20th century, the basis has been laid. The—in people crossing boundaries, in people moving from
one country to another, in culture expanding across national boundaries, the basis had been laid for a world order in which
national boundaries are not going to hem people in, and national antagonisms are not going to explode into war. So I see the
question of nationalism and the evils of nationalism and the violence of nationalism as one of the most terrible things of the
20th century. And I see as one of the possibilities for the next century and more the erasing of these national boundaries and
the creation of a multiracial, multinational, international society.
And, you know, I think of the wars that we have fought, and I think of—you know, Manning Marable sort of divided the
century into two parts and saw hope in the second part of the century and development and change in the second part of the
century with the regard to the issue of racial equality. And to me, one of the most important things that happened in the
second part of the century was in the 1960s, when for the first time there was a great national movement against a war that
was being carried on against people in another country. During the Vietnam War, for the first time in American history, a
movement developed, which became an overwhelming voice against the idea of bombing and killing people in another
country thousands of miles away. And to me—
AMY GOODMAN: Now—
HOWARD ZINN: Yes, I just want to say one more thing about that, and that is, although you had wars since then, I
believe that the memory of Vietnam, the lessons that were learned in the 1960s, are lessons that are going to come to
fruition, you know, at some point in the near future in the United States in a revulsion against war.
AMY GOODMAN: On that note, we have to break for stations to identify themselves, and when we come back, we’ll
continue with our hour’s conversation with professors, activists Howard Zinn and Manning Marable. You’re listening to

Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now! We’ll be back in a minute.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: You’re listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now!: The Exception to the Rulers, as we talk about
the seminal events and people of the 20th century. This is Vietnamese leader Ho Chi Minh in 1946.
HO CHI MINH: [translated] In my own name and the name of the Vietnamese people, I greet the French
people. All my life, I have worked against French colonialism, but I have admired the French people.
AMY GOODMAN: This is Paul Robeson.
PAUL ROBESON: It began when I was a little boy in Princeton, New Jersey, strange to say. Technically, this
is the shaping of my views, a Negro boy born in Princeton, New Jersey, in a college town where the students
mainly came from the Deep South. You know, Princeton—and Princeton, Harvard and Yale was the sort of the
Southern university of the North, whether you know that or not. And so I grew up in Jersey in a rather Southern
atmosphere. And so—and my father was a minister, and I was shaped against that background.
Technically, I entered the sort of arena in the United States of fighting for social justice for my people in a
concert, when I was in a concert in St. Louis in 1947 — it was in the Post-Dispatch — where I was singing at
the Kiel Auditorium, one of the big auditoriums there. And the NAACP asked me in St. Louis at that time to
come on a picket line, because Negro people could not even sit in the theater, which was just across the street.
And so I grabbed a banner, and lo and behold, I saw Walter Huston coming down the street. He was in the play.
So Walter walked out and joined the picket line, too. And a few nights later, when I was doing the concert, I
said that I could not quite resolve the contradiction between singing to an audience in St. Louis where there was
no segregation, of course, but also the same people had not—to my mind, were not fighting to see that my
people could sit in the theater. It’s been corrected since. And so I said that I was giving up my career technically
for the moment to enter the realm of the day-to-day struggle of the Negro people, especially.
AMY GOODMAN: Paul Robeson, speaking in a conversation on Pacifica station KPFA in—many years ago, in the late
1950s.
You are listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now!, as we spend the week looking back. We’re talking with professor,
activist Howard Zinn and Manning Marable. Manning Marable, a professor at Columbia University, who heads up the
African-American institute, the Institute for Research in African-American Studies at Columbia. His latest book is called
Dispatches from Ebony Tower: Intellectuals Confront the African American Experience. And Howard Zinn, Boston
University professor emeritus, author of many books, including A People’s History of the United States and The Zinn
Reader. The last book, The Zinn Reader, published by Seven Stories Press.
Manning Marable, Howard Zinn was ending on this point of people’s reaction and movement against war, particularly the
Vietnam War. Can you talk about the antiwar movement and the civil rights movement and how they came together?
MANNING MARABLE: Yes. In the 1960s, in fact, perhaps the best way to get into this is to quote Harold Cruse, the
author of The Crisis of the Negro Intellectual. Harold once said that the two decisive decades of the 20th century were the
1920s and the 1960s. The '20s were important because, in the aftermath of World War I, you had a number of political
movements that erupted that redefined the remainder of the century. You had the Bolshevik Revolution. You had Gandhi's
emergence in India and the movement of independence throughout the Asian subcontinent. You had the expansion of the
civil rights movement in the United States, the NAACP led by Du Bois, anti-colonial movements in the Caribbean, and the
beginnings of the revolution in—led by the Chinese Communist Party in Asia. So all of these things began to unfold, and
there was a link between economic justice, or social justice represented by the term "socialism," a struggle to redefine the
relationship between oppressed people and both centers of economic power—that is, capitalism—and political power,
which was located in western Europe and the United States.
In the 1960s, the nature of those struggles, the underlying or the deep structural dynamics of those struggles were
rearticulated around issues of social and economic justice in the United States, which was represented by the civil rights
movement. People forget that the civil rights movement was not just about integration or the end of the political or social
segregation of African Americans from the mainstream of American life, but it was also about redefining the economic
relationship between working and poor people, the haves versus the have-nots, as Malcolm X put it. And it was also about
an international struggle to redefine the relationship between people of color and the West, so that these—the struggle for
racial justice, the struggle for economic justice, both domestically and globally, were always linked. They were linked in
the 1920s, and they were linked in the '60s, and they're still linked today.
There’s a connection between, for example, what happened in Seattle and what happens in New York around the struggle
around the Diallo murder. That is, that racial justice cannot be achieved in the United States outside of the context of
economic justice, and that the struggle in the United States for economic and racial justice, social justice, is linked globally
with a broader kind of rearticulation of what does democracy mean, between working people throughout the world and

those citadels of corporate and political power that define the WTO. And making those links, making those linkages, is
really the challenge of the 21st century. That’s why what occurred in Seattle is so appropriate as a benchmark to ending this
century. Making the link between, say, Seattle and Sing Sing, that it’s not an accident that this event could occur at the end
of a period of time when, domestically in the United States, we’ve seen over the last quarter century the growth of
incarceration from barely—from about 500,000 people in 1980 to nearly two million people today, that there is a link
between a political economy of oppression in this country and a globalized political economy, a globalized capitalism, in
which working people feel hostage to these large corporations. Making the linkages is what progressive movements have
been about and will be about in the future.
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Marable, you’ve also compared the Battle in Seattle—dare we go back beyond this century,
as if that’s not enough—to 1770 in Boston.
MANNING MARABLE: Yeah, that’s right. That is, it’s—if you take the long view of history, you could make a
connection between, in March 5th, 1770, there were a group of Americans who were demonstrating against British
imperialism, British colonialism, and arbitrary economic rules governing trade in Boston. They called it the Boston
Massacre. Five Americans, including one African American, Crispus Attucks, were shot down in the streets of Boston. It
was a demonstration that sparked—that sparked, in many ways, what would emerge several years later as the American
Revolution. This was a struggle for a kind of democracy. It wasn’t a democracy that included African Americans or women
or most white people, most white males, but it was a step forward in a struggle for democracy.
We have, at the end of this century, a struggle that brings tens of thousands of people into the streets around something that
most mainstream political commentators would say is fairly abstract. But a struggle for economic justice around issues of
trade in the 18th century, 1700s, became a framework, a cutting edge for what would become a broader political movement.
I think that into the 21st century, that that parallel will apply.
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Manning Marable, African-American studies professor at Columbia University. Howard
Zinn, when you look at the century, you have a heavy emphasis on labor and the issue of socialism. Can you talk about the
rise of labor in this century?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, in the early—the early part of the century, we had some of the most dramatic and violent labor
struggles that have taken place anywhere in the history of the world, because capitalism in the United States in the late 19th
century, from the Civil War on, became more and more ruthless, more and more cruel, and the conditions of work now
were horrendous. I mean, these were the—this is the underside of what is called, you know, the great economic miracle,
where the United States became a great industrial power, sort of between—you know, roughly between the Civil War and
World War I. The underside of that was the conditions of the people who worked on the—building the transcontinental
railroad, the people who worked in the steel mills, the people who worked on the mines, and who worked 12 and 14 hours a
day, and the 11-year-old children and 13-year-old kids going into the mines, and the—you know, the tens of thousands of
people dying each year in industrial accidents. And the reaction against that was a series of bitter labor struggles that took
place in the early part of the century.
One of the most important of these took place in Lawrence, Massachusetts, when immigrant, mostly women, workers in the
textile mills, coming from many, many different countries, a marvelous example of people crossing boundaries—people
from southern Europe and people from eastern Europe, Poles and Hungarians and Lithuanians and Italians and Greeks—
getting together and going out on strike against the power of the textile mills in Lawrence, Massachusetts, and facing the
police, who came to the railroad station and clubbed them and their children as they were trying to bring the children away
from Lawrence to safety, and ultimately winning a remarkable, remarkable victory, with the IWW, the Industrial Workers of
the World, a sort of radical labor union of the time, playing a leading role. And that labor movement, to me, was an
example of democracy coming alive.
Manning Marable was talking about the limited democracy that was created by the American Revolution—and it was a
limited democracy. And it was a democracy that, very often we learned in school, has a very formal set of institutions, you
know, and the idea being that if you have three branches of government, and if people will vote, then you have democracy.
But what the history of this country shows, and especially in this century, is that democracy comes alive when people who
see that the formal structure of government doesn’t help them. The formal structure of government does not change the 12hour day, doesn’t change the conditions of work, doesn’t change the power of the corporations over working people. When
people see that that formal structure doesn’t work, then they organize. They go out on strike. They demonstrate. And the
labor movement of the early 20th century, and the socialist movement that ran parallel to it and became a very, very
important force in the early part of the 20th century—hundreds and hundreds of thousands of people read socialist
newspapers. Almost a million people voted for the socialist candidate, Eugene Debs, when he ran for president. That was a
flourishing of democracy.
Now, of course, democracy goes back and forth. It’s crushed. It comes back. The labor movement came back again in the
1930s. In our time, we’ve seen a diminishing of the power of the labor movement. But I think that Seattle—the events in
Seattle recently were crucial in showing what the possibilities are if a new resurgent labor movement joins with other
movements, joins with people who have other issues, and they all get together in order to combat the power of the

corporations allied with the government, and then democracy comes alive.
I want to say one more thing about socialism. And that is that the socialist movement that I spoke about and which
flourished in this country in the early part of the century and which was joined by some of the leading sort of artists and
literary figures of the time—Jack London and Helen Keller, Clarence Darrow, Upton Sinclair.
AMY GOODMAN: I have to ask you to repeat the woman that you just named, because I think very few people, though
most schoolchildren in this country have heard of her and her just enormous intelligence and resourcefulness, do not know
she was a socialist.
HOWARD ZINN: Helen Keller, that’s right. I remember when I went to school, all that I learned was that Helen Keller
was this very, very smart woman who overcame her handicaps and became famous. But I was never told that she was a
socialist. I was never told that she fought against World War I, never told that she walked on picket lines and supported
labor struggles.
And—but, you know, the socialist movement, which flourished at that time, all this was before there was a Soviet Union
which called itself a socialist. I think what happened later, in the 1940s and 1950s and after, that the socialist claim made by
the Soviet Union for itself began to look more and more horrifying to people as the Soviet Union turned out to be a
dictatorship and a police state. And as a result, the word "socialism" became associated with Stalinism and the Soviet
Union, and which, to me, was a terrible mistake, because that was not really socialism. And I think what has happened
since the collapse of the Soviet Union is that there’s a new possibility for a socialist movement to arise in this country,
which regains the purity of purpose and the moral standing, the inspiration of the socialism of Debs and Helen Keller and
Mother Jones and Emma Goldman of the early part of the 20th century. And I think it would take such a movement to begin
to realize the idea of, you know, economic justice, which, as Manning points out, ties in with racial justice, and which ties
in with the international solidarity for people who seek economic justice in other countries.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re talking to Professors Howard Zinn and Manning Marable on this last week of the year, of the
decade, of the century, of the millennium. And we’ll be back with them in just a minute, here on Pacifica Radio’s
Democracy Now! Stay with us.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: You are listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now!, as we take a look back at the century. I’m
Amy Goodman, as we hear a clip of archival sound of Walter Reuther. This is him speaking at the March on Washington in
1963. He was elected president of the United Auto Workers in 1946 and helped engineer the merger in 1955 of the AFL and
the CIO.
WALTER REUTHER: I am here today because with you I share the view that the struggle for civil rights and
the struggle for equal opportunity is not the struggle of Negro Americans, but the struggle for every American
to join in. For 100 years, the Negro people have searched for first-class citizenship, and I believe that they
cannot and should not wait until some distant tomorrow. They should demand freedom now, here and now! It is
the responsibility of every American to share the impatience of the Negro Americans. And we need to join
together, to march together and to work together, until we bridge the moral gap between American democracy’s
noble promises and its ugly practices in the field of civil rights. Now, one of the problems is that...
AMY GOODMAN: Walter Reuther, president of the United Auto Workers. He died in 1970. And as we take this global,
we go to a listener who listens to KUOI in Moscow, Idaho [sic].
MARK: My name’s Mark. I listen to KFAI in Minneapolis, Minnesota. Thirty years old, born 1969. There are a
lot of events, a lot of events that are really important. But one that is most important to me, that’s very
important to me, that influenced—influential in my political attitude, I have to say the names, and then I’ll say
the event: Bobby Sands, Francis Hughes, Raymond McCreesh, Patsy O’Hara, Joe McDonnell, Martin Hurson,
Kevin Lynch, Kieran Doherty, Thomas McElwee and Mickey Devine, who died between May 5, 1981, and
August 20, 1981, on hunger strike in Long Kesh Prison in Ireland. I’ve heard it said on your show before that
the one thing that the 20th century—one thing that evolved out of it is the movement, anti-colonial movement,
the movement to decolonize this world. And I think those 10 men represent that movement very well.
AMY GOODMAN: That listener from KFAI in Minneapolis, although KUOI is listening, as well. And again, we
encourage you, our listeners, to call in and let us know who you think are the most important people of the 20th century,
and you can go back, as well, and most important movements. Give us a call, (212) 209-2999. That’s (212) 209-2999.
As we continue with our guests, live on the phone with us, Professor Howard Zinn, a professor emeritus of Boston
University, author of People’s History of the United States and You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train, his — one of his
latest books, The Zinn Reader: Writings on Disobedience and Democracy — as well as Professor Manning Marable of
Columbia University. He heads up the Institute for Research in African-American Studies at Columbia and is author of
many books, including Beyond Black and White, Race, Inequality and Power, and his latest, Dispatches from Ebony Tower,

which is published by Columbia University Press.
Professor Marable, we just heard about the Irish political prisoners in the Maze prison who died on hunger strike, before
that, Walter Reuther talking about race relations, he a leader in the labor movement. Your emphasis on anti-colonial
struggles, linking what happens in Africa and the Caribbean to the United States as well as the civil rights movement here.
MANNING MARABLE: I think that, you know, we look back on the century, and throughout this morning we’ve been
talking about the link between economic justice, which for most people throughout the world is identified with the term
socialism, and racial justice or national liberation, whether it’s the struggle for decolonization in Asia and Africa, whether it
was the anti-apartheid struggle in South Africa, or whether it was the anti-racist struggle, the struggle to dismantle Jim
Crow segregation here in the United States. I think if one takes the long view about the nature of these struggles, that racial
—that human equality and economic justice, which defines so many of the battles in the 20th century, even though the
terms of the debate will be changed in the 21st century, the essence of the struggle still remains the same. And one can see a
link between what occurred in South Africa in the century-long struggle to dismantle both British colonial power and the
Afrikaner structure of racial domination, what the Afrikaners called "Herrenvolk democracy," a whites-only, master race
democracy, and a struggle that occurred in the Caribbean that was represented in its highest form by the Cuban Revolution.
It was an anti-colonial struggle, but it was also a struggle to redefine the boundaries of democracy and to achieve social
justice for human beings against a colonial power, the United States. And despite all of the contradictions in the idea of
socialism, despite all of the problems and false promises and dead ends, that the nature of that struggle in the 21st century
will remain the same.
And it remains the same in the United States. We live in a country today where the top 1 percent of all U.S. households has
a greater combined net wealth than the bottom 95 percent of U.S. households, that millions of Americans, 44 million
Americans, lack any medical insurance, that a half-million Americans this year went to emergency rooms and were turned
away because they lacked medical insurance. We have a political structure that calls itself democratic, but we have a
society in which the vast majority of American people feel more disempowered by their political system day by day. So, the
struggle both for racial justice and for economic justice still remains linked and still remains the great challenge for
progressive movements.
AMY GOODMAN: You talked about South Africa, and while many people think about Gandhi as the great leader of India
—also another tremendous shift in the world, which was the overthrowing of British imperialism in India—he really got his
roots in South Africa. This is Mahatma Gandhi speaking in 1947.
MAHATMA GANDHI: The question that a friend asked yesterday: did I believe in one world? Of course I
believe in one world. And how can I possibly do otherwise, when I become an inheritor of the message of love
that these great unconquerable teachers left for us? You can redeliver that message now, in this age of
democracy. In the age of awakening of the poorest of the poor, you can redeliver this message with the greatest
emphasis. Then you will—you will complete the conquest of the whole of the West, not through vengeance,
because you have been exploited. And in the exploitation, of course, I want to include Africa. And I hope that
when next you meet in India, you will—all the exploited nations of the earth will meet, if by that time there are
any exploited nations of the earth. I am so sanguine that if all of you put your hearts together, not merely your
heads, but hearts together and understand the secret of the messages of all these wise men of the East has left to
us, and if we really become—deserve—worthy of that great message, then you will easily understand that the
conquest of the West will be completed, and that conquest will be loved by the West itself. West is today pining
for wisdom. West today is despairing of multiplication of atom bombs, because a multiplication of atom bombs
means utter destruction, not merely of the West, but it will be a destruction of the world, as if the prophecy of
the Bible is going to be fulfilled and there is to be a perfect deluge. Heaven forbid that there be that deluge, and
through men’s wrong against himself.
AMY GOODMAN: Mahatma Gandhi speaking in 1947, bringing together the issues of Africa, India and the atom bomb, a
seminal movement, the middle of the century, what happened in India, the overthrow of British colonialism and the
development of the Cold War. Howard Zinn, can you talk about the effects that Mahatma Gandhi had here in the United
States and specifically how different movements used his development of civil disobedience and application of it.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, you know, even before Gandhi, people in this country and other countries learned the value of
organized resistance. Short of violence, they learned that if you organized enough people, that you could counter the power
of what seemed to be sort of invulnerable constellations of power in government, in business.
And in this country, we’ve had in our history so many examples of this. I mean, the labor movement, of course, has been
using that tactic of simply withholding labor. When corporations seem to have all the power in the world, it is often
forgotten that their power depends on people working for them and people buying their products. When the people who
work for them stop working for them, they’re helpless. In the 1930s, they said Ford Motor Company could never be
organized by unions, U.S. Steel could never be organized by unions—they were too powerful. But when workers left the
factories, and they went out on strike and sometimes occupied the factories, as they did in '36 and ’37, the corporations

were helpless, and they had to give in. They had to recognize the unions and had to change the conditions of work. And, of
course, there's, you know, the civil rights movement, another example, the women’s movement, another example, the
movement of disabled people in this country, Native Americans.
When—it’s very important, I think, for people to understand that when they begin to feel desperate about their
powerlessness, that we have enough instances in the history of this country and other countries that show where people
organize and determine to resist, that even the most powerful constellations of government and economic elites can fall
before the power of the people. South Africa is a good example of it. The movements in eastern Europe of toppling
government is an example of it. The movements in this country are an example of it. And I believe that there’s a
fundamental common morality in people all over the world, a feeling of solidarity with other people, which at certain points
in history can break through the power of governments and the power of the people who control the economy. And I think
it’s important to recognize that in our history and to recognize that potential for the future, if we are going to in fact have a
century which is different and better than the last one.
AMY GOODMAN: Manning Marable, do you think the struggle against apartheid in South Africa was a paradigm
throughout this century, as the movement developed, for struggles in this country?
MANNING MARABLE: I think that I would probably choose—if I had to choose one struggle, as much as I love the
Cuban Revolution and feel that it offers so much hope, still, for oppressed people throughout the world, I would probably
choose South Africa in the struggle against—the century-long struggle against white domination, as the one that we could
probably learn the most from, for several reasons.
In January 1912, the South African—the African National Congress was formed in Bloemfontein, Orange Free State. The
head of it was a person that, many years ago, I did my dissertation on: John Langalibalele Dube. Dube and Sol Plaatje and
Pixley Seme are the core founders of the ANC. They struggled for native rights within the framework of British
imperialism. They sought—the same way Gandhi did, and Gandhi was living in South Africa at the same time. They fought
for the extension or the expansion of rights to so-called "civilized natives" that were extended to whites living in the British
Empire. They found that through practical struggle, that winning—that they could not achieve what they wanted within the
framework of political control domination under the British. When the white South Africans took power in 1948 and
imposed a form of what they termed apartheid, the nature of the struggle moved to civil disobedience.
AMY GOODMAN: We have 20 seconds.
MANNING MARABLE: And—civil disobedience. Then, after Sharpeville, it moved to the need for revolution. Now,
today, you have a democracy, but it is also an ongoing struggle in which white rule through the political institutions has
changed, but the economic and social justice struggle still remains.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, on that note, I want to thank you both very much for spending this hour with us to go through
the last century. And, of course, we have so much more to do, and we’ll do it through the week. Again, Listeners’ Century
will broadcast on Thursday, and we’d like you to participate, who you think were the seminal figures and movements of the
20th century, or even you can go to the millennium. Please call us at (212) 209-2999 and leave your comment. (212) 2092999.
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AMY GOODMAN: As the new millennium approaches, there are special after special on television and radio about the
last millennium and about history, and today we’re going to take a different look at history, particularly of the United
States, with radical historian Howard Zinn. His most famous book is called A People’s History of the United States. He’s a
professor emeritus at Boston University. In his work, Zinn looks at history from the standpoint of those people who were
victims of the state, the ordinary people who were not in power. Zinn’s book looks at and provides activists a platform from
which to fight, even as the new millennium is ushered in. This is Howard Zinn.

HOWARD ZINN: I came across a book recently called The Art and Politics of College Teaching. Any of you
ever hear of it? No. I’m not surprised. But it’s a kind of a Machiavellian guide to people who want to teach in
college. And it has—sort of organized in the form of concerns. And concern number nine — I skip the first
eight for your benefit — "Can I involve myself in causes, crusades and political activism as a professor?"
Answer: "The institution of higher education may not look kindly upon such activities. Be wary of introducing
your political conclusions or social thought into classroom situations. Be on guard not to take sides, if it is
possible to avoid it at all. Play dumb." That’s interesting. Until you get your Ph.D., the advice is, play smart;
then after you get your Ph.D., play dumb. "Be somewhat submissive to the senior faculty." The only thing about
that I didn’t understand was the word "somewhat." I thought that took courage. If I had had that book available
to me when I started my teaching career, I mean, who knows what I might have become? A dean, maybe.
Anyway, I’ve always been interested in teaching as a profession and the whole idea of professionalism, which
ties in with Machiavelli—that is, the idea of just doing well whatever it is somebody tells you to do, without
asking why or what. And I have something here that was written by Leslie Gelb, a writer for the New York
Times during the Gulf War, who at the end of the Gulf War was just ecstatic over the professionalism of the
American Army in the Gulf War. And, well, he had worked for the RAND Corporation and for the United
States government, and he was in the habit of not asking questions other than professional questions, and so it
was only fitting now that he should work for the New York Times.
And I remember that the—I saw a review not long ago of the autobiography of Leni Riefenstahl, you know, the
—I started to call her the Nazi filmmaker, but then I realized she wouldn’t like it. And, you know, so let’s put it
this way: she was a filmmaker who worked for the Nazis. And in this review, the reviewer in the New York
Times talked about her involvement with Hitler. When I say "involvement with Hitler," I don’t mean it in the
sense of, you know, People magazine, or involve—met Hitler a few times, had lunch with Goebbels—if you
can imagine having lunch with Goebbels. And then, but, you know, she is—in the world of film, her technique
is admired enormously, and the reviewer ends up this review of her book by saying something like, "She may
have compromised her morality, but her artistic integrity, never."
And then I remembered the—when Mumia Abu-Jamal was facing execution last August—I don’t know how
many of you have heard of the case of Mumia Abu-Jamal, but when the campaign was on for Mumia AbuJamal, I remember, at the very time, just before his scheduled date of execution, and when there’s a campaign
going on around the country, indeed around the world, to stop his execution, there was a meeting, it so
happened, at that very time in Philadelphia, which is the site of all of that, of Jamal and MOVE, and the
Pennsylvania governor coming into office promising to carry through all of the executions that were planned in
the state of Pennsylvania. And just at that time, the Association of Black Journalists met in Philadelphia and
debated the question of whether they should call for a new trial for Mumia Abu-Jamal, which is what the
campaign was for. E.L. Doctorow, the novelist, wrote an op-ed piece in the New York Times saying, as many
people did, "We don’t really know the facts of this case. It’s hard to know. We have conflicting evidence. Who
can say for sure whether Mumia Abu-Jamal killed this policeman or not? But judging from the way the trial
was conducted, from the way the witnesses were brought forth, from the prejudice of the judge, who was proud
of having sentenced more people to death than any other judge, he deserves a new trial." This is what people
were asking for. And this is what the Association of Black Journalists was debating. And one of—they finally
decided not to call for a new trial, but to make some statement short of that. And one of the grounds for not
declaring themselves boldly in favor for a new trial was that they felt it was not their job as journalists to do
that. We’re—our job—as one of them put it, "Our job is to advance ourselves professionally and to do
everything we can do to advance the profession. And somehow this doesn’t fit in."
Come to think of it, I just thought of another example, in which—in my own profession. Sometimes I consider
myself a member of the historical profession, just for speech purposes. And during the Vietnam War, there was
a business meeting of the American Historical Association—oh, thanks. Well, thank you. Now I’ll have to read
what they really said. But at this meeting of the American Historical Association—you know these annual
scholarly meetings. Some of you may be really lucky and get to go to some of them. And the—but right in the
midst of the Vietnam War, and it was—at all of these scholarly meetings, there are all these papers are
presented, and then—but there’s always a business meeting, which is attended. The whole thing is attended by
thousands of people, come from all over the country for that one annual meeting. And then there’s a business
meeting, which is usually attended by 32 people, because can you imagine how exciting would be the business
of the American Historical Association? But this time, at this meeting, the place was jammed, because
everybody had heard that there was going to be a resolution introduced at the business meeting calling for the
American Historical Association to denounce American policy in Vietnam and to call for the withdrawal of
American forces from Vietnam. And so, everybody came. And we introduced the resolution. And, in fact, I

confess that I introduced the resolution, wearing dark glasses. And we had a lively debate on it, as lively a
debate as you can have at the American Historical Association. And the resolution was defeated. And the main
ground for its defeat was that it really wasn’t relevant to the work of historians. Immediately after my
resolution, or our resolution, the resolution of what was called the Radical History Caucus—I don’t know why
I’ve always been somehow part of something called the Radical History Caucus, but after that was defeated,
somebody else got up and proposed another resolution, which said exactly what my resolution had said, except
that it added the words: "because the money that’s going for the war could otherwise be used to advance the
profession of history." That resolution passed overwhelmingly.
So I’m glad you’re all going to be professionals. And the problem is how to work in a field without becoming a
professional in that sense of the term, in that narrow, warped, anti-human sense of the term. So when I became a
historian—that is, when I entered what I soon discovered was a profession—when I became a historian, I
already knew that I was not going to be neutral. I already understood for myself that, in teaching history or
writing history, my point of view was going to be there. I was not going to be a—what I call a disinterested
historian. I had interest. I was not going to be an objective historian, because I didn’t really believe objectivity
was possible, nor was it desirable—unless objectivity meant telling the truth as you saw it, not lying, not
distorting, not omitting information, and not omitting arguments because they don’t conform to some idea that
you have. But if objectivity meant not taking a stand, if objectivity meant presenting data without caring about
the social effect of the kind of data you present, at that—I didn’t want that kind of objectivity.
History was interesting to me, but I wasn’t going into history because it was interesting. Or put another way,
what was interesting about history is that it represented interests, different kinds of interests. I was very much
aware of that. And I was aware, as soon as I began to study history, that you couldn’t really be objective. You
couldn’t really just recapture the past as it was, a phrase that was used starting in the 19th century when history
became a profession in an important sense, "reproduce the past as it was," and an idea which is still heard today.
History is an infinite number of events, an infinite number of facts. Inevitably, you must select from that
number of facts those things which you are going to present, if you’re going to write, if you’re going to teach.
What is going to go into this book? Or what is going to go into your lecture, into your classroom? There’s no
way of avoiding the process of selection. And once you make that selection, that selection is based on your
point of view, whether you acknowledge it or not, whether you even know it or not. There’s a way in which you
can reproduce the point of view that has been dominant in your culture without understanding that you are
reproducing the dominant point of view. And so, you make a selection according to that point of view. You
make a selection according to what you think is important. And different people think different things are
important. And she thought that finding out about Andrew Jackson’s first message to Congress and who wrote it
was important.
I remember a few years ago, the New York Times did a survey of high school students to see how much history
they knew. And they do this, you know, every few years. They do a survey of young people to prove how dumb
they are and to prove how smart are the givers of the tests. And so they gave this test to high school seniors and
corroborated what they thought, that young people don’t know anything about history. They ask questions like
"Who was the president during the War of 1812? Who was the president during the Mexican War?" Please, I
can see you thinking already. We’re in a great quiz culture, and all you have to do is drop something—I’m
sorry, that was a mistake. But a question like, "What came first, the Homestead Act or the Civil Service Act?"
Well, you recognize questions like that, because they’re the questions that appear on tests which enable you to
get into graduate school. Or you can go very far if you know enough of those answers. You will be Phi Beta
Kappa. You will become an adviser to the president of the United States. Do you remember the book, The Best
and the Brightest? Which is precisely about that point, that the people surrounding the presidents who made the
war in Vietnam were the brightest people. They were the people who got the highest scores. They were Phi Beta
Kappa. And they were the architects of the war in Vietnam.
AMY GOODMAN: Historian Howard Zinn. His most famous book, A People’s History of the United States. We’ll be back
in a minute.
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AMY GOODMAN: Last week’s announcement of the proposed merger of the two oil giants, Exxon and Mobil, would
create not only the largest company in the world, but the single largest oil corporation, as well. This merger would also
reunite two of the seven companies that made up the Standard Oil monopoly of John Rockefeller, a monopoly that was
broken up in 1911 in what was perhaps the most famous antitrust action in U.S. history.
Activists and corporate regulators alike have already expressed outrage and concern at the move, which would result in the
loss of more than 20,000 jobs. Already Connecticut’s attorney general has announced plans to investigate the union, and the
chair of the Senate’s Antitrust Subcommittee describes the move as "worrisome." Activists also say the merger of these
companies will mean a significant threat to the environment, workers’ rights and the principles of democracy.
All of this is part of a larger trend toward larger power for corporations, power that calls into question the very notion of
nation states. As we’ve reported on Democracy Now! in the past, companies like Wal-Mart have a larger economy than
most countries in the world.
Joining us now to discuss these trends is historian Howard Zinn. Howard Zinn is the author of several books, including A
People’s History of the United States and You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train.
Welcome to Democracy Now!, Professor Zinn.
HOWARD ZINN: Thank you for inviting me.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, it’s great to be with you to discuss this massive merger, as well as other issues—for example,
putting the impeachment hearings in context. But let’s start with this proposal to make ExxonMobil one company that
would be called ExxonMobil.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, you know, it’s just part of a long-term development in American history of the increasing power
of corporations. You were talking about the breakup in 1911 of the Standard Oil Company, which at that point had what
was very close to, you know, total monopoly, 90 percent of the oil production and three-quarters of the oil transport and so
on. And 1911, the Supreme Court broke it up into a number of different entities. And what we have now is the two largest
entities—that is, what was then Standard Oil of New Jersey, Standard Oil of New York, which became Exxon and Mobil—
these two largest entities now have rejoined.
And what it suggests is that a whole history of regulation of corporations is a history of futility, and that is, that gestures
have been made all through, you know, the last hundred years in American history in the direction of regulating
corporations, but none of them succeed. In fact, none of them are intended to succeed in really diminishing the power of
corporations. I mean, the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890 was set up as the author, John Sherman, said, you know, set up
really for the purpose of sort of holding off the anti-monopoly furor of that time, of the Populist movement and of the
farmers’ movement, a new design to sort of appease the people who were calling for diminishing the power of corporations.
And the Sherman Antitrust Act was actually most effectively used against labor unions, like, you know, to break up the
1894 Pullman Strike. And then the Clayton Antitrust Act of 1914, the Federal Trade Commission set up around the same
time, really all designed to try to quiet the antitrust feeling in the country, but not really to do anything important about
corporate power.
You know, in the 1930s, Thurman Arnold, the attorney general of the United States, who had talked about the fact that there
was no—not much success in regulating the power of corporations, you know, he became the head of the Antitrust Division
of the Department of Justice at that time, and when he became head, nothing changed. And that’s still true today. The
Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice approves all of the things that go on, just as it will approve the present
merger.
And, you know, here’s something that I noticed that was right after this happened last week. There was a discussion, quite a
long discussion, on The Lehrer Report on Public Broadcasting, a sad commentary on Public Broadcasting, because three
pundits were discussing the merger and talking about it at length, and in no point in their discussion did they talk about the
effect of the merger on working people, the loss of jobs, the effect on the environment. You know, the head of Exxon, who
is going to be the big cheese in this new merger, has said again and again he didn’t really believe the stories about global
warming. And, of course, the oil companies are the great perpetrators of the crime of polluting the environment. Nothing
was said about the effect on workers. Nothing was said about the effect on the environment. Nothing was said about the

effect on consumers. And so that the—we find that the major media really, you know, collaborating with corporate power in
hiding from the public the human consequences of mergers and the growth of corporate power.
AMY GOODMAN: You’re listening to Howard Zinn. He is the author of many books, including People’s History of the
United States, as well as his own, really, autobiography, You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train. Professor Zinn, I have to
say, this is the first time I’ve heard that the Sherman Antitrust Act was originally set up and used against unions.
HOWARD ZINN: Oh, yeah. Yeah, because it said we mustn’t have restraint of trade. But it was not used against
corporations, but it was passed in 1890. In 1894, Eugene Debs led a nationwide railroad strike, and then the government
used the Anti-Sherman—the Sherman Antitrust Act, saying that by shutting down the railroads, they were restraining
interstate commerce. And as a result of this, they were able to get court injunctions to effectively break the strike and put
Eugene Debs in jail.
AMY GOODMAN: Now, what about the whole effort, really, of President Theodore Roosevelt also to go after Rockefeller
and Standard Oil, Exxon being Standard Oil of New Jersey, Mobil being Standard Oil of New York, after the breakup in
1911? But President Theodore Roosevelt called Standard Oil and the executives of Standard Oil as the biggest corporate
criminals in the country.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, Theodore Roosevelt was great at rhetoric and denouncing corporate power. But the fact is that he
—although he got a reputation as a trust buster, he actually did less against trusts than his successor, the conservative
Republican, William Howard Taft. And Roosevelt—it’s true that under Roosevelt’s administration, they sort of initiated this
suit that then led to the 1911 decision, but the 1911 decision by the Supreme Court, although it broke up the Standard Oil
Company, it broke it up into a number of entities, each of which was still huge and which still respected one another’s
markets, even after the breakup—in other words, didn’t lead to any greater competition. It certainly didn’t interfere with
their profits. In fact, their profits doubled in the year after the breakup, and each of the units became bigger and bigger. So
it didn’t have any really significant effect.
We’ve had a lot of rhetoric from the White House and from Congress about breaking up trusts, but the fact is that the
government has been in league with the trusts and with corporations and—I mean, you can just see this in the legislation
passed by Congress and see the declining rate of taxes on corporations over the years, until, you know, now the effective
rate of taxation on the great corporations, you know, is something like 8 or 10 percent, which is less than the effective rate
of taxation on the ordinary working family.
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Zinn, there is a very interesting piece on the front page of the Washington Post today about
charities fearing the loss of Mobil money with the Exxon merger. It says Texas may get gifts. Now, it’s a really interesting
piece. The other night I was watching Moneyline on CNN. It was around midnight. And right after—it was right after the
Exxon merger—the host was interviewing the heads of Exxon and Mobil, not any labor leaders or anything like that, and
then they had a piece on why John D. Rockefeller was such a good man. It was actually promoted in that way. And after the
break, the break for some corporation to advertise itself, they came back and did like a couple-of-minute piece or a four- or
five-minute piece about John D. Rockefeller and his philanthropy, that he had given so much money to the University of
Chicago and had helped to found Spelman College—his wife was a Spelman—had given money to the Museum of Modern
Art and many other institutions.
And now I see this front-page piece of the Washington Post, and inside the paper it has a list of Mobil’s philanthropic gifts,
the Fairfax-based Mobil Corporation, including the American Red Cross, Boy Scouts of America gets $100,000,
Georgetown University, the Conservation International Foundation, U.S.-Indonesia Society gets $50,000, National Council
of Negro Women, Wolf Trap Foundation for the Performing Arts, George Mason University, as well as Joint Center for
Political and Economic Studies. It just goes right down the list. Can you talk about philanthropy, John D. Rockefeller, and
how these titans become known as lovers of mankind? That’s what "philanthropy" means.
HOWARD ZINN: It’s really interesting. I think people ought to go back to Matthew Josephson’s book, The Robber
Barons, or Gustavus Myers’ book, History of the Great American Fortunes, to see with what ruthlessness and cruelty
Rockefeller, Carnegie and Vanderbilt used the working people of this country, and then, after abusing them and exploiting
them and amassing billions of dollars, then they, grandly and with much fanfare, began to dispense some of this money to
charitable foundations and so on, really so as to ease the criticism that was growing in the country about their tactics and
their amassing of wealth.
I mean, let’s take Rockefeller, specifically. And that is, the Rockefeller Foundation was set up in the early part of the 20th
century, just before World War I, basically to begin to soften the public’s attitude towards Rockefeller. In 1913, 1914, the
coalfields in southern Colorado exploded in a strike. These coalfields were owned largely by the Rockefeller family. The
strike was put down with enormous violence, with machine guns, with rifle fire, with the burning of a tent colony, the
Ludlow Massacre, which resulted in the deaths of 13 people—11 children, two women—and which gave Rockefeller a
very, very bad name. And after this, the charitable contributions increased.
And so, what we have is a situation where we live in an economic system in which enormous money gravitates towards the
top of the system, just by the nature of the system, and then, in order to appease those people who criticize the system, the

holders of this enormous wealth give a little bit of it to schools and colleges and the Boy Scouts and the Red Cross, so that
the media can then run programs showing what wonderful people they are.
AMY GOODMAN: I remember a headline in a local newspaper after the Exxon-Valdez that said, "Oil Spills Benefit the
Arts," because whenever there was a major oil spill somewhere in the world, the money—donations went up by
corporations, like Exxon and Mobil, to the arts to give them a better name.
We’re talking to Professor Howard Zinn. He is professor of history and author of many books, including A People’s History
of the United States: 1492 to the Present, that has had so many revised and updated editions. It is wonderful to know that so
many people are reading A People’s History of the United States, as well as his own autobiography, called You Can’t Be
Neutral on a Moving Train.
When we come back, I’m also going to ask Professor Zinn about the impeachment hearings and to put them in historical
context, and then we’ll be speaking with birthday boy Noam Chomsky. Yes, he turns 70 today. I’m only saying that before
he’s on the line, because I’m sure he would not be very happy to hear that or to hear we’re even talking about his birthday.
But we’re going to talk about his life. We’ll talk about liberty. And we’ll talk about language and so many issues that Noam
Chomsky has made us all aware of.
You’re listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now! We’ll be back in a minute.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: You’re listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now!, The Exception to the Rulers. I’m Amy
Goodman, as we continue our conversation with historian Howard Zinn, author of A People’s History of the United States,
who has brought us so much important history from the point of view of people rather than corporations and wars.
Howard Zinn, we are getting the latest information that President Clinton’s defense team will be able to present his defense
over a two-day period, two 15-hour days, 30 days they’ve been fighting over, the White House asking for four days and the
House Judiciary Committee, the Republicans on it—I don’t know if they wanted to give him any at all. But can you put this
whole issue of the attempt to impeach the President over lying about his sexual affair with Monica Lewinsky in some kind
of context for us?
HOWARD ZINN: Yeah, when you talk about the historical context, I mean, the first thing to note is that the television,
newspapers, so fastened, almost hysterically, on this issue of presidential lying about his sexual activities and the
Republican reaction to it, none of them have put any of this into historical perspective. And by historical perspective, I
mean the question of the history of presidential lying and presidential deception, which is a very long and shameful history.
And it’s as if we have lost a sense of proportion. I mean, here’s a situation of lying about a president’s sexual activity,
which dominates the headlines for months and months and months and leads to impeachment hearings, and we have had
lies uttered by presidents about matters that resulted in the deaths of hundreds of thousands and even millions of people,
and which never led to impeachment hearings, and which certainly never got the kind of attention that this situation has
gotten.
You know, I think, just taking the post-war period, I mean, not going back to President Polk lying during the Mexican War
of 1846 or other lies that were uttered at that—in the 19th century, but just taking the post-World War II period, President
Truman lying to the nation about the fact that, you know, the bombing of Hiroshima, he said, was a bombing of a military
target. We kill several hundred thousand people based on a lie, another part of the lie being that we would have had to
invade Japan in order to end the war. Now that’s a very serious lie. I find his making war in Korea also claiming that we’re
fighting for democracy, and several million people die in the Korean War, and we’re fighting for one dictatorship against
another dictatorship. Eisenhower lies about Guatemala, deceives the country, doesn’t tell them that the United States is
overthrowing a democratically elected government in Guatemala, doesn’t tell the public that the United States government
is involved in overthrowing the government in Iran in 1953 because it has nationalized the oil and hurt the oil companies.
Lies of Kennedy about the Bay of Pigs, lies of Kennedy and Johnson about what we are doing in Vietnam, and then lies of
Reagan about what we were doing in Central America, and Clinton’s own lies to the nation.
I mean, here—why—if Clinton’s going to impeached, let’s impeach him about lying to the nation about dropping bombs on
the Sudan, and drops bombs on the Sudan, tells people that he’s dropping bombs on a chemical factory and—but it turns
out to be a pharmaceutical plant. That lie does not lead to talk of impeachment, or Clinton’s lies about what is happening
with welfare, his deception of the country about the reasons for the bombing of Iraq. I mean, we came very, very close to
getting into a war with Iraq again, and again based on deceiving the public about weapons of mass destruction and who has
them and how they’ve been used. I find it really shocking that the media have paid no attention to this history of
presidential lying, so that the present event would be then put into some kind of reasonable perspective.
AMY GOODMAN: You know, interestingly, in the impeachment hearings last week, they had a number of people
testifying about perjury, and among those was Harvard Law School Professor Alan Dershowitz. Now this didn’t get much
attention at all, but what he talked about is the history of perjury in this country of police and police departments.
HOWARD ZINN: That’s an interesting point, too, that it’s sort of a basic fact of judicial history that police lie again and

again and again on the witness stand about what they have done to people when they have shot people and killed people,
when they have injured people or beaten people, and they are not prosecuted for that. But, you know, that is a very long
story of police agencies, of the government, local police, the FBI, the CIA, committing perjury, lying again and again, and
not being prosecuted for it, so that all—I suppose if the press used this occasion to bring all of that out, then the current
impeachment hearings could be an opportunity for a great historical education of the American people. But that is not being
done. And I suppose it’s left to the smaller radio stations and to alternative newspapers and to meetings and teach-ins to try
to bring that history before the public.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, Professor Zinn, I want to thank you very much for talking to us and bringing it to our attention.
It is an issue that we’ve been addressing over time as these impeachment hearing have gone on. I wanted to end by,
actually, in a funny way, having you talk about our next guest, Professor Chomsky, because today is Professor Chomsky’s
70th birthday. We still haven’t put him into the system, because I know he doesn’t want us to talk about this. But before he
hears us, I was wondering if you, as a historian and as a fellow radical, could talk about Chomsky’s significance in the 20th
century, sharing the kind of analysis he does, and as you’re talking about, you know, leaving all this information to getting
out through teach-ins and smaller radio stations, certainly that’s something that you and Professor Chomsky have been
involved with for years, is getting the word out in other ways. But on his 70th birthday, if you could say a few words about
him.
HOWARD ZINN: I’m going to have dinner with him tonight. His wife, my wife, the four of us, and some friends are
going to have dinner with him tonight to celebrate his 70th birthday. I’m glad he’s not going to listen to what I’m saying
now. And, well, he is certainly the most important intellectual critic, the most important social critic of our time, you know,
starting with his—the essay he wrote at the—during the Vietnam War about the responsibility of the intellectuals, and then
becoming a sort of major voice in protest against the Vietnam War, then again a major voice in protesting our policy in
Central America, and then, again, a very lone and courageous voice in criticizing the state of Israel for what it has done to
the Palestinians. And, you know, he’s really an extraordinary person.
What’s interesting to me is that although he is sort of kept on the margins by the major media—I mean, you don’t see when
they bring up panels of experts on television or have newspaper articles in which they quote experts, you won’t see Noam
Chomsky brought into the discussion very, very often, although he knows more about these subjects than almost anybody.
And what’s interesting is that despite this attempt to shut him out, he has had a very powerful effect on this generation. And
I go around the country speaking a lot, and wherever I go, there are people in audience who always bring him up and the
effect that his books and his talks, his writings have had on the thinking of the American public. Let’s put it this way: if
there is an important social change that comes about in this country, you know, in the next decade or so, the kind of change
that we need towards a decent society, I think Noam Chomsky can be considered one of the most important contributors to
that change.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, we’re going to continue with you for a few minutes, because I know that Noam Chomsky is a
little nervous that we would raise this issue on the air, and so he is limiting us to only speaking for 20 minutes so, in case
we were to raise it, I think, we wouldn’t get the chance to sing the entire—all the verses of "Happy Birthday." But, being
that you and Noam Chomsky are—have been operating in an academic environment for many years, as well as going out
and being part of movements and leading movements and creating movements, what about being radical and being a
professor? And maybe you can talk about it in your own context and also in terms of Noam Chomsky and the risks that you
take within academia.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, anybody in academia who is a radical, who is critical of governmental policy, is taking a risk.
Noam and I have been, you might say, lucky in holding onto our academic posts in spite of the role that we’ve played as
critics. A lot of other people have not, and then that should be understood. A lot of other people have been drummed out of
the academic world, quietly, in the way that the academic world does it, and because of their views.
And what it means, I think, for both Noam and me to be a radical in the academic world is sort of two things: one, to
introduce into the classroom, to our students, the kind of ideas and the kind of information that they will not get from the
orthodox histories or the orthodox media—in other words, to make education itself, as John Dewey wanted it to be, an
instrument for social change and for social consciousness and for the opening up of the discussion in a larger way; and the
second element, I think, of being radical in the academy is to show by example what a citizen should be—that is, not
confining our radicalism to writing or to teaching, but to become active in social movements.
In my case, this meant that when I was teaching in the South in the late '50s, early ’60s, becoming involved in the civil
rights movement. For Noam and me, it meant becoming involved in the movement against the war in Vietnam. And it
means speaking all over the country, wherever we can, doing—in other words, teaching by example. I always found that
my students were more interested in what I was doing outside the classroom than what I was doing inside the classroom,
because if I were only speaking inside the classroom and not doing anything outside, I'd be conveying the message that it’s
alright to talk but not to act. And I think, certainly, Noam has been a wonderful example of managing to become an activist
in the social movements of our time, even while being a teacher—and a remarkable teacher—inside the academy.
AMY GOODMAN: I was just up at the opening of a peace center at a local college, and one of the professors got up and

said he likes to challenge his students and ask them, if—when was the last time they were at a demonstration, if ever. And
he said, one day he asked his students if they had ever been to a demonstration, and no one raised their hand, until one
young woman in the back of the room raised her hand, and she said she was recently at Tupperware demonstration.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, I mean—well, maybe Tupperware stock will begin to decline as a result of that demonstration.
AMY GOODMAN: But you, in fact, were, to say the least, extremely active during the Vietnam War, and you, along with
Father Dan Berrigan, went to North Vietnam and got three U.S. POWs out. What kind of—it’s surprising to say—
repercussions did you suffer for that? You’d think the U.S. government would be very grateful, but what happened when
you came back?
HOWARD ZINN: Well, the U.S. government was not at all happy with what we reported about the bombing of villages in
North Vietnam. We had seen the effects of the Unites States bombing on peasants’ villages, where there’s no—no
discernible military target, although the United States was claiming it only bombed military targets. We saw some of the
human suffering that took place as a result of the war we were waging in Vietnam, and since we were getting all this
publicity as a result of bringing the airmen back from North Vietnam, it was an opportunity for us to talk about that. But the
government, you know, was certainly not happy with that.
I mean, personally, I’m—when I went to North Vietnam, the university officials were not happy with my going, and there
were some threatening noises about my violating my teaching contract by missing classes for a number of sessions,
although I had made sure that the classes were covered by other teachers. But, you know, all acts, especially acts that
connect with foreign policy, where the government is most sensitive, are acts that involve risks. But there’s no point in
teaching—in fact, there’s point in holding any job—unless you are willing to risk your job at some point. If you’re never
willing to risk your job, it means you’ve surrendered your right of free speech.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, Professor Zinn, I want to thank you very much for joining us today to put a lot of things in
context for us and also in talking about your philosophy about life and activism. Professor Zinn is author of many books,
including A People’s History of the United States: 1492 to the Present, and it’s great to know that at least half-a-million
people have gotten this book and passed it around. He has also written his own autobiography, You Can’t Be Neutral on a
Moving Train, and I thank you very much for being with us today, as we talk about issues of corporate mergers and the
creation of the largest corporations in the world today, and also putting the impeachment hearings in a historical context.
HOWARD ZINN: Well, Amy Goodman, thanks a lot. You’ve done a lot of good work yourself.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, thank you. You are listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now!, and when we come back, on
this International Human Rights Week, we will speak with Professor Noam Chomsky. Stay with us here on Pacifica Radio’s
Democracy Now!
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No other historian has attacked the distortions and myths about the history of the United States as forcefully as Howard
Zinn. His book, A People’s History of the United States, tells history not from the perspective of the victors, but rather
through the voices of the victims. A People’s History has become standard text in the struggle for justice in this country.
Zinn has said that because history is not neutral, neither should historians be. He has been arrested numerous times for
antiwar actions and other demonstrations, and has testified at several civil disobedience trials in this country on the
importance of breaking unjust laws. Today we play for you a very powerful speech Howard Zinn gave just a few weeks ago
at the Project Censored Awards in New York City, awards given to journalists who wrote stories censored or un-covered by
the "corporate media." [includes rush transcript]
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AMY GOODMAN: No other historian has attacked the distortions and myths about the history of the United States as
forcefully as Howard Zinn. His book, A People’s History of the United States, tells history not from the perspective of the
victors, but rather from the voices of the victims. A People’s History has become standard text in the struggle for justice in
this country. Zinn has said that because history is not neutral, neither should historians be. He himself has been arrested
numerous times for antiwar actions and other demonstrations and has testified at several civil disobedience trials in this
country on the importance of breaking unjust laws.
Today on Democracy Now!, we want to play for you a powerful speech Zinn gave just a few weeks ago at the Project
Censored Awards in New York City, awards given to journalists who wrote groundbreaking stories left almost untouched by
the corporate media. Howard Zinn was the keynote speaker at the Project Censored Awards ceremony.

HOWARD ZINN: Well, thanks for inviting me here. Not everybody invites me. I was thinking about the
common situation of journalists and historians and about the fact that both of us, both groups, are always
exhorted to be professional and not to get emotional and not to get involved in what we do. Not long ago, I
came across a book which was written for college professors called The Art and Politics of College Teaching.
It’s a kind of a Machiavellian guide to success in the academic world. But it could also be a guide to success in
the world of journalism. And it’s written in the form of questions. Question number nine: "Can I involve myself
in causes, crusades and political activism?" Answer: "Be leery of introducing your political conclusions or
social thought. Be on guard not to take sides. Play dumb." I tried. So we, all of us, are really not just journalists
and historians, but, you know, all of us who are in the world, you know, always—whatever we’re doing, we’re
urged to be neutral. And to be neutral in an unneutral world, that is, to be neutral in a world where thing are
already happening—that is, children are already going hungry, wars are going on, and terrible things are going
on—and you can’t—to be neutral in a world like that is to collaborate with whatever’s happening. And we don’t
want to—the people we’re honoring here tonight have chosen not to collaborate.
We’re very often told that we must only give facts. I remember during the—I don’t know if you can remember
back that far in history to that presidential race, and Dole spoke to the American Legion. Sometimes I mention
the word "Dole," and people look at me quizzically. Dole? Who’s that? Dole? Yeah. Dole, pineapple, right?
Dole. Dole spoke to the American Legion. He was very upset—which made me feel good, of course—and upset
about the new history that’s being taught. You know, people are beginning to teach history in a new way. And
he said, "Let’s not have these interpretations. Let’s just have facts. Just facts." Those of you who read Charles
Dickens’ novel Hard Times may remember Gradgrind, the stereotype of a school teacher. Well, sometimes I
wonder, was he really a stereotype, or was he a real school teacher? Which that thought bothered me. But he
would say to his students, "Just give me facts, you know, only facts." But of course there’s no such thing as just
a fact. Behind every fact is a judgment. And the judgment is made as to whether this fact is important enough to
be presented. And at the same time, another judgment is made, and that is that there are facts that are not going
to be presented. There are facts that, well, that lead people where they are, except maybe sleepier, and there are
other facts that excite people to indignation and maybe to action.
Those are the facts that are exposed by the people whose stories are read by Project Censored and who are here
tonight, and many who are not here tonight. So I’m very glad that tribute is being paid to them. They are really
part of a long tradition of people who tell stories that have not been told. When I say a long tradition, I mean
going back to the 15th century. It’s dangerous to invite a historian to speak. You know, he’ll start with Egypt,
you know. You know, I remember—you know, I remember my high school teacher saying, "Why do we study
history? To understand the present. Let me start with Egypt." You know, you’d get up to World War I. You
know, but—forgive me.
I think of the Columbus story, and I think of what was omitted in the Columbus story that was told to
generation after generation of students in this country, the same story over and over again, and of what was
omitted. And Bartolomé de las Casas blew the whistle on Columbus. They didn’t use that phrase in those days,
I guess, and especially Spanish priests didn’t use that phrase, but that’s what he did. He told the story of what
Columbus and his men did to the natives of Hispaniola, told about the mutilations and the kidnappings and the
murders. And the information has been available all these years, because las Casas wrote book after book after
about this, but it was ignored. Well, recently, there’s begun to be a change in the telling of that story, and in
1992, when the quincentennial celebration took place, for the first time in Columbus Day celebrations, there
were protests all over the country and counter-celebrations. And today, thousands of teachers are teaching the
Columbus story in a different way, having broken through that censorship of the Columbus story. And I read the
paper that a friend of mine who teaches on the West Coast and who is a sort of pioneer in spreading the word
about Columbus to other teachers—I read a paper that one of his students wrote to him. Her name was Rebecca,
and she said, "Now that I know all this about Columbus, I wonder what else have I been lied to about," you see.
And that’s the important thing about bringing out stories that haven’t been told, that is, not only to inform
people of something that is very, very significant and that they are not being told about, something that might
lead them to make connections with other issues, you know, because the Columbus story is not just a matter of
remedying the historical story about Columbus, it’s a matter of thinking about progress, thinking about
dehumanization, thinking about greed, and thinking—and I guess maybe more important than anything, yes,
thinking about what has been left out of all the stories that have been told to us.
And there are other examples like that. Well, there are many examples, and I’ll just list a few. But, oh, Peter
mentioned Charles Beard. It’s interesting, I haven’t heard the name Charles Beard mentioned in a long time,
and here I come here, you know, and I thought, "I’m going to spring the name of Charles Beard on this group."
And Peter did it. But Beard, after all, there’s a story that was censored for a long time about the Constitution

and the making of the Constitution and the Founding Fathers. And, well, you’re not supposed to say anything
bad about the Founding Fathers. I mean, just to give them that title, "Founding Fathers," it makes any criticism
of them seem like patricide, and so you’re not—I mean, the Founding Fathers—and, I mean, it’s true they were
all very—they were smart, and also handsome and well dressed, you know. But when Beard, in 1913, wrote An
Economic Interpretation of the Constitution, he pointed out, just very calmly, having gone into the records of
the Treasury Department and so on, that these 55 men did not simply, you know, out of the kindness of their
heart, draw up a document that would be great for all people. No, these men had interests, and in writing this
Constitution, they were serving the interests of the bondholders and slaveholders and manufacturers. And if
they were writing a constitution, they would maintain the status quo. They were writing a constitution that was
a reaction to Shays’ Rebellion in Massachusetts, a constitution that would keep things stabilized and prevent
future insurrections.
And that process of omission of that story and trying to correct that omission has been going on throughout
American history. In 1987, when we were celebrating the bicentennial of the Constitution, again, this enormous
wave of self-congratulation of the Founding Fathers, the Constitution and, oh, Ronald Reagan. I keep
mentioning these names that I thought maybe people have forgotten, and I always thought, well, maybe people
will remember the airport. But Ronald Reagan wrote an essay that year of the bicentennial. Ronald Reagan
wrote an essay about—it’s hard to believe, but he did—he wrote an essay, yeah, about the Constitution. It was
published in one of the scholarly journals, a Parade Magazine. And in it, Reagan said, "This constitution, such
a perfect work, it could only have been done by the guiding hand of God." Well, what can—you know, what
can you say after that? During that bicentennial year, in this wave of adulation of this marvelous, marvelous
document, there was one dissenting voice in higher circles, and that dissenting voice was a Supreme Court
justice, the one black Supreme Court justice, Thurgood Marshall, who, in the midst of all of this, spoke up and
said, "Now, wait a while, about celebrating the Founding Fathers and the Constitution. You’re celebrating a
document that legitimized slavery." He was trying to correct the record.
AMY GOODMAN: Historian Howard Zinn, author of A People’s History of the United States. We’ll be back with him in
just a minute.
[break]

AMY GOODMAN: You’re listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now!, The Exception to the Rulers. I’m Amy
Goodman, as we continue with a speech of historian Howard Zinn, author of A People’s History of the United States and his
memoir, You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train. He was speaking in New York City just a few weeks ago at the Project
Censored Awards ceremony.
HOWARD ZINN: There was another story told over and over again in the history of this country told in
classrooms, and that’s how I remember the story of the great economic miracle of the United States, the United
States becoming a great industrial power. In that period between the Civil War and World War I, you know, the
United States just did astounding things in the growth of the economy, of industry, and the railroads spanning
the country, and the steel mills and the mines, and there were the heroes of this economic revolution. I
remember we read about and heard about, again and again, Carnegie and Rockefeller and Vanderbilt and
Harriman and Stanford and all the rest. But something was omitted. What was omitted was the story of the
people who worked in those mills, the girls who went to work in the textile mills of New England at the age of
12 and died at the age of 25, or the Chinese and Irish immigrants who worked on the railroads and who got sick
in the heat, and people who worked in Rockefeller’s oil refineries. That story was somehow left out.
And at the turn of the century, before the turn of the century, but—we began to get voices that tried to fill in that
story, voices that tried to break through that censorship. We had 35,000 Populist orators going around the
country trying to tell people about how, in the midst of this great economic miracle, the farmers of this country
were suffering. And then we began to get the writings of Upton Sinclair and John Reed and Emma Goldman
and Helen Keller, whose membership in the Socialist Party was censored out of the stories, those glorious
stories told about her in all the classrooms of the country about this handicapped woman who had risen to great
heights, but nothing about the fact that Helen Keller was a socialist and somebody who walked on picket lines
and somebody who spoke out and wrote about what she called "social deafness" and "industrial blindness."
And that problem of filling in the story and counteracting the official story of economic miracles has continued
throughout American history. In the 1920s, it was the Jazz Age and the age of prosperity, and everybody was
doing fine. I mean, just recently, I saw on television, there was a program on the '20s, and the narrator said,
"The road" — this is an exact quote, and I don't usually give exact quotes, but this was so dear to me — "The
road to riches was wide open to everyone in the ’20s." And I had done work on Fiorello LaGuardia when he
was congressman in the '20s in East Harlem, representing poor people in East Harlem. And I read the letters

that his constituents from East Harlem wrote to him. And the letters were all about, "My husband is out of
work. My kids don't have enough to eat. They’ve turned off the gas." But there were stories like this not only in
East Harlem but all over the country. Under that surface of prosperity in the 1920s, there were people in distress
all over the country. And, of course, that all came crashing down, as shaky edifices tend to do.
And today we’re going through the same thing. The President gets on before the television cameras and
announces, "Oh, the country is in great economic shape," and he gives you the figures and, you know—and
everybody—and the Dow Jones average has gone up, and it’s all—and the word is used again: the "economy"
is good. And the economy is something that embraces everybody, you know. We all have the same interests,
you know. I and Exxon have the same interests. You know. And, you know, the economy is sort of—Kurt
Vonnegut used the word in one of his books, invented the word, I guess—strange that a writer should invent a
word? A "granfalloon," a sort of a kind of great bubble of something which embraces everything and that needs
to be sort of punctured in order to get at the complex truth. And, you know, today it’s the Dow Jones average.
All you have to do is look at the Dow Jones average, which we’re told about every single day, every single
night, as if that’s how you know how people are living. You want to know how people are living in Harlem?
You want to know how people living in the Roxbury district of Boston, in the South Side of Chicago, in
Appalachia? The Dow Jones average, yes.
But there are people today who are breaking through that and who are trying to tell the other story, the kind of
people who are represented in the Project Censored Awards. And I think of—well, I think of people like Jim
Hightower and, well, people like Barbara Ehrenreich and Frances Piven and Richard Cloward, people telling
about the others, the others who are not represented in that very happy story about the economy.
There’s another kind of story that I became aware of—well, just—I was just thinking about it recently, because
it’s a hundred years after the Spanish-American War. I don’t know if you’re celebrating. It was a great war, as
you know. It was called "a splendid little war." Few casualties—does that sound familiar? Few American
casualties; we don’t count the others, right? Only a few—really, only a few hundred American casualties in the
military as the result of the war itself, which only lasted a few months. Thousands of American casualties due to
poisoned beef supplied to the soldiers by the meat-packing companies of Chicago. I know we’re not
accustomed to profit entering and leading to the loss of human life, but that’s what happened in SpanishAmerican War. But there’s an untold story. And because in school, in books in the classes, they told us about
this great moment and Theodore Roosevelt riding up, you know, San Juan Hill with the Rough Riders, and then
that took a certain amount of important space in the history books, and then a very tiny bit of space was allotted
to one of the most censored stories of the 20th century: the story of the American conquest of the Philippines.
The Spanish-American—the war on Cuba lasted a few months; the war on the Philippines lasted for eight years,
and a brutal war, full of atrocities, in many ways a precursor of the Vietnam War. But there were people who
had pointed this out, people who spoke up, people who tried to break through the censorship. One of them was
Mark Twain. When a massacre took place in 1906 in the southern Philippines, a massacre of the Moros, the
Muslims living in the southern islands of the Philippines, and the U.S. Army attacked these 600 Moros, who
were sort of living in the hollow of a mountain, men, women and children, they attacked them, killed every
single one of them. And Mark Twain pointed to this. He pointed to the congratulatory letter that President
Theodore Roosevelt sent to the colonel who was in charge of this military operation. Theodore Roosevelt, of
course, is up there on Mount Rushmore. I’ve tried to avoid South Dakota for years, [inaudible]. In the Soviet
Union, they can actually knock down the statues of — right? — Lenin and Stalin. But what can you do to
Mount Rushmore? You know, they really ought to make the statues of national leaders biodegradable, you
know.
But there’s one—there’s one important set of stories that perhaps is the most censored kind of story in the
United States today, and that is the story of those people who are resisting, those people all over the country
who are not accepting what is going on, the people who know that there’s something corrupt and wrong about
the political system, the people who know that beneath the talk of the sound economy, there’s a kind of
sickness, which you can tell if you just look at the fact that one-fourth or one-fifth of the children in the country
are living in poverty or that we have more people in prison than any other country in the world, that there must
be some sickness in a society that is represented by that. And there are people who understand this, and there
are people who are organizing, people who resist this.
I go around the country, and I—wherever I go, however small the town, there are always people, organized
individuals, who are doing things, who are concerned, who are indignant about what is going on, who are
acting. You know, you don’t hear about them, because they don’t appear in the media, and so people in one part
of the country don’t know it’s happening in another part of the country. I mean, I go to Duluth, Minnesota,

because I’m proud of having gone to Duluth, Minnesota—Duluth, Minnesota—and there are—you know, sort
of it’s a gathering like this of 300 or 400 people in Duluth, Minnesota. And they’re in the back of the room.
There are 12 tables, each representing a different organization in Duluth which is working on women’s rights or
militarization or the problems of day care centers or—yeah, really. And you can multiply this around the
country.
I go to Athens, Georgia, which I remember from when I lived in Atlanta as—I mean, Athens, the seat of the
Confederacy. I mean, Athens, Georgia, was a place you talked about in hushed tones. And here, I was there
when the bombing of Iraq seemed to be about to happen, and I spoke about that to a group of about 500 people
in Athens, Georgia, and it seemed that everybody there agreed with me. And there in Athens, Georgia, there was
a progressive bookstore, and there was a radical columnist on a major newspaper of Athens, Georgia, and there
was an annual human rights festival in Athens.
I was in Asheville, North Carolina, and they told me about how, a few days before, the Ku Klux Klan had called
a rally in Asheville. Twenty-eight people showed up for the Ku Klux Klan rally. A thousand citizens of
Asheville showed up to protest the Ku Klux Klan rally, you see.
So, you know, I’m in Tallahassee, Florida, and the students there tell me that they have a project in which they
are helping people in a nearby factory, you know, working in a mushroom factory and people who are
immigrants and working for low wages and trying to unionize, and they are trying to help them unionize their
plant. There are—all over this country, there are things like that going on that we don’t hear about and that the
press doesn’t tell us about.
When I was in Olympia, Washington—I suddenly seem to be boasting about all the places that I’ve been at.
You know, I don’t—all these glamorous places. Yeah, some people talk about going to Italy and, you know,
Micronesia and so on, and, well, Duluth, it’s mine. But there is a kind of network of information, which—a
kind of counter-media of community newspapers, of community radio stations, Radio Pacifica, David
Barsamian’s Alternative Radio, you know, Roger Leisner and Radio Free Maine. And the—oh, I started to say I
was in Olympia, Washington. And there, I learned—and you maybe learn about things years—they told me that
during the Gulf War, 3,000 people in Olympia, which is the state capital of Washington—3,000 people in
Olympia marched to the State Capitol, went inside and occupied the State Capitol in protest against the Gulf
War. Nobody in any part of the country ever heard of it. However, they discovered that there had been an Italian
television crew present that day, and four hours of that event appeared on Italian television, you see. But there
are things happening in the culture which are not represented and—but which are there. And I think of Michael
Moore’s films, you know, being seen by millions of people. I think of Our Bodies, Ourselves being read by
millions of people in this country. And so, all of this is beneath that sort of nice surface of placidity and
contentment and the Dow Jones average.
I was asked a couple of years ago—the Philadelphia Inquirer asked me to review a book on Vietnam. And,
well, I was interested, because the book was written by a conservative who I knew was against the antiwar
movement, and so, in a kind of state of masochism, I decided, yes, I’ll review the book. Well, it was interesting
to me, because in this book, he said, well, President Bush thinks that the Vietnam syndrome—you know, the
Vietnam syndrome, which is looked upon as a kind of sickness, that is, that people developed a revulsion
against war that’s very sick, you know, and that the Vietnam syndrome—Bush had said, "The Vietnam
syndrome is buried forever in the sands of the Arabian Peninsula." A real poet. And this writer said, "No, that’s
not true. That’s not true at all." He wrote in a very worried way. He said, "There is a permanent adversarial
culture in this country." And he was sort of warning his fellow conservatives about this, a permanent adversarial
culture. And I think that’s true. And that culture, who knows where it will lead? Because that’s what happens.
Before—before important changes take place, the things happen underneath the surface, and things develop,
and at a certain point in history, and you don’t know when, things come together, and you get a national
movement, and change takes place. The people we are honoring here tonight, and I would guess the people in
this room and millions of people in this country, are part of that promising permanent adversarial culture. So,
that’s something to feel good about. Thank you.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, historian and activist, he has authored numerous books, including A People’s History of
the United States and his memoir, You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train. He was speaking recently in New York City at
the Project Censored Awards. You’re listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now! We’ll be back in a minute.
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AMY GOODMAN: Today is Columbus Day and, in some quarters, Indigenous People’s Day. To mark the day, we’re
going to—on a journey through American history with scholar and activist Howard Zinn. Perhaps no other radical historian
has reached so many hearts and minds as Howard Zinn. His book, A People’s History of the United States, has gone into
more than 25 printings and sold close to a half-a-million copies. It’s rare that a historian of popular movements has
managed to retain as much credibility while refusing to let his academic mantle change his writing and teaching style from
being anything but direct, forthright and accessible. For the next two segments of today’s show, we’ll hear a speech recently
given by professor emeritus of Boston University, Howard Zinn.
HOWARD ZINN: Some of you may know George Orwell’s statement about history: whoever controls the past
controls the future, and whoever controls the present controls the past. And whoever’s in charge of a culture
decides what history we get, or tries to decide what history we get, and our job is to look beyond that and to try
to find our own history, the one that they don’t want us to have. You know what I mean by "they." I won’t—I
won’t give you any names, but there is—there’s always a "they."
And I never believed in doing disinterested history. I didn’t believe it was possible to do disinterested history.
History always represents interests, of one sort or another. History always has an effect. You can take some
simple historical—very simple historical statements and just think of the effect they had. You know, here is a
historical statement. Imagine, "The Jews killed Christ." Tell that—give that historical statement to a six-yearold kid, right? That’s going to have an effect. Or to a 16-year-old kid who is going to high school, discuss the
Reconstruction period and say—give him some history and give him some facts and tell him that when the
black people were—after the Civil War, were given the right to vote and were given the right to do other things,
they ran wild, they ran amok. I always like that word, amok. And they—and when they were elected to the
legislatures, they were just corrupt, and they ruined everything, because, as you know, we never had corrupt
legislatures, until blacks got into the legislatures. You can imagine the effect on a 16-year-old hearing that, but,
you know—I mean, make the connection between that and the things you hear today about, "We’ve given them
too much," right? You give them a little—you’ve heard that—and look what they do. So, I think it’s very clear,
I think, to anybody who thinks for a while about history, the impossibility of history being disinterested, no
matter how disinterested it looks, no matter how fat the textbook. Sometimes people think that if the textbook is
fat, it must have all there is. And if there seems to be no expression of opinion, there’s no—it’s objective, and
it’s neutral. And, of course, any textbook, however fat, is a selection of facts out of an infinite number of facts.
I wasn’t always a historian. I wasn’t born a historian. I had grown up in a working-class family and become
aware very early of—let’s put it this way: I became class-conscious early. I had to hesitate before saying that,
because the word "class," you know, is not a word—in election campaigns, you hear candidates accuse one
another of raising the class issue. I remember Bush accused Dukakis of invoking class hatred. I couldn’t
imagine Dukakis doing that, actually. I couldn’t imagine Dukakis doing anything, you see, and certainly not
invoking class hatred, you see? But yes, I became class-conscious at an early age. And I didn’t know I was
class-conscious. If you would have asked me, "Are you class-conscious?" "I don’t know what you’re talking
about." But I was aware of—I was aware, looking around me and looking at my life and the life of my parents
—my parents were European immigrants who—and we lived in, you know, the slums of Brooklyn, and my
father—and what I did see and what did register with me is that my father worked very hard, and he had
nothing to show for it.

And from that—and I understood that, and I knew—although I didn’t encounter these people personally, I knew
there were people in the society—I could see them in the news, you see. I knew there were people who were
very, very rich. And it wasn’t very clear to me what they did, or if they did anything, or if they did anything
useful. So I knew, from the beginning, that what they call the "American Dream," you know, and you worked—
from that point on, whenever anybody said to me, "Oh, in America, if you work hard, you’ll make it" — when I
was teaching at Boston University and a lot of my students were upper-middle-class students, came from very
successful families, you know, business people, professional people, and—no, not all the sons and daughters of
such families absorb that ideology of, you know, the Horatio Alger ideology. The biggest conflicts in my class,
and always, you know, ideological conflicts in my class—the biggest conflicts were over the class issue. And
there were always the students who said, you know, "My grandfather started from here, and now my family is
well off," you know? "And if you work hard, you will make it." I always was indignant when I heard that
statement, because I knew how untrue it was. So, yeah, you might say I—that was an interest of mine, all
through my life.
At the age of 18, I went to work in a shipyard instead of going to college. I say that as if I did it as a
sociological experiment. But not that I—I just—I became a shipyard worker at the age of 18 and worked for
three years in a shipyard, and if I had any class-consciousness to begin with, it was, I guess, reinforced by
working very hard, not making much, and seeing people work under very dangerous and unhealthy conditions,
which weren’t paid much attention to, and thinking that these people are going to die earlier than other people
who don’t work under these conditions. And you’ve probably read at some point about shipyard workers
inhaling asbestos and dying early. And, you know, when you work in a shipyard, you’re inhaling fumes all the
time. We didn’t even know, and nobody told us what we were inhaling, didn’t tell us that if you welded on
galvanized steel, that the fumes that came off that were deadly. You know, just—so that was an experience that
burned something into me.
And then I enlisted in the Air Force, and I became a bombardier in the Air Force, in World War II. I hesitated to
tell you what war I was in, but then I figured if I didn’t tell you what war I was in, you would think I was in the
Spanish-American War. So, I was a—I became a bombardier in World War II, and I was an enthusiastic
bombardier—the war against fascism and all of that, you know. I really was. And it wasn’t until after the war
that I began to think more complexly about that war and about war in general and about what war accomplished
—even good wars, and this was, yes, the best of wars.
So, all these experiences were with me when I began to do history. And then, my first teaching job, my first real
teaching job—I had a number of unreal teaching jobs—my first real teaching job was in the South, in Atlanta,
Georgia. I taught at Spelman College, a college for black women in Atlanta. I taught there for seven years, from
1956 to 1963. You know, those were the years of—those were important years. Those were the years of the civil
rights movement and of turmoil, and they were very exciting and still perhaps the most intense experience of
my life. And I became involved in the movement. I became a kind of participant, what sociologists call a
"participant observer," or participant writer. I was involved in the movement, and I began writing about it for
The Nation and for Harper’s, and became involved with SNCC, the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee. And I began to think about history from the black point of view, because it’s hard to live in a black
community and teach in a black college without beginning—at least beginning to think of history from a
different point of view.
And everything looks different in history when you look at from the black point of view. If you take just
something like the Progressive period in American history, anybody who studies history goes through, and
there’s always a period called the Progressive Era or the Progressive period in American history, which is the
first years of the 20th century, roughly between 1900 and, you know, World War I, the Progressive period. Why
is it called the Progressive period? Well, because some reforms were passed, right? The meat inspection—Meat
Inspection Act was passed. You notice how good our meat is? Meat Inspection Act, railroad regulation, 16th
Amendment, 17th Amendment, Federal Reserve Act—this is what you learned in school, right? You got
multiple-choice questions about—to see if you knew the difference between, you know, the Federal Trade
Commission and the Federal Reserve Commission. And if you read a black historian, which I read while I was
teaching in Spelman College, a black historian named Rayford Logan, who wrote exactly about that period—he
didn’t call it the Progressive period, he called it "the nadir," the bottom. The Progressive period was the period
in which more black people were lynched than any other period in American history. And still it continued to be
called the Progressive period in American history.
So, from a black point of view, all the presidents of the United States look different. Lincoln looked different.
Lincoln suddenly was not, you know, the Great Emancipator represented in that statue with the black kneeling

before him gratefully, you know, where Lincoln bestows emancipation. From the black point of view, or from
any decent point of view, Lincoln was a reluctant emancipator. Lincoln had to be pushed into it, by a
movement, by an anti-slavery movement, by black abolitionists and white abolitionists, by a crescendo of
criticism of him for not doing anything about slavery, even while a civil war was going on and even after the
South had seceded. You know, Lincoln looks different.
AMY GOODMAN: Professor Howard Zinn, he is a historian, well-known author of more than 14 books, including A
People’s History of the United States, Postwar America and You Can’t Be Neutral on a Moving Train. His latest book is
called The Zinn Reader: Writings on Disobedience and Democracy. It’s published by an independent press. That’s Seven
Stories Press.
In the last segment of today’s show, after we hear more of Professor Howard Zinn’s speech, you’re going to hear from the
founders of the Anathoth Community. They’re a community in northern Wisconsin that has been fighting the Navy’s
Project ELF. Project ELF stands for Extremely Low Frequency, and it’s the frequency the Navy puts out that, when
changed, would signal to Trident submarines to launch a first strike. I had a chance to speak with them when I went out to
Minneapolis last weekend to speak with activists throughout that area. So you are listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy
Now!, heard from Washington state to Florida, from Minneapolis to Maine and many cities in between. We’ll be back in a
minute.
[break]
AMY GOODMAN: You’re listening to Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now! I’m Amy Goodman, as we continue on a
journey through American history with historian Howard Zinn, professor emeritus of political science at Boston University,
author of many books, including A People’s History of the United States and his latest, The Zinn Reader: Writings on
Disobedience and Democracy, published by Seven Stories Press. Howard Zinn.
HOWARD ZINN: Roosevelt looks different. Anybody who has studied FDR fairly closely knows, that
Roosevelt, who was, you know, I guess, one of our best presidents, in many, many ways—no question—but
Roosevelt would not support the passage of an anti-lynching law in Congress, because he was tied in with the
Southern Democrats and dependent on their political support.
Same thing with Kennedy. Kennedy, you know, the liberal president, the young and, you know, we all know the
good things about—that everybody believed about Kennedy. But from the point of view of people in the
movement, people in the South in the movement in the early 1960s, Kennedy was no civil rights advocate.
Kennedy appointed racist segregationist judges in the deep South, in Alabama and Georgia and Mississippi.
Kennedy’s Justice Department stood by while people were being beaten, and Kennedy didn’t respond. Same
thing with his attorney general, Robert Kennedy. Heroes look different, everything looks different, when you
look at it from a different point of view. So all of these things affected my thinking about history.
When I first began to—when I decided to write A People’s History of the United States, and I guess I decided to
write it because I was looking for a book like that, and I couldn’t find it. So I wrote it. That very often is why—
how books get written. You look around for something, and you think, well, surely something—somebody must
have done this, because it’s needed. You know, somebody has to write a history book from a point of view
which is different than, you know, what has been done before. I couldn’t find it, so I did it, and I made up my
mind that I was going to tell the history of the United States from a different point of view. I was going to tell
the story of Columbus from the standpoint of the Indians, because we never got that. The Indians were always
—you know, who were they? You know, a blur in history.
I wanted to tell the story of the Mexican War from the standpoint of the Mexicans. It looks different that way.
From the American point of view, we won the war, as we always do—well, until recently. But—and it was
great! We ended up with California and all of this territory. The Southwest all belonged to Mexico, and we got
it. From the point of view of the Mexicans, there was a war instigated by the United States, planned by
President Polk even before that incident took place in 1846 between the Nueces River and the Rio Grande River
—planned, just as so many—you know, just as the United States wanted the Philippines, and there was an
incident just at the right time, and the United States wanted to move into Vietnam, and there was an incident in
the Gulf of Tonkin. A lot of manufactured incidents. And so, I just wanted to introduce different points of view.
I wanted to tell the story of the Industrial Revolution in the United States, which I had always learned, and
when I went to school, in a very inspiring way. And I remember as a kid, as a high school kid, actually feeling
proud that America had become this great industrial power, that period between the Civil War and World War I,
the steel mills going up and the—you know, they would give us figures on how much coal was produced this
year and how much coal was produced 20 years later, and the railroads spanning the country, and the
Transcontinental Railroad being built, and the Union Pacific and the Central Pacific meeting, and the president

driving a golden spike through the last—you know, right—rails, and very exciting. And that story is still being
told that way, for the most part. And I wanted to tell that story from the standpoint of the people who worked in
the steel mills, the people who worked in the mines, the people who worked on the railroads, the Irish
immigrants and the Chinese immigrants who were brought in to work on the Transcontinental Railroad and who
died by the thousands working in the heat and the cold, getting sick, working long hours and dying of
exhaustion. That’s a different point of view about this great Industrial Revolution. It makes you think about all
industrial revolutions.
It makes you think about—no, I’m not about to say, "Let’s go back to the cave." You know, you’re always
accused of this when you criticize the way industry has functioned or the way industry has been built or the way
—you know, you’re always accused of being—wanting to go back and not having dishwashers, you know. And
no, it’s not that. But it’s important to understand, even though you want progress and you want—sure, you want
new things to be produced, but it’s important to understand the human cost of that, and whether you must pay
that human cost in order to have progress or whether you can have progress without sacrificing human beings.
You know, it’s easiest for us to see when we look at someone else or some other country, some other system.
You know, if you went to Russia, you know, there are still people who revere Stalin in the Soviet Union. And if
you said, "Well, why do you revere Stalin?" they’d say, "Stalin built up our country. You know, we were
nothing. You know, we were 14 in the world, Stalin made us number two. Stalin, you know, he—we had an
industrial revolution under Stalin. Oh, yes, he had his faults." You know.
So, I wanted to put women more into history than they had been and show what part women played in history. I
wanted to spend more time on Mother Jones than on Theodore Roosevelt, which is a shocking thing to do.
Theodore Roosevelt, one of our great presidents, he’s high on any list of presidents. You know they do these—
every once in a while, they do these lists of presidents, you know, top 40 hits and top 10, top five, and there’s
this—the top presidents. So Theodore Roosevelt is always somewhere near the top. Tells you something about
the historical teaching that has gone on in this country. This racist, you know. When Italian immigrants were
lynched in the South, Theodore Roosevelt wrote about it: "Hey, it’s not a bad idea." You know. Imperialist, you
know, warmonger. I’m getting—the more I think about Theodore Roosevelt, there he is, on Mount Rushmore. I
think he’s still there. You know, talk about environmental pollution. I remember that when Bush entered the
White House, Reagan had had on the wall of the White House—had put on the wall—Reagan had put his
favorite president, portrait of Calvin Coolidge. When Bush came in, he took it down and put up a portrait of
Theodore Roosevelt. I know, it’s not a big point, except to me. Can’t forget it. So, anyway, when I—it’s from
basically that point of view that I wrote—that I tried to write the People’s History, to put people into it who
were just sort of vaguely there in the background.
What is interesting to me, that here in this presumably democratic country, where you talk about a free
marketplace of ideas, right, you know, this is what marks America in the world. There are all these totalitarian
states in the world where newspapers are controlled and the press is controlled and people get one line, right?
But this is the United States, and this is a pluralistic society and so on. And in this democratic, pluralistic
society, every generation has gotten the same story about Columbus. That’s interesting. And then you begin to
think, that very often we get the same story about lots of things, however pluralist things are supposed to be on
the surface, right? You know, notice how pluralist our mass media are. You know, we have NBC and ABC and
CBS. You have a choice. We have Republicans, and we have Democrats. We have Time and Newsweek. It’s a
society that gives you choices. It’s the free marketplace of ideas.
But knowing a little history suggests that anytime you hear somebody talk about the free market, beware.
Anytime you hear anybody say, you know, "free trade, free enterprise," be careful, because what it usually
means is we are going to give freedom to whoever has the most power to dominate a situation. We’re going to
keep hands off. The government—and this is what they say: "We don’t want government to interfere. We don’t
want big government. We don’t want government to interfere in the health system. We don’t want government
to interfere in the jobs system. No, leave it to free enterprise." Which means, leave it to the people who have the
most power to dominate the economy. It’s like in the early—you know, there was always this notion, you know,
when unions began to appear, say, "Why do workers need unions? Let there be freedom. Let the employer and
the employee be free to negotiate with one another the wages and the hours." Right?
So, I came to the conclusion that behind this monopoly of ideas, behind this insistent uni-current of ideology in
our society, there was a motive. I know, as soon as you talk of motives, people think, "Oh, you’re saying there’s
a conspiracy, and four people got together in a room and planned this." No, although very often four people do
get together in a room. But no, that doesn’t—that doesn’t have to take place. That’s true that 55 people got

together in a room and created a constitution, which set up the kind of government that would enable them to
move westward with an army and annihilate the Indians, and a government that was enabled to pay off the
bondholders, and a government that enabled the manufacturers to get tariffs to protect themselves, and so on
and so forth. It’s true that, yes, there are people that get together in a room, but no, not necessarily and not all
the time. But if you just let the free market operate, the dominant powers will have their way.
But the thread, the motive running through all of this history, it seemed to me, was the production of a passive
population. When you learn history, it’s what presidents do, it’s what supreme courts do, it’s what laws are
passed by Congress—you know, it’s what the military heroes do. They’re the ones who make history.
Everybody else just hangs around. Everybody else just—oh, no, that—well, not totally true. We have a job to
do as citizens. Our job is to go to the polls every four years and choose, and if you’ve done that, you have
fulfilled your job as a citizen. And then you can go back and come back the next four years. I remember during
the Vietnam War when people were protesting against the Vietnam War—some of you, I’m sure, remember this
—people would say, "That’s not—that’s not the thing to do. That’s not the thing to do. That’s not the American
way, to protest against something. American way is to, if you don’t like what’s going on, you elect somebody
else." Well, Lyndon Johnson has just been elected, right? Wait three more years. Wait for 40,000 more people to
die, right? But that’s—behind that teaching of history, I believe, is that that motive, producing a passive
citizenry, the citizenry that has this pitiful definition of democracy, that democracy consists of participating
once every couple of years in a very inadequate political process. The word "inadequate" is inadequate,
actually.
And so, one of the most important things in studying history is to overcome that. And the way you overcome
that is by looking at the things that have happened and history that people have done, that have been
accomplished not by presidents, not by generals, and not by Congress or the Supreme Court, things have been
accomplished by movements of people. And the evidence for that is so powerful and so strong, and the history
of that is so rich. You can understand why we’re not told that. We’re not given the history of how workers won
the eight-hour day. You have the bicentennial of the Constitution, and everybody celebrates the Constitution.
Everybody thinks, "Well, you know, the Constitution, oh, this wonderful document, it really set us up. It took
care of everything." No. The Constitution has nothing about economic rights for people. Sure, it has a Bill of
Rights and political—certain political rights and due process of the law. Well, that’s a problem in itself, because
as all words in constitutions themselves don’t tell you the reality of what’s behind that. But still, still it’s there,
it’s in the Constitution. But there’s nothing really in the Constitution about economic rights, nothing in this
magnificent document that says people have a right not to work 16 hours a day, people have the right not to
have their kids go to work in the textile mills at 11 in New England and die at the age of 25, or people have the
right to healthcare, people have the right to not being sent down into the mines with no safety provisions at all.
Nothing in the Constitution to protect us. And therefore, people had to do it themselves. Working people had to
organize themselves in the 19th century into unions. They had to go out on strike. And so it took great struggles.
The history of labor struggles in this country is a very rich history, and I was—it was a revelation to me when I
began to read labor history, and I read about things that I’d never seen in any of my textbooks right up through
graduate school. I became interested in the Colorado Coal Strike of 1913, 1914, and the Ludlow Massacre. And
enormous amounts of information on that, congressional hearings, Industrial Relations Commission hearings,
volumes of information, huge amounts of information right here in Denver about that strike. One of the most
violent and dramatic episodes in American history, and it was not in my history books. And nobody ever, all
through graduate school, up through the Ph.D., even mentioned the Colorado Coal Strike of 1913, 1914, or the
Lawrence Textile Strike of 1912, or lots of things. There’s a little mention of Eugene Debs and the Pullman
Strike of 1894, and they had a few little token representations, but nothing about what happened.
AMY GOODMAN: You’ve been listening to historian Howard Zinn, professor emeritus of political science at Boston
University, author of 14 books, including A People’s History of the United States, Postwar America and You Can’t Be
Neutral on a Moving Train. His latest book is The Zinn Reader: Writings on Disobedience and Democracy, published by
Seven Stories Press.
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AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn is arguably one of the most important historians in the United States today. But that’s
not because he’s followed the traditional route to influence. Instead, Zinn has established himself as a historian from below,
one who writes and chronicles the past from the point of view of those who have been exploited politically and
economically. Today we’re going to play a speech he gave in California for the founding convention of the Alliance, a
political movement led by Ronnie Dugger.
HOWARD ZINN: I see this gathering here as one of, you know, an infinite number of fulfillments of
democracy that happened in this country, and it happened outside of the sort of regular structure of government,
which is supposed to be democracy. You know, we all go to school, and we—and somewhere along the line, in
junior high school, they teach us what democracy is, and what they do is they put democracy on the blackboard,
and—which is a nice place to keep it. And they draw all these things. You know, here are the three branches of
government, right? And the executive and the judicial and the legislative, and there are the checks and balances.
And I remember how entranced we were and how beautiful it looked. And all that we had to do, as citizens, was
to go to the polls every two years, every four years, and just spend a minute, right? And that would be our
ultimate act in a democracy, you see.
After you lived a little and struggled a little and been involved a little, you learn at some point along the line
that that’s not quite democracy. It’s very far, very far from democracy. I remember seeing—that voting is a
puny act in a society which is much, much more complex and where power and people have a much more
intricate relationship than they could possibly have in a voting booth. I saw a bumper sticker not long ago,
which said, "If the gods" — I get a lot of my information from bumper stickers. And it’s called research. And
the bumper sticker said, "If the gods had intended us to vote, they would have given us candidates." So, now,
democracy is not that, and it’s not the things on the black board. It’s not that structure.
If it’s represented by any words, it’s represented best by the words of the Declaration of the Independence,
which makes it clear that any government, any structure of government, is only an instrument of the people and
that that government must fulfill certain obligations—the equal right of everybody to life, liberty and the
pursuit of happiness—and that when that instrument, which is created by the people, doesn’t fulfill that
obligation, then, as the Declaration says, it should be altered or abolished. No wonder, you see—those people
who applauded that statement are going to be in trouble, you see. Did you know that there was a—well, that’s
why the Declaration of the Independence is not legal. I mean, you know that it’s not a legal document. The
Constitution, which substituted "life, liberty and property" for "life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness" is a
legal document, but the Declaration of the Independence is not a legal document. At one point during the
Vietnam War, there was an Army lieutenant who decided—and, you know, many people in the military were
having very radical thoughts during the Vietnam War, and he decided that he would do something very radical:
he would put a copy of the Declaration of the Independence up on the barracks wall. It was immediately taken
down, and he was notified by his commander that he had better not do this again, you see.
Well, we know that historically where justices—where injustices have been remedied, where people have
attained any modicum of justice, it has not been simply through the orthodox structures of government. It has
been through citizens gathered together. It’s been through people getting together. Slavery was not overthrown
because Abraham Lincoln signed the Emancipation Proclamation. As you probably know, Lincoln was not an
abolitionist, and Lincoln was ready to allow slavery to continue, if only the South would return to the Union.
"Please come back. You can have whatever you want." I don’t want to be too hard on Lincoln. He was a nice
man, you know? Well, we know a lot of nice people. And he was a politician, and he needed the push, the prod,

the pressure of a movement, which started with a handful of people in the 1830s, which started with less people
than this. There were less people than there are in this room who were the first subscribers to Garrison’s
Liberator, the first—the abolitionist—not the first, because there was a black abolitionist newspaper that
preceded it, but an early abolitionist newspaper. But that movement gathered and grew from a small handful of
people, who were harassed and beaten and killed, to a great national movement, until Lincoln had to pay
attention to it, and Congress had to pay attention to it, and so we got the Emancipation Proclamation, the 13th
and 14th and 15th Amendments. And then, when it turned out that those amendments were shoved aside and
unenforced by a whole succession of governments in what was supposed to be a democracy, and for a hundred
years those amendments were without any kind of power or value, it took another movement of black people in
the South, in the deepest and most dangerous sections of the South, to rise up and create a nationwide protest to
create a commotion in the country and embarrass the government of the United States before the world, before
we began to get some enforcement of the 14h and 15th Amendments. And that was democracy, you see.
And at one point, somebody wrote to Garrison, the New England abolitionist, a friend of his who was against
slavery but thought Garrison was going too far, and who said, "You know, instead of doing all this agitation and
so on, instead of being so intemperate and immoderate" — you know, all those words that have been thrown at
all of you at some point in your life — "take it to the ballet box." And Garrison replied, "Sir" — in those days,
they always started off that way — "Sir, slavery will not be overthrown without excitement, a tremendous
excitement," you see. And that’s what we have always needed, when we needed to make change in this country.
We have needed to have a tremendous excitement.
The labor movement found this to be true. The farmers’ movement found this to be true. The Constitution and
laws didn’t work for them. The ordinary branches of government didn’t work for them, only began to work for
them, a little, when they created great movements in the country, and they sent orators around, as the Populist
movement did it. I mean, I read this in Larry Goodwyn’s book. Almost everything I tell you, I’ve read
somewhere, you see. And I remember this figure jumped out at me from his book: the Populist movement had
35,000 lecturers that went around the country, you know. I see the beginnings of that here. But—really.
But we mustn’t forget the history of the labor movement in this country, which today, in the present time,
because—you know, the labor movement has taken such blows and has become so weak, we tend to forget
about. We mustn’t forget about that, because if there ever is a resurgence of a citizens’ movement in this
country, the backbone of it will have to be a great movement of working people.
And we had—in the 19th century, the eight-hour day was won not by what Congress did or the president did or
the Supreme Court did; it was done by people themselves, working people themselves, who got together, who
went out on strike, who faced the police, who faced the Army, who faced the National Guard, who took direct
action. That phrase, "direct action," is a very important phrase, and people associate Martin Luther King, Jr.,
with nonviolence, but the full expression that he used and that the other people in the movement in the South
used, the full expression was "nonviolent direct action," an action outside the orthodox, outside the orthodox
branches of government, you know, rejecting—rejecting the advice always given, always given: go through
channels, you see. All of us have had that—have heard that. "Go through channels." And it takes us a while to
realize that those channels that they tell us to go through are not channels at all, they’re mazes, into which we
are invited to get lost, you see.
We’ve had the experience historically of how citizens’ movements have changed things—yes, with the black
movement and with the labor movement and with the movement against the war in Vietnam and with the
women’s movement. I mean, no constitutional amendment was—the ERA was not passed, no constitutional
amendment was passed, but women got themselves together 20 or 25 years ago, began to meet, without any
centralized leadership, but all over the country women began to just get together and meet and talk and organize
and begin to put out publications, and they have created a new consciousness about sexual equality in this
country. I mean, so it’s a long step from a new consciousness to new society, but a new consciousness is the
beginning of a road towards a new society, and we’ve seen movements create that.
The disabled people in this country had to get together and to form a movement to get a piece of legislation
from Congress so that they could—how many of you remember that 30 years ago we didn’t have those
indentations in the sidewalks, right? We didn’t have wheelchair access. That just was something unheard of.
Nobody talked about that. And now we take it for granted, but it didn’t come at the initiative of Congress or the
president or the courts; it came because people who were aggrieved and angry got together and began to do
something about it.

And so, I think we are at a point today when—one of those many points in history when people begin to realize,
as blacks began—realized, with very powerful effect at a certain point, and the labor movement realized—
we’re at a point in the history of this country today where those words of the Declaration of Independence
become important—that is, where government fails to fulfill its charge to make sure that people have an equal
right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. And we’re in a situation where that lack of equality in these
rights is so evident, although they try to obscure it with great enveloping words to describe our society, as they
always do. You know, they talk about the economy: "The economy has gotten better." And they give you
statistics, you know: "It’s up 2.1 percent." You know, "Unemployment is down 1.3 percent. The balance of trade
has..." You know, and we get all of this stuff, which is supposed to make us feel good. That is supposed to be
the register of how people are living. Every night on the Dow—right? I mean, everything else can change, but
every night we get the Dow Jones average, you see. You know, I have tried to time my watching of television so
that I would skip it, you see, but it’s very—or so you quickly change channels, and there it is again, you see.
You see. And, you now—and you can just imagine—you know, next time you go into a restaurant, you say to
the person who waits on your table, "Do you realize the Dow Jones average went up 30 points last night? Aren’t
you happy?" You know.
I mean, yeah, and the fact is that the stock market in the last 15 years has gone up 400 percent. And the wages
of working people have gone down 15 percent, you see. That’s the situation—that’s the situation we’re in today,
where there’s a kind of veneer of luxury. And my god, look at the—look at the things there are about, and look
at the things in the brochures of the magazines and the things that are advertised on TV, and look how people
dress on the soap operas. I mean, they don’t need soap. I mean, really, it’s—look out. It’s amazing, really. And
so, you know, the picture is given. But everybody who has walked through a city knows that every city has
parts to it. And you can walk through a city, and maybe it’s a part of the city that most of us live in, which is a
decent part and people live in decent houses and so on, but if you walk long enough through a city—and
sometimes you don’t have to walk very far—you come to that other part of the city where people live in
different ways. And then you know that there’s a very large part of this country that is not spoken of and that
doesn’t come under the definition of the economy or doesn’t fit into any of these granfalloons, as Kurt
Vonnegut called it in one of his novels, these great big bubbles of words that don’t mean anything. There’s a
reality, a harsh reality, beneath that veneer of prosperity and "the economy is doing well," which you have to
see as you walk through a city, or if you just pay very close attention to what is going on and read the back
pages of the prominent newspapers and the front pages of the unprominent newspapers, and you find out that
there are more sweatshops in New York City today than there were at the turn of the century, which was the era
of the sweatshops. And you read about a diary kept by a Chinese immigrant woman in New York. She kept it
for six years. She worked in a New York City sweatshop, and she recorded the story of her working 12 hours a
day for wages below the minimum wage. It was illegal. But no inspector came. No—the Labor Department did
not have enough inspectors to go around to make sure that the minimum wage law was enforced. But at the
same time, President Clinton was—and this was during the campaign—was saying, "We need more people to
go into the factories to make sure that there are no illegal immigrants working there."
There are a lot of sick things behind this layer of prosperity in this very, very rich country, and all sorts of signs
of this kind of sickness. I mean, the fact that we have a million-and-a-half people in prison, you know, and
millions of others who are in or out of prison, the highest rate of incarceration in the world, there’s something—
something really sick about that. Something sick about spending $265 billion on the military budget, when in
every city and every state and in the nation there isn’t enough money for this, and there isn’t enough money for
education, there isn’t enough money for Medicare, there isn’t enough money for the arts, right? I mean, the
people who do the best things in society and the social workers and the teachers and the nurses and the artists,
they are the people for whom there is no money in this richest, richest of societies. There’s something that’s
very desperate...
AMY GOODMAN: Historian Howard Zinn, author of, among many books, A People’s History of the United States.
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AMY GOODMAN: The leader of the movement to look at history from the perspective of people of color and the
powerless in our society is Howard Zinn, author of A People’s History of the United States: 1492 to the Present. In honor of
Indigenous People’s Day, we now bring you an excerpt of a speech by Howard Zinn.
HOWARD ZINN: I became a historian relatively late. That is, I was a freshman in college at the age of 27
when I started to study history, and I had done a number of things before. But by that time, I already knew that I
wanted to be—I wanted to teach history, and I wanted to write about history, and I knew that I would not be a
neutral historian. Well, I knew that there was no such thing as neutrality in history, no such thing as objectivity,
although that word was thrown to me again and again and again, and it is still used by historians, and they still
talk about—where did I see it most recently? Oh, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., yeah, in his little book. That’s a—I
know, that’s a slam, his very little book about multiculturalism, you know, and talking about the melting pot and
how that’s how he sees America: a melting pot. And he talks about the importance of doing disinterested
history. That word "disinterested" has been used a lot. And I never believed in doing disinterested history. I
didn’t believe it was possible to do disinterested history. History always represents interests of one sort or
another. History always has an effect.
My first teaching job, my first real teaching job—I had a number of unreal teaching jobs—my first real
teaching job was in the South, in Atlanta, Georgia. I taught at Spelman College, a college for black women in
Atlanta. I taught there for seven years, from 1956 to 1963. You know, those were the years of—those were
important years. Those were the years of the civil rights movement and of turmoil, and they were very exciting
and still perhaps the most intense experience of my life. And I became involved in the movement. I became a
kind of participant, what sociologists call a "participant observer," or participant writer. I was involved in the
movement, and I began writing about it for The Nation and for Harper’s, and became involved with SNCC,
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee. And I began to think about history from the black point of view,
because it’s hard to live in the black community and teach in a black college without beginning—at least
beginning to think of history from a different point of view.
And everything looks different in history when you look at from the black point of view. If you take just
something like the Progressive period in American history, anybody who studies history goes through and
there’s always a period called the Progressive Era or the Progressive period in American history, which is the
first years of the 20th century, roughly between 1900 and, you know, World War I, the Progressive period. Why
is it called the Progressive period? Well, because some reforms were passed, right? The meat inspection—Meat
Inspection Act was passed. You notice how good our meat is? Meat Inspection Act, railroad regulation, 16th
Amendment, 17th Amendment, Federal Reserve Act—this is what you learned in school, right? You got
multiple-choice questions about—to see if you knew the difference between, you know, the Federal Trade
Commission and the Federal Reserve Commission. And if you read a black historian, which I read while I was
teaching in Spelman College, a black historian named Rayford Logan, who wrote exactly about that period—he
didn’t call it the Progressive period, he called it "the nadir," the bottom. The Progressive period was the period
in which more black people were lynched than any other period in American history. And still it continued to be
called the Progressive period in American history.
So, from a black point of view, all the presidents of the United States look different. Lincoln looked different.
Lincoln suddenly was not, you know, the Great Emancipator represented in that statue with the black kneeling
before him gratefully, you know, where Lincoln bestows emancipation. From the black point of view, or from
any decent point of view, Lincoln was a reluctant emancipator. Lincoln had to be pushed into it, by a
movement, by an anti-slavery movement, by black abolitionists and white abolitionists, by a crescendo of
criticism of him for not doing anything about slavery, even while a civil war was going on and even after the
South had seceded. You know, Lincoln looks different.

Roosevelt looks different. Did any of you see this new series on the Great Depression? There are some—a few
of you are nodding your heads, so a lot of you haven’t, I assume, right? I won’t berate you for not seeing that,
but it’s very good. Some of you may know the series Eyes on the Prize, and this is a little follow-up by the same
producer, Henry Hampton, and it’s about the Great Depression. And the interesting thing about this, about the
Great Depression, is that black people and their point of view—and I guess because Henry Hampton is doing it
—are much more evident in looking at the Great Depression. And so, he points out to what anybody who has
studied FDR fairly closely knows, that Roosevelt, who was, you know, I guess, one of our best presidents, in
many, many ways—no question—but Roosevelt would not support the passage of an anti-lynching law in
Congress, because he was tied in with the Southern Democrats and dependent on their political support.
Same thing with Kennedy. Kennedy, you know, the liberal president, the young and, you know, we all know the
good things about—that everybody believed about Kennedy. But from the point of view of people in the
movement, people in the South in the movement in the early 1960s, Kennedy was no civil rights advocate.
Kennedy appointed racist segregationist judges in the deep South, in Alabama and Georgia and Mississippi.
Kennedy’s Justice Department stood by while people were being beaten, and Kennedy didn’t respond. Same
thing with his attorney general, Robert Kennedy. Heroes look different, everything looks different, when you
look at it from a different point of view. So all of these things affected my thinking about history.
When I first began to—when I decided to write A People’s History of the United States, and I guess I decided to
write it because I was looking for a book like that, and I couldn’t find it. So I wrote it. That very often is why—
how books get written. You look around for something, and you think, well, surely something—somebody must
have done this, because it’s needed. You know, somebody has to write a history book from a point of view
which is different than, you know, what has been done before. I couldn’t find it, so I did it, and I made up my
mind that I was going to tell the history of the United States from a different point of view. I was going to tell
the story of Columbus from the standpoint of the Indians, because we never got that. The Indians were always
—you know, who were they? You know, a blur in history.
I wanted to tell the story of the Mexican War from the standpoint of the Mexicans. It looks different that way.
From the American point of view, we won the war, as we always do—well, until recently. But—and it was
great! We ended up with California and all of this territory. The Southwest all belonged to Mexico, and we got
it. From the point of view of the Mexicans, there was a war instigated by the United States, planned by
President Polk even before that incident took place in 1846 between the Nueces River and the Rio Grande River
—planned, just as so many—you know, just as the United States wanted the Philippines, and there was an
incident just at the right time, and the United States wanted to move into Vietnam, and there was an incident in
the Gulf of Tonkin. A lot of manufactured incidents. And so, I just wanted to introduce different points of view.
I wanted to tell the story of the Industrial Revolution in the United States, which I had always learned, and
when I went to school, in a very inspiring way. And I remember as a kid, as a high school kid, actually feeling
proud that America had become this great industrial power, that period between the Civil War and World War I,
the steel mills going up and the—you know, they would give us figures on how much coal was produced this
year and how much coal was produced 20 years later, and the railroads spanning the country, and the
Transcontinental Railroad being built, and the Union Pacific and the Central Pacific meeting, and the president
driving a golden spike through the last—you know, right—rails, and very exciting. And that story is still being
told that way, for the most part. And I wanted to tell that story from the standpoint of the people who worked in
the steel mills, the people who worked in the mines, the people who worked on the railroads, the Irish
immigrants and the Chinese immigrants who were brought in to work on the Transcontinental Railroad and who
died by the thousands working in the heat and the cold, getting sick, working long hours and dying of
exhaustion. That’s a different point of view about this great Industrial Revolution. It makes you think about all
industrial revolutions.
It makes you think about—no, I’m not about to say, "Let’s go back to the cave." You know, you’re always
accused of this when you criticize the way industry has functioned or the way industry has been built or the way
—you know, you’re always accused of being—wanting to go back and not having dishwashers, you know. And
no, it’s not that. But it’s important to understand, even though you want progress and you want—sure, you want
new things to be produced, but it’s important to understand the human cost of that, and whether you must pay
that human cost in order to have progress or whether you can have progress without sacrificing human beings.
AMY GOODMAN: Howard Zinn, author of A People’s History of the United States, here on Democracy Now!. We’ll be
back in 60 seconds.

