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This fourth and greatly expanded edition of a work first published 
in 1983 questions the dominant narratives about militarism and war, and their 
relationship to global heating, as well as the role of the media in distorting  
and suppressing truths about their relationships.

Contributors to this new edition of War, Peace and the Media challenge the U.S./
NATO version of the Russia-Ukraine war and its historical causes, and highlight 
the role of mainstream and social media in sidelining or silencing dissenting 
voices and suppressing dissenting information and opinions. A few excerpts:

An end to the invasion and war in Ukraine can 
only be guaranteed if Russia’s security is itself 
guaranteed. Security is largely indivisible. Secu-
rity for one state requires security for others.

– Greg Mello

In a world brainwashed for more than a cen-
tury by U.S. myths including “American excep-
tionalism” and American goodness, U.S. leaders 
never acknowledge their country’s military, 
economic, propaganda and diplomatic aggres-
sions as such.

– Barrie Zwicker

The elevation of competition for profit, exploi­
tation of natural resources for short-term gain, 
and disregard of world poverty and inequality 
(while professing the contrary) amount to a vi-
olation of the basic principles of humanity.

– John Gittings

Our duty is to heed Karl Liebknecht’s call:  
“The main enemy is at home.” That enemy –  
U.S. imperialism, NATO, Canada’s complicity, 
and the military-industrial complex – is the 
enemy we must fight.

– Ulli Diemer

In 1998, the U.S. obtained an exemption for  
all countries’ militaries from having to report,  
or cut, their carbon emissions. This privileg
ing of war and the military (indeed, the entire 
military-industrial complex) has largely es-
caped notice for the past twenty years, even  
by climate activists.

– Joyce Nelson

Hiroshima and Nagasaki were acts of premed-
itated mass murder unleashing a weapon of 
intrinsic criminality. They were justified by lies 
that form the bedrock of 21st century U.S. war 
propaganda, casting a new enemy, and target – 
China.

– John Pilger

We were warned for decades about the death 
march we are on because of global warming. 
And yet, the global ruling class continues to 
frog-march us towards extinction.

– Chris Hedges

Every useful or pleasing claim about the war, 
no matter how unverified or subsequently 
debunked, rapidly spreads, while dissenters are 
vilified as traitors or Kremlin agents.

– Glenn Greenwald
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With particular sadness we re-
port that Joyce, author of 

“The Military’s Carbon Bootprint” 
(page 46) died in hospital in Toronto 
on January 4, 2022, after a brief ill-
ness. She was 77.

This fourth edition of War, Peace 
and the Media is dedicated to her 
memory.

We were friends and colleagues 
from the 1980s. She was the consult-
ing editor for my 2007 book Towers of Deception. 
We were to meet for one of our chatty lunches at 
her favourite restaurant in the Beaches area when 
she cancelled because she was not feeling well.

One of her seven books, the first of hers that I 
bought, is entitled Sultans of Sleaze: Public Rela-
tions and the Media, a sharp critique of the public 
relations industry—and the media. 

For 30 years a full-time progressive author, 
a poet, speaker, teacher and visual artist, Joyce 
exposed dangerous liaisons between corporate 
interests and elements of the green economy, 
and Canada’s role in the world, in diverse pieces 
such as “Tech workers challenge the giants who 
employ them,” “Big Plastic’s trashy lawsuit” and 
“Canada’s ancient forests are being turned into 
toilet paper.”

In recent years, topics she focused on were 
the risk posed by nuclear reactors and the envi-
ronmental impact of military spending. Her 2020 
article on the military’s carbon bootprint, asks: 
“As the biggest single user of fossil fuels, why is 
the military exempt from the climate discussion?” 
We felt the article first published in Watershed Sen-
tinel (watershedsentinel.ca/articles/the-militarys 
-carbon-bootprint/) perfectly fit the mandate of 
this publication.

She gave me permission to republish this ar-
ticle and we paid her. In the months this edition 
has been in preparation, the importance of this 
remarkable piece of investigative journalism has 

In memoriam: Joyce Nelson
only grown. Its relevance to war, 
peace, the media, global heating 
and indeed the invasion of Ukraine 
and the threat of the nuclear indus-
try in all its forms is clearer than 
ever. 

Joyce was a long-time con-
tributor to rabble.ca⁠, especially 
in the last year of her life when 
she turned her attention to the 
climate emergency. Her work ap-

peared in at least 25 book-length anthologies 
published in Canada and the United States. 
She created 23 hours of radio documentaries 
for CBC Radio’s “Ideas,” all re-broadcast by 
popular demand. A sought-after speaker, she 
lectured at locales as diverse as the Banff Cen-
tre for the Arts and Harvard University. Joyce 
taught at Queen’s University and the Universi-
ty of Victoria. She was also a writer of fiction 
and poetry. 

Filmmaker Laura Sky, a long-time friend 
of Joyce, wrote: “She was the best researcher 
I have ever known – an information detective. 
She delved deeply and searched relentlessly on 
behalf of her readers. Brilliantly, she connected 
the information dots. She investigated corporate 
boards, political players, all manner of agents, 
leaders and enablers. She was best at uncovering 
state contracts and collaborations that were nego-
tiated far below the surface of public life. From 
this information, she built her astute analysis of 
the relationships between the issues and systems 
that dominate our lives.”

Her final piece, published in November 
2021, addressed the terrible paradox of green 
energy transition, in which she warned, “The 
metals and minerals needed to conduct this 
transition will result in a drastic increase in 
environmentally dirty mining. The global 
energy transition is perhaps more red than 
green after all.”
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For many, Joyce Nelson is best known for 
her book Beyond Banksters: Resisting the New 
Feudalism, published in 2016.   Gordon Laxer 
described Beyond Banksters as “a hard-hit-
ting, well-researched, fast-paced exposure of 
the usually hidden world of Canadian and in-
ternational banks.” Joel Bakan described it as 
“a powerful and chilling investigation into an 
emerging global oligarchy of banks and corpo-
rations.” 

She herself was always financially insecure. 
Laura Sky wrote: “Joyce made sacrifices in her 
life to sustain the integrity of her research, writing 
and her artistry. Her life was financially modest, 
to put it mildly. She wrote to reach her readers 
rather than to prioritize her personal gain.   She 
lived modestly.   Her various apartments were 
small, her needs reduced to the minimum. After 
facing a round of financial hardships, she camped 
out in a small trailer with no water or electricity, 
offered to her on a friend’s property on Vancou-
ver Island. She made the best of it, focusing on 

the fields, the skies and the wildlife around her 
new home. This inspired her painting and her po-
ems.”

One of her poems, untitled:

Already I know 
that when the time comes 
and my body falls away like a husk 
I will rise like the heron 
my blue wings graceful 
and astonishing 
while below the ocean endlessly 
swells and rolls.

I’m fortunate to have two of her works of art. I 
decided to buy one of them without knowing the 
title. “What does it remind you of?” she asked 
me. “A portal,” I replied. “That’s the title!” she 
said. This makes it especially meaningful for me 
now. You disturbed the peace, Joyce, for the best 
of reasons and so deserve to have gone through 
your portal to rest in peace. 

–  Barrie Zwicker

Contributors
Ulli Diemer is a writer and editor in Toronto. 
He co-ordinates Connexions (connexions.org),  
a left-wing information-sharing project focusing 
on social justice, human rights, civil liberties, 
ecosocialism, radical political theory and liber-
tarian socialism. He also coordinates the physi-
cal Connexions Archive (mostly post-1960 En-
glish-language materials from Canada), created 
to preserve the history of grassroots movements 
for social change. A Marxist and a libertarian so-
cialist, Diemer’s personal Radical Digressions 
website is at www. diemer.ca. 

John Gittings worked at The Guardian (UK) 
for 20 years as assistant foreign editor and chief 
foreign leader-writer (1983–2003). He special-
ised for many years on China and East Asia, and 
published a book on the history of peace thought, 
The Glorious Art of Peace. He is an associate 
editor of the Oxford International Encyclopae-

dia of Peace. In November 2015 he served as a 
judge on the International People’s Tribunal on 
1965 Crimes against Humanity in Indonesia, and 
co-edited its final report. 

Glenn Greenwald is an American journalist, 
author and lawyer. In 2014, he co-founded The 
Intercept, of which he was an editor until he re-
signed in October 2020. Greenwald subsequently 
started publishing on Substack. In 1996, Green-
wald founded a law firm concentrating on First 
Amendment litigation. He lives mainly in Brazil. 

Chris Hedges, son of a Presbyterian minister, 
was born in 1956 in St. Johnsbury, Vermont. As 
a student, he founded an underground newspaper 
that school authorities banned. He earned a Mas-
ter of Divinity from Harvard University while 
running a small church in a depressed Boston 
community. 
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As a freelancer, Hedges wrote for newspa-
pers such as The Washington Post and covered 
the Falkland War from Buenos Aires for National 
Public Radio. He covered wars in El Salvador, 
Nicaragua and Guatemala from 1983 to 1988 
as Central America bureau chief for the Dallas 
Morning News. Hired by the New York Times in 
1990, Hedges covered the first Gulf War, during 
which he refused to participate in the restrictive 
military pool system. The U.S. military arrested 
him and revoked his press credentials, but he con-
tinued to report outside the pool. Hedges became 
the paper’s Middle East bureau chief in 1991. 

In 2002 he was on a team of New York Times 
reporters that won a Pulitzer Prize and won an 
Amnesty International Global Award for hu-
man rights journalism. From 2006 until 2020 he 
wrote a weekly column for the progressive web 
site Truthdig, but with the entire editorial staff 
was fired in March 2020 after going on strike to 
protest the publisher’s attempt to remove edi-
tor-in-chief Robert Scheer. 

Hedges is the author of 12 books that include 
bestseller War is A Force That Gives Us Meaning 
(2002), What Every Person Should Know About 
War (2003), The Christian Right and the War on 
America (2007), and The World As It Is: Dis-
patches on the Myth of Human Progress (2013). 

Ordained in 2014 as a Presbyterian minis-
ter to work in prison ministry, Hedges is mar-
ried to Canadian actor Eunice Wong. 

Greg Mello is executive director of the Los Al-
amos Study Group, of which he was a founder, 
in Albuquerque, New Mexico. He has led its 
activities since 1992, including policy research, 
environmental analysis, congressional education 
and lobbying, community organizing, litigation 
(FOIA, civil rights, NEPA), advertising, and the 
nuts and bolts of funding. 

Eric Mills has contributed editing and layout to 
this Fourth Edition as well as moral support and 
advice. He is a freelance editor, designer and ac-
tivist in Toronto (Eric Mills Editing & Design, 
erics@web.ca). 

Joyce Nelson was an author and painter, as ex-
plained in the In Memoriam, above. 

John Pilger was born and grew up in Bondi, 
Sydney, Australia, and launched his first news-
paper at Sydney High School. Pilger freelanced, 
then joined Reuters, before moving to the Lon-
don Daily Mirror, Britain’s biggest-selling news-
paper, and covered Vietnam and other wars as its 
chief foreign correspondent. 

Pilger became the youngest journalist to re-
ceive Britain’s Journalist of the Year award, and 
first to win it twice. Moving to the U.S., he re-
ported the upheavals in the late 1960s and 1970s. 
He marched with America’s poor from Alabama 
to Washington following Martin Luther King’s 
assassination and was in the room when presiden-
tial candidate Robert Kennedy was assassinated 
in June 1968. His undercover 1994 documentary 
and dispatches from East Timor helped galvanise 
opposition to the Indonesian occupation.

Barrie Zwicker is an author and political activ-
ist. He has worked in journalism and communi-
cations since he was 16, including as a reporter at 
the Vancouver Province, Detroit News, Toronto 
Star and The Globe and Mail. He taught journal-
ism for seven years at Ryerson Polytechnic (now 
Toronto Metropolitan University).

In 1974 he began publishing the monthly 
journalism review content. In 1977, he founded 
Sources®, The Directory of Contacts for Editors, 
Reporters and Researchers. Its editorial section 
continued the media criticism of content. In 1999 
he sold his publishing business to Ulli Diemer.

Zwicker was the first journalist in the world to 
deeply question on national television the official 
story of the events of 9/11. This was on Vision TV 
where he was for 15 years resident media critic. 
His commentaries were released as a 44-minute 
video, The Great Deception. His major contribu-
tion to 9/11Truth is the 416-page book Towers of 
Deception: The Media Cover-Up of 9/11. 

Born in 1934 in Nova Scotia, Zwicker gave 
up automobile ownership in 1966. Since then, he 
has ridden a bicycle, including across Canada.



- 4 -

Why, 39 years after its first appearance, is a 
fourth and expanded edition of War, Peace 

and the Media being published?
Because war has been started yet again. This 

time not, as usual, by the U.S. Empire (think Iraq, 
Libya, Guatemala, Vietnam, Cambodia, Panama, 
on and on – the United States has invaded or 
fought in about 50 countries since 1945). This 
latest war has been started by Russia, but is being 
deliberately extended by the war-oriented Amer-
ican Empire to continue its world domination 
while enabling obscene profiteering by its arms 
industry. Extending a war is as evil as starting 
one.

Because peace increasingly is only aspira-
tional. 

Because the media—both legacy and so-
called “social media”—are more than ever by 
and large not serving relevant facts and reasoned 
opinion, let alone intellectual or moral leader-
ship.

Accordingly, humankind is facing a truth 
emergency because not only the media, but oth-
er political, economic and especially intellectual 
“pillars” of Western society are contributing to 
ignorance, tribalism, moral twisting and finally 
physical death. Chris Hedges writes that “The 
Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse — Con-
quest, War, Famine and Death — gallop into 
the 21st century.”

That’s why this edition must be renamed War, 
Peace and the Media, Fourth Edition: Propping 
up the U.S. Empire and Risking the Planet.

Renamed because the planet is, incredibly,  
facing a heightened possibility of nuclear Arma
geddon just as we—humans and other animals—
have clearly entered an existential climate emer­
gency, featuring global burning that, rising 
possibly exponentially, threatens extinction in a 

Preface to the Fourth Edition
by Barrie Zwicker

hell-on-Earth scenario. Renamed also because, 
chaos and violent anarchy loom. 

“I can’t breathe” reflects deep layers of pre-
dictive relevance.

“The Dawn of the Apocalypse” by Chris 
Hedges is chosen as the final piece in this edition 
to emphasize that the fast-looming catastrophe of 
the Death Of Earth by global burning transcends 
all other issues and threats. (DOE is the Penta-
gon’s acronym for “Death Of Earth.” Yes, they 
know, but nevertheless the military has been ex-
empted from all ecosystem-saving requirements; 
see Joyce Nelson’s piece on page 46.)

The second-last article, John Pilger’s “HIRO-
SHIMA at 77,” is a powerful and encompassing 
piece that recounts post-World War II personal 
experiences in Japan and China. He spells out the 
lies about the Hiroshima and Nagasaki atomic 
bombings, the start of the Cold War by the U.S., 
the very real U.S. preparations for war with Chi-
na, and suggests Trump’s secretary of state, 
Mike Pompeo, an evangelical fanatic who 
believes in the “rapture of the End” is “per-
haps the most dangerous man alive.”

Humanity’s “frog-march towards extinction,” 
as Hedges puts it, puts all other ​ issues and ​
threats​, important as they are​, in the shadows.

Why say global burning rather than global 
heating or the quaint “global warming?” Because 
of, for example, 2021’s record-breaking tem-
peratures for British Columbia and the western 
United States that took a record-breaking num-
ber of lives. The town of Lytton in B.C.’s interior 
broke Canada’s all-time heat record at almost 50 
degrees Celsius, then was almost completely de-
stroyed by a wildfire. “The American West has 
spent the last two decades in what scientists are 
now saying [is] the most extreme megadrought 
in at least 1,200 years,” Gabrielle Canon wrote 
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from Los Angeles for The Guardian in February 
2022. Similar weather events elsewhere around 
the globe are increasingly frequent; “breaking re-
cords” has become a broken record.

The centrality of language was a recurring 
theme of previous editions of this publication, 
and remains so in this one.

“Global warming” seemed descriptive for a 
time, but has become a misnomer—yet another 
example of the power of commonly used, gener-
ally accepted words and phrases to deceive our 
little grey cells. “Warm greetings,” “the warmth 
of her smile,” “warming up to get in shape”—so 
many “warm words” are far removed from the 
hothouse reality described in Pulitzer Prize-win-
ning author Ross Gelbspan’s 1997 book The 
Heat is On: The High Stakes Battle over Earth’s 
Threatened Climate. The term “global heating” 
may not have a long run, however. As my TV 
producer friend Barry Silverthorn suggested al-
most a year ago, “global burning” may replace it, 
sooner rather than later.

It’s crystal clear that humanity’s top priority 
must be to slow down global burning. Yet addi-
tional billions of dollars, if not trillions, are be-
ing funneled into military “defence”—the man-
ufacture of tanks, missiles, bombs, submarines, 
aircraft carriers and so on—all of which are ob-
solete, except for their capacity for destruction, 
before they come off the assembly lines, or even 
before they’re designed. They cannot fight forest 

fires, prevent starvation, heal the sick or make 
cities more livable.

Since War, Peace and the Media first came off 
the press, on the life-and-death issue of nuclear 
war nothing has changed significantly—except 
for the worse. The resources squandered on nu-
clear and other weapons are ever more dramat-
ically needed, even by the minute, to deal with 
the multiple non-war crises staring every person 
in the world in the face, if he or she would stop to 
think. But as philosopher Bertrand Russell said: 
“People would rather die than think. And they 
do.” Die, that is.

The Russian invasion of Ukraine is pivotal in, 
and because of, current world history. The cover-
age of it in Western media is illustrative of twist-
ed media power. Not to condone the invasion, it 
remains that the Western-biased media coverage 
of the invasion is grossly ahistorical and deeply 
omissive (of NATO’s provocations, for instance). 
New digital (with a few honourable exceptions) 
and old traditional media are contributing to the 
truth emergency. Most of the original War, Peace 
and the Media remains all too relevant. As E. P. 
Thompson put it (quoted on page 28 of the third 
edition reprinted here): “The deformed human 
mind is the ultimate doomsday weapon.” 

When I told my daughter, Xena, that I’d start-
ed writing this preface, she started crying. She 
recollected how, as a teenager, she was wakened 
when her room began shaking and that her first 
thought was that an atomic bomb had been set 
off. (On October 7, 1983, my wife and I were 

Earth’s global average surface temperature in 
2020 (shown here) tied with 2016 as the warm-

est year on record, according to a NASA analyis.

Since War, Peace and the 
Media first came off the press, 
on the life-and-death issue of 

nuclear war nothing  
has changed significantly 
— except for the worse.
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awakened by the tremor at 6:18 a.m. The epicen-
tre of the 5.1 magnitude quake was in upper New 
York State.)

Xena grew up in a home of peace activism, 
of awareness of the danger of nuclear war. She 
remembers being terrified, as in a nightmare, and 
looking at the window expecting a blast wave to 
blow it in. She remembers being terrified, as in a 
nightmare, and looking at the window expecting 
a blast wave to blow it in. But the Western-man-
ufactured Cold War still had another eight unnec-
essary, costly years to run.

On June 12, 1982 my father Gren and I trav-
elled to New York City’s Central Park to join an 
unprecedented one million people in the largest 
single peace demonstration on Earth – even to 
this day. It was totally peaceful. Superb brief 
speeches were delivered by among others Dr. 
Helen Caldicott, the Reverend William Sloane 
Coffin, Jr., and former Congresswoman Bella Ab-
zug. Music was provided by Bruce Springsteen, 
Jackson Browne, James Taylor, Linda Ronstadt, 
Peter, Paul and Mary, Joan Baez and others. No 
litter was left in the park, no arrests were made. 
In that vast throng I experienced a rare “oceanic 
moment” (a phrase learned from my late sister 
Linda). 

It was my second oceanic moment within 
days. The first was in Moscow, where I’d gone 
on a Canada-Soviet media interchange. One qui-
et velvet night I found myself one of just three 
persons on Red Square. The other two were 
a sweet couple walking hand in hand. I had an 
overwhelming feeling of love and oneness with 
them and all the people in the world – including 
in Red Square, Central Park and Toronto; in the 
tiniest village anywhere. The dream of peace.

A year later, the year of the quake, I published 
War, Peace and the Media as a supplement in my 
publication SOURCES: The Directory of Con-
tacts for Editors, Reporters and Researchers. 
My research, based in part on reading over six 
months every page of three Toronto daily news-
papers, showed that Western mainstream media 
provided a grotesquely negative picture of the 

USSR, its people and its leaders. Because of 
their history – strikingly, the Soviet Union lost 
27 million dead after the Nazis invaded (by way 
of Ukraine) in 1941 – Soviet people and leaders 
genuinely wanted peace. “The West” frustrated 
their every attempt.

Finding a total of 922 stories, editorials, com-
mentaries, cartoons, photographs and letters to 
the editor, I observed: “The 126 stories about So-
viet spies, real or imagined, exactly equaled the 
number of stories about Soviet sports, art, cul-
ture and daily life, the Soviet economy, foreign 
policy, media, science and travel in the USSR, 
combined.” The overall picture served only Pax 
Americana (a euphemism for U.S. domination) 
and arms industries.

Other pieces in War, Peace and the Media’s 
third edition, reproduced here, remain regrettably 
relevant and some prescient. A sampling:
• “The Myth of Symmetry” about the relative 

power and influence of the former Soviet 
Union (now the Russian Federation, or just 
“Russia”) on the one hand, and the United 
States or U.S. Empire as it should be called, 
on the other. No contest: economically, mili-
tarily and propagandistically, the U.S. remains 
much more powerful, influential and threaten-
ing. Never an arms race, but rather always an 
arms chase (as a chart from Scientific Ameri-
can illustrates).

• “Public Health Research vs MX Research” 
showed military research and development 
overshadows environmental, health, agricul-
tural, housing, urban development, education 
and other R&D combined. Remains so today.

• “Big Lie of the Arms Race” by Richard Bar-
net, onetime fellow at Harvard’s Russian 
Research Center, whose first book was Who 
Wants Disarmament? (1960) and who died in 
2004. Written pre-1983, it remains true: “The 
Pentagon has two rules for negotiating arms 
agreements: One is ‘Don’t negotiate when 
you are behind.’ The other is ‘Why negotiate 
when you are ahead?’”
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• “The Russians are Coming! The Russians are 
Coming!” from Sojourners. “As World War II 
ended, the Soviet Union lay prostrate, 73,000 
cities and towns smashed, 20 million people 
dead.” (Since shown to be 27 million.)

• “Tell me, Daddy, Who’s the Baddy?” about the 
psychology of the arms chase.

• “Historic Film Withheld 36 Years.” Referring 
to 95,000 feet in colour, taken by an Ameri-
can crew operating under presidential orders, 
of the post-atomic-attack destruction of peo-
ple and structures in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 
What information is being withheld as you 
read this?

• “Words and War.” Nuclear war has not been 
experienced since 1945t—yet. So the use of 
that ancient three-letter word is extremely 
misleading. “Extermination,” E.P. Thompson 
suggested.

• “Inside the Mushroom Cloud.” Part I is the 
bomb’s “physics package,” a term used by 
officialdom to avoid a more normatively de-
scriptive such as “hell bomb.” Part II is “the 
human package,” describing the effects of ini-
tial radiation pulse, blast effects, firestorms, 
etc.

• “Dying of Radiation.” About Canadian Dr. 
Louis Slotin, chief armourer at the secret Los 
Alamos Manhattan Project, who made a small 
mistake in a lab on May 21, 1946, when he 
was 30 years old.

• “Journalism and the Bomb.” “It isn’t easy jour-
nalism. But it’s exciting. And involving, since 
there’s a wealth of fact and history and secrets 
and opinion to be dug out and flung to the 
fore.” Remains true.
Forty years ago, as the republished portion of 

this monograph shows, I harboured no illusions 
about the path to peace on Earth. But I’m heart-
sick at the lost opportunities since. The 1980s 
seem to have been a peak of anti-war conscious-
ness. How abysmally sad.

In 2010 the hands of the Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists doomsday clock stood at six minutes 
to midnight. Incredibly, they currently rest at 100 
seconds (under two minutes) before midnight. Of 
multiple existential threats, man-made nuclear 
Armageddon remains number 1. But continuing 
and increasing global burning is a factor, if not 
the main one threatening the world. The Bulletin 
identifies the “disinformation epidemic” as con-
tributing as well. War remains high on the human 
agenda after almost 5,000 years, even though 
its vast costs in life, misery and resources have 
achieved very little of lasting worth for the vast 
majority of people.

Our tax dollars were (and are) squandered on 
preposterously large, unnecessary and dangerous 

arms spending (called “defence spending” in the 
media) with weapons makers over the globe prof-
iting hugely by every increase in tension, even as 
sane individuals and organizations keep restating 
that the only path to true security is abolition of 
all nuclear weapons, and disarmament in general. 

Almost four decades after 1983, you’d think 
there would be a more adult, rational, post-Cold 
War approach to Russia; some recognition of the 
treasury-emptying distortions of arms chases. 
But no. On March 16, 2021, U.K. Prime Minister 
Boris Johnson announced unilaterally that Brit-
ain will grow its nuclear warhead stockpile by 
more than 40% because of a “more risky global 
environment” and “new technological threats.” 

How does adding nuclear warheads make 
for a less risky global environment? It doesn’t, 

War remains high on the 
human agenda after almost 
5,000 years, even though its 
vast costs in life, misery and 
resources have achieved very 
little of lasting worth for the 

vast majority of people.
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as John Gittings writes in “Hiding in the Open” 
(page 39). He explains “why we missed the threat 
of a new pandemic—and other existential risks.” 
This is from the spring 2021 (148th) issue of The  
Spokesman, published in the U.K. under the aus-
pices of the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation.

Joyce Nelson’s article, “The Military’s Car-
bon Footprint” originally appeared in the Febru-
ary-March 2020 issue of the Watershed Sentinel. 
This edition of War, Peace and the Media is ded-
icated to her: see “In Memoriam” on page 1. 

Ulli Diemer’s insightful “The Main Enemy 
is at Home” (page 10) reflects on a slogan made 
famous by German anti-war socialist Karl Lieb-
knecht. Diemer refers to the causes and outcomes 
of World War I, the Cold War and Canada’s com-
plicity in U.S./NATO imperialism.

Another contribution by Diemer, “From Cold 
War I to Cold War II: A Brief History,” (page 
32) reviews more recent history. He reports on 
genuine Soviet attempts in 1985 under Mikhail 
Gorbachev to get the United States to agree to 
abolish nuclear weapons by the year 2000. “The 
U.S. refused to consider such a plan.” Gorbachev 
“proved he was serious” by withdrawing 500,000 
Soviet troops from Eastern and Central Europe. 
Instead of pursuing peace and detente, Diemer 
writes, the U.S. expanded NATO relentlessly. 

My “The Media and the Russian Invasion of 
Ukraine, an Unfinished Story” focuses on ”the 
West” sidelining (such as PayPal withdrawing 
services) and outright censoring dissenting voic-
es of non-mainstream sources such as Consor-
tium News, MintPress, Truthout and Substack.

In “A Proposed Solution to the Ukraine War,” 
(page 14) Greg Mello, executive director of 
the Los Alamos Study Group, one of the most 
respected and best informed anti-nuclear war 
groups, offers a 12-point statement and plan to 
end the war. He makes a damning but factual 
background statement: “Russia seeks security, 
while the U.S. and its NATO allies have been 
using Ukraine to deny that security…”

From the Cuban missile crisis to two 
four-megaton atomic bombs falling on North 

Carolina when the B-52 bomber carrying them 
broke up in mid-air (an example from Gittings’ 
article), we could have bought the farm already. 
Our species has repeatedly enjoyed the luck of a 
drunken gambler. But general and complete dis-
armament is even further off the table than three 
decades ago. When’s the last time you even heard 
or read the word “disarmament?”

The continuation and now escalation of the 
omnibus arms chase, the continuing “improve-
ment” in the efficacy of every form of mass mur-
der including “tactical nuclear weapons,” in the 
slickness of pro-war propaganda, “advances” in 
surveillance and new forms of fine-grained delib-
erate state disruption of anything threatening the 
profits of the corporate merchants of death, and 
the continuation of militarism in all its forms—all 
this is more astounding in light of the recognition 
by even the slow-changing mainstream media 

Above: World leaders and spouses at a NATO 
meeting in Madrid in June 2022 in front of Pablo 
Picasso’s famous anti-war painting Guernica. 
Below: Women and some spouses with the large 
Popular Resistance movement hold a “die in” 

before the same painting.



- 9 -

that global burning is a growing existential threat 
to all life on Earth. Let’s not be anthropomorphic. 
Even cockroaches are going to have a hard time.

As Nelson writes, the climate emergency is 
exacerbated by the war system. Yet this is an ele-
phant in the room invisible, apparently, to politi-
cians, the media and even climate organizations 
and activists. 

The expensive F-35 fighter jets that Canada 
plans to buy “can’t respond to natural disasters, 
deliver humanitarian relief, help peacekeeping 
or perform rescues. Nor can they protect from 
a pandemic or ecological crises,” a recent letter 
to the Prime Minister and all members of Parlia-
ment stated. In addition to confirming the F-35s 
purchase, the Trudeau government later an-
nounced that Canada will expend billions more 
of public tax dollars on obsolete NORAD (the 
North American Aerospace Defence Command).

Why would members of an intelligent spe-
cies (no snickering, please) squander ever-scarc-
er global real resources (not stock shares), on 
more effective means of killing even as the Sixth 
Extinction continues and homo sapiens in par-
ticular is threatened by contagion? I can’t think 
of a better example of insanity – repeating the 
same mistake and expecting different results – 
than militarism, backed by incessant demonizing 
of “others,” be they countries, races, religious 
groups or activists such as Greta Thunberg. Mil-
lions of people are being mobilized to tribalism, 
to hate “the enemy.” 

Too few have grasped that we have a common 
DNA, that skin colour is not even skin deep, that 
all human beings are essentially cousins. Too few 
have learned what Albert Einstein advised: “Re-
member your humanity, and forget the rest.”

But paradoxically, that we are all essentially 
the same is also our species’ Achilles heel, one that 
it appears will doom us. We’re all flawed by our 
tribalism, our crocodile brains, our present-ism 
rather than longer-term thinking—let alone very-
long-term thinking suitable for the solar system 
we live in. We’re prone to confirmation bias, to 
excess individualism that undermines communi-

ty, to either/or and black-and-white thinking, and 
to many more defects in our circuitry even as we 
face an unprecedentedly complicated and dan-
gerously threatened world.

Gittings begins with a reference to H.G. 
Wells’ 1933 dystopian novel The Shape of Things 
to Come. “History is a race between education 
and destruction,” Wells wrote.

When my daughter was terrified by an earth 
tremor in 1983 I was 49. I’m 88 now, at the sum-
ming-up stage (I hope not the swan song stage!) 
of my life. In “The Needle is Deep Into the Red 
Zone,” my original introduction to this mono-
graph, and again in my preface to the Third Edi-
tion in 1985, I shared a sense of urgency about 
the danger of nuclear war. That sense was not 

mistaken. The same or greater urgency remains 
justified today, even in the pit-of-the-stomach 
way I and others felt during the Cuban Missile 
Crisis of 1962. 

The urgency is further augmented scientifical-
ly and emotionally by global heating, reflected 
by the Doomsday Clock. Tick tock, tick tock. 
(thebulletin.org/doomsday-clock/current-time/)

Yet the ending of the third edition preface also 
remains true, even in the face of what Dr. Thom-
as Homer-Dixon, executive director of the Cas-
cade Institute at Royal Roads University in Vic-
toria, B.C., calls the polycrisis. “We must NOT 
be demoralized. It is well to remember the words 
of Edmund Burke: “Nobody made a greater mis-
take than he who did nothing because he could 
do only a little.” 

Each of us can do something. This monograph 
is but one example.

How does adding  
nuclear warheads make  

for a less risky global 
environment? 
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The main enemy is at home
by Ulli Diemer

“The main enemy of every people  
is in their own country!” 

– Karl Liebknecht, addressing  
the anti-war movement in Germany  

after the outbreak of World War I

The first part of this article was written in Feb-
ruary 2022 shortly after Russia invaded Ukraine. 
The second part was written in June 2022.

The outbreak of war is always a human disaster 
with unforeseeable consequences. The ‘fog 

of war,’ incessant propaganda, rapidly changing 
events, our own confused thoughts and emotions, 
all make it exceedingly difficult to know how to 
react. Unfortunately, war is by no means an un-
usual event, so we can look to the experiences of 
others to see how they reacted to war.

The war that more than any other shaped the 
modern world was the First World War, called 
the Great War at the time. The beginning of the 
First World War was marked by a world-historic 
tragedy: the collapse of the Socialist Internation-
al, all of whose members had pledged to oppose 
any imperialist war and call on the workers of all 
countries to refuse to fight their fellow workers in 
other countries. As soon as war was declared, the 
major socialist parties abandoned their principles 
and rushed to support ‘their’ country in the war. 
Only in Russia and Serbia did socialist parties 
stand firm in opposition to war.

* * *
Prior to the war, socialists had been clear that 
the policies of all the major capitalist powers 
were pushing Europe toward war. The question 
was not whether there would be war, but when 
it would break out, and what particular incident 
would trigger it. In the years before 1914, sev-
eral close calls made war seem imminent, avert-

ed only at the last minute when one side backed 
down or a face-saving compromise was found. 
For socialists, it was clear that all the capitalist 
powers would be responsible for the outbreak 
of the war they had been preparing for years, re-
gardless of which side fired the first shot.

A small, courageous minority maintained that 
position once war broke out. In Germany, Karl 
Liebknecht emerged as the leader of the anti-war 
socialists. The slogan he made famous was “Der 
Hauptfeind steht in eigenen Land!” – “The main 
enemy is at home!”

Liebknecht said: “The main enemy of the Ger-
man people is in Germany: German imperialism, 
the German war party, German secret diplomacy. 
The enemy in our own country is the enemy we 
must fight.”

Liebknecht’s message is just as valid today as 
it was then. For those who live in the U.S. Em-
pire – that is, the United States and its NATO cli-
ent states, including Canada – the main enemy is 
U.S./NATO imperialism, and our own countries’ 
complicity in that imperialism. This is the enemy 
we must fight.

* * *
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine did not start start 
in late February 2022. It was the predictable, if 
not inevitable, outcome of US/NATO imperial-
ism over the previous 30 years. The dissolution 
of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact in 1991 
should have been quickly followed by the disso-
lution of NATO, if NATO had actually been the 
defensive alliance it claimed to be. The opposite 
happened: NATO not only remained in existence, 
but expanded again and again, pushing relent-
lessly closer to Russia’s borders. 

Since 1992, NATO has incorporated Poland, 
Hungary, Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Slove-
nia,, Albania, Croatia, Montenegro and North 
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Macedonia, as well as the former East Germany. 
The U.S./NATO alliance also launched a series 
of wars and military interventions: Iraq (1991), 
Yugoslavia/Serbia (1992-2004), Afghanistan 
(2001-2021), Iraq (2003-), and Libya (2011). 
This was clearly an imperialist alliance aimed at 
world domination, and above all targeted at Rus-
sia and China, the two largest countries guilty of 
the crime of trying to resist U.S. domination.

It was not clear to everyone, of course. Too 
many liberals and activists followed in the foot-
steps of the socialists who had betrayed their 
principles in 1914, and cheered on the bombing 
of Serbia and Libya. Repeating slogans about 
“duty to protect” and “humanitarian interven-
tion,” people who had once identified with the 
left were now cheering on NATO’s humanitarian 
bombing of civilian populations.

Russia tried for years to negotiate agreements 
that would respect its security. Again and again, 
the U.S. made it clear it had no intention of co-op-
erating. On the contrary, it unilaterally backed out 
of, or refused to sign, international treaties such 
as the treaty covering intermediate-range nucle-
ar weapons, announced plans to militarize space, 
and claimed the right to use nuclear weapons 
first, posing the nightmare threat of a first-strike 
attack on Russia, with 
dire consequences for 
the entire globe.

Events in Ukraine 
pushed Russia to draw 
the line. The violent 
overthrow of Ukraine’s 
elected government in 
2014, supported by the 
U.S. and Canada, led 
to the establishment of 
a regime in which fas-
cists and outright nazis 
play a significant role, especially in the armed 
forces. 

The new government moved immediately to 
remove the status of Russian as an official lan-
guage. Violent attacks on the Russian-speak-

ing minority by fascist militias became regular 
events, leading residents of the predominantly 
Russian-speaking Donbas in eastern Ukraine to 
arm themselves and defend their territory.

From 2014 until 2022, Russian president 
Vladimir Putin sought a negotiated settlement, 
including autonomy for Donbas within a feder-
al Ukraine, and binding guarantees that Ukraine 
would remain neutral, would not become part of 
NATO, and would not host missiles and other of-
fensive weapons aimed at Russia. He continued 
to seek a negotiated settlement until early Febru-
ary 2022.

Putin was decisively rebuffed: the U.S. broke 
off negotiations; a large force of Ukrainian 
military and fascist militias began to mass on 
the borders of Donbas; artillery attacks against 
Donbas greatly increased; and – the last straw 
– on February 19 Ukrainian president Zelensky 
said Ukraine was considering acquiring nuclear 
weapons.

* * *
Like other wars, this one is the outcome of a long 
series of causes. What can we do now that it has 
started?

That depends, of course, on who ‘we’ are and 
where we live. Courageous people in Russia have 

taken to the streets to 
protest the war. They 
have bravely taken on 
their responsibility to 
oppose military inter-
vention by their gov-
ernment.

There is no need for 
those who live in the 
American Empire to 
devote energy to de-
nouncing Russia. The 
entire corporate and 

state media around the world are already doing 
that. A few voices on the left echoing what the 
Empire’s worldwide propaganda apparatus is al-
ready saying are meaningless. The only advan-
tage to doing so is that it takes no courage.
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Our duty, I suggest, is to heed Karl Lieb-
knecht’s call: “The main enemy is at home.” 
That enemy – U.S. imperialism, NATO, Cana-
da’s complicity, and the military-industrial com-
plex – is the enemy we must fight. It’s hard to do, 
and takes courage, perhaps, but it might make a 
difference in the long run.

Further reflections, June 2022
The above was written at the end of February 
2022, a few days after Russian invaded Ukraine. 
It the middle of June now, we are in a position to 
reflect on how the ongoing war has changed the 
world .

At least three wars are going on. 
The first is the actual clash on the ground and 

in the air. This is the war experienced by the sol-
diers who are fighting, 
and by all the other peo-
ple who dying, suffering 
injuries, being displaced 
from their homes, and 
experiencing the vio-
lence and trauma that in-
evitably accompany war. 

Anyone who under-
stands the horrors of war 
should want this war 
to end as soon as pos-
sible. This can only be 
achieved if the warring 
parties, along with rep-
resentatives of interna-
tional bodies like the United Nations, sit down to 
negotiate a peace agreement.

The second war is by proxy. The United States 
and its NATO client states have seized the op-
portunity to use this war to weaken and damage 
Russia to the greatest extent possible. This was 
already a major goal of U.S./NATO foreign poli-
cy: indeed the relentless succession of aggressive 
moves against Russia in the last three decades 
created the context that led to this war.

One level of the proxy war is military. The 

NATO states are pouring new weapons into 
Ukraine as quickly as they can. They know that 
Ukraine cannot actually win the fighting war, but 
that is not NATO’s goal. The goal is to keep the 
war going as long as possible, to inflict maximum 
costs, military and economic, on Russia. They 
hope for an almost endless war, like the Ameri-
can wars against Vietnam and Afghanistan. Both 
those wars ended in American defeats after enor-
mous losses of money and lives: NATO hopes to 
inflict similar losses on Russia. The very real risk 
of escalation – the possibility that this war could 
spread, or that the proxy war could lead to nucle-
ar annihilation – is seen as an ‘acceptable risk’ in 
pursuit of the corporate/state agenda that drives 
the proxy war.

Another level of the proxy war is economic: 
sanctions and cutting trade ties. The leaders of 

‘Western’ countries pro-
claim the importance of a 
‘rules-based internation-
al order’ while engaging 
in actions in utter viola-
tion of international law 
and international agree-
ments. The seizure of 
Russian assets in foreign 
banks and ships owned 
by Russians, and similar 
measures, are clearly il-
legal under international 
law. They may also be 
profoundly counter-pro-
ductive. With most coun-

tries outside the U.S./NATO bloc refusing to 
implement anti-Russian sanctions, the American 
hegemony that is underpinned by practices such 
as the use of the U.S. dollar as an international 
currency may be undermined. 

In creating the economic equivalent of a new 
Iron Curtain, the ‘West’ may find that it is en-
closed, while most of the world moves forward 
outside it. The main victim of the sanctions, it 
appears, may turn out to be European countries 
that seem intent on adopting measures that inflict 

This war can end only if 
the warring parties, along 

with representatives of 
international bodies like  
the United Nations, sit 

down to negotiate a peace 
agreement. At least three 

wars are going on. 
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enormous harm on their own economies while 
turning them into U.S. client states with no abil-
ity to pursue their own economic or foreign pol-
icies.

The third war is in propaganda. As other arti-
cles in this book point out, we in the ‘West’ are 
immersed in the most powerful propaganda sys-
tem the world has ever known. The ‘mainstream’ 
media – corporate and state-owned – reinforced 
by social media platforms carefully managed 
and censored by giant corporations, relentlessly 
push the same narrative about this war. Even as 
they depict destruction and suffering and publish 
atrocity stories – some true, many not – they si-
multaneously proclaim that the war must go on. 
It is almost impossible to find voices in the main-
stream media calling for peace negotiations.

Wars used to end with negotiations and a 
peace treaty. States recognized that at some 
point, wars had to end, which could only happen 
by sitting down with their enemies and coming to 

an agreement. 
This has changed in the era of U.S. suprema-

cy. U.S. military doctrine is based on the dogma 
of unconditional surrender. Anything short of to-
tal victory, any concession to the enemy (which 
is any country that fails to obey) is portrayed as a 
sign of weakness, undermining of the U.S. claim 
that it, and it alone, decides what happens in the 
world.

In uncritically accepting the U.S. view of the 
world, ‘mainstream’ Westerm media are help-
ing to create a world that is ever more danger-
ous. They call for and applaud every shipment of 
arms into Ukraine, and amplify voices calling for 
escalation: no-fly zones, provision of advanced 
missiles, even nuclear weapons. Their irresponsi-
bility threatens the survival of the human species.

It falls to those of us who see this madness to 
challenge the narrative, the censorship, the de-
monization – and to push for negotiations, not 
escalation. 

A revealing squib
From the Toronto Star of December 19, 1982, when 
there were just five nuclear powers: the United States, 
the USSR, Britain, China and France. United Nations  
resolutions asking the nuclear powers to cease making, 
testing and deploying nuclear weatpons passed 122 to 
16 and 119 to 17.

Reflecting mainstream media values of the day, the 
Star’s story was single column, just four inches long 
and appeared on page H6, the eighth section of that 
day’s paper. But the final paragraph spoke volumes: 

“The Soviets urged not only a freeze but a reduc-
tion in stockpiles. The United States led other Western 
nations in voting against the resolutions. West German 
delegate Hennin Wegener said a freeze “would amount 
to unilateral disarmament.”

How would countries acting in concert be acting 
unilaterally? Plural simultaneity is the polar opposite of 
unilaterally. 

I attached it to my fridge door with a magnet. – BZ
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One of the most respected and best informed 
anti-nuclear war groups in the world is the 
Los Alamos Study Group. Founded at the end 
of the Cold War in Los Alamos, New Mexico, 
where the first nuclear bombs were designed 
and built, the LASG’s aim of taking nuclear 
weapons out of foreign policy. It has won 
landmark environmental, civil rights and 
freedom of information lawsuits in the U.S., 
provided hundreds of top-level briefings, 
and played a crucial role in preventing the 
production of the core elements of plutoni-
um warheads. As nuclear war threatens over 
Ukraine, the LASG has released this remark-
able and urgent analysis of the risks and the 
solutions. — John Pilger.

Since the Russian invasion of Ukraine began, 
what was a regional conflict has become a 

global hybrid war with ever-greater stakes, not 
least the risk of nuclear war.

Perhaps the greatest danger lies in the dif-
ference of motives between parties, which is 
also the fundamental cause of this war: Russia 
seeks security, while the U.S. and its NATO al-
lies have been using Ukraine to deny that secu-
rity — to “break Russia,” in Henry Kissinger’s 
2015 phrase. The U.S. does not want peace, un-
less it be the peace of a conquered Russia. That 
is why there is no obvious end to the escalations 
and counter-escalations. The U.S. and NATO see 
opportunity in the war they have been trying so 
hard to provoke.

The tragedy is that few people seem to under-
stand that at the root of the Ukraine crisis is a 
specific strategy known as the Wolfowitz Doc-
trine, named after Paul Wolfowitz who, as un-
der secretary of defense in the administration of 
George H. W. Bush, was one of the authors of 
a 1992 document that laid out a neo-conserva-
tive manifesto aimed at ensuring American dom-
inance of world affairs following the collapse of 
the Soviet Union.

“Our first objective,” stated the document, “is 
to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival [to 
the United States], either on the territory of the 
former Soviet Union or elsewhere. … This is a 
dominant consideration underlying [a] regional 
defense strategy and requires that we endeavor to 
prevent any hostile power from dominating a re-
gion whose resources would, under consolidated 
control, be sufficient to generate global power.”

The Wolfowitz Doctrine triggered the post-
Cold War use of NATO as an instrument of 
bloody aggression against Yugoslavia, Afghani-
stan, Iraq and Libya. It declared, in effect, that 
diplomacy was dead and that American power 
ruled by violence if necessary. A resurgent Rus-
sia led by Vladimir Putin was next, and on the 
horizon, a risen China.

The 2014 Washington-engineered coup in 
Ukraine that removed an elected leader who 
sought to reinforce his country’s relationship 
with neighboring Russia, was a product of the 
1992 Doctrine and the extremism it represented. 
Victoria Nuland, a neo-conservative ideologue 

A proposed solution to the Ukraine war
An end to the invasion and war in Ukraine can only be guaranteed  
if Russia’s security is itself guaranteed. Security is largely indivisi-

ble. Security for one state requires security for others,  
says the Los Alamos Study Group.

by Greg Mello, Los Alamos Study Group
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and President Barack Obama’s “point person” in 
Ukraine, has played the same role in President 
Joe Biden’s State Department.

The 1992 Doctrine is elaborated in an in-
famous RAND study on how to overextend and, 
in Kissinger’s words, “break Russia.” This is U.S. 
foreign policy today: a fact well understood by 
the Russian leadership who regard their country 
as effectively under siege by the United States.

The potential of American missiles pointed at 
Moscow from former Soviet satellite countries, 
together with NATO troop deployments, is the 
reality they see. A militarized and virulently an-
ti-Russian Ukraine being used as a tool by the 
U.S., with an expressed wish for nuclear weap-
ons, on the brink of invading Russian-sympathiz-
ing provinces on the Russian border — all that 
was too much for Russia. What, do you suppose, 
the U.S. would do if such a situation arose in 
Mexico or Canada?

Since 2014, the Las Alamos Study Group 
has made it part of our business to understand 
the conflict in Ukraine and its significance for 
the world. In that year we held public meetings 
and teach-ins discussing it and since then have 
tried to examine developments as we could. In 
the Obama Administration, we took our concerns 
to the offices of the National Security Council — 
and were appalled by the lack of knowledge and 
understanding we found there.

Many non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) have taken positions on this conflict. In 
our view, most (not all) of their statements are 
superficial, and/or omit the causes of the invasion 
as Russia understands them, or are in lock-step 
with U.S. and NATO propaganda.

The study group’s conclusions

•	 Understanding why Russia invaded is not con-
doning the invasion. Russia’s view is that of 
existential dangers to its very existence. The 
sincerity of that view is evident in the grave 
risks Russia is taking in this invasion which, 
again, we need neither justify nor condemn. 
Russia’s view has to be respected, whether or 
not we agree with it. Failure by the U.S. and 
NATO over the course of decades to respect 
Russia’s position, and to provide a humane 
and reasonable provision for Russia’s securi-
ty needs is the main if not the only material 
cause of the present conflict.

•	 Telling Russia what to do is the problem, not 
the solution. We in NATO countries and in 
the West more broadly, and in peace-oriented 
groups, should confine our imperatives and 
judgments to what we ourselves can do, in 
our own countries and in relation to NATO. It 
is imperative to bring peace to Ukraine as 
best we can and to not inflame or broaden this 
conflict further. Our words can kill, or heal.

•	 An end to the invasion and war in Ukraine 
can only be guaranteed if Russia’s security is 
itself guaranteed. Security is largely indivis-
ible. Security for one state requires security 
for others. This is a core principle of Europe-
an security which Russia rightly insists upon. 
The U.S. should honor that. The fundamental 
cause of the current conflict is the desire of the 
U.S. to weaken or “break”Russia.

•	 Human rights, including the right of politi-
cal self-determination, are pillars of Western 
values and institutions. The government of 
Ukraine has denied human rights and political 
self-determination to the peoples of the Don-
bass. Some 13,000 people have died during 
the eight years since the 2014 coup, according 
to the United Nations. The Ukrainian govern-
ment has overtly genocidal policies toward 
Russian minorities. Since the 2014 U.S. spon-
sored coup, the U.S. and its European allies 

Understanding why Russia 
invaded is not condoning the 

invasion. Russia’s  
view is that of existential 

dangers to its very  existence.
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have used Ukraine to undermine Russian se-
curity.

•	 Nazi and neo-Nazi formations and ideologies 
in Ukraine present a clear danger to human 
rights and human life everywhere.

•	 Peace and nuclear disarmament organizations 
should be alarmed by NGO support for U.S. 
efforts to demonize and destabilize Russia.

What the study group wants

1. We want a negotiated peace at the earliest pos-
sible time. In our own countries, every effort 
should be made to achieve this. We do not see 
those efforts.

2. We want an end to further escalation and 
broadening of the conflict, which threatens the 
well-being and security of the whole world. 
None of our countries should be introducing 
or transporting arms or conducting military 
activities or providing training or support of 
any kind in Ukraine. Peace groups should op-
pose all such escalation. “Helping Ukraine” 
with military “aid” is just a way of getting 
more people killed in the service of long-term 
U.S. aims to destroy the Russia.

3. Weapons should not be provided to civil-
ian individuals, gangs, criminals, children, 
and “stay-behind,” guerrilla, or  Volkssturm 
groups. This only inflicts needless suffering 
and damages prospects for peace now and in 
the long run. There is no honor or legitimacy 
in such tactics in the present circumstances.

4. All economic sanctions – which hurt ordinary 
citizens more than elites – should be lifted. 
Economic sanctions are weapons of mass de-
struction, with global effects.

5. We want measured, just, de jure de-nazifica-
tion of the Ukrainian government and laws.

6. The independence of the Donbass region 
within pre-conflict administrative boundaries 
should be accepted by all peace organizations 
and states.

7. The democratic decision of Crimea to rejoin 
Russia should be accepted by all peace orga-
nizations and states.

8. Peace groups should support a neutral, demil-
itarized (i.e. without heavy weapons or force 
projection capability) Ukraine, which is sim-
ilar if not identical to the outcome sought by 
Russia.

9. Civilian areas must not be used as military stag-
ing or artillery bases. This is illegal, in fact. 
There is evidence that the Ukrainian Armed 
Forces are engaging in this odious practice.

10. Ukraine should not be allowed to join NATO. 
That was a capital demand of Russia and one 
that we should all support.

11. NATO should disband. The largest military 
alliance in the world, NATO consumes more 
resources than all the world’s militaries com-
bined, and has conducted multiple wars of ag-
gression, in violation of the U.N. Charter and 
Nuremberg principles. NATO is also a nuclear 
weapons alliance.

12. The U.S. and the five states that host U.S. 
nuclear weapons should, jointly or individ-
ually, end nuclear hosting arrangements, as 
well as end the training of non-U.S. pilots in 
nuclear weapons use and the prospective use 
of non-U.S. dual-capable aircraft for nuclear 
missions.

13. Clearly, all of the above is urgent if the killing 
is to end, and there is to be a lasting peace in 
Europe.

Greg Mello is executive director of the Los Ala-
mos Study Group in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 
This article was published on March 7, 2022.
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Just as the pandemic has been “a great reveal-
er,” so is the Russian invasion of Ukraine. The 

first revelation, for those with eyes to see, is the 
oppressively one-sided media environment in 
“the West,” where increasing censorship of all 
writers questioning the official Western narrative 
leaves me wide-eyed.

There was the day that Pulitzer Prize-win-
ning author, war correspondent and critic of U.S. 
foreign policy Chris Hedges was “disappeared” 
from YouTube. There’ve been all the days, in 
fact every day, that I’ve watched publicly owned 
CBC television news, like all other news oper-
ations, repeat uncritically anything emanating 
from Ukraine, London and Washington. And 
on Wednesday, April 13, 2022, the banishment 
of Scott Ritter from Twitter. Ritter from Twitter. 
There’s rhyme there. But no reason. 

Ritter, a former U.S. Marine Corps intelli-
gence officer who served in the former Soviet 
Union implementing arms control treaties, in the 
Persian Gulf during Operation Desert Storm and 
in Iraq overseeing the disarmament of WMD, 
was disappeared from Twitter. Then, unbeliev-
ably, replaced—with Twitter’s blessing—by a 
usurper using Ritter’s identity. Politically moti-
vated identity theft in the “free world” for any-
one online to see, condoned by Twitter. And un-
appealable.

Actually there is a reason, one that is chill-
ing. Ritter and others have cottoned onto a prob-
able bloody and emotional false flag operation 
by the Ukrainians aimed at convincing Western 
publics into believing that particular deliberate 
and heinous war crimes have been committed by 
Russian forces. Done through the use of video 
footage of bodies with their hands tied behind 

their backs. Our reasoning minds and our criti-
cal faculties tend to fail any of us when we’re 
confronted with this kind of imagery. Those who 
plan and execute false flag ops never want these 
powerful deceptions revealed. (See more in the 
sidebar “From a Report by Scott Ritter.”) 

Since the invasion I have turned, have been 
forced to turn, more than ever before, to dis-
senting viewpoints based on verifiable facts and 
thoughtful opinions from non-mainstream (non-
MSM) sources such as Consortium News, Truth-
out and Substack. There I can find Western dis-
sidents such as Ritter, Glenn Greenwald, Chris 
Hedges and Caitlin Johnstone. And support them 
with modest contributions. Their incisive and 
courageous reporting is founded on information 
readily available to Western MSM, but this infor-
mation is totally censored by these same Western 
MSM. And now, in just weeks, I’m seeing these 
Western dissidents being “disappeared” from my 
own computer screen. 

As Hedges reported on April 17, “Social me-
dia platforms are aggressively censoring all who 
challenge the dominant narrative on Ukraine…” 
He writes: “Even marginal critics suddenly be-
came dangerous.” This line hit home on May 9, 
when I learned that my name is included with 36 
others as dangerous “conspiracy theorists” in a 
sloppy but ostensibly scholarly journal article.

The censorship has been building. Hedges 
writes that Dr. Jill Stein, the Green Party pres-
idential candidate in 2016 (hardly a “marginal 
critic”) lost about half her social media follow-
ing after mysteriously going offline for 12 hours 
during the campaign. The discredited Steele dos-
sier, paid for by the Hillary Clinton campaign, 
charged Stein, along with Trump, with being a 

The media and the Russian invasion 
of Ukraine, an unfinished story

by Barrie Zwicker
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Russian asset. The Senate Intelligence Commit-
tee spent three years investigating Stein, issuing 
five different reports before exonerating her. 

At a Consortium News forum in April this 
year, Stein said:

“We are in an incredibly perilous moment. It’s 
not only freedom of the press and freedom 
of speech, but it is really democracy in all 
its dimensions that is under threat. There are 
all these draconian laws now against protest. 
There are 36 that have been passed that are as 
bad as a 10-year prison sentence for demon-
strating on a sidewalk without a permit. They 
differ state by state. You need to know the laws 
in your state if you protest. Drivers have been 
given license to kill you if you are out in the 
street in some states as part of a protest.”

Hedges continues: 

“The first indication that we were not only be-
ing marginalized – one accepts that if you defy 
established power and practice independent 
journalism, you will be marginalized – but 
censored, came in November 2016. Craig Tim-
berg, a technology reporter for the Washington 
Post, published a story headlined ‘Russian 
propaganda effort helped spread “fake news” 
during election, experts say.’   It referred to 
some 200 websites, including Truthdig where 
I wrote a weekly column, as ‘routine peddlers 
of Russian propaganda.’

“Unnamed analysts, described as ‘a collec-
tion of researchers with foreign policy, mili-
tary and technology backgrounds’ from the 
anonymous ‘organization’  PropOrNot, made 
the charges...  PropOrNot’s report  drew up 
‘the list”’ of 200 offending sites that included 
WikiLeaks, Truthout, Black Agenda Report, 
Naked Capitalism, Counterpunch, AntiWar.
com, LewRockwell.com and the Ron Paul In-
stitute. All these sites, they said, either witting-
ly or unwittingly functioned as Russian assets. 
No evidence was offered for the charges, since 
of course there was none…. 

“When we challenged the story, PropOrNot 
tweeted out: ‘Awww, wook at all the angwy 

Putinists, trying to change the subject – they’re 
so vewwy angwy!!’” Mockery is one of the 
tools used in sophisticated right-wing propa-
ganda. 

“We were blacklisted by anonymous trolls 
who sent out Twitter messages, later deleted, 
that sounded as if they were written by a gamer 
living in his parent’s basement.

“Timberg did not contact any of us before-
hand. He and the paper refused to reveal the 
identity of those behind PropOrNot. I taught at 
the Columbia University Graduate School of 
Journalism. If one of my students had turned 
in Timberg’s story as a class assignment, he or 
she would have failed.”  

On May 3 this year, Matt Taibbi reported 
on Substack another assault on honest indepen-
dent journalism:

In the last week or so, the online payment plat-
form PayPal, without explanation, suspended 
the accounts of a series of individual journalists 
and media outlets, including the well-known 
alternative sites  Consortium News  and  Mint-
Press. Each received a variation of the follow-
ing message:

Unlike many on the list,  Consortium  News 
editor Joe Lauria succeeded in reaching a hu-
man being at the company in search of details 
about the frozen or “held” funds referenced in 
the note. The PayPal rep told him that if the 
company decided “there was a violation” after 
a half-year review period, then “it is possible” 
PayPal would keep the $9,348.14 remaining in 
Consortium’s account, as “damages.” 

“A secretive process in which [PayPal] could 
award [itself] damages, not by a judge or a 
jury,” Lauria says. “Totally in secret.”

Consortium, founded by the late investigative 
reporter Robert Parry, has been  critical of 
NATO and the Pentagon  and a consistent 
source of skeptical reporting about Russiag-
ate, as well as one of just a few outlets to reg-
ularly cover  the Julian Assange case  with 
any sympathy for the accused. Ironically, one 
of the site’s primary themes involves explor-
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ing disinformation emanating from the intel-
ligence community. The site has had content 
disrupted  by platforms like Facebook  be-
fore, but now its pockets are being picked in 
addition. 

Alan McLeod of  MintPress  is one of the 
writers who received the notice from PayPal 
about improper “activity” in his account. He 
assumed at first there had to be a mistake. 

“The claim that my activity is ‘inconsistent’ 
ßwith their user agreement is complete non-
sense because I literally haven’t used my Pay-
Pal account since at least August of 2021,” he 
says. “I actually assumed [the suspension] was 
because it’d been inactive for too long.”

A recent McLeod article is entitled, “The 
NATO to TikTok Pipeline: Why is TikTok Em-
ploying So Many National Security Agents?” 
In it, he laid out a long list of “former spooks, 
spies, and Mandarins” hired by TikTok. For in-
stance:

“While simultaneously being the Content Pol-
icy Lead for TikTok Canada, Alexander Cor-
beil is also the vice president of the NATO 
Association of Canada, a NATO-funded or-
ganization chaired by former Canadian Min-
ister of Defense David Collenette… Another 
NATO-linked new recruit is  Ayse Koçak, a 

Global Product Policy manager at the com-
pany. Before joining TikTok last year, she 
spent three years at NATO…”

So we see a conjoining of the ever-more-in-
sidious tech corporations with the militarized na-
tional security state apparatus.

History and hypocrisy
The cartoon below by the Globe and Mail’s 

David Parkins is reminiscent of cartoons during 
the 1914-18 “Great War,” about “the Huns,” as 
colleague Eric Mills, who forwarded it to me, 
pointed out. Parkins, legitimately pursuing the 
mission of editorial cartoonists to cut sharply 
and freely, takes advantage of deeply entrenched 
Russophobia. 

That’s a widely shared mindset, reinforced 
by more than a century of anti-communism that 
expanded to encompass anti-socialism, and even 
national independence movements, always con-
joined with promotion of the alleged virtuous-
ness of capitalism. Russophobia now is explod-
ing like a volcano in reaction to an invasion that 
only the American Empire could get away with.

Think of the American Empire’s invasions 
of Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Haiti, Guatemala, 
Cuba, Iraq, Libya and more, with hardly a peep 
from anyone about taking the USA to a world 
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court or having a U.S. president branded as a 
war criminal. (One exception was Christopher 
Hitchins’ 2001 book The Trial of Henry Kissing-
er, which examines the alleged war crimes of the 
national security advisor and later secretary of 
state for U.S. presidents Richard Nixon and Ger-
ald Ford.) Former CIA agent John Stockwell’s 
book In Search of Enemies estimates the total 
death toll of aggressions involving the CIA to be 
six million – in fairness putting Russia’s “special 
operation” in Ukraine by contrast into the “minor 
minor” category.

In a world brainwashed for more than a cen-
tury by U.S. myths including “American excep-
tionalism” and American goodness, U.S. leaders 
never acknowledge their country’s military, eco-
nomic, propaganda and diplomatic aggressions as 
such. Rather they are lied about as being always 
for a virtuous purpose, such as regime change to 
promote democracy. Or occasionally, as with the 
Vietnam War, as “mistakes.” Well-intentioned 
mistakes, of course. Resource theft, and privileg-
ing capitalism over any other system can never 
be admitted as the basis for assassinations, inva-
sions, bombing, subversion or sanctions. 

“Evil?” Unthinkable. That word is reserved 
for actions by “the Evil Empire,” as Reagan char-
acterized the former USSR in a stunning case of 
projection. As with Putin now: “war criminal.” 
Many American presidents could have, indeed 
should have, been brought to trial as war crim-
inals. 

The Vietnam War alone killed three million 
people as the U.S. dropped a larger tonnage of 
bombs on that small country than all sides dropped 
in World War II. The title of Bertrand Russell’s 
War Crimes in Vietnam was well founded, based 

partly on testimonies by U.S. soldiers at the the 
1996 Russell Tribunal (also known as the Inter-
national War Crimes Tribunal) established by 
Russell and French philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre. 
It was never covered by U.S. or Canadian media 
and deep-sixed in Western consciousness.

 It seems to me that the major beneficiary of 
Putin’s invasion was the American  Empire and 
its grotesquely swollen and unmatched arms in-
dustry. There are and will be a lot of losers from 
Putin’s blunder (although its  deepest roots are 
not of Russia’s or Putin’s making). Among the 
losers are the Russian people. China, already in 
the crosshairs of Western hawks and the Amer-
ican Empire, may be a loser through its leaders 
taking (at least so far) a hands-off approach to 
Putin’s incursion. 

Ironically, Putin’s insistence on terming the 
invasion a “special operation” has been called 
out uniformly in the West as illegitimate phrase-
ology, whereas the descriptor “special forces” to 
describe U.S. soldiers in civvies sent to Vietnam 
to methodically assassinate village chiefs in the 
early stages of the Vietnam War has not to this 
day been questioned. Most Western countries 
have “special forces” assigned to carry out murky 
or worse assignments under cover of being “spe-
cial.” By May of 2022 mainstream media were 
using the term “special forces” without irony to 
describe volunteers and mercenaries in Ukraine 
fighting Russia’s “special operation.” Language 
as cover on both sides. 

One large root of our present pickle is the orig-
inal and continuing purpose of NATO, founded 
April 4, 1949, on U.S. soil, the first peacetime 
military alliance the United States entered into 
outside the Western Hemisphere. Its purpose 
from the outset was to hem in the USSR and 
curb its influence and power in Eastern Europe. 
Russia and the former USSR were crucial in de-
feating the Nazis on the pivotal Eastern Front in 
World War II. This key reality of world history is 
little known, let alone appreciated, in the West. It 
was understandable that as the Red Army put to 
flight the Nazis right back to Berlin that Moscow 
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would want a cordon sanitaire of countries on its 
border with western Europe. 

The Globe and Mail’s opinion section on 
March 5 leads with an article by Michael Ig-
natieff headlined “History Got Us Here.” The 
subhead: “To understand why Ukraine is under 
attack today, we need to look at Russia’s actions 
over the past 70 years.” Ignatieff chooses to start 
history in the years of the early Cold War, when it 
was the West that chose to initiate and wage that 
war over détente, which the USSR was genuine-
ly seeking.

 Ignatieff leaves out World War II as if it nev-
er happened! Leaves out that the USSR lost 26 
million dead, that the country was lying in ruins. 
A people and a culture is not going to forget the 
worst invasion it ever suffered, or that the Nazis’ 
Operation Barbarossa chose a path to Moscow 
through Ukraine. Nor might they forget the ex-
tent to which Ukrainians joined the Nazis.

The spring 2021 issue of Press for Conver-
sion, edited by Richard Sanders, exposed “the 
myths and cults of Cold War Canada,” including 
“ongoing state support for East European émigré 
groups with deep fascist roots.” Fourteen of its 
64 pages deal with pro-fascist Ukrainian Cana-
dians.

One reason Canada has more people of 
Ukrainian heritage than other countries (except-
ing Ukraine itself and Russia) is that federal 
Liberal governments expedited an early postwar 

influx of 160,000 anti-Soviet East Europeans. 
(When I was a grade 10 student in Swan River, 
Manitoba, in 1947, a replacement teacher named 
Mr. Cossack, a Pole, was sent up from Winnipeg. 
He asked to be called Dr. Cossack and in class 
began praising Hitler. I told my ex-RCAF father 
and other classmates told their parents. “Doctor” 
Cossack clammed up about Hitler.)

Sanders’ special issue awoke me with its 
history of Prime Minister Lester Pearson, win-
ner of the Nobel Peace Prize, as “a leading Cold 
War zealot.” Sanders writes of the Vietnam war: 
“Pearson justified the genocide in southeast Asia 
(which eventually killed 3.5 million civilians) as 
a war to protect the ‘free world’ from commu-
nism.”

In 2005 Noam Chomsky noted that Pearson 
called Vietnam’s struggle for independence an 
example of “communist aggression” and that 
Pearson claimed the “Soviet colonial authori-
ty in Indochina” appeared to be stronger than 
that of France, the pre-war colonizer. Chomsky 
noted that considering there was “not a Russian 
anywhere in the neighbourhood … [o]ne has to 
search pretty far to find more fervent devotion 
to imperial crimes than Pearson’s declarations.”

As a few diplomatic and even military people 
in the west familiar with history have dared to 
suggest, Russia has legitimate security concerns, 
borne of long-standing existential trauma such as 
the USA has never experienced.

Media criticism and PR 
As a media critic since 1970, I’m accustomed to 
feeling—to being—an outlier. But never since 
that time has this feeling merged with a gut fear 
of nuclear war. The last time I felt that was during 
the Cuban missile crisis. 

When I became involved in media criticism, 
even while working as a reporter at the Globe and 
Mail and then the Toronto Star, a fundamental ba-
sis for my critiques (and later in my journalism 
review content magazine) was the ever-growing 
capitalist ownership of most of the mainstream 
media. News selection and omission were in line 

Ecosocialism Rally: Dallas Goldtooth with 
the Indigenous Peoples Bloc demonstration in 

2015. (Allan Lisner / Indigenous Environment Network)
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with capitalism’s top values of growth and profit. 
These values infected even publicly owned and 
operated media such as the CBC. Other emphases 
in content included language use, ownership con-
centration, freebies for journalists, the organiz-
ing of freelance writers, the rise of PR (“Hacks, 
Flacks and Superstacks” and 
Pierre Berton on “Handout 
Journalism”) and anti-indige-
nous bias (“The Press Blackout 
on the Aquash Murder Case.”)

The changes in the world 
since then are startling. Take 
just PR. An article by Dan Co-
hen, Washington, DC, corre-
spondent for Behind the Head-
lines, begins: 

“Since the Russian offensive 
inside Ukraine commenced on 
February 24, the Ukrainian mil-
itary has cultivated the image 
of a plucky little army standing 
up to the Russian Goliath. To bolster the per-
ception of Ukrainian military mettle, Kiev has 
churned out a steady stream of sophisticated 
propaganda aimed at stirring public and offi-
cial support from Western countries. The cam-
paign includes language guides, key messages, 
and hundreds of propaganda posters, some of 
which contain fascist imagery and even praise 
Neo-Nazi leaders.

“Behind Ukraine’s public relations effort is 
an army of foreign political strategists, Wash-
ington DC lobbyists, and a network of intelli-
gence-linked media outlets. Ukraine’s propa-
ganda strategy earned it praise from a NATO 
commander who told the  Washington Post, 
‘They are really excellent in stratcom — me-
dia, info ops, and also psy-ops.’ The Post ul-
timately conceded that ‘Western officials say 
that while they cannot independently verify 
much of the information that Kyiv puts out 
about the evolving battlefield situation, includ-
ing casualty figures for both sides, it nonethe-
less represents highly effective stratcom.’

“Key to the propaganda effort is an interna-
tional legion of public relations firms working 
directly with Ukraine’s Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs to wage information warfare. Cohen 
quotes an insider as saying that more than 150 
public relations firms have joined the propa-
ganda blitz.

“The international effort is 
spearheaded by public rela-
tions firm  PR Network  co-
founder Nicky Regazzoni and 
Francis Ingham, a top public 
relations consultant with close 
ties to the UK’s government. 
Ingham  previously  worked for 
Britain’s Conservative Party, 
sits on the UK Government 
Communication Service Strat
egy and Evaluation Council, 
is Chief Executive of the 
International Communications 
Consultancy Organisation, 
and leads the membership 
body for UK local government 

communicators, LG Comms.

“’We’ve been privileged to help coordinate ef-
forts to support the Ukrainian Government in 
the last few days,’ Ingham told PRovoke Me-
dia. ‘Agencies have offered up entire teams to 
support Kyiv in the communications war. Our 
support for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
Ukraine is unwavering and will continue for as 
long as needed.’”

How will this dangerous  
historic story end?
It now seems to me that the ongoing Russopho-
bic, ultra-simplistic, pro-Western and ahistoric 
“coverage” we’re enduring could be missing a 
major and different story. Missing it in even a 
bigger way than in the June 1975 issue of con-
tent magazine when I wrote of the fall of Saigon: 
“How to Cover a War and Miss the Five Ws.”

Might the major fallout rather be as contend-
ed by Australian Cameron Leckie in his article 

The ongoing 
Russophobic, 
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“Ukraine: Transfer of Power Balance from West 
to East” reprinted on March 31 in Consortium 
News? His is a point of view I have seen nowhere 
else: 

Most of the debate and coverage of the ongo-
ing Russo-Ukrainian war in Australia and the 
Western world is decidedly banal. It is charac-
terized by the simplification of an extremely 
complex situation to generate a narrative that 
can be summarized as Putin and Russia are 
evil and Ukraine is good.

This gross simplification is not 
helpful in either understand-
ing the causes of the war, the 
nature of the war, its broader 
implications and most impor-
tantly of all, how it can be 
ended with the least number of 
additional deaths and injuries 
and damage to Ukraine’s infra-
structure.

The preponderance of hu-
man-interest reporting of the 
conflict in lieu of coverage of 
the war itself is illustrative. 
The heartbreaking examples 
of families torn asunder along 
with the brave exploits of 
Ukrainian soldiers or allegations of war crimes 
by Russia, whilst important, tend to trigger an 
emotional response rather than provide an ac-
curate depiction of the course of events.

Leckie, an agricultural engineer who served 
as an officer in the Australian Army for 24 years, 
suggests that the colossal mistakes of, first, the 
creation of NATO—essentially a boondoggle to 
feed the insatiable greed of the arms industry—
and then NATO’s using Ukraine as a cat’s paw 
in its drive to destroy Russia, may boomerang to 
hasten the downfall of the American Empire. He 
writes:

Truth has long been described as the first ca-
sualty of war. It would be unwise to think that 

this conflict is an exception. We should thus 
take a healthy dose of skepticism about the 
media reporting and analysis of the war — 
from all sides.

A narrative that seems to be gaining traction is 
that the Russian forces have culminated and 
Ukraine may actually be winning. This narra-
tive could well be wishful thinking, influenced 
by the desire for Russia to lose, the over-
whelming pro-Ukrainian bias of reporting and 
analysis and a misunderstanding of Russia’s 
aims and strategy.

The direct Russo-Ukraine con-
flict is however just one level 
of this conflict. Ukraine is actu-
ally an unfortunate pawn in the 
much bigger conflict. As long 
time Russia analyst  Gilbert 
Doctorow notes, this is a “full-
blown proxy war between the 
United States of America and 
the Russian Federation, and it 
is about ending or perpetuating 
American global hegemony.”

Whilst the war in Ukraine will 
end sooner or later, the impli-
cations at a global scale of this 
proxy war will be of much 

greater consequence for a much greater period 
of time.

Leckie notes a fact entirely missing, in my 
experience, from the suffocating current Western 
media narrative, which is festooned with Russo-
phobic bellicosities from NATO and almost all 
Western leaders most of the time. Leckie’s fact:

Russia is far from being isolated. Whilst a ma-
jority of countries voted against Russia at the 
United Nations General Assembly, of more 
importance is the countries that are not sanc-
tioning Russia. Outside of the West virtually 
no country is sanctioning Russia, including the 
world’s two most populous, China and India, 
with the world’s second and sixth largest econ-
omies.

This is a “full-blown 
proxy war between 
the United States 

of America and the 
Russian Federation, 

and it is about ending 
or perpetuating 

American global 
hegemony.”
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Russia has many willing buyers for its energy, 
mineral and agricultural produce. Countries 
not on Russia’s “unfriendly country list” will 
receive preferential deals for exports as al-
ready evidenced by the rupee-ruble oil mech-
anism with India and a natural gas and grain 
deal with Pakistan.

The impact of Western businesses withdraw-
ing from Russia, whilst causing short-to-me-
dium term disruptions, will in the longer term 
be managed through an expansion of Russia’s 
import-substitution policies 
and sourcing goods from other 
countries.

Leckie concludes:

It seems clear that the Western 
powers have overestimated 
the impact that the sanctions 
would have on Russia, had 
not fully thought through the 
implications, were unprepared 
for the consequences and have 
no feasible way of reversing 
their actions. Meanwhile the 
majority of the world’s coun-
tries will continue to trade and 
maintain their relationship 
with Russia for the simple rea-
son that it is in their interests 
to do so.

Kishore Mahbubani predicted that it will 
be an  Asian  21st  century. Prior to Feb. 24, 
the progress of the transition of the bal-
ance-of-power from West to East was pro-
gressing as a drawn-out process occurring over 
a decadal timeframe. However, the Western re-
sponse to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine is rap-
idly accelerating this process – an own goal.

There is a good chance that 2022 will in hind-
sight be viewed as the decisive tipping point. 
Unfortunately, the penny has not yet dropped 
with Western governments and their compliant 
media of what their actions have triggered. 

In the Western regions of the infosphere, the 
pendulum is swinging in the direction of more de 

facto censorship. While invisible to “news con-
sumers” in the West (who are fully informed of 
the crude censorship imposed in Putin’s Russia) 
the sophisticated and under-reported 1984-style 
Western info clampdown is increasingly block-
ing digital pipelines to larger publics for Western 
dissidents such as Leckie, Caitlin Johnstone and 
Chris Hedges. Hedges’ case is particularly egre-
gious and ominous.

A Pulitzer Prize-winning former war corre-
spondent, Hedges reported on Scheerpost March 

28: “The entire archive of On 
Contact, the Emmy-nomi-
nated show I hosted for six 
years for RT America and RT 
International, has been disap-
peared from YouTube. Gone 
is the interview with Nathan-
iel Philbrick on his book about 
George Washington. Gone is 
the discussion with Kai Bird 
on his biography of J. Rob-
ert Oppenheimer. Gone is…” 
[a list of 25 more interviews 
of note]. During all the time 
he contributed to the Russian 
broadcaster RT, Hedges notes, 
he did not hesitate to criticize 
the Kremlin, yet was not boot-
ed from the medium. 

“The very few times Putin was mentioned,” 
Hedges told Matt Taibbi, “he was not described 
in flattering terms — it was as an autocrat. There 
was one show where Syria came up, and Rus-
sian war crimes. So there was nothing on the 
show, ever, that was in any way flattering to the 
Putin regime. But the point of the show was, of 
course, critiquing and looking at our own society, 
and that was the problem.” The problem for the 
likes of the “intelligence community” and even 
the Democratic Party.

As Taibbi explained introducing a March 31 
interview with Hedges, “the speech-control one-
two he’s just experienced — first herded out 
of the mainstream for ideological offenses into 
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a shrinking space of ‘allowable’ dissent, then 
forced to watch as that space is demonized out of 
existence — is part of an effective pattern. ‘It’s 
how this works,’ he sighs.”

Hedges, writes Taibbi, pointed to the  Intel-
ligence Community Assessment of January 6, 
2017, “ostensibly intended to make a case for 
Russian interference in the 2016 presidential 
election, which actually spent much of its time 
complaining about RT, especially its coverage of 
real but unflattering domestic issues.” 

“They showed their hand,” 
Taibbi quotes Hedges, “referring 
to the intelligence community’s 
complaints over reporting on 
everything from the pursuit of 
[Julian] Assange to Occupy Wall 
Street to corporate overreach. 
From the Assessment:

RT’s reports often charac-
terize the United States as a 
“surveillance state” and allege 
widespread infringements of civ-
il liberties, police brutality, and 
drone use…

The Chris Hedges Report can 
still be found online at Substack, 
but as Hedges, emphasizing that 
“no place in media is safe now,” tells Taibbi of 
Substack: “They’ll shut down Substack, I abso-
lutely know. Either that, or they’ll create a way 
that sites like yours and mine won’t be on it,” he 
says.

Hedges tells Taibbi: “I used to work for NPR 
— covered the Falklands War for NPR, Buenos 
Aires. But of course, public broadcasting has 
been destroyed.”  He might have cited a recent 
PBS “Frontline” program on Ukraine that could 
be mistaken for one produced by the U.S. mili-
tary—and “intelligence community.”

Toward the end of the interview, Hedges does 
some ‘splainin’ that simply cannot be acknowl-
edged or countenanced in ‘the West.’ “I don’t be-
lieve that Putin would’ve invaded the Ukraine, if 
we had honored our commitments with the col-

lapse of the Soviet Union not to expand NATO. 
The whole expansion of NATO, which never 
made any geopolitical sense, was about enriching 
the arms industry. It became a multi-billion-dol-
lar bonanza. That’s what drove it.”

A hallmark of Western media’s narrative ham-
mer is that Russia’s invasion was completely un-
provoked. That’s what’s known as a Big Lie.

“We all talk about Ukraine not being part 
of NATO, but Ukraine was a  de facto  part 
of NATO, because it had already received 

significant amounts of NATO 
compatible military equipment. 
It had, I think, about 150 NATO 
advisors. I was in Warsaw a 
couple years ago. There were 
billboards all over the city from 
Raytheon, because Raytheon is 
bilking the people of Poland.

“A lot of this is being paid for by 
loans. Poland just signed a deal, 
another deal, for $6 billion dol-
lars worth of M1 Abrams tanks. 
The primary reason we contin-
ued in the war in Afghanistan for 
so long, was because it was mak-
ing money... We know from The 
Afghan Papers, that the policy 
makers in the military under-

stood that it was a fiasco, but they just kept go-
ing, I think, because of profits. And of course, 
they’re ginning up conflicts with China. These 
people need the specter of a conflict, in order 
to justify those massive expenditures.

“In ‘89, with the collapse of the Berlin Wall, 
and the revolution, everybody was talking 
about a peace dividend. That we wouldn’t have 
to throw so many resources, and such massive 
amounts of money, at the arms industry 
anymore. And again, that’s just another 
example of how we didn’t get how pernicious 
and powerful this industry was.

“In the end, of course, Russia pulled the trig-
ger, and they’re guilty, but they were baited to 
a degree. But you can’t even say that within 
this media landscape, even though that’s a 
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historical fact. That’s not an opinion. But it 
doesn’t fit with the kind of euphoria.” 

This is big-picture media criticism, and 
more. It dares to call out the arms industries as, 
through their lobbying and their central place in 
‘the West’s’ economies, the sharp pointed stick 
of today’s capitalism, the tail that wags the dog. 
They’re calling the shots. Expensive, dangerous 
and provocative NATO is one toxic example. The 
end of the world, in the eyes of the arms man-
ufacturers and their investors, is not too high a 
price to pay for their continuing to rake in profits. 
The USA would collapse overnight without its 
obscenely bloated militarism. 

The Pentagon issues a thick compendium of 
internal abbreviations and acronyms it uses. One 
is DOE, which stands for “Death Of Earth.” The 
military knows where the end lies.

All in all, the most significant pivots desper-
ately needed to save human society as well as 
other life on the planet are away from the selec-
tive de facto censorship of factual truth tellers, 
while toxic and destabilizing right-wing disin-
formation is permitted or promoted in support of 
“war capitalism” and militaristic authoritarian-
ism. We cannot have peace without justice, and 
we cannot have justice without truth. The fact 
is that informed people of goodwill will always 
tend to the left, toward uncorrupted democracies, 
more social and economic equity and justice, and 
at this time authentic drastic greening. In short, 
eco-socialism.

The economically unsustainable pedestal that 
arms manufacturers and the military continue to 
occupy will, it appears, become the gravestone 
for all of us. On it will be inscribed: “The media 
are not the least guilty.” 

Many thanks to UK-born illustrator and cartoonist David 
Parkins (davidparkins.com) for permitting us to republish two 
cartoons. He has illustrated more than 50 children’s books 
and cartooned for The Guardian, The Observer, The Sunday Times 
and The Globe and Mail. In 2006, he emigrated to Ontario. 
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One of today’s outliers, call them Western dis-
sidents, is Glenn Greenwald, formerly of The 
Intercept. Here’s the beginning of what Green-
wald broadcast on Rumble on February 27, 2022 

(lightly edited and with emphases by BZ):

To believe that this is a conflict of pure Good 
versus pure Evil, that Putin bears all blame 

for the conflict and the U.S., the West 
and Ukraine bear none, and that the 
only way to understand this conflict is 
through the prism of war criminality 
and aggression only takes one so far. 

Such beliefs have limited utility in 
… sorting truth from fiction… just as 
the belief that 9/11 was a moral atroc-
ity and Saddam (or Gaddafi or Assad) 
was a barbaric tyrant, only took one 
so far. 

Even with [one’s] moral convictions firmly in 
place, there’s still a wide range of vital geopo-
litical and factual questions [about the Ukraine 
situation] that must be considered and freely de-
bated, including:

1.	 The severe dangers of unintended escalation 
with greater U.S. involvement and confronta-
tion toward Russia.

2.	 The mammoth instability and risks that would 
be created by collapsing the Russian econo-
my and/or forcing Putin from power, leaving 
the world’s largest or second-largest nuclear 
stockpile to a very uncertain fate.

3.	 The ongoing validity of Obama’s long-stand-
ing view  of Ukraine (echoed by Trump), 
which persisted even after Moscow annexed 
Crimea in 2014 following a referendum, that 
Ukraine is of vital interest only to Russia and 
not the U.S., and the U.S. should never risk 
war with Russia over it.

4.	 The bizarre way in which it has become 
completely taboo and laughable to 
[even] suggest that NATO expansion 
to the Russian border and threats to 
offer Ukraine membership is deeply 
and genuinely threatening not just to 
Putin but all Russians, even though 
that [reality] has [been warned about] 
for years from top U.S. officials such 
as Biden’s current CIA Director Wil-
liam Burns as well as scholars across 
the political spectrum, including 

the right-wing realist John Mearsheimer and 
the leftist Noam Chomsky.

5.	 The clearly valid questions regarding  actu-
al U.S intentions concerning Ukraine: i.e., that 
a noble, selfless and benevolent American de-
sire to protect a fledgling democracy against 
a despotic aggressor may not be the predom-
inant goal. Perhaps it is instead to revitalize 
support for American imperialism and inter-
vention, as well as faith in and gratitude for 
the U.S. security and military state (the Eur-
asia Group’s Ian Bremmer  suggested this 
week that this is the principal outcome in the 
West of the current conflict). 

War propaganda about Ukraine becoming 
more militaristic, authoritarian and reckless

Every useful or pleasing claim about the war, no matter  
how unverified or subsequently debunked, rapidly spreads,  
while dissenters are vilified as traitors or Kremlin agents.

by Glenn Greenwald

Glenn Greenwald
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6.	 Or the goal may be the re-elevation of Russia 
as a vital and grave threat to the U.S. that will 
feed weapons purchases and defense and in-
telligence budgets for years to come. Or one 
might see a desire to harm Russia, as ven-
geance for the perception that Putin helped 
defeat Hillary Clinton and elected Donald 
Trump (that the U.S. is using Ukraine to 
“fight Russia over there” was explicitly stat-
ed by Rep. Adam Schiff [D-CA]).

7.	 Or perhaps the goal is not to “save and pro-
tect” Ukraine at all, but to  sacrifice it  by 
turning that country into a new Afghanistan.

.…[W]hen one is trapped inside a system of a 
complete consensus upheld by a ceaseless wave 
of reinforcing propaganda, when any questioning 
or dissent at all is tantamount to treason or “sid-
ing with the enemy,” there is no space for such 
discussions to occur, especially within our minds.

Right-wing ideological opportunism: Western media first reported on Ukrainian Nazi factions 
and symbols, then blacked Nazism out amid total boosterism for Ukraine in the war.  

“Slava Ukraini” means “Glory to Ukraine!”
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This is an extract from a 5,480-word piece by 
Scott Ritter, published by Consortium News, 
in which the author goes on to explain in de-
tail his banishment without appeal from Twitter 
and the immediate creation of a fake handle,  
@NewScottRitter, alleging to be by him.

Monday, April 4, 2022: It was, from my 
point of view, just another day in the life of 

@RealScottRitter—my Twitter “handle.” I had a 
phone call scheduled with the editor of a publi-
cation I write for where we would discuss top-
ics for a weekly column I was responsible for. I 
was also under deadline for another article I was 
writing for a second outlet that 
published my work, and was 
preparing a pitch to a third plat-
form for another article. Such is 
the lot of a freelance writer—it 
is literally publish or perish.

Part of my routine is to watch 
the news and keep up to speed 
on breaking events. This usual-
ly involves sitting in an over-
stuffed arm chair surfing news 
channels using a remote while 
simultaneously monitoring the 
various news feeds and social media applications 
on my smart phone. On this morning I was mon-
itoring the breaking news out of the Ukrainian 
town of Bucha, north of Kiev, where the bodies 
of civilians had been discovered strewn along a 
major thoroughfare.

The Ukrainian government was blaming the 
Russian troops, while the Russian leadership 
blamed Ukraine. As usual, getting to the bottom 
of an issue like this from my vantage point thou-
sands of miles distant from the literal scene of the 
crime was a mission impossible.

On the television screen before me, the Pres-
ident of the United States was making a live ap-
pearance, where he addressed the Bucha killings. 
“You may remember I got criticized for calling 
Putin a war criminal,”  Biden told the gathered 
reporters. “Well, the truth of the matter,” he con-
tinued, “you saw what happened in Bucha. This 
warrants him [Russian President Vladimir Pu-
tin]—he is a war criminal.”

Biden went on to declare that his administra-
tion was gathering evidence for a possible war 
crimes trial. “We have to gather all the details so 
this can be an actual—have a war crimes trial,” 
Biden said. “This guy is brutal, and what’s hap-

pening in Bucha is outrageous, 
and everyone’s seen it.”

I had just finished an article 
for Russia Today (RT)  on the 
Bucha incident, and had assem-
bled what I believed to be the 
available data regarding what 
had transpired on the ground 
there. As such, Biden’s words 
took me by surprise.

The available data coming 
out of Bucha was ultimately 
inconclusive but, if anything, 

strongly suggested Ukrainian culpability, not 
Russian. The certainty expressed by the Presi-
dent led me to believe that he was privy to clas-
sified information otherwise unavailable to the 
general public.

My curiosity was piqued as much as my ego 
was pickled—RT had published my article, and 
now it looked like I might be in the uncomfort-
able position of having to withdraw my conclu-
sions and correct the record. That, however, was 
the price of credibility—if you are wrong, say so, 
correct the mistake, and move on.

The Bucha killings
by Scott Ritter

Scott Ritter
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Shortly after Biden spoke, however, my 
cellphone alerted me  to a Reuters article  with 
a headline proclaiming, “Pentagon can’t 
independently confirm atro
cities in Ukraine’s Bucha, 
official says.” The article 
quoted an unnamed “senior 
defense official,” speaking on  
condition of anonymity, that 
“the Pentagon can’t inde-
pendently and single handed-
ly confirm that, but we’re also 
not in any position to refute 
those claims.”

I turned off the television, 
and proceeded to spend the 
next 40 or so minutes re-
searching the available information about the 
Bucha incident. One of the leading news sto-
ries was  a  New York  Times  report  based upon 
commercially available imagery which the 
authors of the article, Malachy Browne, David 
Botti and Haley Willis, claimed was taken on 
March 19, 2022, [apparently] putting a lie to 
Russian claims that when its troops pulled out of 
Bucha on March 30, no bodies were present.

However, when I examined the video and 
still photographs of the Bucha bodies, I was 
struck by the fact that they didn’t appear to have 
been left in the street 
to decompose for two 
weeks (the bodies were 
“discovered” by the 
Ukrainian National Po-
lice on April 2.) Bluntly 
speaking,  bodies begin 
to bloat some 3-5 days 
after death, often dou-
bling in size. They will 
remain this way for up 
to ten days, before they 
burst, spilling a pud-
dle of putrid liquid into 
the ground around the 
corpse.

In comparing  The New York Times’ image 
with the video of the bodies on the ground, I was 
struck by a scene in the movie My Cousin Vin-

ny, where Vincent Gambini, a 
streetwise New York lawyer 
played by Joe Pesci, cross ex-
amined a witness on the issue 
of the preparation of Grits. 
“Are we to believe that boiling 
water soaks into a grit faster in 
your kitchen than on any place 
on the face of the earth? Well 
perhaps the laws of physics 
cease to exist on your stove!”

All I could do is stare at the 
satellite image and the bodies 
and wonder if the esteemed 

journalists of  The New York Times  expected 
their audience to suspend belief for a moment 
and accept that the laws of biology that govern 
the decomposition of human remains were 
suspended in Bucha.

The available evidence that could be extract-
ed from the images from Bucha showed bodies 
that by appearance appeared to have been killed 
within 24-36 hours of their discovery—meaning 
that they were killed after the Russians withdrew 
from Bucha. The exact time of death, however, 
could only be determined after a thorough foren-

sic medical examination.
Many of the bodies 

had white cloth strips 
tied to their upper arm, a 
visual designation which 
indicated either loyalty 
to Russia or that the per-
sons did not pose a threat 
to Russians. The bodies 
that lacked this white 
cloth often had their 
hands tied behind their 
backs with white cloth 
that appeared similar to 
that which marked the 
arms of the other bodies.

All I could do is stare at 
the satellite image and the 
bodies and wonder if the 

esteemed journalists of The 
New York Times expected 

their audience to ... accept 
that the laws of biology that 
govern the decomposition 
of human remains were 

suspended in Bucha.

The available data 
coming out of Bucha 

was ultimately 
inconclusive but, if 
anything, strongly 

suggested Ukrainian 
culpability, not 

Russian. 
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that on April 1 a “cleansing operation” was going 
to be conducted in Bucha, and that the citizens 
should remain indoors and not to panic. Anoth-
er  video, also from April 1, purported to show 
members of the Safari Regiment shooting civil-
ians who were not wearing the blue distinguish-
ing armbands signifying loyalty to the Ukrainian 
cause.

A Tweet
By the evening of April 5, I believed I had 

more than enough information to try and put 
forth a counter-narrative to the one being pushed 
by  The New York Times  and President Biden, 
namely that Ukraine, not Russia, was responsible 
for the Bucha killings.

“The Ukrainian National Police,” I composed 
on Twitter, “committed numerous crimes against 
humanity in Bucha.” Drawing on the precedent 
of the Nuremburg International Military Tribunal 
established at the end of the Second World War 
to prosecute Nazi war criminals, I then went on 
to state that “Biden, in seeking to shift blame for 
the Bucha murders onto Russia, is guilty of aid-
ing and abetting these crimes. Congratulations, 
America…we’ve created yet another Presiden-
tial war criminal!”

Near to many of the bodies were the green 
cardboard box adorned with a white star which 
contained Russian military dry rations that had 
been distributed to the civilian population of Bu-
cha by Russian troops as part of their humanitar-
ian operations.

In short, the evidence suggested that the bod-
ies were of civilians friendly to, or sympathetic 
with, Russia. It would take a leap of faith to con-
clude that Russian troops gunned these unfortu-
nate souls down in cold blood, as alleged by the 
Ukrainian government.

On April 2, an article appeared in an official 
Ukrainian government website, LB.ua, enti-
tled “Special forces regiment ‘SAFARI’ began 
to clear Bucha of saboteurs and accomplices of 
Russia.” According to the article, “Special forces 
began clearing the [area] liberated by the Armed 
Forces of Ukraine [in] the city of Bucha of the 
Kiev region from saboteurs and accomplices of 
Russian troops.” According to the article, the Sa-
fari Regiment was comprised of personnel from 
various special police units, including the Rapid 
Operational Response Unit and the Tactical Op-
erational Response Police.

There was other information—a video where 
a Ukrainian official warns the citizens of Bucha 

British newspapers rush to judgment (graphic from The Guardian, U.K.).
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Everyone who lived through the decades of 
the Cold War was aware that a hot war – a 

nuclear war resulting in the deaths of hundreds of 
millions – could break out at any moment, either 
by deliberate decision, or because of a simple 
mistake or miscalculation.

That began to change in 1985, when Mikhail 
Gorbachev was chosen to be the General Secre-
tary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 
Gorbachev set out to reform the Soviet Union 
itself, a process he called perestroika, and also 
to improve international relations. In 1986, prior 
to a summit meeting with U.S. President Ronald 
Reagan, he proposed a program to abolish nucle-
ar weapons by the end of the 20th century. The 
United States refused to consider such a plan. 
Nevertheless, Gorbachev’s initiatives bore fruit 
in the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Trea-
ty, signed in 1987. The treaty remained in effect 
until 2019, when the U.S. unilaterally withdrew 
from it.

Gorbachev also declared an end to the ‘Brezh-
nev Doctrine,’ which held that the USSR had the 
right to intervene in other Soviet-bloc countries if 
their governments were threatened. Showing he 
was serious, he withdrew 500,000 Soviet troops 
from Eastern and Central Europe – leading in 
1989 to the election of new, non-Communist 
governments in Poland, Hungary, Czechoslova-
kia and Bulgaria. In Romania, Nicolae Ceauses-
cu’s Communist government fell as a result of an 
uprising. 

The development with the most far-reaching 
implications was the reunification of Germany af-
ter the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989. 
At the end of World War II, the Soviet Union had 
been prepared to allow the reunification of Ger-
many on condition that it be committed to per-

petual neutrality. Having been invaded twice by 
Germany within 30 years, with the loss of tens 
of millions of Soviet lives, the Soviet Union had 
compelling reasons for fearing German rearma-
ment and participation in an anti-Soviet alliance. 
But the U.S. rejected the idea of a neutral reunited 
Germany: it preferred West Germany as a client 
state within NATO with a large American mili-
tary presence, including nuclear weapons aimed 
at the USSR.

Gorbachev agreed to permit German reunifi-
cation in exchange for a pledge from the Unit-
ed States that NATO would not expand into the 
countries that lay between Germany and Russia. 
President George H. W. Bush and other Ameri-
can and NATO officials gave Gorbachev a firm 
commitment that NATO would ‘not expand one 
inch’ eastward. 

In fact, Bush and the American political-mil-
itary establishment had no intention of keeping 
their promises. While praising Gorbachev public-
ly, privately they regarded him as a gullible rube 
who could easily be deceived. Had they been 
serious about wanting peace, they would have 
disbanded NATO when the Warsaw Pact was 
dissolved in 1991, followed shortly afterwards 
by the dissolution of the Soviet Union itself. The 
continued expansion of NATO in the following 
years made it clear that NATO’s purpose was not 
to stand guard against Soviet aggression, but to 
serve as an instrument of American power.

NATO expansion
As the Soviet Union withdrew and countries 

in Eastern Europe elected capitalist governments, 
NATO dropped the pretense that it was merely a 
defensive alliance, and launched a war against 
Iraq in February 1991. From 1992 through 2004, 

From Cold War I to Cold War II:  
a brief history

by Ulli Diemer
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NATO military forces intervened in the civil 
conflict in Yugoslavia, enforcing a no-fly zone, 
shooting down Bosnian Serb aircraft, and bomb-
ing Serb positions. The invasion of Afghanistan 
in 2002, the military occupation of Iraq after 
2003, and the attack on Libya in 2011 were all 
carried out with NATO participation.

Eastern Germany, the territory of the former 
German Democratic Republic, was incorporated 
into NATO after German reunification in 1990. 
Three former Warsaw Pact countries – Hungary, 
the Czech Republic and Poland – were invited 
to join NATO in 1997, in direct violation of the 
West’s solemn pledge not to expand NATO to-
wards Russia, and were formally added in 1999. 
Russia protested, but with its power at a low 
point, it was unable to prevent it. Seven more 
countries – Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia – were added in 
2004. Albania and Croatia were added in 2009, 
followed by Montenegro in 2017 and North 
Macedonia in 2020.

Ukraine declares independence
The 1990s saw a wave of nationalist move-

ments throughout Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union itself. Most of the constituent republics of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics declared 
independence. 

Ukraine’s declaration was the most fraught, 
because much of the territory that comprised 
current-day Ukraine had historically been part 
of Russia itself. Successive administrative trans-
fers within the Soviet Union from the 1920s to 
the 1950s had added significantly to the territo-
ry of the Ukrainian Soviet Republic. One of the 
transfers that was to prove most contentious was 
Soviet leader Nikita Krushchev’s decision in the 
1950s to transfer the Crimean Peninsula from the 
Russian Soviet Republic to the Ukrainian Soviet 
Republic. Since both were part of the same coun-
try, Krushchev regarded the transfer as an admin-
istrative adjustment within the Soviet Union. The 
successive border adjustments during the Soviet 
period resulted in Ukraine having a large Rus-

sian-speaking minority, especially in the eastern 
region known as Donbas, as well as in Crimea. 
In the west, in the wake of World War II, a large 
area of Polish territory was transferred from Po-
land to Ukraine.

Interventions in Yugoslavia
The 1990s also saw the rise of nationalist 

movements in Yugoslavia. Long-standing na-
tional and ethnic tensions had led to the epithet 
“Balkan Powder Keg” to describe the region. 
Yugoslavia brought several ethnic groups in the 
region together into one political entity after 
World War I, only to be invaded and conquered 
by Nazi Germany in World War II. After the war, 
it re-emerged under the leadership of resistance 
leader Josip Broz Tito as the Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia. Comprising six constitu-
ent republics – Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia – 
Yugoslavia also included two autonomous prov-
inces within Serbia: Kosovo and Vojvodina. Tito 
pursued a strategy of giving different nationali-
ties a degree of autonomy and control over their 
own institutions while encouraging an overriding 
Yugoslav identity, buttressed by increasing eco-
nomic prosperity for all groups.

The system worked for decades. But in the 
1990s, a time of economic stagnation in Yugo-
slavia, ethnic nationalism again became a force, 
strongly encouraged and subsidized by Germany 
and the United States, both of which wanted the 
dissolution of Yugoslavia, which was guilty of 
the sin of being independent and resisting pene-
tration by Western capital. While advancing their 
own imperial interests, the U.S. and Germany 
cynically used the rhetoric of “self-determina-
tion,” interpreted to mean that each nationality 
and each ethnic and language group needs, and is 
entitled to, its own nation-state. 

“Self-determination” is a concept that sounds 
good until you actually think about it. The prob-
lem with “self-determination” is that in the real 
world, it is rarely if ever possible to draw polit-
ical boundaries that correspond with national-



- 34 -

ity. Nearly every nation-state and aspiring na-
tion-state contains its own national minorities 
with conflicting nationalist claims on the same 
territory. These national groups are often in-
termingled and intermarried, sharing the same 
physical territory, the same cities and towns, the 
same streets, the same bedrooms. 

As a result – except in those vanishingly rare 
instances where a national group constitutes a 
homogeneous society united in its desire for na-
tional independence within uncontested borders 
– “self-determination” for the majority frequent-
ly amounts to denying minorities their “right to 
self-determination.” These minorities are then in 
turn confronted with the choice of losing their 
national and linguistic rights, or abandoning 
their ancestral homes in those human tragedies 
euphemistically known as 
“population transfers.” Not 
surprisingly, violence is the 
rule rather than the exception 
in these situations. All too 
often, it turns out that what 
“self-determination” really 
means is “ethnic cleansing.”

As Yugoslavia disinte-
grated, violence escalat-
ed and all sides committed 
atrocities. In the Western nar-
rative, however, Serbs were 
always the villains. As Diana 
Johnstone writes in Fool’s 
Crusade: Yugoslavia, NATO, 
and Western Delusions:  

In the course of the civil wars that led to the 
break-up of Yugoslavia, a complex histo-
ry came to be presented as a morality play 
in which the parts were scripted to meet the 
moral needs of the capitalist West. The identi-
fication of Muslims as defenseless victims and 
Serbs as genocidal monsters inflamed fears 
and hatreds within Yugoslavia, and prepared 
the way for power to be shifted from the peo-
ple of the region to such international agencies 
as NATO.

Kosovo and its repercussions
The Kosovo crisis was the culmination of the 
Western campaign to dismantle, first Yugoslavia, 
and then Serbia, and at the same time to re-write 
the rules governing secession. Kosovo was a 
province within Serbia. It had formed the core of 
the Serbian national state from the 13th century 
on, and the seat of the Serbian Orthodox Church 
from the 14th century on. Over the years, the 
population mix of the province, originally mostly 
Serb, had shifted, with Serbs becoming a minori-
ty and Albanian-speaking Muslims becoming the 
majority.

A nationalist movement emerged, advocating 
that Kosovo secede from Serbia and join Albania. 
This would have meant Kosovo’s Serbian popula-

tion would either be expelled 
or forced to become citizens 
of Albania. Faced with the 
Serbian refusal to agree to 
allow Kosovo to secede, a 
wing of the nationalist move-
ment turned to violence: an 
armed group calling itself 
the Kosovo Liberation Army 
(KLA) launched a series of 
attacks on Serbs and on eth-
nic Albanians who support-
ed the existing government. 
Other Western countries, 
including the United States, 
labelled the KLA a “terrorist 
organization.” 

But that designation was 
promptly dropped when the U.S. decided to sup-
port Kosovo’s secession from Serbia. The KLA, 
despite its ties to Islamic terrorist groups in the 
Middle East and involvement in drug traffick-
ing, now became a group of “freedom fighters.” 
Western media, acting in lock-step as always, 
portrayed Kosovo Albanians as victims of Ser-
bian violence and ignored KLA atrocities. In 
March 1999, the U.S. and its NATO allies, in-
cluding Canada, began bombing Serbia. Serbia 

The Kosovo crisis was 
the culmination of 

the Western campaign 
to dismantle, first 

Yugoslavia, and then 
Serbia, and at the 

same time to re-write 
the rules governing 

secession.
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eventually accepted an imposed ‘peace agree-
ment’ – which the U.S. promptly violated. 

In 2008, Kosovo’s Albanians unilaterally 
declared independence. Serbia does not recog-
nize Kosovo’s independence, nor do many other 
countries, many of which have their own national 
minorities that could use Kosovo’s secession as a 
precedent. The United States, which now main-
tains a huge military base in Kosovo, recognizes 
Kosovo’s independence.

Kosovo’s disputed independence marked an 
important break in international law. Previous 
secessions were recognized by the United Na-
tions and international bodies only if they met 
internationally agreed conditions. Borders in Eu-
rope had been considered inviolate since the end 
of World War II, a sensible agreement since all 
countries contained regions and ethnic minorities 
that might want to secede, or attempt to attach 
themselves to a neighbouring country. NATO’s 
attack on Serbia to forcibly detach its province 
of Kosovo was a radical departure from these 
norms, which is why many countries objected, 
and refuse to recognize Kosovo as an indepen-
dent country. 

Kosovo opened a Pandora’s box of inter-
ventionism, secessions and border changes. It 
became the precedent for Russia’s recognition 
of South Ossetia and Abkhazia as independent 
countries after they declared independence from 
Georgia. It also opened the door to Crimea’s se-
cession from Ukraine after a referendum, and its 
re-incorporation into Russia. Russia’s recogni-
tion of the independence of the Donbas republics 
also follows the Kosovo precedent.

Ukraine in the post-Soviet era
Ukraine emerged as the new powder keg of 

the post-Soviet era. Demographically, the pop-
ulation includes a substantial Russian-speaking 
minority that has tended to see participation in 
the Russian-Eurasian economic sphere as offer-
ing the best future. But Ukrainians in the West, 
especially in regions that were previously part 
of Poland, have tended to look to membership 

in the European Union. In addition to the major 
Ukrainian and Russian ethnic groups, Ukraine is 
home to about 100 different nationalities, includ-
ing Romanians, Poles, Belorussians, Hungari-
ans, Bulgarians and Armenians, who often have 
strong cultural affiliations with their counterparts 
across the border.

Post-independence Ukraine has been marked 
by a high degree of corruption and instability in 
political and economic life. Political leaders al-
ternately looked to Russia and Western Europe 
for economic partnerships, but corruption has 
continued regardless of who has been in govern-
ment.

2014 brought a decisive turning point. 
Ukrainian president Viktor Yanukovich had been 
engaged in economic negotiations with both 
the European Union and Russia. The European 
Union demanded that Ukraine accept a strin-
gent neo-liberal austerity package as a pre-con-
dition for being considered for membership in 
the EU. Russia, while stating that it had no ob-
jection to Ukraine joining both the EU and the 
Russian-sponsored Eurasian Economic Union, 
offered Ukraine more generous terms. 

Yanukovich then announced that Ukraine 
would accept the package Russia was offering. 
The decision angered many Ukrainians – and the 
U.S. government. The U.S. was already work-
ing to overthrow Yanukovich, and when popular 
protests erupted in Kyiv, it massively upped the 
ante, pouring in billions of dollars in a massive 
regime-change operation.

What followed was a coup spearheaded by 
Ukraine’s powerful neo-fascist organizations. 
Yanukovich was forced to flee the country, and a 
new government headed by Arseniy Yatsenyuk – 
personally chosen for the job by Victoria Nuland, 
the U.S. assistant secretary of state for European 
and Eurasian affairs – took over.

The new government was extremely anti- 
Russian. It ended discussions about econom-
ic co-operation with Russia, and immediately 
legislated to remove the status of Russian, the 
mother tongue of about 30% of the population, 



- 36 -

as an official language. In the wake of the coup, 
and the anti-Russian measures and violence that 
followed, the people of Donbas rose up in rebel-
lion, and subsequently declared independence. 
Crimea held a  referendum that resulted in it re-
joining Russia.

The new Ukraine government sent troops to 
the east to attack the Donbas republics. Many of 
its troops were neo-Nazi militias incorporated 
into the Ukraine armed forces. The attacks have 
continued to the present day, and have resulted 
in the deaths of thousands of Russian-speaking 
residents in the Donbas.

Russia looked for a diplomatic solution. Its 
efforts resulted in the 2015 ‘Minsk 2’ ceasefire 
agreement, agreed upon after negotiations that 
involved Ukraine, Russia, the Organization for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), 
representatives of the Donetsk People’s Repub-
lic (DPR) and the Luhansk People’s Republic 
(LPR), as well as representatives of France and 
Germany. The Minsk agreement was then en-
dorsed by the UN Security Council.

Despite the agreement, Ukraine continued 
military action against the Donbas republics, 
and refused to implement some of its key pro-
visions. In late 2021, Ukraine began to deploy a 
large military force, estimated at 150,000 men, 
on the Donbas border. Though the mobilization 
was largely unreported in Western media, the 
DPR, LPR and Russia saw this as preparation for 
a massive attack to destroy the independent re-
publics. The OSCE reported increased Ukrainian 
bombardment of the Donbas defenders; an esti-
mated 14,000 have reportedly been killed since 
2014.

At the same time, Ukraine, backed by the U.S., 
repeatedly declared its intention to join NATO, a 
possibility that Russia had declared for years was 
a “red line” that it would not accept under any 
circumstances. NATO’s expansion into Ukraine 
could mean NATO missiles on the Russian bor-
der, a few minutes’ flight away from Moscow 
and St. Petersburg, thus creating the nightmare 
possibility of a first-strike nuclear attack to de-

Perpetual U.S. wars
In 2015 the author of WashingtonsBlog 
wrote an unusual piece entitled “America 
Has Been at War 93% of the Time – 222 
Out of 239 Years – Since 1776.” (informa-
tionclearinghouse.info/article41086.htm) 

The piece was unusual because it had 
not occurred to the vast majority of Amer-
ican writers to think about, let alone re-
search and write about, this telling his-
torical fact. Its invisibility is one of many 
required to maintain and thus promote the 
layered myths of a peaceful-unless-pro-
voked, God-blessed, well-meaning, bea-
con-of-freedom, bastion of democracy 
America, the exceptional city on a hill, 
etc.—a reality bubble.

It was much noticed, because millions 
of other people living within the bubble 
(not all of them American) also could not 
conceive of such a fact.

Since the blog piece was posted, the 
war in Afghanistan replaced the Vietnam 
War as America’s longest, ending with 
U.S. withdrawal winding up on August 30, 
2021. 

The headline in 2022 can still read 
“America Has Been at War 93% of the 
Time – 228 Out of 246 Years – Since 
1776.” The dreadful percentage remains 
almost the same, because in only 18 cal-
endar years since 1776 has the U.S. not 
waged any wars.

stroy Russia. Ukraine’s president Zelensky then 
upped the ante again, saying on February 19, 
2022, that Ukraine was considering acquiring 
nuclear weapons, a step that Russia could only 
see as an existential threat.

On February 24 2022, Russia invaded Ukraine.
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The United States maintains some 800 military 
bases around the world, and also deploys forc-
es in countries where it has no permanent bases. 
The list below lists countries in which there is at 
least one acknowledged U.S. military base as of 
2021. Many countries have more than one: for 
example, the U.S. has 12 bases in Germany, as 
well as at least 28 other ‘military installations’ 
which are not called bases. The U.S. military is 
also active in a number of other countries in de-
ployments which it does not publicly acknowl-
edge for reasons of ‘national security.’ 

Peace researchers have concluded that the U.S. 
has military installations in about 110 countries 

overall. According to Wikipedia [en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/United_States_military_deployments], 
“The military of the United States is deployed in 
most countries around the world, with between 
150,000 to 200,000 of its active-duty personnel 
stationed outside the United States and its terri-
tories.”

The U.S. also has a military presence in a 
number of countries in the form of drone war-
fare. Drones do not require a physical presence 
in the country being bombed, so countries which 
are being regularly bombed by the U.S., for ex-
ample Pakistan, do not necessarily appear on this 
list. 

Aruba & Barbuda (Netherlands)
Ascension Island (UK) 
Australia 
Bahamas
Bahrain 
Belgium
Bosnia and Herzegovina 
British Indian Ocean Territory   

– Diego Garcia (U.K.) 
Bulgaria 
Burkina Faso 
Cameroon 
Central African Republic
Chad
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
Cuba 
Curaçao (Netherlands)
Cyprus 
Djibouti 
Ecuador 
Egypt
El Salvador
Estonia 
Ethiopia

Gabon
Germany 
Ghana
Greece 
Greenland (Denmark) 
Guam (under U.S. occu-

pation, so not consid-
ered a ‘foreign’ base)

Honduras 
Hungary
Iceland 
Iraq 
Israel 
Italy 
Japan 
Jordan
Kenya 
Kosovo 
Kuwait 
Liberia
Libya
Mali
Marshall Islands
Netherlands 
Niger 
Norway 

Oman 
Panama
Peru
Philippines 
Poland 
Portugal 
Qatar 
Romania 
São Tomé e Principe
Saudi Arabia 
Senegal
Seychelles 
Singapore 
Somalia
South Korea 
South Sudan
Spain 
St. Helena, Ascension Island
Syria 
Thailand 
Tunisia 
Turkey 
Uganda
United Arab Emirates 
United Kingdom 

U.S. military bases, installations and deployments  
around the globe
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Overthrowing other countries’ governments
William Blum (1933-2018) compiled this list in 
2015. It lists instances, up to that point, of the 
United States overthrowing, or attempting to 
overthrow, a foreign government in the period af-
ter the Second World War. (* indicates successful 
ouster of a government)

Overthrowing, or attempting to overthrow, 
another country’s government is a violation of 
the United Nations Charter and international law. 
This long list of interventions illustrates the tru-
ism that when the U.S. talks about a ‘rules-based 
international order,’ it means “We make the rules. 
You obey. If you don’t, we overthrow your gov-
ernment.”

This list only includes direct actions to over-

throw a government. It does not include ‘normal’ 
U.S. interference, via the CIA and other arms of 
the U.S. state, in the politics of other countries. 

One such example is the U.S. interference 
in Canada’s 1963 federal election. The U.S. in-
tervened in the election, both publicly and be-
hind the scenes, in order to bring about the de-
feat of John Diefenbaker’s government, because 
Diefenbaker was refusing to allow U.S. nuclear 
missiles to be based on Canadian soil. The U.S. 
made it clear that wanted Lester Pearson’s Liber-
als to win, because Pearson was willing to accept 
the missiles. The U.S. got its way: Diefenbaker 
was defeated, and Pearson’s government let the 
missiles in.

China 1949 to early 1960s
Albania 1949-53
East Germany 1950s
Iran 1953*
Guatemala 1954*
Costa Rica mid-1950s
Syria 1956-7
Egypt 1957
Indonesia 1957-8
British Guiana 1953-64*
Iraq 1963*
North Vietnam 1945-73
Cambodia 1955-70*
Laos 1958*, 1959*, 1960*
Ecuador 1960-63*

Congo 1960*
France 1965
Brazil 1962-64*
Dominican Republic 

1963*
Cuba 1959 to present
Bolivia 1964*
Indonesia 1965*
Ghana 1966*
Chile 1964-73*
Greece 1967*
Costa Rica 1970-71
Bolivia 1971*
Australia 1973-75*
Angola 1975, 1980s

Zaire 1975
Portugal 1974-76*
Jamaica 1976-80*
Seychelles 1979-81
Chad 1981-82*
Grenada 1983*
South Yemen 1982-84
Suriname 1982-84
Fiji 1987*
Libya 1980s
Nicaragua 1981-90*
Panama 1989*
Bulgaria 1990*
Albania 1991*
Iraq 1991

In only one instance did the United States face 
international repercussions as a consequence of 
its illegal actions. In 1984, Nicaragua brought a 
case to the International Court of Justice (also 
known as the World Court), charging the U.S. 
with violating international law, including by 
arming, funding, training and otherwise support-
ing a terrorist militia known as the ‘contras.’ Nic-
aragua also charged the U.S. with violating its 
sovereignty with armed incursions and by min-

U.S. flouts the only World Court ruling against it
ing its harbours, as well as other illegal actions.

On June 27, 1986, the court ruled in favour 
of Nicaragua, calling on the U.S. to cease its un-
lawful use of force against Nicaragua and to pay 
reparations to Nicaragua. The United Nations 
General Assembly voted 94-3 to call on the U.S. 
to comply with the ruling. But the U.S. ignored 
the ruling and the UN motion, as always. As a 
permanent member of the UN Security Coun-
cil, the U.S. can block any UN measure.

Afghanistan 1980s*
Somalia 1993
Yugoslavia 1999-

2000*
Ecuador 2000*
Afghanistan 2001*
Venezuela 2002*
Iraq 2003*
Haiti 2004*
Somalia 2007 to 

present
Honduras 2009*
Libya 2011*
Syria 2012
Ukraine 2014*



- 39 -

For many years, John Gittings was a distin-
guished journalist on The Guardian newspaper. 
He is now a foremost peace historian. His land-
mark book, The Glorious Art of Peace, should be 
in every peace activist’s library (Oxford, £13). 

In his dystopian novel The Shape of Things to 
Come, published in 1933, H G Wells imagined 

a future when the world’s population is cut in half 
by a deadly pandemic virus. Today, this novel 
seems much more believable to us than his War 
of the Worlds. We don’t expect Martians to land 
on a common near Woking, but we can readily 
identify with a story line in which an unknown 
fever spreads from baboons in Africa, via an in-
termediate host, to humanity across the world. 
Yet The Shape of Things to Come was soon for-
gotten, and so was the very real pandemic that 
was fresh in Wells’s mind – the ‘Spanish flu’ that 
had taken at least 50 million lives after the First 
World War.

Why have we failed to take precautions 
against a global pandemic until it was upon us? 
And why have we so often ignored or played 
down the warning signs of other dangers that 
threaten us? Here I shall look at three of these 
threats – the pandemic itself, the climate crisis, 
and the lurking danger of a nuclear weapons ac-
cident. (This is only a selection from the list of 
‘existential risks’ identified in current research, 
such as an actual nuclear war, whether launched 
deliberately or by miscalculation, engineered bi-
ological agents, and the unforeseen consequences 
of robotic technology and artificial intelligence).1

The reasons for these failures are numerous: 
Cold War rivalries old and new, powerful eco-

nomic and military vested interests, a determinist 
belief shared by capitalism and socialism alike 
in the boundless potential of science, neo-liberal 
doctrines that promote global inequality, and our 
innate tendency both as individuals and societ-
ies to deny unpleasant truths and take refuge in 
false optimism. We need to understand them all, 
examine the few occasions when there has been 
some effective threat response, and find better 
ways of acting ahead of time before the next di-
saster strikes.2

Hear you not the rushing sound of the 
coming tempest? Do you not behold the 

clouds open, and destruction lurid and dire 
pour down on the blasted earth? 
– Mary Shelley, The Last Man, 1826 
(The first dystopian novel with its plot  

based on a world pandemic) 

The significance of ‘Spanish flu’ was well un-
derstood in the years immediately after by health 
authorities such as the American Medical Asso-
ciation, which in 1927 warned of ‘the almost cer-
tain recurrence some day of another world-wide 
pandemic.’3 However, half a century later when 
the First World War was commemorated, the pan-
demic which had followed the war – and prob-
ably was caused by it – was barely mentioned. 
There were flurries of concern with ‘Asian flu’ in 
1957, ‘Hong Kong flu’ in 1968-69, and swine flu 
in 1976, but it was only the spread of HIV-AIDS 
in the late 1980s and 1990s that finally re-focused 
attention on the pandemic threat. 

In 1996 President Bill Clinton set up a task 
force to tackle the issue for reasons that resonate 

Hiding in the open
Why we missed the threat of a new pandemic  

– and other existential risks

John Gittings
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today. Emerging infectious diseases presented 
‘one of the most significant health and security 
challenges facing the global community.’ Con-
tributing factors such as climate change and the 
increased movement of people worsened the 
threat. And most U.S. cities were within a day 
and half by air from anywhere in the world – 
‘less time than the incubation period of many in-
fectious diseases.’4 

Two years later when the U.S. Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) spon-
sored an international conference, one of the pa-
pers was from a now familiar name – Anthony S. 
Fauci. We are vulnerable to new and re-emerging 
diseases, he wrote, though fortunately there was 
‘a growing awareness that we live in a global 
community, that diseases do not recognize bor-
ders…’5

Fauci was far too optimistic. The SARS Covid 
1 crisis of 2003 engaged the attention of world 
leaders for a while. The World Health Organi-
zation warned in its annual report for that year 
of the potential for a future pandemic to spread 
‘in a closely interconnected and highly mobile 
world.’ The key lessons learnt this time would be 
invaluable in ‘being ready for the day when the 
next new disease arrives without warning.’6 Yet 
it is a brutal reality that SARS did not last long 
enough, nor kill a sufficient number of people, to 
encourage governments to be ‘ready for the day.’ 
Neither did the re-emergence of Ebola in 2014 
once the ‘dangerous threat’ – as David Camer-
on described it – of it spreading outside West 
Africa had passed. Cameron could have consult-
ed the 2013 UK National Risk Register (NRR) 
which warned that ‘the rapid spread from person 
to person… can have significant global human 
health consequences.’ It predicted that up to half 
the population of the UK could be infected and 
that hundreds of thousands of deaths might oc-
cur.7 And the National Security Risk Assessment 
(NSRA) for 2015 (with a foreword by Cameron) 
put pandemic influenza and infectious disease as 
a ‘Tier 1’ threat.8

In September 2019, as the virus was probably 
already beginning to spread in China, the Glob-
al Pandemic Monitoring Board, set up jointly by 
the WHO and the World Bank, published its first 
report with the title ‘A World at Risk.’ There was 
a ‘very real threat’ of a pathogen that might kill 
50 to 80 million people and wipe out nearly 5% 
of the world’s economy, and yet ‘the world is not 
prepared.’9 This report was barely noticed in the 
UK – where certain other subjects were more im-
portant. The world was not prepared and neither 
were we. 

This is the hinge of history at which we 
stand, the door to the future opening to 

a crisis more sudden, more global, more 
inescapable and more bewildering than 

ever encountered by the human species … 
– Barbara Ward and René Dubois,  

Only One Earth, 1972

Awareness of humanity’s disastrous effect 
upon the natural balance dates a long way back. 
Two UNESCO conferences were held in 1949 
to consider ‘the wasteful use of the world’s nat-
ural resources” and the “protection of nature.’ 
The greatest danger, said the US conservationist 
Henry Fairfield Osborn Jr., was that ‘technolog-
ical progress ha[s] blinded human eyes to our 
essential dependence upon nature.’10 And a Brit-
ish delegate, the ecologist Frank Fraser Darling, 
warned that the world must ‘live in harmony with 
the human principles of ecology. Otherwise the 
species will die out.’11

The Cold War intervened and there was very 
little follow up to these early explorations, but 
attention revived in the 1960s and ’70s, as the 
hidden costs of intensive economic development 
began to be measured. Rachel Carson’s Silent 
Spring (1962), exposing the effects of agricul-
tural pesticides, would sell two million copies 
worldwide. Concerns about the consequences 
of unrestrained growth were aired in the Club of 
Rome’s report on The Limits to Growth (1970), 
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and more effectively in E F Schumacher’s Small 
is Beautiful (1973).

In 1972 the UN Stockholm Conference on the 
Human Environment warned that the discharge 
of toxic and other substances could inflict ‘seri-
ous or irreversible damage’ upon world ecosys-
tems.12 This conference too was blighted by the 
Cold War, being boycotted by the Soviet bloc af-
ter East Germany was excluded under Western 
pressure. But by the end of the 1970s the scientif-
ic basis for human-promoted climate change was 
well established. In an article in February 1978 
summarising the state of knowledge so far, the 
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (BAS) asked ‘is 
mankind warming the Earth?’ and answered with 
an ‘unqualified yes!’13 As Nathaniel Rich has 
written in his study of lost opportunities, ‘nearly 
everything we understand about global warming 
was understood in 1979.’ The following decade 
was the one when ‘we could have stopped cli-
mate change’ but failed to.14

Real progress could only begin after the Cold 
War ended, with the first commitments made, at 
the May 1990 Bergen Conference on Sustainable 
Development, to reduce greenhouse gases. Glob-
al warming now entered into the vocabulary of 
environmental concern. Yet in spite of growing 
awareness and action since then, this has always 
lagged behind what was needed, and the phrase 
‘too little too late’ crops up frequently in objec-
tive assessments. Not until the 2015 Paris agree-
ment were internationally agreed targets set to 
limit greenhouse gas emissions. These, said the 
environmental economist Nicholas Stern, ‘were 
simply inadequate when compared with the scale 
and urgency of the risks that the world faces…’15

In 2007 the annual ‘Doomsday Clock’ state-
ment of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists ranked 
climate change for the first time as an equal threat 
to that of nuclear weapons. In its 2017 statement 
the BAS said that world leaders not only failed to 
deal adequately with nuclear and climate threats 
but were increasing them ‘through a variety of 
provocative statements and actions...’ It was not 
hard to guess who was being referred to.

NUCLEAR CLOSE CALL

B52 transporting two nuclear bombs 
crashed Jan. 1961. Widespread disaster 

averted: three crewmen died.

Drivers entering the small town of Eureka in 
the Greensboro area of North Carolina are greet-
ed today by this arresting road-sign. It recalls the 
time when a Boeing B-52 Strato-fortress carry-
ing two four-megaton nuclear  bombs broke up 
in mid-air. Each bomb was more than 250 times 
as powerful as the one dropped on Hiroshima in 
1945, and the fallout if one had exploded could 
have reached Washington DC, three days after 
President John F Kennedy delivered his inaugu-
ral address there. When one of the bombs hit the 
ground, the impact sent a signal to fire, but for-
tunately the cockpit safety switch had remained 
at ‘safe’ rather than shifting position. Every other 
safety mechanism failed.16 

Within a decade reports of nuclear bomb re-
lated accidents had multiplied until the US De-
partment of Defense felt obliged to respond, is-
suing in 1981 a list of those that it admitted to 
date, with sanitised details.17 The most dramatic 
of these was the accident in September 1980 at 
a Titan base neat Damascus, Arkansas, in which 
the skin of a Titan missile was punctured when a 
technician dropped the socket of his wrench. One 
of the fuels in the missile ignited and the warhead 
was ejected. If it had exploded it would have in-
cinerated most of Arkansas.18

Less well reported were those nuclear acci-
dents arising not from mechanical problems but 
from the misinterpretation of data. In 1983 at the 
height of Cold War tension, a Soviet early-warn-
ing system appeared to show that the US had 
launched five Minuteman missiles. The officer 
responsible for analysing the data in real time, Lt 
Col Stanislav Petrov, decided that it was a false 
alarm. If he had decided differently, the Soviet 
leadership under President Andropov (who was 
obsessed with the risk of a secret US nuclear at-
tack) might have ordered instant retaliation.19 
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US General George Lee Butler, head of Stra-
tegic Air Command in the early 1990s, would lat-
er recall that ‘… we escaped the Cold War with-
out a nuclear holocaust by some combination of 
skill, luck, and divine intervention, probably the 
latter in greatest proportion.’20

So is the danger of a nuclear weapons acci-
dent leading to conflict by mischance or miscal-
culation merely a matter of history now? There 
are fewer weapons than in the 1980s but there are 
more nuclear powers, and because of advances in 
delivery speed and technical sophistication, the 
consequences of a systems failure may be harder 
to contain. The authoritative work on this sub-
ject is Eric Schlosser’s Command and Control, 
and his conclusion is unequivocal: ‘Right now 
thousands of missiles are hidden away, literally 
out of sight, topped with warheads and ready to 
go, awaiting the right electrical signal. They are 
a collective death wish, barely suppressed.’21 The 
Economist published a review of this book under 
the accurate headline ‘Start Worrying.’22 

Yet the various nuclear threats (and they in-
clude nuclear war by design as well as by acci-
dent) gain little public attention except from the 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, the Inter-
national Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons, 
and other campaigning groups, and from politi-
cians and generals who finally speak out in retire-
ment. UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres 
has also become more vocal than his predeces-
sors, warning on Hiroshima Day 2020 that the 
risk of nuclear weapons being used, ‘intentional-
ly, by accident or through miscalculation, is too 
high for such trends to continue.’23

Yes, we should Start Worrying.   

The causes of inaction
There are many reasons why the warning 

signs of crisis have been missed over the years 
and we need to understand them all. Most ob-
vious are the blocking activities of vested inter-
ests particularly in the area of climate change. 
The power of the fossil fuel conglomerates may 
have begun to wane as global warming hits home 

with floods, droughts, forest fires, and other untill 
now exceptional weather events now affecting 
the North as well as the South, but their lobbying 
delayed or weakened effective action for almost 
three decades -- and they have not given up. In 
the US presidential election some US$87 million 
was donated to the Trump camp by the fossil fuel 
industry – though late in the day some companies 
hedged their bet by donating to the Biden cam-
paign on a much smaller scale.24

On the nuclear weapons front, the role of the 
arms industry has been well understood since 
President Dwight Eisenhower in his farewell ad-
dress in 1961 warned against the danger of the 
‘unwarranted influence, whether sought or un-
sought, by the military-industrial complex…’25 
Industry-funded think-tanks promoted President 
Reagan’s Star Wars initiative in the 1980s. Today 
they lobby successfully for massive increases in 
the military budget to develop potentially desta-
bilising new advanced weapons systems. These 
efforts are matched by those of the Russian mil-
itary-industrial complex, with giant companies 
such as Rostec led by members of the post-Soviet 
nomenklatura under President Vladimir Putin.26 
The Dutch peace organisation PAX calculated in 
2018 that governments around the world were 
contracted to the expenditure of at least US$116 
billion on maintaining and developing nucle-
ar weapons – an incomplete statistic because of 
state secrecy.27 

Developing vaccines is an expensive business 
and could cost up to US$1 billion, with no guar-
antee of success. After initial enthusiasm, efforts 
to produce a vaccine for SARS1 in 2003 petered 
out as the threat declined, and a potential source 
of useful data for SARS2 was lost. The profit mo-
tive was also a factor, according to the then WHO 
director Margaret Chan in 2014, behind the de-
lay in producing effective vaccines for Ebola.28 
It is relevant that ‘while the world-wide pharma-
ceutical market is worth more than $1 trillion, 
the market for vaccines makes up at most 3% 
of it.’29 The rapid development now of vaccines 
for Covid-19 shows that the industry will only 
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function with state aid or a certainty of financial 
return. 

Yet to point the finger solely at economic and 
financial vested interests as the cause of damag-
ing delay ignores the broader world-view of po-
litical leaders and influencers that allows those 
interests to dictate policy. As the Harvard econo-
mist Dani Rodrik has argued, ideas are crucial in 
shaping interests and the world views of global 
policymakers underpin their actions ‘in both eco-
nomic and political domains.’30

A clear example is in UK nuclear weapons 
policy where calculations of risk and cost are 
outweighed by the dogma of nuclear deterrence. 
The Ministry of Defence insists that nuclear 
weapons are needed to deter extreme threats that 
the nation might face ‘not just now, but those that 
might emerge in the decades to come.’31 This ap-
proach, first set out by Tony Blair when pressing 
for renewal of Britain’s Trident ‘deterrent’ force, 
means that it will never be safe to exist without 
such weapons. Nuclear disarmament is post-
poned until the [end of time].32 

Our collective failure to anticipate future ca-
tastrophe also arises from a preference as indi-
viduals to seek short-term gains and to discount 
future losses, and from a deep instinct to shut 
our eyes to unwelcome realities until we have no 
alternative. Behavioural scientists have studied 
the effects of ‘temporal discounting’: the prefer-
ence for immediate over long-term benefits even 
though the latter may be more worthwhile. In de-
mocracies this is encouraged by the brief time-
span of elected governments, but authoritarian 
regimes also have to take into account popular 
feeling.33

Those instincts that help us to cope with the 
uncertainties of life and so have been favoured by 
natural selection also render us less able to guard 
against real but more remote dangers. Studies 
have shown that the vast majority of the popula-
tion displays an ‘optimism bias,’ clinging to the 
hope that things will be better than they are likely 
to be. The neuroscientist Tali Sharot explains that 
even though the hope of a better future may be an 

illusion, it ‘keeps our minds at ease, lowers stress 
and improves physical health.’34

Also favoured by natural selection is the in-
stinct to suppress any thought of extinction 
whether personal or collective that might inhibit 
our ability to function effectively in the present 
time. This is the instinct famously labelled by the 
American anthropologist Ernest Becker as the 
‘denial of death.’35 

How to act in the future 
First, we need to better understand the many 

reasons for inaction or for tardy action when 
faced with existential risk as outlined in the sec-
tion above. In doing so, we also need to study the 
record of such agreements as have been achieved, 
to acknowledge the role of public pressure and 
scientific argument. This has sometimes been 
successful but usually only for a limited extent 
and time. Sufficient action will only occur when 
the threat is either actual or visibly imminent, 
and where it directly affects the constituency 
where a remedy is sought rather than occurring 
at a distance. 

HIV-AIDS was not tackled sufficiently until 
the deaths of thousands of mainly young males 
particularly in California and New York led to 
intensive medical research. Ebola was first iden-
tified in 1976, but research on a vaccine failed to 
interest any major pharmaceutical company until 
the WHO declared an emergency in 2014, amid 
fears that it might spread outside West Africa.36

On climate change, it is a lasting irony that the 
most effective international agreement reached 
so far has been the 1987 Montreal Protocol which 
phased out CFCs and other ozone-depleting sub-
stances, after fears of an ‘ozone hole’ in the at-
mosphere (technically an inaccurate description), 
which captured public imagination. The Climate 
Change Convention, reached at the 1992 Rio 
Summit, was achieved in the atmosphere of rela-
tive optimism after the cold war, but only result-
ed in statements of principle. It was another five 
years before the Kyoto Protocol, binding devel-
oped countries to reduce emissions, was agreed 
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and another ten years before this came into force. 
Nearly ten years after that, the agreement had 
only achieved mixed results.37 

World leaders from Eisenhower to Gorbachev 
have acknowledged the effect of public opinion 
upon nuclear weapons policy. However what got 
the Partial Test-ban Treaty over the line in 1963 
was above all the fear shared equally by the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union of China’s nuclear weapons 
program. A more general fear of nuclear prolifer-
ation drove the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty of 1971 – while it preserved the monopoly of 
the existing nuclear powers. A mixture of public 
pressure, economic argument and the thaw and 
ending of the cold war helped to achieve SALT 
and other agreements limiting the number of nu-
clear weapons. Yet the nuclear powers have con-
tinued to resist any move towards real nuclear 
disarmament and are united in opposing the UN 
2020 Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weap-
ons. Cynically, one might suggest that it will 
need a nuclear weapons accident or actual war to 
overcome their resistance – something which is 
not beyond the bounds of possibility. The disas-
trous nature of such a solution should impel us 
all the more urgently to find an alternative path.

The second requirement if we are to effective-
ly anticipate existential risk is to transform the 
way that we prioritise policies and plans. The top 
priority should be the interests of future genera-
tions: the current generation may survive, but the 
odds shorten for those who come after. The devel-
opment economist Frances Stewart has explored 
this in a recent paper,38 arguing that the principle 
that all people are of equal moral worth should 
apply as much to future as to current generations. 
Yet our political institutions ‘are almost invari-
ably based on the votes and interests alive today.’ 
Such institutions need to be ‘future-proofed’: A 
special UN agency should be created whose task 
is to represent future generations in all discus-
sions, while in the UK this responsibility should 
be assigned to a government minister and to a 
parliamentary commission. These would draw 
on the work of a growing number of research 

groups such as the Oxford Future of Humanity 
Institute and the Cambridge Centre for the Study 
of Existential Risk. A first step has already been 
made in Wales, under the Well-Being of Future 
Generations Act of 2015, and a few other coun-
tries including New Zealand and Malta have also 
taken action. To be effective more widely this 
will require a revolution in global governance. 
This may seem hard to achieve but as Greta 
Thunberg told the UN Climate Action Summit, 
‘the eyes of all future generations are upon you, 
and if you choose to fail us, I say, we will never 
forgive you.’39

Yet none of these goals will be achieved with-
out a more sustained and more successful chal-
lenge to the dominant world-view of state elites 
across the world, under more than one doctrinal 
flag, which has opened up the dire prospect of a 
new cold war. In the terms that they would un-
derstand, they are engaged in a zero-sum strug-
gle and, even worse, a lose-lose contest, that has 
already led to multiple disasters and could lead 
to a terminal one. In the terms that we use, the el-
evation of competition for profit, exploitation of 
natural resources for short-term gain, and disre-
gard of world poverty and inequality (while pro-
fessing the contrary) amount to a violation of the 
basic principles of humanity. These principles 
which have enabled the human race to survive 
and develop through peace and cooperation, al-
though constantly beset by hostile forces, need to 
be re-affirmed more than ever. 
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The military’s carbon bootprint
As the biggest single user of fossil fuels,  

why is the military exempt from the climate discussion?

Joyce Nelson

There is no question that, across the planet, the 
biggest user of fossil fuels is the military. All 

those fighter jets, tanks, naval vessels, air trans-
port vehicles, Jeeps, helicopters, humvees, and 
drones burn massive amounts of diesel, and gas 
daily, creating vast carbon emissions. So you’d 
think that discussions about the climate emer-
gency would focus on the military’s carbon boot-
print, or at least place it at the top of concerns.

But you would be wrong. Aside from a few 
lonely voices, the military is seemingly exempt 
from the climate discussion.

That was vividly apparent in December 2019, 
when the NATO summit coincided with the 
opening of COP25 in Spain. The NATO summit 
focused almost entirely on the Trump adminis-
tration’s harangue that NATO members aren’t 
spending nearly enough on military weapons. 
Meanwhile, COP25 focused on “carbon mar-
kets” and nations falling behind in their commit-
ments to the 2015 Paris Accord.

Those two “silos” should have been combined 
to reveal the absurd premise operating behind 
both: that somehow the climate emergency can 
be met without de-escalating the military. But as 
we shall see, that discussion is forbidden at the 
highest levels.

Canada’s military spending
That same disconnect was apparent during 

the 2019 Canadian federal election, which we 
were told was all about the climate. But through-
out the campaign, as far as I could determine, 
not a single mention was made of the fact that 
the Trudeau Liberal government has promised a 
whopping $62 billion in “new funding” for the 
military, raising Canada’s military spending to 

more than $553 billion over the next 20 years. 
That new funding includes $30 billion for 88 new 
fighter jets and 15 new warships by 2027.

Bids to build those 88 new jet fighters must be 
submitted by Spring 2020, with Boeing, Lock-
heed Martin, and Saab in fierce competition for 
the Canadian contracts.

Interestingly, Postmedia News has reported 
that of the top two contenders, Boeing’s Super 
Hornet fighter jet “costs about $18,000 [USD] an 
hour to operate compared to the [Lockheed Mar-
tin] F-35 which costs $44,000” per hour.

Lest readers assume that military pilots are 
paid CEO-level salaries, it’s important to state 
that all military hardware is horrifying fuel-in-
efficient, contributing to those high operating 
costs. Boston University’s Neta Crawford, co-au-
thor of a 2019 report entitled Pentagon Fuel Use, 
Climate Change, and the Costs of War, has noted 
that fighter jets are so fuel-inefficient that fuel 
use is measured in “gallons per mile” not miles 
per gallon, so “one plane can get five gallons per 
mile.” Similarly, according to Forbes, a tank like 
the M1 Abrams gets about 0.6 miles per gallon.

The Pentagon’s fuel use
According to the Costs of War report from 

the Watson Institute at Brown University, the 
US Department of Defence is “the single largest 
user” of fossil fuels in the world, and “the single 
largest producer of greenhouse gases (GHG) in 
the world.” That statement was echoed in a sim-
ilar 2019 study issued by Oliver Belcher, Benja-
min Neimark, and Patrick Bigger from Durham 
and Lancaster Universities, called Hidden Car-
bon Costs of the ‘Everywhere War.’ Both reports 
noted that “existing military aircraft and warships 
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[are] locking the US military into hydrocarbons 
for years to come.” The same could be said of 
other countries (like Canada) that are buying the 
military hardware.

Both reports state that in 2017 alone, the US 
military bought 269,230 barrels of oil per day and 
spent more than $8.6 billion on fuel for the air 
force, army, navy, and marines. But that 269,230 
bpd figure is only for “operational” fuel use – 
training, using, and sustaining the weapons hard-
ware – which is 70% of 
the military’s total fuel 
use. The figure does not 
include “institutional” 
fuel use – the fossil fuels 
used to maintain the US 
military’s domestic and 
foreign bases, which 
number more than 1,000 
around the world and 
account for 30% of total 
US military fuel use.

As Gar Smith, ed-
itor emeritus of Earth Island Journal, reported 
in 2016, “The Pentagon has admitted to burning 
350,000 barrels of oil a day (only 35 countries in 
the world consume more).”

The Elephant in the Room
In a remarkable piece, The Pentagon: The 

Climate Elephant, originally published by the In-
ternational Action Center and Global Research, 
Sara Flounders wrote in 2014: “There is an ele-
phant in the climate debate that by U.S. demand 
cannot be discussed or even seen.” That elephant 
is the fact that “the Pentagon has a blanket ex-
emption in all international climate agreements. 
Ever since the [COP4] Kyoto Protocol negotia-
tions in 1998, in an effort to gain US compliance, 
all US military operations worldwide and within 
the US are exempt from measurement or agree-
ments on [GHG] reduction.”

At these 1997-1998 COP4 negotiations, the 
Pentagon insisted on this “national security pro-
vision,” giving it an exemption from reducing – 

or even reporting – its greenhouse gas emissions. 
Moreover, the US military insisted in 1998 that 
at all future formal discussions on climate, dele-
gates are actually prevented from discussing the 
military’s carbon bootprint. Even if they wanted 
to discuss that, they can’t.

According to Flounders, that national security 
exemption includes “all multilateral operations 
such as the giant US-commanded NATO military 
alliance and AFRICOM [United States Africa 

Command], the US mil-
itary alliance now blan-
keting Africa.”

Ironically, the US 
under George W. Bush 
then refused to sign the 
Kyoto Protocol. Canada 
followed suit, withdraw-
ing from Kyoto in 2011.

Costs of War author 
Neta Crawford has pro-
vided further clarity on 
this military exemption. 

In a July 2019 interview, Crawford stated that 
the national security provision “specifically ex-
empted military bunker fuels and the military’s 
activities in war from being counted as part of the 
overall [GHG] emissions. That’s for every coun-
try. No country is required to report those [mili-
tary] emissions. So it’s not unique [to the US] in 
that respect.”

So in 1998, the US obtained an exemption for 
all countries’ militaries from having to report, 
or cut, their carbon emissions. This privileging 
of war and the military (indeed, the entire mili-
tary-industrial complex) has largely escaped no-
tice for the past twenty years, even by climate 
activists.

As far as I can determine, no climate negoti-
ator or politician or Big Green organization has 
ever blown the whistle or even mentioned these 
military exemptions to the press – a “cone of si-
lence” that is baffling.

In fact, according to Canadian researcher Ta-
mara Lorincz, who wrote a 2014 draft working 

“There is an elephant in the 
climate debate that by U.S. 

demand cannot be discussed 
or even seen.” That elephant 
is the fact that “the Pentagon 

has a blanket exemption 
in all international climate 

agreements.”
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paper entitled Demilitarization for Deep De-
carbonization for the Swiss-based International 
Peace Bureau, in 1997 “then-US Vice-President 
Al Gore joined the American negotiating team in 
Kyoto,” and was able to secure the military ex-
emption.

Even more baffling, in a 2019 op-ed for the 
New York Review of Books, climate activist Bill 
McKibben defended the military’s carbon boot-
print, stating that the Pentagon’s “use of energy 
pales next to that of the civilian population,” and 
that “the military has actually been doing a not-
too-shabby job of driving down its emissions.”

At the COP21 meetings that led to the 2015 
Paris Climate Agreement, a decision was made 
to allow each nation-state to determine which na-
tional sectors should make emissions cuts before 
2030. Apparently, most nations have decided that 
the military exemption (especially for “opera-
tional” fuel use) should be maintained.

In Canada, for example, shortly after the re-
cent federal election, The Globe & Mail reported 
the re-elected Liberal minority government has 
listed seven departments that will play “major” 
roles in cutting carbon emissions: Finance, Glob-
al Affairs, Innovation, Science and Economic 
Development, Environment, Natural Resources, 
Intergovernmental Affairs, and Justice. Conspic-

uously absent is the Department of National De-
fence (DND). On its website, the DND touts its 
“efforts to meet or exceed” the federal emissions 
target, but notes that those efforts are “excluding 
military fleets” – i.e., the very military hardware 
that burns so much fuel.

In November 2019, the Green Budget Coali-
tion – comprised of some 22 leading Canadian 
NGOs – released its 2020 carbon-cutting recom-
mendations for federal departments, but made 
no mention at all of military GHG emissions or 
the DND itself. As a result, the military/climate 
change “cone of silence” continues.

Section 526
In 2010, military analyst Nick Turse report-

ed that the US Department of Defense (DOD) 
awards many billions of dollars in energy con-
tracts each year, with most of the money going to 
purchase bulk fuel. Those DOD contracts (worth 
more than $16 billion in 2009) go primarily to 
top petroleum suppliers like Shell, ExxonMobil, 
Valero, and BP (the companies named by Turse).

All four of these companies were and are in-
volved in tar sands extraction and refining.

In 2007, US legislators were debating the new 
US Energy Security and Independence Act. Some 
policymakers concerned about climate change, 
led by Democratic congressman Henry Waxman, 
managed to insert a provision called Section 526, 
which made it illegal for US government depart-
ments or agencies to buy fossil fuels which have 
a large carbon footprint.

Given that the DOD is by far the largest gov-
ernment department purchasing fossil fuels, Sec-
tion 526 was clearly directed at the DOD. And 
given that the production, refining, and burning 
of Alberta tar sands crude releases at least 23% 
more GHG emissions than conventional oil, Sec-
tion 526 was also clearly directed at tar sands 
crude (and other heavy oils).

“This provision,” Waxman wrote, “ensures 
that federal agencies are not spending taxpayer 
dollars on new fuel sources that will exacerbate 
global warming.”Boeing Super Hornets (U.S. Navy)
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Somehow, Section 526 was overlooked by the 
powerful oil lobby in Washington and it became 
law in the U.S. in 2007, prompting the Canadian 
embassy to fly into action.

As The Tyee’s Geoff Dembicki wrote years 
later (March 15, 2011), “Canadian embassy staff 
had by early Feb. 2008 flagged the provision to 
the American Petroleum Institute, ExxonMobil, 
BP, Chevron, Marathon, Devon, and Encana, in-
ternal emails reveal.”

The American Petroleum Institute formed a 
Section 526 “working group” that met with Ca-
nadian embassy staff and Alberta representatives, 
while Canada’s ambassador to the US at the time, 
Michael Wilson “wrote to the US Secretary of 
Defense that month, stating that Canada did not 
want to see Section 526 applied to fossil fuels 
produced from Alberta’s oil sands,” Dembicki 
wrote.

Was Wilson’s letter an attempt to save lucra-
tive bulk fuel contracts issued by DOD to compa-

nies (such as Shell, ExxonMobil, Valero, and BP) 
involved in the tar sands?

The intense lobbying worked. The DOD’s 
bulk fuels procurement agency, the Defence Lo-
gistics Agency – Energy, refused to allow Section 
526 to apply to, or change, its procurement prac-
tices, and later withstood a similar Section 526 
challenge mounted by US environmental groups.

In 2013, Tom Corcoran, executive director for 
the Washington-based Center for North Ameri-
can Energy Security, told The Globe & Mail in 
2013, “I would say it’s a major victory for the 
Canadian oil sands producers because they sup-
ply a significant amount of the crude oil that is 
refined and converted to product for the Depart-
ment of Defence.”

“Thinking Bigger”
In November 2019, former US president Jim-

my Carter wrote an impassioned op-ed for Time 
Magazine, arguing that “empowering women 
and girls” can help solve the climate crisis. He 
stated that the climate emergency is potentially 
so dire, and the time-frame for action so short, 
that we must stop “tinkering at the edges of our 
global energy industry” and instead “think big-
ger, act quicker, and include everyone.”

But Carter never once mentions the military, 
which apparently is not included in his definition 
of “everyone.”

Unless we actually do start to “think bigger” 
and work to dismantle the war machine (and 
NATO), there is little hope. While the rest of us 
attempt to transition to a low-carbon future, the 
military has carte blanche to burn all the fossil fu-
els it wants in its hardware for never-ending war 
– a situation that exists largely because most peo-
ple know nothing about the military exemption 
from climate emissions reporting and cutting.

Award-winning author Joyce Nelson’s latest 
book, Bypassing Dystopia, is published by Wa-
tershed Sentinel books. This article appeared in 
the February-March 2020 issue of Watershed 
Sentinel.
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HIROSHIMA AT 77 
Another Hiroshima is coming  

— unless we stop it now
Hiroshima and Nagasaki were acts of premeditated mass murder 
unleashing a weapon of intrinsic criminality. They were justified 

by lies that form the bedrock of 21st century U.S. war propaganda, 
casting a new enemy, and target – China.

John Pilger

When I first went to Hiroshima in 1967, the 
shadow on the steps was still there. It was 

an almost perfect impression of a human being 
at ease: legs splayed, back bent, one hand by her 
side as she sat waiting for a bank to open.

At a quarter past eight on the morning of Au-
gust 6, 1945, she and her silhouette were burned 
into the granite.

I stared at the shadow for an hour or more, 
then I walked down to the river where the survi-
vors still lived in shanties.

I met a man called Yukio, whose chest was 
etched with the pattern of the shirt he was wear-
ing when the atomic bomb was dropped. 

He described a huge flash over the city, “a 
bluish light, something like an electrical short,” 
after which wind blew like a tornado and black 
rain fell. “I was thrown on the ground and no-
ticed only the stalks of my flowers were left. Ev-
erything was still and quiet, and when I got up, 
there were people naked, not saying anything. 
Some of them had no skin or hair. I was certain I 
was dead.”

Nine years later, I returned to look for him and 
he was dead from leukemia.

“No Radioactivity in Hiroshima Ruin” said 
a  New York Times  headline on September 13, 
1945, a classic of planted disinformation. “Gen-

eral Farrell,” reported William H. Lawrence, “de-
nied categorically that [the atomic bomb] pro-
duced a dangerous, lingering radioactivity.” 

Only one reporter, Australian Wilfred Bur-
chett, had braved the perilous journey to Hiro-
shima in the immediate aftermath of the atomic 
bombing, in defiance of the Allied occupation au-
thorities, which controlled the “press pack.”

“I write this as a warning to the world,” report-
ed Burchett in the London  Daily Express  of 
September 5,1945. Sitting in the rubble with 
his Baby Hermes typewriter, he described hos-
pital wards filled with people with no visible 
injuries who were dying from what he called 
“an atomic plague.”

For this, his 
press accreditation 
was withdrawn, he 
was pilloried and 
smeared. His wit-
ness to the truth 
was never forgiven.

The atomic 
bombing of Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki was an act of premedi-
tated mass murder that unleashed a weapon 
of intrinsic criminality. It was justified by 
lies that form the bedrock of America’s war 

Wilfred Burchett
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propaganda in the 21st century, casting a 
new enemy, and target – China.

During the 75 years since Hiroshima, the most 
enduring lie is that the atomic bomb was dropped 
to end the war in the Pacific and to save lives.

“Even without the atomic bombing attacks,” 
concluded the United States Strategic Bombing 
Survey of 1946, “air supremacy over Japan could 
have exerted sufficient pressure to bring about 
unconditional surrender and obviate the need for 
invasion. “Based on a detailed in-
vestigation of all the facts, and sup-
ported by the testimony of the sur-
viving Japanese leaders involved, 
it is the Survey’s opinion that … 
Japan would have surrendered 
even if the atomic bombs had not 
been dropped, even if Russia had 
not entered the war [against Japan] 
and even if no invasion had been 
planned or contemplated.”

The National Archives in Wash-
ington contains documented Japanese peace 
overtures as early as 1943. None was pursued. 
A cable sent on May 5, 1945 by the German am-
bassador in Tokyo and intercepted by the U.S. 
made clear the Japanese were desperate to sue for 
peace, including “capitulation even if the terms 
were hard.” Nothing was done.

The U.S. Secretary of War, Henry Stimson, 
told President Truman he was “fearful” that the 
U.S. Air Force would have Japan so “bombed 
out” that the new weapon would not be able “to 
show its strength.” Stimson later admitted that 
“no effort was made, and none was seriously 
considered, to achieve surrender merely in order 
not to have to use the [atomic] bomb.”

Stimson’s foreign policy colleagues — look-
ing ahead to the post-war era they were then 
shaping “in our image,” as Cold War planner 
George Kennan famously put it — made clear 
they were eager “to browbeat the Russians with 
the [atomic] bomb held rather ostentatiously on 
our hip.” General Leslie Groves, director of the 
Manhattan Project that made the atomic bomb, 

testified: “There was never any illusion on my 
part that Russia was our enemy, and that the proj-
ect was conducted on that basis.”

The day after Hiroshima was obliterated, 
President Harry Truman voiced his satisfaction 
with the “overwhelming success” of “the exper-
iment.”

The “experiment” continued long after the 
war was over. Between 1946 and 1958, the 
United States exploded 67 nuclear bombs in the 

Marshall Islands in the Pacific: the 
equivalent of more than one Hiro-
shima every day for 12 years.

The human and environmental 
consequences were catastrophic. 
During the filming of my documen-
tary,  The Coming War on China, I 
chartered a small aircraft and flew to 
Bikini Atoll in the Marshalls. It was 
here that the United States exploded 
the world’s first Hydrogen Bomb. 

It remains poisoned earth. My shoes 
registered “unsafe” on my Geiger counter. Palm 
trees stood in unworldly formations. There were 
no birds.

I trekked through the jungle to the concrete 
bunker where, at 6.45 on the morning of March 1, 
1954, the button was pushed. The sun, which had 
risen, rose again and vaporised an entire island in 
the lagoon, leaving a vast black hole, which from 
the air is a menacing spectacle: a deathly void in 
a place of beauty.

The radioactive fall-out spread quickly and 
“unexpectedly.” The official history claims “the 
wind changed suddenly.” It was the first of many 
lies, as declassified documents and the victims’ 
testimony reveal.

Gene Curbow, a meteorologist assigned to 
monitor the test site, said, “They knew where the 
radioactive fall-out was going to go. Even on the 
day of the shot, they still had an opportunity to 
evacuate people, but [people] were not evacu-
ated; I was not evacuated… The United States 
needed some guinea pigs to study what the ef-
fects of radiation would do.”

John Pilger
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Like Hiroshima, the secret of the Marshall Is-
lands was a calculated experiment on the lives of 
large numbers of people. This was Project 4.1, 
which began as a scientific study of mice and be-
came an experiment on “human beings exposed 
to the radiation of a nuclear weapon.”

The Marshall Islanders I met in 2015 — like 
the survivors of Hiroshima I interviewed in the 
1960s and 70s — suffered from a range of can-
cers, commonly thyroid cancer; thousands had 
already died. Miscarriages and stillbirths were 
common; those babies who lived were often de-
formed horribly.

Unlike Bikini, nearby Rongelap atoll had not 
been evacuated during the H-Bomb test. Directly 

downwind of Bikini, Rongelap’s skies darkened 
and it rained what first appeared to be snow-
flakes. Food and water were contaminated; and 
the population fell victim to cancers. That is still 
true today.

I met Nerje Joseph, who showed me a pho-
tograph of herself as a child on Rongelap. She 
had terrible facial burns and much of her was 
hair missing. “We were bathing at the well on the 
day the bomb exploded,” she said. “White dust 
started falling from the sky. I reached to catch the 
powder. We used it as soap to wash our hair. A 
few days later, my hair started falling out.”

Lemoyo Abon said, “Some of us were in ag-
ony. Others had diarrhoea. We were terrified. We 
thought it must be the end of the world.”

U.S. official archive film I included in my film 
refers to the islanders as “amenable savages.” In 
the wake of the explosion, a U.S. Atomic Energy 
Agency official is seen boasting that Rongelap 
“is by far the most contaminated place on earth,” 
adding, “it will be interesting to get a measure of 
human uptake when people live in a contaminat-
ed environment.”

American scientists, including medical doc-
tors, built distinguished careers studying the “hu-
man uptake.” There they are in flickering film, in 
their white coats, attentive with their clipboards. 
When an islander died in his teens, his family re-
ceived a sympathy card from the scientist who 
studied him.

I have reported from five nuclear “ground ze-
ros” throughout the world — in Japan, the Mar-
shall Islands, Nevada, Polynesia and Maralinga 
in Australia. Even more than my experience as a 
war correspondent, this has taught me about the 
ruthlessness and immorality of great power: that 
is,  imperial  power, whose cynicism is the true 
enemy of humanity.

This struck me forcibly when I filmed at Ta-
ranaki Ground Zero at Maralinga in the Austra-
lian desert. In a dish-like crater was an obelisk on 
which was inscribed: “A British atomic weapon 
was test exploded here on 9 October 1957.” On 
the rim of the crater was this sign:

Marshall Islander Nerje Joseph with a photo-
graph of her as a child soon after the H-Bomb 

exploded on March 1, 1954.
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WARNING: RADIATION HAZARD

Radiation levels for a few hundred metres 
around this point may be above those 

considered safe for permanent occupation.

For as far as the eye could see, and beyond, 
the ground was irradiated. Raw plutonium lay 
about, scattered like talcum powder: plutonium 
is so dangerous to humans that a third of a milli-
gram gives a 50 percent chance of cancer.

The only people who might have seen the sign 
were Indigenous Australians, for whom there was 
no warning. According to an official account, if 
they were lucky “they were shooed off like rab-
bits.” 

The Enduring Menace
Today, an unprecedented campaign of pro-

paganda is shooing us all off like rabbits.  We 
are not meant to question the daily torrent of 
anti-Chinese rhetoric, which is rapidly overtak-
ing the torrent of anti-Russia rhetoric. Anything 
Chinese is bad, anathema, a threat: Wuhan …. 
Huawei. How confusing it is when “our” most 
reviled leader says so.

The current phase of this campaign began 
not with Trump but with Barack Obama, who 
in 2011 flew to Australia to declare the greatest 
build-up of U.S. naval forces in the Asia-Pacific 
region since World War Two. Suddenly, China 
was a “threat.” 

This was nonsense, of course. What was 
threatened was America’s unchallenged psycho-
pathic view of itself as the richest, the most suc-
cessful, the most “indispensable” nation.

What was never in dispute was its prowess as a 
bully — with more than 30 members of the Unit-
ed Nations suffering American sanctions of some 
kind and a trail of the blood running through de-
fenceless countries bombed, their governments 
overthrown, their elections interfered with, their 
resources plundered.

Obama’s declaration became known as the 
“pivot to Asia.” One of its principal advocates 
was his Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton, who, 
as WikiLeaks revealed, wanted to rename the Pa-
cific Ocean “the American Sea.”

Whereas Clinton never concealed her war-
mongering, Obama was a maestro of marketing. 
“I state clearly and with conviction,” said the 
new president in 2009, “that America’s commit-

Baker Shot: a 1946 U.S. nuclear test at Bikini Atoll, Marshall Islands. 

(UNESCO)
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ment is to seek the peace and security of a world 
without nuclear weapons.”

Obama increased spending on nuclear war-
heads faster than any president since the end of 
the Cold War. A “usable” nuclear weapon was de-
veloped. Known as the B61 Model 12, it means, 
according to General James Cartwright, former 
vice-chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, that “going 
smaller [makes its use] more thinkable.”

The target is China. Today, more than 400 
American military bases almost encircle China 
with missiles, bombers, warships and  nuclear 
weapons. From Australia north through the Pa-
cific to South-East Asia, Japan and Korea and 
across Eurasia to Afghanistan and India, the bas-
es form, as one U.S. strategist told me, “the per-
fect noose.”  

The Unthinkable
A study by the RAND Corporation – which, 

since Vietnam, has planned America’s wars – is 
entitled War with China: Thinking Through the 
Unthinkable. Commissioned by the U.S. Army, 
the authors evoke the infamous catch cry of its 
chief Cold War strategist, Herman Kahn – “think-
ing the unthinkable.” Kahn’s book, On Thermo-
nuclear War, elaborated a plan for a “winnable” 
nuclear war.

Kahn’s apocalyptic view is shared by Trump’s 
Secretary of State Mike Pompeo, an evangelical 
fanatic who believes in the “rapture of the End.” 
He is perhaps the most dangerous man alive. 
“I was CIA director,” he boasted, “We lied, we 
cheated, we stole. It was like we had entire train-
ing courses.” Pompeo’s obsession is China.

The endgame of Pompeo’s extremism is 
rarely if ever discussed in the Anglo-American 
media, where the myths and fabrications about 
China are standard fare, as were the lies about 
Iraq. A virulent racism is the sub-text of this pro-
paganda. Classified “yellow” even though they 
were white, the Chinese are the only ethnic group 
to have been banned by an “exclusion act” from 
entering the United States, because they were 
Chinese. Popular culture declared them sinister, 
untrustworthy, “sneaky,” depraved, diseased, im-
moral.

An Australian magazine,  The Bulletin, was 
devoted to promoting fear of the “yellow peril” 
as if all of Asia was about to fall down on the 
whites-only colony by the force of gravity.

As the historian Martin Powers writes, ac-
knowledging China’s modernism, its secular mo-
rality and “contributions to liberal thought threat-
ened European face, so it became necessary to 
suppress China’s role in the Enlightenment de-
bate …. For centuries, China’s threat to the myth 
of Western superiority has made it an easy target 
for race-baiting.”

In the Sydney Morning Herald, tireless Chi-
na-basher Peter Hartcher described those who 
spread Chinese influence in Australia as “rats, 
flies, mosquitoes and sparrows.” Hartcher, who 
favourably quotes the American demagogue 
Steve Bannon, likes to interpret the “dreams” of 
the current Chinese elite, to which he is appar-
ently privy. These are inspired by yearnings for 
the “Mandate of Heaven” of 2,000 years ago. Ad 
nausea.

To combat this “mandate,” the Australian gov-
ernment of Scott Morrison has committed one of 
the most secure countries on earth, whose major 
trading partner is China, to hundreds of billions 

‘The Chinese Octopus,’ The Bulletin, Sydney 
1886, an early promoter of the “Yellow Peril” 

and other stereotypes.
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of dollars’ worth of American missiles that can 
be fired at China.

The trickledown is already evident. In a coun-
try historically scarred by violent racism towards 
Asians, Australians of Chinese descent have 
formed a vigilante group to protect delivery rid-
ers. Phone videos show a delivery rider punched 
in the face and a Chinese couple racially abused 
in a supermarket. Between April and June, there 
were almost 400 racist attacks on Asian-Austra-
lians.

“We are not your enemy,” a high-ranking 
strategist in China told me, “but if you [in the 
West] decide we are, we must prepare without 
delay.” China’s arsenal is small compared with 
America’s, but it is growing fast, especially the 
development of maritime missiles designed to 
destroy fleets of ships.

“For the first time,” wrote Gregory Kulacki of 
the Union of Concerned Scientists, “China is dis-
cussing putting its nuclear missiles on high alert 
so that they can be launched quickly on warning 
of an attack… This would be a significant and 
dangerous change in Chinese policy…”

In Washington, I met Amitai Etzioni, dis-
tinguished professor of international affairs at 
George Washington University, who wrote that 
a “blinding attack on China” was planned, “with 

strikes that could be mistakenly perceived [by 
the Chinese] as pre-emptive attempts to take out 
its nuclear weapons, thus cornering them into a 
terrible use-it-or-lose-it dilemma [that would] 
lead to nuclear war.”

In 2019, the U.S. staged its biggest single mil-
itary exercise since the Cold War, much of it in 
high secrecy. An armada of ships and long-range 
bombers rehearsed an “Air-Sea Battle Concept 
for China” – ASB – blocking sea lanes in the 
Straits of Malacca and cutting off China’s access 
to oil, gas and other raw materials from the Mid-
dle East and Africa.

It is fear of such a blockade that has seen Chi-
na develop its Belt and Road Initiative along the 
old Silk Road to Europe and urgently build stra-
tegic airstrips on disputed reefs and islets in the 
Spratly Islands.

In Shanghai, I met Lijia Zhang, a Beijing 
journalist and novelist, typical of a new class of 
outspoken mavericks. Her best-selling book has 
the ironic title Socialism Is Great! Having grown 
up in the chaotic, brutal Cultural Revolution, she 
has travelled and lived in the U.S. and Europe. 
“Many Americans imagine,” she said, “that Chi-
nese people live a miserable, repressed life with 
no freedom whatsoever. The [idea of] the yellow 
peril has never left them… They have no idea 
there are some 500 million people being lifted 
out of poverty, and some would say it’s 600 mil-
lion.”

Modern China’s epic achievements, its defeat 
of mass poverty, and the pride and contentment 
of its people (measured forensically by American 
pollsters such as Pew) are wilfully unknown or 
misunderstood in the West. This alone is a com-
mentary on the lamentable state of Western jour-
nalism and the abandonment of honest reporting.

China’s repressive dark side and what we like 
to call its “authoritarianism” are the facade we 
are allowed to see almost exclusively. It is as if 
we are fed unending tales of the evil super-villain 
Dr. Fu Manchu. And it is time we asked why: 
before it is too late to stop the next Hiroshima.

First published Aug. 3, 2020

Obama increased spending on nuclear 
warheads faster than any president since 

the end of the Cold War. 
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The Dawn of the Apocalypse
We were warned for decades about the death march we are on  

because of global warming. And yet, the global ruling class  
continues to frog-march us towards extinction.

Chris Hedges

The past week has seen record-breaking heat 
waves across Europe. Wildfires have ripped 

through Spain, Portugal and France. London’s 
fire brigade experienced itsbusiest day  since 
World War II. The U.K. saw its  hottest day  on 
record of 104.54 Fahrenheit. 

In China, more than a dozen cities issued the 
“highest possible heat warning” this weekend 
with over 900 million people in China enduring a 
scorching heat wave along with severe flooding 
and landslides across large swathes of southern 
China. Dozens of people have died. 
Millions of Chinese have been dis-
placed. Economic losses run into 
the billions of yuan. Droughts, 
which have destroyed crops, killed 
livestock and forced many to flee 
their homes, are creating a potential 
famine in the Horn of Africa. 

More than 100 million peo-
ple in the United States  are under 
heat alerts  in more than two dozen states from 
temperatures in the mid-to-upper 90s and low 
100s. Wildfires have destroyed thousands of acres 
in California. More than 73 percent of New Mex-
ico  is suffering from an “extreme” or “severe” 
drought. Thousands of people had to flee from 
a fast-moving brush fire near Yosemite National 
Park on Saturday and 2,000 homes and business-
es lost power. 

It is not as if we were not warned. It is not 
as if we lacked scientific evidence. It is not as if 
we could not see the steady ecological degener-
ation and species extinction. And yet, we did not 
act. The result will be mass death with victims 

dwarfing the murderous rampages of fascism, 
Stalinism and Mao Zedong’s China combined. 
The desperate response is to burn more coal, es-
pecially with the soaring cost of natural gas and 
oil, and extend the life of nuclear power plants to 
sustain the economy and produce cool air. It is a 
self-defeating response. Joe Biden has approved 
more new oil drilling permits than Donald Trump. 
Once the power outages begin, as in India, the 
heat waves will exact a grim toll. 

“Half of humanity is in the danger zone, from 
floods, droughts, extreme storms 
and wildfires,” U.N Secretary Gen-
eral António Guterres told ministers 
from 40 countries meeting to discuss 
the climate crisis on July 18. “No 
nation is immune. Yet we continue 
to feed our fossil fuel addiction.”

“We have a choice,” he added. 
“Collective action or collective sui-
cide.”

The Anthropocene Age – the age of humans, 
which has caused  extinctions of plant and ani-
mal species and the pollution of the soil, air and 
oceans – is accelerating. Sea levels are rising three 
times faster than predicted. The arctic ice is van-
ishing at rates that were unforeseen. Even if we 
stop carbon emissions today – we have already 
reached 419 parts per million – carbon dioxide 
concentrations will continue to climb to as high 
as 550 ppm because of heat trapped in the oceans. 
Global temperatures, even in the most optimistic 
of scenarios, will rise for at least another century. 
This assumes we confront this crisis. The earth is 
becoming inhospitable to most life.

Chris Hedges
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The average global temperature has risen by 
about 1.1 Celsius (1.9 degrees Fahrenheit) since 
1880. We are approaching a  tipping point  of  2 
degrees Celsius when the biosphere will become 
so degraded nothing can save us. 

The ruling class for decades denied the reality 
of the climate crisis or acknowledged the crisis 
and did nothing. We sleepwalked into catastro-
phe. Record heat waves. Monster droughts. Shifts 
in rainfall patterns. Declining  crop yields. 
The  melting of the polar ice caps  and glaciers 
resulting in  sea level rise.  Flooding.  Wild-
fires.  Pandemics. The  breakdown of supply 
chains.  Mass migrations.  Ex-
panding deserts. The  acid-
ification of the oceans  that 
extinguishes sea life, the 
food source for billions of 
people. Feedback loops will see 
one environmental catastrophe 
worsen another environmental 
catastrophe. The breakdown 
will be nonlinear. These are the 
harbingers of the future. 

Social coercion and the rule 
of law will disintegrate. This 
is taking place in many parts 
of the global south. A ruthless 
security and surveillance appa-
ratus, along with heavily militarized police, will 
turn industrial nations into climate fortresses to 
keep out refugees and prevent uprisings by an in-
creasingly desperate public. The ruling oligarchs 
will retreat to protected compounds where they 
will have access to services and amenities, in-
cluding food, water and medical care, denied to 
the rest of us. 

Voting, lobbying, petitioning, donating to en-
vironmental lobby groups, divestment campaigns 
and protesting to force the global ruling class to 
address the climate catastrophe proved no more 
effective than scrofula victims’ superstitious ap-
peals to Henry VIII to cure them with  a royal 
touch. In 1900 the burning of fossil fuel – mostly 
coal – produced about  2 billion tons  of carbon 

dioxide a year. That number had risen threefold 
by 1950. Today the level is 20 times higher than 
the 1900 figure. During the last 60 years the 
increase in CO2 was an estimated 100 times fast-
er than what the earth experienced during the 
transition from the last ice age. 

The last time the earth’s temperature rose 4 
degrees Celsius, the polar ice caps did not exist 
and the seas were hundreds of feet above their 
current levels. 

You can watch my two-part interview with 
Roger Hallam, the co-founder of the resistance 
group Extinction Rebellion, on the climate emer-

gency on the internet. 
There are three mathematical 

models for the future: a massive 
die-off of perhaps 70 percent of 
the human population and then 
an uneasy stabilization; extinc-
tion of humans and most other 
species; an immediate and rad-
ical reconfiguration of human 
society to protect the biosphere. 
This third scenario is dependent 
on an immediate halt to the pro-
duction and consumption of fos-
sil fuels, converting to a plant-
based diet to end the  animal 
agriculture industry – almost as 

large a contributor to greenhouse gasses as the 
fossil fuel industry – greening the deserts and 
restoring rainforests. 

We knew for decades what harnessing a 
hundred million years of sunlight stored in the 
form of coal and petroleum would do to the cli-
mate. As early as the 1930s British engineer Guy 
Stewart Callendar suggested that increased CO2 
was warming the planet. In the late 1970s into 
the 1980s, scientists at companies such as Exx-
on and Shell determined that the burning of fossil 
fuels was contributing to rising global tempera-
ture. 

“[T]here is concern among some scientific 
groups that once the effects are measurable, they 
might not be reversible and little could be done to 

The mania for 
ceaseless economic 

expansion and 
exploitation, 

accelerated by 
the Industrial 

Revolution two and 
a half centuries ago, 
has become a curse, 

a death sentence.
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correct the situation in the short term,” a 1982 in-
ternal briefing for Exxon’s management noted.

NASA’s  Dr. James Hansen  told  the U.S. 
Senate in 1988 that the buildup of CO2 and other 
gasses were behind the rise in heat. 

But by 1989 Exxon, Shell and other fossil 
fuel corporations decided the risks to their prof-
its from major curbs in fossil fuel extraction and 
consumption was unacceptable. They invested in 
heavy lobbying and funding of faux research and 
propagandacampaigns to discredit the science on 
the climate emergency.

Christian Parenti in his book Tropic of Chaos: 
Climate Change and the New Geography of Vi-
olence quotes from “The Age of Consequences: 
The Foreign Policy and National Security Impli-
cations of Global Climate Change,” a 2007 report 
produced by the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studies and the Center for a New Ameri-
can Security. R. James Woolsey, former director 
of the Central Intelligence Agency, writes in the 
report’s final section:

In a world that sees two meter sea level rise, 
with continued flooding ahead, it will take ex-
traordinary effort for the United States, or in-
deed any country, to look beyond its own sal-
vation. All of the ways in which human beings 
have dealt with natural disasters in the past…
could come together in one conflagration: 
rage at government’s inability to deal with the 
abrupt and unpredictable crises; religious fer-
vor, perhaps even a dramatic rise in millennial 

end-of-day cults; hostility and violence to-
wards migrants and minority groups, at a time 
of demographic change and increased global 
migration; intra-and interstate conflict over re-
sources, particularly food and fresh water. Al-
truism and generosity would likely be blunted.

The profits from fossil fuels, and the lifestyle 
the burning of fossil fuels afforded to the privi-
leged on the planet, overrode a rational response. 
The failure is homicidal.

Clive Hamilton in his  Requiem for a Spe-
cies: Why We Resist the Truth About Climate 
Change describes a dark relief that comes from 
accepting that “catastrophic climate change is 
virtually certain.”

“But accepting intellectually is not the same 
as accepting emotionally the possibility that the 
world as we know it is headed for a horrible 
end,” Hamilton writes. “It’s the same with our 
own deaths; we all ‘accept’ that we will die, but it 
is only when death is imminent that we confront 
the true meaning of our mortality.”

Environmental campaigners, from the Sierra 
Club to 350.org, woefully misread the global rul-
ing class, believing they could be pressured or 
convinced to carry out the seismic reconfigura-
tions to halt the descent into a climate hell. These 
environmental organizations believed in empow-
ering people through hope, even if the hope was 
based on a lie. They were unable or unwilling to 
speak the truth. These climate “Pollyannas,” as 
Hamilton calls them, “adopt the same tactic as 
doom-mongers, but in reverse. Instead of taking 
a very small risk of disaster and exaggerating it, 
they take a very high risk of disaster and mini-
mize it.”

Humans have inhabited cities and states for 
6,000 years, “a mere 0.2 percent of the two and a 
half million years since our first ancestor sharp-
ened a stone,” the anthropologist Ronald Wright 
notes in A Short History of Progress. The myr-
iad of civilizations built over these 6,000 years 
have all decayed and collapsed, most through 
a thoughtless depletion of the natural resources 
that sustained them. 

Environmental campaigners, 
from the Sierra Club to  

350.org, woefully misread the 
global ruling class, believing 

they could be pressured or 
convinced to carry out the 
seismic reconfigurations  
to halt the descent into  

a climate hell. 
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The latest iteration of global civilization was 
dominated by Europeans, who used industri-
al warfare and genocide to control much of the 
planet. Europeans and Euro-Americans launched 
a 500-year-long global rampage of conquer-
ing, plundering, looting, exploiting and pollut-
ing the earth – as well as killing the indigenous 
communities,  the caretakers of the environment 
for thousands of years  – that stood in the way. 
The mania for ceaseless economic expansion 
and exploitation, accelerated by the Industrial 
Revolution two and a half centuries ago, has 
become a curse, a death sentence. 

Anthropologists, including Joseph Tainter 
in  The Collapse of Complex Societies, Charles 
L. Redman in Human Impact on Ancient Envi-
ronments and Ronald Wright in A Short History 
of Progress,  have laid out the familiar patterns 
that lead to systems breakdown. Civilizations, as 
Tainter writes, are “fragile, impermanent things.” 
Collapse, he writes, “is a recurrent feature of hu-
man societies.”

This time the whole planet will go down. 
There will, with this final collapse, be no new 
lands left to exploit, no new peoples to subjugate 
or new civilizations to replace the old. We will 
have used up the world’s resources, leaving the 

planet as desolate as the final days 
of a denuded Easter Island.

Collapse comes throughout hu-
man history to complex societies 
not long after they reach their pe-
riod of greatest magnificence and 
prosperity. 

“One of the most pathetic as-
pects of human history is that ev-
ery civilization expresses itself 
most pretentiously, compounds its 
partial and universal values most 
convincingly, and claims immor-
tality for its finite existence at 
the very moment when the decay 
which leads to death has already 
begun,” the theologian Reinhold 
Niebuhr writes in  Beyond Trag-

edy: Essays on the Christian Interpretation of 
Tragedy.

The very things that cause societies to prosper 
in the short run, especially new ways to exploit 
the environment such as the invention of irriga-
tion or use of fossil fuels, lead to disaster in the 
long run. This is what Wright calls the “progress 
trap.” 

“We have set in motion an industrial machine 
of such complexity and such dependence on ex-
pansion,” Wright notes, “that we do not know 
how to make do with less or move to a steady 
state in terms of our demands on nature.”

The U.S. military, intent on dominating the 
globe, is the  single largest  institutional emitter 
of greenhouse gasses, according to a report from 
Brown University. This is the same military that 
has designated global warming a “threat multipli-
er” and “an accelerant of instability or conflict.”

The powerlessness many will feel in the face of 

“We have a choice.  
Collective action or collective suicide.” 
– UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres

Bibliography and Reading List
For more resources on the issues discussed 
in this book, see the online bibliography at 
www.connexions.org/CxLibrary/Docs/
CxL-WPMBiblio.htm
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ecological and economic chaos 
will unleash further collective 
delusions, such as fundamen-
talist beliefs in a god or gods 
who will come back to earth 
and save us. The Christian right 
provides a haven for this magi-
cal thinking. Crisis cults spread 
rapidly among Native Ameri-
can societies in the later part of 
the 19th century as the buffalo 
herds and the remaining tribes 
faced extermination. The Ghost 
Dance held out the hope that all 
the horrors of white civilization 
— the railroads, the murderous 
cavalry units, the timber mer-
chants, the mine speculators, 
the hated tribal agencies, the 
barbed wire, the machine guns, 
even the white man himself — 
would disappear. Our psycho-
logical hard wiring is no differ-
ent.

The greatest existential cri-
sis of our time is to at once be 
willing to accept the bleak-
ness before us and  resist.  The 
global ruling class has forfeited 
its legitimacy and credibility. 
It must be replaced. This will 
require sustained mass civil 
disobedience, such as those 
mounted by  Extinction Rebel-
lion, to drive the global rulers 
from power. Once the rulers see 
us as a real threat they will be-
come vicious, even barbaric, in 
their efforts to cling to their po-
sitions of privilege and power. 
We may not succeed in halting 
the death march, but let those 
who come after us, especially 
our children, say we tried.
First published July 24, 2022

Introduction to the Third (1985) Edition
In the Preface to this fourth edition (page 4) you’ll find brief 
summaries from the 1985 third edition, including “The Myth 
of Symmetry,” “Tell me Daddy, Who’s the Baddy?” “Words 
and War,” “Inside the Mushroom Cloud,” “Journalism and the 
Bomb” and “Big Lie of the Arms Race” – with a still relevant 
illustration e entitled “The Russians are Coming! The Russians 
are Coming!” The article after 38 years shows there is another 
side to the Russian invasion of Ukraine. History matters.

Looking back at the early to mid-1980s is painful for me. 
In those times there was a strong peace movement. The event 
most demonstrating this truth to me was on June 12, 1982, 
when my father and I were among a million people who filled 
New York’s Central Park with a peace rally. This is unlikely to 
ever be equalled, let alone surpassed. 

The pain arises from realizing how the forces of milita-
rism, of squandering precious resources on the machines and 
the machinations of war, have prevailed and continue to pre-
vail. International discord continues, nationalism continues or 
grows. Resistance to nuclear arms continues to wane.

This grief merges with my grief for our planet, in its Sixth 
Extinction, with the certainty that global heating will continue, 
and exponentially. This goes unmentioned in the Third Edition 
although Swedish scientist Svante Arrhenius (1859-1927) was 
first to imagine that humanity could change the climate on a 
global scale. This late in the game, goals of carbon neutrality 
by 2030, 2035, 2040 or 2050 are all insanely out of whack with 
current and almost certain future reality. More, larger and faster 
actions are urgently needed, actions relevant to the scope and 
speed of the heating, of the burning.

As for the insanity of ever more arms, the articles in the 
1985 and two preceding editions remain presciently relevant.

Biographical information is embedded in the third edition 
for all writers but two. One is Robert Scheer (third edition, 
p. 27), at age 86 very much an active progressive journalist 
through his vibrant website, scheerpost.com, on the ScheerPost 
YouTube channel, and on Facebook and Twitter. The other is 
myself, now 88, publisher of the first three editions of War, 
Peace and the Media and writer of most of the articles.  

Finally, a 38-year-old Erratum. Linus Pauling (p. 40) was 
not the first to win two Nobel Prizes, but the fifth. Marie Curie 
was first. Ulli spotted this and wrote: ”If there were a Nobel 
Prize for fact-checking when it’s too late, I’d apply.”–BZ  
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