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There are many ways to abolish war and the more  that are put into effect, the greater likelihood that it will be abolished.  Perhaps one of the most powerful ways to eliminate it is to stop expecting that it will continue. For example, one often hears  military analysts say, “wars of the future will  involve...”. This provides an excellent opportunity to respond with, “Who says  there will be any wars in the future? Don’t you realize that this statement  creates a self-fulfilling prophecy?  How about replacing that statement  with, ‘When war is abolished and we settle international disputes through  litigation, we’ll be able to use the money wasted on war to make sure that no  single child or adult in the world ever dies of starvation’ ‘’.  

Another way to abolish war is not to end national sovereignty but to end absolute national sovereignty. Sovereignty in its absolute state is  what gave rise to Hitler’s lebensraum, Japan’s imperialism, and  the misguided U.S. wars of Vietnam and Iraq. We   cannot abolish war until countries agree to give up some of their  sovereignty for the sake of the common good.  This does not mean world government in all areas.  Such jurisdiction would be limited to the environment, poverty, human rights, and  military actions. Countries would have to limit the size of their militaries  to an agreed upon level, and there would be an international force with its  own uniform that would respond to crises as they arose. The very existence of this international force acting under the authority of a broad international union would prevent  war just as the federalist system in the U.S. prevents individual states from  going to war. Also, all international disputes would have to be resolved by an  international court with enforcement power. Thus, military intervention would not precede litigation but be a consequence of it. Preventive and preemptive wars would be illegal as they are now but now they are done at will in a might-makes-right manner.  International oversight of war making would virtually end the military-industrial complex that former President and General Eisenhower warned us about when he said that

Every gun that is made, every warship  launched, every rocket fired, signifies, in the final sense, a theft from  those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed. This  world in arms is not spending money alone; it is spending the sweat of its  laborers, the genius of its scientists and the hopes of its children (1961)

In this new system of world affairs, defense companies would shift their production over to the commercial side as Raytheon has done over the years. All the lobbying done for the defense industry by former generals and admirals would no longer occur as would the price gouging  and contributions to the elections of congressmen by defense contractors. A small military would free up funding for universal health care, the care of the elderly, veterans’ benefits, national community service, and much needed infrastructure repairs like the nation’s bridges.  

Education can also serve a  major purpose in abolishing war. We could pay more attention to developing  caring citizens who can  think, and solve real world problems rather than memorize isolated facts, and  fail to see connections across subject matter, or between subject matter and life. Truly educated  people eschew violence in general and war in particular. The intelligentsia in countries throughout the world has always spoken out against war. That’s why college professors  are the first to be arrested, tortured and killed by authoritarian governments on the left and right bent on violence. For example, in the U.S., The American Council of Trustees and Alumni, formed by Lynne Cheney and Joseph Lieberman, chided American professors who failed to express support for the Iraq war. I believe that morality and authentic education are highly  correlated. Schools could also sign on to the UNESCO program of action to  create a Culture of Peace for the Children of the World (http://www3.unesco.org/iycp/uk/uk_sum_cp.htm).

The  church is an institution without which war would not be possible. While I  agree that churches should not support particular candidates or political  parties, churches do have a duty to speak out for  social and economic justice.  Replacing national flags with earth flags  in churches and keeping chaplains out of government service would do much to  abolish war because the church would no longer be in complicity with the  state. Sam Harris who wrote, The End of Faith, would have us abandon faith which he sees is a major driver in war and a counterforce to reason and spirituality.

 Other suggestions offered by the Movement for the  Abolition of War include the following:

    •      Strengthen local  capacities.

    •      Strengthen  the United Nations' capacity to maintain peace.

    •      Prioritise early warning and early  response.

    •      Promote the  training of civilian peace professionals.

    •      Refine the use of  sanctions.

    •      Strengthen  mechanisms for humanitarian intervention.

    •      Engender peace building.

    •      Empower young people.

    •      Support unrepresented peoples' right to  self-determination.

    •      Strengthen coalition building between civil society      

                 organisations.

    •      Strengthen regional and sub-regional capacities for  peace

    •     Mainstream  multi-track diplomacy.

    •      Utilise the media as a proactive tool for  peace-building.

    •     Promote  the conflict impact assessment of policies.

More detailed information on how  each of the above can be achieved can be located at http://www.abolishwar.org.uk/transf.shtml
To  eliminate war, Hinde and Rotblat, authors of War No More, also propose that  the world follow the example of the European Union as well as to eliminate all  weapons of mass destruction, establish international control of conventional  arms, find new ways of economic cooperation, increase development of the Third  World, increase the number of democracies (without the use of force), remove reasons of discontent, and  strengthen the United Nations. In fact, in a recent poll, the majority of  American citizens favored a stronger U.N. They no longer want the U.S. to play  the role of world policeman, drain our resources and sacrifice American  lives.

In summary, it is a lot easier to go to war than to engage in  peacemaking work. War requires more brawn than brains while peace requires a  morally guided intelligence, imagination, creativity, communication,  compromise, effort, persistence, mutual understanding, openness, honesty,  nonviolence, trust, goodwill, and humility.  We must replace human enemies with nonhuman enemies that threaten humans  like pollution, deforestation, war, disease, and genocide.  These are the only enemies we need. They allow us to focus on systemic change to improve the lives of people rather than killing them. Full human development must be the goal of all institutions in society. Anything less will only give us a life that Thomas Hobbs called “brutish, ugly, and short”.

