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DIGEST

The Vietnam War brought about important changes in the
perception of Americans regarding their countryf their govern-

The debate over whether the United
States should have been involved in that war is well known
and extensively studied.

What has not been explored is the role which Jews and
Jewish organizations played in that debate. This thesis
attempts to correct this deficiency through an analysis of
the various Jewish responses to the Indochinese conflict.
There were many Jews who took stands on the war as American
citizens. Of primary concern in this study, however, is how

The focus is not merely onand why Jews responded as Jews.
what Jews said about United States intervention in Vietnam,
but on the motivations underlying Jewish attitudes toward

in other words, made the responses of indi-the war. What,
vidual Jews and Jewish groups "Jewish?"

The thesis also explores the wide spectrum of atti­
tudes mirrored in the Jewish community and endeavors to
explain the reasons for that diversity of opinion. Was

for example, differentthe response of the religious Jew,
What were the differencesfrom that of the secular Jew?

of the American Jewish religiousbetween the attitudes
Conservative, Reconstructionist, andmovements—Orthodox,

to advocating violentReform? Why were some Jews prone
v

ment, and themselves.



civil disobedience, others uncomfortable about criticizing
foreign policy, and yet a third group actively support-U.S.

ive of the war?

the course of the war.

buted to these changing Jewish perspectives.
The conclusion examines why Jewish responses to the

though similar to those offered by other Americans,war,
It ends with a discus-were unique in their formulation.

sion on the historical implications of the variety of Jewish
attitudes toward the Vietnam War.

vi

a shift in Jewish opinion overThere was, of course,
An important goal of this work, as

a result, is the delineation of those factors which contri-
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PREFACE

In May 1972 Rabbi Gilbert Kollin of Congregation Beth
Israel in Flint, Michigan predicted:

This thesis is, to a large extent, an attempt to answer the
claims made in these comments.
tain whether in 2072 anyone will truly remember or care
about Jewish attitudes toward the war in Southeast Asia,
but for this generation of American Jews such knowledge is

A more complete comprehension of how and whyimportant.
Jews reacted as they did during the Vietnam era can only

and why we think

the way we do.
event has had a more pro­

found impact on America and Americans than the Vietnam War.

themselves.

xi

Americans regarding their country, their government, and
Although U.S. military involvement in Vietnam

In the past generation no

It brought about significant changes in the perception of

help us to better understand who we are

I know of no way to ascer-

In a hundred years no one will ever care about, 
much less remember, what stand we took as a 
Jewish community [on the Vietnam War].... 
It is the "non-Jewish Jews" who are really 
hung-up on the war thing. They would not make 
any serious contribution to Jewish survival in 
America even if the whole Jewish community de­
clared a general strike and came out into the 
streets. They are only interested in the Jew­
ish community to the extent that they can use 
it to serve their causes. I doubt if they will 
be responsive when the Jewish community needs 
them.1



the United States continues to influence our society. Jews
in this country cannot escape this fallout from the explo­
sive Vietnam era. The war’s impact on American life and
beliefs is, however, well known and extensively studied.

This thesis takes a different perspective. It is con­
cerned with how Jews in the United States responded to the

The central issue is whether Jewish responses

values and/or historical realities of Jewish life colored
the attitude of Jews toward the war.
words, that the only Jews who really opposed the war were
"non-Jewish Jews,” Jews by birth who were unaffiliated with,
indifferent and perhaps even hostile to the Jewish community?
Or were Jews, who identified as Jews, through affiliation
with the organizations of the American Jewish community, also
concerned with the war and its implications?

this study concentrates on the statementsAs a result,
of Jewish organizations and the Jews who were members of

Jews who expressed their oppositionthose organizations.
to or support of the war primarily in the secular sphere
are discussed only insofar as their Jewishness affected

their stance on the issue.
American Jewry was by no means united in its response

involvement in Indochina.to U.S.

xii

not simply on a

to the conflict in Southeast Asia were motivated by non­
war as Jews.

ended more than a decade ago, the debate the war fueled in

Is it true, in other

My focus, therefore, is

Jewish, secular, American concerns, or whether the religious

comparison of Jewish attitudes with general
American opinions regarding the war, but is also on the



diversity of responses within the Jewish community. The the­
sis deals with the broad spectrum of Jewish groups in America—
religious, ethnic or cultural, and Zionist. It examines the
general tendencies of the four religious groups in America—
Reform, Reconstructionist, Conservative, and Orthodox—as
well as the rabbis and lay leaders whose feelings ran counter
to their movement’s policy. Special notice is taken of the
Jewish Peace Fellowship,
ganization which, though small, represented an influential
pacifist and semi-pacifist cadre of antiwar activists. Of
equal interest are the ethnic or communal organizations,

National Council of Jewish Women, whose membership reflected
a wide range of political and religious opinions, plus

erans and the National Conference of Jewish Communal Service.
Zionist organizations are of particular interest because
their close ideological commitment to the State of Israel
yielded a somewhat different perspective on the Vietnam War
and its implications for the Jewish community.

Zionist groups had unusually strong links with Israel
and Israeli concerns, but nearly all American Jews felt that

It is im-Israel was
possible, therefore, to separate completely American Jewish
attitudes to the Vietnamese conflict from what was happening

American Jewish antiwar criticsin Israel at the same time.
were forced,
Israelies during and after the

xiii

for example, to reconcile their support for the
Six Day War with their opposi-

a central element of their identity.

a non-denominational religious or-

smaller, limited-interest groups, like the Jewish War Vet-

such as B’nai Brith, the American Jewish Congress, and



tion to the Vietnam War.
explain the rise of the Jewish radical movement, which was
universally opposed to the war in Southeast Asia, without an
understanding of the impact the Six Day War had on American

Finally, the Israeli government’s desire to maintainJews.
close economic and strategic ties with the United States
affected the willingness of Jewish groups to speak publicly
against the war. American Jewry’s concern for Israel is.
therefore, a topic which must be understood if one wishes
to comprehend the Jewish response to Vietnam.

Jewish opinion did not, of course, remain the same
throughout the 1960’s and 1970’s.
of this work is to trace the shift in attitudes as America
was increasingly embroiled in Southeast Asia and to examine
those factors which were instrumental in causing that change.

Hence, the material is arranged chronologically rather than
thematically in the hope that the reader will more easily
understand how and why Jewish attitudes about the war
changed as they did.

summarize Jewish reaction to war in the twentieth century,
to examine the response Americans in general andand last,

xiv

I

Jews in particular made to the growing U.S. presence in 
Vietnam prior to the escalation of the war in March 1965.

The discussion in chapter two focuses on the emerging

Why certain events had an impact on some Jews, but not

Thus, a central concern

The first chapter serves three purposes—first, to

others, is an intriguing question which I also address.

It is, furthermore, impossible to

provide background to the Vietnamese conflict; second, to



lines of opinion on the war which split America and the Jew­
ish community. The central topics of debate during this
period—the morality of the war and the propriety of dis-
sent—are discussed at length. The Six Day War between
Israel and her neighbors in June 1967 led to significant
changes in American Jewry and represents the cut off date
for this chapter.

Chapter three deals with a period when opposition to
(largely because of the Tet Offensive in early 1968)the war

became the dominant point of view in American society. In
the organized Jewish community, on the other hand, the per­
iod was, with few exceptions, a time of little change on
this topic. Those who took public stands either for or
against the war at an earlier date now simply reiterated
former positions. Individual Jews slowly moved to a more
moderate or liberal position on the war, but for the time
being, most Jewish organizations were unresponsive to this
shift in Jewish public opinion. One issue which did con­
tinue to garner Jewish attention was the draft and topics

In the Autumn of 1969 a combination ofrelated to it.
several factors—the blossoming of a Jewish radical move­

frustration with the lack of progress made by Presi-ment,
dent Nixon in getting America out of the war, and the growing
confidence among some Jews that U.S.—Israeli relations would

to the war.in Jewish organizational responses

xv

a result,

not be hurt by antiwar protests—contributed to the partici­
pation of more Jewish groups in a renewed antiwar effort.

a time of changeThe Fall of 1969 represents, as



The fourth chapter concentrates on the Jewish position
on the war during the period of withdrawal of American forces
from late 1969 until just before the signing of the Paris
Peace Accords in January 1973. Few Jewish groups remained

to issue any statements against U.S. policy. This chapter

bined Jewish values with an anti-Vietnam perspective. It
closes with an examination of the growing indifference of
the general Jewish community to the war in 1971 and 1972
and the frustration this caused among antiwar activists.

Although the war in Vietnam did not end until April
U.S. military involvement ended over two years before.1975,

After the signing of the Peace Accords, however,
problems—the question of amnesty for draft evaders, hun-

in Cambodia. Postwar problems and Jewish responses to them

This chapter closes with a brief summary of some postwar
reassessments of the American Jewish response to the Viet­
namese conflict.

The final chapter endeavors to draw some conclusions
Can it beabout Jewish attitudes toward the Vietnam War.

said that there was a uniquely Jewish response to the war,
Beyond

their origin among Jews what,
show a particularresponses Jewish?

tendency to certain points of view?
xvi

I

i.e., distinguishable from those made by non Jews?
if anything, made the Jewish

came new

focuses on the burgeoning Jewish radical movement which com-

actively prowar in this era, but many were still reluctant

are, therefore, the primary topic of this fifth chapter.

Did Jews, as a group,
Were "non-Jewish Jews"

dreds of thousands of Indochinese refugees, and a holocaust



The thesis concludes with an appraisal of the complexityWar?
of the American Jewish response to this issue and the impli­
cations this has for the myth propagated by the Jewish Left
that American Jewry was guilty of silence during the
well as for the myth of the Jewish Right that the American
Jewish community was exceedingly liberal in its posture dur­
ing the Vietnam era.

The appendix includes a chronology of events, the re­
sults of selected opinion polls, and a selection of policy
statements on the war and related issues made by Jewish or­
ganizations . The reader must realize that the polls are not
completely accurate. In the words of one poll taker at that
time:

In addition, Jews represented a small percentage of the total
only a limited number of Jewsa result,

Still, polls are use-were actually polled in each survey.
ful as they indicate trends and tendencies.

Since very little work has been done in the field of
Jewish attitudes about the Vietnames conflict, the only

with one ex­secondary sources on which I have relied are,

antiwar movement.
"Vietnam and the Jews"

xvii
I

ception, general treatments of the Vietnam era and of the 
article entitled

A person might endorse a belligerent position 
on one aspect of the war, while on the next 
aspect a very neutral or pacifistic position. 
In other words, [it is impossible] ... to 
clearly separate the public into two camps of 
hawks and doves.2

The exception is an
by Diane Winston, appearing in Jack

war, as

population and, as

the only ones "hung up on the war,” or were there Jews who,
as Jews, felt they had to take a position on the Vietnam



WrittenNusan Porter’s Sociology of American Jews (1978).
from the perspective of an admitted "dove," its purpose is
to prove that history has vindicated the antiwar position.

Prowar
take on

the immoral quality she so earnestly believes they have.
In addition, her treatment of the subject is somewhat uneven.
The discussion of the Johnson-Jewish War Veterans Incident
of late 1966, for example, is as long as that of the period
from 1970 through the Peace Accords of 1973. She takes into

There is, finally, conspicuous lack of notesportance. a
Still,which would aid the reader in tracing her sources.

for all its faults, Winston’s article does provide an entree
into the topic.

The sources used in this thesis are,
The spectrum of Jewish responses toentirely primary ones.

the war is reflected best in newspaper and magazine articles
I tried to look at a broad range of maga-and editorials.

zines and newspapers in order to present a fair survey of
The periodi-the diversity of Jewish reactions to the war.

First, thosecals used may be divided into two classes.
Jewish magazines which had
large circulation during the period under discussion. In­

cluded in this category are magazines such as Commentary,
Secondly, there are the

xviii

Hadassah magazine, and Midstream.
periodicals of Jewish organizations which had limited circu- 

influential in American

a popular appeal and a fairly

lation, but whose constituencies were

positions are rarely fleshed out and, as a result,

account Israeli pressures, but seems to exaggerate their im-

Hence, there are serious problems with this work.

therefore, almost



Jewish life. Included in this group are rabbinic annuals,
such as the CCAR Yearbook and Proceedings of the Rabbinical
Assembly, and organizational periodicals, like the Recon-
structionist and the Jewish Frontier. In addition to the
aforementioned sources. I turned to the numerous pamphlets,

letters, and documents of Jews and Jewish organizations which

One of my greatest surprises in the writing of this
work was the discrepancy between the many Jewish responses
to the war while it was waged and the paucity of reevalua-

Why is it
that this conflict, which so influenced a generation of
Jews in this country, was virtually ignored by those Jews
later on? Perhaps the individuals who lived through that
tumultuous era were, by its end, in no mood to rehash old

Another possible explanation is that contempo-arguments.
raries simply saw no need for an evaluation of all points of
view. By the war’s end people knew where they stood on the

It is not difficult to comprehend that partisans onwar.

opposing viewpoint.
Yet the need for a complete treatment of this topic seems

obvious.
I do not mean to suggest that I am unbiased. But time

does yield a perspective to which contemporaries of an
I was influenced by the Vietnam era,event are not privy.

it only

had an indirect impact on my life.

xix

tions of those responses after the war was over.

fair and comprehensive picture of an

are only available from archival sources.

either side would be unwilling, if not unable, to present a

but because I was too young to actually be drafted,
I am, in addition, not



so convinced that the moral "right" rested with any one posi­
tion. I hope that this study presents
this complex issue and will help others understand how and
why Jews responded to it as they did.

xx

a balanced view of



CHAPTER ONE

Jeremiah 6:14

Why America Went to WarI.
The origins of the war in Vietnam lie in a centuries-

old attempt of the Vietnamese to become independent of
foreign domination. For hundreds of years "Viet Nam"

Economic and geopolitical considerations led the French to
take a growing interest in the area in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. The French gradually replaced the
Chinese as the dominant power in the region. By the late
1800’s all of Vietnam was part of the French Empire. The

with their own understanding of the "white man’sFrench,

Those Vietnamese who became Roman Catholic andtholicism.
adopted Western ways were favored by the French in admini-

influx of foreign customs.
1

stering the country.
were Buddhist, resented this loss of independence and the 

In the early twentieth century

The Calm Before the Storm 
(Beginnings-March 1965)

nfc' I'Ll joi£e
They offer healing offhand for the wounds 

of My people, saying, "All is well, All is 
well," when nothing is well.

The majority of the Vietnamese, who

burden," indoctrinated many young Vietnames in Roman Ca-

(which means "distant South") was under Chinese hegemony.
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spontaneous outbursts of Vietnamese nationalism were coun-
tered through arrests and political maneuvering. During
the 1920’s anti-French, nationalist feeling led to the
appearance of a number of revolutionary organizations. At
times united, more often opposed to one another, these
underground groups represented a variety of political points
of view.

The Japanese invaded Vietnam during World War II but
left the French bureaucracy in control of the everyday
affairs of the country. During the war many of the under­
ground groups, united in their desire for independence,
formed a common front called the Viet Nam Doc Lap Dong Minh
("League for the Independence of Vietnam"), commonly known
as the Viet Minh. Financed by the Nationalist Chinese who

in turn, supported by the United States, the Viet Minhwere,
conducted guerrilla raids against the Japanese and their

The leader of the Viet Minh, Nguyen AiFrench puppets.
communist who had once worked in New York City.

He would soon thereafter change his name to Ho Chi Minh.
At the Potsdam Conference after the end of the Second

Arbi-World War, Vietnam was split at the 16th parallel.
it reflected a colonialisttrary as such a division was,

European view of the world as subject to the whims and needs
The northern half was given toof the European powers.

China while the southern half was controlled by Britain,

1945,

i

who then placed control back into the hands of France. 
Shortly after the Japanese surrender on September 2, 
Ho Chi Minh established the Viet Minh as the government of

Quoc, was a
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the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV) in Hanoi. The Chi­
nese, beset by their own difficulties following the end of

acquiesced to this move and allowed Ho to consoli-the war,
date power in the north. Ho initially hoped that the Viet
Minh would be recognized as the legitimate government of
all of Vietnam. France, however, refused to relinquish her
authority in the southern sector of Vietnam, citing the
fear of communist expansion into Indochina. This fear was
not without basis. The Viet Minh, while ostensibly a repre­
sentative government, was increasingly dominated by the
communists. The real reason for French intransigence, how-

and economic desires. Stung by her defeats during World War II
France wished to maintain her Empire as a symbol of her con-

Economically, Southeast Asia remained atinned strength.
choice area for development. After her own communist revo­
lution in 1948, China recognized the Viet Minh as the

The Vietlegitimate government of Vietnam (January 1950) .
Minh and the French had, by that time, already been at war

It was a conflict the Frenchfor more than three years.

The American government, which had supported the Viet
Minh because of their opposition to the Japanese during

towards communism inThe first was the American antipathy

ever, seems to have been a combination of national pride

World War II, would not recognize the Viet Minh as the

would come to call la sale guerre, "the dirty war."

legitimate government in Vietnam after the end of the war.
Several factors were at play in the American renunciation of 
Ho Chi Minh's attempt to establish an independent Vietnam.
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general and the communist leanings of the Viet Minh in par­
ticular . The Secretary of State under President Truman,
George C. Marshall, was quite clear about American desires:
"We are not interested in seeing colonial empire administra-

International communism—at that
time still united—was the bogeyman of post-war America.
"Containment" of communist expansionism became a cornerstone
of American foreign policy for the next generation. Vietnam,
it was feared, would only be one more victim of communist

A second reason for American hesitations aboutaggression.
the Viet Minh,

American foreign policy makers in the post-warpean defense.
period strove to limit Soviet expansion in Europe. A strong

she would join with other West European nations as a bulwark
After the communist takeover inagainst the communist bloc.

China in 1948 and the outbreak of the Korean War, the specter
of a worldwide communist conspiracy was raised. Americans
believed that the Chinese support of North Korea was paral-

Forced in Indo-leled by similar support of North Vietnam.
china to choose between the colonial French government and

it was inevitablethe communist Viet Minh led by Ho Chi Minh,
that the United States would come to side with the former.

in May 1950 the United States began economic andThus,
Ten months later Homilitary aid to the French in Vietnam.

By 1953the Vietnamese and the French their mercenaries.
Chi Minh declared "the Americans to be the real enemies of

..2

related to the first, was concern with Euro­

France was essential, American policy makers reasoned, for

tions supplanted by a philosophy and political organization 
directed by the Kremlin."^
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Vietnam.
The Geneva Accords of 1954 ended hostilities between

France and the Viet Minh.
was to remain divided at the 17th parallell—the north con­
trolled by the Viet Minh, the south by a caretaker govern­
ment led by Ngo Dinh Diem—until elections could be held
throughout the country. The latest possible date for such
elections was set two years hence (July 1956). Although
this division was intended as a temporary measure, the
actual result was that it reinforced the split made after
World War II and led to the de facto creation of two sover­
eign states—North and South Vietnam. Neither the United
States nor the interim government in the southern sector
signed the Geneva Accords. In later years both would use

The Accord did, however, allow France
to withdraw from Vietnam.

The political vacuum created by France’s withdrawal
gave Diem the opportunity to consolidate his power in the
south.

1954On October 23,support simply shifted from the French.
President Dwight D. Eisenhower assured Premier Diem that if
"needed reforms" took place the United States would "help

the Government of Vietnam in developing and maintaining a

Eisenhowermeans.

!

sion and aggression through military
American soldiers fight in

strong, viable state, capable of resisting attempted subver
..4

Much of his power came from the Americans, whose

the U.S. was paying 78% of the costs of the "French" war in

Vietnam, the Accords declared,

was not, however, willing to see

this fact as the basis for their disregard of the stipula- 
3 tion settled upon.
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"I could conceive of no greater tragedy," he warned,Vietnam.

Within eighteen months Diem proclaimed
the area south of the 17th parallel to be the Republic of
Vietnam. The elections scheduled by July 1956 were called
off and never took place.
ren, mostly Catholic and anti-Communist who left the DRV for
South Vietnam during the one year of free movement provided
for in the Geneva Accords were strong supporters of Diem’s
regime (100,000 South Vietnamese transferred to the north
during the same period).

Throughout the 1950’s Diem seemed to be in control.
American advisors arrived to train South Vietnamese forces.
Political opposition to Diem’s regime was minor. There was
an uneasy coexistence with the DRV. The relative calm of
this period, however, was deceiving. Diem’s refusal to com­
promise with opponents and his attacks on non-Catholics and
Communists antagonized a growing number of South Vietnamese.
These disenchanted individuals rejected the United States,
which backed Diem, and turned to the Viet Minh as a way of
opposing the despotic premier.
cerned in this period with consolidating communist power
than with intervening in the south.

real challenge to Diem’s power.no
Late in the 1950’s the various threads of opposition

In the spring of

1959 the Central Committee of the

I

tighter around the neck of South Vietnam.
Viet Minh decided that the

Ho Chi Minh was more con-

The 900,000 men, women, and child-

"than for the United States to become involved in an all-out 
war in Indochina."5

There was, as a result,

to Diem came together to form a noose which would grow ever
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smash the government of President Diem. Communist leaders
and organizers were sent over the border to increase covert
activities against South Vietnam. In December 1960 the oppo­
nents of Diem living within South Vietnam formed the National
Liberation Front (NLF)t so called because of their belief
that the war against Diem was one of "national liberation."
Although linked with the North Vietnamese government, the

for many years, acted independently. The AmericansNLF,
derisively referred to the NLF rebels as the VC, short for
Viet Cong San ("Vietnamese communists"). The United States
refused to back down to this new communist pressure. On

1959 President Eisenhower "linked America’s 'nationalJuly 4,
interest’ not only to Diem but to the survival of any non­
Communist regime in Saigon. Four days later two American
casualties were recorded in Vietnam, the first since the

„7United States took over from the French.
The conflict between the U.S.-backed South Vietnamese

forces and the NLF escalated throughout the years of John F.
"In the final analysis [it is] . .Kennedy’s presidency.

In reality,"they are the ones who have to win or lose it."
"our war."however, Vietnam was increasingly becoming Ken-

uneasy about sending combat
need to increase U.S.

The decision was made to offset the growingassistance.
South

Vietnam.

time had come to "struggle heroically and perseveringly to
.,6

communist activity by providing military equipment to
This equipment, the Kennedy Administration decided,

nedy and his top advisors were
troops to Vietnam, but they did see a

their [the Vietnamese people’s] war," Kennedy asserted.
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uniformed personnel and under United States operational con-
Air bases were set up or expanded at key locationstrol."

throughout South Vietnam. Pilots, engineers, and support
personnel were soon on their way to these bases. When

tioned in Vietnam.

The Buddhist uprising of 1963 further exacerbated the
The Buddhists represented 80% of South Vietnam’ssituation.

population of 14 million.
French before it, was Roman Catholic. The Buddhist majority
resented the long-held Catholic domination of South Vietnam.
In May 1963 nine Buddhists celebrating Buddha’s birthday
were killed by South Vietnamese troops in the coastal city

The incident sparked widespread riots which wereof Hue.
fanned by political and religious discontent with Diem and

In a vivid and horrifying protest against Diem’shis rule.
rule, Buddhist monks committed suicide by setting themselves

The flames of the Buddhist riots, which burnedafire.
throughout the summer and fall, finally engulfed Diem. He

overthrown and killed by a military coup on the night ofwas
The stability the United States hoped

Within the fol-for after Diem’s fall never materialized.
lowing twelve months South Vietnam saw seven governments

r

come and go.
Lyndon Baines Johnson, presidential designate following

At the time of his death there were more

would be "manned to the extent necessary by United States

Kennedy was elected, approximately 1000 advisors were sta-

Diem’s government, like the

November 1-2, 1963.

than sixteen times as many American military personnel there;
g106 Americans had been killed, 486 wounded.
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ginning of his presidency with a highly unstable and weak
South Vietnam. Johnson was as unwilling as his predecessor
to allow the communist-backed NLF to take over. He recalls

President he signed National Security Memorandum 273, affirm­
ing that "it remains the central objective of the United
States in South Vietnam to assist the people and Government

directed and supported Communist conspiracy.
few months of Kennedy’s death the Johnson Administration
appears to have come to the conclusion that a more military
posture by the U.S. would help stabilize the situation in
Vietnam. "In February 1964, the American military initiated
Operation Plan 34A, a program of spying, intelligence gather-

Without notifying Congress,
the Johnson Administration secretly outlined contingency

Afraid
of going into battle without congressional approval, Johnson
ordered the State Department to write the first draft of a
resolution declaring war which could be presented to Con-

By the early summer America was ready for war.gress.
Johnson received the congressional support he so

The United States1964.anxiously desired on August 7,
Congress resolved to "support the determination of the

to take all necessaryPresident as Commander-in-Chief,
armed attack against the forces of themeasures to repel

i

of that country to win their contest against the externally
„9 Within a

in his memoirs that within four days of being sworn in as

the assassination of John F. Kennedy, was faced from the be-

plans for increased U.S. commitment in South Vietnam.

ing, kidnapping, commando raids, psychological warfare, sabo­
tage, and coastal bombardment."1°
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With
the nearly unanimous support for passage of the Gulf of
Tonkin Resolution (the vote was 466 to 0 in the House of
Representatives and 8 8 to 2 in the Senate) the United States
government demonstrated its overwhelming support for a mili­
tary solution to the Vietnam conflict.

The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution received the support it
did because of the belief that North Vietnam had attacked
U.S. boats without provocation. Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara claimed that the American destroyers Maddox and C.

"routine mission" on the nights of
August 2-4 and were attacked on two occasions by the North
Vietnamese. A number of years later, documents would be
released to Congress and the American public which called

of events.
What is

important for the history of the war, however, is that the
general perception of Americans was that the United States
had been attacked.

The American resolve to punish such an act was clear.
At 6:00 p.m. Washington Time on Tuesday, August 4, the
Pentagon announced that a second attack on the destroyers

Forty-five minutes later President Johnsonhad taken place.

By 10:00 p.m. the first planes were

Constellation on

planned to respond.
leaving the decks of the aircraft carriers Ticonderoga and 

retaliatory raids against four North Viet-

was meeting with congressional leaders to tell them how he

Turner Joy were on a

into question the Administration’s perception of the course

United States and to prevent further aggression."11

Whether the attack was provoked by the United
12 States or not remains a topic of great debate.
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namese naval bases. Johnson, a master politician, persuaded
Congress to support the American military response with the
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. Senator Wayne Morse of Oregon,

one of the two senators who opposed the resolution said that
Congress would someday rue its decision.

His words, unheeded when they were spoken, would haunt the
consciences of more and more Americans as the war in Viet­
nam dragged on.

The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution gave the President the
power to wage war without having to declare war. Yet the
time was not conducive for a massive military commitment.

paign. His opponent, Barry Goldwater, senator from Arizona,
was a right-wing Republican whose tough talk about communism
and war scared the majority of people in the United States.
Aware of the political advantage of being seen as a moderate,

His re­Johnson played down the American role in Vietnam.
to have been basedhowever,luctance to widen the war seems,

in something more than political expediency. Throughout the

last half of 1964 he seems to have truly hoped that the
Evidence forAmerican military role would remain limited.

but in thethis is not only seen in his campaign speeches,
On August 29 he declared:actions he took.

certain areas that

I

I say most respectfully and sadly that in my 
judgement, in this resolution, we are plant­
ing the seeds not of peace, but of war. Those 
who will follow us in the years to come will 
cry out in anguish and despair in criticism 
over the mistake that was made in 1964 when 
the joint resolution was passed.

Johnson was, first of all, in the midst of an election cam-

I have had advice to load our planes with 
bombs and to drop them on <------
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On October 21 he reiterated this position: "We aren’t about
to send American boys nine or ten thousand miles away from

„15home to do what Asian boys ought to be doing for themselves.
Just before the election theThese were not empty words.

airport in Saigon was attacked. Against the advice of his
advisors Johnson refused to retaliate with sustained aerial
bombardment of North Vietnam. Even after his November 3
election victory he showed restraint. After an attack on

bombing of North Vietnam. The President refused once more.
"Johnson at this stage was still hoping against hope that a

Johnson madewhich left 8 Americans dead and 60 wounded,
the decision to begin a sustained aerial bombing campaign

The campaign, called "Operationagainst North Vietnam.
Military strata-1965.Rolling Thunder," began on March 2,

gists in Vietnam soon realized that combat troops would be
General William C.needed to protect American airfields.

(six days after the commencement ofSixteen days later

I think would enlarge the war and escalate 
the war, and result in committing a good 
many American boys to fighting a war that 
I think ought to be fought by the boys in 
Asia. . . . And for that reason I have not 
chosen to enlarge the war.^

December 24, Johnson’s advisors once again asked for increased

collapse of South Vietnam could be averted without deepening 
the American military involvement."^

Following the attack at Pleiku on February 7, 1965,

Westmoreland, commander of American forces in Vietnam "sent
in a request for two U.S. Marine corps to provide security

17for the U.S. air base at Danang."
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U.S.
The U.S.

Marines who walked ashore were the first American combat
forces on Vietnamese soil. The President of the United

decided to solve Vietnam’s problems primarily through mili­
tary means. It was
the lives of those who were sent to Vietnam, the American

American public opinionII.
Before the Buddhist riots of 1963 few Americans had

ever heard of Vietnam. Only then did pictures of self immo­
lated Buddhist monks shock Americans enough to force them
to take a closer look at the situation in that distant land.
The instability of South Vietnam in the months following
these riots led more and more Americans to question the

several weeks before the Gulf of TonkinIn fact,role.U.S.
incident 58% of all Americans were critical of Johnson’s
handling of the growing hostilities in Indochina.

The Administration’s assertion that North Vietnam
initiated unprovoked attacks on American ships in interna­
tional waters in the Gulf of Tonkin drastically altered

The American public, like the Congress,public opinion.
inaccepted the official version of what had happened and,

"rally ’round the flag."overwhelming numbers, chose to
stated, on August 10,

bombing) amphibious vehicles landed on the beach near

a decision which would greatly affect

States, Lyndon Baines Johnson, and his Administration, had

The well-known pollster, Lou Harris,

Nation, the President and his advisors.

Johnson has, at least1964, that "in a single stroke Mr.

an American airfield in Danang, South Vietnam.
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temporarily, turned his greatest political vulnerability in
foreign policy into one of his strongest assets." A dramatic
turnaround had occurred: 72% approved of the president’s
handling of the incident, 85% approved of air strikes against
North Vietnam, and 66% favored taking the war into the DRV

General support for Johnson jumped from 42%
It was a period of political triumph for the

President. Goldwater’s hard line approach towards Vietnam

In the minds of most Americans Vietnam was a situation under
control and, therefore, not worth worrying about. "Opinion
polls commissioned by local candidates and the national Demo­
cratic party showed that as few as four or five percent of

In the November 3 presidential
election Lyndon Johnson won 61.1% of the popular vote—the
largest percentage ever to go to a presidential candidate
in the nation’s history.

The silence of the majority about thein the early 1960’s.

The antiwar opposition was
The

The significance of these early opponentsand ineffectual.
of official American policy therefore lay not in the impact
they had at the time, but in the important role they assumed

in later years.

few people who spoke out against the war remained isolated

certainly a lack of concern.

was undercut by Johnson’s strong, but more moderate stance.

the people in many states considered it [i.e. Vietnam] an
19 issue of major concern."

Few Americans questioned U.S. involvement in Vietnam

war signified, if not tacit support of the Administration,

on the ground.
1 A to 72%.

not, even in 1965, influential to any great degree.
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The small antiwar opposition received its impetus from
movements of discontent which had been growing in strength
since the middle of the previous decade. American fears of
communism climaxed in the McCarthy hearings and black lists

Afraid of reprisals, most protestof the early 1950’s.
groups maintained a low profile throughout this period.

change of attitude was in the off-But by the late 1950’s a
People who had long stayed silent now began to ques-ing.

tion the values of postwar America. Dissidence centered
around three major issues—nuclear disarmament, civil rights,
and student revolt on university campuses.

The Cold War between the United States and the Soviet
ever-escalating arms race. The fear of "the

Bomb" gripped America during the terms of Eisenhower and
number of pro-disarmament groupsKennedy.

The most important of these peace organiza-were formed.

The peace demonstrations of this periodfounded in 1957.
were relatively small, although 4000 students did converge

in February 1962 for a demonstration inon Washington, D.C.
favor of disarmament.

The peace organizations were, by the early 1960’s,
This cam-overshadowed by a growing civil rights movement.

paign, which sought political and social equality for black
derived much of its initial strength from churchesAmericans,

in the South.

Carolina sat down at a

i

early in 1960 after four black students in Greensboro, 
counter at the local

Black youths were attracted to the movement
North

"white only"

Union led to an

tions, the Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE) was

In response, a
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Woolworth's and asked to be served.

goal of racial equality.
of civil disobedience, would be used again and again by anti­

pression . By the following spring hundreds of white students
from the North joined blacks on integrated buses for "freedom

The civil rights move­
ment continued to grow in strength over the next few years.
To help register black voters for the upcoming election,

vacation on the Mississippi Summer Project (1964). Many of
those who went found themselves "for the first time in their
lives .

at best indifferent, and perhaps downright hostile.was
This discontent with the government would act as tinder for
the antiwar fire of the 1960's.

University students were the backbone of the antiwar
Student acti-movement throughout the duration of the war.

vism began slowly in the early years of the decade, but in-
As early ascreased in scope and power as time went on.

1959 students at the University of California demanded that
mandatory enrollment in the Reserve Officers Training Corps
(ROTC) be dropped.

the civil rights movement, however, whichIt was

The civil rights movement createddents.

I

. . on the side of people who felt the government
„20

served as the catalyst for political awareness among stu- 
"a new political

many white students volunteered to work over their summer

war protesters who saw Vietnam as symptomatic of the same

rides" into Alabama and Mississippi.

As the "sit-in" move-

The "sit-in," a non-violent form

injustice and immorality in America which led to black re-

ment spread, idealistic white youths were attracted to the
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atmosphere, .
The optimism and hopefulness of

Both the
political distrust of "the Establishment" and the techniques
of active protest which were developed in the civil rights

In
at the University of Calfornia at Berkeley,the Fall of 1964,

students demonstrated against university policy that politi­
cal activities not be allowed on campus. The demonstrators
occupied one of the buildings on campus and formed the Free

In a speech on December 1, at UC Berkeley,Speech Movement.
Mario Savio, leader of this group, expressed the feelings of

young men and women unwilling
to placidly accept the status quo;

22

The Berkeley student demonstrations were clear proof to acti­
vist students of the power they held.
following years, be afraid to use that power to protest
against the war.

Much of the discontent on university campuses came from
These organizationssmall, though vocal; leftist groups.

but alsowere heirs to the tradition of the left in America,
with leftist doctrines formerly regardedrepresented a break

is "used"left" in a political context,as sacred. The term

a new generation of students,

students in 1961 turned, after the Mississippi Summer Pro­

movement were turned, in 1964, against the universities.

ject, into disenchantment and disillusionment.

They would not, in

. . populist in spirit and activist in mood"
21 on Northern campuses.

After a long period of apathy during the Fif­
ties, students have begun not only to question, 
but, having arrived at answers, to act on those 
answers. This is part of a growing understand­
ing among many people in America that history 
has not yet ended, that a better society is 
possible, and that it is worth dying for. .
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significant extent informed by Marxism. In thesome
United States the heyday of the left was the period between
the First and Second World Wars. The anti-communist mood
of America in the 1940’s and 1950’s greatly reduced the
size and the impact of the left, but the rise of various
dissident movements in the late 1950’s and early 1960’s led
to its revival. The most important of these groups in later

Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), was formedyears,

in June 1962, primarily by students from the University of
Meeting at Port Huron, Michigan, the 59 peopleMichigan.

present issued a statement calling for
in America.

Yet the newly formed organizations were somehow differ­
ent from the leftist groups of earlier years. They repre­
sented what Professor C. Wright Mills of Columbia University
called the "New Left."
rejected "Old Left" theories of a revolutionary working

The vehicle for social change, he argued, is theclass.
Intellectuals and college-age radicalsintelligentsia.

Although the New Left repre­formed the core of the New Left.
sented a unified point of view,
eration of random groups in ideological disarray. The

most common features of the New Left were a distrust of
mainstream American liberalism and a rejection of the doc-

Morde-

=1

trinaire Marxist, proletarian focus of the Old Left.
cai Chertoff writes that the New Left was "disenchanted with

to designate a political ideology that is in some way or to
,,23

cracy"

it was made up of "a conglom-
,,24

Mills, who coined the term in 1960,

a "participatory demo-
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Liberalism worked within the established
political system. The New Left emphasized radicalism, the

This extremist and intellectual emphasis of the Newsary.
Left tended to lead to a sense of elitism among its adher-

Unlike the Old Left, which believed in the Marxistents.
doctrine of a society transformed by an involved proletariat.

spirit of undiscriminating rejection

of being better than or above the rest of society.
Opposition within America specifically directed at U.S.

support of Vietnam was, until the Buddhist uprising of 1963,
almost nonexistent. Vietnam attracted the attention of only
a few journalists and political analysts from the United
States.

In the early years of the decade the hot spot ofcern.
Even those journalists whoIndochina seemed to be Laos.

felt Vietnam was important did not question the reasons for
For the mosthaving American "advisors" in the country.

part "the difference between journalists and the Kennedy

The only questioningover whether or not it was working.
of the war within the dissident movements at home occurred

movement.

York.in Vietnam during a
and his cries went unheeded.

i

The feeling of many New Left members
27

was one

need to change the system, by revolutionary means if neces-

Most reporters regarded Vietnam as a peripheral con-

by individuals active in the peace
a long time pacifist, publicly denounced U.S. intervention 

1963 Easter Peace Walk in New York. His

voice, however, was faint

the so-called wishy-washy liberals and the complacent work-
• t >■ 2 5mg class. "

the New Left showed "a
4= • . ii 2 6of society."

administration was not over the wisdom of U.S. policy, but
..28

A. J. Muste,
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around disenchantment with the rule of Ngo Dinh Diem. Diem’s
Ngo Dinh Nhu,sister-in-law, Mdme. encountered numerous pro­

tests during her tour of the United States in the Fall of
Articles critical of Diem slowly began to appear in1963.

the American press. A few individuals and organizations pro-

The response Johnson made to the Gulf of Tonkin inci­
dent led to the first real protests against American military
involvement in Vietnam. a black leader of theBob Moses,

in August 1964, a paral-voter registration movement, noted,

lei between violence against blacks in America and U.S. re­

Several university faculty
groups took out ads and signed letters calling upon the
United States to enter into negotiations as a means of end­
ing the conflict.
major pacifist organization,
drawal of all U.S. military forces and military aid’ from

and a month later it joined with other pacifistVietnam
groups to demonstrate in New York against the war.

rallies, petitions, and letters pro-There were other ads,
testing the war in late 1964, but they remained frail and

result of the illusion that

Disenchantment with

isolated efforts, partly as a
the issue had been settled during the presidential campaign” 
and partly because those most likely to protest were in-

31 volved in issues they felt were more pressing.
the American military role in

Organized opposition to the war centered, at first.

In November the War Resisters League, a
"called for ’the immediate with-

taliatory bombing of North Vietnam and called upon the
30 "killing" to end "everywhere."

tested American support for Diem’s corrupt and "authoritarian"
4- 29government.
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Vietnam remained rare until late the following year. The
dissident elements in American society which angrily re­
jected Johnson after 1965 perceived him, in 1964, as the
candidate of peace. Following the lead of most Americans,
many student activists and civil rights supporters stood
behind the Democratic candidate. With few exceptions, the
intellectuals of the New Left gave Johnson their endorsement
as well. The vehemence of the attacks leveled against the
Johnson Administration by these groups in later years was
undoubtedly due, in part, to both the guilt they felt in
supporting Lyndon Johnson and the anger they felt at having
been betrayed by their "peace candidate."

America was drawn inextricably into a military confron­
tation in Vietnam, but most Americans responded with silence.
It was a silence indicative of mixed emotions—support of a
war aimed at defending an ally from communist aggression,
indifference to what was happening, uncertainty about what
individuals or groups should state publicly, and/or ignorance
about the land of Vietnam and the reasons for a war there at

Lyndon Johnson's decision toat the same time,all. Yet,
escalate forced more and more Americans to reject that
silence and come out against the war.

American Jewry Prior to the Vietnam EraIII.
The Jewish community in the United States, throughout

has tended to take a more liberal tothe twentieth century,
Jews had been active inleft approach than most Americans.

Afterthe Old Left as early as the beginning of the century.
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part of "the Establishment," there began a slow shift in
attitudes.
mental in the re-emergence of the New Left. Although the
number of Jews actively involved in it always remained
small vis-a-vis the total number of American Jews, a dispro­
portionately high percentage of the New Left membership was
Jewish.
least 30 to 50 percent of the Movement’s ranks.

Not only did Jews affiliate with the Left to a greater

For decades Jews supported the
In

1964 an unprecedented 89 to 95 percent of those Jews who
One political analyst hasvoted supported Lyndon Johnson.

noted that "American Jewish political behavior is an anomaly
. . They [the Jews] are overwhelminglyand a contradiction. .

liberal-to-radical and this despite the general rule of
political behavior that the higher a group stands in status,
income, and education, the more it tends to prefer a conser-

There are numerous theoriesliberal philosophy."
to why Jews do not fit the usual pattern—religious, his-as

torical, sociological, and psychological.

religious, the values of justice and charity which are
stressed in Judaism led Jews to take a more charitable per­

is more evident onit is held,Such an outlook,spective.
Jews affiliateAs a result,

It has been suggested that "Jews constituted at
,,32

One theory is that although many modern Jews are not

vative to a

the left than on the right.

more liberal Democratic Party over the Republican Party.

In the early 1960’s, however, Jews were instru-

degree than non-Jews, but twice as many Jews as non-Jews saw
33 themselves as liberal.

World War II, as they moved into the middle class and became
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tendency to the former point of view.
The historical argument is founded on the belief that Jewish
support for liberalism can be traced to the fact that it was
a liberal Enlightenment which freed the Jews from their
ghettos and helped them enter the modern world. Another
suggestion is that Jews in postwar America have, rightly or

associated extreme rightism with the destruction ofnot,

European Jewry under the Nazi regime. Hence, Jews shy away
from any group or party on the right. A final theory for
Jewish liberalism explains it as an outcome of Jewish
"marginality." According to this viewpoint the psychological

though not completely, leads many Jews
to take a somewhat critical view of politics. Such an
approach is, philosophically, much closer to liberalism

Regardless of whether these theories are correct or not, this

The issues of war and peace had been addressed by Ameri-
The

shocks of that conflict turned many individuals, Jew and
"The terrific disillusion-non-Jew alike, towards pacifism.

the general population and especially upon the clergy.
Antiwar sentiment was strong among rabbis throughout the

In 1925 the Central Conference of1920’s and early 1930’s.
American Rabbis (CCAR)r the organization of Reform rabbis,

ment that followed World War I had had a profound effect upon
35

with groups which show a

can Jewish organizations since the First World War.

liberal and leftist bias of American Jewry would have an
enormous impact on attitudes toward the war in Vietnam.

than conservativism, which aims to preserve the status quo?^

sense of being "in,"
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established a Committee on International Peace which sponsored
resolutions in favor of disarmament and world peace. Seven
years later the Conservative rabbinate, through the auspices
of the Rabbinical Assembly of America (RA), went so far as
to reject the legitimacy of any war:
to be wrong, whether as an or
as

In consonance with their pacifistic perspective was
the assertion,by both the CCAR and the RA,that it was the
right of a Jew to conscientiously object to The notionwar.
that a Jew could be a Conscientious Objector (CO) was a
novel one. Most Americans recognized the right of the mem­
bers of certain pacifistic Christian groups (e.g. the Quakers)

Yet again and again, the rabbis of the Reform and Conserva-

In 1931 the CCAR
declared:

The RA concurred:
We recognize the right of the conscientious ob-

Although most Americans favored neutrality after the

"We believe all war

jector to claim exemption from military service 
in any war in which he cannot give his moral 
assent, and we pledge ourselves to support him 
in his determination to refrain from any par­
ticipation in it.

to claim exemption based on conscientious objection, but few
37 people (Jews included) would accept such a claim by a Jew.

instrument of national policy
3 6a means of settling disputes."

tive movements, stated their support for any Jew who could

While adherents of the Jewish faith have at dif­
ferent times so interpreted their religion as to 
justify their personal participation in warfare, 
it is in accord with the highest personal inter­
pretation of Judaism conscientiously to object 
to any such personal participation.38

not, in good conscience, fight in a war.
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outbreak of hostilities in Europe in September 1939, Jews
tended to support American intervention more readily because
of the Nazis treatment of German Jews during the 1930’s.
Rabbis who had not long before condemned "all war" now
sought to justify American involvement in another world
conflict.

The pacifist hopes unleashed by the First World War
however, washed away by this flood of support forwere not,

armed struggle against Nazi Germany.
firmed the rights of a Jew to become a CO.
pacifists who remained as America geared up for war organized
themselves in 1941 to form the Jewish Peace Fellowship. This
group disseminated information on Jewish attitudes towards
peace and supported those Jews who wished to file for status
as conscientious objectors. The Jewish Peace Fellowship
(JPF) was non-denominational but defined itself as a religious

It aimed to be a "specifically Jewish voice [forgroup.
42peace] drawing upon the peculiar insights of Jewish religion.

1950’s, and earlyAlthough small throughout the 1940’s,

specifically and consistently concerned with the issue of

Vocal support of pacifism and repudiation of American

years following World War II.
when any criticism of America could potentially be interpreted

The CCAR and RA reaf-
41

military policy was rare in the Jewish community in the
a period

defense against "aggression," against "a real and ever-
4 0 encroaching jeopardy to the freedom we cherish."

1960’s, the JPF was the only Jewish organization which was

peace, the draft, and conscientious objection.

The few, staunch

This war was necessary, it was explained, as a

It was, after all,
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Nevertheless, followingas
the outbreak of the Korean War the Conservative and Reform
rabbinical organizations once again asserted that a Jew
could, on religious grounds, ask to be declared a CO. The
Reform Committee on Conscientious Objection, however, was
not willing to take such a stand without any qualifications:
"The majority of us," the committee report goes on to apolo­
gize, "believe that it is in accordance with the highest

In contrast, the Conservative
movement’s Committee on Conscientious Objection, chaired
by Isidor Hoffman, an important Jewish pacifist for many

"to broaden the basis for conscien-

well as religious conviction.

resurgence of Jewish interest in pacifism as
Indicative of this was thethe fifties came to a close.

marked jump in the number of Jews making inquiries with the
A May 1963 letterJewish Peace Fellowship about CO status.

over one hundred Jewsof the JPF read that "since 1940,
have been granted official status as conscientious objectors

Less
"no less than

Numerous resolu­

tions ,
Both the Reformpeace.

I

on the basis of their Jewish training and belief."

there was a

tious objection so as to include humanitarian beliefs" as

"communist" and "traitorous."

traditions of Judaism to give military service to our Govern- 
43 ment in time of need."

years, sought, in 1951,

The Reform rabbinate would
44 wait thirteen years to make the same point.

Due, in large part, to a growing fear of nuclear war

than one year later, the JPF was receiving 
45 one inquiry" per week on this subject. 1 

conferences, and lectures were dedicated to exploring
and Conservative movements passed
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resolutions on peace. The nineteenth-century-like optimism
of these resolutions about the ability of human beings to
attain peace has a strange ring so late in the twentieth

The rabbis of the RA identified themselves "ascentury.
members of a tradition committed to believe . . . in man’s

too, the Union ofSo,

ful solutions could be found to the world’s conflicts was
reflected in the early resolutions of these rabbinical or­
ganizations about the Vietnam War, where emphasis was placed
on the United Nations.

Among Jews active in the peace movement of the Sixties
the emphasis was not simply on expressing the hope for peace,
but on establishing a link between religion and politics.

called_tjtie "Dimensions of Peace: a Jewish Confrontation"

The remarks of one of the participants,organizations.
are indicative of how thingsRabbi Jacob Agus of Baltimore,

had changed since the height of the "Red scare" a decade
In keeping with the mood of political activismbefore.

which was sweeping across America, Agus emphasized the polit-
"The first principleical and social functions of Judaism.

"is the

unity of the spiritual and secular realms."
not involved in politics, he concluded,

L

was held in New York City for the leaders of national Jewish

ability to transcend himself."46

American Hebrew Congregations (UAHC), the constituent body 
of Reform synagogues, asserted "faith in man’s capacity to 
establish God’s Kingdom on earth.The belief that peace-

On October 28-29, 1963 a special conference on war and peace

that emerges from our tradition," Agus declared, 
A Jew who is 

commits idolatry.48^ 

ut f ’
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Several weeks later Rabbi Arthur Lelyveld of Cleveland, in

Not only must the Jew be involvedpanded upon this theme.
in politics, Lelyveld claimed, but should realize that
there are concerns which transcend the needs of the State.
"The state is not entitled to a reverence higher than the

. . that it is designed
This was not merely philosophical exposition.

The willingness to see certain moral values on a higher
plane than the political values of the government would
lead many Jews during the Vietnam War to oppose American
involvement as
ment was regarded by the government as politically or
strategically expedient.

Further evidence of the changed mood of the early
1960’s was the willingness of some rabbis, particularly

to reassess the Cold War men-those in the Reform movement,
tality which dominated postwar America (Orthodoxy, as is

The reso­
lutions of the Reform and Conservative movements reflect
subtle, but significant, differences.

government "toIn 1962 the RA called upon the U.S.
intensify the investigation of methods other than the mili­

tary by which we can establish peace,
Whattecting the religious values in

"pro-
The Conserva-tected" the Conservative rabbis failed to say.

tive rabbis seem to have been willing to accept peace only

discussed further on, was silent on this issue).

a forum paper entitled "The Pursuit of World Peace," ex-

these "religious values"

"immoral" and "wrong" even if such involve-

human values and the human rights .
49 to serve."

at the same time pro- 
our civilization."50

were and how they would be
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There is littleselves the loophole of the last phrase.

United States and her allies, not to humanity as a whole.
In a 19 60 report on ’’World Law and Order" the Commis­

sion on Justice and Peace of the CCAR hinted at a more open
approach towards communist governments. "It is become clear
in this nuclear and space age," the report asserted,

Reform leaders were also becoming bolder in their criticism
of the anti-communist Cold War mentality of the government.
Maurice Eisendrath, outspoken, progressive president of the
UAHC, was characteristically forthright in his criticism of

support of anti-communist regimes. "Do we advance theU.S.
cause of peace," he asked rhetorically of the delegates to
the 47th General Assembly of the UAHC (1963) , "when we
ward the anti-communist sloganeering of dictators . .
The Union he addressed was no less adamant in its stance.

It urged "the administration to
continue to seek peace through negotiations, maintaining

. . We must reject the voices of hysteriaflexibility. .
which unthinkingly confuse honest negotiations with appease-

This liberal approach towards social
revolution in the Third World would be reiterated by Reform
(and some Conservative) rabbis and lay leaders throughout

in addition, be a foundationIt would,

re- 
?"52*

the Vietnam era.

on American terms and as a result, made sure to leave them-

"that
the concept of absolute national sovereignty is obsolete.”'’1

doubt that the reference to "our civilization" was to the

In November 1963 the UAHC approved a resolution entitled 
"The Pursuit of Peace.

ment, social revolution with communism and co-existence 
53 with treason."
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on which would be built the calls for recognition of and
negotiation with the North Vietnamese and the NLF.

Jewish Responses to American EscalationIV.

of interest, uncertainty, and/or support of American policy.

were disenchanted with the course of events in Indochina at
Those who said or

movement.
Jewish New Leftists themselves invariably minimized

the role their Jewishness played in their leftist orienta-
The opposition to the war they expressed at thistion.

early date, therefore, was based in Judaism or Jewish
identity only secondarily, if at all. Until the middle of
1967 most Jews on the Left questioned the merits of the
Vietnam War solely from their perspective
American citizens. Only later in the decade would Jewish
New Leftists reappraise the reasons for their opposition to
the war in Southeast Asia.

Within the organized American Jewish community repudi-

Only five articles about Vietnamnearly nonexistent.
appeared in popular Jewish periodicals before August 1964.

as leftist

early 1960’s, and probably for the same major reasons—lack

The majority of American Jews were, like their fellow

Yet there were some Jews, albeit few in number, who

ation of U.S. military support of South Vietnam was at first

New Left, some liberal Jewish periodicals, or the Reform

the earliest stages of U.S. intervention.
wrote anything were, for the most part, affiliated with the

citizens, silent about U.S. involvement in Vietnam in the
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Of these, four were in Commentary,
Jewish monthly sponsored by the American Jewish Committee.
The authors of these early articles all counselled military
restraint and the need to solve Vietnam’s problems through
social, political, and economic changes.

Typical were
the comments of Hans Morgenthau, professor at the University
of Chicago, who argued that the "primary threat Communism
presents outside Europe is not military but consists in
political penetration and subversion."

journalist writing in Hadassah magazine, predicted the
devastating effect a war in Vietnam would have for America.
A year and a half before the first Marines landed at Danang
he observed:

Jewish organizations were generally reticent about

issues.

criticizing American policy in Vietnam before 1965. The 
only major Jewish organization..which spoke out against the
war during this period was the Central Conference of Ameri-
TZTT’iL. 57#can Rabbis. The CCAR had long distinguished itself in

South Vietnam’s people, with the exception of 
a small minority, have no stake in the war.
. . . Almost unavoidably, the Americans will 
be left "holding the bag"—and suffering the 
casualties. Worst of all, the United States 
will reap—is, in fact, already reaping—a 
crop of hatred on the part of the majority 
of the population.

In fact, he con-

With chilling accuracy Saul Padover, a

They were, as a

then a liberal, secular
54

whole, not radical in their tone, but liberal.

tinued, a military build-up would be "counter-productive 
in Vietnam."55

taking progressive stances on various social and political 
In the 1950’s and early 1960’s Reform rabbis were
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active in the fight for civil rights and in the tiny peace
Many of the members of the JPF were Reform rabbis.movement.

The CCAR’s opposition to the war, therefore, was in keeping
with the liberal attitudes of its members.
South Vietnam," adopted in mid-June 1964 by this organiza-

The only public statement made by a national Jewish
organization after the middle of the Summer was an endorse-

(JWV) of the U.S. bombingment by the Jewish War Veterans
At their national convention in Augustof North Vietnam.

just after the Tonkin incident, the JWV delegates sup-1964,

the action of President Johnson in ordering the attack

of Tonkin incident stifled opposition within the organized
Opposition toJewish community for the last half of 1964.

^A politically conservative 

organization, the JWV would remain the staunchest supporter 
of American policy in Indochina throughout the Vietnam era.( 

The overwhelming support of Johnson following the Gulf

A "Resolution on

tion, was couched in political terms:

nist assault boats, and as

We view with distress the growing deteriora­
tion of the political and military situation 
in South Vietnam. Neither the two changes in 
government in the past year, nor the presence 
of 15,000 United States troops, nor the one 
and one-half million dollars in daily aid we 
have provided, have brought the people of 
South Vietnam closer to peace or to a better 
way of life. . . .

We urge that our government . . . work 
with . . . the United Nations—to seek a peace­
ful solution to the problem of South Vietnam.58

ported the "U.S. commitment to Vietnamese independence [and]

on the North Vietnamese ’hive* as the source of the Commu-
a necessary and proper response

59to irresponsible provocation."
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the armed combat on a religious or moral level was, as of
In his November report to the UAHCyet, unexpressed.

Board of Trustees, Maurice Eisendrath, a staunch advocate
did not mention the war in

The American Jewish community, during
these few months between the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution in
August 1964 and the mid-February 1965 decision by Lyndon
Johnson to escalate, was united in its lack of vocal opposi-

in later years,tion to the war in Indochina. Jews who would,
take vehement moral stands in opposition to or in favor of

The silence was like the calm
before a storm.

of peace in earlier reports, 
60 Vietnam at all.

the war, now said nothing.



CHAPTER TWO

Trends in American SocietyI.
The March 1965 American offensive was not an all-out

President Johnson and his advisorsescalation of the war.
hoped that the strategic bombing of "Operation Rolling Thun­
der" would obviate the necessity of having ground troops

The orders of the Marines who landed atfight in the war.
at first, only to defend the air base whereDanang were,

many of the air strikes originated. It was soon apparent,
that neither the bombing nor the influx of thehowever,

Marines was effectively altering the communists’ conduct
Strategic bombing was ineffective againstof the war.

North Vietnam,
In the south theareas where industry was centralized.

American ground forces were frustrated by increasing
activity on the part of the NLF and North Vietnamese

34

The American Jewish Community Takes Sides
(March 1965-June 1967)

You don’t have to be Jewish to be against 
the war in Vietnam.

-placard carried by university stu­
dent at April 15, 1967 "Spring 
Mobilization for Peace"

American-Jews want victory in Vietnam.
-placard carried by a member of the 
Anti-Communist International (Jew­
ish Section) at the U.N. Plaza, 
April 1967

a largely agricultural country with few
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As a result, Johnson authorized, in early April,personnel.
limited offensive action (within 50 miles of Danang) for U.S.

General Westmoreland asked for additional troops totroops.
quell the growing guerrilla activity against the United
States.

There are two
in escalating to full strength.
not to provoke Moscow or Beijing into a serious confrontation.

Although American soldiers were brought in gradually, by the
end of the year over 180,000 men were committed to the war
effort.

The guerrillas "expressed the determina-was first hoped.
tion to carry on the conflict," he stated,
lead to one conclusion—that it will be a long war.
Vietnam was increasingly referred to as a defense against
foreign, communist aggression by the Johnson Administration

As the conflict in Indochina intensi-and its supporters.
fied so too did the official rhetoric at home. In an Octo­

ber 26,
troops were in Vietnam.

there because somewhere,from succeeding. . . . They are

■

"which can only
i.2

1966 speech the President explained why American 
"They are there to keep aggression

hinted that the fighting might not be over as quickly as

tives in the Congress would use it as a weapon against the 
[social legislation of the] Great Society [program]."^

The number of Americans in Vietnam increased gradually, 
probabl^ explanations for Johnson’s hesitation

The first was his desire

recalled later, his apprehension that "all those conserva-
A further motivation for this "low key" approach was, as he

In late 19 65 Robert McNamara, the Secretary of Defense,
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this
By May 1967 over 436,000 Americans

were fighting in Vietnam.
Throughout this period, the Johnson Administration

enjoyed the support of both Congress and of most Americans
for its conduct of the war. Johnson's political acumen
quelled political dissent in Washington. The Vice Presi­
dent , Humphrey warned the new members of the 89thHubert H.
Congress (1965):

The
result was a high degree of political support for Johnson’s
policy in Southeast Asia. A March 1966 amendment sponsored
by Senator Wayne Morse to repeal the Tonkin Gulf Resolution

In March 1967 only three Senatorswas defeated 92 to 5.

reflection of the
pro-war mood of Congress, but of the American public. "Sup­
port for the war in Vietnam rose very considerably as Ameri-

After the Fulbright hearings held in Congress to investigate
American conduct of the war (February/March 1966) the per­
centage of Americans dissatisfied with the war jumped con

If you feel an urge to stand up and make a 
speech attacking Vietnam policy, don’t make 
it. After you have been here a few years 
you can afford to be independent. But if 
you want to come back in 1967, don’t do it 
now. 4

This was not only a

can troops joined the fighting during the last half of 1965."

The Administration repudiated any form of public protest as 
helping to "advance the cause of Red imperialism."1-

and at some place, the free nations of the world must say
again to the military disciples of Asian Communism:

3 far and no further."

voted against the proposed $12.2 billion appropriation for 
the Vietnam War/
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of the antiwar opposition in the U.S. In Congress and the

rations rather than on any fundamental disagreement over
For these groups the question was whetherobjectives."

..8not whether it was worth winning."the war could be won,
among intellectuals on the Left,In the universities, and

in liberal religious organizations, however, serious disa­
greement over American involvement in Vietnam was raised in

One of the first forums for people to express their
disagreement with the March 1965 escalation of the war were

Three days after the Marines landed at
Danang a group of faculty members from the University of
Michigan met to set up some kind of

1moratorium1war.
The date for thisso that students could study the war.

"teach-in") was set forit was called,
The hope was that it would givethe night of March 24-25.

students access to the various points of view on the war,
though, in actuality, most of the speakers emphasized the
need to solve Vietnam’s problems politically, not through

The "teach-in" idea was popular,

lectual community. The

I

for it spread to scores of other campuses that Spring.
A growing rift separated the President from the intel- 

Johnson Administration traced the

a military show of force.

a strike against the

an ever louder chorus of opposition.

They issued "a formal appeal for a one-day
.,9

moratorium (or, as

news media opposition was "based mainly on tactical conside-

As the war intensified, however, so did the influence

siderably, but even in mid-1967 most Americans continued to 
support the President.?

the "teach-ins."
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Academicians and intellectuals were frustrated byity. "
their ineffectiveness in altering U.S. policy and by their
rebuff from Johnson.

In bringing students and intellectuals together,ential.
focus for the growing discontent with thethey served as a

war.
By no means was the intellectual community united in

A small number felt that the
could and should be ended by

working within the political system.
crimes," Norman Podhoretz,
"but the war itself is not a criminal Liberals like
Podhoretz were outnumbered by those intellectuals who became
more and more radicalized.

An individual or government which favored (ormoral issue.
even tolerated)
In addition,
as

Intellectuals also differed as to how their opposition
such as Irvingto the war should be expressed. Moderates,

verbal] protest against a policy that has never been seri­
ously debated in Congress or candidly presented to the coun-

Radical intellectuals, on the other hand, felt that

the time for words had passed and called for
|

"There have been war

try" in a

a more activist

The radical saw Vietnam as a

The "teach-ins," however, were influ­

dissent expressed at the "teach-ins" to "academic gullabil-

editor of Commentary, declared, 
„10 war. "

such a war was not just mistaken, but wrong.

its approach to the conflict.
war, as inhuman as it was,

Howe and others stressed the "legitimacy of [written or

a nation which conducted such a war was viewed 
a "criminal, sinister country."^

"Joint Statement on the Vietnam Protest Movement"
12published in November.
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protest to the Vietnam War.

key antiwar critic, challenged the antiwar opposition to
engage in civil disobedience:

These and similar statements served as the intellectual
foundation for the growing protest movement. The first to
actually demonstrate against the war were students, particu­
larly those in the New Left.
20,000 people gathered at the Washington Monument for the
first mass demonstration against the war. It was sponsored

Within a few months the antiwar movement beganby the SDS.
to split, like its intellectual backers, into liberals and

Unlike the intellectuals, who were primarilyradicals.
radical by mid-1965, the peace movement remained, for the

in the hands of those who were generallynext 24 months,
liberal in their politics.

A few
demonstrations of the period were militant (symbolic
attempts to block troop trains), but most were peaceful
marches or gatherings.

In November 1966 planning began for nationwide demon—
The monthsstrations to be held on Saturday, April 15, 1967.

filled with rancor within thebefore the April date were
liberals and radicals argued over whoantiwar movement as

theless, there was discord between these factions.
Throughout this period, never-

We know that the Wagner Act which gave labor the 
right to organize and bargain collectively was 
empty until workers went into the streets. The 
civil rights movement has learned this lesson. 
It is a lesson that must be applied now to the 
peace movement as well. We must stop meeting 
indoors and go into the streets.13

held in Madison Square Garden in New York, Bayard Rustin, a
At a June 8, 1965 antiwar rally

On April 17, 1965 more than
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should be included in the demonstration. As the day approached,

would be demonstrating than they had originally estimated.
The March in New York on April 15 was the largest demonstra­
tion in American history to that date. Estimates of the

14number of participants ranged from 100,000 to half a million.
Thousands of other Americans joined in peace demonstrations
throughout the country.

The success of the April 1967 demonstrations had import­
ant effects on the peace movement. It showed that antiwar
sentiment was no longer limited to some fringe groups, but
was supported by vast numbers of Americans.
their seeming success, the antiwar protests did not really

The U.S. continued to intensify its effortsalter the war.
against North Vietnam and the NLF. In its frustration at
not effecting serious change the radical element in the

violent, protest against the war and the government. After

sistance.

II.
In 1965 few Jewish organizations took a clear stand on

Only the most liberal or the most conservative ofthe war.
Jewish groups made any public statements about the war be­
fore the end of the year.
rabbis

i

The Reform movement, led by its
had already expressed some reservations about Ameri­

can policy in South East Asia and^only intensified^jtts oppo-
Those Orthodox, Conser-sition to the war as time went on.

antiwar movement began to press for a more active, even

the middle of 1967 the issue was no longer dissent, but re-

Yet, for all of

however, it became clear to those in charge that more people

Early Jewish Reactions (March 1965-January 1966)
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their beliefs joined with the clergy of other faiths to
present a united, interfaith opposition. On the right the
Jewish War Veterans placed themselves squarely behind the
President.

The debate in 1965 centered around the political issues
of the war and the right of Americans to protest government
policy. The three key topics discussed were the bombing of

the need for negotiation, and the withdrawalNorth Vietnam,
of American troops from offensive combat. At first, only a
few individuals and organizations saw the Vietnam War
moral or religious issue. Taking their cue from left-wing

Jews began to approach the war from
By early 1966 a number of them were

for their opposition.

The first public statement against the escalation of
the war in March 1965 was a resolution adopted by the Execu­
tive Board of the CCAR,the day after "Operation Rolling

"We deplore escalation of the conflict byThunder began
They expressed two fearsany country," the rabbis affirmed.

about the intensification of this war—the first being the

The solution seemed clear:
Thisto end the conflict.

clarion call for "negotiation

a different perspective.

as a

tions" with "other Governments"

that such an action "runs the risk of a global nuclear war."
"to enter into immediate negotia-

" would resound again and again

relying on the "moral imperatives" of Judaism as the basis

intellectuals, however.

"misery" it would cause "the Vietnamese people," the second

vative, and Reform rabbis who felt the war was inimical to
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Agreements in 1973.
This resolution was,

criticism of American policy in Vietnam. Yet these rabbis
were not willing to break completely with the government’s
argument that the U.S. could not simply surrender. "We do
not advocate unilateral withdrawal," the resolution went on

"but the substitution of the United Nations peaceto say,
keeping agencies." much later in the war,(Of course, uni­
lateral withdrawal was exactly what the liberal rabbis would

The final sentence of the resolution reads,advocate.) "Com­
munism is not stopped by bullets but by bread, education and
hope." The implication that communism should be stopped is

What is up for debate is how communism is to bepresumed.
fought—politically or militarily.
tence was added after the rest of the resolution was pro-

Not only does it come at the end of the document,posed.
but it does not follow logically from the rest of the text.

complete change of position

Executive Board was on the record as strongly opposed to
the war.

In June the CCAR reiterated the position of its Execu­
te are firmly convinced that there can be_.notive Board.

to the fundamental social and economic'military solution’
the rabbis declared.problems of the Vietnamese,." They

called upon the President to

within the antiwar movement until the signing of the Paris
15

"enter into immediate negotia-

In addition, it represents a

It seems that this sen-

in light of the times, a harsh

Nevertheless, the CCAR
from the refutation of anti-communism expressed in statements 
of the CCAR from previous years.
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bions" to resolve the conflict. The rabbis, like the intel­
lectual community, began to question the President’s credi­
bility. The disenchantment with the Administration which
followed the rebuff of the "teach-ins" was reflected, in the
CCAR resolution, in a cynical note "that [while] our Presi­
dent has repeated his offer to negotiate at any time with
all parties concerned . . . we believe that this offer is
nullified by his refusal to cease bombing North Vietnam."
The resolution concluded:

elections and co-operation

rabbis towards the idea of a. communist Vietnam. The first
rebuke of the war on religious grounds came from the Western

cal to Jewish traditions and teachings.
The 48th Biennial General Assembly of the UAHC in

November followed the lead taken by Reform rabbis. Much
of the drive behind the Union’s liberal stance was derived
from its president, Rabbi Maurice Eisendrath. As early as
May he proposed that a resolution about the war be submitted

His concerns, like those ofbefore the general assembly.
He suggested apolitical.

peaceful settlement in

with China and the USSR hints at the openness of the Reform
17

Association of Reform Rabbis, which saidjthe..war was ’’inimi-
/T^q'

’( 2-S’ '**■

We call upon our Government to begin now a 
gradual withdrawal of its vast military ma­
chine in Vietnam; to restore the status quo 
of the Geneva Agreement of 1954, with special 
emphasis upon all-Vietnamese democratic elec­
tions; to co-operate with the Soviet Union 
and China in support of the government which 
will emerge from free elections; and, finally, 
to transfer the keeping of the peace to the 
United Nations.

his rabbinical colleagues, were

This emphasis on "all-Vietnamese"

resolution draft which called for "a
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In a passionate speech before
the 3000 delegates meeting that November in San Francisco,
Eisendrath pleaded that the UAHC align itself with the CCAR

What is significant about his speechin opposing the war.
is not what he proposed, but the arguments he used in favor

His recommendations were the same in Novem-of its passage.
ber as they had been in May, yet he no longer condemned the

His objections werefrom a political perspective. re­war
"This is notligious.

thundered, . We
transgress every tenet of our faith when we fight on another’s
soil,
multitudes of innocent villagers.

There are several possible explanations for this shift.
First, and probably most important, was the willingness of

In addition, Eisendrath

The relianceby reference merely to political arguments.
on religious authority was, perhaps, perceived as

Furthermore, by late 1965 themeans of affecting change.
Administration was making it clear that the conflict might
be protracted, only adding to the disenchantment Eisendrath

the war lengthened and more Americansfelt.

may have been frustrated with the lack of success obtained

a surer

scorch the earth of another’s beloved homeland, slay 
(^2 0/

Vietnam,’’ expressed "concern" about the U.S. bombing of North

Finally, as
visited Vietnam, reports of the actual toll in life began to 
filter back to the U.S., angering those like the UAHC presi-

”[it is] a religious, a Jewish precept. .

other liberal religious leaders in the U.S. to address the
21 issue from a moral perspective.

Vietnam, and proposed "unconditional discussions involving
19 all concerned parties."

’politics' I am mixing in," he
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dent for whom human life was more important than political
ideology.

treme.
the proposition that the U.S. immediately cease its bombing

military disadvantage in order to contribute to an atmos­
phere conducive to negotiations and an ultimate cessation

Opponents argued that an immediate halt ofof carnage."
the bombing would weaken the chances for peace. A standing
vote indicated an almost even division among the delegates

The compromise resolution, which wason this resolution.
overwhelmingly approved, first requested the President to

"safety of our armed forces" and only then de­ensure the
our armed forces will cease firing,

our planes will cease bombing and that our representatives
are proceeding forthwith to a designated neutral place" to
meet with "representatives of the opposing forces in Vietnam
and of the United Nations" to find

The resolution’s language was largely politi-this conflict.

The UAHC delegates were "troubled," "per-gious principle.

The Union’s resolution placed the Reform movement at

There was heated debate on the convention floor over

whom there dwells the deep hunger for peace among men."

a religious people within

of North Vietnam "even were this to entail a short-range

plexed," and "distressed" with the war because they saw

cal, but the basis for the opposition to the war was reli-

a "peaceful solution" to

clare "as of a given date,

These delegates were not addressing the war simply as 
(22 UtfKC ■

Americans, but as Jewish Americans

themselves "as representatives of

Eisendrath’s proposal was, for many delegates, too ex-
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the forefront of Jewish opposition to the war. The move­
ment’s oppositional stance vis-a-vis Vietnam was the result
of a number of factors.
place, theologically and philosophically liberal. In the
political arena Reform Jews were equally as progressive.
Opposition to Vietnam was but one more example of this liberal
outlook.
direct involvement in politics because of their tradition of

This sprang out of the nineteenth centurysocial concern.

World War II emphasis on the prophetic model, which united
A third factor was thethe political and moral realms.

power of the movement’s leaders to sustain interest in pro­
gressive issues.
rabbis would remain leaders in the antiwar movement for the
duration of the war.

The only other Jewish organization to publicly condemn
the fighting in 1965
can Jewish Congress,
the Jewish community to come out against the war. The
Conservative rabbinate endorsed the June 8 antiwar rally
at Madison Square Gardens
formal statements about the war.

A number of prominent rabbis opposed the war through
It is easy to understand whyinterfaith organizations.

these rabbis were so willing to join interfaith groups to
the fight for civil rights many of themoppose the war. In

The friend-worked alongside their non—Jewish colleagues.
ships that formed during the civil rights struggle were

the first of many women's groups in
23

(as did the CCAR), but issued no
24

was the women's division of the Ameri-

doctrine of "the mission of Israel" as well as the post-

Second, Reform Jews were open to the movement's

Reform Judaism was, in the first

The UAHC, CCAR, and individual Reform
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merely renewed once the war in Vietnam became a serious
issue.
active role in opposition to the war. Early religious

intervention in Indochina grew, in part,criticism of U.S.
out of the emphasis placed on peace among liberal religious

lingering sense of guilt for not having spoken up
against the Nazi menace prior to the Second World War, and

war in moral terms.
Shortly after the escalation in March an ad hoc commit-

called the Clergyman’s Emergency Committee for Vietnam,tee,
was formed.

the Inter-Religious Committee on Vietnam, and plannedname,
"silent vigil" at the Pentagon for May 11-12. Among thea

"Call to Vigil" were three rabbis—Isidor B.22 signers of a
Hoffman (a Conservative rabbi active in the JPF since its

(Reform) and Uri Miller (Ortho-

A second interfaith group opposed to the war was the
Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR), an international paci­
fist organization established in the 1920’s to which the

One of its effortsJewish Peace Fellowship was affiliated.

Rabbi Jacob J.

had such reservations about this war was
this century, organized religion had bent the knee to the

I

Liberal clergy of all faiths played an early and
25

In late April this organization assumed a new

was to send prominent members of the clergy to Vietnam to

the perception that the U.S. President never legitimated the

Weinstein, president of the CCAR, was among those who went.
Weinstein stated that the reason why he and other clergy

that "twiceJLn

groups, a

inception), Albert M. Lewis 
, x 26 dox) .

see, first hand, the effects of the war.
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. . There was a general feeling among all
of us
this role a third time,
respect of the majority of its thoughtful devotees.

The most important ecumenical body opposed to Vietnam
Clergy and Laymen Concerned About Vietnam (CALCAV).was

it was chaired by Daniel BerriganCreated in October 1965,
(Catholic), Richard Neuhaus (Protestant), and Abraham Joshua
Heschel, professor of theology at the Conservative movement’s
Jewish Theological Seminary (JTS) in New York. In January
1966 several prominent Reform rabbis—Balfour Brickner,

Although the Jewish community was generally silent

those who would stifle dissent, whether from the pulpit or
The "teach-ins" and demonstrations of thein the streets.

antiwar opposition had led many people to attack critics of
A number of rab­

bis who opposed the war were "pressured by congregational

Antiwar

from supporters of America’s involvement in Vietnam. The

tendency of some elements in America to stifle dissent was
dangerous shackling of freedom.viewed, by many Jews,

pening, refused to remain silent any longer.

presidents and boards to refrain from making any comments
..29

Several Jewish groups, angered and afraid of what was hap-
During the

it would lose the loyalty and the
.<27

or to speak out at all on the war in Vietnam.

as a

Moloch,.of  War. .
[who travelled to Vietnam] that if religion accepted

the war as "gullible" if not "disloyal."

critics were, by the end of the year, under constant attack

about the war, a number of groups did speak out against

Maurice Eisendrath, and Jacob Weinstein—joined the national
o Acommittee of CALCAV.
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last two months of 1965 and first month of 1966 both organi­
zations of the Reform movement, the American Jewish Congress
(AJCongress), the editorial voice of the Reconstructionist

freedom of Americans to object to governmental policy.
In line with their liberal attitude towards the war

the CCAR and UAHC issued resolutions favoring free dissent.
Afraid of repression of "the whole truth about our Govern­
ment’s political and military involvement" in Southeast
Asia,

to chal-Debate.’’
lenge the government and excoriated Administration officials
who questioned the loyalty of antiwar critics. It noted,

Eisendrath and the UAHC were no less forthright in
In his address before the UAHC Generaltheir statements.

"consensusAssembly Eisendrath expressed his fears of a

support r’’
the leader of the Union"We have a duty/'

flung at

i

trial complex." 
continued, "to challenge the jibe of ’Communist*

the CCAR passed a resolution on "The Right to Free
It asserted the "rights of our citizens"

There are disquieting reports that journalists 
in Vietnam . . . have been put under pressure 
to report official news based on press releases 
from the military. This is "managed news" and 
has no place in a democracy. 30

In response to congregational restraints upon rabbis the

movement, Reconstructionist magazine, and the Jewish Spec­
tator r an independent Jewish monthly, publicly endorsed the

in addition, that:

Executive Board of the CCAR endorsed the
. 31 J**~*>y Cu <•/€>•*(pulpit" in its October meeting...

"freedom of the

philosophy" which "at least by our silence, at worst by our 
leaves all decisions to the "military and indus-
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almost everyone who presumes to differ from this day’s Admini­
stration policy. . . . I thought that the right of dissent

the salient distinction between dictatorship andwas
democracy.” Judaism would not be relevant to modern individ-

the idol of the state.
United States and Canada agreed with their president’s re­
marks and adopted a resolution titled the "Right to Dissent:"

Other liberal elements in the Jewish community took a
The Governing Council of the Americansimilar position.

Jewish Congress, meeting in early November, argued that "the
desire of Administration spokesmen to mobilize public en­
dorsement for United States military intervention in Vietnam
unhappily has been accompanied by a corollary desire to dis­
courage criticism and by an apparent willingness to counte-

. . The right
of vigorous protest—including demonstrations, parades,

uals unless it countered this
„32

We find it necessary at this time to reaffirm 
the right of American citizens peacefully to 
assemble and demonstrate whether in support 
[of] or in protest against Government poli­
cies. . . . It is not the right of government 
. . . to silence dissent, however unpopular 
or controversial. Those who are critical of 
the United States’ policies, whether from the 
pulpit or in the street, must be neither 
stifled nor intimidated by the threat of in­
vestigation. Neither shall their motives nor 
their loyalties be impugned. We most vigorously 
urge our congregations to . . . fully explore 
every area of social and religious concern, 
even those deemed most controversial. 33 -*=>

sistent with the tenets of an open society. .
nance limitations upon free speech and free assembly incon-

"jingoism" and "worship [of] 
o-f- sfxt r U. \\ V\J

The Union delegates from the

rallies, peaceful picketing, and the distribution of 
literature—is protected" in this country.34 An editorial
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in the Reconstructionist noted that "as the war in Vietnam
the spirit of freedom in the United States de-escalates r

While the author of this piece did not explicitlyclines."

Washington in late November.
argued that "civil disobedience,tor of the Jewish Spectator,

especially with respect to war, has a long tradition among
Jews "

ally liberal organizations and periodicals addressed the

Support for the freedom of dissent was important for
liberal elements in American society, for during the McCarthy

castigated as traitorous communists. Jews were particularly
wary because of their relatively active political involve­
ment in such groups.
lenge to dissent smacked of censorship and the limitation

It is only natural that Jews, a minorityof civil rights.
whose success in America rested on equal rights for all citi-

would be especially sensitive about this topic.zens,
Those Jews who spoke out in this period were generally

critics of the Administration, but two national Jewish or-
(JWV) and the smallganizations--the Jewish War Veterans

Religious Zionists of America—did defend the American
The JWV was merely reaffirming theactions in Indochina.
following the Gulf of Tonkin incident.prowar approach it took

Rabbi Roland Gittelsohn, who endorsed an antiwar march in
35

Era only a decade earlier, many liberals and leftists were

come out against the war, congratulations were offered to

issue not as Jews, but as American citizens.

Unlike the UAHC and CCAR, these tradition-

Furthermore, the government’s chal-

Trude Weiss-Rosmarin, edi-

and praised those rabbis who were willing to chal-
3 6 lenge this war.
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Americans to dissent from our. government1s policies in Viet-
Yet its members also added their disagreement withnam. "

"the action of this dissenting minority" out of fear of
giving the enemy the wrong impression, thereby "deterring
peace negotiations and possibly prolonging the war." To

JWV,
the knowledge that Jews, along

action and involvement in the Vietnamese conflict." That
these same individuals felt it necessary to point out that
"the protests of noisy dissenters do not reflect the over­
whelming sentiment of the American people" indicates how

At their convention in Long Beach, N.Y.
for

handful of individual rabbis

and unable to present a united front.
Jews were little different from the vast number of

Americans who gave the war their tacit support. The con-

that opposing points of view not be stifled, however,cern
Hence, most

Jews in late 1965 remained torn—supportive of those willing
to fight in the war, yet equally supportive of those who

Nelson Glueck, president of the Reformfought against it.
Ohio, Hebrew Unionrabbinical seminary in Cincinnati,

-3-^ J
Even this right-wing organization affirmed the, "right, o.f

who spoke in favor of the war, but they remained isolated
39

was unusually strong in the Jewish community.

There was a

to "convey to our servicemen

counter the heightened opposition to the war, leaders of the
during the first week of December 1965, flew to Vietnam

with Americans of other faiths, support the United States’

the Religious Zionists of America urged "full support"
3 8 Vietnam policy.

influential the antiwar opposition was perceived, even as
37 early as 1965.
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College-Jewish Institute of Religion (HUC-JIR), gave word to

students of the school in December 1965:

x^

Consensus and Opposition (January 1966-August 1966)III.
In early 1966 there were still signs that the Jewish

supported the Administration. Thiscommunity, as a whole,
support was undoubtedly enhanced after President Johnson

"peace offensive" in late 1965, stressing Ameri-initiated a
ca's willingness to negotiate and de-escalate to end the con-

Af ter meeting ..with. Arthur.. Goldberg,flict in Southeast Asia.

was
Included with his letter was the position paper

Polls at this time showed that a
although a rela­ma jority of Jews supported the war (56%),

tively large percentage (34%), in comparison with other

I

Goldberg] were all convinced that the recent Peace Offensive 
a genuine and sincere attempt to find a peaceful solution

Our thoughts turn to the thousands of young men— 
many no less sensitive and no less aware of moral 
issues than we—who ... risk their lives and 
die for us. . . . We think, too, of the many who 
strive for peace—who daily expose themselves to 
hostility and abuse so that right and decency 
shall govern the affairs of men and nations. We 
would stand at their side and strengthen their 
hand .4 0; U(

to the war."

groups, did feel the war was wrong. Also, Jews showed a

this ambiguity in a memo sent to the faculty, staff, and

U.S. delegate to the United Nations,. _Jacob. Weinstein wrote 
the members of the CCAR to assure them: "We [who visited

much greater tendency than individuals claiming other reli 
42 gious affiliations to urge a cessation of hostilities.

of the government so that "we might better understand our
41 Government1s position.”
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opposed to the reasons the U.S.
was in Vietnam, but they did feel American goals would be

This demonstrated, once again,best served by peace not war.
the moderate or liberal approach of the Jewish community as
a whole.

In the same month that the Reform rabbis met with Gold­
berg representatives of the largest constituent bodies of
Orthodox Judaism in America joined with the Conservative and

of America (SCA), to issue a
on the surface,It seemed,

the major Jewish organizations on this issue. It was the
most broad-based Jewish statement on the Vietnam War to date.
Its signers were the presidents of each of the SCA’s consti­
tuent organizations—Rabbi Israel Miller (Rabbinical Council
of America, the largest Orthodox rabbinic body)r Moses I.
Feuerstein (Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of
America, the most representative organization of American
Orthodoxy), Rabbi Max Routtenberg (RA), Henry N. Rapaport
(United Synagogue of America, Conservative Judaism’s syna­
gogue organization), Rabbi Jacob J. Weinstein (CCAR), and
Rabbi Maurice N. Eisendrath (UAHC).

The signers agreed that "peace and the cessation of
hostilities must remain our major objective," but noted

nevertheless, quite willing toselves." These men were,
"to begin negotiations . .propose a number of suggestions:

I

that there was a consensus among

can clearly solve the moral dilemma in which we find our-
that "no one course of action in this complicated situation

Most Jews were not, as yet,

Reform movements, under the auspices of the Synagogue Council 
"Policy Statement on Vietnam."4^
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among the governments of the United States, North and South
Vietnam, including representation for the National Libera­
tion Front;" to make provisions for "the independence of

. . to determine the character of itsSouth Viet Nam .

placed by adequate international peace-keeping forces;" and

To placate pro-Administration elements,Southeast Asia.
President Johnson’s stated willingness to negotiate and de-
escalate was commended.

The diversity of support for the SCA

In many ways the SCAbut, in actuality, was a weakness.
statement, which was issued to demonstrate the unity of the
largest religious movement on this issue, merely served as

vocal stance than had been taken previously. Many ofmore
Antiwar critics couldthe proposals were controversial.

hail the need to recognize the NLF in negotiations, but

could rejoice overimperative.
acceptance of South Vietnam’s "independence," but regarded

The final paragraphnegotiations with the NLF as anathema.
of the statement reflects the variety of opinions within the

SCA:

Within the range of re-
We do not lay claim to moral certitude and re­
frain from moral dogmatism in this complex and 
agonizing situation. Within the range of re-

Avid supporters of the war

"Policy Statement

a catalyst for those on both sides to take a stronger and

"phased," withdrawal was

on Vietnam" seemed to be the document’s potential strength,

to make economic aid available to help the "development" of

would argue that an immediate, not

future government;" "[to begin] the phased withdrawal of
all [American troops] ... if and when they can be re-
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Since mid-1965 Jewish antiwar critics had questioned
involvement in Vietnam on moral grounds.the U.S. It was

Morality demanded that America end its military role in
There could be no compromise.Vietnam. Supporters of the

war were forced to explain their support in terms of their
"Communist aggression" and Jewish survival infears about

a communist world. The only real way to peace, advocates
of American policy argued, was to show military firmness.
There could be no compromise. just when the JewishAnd so,
community seemed to be reaching a consensus, it was really
moving apart.

Rabbi Henry Siegman argued, in his opening remarks at
an SCA-sponsored symposium on "Judaism and the World Peace"

that the religious individual is notseveral weeks later,

granted "special insights" into the issue of war, but does
have "special responsibilities." The Jew "must apply the
morality to which he is committed in a meaningful way, and
he must turn to that religious heritage which is uniquely

"religious heritage"For Jews to whom this

respond to the conflict?"

ligious commitment and concern, differences as 
to specific policies can and do exist. We recog­
nize that those who see the need for checking 
Communist subversion by military means are no 
less dedicated to the cause of a just world peace 
than whose who believe the United States must 
cease hostilities in Vietnam.

the question was no longer "canwas important, therefore,

his for guidance and insight in the application of that
4 4 morality."

clear that war, not communism, was the greatest of evils.

we respond to the war as Jews?," but "how, as Jews, do we
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Prominent Jewish leaders who opposed the war began, in
late 1965,

The resolutions of the CCAR and UAHC were based ontive.
the belief that Judaism necessarily led to an antiwar posi­
tion. Throughout the first half of 1966 a growing number
of antiwar critics took this same view. On January 30 the
Governing Council of the American Jewish Congress (AJCon-
gress) called on the United States "to offer an immediate

. have a direct interest" in
The reason for

these proposals was explicit:

45

impel us to seek peace and pursue it. . . . The supreme reli­
gious mandate requires a ceaseless search for a peaceful

The RA statement, reflecting aalternative [to the war]."
group more politically conservative than the Reform rabbis,
did not simply address the American government, but was also

,,46condemnatory of North Vietnam’s "immoral conduct of the war.
The Committee on Justice, Peace and Church-State Relations
of the CCAR expressed pride over "the vigor with which the 
Reform movement has expressed its moral distress concerning

Through the ages, the Jewish people has longed 
and worked for the fulfillment of the dream of 
peace. . . . The crisis in Vietnam presents a 
grave danger not only to peace but to civili­
zation itself.

Without disregarding the responsibilities 
our presence in Southeast Asia has created; 
without denying the validity of American con­
cern for freedom in all parts of the world, we 
nonetheless believe that the overriding moral 
imperative of this moment [is peace in Vietnam].

to see opposition to the war as a moral impera-

cease fire," to "negotiate . .
ments, and groups that . .

In May the RA stated that "the moral imperatives of Judaism

. with all states, govern-

Vietnam, and to "support" free elections.
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..47 "Rabbis who speak and work for peace,"the war in Vietnam.
"are not only faithful tothe CCAR Executive Board declared,

the dictates of conscience but to the major emphasis of the

In May 1966 the AJCongress, following the lead of its
women’s division and Governing Council, adopted a resolution
on Vietnam which stressed opposition to the war based in the
"dream of peace" and the "sanctity of life" cherished by

The AJCongress’ chief objection to"Jewish people."the
therefore, was that it violated religious or moralthe war,

The fact that it justified its positionvalues of Judaism.
but was in line withby religious values was not unusual,

the general tendency of the antiwar movement to gain legiti­
macy by emphasis on a higher moral authority than the govern-

Political solutions to the war were also proposed.ment.
The resolution called for "suspending U.S. bombing of North

. . phased withdrawal

Al­
though a broad based organization which included religious

primarily ethnic, the AJCongress had long been involved in
Since the Second World War this group hadliberal causes.

promoted social legislation and fought for the advancement
This resolution on Vietnam, then, whileof civil liberties.

Jewish communal organization, was not that
unusual bearing in mind the general political leanings of
the first by a

Viet Nam, an immediate ceasefire, .

Jews, Zionists, and individuals whose Jewish affiliation was

Jewish tradition, which has ever celebrated peace as the 
proper condition of men."48

of troops," negotiations with all parties (including the
49 NLF), and free elections (including the Viet Cong).
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the AJCongress.

in moral terms. Albert Vorspan, director of the UAHC Com-

[for opposition to the war] is the imperative of Judaism it­
self. . As
in behalf of peaceful settlement. . . . Isn’t that a tender­
hearted position? That’s what the Jewish position hasYes.

Unlike other antiwar critics he did not doubtalways been.”
that terror tactics were used in the war by the communists,
but, he reasoned,

A

Jewish moral concern in sermons and lectures. Rabbi
Arthur Lelyveld wrote that the "imperatives of the Jewish
heritage" demanded fairness towards the Vietnamese people,

government, and freedom for Americans totruth from the U.S.
Peace is not Judaism’s highest goal,express their dissent.

("dignity of life") is.he continued, kiddush ha-chaim Hence,
"when we read what is happening to the peasants of South

confront that deprecation of life which inVietnam . we
to its supreme valueas

A number of supporters of the war criticized those Jews

who felt the
Most Orthodox Jews, right-wing Con-to an antiwar stance.

and some Zionist

groups spoke out in favor of a war which was undesirable,

"moral imperative" of Judaism necessarily led

number of rabbis addressed the Vietnam War as an issue of
51

"if the moral distinction between them and
..50

Many individuals also saw their opposition to the war

a Jewish community we should speak and act

us is obliterated, does it matter who wins Vietnam?

servative Jews, the Jewish War Veterans,

mission on Social Action, argued that "our deepest rationale

light of our conviction [as Jews] 
is intolerable."
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Michael Wyschogrod, a professor at Yeshivabut necessary.
University, agreed with the antiwar critics that "as Jews,

"neither can we be doves."But," he added,
The conclusions drawn from Judaism are not as clear as the
antiwar camp would have people believe. "Judaism abhors

evil when there is no other way to contain it."
An-

curred with Wyschogrod that "Judaism seeks peace but does
not exclude the possibility of war." Upset about the debate

eschew sweeping moralisms [against the supporters of the war].

misguided prestige considerations or moral blindness." In
fact, Greenberg added, the equation of pacifism with moral-

continued to deal with the issue solely on the political
They responded not from their understanding of Jew-level .

ish tradition, but as concerned American citizens. The

lines on this issue
The Jews who approved of Johnson's handling of the war were

not in favor of escalating the conflict, but they regarded
the antiwar calls for an immediate ceasefire, negotiations
with all parties, and American withdrawal as unreasonable.

A large percentage of Jewish supporters of the war

we can 11 be hawks.

. . The other side may not be guilty of callousness, or

other Yeshiva University professor, Irving Greenberg, con-

war, but it also considers it necessary to wage war against
The "evil,"

5 3 as he saw it, was an expansionist "Asian Communism."

reason was that, for them, using the tradition for guide-
"creates as many problems as it solves."55

ity has enabled political leaders to disregard the religious 
perspective as unrealistic.5^

over the morality of the war he cautioned, "clergymen should
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tion’s view that North Vietnam and the NLF were the aggres-
Politically conservative Seymour Siegel,sors in this war.

cause more harm than good."
proposed, was not the U.S., but communism. Withdrawal would

. . for it would reward
the aggressor, thus tempting him to undertake further ad-

The only logical course of action would be to "holdvances."
the conflict within controllable bounds and actively” seek

The Orthodox Rabbinical Council of America (RCA) "united

In July 1966 Rabbi Pesach Z. Levo­
president of the RCA, criticized the peace efforts ofvitz,
religious leaders which were directed solely at Washing-some
"This is not the road to peace," he maintained, "ifton.
to be successful in securing peace in Southeast Asia,

Rabbi Richard E. Dryer, senior Jewish chap-
"bru-

In January 1966 Malcolm
Tarlov, national commander of the JWV challenged the Reform
leaders, Weinstein and Eisendrath, who advocated policies

By September, however, he said the JWVests in Vietnam."

we are

be a "disastrous course of action. .

professor at JTS, agreed that "moralistic exhortations,

The "aggressor" in Vietnam, he

politically detrimental to "our allies and our vital inter-
60

In addition, they were more willing to accept the Administra-

we must apply equal pressure and persuasion on Hanoi, Peking, 
e o and Moscow."

which overlook the ambiguities of real situations, can

lain in Vietnam, also regarded "the other side" as a
59tai, tyrannical aggressor."

behind the President’s leadership" and supported his attempts
57 to bring about peace.

to end it, with the ultimate goals being "the halting of 
the aggressor ... and the reconstruction" of Vietnam.
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Zionist groups in America were split in their attitudes
The Religious Zionists of America had al-towards the war.

In an article in theready come out in favor of the war.
American Zionist, the official publication of the Zionist
Organization of America (ZOA), Jacob Rudin argued that the
antiwar mood created in America by the war might leave

He also pointed to connections be-Israel in the lurch.

anti-Israel terrorist front. In a January edi­
torial in Jewish Frontier, the Labor Zionist magazine, the
Johnson Administration was praised for its efforts to begin
negotiations.

Yet by mid-

The most liberal Zionistcontinued escalation of the war.
organization, the tiny Americans for a Progressive Israel

As the situation in the Middle East
worsened in 1966 and early 1967 most Zionist groups kept
silent about Vietnam, undoubtedly afraid of compromising

After the Six Day War (JuneAmerican support for Israel.
1967) the Israeli government would place increasing pres­
sure on American Jewry, particularly Zionist groups, to

maintain this silence.
if any, interference from Israelis.that there was little,

1

I

summer this same magazine was expressing concern over the

tween the NLF and the Palestine Liberation Organization
62

supported the war "on religious as well as patriotic grounds 
because wherever Communism has spread, Judaism has decayed.

(PLO), an

Now, the editorial said, "North Vietnam must
6 3 show an equivalent disposition to negotiate."

(Hashomer Hatzair), was the harshest critic of America’s in­
volvement in Vietnam.

The growth of a vocal prowar camp within the Jewish

Before the war, however, it appears
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community must have been frustrating to those Jews who took
This, the feeling that resolutionsan antiwar position.

alone were having no effect on the progress of the war, and
the arguments made by notable intellectuals and leaders of

led some Jews to call forthe general antiwar movement, a
An editorial in the Reconstructionistmore activist protest.

criticized the SCA conference as simply being a reiteration
of the religious
suggestions for changing the situation. "We have not yet

phase of our work for peace,"
. . is not only toJacob Weinstein lamented, "our task .

but fearful to put their beliefs on the line. Albert
Vorspan believed that the Jews have a unique responsibility

"As a Jewish community we haveto speak out about the war.
. . We pay a price for be-largely been tepid and silent. .

ing so accepted and secure in American life.

I get worried," hefrom being out, from being alienated.

The Johnson/JWV Incident (Autumn 1966)Jews and Dissent:IV.
In September 1966 the question of whether "the Jewish

by an incident which demonstrated the unique position of Jews

in America.

His organization had continually showndent Johnson.

I

that we are losing that special angle of vision which comes
We are so in

"preference for peace" without any concrete
65

speak to official leadership but to mobilize the convinced
..66

position" was indeed "the popular position" was highlighted

gotten beyond the ’statement*

On September 6, 1966, national commander of the JWV,

6 7 concluded, "when the Jewish position is a popular position."

Malcolm Tarlov, paid a half-hour ceremonial call on Presi
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staunch support for the President’s handling of the war and
"A

month earlier, at a National Community Relations Advisory
(NCRAC) Plenary [the NCRAC is a central co-ordinat-Council

ing body of Jewish organizations and community councils]9

the JWV blocked a resolution which expressed the fear that
the right to dissent in America was being curtailed because
of our participation in the Viet Nam War. The JWV insisted
that the resolution gave a distorted expression of American
policies.”
its position and spoke at length about Vietnam.

Three days later the Jewish Telegraphic Agencyr a bu­
reau for gathering and disseminating Jewish news, reported
the JWV national commander’s remarks following this meeting
in its Weekly News Digest. Tarlov was reported to have said

Vietnam] taken by a number of rabbis" and the "American Jew­
ish community" and "revealed the strong conviction that the
Jews who sought American aid for their co-religionists in

The New York
Times accepted the Jewish Telegraphic Agency account and,
in an article headlined "Jewish War Plea Vexes President"
(September 11), noted that this was not the first time that

On September 19, Tarlov claimed that he was
"The President did not—and I did not reportmisquoted:

that he did—link aid to Israel with Jewish support on

During this visit Johnson commended the JWV for
68

that the President was aware of the "critical stand [on

had, since 1964, passed a number of prowar statements.

the President had raised complaints about Jewish opposition
70 to the war.

the Soviet Union and for Israel should vigorously identify 
with the Administration policy in Vietnam."^9
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The White House remained aloof from the
controversy and made no public comment until early October.
At that time special counsel to the President, Harry C.

the President linked American Jewish support for this coun-

port for Israel is wholly fanciful.
It is impossible to know what actually was said at

that meeting between Johnson and Tarlov. It may very well
be that the President did not, at this time, specifically
link support for Vietnam with support for Israel, but merely
made an analogy between the two as small countries which

This was not, however, the first timeneeded American aid.
Johnson expressed concern about the patriotism of the Jewish
community.

The New York Times was correct in its assertion that
the President had raised the issue of Jewish dissent before.
An article written by Marianne Means for the Los Angeles

legislative leaders from fifty states on June 16,

try’s struggle in Vietnam with continued United States sup-
,,72

Herald-Examiner (and printed in 75 other newspapers) on
June 24, 1966 stated that President Johnson, addressing

Vietnam,” although the correspondent who originally quoted
71 him disagreed.

spoke bluntly and singled out for rebuke the 
many Jewish intellectual leaders who have been 
pressuring him to get out of Vietnam. These 
same men who object strenuously to Vietnam have 
an emotional commitment and a nostalgic interest 
in Israel. . . . The President has long been per­
plexed as to why these leaders don’t realize U.S. 
protection of Vietnamese independence is a part 
of the same principle under which the U.S. pro­
tects Israel. ... In his speech the President 
warned that "Israel isn’t going to be able to 
stand up to would be conquerers if we throw in 
the towel."73

McPherson, Jr., said, "Any inference in news stories that
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Within the Jewish community after the JWV incident
First, was Johnson correctthree questions were uppermost.

in singling out Jews because of their opposition to the war?
Second, was he threatening to withdraw support of Israel
if dissent continued, thereby hoping to silence Jewish oppo­
sition?
implied, show a propensity for dissent or did it reflect,
in Vorspan's words, the popular position" (which was stillfi

generally supportive of the war)?
Within the Jewish community the earliest reaction to

the President's alleged remarks was to find out if, indeed,
Contacts were made withthe reported comments were true.

the White House by leaders from B'nai Brith and the Presi-
association of 19 major Jewish orga-dents'

In both cases President Johnson's position wasnizations.
"clarified."defended once the incident was

The first Jewish leaders to meet with President Johnson
were two executive officers of B'nai Brith—Dr. William A.
Wexler (president) and Rabbi Jay Kaufman (executive vice

Afterwards these two men made a lengthy state-

"It is our belief that the President's views wereJews.
either misunderstood or poorly interpreted to the news

It is evident that the views attributed to themedia.
iiPresident conveyed neither his attitude nor his convictions.

threat to gain Jewish support. "The

Israel affairs and support among Jewish organizations for

Neither was there any

Third, did the Jewish community, as the President

inference of an interrelationship between future American-

Conference, an

The President, they said, had not singled out the
president).
ment.
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Administration policies in Vietnam appears to us to have been
The final point made

by Wexler and Kaufman was their assurance that most Jews did
"Implicit in the publicized statementsnot oppose the war.

[of the meeting with Tarlov] a contention that most Jew-was
ish organizations do not support United States policy in
Vietnam. There is," they stated apologetically, "no real

Dr. Joachim Prinz, directorinference."

number of Jewish leaders and Arthur Goldberg in New York to
clear the air on this issue. Goldberg assured the Jewish

dent’s mind, between Vietnam and guaranteeing the security
of other small nations from aggression," in no way did he
intend to muzzle Jewish dissent. A New York Times editorial
called this meeting "ill conceived" and regarded Goldberg’s

Although Tarlov later denied that Johnson had linked
Jewish opposition to the Vietnam War with American support

both he and the JWV were anxious to show thefor Israel,
President that he was mistaken in assuming that most Jews
in the U.S. opposed the war. In late September the JWV,
supposedly on the instigation of the President, initiated

campaign to garner support for the war,

tions do not necessarily reflect rank and file attitudes.
Over the next several months members of the JWV gave pro-

especially among those groups "where organizational posi-
.,76

basis for such an

war sermons throughout the U.S.

as inaccurate as it was unfortunate."

a "grass roots"

role as an "intermediary" to be "distasteful and unwarranted."^

leaders that while "there was a connection, in the Presi-

The result, Tarlov

of the Presidents’ Conference, set up a meeting between a
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telegramed President Johnson in November, was that the "vast
majority of our listeners indicated their agreement with

express their support for the first time.
On the opposite side of the fence were the Jewish oppo­

nents of the war who, while they disagreed with the attempt
to establish consensus in favor of the war by linking Israel
to Vietnam, agreed, with pride, that Jews were generally

Trude Weiss-Rosmarin, editor of theopposed to the war.
Jewish Spectator, exc1aimed, "American Jews should be proud
rather than embarrassed that they provide a disproportionately

involvement in the Vietnam
For Maurice Eisendrath the failure to speak out

reflection of Jewish insecurity inagainst the war was a
America, of the view of mah yomeru ha-goyim ("what will the

President" in the Reform movement’s periodical, American
"though some of our number may be cowed into sub­Judaism,

mission by presidential displeasure, great numbers of my
fellow Jews in America—the greater number I do believe—
will not sacrifice their moral convictions concerning the

however, less optimisticin Zion or in America. He was,
"I must be realist enought,"in his more private reports.

he admitted to the UAHC Board of Trustees in December 1966,
"to recognize that the [1965 UAHC] resolution [opposing the

non-Jews say").

evils of this particular war in Vietnam to be at ease either 
.,79

this support and their appreciation of an opportunity to
..77

war] may not, at the present time, represent the majority
8 0will of our constituency."

He noted, in a satirical "Letter to the

large number of critics of U.S. 
War."78
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Most Jewish organizations and periodicals criticized

ethnic groups in America, held a variety of positions. In
fact,
approve or disapprove of the way President Johnson is hand-

The results were:

Jews

It was noted that few Jewish organizations had, by
TheAutumn 1966,

United Synagogue of America, Hadassah, many Zionist groups,
the American Jewish Committee, and numerous smaller organi-

said nothing up tofor a variety of reasons,zations had,
Jewish con-Some may have felt the war was notthis point. a

Others seem to have preferred a "wait and see" approach.cern.
A middle-of-the-road group with a diverse membership, like

the organization of Con-the United Synagogue of America,
servative synagogues, undoubtedly backed away from any
strong statement either because of the inability to garner
the votes to take such a stand or out of fear of alienating

large percentage of members if one point of view wasa
Still other groups might have approvedactually advocated.

proof of that

Approval 
Disapproval 
No opinion

Overall 
Population

43%
40%
17%

41%
41%
18%

the attempt to identify a monolithic Jewish opinion on Viet-
81 nam.

taken any political stands on the war.

a Gallup poll done in September 1966 asking "do you

of U.S. policy and regarded silence as

Jews, this third body of opinion stressed, like all

ling the situation in Vietnam?" demonstrated that Jewish
8 2 responses were very close to those of Americans generally.
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B’nai Brith, for example, supported President John-stance.

in September 1966.

This was not an outright prowar statementt but it does show
that B’nai Brith tended in that direction. Finally, some
organizations with strong ties with Israel were wary of
challenging U.S. policy so as not to damage American sup-

Certain groups,port for the Jewish State. such as Hadassah,

avoid commentary on controversial issues in American poli­
tics and, therefore, were circumspect about discussing Viet­
nam.

Furthermore, this third view stressed, those organiza­
tions which did speak out on Vietnam differed widely. The
rabbinical groups of the Reform and Conservative movements.
the UAHC and the AJCongress were opposed to the war. The
JWV and (in late November) the largest organization of

the war.

ing a disproportionately large number of antiwar opponents?
A September 18 article in the New York Times made three sug-

First, the war had longgestions which still seem valid.

synagogues in the Orthodox movement gave their support to

son’s implied endorsement of the link of Vietnam and Israel

a loosely Zionist women’s service organization, tended to

Why is it, then, that Jews were perceived as represent-

The B’nai Brith supports the principle of the 
right of small nations to the integrity of 
their independence and to pursue their own 
destiny. We believe that the major powers 
have a moral responsibility to preserve that 
integrity and freedom, and we are concerned— 
as we understand the President to be—that a 
neoisolationist mood can threaten to negate 
that principle.83
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been unpopular with intellectuals and "an unusually high per­
centage of articulate intellectuals are identified with the

The second reason was the long-time
association of Jews with liberal causes. And lastly, (based
on the assumption that an empathetic perspective led one to

concerned, well informed, and compassionate. It is worth
mentioning one other point. Younger, college-aged Jews repre­
sented an unusually large percentage of the antiwar movement,
though they were generally not affiliated with the organized
Jewish community. In the 1966-1967 academic year the Ameri-

"Jewish background was thecan Council of Education found
single most important predictor of participation in anti-

It was estimated that at this time. . protests."war

is those Jews who are furthest from ritualistic Judaism who
are mainly in the vanguard of demonstrations and other

Although unaffil­
iated with the Jewish community, these individuals would,
in the popular mind, be seen as being Jewish. In reality,

ffiliated Jews in the activist Left were far apart in their
Although there were many viewpoints in the Jewishviews.

to take to the streets.

need to change "the System,"

oppose the war) the Jewish community "tends to be politically 
„84

were beginning to speak of a

however, the organized Jewish community and the young una-

Furthermore, the radical students, Jews and non-Jews alike,
community, few were ready, as of yet,

"Ironically, it
"from one-third to one-half of the most committed activists

8 5 at the most volatile schools were Jews."

’Jewish community.’"

social causes," Henry Dicker astutely observed in a January 
8 61967 letter in the Jewish Spectator.
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something which would have appalled even the most vociferous
critics of the war within the organized Jewish community.

The Johnson/JWV incident demonstrated the wide gap
which existed between actual Jewish attitudes towards the

It
also pointed to
to governmental disapproval and manipulation. It led,
finally, to an increased polarization of opinion within the
Jewish community.

Split of the Jewish Community (late 1966-June 1967)V.
Within the Jewish community the debate on the war grew

more heated as the conflict expanded. Many organizations,
individuals, and periodicals which had hitherto said little
or nothing about the war now felt compelled to take an une­
quivocal stand. Among Orthodox Jews there was a vigorous

Orthodoxy based its views onattempt to defend the war. a
Jewish perspective, but regarded "the interest of the Jewish

the compelling argument in the debate, not high
"moral imperatives" of Judaism.minded talk about the Jewish

organizations and leaders which opposed the war were exaspe­
rated by widespread Jewish support of American policy. They
regarded vindication of the war as morally inconsistent with

Some began to advocate a position ofJewish teachings.
civil disobedience in order to focus attention on the war.
On both sides the polemic against Jews with a different per­
spective turned rancorous.
Israeli Six Day War, the American Jewish community was pola

a Jewish community which felt vulnerable
war and the perception of what those attitudes were.

people" as

By May 1967, on the eve of the
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rized on the issue of the Vietnam War.

support of American policy in Vietnam." The basis for Ameri-
the JWV declared, must not be the "unrealisticcan policyz

yearnings of some organizational leaders/" but "American
it was Americanmilitary security considerations." Hence,

not Jewish ones, which motivated the JWV. Malcolmconcerns,
denied the claims of

religious figures who argued that "the ethics of their faith"

tions to state a religious or moral objection to the war
based in anything other than personal conviction. Individ­
uals could and should take a stand on the war, but it is
wrong for religious or secular leaders to say that Judaism

Jews who supported Americandemands an antiwar position.
tended to avoid the ques­

tion as to whether it was moral or not.
In late 1966 and early 1967 a number of Orthodox leaders

The arguments they usedalso came out in favor of the war.
were, by and large, reformulations of those made in early 1966.

It is difficult to ascertain why Orthodox Jews were so
Irving Greenberg sug-adamant in their support of the war.

gested that the Orthodox Jewish community’s attitude "may

well reflect its relative lack of cultural and political
sophistication or its tendency to render unto Caesar that

authorizes them to question "precise and detailed military 
methods."

involvement in Vietnam, therefore,

war, questioned the right of religious leaders and organiza-

The JWV, in December 1966, pledged its "continued full

Tarlov, like a number of Jewish backers of the

Tarlov, in a telegram to the President,



,,88which is Caesar’s Orthodox Jewry, even in the 1960’s,
was influenced by a relatively large number of post-WWII Euro-

These Jews probably tended to see their rolepean refugees.
in the political processes of the secular state

’’Americanized" of OrthodoxAfter all, only the mostone.
groups said anything about the war. The numerous elements
on the right wing of Orthodoxy did not consider Vietnam to
be a relevant issue in their lives and therefore said noth­
ing .
sition to the war might result in an antisemitic backlash.

ligionists, were undoubted more conscious of and sensitive
to this possibility.
to stay silent or, if they chose to speak, to support the

Those who did speak out generally relied on politicalwar.
It may be that they were uncomfortable aboutarguments.

utilizing broad, ambiguous moral values which had no sure
basis in halacha (Jewish law).

This does not mean that Orthodox Jews were unconcerned
with the war’s implications for the Jewish community. In

their prowar attitude was based in an overriding fearfact,
ideology which they believed to be inherently

The war in Vietnam, most Orthodox Jews believed,anti-Jewish.
defense against "Communist aggression."

While peace was an ultimate desire, the reality of the situ­
ation demanded that America remain in Vietnam. Orthodox

two good reasons why Jews,
in particular, should support the American involvement in

was being fought as a

thinkers argued that there are

as a limited

of communism, an

Perhaps, too, there was the anxiety that Jewish oppo-

Orthodox Jews, still more European than their liberal core-

Hence, it was expedient for the Jews
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Southeast Asia.
"all forms of Communism are detrimental to Jewish existence.
A communist victory in any corner of the world, the argument

ethnic identity and re­
ligious beliefs. the communists must not be allowedHence,
to win in Vietnam, because it would strengthen communism and
ultimately hurt the Jews.

A second reason Jews should defend American policy in
Vietnam, it was suggested, was because the survival of Israel
depended upon this support. Israel and Vietnam were related

First, the communist NLF guerrillas and North
Vietnam had linked themselves ideologically and tactically
(by providing weapons) to the PLO. "Should the day come
when the Viet Cong, North Vietnamese, and Chinese Communists

energy and sizeable assistancewould be free to divert time,
"they would do

so.
the communists in Indochina.
Vietnam would bode ill for Israel. "If the United States
with the magnitude of its military effort on behalf of South

put any trust in American guar-
Prowar supporters did not deny the hope for

As bad as the government wasto a communist South Vietnam.

it was communist.
The 2000 delegates at the 68th National Biennial Con-

to the Palestine Arabs," it was pointed out,
..90

in two ways.

The first was based in the assumption that
..89

continued, would threaten the Jews’

peace, but they refused to accept a peace which would lead

in the south, they concluded, it was still better than if

neighbors such as Israel can
91 antees."

Vietnam is defeated, no small nation surrounded by hostile

Any lover of Israel must, therefore, be opposed to
Second, an American loss in
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ing of the Orthodox leaders. The UOJCA resolved, in the
first official statement of Orthodox Judaism on Vietnam, to
continue the ’’quest for peace" which "is deeply ingrained
in the Jewish soul," but vowed that peace would not come by
surrendering to communist aggression.

92

Agudat Israel,
also gave the war its approval.

The formulation of a clearly defined prowar position
based on the political and social realities of Jewish life
forced the antiwar advocates to rethink earlier statements
about the "moral imperatives" of Judaism.
included loosely stated hopes for global peace, the freedom
of people to choose their own way of life, and the elimina­
tion of the misery caused by poverty. Now antiwar critics

forced to answer how Vietnam challenged these Jewishwere
"moral imperatives." Opponents of the war felt compelled to
challenge the conflict in Indochina because of the demands

"Both my American patriotism and my Jew-of two traditions.
to cry out in anguish against the current

explained Rabbi Rolandfi

Most of the political arguments Jewish antiwar groups

ish faith impel me

Our country is deeply engaged in the war in 
Viet Nam as part of its determination to re­
sist Communist aggression anywhere in the 
world. . . . The constant efforts of the Presi­
dent of the United States to promote peace and 
end the conflict have our fervent support. . . 
Any hope for peace by negotiation in Viet Nam 
rests on the manifestation of the ability of 
the Free World to contain aggression.^

vention of the UOJCA (November 1966) agreed with the reason-

a smaller Orthodox organization than the UOJCA
93

These "imperatives"

policies of my government in Vietnam,
9 4Gittelsohn of Boston.
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and individuals used against the war were the same as those
used by other Americans who opposed the war—the bombing of
the DRV is strategically ineffective, continuation of the
war would leave the U.S.
American actions are illegal since authorization was not
obtained from either the United Nations nor the Congress.
Americans should not defend a corrupt dictatorship such as
the government of South Vietnam. The war was also criticized
for the problems it raised at home.
growing perception that the Administration was not being com­
pletely honest about the war (hence the then popular term
"credibility gap)," but there was also the fear that alloca­
tions to the war would effectively undermine the "Great
Society" program. The assumption that the war in Vietnam
was part of a worldwide communist plot was ridiculed as
politically unperceptive. In fact, it was (correctly) pointed
out, North Vietnam and China had been enemies for centuries.
The contention that China was behind North Vietnam was,

great deal of Soviet aid).
Many Jews who disapproved of the war continued to rely

An editoral attack-on political, rather than moral arguments.
ing the war in the Reconstructionist (January 1967) criticized

but did not resort to calling the war immoral. Thethe war,
Jewish Frontier, which took an in­Labor Zionist magazine,

creasingly antiwar stance as the year went on, only dealt
Articles inwith the political ramifications of the war.

critical of American policy

therefore, untenable (although history has shown that North
95

Not only was there a

Vietnam did receive a

"isolated internationally," the

Commentary were, for many years,



78

A
resolution approved by the National Council of Jewish
Women (NCJW) in April stressed the need to solve the war

great number of Jews did feel that the war in
Vietnam was not merely a political, economic, or tactical

Many American policies were
excoriated for their immorality—the defoliation of Vietna-

the forced deportationmese forests as a method of warfare,
of civilians to create
enemy soldiers, and the large numbers of civilian casualties.

"it is an immoral war," Richard Falk explained toIn short,
readers of Hadassah magazine,

is being caused for no discernible benefits. Rabbinic
students at Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Reli­
gion (HUC-JIR), the Reform seminary in Cincinnati, called

and explained that "we who
claim allegiance to the tradition of prophetic faith can no

perpetrated in our behalf by our government. At a speech

J. Heschel noted, with sadness, pain, and anger:

there was

lief that statements and protests against the
moral, andline of our tradition and do express the ethical,

"because great human suffering
„97

longer assent through our silence to the inhumane policies 
„98

a widely held be-Among Jewish opponents of the war

"free fire"

Vietnam a "crisis of conscience"

war "are in the

error, but was morally wrong.

in Vietnam, but few saw the war in terms of morality.

Still, a

zones, the torture of

delivered on April 4, 1967 before 3000 people Professor A.

through "political rather than military means," but did not 
see this as a moral issue.

The longer we stay in Vietnam, the more we lose 
morally. The higher the escalation, the more 
difficult to disengage. Its sheer folly and 
futility are only surpassed by its immorality.
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stand of the UOJCA, declared (somewhat optimistically),
morally sensitive people have resolved the question against

. . the burden of proofthe official American position. .

Jewish opponents of the war had to answer five charges
that they were unpatriotic, thatof their prowar critics:

Jews should stop Communism just as they wished to stop Hitler,
that the antiwar approach was bad for the Jews; that Jewish
opposition to Vietnam could compromise American support for

"too complicated" forthat the war wasIsrael, and finally,
to understand, much less criticize."non-specialists"

Critics of the antiwar movement often accused the dis­
senters of a lack of patriotism. The response was that there
is a

for it repre-significant statement,
sented a growing feeling that the individual conscience,
based in some higher morality, made demands which could not

This philosophi-be superseded by the will of a government. r
cal position served as the basis for the defense of the con­
scientious objector, the individual whose conscience dictated

The analogy between Communism and Nazism,opposition to war.

unsound historically and as "moral imbecility. A third

criticism of the antiwar view was related to the concern

"most

This was a

Charles Liebman, an Orthodox Jew who opposed the official
mitted Jew must, therefore, find the Vietnam war repugnant.

today rests on anyone who claims that the war in Vietnam is 
not inherently immoral."^^

"higher patriotism," a morality which stands above the 
State.102

halachic [i.e., legal] commitments of Judaism.

made by some Jewish supporters of the war, was refuted as
,.103
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about "our image" in the general community and the fear of
antisemitism. First,This was attacked on two accounts.
there is no guarantee that the image of the Jews would be
better if Jews supported the war. Secondly, antiwar critics

To see American support for
dependent upon the political perspective of Ameri-

America
backed Israel solely because of "American national interests."
Opponents of the war were, finally, often criticized as being
incompetent to deal with the real issues of the war. This
view was regarded as political elitism. No one really under­
stood the full implications of the war and, even if they did.
moral concerns negated any others people might have. Further­
more ,
status quo.

Although some leaders of secular Jewish organizations

uals in the Jewish community were rabbis (the leaders of the
JWV being the notable exception). The most forceful state-

Henry Siegman (Orthodox) theorized as to why rabbis chose to
speak about the relationship of the Jew to Vietnam:

=

I
EI

=
i

A religious person is granted no special Divine 
insights, nor can he claim any special compe­
tence or expertise in the field of morality.
. . . A person’s religiosity and his religious 
commitments do not make for special rights, even 
in the field of morality. They do, however, make 
for special responsibilities. . • • to involve

can Jews was ridiculed as unperceptive and naive.
Israel as

and con, were made by Orthodox and Reform rabbis respectively.

the so-called "experts" had a "vested interest" in the 
105

ments about the war within the Jewish community, both pro

took a clear stand on the war, the most outspoken individ­

felt it was more important that the Jew be internally honest, 
than play a role for others.^04
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ma of Vietnam.
contain valuable lessons which, while sectarian in their con-

Rabbi Uri Miller, past president of the
RCA and the SCA, had long opposed the war. He posited that
concern with the problems raised by the war enabled "rabbis

Judaism a living experience. The motivation for some
rabbis was the overwhelming "sense of personal guilt" of

The Religiousmore activist approach had to be adopted.a
Action Center (UAHC) in Washington and the American Jewish
Congress’ Committee on International Affairs sent information
on the war to their respective local organizations for the
purpose of study and taking a more active role in the debate.
In addition, acts of nonviolent civil disobedience which
were previously shunned were now embraced as necessary tools

Rabbinic thinking lagged far behind that ofof opposition.

In three areas—draft counselling, providingcommunity.
humanitarian aid to the enemy, and violating U.S. passport

A growing number of antiwar rabbis were convinced that
109

new directions for protest were appearing within the Jewish

himself personally in the fashioning of a 
just and moral society.

It was a

to get away from a concentration on ritual and to make
„107

Rabbis as individual citizens had a right, and as religious

text, are

leaders an obligation, to come to grips with the moral dilem-

the more militant theories of the New Left, to be sure, but

suggestive of insights that have universal validity 
and application."

living in a country which undertook such a war.
108 feeling which led many to action.

"Jewish tradition," Siegman concluded, "does
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regulations—rabbis stepped beyond what the State defined as
proper and legal action.

One of the earliest forms of civil disobedience in the
U.S. was the burning of the card (called a "draft card")
which demonstrated registration in the Selective Service
System.

slogan often heard chanted at the numerous antiwar demonstra­
tions of the following decade. The concept of burning one’s
draft card stirred the public imagination, for it signified

refusal to cooperate with those in authority. To fore-a
stall widespread violation of the law the U.S. House of

five-year jail sentence and a $10,000
fine for burning a draft card." After this, opposition to

Most Americans werethe draft faded into the background.
not yet prepared to confront the U.S. government so directly.
During the Winter of 1966-1967 the idea of draft resistance

Students decided to burn their cards en masse,was revived.
Adult critics of thehoping to avoid federal prosecution.

iInterest in draft resistance grew slowly among Jews.
In 19 65 even the most radical critics of the war within the

there was a groundswellish men that they could be drafted,

bill providing for a

their draft cards and coined the phrase "We won’t go," a
mittments overseas, twelve students in New York City burned

In May 1964, at a rally against U.S. military com-

Jewish community could not condone the burning of draft 
cards.m

war defended this protest as a legitimate means of opposing 
the war.110

In late 1966, as it became apparent to young Jew-

Representatives, in August 1965, "passed, 391 to 1, a harsh
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of interest in the draft and CO.
The

Jewish Peace Fellowship grew rapidly between 1965 and 1967.
Although the number of inquiries about CO status remained at
about 100 per year, in early 1967 Rabbi Isidor Hoffman esti­
mated that

. . will be seriously taking up this matter.young Jews .

Judaism (UAHC) sponsored a conference in New York on ’’Mili­
tary Conscription in the United States" to

The
primary focus of the conference was informative. Several
speakers at this conference asserted that Jews should support
both selective conscientious objection (SCO), the right of
an individual to refuse to fight in a particular war, and

ithe expansion of CO status to include "atheistic objectors."
Morris Laub, director of the Joint Commission on Social

In an article in the

rabbi in Princeton, N.J., pointed out:

Not all Jewish leaders were so supportive of the use

One commentator in the Conservative movement’s newsletter,

Granted that many Jews find the waging of some 
wars consistent with Judaism. This is not to 
say that all Jews regard all wars as consistent 
with Judaism, nor is it to say that all Jews 
find this war in Vietnam consistent with Ju­
daism. H6

of Jewish tradition as a basis for exemption from the draft.

"during the present year at least two hundred more
„113

"clarify issues 
and to advance the dialogue in Reform congregations. "H^

Jewish Advocate (Boston) Everett Gendler, a Conservative

On April 16, 1967 the Commission on Social Action of Reform

Action of the Conservative movement argued that the Jewish 
legal tradition supports CO status.

A number of synagogues spon-
112 sored programs specifically related to this subject.
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the United Synagogue Review, indicated that "no Jews can claim

Orthodox Jews were understandably
cautious because CO implied that the individual's moral deci­
sions superseded those of the community. For the halachic

community, CO not only threatened the secular state, but the
authority of halacha as well.

the right of
ary 1967, on Robert Levy,
Army and an Orthodox Jew who decided, after much soul search-
ing, to ask for consideration as a selective conscientious
objector. He joined the Army voluntarily 18 months before
this, but now believed that Judaism demanded his opposition

"As an expression of my religiousto the war in Vietnam. con­
viction as an Orthodox Jew," he declared, "I break the law of
the United States and refuse to remain soldier." After hisa
commanding officer refused to grant his request Levy went on

Better to starve, he exclaimed,a hunger strike in protest.
than "to serve the god of war."

Rabbi Martintigated Levy for using Judaism as an excuse.
"unfair to bring religion into it."Feinsod claimed he was

Rabbi Arthur Fine agreed, and added his fear that Levy's
actions could "cast aspersions on other Orthodox Jewish

The president of the CCAR, Jacob Weinstein chal-soldiers."
lenged the "self assumed right" of these rabbis to "arbitrarily

The different perspectives in the Jewish community on

the will of God as transmitted through the leaders of the

a 22 year old private in the U.S.

Two Orthodox chaplains cas-

Jew, who accepted a system which was founded on obedience to

exemption from military service on the ground of pacifism as
117 a tenet in Judaism."

a Jew to claim CO status were focused, in Febru-
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rule out conscientious objection by a soldier of the Jewish
faith." Everett Gendler, questioned the Army’s determination
to deny Levy The Army eventually relented andCO status.

tary service" in late March.
Interfaith organizations, which usually included Jews,

activist stance than Jewish organizations.
One of the more controversial acts of this period was provid­
ing medical and humanitarian aid to Vietnamese on both sides

The Fellowship of Reconciliation (toof the 17th parallel.
which the JPF
political ad in the New York Times in January 1966 entitled
"They are our brothers whom we kill" which appealed to all

The signers (includingcombatants to lay down their arms.

Twelve months later the Fellowship
"work of penitence"

by Americans who felt "shamed by the role of our own country
. • in perpetuating and intensifying this war." The spon-

might be interpreted as "aiding the enemy," but they believed
. to heal" the

the Fellowship to send money through other than legal chan-
Rabbis who supported the program urged the Administra-nels.

often took a more

was affiliated after December 1965) placed a

began a project of humanitarian aid as a

Levy was granted honorable discharge as "unsuitable for mili-
118

Gendler and Balfour Brickner, realized that such a program
Heschel, Everettsors, including Rabbis Jacob Weinstein, A. J.

dealing with the conflicts and misunderstandings that inevit-
, , • ..H9ably arise among us."

In 1967 the U.S. State Department said such
it was our "responsibility [as Americans] . .

, 120wounds of war.

36 rabbis) declared, "we must find new, non-military ways of

aid was the equivalent of "trading with the enemy," forcing
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121tion to permit the Fellowship to extend aid legally.

The largest interfaith conference on the war in this
period occurred on January 31-February 1, 1967 in Washington,

"Vietnam:D.C. Over 2500 clergy met under the rubric of The
Clergyman’s Dilemma" to discuss the war and plan ways to
actively oppose it. In an anguish filled interpretation of
Ezekial 34:25-31 Professor A. J. Heschel told the gathering:

Heschel’s challenge that Americans of all faiths could no
longer remain silent reflected a common sentiment in the

A position paper drawn up by the Executive
Committee of CALCAV and approved at the conference reiterated
the need to speak out against the war. "A time comes when
silence is betrayal," the members of the clergy decided,

for us in relation to Vietnam. . we
know that millions of Americans share the anguish we express.

This docu-to speak up now, and pledge them our support.
It specifies many objections to thement is rather lengthy.

war and suggests a number of specific solutions to the con-
Its primary purpose, however, was to mobilize publicflict.

In thisopinion (via religious institutions) against the war.
respect it appears to have been successful. In Fall 1966

there were twenty local clergy-lay groups in the U.S. By
124mid-19 67 the number of such groups had more than quadrupled.

. . If they have been silent heretofore we plead with them
..123

clerical group.

At this hour Vietnam is our most urgent, our 
most disturbing religious problem. . . . Viet­
nam is a personal problem. To speak about God 
and remain silent on Vietnam is blasphemous.
. . . We call for a covenant of peace, for recon­
ciliation of America and all of Vietnam.122

"that time has come
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The most dramatic act of civil disobedience by a rabbi
was the five week visit (December 26, 1966-January 28, 1967)
to North Vietnam by Abraham Feinberg, rabbi emeritus of Holy
Blossom Temple (Reform) of Toronto. At that time it was

and never relinquished his citizenship) to travel to North
Vietnam. Yet he decided to go despite the risk (or, perhaps,
because of it). Accompanying him were three other pacifist
clergymen, all in their 60*s or older. One of the results of

the publication of the journal he kept while
Entitled Hanoi Diary it gives one a unique in­travelling.

sight into the reasoning of this flamboyant individual. Fein­
berg went to North Vietnam because he was convinced that
Judaism was opposed to the "moral nihilism" represented by
the war in Indochina. When asked before he left why he was
going, he replied:

He realized that whatFeinberg was
he was doing could have little if any effect on the outcome
of the war.
for the sovereignty of the individual conscience." "Dissent

Although he repeatedly castigated

actions in Vietnam, he was not pro-Viet Cong. "Isn’tU.S.
it inconsistent," he asked while in the North Vietnamese

this trip was

no ivory-tower idealist.

is my tribute to intellectual honesty; this disobedience is 
recognition of God."126

The Talmud says the universe rests on truth, 
justice, and peace. To find the facts of the 
credibility gap, to protest against the injus­
tice of American military intervention and to 
. . . show the Vietnamese that some people in 
the West have sympathy and compassion—these 
are my reasons for going to Hanoi.125

illegal for an American citizen (Feinberg was born in the U.S.

"I carry on," he admitted, "for self-respect,
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capital, "to berate the Pentagon for demanding victory and
then encourage and condone that mirage here [in Hanoi]?.

. . I cannot take a bullheaded anti-American position,"
"I can literally feel myself

slipping into it. Feinberg and his colleagues met with
Ho Chi Minh, who requested that they ask President Johnson
to come to North Vietnam to discuss peace. A cane Ho gave

treasured possession until today.to Feinberg remains Aa
picture of the rabbi shaking hands with Ho and news of this
meeting was published on the front page of the next day’s New

Within one month of his returnYork Times (January 24, 1967).
Feinberg’s passport was confiscated by U.S. authorities.

Although many, if not most, American Jews countenanced
(or at least tolerated) dissent against the war in Vietnam,

eminent rabbi shaking hands with the
leader

Feinberg’s actions led to vehement ex-many Jews to accept.
coriations and equally strong statements in his defense.

Feinberg was angered by the rancor expressed within
In his book this angerthe Jewish community to his trip.

continually bubbles through the narration of events. He
bitterly opposed the rightist elements in American Jewry.
The JWV members are derided as "super-patriots." The Ortho­
dox rabbinate "kow-tows to authority and [thereby] hopes to

In fact, most of the Jews in theexercise some itself."
Fein-guilty of supporting the war through silence.U.S. are

berg believed that the reason for this silence was that Ameri­
can Jews are part of a complacent and self-satisfied "middle

1

though, he quickly admitted,
,.127

the photograph of an
of a nation the U.S. was fighting was too much for
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class so anxious to retain the status that they don’t use it”
to challenge the status quo.

This argument was a challenge to Ameri-
"mah yomeru ha-goyim mentality" andcan Jews to escape their

to raise a united voice against the war. The argument was
but its tone was indicative of a growing ten-not a new one,

sion within the Jewish community.
The President of the CCAR also challenged:

sophistry," which perverted the moral and ethical "imperatives"
of Judaism. In coming months and years Reform Jews would con-

in his synagogueRabbi Leonard Beerman delineated,
bulletin remarks, the rift in the Jewish community:

us,

This statement also explains the perceived power of the anti­
People opposed to the war usually cared aboutwar opposition.

endit deeply.

our Orthodox brethren who seem intent ... to 
classify this war as a Milchemet mitzvah—a war 
of duty. . . . Those who speak for Orthodoxy 
act as though they were still second-class citi­
zens, as though they had to earn their right to 
citizenship by offering religious sanction for 
our Administration’s policy in Vietnam.

They were willing to work vigorously to see an

As a result, Jews in America,
despite their apparent success, remain "second-class citizens 
out of timidity."128

The Orthodox approach was criticized as one of "pilpulistic

There is a clear unbroken line of division among 
separating those who feel the War is an un­

pleasant and unfortunate necessity from those 
who believe that the War is an outrage to all 
that is decent and just. [Those who have 
peace with the war or who rationalize it] 
embraced by some kind of oblivion, 
opposed] :  --
lives.1*0

"made 
are

r [while those
find that it relentlessly invades our

tinue to attack Orthodox supporters of the war for their
129 "second-class" or "Galut" perspective.



90

to the war.
involvement in Vietnam,war were not active advocates of U.S.

but simply did not care enough to counter official policy.
The strongest supporter of the Johnson Administration,

debate in remarks made about Jewish groups which opposed the
Tarvlov referred to opponents of the war as "misguided,war.

sometimes misled, Americans" and "appeasers." He expressed
"revulsion" at those who would seek to cut off appropriations
for the war effort with the logic that "every vote against a
Vietnam appropriation is a vote for Ho Chi Minh." Tarlov’s

expressed in a letter to Maurice Eisendrath
about the latter’s "Letter to the President" in American
Judaism (Winter 1966-1967). In this satirical article Eisen­
drath implied that Johnson was,
the ancient Syrian enemy of the Jews, Atiochus. He went on
to talk about the "Veterans of Syrian Wars" who "were but a
tiny splinter of the Jewish community" and who did not reflect
the deep resentment of the masses against this demand for un-

The thinly dis-
Tarlov called this

"ill-
"example of irresponsible dissent. " "Your

"can but serve to de­extremist dissent," he told Eisendrath,
light and encourage Ho Chi Minh." The same arguments Eisen­
drath used to dismiss the JWV were used by Tarlov to disparage

"You speak for little more than yourself,"the UAHC president.
"you do not speak for all or mostTarlov declared. In fact,

full bile was

considered," and an

Many, if not most, of the "supporters" of the

the JWV, and its president, Malcolm Tarlov, sparked the most

letter "intemperate," "impudent in tone and content,"

in many respects, similar to

varying uniformity of thought and action."
131 guised analogy was not lost on the JWV.
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of American Jewry, In response
to the charge that the JWV expected "unvarying uniformity of
though and action" Tarlov predicted that "American Jews of

• conformity—craving. revolt and defeat the
tyrant.

Tarlov’s remarks were countered with equal rancor and
vehemence by leftist Jews. An article in Jewish Currents
attacks the JWV for being the only large Jewish organization
"carrying aloft the skull-and-bones banner of jingoism in

Rabbi Paul Levenson expressedsupport of [the] . . war. "

patriotic-than-thou statements" as were made by the JWV.
On the eve of the Six-Day War American Jewry was deeply

divided about Vietnam. At a Warsaw Ghetto Memorial meeting
in Chicago (May 1967) Rabbi David Polish began to speak about
Vietnam. The commander of the Illinois Department of the JWV
promptly led a contingent out of the room. It was a sharp
illustration of the fact that while Jewish organizations
mouthed their acceptance of the right of dissent, the members
of these groups were unwilling to even listen to opposing

in June 1967 Jacob Weinstein criti-points of view. In fact,
cized this discrepancy of "spokesmen for the Jewish War

[who] . . . have always managed to state that whileVeterans,

they believe in dissent as a general principle, any Jew who

super-nationalist more-
133

today will . .
..,132

or even most of Reform Jewry."

"chagrin at such truculent, bellicose,

the war were, at times, equally as rancorous as inter-
The internal conflicts over organizational stances on

exercises it is, if not disloyal to the Government, certainly
. 134inimical to the best interests of the Jewish people."
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organizational debates. No organization, prowar or antiwar,
spared the feuding and tension between various, innerwas

elements, although those groups which took an antiwar posi-
minority opinion in American society) were

under the most attack from members.

in Atlantic City, N.J., a proposed resolution led to a chal­
lenge of the organization’s prowar attitude. The proposal
stated that the JWV support the President "in increasing our
military commitment in Vietnam" while simultaneously seeking

Past National Commander, Morton London, rejected thepeace.
and called for a resolutionproposal as useless "sophistry"

limitation of the escalation. Although
the original proposal carried,
that the adoption was

in particular,In the Orthodox movement two rabbis,
Rabbis Charles Liebman and Uri Miller, diverged from the
views of their colleagues and congregants. Rabbi Liebman ex­
pressed astonishment at the incongruency of Orthodox Judaism:

there were few voices of internalFor the most part, however,
dissent to the official position.

Much more serious were the challenges within the Reform
Rabbi William Silvermanmovement to its liberal position.

represented a small group of Reform rabbis who disagreed with

Agudath Israel and the Union of Orthodox Jewish 
Congregations wrap themselves in the American 
flag and wallow in self-righteousness, and this 
precisely at the time when a sense of genuine 
moral revulsion has gripped the most sensitive 
personalities throughout the world in protest 
against American intervention in Vietnam.136

which would ask for a

tion (still a

In August 1966, at the Annual Convention of the JWV

a note was added in the record
135"not unanimous."
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the basis of an antiwar stance. If

it in the name of his conscience and not in the name of Juda­
ism. "
ment.
of the military [through resistance to the war]. Lay
members of the Reform movement were also exasperated with
the antiwar posture of the UAHC and CCAR. In a speech before
the sixth regional biennial convention of the UAHC's Pacific
Southwest Council (February 1967) Maurice Eisendrath attacked
the war and compared President Johnson with Attila the Hun.

of the Union president. Simrin "evoked applause from the
audience when he told [Eisendrath] . . . that there may be

The most significant breach within the Reform movement

Reform synagogues in the world, decided to withdraw from the
ostensibly because of Eisendrath's anti-Vietnam policy.UAHC,

On April 25, 1967 the Temple Emanu-El Board voted, six to
four (eleven members of the 21-person Board were present) to
withdraw. Alfred R. Bachrach, president of the synagogue,

spokesman for Reform Juda­
ism on social and political issues" and chided Eisendrath for
joining with Marthin Luther King, Jr. and others to create

. . I look with contempt upon the defiant sabotaging
.,137

those who used Judaism as

Simrin, was so upset that he rose to challenge the comments

came when Temple Emanu-El of New York, one of the largest

He ridiculed the "pacifists who scorn their govern-

The president of a Bakersfield, California congregation, Stan

many Reform Jews who disagree with him but have never had a
138 chance to discuss or vote on the issue."

a rabbi opposes the war, Silverman declared, "[let him] oppose

said, "There is no such thing as a

an organization to end the bombing of Vietnam "now and without
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Eisendrath should not deal with such issues,conditions."

Temple Emanu-El action threatened the Reform movement ideo­
logically and politically. If Emanu-El could withdraw, what
prevented other congregations from doing the same? In fact,
Bachrach reported several weeks later, more than 25 congrega-

The UAHC countered that Emanu-El1s actions

Eisendrath said that he aware that Vietnam "divides thewas
Jewish community—and its Reform segment—as sharply as it
divides other Americans," but felt that, in this case, "the

is being used to limit dissent and to cur-
The president of the UAHCtail free expression of opinion."

Emanu-El decision as an attempt "to deny the relevance of
The CCAR also lent its formal support toreligion to life."

1968 didOnly on November 26,

Temple Emanu-El decide to rejoin the Union.
however, Temple Emanu-El ’ s actionFor the moment,

minority within the UAHC.

Rabbi Eisendrath has never presumed to speak 
for 1,000,000 Jews. He makes clear that he 
speaks for himself and his own conscience. 
But does a large and important Reform syna­
gogue withdraw into isolation every time a 
Jewish leader says something with which they 
di sagree?

issue of the war

touched a chord of discontent among a

were "bound to stifle dissent" by individual Jews:

Board, in a letter to American Jewish leaders, chastised the

The reaction of the UAHC was strong and sure, for the

Eisendrath and castigated the Temple Emanu-El action as an
141 attempt to "limit dissent."

Bachrach continued, because "whatever he says is interpreted
139as the position of Reform Judaism."

tions wrote to him to convey their support of Emanu-El's 
position.140
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American Jewish community over the issue of Vietnam. Local
Jewish newspapers took various perspectives. The B’nai Brith
Messenger (Los Angeles), in consonance with B’nai Brith’s

"these Rabbinical dissenters simply do not have the congrega­
tional support they think they have." Two Philadelphia week­
lies, the Jewish Exponent and the Philadelphia Jewish Times
supported both the right of both Eisendrath to express his
views and Temple Emanu-El to act the way it did. The editor
of the Detroit Jewish News, Philip Slomovitz, denied the
contention that Vietnam was a Jewish issue, but worried that

In early 1965 most of the American population responded
Within two years it was quiteto the escalation with silence.

evident that this consensus of silence was shattered. Not
only were there differences about whether to support the war,

divided over ideology and tactics.
American Jewry responded in an equally varied manner. A
small, though significant, minority of Jews rejected the
liberalism of the Jewish community and chose the path of

All segments of the organizedradical opposition to the war.
Jewish community agreed that peace achieved through negotia­

te how to achieve this ideal in Vietnam.

but the antiwar camp was

sensus as
tions was the highest goal of Judaism, but there was no con-

tacit support of the war, applauded Bachrach and concluded,

It was a reflection, too, of the schisms which existed in the

Emanu-El’s withdrawal could threaten Jewish organizational 
life in America.
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The organized Jewish community, reflecting its generally liber­
al posture towards politics, did not represent the more extreme
positions which unaffiliated Jews took on the war. The leader­
ship of the JWV did advocate

Most Jews, however,
few notable antiwar leaders advocated,were not ready,

simply leave Southeast Asia. Too much money,to see the U.S.
and too great a psychological investment hadtoo many lives,

been made by most Americans (Jews included) to reject the war
Typical was the response of 74 students andout of hand.

faculty members of HUC-JIR, who called for a bombing halt,

legitimate interests to defend in Vietnam.” "We wouldno
their state-

Yet for those unaffiliated Jews in the
Left and the outspoken minority within the Jewish community
who opposed the war it was exactly because of American "wrong-

For these staunch

of an "inner emptiness.
opponents of the war Vietnam was becoming a "symbol" of "na-

„145

[The JWV and Orthodox groups] believe that the 
Administration is in fact committed to a nego­
tiated settlement and that it has effectively 
demonstrated its intention to withstand pres­
sures for a military solution or for dangerous 
escalation. The Reform position is that while 
President Johnson earnestly seeks to end the 
conflict, many of the Administration’s measures, 
such as the bombing of North Vietnam are de­
signed to frustrate this objective. The Con­
servative position [shared by most secular 
Jewish organizations] seems to be one of quali­
fied support.143

a citizen’s greatest obligation.ing loyalty to the state as

as a

a strong hawkish stance, regard­

doing" that the war was seen as immoral.

yet were "unwilling to state categorically that the U.S. has

did want to see an end to the war, but

tional and spiritual malaise,"

not wish to accuse our Government of wrongdoing,"
144 ment asserted.
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This feeling of desperation would lead many, particularly una-

tractable American policy.
This might have divided the Jewish community

even more had it not been for events on the other end of the
Asian continent which diverted attention away from Vietnam.
In the Middle East tensions between Israel and her Arab
neighbors grew throughout the Spring. On the morning of

Arab airfields in a pre-emptive strike. The Six Day War,
which would have profound effects on American Jewry, had
begun.

"symbol"

ffiliated Jews, to advocate active resistance against an in­

June 5, 1967, jets of the Israeli airforce swooped down on



CHAPTER THREE

a

In the Spring of 1967 approximately 60% of the Ameri-
public supported Johnson’s handling of the war. A littlecan

over two years later the same percentage of people regarded
if not criminal, mistake.a horrible, Jewish dis­

satisfaction with the conflict in Southeast Asia far surpassed
even that expressed by the general population. Yet, at the
same time, Jewish organizations showed stagnation in their
response to the war and the tensions it was creating at home.
Many groups avoided the issue, either remaining silent or
concentrating on the ancillary problem of the draft. Those
organizations which did speak out rarely offered new approaches
and merely reaffirmed statements made prior to this period.
This discrepancy between the attitudes Jews held privately

The potential destruction and eventualDay War in June 1967.
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A Shift in the Attitude of American Jewry 
(June 1967-Summer 1969)

Vietnam as

and expressed publicly was undoubtedly related to the Six

Kreite, 1977

War requires for its successful pursuit the 
mobilization of a moral consensus on the legiti­
macy of both the objectives of violence and the 
means by which these objectives are pursued.
. . . The maintenance of that consensus is one 
of the key objectives of national strategy, in 
both a political and a military sense, for when 
it fails, the war is lost.

-Col. Charles F.
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profound and lasting im-
For some segments of the Jewish com­pact on American Jewry.

munity it did not simply affect how Jews felt about Israel,

but how they would respond to the war in Southeast Asia.

Jewish antiwar statements might have on U.S.-Israeli relations

to criticizing the American role in Indochina.
The importance of the Six Day War for Jewish attitudes toward
the Vietnamese conflict and the various problems concerning
issues related to the draft
topics of this chapter.

The Change in American Public OpinionI.

(April 8-15, 1967) demonstrated that opposition to the war
The antiwar movement was no longer on thewas widespread.

extremist fringe of American society, without any real politi-
Just when the anti­

war movement was coalescing, however, radical forces within
it were beginning to take ideological positions and suggest
methods of protest which would splinter the movement into
its disparate parts.

The first to reject the peaceful, non-violent protests
Antiwar activists were jubilantof the past were students.

soon realized that the Administration’s policies would not
be swayed simply because American citizens walked the

when it came

Many Jewish groups were uncertain about the impact official

victory of the State of Israel had a

at the public response to the "Vietnam Week" marches, but

cal clout, but was a powerful coalition.

The success of the antiwar protests of "Vietnam Week"

and, as a result, avoided any problems by stepping gingerly

are, therefore, the central
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streets in protest.
card burnings, and demonstrations were perceived to be inef­
fectual in altering the course of the war. Disheartened and
disgusted, a small, but influential, minority of student

activists began to advocate violent opposition to the war.
before the April 1967 demon­

In earlier periods violence had occasionally flared up, but
it was unplanned and limited in scope. for the firstNow,
time, violence was contemplated as a tool of protest.

During the 1967-68 school year students increasingly
In the student-backed demon­put their rhetoric into action.

strations of Autumn 1967 protesters were no longer asking the
government for a change of policy, they were demanding that

A leaflet distributed by thesuch a change take place.
Columbia University SDS at a November 14 demonstration in
New York against a
to use In­
spired by the "inner city" riots which engulfed American
cities during the summer of 1967, revolutionary students
pushed for more violent antiwar demonstrations.
marked increase in the number of bombings of ROTC offices and

A growing number of demonstrations and marchesdraft boards.

There was a

speech by Dean Rusk urged the participants
2"good guerilla tactics" in protesting the war.

strations, gave voice to their frustration:

The teach-ins, antiwar rallies, draft

A Cornell University group, even

The armies of the United States have, through 
conscription, already oppressed or destroyed the 
lives and consciences of millions of Americans and 
Vietnamese. We have argued and demonstrated to 
stop this destruction. We have not succeeded. 
Murderers do not respond to reason. Powerful re­
sistance is now demanded: radical, illegal, un­
pleasant and sustained.!
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ended up violently—police clubs flying, protesters kicking
and screaming.

The student protests of this period gained much atten­
tion from the various news media. It seemed as if the young

In
were

Those that were involved,

very influential in setting the tone of violence
and radicalism on many university campuses.

Within the intellectual Left there was a parallel radi­
calization of theory. The radical element of intellectuals,
which had long since split with the more moderate thinkers,
now moved even further to the left. Arthur Waskow captured

generation of intellectuals when he wrote
about his personal journey from being "a stubborn but narrow

and more flexible radical who wants the peoplemore subtle,

Radical intellectuals, following the lead of student activists,
began to advocate active resistance not simply to Vietnam, but
to an American system which allowed such a war to take place.

"counterculture,"
to conventional American values was praised by these intellec-

important first step in changing America.
There were several reasons for the revolutionary pos-

Perhaps the mostture of so many intellectuals of that time.

The creation of a

the feelings of a

in America were almost universally opposed to Vietnam.

tuals as an

important was the sense of frustration with the lack of

a society antithetical

however, were

to take control of their own schools and factories, and to 
4 learn to run them democratically—aginst the government."

reality only 10 to 15 percent of all college students 
active in the peace movement.

liberal who praised non-violent protest [to] ... an angry,
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official responsiveness to their demands. After the March

they moderates or radicals, despaired of having any influence
in changing either American public opinion or the war itself.

’the father-figure of the New Left']
premised his support for We Won't Go, a mass movement for
draft resistance to stop the Vietnam War, on the futility of

Hans Morgenthau concluded thatprotest in Johnson's America.
and so is American

democracy. Only revolutionary changes, the radical intel­
lectuals felt, would force America to end the war. A second

growing sense of moral indignation about the war. Daniel
Ellsberg,
secret documents to the New York Times, described the shifting
perception he had of the war:

The implica-problem; then as
tion was that criminal,
countered with violent civil disobedience if necessary. A

the Administration's attempt to silence
civil disobedience through the courts. The most famous exam-

"Boston Five." The fivepie of this was the trial of the
Benjamin Spock, Reverend William Sloane Coffin,indicted—Dr.

Jr., Mitchell Goodman, Michael Ferber, and Marcus Raskin—
actively involved in a national draft card turn-in in mid-were

These men were prosecuted because theyOctober 1967. were
Hundreds ofwell-known, not simply because of their actions.

aiding, and abet-others who were also guilty of counselling,

immoral, and illegal actions must be
6

'the democratic state is in a blind alley,
...5

third reason was

"Paul Goodman [known as

a Defense Department bureaucrat who would later leak

a stalemate; then as a crime."
"I have seen it first as a

factor in the intellectual justification of violence was a

on the Pentagon (October 21, 1967) many intellectuals, be
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ment's message, conveyed in its attempt to prosecute the
"Boston Five,” was unmistakable. Sandy Vogelgesang, a stu­
dent of the intellectual Left, postulated a fourth motivation
for their new emphasis on resistance. She believed that

with
Despite the growing power of radical elements in the

mained a large number (probably a majority) of individuals
who took These people

but refused to see it aswere opposed to the war in Vietnam,
The violencesymptomatic of a malaise of American society.

of the demonstrations of the fall alienated a number of
liberals and moderates in the peace movement, who felt vio­
lence would not only damage the reputation of the antiwar

unrealistic and morally reprehensible

such as sit-ins and peacefulNon-violent actions,
marches, continued to take place after mid-1967 but they did
not spark the public's imagination nor did they represent
the "cutting edge" of the protest movement.

In late 1967 the antiwar movement was deeply divided—
All indications wereit had lost its drive and direction.

that President Johnson would win the Democratic primary the
and the warcoming Summer, perhaps the election in November,

whichAmerican public opinion,would continue to intensify.

a more moderate approach to the war.

antiwar movement and in the intellectual community, there re­

ting evasion of the draft were never tried, but the govern-

older intellectuals, ineffective in government, could at

approach, but was an
8 response.

least feel "reborn" through their newly formed association 
a younger generation of student activists.7
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In
fact, the radical antiwar protests worried many people and

the Vietnam War was dis-Within three months, however,
compelled to turn his back on any

hopes he had for re-election. This sudden reversal was the
result of events in Southeast Asia and at home. In late Janu-

rebels, engaged in a co-ordinated surprise attack against
every major city and military base in South Vietnam. The

Although analysismese name of the month in which it began.
of the Tet Offensive after the assault indicated it was tech­
nically a military success for the United States and South
Vietnam, American public opinion regarded it
The extent of opposition to
Offensive was translated into a startling victory in the March
1968 New Hampshire primary for Eugene McCarthy, Democratic

On March 16 Senator Robert Kennedy
too, would run against Johnson. The Pres-announced that he,

ident’s popularity, which was as high as 79% following his
Rather than split theelection in 1964, now slipped to 29%.

Presi-Democratic Party and perhaps even lose the nomination,
On March 31,dent Johnson decided not to seek re-election.

tial halt to the bombing of North Vietnam and disclosed that

credited and Johnson was

as a disaster.

operation was called the "Tet Offensive," after the Vietna-

"Johnson’s War" following the Tet

ary 1968 North Vietnamese troops, in conjunction with NLF

in a televised speech before the nation, he announced a par-

caused a slight increase in the number of those who supported
Q the war.

had grown steadily against the war, reached a plateau.

senator from Minnesota who challenged Johnson almost solely 
on the issue of Vietnam.
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he would "not accept the nomination of my party as your Presi-

Johnson's speech breathed new hope into the opponents
Many activists felt that Johnson’s decision was

largely due to actions taken by the antiwar movement. Irving
Howe,

tion was vindicated:

With the exception of the violent demonstrations in
Chicago during the National Democratic Convention (mid-summer
1968) there
and the Autumn of 1969. There are a number of reasons: 1)
Much of the energy which was previously directed at opposing
the war was channeled, in 1968, into campaigning for Presi­
dential candidates who
Vietnam. 2)
the initiation of peace talks in Paris on May 13, also helped
to defuse the antiwar opposition for several months. 3)
Furthermore, many on the Left were shocked and disheartened
by the assassinations of two champions of their cause—Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr.

King’s death did provoke violent riots in blackon June 6.
but they were not anti-Vietnamcommunities across the land,

"inner city" riots were expressions ofWar protests. The

on April 4 and Senator Robert Kennedy

Surely a major reason for Johnson's decision 
was a belated but strong response to growing 
public pressure and disenchantment. The com­
plaints one heard about American campuses that 
dissidents are not listened to, and have no 
choice but 'alienation' or exile or urban 
guerilla tactics, seem now to be utterly wrong 
or, at the very least, wildly premature. In­

dent. "

were against American involvement in

were few large scale protests between late 1967

of the war.

like many critics of the war, felt that their opposi-

Johnson's March 31, 1968 speech, in addition to
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black anger, not organized antiwar demonstrations. With the

pated; it was unable to generate any real momentum from with­
in. 4) The violence of the demonstrations in Chicago during

could not condone the increasingly violent posture which the
After the Chicago Democratic conventionmovement assumed.

antiwar demonstrations would be linked in the popular mind,
rightly or wrongly, with violence and illegal action. The
radical leadership of the antiwar movement had, in effect,
alienated much of the support they otherwise might have re­
ceived . A further reason for the lull in antiwar protests
was President Johnson’s October 31 decision to halt the bomb­
ing in Vietnam. A final impetus against massive demon-6)
strations was the public perception, following the election
of Republican candidate Richard Nixon as President on Novem-

due largely to Nixon’s campaign promise to end the war "with
honor."

The relative quiescence of the period does not mean
In 1965 silencethat Americans were still in favor of the war.

indicated acceptance of U.S. intervention in Vietnam; by 19 68
Polls taken just prior tosilence no longer implied assent.

Johnson’s March 31 speech showed that 50 percent of all

cans who sympathized with the antiwar movement’s goals, but

loss of these men much of the peace movement’s power dissi-

the summer of 1968, graphically shown on television and de­

Americans felt U.S. involvement in Vietnam was a mistake.

scribed in newspapers and periodicals, frightened many Ameri-

ber 5, 1968, that there would be a de-escalation of the war,
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Political advertisements, representing
"middle class" Americans—business people, artists, lawyers,
and architects—became common in the newspapers of larger
cities. Among young Americans opposition to the war was
even more pronounced.
university seniors showed that the protest movement received
the tacit support of the vast majority of college-aged youth.

40% said they
participated in demonstrations and 72% were willing to do so;
11% said that they had engaged in civil disobedience and 36%

Another poll, of Harvard seniors,

The question for most Americans by

in Vietnam, but the speed and manner of withdrawal of Ameri­
can forces from that distant land.

II. The Israeli-Arab War and Vietnam
The Six Day War between Israel and her Arab neighbors

was not only a turning point for Israelis, but for American
In the weeks before the June war there wereJews, as well.

real fears that Israel might be destroyed by the massing
The organized Jewish communityArab armies on her borders.

was, as would be expected, greatly affected by the course of
Yet, surprisingly, many unaffili-events in the Middle East.

J

a fairly radical group.

ated Jews were also troubled by the threat of Israel’s de-

were open to this option.

The Class of *69 was

1969, therefore, was no longer the extent of U.S. involvement

showed that 94% disapproved of the war, 59% intended to avoid

A June 30, 1969 survey of graduating

military service, and 27% would rather go to prison or Canada 
than fight in Vietnam.

In fact, Vietnam was regarded as the most important problem 
12 facing the country.
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"theobserver of the period noted,struction.
to the crisis was farimmediate reaction of American Jewry

could have foreseen.more intense and widespread than anyone
believed that grave danger to

Israel could dominate
almost univer-Jewish organizations,elusion of all else."

the Israeli pre-emptivesally, gave unqualified support to
in defeating herstrikes and rejoiced over

have been deeply divided overenemies.

in the New Left were alsoA substantial number of Jews
For the first

Many

unconcerned with their Jewishness.of them had hitherto been
as

at best,but was,
atgave one a sympathetic

in American so-served as a focus for what was wrong
Jerry
remarked:

also a Jew, expressed

What we detest

j

worst, 
ciety and what the New Left was trying to change.

Leftists of the time,

Many Jews would never have
their thoughts and emotion to the ex-

greatly influenced by the Arab-Israeli war.
time these Jews felt that being Jewish was important.

One SDS organizer,
We’ve all been messed over, but I feel its been 
more sharp for American Jews. What we detest

something to be embraced, 
understanding of oppression and,

a similar feeling:

For these individuals Jewish identity was not regarded
a feature which

I personally feel very torn about being Jewish.
I know it made me feel like a minority or out­
sider in Amerika (sic!) from my birth and helped 
me become a revolutionary. . . . But despite 
this . . . Judaism no longer means much to us 
because the Judeo-Christian tradition has died 
of hypocrisy. Jews have become landlords, busi­
nessmen, and prosecutors in Amerika.

Rubin, one of the best known

In fact, one

Israel’s success

Vietnam, but with regard to 
voice.14

American Jewry may
Israel they spoke with a united
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ticularly affected by the war in Indochina:

Jews in the New Left did not, therefore, necessarily deny
their Jewish roots, but felt that their primary identity was
radical and leftist.

The possible annihilation of the Jewish State forced
many Jews in the New Left to reevaluate their ambiguous to
hostile attitude towards Israel, and their own Jewish iden­
tity. Jay Rosenberg, at that time a student activist atM.
the State University of New York at Albany, in looking back

his response to the growing tension in the Middle East,on
remarked:
acting as a Jew. I was

I was certain that all the good people were on her [Israel's]
side. All the anti-war kids,

But Rosenberg,one supported Israel.
Many Leftist Jewsand thousands like him, thought wrong.

who supported Israel quickly realized that their pro-Israeli
Allies instance placed them in a very precarious position.
if notthe fight against the Vietnam War were often cool,

We see a way of getting 
possibility of the libera-

Arthur Waskow elaborated on why Jews on the Left were par-

"At that time I would have denied that I was re-

To young Jews the war was an earthquake. Brought 
up on memories of the Holocaust and genocide, 
they were horrified to discover that the United 
States government . . • was behaving in Vietnam 
like Hitler.16

a radical, a democrat, of course an

about the lives of our parents, what we would 
talk about as emptiness, hypocrisy, and . . . 
materialism is the behavior that comes out of 
these insecurities, plus our own experience of 
those insecurities, 
beyond that ... a 
tion from that.15

American and 'everyone' supported Israel, didn't they. .

all my radical friends, every- 
Or so I thought."17
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outright hostile, to Israel’s victory.
The radical New Left was particularly vehement in its

anti-lsrael and anti-Zionist rhetoric.
extent, a reflection of the growing antipathy between blacks
and Jews. Beginning in late 1966 black groups began to assert
the need to achieve their goals without the help of whites.
A growing number of militant blacks felt that the presence of
white leaders in civil rights movement was only one morea
example of white domination of blacks. who were oftenJews,

in leadership positions in the civil rights movement, felt
that their work in behalf of blacks was not properly appreci­
ated. By the middle of 1967 the black-Jewish alliance of the

The Israeli-Arab
The June 1967 issuewar only exacerbated earlier tensions.

of Black Power,
ther, crudely suggested:

The black nationalist radical element gained control
of the New Left at the National Conference of New Politics

The
coalition of antiwar and civil rights

The meeting in September 1967activists in January 1966.

was called to forge a unified political front of all groups

The course of events at the meeting starklyon the Left.
the divisiveness within the New Leftdemonstrated, however,

At the opening ceremoniesand its anti-lsrael ideology.

NCNP was formed by a

early 1960’s was showing serious strain.

a forerunner to the publication, Black Pan-

This was, to a large

(NCNP) meeting in Chicago over Labor Day Weekend, 1967.

We’re gonna burn their towns and that ain’t all 
We’re gonna piss upon the Wailing Wall 
And then we’ll get Kosygin and deGaulle
That will be ecstasy, killing every Jew in Jewland.
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black comedian Dick Gregory underscored the split between
blacks and Jews. "Every Jew in America over thirty years old
knows another Jew that hates niggers,’’ he said jokingly,

baby. "
300 black delegates, threatened to withdraw from the meeting
if the 1800 other delegates did not yield 50 percent of the
conference votes to them and approve in toto a 13 point reso­
lution which they submitted. Point 5 of the proposed resolu­
tion called on the conference to "condemn the imperialistic

On Saturday, September 2, the NCNP
agreed, by a 3 to 1 vote, to accept the two demands of the
"Black Caucus."

Moderate leftists were divided in their response to
Israel’s victory and the anti-Israel viciousness of the
radical Left. Comentators of this point-of-view argued that

The greatest fear of this camp was that Jewish support for
or

Jews who were affiliated with the New Left were faced
with difficult choices after the Six Day War. Some severed
ties with former colleagues and drew closer to the pro-Israel

Others were unable to reject theAmerican Jewish community.
party line and felt compelled to defend the anti-Zionist
position of the New Left.

Israel might "diminish opposition to the Vietnam War"

Israel and Vietnam were separate and different situations.

Several influential Jewish leftists were so

The "Black Caucus," a coalition of

even lead some people "into acceptance of our present Viet-
2 nnam policy."

"well, it’s even.

Zionist war" of June.

disgusted by what took place that they walked out of the
19 conference and severed their ties with the New Left.
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Those Jews who were committed to the ideals of the Left,
yet rejected the pro-Arab stance most Leftists took after
1967, felt confused and isolated. M. Jay Rosenberg lamented:

::

I

It would be many months before Rosenberg and Jews like him
finally decided where that "third route" would take them.
In the latter half of 1968

This movement of Jewish radi-were both Jewish and radical.
calism blossomed in 1969 and in the early 1970’s

Antiwar opponents within the Jewish community were
also faced with the charge of displaying inconsistency be­
tween their criticism of the Vietnam War and their militant

Several years later one Con­stance with regard to Israel.
servative rabbi recalled the tenor of the times:

In the first place,and the Far East were vastly different.
. . South Vietnam has"Israel’s government is a democracy. .

Second-series of corrupt dictatorships."
"Israel is not threatened by internal revolution (as isiy,

The Six Day War caused many of us to reconsider 
the extreme positions we had so easily adopted 
before. The months following the War caused an 
outpouring of pilpul to show that our dovishness 
on Vietnam did not preclude our favoring Ameri­
can intervention on behalf of Israel.

The choice seemed to be one between the anti­
Zionist left and the reactionary Zionists. I 
had a problem. How could I reconcile my leftist 
proclivities with my, now, admittedly Zionist 
ones? Did I have to choose between the Fatah- 
supporting SDS and the ultra-middle class, lox 
and bagel breakfast club, "Hillel Society?".
• . . The choice was an impossible one. 
felt there had to be a third route.

been governed by a

a few groups began to appear which

After all, it was argued, the situation in the Middle East

(and, there-
21 fore, will be discussed in detail in subsequent chapters).
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South Vietnam from the NLF) . . . . It is threatened by foreign

countries."

the international power struggle of competing ideologies,"

because of such intervention.

negotiate. . . . South Vietnam has evaded negotiation." And
finally, "the United States commitment to Israel is a commit­
ment reached in concert with the United Nations. The United
States commitment in Vietnam is .

More conservative, prowar elements within the Jewish
community, on the other hand, saw the chain of events follow-

a vindication of their argument that
communism was opposed to Judaism and that Jews should support
the anti-communist war in Indochina. Michael Wyschogrod
posited that "the one fact that has emerged from the events
since June is the unanimous and unequivocal hatred for Israel
that has been demonstrated by the Communist world." The war

antiwar critics claimed,
The Viet Cong, he con-but a case of

tinued, the enemies of the Jews because they back theare
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) , a terrorist front
dedicated to the eradication of the Jewish State. Further-

the American presence in Vietnam gave significantmore,
assurances of Israel’s safety. If notstrength to the U.S.

for America’s refusal to back down in the Far East, Wyschogrod

"communist aggression."

ing the Six Day War as

a civil war,in Vietnam was not, as

The war in Vietnam, in other words, unlike the

intervention of American troops, South Vietnam is maintained
Third, Israel won without theis primarily a civil war.

Middle East conflict, "although not completely divorced from

Fourth, "Israel has sought to

. . in disregard of both
2 2the United Nations and the will of mankind."
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In the organized Jewish community, therefore, the Six
Day War did not substantially alter attitudes towards the
Vietnam War. Jews who supported the war before June 1967
simply saw the Mid East conflict as proof of their point of
view. Jews against the Vietnam War were forced to justify
their support of the Israelis, but refused to repudiate their
antiwar beliefs. Neither the pro- nor the antiwar forces

real challenge to pre-conceivedsaw the Six Day War no­
tions about Vietnam. The intransigence of both sides is
evidence of the solidification of opinions on the war among

in a 1973 study of Americanmost Americans.
public opinion of the Vietnam War, demonstrated that by the

Vietnam hardened .
likely to make an impression. Although Mueller was refer­
ring to events in Vietnam and America, it is evident that
his hypothesis is valid with respect to the effect the Arab-
Israeli War had

The war in the Middle East did, nevertheless, have
two lasting effects on Jewish attitudes toward Vietnam. In
the short run it almost completely muffled organizational
opposition to the Indochinese conflict in the Jewish community.
Before the Six Day War

After June 1967, despite theout against the war in Vietnam.
fact that the majority of Jews
of such organizational opposition slowed considerably, no

. . to the point where events were less
..24

on American Jewish attitudes towards Vietnam.

were against the war, the pace

as a

a growing number of Jewish groups came

John E. Mueller,

end of 1967 "public support for and opposition to the war in

concluded, the USSR might very well have entered the Six Day 
War.23
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doubt due to fears about causing friction in U.S.-Israeli
relations. It would not be until after the Cambodian inva­
sion in the middle of 1970 that many Jewish groups, previ­
ously silent, finally spoke out against the war. A second
consequence of the Six Day War was the eventual formation
of a Jewish radical movement. The course of events in
Israel leading up to and including the Six Day War awakened,

latent sense of Jewish iden­
tity. If interest in Israel was not enough to force such
Jews to re-examine what it meant to be Jewish, the antisemi­
tism prevalent in the Left after June 1967 was further impetus
to do Although these individuals did not disavow theirso.
opposition to the Vietnam War, the context out of which that
opposition arose changed significantly. They no longer ques-

III. The Antiwar Tendency of American Jewry
In the two year period between mid-1967 and mid-1969

American public opinion shifted decidedly against the Viet-
Jews in the United States followed the prevailingnam War.

trend, but turned even more dramatically than most against

the continuation of the war in Southeast Asia. In September

1966 Jewish attitudes about Vietnam were consistent with

the opinions of Americans generally. A survey taken in

I

I

to oppose the war than individuals of other faiths.

as Americans, but as Jews.

July 19 67, however, showed that Jews were much more likely

in many Jews of the New Left, a

tioned U.S. intervention in Southeast Asia as radicals and
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FirstThese results are,
association those who declared

As wasthemselves "Jewish"

indicated earlier, a
Jews were active in the antiwar Left.

but theirJewish in an ethnic sense,

Jewish identity was
was not,

secular, American
is that it givesvalues. A

the mistaken
else.

there were other

individuals not

groups,

stronger antiwar positions.
A(i.e.

Thisas

Percentage opposed to 
Vietnam War

48
29
26
17
15
7

Jews polled expressed opposition to 
however, somewhat misleading.

disproportionately high percentage of
These individuals may

gree unsurpassed by anyone
Jews did show a markedly liberal tendency,

identifying with any religiousgroups (e.g.
blacks, and others) which tended to take even 

Still, Jews were definitely in
Louis Harris poll printed

second problem with this survey
impression that Jews opposed the 

While it is true that

antiwar) camp.
of Newsweek characterized Jews

age of Jews opposed to the war in one instance,
the Vietnamese conflict.

"moderate doves."

war to a de-

Their position on the war 
Judaism or Jewish values, but in liberal,

Jewish
West European Catholic
South European Catholic 
West European Protestant 
Long-time American
Protestant-Catholic 

East European Catholic
Polls made in 1968 and 1969 revealed an even higher percent-

80% of the
25

have seen themselves as 
expressed in the most minimal of ways.

in other words, based in

the "dove"

of all, they do not reveal the 
had with the Jewish community.

in the July 10, 1967 issue
viewpoint generally accepted the
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Administration policy in Vietnam,

in escalation to encourage negotiations.
uncondi-

forces

the

Theseof the previous year.
leaders of Jewish organizations, beofficial stance of the

in disagreement with Americanor
a

sur-

declared (in November 1966)

in Indochina.
extensive survey of

Shalom in Baltimore, Maryland.
overall findings supportedbut the

Con-
statements :gregants were asked to

17%

Less than 5%

I favor de-escalation .
44%

did not accept the radical view which called for an 
tional halt to bombing and the withdrawal of U.S.

liberal or moderate stance.

attitudes towards the Vietnam War was
The results reflected a

moderate antiwar movement, 
prise from the Orthodox rabbis, whose congregations publicly

their support for American policy

I favor much stronger measures 
War if our i 
best way to achieve victory.

. . and a much greater 
effort to reach a politically negotiated 
settlement . . .

-- ; in the Vietnam 
military leaders feel it is the

but sought a "reduction
.,26

broad range of opinions, 
the official, liberal position of the Reform movement.

respond to the following

it strongly supportive of
involvement in Vietnam, the membership generally took

This would be expected among

I agree with the current policy of our govern 
ment in Vietnam.

Hence, most Jews

from Vietnam, but took a more

moderate or liberal approach.
Reform Jews, whose leadership was in the vanguard of the 

but it comes as something of a

In 1968 two studies, one of a Reform congregation, 
other of Orthodox rabbis, confirmed the more general findings 

studies showed that despite the

In the early months of 1968 an
made at Temple Oheb
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21%

7%
1%

Unclassifiable returns Less than 5%s
Hence, nearly 22% of the respondents "expressed views which
would favor the administration’s present policy or call for
greater military actions," while 65% took a liberal, "dovish"

s position. The answer which received the strongest endorse­
ment was the moderately liberal approach which emphasized
de-escalation and negotiation. This study, though limited
in scope, does demonstrate a strong corroboration of the
findings of the Louis Harris poll mentioned above. In addi­
tion, ii the results of this survey indicate that the [resolu­
tions of the] UAHC [and the CCAR] . . . do more closely repre­
sent the views of American Reform Jews than many vocal critics,"

The survey of Orthodox rabbis, taken at approximately
the same time as the Oheb Shalom study, revealed remarkably

1.7%

16.4%

14.4%

12.1%

53.2%

I do not have sufficient information about the 
military situation in Vietnam.

I favor immediate withdrawal of American 
troops from Vietnam.

The U.S. should take whatever military 
steps are necessary to win the war.

The U.S. should increase its military 
efforts in Vietnam.

The U.S. should . . . de-escalate . . . 
and/or make greater efforts to negoti­
ate than it has been making.

similar responses.

The U.S. is now pursuing an appropriate 
policy.

Disapproval of survey

The U.S. should withdraw from the war.

both within and outside of the movement, were willing to ad- 
mit.27
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About 65% of these Orthodox rabbis were opposed to the war,-

clear majority taking a moderately "dovish" approach.
-

18% favored escalation of the war if necessary. In these

with the results of the Oheb Shalom poll. The only differ­
ence between the Orthodox and Reform respondents was that
the former were more accepting (by a 3 to 1 margin) of the
present U.S. policy in Vietnam. The results also demonstrated
that the Orthodox rabbinic leaders who answered this survey

even more opposed to the war than other Orthodox rabbis.were

zled by the contrast between the dovish response of the Ortho­
dox rabbis and the statements of Orthodox organizations and
leaders" and suggested two possible explanations. Either the
attitudes of the respondents changed after official state­
ments were made or the "Orthodox organizations simply do not

considered, for the official bodies of Orthodoxy maintained
their support of American intervention in Southeast Asia.
This would to indicate that Liebman’s second explana-seem
tion is most likely the Based on
the evidence of this (admittedly unscientific) study it
appears that there was a bifurcation between the official
position of Orthodoxy towards the and what Orthodox rab-war
bis privately thought. Why did Orthodoxy feel the need to

Perhaps out of concern for continuedsupport the war publicly?

with a

more surprising when later Orthodox positions on the war are

a nearly exact correspondence

one closer to the truth.

The results of this poll are even
He does not, however,

Charles Liebman, who conducted this survey, was "puz-

two respects, then, there was

reflect the attitudes of RCA rabbis." 
offer any solution.
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U.S. backing of Israel. Perhaps, too, because of feelings
of insecurity in American society. It would be best, in
other words, "rock the boat" and therebyfor Jews not to
endanger their own status.

American Jewry’s proclivity to oppose the war in Viet­
nam

The Arab-Israeli conflict, while important in
altering or, at least, influencing the organizational level
of Jewish life, seems to have had an insignificant impact on
the opinions Jews held individuals about Vietnam. It isas
important to keep in mind, that this liberal incli-however,
nation of American Jewry simply an indication of howwas

A substantial minority rejected bothmost Jews responded.
liberalism in general and the anti-Vietnam response in par­
ticular. by the late 1960’s, preparedStill, most Jews were,
to see an end to or a reduction of the American presence in
Vietnam.

IV. Organizational Responses
Although the majority of Americans (and Jews even more

so) favored de-escalation after early 1968, a detailed look
at what Jewish groups said about Vietnam between mid-1967 and
mid-1969 reveals

ing failure of Jewish organizations to mirror the attitudes
of individual Jews. First and most important was Jewish un­

Vietnam statements could have on U.S. support for Israel.

a wide spectrum of responses to the war.
There are several possible explanations for this seem-

easiness about the deleterious effects their "official" anti­

grew out of its liberal stance vis-a-vis politics in
29 general.
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The Johnson/JWV Incident was still fresh in the minds of many
Jewish leaders. Although the Administration denied that
Jewish responses to Vietnam would affect American backing of
Israel, many Jews were unwilling to test the government’s
resolve to stand by its promises. Other factors, however,
also played a role in keeping Jewish groups from adopting
new positions on the war. The make up of a group often deter­
mined whether or not clear cut response could be made.a
Smaller groups, like the National Council of Jewish Women

Progressive Israel were able to issue
statements because their membership was limited and had a
similar view of politics. Larger organizations, with a di-

quite to avoid antagonizing certain elements of their consti­
tuencies . A third reason for organizational intransigence at
this time was the inertia present in every organization. It
is, quite simply, easier for an individual to change opinions
than it is to have group of people agree on new course ofaa
action. Hence, with few exceptions, only those groups which
at an earlier date had commented on the war in Vietnam made
any public comments on this issue before late 1969. A final

explanation for the apparently large gap between individual

and organizational responses may be that this was more appar-

The polls which indicated the strong antiwarent than real.
stance of American Jewry were somewhat misleading. Individ­
uals surveyed about the Vietnamese conflict were often forced
to choose between approval or disapproval of the war without
being asked to make any qualifying remarks about their

and Americans for a

verse membership, such as B’nai Brith or Hadassah, remained
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choices.
hypothetically, include one person who was prepared to blow
up government buildings in order to change American society,

negotiated settlement and phased
"gut"

feeling that Americans should not be fighting for other na­
tions .

approaches were suggested (although Jews still tended to
favor total withdrawal
The diversity of responses by Jewish organizations, therefore,

Jewish attitudes than the polls which showed Jews to be strong­
ly antiwar.

In June 1968 Roland Gittelsohn, vice-president of the

Al­
though the Tet Offensive had come and gone, American public
opinion had changed, and President Johnson was discredited,
the attitudes of Jewish organizations regarding the confron­
tation in Indochina were little different in June 1968 than
they were twelve months earlier. Even a year after Gittelsohn
uttered his comments the situation had not altered appreciably.
Groups on the right (e.g. the JWV) continued to support the
war; those in the middle (e.g. B’nai Brith) remained cautious
about challenging American policy; those on the left (e.g.
agencies of the Reform movement) maintained their opposition

may have been a more accurate and realistic reflection of

another who advocated a

In fact, when Jews were asked what course of action

As a result, Jews who were against the war could,

withdrawal of U.S. troops, and a third who simply had a

the United States should take in Vietnam, a variety of

tions that have taken a definite position, the thinking of
31 the American Jewish community on Vietnam is diffuse."

CCAR observed, "with the exception of a few Jewish organiza-

more than other religious groups).30
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to Vietnam.
The staunchest supporter of the war in the organized

Jewish community continued to be the JWV. At its 72nd national

third year in
policy.

resolution which called for "National Uni­
fication behind
ing any Hanoi illusions that the communists can win by de­
fault. " The resolution was not, however, given unanimous

Morton London, a past presi-support by the JWV membership.
dent of the JWV who had previously criticized the pro­
Administration stance of the JWV, once more expressed dis­
satisfaction with his organization’s position.
deep sense of futility and frustration among many Americans

as

Throughout 19 68 the JWV continued its unquestioning
support for American policies in Southeast Asia. In January
Samuel Samuels was so inspired by a trip to Vietnam that he

new push by the JWV to explain to Ameri-
Even after Johnson’s

for President the JWV pledged its "con-
country’s welfare and security
In August 1968 a new nationalabroad as well as at home."

Charles Feuereisen, was elected.commander,

I 
i a mighty offensive to end the war by eliminat-

tinued full support for our

on the military aspects of the war," he cautioned the JWV

decision not to run

decided to launch a

full support for a

"There is a

cans "the urgency of the war effort."

delegates in remarks made on the convention floor, as well

a row, endorsed President Johnson's Vietnam
convention in August 1967 (Washington, D.C.) the JWV, for the

The new National Commander, Samuel Samuels, gave his

He, like his

"the debacle of the pacification program and the myth of
32 national interest and commitment to South Vietnam."
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=
peace." The JWV defended President Johnson right up to the
election in November. Although many Americans criticized
Johnson's October 31 bombing halt as a political ploy to aid
the Democratic candidate, Hubert H. Humphrey, the JWV, in an
apologetic tone, pointed out the various military and strate-

in favor of
the Administration's handling of the war. On January 31 the
New York Board of Rabbis and

It is puzzling that the
Workmen's Circle, which was socialistically oriented since
its inception in the early twentieth century, would, at such
a late date, back the President. It may well be that the

Support

million members, remained mildly supportive of the Johnson

Administration.
anxious to maintain a middle-of-the-road policy, undoubtedly
to placate the diverse constituency which formed B'nai Brith.
A 1968 resolution displayed the various viewpoints within

i 
■

on May 9 the Workmen's Circle,

The leadership of this organization was

The Governors of B'nai Brith, representing one half a

members, most of whom were born in Eastern Europe, were still

predecessors, backed the government's goals to "resist Commu-

of the war, they might have reasoned, would avoid any nega-

nist aggression in South Vietnam, and, at the same time, to

unsure of their place, as Jews, in American society.

Two smaller groups also came out, in 1968,

do everything possible to bring about a just and lasting

tive association of the Jews with an "anti-American" stance.

a fraternal benefit society, commended President Johnson's 
efforts to seek peace in Vietnam.

gic reasons Johnson had to wait until that moment to approve
33a cessation of the bombing.
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The Governors noted that many Americans feel
the morality and wisdom of our nation’s

. . large-scale involvement," yet in the very same document
they recognized that "many powerful forces still persist in
seeking decisive military victory without due regard fora
cost or risk." The fact that the final clause was hotly
debated and was retained by a small margin (the vote was 16
to 13 in favor of keeping it) plus the general ambiguity of
the resolution indicate that B’nai Brith was internally
divided on the issue and was, unable to takea result,as

The only concrete suggestion made at theirany clear stance.
request that the Johnson Administra-

thoroughgoing evaluation" of U.S. objectives in Vietnam.
This unimaginative proposal is but one more example of the

B’nai Brith women were

than men.
efforts to commence negotiations.

The Conservative rabbinate, reflecting its centrist
tendencies, took a position on the war which was only slightly

critical than that of the B’nai Brith.more
June 1968 resolution:

evaluation of the military course of the war, designed to
halt to American bombing in order to "move

and an "immediate mutual ceasefire.”towards negotiations,"

In late March these women called for vigorous
36

December 4 meeting was a

"keen anxiety over

program" was proposed in a

de-escalate it," a

this group.

somewhat more open to attacking the war, reflecting the ten-

a "re-
A "three-fold

lack of direction displayed by this important Jewish organi-
35 zation towards the war in Vietnam.

dency of American women in general to oppose the war more

tion convene "a high-level council . . . to make a fresh and
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The RA was reluctant to explain its position in terms of
Judaism. The reasons which the delegates at this conven­
tion used to justify these proposals were similar to those
made by growing number of other Americans—the high casual-a
ties on both sides, the threat to social programs at home,
military leaders who
cess, and the disapproval of American policy by so many for­
eign allies. The Conservative rabbis, like their Reform

middle course between Orthodoxy and Reform.
The reluctance ofA number of groups kept silent.

Zionist organizations to comment on the war is understandable,
for the Israeli government publicly supported American policy
in Vietnam.
Levi Eshkol, met with President Johnson. "Before returning

policy [in Vietnam] to several hundred Jewish leaders.

from Israel it is not surprising that

nearly all American Zionist groups maintained silence on the

Communal organizations, including HadassahVietnam issue.

for civil liberties, the American Jewish Committee and the
Anti-Defamation League of B’nai Brith, skirted the debate on

Vietnam was probably perceivedthe war as well.
which was too complex and potentially troublesome for the

to Israel Eshkol stopped in New York City and defended U.S.
..38

this resolution their general propensity for steering a

Under such pressure

were questioning the possibility of suc-

as an issue

and two groups devoted to interfaith activities and the fight

colleagues, supported a de-escalation of the war, but like

Hence, the RA members demonstrated in

In January 1968, then Prime Minister of Israel,

the Orthodox rabbis, they justified their approach in non-
O *7 religious terms.
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The
United Synagogue of America, reflecting its middle-of-the-

There were, nevertheless, many Jewish organizations
which, in line with the liberal propensity of American Jewry,
opposed to the war.
Welfare Board, the various agencies of the Reform movement,
the AJCongress, and Americans for a Progressive Israel all
issued antiwar statements during this period.

Women’s groups were generally more dovish than other
organizations. This was true both in American society as a
whole and in the Jewish community. The women’s division of

out against the war in the Autumn of
1965, a year before the general assembly of the Congress

In the Fall of 1967, whenpassed its statement on Vietnam.
said anything about the war in Indo­

china, the National Council of Jewish Women (NCJW),
munal aid organization, called on the U.S. government to

In March 1968 B’nai Brith women broke ranks with

B’nai Brith when they took The

probably due to the antiwar inclination of most women, per­
haps explained by a greater emotional awareness of the devas-

The resolutions oftating effects of war on everyday life.

expressions of disgust with the war, not detailed proposals

tendency for women’s groups to oppose the Vietnam War was

few other Jewish groups

a decidedly antiwar stance.

a com-

the AJCongress came

road constituency, was also reluctant to forsake its previ-

Jewish community and, therefore, was simply ignored.

Women’s groups, the National Jewish

ous policy of silence.

these women’s groups were, more often than not, emotional

settle the war at the negotiation table, not with bombs and 
bullets.39
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In a striking move the National Jewish Welfare Board,
a service organization for Jewish military personnel, Young
Mens ’
the U.S. government to

liberal position for an organization so
integrally involved with the armed forces.
difficult to say why they took this position.

The Reform movement and its leaders remained outspoken

Less than three weeks after the Arab-Israeli War, Jacob
Weinstein opened the CCAR convention with an impassioned
call to double the efforts against the Vietnam War. In
November 1967 the UAHC, at its 49th General Assembly held

In a spirit reminiscent of the 1965 resolutionnam conflict.

dared:

In Janu-

President Johnson to immediately halt all bombing in order to
the peaceful intentions of Hanoi."test”

"intensify efforts for negotiated

We are deeply troubled in conscience by the 
involvement of our nation in Vietnam. The 
war's continued escalation not only increas­
ingly disturbs a growing number of our citi­
zens, drains urgently needed economic resources, 
and threatens a world war, it also brutalizes 
and degrades all nations.

in their criticism of the Vietnam War throughout the era.

ary 19 68 the UAHC and CCAR joined together in an appeal to

This was quite a

on a "World at Peace," the representatives of the Union de­

settlement of [the] war"

in Montreal, Canada, reaffirmed its opposition to the Viet-

It is, therefore,

It would, these

Hebrew Associations, and community centers, called on

4 o and to encourage freedom of dissent.

The proposals set forth were, by and large, the same as those 
which were made two years before in San Francisco.41

for a specific course of action.
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sibility of a negotiated settlement." The CCAR also went on
record against the Administration’s proposed tax increase,

which would be used to pay for the growing costs of the war.

like most of those involvedwere opposed to the war reacted,
in the antiwar movement, with jubilation. It seemed that
the war would soon be ended.
quite similar to those voiced by secular intellectuals, that
the President’s announcement "revived our waning faith in
the efficacy of our democracy." Within a short period of
time many in the peace movement realized that their hopes for

"Our euphoria," Eisendratha settlement were premature.
The vice-

president of the CCAR, Roland Gittelsohn, explained why.
"Large segments of the American public," he said, "have been
misled by President Johnson" into thinking the bombing of the

In June 19 68 the CCAR reasserted its support
for an end to the bombing, recognition of the NLF, and nego-

"of all military

Leaders of the Reform movement remained, by and large,

deeply involved in the struggle against the war. The UAHC
president, Maurice Eisendrath, and the CCAR presidents, Jacob
J. Weinstein (1967), Levi A. Olan (1968), and Roland Gittel­
sohn (1969), continued to attack U.S. policy in Vietnam and
to defend the right of Americans to disagree with that policy.

organizations firmly believed, be a "small risk for the pos-

in fact, it was merely restricted to cer-

Eisendrath recalled, in words

After Johnson’s speech of March 31, 1968 Reform leaders who

tiations which would lead to a withdrawal
j- 4 3forces from Vietnam."

expressed sadly, "was all too short lived."

DRV was ended when, 
tain areas.42
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The president of the movement’s seminary, Nelson Glueck, while

was much more restrained in his feelings about Vietnam.
resignations from Reform synagogues

because of the positions taken by the movement,

lost their jobs because of particular stand on Vietnam.a
Prior to 1967 the only other groups to adopt an anti­

war position as critical that taken by the Reform move-as
ment were the American Jewish Congress and Americans for a

They, too, maintained their liberalProgressive Israel.
perspective in the succeeding years.

The antiwar attitudes mirrored in the 1966 resolution
on Vietnam of the AJCongress
Six Day War.
Council of the American Jewish Congress sponsored a confer­
ence on Vietnam held at the Stephen Wise Free Synagogue
(Reform). "Nearly every one of the 8 00 members of the Ameri-

Congress meeting in this area in the past several years) it

hour conference to hear four speakers
offer various proposals on the future course of the war.
Although a hawkish perspective was given by two of the speak­
ers, the majority of those present were opposed to the war.
David Haber, head of the New York Metropolitan Council of
the AJCongress, believed that "at least two-thirds of the

a
halt to bombing, immediate ceasefire, and negotiations for

. . almost one-third . . • were prepared,all parties]. .

II

no rabbis
45

were not abandoned after the

showed up for the seven

Although there were some

supportive of the rights of any individual to protest the war,
44

can Jewish Congress in New York (the largest turnout at a

On March 3, 1968 the New York Metropolitan

participants supported the Negotiation Now position [i.e.
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I Haber felt that
the AJCongress1 opposition to the war was not based merely

The success of
therefore regarded as an endorse­

ment of

The much smaller Americans for a Progressive Israel,
leftist Zionist organization, also maintained its pre-1967a

antiwar stance following the Six Day War. In December 1967
resolution which echoed the now familiar call

of the American peace movement for an immediate end to Ameri-

In addition, the resolution expressed revulsion attroops.
"the attempts to muzzle criticism by Jews of America’s Viet-

policy by hinting that this might harm the Unitednam
post-conflict help to Israel in the internationalStates'

It is obvious that the members of thispolitical arena."
Zionist group did not perceive any conflict between support

as did almostof Israel and opposition to the Vietnam War,
all other Zionist organizations.
to the highly leftist orientation which they represented.

Many leaders of the Jewish community were also involved
in non-Jewish national organizations, both religious and secu-

At first it seemed as if
rift in the interfaith organiza-

The Christian communitytions against the war in Vietnam.
at best, in its support for Israel during andwas lukewarm,

I
I
I

I
I

This was undoubtedly due
47

I = 
-

the March 3 conference was

it adopted a

the Peace Movement as

lar, which were against the war.
the Six Day War would cause a

in fact, to support unilateral withdrawal."

can bombing, a ceasefire, and the withdrawal of all foreign

in secular values, but Jewish ones, as well.

"the involvement of the American Jewish Congress in 
a Jewish organization."&
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after the Arab-Israel conflict. Although the ensuing chill

result in an actual break. Within half a year Jews were

After the Tet Offensive the religious community was
perceived, in the popular mind, as largely opposed to the
war.

as the editorials of

this "image of relentless religious opposition to the war is
misleading." Before the Tet Offensive of early 1968 many

nothing. After this point, Neuhaus found, many churches
shared the disillusionment of Americans generally about the
continuation of the war, but few actively opposed American

Neuhaus also discovered that a very small percent-policy.
age of the clergy in America (no more than 10% as members

active participants) were involved withand less than 5% as
the major peace groups of the late 1960’s—FOR, SANE, Nego-

The activist minority within thetiation Now!, or CALCAV.

As a result,religious publications and at seminaries.

a number of religious (particularly

in Jewish-Christian relations threatened to splinter the ecu-

churches were mildly critical of the war, but most said

of the policy statements of various religious groups, as well

Christian) periodicals of the late 1960’s, indicated that

Richard J. Neuhaus, who, in 1970, conducted an in-depth study

menical peace groups, relations never grew so bad as to

One commentator argued, in April 1968, that "forthright
comments by religious leaders and publications [against the

• 49Vietnam War] are the rule rather than the exception."

once again actively involved in these interfaith organiza- 
. • 48tions.

American religious community was, however, influential in
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It is difficult to
also held true for the

an

ist against it, and the

Jewishclear position).
Neuhaus’of perspectives.

for a 1969movements,

strated that only a

seminarians and

youth and academia and,

individuals to emphasize peace over a
made in mid-Marchshow of arms.

dent body
of the three faiths [i.e.

Thisappeared to oppose the war."

!

involved in the debate over Vietnam.
prevalent in the Jewish semi—

The strong opposition to the war among
probably the result of two

religious movements of American Jewry, 
almost even division of opin­

findings, however,
the rabbis of these religious

A New York Times survey
number of students active in

American religious [community] . .

with the exception of "purely denominational papers." 
ascertain whether these findings

in line with the responses of
study by Rabbi Arnold Pessin demon­

small minority of rabbis were actively 
Furthermore, activist

1968 indicated that while the 
represented roughly 10 to 15% of the stu- 

75,000 seminarians

Organizationally, there was
ion—Orthodoxy in favor of the war, Reform and Reconstruction- 

Conservatives split (the RA was mildly

the peace movement
"a majority of the approximately 

Catholic, Protestant, Jewish] 
study noticed several key

within seminary faculties was 
factors—the prevailing antiwar mood of American college-age 

secondly, the tendency of religious 
resort to a military

antiwar, but the United Synagogue 
religious leaders also took a number 

do seem to be

was uncommitted to any

opposition to the war was more
50 nanes.

Neuhaus continued, "no publication in the mainstream of the 
. has supported the war,"
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differences in the attitudes of seminarians vis-a-vis most

university students.

than to other professions. Second, although civil disobedi­
ence was encouraged by seminary students, most seminarians
avoided confrontative tactics for more peaceful demonstrations
or political actions, such as distributing petitions and writ­
ing letters. Finally, the antiwar movement in seminaries was
"marked by a lack of cynicism and by an absence of the politi­
cal radicalism present on most secular campuses" at this
time. The antiwar feeling was greatest at Protestant semi­

strong tradition of social activism (e.g.
Union Theological Seminary in New York City), less strong at
Jewish and denominational Protestant seminaries,
at Catholic and fundamentalist Protestant institutions.

A number of prominent Conservative and Reform rabbis
remained active in CALCAV, "the largest of the religious
peace groups, and possibly the largest peace group of any

Abraham Heschel co-chaired the nationalsort in America."
committee of this group. In April 1968 he and four other
rabbis issued, along with twenty-four Christian colleagues,
a pamphlet entitled "In the Name of America." Its purpose

them to speak out against the war.
CALCAV and other antiwar groups had, in earlier years, come
to the conclusion that silence implied acceptance of an

and weakest
„51

Vietnam and to move

naries with a

doubt due to the fact that going to jail as an act of con­
science was regarded as less detrimental to a clerical career

First, there seemed to be a greater
support for civil disobedience among seminary students, no

was to educate Americans about the "crimes of humanity" in
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immoral conflict. To plead ignorance was no longer an accept-

committed in the name of his country, and remains silent,
is thereby implicated in the perpetuation of those wrongs,"
the pamphlet indicted,
guilty all are responsible. On February 6-8, 1968 approxi­
mately 2,000 supporters of CALCAV met in Washington, in the
words of the organizers, "to talk tactically about increased
opposition to the Vietnamese War, and to make clear our con­
cern for our brothers who in conscience cannot fight in
Vietnam." A large number of seminary students, including a

There were few large demonstrations against the war
planned by the antiwar movement in 1968. Energy was directed,
instead, towards electing a presidential candidate who would

Jewish leaders opposed to thepossess more dovish views.
war were therefore involved in organizations which hoped to
influence the political opinions of the various candidates.

prehensive coalition of mainstream religious, civic, and
educational organizations for a negotiated settlement in
Vietnam [a bombing halt, and a ceasefire] under the heading

The National Committee for a Politi­
cal Settlement in Vietnam, backed by the leaders of the

a comprehensive "ceasefire strategy" for both candidates for
president (Hubert H. Humphrey and Richard M. Nixon) to con-

"in a free society,
„52

contingent of more

if some men are

able excuse by 1968.

of ’Negotiation Now!’”

Reform movement and the AJCongress, among others, offered

than 40 students and faculty from HUC-JIR,
5 3Participated in the February conference.

"The citizen who knows of the wrongs

"The AJCongress . . . cooperated in helping establish a com-
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The fact that even the most critical members of the
Jewish

gulf lay between them and
those individuals in the Left who rejected "the system" and
rioted at the Democratic convention. The leaders of the
organized Jewish community, like other religious leaders,.
may have lent their support to people who engaged in civil
disobedience, but chose for themselves the path of peaceful
political protest.

The arguments used by individual Jews on all sides of

June 1967 from those used earlier.
Many opponents of the war continued to base their

stand on the moral values of Judaism. Rabbi Arthur Lelyveld,
president of the AJCongress, argued that Jews should be con­
cerned with "what is happening in Vietnam because it has
been

depreciates the Divine Image;
called upon to defend is kavod

habriyot—respect for human beings, for human dignity, for
Rabbi Abraham Feinberg agreed, "As a Jew andhuman life.

I find Communist totalitarianism intolerable, IIRabbi, he
admitted in
priority is human life rather than

The time for silence was long past. "Wesocial system."
may not regard Vietnam with equanimity or indifference,"
Feinberg claimed.

a major principle of Jewish thought and of Jewish life
that whatever depreciates man

the Vietnam issue were not substantially different after

political system shows how great a

the chief value which we are

To accept the view that Vietnam was not a

"Establishment" were still willing to work within the

a political, economic, or
a speech delivered in March 1968, but "Judaism’s

sider.
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Jewish concern was derided as an attempt to cut oneself off
from the Jewish "mission" to perfect the world.

"self-imposed Galut [i.e. exile]." These
arguments, and many like them, had been heard before. The
essence of the disagreement remained the same—the war in
Vietnam was immoral. Rabbi Lelyveld clearly expressed this
view:

for the first time in the minor-Supporters of the war,
ity, began to show some signs of uncertainty, although they

views in line with those made earlier
in the decade. Some responded, like Rabbi Harry J. Kaufman

that they did not
Seymour Siegel wor-

communist victory in Vietnam would lead to insta­
bility in the region, but added an ambiguous remark that "we
must always be open to new alternatives." In a June 1968
prowar article in the.Reconstructionist the author (for

reasons, according to the editor) chose not to"legitimate"
, but a pseudonym, Abraham Zeligovitz. He

Opponents of the war speak of themade many familiar points.
Zeligovitz said, but forget the im-immorality of the U.S.,

It is one thing to object to themorality of the other side.

I 
i

We could attack this unwanted war for what it 
is doing to the fabric of American democracy. 
. . . We could condemn the war for the waste 
of American lives and of American resources 
when they are so desperately needed for the 
healing of the sickness of American cities 
and for the redemption of the American poor. 
. . . We have, be it said, chosen to take our 
stand squarely on the ethical judgement that 
what we are doing in Vietnam and to the Viet­
namese people is wrong.55

use his own name

ried that a

continued to espouse

"feel competent to speak on this" issue.
(Orthodox) of the Washington, D.C. area,

It was, in
other words, a
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sided morality is unjust. In addition, the communist world

of the Jewish community’s wrath. Finally, Zeligovitz de-

Although Zeligovitz and

dency to avoid evils of the North Vietnamese and NLF, they
really missed the point. Supporters of American policy in
Indochina continued to conceive of the war in terms of how
it would affect the Jews, whereas the majority of the oppo­
nents of the war thought in terms of how it related to Jewish
values.

Although there was wide spectrum of responses to Viet­
nam, nearly all segments of the Jewish community reacted
with horror to the radicalization of the antiwar movement
after mid-1967 and its refusal to protest peacefully against

The violent methods espoused bywrongs in the draft system.
the radicals threatened anarchy and revolution. It seems
clear why Jews reacted so negatively to this threat. All
too frequently in history societies fraught with violence

turned against the Jews.
in American society, did not feel so comfortable as to forget

what the past had taught.

it did not doubt thethat while it might question the war,
a whole. Jews who opposedvalue of the American system as

lI
1

those like him were correct in pointing out the antiwar ten-

American Jewry, as secure as it was

war on its strategic faults, but to attack it with a one-

domain and may endanger "the safety and future of Jews in
r £this country and the world."

dared, dissent is increasingly perceived as a "Jewish"

is united against Israel and, therefore, should be the object

In rejecting this "new style in
protest" the Jewish "Establishment" demonstrated, once more,
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not want to criticize
from persecution."
Pentagon March, two Jewish periodicals, the Reconstruction-

and irresponsible violence" of the Vietnam dissenters. Nei­
ther editorial criticized the goal of these protesters. In

that such violent protest would harm the

"All of usJewish liberals in the antiwar movement agreed.
in the peace movement are confronted by a terrible dilemma,"
wrote the editor of the JPF Newsletter, Murray Polner, in

only the violent forms it was increasingly assuming after

mid-1967.
sively rabbis, began to advocate nonviolent civil disobedi-

willing to actuallyence.
Perhaps encouraged by the growingengage in illegal acts.

strength of the draft resistance movement a number of young,
that the time had come tocommitted Jews felt, by late 1967,

act.

i
I

The extremist fringe around the peace movement 
is . . . harmful to its purpose. . . . Those 
concerned with the achievement of an objective 
rather than self-expression cannot afford to 
disregard the safeguards and controls of the 
democratic process.

fact, the fear was

a country that offered Jews a haven

antiwar movement as a whole.

In early 1967 a

"We have a sense of

ist and Jewish Frontier, expressed concern with the "flagrant

early 1969, "what to do in revolutionary and violent situa­
tions. 1,57

the war were liberals, not radicals.

Jews were not opposed to civil disobedience per se,

for the law is central to the Jewish community, and most do

Just a handful, however, were

In November 1967, the month after the

few Jewish leaders, almost exclu-

horror of war," explained Abraham Heschel, "but a respect



140

On the evening of December 6, 1967 approximately 80
young men and women from the Cincinnati, Ohio area began a
vigil at the local induction center, located in the Federal
Building in downtown Cincinnati. The following morning they

"sit-in." Two of those
Goldenberg and Leigh Lerner, were students

! at HUC-JIR. Other rabbinic students also took part in the
early morning "sit-in." The local authorities in this con-I
servative midwestern city reacted harshly to this act of

civil disobedience.

the driving force behind contemporary social activism,as

agreed to a student request to "join with others in a pro­
test against the treatment of these demonstrators." A
group was created which came to be known as Sixteen Concerned
Citizens and included Blank and other prominent Jews. These

letter to the City Council to
express "shock and chagrin at the intemperate treatment given
the draft protesters" and sparked a fierce debate locally on
the propriety of civil disobedience. Three HUC-JIR students,

alleged that the harsh sentence against those participating

ing the Nuremberg Charter established to try Nazi war crimi-
They conducted a three-day fast asnals.

fellow Cincinnatians to voice their dissent. With the act
of December 1967 and the reaction to it the die was set. Not

only had young Jews actually engaged in civil disobedience,

in a February 1968 letter to one of Cincinnati’s newspapers,

sixteen individuals sent a

moved inside the building to stage a

an HUC-JIR faculty member who regarded the prophetic message

in the "sit-in" two months earlier was tantamount to break-

"an appeal to our 
„ 58

Shortly thereafter, Dr. Sheldon Blank,

arrested, Lewis E.



141

but

V. The Issue of the Draft and Conscience
The burning issue of the period between June 1967 and

the summer of 1969 that of draft resistance. Althoughwas
it was illegal either to resist the draft or
or counsel men to refuse the draft," the hope was that the■

refusal of so many young men to fight would convince the
government that American intervention in Indochina must

In mid-1967 two Fellows at the Institute for Policycease.
Studies in Washington, D.C. drafted "A Call to Resist Illegiti­
mate Authority," which received wide circulation and support.

59

More than one thousand cards were
turned in on the designated day "during ceremonies held in

[Benjamin] Spock,eighteen cities.
Mitchell Goodman, Marcus Raskin, and Arthur Waskow formally

The number of draft resistersof Justice in Washington.
subsequent to this incident grew tremendously. An estimated
570,000 men over the course of the war committed "draft vio­
lations that could have sent them to prison for five years."

only 3,250 went to prison ("most of them wereOf these,

■

We hope that by using traditional American 
tactics of nonviolent civil disobedience against 
conscription and militarism we will further spur 
further antidraft activity and help to build the 
tidal wave of revulsion that will lead tothe 
withdrawal of our Army from Vietnam . .

a committed cadre of their elders were supportive.

In San Francisco an organization calling itself "The Resist­
ance" called for a nationwide draft card turn-in to be held

The signers explained the reasons they chose to act illegally:

accepted the cards at a rally held in front of the Department 
.,60

"to aid, abet,

on October 16, 1967.

On October 20, Dr.
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paroled within a year.") The numbers of draft resisters so

It is difficult to ascer-
not the draft resistance had any impact on

the outcome of the but it certainly kept hundreds ofwar,

thousands of young men from entering the military during the
period of the Vietnamese conflict.

the topic was notIn the Jewish community, of course,
Many of the problems related to the draft--civil

I

tious objection, and rabbinic counselling of draft resisters—
had been discussed at the very beginning of the escalation in
1964, if not before. However,
tion for the first time. This was the mandatory chaplaincy
required of all rabbinic ordinees of the three largest semi­
naries—Yeshiva University (Orthodox), JTS (Conservative),
and HUC-JIR (Reform). All these issues now began to play a
dominant role in the debate on Vietnam.

At the center of the debate was the growing emphasis
Conscientious objection hadgiven to individual conscience.

been an option in America since the beginning of the century.
In the period between the First World War and Vietnam CO
status was expanded from an option open only to the adherents
of a few strictly pacifist Christian organizations to a status
available to anyone who objected to war because of "religious

From the 1930’s, CO status was acceptedtraining and belief.”
by Reform and Conservative Judaism as legitimately Jewish.
The Jewish Peace Fellowship had, since its inception, also

a new one.

one problem now received atten-

cases of re­

tain whether or

overwhelmed the government that only 89% of all 
sistance were even prosecuted."^

disobedience, conscientious objection, selective conscien-
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asserted that a Jew could be a conscientious objector. Yet
Jews were denied CO status by

local draft boards. Senator Charles
Lowenstein of New

York called on the Selective Service System on May 21, 1969

of denying Jews CO status. For many people this was not
enough.
demands by Jews and non-Jews to expand the meaning of con­

scientious objection beyond its legal definition a reli-as
gious disavowal of military confrontation.
who might object to a particular war on philosophical or

objection, be it based on politics, sociology, or a personal
Change was sought,

for selective conscientious objection, the disagreement with
a particular conflict and not necessarily war in general.

In 1951 the RA sought to include "humanitarian beliefs"
basis for conscientious objection. The CCAR, in 1964,

urged Congress "to protect the individual whose conscientious
objection to military service has been established as genuine
without consideration as to his belief in a Supreme Being."
On March 8, 1965 the Supreme Court upheld the position advo­
cated by the two rabbinic organizations and accepted the

I
I
I

throughout the Vietnam era

as a

ethical pacifism in addition to religious pacifism as a basis

"to issue new guidelines to correct the widespread practice
„62

moral code, could not be considered.

for a claim of conscientious objection and second, to allow

As the war in Vietnam progressed, there were growing

In addition, any non-religious

E. Goodell and Representative Allard K.
To correct this, U.S.

Legally, "persons

therefore, in two areas—first, to include non-religious,

political grounds" were not eligible for consideration as 

conscientious objectors.
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validity of non-religious conscientious objection. If one’s

lei to that filled by the orthodox belief in God.
Selective conscientious objection,

ish circles in early 1967, year and a half later, a
hallmark of Jewish antiwar proponents. Individuals and
organizations which took a liberal approach towards the war
usually embraced the idea of SCO at an early date. The first
organization to call for the establishment of a category of
SCO for the purpose of exemption from military duty was the
CCAR (June 1967). By a 66 to 49 vote the Reform rabbis
approved a resolution which supported SCO, called for an
expansion of non-combat and non-military service for all
conscientious objectors, and warned against the use of the
selective service system to control dissidence. That Novem­
ber, Maurice Eisendrath called the delegates at the 49thon
UAHC General Assembly to endorse proposed resolution ona
SCO. The Reform lay leaders were unwilling, however, to

65accede to his request and the resolution was not ratified.
It may be that these lay individuals were uncomfortable with
the broad definition of conscience implied by an acceptance
of SCO.
draft, maintained a more moderate point-of-view than its
affiliated organization, the CCAR.
the Americans for a Progressive Israel and the American Jew-

mental teaching of Judaism and a fundamental demand of its

I 
i
I

I

place in the life of its possessor paral-
.,64

a new idea in Jew­

ish Congress, were also in favor of SCO.

The Union, as progressive as was its approach to the

beliefs occupied "a

The other liberal groups,

was, a

Everett Gendler, went so far as to say that SCO was "a funda-
Some, like Rabbi
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in the Jewish community continued to support SCO until the end

the Jewish community also began, in 1968, to support the
creation of a separate SCO status. Addressing the Conserva-

"must be recognized," for it allowed one to object to

the Six Day War). The RA concurred and urged the government
to recognize selective conscientious objection. The Conserva­
tive rabbis did not accept the view of the radical draft
resistance movement, which refused to cooperate with the
Selective Service system, but saw the person who claimed SCO

manner other than engaging in direct military duty." Even
In September 1968 Yavneh, thesome Orthodox Jews backed SCO.

National Religious Jewish Students Association, held a five-
the Jewish position on the Vietnam War. At

of the leaders of the organization asked thatthat time one
the current draft be amended to allow for SCO. Three months

the dean of the Hebrewafter this, Rabbi Aaron Soloveichek,
Theological College of Skokie, Illinois, a modern Orthodox
seminary, spoke with 300 college students affiliated with

He told them of his support for SCO. "It is immoralYavneh.
for the United States to recognize objections of conscience

a war

day seminar on

of the war.

adherents."

status as an individual who would "serve his country in a

seen as wrong (e.g. Vietnam), yet did not restrict that per­
son from supporting another conflict (e.g. the Israelies dur-

tive rabbis present at a June convention of the RA, Rabbi Eli
A. Bohnen, that organization’s president, argued that SCO

Moderates, and even a few political conservatives, in

Whatever the basis for their position, liberals
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67only as unqualified opposition to all wars," he declared.

acceptance of SCO widespread among Orthodox
in a remarkable switch from official Orthodox pol­

icy, some objections were raised. This can be accounted for
only if one looks to the general situation in America at this
time.
center of the Vietnam protest. Obviously, the ferment of
1967-68 even affected those in a seemingly insular Orthodox
Jewish community.

In 1968 more and more Jews were willing, based upon
conscience, to either become a draft resister, if young
enough to be drafted, or,
actively aid those who sought to evade the draft in some way.

Legally, the aiding or abetting of a draft resister
"Boston Five" were indictedwas a criminal act.

on this very charge. Yet a growing number of young Jews and
rabbis in 1967 and 1968 felt that draft counselling was
cial need. Older Jews were undoubtedly inspired by the cou­
rageous stands taken by prominent individuals across America.

1967 Martin Luther King, Jr., speaking at theOn April 4,
Riverside Church in New York advocated the counselling of

conscientious objectors and encouraged "alldraftees who were
ministers of draft age to give up their ministerial exemp­
tions and seek status as conscientious objectors." A number
of rabbis were also heartened by the October 19 67 actions of

Spock, Rev. Coffin, and others at the national draft cardDr.

By no means was

a cru-

Jews, but,

if over the age for induction, to

In America, intellectuals and students were at the

In fact, the

turn-in and, soon thereafter, pledged their support for per- 
sons who broke the law in order to end the war.
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In December 1967 Rabbis Brickner, Gittelsohn, and
Heschel joined with non-Jewish clergy in stating that they

"prepared to pay whatever price . . . to defend the rightwere

The following June the CCAR resolved to set
up "draft counselling services in our synagogues" and to work
more closely with the JPF. The rabbis at the convention also
declared:

In late December 1968 young Jews affiliated with United Syna­
gogue Youth, the youth group of the Conservative movement,
expressed their concern "over the failure of rabbis and Jewish

The most well-documented case of rabbinic willingness
to engage in illegal draft counselling involved two rabbis
at Sinai Congregation (Reform) of Washington, D.C.—Eugene
Lipman and Merle Singer. In the February 1968 congregational

bulletin Lipman declared:

Acting out of commitment to the prophetic ideals 
of justice and peace, and acknowledging the duty 
of the individual to act in accordance with the 
highest ideals of morality, we hereby express 
our support of those who conscientiously dissent 
from the policy of our government in Vietnam and 
who refuse to cooperate with that policy.69

of conscience."

I have deliberately placed myself in the position 
of civil disobedient. ... I shall continue to 
meet with individuals who face the Selective Ser­
vice System and I shall continue to make clear to 
them (a) that in my view their individual con­
sciences transcend the requirements of the State;(b) in my view they have a right ... to pursue* 
the demands of conscience either within the law 
or beyond the boundries of the law; (c) if they 
decide to act beyond the boundry of the law, I 
am prepared to aid them.

Lipman clarified his understanding of the purpose of "rabbinic

groups to counsel them on such issues as pacifism, the draft,
7 0and conscientious objection."
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[but] to
help the young person to understand the issues. Then he
must make up his own mind." He supported civil disobedience,
but drew the line at any act of violence. "I do not support
or aid personal harassment of draft board members, .
interference of troop movement to any place, [or] burning of
draft board offices and records." Lipman went on to say that

counselling three or four times
His statement, which was supported by his colleague,per week.

Merle Singer, aroused tremendous consternation in the syna­
gogue .

To answer the concerns of their congregants the two
rabbis agreed to explain their position after Friday evening
services on March 15. Over 1200 people showed up to hear
what their rabbis would Lipman and Singer both reiter-say.
ated that they were not advocating a particular point of
view, but merely hoped to serve sounding board and a
source of information for those persons who were confused
about the various alternatives to the draft and the conse­
quences of making certain choices.
help the individual choose a

Lipman explained that the Selective Service Lawown values."
"bad law" because it did not recognize the

tarian grounds or to seek status as
He based his actions inobjector.

the primacy of the individual’s religious convictions over
Many challenged the rabbis in theirsociety’s demands."

I
I

I
I

"responsive reflective of his

"Judaism [which] requires
a selective conscientious

of 1967 was a

as a

right of an individual to object to the war on strictly humani-

The rabbis’ goal was to

counselling" as not "advocating a position. .

he was, at the current time,
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support for illegal activities, but only one member resigned

individuals about the draft for decades. It was the only
Jewish organization, both before and during the war, which

its primary purpose the counselling of individuals un­
certain about the draft. Due to the fact that it was the

as more and more young Jewish men were threatened with induc­
tion and sought ways of avoiding it. The increase of the
JPF annual budget indicates the spurt of interest in the
aims of this organization during this period. In 1965 the

In 1966 it remained a modestgroup had a $1500 budget.
$2000. The following year it tripled, reaching $6500. In
1968 membership exploded; the budget stood at $25,000.
single most important source of income . . . [was] the con­
tributions of individual rabbis," although some funds were

The JPF's budgetary and membershipreceived from the CCAR.

growth mirrored an enlarged importance in the Jewish community.

Whereas one hundred requests regarding CO status were received

per year in the years prior to 19 67, over 200 prospective con­

scientious objectors were counselled by phone or mail during

Field representativesthe one month of April 1968 alone.

necticut.

" The

had as

(although one non-member was

only Jewish resource on issues of the draft it grew rapidly

The JPF originally dealt only with those Jews who con-

The Jewish Peace Fellowship had, of course, counselled

so impressed by their stance 
that she joined the synagogue).7^"

were added in Chicago, New York, Boston, and New Haven, Con-
A West Coast chapter was established at the Leo 

7 2Baeck Temple (Reform) in Los Angeles.
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sidered themselves to be COs and

Individuals whocountry, though not in a military capacity.

chose CO status

Service System.

refused, for the first time since the Selective Service System
to cooperate with the government’s draftwas established.

The JPF was now faced with the need forsystem in any way.
counselling these draft resisters.

The JPF published several pamphlets at the time to deal
with these dilemmas. entitled "Counselling Young JewsOne,
About Conscientious Objection to Military Service," was
written for rabbis and Jewish lay leaders who were increasing­
ly faced with young Jews seeking "Jewish" answers to the
issues of war and the draft. Two other pamphlets—"The Draft
and the Jew:
scientious Objector?"—were addressed to the college-age
youth who were confronted with this difficult decision. The
JPF’s pacifist bent was explicit in both pamphlets. The
latter declared: "While Judaism is not in any absolute sense

some of its basic teachings, when
raise grave doubtsapplied to what we know of modern war,

about the permissibility of participation in war today."

nonviolent solutions."
standing before their draft boards, could be asked, "Would

"This kind of question isyou have fought against Hitler?"

I

were willing to serve their

ences of the Jewish people have tended to enshrine peace and

were still classified under the Selective

Must I Destroy Life?" and "Can a Jew be a Con-

The JPF realized that many Jews, when

During the Vietnam War, however, young men

a ’pacifist’ tradition,

Although there is "no uniform doctrine" in Judaism, the
other publication elaborated, "the major values and experi-
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really irrelevant," the pamphlets argued in defense of SCO,
"the Selective Service law judges COs on the basis of their
attitudes towards participation in U.S. wars of the present

The choice of Jews to resist the draft explicitly on

In 1968 and 1969 a handful of young Jewish men, the majority
of whom were affiliated in some way with one of the rabbinical
seminaries, joined the hundreds of other Americans who turned
in their draft cards at that time.

Michael Zigmond, the son of Rabbi Maurice Zigmond, New

England Hillel Foundations director, turned in his draft card
His father ex-at a "religious service" in November 1967.

plained the reason why:
non-hippy boys like himself from middle class, respectable
families must speak out against the As a result, Zig­war . "
mond’s draft board declared him "delinquent" for failing to
carry a draft card and soon thereafter he received a notice
to appear for induction (he was previously on an educational

The Massachusetts Board of Rabbis condemned thedeferment).
decision of Zigmond*s draft board to re-classify him for in-

flagrant misuse of the draft system "meansa
Zigmond refused induc-of silencing opposition to the war."

brought to trial at the U.S. Federal District
In early September 1969Court in Boston in early April 1969.

the charges against Michael Zigmond were finally dropped due

I
I

tion and was

duction as

cal objections to the Vietnam War, was rare, but noteworthy.

as a

and potential future, not on what

"[he] contends that nice, clean-cut,

the basis of Jewish values, rather than on account of politi-

they might have done in
73past times and under other circumstances."
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In the meanwhile he had made his
point—a Jew could and should obey the dictates of conscience,
even if it meant opposing the law of the land.

Jeffrey Halper, a rabbinic studentOn December 4 r 1968,
at HUC-JIR in Cincinnati, announced during chapel services
that he was returning his draft card to the Selective Service
in protest over Vietnam. His decision to take the path of
"social protest and civil disobedience,” the culmination of

half years of uncertainty, was based in "those
ideals of love and justice which mankind in general and Ju­
daism in particular hold sacred." Wearing a kipah (head
covering) and two peace symbols, the 22 year old told those

"ashamed" that hepresent that while he was
was the first rabbinical student to reject his seminarian
exemption from the draft, he had no choice but to protest the
"entire draft system which gave me my deferment because of my
color and my wealth. To be part of the Selective Service
System at this time," he concluded,
lation of conscience and morality." The president of the
college, Nelson Glueck, to speak immediately followingrose

Glueck praised Halper*s "deep religious spirit" whichHalper.
led him to make this gesture, but felt it was probably not
"going to be very effective." The president of the College-
Institute defended Halper*s right to voice his opinions, al­
though he did not agree with all of what he said. Glueck
ended by assuring the young seminarian that "if he fills our

"frightened" and

one and a

was an "intolerable vio-

requirements, by the grace of God and our faculty" he would
7 5 be ordained.

to a "procedural error."74
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incident which took place atEven more dramatic was an
1969On March 6,

the New York

Institute, was to appear
ment as a draft resister.

of the

Conservative seminary.

the Jew marks and celebrates

One of those

who was present recalled the
had realized a Jewish"For once we

ideal,

facultyour Tradition."

mar-Mandelbaum, Weiss
Hebrew Bible and a statementHe carried with him ashalls.

As he was led115 of the 140 JTS students.
The wordsaway, the

herev

Other rabbinic
the 1968-69 academic year,

On Mayto resist the draft.

nr

religious, moral, and personal concerns 
Standing arm in arm with students,

and seminary president Bernard

the Conservative Seminary in New York.
field director of the JPF and a

of 18 friends at JTS, to spend the day in the synagogue
in a letter delivered to

of support from
assembled community burst into song.

("Nation shall not lift up

(including Abraham Heschel)
surrendered peacefully to four U.S.

"learn-in"to as a

and faculty on that day.
a seminary dream—namely, the total integration of our 

within the context of

the federal judge for his trial, 
together with his people the 

The day was referredmost significant events in his life."
student body and was spent

Burton Weiss, 
former student at the Jewish Theological Seminary's Summer 

in a U.S. District Court for arraign-

He explained, 
that "in it [the synagogue]

by the JTS 
studying traditional texts related to pacifism.

intense feelings felt by students

were Lo yisa goy el goy 
7 6 sword against nation, neither shall they learn war anymore").

students besides Halper decided, during

1 Daniel Siegel, a student at
that they, too, had no choice but

He chose instead, on the invitation
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the Reconstructionist Rabbinical College in Philadelphia,

divinity student. did
the Rabbi Arthur Gilbert andsame thing. The Dean of JTS,

moral war.

Halper, Siegel, and Ruskay, by returning their draft
cards, Their fellow rabbinic stu­
dents, while not willing to take such drastic measures, did
begin to question the mandatory chaplaincy program of the
major seminaries. In the early 1950’s a coordinated program
was established in the Jewish community which required all
eligible rabbinic ordinees (i.e. those not receiving exemp­
tions or deferments) of Yeshiva University (YU), JTS, and
HUC-JIR to enlist in the American armed forces and serve as
military chaplains. In the early months of 1967 rabbinic
students at HUC-JIR and JTS began to call upon the chaplaincy
committees of their respective rabbinic organizations to re­

Senior HUC-JIRview present policy regarding chaplaincy.
students told Maurice Eisendrath of their "moral reservations"
about Vietnam and asked him to convey their desire for the
legitimation of SCO as an appropriate reason for not becoming

At JTS two students, who were conscien-a military chaplain.
tious objectors, after facing some "unpleasant negotiation,"

turned in his draft card and disavowed his exemption as a

We believe that the Jewish community must stand 
behind its young men who exercise the traditional 
Jewish right to refuse to participate in an im- 

. . In the choice between immoral 
disobedience to the law of the state, we must 
give our allegiance to the higher law of moral 
conduct.77

Ten days later John Ruskay, at JTS,

eleven JTS students, issued a statement of support for Ruskay.

were breaking U.S. law.
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The chaplaincy program came under increasing attacks
from individuals other than students after the middle of 1967.
Not only did the program’s existence imply acceptance of an
unwanted war, but its system of deferments (e.g. for married
individuals, physical problems, or graduate study) led to
inequities, causing bitterness and cynicism. In addition,
the current system, on account of deferments, was not pro­
viding enough chaplains to meet the needs of the armed forces.

made simply to exempt rabbinic

In 1968 the Orthodox and Con-
further and ended their demands

that rabbinic graduates be required to become military chap­
lains. Oddly enough, on this issue the Reform movement
lagged behind, ending its mandatory chaplaincy program only
the following year.

quest from rabbinical students to suspend for one year its
participation in [the] Jewish community’s self-imposed draft
of rabbis for military chaplaincy duty, making such service

The RCA, whose membership was primarily alumnivoluntary."
of Yeshiva University, acquiesced to the Yeshiva University
decision on a trial basis.
reinstituted the stipulation that "the requirement for admis-

In early 1968 the Conservative movement was rapidly

[
I
I

I
I

At first recommendations were

servative movements went even

sion to the Rabbinical Council must be satisfied as to the 
chaplaincy. ’’

On March 6, 1968 Yeshiva University "agreed to a re-

Within a year, however, the RCA

students who attested to their conscientious objection from
7 9 serving in the chaplaincy.

7 8 were exempted from service.
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endorse.
approved a resolution "rejecting the compulsory system for

The incident in early March withprocurement of chaplains."
Burton Weiss only served to intensify feelings about the
issue.
ripe for a change. At the RA convention in late March he

declared:

maintaining a mandatory military chaplaincy for JTS gradu­
ates .
decision, the RA suspended the mandatory program of chaplaincy

They also emphasized theprocurement for a voluntary one.
need to find new sources for chaplains, perhaps through the
employment of civilians.
mended that JTS graduates still be required to give two years

military would only be one of the options. To assure the
success of this proposal it was further suggested that no JTS
graduate be admitted to the RA until completion of this assign­
ment.

The chaplain is part of the military, and is 
unable to question the premises on which the 
war is fought. . . . some may claim that in 
war one cannot afford the luxury of conscience. 
Can we . . . agree that conscience is a luxury? 
The time will soon come, if it has not already 
arrived, when we shall have to ask that the 
chaplain cease to be part of the military es­
tablishment, . . . without being subjected to 
military discipline beyond that imposed on 
other civilians serving the Armed Forces.

Bohnen’s colleagues were cognizant of the difficulties of

A "Committee on Chaplaincy" recom-

At JTS an "overwhelming majority" of students

As a result, three weeks after the Yeshiva University

Rabbi Eli A. Bohnen, RA president, felt the time was

of mandatory "special service" to the community, but that the

moving to the same conclusion that Yeshiva University came to

A "Commission on Community Service" was formed to over-
81see the application of these recommendations.
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mandatory chaplaincy at its June 1968 convention. The Chap-

the Conference from HUC-JIR students and the other movements
to eliminate this system, but felt that such a move would
only "penalize" Jewish soldiers. Bertram Korn, who chaired
this committee, warned that "too few of our men would serve
in uniform if chaplaincy service were voluntary." He urged
the CCAR members to divorce this issue from their concerns
about Vietnam. As a compromise measure the Chaplaincy Com­
mittee simply proposed, in accord with the Reform rabbinate's
resolution on the Selective Service System the previous year,
that newly ordained rabbis be allowed to seek exemption from

but that no other changes be made. A
lengthy discussion ensued. Some supported the recommendation
of the Chaplaincy Committee. Others suggested different pro­
posals . One group supported a two year service program for
newly-ordained rabbis modelled after the RA system. Another

should abandon the drafting of rabbis" for
any obligatory service.
service placements not just for graduating students, but for
rabbis in the field, as well.

A number of reasons were suggested for elimination of
First, military chaplains are not freethe current program.
it is wrong to expect HUC-JIR "to denySecond,to speak out.

ordination to men who do not comply" to CCAR rules. Third,
there are many places, besidesFourth,the system is unfair.

I
I

I
I

military chaplaincy on the grounds of conscientious objection
82to a particular war,

laincy Committee of the CCAR was aware of the pressure on

The CCAR was greatly divided over the elimination of

A further suggestion was to require
group said "we
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the military (e.g. foreign congregations, Hillels, etc.) where
Jews need to be served. A final objection was that such a
system is philosophically inconsistent with the stance of the
CCAR. Rabbi Hillel Gamoran noted theIn a perceptive remark,
divergency between CCAR rhetoric and action. "Certainly the

. . is a telling argument,” he
said,

For the moment, nevertheless, the Chaplaincy Committee
proposal was the operative model. At the same time a special
committee was created to investigate the other courses of
action suggested during the convention.

In

to the current mandatory chaplaincy program. The many argu-
simply reiterations of those madements, pro and con, were

the year before. A proposal of the special Committee on
Chaplaincy, which was appointed in 1968, for a mandatory "two

for all HUC-JIR graduates, was defeated.years of service"
The final result
and a voluntary program would be instituted a two yearon

trial basis.

In the Jewish community reaction to the moves by the

surprising.
work in the military disapproved of the changes. "Whether

June 1969 the CCAR once more discussed possible alterations

was that the present system would be scrapped

For the Reform movement, change was a year away.

Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform movements to limit, if not

As would be expected, rabbis who volunteered to

"but this is in direct conflict with the need to oppose
8 3 with all our strength our government’s policy in Vietnam."

It was also resolved to investigate the "possi-
84 bility" of a civilian chaplaincy system.

eliminate, the chaplaincy system, was mixed and, at times,

need to serve young people .
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we as

about the role the United States plays in [Southeast Asia],

• . the fact still remains that Jewish boys are fighting
and dying in Vietnam—and they and their needs must be our
priority consideration," wrote Rabbi Mark Golub (Reform), at
that time stationed in Vietnam. Rabbi Gerry Rosenberg (Con­
servative) , also in Vietnam, explained that he might "wrestle"

The president ofnot why I am here. I am here to serve."

a letter to the heads of the main seminaries, rabbinical

chaplain on the basis of SCO.a
The response from secular Jewish organizations, by and

large, followed ideological lines. The JWV argued that the
"are not striking a blow for peacemoves

They are striking a blowmate protest against the war.

The Americanpossible for all, including the dissenters.
Jewish Congress, at its May 1968 convention, not only supported
the elimination of the mandatory chaplaincy within the Jewish
community, but proposed that all religious groups in America

to replace military chaplains with civilian chaplains,move

Unexpected opposi­
tion to the decision of Yeshiva University and the RA to
change the decade and a half old system was expressed in the

against fellow Americans whose services make a free society 
„86

nor making a legiti-

religious leaders have any philosophical reservations

any rabbi to serve as
groups, and association members, strongly opposed refusal by

85

the Association of Jewish Chaplains of the Armed Forces, in

editorial pages of the Reconstructionist, an otherwise

with the problems raised by the war, but, he added, "that is

who will consider nothing but the religious needs of the
8 7 soldier [they are] . . . counselling."
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liberal, antiwar forum. The disagreement was two-fold: "We
not only believe that it [i. e.
will not work,
ish men in the armed services." The only other acceptable
solution would be "that a form of alternative service be re­

Concern about the elimination of the mandatory chap-

of one’s attitudes to the war. The Orthodox supported the

structionist and the CCAR strongly opposed Vietnam, but
wished the chaplaincy to continue.

It is difficult to understand why Yeshiva University
officials took step so out of line with general Orthodoxa
ideology. The decision by Yeshiva University and the RCA

on the basis of the previous opposition to theseems, war
expressed by Orthodox groups, to be grounded more in the
pragmatic problems involved with the program than ideological
issues.
tion from the ranks of those whose lives would be most

continuation of the current system—specifically,
young men studying for the rabbinate.
leaders may have been assured that

fill that year’s quota of Orthodox military chap­in fact,
the decison was, technically,lains. After all,

not a revocation.
the RCA reversed its decision and reinstituted the requirement

a voluntary program would.

a voluntary chaplaincy program]

affected by a

we believe that it is a disservice to the Jew-

laincy program, therefore, was not necessarily a reflection

a suspension,

quired of young rabbis who do not enter the military ser­
vice. ”88

In fact, within a year, as we have seen,

Perhaps, too, Orthodox

There was, in other words, simply too much opposi-

war, yet were the first to suspend the program; the Recon-
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of military chaplaincy.
The RA’s elimination of the program is easier to com­

prehend . The Conservative decision appears to have been
motivated by several factors—the earlier decision of the
Orthodox, strong opposition from JTS students, and a philo­
sophical concern that individual conscience not be compromised.
That young Conservative rabbis had more qualms about the
chaplaincy than their Orthodox colleagues is indicated in
the numbers of chaplains each movement provided the armed
forces. Whereas in 1967 there were 22 Conservative and 21
Orthodox rabbis in the military, by 1970 there were only 5

16 Orthodox rabbis working as

The refusal of the CCAR members to concur with their
Orthodox and Conservative colleagues is more difficult to
explain.
tions than simple inertia. Secondly, the appointment of a
committee to study the problem and report the next year may
have placated many of those rabbis who sought changes. A
final reason may be related to the persuasiveness and/or
political clout of Rabbi Korn and the Chaplaincy Committee
at the 1968 convention.

By mid-1969 the mandatory chaplaincy program, despite
protests to the contrary, was dismantled in all three major

None of the rabbinical semi­branches of Judaism in America.
naries demanded that their students join the military, and of
the rabbinical organizations, only the RCA required chaplaincy

for inclusion as

It was, perhaps, due less to ideological considera-

a member (unless, of course, one was exempted

Conservative rabbis versus 
chaplains.
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from military duty).

would soon be over after Richard Nixon became President on
January 20, 1969. The conflict which devastated Vietnam, split
America asunder, defeated the Democratic Party, killed 31,000
American soldiers and wounded 196,000
early months of 1969, The bombing halt hadto be passing.
held since November. In addition, it appeared that Nixon
would fulfil his campaign promise to gain "peace with honor,"
for in early June he announced that 25,000 of the 543,000
American troops would be pulled out of Vietnam as part of

Vietnamese troops to carry the burden of combat). The feel­
ing of impending revolution which gripped America during the

American campuses, rockedsummer of 1968 began to recede.
by violence during the 1967-1968 academic year were, the

following term, relatively quiet. Massive antiwar protests
No new demonstrations wereseemed to be things of the past.

The antiwar movement was divided ideo-even being planned.
logically and uncertain of its goals.

Jewish organizations, reflecting the mood of the times,
Commentators on both sides of thesaid little about the war.

Between the Fall of 1968 and mid-Summer 1969 not a single
article on the Vietnam War or the draft was published in

There were a few cases of draftAmerican Jewish periodicals.
resistance within the Jewish community, but they received

issue waited to see what the new President intended to do.

more, seemed, in the

his proposed "Vietnamization" of the war (i.e. using South

Jews, like most Americans, had high hopes that the war
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only limited press coverage and had little impact in chang­
ing attitudes beyond the rabbinic seminaries. American
Jewry seemed to hold its collective breath, anticipating an-
end to one of the stormiest periods in American history.
American Jews joined with their fellow citizens in adopting

see" approach.
■

Yet there were ominous signs in mid-1969 that the calm
E would be short-lived. still over half a millionThere were

Americans fighting in Vietnam. Richard Nixon interpreted
the campaign promise of "peace with honor" in his own way,

"I am not," he swore in Sep­
tember 19 69, "going to be the first American president who
loses a war." He was ready to get out of Vietnam, but not
at the cost of By the
summer of 1969 the patience of many Americans was wearing
thin. An opportunity to act decisively to end the war was
slipping away. Frustrated by the lack of progress, millions
of Americans turned against the man whom they hoped would do
so much.

The American Jewish community, to an extent surpassing

By the end of 19 69 it was evident that the fervor ofment.

Within one year of Nixon’s elec-a year and a half before.
tion it was clear that the relative quiescence of late 1968
to mid-1969 was not the calm after a storm, only the tran­
quil eye in the midst of a hurricane.

a 
B

1
i
I
I

I
I
I

an American defeat or humiliation.

antiwar feeling was as strong (if not stronger) than it was

a "wait and

with the emphasis on "honor."

that of most other groups, backed the resurgent antiwar move-



CHAPTER FOUR

"Where

-Franz Kafka, The Departure

President Richard M. Nixon began to withdraw American
forces from Vietnam in the middle of 1969.

be almost four years more before the last troops de-ever,
The long delay inparted from that war-ravaged nation.

getting out of Indochina combined with sporadic escalation
of the war in this era only served to turn more Americans

Active Jewish

support of the war was, by this period, almost nonexistent.
The early 1970’s marked the apex of antiwar feeling in the
United States and in the Jewish community.
when anti-Vietnam rhetoric was melded with Jewish values in
Jewish radical groups, student organizations, and some
politically progressive Jewish groups.
ganizations still refrained from making any public comments

This chapter traces

the developments
164

Jewish Responses to the American Withdrawal 
(Fall 1969-January 1973)

against the Administration’s policy.
in Jewish opinion as America slowly got out

It was a time

It would, how-

Yet many Jewish or-

against U.S. involvement in an overseas war.

At the gate he stopped me and asked: 
is the master going?" "I don’t know," I said, 
"just out of here, just out of here. Out of here, 
nothing else, it’s the only way I can reach my 
goal." "So you know your goal?" he asked. "Yes," 
I replied, "I've just told you. Out of here— 
that’s my goal."
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I. The Debate is Renewed (Fall 1969-April 1970)
By the early summer of 1969 liberals who were disen­

chanted with the new President were referring to Vietnam as
Jewish liberals were no exception. At the

CCAR convention in mid-June the Committee on Justice and
Peace gave voice to a growing concern that American involve-

The optimistic naivete ofment in Vietnam end more rapidly.
the early 1960’s gave way to a grim realism in their state-

. . offensive mili-"reduction of .
tary action," "continuing significant and substantial phased

insistence that South Vietnam end its "re-
"imme-. political opposition," and an

that Americans simply wanted out of Vietnam. Unlessrabbis,
the President acted quickly, they hinted prophetically, he
would lose the tacit support he had enjoyed since the Inaugu­

ration.
A July 4, 1969 letter of an Ad Hoc Committee for a

Coalition in Cincinnati gave voice to the changing mood of
in its call forboth Jews and non-Jews, a

meaningless

■

I 
I 
■I
I 
-
s i

Few of us can fail to recall the past re­
peated assurances of our military leaders.
. . . We have been led up this garden path all 
too many times [in the] past. It is just this 
kind of illusory assurance which will transform 
President Johnson’s War into President Nixon’s 
War.

"Nixon’s War."

pression against . . 
diate ceasefire."^

The committee called for a

of the war and tries to explain why Jews reacted as they did.

many Americans, 
coalition "to direct popular impatience with a

withdrawal," an

ment entitled "Vietnam—The Bloody War Moves On."

It was evident, in the eyes of these
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sible. " The present Administration’s actions were regarded
"While a small withdrawl [sic] of troops

has been made with great fanfare, the total war effort has
been stepped . . The new administration’s period ofup.
grace," the letter warned,=
Nixon ’ s war replaces Johnson’s.

As a result of this growing dissatisfaction with
Nixon more and more Americans were willing.
take the antiwar effort into the streets.

In the summer of 1969 moderates within the general
antiwar movement regained the key role of power which they
had lost two years earlier. The radicals not only alienated

pie, split into the Revolutionary Youth Movement (later, the
Weathermen), a radical, revolutionary fringe group which had
few followers, but a strong ideological commitment, and the

larger organization with far less
ideological drive. More moderate elements in the peace move­
ment used the weakness of the radicals to their own advantage

and build it back into the community." That meant,
one organizer of the time later remembered, "that you had to
have language that was moderate and not strident . . . that

. . that were locally-
. . Heartland folks had to feel it belonged to

3
"is drawing to a close. .

„2

the campus

and increasingly drawn out war in as effective a way as pos-

among themselves as to goals and tactics.

organized. .
them."3

once again, to

and, in mid-1969, sought to "take the antiwar movement off

the movement from the mass of Americans, but were divided

Progressive Labor Party, a

The SDS, for exam-

as "contradictory."

you have to have . . . events .
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1 In the Spring of 1969 Boston entrepreneur Jerome Gross­
president of Political Action for Peace in Massachusetts,man,

I

Fellow at Harvard’s

Grossman’s proposal for political action, but reluctant about
a strike. Garnering support from other moderates, they
planned, instead, a nationwide "moratorium" for October 15.

local demonstrations struck a chord inThe idea of massive,
hundreds of thousands of Americans. 50,000 marched in Wash­
ington; 100,000 gathered on the Boston Commons; an estimated

million people participated in the October 15 Moratoriumone
The demonstrations were peaceful. Manyacross the nation.

In the American Jewish community the only groups to
advocate participation in the Moratorium prior to the planned
date were the traditionally liberal organizations. The UAHC

and CCAR presidents "joined hands with these young people
who refuse to yield to despair and who, equally, refuse to
acquiesce" to the military policy of the current Administra­
tion.

They suggested a numberthe Vietnam Moratorium Committee).
of actions Reform Jews, in particular, might take: a

"joint interreligious"special [antiwar] religious service,"
statement[s]," signing petitions against the war, sending
letters and/or telegrams to congressional representatives,

The actions which these Reform

J 
I

strike" against the war.

on the day of the Moratorium

Institute of Politics, was attracted to

(Eisendrath, in fact, was one of the early backers of

Sam Brown, a

and to have rabbis spend time
5 on university campuses.

proposed a "general

ended with candle light ceremonies, with marchers silently 
standing in protest.4
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- leaders suggested were typical of liberal protest—low key

and non-violent. A year before such proposals were dismissed
as unproductive by antiwar leaders. Now, howeverr the desire
was to maintain a non-confrontive posture.

1
In a moving recollection of a faculty meeting of the

Rabbi Isaac Elchanan Theological Seminary (the rabbinical
school of Yeshiva University) David Bleich later told ofJ.
the misgivings” many professors had about Yeshiva University
students participating in the Moratorium.

Yeshiva University never formally supported the event. Any
prayers students or faculty might have said during the Mora­
torium were without official sanction.

A number of Jewish organizations did, however, partici-
Although many different formspate in the October Moratorium.

pression of support.

One exception took place when a contingent of the JPF in Cin-

evening of October 14 and the whole next day in various pro-
On October 14 approximately 300 peo-tests against the war.

i 
■

I

1

At that time I had the temerity to suggest that 
the concern of our students be channelled in a 
uniquely Jewish direction. I proposed that we 
encourage communal recitation of tehillim 
(psalms) on Moratorium Day and that we consider 
proclaiming it a day of fasting and prayer. A 
senior faculty member facetiously asked whether 
I wished prayers to be recited for the victory 
of South Vietnam or on behalf of the Communists. 
Before I could respond a younger colleague an­
swered, "He wishes us to pray for peace."6

of protest were utilized, few groups went beyond a mere ex-
Most of those groups which did anything

7 simply endorsed the Moratorium, but took no specific actions.

pie, led by members of the JPF, recalled the Biblical account

cinnati (largely made up of HUC-JIR students) spent the
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of Joshua’s overthrow of Jericho when they marched around the
Federal Building in downtown Cincinnati and blew nine shofarot

The organizers"a Jewish call for peace."
of this event "were intent on maintaining the essentially
religious nature of the demonstration. Thus during the
memorial service [held during the demonstration for the Ameri­
cans and Vietnamese killed in the war] the Kaddish . . was
recited along with several relevant passages from Leviticus."
On October 15 students at HUC-JIR spent the morning discussing
the war (classes were cancelled) and,

at local shopping centers.
At the Moratorium and in succeeding weeks a new source

of Jewish opposition to the war—the Jewish radical movement—
began to flex its muscles. The movement was less than two
years old.
Jews which stressed both radical and Jewish values, slowly

M. Jay Rosenberg,coalesced in late 1968 and early 1969.
whose post-Six Day War fears were discussed earlier, formed

(later called 2km Yisrael, "thethe Hebrew Students Alliance
People of Israel") in 1968.

In late November 1968 over 1800 socialistwar in Vietnam.
and progressive groups met in Montreal at the Hemispheric

During the meetingConference to End the War in Vietnam.
the representatives of several Jewish leftist groups held a
caucus and issued a statement "urging all Jewish organiza­
tions and individuals to speak out for an end to the immoral

. . There can be no security for Jewswar in Vietnam. .

1
I

11

1
<

I

after lunch, distributed
8information about the war

Israel and endorsed the Student Mobilization against the

,.9

It "called for support for

A handful of tiny, isolated groups of leftist

(rams’ horns) as
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step toward world peace is to stop the war in Vietnam.
Although the organizations within this ’’Jewish caucus" were
still primarily leftist in tone and remained nominally affil­
iated with the more radical, anti-Israel groups, they were
showing signs of a significant change. The war in Vietnam

opposing the war out
of the values of Judaism, but they were looking at the Viet-

War through new lenses—namely, the desire for Jewishnam

survival. the Jewish radical movement becameIn time, as
the religious or moral values ofin content,

Judaism would be used to attack the In the February 13*war.
1969 issue of the Village Voice, at that time a liberal to
radical weekly paper, Rosenberg emphasized the central dif-

radical. . . who are prepared"All those Jewish students .
to die for the Vietnamese, . . . yet who reject Israel—

The Jew must accept his identity.. shame.
. . If I must choose between the Jewish cause and a ’ pro-

"I shall
choose the Jewish cause.

Several factors, unique to the late 1960’s, contributed
Jewish radical movement at this specific time.

Perhaps the most important reason was the growing awareness
sizeable proportion of Jews in the

For many months,Left following the Six Day War. even years,

I

anywhere until peace is established everywhere and the first
„10

ference between the radical who was

these are our

of Jewish identity among a

a Jew and the Jewish

to the rise of a

gressive’ anti-Israel SDS," he declared defiantly,

„11

more "Jewish"

Jewish leftists were not, as yet,

was still vigorously opposed, but that opposition was now
connected with "security for Jews."
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difficult to give expression to this inner concern with

the solution for manyIsrael and Jewishness.
fusion of radical and Jewish needs,

began to achieve some form. A second factor, already discussed,I

was the alienation many Jews felt from the increasingly anti­
Zionist and antisemitic Left. A third reason for the growth
of Jewish radicalism at this particular time was the break-up
of the general peace movement "into its separate components,

. . each concerned with its own primary affairs—black stud-
increased

Finally, the "Black Power" movement of 1966 and
1967, which argued that black emancipation must come without
white leadership, and that "black is beautiful," led to an
ethnic revival in the United States and to a re-evaluation of

Whereas inthe "melting pot" theory of American society.
the early 1960’s the emphasis was on universalism, the late
1960’s witnessed the growing identification of many individ-

and others—with an ethnic group.uals—black, hispanic, Jewish,
Sociologists began to speak of a "cultural mosaic." Jewish

"Establish-Leftists who felt more Jewish, yet rejected the
ment," had only one choice—the formation of new groups to

meet their needs.

A

100,000 gathered

on the Boston Commons.

factors contributed to the success of the Mobili-Two

■ 
I
- 
I

I it was

ies, women’s liberation, homosexual emancipation,
1 9 welfare."

of these individuals, a
In time, however,

"Mobilization against the War in Vietnam" surpassed even the 
huge turnouts seen the month before during the Moratorium, 
quarter of a million people came to Washington to participate 
in vigils, workshops, and demonstrations.

The number of participants in the November 15, 1969
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zation. The most important was President Nixon’s November 1
For months

Nixon secretly warned Hanoi that U.S. bombing would resume
on November 1 (the first anniversary of Johnson’s bombing■

willing to negotiate seriously inI
Paris. of the Moratorium’sThe North Vietnamese, aware
success, undoubtedly believed Nixon would be unable, because
of public opinion at home, to carry out his threats and, as
a result, Nixon decided tocontinued to stall in Paris.I
stand by his earlier warnings and resumed the bombing. In

November 3 the President
in the U.S. to support his

policy. He explained that only this course of action would
result in the honorable peace promised in the 1968 campaign:

Not only were millions of Americans infuriated with what they
perceived to be an escalation of the war, but they were angered
at the President’s attempt to stifle dissent by implying that
it threatened peace and lengthened the war. Polls showed

the U.S. made a mistakeiithat 58% of all Americans now felt

heels of the Moratorium was the increased condemnation of
Nixon’sthe peace movement by the President. disparaging

halt) unless the DRV was

a televised speech delivered on

The more divided we are at home the less likely 
the enemy is to negotiate at Paris. Let us be 
united for peace. Let us also be united against 
defeat; because let us understand, North Vietnam 
cannot defeat or humiliate the United States. 
Only Americans can do that.

Another reason for the Mobilization’s success on the

in committing troops to Vietnam; only 25% thought the action 
was justified.

called on the "Silent Majority"

decision to resume the bombing of North Vietnam.
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Henry Kissinger, the President’s National Security Advisor,

the problem:

Before the Moratorium the President took an almost flippant
view of anti-Vietnam demonstrations. "Under no circumstances,"

Rabbi Roland Gittelsohn spoke for millions when heprotest.

After the Moratoriumtragedies of the last Administration.
took place Administration officials simply ignored the fact
that one million citizens had actively protested against the

The Mobilization organizers hoped that perhaps another,war.
equally massive demonstration, would convince the government
that the events of October 15 did not merely represent a
fad, but the true feelings of most Americans.

The four week period between the Moratorium and the
Mobilization witnessed a flurry of antiwar activity by

American Jews.
AJCongress and JPF—all backed the Mobilization. In

("We will act")Philadelphia the group Na1aseh spent the
month attempting to "mobilize Jewish support for [a] nation-

I
I
I

warned that "the administration seems determined to repeat the
,.14

The heretofore liberal groups—the UAHC,
15

Nixon’s handling of the antiwar movement was not 
generous, and contributed to the polarization of 
our society. Nixon, when challenged politically, 
tended to react with certain gut feelings. . . . 
He never found the language of respect and compas­
sion which might have . . . created a bridge, at 
least to the more reasonable elements of the anti­
war movement. . . . [As a result,] civil war 
conditions developed.

view of the antiwar protests rankled many in the United States.

and later Secretary of State, indicated the seriousness of

he promised, "will I be affected whatever" by the upcoming
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Although one of the new

program suggests a much more moderate or liberal outlook than
might be expected from such Its proposals

. . in support of the resolu-were to: 1) "write letters .
tions in Congress calling for the withdrawal of American
troops from Vietnam," 2) "insure synagogue observance of

Sabbath of Peace in Vietnam," 3) push
"immediate withdrawal

"a massive Jewish pres-. . and ceasefire," and 4) mobilize
It was a clear signat the Washington Mobilization.

that the Jewish radical movement was,

moderate stance of liberal Jewish groups.
Before the Mobilization several of the Jewish radical

This coalition set upthe National Jewish Organizing Project.

focal point for the planning of
Their unique formreligious ceremony on Sunday, November 16.

of protest, held outside the gates of the White House, "was

a call to the destruction of such idols as war, militarism,
Symbolic idols likegreed, and technology for its own sake.

toy robot and dollar bills were
. . blowing the shofar and reciting the kaddishburnt while .

UAHC representatives Bricknerfor the war dead on both sides.

wide offensive against the war."

an organization.

ence"

a Jewish Movement Center in Washington which served as the

Jewish organizations to support an

a careful look at Na1aseh1s four point

a special demonstration and

ing away from the radicalism of the New Left and towards the
16

Jewish radical groups,

as early as 1969, drift­

organizations, including Jews for Urban Justice, Na1aseh, the

a paper-mache golden calf, a

Radical Jewish Union, and the Radical Zionist Alliance, formed

November 14-15 as a

and Al Vorspan came in solidarity with the youth movement, but
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hung back during the unconventional liturgy." The rest of

War and the Draft" and the "Role of the Radical Jew." Over
1000 people, mostly youth, participated in Project-sponsored

The only statement coming from the Jewish radicalsprograms.

was a call for

the war on Friday, December 12.

leaders of Jews for Urban Justice, hoped that such an act
would "enhance their [i.e.1

ing day, the Jewish Sabbath.
!

among the Jewish radicals concern about Vietnam was increas-

Jewish life and identity.
A few elements in the organized Jewish community re­

mained supportive of or quiet about the war, but many organi­
zations and individuals which had heretofore remained silent
now expressed the desire that the Vietnam War be ended. Even
a few who, at an earlier date,
wonder whether the cost of the war was justifiable.

The UAHC and its fiery president continued to endorse
At the 5 0th General Assem-an immediate end to the conflict.

(October 25-29,bly of the UAHC in Miami Beach
"sleight-of-hand" policy of attemptingdrath decried Nixon’s

by withdrawing
American troops from Vietnam in "agonizingly small install-

He linked the war to social problems at home andments."
called for a "major reordering" of economic priorities to

Jews’] appreciation of the follow-
..17

a national day of fasting and discussion of

to cool public displeasure about the war

ingly subsumed under the nascent attempt to "enhance" one’s

the weekend was spent in workshops on "Jewish Tradition—the

backed the war, now began to

Arthur Waskow, one of the

Here, again, was a sign that

1969), Eisen-
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The UAHC delegates, upon the
urging of Eisendrath, passed a resolution on "Vietnam" which
went further than the statements of either 1965 or 1967.
Since the bombing of the DRV had not resumed at that point,

There was,no call for
however, a demand for "immediate stand-still ceasefire."an
The call for a withdrawal was now accompanied by a termina­
tion date for all U.S. troops to be out of Vietnam—December

Several additional points were also made. First,
that the U.S. "seek the development of a coalition govern­
ment in South Vietnam." Second, that America recognize its
moral obligation to bring aid and relief to the very people

This point demonstrates
how much public opinion had shifted since the early stages

Several years earlier, when interfaith organi­
zations emphasized non-partisan humanitarian aid, there was
a fair amount of anxiety that such
traitorous. By late 1969, however, the UAHC delegates made
the same point without feeling the need to justify their

A final point in the resolution was addressed tostance.
the North Vietnamese government and the NLF, who were urged

American servicemen that are held prisoners,
communication between them and their families.

Jewish organization took
The Jewish War

It

and to allow
..19

there was

of the war.

who have been injured in this war."

a move would be viewed as

a halt in the bombing.

"in the name of human decency to make known the list of

This was not the first time a

31, 1970.

note of American prisoners of war (POWs).

help alleviate this problem.

Veterans, since early 1968, had emphasized the plight of
2 0American servicemen held captive in North Vietnam.
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makes sense that the JWV would be the first Jewish organiza-

active duty soldiers. This does not imply that the UAHC’s
position was contradictory. Reform Jews may have opposed=

the war, but they were still concerned about the welfare of
American soldiers. What is less easy to comprehend is why
other Jewish organizations said nothing on this serious topic.
It is possible that many Jews felt that because other groups,

public’s attention on the POWs, any statement they might make
would be redundant.

The week before the Mobilization the Labor Zionists
Theirpolicy statement on Vietnam.

antiwar position, the first of any major American Zionist
(the much smaller Americans for a Progressiveorganization,

The arguments used in defense of
"drain on our society," that
and that the U.S. was aid-further deaths would be senseless,

ing "an unpopular, undemocratic and corrupt regime" in South
Yet there is something in theVietnam—were not innovative.

tone of this statement which differentiates it from state­
ments made by liberal Jewish groups prior to 1969. It does

merely gives vent to the feeling prevalent among Jews that

Yet the suggestion that the U.S. withdraw its troops,

i

I
-i
i

based on secular concerns.

(Poale Zion) issued a

America should get out of Indochina and end the war now.

their stance—that the war was a

group’s primary concern is the welfare of both retired and

as well as the U.S. government, were involved in keeping the

not spell out a comprehensive plan for ending the war, but

Israel adopted an antiwar resolution in December 1967) was

tion to speak publicly about this issue, for a veteran
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approach, for few Jewish groups before this time advocated
unilateral withdrawal. The Labor Zionists, like every other
Jewish organization against the not radi-was liberal,war,
cal. "We shall continue to support such activities as peace­
ful petitions, public education, vigils, and community

Some individual Jews who were formerly supportive of
the war now questioned the wisdom of continued U.S. involve­
ment in Southeast Asia. Seymour Siegel travelled to South
Vietnam on an eight-day tour organized by the "Ad Hoc Com­
mittee to Investigate Political and Religious Freedom in

While there he came to the conclusion thatSouth Vietnam."
the current government in South Vietnam, the Thieu-Ky
regime, "is an object of fear and hatred among the people.

. . Most of the people with whom we spoke want to be neither
Communists nor tools of the West."

tion it necessary for the United States to prevent thewas
success of aggression."

doing more harm thanoppressive government, however, was
"the time has come to withdraw; we have madegood. Hence,

Our continued support of unrepresentative andour point.

(with the stipula-In 1967 Siegel backed the war
"be open to new alternatives"). Two yearstion that we

new" alternative of U.S.iilater he was suggesting that the

■
"whether by negotiations or unilaterally," represented a new

Continued U.S. aid for such an

earlier years, the view that "from a geopolitical considera-
He still advocated, as in

oppressive force is dissipating whatever good we have have
„22 done."

meetings and rallies," they said, but not the tactics of the
21"extremist groups."
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What was different was

not Vietnam,

Vietnam since the earliest days of U.S. involvement. What
the perception of those regimes in rela-
Siegel’s uncertainty about the war was a

growing doubt within America generally as to
the right of the U.S. to act as the world’s policeman. A

in the process of being born.
By no means did all Jews and Jewish organizations sud­

denly turn against the war in Vietnam. The Synagogue Council
silent since its early 1966 statement which empha-of America,

sized the need for
the right of Americans to protest against the government, but
said nothing about the war itself.

Jews who were indifferent to or supportive of U.S.
but reacted harshlypolicy said little about the war per se,

antiwar posture. Suchagainst those Jews who adopted an
threatened theliberal Jews, the familiar argument went,

status of the Jewish community, neglected the communist role
in Vietnam,

A few members of the Jewish community even continued
to actively back President Nixon’s policies. Orthodox Jewry

particularly staunch in its support, undoubtedly becausewas
of Nixon’s strong assistance for Israel,
dency of Orthodox Jews to be politically conservative and

Nash Kestenbaum,their hatred for communism in general.

J

was different was

new consensus was

tion to the war.

reflection of a

a peaceful solution in Indochina, supported

withdrawal now be put into action.

for there were "oppressive" regimes in South

as well as the ten-

and were blind to the fact that the peace demon-
24 strators were as pro-Arab as they were pro-VC.

Several weeks later the
23 American Jewish Committee took exactly the same position.
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president of the National Council of Young Israel, represent-
"We fully support

your position in Vietnam. Your stand is in the interest of
all free people walking the face of the earth." The Rabbini-

with the exception of the JWV, Nixon’s strong­
est supporter in the Jewish community. Speaking on behalf
of the RAA, Rabbi Abraham Gross wrote Nixon that its members
"pray that you may succeed in this determination to bring

just peace ending aggression against nations and
peoples. " "Honor America Rally," held under the "spon-In an

reiterated the familiar litany of prowar arguments. The JWV
also supported Nixon’s efforts to de-Americanize the war and
proudly announced that it "has been a consistent supporter

„25of the United States military commitment in Southeast Asia.
Following the demonstrations of October 15 and November 15 it

to actively and publicly support the war.
Zionist groups in the United States were placed in a

precarious and somewhat unique position because of their
close ideological commitment to the State of Israel. Official
policy of the Israeli government towards American intervention
in Southeast Asia was often the significant factor in deter-

The silence of Zionist organi-mining their point of view.
zations following the Arab-Israeli conflict of 1967 was ob­
viously related to fears that America might reconsider its
support for Israel if Jews attacked the war in Vietnam. By

about a

cal Alliance of America (RAA), an association of Orthodox

rabbis, was.

ing 120 synagogues, told the President:

sorship" of the RAA on November 16, 1969 Rabbi David Hollander

was, nevertheless, more and more unusual for any Jewish group
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growing sense of doubt on
Vietnam and those who anxious about Israel’s secur-were more
ity. Adding fuel to this debate was a comment made by Israel’s
Prime Minister, Golda Meir, several days after Nixon’s Novem­
ber 3 speech.

During his remarks Nixon warned that to "precipitate
withdrawal" troops in Vietnam would set off violenceof U.S.

Four days later Meir made the
telegram to President Nixon:

Many Zionist groups said nothing about this incident,
but the two largest American Zionist groups were divided in
their response to Meir’s statement and, consequently, to the
war in Vietnam.

The President of the Zionist Organization of America
the General Zionist Organization), Jacques

Torczyner, defended Nixon’s war policy in a statement issued
In the American Zionist an editorial entitledon November 9.

"Jews and the Moratorium" criticized Jewish participation in
the demonstrations of the previous two months. This article
emphasized two points of disagreement with Jewish opposition

The first was the worry that "the prominentto Vietnam.

i

I

ment between those who felt a

(also known as

following comments in a

"wherever our commitments help maintain peace," be it "in the

late 1969, however, there was a tension in the Zionist move—

Middle East" or elsewhere.

The Prime Minister . . . expresses her hope that 
he [President Nixon] will speedily succeed in 
bringing about peace in Vietnam. The President's 
speech contains much that encourages and strengthens 
freedom-loving small nations the world over, which 
are striving to maintain their independent exist­
ence looking to that great democracy, the United 
States of America.26
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appearance in the peace movement of Jewish spokesmen" could

to "scape-goat seeking." Jews, closely associated with the
antiwar opposition, might be a prime target for the charge of

"fifth column." A second reason Jews should back the
the danger that America would enter a new period ofwar was

isolationism, thereby helping Communism, "the sworn enemy of
the Jewish people." Although neither Torczyner nor the ZOA
specifically mentioned Meir’s telegram to the U.S. President,
their endorsement of Nixon’s program in Vietnam so shortly
after the Israeli Prime Minister’s remarks seems ample proof

Taking the opposite view were the Labor Zionists, who

day that Meir made her comments. They refused to retract
their antiwar policy statement, but they did not criticize
Meir. "To read into this conventional greeting an endorse- >-
ment or rejection of President Nixon’s Vietnam policy is ab-

"it is neither." Nixon’ssurd," said the Jewish Frontier,

Over a year later, while travelling in the U.S., Meir
defended her remarks before a gathering of Zionist youth.
"The only thing I said about Vietnam is that I hope honestly

Literally, of course, both the Jewish Frontier and Meir were

being a

issued their antiwar "Position Statement on Vietnam" the same

hurt the entire Jewish community, for a withdrawal might lead

that their central concern was that their policy be in line
2 7with that of the Israel government.

speech was simply a refutation of isolationism, a stance 
2 8 Israel’s Prime Minister would be expected to endorse.

and sincerely that there may be peace very soon," she hastily
2 9 replied to a challenge to the propriety of her remarks.
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simple, innocuous statement expressing the hope for peace
in Vietnam. The political reality, however, was that Meir
and her government had much to lose by
Southeast Asia. In her telegram and in her defense of that
telegram the Israeli Prime Minister expressed subtly, but

Vietnam could very possibly affect American commitment to
Israel. therefore, to tread carefully inIt was expedient,
questioning U.S. policy in Vietnam. Meir’s reasoning was not
out of line with general Israeli policy. It should be remem­
bered that in 1968 Eshkol defended Johnson’s handling of the

strong American mili-war.
tary stance in Southeast Asia would benefit them by deterring
Soviet expansionism in the Middle East.

As a result of the delicate nature of the relation­policy.

ment generally avoided statements highly critical of the
government.
unique perspective, compelled to either support the war,

at the very most, adopt an antiwar posi-remain neutral, or,
tion which denied the pro-Vietnam War tendenz of the Israeli
government.

story appeared in

the press which gave even more momentum to the growing anti—

The report was about a

I
I

an American loss in

The Israeli perception was that a

war feeling in the United States.

correct—the telegram sent to Nixon in November 1969 made a

Four days after the Mobilization a

massacre which occurred in the Vietnamese village of My Lai

These organizations were, as a result of their

ship between the U.S. and Israel the American Zionist move-

for the duration of the war, stand behind Nixon’s Vietnam
Hence, Israel would,

unequivocally her belief that the success of the U.S. in
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The details of the incident were pieced
together by

During his tour of duty in 1968 that individual, Ronaldnam.
Lee Ridenhour, collected evidence about what had happened

3 months earlier. Upon his return home and throughout the

No one was
interested. It was not until after the Mobilization that
a freelance reporter interested in Ridenhour*s story, Seymour

finally brought the My Lai massacre to the public's
attention.

condemnation of the massacre. In the Jewish community the
first public statements were made in early December 1969.
In a radio broadcast Rabbi Marc Tannenbaum, director of the
Interreligious Affairs of the AJCommittee, claimed that My

. . values" of both"clear violation of the .
he concluded,America and the Jewish tradition.

"the only safeguard against the excesses of the war and its
brutalization of the human spirit is the elimination of the

A Jewish Frontier editorial praised the Ameri-war itself."
"indignation" regarding this brutal act.can people 1s

moral issues raised by this outrage," claimed the Reconstruct-
(sic) stripped away the facade of righteousnessionist, "has

Even the Nationalfrom the American societal structure."
Commander of the JWV, Bernard Direnfeld, supported the de-

H

although he criticized the comparisons made between the

I
I
I
I
I
I

"The

a GI who heard about the massacre while in Viet-

Lai was a

mands for a probe to "uncover and punish all those involved,

spring and summer of 1969 he submitted the evidence he had

"In the end,"

M. Hersh,

to Congress, the White House, and the press.

There was, in response to this story, nearly universal

on March 16, 1968.
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"isolated actions of
atrocities of the Nazis. That he felt the need to make
such a disclaimer is evidence that such an argument was,

s indeed, being used. For the peace movement My Lai was more
than just an isolated incident. It was a symbol of America’s

i

After the outbursts of the Autumn came a several month
period of quiet on the war. With the exception of a "Hanuka
Festival for Peace and Freedom" in New York (December 11),

May 1970.

ferent from those of their non-Jewish neighbors. A study

had earlier studies, that Jews showed only a somewhat greater
tendency than Christians and slightly smaller tendency thana

religious affiliation to
Yet an overwhelming majority of Jews (80%), far moretake.

"legislation to re-than any other group, were in favor of
quire the withdrawal of all United States troops from Viet-

Most Jews seemed tonam by the end of next year [1970]."
be saying, "even
now is the time to get out.

As 1970 began, Americans looked back on a decade of
It waspolitical upheaval and social change.

for contemplation on where Americaonly for a brief moment,
What people could nothad come from and where it was heading.

i 
i
3

see Vietnam as a mis-those with no

future as a

there were no Jewish demonstrations against the war until

a handful of Americans and the genocidal 
,.30

if we were justified in getting involved,
..32

published in Theology Today in January 1970 demonstrated, as

Jewish attitudes at the time were, nevertheless, dif-

a time, if

immorality in remaining in Vietnam and would be used in the
31 sign of the nation’s guilt.
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Three more New Years Days would pass before
that dream would become reality.

=
i

During the Winter of 1969-1970 the central concerns of
the Jewish community were the draft, conscientious objection,

■

!
The debate over the halachic attitude to Jewish con­

scientious objectors continued. Most commentators argued
that although Judaism may not demand pacifism, neither does
it expect the individual to take part in a military enter­
prise. Rabbi Leo Landman concluded that the halacha was
ambiguous, leaving the choice to the individual Jew.

>•

therefore, based Jewish CO on a personal judgmentLandman,
regarding the morality or immorality of the Vietnamese con-

protection of the individual conscience over-flict. Hence,
rules acceptance of the laws of the State. Many other Jews

I 
!

far from over.

Jewish law cannot determine whether or not 
the Vietnam War is or is not immoral. Each in­
dividual must come to a conclusion based upon 
his own powers of reason and conscience. Should 
one conclude that the Communist nations indirectly 
threaten the peace of the world and thereby the 
United States and its allies, then there is no 
question that the presence of the United States 
in Vietnam is moral. A draft law based upon such 
a conclusion is just and must be obeyed. However, 
should one conclude that the threat of war and 
annihilation or even conquest is illusory, then 
the United States has no place in Vietnam. Its 
presence there would be immoral, and laws con­
cerning the war would not be supported by the 
doctrine of dina dfmalkhuta dina. Each individ­
ual must make his decision.33

know at the time was that American involvement in the war was

and chaplaincy.

came to support the liberal perspective towards them.
an increasing number of organizations and individuals which

None of these issues were new, but there was
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and Jewish organizations reiterated Landman’s assertion that

A few who wrote on this issue, primarily Orthodox Jews,
refused to accept this conclusion. Berel Wein, writing in

"The general Halachic attitude toward the problem would be
to place loyalty to country over one’s personal qualms in
the matter.”
his belief that the Jew cannot be a CO. Axiomatic is the
awareness that Judaism is not purely pacifist, but accepts
"wars of defense and self-preservation as necessitated by
the reality of human affairs." Since "the reasonable and
objective view of the Vietnam War is that it is not aggres-

If this was not enough, the principle
of dina d’malkhuta dina compels the Jewish American citizen
to obey the draft laws of the United States.
for his opposition to Jewish CO status was that it reflected
poorly on the loyalty of the Jews to America. Encouragement

"not in the best inter­

Wein was correct in asserting that Judaism is not
all but the most ardent Jewish pacifists would
The weakness of his argment is in his "object-have agreed.

ive" conclusion that the U.S.

i

jection to the war.

viewed as an acceptable conflict from a Jewish point-of-view.

A final reason

was fighting a war of "defense

Wein engaged in a lengthy argument to "prove"

pacifist, as

The Jew, therefore, cannot use recourse to Judaism for an ob-

sive in intent" on the part of the U.S., the war must be

the official magazine of the UOJCA, Jewish Life, asserted,

of such a status is, in other words,
35ests of the Jewish people."

Jewish tradition supported the individual who decided to be­
come a CO.34



188

and self-preservation.” It is true that the communists were

Vietnamese. America, Wein might respond, was defending free­
dom. Yet from the perspective of Jewish law it is difficult

ral value. A much more balanced picture is presented by
Landman, who accepts Wein’s point-of-view as a Jewish response,

rive from the halacha. A second problem in Wein’s argument
is his use of dina d'malkhuta dina. This law was, as he
admitted, formulated to deal with civil and financial matters.
He assumed that "the concept will apply even to other matters
of national loyalty and policy when they are not in opposi­
tion to precepts and customs of Judaism," but never gives
any proof, other than his own perception that such an exten­
sion of the concept is legitimate.

Despite the strengths and/or flaws of the various
arguments, what is worth noting historically is that Jews i-

Jewish justification for the demand that
Jews serve in the armed forces.

Prior to this period the only Jewish organizations to

In October 19 69 the UAHC joinedCCAR, and the AJCongress.
The Reform lay leaders accepted SCO, but stipu-this roster.

lated that the individual who seeks such status is obligated
"to refrain from invoking such a right except on the clearest
and most compelling grounds of conscience." On January 14,
1970 the Rabbinical Court of Justice (bayt din) of the Asso-

continued to seek a

but recognizes that it cannot be the sole answer one can de-

the aggressors. The true "defenders," however, were the South

support SCO were the two rabbinical groups, the RA and the

to say when one should or should not fight for such an epheme-
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dated Synagogues of Massachusetts released a document also
approving of SCO. Four days later the AJCongress went so
far as to ask the U.S. Supreme Court to extend SCO to young

The Jewish Peace Fellowship remained the most importantt

though no longer the only, place a Jew could turn for draft
counselling.
lished in the Hillel House at the University of Pennsylvania.
On December 3 the national office of B’nai B'rith Hillel
Foundations,

Still, the JPF was the largest Jewish group devoted
to the aid of draft resisters. Local JPF chapters were meet­
ing in Los Angeles, Washington, Baltimore, Philadelphia, Cin-

By this
time nearly 3000 requests for facts, publications, and coun-

Rabbis were occasionallyselling were received annually.
sent by the JPF to testify on behalf of Jews who claimed
that their conscientious objection was based dn their under-

These rabbinic counsellors were notstanding of Judaism.
Rabbis Lipman and Singer claimed to be two yearsneutral, as

but told those being counselled that "Jewish tradi-earlier,
tion not only does not oppose such a moral position [i. e.
conscientious objection]/ but in fact justifies it. ii The
JPF also began to get involved with "draft evaders"—that is,
those individuals who fled the United States (most often to

a non-sectarian coordinating body for the

In November 1969 a "draft sanctuary" was estab-

cinnati, Chicago, New York, Boston, and elsewhere.

university-based Hillel Houses, asserted the "right and obli­
gation" of campus rabbis to counsel students on CO and the 
draft.37

men who oppose a particular war based simply on a personal 
morality, rather than for religious reasons.^
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Canada) to escape the draft. A JPF representative in Toronto,
Canada, estimated that in early 1970, approximately 10 per-

Another estimate.cent of all draft evaders were Jewish.
made two years later, said 8000 of the 30,000 draft evaders
in Canada were Jews.
to work with the Jewish communities in Toronto and. to a
lesser extent,

for those American Jews
living in exile.

Although a growing number of Jewish groups affirmed the
right of a Jew to ask for CO status, one JPF field director
at the time believed that many young Jews who sought coun­
selling were often unaware that a Jew could be a CO. This
may be true, but the statistics kept by the JPF showed that
growing number of Jews were classified with this status.a

In November 1968 there were 28 Jewish COs in the Selective
Service System’s alternative service program. The number

Between September 1969rose to 51 less than a year later.

status (73 total).

There are several possible explanations which,
either singly or in combination, might account for the dra-

The first ismatic upswing in Jewish COs after mid-1969.
that the favorable press given CO status by many Jewish
groups may have resulted in a greater awareness among Jews

of draft age that such
but was acceptable in the eyes of the Jewish community. The

■- -
■

and to provide other needed services”
38

an option was not only open to them,

and January 1970 an additional 22 were classified in this
By September 1970 there were "well over

Hence, the JPF felt it was important

"national service under civiliana hundred Jewish COs" doing 
direction."

in Montreal, "to furnish housing, secure jobs,
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general climate of antiwar feeling in America after the middle
of 1969
Jews to seek ways of avoiding military service.
son was the

this subject through its local chapters and field repre-on
sentatives. Many young Jewish men, perhaps the majority of
those eligible for the draft, may have been unaware that they
could be considered conscientious objectors, but a growing
number were aware that CO was a possible option.

The Conservative and Reform rabbinical associations’
attempt to procure military chaplains by establishing a volun-
terr program was a Gordian knot. Seminarians were pleased,
but lay leaders were not. Very few rabbis chose to work in
the armed forces.
chaplain for the ten to fifteen thousand Jews in Vietnam.
The RA scrapped the two year compulsory service program and

The RA committee which reported on the failuretary program.
"permanent career

civilian chaplaincy" might help fill the gap between the
actual and needed number of Jewish chaplains. The CCAR’s
Committee on Chaplaincy recognized that a problem existed,
but could offer no solution beyond strengthening the chap-

The UAHC delegates were unhappylaincy recruitment program.
"urgent con-

Yet

Despite

with the voluntary program and expressed their 
viction" that the CCAR meet its quota of Reform chaplains.

In the Fall of 1969 there was only one
40

of the service program suggested that a

success of the JPF in disseminating information
A final rea-

was, undoubtedly, another significant stimulus for

opted, as had the CCAR a year earlier, for a purely volun-

they, too, gave no concrete suggestions as to how to do
• 41this. There was, in reality, no easy solution.
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tary.

II. The Cambodian Invasion (April 1970-July 1970)

can and 40r000 South Vietnamese troops were invading Cambodia
in order to destroy enemy camps and supply routes located

Although the President assured the nationacross the border.

for the gradual and peaceful withdrawal of U.S. troops from
Vietnam, most Americans saw the invasion as an expansion of

breach of previous pledges by Nixon to de-
escalate the conflict. Within days, demonstrations and stu-

scores of university campuses. At
small college in northeastern Ohio,

put to the torch on the night of May 2.
Two days later the National Guard was sent in to quell the
antiwar demonstrations.
fronted by hundreds of protesters, panicked and fired their
weapons into the crowd. was

crippled for life, and several more were wounded (three of
Young Americansthe four who were killed were Jewish). were

Student demonstrations spread to hundreds ofinfuriated.
Many colleges were forced to shut down.universities. Even­

tually 536 of the 1350 university-level institutions in
An esti-America then in existence were closed temporarily.

mated 60% of all students enrolled in colleges that Spring

1

the war and a

dent strikes erupted on

that the military campaign was a short term venture necessary

an ROTC hall was

Some of these Guardsmen, when con-

Kent State University, a

Four students were killed, one

arguments to the contrary, few rabbis would serve in the mili-

with the announcement that, as he was speaking, 20,000 Ameri-
On April 30, 1970 President Nixon shocked the nation
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Participated in the antiwar activities of May and June.
(Arthur Liebman contends that "90% of [the] Jewish students
attending schools at which there were demonstrations claim
to have participated.") President Nixon exacerbated the
situation by attacking the violent actions of the protesters
while ignoring the violence of those who were supposed to

The lesson of Kent State, he said, was that

Older Americans were also displeased with the expansion
of the war into Cambodia.

bill in Congress which would limit funds
for prosecution of the war beyond June 30, Many indi-1971.
viduals and organizations reacted with horror to the Kent
State killings.

Jewish organizations vehemently denounced the Kent
State killings. Communal and religious Jewish groups, repre­
senting a broad spectrum of political viewpoints, joined with
seminarians and Jewish radicals in condemning what appeared
to be a complete disregard by those in authority for the
opinions of the American public and their right to express
those opinions openly. The UOJCA,
Defamation League of B’nai B’rith, National Federation of
Temple Sisterhoods (NFTS; a Reform women’s group), and Syna-

well as countless individualgogue Council of America, as

While the response to the Kent State incident was uni­

Church sponsored a

it "should remind us

Workmen’s Circle, Anti­

Senators McGovern, Hatfield, and

keep the peace.
all again that when dissent turns to 

violence it invites tragedy."42

members of these organizations, deplored the events at Kent 
State.43
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versally condemned, there were different explanations as to

the voice of justified outrage."
by Nixon’s "cavalier" statement about the fatal incident and
the implication that those who protest deserve to be shot.
Others , the president of thesuch as the leaders of NFTS,
UOJCA (Rabbi Joseph Karasick), and the UOJCA as a whole,
were equally disturbed by the violence of the protesters.
Typical were the remarks of two resolutions issued at the
72nd National Biennial Convention of the UOJCA (November

i

Both expressed the opinion that "violent dissent must be
curbed resolutely and not condoned by reason of the sin­
cerity or goals of the dissenters." Rabbi Marc Tanenbaum,
national director of the Interreligious Affairs Department
of the AJCommittee, questioned the violence perpetrated by
both the antiwar protesters and their opponents. Such vio­
lence, Tanenbaum explained, was not only wrong in and of
itself, but also threatened to turn against the Jews, "for
every society in upheaval seeks scapegoats and . . . for much

Tanenbaum hinted at the real reason Jews reacted so
negatively to the events at Kent State. Jews were not only
infuriated by the violence of the incident, they were fright-

Jews tended to be liberal, to emphasiz peacefulened by it.
social change because they perceived such a system to be in

1970) entitled "Campus Unrest" and "Dissent and It’s Limits."

vice president of the UAHC, placed the onus on American
"leadership," which must "respond and act more rationally to

He was "utterly appalled"

of the past 2000 years Jews have had that role imposed on 
them.”44

Rabbi Alexander M. Schindler,the cause of the tragic affair.
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Violence threatened the cohesion oftheir own best interest.

munity.
Jewish interests with regard to the war in general

As a result, Jewish organi-were not quite as easy to define.
zational responses to the Cambodian invasion were much more
in line with previous statements about the war than were
their comments on Kent State.

Groups previously opposed to the war simply saw this
as another occasion to attack the government’s policies.

condemned the invasion into Cambodia and called for a with-
Interfaith actions

well supported by the religious
community (Jews included) as were many of the activities in

The Jews represented in these liberal organiza-the 1960’s.

by radical elements in the antiwar movement (e.g. Out Now!),
but favored a gradual, paced withdrawal to conclude at the

proposed by Senators McGovern, Church, and

No group which was previously indifferent to or sup­
portive of the war was swayed by these events to alter its

fewposition on the war.
Groups which, before April 30, activelyorganizations.

-
■
i
I

leaders, but they were not as

Yet a change had occurred in a

all of whom had at an earlier date made antiwar statements,

withdrawal of U.S. troops from Southeast Asia as suggested

The AJCongress, AJCommittee, CCAR, NCJW, and Workmens Circle,

against the war were backed by the JPF and Reform rabbinic

American society and, in turn, the safety of the Jewish com-

drawal of U.S. forces from that country.

tions were, for the most part, not in favor of an immediate

end of 1971, as 
Hatfield.45
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At its convention inabout publicly backing U.S. policy.
November 1970 the UOJCA mentioned the War in Indochina only

sincerity in dealing with" this problem. A number of organi­
zations continued their policy of not saying anything, pro

such as HadassahBroadly based communal organizations,
and B'nai Brith, maintained their previous silence, because
of the diverse perspectives of their membership. Most Zionist
groups, probably because of the continued support the Israeli

also shied away from taking a clear position.
The JWV alone maintained a staunchly prowar stance sub­

sequent to the events of the late Spring of 1970. Yet even

shift in policy was in the air. A New Yorkwithin the JWV a
regional convention of the JWV meeting on June 3-7 disapproved

the following resolution:

It is not in the least surprising that this proposed resolu-
is the veryWhat is amazing, however,tion was defeated.

fact that such a document could come from within the ranks
of the JWV.

In October 1970 JWV National Commander Arthur Schloss­
berg cabled Nixon that the JWV supported his peace proposal.

I
I
I

[We call upon President Nixon] to move more de­
terminedly towards negotiations to guarantee 
that American losses will be brought to a halt; 
failing this to expedite the withdrawal of our 
troops by the end of 1971; and for the immedi­
ate withdrawal of all troops from Cambodia and 
Laos; and to stay out of all future internal 
conflicts that do not concern us.

of a bid to pass

government gave to and received from the Nixon Administration,
46

or con, about the war.

supported the Administration were, after this date, reticent

in passing, recognizing only that "we [must] demonstrate
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These proposals were almost exactly

few years before. The
fact that the JWV endorsed them in late 1970 can be explained
in two Either the JWV's position on the war had changedways.
or, as is more likely the case, the JWV was always less com­
mitted to the itself than it was to falling in line be-war
hind presidential authority. Hence, any change of policy by
the Administration would simply be "rubber stamped" by the
JWV.

like other American col-Jewish students nationwide,
particularly incensed by what they saw

The Kent State killings greatly
affected university communities. It was not so much that
students were worried that their protests might lead to per­
sonal harm as they were upset that dissent was muzzled by the

Undergraduates and graduates at Yeshivathreat of injury.
University (YU) and seminarians at JTS, HUC-JIR (Cincinnati
and New York), and the Reconstructionist Rabbinical College
requested that classes be cancelled so that energy might be

Although only YU and JTSdevoted to antiwar activities.
actually joined the national student strike, the other semi­
naries sponsored various programs on the Indochinese War

At HUC-JIR in New York studentsand the violence in America.
forobserved shiva, the traditional seven days of mourning,

3
i
i

marily rejected by the JWV) only a
the same as those proposed within the peace movement (and sum-

lege aged youth, were

of all Prisoners of War," and the "offer for an immediate 
standstill cease-fire."^

as an expansion of the war.

of all American forces from Vietnam," "request for the release
Schlossberg mentioned, specifically, "the offer of withdrawal
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the students killed at Kent State and for those dying in South­
east Asia. In Washington the JPF and Jews for Urban Justice
conducted Erev Shabbat services on May 15 in protest against
the invasion. On July 15 HUC-JIR students, along with the
Park Avenue Synagogue Youth Group and Jews for Peace, pub­
lished an advertisement in the New York Times against the
Kent State killings and the war in Southeast Asia. Quoting
the Talmud, they went on to support congressional efforts to
end the war immediately.

Some students went beyond simply stating opposition
to U.S. policy. Students in the rabbinic, education, and!
cantorial programs at the Reform and Conservative seminaries
organized special groups to "mobilize public opinion against
the war"

One of the few Zionist groups to take
a stand at this time was Habonim, the youth movement of the
Labor Zionists. In sympathy for those killed at Kent State
they decided to wear black armbands during an Israeli Inde­
pendence Day Parade. "Word immediately came back that the

The group badgered the schliachgesture was not appropriate.

This represents further
evidence of the ongoing Israeli attempt to soften anti­
Vietnam actions by Jewish (particularly Zionist) groups in

Most Zionist groups succumbed to Israelithe United States.
pressures, but Habonim was too caught up in the general
student ferment of contemporary America to ignore what had
happened.

and to lobby in Washington for the passage of anti­
war legislation."

[local Israeli liason] until he admitted that the Israeli
4 Q consulate had vetoed the plan."



199

be it from the

seminaries, Jewish radical groups,
shabbat servicesnon-violent.

On May 15 memberslence did flare.
led by Rabbi A.

pulpit as
Perilman refused and

services that Friday evening. Twobers of the RJU went to
detained by ushers from entering

the synagogue. When one
gain entry, insisting on his right as

"hit him in the faceof the ushers

with a prayer book."
and denounced

and screamed,

address the congregation. A

after services. The

member were arrested that

caused.

During several successvie erev 
in May and June at Temple Emanu-El (New York), 

of the 20-member Radical

Jewish Union (RJU) of Columbia University,
for the evening services.Bruce Goldman, entered the synagogue

senior rabbi Nathan Peril-Goldman informed Temple Emanu-El* s
he wished to use the Temple's

RJW did not, however, end amicably.
week for the disturbance they

The protests of Jewish young people,
or Habonim, were usually

"I will not be one
to what to do, Perilman invited

attack, stood up in the middle of the sermon
He refused to sit down

members who arrived late were
of the two young people attempted to

Apparently uncertain as

man several days earlier that
a platform for expressing discontent with the war. 

warned Goldman that police would be pres-

however, vio-

a Jew to participate in

"lengthy discussion" on
relationship between Emanu-El and the

Goldman and another RJU

ent to prevent a seizure of the pulpit.

the religious service, one
Rabbi Goldman, upon hearing of this

Undeterred, the mem-

Goldman to the pulpit to
the Cambodian situation took place

Perilman and those in attendance.
of the Jews of silence."
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Undaunted, the RJU returned to protest for the next
three weeks. On May 22 they "took part in responsive readings

During their third visit,
however. (May 30) , the RJU suddenly interrupted services and
presented a list of demands (including $100,000 for the

Goldman later
claimed that their disruption justified and based in thewas
Jewish principle of ikuv t'filah, interruption of the"an
prayer service to make known a moral injustice in the commun­
ity. " Barnard University graduate, ran to the
front of the clambered over a railing separatingsynagogue,
the first row of pews from the pulpit, and attempted to get
to the microphone to announce the RJU’s demands. Plain­
clothes police, warned in advance that such a disturbance
might occur, grabbed her as she reached the pulpit. As they

How can you arrest me?"
Police also led him away."fascist." As

House of God?"
Perilman had had enough and sought an injunction to

bar the RJU from further appearances at services. The RJU
members said this would not stop them and that they would,
the coming week, show up again during services. On June 12,
after weeks of growing tension, representatives of the RJU

They "agreed

that further constructive conversations will take place be­
tween the two groups on matters of mutual concern, focusing

i

I

I
I

called Perilman a
Goldman was so incensed that he

and departed without incident."

and Temple Emanu-El reached an "understanding."

Anne Rosen, a

Black Panther Defense Fund) to the synagogue.

they escorted him out he cried out in anger, "Is this a

dragged her away she shouted, "I am a Jew in a synagogue.
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on the Jewish response to pressing social and political

Violent confrontations by Jewish groupsr even within
The RJU-Temple

Emanu-El controversy is not noteworthy because it repre­
sented a trend, but because it was so unusual. Jews main­
tained their moderate stance, condemning violence wherever
it reared its head. Even the most activist of Jewish groups
resorted to non-violent forms of protests. Students and
Jewish leaders lobbied congressional representatives, reli-

out to influence public opinion. Elements in the antiwar
movement might be turning again to violence, but Jews would
have no part of it. That Jewish radicals took the same posi-

The uproar in America caused by the Cambodian invasion
ended almost as quickly as it began. By the beginning of

The reasons were obvi-
ground troops were withdrawn from Cam-On June 30,ous. U.S.

Although
air missions continued over the border, American soldiers

The central concern
despite rhetoric to the contrary,

not the welfare of the Cambodians, whose country was not
brought into the war, but that U.S. involvement in Southeast

were no longer dying on Cambodian soil.

July the spasm of discontent was over.

tion was one more sign that they were becoming more Jewish
and less radical as time went on.

gious services were led by Jews for Urban Justice, colloquia

of American protesters, was,

the Jewish radical movement, were rare.

issues of our time, 
cal oppression."^

bodia, as Nixon promised in remarks made on May 8.

such as war, poverty, racism, and politi-

and lectures were held in seminaries, and speakers were sent
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Asia end. A second reason for the abrupt end to the protests
was that the key element of the Spring 1970 protest, the

The student actions of the previous two months would be the
last significant student antiwar expression of the Vietnam
era.

III.

Although the demonstrations of the Spring were over by
late June, the overwhelming feeling among Americans aroused
by the Cambodian invasion that the war must end did not fade.
The desire for the U.S. to get out of Vietnam was almost uni­
versal after this point. The only question was how quickly
troops should be withdrawn. An incredible 73% of the Ameri­
can

Vietnam by the end of the year. Although withdrawals were
proceeding apace, American disengagement took longer than

In July 1970 approximately 375,000most Americans hoped.
troops were still in Vietnam, although this was 160,000U.S.

less than the all-time high of 1968. By May 1972 only 69,000
Antiwar activists maintainedAmericans remained in Vietnam.

their critical approach for the war continued. lessTrue,
forces wereAmericans were fighting, but thousands of U.S.

still engaged in combat alongside a growing number of South

almost a complete lull in Jewish discussion of the war from
mid-1970 until well after the American incursion into Laos in

American Disengagement and Jewish Reactions 
(July 1970-March 1970)

people in January 1971 wanted the United States out of
51

university student population, was now home for the summer.

Vietnam soldiers armed by U.S. aid.
Reflecting the general tenor of the times, there was
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February 1971. as in earlierelection year and,
election years, antiwar activists turned from trying to
organize protests to attempting to elect acceptable congres­
sional representatives. Few articles on Vietnam appeared in
Jewish periodicals. The only group to issue any statement
on the war was the JWV which, on October 8, repeated former
assurances that it would stand behind the President. The
invasion of Laos in early February received scant attention

the only group to condemn the action.
Although there were no antiwar protests during the

Fall of 1970 and Winter of 1971, plans were made for a national
protest against the war in late April. Concurrently, student
body presidents affiliated with the U.S. National Student
Association and similar organizations in North and South
Vietnam forged in December 1970
which affirmed the peace between the peoples of North Vietnam
and the United States. "immediatecalled for an

forces, political freedom through-and total withdrawal" of U.S.

Support for
the April 2 4 demonstration and the "Joint Treaty of Peace ii

(later called the "People’s Peace Treaty") gathered momentum
after the Laotian invasion.

Within the Jewish community antiwar criticism, prac­
tically dormant in the previous six months, was revived in

Antiwar activism was particularlyMarch and April 1971.

from American Jews, with the American Jewish Congress being
52

It was an

a "Joint Treaty of Peace"

The "Treaty"

out Vietnam, the return of American prisoners from North Viet­
nam, and a pledge of non-interference by all sides with the 
neighboring countries of Laos and Cambodia.
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strong among Jewish radicals and youth. In early March a
number of Jewish radicals met to discuss the "People’s Peace
Treaty" and searched for a way to oppose the war as Jews.

"The Jewish Campaign for the People’s Peace
revision of the general Treaty which emphasizeda

two additional points. A preamble stressed that "our beliefs
Jews impel us to separate ourselves from

[the Indochina] . . An addendum established a Treeswar. "
for Vietnam program based in the Biblical admonition (Deut.
20:19) not to destroy the trees surrounding a beseiged city.

The Nationalquences—the defoliation of Vietnamese forests.
Committee for the Jewish Campaign said there were five reasons
why they felt they had to respond to the war as Jews and not
as individual American citizens: 1) it is a quintessentially
Jewish act to unite "religious and ethical commitments [with]

. . politics," 2) to blindly follow any government, espe­
cially one which is morally suspect, is idolatrous, 3) Jews
are committed to social justice and the war threatens this,
4) Jews know how it feels "to be the victim of oppression
by Western society," and 5) Judaism stresses the community;

com-
These explanations are indicative of the shift

in the Jewish radical movement towards an emphasis on Jew­
ish values (and, concomitantly,
of the Left).

Increasingly, in these groups, Jewish rituals, values,

and symbols would be used to express social and political

The result was

a de-emphasis on the ideals

Treaty,"

and traditions as

Jewish response to one of the war’s most devastating conse-
This could, the document’s framers decided, be a legitimately

hence, Jews acting together shows that we truly are a
• X. 54 mumty.
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an alternative,concerns.
leftist Jewish group in Washington, for example, celebrated
"the liberation . . . of the Vietnamese People . . • along­
side the liberation of the Jewish People" during its Passover
Seder (ritual meal). It asked participants to sign the
"People’s Peace Treaty" and suggested ways in which it could
be implemented: "refuse to pay a war tax," "create areas of
sanctuary for war resisters," "contribute to a program of

"find out if your local Jewish institutions are employing
Jewish conscientious objectors."

A pamphlet on the "Jewish Campaign," co-sponsored by
Jewish radical groups (The Brooklyn Bridge Collective and
the Community of Micah), youth groups of the Conservative
and Reform movements,
pie endorsement of the People’s Peace Treaty.
pamphlet declared, should support the Trees for Vietnam pro­
ject, back "legislation to end American involvement in the

and give aid and counsel to young men of draft age.
The Trees for Vietnam culminated on March 13, 1972

when the leaders of the project--Michael Tabor (Community of
Micah), Rabbi Michael Robinson (JPF), Mitchell Smith (rab­
binic student at RRC), Ruth Robinson (NFTS), and Mitchell
Krucoff (president of the Reform youth’s Mid-Atlantic region) —
met in Paris with representatives of the DRV, the Provisional

war," provide "medical assistance to injure Vietnamese,"
55

on just and unjust wars, as part of religious education," or

The "Religious Community of Micah,"

and the JPF, called for more than sim-

ish institutions provide draft counselling," "begin courses
reforestation of North and South Vietnam," "insist that Jew-

Jews, the
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Revolutionary Government of Vietnam (the political arm of the
NLF), and several Buddhist groups. They explained the import­

in the Spring of 1971 a numer of mainstream Jewish
groups also joined in the resurgent antiwar mood. Those orga-

ciated with the antiwar movement. In March the Reconstruct-
seemingly indifferent society and called

During the fourrenewed struggle against the war.
week period prior to the April 24 demonstration the CCAR,

and the NCJW all

The demonstration against the War in Southeast Asia

an estimated two to five hundred thousand gathering in Wash-

at smaller rallies held throughout the United States.

After the April 24 protest American disengagement from
Vietnam accelerated. As American troops were pulled out, more

South Vietnamese forces were sent into battle under a program
"Vietnamization." Althoughthe Nixon Administration termed

there were fewer ground troops in Vietnam, American air sup­
port for the South Vietnamese remained high. In late Decem­
ber 1971 American planes, in the most extensive aerial opera­
tions since the November 1968 bombing halt, attacked military
targets in the southern part of North Vietnam in reaction to

for a
ionist criticized a

ington, 300,000 in San Francisco, and hundreds of thousands

nizations which spoke out had, by and large, long been asso-

on April 24, 1971 was the largest of the Vietnam era, with

Never
5 8 again would so many Americans come together in protest.

the Women's Division of the AJCongress,
57 called for an immediate ceasefire.

ance of reforestation in Israel and distributed money collected 
for the program.5^
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a North Vietnamese buildup. Through this two pronged approach

hoped to minimize American losses, but still keep the North
Vietnamese in check. At the same time secret talks in Paris
with representatives of the DRV and NLF, which began in

regular basis.
Antiwar critics in the Jewish community were displeased

with this approach. Throughout 1971 and early 1972 they

ated Nixon’s reliance on American air power to resolve Viet­
nam’s problems. In June 1971 the National Conference of
Jewish Communal Service and the Executive Committee of the
CCAR called for an end to the The UAHC,
AJCongress and NCJW participated in
to End the War in Southeast Asia held on June 7-8. In July
several Jewish leftist groups, meeting at a National Peace
Action conference, demanded "the setting of a date for the
immediate end of the war.” Joining a November 6 antiwar
march in New York were several Jewish radical groups. Later
that month the UAHC reiterated earlier calls for a ceasefire,
urged total U.S. withdrawal by March 1972, and supported the

Several weeks after this theTrees for Vietnam project.

Progressive Israel in sponsoring a "Sabbath of Peace" dedi­
cated to "immediate withdrawal from Southeast Asia and

The December bombingequitable peace in the Middle East."
was attacked by the presidents of the UAHC and CCAR—Rabbis
Maurice Eisendrath and David Polish—and the AJCongress, who

■

I

5

UAHC joined with the CCAR, AJCongress and Americans for a

August 1969, continued on a

"senseless" war.
an interfaith Convocation

pressed for a

of Vietnamization and continued U.S. aerial support Nixon

complete withdrawal of U.S. forces and repudi-
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referred to it "shameful episode."

CCAR repeated the familiar antiwar rhetoric in March 1972.
In addition to these groups which had previously ex­

pressed opposition to the war there were indications after
the beginning of 1971 that Jewish organizations which at an
earlier date tended to either back the war or say nothing
about it were now beginning, tentatively at first, then more
boldly, to question the war publicly. None of these groups
actually opposed the war, but they did show that they were
not immune to the growing feeling in America that the U.S.
should withdraw its troops from Vietnam with all due speed.
In May 1971 Hadassah magazine reprinted an article critical

The
in a postscriptauthor, Saul Padover, commended Hadassah,

written to accompany this reprint, for its courage in print­
ing the critical review of the
As yet, Hadassah had not made a statement on the war, al­
though it did express support for responsible dissent in

The decision to reprint Padover's article inOctober 1969.

this organization to more forthrightly oppose the war.
In B’nai Brith there were also signs that the earlier

A letter in the Sep-policy of neutralism was under attack.
tember issue of the B’nai Brith periodical, the National
Jewish Monthly, informed the members of this organization
that at a district convention a resolution "condemning the

I
I

the Joint Commission on

war in Indo-China and calling for immediate withdrawal of

Social Action of the UAHC and the
59

war at such an early date.

as a

of the war, which first appeared on its pages in 1963.

The NCJW, JPF, and

its magazine surely was the result of a growing feeling within
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American troops was adopted.”

during Yom Kippur expressed anguish over the irony of asking
for forgiveness while fighting in Vietnam:

Perhaps the most surprising change of heart was within
the Jewish War Veterans. In March 1971 the JWV National Com­
mander referred to his disillusionment with the war in a com­
mentary on Vietnam veterans.

(January 1972) the JWV, in line withLess than a year later
questions asked" policy of supporting

endorsed Nixon's plan to end the war.
"continuation of private negotiationsBut, they warned Nixon,

is counter productive when the credibility of our own govern-
The JWV then proposed that the Presidentment is at stake."

contingent upon the re­

turn of all American POWs.
After mid-1971 the American military presence in Viet­

nam was greatly reduced—more troops were coming home and
draft calls were down markedly. As
felt Vietnam was the pressing concern it once was. Students,

A large majority of the publicreturned to their studies.

specify a date for total withdrawal,
61

a result, fewer Americans

no longer affected by the draft, largely ignored the war and

We have sent these boys to a war without end, a 
war without glory, a war without national heroes, 
a war that has become a cancer in our hearts. It 
has not only come to be hated by most Americans, 
but especially by the vets themselves.

Our . . . well-constructed rationalizations . . 
separated us from the true accounting needed on 
that Atonement Day. It was lost on us. But the 
need for that accounting still remains.60

its long-standing "no

In the same magazine, three
months later, a report by a Jewish serviceman in Vietnam

the U.S. President,
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Asia and were anxious that the war end swiftly, but very few

active way.
One issue which continued to generate interest was the

punishment of those responsible for the My Lai Amassacre.
year and a half after the first articles written about My Lai
Lt. charged with perpetrating theWilliam L. Calley, Jr. was

Many Americans were incensedmurder of 22 Vietnamese citizens.

--

mand at the time of the assault were dropped. Calley, though
Some argued that Mywrong, was a scapegoat, people cried.

example of the atrocities which were committed

Calley was guilty, but so were others and they should beLt.

charged. Another view at the time was that because Calley
scapegoat for others more responsible than he, the

President should grant him clemency.
Most commentators accepted the formerthe rest of society.
Heschel even went so far as to suggestpoint of view.

One group

that

Jewish antiwar activists were increasingly aware that,

longer considered Vietnam a major issue.

concerned enough to express their opinions in any
62

were now

was a

that the charges against others in the military chain of com-

Lai was only one
a symbol of America’s guilt.

Jews were as divided as

discipline" to limit such excesses in the future.
the establishment of a "guardian or commissioner of moral

A. J.

during the war and was, therefore,

as the war was winding down, Jews, like most Americans, no

in the Jewish community, the JWV, sided with those who felt

Jews, in particular,

did feel it was morally wrong for the U.S. to be in Southeast

"to protect a fragile national unity from suffering 
6 3 further damage, Calley should be granted clemency."
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were more concerned with the ongoing tension between Israel
and her Soviet-supported Arab neighbors. The Jewish radicals
at the July 1971 National Peace Action Coalition blamed this
apathy on the "Jewish Establishment" which, in an attempt "to
gain American support for the policies of the Israeli govern­
ment, has discouraged the Jewish community from active par­
ticipation against the war in Indochina."

antiwar groups attempted to co-opt Jews by linking Vietnam
to Israel. In Philadelphia several individuals "disturbed

the level of Jewish concern about the war and generate some
concerted action to help bring the conflict to an end." The

statement on Vietnam and, after much
debate, included a phrase supporting "Israel's right to defend
her sovereignty within secure and defensible borders." One

eluded was, quite simply and realistically, "to encourage Jew­
ish sponsorship of the coalition." An advertisement in the
New York Times by the Reform movement, AJCongress, and Ameri-

Progressive Israel made the same connection.cans for a

Thus activists were able to express their concern for Israel
at the same time, demonstrate the legitimacy of theirand,

antiwar feelings to the general Jewish public.

I
I
I

organizers drafted a

of those who was present said the reason this phrase was in-

As we affirm the right of the Vietnamese people 
to live in independence, freedom, and dignity 
in their land, we shall also affirm the right 
of our kinsmen in Israel to live in independence, 
freedom and dignity in their land.64

over the relative quiet in the [Jewish] community" about

Rather than castigate American Jewry, some moderate

Vietnam, formed an ad hoc coalition in January 1972 to "raise
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The question of
academic because of the vast decrease in draft calls and,
therefore, few discussed it. In conjunction with the re­
vitalized antiwar feeling which swept America during the

selective conscientious objection. The final words in the
debate were spoken by two Orthodox rabbis—Emanuel Rackman,

IV. On the Threshold of Peace (April 1972-January 1973)
The North Vietnamese decided sometime in early 1972

that because of public pressure in America to get out of the
war the United States would not intervene in the case of an
all-out communist offensive. On March 30 North Vietnamese
troops invaded South Vietnam. Nixon realized that neither
the American public
U.S. ground forces. The President chose to rely once more

On April 6 aerial bombardment againston American air power.
the DRV was resumed. The North Vietnamese were undaunted.
Throughout April the offensive continued; a major South Viet­
namese city, Quang Tri City, fell to the North on May 1. The

to whom the bulk of the fighting fell,South Vietnamese army,
To blunt the North Vietnamese attack Nixonwas in disarray.

decided on May 8 to mine key North Vietnamese harbors, includ­

ing Haiphong, Hanoi’s port city.
As the war intensified in April some people in the

United States worried that the withdrawal of American troops
A few demonstrationsfrom Vietnam might be held in check.

|

Spring of 1971 the MBR and the SCA came out in favor of
65

nor Congress would accept an increase in

a Jewish basis for SCO was rendered

who accepted SCO, and Maurice Lamm, who said that while a
6 6 nation can reject a particular war, an individual can not.
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took place, although none were near the scale of the huge
gatherings of the previous two years. After Nixon announced
that the U.S. would mine North Vietnamese ports, however,
demonstrations erupted coast-to-coast.

Within the Jewish community the familiar cadre of

demning the escalation of April and May 1972.
Workmen's Circle, United Synagogue of America, AJCongress,
Americans for a Progressive Israel, Labor Zionist Alliance,
AJCommittee, Massachusetts Board of Rabbis and the Recon­
structionist all issued statements, either jointly with or
independently of other groups, against the war's intensifica­
tion.

events in Indochina.

of the United Synagogue (Conservative) appealed for an end
to the war.

on Vietnam" in early 1966 fourteen religious leaders of all
three movements assailed the American escalation of the war

Most Jews and Jewish organizations merely issued
antiwar statements, but a few took action.
its annual convention in June became the first Jewish organi-

collective act of civil disobedience when

I
I

zation to support a

antiwar organizations and Jewish periodicals joined in con-

on record against the war, expressed shock and horror at the
The NCJW, NFTS, Women's Division of the

The UAHC, CCAR,

servative, and Orthodox Jews since the SCA "Policy Statement

AJCongress, B'nai Brith Women, and National Women's League

They were, according 
to the New York Times, the "most turbulent since May 1970."^^

In the first joint statement of Reform, Con-

The CCAR, at

A number of Jewish women's groups, some never before

and called on Congress to withdraw "financial and legal"
6 8 resources for continuation of the conflict.
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A demon­
stration in Boston on May 17, planned by the Massachusetts
Board of Rabbis and involving area rabbis and Jewish stu­
dents, received
arrest of six rabbis who participated in the protest. This
was not the first time that Jews or rabbis had resorted to
civil disobedience to express their opposition to the war.
It was, however, the only time during the Vietnam era when
Jewish leaders were arrested for their activities.

The MBR was moved to make some form of protest because
of an appeal in late April from Jewish college students in

Building in Boston to dramatize its moral concern" with the
The Social Action Chairman of the MBR, Rabbi Judea B.war.

Miller, recalled that the demonstration was to begin with a
After that those present would block theworship service.

"If in the course ofmain entrance to the Federal Building.
this civil disobedience we were arrested, this
that many rabbis were prepared to take.

a great deal of publicity because of the

But arrest per se

the Boston area.
[We are] looking for a voice with which to cry 
out. . . . And we knew that this voice . . . had 
to come from our Jewish tradition and from our 
Jewish selves. ... We ask you, we plead with 
you, we demand that you lead our community into 
a position which makes us confront the world as 
a whole ... We must make Judaism shape 
America.

was a risk

The MBR decided to sponsor "an act of non-violent civil diso-

it called upon all Reform rabbis, the UAHC, and HUC-JIR to

bedience on Wednesday, May 17th at 11 A.M. at the Federal

withhold payment on a special telephone excise tax which was 
used to generate revenue for the Vietnamese War.^
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was not the stated goal and object of the demonstration."
Prior to the demonstration,

as not to interfere with the workers’ lunch

The demonstration did not proceed as planned. When
Rabbi Miller and Rabbi Oscar Bookspan, designated earlier as
the sole spokesmen for the protest, decided to adjourn after
the police said no one would be arrested, a group of rabbis
refused to accede to their wishes. "We fell into fighting
among ourselves in public," Miller wrote the arrested rabbis
later, "with rebuttals, catcalls and demogoguery. . . An
orderly and dignified demonstration was turned into a mindless

I mob. " Most of the demonstrators supported the dissenting
rabbis and the blockade of the entrance continued until
approximately 1:30 P.M., when one hundred people went inside
the building, sat down, and sang Hebrew songs. Those who

rabbi present, "with every intention of being arrested . .
to show publicly our dissatisfaction with the mining of
North Vietnamese ports and the stepped-up bombing." They

"I entered thewent indoors purposely to provoke arrest.

duplicity in law enforcement which protects ’respected clergy,’
but permits acts of violence on nameless youths." The vio­
lence he was referring to occurred when twenty-nine demon-

I
I

noon so

were, it came out later, also frustrated that the police

Miller declared, it was decided

strators, including the six rabbis, were forcibly removed

did not arrest them while they were outside and, therefore,

went into the Federal Building did so, in the words of one

to end at 
hour.70

building in part," said Rabbi Heirman Blumberg, "to protest
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While they were in jail waiting for their arraignment

Kushner, Daniel Polish, Herman Pollack, Benjamin Rudavsky,

MBR in defense of their actions. They expressed chagrin at
the MBR's forfeiture of moral leadership demonstrated by the
spokesmen for the MBR” at the morning’s demonstration. The
remarks of these men, the six rabbis declared, "had the

I effect of undermining the will of many Rabbis to participate
in just such actions, . . . [for it represented the Rabbis]

pusillanimous temporizers, infected by a failure of nerveas
and . . The fact is that had we not persisted inpurpose.
our goal,
the eyes of the community.

Although the MBR issued a public statement supporting
its members who took part in the demonstration and "requested
that the lawyers from the Jewish Community Council continue
to serve those arrested," Judea Miller responded to the let­
ter by chiding the six who were arrested with a lack of
"self-discipline" which "endangered the effectiveness of the
whole undertaking."

spur of the moment," without registering their disapproval

the MBR would have been completely disgraced in
..72

of the scheduled program of the demonstration before it be- 
gan.73

over sandwich wrapper from some previous prisoner," to the

the rabbis who were arrested—Herman Blumberg, Lawrence

moral commitment," but was upset that they acted "on the
He praised them for their "courage and

and Cary Yales—drafted an acrimonious letter, "on a left-

from the building and arrested "on grounds . . . involving
71 trespass and obstruction on federal property."
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May 31 each of the six who were
arrested accepted their guilt at breaking the law, but de­

minor infraction incurred to stir others to
oppose the more serious crime of the Vietnam War. This act

repudiation of this country
and its larger purpose, . . . [but was]
science against an unconscionable war.” Several of the
statements expressed frustration at the failure of other
acts of opposition to the war to affect change and said that
only an act of non-violent, civil disobedience such as this
could express the depth of moral outrage they felt. Each
rabbi based this sense of moral outrage on a personal under­
standing of Jewish tradition. In words reminiscent of
Arthur Waskow several years earlier, Lawrence Kushner im­
plied that the memory of the Holocaust stirred him to action:

act of civil disobedience for I refuse to
be a good citizen who the smoke curling from distantsees
chimneys and soothes his conscience with feigned powerless-

"Ours was a decision to speak outYales concurred:

men and nations will pay for their silence.
It should be noted that all six were Reform rabbis and

that three were ordained in the late 1960’s. It is evident,
that the position of the CCAR was a reflection of thethen,

activist mood displayed by these rabbis. The younger rabbis
who were arrested were all seminarians during the period of
HUC-JIR draft resistance.
that the anger they felt at this time compelled them to

"I have chosen an

a decision of con-

At their trial on

because no one knows better than we [Jews] the price that
..74

ness."

fended this as a

It is not surprising, therefore,

was not, declared Cary Yales, "a
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similar acts of civil disobedience.
During the interval between the arraignment and the

May 31 trial the six asked the Jewish Community Council of
Metropolitan Boston to responsibility for court costs"assume
and fines" "express its support of ourand, by so doing, to

1
concern and find means for voicing further opposition to
the war."
director of the Jewish Community Council expressed his per­
sonal feeling that the "demonstration did achieve your
objective of placing the issue of the Vietnam War before
the organized Jewish community."

Within the Jewish community, however, the central issue
and articles on this in­brought out in letters, editorials,

cident was not the war, but the propriety of rabbis engaging
in an act of civil disobedience. Reaction to their protest

moral imperative, necessitatedwas divided. Some saw it as a
Their supportersby the outrageous escalation of the war.

"would we really have been better Jewsasked rhetorically,
Those who questioned the demonstrationby doing nothing?"

Some felt that it wasdid so from different perspectives.

Jewish issues such as Vietnam.
but not to take similar action for Jewish concerns showed

Moderates, who opposed the war yet"moral bankruptcy.”
equally opposed to Jews breaking the law, said thatwere

at this time (i.e. in the months prior to the November
presidential election) Jewish efforts against the

to Nixon.be directed at supporting

8

■

war should
75

inappropriate for Jews to be so intently involved in non-

an "alternative"

Although their request was refused, the executive

Furthermore, to do this,
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The antiwar protests were short-lived. The reasons
In the first place, Nixon not only visited thewere many.

Soviet Union and signed the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty
with Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev, but only a few months
before he had visited China, breaking a generation-long offi­
cial silence between the two powers. These foreign policy
coups effectively pulled the rug out from under the growing
antiwar activism at home. The easing of relations with the
two major communist nations allayed the fears of many Ameri­
cans that the escalation of the war might bring the USSR or

Antiwar activists, particularlyCommunist China into battle.
on the Left,
jing expressed any public displeasure with American actions
in Vietnam while Nixon was visiting. Another factor limit­
ing the antiwar protests in the United States was the con­
tinuing pull out of American forces.
the last U.S. ground troops left Vietnam (43,500 pilots and
support personnel remained to continue the air attacks in

A final reason for the decline in antiwarSoutheast Asia).
election year and,activity was the fact that 1972

as always during such a time, energy was directed toward the

campaign.
Many Jews felt additional pressure from the Israeli

The new Prime Mini­government to keep silent about the war.
Yitzhak Rabin, maintained the approach of his prede-ster,

Levi Eshkol and Golda Meir, in trying to mufflecessors,
Jewish criticism of American policy in Vietnam. He made

calls on several antiwar leaders to ask them to tone down

were disheartened when neither Moscow nor Bei-

was an

In fact, on August 12
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their attacks on Nixon and the war and repeatedly stressed

As a result of the above mentioned factors many within
the Jewish community backed off from making any strong state-

Most Zionist groups, the large secular
organizations (B’nai Brith and Hadassah), Orthodox groups,

and the JWV maintained stony silence.a
There continued to be some protests made against the

war by Jewish organizations, but they were limited in scope.
Most of those who spoke out were affiliated with religious
organizations and co-ordinated their protests with Jewish
days of prayer and commemoration. (One significant excep-

1972, supported "an end to the American military role in
Indochina." On Tisha B1av (July 20, 1972) the anniversary
of the destruction of the Temples in Jerusalem in 586 BCE
and 70 CE, several rabbis joined with about 100 others on
the steps of the Capitol Building to protest the Dur­war .
ing the Ten Days of Repentance (Aseret Y’may T'shuvah) be-

estimated 500 Jews,tween Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur an
one-fifth of whom were rabbis, fasted in protest against the

The fast was sponsored by Rabbi Eugene Lipman, whowar.
headed the CCAR Commission on Justice and Peace, in a CCAR

The idea quickly spread, gaining momentum afterNewsletter.
remembrance of the eleven Israeli ath-

Supportedletes slain at the Olympics in Munich that August.
it was linked with a

ments about the war.

tion was the Ladies Auxiliary of the JWV which, in November

Administration and that American Jews should show their 
appreciation."76

in public appearances "that Israel was thankful to the Nixon



221

Heschel, and others, between thirtyby Eisendrath, A. J.
some Conservative, and aand forty rabbis, few Orthodox,

"Fast for Life."majority of Reform," joined in the five day
In addition to the fast, daily services and discussions on

Rabbithe war in Vietnam took place at various synagogues.
fast was necessary at this time:

The theme of guilt had long been sounded by antiwar
"sense of personalactivists. a

guilt" for living in a nation engaged in an immoral Inwar.
the argument was slightly modi-

(and Jews with unusual fervor) arguedf ied. Antiwar activists
guilty for what took place in Vietnam.

"for the sake of the coun-In May 1971 Saul Padover declared,

realize that we are all guilty (if not in equal measure),
for millions of us gave active and passive support to the

. indifference to publicVietnam policy [and showed] . .
In 1972 Jewish war critics repeated the same argu-affairs."

involve-upset about the growing apathy about the war as U.S.
ment decreased in 1971 and 1972.
have used the argument of collective guilt to
gree than others.

that all Americans were

the later stages of the war

"a

Lipman explained why such a

a greater de-
A reason for this emphasis was undoubtedly

The continuation of the war in Vietnam is 
a painful burden for each of us. As responsible 
citizens we cannot evade our own share of guilt 
because our nation is carrying on a war which 
we find unconscionable. As serious Jews we must 
try to expiate our guilt.77

try’s moral health and future peace, it would be better to

Some felt, as early as 1967,

Jewish activists were not, of course, the only ones

ment.78

Jews, however, seem to
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the growing worry that Jewish antiwar activity might have
postwar repercussions for the whole community. After the
Tet Offensive (early 1968) there were some fears among intel­
lectuals and other antiwar activists that they might become
scapegoats in the American public's attempt to explain how
the U.S. could have lost the war in Vietnam. Jews were par­
ticularly sensitive to charges that they were instrumental
in undermining American policy. It should be remembered
that the Johnson-JWV incident of the Autumn of 1966 pivoted

"fifth
column."

myth, in which it will not only be students and professors

ceivably Jews as Jews." At about the same time several Jew-

It is

themselves as being more guilty than others.
In October and November 1972 the activist derision of

Jewish silence, in particular the silence of the Orthodox
limited,

but diverse and influential readership in the Jewish com-
Over the span of five issues no less than twelvemunity.

I
I

their role as members of this general community, but con-

a publication with a

on the Jewish community’s anxiety about being seen as a

movement, was debated in Sh*ma,

There is a "possibility," wrote the sociologist
Nathan Glazer in 1971, of the growth of a "stab-in-the-back

very possible, therefore, that Jews indicted all Americans,
at least in part, as a means of countering any attack on

and intellectuals who are attacked, and not only Jews in

ish radical groups said they, too, were "deeply concerned"
that the debate on the war was resulting in "racism .

79 liable to lead to an increase in anti-Semitism."

authors, the majority of whom were Orthodox rabbis, took
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sides on this controversial issue. The debate was sparked
by an article of Rabbi Henry Siegman, who condemned the

In a series
of rebuttals Orthodox respondents defended that silence. A
number of explanations were put forth: 1) since the gedolim
(great halachic authorities of the generation) are silent,

too; 2) there is not enough "factual data forwe must be,
the formation of moral perceptions"; 3) non-Jewish concerns

important to Orthodox leaders as "Jewish
interests" because the Jews are that people through whom God
will redeem humanity; 4) the survival of Jewry depends on

easy solutions to the complex issues of Vietnam; 6) the
gedolim, like Orthodox Jewry in general, are acutely sensi­
tive, because of their closer ties to Europe than other Jews,

"basic insecurity" of life in Galut (Exile) and pre-to the
fer not to "rock the boat;"

7) to ask Orthodox leaders to make procla-an Orthodox Jew ,
mations is "to crave for the security of authoritarianism. "
The Orthodox rebuttals were by no means cut from the same

saying "it is onlycloth. One individual defended the war,
unfortunate that America was not successful in Vietnam."

"convinced that the United States made a mistake,"Another was
as well.but saw great wrongs on the other side, Some

the political reasons,
A few felt the Orthodox community should be more opencally.

I
i

a third group explained it sociologi-

are simply not as

morality of Orthodox leaders who so narrowly defined "Jewish
interests" as to ignore Vietnamese suffering.

the defeat of Communism wherever it appears; 5) there are no

and, in an unusual response for

stressed the theological nature of Orthodox silence, others
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On the oppo-

If nothing else, the debate in Sh'ma demonstrated that
while there might be
sons for Orthodox silence on the Vietnam War,
common assumption among most Orthodox Jews that silence was
the best policy. (Over the years a few Orthodox Jews, such

had come out against theas Uri Miller and Charles Liebman,
war, but they were the exception.)
be indicative of many things. The informal survey of
Charles Liebman made in 1968 tends to support the point of

not really a sign of a pro­
war or anti-communist stance as much as it was the result
of disinterest and trepidation about running counter to
official government policy. As a result, on the few occa­
sions when Orthodox leaders and organizations issued state­
ments on the war they were generally supportive of U.S.

It must be noted, however, that Orthodox supportpolicy.
of the war was rarely as vociferous as were Reform protests

Orthodoxy did officially back the war, rightagainst it.
up to its end, but its support seems to have been less out
of conviction than it was to show that Orthodox Jews were
law-abiding Americans.

!
I

view that Orthodox silence was

a wide range of explanations and rea-

site side were those who said Orthodox Jewry should not be

there was a

Americans, Jews and non-Jews alike, barely worth considering.

Silence, however, can

to its "responsibilities to the outside world."

expected, after the Holocaust, to be anything but distrust-
8 0ful of the non-Jewish world and its concerns.

By the Autumn of 1972 Vietnam was, in the eyes of most
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though negotiations in Paris were
successful conclusion. North Vietnamese

and American representatives were in agreement on all points.
halt to all bombing of the DRV north

of the 20th parallel. The South Vietnamese balked at the
tentative proposal, however, and demanded a number of changes.
Although the peace negotiations were stalled, President
Richard M.
the electoral vote in all states but Massachusetts. 35% of

the percentage he received four years earlier. For these
Jews, Nixon’s staunch support for Israel was obviously more
important than the small presence of American troops in
Vietnam. Nixon was anxious to have a peace agreement signed,
but on December 13 the North Vietnamese broke off the nego­
tiations . Five days later Nixon resumed unrestricted bomb­
ing of North Vietnam (including Hanoi). The American bombs
continued to fall until December 30 (except on the 25th),
when the North Vietnamese declared their willingness to nego­
tiate a truce.

Many Americans, unaware of or indifferent to the break­
down in negotiations, could not understand why Nixon ordered

Jewish antiwar criticssuch a large scale bombing offensive.
were incensed.
opposition to the "senseless wholesale killing." Rabbis
Judea Miller and Leonard Beerman called on an "apathetic and

The AJCongress,docile" public to demand an end to the war.

I

the Jewish vote went to the Republican candidate, double
81

The President ordered a

In October it looked as
on the verge of a

Nixon was re-elected on November 7, 1972, winning

Americans for a Progressive Israel, B’nai Brith Women, CCAR,

On December 26, 1972 the NCJW expressed its
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NFTS,
and numerous local groups planned a four day pro-

(Arbor Day) to coincide with a na­tes t around Tu B1 Shevat
the

date of Nixon’s inauguration. In Washington the protest

"Vietnamese dinner" of rice and tea. Tree plant­
ings took place

A political advertisement in the New York Timeson the 21st.
explained why such

expiation for guilt, another at­
tempt to overcome the shame that so many Jews against the

The goal of this protest was,war just could not shake.
therefore, a highly personal one.

Many Jews against the war who lived through the Viet-
forever changed by the experience. By the war’snam era were

end they believed that, regardless of what they did, those
they pleased.

Rabbi Lawrence Kushner declared thatpersonal conscience.
ultimately, "should all my intentions [at affecting change]

. . should all the peoplebe obscured or proven futile, .
remain unchanged, perhaps at least I shall be able to keep

a protest was chosen.

in authority would act as

on January 17 in Washington and, in New York,
lowed by a

were no longer made to alter national policy, only to serve

NCJW, National Women’s League of the United Synagogue,
RA, UAHC,

Now, as an end nears to the devastation of the 
land and the people of Vietnam, it is a time 
for prayer and for planting. Our role in the 
destruction of life and land in Indo-China has 
compromised us ... in the depts of our con­
science .

It was, in other words, an

Protests, therefore,

began on Saturday evening, January 13, with havdalah, fol-

tional antiwar rally to be held on January 20, 1973,
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them from changing me." Less optimistic, but echoing the
same belief that his antiwar opposition was primarily
pression of personal integrity, was M. Jay Rosenberg, who

1973:

A generation that thought it could save the world, now was
desperately hoping to save itself. As the war ended, thous­
ands of American Jews were looking for ways to assert their
"own personal humanity." In its final phase,

less about Vietnam than about Jews try­
ing to understand their place in the world. Perhaps this

lieved the would could be changed to accommodate them. Now
they felt that it was enough to simply keep the world from
changing them.

II

antiwar protest was

an ex­

wrote after the Tu B*Shevat "Festival of Life" in January

was always the reason for what they did, but they once be­

then, the

I realized that nothing we did would change 
anything. We were all impotent. . . . Except 
to ourselves. And that is just the point. We 
have to march, protest, pray, and even plant 
trees for ourselves, for our own self respect. 
. . . to assert our own personal humanity in 
the face of the colossal inhumanity and indif­
ference that we all see around us.°3



CHAPTER FIVE

The peace negotiations in Paris moved quickly after

Henry Kissinger cabled Nixon that an agreement was ready.

ary 27, 1973) Kissinger and the chief North Vietnamese nego-

provided for an immediate ceasefire, the release of all priso-
forces within 60and the withdrawal of U.S.ners of war,

In a strange coincidence former President Lyndon B.days.
Johnson died in Texas only five days before the Paris Peace

On March 29 the last American troopsAccord was signed.
left South Vietnam; only a Defense Attache Office remained.

Bombings continued in Cambodia for several months more
but Congress cut off appropriations for this program in late
June.

The War in Southeast Asia was overmission in Indochina.
and America was at peace.

228

-Jewish Peace Fellowship 
pamphlet "This is About 
Amnesty and the Jewish 
Tradition"

Vietnam will haunt us in 
decades to come.

Peace?
(January 1973-Present)

a hundred ways for

the "Christmas bombings" of late 1972.

At least, so it seemed.

tiator, Le Due Tho, formally signed a peace agreement which

On January 11, 1973,

Twenty-six days later, on Tet, the Vietnamese New Year (Janu-

On August 15, 1973 U.S. bombers completed their last
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I. Postwar Vietnam and the Jews
In reality the war in Vietnam continued for another

Violations of the ceasefire between North and
South Vietnam began shortly after U.S. troops withdrew from
the country. North Vietnamese troop strength in the south
increased steadily in 1973 and 1974.

Nixon reassured Premier Thieu prior to the signing of
the Peace Accord that the U.S. would "respond with full
force should the settlement be violated by North Vietnam,”

a Congress which
Congress, long domi-requests for more military ventures.

nated by the Executive branch of the government, tightened
the reins on the President’s power to commit America to war
when it passed the War Powers Act, which demanded Congres­
sional approval for any deployment of U.S. forces lasting
longer than 90 days. In addition,
which could be sent to South Vietnam. A second reason for
Nixon’s inability to aid South Vietnam at this time was his
growing preoccupation with the Watergate scandal. On June

19 72 a break-in was discovered in a room in Watergate17,
Hotel serving as the Democratic headquarters in Washington,

As it became apparent that top presidential aides andD.C.
probably even the President himself were involved, cries
began to be heard for Nixon’s impeachment. On August 9,

The man who took his place,1974 Nixon resigned as President.
Gerald Ford, pleaded with Congress to honor America’ commit-

was unwilling to accede to presidential

two years.

a limit was placed on aid

The U.S. President was stymied, first of all, by
but was unable to fulfill his promises because of domestic 
problems.1
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but to no avail.ments to South Vietnam,
brought into the war after the 1970 AmericanCambodia,

and South Vietnamese invasion, was equally dependent on U.S.
aid. General Lon Nol, who seized power from Prince Norodom
Sihanouk in March 1970, was increasingly besieged by the
communist forces (called "Khmer Rouge") after the end of
American bombing in August 1973. In early 1975 the Khmer
Rouge began their final assault on the capital city of Phnom
Penh. The five year old war in Cambodia ended on April 17,
1975; the communists were victorious.

In Vietnam the fighting ended that same month. North
Vietnam launched a
5, 1975. The generals who led the campaign hoped to win the

Fifty-five days later they were in
Saigon.

Only hours earlier the last Americans in Vietnamsurrender.

carriers off the coast in the South China Sea.
Following the American disengagement from Vietnam a

coalition of primarily Jewish radical and Jewish youth orga­
nizations established the "Trees and Life for Vietnam" cam­
paign to promote humanitarian aid to agencies in North and

The sponsoring organizations were Am Chai,South Vietnam.
Atid (the college-age organization of the Conservative move-

JPF, Nationalment), the Community of Micah, Hillel (Boston),
United Synagogue Youth, and theFederation of Temple Youth,

reforestationThe campaign focused on three projects:CCAR.

new offensive against the south on March

war within two years.

namese President, Duong Van Minh, announced an unconditional

were evacuated from Saigon via helicopter to U.S. aircraft

On April 30, 1975 the newly proclaimed South Viet-
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throughout Vietnam, the construction of a "resettlement vil­
lage" for orphans in South Vietnam, and the restoration of
a hospital in the north. Jews had been involved with simi­
lar programs in the past, but those programs were not exclu­
sively Jewish.

A pamphlet and letter of explanation, written in June
1973, indicated how dramatically some segments of American
Jewry had changed since the Six Day War. Hebrew (in trans-

Jewish symbols. These documents also showed how the attempt

with Jewish ideals was spreading to other liberal Jewish
groups.

attempted to tie s1firat ha1omer (the counting of days be­
tween Passover and Shavuot) with "the ravaged lands of Viet-

In the pamphlet the familiar two-fold liberal emphasisnam. "
on guilt and the Holocaust were used to explain why Vietnam

enced the Holocaust and knowing the possibility of the

in Vietnam demands A

second reason was that:

It does not appear that this program was highly successful.
as there was only one reference to it in the available

was a Jewish concern.

of the Jewish radical movement to unite progressive concerns

a compassionate response from Jews."

As American Jews we share the burden of guilt 
for the devastation our country has wrought 
and must remember that the Jewish tradition 
requires an overt act as a step toward the 
expiation of guilt.

literation) was frequent, as was the reference to traditional

The letter, addressed to "Chaverim v'Chaverot"

extermination of an entire people, the tragedy of the war

(friends) and dated on the Hebrew date of Sivan 4, 5733,

In the first place, "having experi-
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Following the gradual communist takeover of South Viet-
and Cambodia in 1975 American Jewry spent less attentionnam

on direct humanitarian aid to Vietnam and more on the thous­
ands of refugees fleeing from Southeast Asia, most often by
boat. A wide range of Jewish groups, representing diverse
religious and political interests, was strongly supportive
of aid for the these refugees were called
at the time. It is easy to understand why Jews felt
mitted to resettling the "Boat People" in the United States.
Not only did Jews remember their own immigrant background
and a country which allowed their ancestors to make
life in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but
they also remembered
Jews desperately seeking to escape from Germany in the 1930’s.
Jews were not willing to stand by and let a similar rebuff

"We Jews," an editorialof anxious refugees occur again.

. that faced Jewish refu-not forgotten the cold shoulder . .
One Jewish woman who helped a family ofgees from Hitler."

Laotian refugees, when asked why she did it, responded with
I suppose, mixed"Humanitarian concerns,other reasons:

with some curiosity and a real dedication to the Jewish values
of social justice."

the UAHC, CCAR, AJCommittee,began to stream out of Indochina,
B’nai Brith Women, New York Board of Rabbis,AJCongress, JWV,

and Chicago Board of Rabbis urged America to take in the

an America which closed its doors to

so com-

a new

"Boat People," as

In April, May, and June, as the refugees

literature of the sponsoring organizations after this initial
2contact.

in the June 1975 issue of Jewish Currents declared, "have
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"Boat People." Many of these groups commended President Ford
for deciding to admit 130,000 refugees. Several years later,
in November 1978, the UOJCA joined the roster of Jewish orga-

plight of refugees from Southeast Asia.
Certain groups did more than simply urge the government

to act.
the worldwide Jewish migration agency, agreed to enlist the
aid of local Jewish communities to resettle 10,000 refugees.

"The Jewish Federation of Metro-across the United States.

one-third of all the Indochinese refugees received by all
Jewish Federations." Synagogues affiliated with the Reform
movement "adopted" hundreds of refugees and helped them begin
their lives in America. Thousands more were sponsored by

This time the doors

Throughout the war supporters of American involvement
in Southeast Asia argued that should the communists be vic­
torious there would be bloody purges of all critics of the
regime. In Vietnam the predicted bloodbath never happened,
although 1.5 million Vietnamese were forced to resettle and

"re-education camps."200,000 were sent to In Cambodia,

After 1975(renamed Kampuchea) , however, peace meant death.
millions of perceived enemies of the state were killed in
the most systematic death program since the European Holocaust

nizations petitioning the government to aid in the continuing
3

Chinese refugees were actually helped by Jewish communities
In the four years between 1975 and 1979 "some 5,000" Indo-

At the request of the U.S. State Department, HIAS,

individual Jews and Jewish families.
4would not be closed.

politan Chicago alone . . . provided services for upward of
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of the Second World War. It ended only when Vietnamese
troops invaded Kampuchea in 1978. An estimated 1.5 to 2.5

total population of 7 million) died
during the three and half year rule of the Khmer Rouge.a

The American Jewish community was not silent after the
full extent of the horror was made public. Many Jews drew
parallel between the Nazi Holocaust and the genocide ina

Cambodia. "As Jews,

lenge the credentials of this regime to sit in the United
Nations General Assembly."
tee made a similar point:
shadow of the Nazi holocaust we cannot stand idly by while
so many fellow human beings face death by starvation.”
Marc Tanenbaum, director of interreligious affairs of the
AJCommittee and the first Jewish representative to visit the

[Jews] would not let them suffer the indifference we had
experienced."

In retaliation for the 1978 incursion into Kampuchea,
Communist China invaded Vietnam in February 1979. Although
Chinese troops left within a month, tensions have occasionally
flared along the Chinese-Vietnamese border in recent years.
Indochina has become more and more impoverished. Between
1979 and 1983 approximately two million Southeast Asians
fled to China. Nearly 700,000 Indochinese (most of them

"As Jews who still live under the

itself."

million people (out of a

It called on the U.S. to "lead the effort to chal-

as Americans, and as human beings," the

On October 27, 1979 the AJCommit-

Tanenbaum also asked that American Jews take
5 action and sponsor Indochinese refugees.

UOJCA resolved in 1978, "we must not allow history to repeat

Cambodian refugee camps, promised the survivors, "that we
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States.
Following the influx of refugees in the late 1970’s,

sions and communal concerns, dropped the problems of Indo­
china from its agenda. The effects of the Vietnam War on

still significant, but concern with
Indochina itself is, for the moment,

II. Postwar America and the Jews
In the United States the wounds created by the war and

the opposition it generated at home remained long after the
ceasefire and withdrawal of American troops. For the men
and women who fought in Vietnam there was the readjustment

country which just wanted to forget the painful
episode. Thousands of young Americans who took flight to
Canada, Sweden, and other countries between 1967 and 1973 in

Millions oforder to escape the draft remained in exile.
disillusioned with the nation’s political

Nearly everyone who lived through the "Vietnamleadership.

Shortly after the Paris Accordscountry and themselves.
were signed the Reconstructionist asked aloud what many must
have been thinking:

Will they [Americans] swing from foolhardy adven­
tures abroad to a new isolationism? Will they 
move from virtual surrender to the demands of the 
military, to cynical rejection of all use of 
power? Will Americans learn that there is an 
alternative to abject reliance upon the leader, 
on the one hand, and a cop out on the other?; 
that the people, through the legislative process,

Americans were

American society are
a thing of the past.

to life in a

years" tried to comprehend what the war meant for their

the Jewish community, more involved with Middle East ten-

Vietnamese) have, as of the end of 1983, reached the United
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Following the signing of the Paris Peace Accords in

the draft. At the war’s end draft evaders were subject to a
$10,000 fine. A

New York Times article on the issue indicated the complexity
of the amnesty question:

I

It was first
suggested by Eugene McCarthy during the 1968 presidential
campaign, but was quickly dropped after those in exile stated
their opposition to it because of its implication that they
committed a criminal act which had to be forgiven.

the exile from home stretched into years
and as the war began to wind down, exiles increasingly sup­
ported unconditional amnesty as an admission that the war
was immoral and those who fled were right in opposing it.
Ironically, the more amnesty was used as a moral judgment

the more Americans questioned the propriety ofon the war,
If draft resisters and evaderssuch an amnesty. were

granted amnesty, critics countered, we would, in effect,

be saying that the Americans who fought in Vietnam were

I

must share in the determination of national 
policies? Will the "majority" ever learn to 
distinguish between rhetoric and reality?^

While the problem is political, it is also pro­
foundly moral and religious. It involves ques­
tions of attitudes toward law and governmental 
policies, of convictions about killing and the 
justness of the Vietnam War, of the concepts of 
punishment and forgiveness. It is complicated 
by the fact that the motives—or moral or reli­
gious convictions—of the men involved vary 
greatly.7

maximum penalty of five years in jail and a

1973 the focus of the controversy on the war shifted to a
debate on amnesty for those Americans who resisted or evaded

a new issue.Amnesty was not, of course,

In time, as
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morally tainted.
nesty to be "the most immoral thing I can think of." At a

1973 he declared:press conference on January 31,

Most Americans agreed. In June 1972 a Harris poll showed
public opinion opposed to amnesty by 3 to 2 margin. Bya
the next March 67% of the people against an unconditionalwere

program proposed by Senator Robertamnesty. "clemency HA
of Ohio in 1971, stipulating that exiled AmericansTaft, Jr.

could return if they served their country in some non-military
rejected by both sides of thecapacity for three years, was

innocense of those involved.
therefore, was not whetherThe real question after 1973,

be.
program requiring some form of compensatory service?

Would it include draft evaders and military deserters, or

simply draft resisters?
In the Jewish community the subject of amnesty was

first raised not for those in exile, but for jailed draft
In May 1970 the Massachusetts Board of Rabbisresisters.

supported "amnesty to those who have been imprisoned for re­
fusing to serve in the military on grounds of conscience."
It was not until 1971, however, that amnesty for draft

issue of concern among Jews.

or a

debate as

evaders became an

merely sidestepping the essential guilt and/or
8

to grant an amnesty, but what the nature of that amnesty would

As a result, Nixon felt unconditional am-

Would it, in other words, be an unconditional pardon

Amnesty means forgiveness. We cannot provide 
forgiveness for them. Those who served, paid 
their price. ... If they want to return to 
the United States they must pay the penalty.
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like other Americans in 1971, divided onJews were,
this issue. Antiwar critics, who viewed the nation as wrong
and draft resisters as right, saw amnesty not as a forgive-

a way of admitting a national error. The JPF,
"This is About Amnesty and the Jew-pamphlet entitled,

ish Tradition," "in many ways the deserters anddeclared,
exiles took prematurely the stance that the
take. They should not be punished for having been ahead of
public opinion and government policy." Heschel saw
unconditional amnesty "purging our­
selves of what we have done" in Vietnam. In addition, he

"disunion" which frac­
tured America.

Rabbi Emanuel Rackman (Orthodox) agreed with the JPF
argument that the liberalization of American draft laws was
due, in part, to the draft evaders, but backed the proposal
of Senator Taft for a clemency program.

Rackman misread the response of those in exile, who refused,

demanded alternative service. He was, however, the only
commentator to relate his opinions to an understanding of
Jewish tradition, arguing that "one may commit . . an act

ment of Torah and the establishment of new Mitzvot." In

II
I

The clemency need not be automatic and gratui­
tous. The State could easily provide substitute 
forms of service. . . . which would have great 
appeal to those exiles who would want to return 
home. Most of them would delight in peaceful 
service.

in a

as one more means of

believed amnesty was a way to end the

war was a mis-

ness, but as

in 19 71 and again after the war, to accept an amnesty which

A. J.

of disobedience to the law" if it leads to the "aggrandize-
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[but it] will nonetheless inspire many to give expression to
their consciences and sensitize those less concerned with
[the] . . . moral dilemma" involved.

A third perspective, taken by Jews and non-Jews alike,
was that amnesty was wrong for two reasons. First, it is
"demoralizing" to the soldiers still fighting in Vietnam

it threatens to undermine the American system
of

break the law with impunity.
In 1972 two groups addressed the issue. The AJCongress

urged that amnesty be "extended at the end of hostilities to
compelled by their conscience to refuse

to participate in the Vietnam War." B’nai Brith conducted

After 1973 no one in the Jewish community was strongly
In fact, most Jewish groups supportedopposed to amnesty.

unconditional amnesty, even though the majority of Americans
At first, primarily antiwarwere against such an approach.

elements backed amnesty (although the JWV gave tentative
support at an early date).
broad spectrum of Jewish organizations came out in favora

of unconditional amnesty.
in the mid-19701s that the war had tofeeling in the U.S.

Yet this alone does not explain the over-be left behind.
whelming support the Jewish community gave to amnesty for
draft resisters and evaders almost from the beginning. A

all those who were

"democracy of majority rule," proving that one could
9

Within several years, however,

This mirrored, in part, a growing

this case, amnesty "may aid and abet disobedience to the law,

an internal survey to sound out its membership’s feeling on 
the topic, but no statements were issued.

and, second.
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key factor was, most probably, American Jewry’s desire to
This was not only a

interests of the Jewish community.

Jews in the

tion than recrimination. A second explanation for the pro­
amnesty stance of American Jewry may be related to the
disproportionate number of Jews who were in exile abroad.

Hence, many
Jewish families had relatives and/or friends in exile. It

that they would want to see them return
home without any hassles.

The first Jewish leader to address the issue after the
Norman D. Tilles.peace treaty was the JWV National Commander,

1973 interview he admitted that while "atIn a February 18,
. it should not arbi-the moment I am not for amnesty. . .

trarily be ruled out." He proposed that
"It is essential,"reconciliation" consider the issue.

"that we bring back into the mainstreamTilles concluded,

disenchanted and disillusioned." In March the MBR asked that

The president ofloyalty to their ideals and convictions."
the Women’s Division of the AJCongress, Jacqueline Levine,

are now in jail or living in exile abroad because of their

was an attempt at bonding the nation together.

see peace and harmony within society.

Amnesty, therefore, was

would make sense

those thousands of young people in this country who are

a "commission for

moral demand of Judaism, but was perceived to be in the best

less a symbol of forgiveness or admission of guilt, than it

U.S. were, as a result, much more interested in reconcilia-

the President "grant amnesty" to the 75,000 "Americans who

A 1972 study estimated that perhaps as many as "8,000 out of 
30,000" draft evaders in Canada were Jewish.
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"recognition of the acts of conscience of war resisters."
The NCJW endorsed full amnesty in early April and the AJCon-
gress issued The Reform
movement’s two representative bodies—the CCAR and the UAHC—
both backed unconditional amnesty in similar, though slightly
different statements, made in June and November, respectively.

pro-amnesty approach implied a ques­
tioning of the morality of those who actually fought in
the war than were the rabbis of the CCAR, for they included
the phrase, "with full respect for those who serve and those
who sacrificed so much for their country" before asking Con-

In an attempt to elicit public sup-gress to grant amnesty.
port for unconditional amnesty the Reform movement’s Commis-

"study kit" entitled
Keeping Mercy for Thousands. In April 1974 the SCA urged
amnesty "for those who on moral grounds refused to partici­
pate in the Vietnamese War."
amnesty position in early June.

Only a few days after he became President in August
1974 Gerald Ford endorsed an amnesty program,
those who agreed to do some public service to earn their

The AJCongressway back into the country’s good graces."
and UAHC initially praised the plan, but soon thereafter
were joined by the CCAR in urging President Ford to grant

Ford's clemency program was largelyan unconditional amnesty.
[1976]"When the amnesty offer expired July 31,a failure.

The NCJW reiterated its pro-
12

to the charges that a

but a

sion on Social Action distributed a

The lay leaders of the UAHC were apparently more sensitive

a statement supporting it in June.

agreed that amnesty was not primarily "an act of forgiveness,"

but "only for
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growing acceptance in the U.S.
of an unconditional amnesty. During his campaign for presi­
dent, Jimmy Carter stressed that America had to "get the war
over with" and promised a pardon for all Vietnam War draft
resisters and evaders (though not deserters). In a semantic-
ally incorrect, but politically astute campaign speech,
Carter differentiated between amnesty and pardon: "Amnesty
says what you did was right. Pardon says whether what you
did was right or wrong, you are forgiven." Following Carter’s
election victory in early November 1975 the UOJCA, UAHC, and
AJCongress urged the president-elect to fulfil his promise
to pardon draft resisters and evaders. The UOJCA statement,
based on "the Jewish religious tradition and American his-

of civilians who were arrested for non-violent anti-war
demonstrations during the Vietnam era." Nearly four years
after the Peace Accords were signed, on his first full day
in office (January 21, 1977), President Jimmy Carter issued

for all draft resisters and draft evaders.a
for little moreCarter’s pardon was accepted by most Jews,
Only one Jewishwas said about the issue after this time.

the president of the JPF, continuedleader, Naomi Goodman,
In November 1977 sheto press for an even wider amnesty.

wrote the President on behalf of two groups not fully par-
she wrote for the JPFdoned by his program. "We oppose,"

membership, "any denial of benefits to vets discharged under

"blanket pardon"

tory," also asked that he "cleanse the record of thousands

There was, by 1976, a

only 15 percent of the estimated 12,500 eligible deserters
13 applied, of 6,800 draft evaders, only 97 had surrendered."
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the Special Discharge Review Program. We ask [also] that
the civilian resisters who in exile or have criminalare

This was the lastamnesty and their records expunged.

ing majority considered the issue closed.

The War in Southeast Asia was particularly difficult
for the men and women who fought in it. When they returned
to the United States they were not welcomed for having
served their country, but were,

Seeing theworst, castigated for their part in the war.

with it. Many more became embittered about an America which
seemed unconcerned about their special needs as veterans.
Only in the early 1980’s, for example, were the sacrifices
of the Vietnam veterans recognized and honored with a Viet­
nam memorial in the nation’s capital.

The Jewish community was only peripherally concerned
with the problems of soldiers and POWs during the war and

The chaplaincy issue didveterans after the war was over.
generate a fair amount of debate among American Jews who
felt that the religious needs of Jewish soldiers had to be
met, but there was little attention paid to Jewish soldiers
otherwise.

Schulem Rabin of Young Israel (Orthodox), who wanted to

records by virtue of their acts against the war be given
..14

whom were Jews) was brought up only twice—in late 19 68 by
the JWV and again in March 1972 by a Bronx, New York rabbi,

war’s futility firsthand many soldiers came back disillusioned

word on amnesty in the Jewish community, for the overwhelm-

at best, ignored, and at

The plight of the POWs (an estimated thirty of
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conduct

veterans returning from Vietnam. Sadly, no other Jewish
group seemed to feel that the Vietnam vets were a Jewish con­
cern.

III. "No More Vietnams": Jewish Evaluations of the War
Several months after the Tet Offensive in 1968 Rabbi

Maurice Eisendrath hinted at the shift in American political
beliefs caused by the prolonged Vietnam War. "We must re­
solve," he vowed, we
must abandon our role of universal gendarme. Post-World
War II American foreign policy was based in the self-confident
belief that the United States could and should contain com­
munism wherever it threatened to expand. That optimistic
bubble of American power was burst by Vietnam. As the war
lengthened, Vietnam became a symbol—a symbol of brash expec­
tations, futile hopes, and political miscalculations. "No

rallying cry for the millions who looked
period of isolationism, when America wouldnew

concern itself with its own problems and not worry so much
Throughout the 1970’s andabout the rest of the world.

"no more Vietnams" became the watchword ofearly 1980*s
Even today, more than a decadeAmerican foreign policy.

The implication, of course,could become "another Vietnam."

"that there be no more Vietnams, .
,.16

common to hear the challenge that any foreign involvement

forward to a
more Vietnams" was a

The JWV was the only Jewish group to emphasize the plight of
15

a Passover seder for the Jewish POWs, but was refused.

is that U.S. interest in limited ventures abroad is not

after the last American troops left Vietnam, it is still
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only dangerous, but foolish.
Under the leadership of Ronald Reagan as President

there are signs that the isolationist policy of post-Vietnam
America is undergoing revision. involvement in CentralU.S.

nuclear missiles in Europe, as well as stepped up anti­
indicate that America in the 1980’s will

head in a new direction. It is still too early to tell,
however, whether the Reagan policy is simply the final cur-

past generation or the herald of an encore
performance for American interventionism.

Post-Vietnam war commentary has largely focused on the
debated during the war—was U.S. in­

volvement in Southeast Asia a blunder, response to a naivea
Are those who lived at that time guilty

for not speaking out against the war? Was America’s failure
to achieve victory due to military miscalculation, political

all these factors?
Did religious leaders

have any right to comment on the war?

Since the end of American involvement in Vietnam at
least three individuals have attempted to evaluate the role
the Jewish community played in the controversy on the war.
Each one has made the same questionable major point—specifi-

for the mostcally, that the American Jewish community was,
result,

Soviet rhetoric may

same issues that were

an example of "communist aggression?"

tain call of a

And finally, why was 
the United States even involved in a war in Southeast Asia?!?

maneuvering, antiwar criticism at home, or a combination of

ideal, or a crime?

Was the war primarily a "civil war" or

part, silent during the Vietnam war and shares, as a

America, Lebanon, and Grenada, the deployment of Pershing
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in the guilt for its taking place. All three Jewish evalu­
ations are from people who were against the war. It should

surprise that only antiwar writers spoke on
this subject after 1973.
overwhelmingly anti-Vietnam that any defense of either the

earlier prowar stance was nearly impossible. Even
within the general literature the war only a very fewon
articles and books actually defend American policy in Vietnam.

The earliest Jewish evaluation of the Vietnam era came
from M. Jay Rosenberg immediately after the signing of the
Accords.

Four years later Samuel Rabinove, the head of the legal divi­
sion of the AJCommittee also differentiated between the tend-

individuals to oppose the war and theency of Jews as
generally non-commital policy of Jewish organizations. "A
key factor in the Jewish communal posture towards Vietnam,"

mitment to the survival of Israel. If the U.S. were to de-

These authors merely expressed their opinion, butIsrael."
did not back up those feelings with documentation. A more
thorough investigation and summary of Jewish attitudes re­
garding the Vietnam War was presented by Diane Winston in

a dangerous precedent for possible future abandonment of

war or an

The climate of the 1970’s was so
not come as a

fear of disturbing the U.S. com-

There had been few Jewish protests against the 
war—or perhaps it is more accurate to say that 
there had been few protests that were called 
Jewish. Of course the membership of virtually 
every peace organization has been heavily Jew­
ish. Nevertheless, Jews as Jews were not 
actively involved in the antiwar movement.

Rabinove elaborated, "was a

fault in Vietnam, ... so the thinking went, it would set
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her 1978 article entitled "Vietnam and the Jews." Her con-

offered by Rosenberg and Rabinove. "Most Jews from the

to get involved." She agreed with Rabinove that Israeli
pressure was
she also posited several other explanations. These included
"a dislike for Communism,

The remarkable similarity of these postwar evaluations
may be partly explained as a reflection of the shared anti­
war perspective of each of these writers. Their apparent
need to find the Jewish community guilty of wrongdoing is
more difficult to explain. it seems that the veryIn fact,
purpose of these Jewish evaluations of the Vietnam era (un­

general works on this topic), was not to offer
an opinion on the nature of the war and the debate it gene­
rated, but to point a finger at American Jewry and exclaim,

Perhaps this filled a psychological need."J’accuse!" It

these authors hoped to move Jews tomore noble motivation,
act more justly, with more compassion, and with less particu­
laristic motivations with regard to current social issues.

these evaluations must beWhatever explanation we accept,
seen for what they are—not balanced portrayals of American

a way of saying,

like the more

a key factor in limiting Jewish dissent, but

"I opposed

a recognition of financial self-

Perhaps, if we assume a
the war and was vindicated, but you were unjustly silent—

elusions were, nevertheless, exactly the same as those

may have been, in other words,

therefore, I am a better person."

organized community," Winston declared, "simply chose not

interest [?] and, most significantly, a desire not to take 
18a position, a self imposed galut."
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but biased po-Jewry’s response to

The time has come

the Vietnamese conflict,
Jewish community which would notlemics against an American

single point of view.
for a new perspective.

limit itself to a
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSION

Jewish statements about the war in Vietnam and the
actions Jews took in response to the war were not substan­
tially different from the feelings expressed and the actions
taken by non-Jewish Americans. Why, then, it might be
asked in all fairness, is it necessary to even discuss Jew­
ish attitudes toward the Vietnam war? The problem with thisI
question is that it looks at the topic only from the angle
of how Jews responded.

see how Jews and Jewish organizations viewed the conflict in
Southeast Asia, but why they took the positions they did.
It is not merely the responses themselves, but the motiva­
tions for those
From this point of view it seems obvious that there were,
indeed, uniquely Jewish perspectives on the war in Vietnam.

I do not mean to imply that Jews were unconcerned with
the general issues of the war, whether legal, strategic,

Jews justified their
positions, however, not just in terms of the secular values
and concerns shared by all Americans, but by grounding their
arguments in the three major elements of their Jewish iden-
tity—the values of Judaism, the Shoah (the destruction of
European Jewry), and the State of Israel. Although each
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I

responses which are of crucial interest.

My concern, on the other hand, has been not simply to

moral, or political, for they were.
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segment of the Jewish community was influenced by and/or
interpreted these "identity symbols" differently, the fact
that so many Jews evoked them when discussing Vietnam is

large number of committed Jews viewed
as a Jewish issue.

A. Jewish Tradition
Jews affiliated with the major religious movements would

be expected to turn to the moral and religious values of Jew­
ish tradition to explain their attitudes regarding the war.=
What was unusual during the Vietnam era was the appeal to a
higher morality by Jews whose religious background and belief
was minimal.

Traditional or Orthodox Jews, who usually were silent
about or in favor of the war, justified their stance by re­
ferring to the Talmudic dictum dina d'malkhuta dina ("the
law of the land is the law"). This had important implica­
tions . Since the United States government decided the war

like all otherwas in America's national interest, Jews,
Americans, Secondly,
the Jew was required to serve in the armed forces of the
United States if drafted. Although some elements of Ortho­
doxy gave implied support (via the Synagogue Council of
America) to conscientious objection, it was not something

SCO, which assumedmost Orthodox Jews were comfortable with.
the power of the individual to judge the moral right of a
particular war, was, quite understandably, anathema to most
traditional, halachic Jews, because it placed individual

were obligated to support that decision.

strong evidence that a
the war, at least in part,
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conscience above the law of the community. The potential of
such a doctrine to undermine halacha no less than political

Ironic­
ally, most Orthodox Jews preferred not to use Jewish values
to defend or attack the war in Indochina. The Jewish inter-

with the survival of the Jewish people in Israel and the
safety of that people in the United States. The few Ortho­
dox Jews who did use moral arguments felt that the key issue

a Jewish ideal since the exodus fromwas one of freedom,
Egypt. Communism threatened the political freedom of the
peoples of Southeast Asia and, therefore, should be vigorously
opposed by Jews.

The tendency within the general antiwar movement to
view the Vietnamese conflict as immoral undoubtedly contri-

similar emphasis in Jewish antiwar circles. Crit-
did not focus on the welfare of the Jewish

people, but on vague notions of what Jewish morality demanded
in the current situation. The argument that the war might
be "bad for the Jews"

Jewish opponents of the war were convinced thatcentered.
the preservation of human life, best achieved through peace,
was the central value of the Jewish religious experience.
Consequently, any act which might lead to the war’s cessation,
be it non-violent civil disobedience or SCO, was acceptable.

The ShoahB.

was viewed as reprehensibly self­

ies of the war

authority surely was obvious to many in Orthodoxy.

buted to a

est in Vietnam was not seen as a moral one, but had to do

It seemed, prior to the Six Day War, as though most
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Jews in the United States regarded the Shoah as a quirk of
history.
ever, Jews were faced with the possibility of the wholesale
destruction of the Jewish State. Suddenly, the Shoah was
not history, but an all too present and threatening reality.
As a result. in the period subsequent to the Six Day War,

a justification for
their approach toward Vietnam. For many American Jews the
Shoah was a powerful and horrifying example of the precari­
ous nature of the Galut (Exile). It could happen here, some
said fearfully, and, therefore, it is best for Jews not to

Jewish antiwar activity could onlycreate too much trouble.
harm the community as a whole. Even as the war was winding
down some worried that Jewish antiwar activism might lead to
an increase in antisemitism as Americans sought a scapegoat
for the loss in Southeast Asia. A secondary influence of
the Shoah was its impact on the make up of American Jewry.
Many of the refugees from postwar Europe were still alive

Understandably wary of modern,
secular governments, these Jews undoubtedly felt that it was

issue which could easily
damage their own position in society. It may well be the
case that as more Americans began to oppose the war, Jews
who either favored or tacitly approved of U.S. policy at

later began to question the war effort in order thatfirst,
they not be "out of step" with general public opinion.

The Shoah was an equally important symbol for Jews
For these individuals and organizationswho opposed the war.

during the Vietnam era.

best not to get involved in an

Jews increasingly used the Shoah as

In the weeks before the Arab-Israeli clash, how-
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to the increasingly dire predicament of the Jews. Never
again, many Jews vowed, would they let themselves or the
world stand idly by while others were killed so brutally.
"If the cry that burst from Jewish throats as Auschwitz
accursed the entire world for having allowed the Jews to

discrimination, homelessness, and extermination?" The danger,
occasionally pointed out by Jews critical of this

approach, was that this comparison was susceptible to
It was historically inaccurate as well asexaggeration.

morally reprehensible to see the American actions in Vietnam

Underlying the sense
of moral certitude which permeated the antiwar camp was the

The Shoah could happenmore be persecuted and destroyed.
Rather than avoid confrontation, however, antiwaragain.

activists challenged the anti-communist hatred which was so
The reason, theyprevalent among supporters of the war.

One radical activist of the period was unabashed inJews.
his expression of the problem.

as was

the great sin of the Shoah was the indifference of the world

same fear of prowar Jews that the Jewish people might once

claimed, was that such hatred could easily turn against the

be persecuted,’’ challenged one critic of the war in Vietnam,

"As long as there are ’gooks’

[communist Vietnamese],” he declared in reference to deroga-
2[Jews]. "z

"can we [Jews] keep silent while other peoples experience

tory terms, "there will be ’kikes*

as a parallel to the Nazis’ systematic annihilation of the 
Jewish people, gypsies, and others.^
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C. The State of Israel

Israel was most clearly a factor among those in the
Jewish community who

in large part, to the continuous pres-This was due,war.
of the Israeli government on American Jews to refrainsure

from anti-Vietnam rhetoric which might conceivably cause
damage to U.S.-Israeli relations. Zionist organizations

non-Zionist groups which gave the war their full support.

coordinated communist threat on both ends of the Asian con­
tinent. Israel’s security, they argued, was directly linked
to the ability of the United States to counter communist
expansionism in Southeast Asia. Not only would a communist
victory sap America’s determination to protect other foreign
allies, but it would embolden the Soviets to step up their
influence in the Middle East. Proof of the link between the
situations in Vietnam and Israel was the Viet Cong support
of the PLO.

Antiwar critics tended to shy away from using Israel
explanation for their position on Vietnam. Indeed,

after the Six Day War, many Jews who opposed the Vietnamese
conflict felt that they had to differentiate between their
antiwar response to Vietnam and their pro-Israel attitudes.

need to worry about official U.S.
reaction to the Jewish antiwar effort, these people argued,

Jewish advocates of U.S. policy in Vietnam also perceived a

were supportive of or silent about the

because American support for Israel was based solely on the

as an

though there were Zionist groups which opposed the war and
were, of course, most likely to follow Israeli opinion,

There was, furthermore, no
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Both of these arguments indicate, however, that with respect

initiative, but merely reacted to criticisms levelled at
them by prowar elements.

that many Jews took stands on the
not simply as Americans, but because of the impact ofwar

Jewish tradition, history, and contemporary reality on their
livew. Yet this alone does not explain why certain elements
of the Jewish community took one point of view while others
took a totally different one.
garding the Vietnamese conflict can be explained through an
understanding of the demography, leadership, and general

Jewish community.
The demographics of the membership of a particular

organization must not be overlooked when trying to understand
the source of certain attitudes. The average age and sex of

as well as its size, were significanta group’s members,
factors in shaping opinion.

Younger Americans displayed much greater opposition to
This was partially due to a realthe war than their elders.

It was also a symptom of the angerfear of being drafted.
which idealistic and optimistic young men and women felt
when they saw the horrors of Vietnam every night on tele- t

vision.
fore, more likely to oppose the war than groups whose members

fact that it served America’s own best interests to do so.

political tendenz or ideology of the various elements of the

The differing attitudes re-

to Israel, Jewish anti-Vietnam critics did not assume the

It is clear, then,

Organizations with a younger membership were, there-
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were older. The general mood of student ferment and academic
for example, had an obvious effect on

the Jewish radical movement, which was almost exclusively
composed of young, university educated Jews. Those who
lived through the appeasement era of pre-World War II Europe

the official explanation of the war as a defense against
communist expansionism.

predisposed to oppose the war than men.
groups and women’s divisions of larger organizations were
almost universally against the war by its end, even when the
groups of which they were a part remained silent.
B’nai Brith Women and National Women’s League of the United
Synagogue participated in the 1973 Tu B'Shevat Convocation
for Peace although neither the B’nai Brith nor United Syna­
gogue of America had previously come out against the war.

The actual size of groups must also be taken into
special interest organizations, such asaccount. Small,

Americans for
stances much more easily than a large, communal organization
like B’nai Brith, which was composed of a diverse constitu­
ency with many different points of view.

Certain Jewish leaders played a crucial role in molding

It seems certainwhat degree they effected real change.
that the impetus behind the UAHC * s early and continued oppo-

rejection of the war,

a Progressive Israel, could take decisive

Hencer Jewish women’s

Thus r the

and the Cold War of the 1950’s, however, tended to support

sition to the war was its strong-willed president, Maurice

attitudes towards the war, though it is difficult to know to

Jewish women, like women generally, were much more
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Eisendrath. J. Heschel certainly had some impact in theA.
Conservative movementr but his conscious effort to be in­
volved in interfaith groups, despite his continual refer-

"identity symbols," separated his antiwarences to Jewish
opposition from Judaism and may have muffled the influence
he might otherwise have exerted in the Jewish community. In
many communities rabbis and/or lay leaders whose views were
well-defined might also have had a great deal of influence.
On the national level the leaders who had the most impact
were probably the Israeli Prime Ministers, Levi Eshkol, Golda
Meir, and Yitzhak Rabin. Because of the close ties between
American Jewry and Israel, they were key figures whose views
on the situation in Vietnam surely colored the opinions of
many Jews in the U.S.

The general political orientation of a group was, with-
central factor in determining Jewish responses

to American involvement in Southeast Asia. It is not sur­
prising that the CCAR, for example, took such strong politi-

for these Reform rabbis had a long
tradition of supporting politically liberal issues. In the
1950’s and 19 60's the role model for the Reform rabbi was
the prophet, whose vehement denunciation of society might be

This emphasis onbut was a moral imperative.rebuffed,
social action led many in the Reform movement to see the

The war in Viet-political and moral realms as indivisible.
as much a Jewish issue as the ritual oftherefore,nam, was

Many religious Jews, probably the majorityfcircumcision.
however, were more circumspect about seeing the a

cal stands on the war,

war as

out question, a
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religious issue.
instance, opposed U.S. intervention for political reasons,

Many Orthodox Jews felt the conflict wasnot moral ones.
simply not a Jewish concern and, consequently refrained from
making any statements.

issues and, with respect to Vietnam, merely followed general
tendencies. Close ideologi-The same held true for the JWV.
cal commitment to Israel tended to lead a group towards a
prowar or neutral policy because of fears about American

As I mentioned above, largesupport of the Jewish State.
communal or ethnic organizations avoided controversial politi­
cal questions to not create internal rifts.

Although the Jewish community was not united in its
attitude toward the war, certain generalizations can be made
about the nature of Jewish responses. Aside from a few not­
able exceptions, Jews expressed their feelings through non­
violent means. Even those antiwar opponents who were willing

legitimate means of chal-to accept civil disobedience as a
lenging policy were not open to the suggestion that disrupt­
ive and potentially harmful methods might be employed. Most
Jews in the 1960’s and early 1970’s advocated a liberal or
moderate stance in the political arena.

While a wide range of options was presented, theexception.
Jewish community shied away from the extreme positions advo­
cated by the radical Left, which regarded the antiwar effort

and the reactionary forces which wanted "to nuke Vietnam back

w

*

so as

Vietnam was no

as a means of revolutionizing America, violently if necessary,

were traditionally conservative with regard to political

The RA’s 1966 resolution on Vietnam, for

Some Orthodox groups, like the UOJCA,
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on the war did little more than issue statements. Only a
tiny minority resorted to action. Beyond these broad,

It should, then, be clear that there were many different
There were

times when American Jewry spoke with one voice, but they
Groups which made statements about the My Lai

for example, expressed a shared horror that itmassacre,
took place, but even with respect to this incident there

to the pervasiveness of such violence
in the U.S. military, the extent of punishment for the
perpetrators, and the implications My Lai had for the war
in toto. As the wounds of the war healed in the latter part

front on postwar issues such as unconditional amnesty and

viewed more as humanitarian issues than concerns related to
the conduct of the war.

I thus remain unconvinced both by those who accuse
American Jewry of the guilt of silence and by those who
argue that the Jewish community and its leaders were exces­
sively critical in their response to the war. These argu­
ments do not reflect the diversity of Jewish opinion toward
Vietnam, but are one-sided exaggerations which serve other

They represent distortions of the historicallypurposes.
complex nature of the American Jew and the American Jewish

were rare.

Jewish responses to the conflict in Indochina.

about American Jewish responses as a whole.

were disagreements as

into the stone age." As a result, most Jews who commented

general observations, however, little more can be said

of the 1970’s, it was easier for Jews to present a united

aid for Indochinese refugees, for by that time these were
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community.
Surveys have indeed demonstrated that Jews, in general,

definite tendency to oppose the war, but individual
like other Americans, in a myriad of ways.Jews responded,

Some were convinced that Judaism and Jewishness offered them
no choice but to take a particular stance, be

They acted out of conviction as Jews and Anteri­or neutral.
cans.
or unconcerned with its relation to their Jewish heritage.
Some individuals in the Jewish community avoided a response,
afraid of damaging their status in American society. Others
reacted with indifference and apathy, not feeling the need
to deal with the war either as Americans or as Jews.

In the organized Jewish community there was such a
broad range of opinions that it is impossible to say there
was a unified Jewish response to American involvement in

In the beginning of the war most Jewish groupsVietnam.
were silent—a sign of indifference, uncertainty, and/or

Yet there were also some organizations whichtacit support.
openly expressed support for American policy in Indochina.
And from the earliest stages of the military build-up there
were Jewish voices—some of them quite influential and per—

reliance on an armed solu-suasive—which protested the U.S.
These antiwar criticstion to the problems of Southeast Asia.

but within a little more thanwere in the minority at first,

As the conflict draggedin opposition to the escalation.
seem-

showed a

Others reacted to the war simply as Americans, unaware

it pro, con,

a year the CCAR, UAHC, AJCongress, and RA issued statements

on Jews, like most Americans, grew impatient with the
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ingly futile enterprise. Nevertheless, even at the end of
the war American Jewry remained divided. No Jewish group

continuation of the war effort after
late 1970, but many organizations refused to attack the
government for not withdrawing more quickly. Although a
substantial majority of Americans were disgusted with the

ist groups, nearly all of Orthodoxy, and the Jewish War
Veterans remained silent, with many individual members of
these groups still justifying the U.S. involvement.

until the present time, been all too common toIt has,
stereotype American Jewry’s response to Vietnam and then,
just as swiftly, to castigate this caricatured community for
taking an unbalanced view. Such an approach is not only
historically inaccurate; it assumes that diversity is a
fault. Yet the diversity of Jewish attitudes toward the

not as
It revealed a Jewish com-but of power and self-assurance.

munity which had come of age in America—mature enough to
see that dual identity meant responsibilities to two tra-

pluralistic society, it couldditions.

united chorus.

Comfortable in a

actively supported a

Vietnamese War may also be seen, a sign of weakness,

war as it drew to a close, B’nai Brith, Hadassah, most Zion-

respond to those traditions with individual voices, not a
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mid-June-

November

1965 March 2

March 3

June

October 15

264

March 8
March 24

August 2-4
August 7

November
14-17

y^May.JLJ__
^TjJune 8__

Principal Events in the Vietnam War and the 
Jewish Community's response to the conflict

CCAR views growing tensions in Vietnam 
"with distress"
Gulf of Tonkin incident
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution passed in Con­
gress

late August JWV supports U.S. retaliation against 
DRV after Tonkin Gulf incident
Lyndon B. Johnson elected President of 
the United States

rV
"Operation Rolling Thunder," the strategic 
bombing of North Vietnam begins
CCAR Executive Board calls for negotiation, 
not escalation of war
First U.S. Marines arrive at Danang
First "teach-in" (University of Michigan), 
followed by many others the rest of the 
Spring
Vigil on Vietnam (Washington)
Madison Square Gardens (NY) rally to end 
the war endorsed by CCAR and RA
CCAR issues antiwar statement calling for 
withdrawal of U.S. troops and elections

It also supports right of

1964

in Vietnam, 
dissent.

„CCAR Executive Board endorses "freedom 
of the pulpit" because of increased pres­
sure on rabbis to remain silent

October 15- Numerous demonstrations against the war
16 throughout the U.S.
November 11 AJCongress stresses freedom of dissent

** 48th General Assembly of UAHC (San Fran­
cisco) calls for cease fire and political 
settlement of war in resolution on "World 
Peace"
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-^'November 21 Religious Zionists of America urge " 
c--—---------------- -— an r>r>r>r+- ” -Fo-r* Smpri r*A 1 c: nnl i r<\7 in Utp

Autumn
1966

May 15-19

November

the1967

April 8-15

April 13

April__L6

Number of synagogues sponsor programs on 
war and the draft
Harrison Salisbury reports on devastation 
of war in New York Times articles

AJCongress calls for end to war in Indo­
china
RA issues resolution calling for peace in 
Vietnam
JWV supports military build-up in Vietnam

December 
26-January 

28
December- 
January

^74 January 31- Interfaith conference on 
February 1
March 5
April 4

January
January 30

February/
March
March 15-17 Interreligious Conference on Peace
May 1

SCA "Policy Statement on Vietnam"
Governing Council of AJCongress opposes 
war
Fulbright hearings in Congress on the Viet­
nam War

"Vietnam:
Clergyman’s Dilemma" (Washington)
JWV holds "patriotic rally" (Miami Beach)
Meeting of CALCAV (Riverside Church, NY), 
including speeches by Martin Luther King, 
Jr. and A. J. Heschel
"Vietnam Week," period of national anti­
war protest
NCJW emphasizes "political rather than 
military" solution to war
UAHC sponsors symposium on military con­
scription (NY)

August
September 6 Malcolm Tarlov, National Commander of JWV, 

visits President Johnson in Washington, 
which leads to debate in Jewish community 
on dissent
UOJCA supports American war effort in reso­
lution on "Vietnam"

November 27 40,000 people march in Washington against 
war. Among sponsors of march are Rabbis 
Jacob Weinstein, Roland Gittelsohn, and 
Uri Miller
Rabbi Abraham Feinberg visits North Vietnam

'full
support" for America’s policy in Vietnam 
(Long Beach, CA)
Women’s division of AJCongress opposes war
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April 26

June 5-11

August

National Draft Resistance Week

October 21

October

December

December 4

1968 Tet Offensive in Vietnam

January 11

January 31

March 3

March 6

March 16
March 26

ii"vigorous effortMarch 27

March 31

January-
February
January

February 
5-6

Temple Emanu-El (NY) withdraws from UAHC, 
ostensibly over the Reform position on 
the war
Six Day War between Israel and various 
Arab nations
JWV endorses Johnson’s policies in Indo­
china
National Conference for New Politics (Chi­
cago)

Israeli Prime Minister Levi Eshkol meets 
with President Johnson and U.S. Jewish 
leaders
CCAR, UAHC call for bombing halt, CCAR 
opposes tax increases to pay for war
NY Board of Rabbis supports Johnson’s 
efforts to seek peace in Vietnam
CALCAV meets in Washington, D.C.

100,000 people involved in March on Penta­
gon (Washington)
"A Call to Resist Illegitimate Authority: 
published in New York Review
Americans for a Progressive Israel supports 
dissent and comes out against war
B’nai Brith Board of Governors calls on 
U.S. government to convene a "high-level 
conference" to evaluate the war

Conference of Vietnam sponsored by the NY 
Metropolitan Council of the AJCongress 
(Stephen Wise Free Synagogue, NY)
Yeshiva University agrees to suspend, for 
one year, participation in the Jewish mili­
tary chaplain program
My Lai massacre occurs
RA ends mandatory chaplaincy rule for newly- 
ordained rabbis
B’nai Brith Women call for 
at negotiation to end war
Lyndon Johnson announces that he will not 
seek a reelection

September 
1-3 (Labor 
Day Weekend)
October 

16-21
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April 29

May 9

May 21

")c' June 2 0

October 14

October 31

November 5

1969

May 1

May 11

-#May 21

July 11

October 15

fa November^ 
November 
28-Decem- 
ber 1

■fa December—

AJCongress asks that Selective Service Act 
be amended to include SCO
Johnson announces a U.S. halt to bombing 
of North Vietnam effective the next day
Richard M. Nixon elected President of the
United States
UAHC issues antiwar resolution
Hemispheric Conference to End the War in 
Vietnam (Montreal)

January 20
March 6

June
July 12
September

2

Inauguration of Richard M. Nixon
Burton Weiss arrested for draft evasion 
at JTS
Dan Siegel (RRC rabbinic student) turns in 
draft card
John Ruskay (JTS rabbinic student) turns 
in draft card
Two U.S. Congressmen call on Selective Ser­
vice System to correct widespread practice 
of denying Jews CO status
U.S. Court of Appeals reverses decision 
against "Boston Five"
Vietnam Moratorium Day—supported by Anti­
Defamation League, CCAR, UAHC, and groups 
in Jewish radical movement.
Hadassah calls for speedy end to war in 
Vietnam.

...Jeffrey Halper (HUC-JIR rabbinic student) 
turns in draft card

December 31 USY voices opposition to draft; asks Jewish 
agencies and rabbis to offer draft counsel­
ling

National Jewish Welfare Board stresses 
negotiations and encourages dissent
Workmen’s Circle commends Johnson’s efforts 
to seek peace
AJCongress suggests a termination of manda­
tory chaplaincy and the creation of a 
civilian chaplaincy
CCAR says newly ordained rabbis can seek 

---- deferment as chaplains on the basis of SCO
RA calls for de-escalation of war
Indictment of the "Boston Five"
RCA president condemns draft card burning
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November 3

November 7

December 11

1970 April 30

May-June

May 6

May 10

May 15

1971

March 18
"immedi-

April 13

May 2 0
June 1

March
28-31

April 3

,/October
'K 25-29

February 4
March 7

UAHC calls for withdrawal by end of 1970 
and supports SCO
Nixon speech which is later defended by 
Golda Meir, angering Jewish opponents of 
the war
Poale Zion (Labor Zionists) issue antiwar 
statement and back upcoming Mobilization
President of ZOA defends Nixon's war policy
Mobilization against the War in Vietnam

Hillel Foundations stress "right and obli­
gation" of campus chaplains to counsel stu­
dents on draft and CO
"Hanuka Festival for Peace and Freedom" 
(New York)

November 9
November

13-15
November 19 My Lai massacre brought to light
December 3

'7^' May 4

President Nixon announces that U.S. and 
Vietnamese forces are invading Cambodia
Violent demonstrations shake American uni­
versity campuses in reaction to Cambodian 
invasion
Four Kent State (Ohio) students fatally 
shot by National Guard (Three of four are 
Jewish)
AJCommittee calls for removal of troops 
from Cambodia
AJCongress and Workmen's Circle oppose Cam­
bodian invasion
Radical Jewish Union disrupts services at 
Temple Emanu-El (New York) and continues 
to do so for next four Friday nights
UOJCA deplores Kent State killings
SCA denounces violence at Kent State
AJCongress protests Laotian invasion
NYT advertisement announcing "Jewish Cam­
paign for a People's Peace Treaty" and 
"Trees for Vietnam" project
MBR supports SCO
AJCongress Women's Division urges 
ate ceasefire and withdrawal"
CCAR call on Nixon to end war by end of 
year
NCJW calls for "immediate cessation" of war
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April 24

May 3

June 7-8

June
November 6

condemn bombing
1972 January 4

January 26

March 13

March 20

May 8

May 8

May 11

May 14

6 rabbis ar-May 17

December 
23-30

April 9
April 21
May 2

March 30
April-May

Largest antiwar demonstrations of the Viet­
nam era in San Francisco, Washington, and 
numerous other cities
SCA asks Congress to expand CO status to 
include SCO
Interfaith Convocation to End the War in 
Southeast Asia (Including UAHC, NCJW, and 
AJCongress)
Pentagon Papers published by NYT
Peace March (New York) supported by a num­
ber of Jewish radical groups

November 27 AJCongress and UAHC sponsor "Sabbath of 
Peace"
Most extensive aerial attacks against DRV 
since November 1, 1968 bombing halt

December 28^<Rabbis Eisendrath (UAHC) and Polish (CCAR)
* rnnHomn hnmhi nrr

AJCongress attacks December bombings as a 
"Shameful episode"
JWV endorses Nixon’s plan to end U.S. in­
volvement
Antiwar Jewish leaders in Paris to distri­
bute funds to Vietnamese representatives 
for "Trees for Vietnam" project
Commission on Social Action (UAHC; CCAR) 
oppose war and call for amnesty
North Vietnamese troops invade South Vietnam
U.S. gradually escalates combat to counter 
invasion
'UAHC condemns U.S. escalation of war
NCJW calls for U.S. withdrawal

Jy AJCongress, Americans for a Progressive
/ Israel, Labor Zionist Alliance, and UAHC 

issue joint call for "immediate and total 
withdrawal"
Nixon announces bombing of North Vietnam 
and mining of key North Vietnamese ports
AJCommittee asks for immediate ceasefire 
and end to war
Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform rabbis 
issue antiwar statement
AJCongress protests escalation and sup­
ports amnesty
MBR demonstration (Boston); 
rested
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August 12

1973 January 14

January 15

January 20

March 12

March 29

June 24
June 29

1974 April 23
June 10

April 3
June 21

January 27
January 27

SCA supports amnesty
NCJW reiterates call for unconditional am­
nesty

. CCAR supports withholding of payment of 
phone excise tax that is used to pay for 
war
Last American ground troops leave South 
Vietnam; 43,500 air personnel and support 
staff remain
"Fast for Life"—a High Holy Day fast 
against the war
Nixon re-elected

January
13-21

December 
18-30

August 15
November

9-13

September 
9-15

June

AJCongress welcomes peace and call for aid 
to Vietnam
Due to progress of peace talks, U.S. mili­
tary operations in Vietnam suspended
Nixon’s inauguration and antiwar demonstra­
tions
AJCongress, Americans for a Progressive 
Israel, B’nai Brith Women, CCAR, NFTS, NCJW, 
National Women’s League of the United Syna­
gogue, RA, and UAHC conduct Tu B’shevat 
Convocation for Peace
Peace Accords signed in Paris
AJCommittee expresses hope for "binding the 
wounds of war"
MBR calls for full amnesty for draft re­
sisters
Last American troops leave South Vietnam, 
only Defense Attache Office remains
NCJW backs full amnesty
CCAR supports unconditional amnesty
AJCongress supports unconditional amnesty
Congress bans aerial bombing of Cambodia 
after August 15
Last U.S. bombing mission in Southeast Asia
UAHC asks Congress to grant unconditional 
amnesty

November 7
November 14 Ladies Auxiliary of JWV supports "end to 

American military role in Indochina"
Resumption of bombing north of 20th paral­
lel until DRV agrees to negotiate a truce 
("Christmas bombings")

December 26 NCJW urges Nixon to end bombing
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22
X 1975 April 8

falls to

May 7

May

June 15-19

-fcz 1976 June
November
November

1977 "broadlyJanuary 20

January 21

June 22

June 24

July 20

Illi

I

April 30
May 3

August 9
August 19

JWV asks Americans to help in "welfare and 
resettlement" of refugees

December 1
—---- --------- application" to amnesty program

August 22
September

 but backs partial amnesty program of Ford

early Sum­
mer

CCAR calls for unconditional amnesty
Jimmy Carter elected President
UOJCA calls on President-elect Carter to 
grant "full amnesty"
UAHC asks Carter to give "widest possible

Richard M. Nixon resigns as President
President Gerald Ford announces his am­
nesty program
AJCongress praises Ford
UAHC issues call for unconditional amnesty,

UAHC urges Reform synagogues and members 
to sponsor Indochinese refugees

April 17 UAHC calls on U.S. to send aid to rebuild 
-- Indochina

Phnom Penh (Cambodia’s capital) 
communists
North Vietnamese troops capture Saigon
AJCommittee calls on American to aid and 
welcome refugees
AJCongress asks new government in Vietnam 
to allow free emigration
AJCommittee, B’nai Brith Women, New York 
Board of Rabbis, Chicago Board of Rabbis 
support Ford's refugee program
CCAR calls for aid to Vietnam and for 
acceptance in U.S. of Indochinese refugees

AJCongress urges Carter to issue 
framed amnesty" 
Carter inauguration
President Carter issues a "blanket pardon" 
for draft resisters and evaders (but not 
military deserters)
AJCongress asks Carter to grant haven to 
refugees on tanker off coast of Singapore
AJCongress, UOJCA praise Israeli govern­
ment taking in refugees
ADL praises Carter decision to admit 15,000 
refugees
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1978 November

1979

October 27

aid to

End of 
year

UOJCA petitions U.S. government to spear­
head worldwide campaign to find homes for 
Indochinese refugees and condemns Cambod­
ian holocaust

Number of refugees leaving Vietnam is 
approximately 1500 per month

Between 1975 and 1979 5,000 Indochinese 
refugees were sponsored by Jewish Federa­
tions, more by other Jewish groups
AJCommittee supports Carter’s aid for Cam­
bodians

November 12 NCJW asks for an increase in U.S. 
Cambodia
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50 50
40 40

(1) 3030
20

1967
From: The Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 52, October, 1969.

Source: Vogelgesang, 78

(2)

No OpinionConPro

Mueller, 54-55Source:
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% Saying U.S. Involvement 
in Vietnam a Mistake

61%
46%
42%
35%
28%

24%
45%
46%
53%
61%

% 60

24%
9%

12%
12%
11%

August 1965 
December 1967
February 1968 
August 1968 
May 1971

% 
60

assail

196911965 | 1966

Do you think the U.S. made a mistake in getting into 
a war in Vietnam?

1968
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(3)

Religion

JewishCatholicProtestant

74 0720

143-144Source: Mueller,

I*

49
57
62
57
46
46
49
47
46
42
43
41
41
40
35
37
39
32
30
35
37
31
29

27
26
23
26
37
37
31
39
42
47
47
50
49
48
53
54
51
57
54
49
54
58
60

59
71
70
64
57
55
58
59
55
52
54
48
47
43
38
42
45
34
36
40
35
36
28

23
19
16
22
32
27
27
32
35
41
37
45
44
48
50
49
48
50
55
49
57
57
62

18 
11 
14 
14 
11 
19 
15 
09 
09 
07 
07 
07 
09 
09 
12 
09 
07 
16 
09 
12 
08 
07
10

59
69
56
33
44
38
54
35
29
36
29

16
30
23
15
03

21
16
34
50
38
43
28
50
60
53
67

80
62
62
76
84

09
17
17
20
18
15
12
09
04

04
08
15
09
13

May 1965 
August 1965 
November 1965 
March 1966 
May 1966 
September 1966 
November 1966 
May 1967 
July 1967 
October 1967 
December 1967
Early February 1968 
March 1968
April 1968
August 1968
Early October 1968 
February 1969 
September 1969 
January 1970 
April 1970 
March 1970 
January 1971 
May 1971

24
17
15
17
17
17
20
14
12
10
10
09
10
12
12
09
09
10
16
16
09
11
11

20
15

For each group, the numbers represent, in order, the 
percentages in support of the war, in opposition, and 
with no opinion.
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(4)
in Vietnam?

1964

1966

Mueller, 144Source:

Protest­
ants

Catholics
Jews

Protest­
ants

Catholics 
Jews

30
35
50

18
20
36

8
10
19

9
8

16

34
30
21

36
39
36

35
39
44

24
26
34

Take A
Stronger
Stand

Even if 
It Means 
Invading
North 

Vietnam

25
25
14

35
32
19

36
39
33

30
34
18

Don11 
Know

12
10
14

11
9
9

14
6
5

16
14
21

No
Interest

• on
Which

8
6
0

nam?
1966.)

Pull
Out of 

Vietnam 
Entirely

21
18
11

1970 
Protest­

ants 
Catholics 
Jews

1968
Protest­

ants
Catholics
Jews

Keep Our
Soldiers in
Vietnam

but Try to
End the

Fighting_______
(In Percent)

Have you been paying any attention to what is going 
Those answering yes were then asked: 1 

of the following do you think we should do now in Viet- 
(Interest question not asked as a filter after
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(5)

Reform Total

* *

10 2620 56 [59]

12 25 [65]20 57

**

20
25
24
26
25
23
25
23
31
24
20

Conserva­
tive
18
21
19
23
23
15
20
22
11
7
5

Ortho­
dox
24
28
27
25
27
22
16
21
22
25
16

62
74
70
74
75
60
61
66
64
56
41

Govt.
Quota
[75]
[74]
[88]
[79]
[71]
[68]
[73]
[87]
[80]
[80]
[60]

Page Numbers 
in respective 
CCAR Yearbooks

no committee report for these years
mandatory chaplaincy draft suspended by:

CCAR June 1969
RA March 1968
Yeshiva University March 1968 (for one year)

1960 (p.35)
1961 (p.45)
1962 (pp.50-1)
1963 (pp.42-3)
1964 (p.49)
1965 (p.42)
1966 (p.37)
1967 (p.36)
1968 (p.38)
1969 (p.42)**
1970 (pp.30-1)
1971*
1972*
1973*
1974 (p.23)
1975*
1976 (p.23)

Jewish Chaplains in U.S. Armed Forces (compiled from 
CCAR Yearbooks)



The Central Conference of American Rabbis urges our
Government to join with other Governments, including our
allies and the Secretary General of the United Nations, to
enter into immediate negotiation of the critical situation
in South Vietnam. We deplore escalation of the conflict by

Such escalation can only add to the misery ofany country.

war.
We do not advocate unilateral withdrawal but the sub­

stitution of the United Nations peace keeping agencies. Our
country has the prestige and power to begin now to convert
the present undeclared but devastating warfare into an effort

develop the economic and political stability of the disad­
vantaged countries of Southeast Asia including Vietnam.
Communism is not stopped by bullets but by bread, education
and hope.

AJA, VNW FileSource:
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(1)
RESOLUTION ON VIETNAM ADOPTED BY THE EXECUTIVE BOARD 

OF THE CENTRAL CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN RABBIS, 
MARCH 3, 1965

the Vietnamese people and runs the risk of a global nuclear

of the United Nations, with the cooperation of China, to



WORLD AT PEACE(2)

d — Enlarge grants by all nations of substantial economic

278

b — Negotiate with any and all parties to secure a ceasefire 
and an agreement which will vouchsafe through the United 
Nations independence, freedom and self-determination for 
the people of Vietnam.

a - Ask the President of the United States, subject only to 
the requirements of the safety of our armed forces, to de­
clare to the world that as of a given date, our armed forces 
will cease firing, our planes will cease bombing and that 
our representatives are proceeding forthwith to a designated 
neutral place prepared to meet with the representatives of 
the opposing forces in Vietnam and of the United Nations and 
to implement such declaration with a view toward finding a 
peaceful solution to the differences which have brought about 
this horrible conflict and to call upon the representatives 
of the opposing forces to join us in this unselfish determi­
nation to demonstrate our commitment to peace in our time and 
for all time.

6 - As representatives of a religious people within whom 
there dwells the deep hunger for peace among men and for whom 
a supreme value is the preciousness of human life, we are pro­
foundly troubled and perplexed by the dilemma posed by the 
military, economic and political conditions surrounding the 
war in Vietnam. Along with the Central Conference of Ameri­
can Rabbis and other religious bodies in many lands, we are 
greatly distressed over the growing violence and the mounting 
loss of life of all the peoples involved. Faced with this 
dilemma, we call for an act of moral courage, and:

c - Work with the United Nations to reduce the area of con­
flict by border control and internal policing undertaken by 
a multi-national force of the United Nations, and

1 - Reaffirm our belief in the necessity of coexistence of 
all nations and social systems. Coexistence requires a will­
ingness to negotiate issues and to accomodate differences. 
We reject the false belief that negotiations need mean 
appeasement or surrender. . . .

As heirs to a great Jewish tradition, we reaffirm our faith 
in man's capacity, as co-partner with God, to fashion a bet­
ter world. We believe that, in this age of thermonuclear 
weapons, man must put an end to war. We do believe that the 
children of God can create a process in which inevitable con­
flicts in a world of dynamic change can be resolved without 
resort to armed conflict. To strive toward such a world 
order, the delegates to the 48th Biennial Assembly of the 
Union of American Hebrew Congregations, meeting in San Fran­
cisco, November, 1965:
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Peace FileAJA,Source:

We call upon the agencies of the Union to join with the 
like-minded religious bodies - Jewish, Protestant and Catholic 
east and west, which share and have expressed these same moral 
concerns.

and technological assistance to countries of Southeast Asia, 
including North and South Vietnam. The effective joint 
cooperation already manifest in the Mekong Delta project 
suggests the great blessings which peace can bring to this 
area.

7 - Commend the increasing cooperation of all religious groups 
in pursuit of a just and peaceful world. The voice of faith, 
the message of salvation through righteousness, must again 
speak to a torn and separated mankind. Reaffirming our belief 
in the sovereignty of God over all humanity, we renew our 
pledge to join with all men of good will in achieving man’s 
final opportunity for redemption: A WORLD AT PEACE.



(3) RIGHT TO DISSENT

In light of the growing tendency in America to equate

we find it necessary at this time to reaffirm the right of
American citizens peacefully to assemble and demonstrate
whether in support or in protest against Government policies.

We reiterate our long-held commitment to civil liberties
and to the freedoms safe-guarded by the Constitution of the
United States. In our democratic system, it is not the right

however unpopular or controversial.

Those who are critical of the United States’ policies,
whether from the pulpit or in the street, must be neither
stifled nor intimidated by the threat of investigation.
Neither shall their motives nor their loyalties be impugned.

We most vigorously urge our congregations to sponsor
those programs, both internal and public, which would fully
explore every area of social and religious concern, even
those deemed most controversial.

Source:
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Resolutions adopted 
by the UAHC, 48th 
General Assembly 
(November 1965):28

dissent with an anti-patriotic or an un-American attitude,

of government, whether local or federal, to silence dissent,



(4)
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our 
to

fa­
in 

be-

A derisive* contribution of Ju­
daism to the morality of inter­
national affairs is the affirma­
tion that nations, like individu­
als, must be guided in their 
actions by justice and morality.

Nations, like individuals, can­
not escape God’s judgment, for 
"He will judge the Universe 
with justice, and Nations with 
righteousness’’ (Vchu Yishpot 
Tevet Betzedek, Yadin Le'uinini 
Bemesharirn**). Because nations 
are comprised of individuals, it 
is ultimately the individual who 
must assume moral responsibil­
ity and moral judgment in the 
affairs of his country. This we 
must do not only because of 
the imperatives of our religious 
commitments but also because 
we cherish the prerogative of 
citizens in a democratic society 
to express their views.

No one course of action in 
this complicated situation can 
clearly solve the moral dilemma 
in which we find ourselves. The 
U.S. commitment to the gov­
ernment of South Viet Nam has 

moral responsibility

Source:
AJA, VNW
File

|M*:ic<*ful, free and verified choice 
of its |M*oj»le.

•3. Declare itself in favor of 
the phased withdrawal of all its 
troops and bases from the Viet­
namese territory, if and when 
they can l>e replaced by ade­
quate international peace-keep­
ing forces, composed of military 
contingents capable of main­
taining order while the peace 
settlement is being carried out.

4. Make available, through 
Congress, in fulfillment of the 
President’s proposal, immediate 
reconstruction assistance and 
long-range economic develop­
ment funds for Southeast Asia, 
preferably through an effective 
international organization in 
which the beneficiary govern­
ments fully participate.

We do not lay claim to moral 
certitude and refrain from 
moral dogmatism in this com­
plex and agonizing situation. 
Within the range of religious 
commitment and concern, differ­
ences as to specific policies can 
and do exist. We recognize that 
those who see the need for 
checking Communist subversion 
by military means are no less 
dedicated to the cause of a just 
world pearo than those who be­
lieve the United States must 
cease hostilities in Viet Nam. 
We do believe, however, that 
the imperatives of our religious 
commitments call for the rec­
ommendations we prayerfully 
put forward and commend to 
the attention of our synagogues 
throughout the land.

Rabbi Seymour J. Cohen, 
President

SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL 
OF AMERICA

Rabbi Jacob J. Weinsten, 
President

CENTRAL CONFERENCE 
OF AMERICAN RABBIS

Rabbi Max Routtenberg, 
President 

RABBINICAL ASSEMBLY
Rabbi Israel Miller, 

President
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OF AMERICA
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President
UNION OF AMERICAN 

HEBREW CONGREGATIONS
Moses I. Feuerstcin, 

President
UNION OF ORTHODOX 

JEWISH CONGREGATIONS 
OF AMERICA

Henry N. Rapaport, 
President

UNITED SYNAGOGUE OF 
AMERICA

created 
which we cannot ignore in our 
quest for peace. Yet, having 
searched our conscience, we 
have come to the conclusion 
that peace and the cessation of 
hostilities must remain our ma­
jor objective.

Along with Americans of all 
faiths, we confront with deep 
sorrow the loss of American and 
Vietnamese lives, both North 
and South, and the suffering of 
the civilian population in that 
agonized and war-torn country. 
Our religious conscience com­
pels us to exert every influence 
so that the action in Viet Nam 
ran be moved from the battle­
field to the negotiating table.

We therefore note with grati­
fication that President Johnson 
has on numerous occasions com­
mitted the Administration to 
the principle of unconditional 
discussions leading to the nego­
tiation of the cessation of hos­
tilities and a peace settlement.

We particularly wish to com­
mend President Johnson and the 
Administration for the recent 
halt in bombing of North Viet 
Nam. It serves as a convincing 
demonstration that despite pres­
sures from some quarters for 
a military solution to the prob­
lem, the purpose of our military 
effort in Viet Nam remains one 
that is aimed at speeding an 
honorable settlement. It is also 
a convincing demonstration of 
the integrity of President John­
son’s public expressions of our

POLICY STATEMENT ON VIET NAM ISSUED BY THE 
SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF AMERICA

■ willingness to negotiate uncon-
- ditionally.

We are deeply concerned that 
• in the event the present halt in
■ the l>ombing of North Viet Nain 

fails to elicit the prayed-for re­
sponse from Hanoi and the Ad­
ministration feels constrained to 
resume these bombings, discour­
agement and frustration may al­
ter the present character of the 
conflict as a limited war for 
limited goals, i.e. the integrity 
of South Viet Nam. The dan­
ger of new pressures for unlim­
ited escalation of the war re­
sulting from impatience and 
disappointment is grave indeed. 
Such an escalation would not 
only fail to achieve our goals, 
but would ultimately involve the 
world in a war of mutual de­
struction.

We therefore urge the Ad­
ministration :

— to persist in its present ef­
forts to pursue every possi­
ble avenue, including chan­
nels of the United Nations, 
that may create more 
vorable circumstances 
which negotiations can 
gin;

— to steadfastly adhere to the 
principle that there cannot 
be a satisfactory military 
solution to this problem, 
and until a negotiated set­
tlement is achieved, not to 
permit a change in the re­
strained character of this 
conflict through military es­
calation.

We further recommend that 
the United States should con­
sider the following suggestions:

1. Request the United Na­
tions to begin negotiations 
wherever and whenever possi­
ble for a cease-fire agreement 
(including cessation of terrorist 
activities) under United Na­
tions supervision, among the 
governments of the United 
States, of North and South Viet 
Nam, including representation 
for the National Liberation 
Front, and other interested par­
ties, and to convene a peace 
conference to explore the basis 
of a settlement of the long-term 
issues and the means to give 
such a settlement effective in­
ternational guarantees.

2. Make clear that a primary 
objective of a settlement of the 
Viet Nam conflict is the inde­
pendence of South Viet Nam 
from outside interference, with 
complete lilierty to determine 
the character of its future gov­
ernment by the result of a
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immediate cease-fire to be ob- 
the cessation of hostilities con-

U Thant acknowledging the right of the people of 
Vietnam in free elections to choose their own gov­
ernment from among any and all elements within 
their country without interference in any way with 
their choice of government or its composition. We 
urge the United States government to do all within 
its power to bring about the holding of such elec­
tions by the United Nations or, if that is not pos­
sible, by an international supervisory commission 
similar to that constituted under the Geneva ac­
cords. If, however, such efforts fail and an election 
is to be conducted by a Vietnamese government, 
we urge that the Viet Cong not be denied the right 
to be included in such a government.

4) To continue actively to seek the assistance 
of the United Nations to achieve these objectives.

We believe that peace is not beyond attainment 
and that the differences separating the adversaries 
are not insuperable. We hold that negotiations and 
ultimate settlement can be achieved only if both 
sides exercise the will equal to the enormous stakes 
involved. . . .

We pledge ourselves to find appropriate means 
whereby the American Jewish Congress can make 
an increasing contribution toward the advance­
ment of peace.

Source: Congress bi-weekly, 
. 35:6 (March 25, 1968):17

------ ■■■— Excerpts from ■
The American Jewish Congress Resolution on Vietnam 

Adopted at the National Convention, 1966
The American Jewish Congress views with grow­

ing alarm the course our national policy in Viet­
nam is continuing to take. Through the ages, the 
Jewish people has longed and worked for the ful­
fillment of the dream of peace, together with all 
m» n and women who cherish the sanctity of human 
life.

We urge our President to suspend indefinitely 
our bombing of North Vietnam. As a corollary, we 
view all initiatives which would escalate the war 
^'ith alarm and apprehension.

e call upon our government to make clear by 
every appropriate means and to all interested par-

our government to take thetics the readiness of 
following specific steps:

1) To offer an 
served as long as 
iinues on both sides.

2) To offer to negotiate without prior condi­
tions all points now outstanding between the ad­
versaries in Vietnam, these negotiations to be 
carried on with all states, governments and groups 
including the NLF that are engaged in or have a 
direct interest in the hostilities.

d) To support the proposal of Secretary General
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The moral imperatives of Judaism impel us to seek peace and pur­
sue it. The Rabbinical Assembly calls upon our government to 
seek a non-military solution to the Vietnam situation, and to 
make clear our peaceful intentions by halting all bombings that 
will result in the killing of civilians, and by avoiding any further 
military escalation.

Wc condemn the action of North Vietnam in its indiscriminate 
bombings and killing of civilians, and immoral conduct of the war, 
and refusal to accept cease-fire proposals to negotiate peace.

The supreme religious mandate requires a ceaseless search 
for a peaceful alternative, and therefore we call upon the Govern­
ment of the United States to take the initiative in such unequivocal 
manner as to compel all parties involved to recognize the purity 
of its motives, and its determination to bring about negotiations 
leading to peace.

We call upon our Government to renew its efforts to secure 
the participation of the United Nations in the immediate and long- 
range solution of the complex problems in Vietnam. Wc reject the 
view of United Nations officials that this is not the time for United 
Nations involvement.

We hold that American stature will not be judged by military 
achievements, but by the furtherance of programs for the social 
and economic welfare of the Vietnamese people. Meaning for vic­
tory is gained not on the battlefield but in rice paddies.

We welcome and encourage widespread discussion regarding 
America’s foreign policies, and a growing understanding of the 
legitimacy of defense.

We make this statement so that the work of righteousness 
shall be peace.



VIET NAM(7)

Our country is deeply engaged in the war in Viet Nam
as part of its determination to resist Communist aggression

A true conception of American aspira-anywhere in the world.
tions, however, must also encompass an ultimate desire and

Such a quest is deeply ingrainedcontinuing quest for peace.
in the Jewish soul. It is our Prophets who gave to mankind
the eschatalogical vision of a world in which all nations
live in harmony with each other and no longer wage war. The
constant efforts of the President of the United States to
promote peace and to end the conflict have our fervent sup­
port.

The leaders of American government have recognized that
any hope for peace by negotiation in Viet Nam rests on the
manifestation of the ability of the Free World to contain

We express our full confidence that the Presi-aggression.
dent of the United States and his Administration will dis­
charge their awesome responsibilities to manifest this
determination for the achievement of lasting peace in the
best interests of the United States and of all mankind.

Source:
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Resolutions adopted 
by the UOJCA, 68th 
Anniversary National 
Biennial Convention 
(November 1966):20
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'Vietnam

As the war in Vietnam rages, we are saddened by the failure 
to achieve a just solution to the agony of Vietnam.

If we address ourselves to our own government, it is not 
because we hold the Vietcong or the North Vietnamese blameless, 
or because we question the good intention of our government 
in its search for peace. The Vietcong and the North Vietnamese 
are not amenable to our influence, or, for that matter to that of 
their own people. Our government is attentive to the voice of 
its people, and therefore we speak to it, with confidence in the 
power of public discussion to influence policy.

We have faith in the greatness of our nation, and because of 
this greatness, we believe that the time has come to find new 
avenues to a solution of the heart-breaking problem of Vietnam.

We hold the following affirmations to be self-evident.
1. There is not and there can not be a military solution in 

Vietnam.
2. Vietnam and its people are being destroyed by the war. 

and American casualties are staggering —matters which 
are unacceptable to men of conscience. Both sides are 
contributing to this destruction of the innocents, civilian 
and military.

3. The burden of sustaining a vast military establishment in 
Vietnam has caused our government to slow down its 
commitments to the solution of the problems of urban 
centers, poverty and civil rights.

4. Many American military leaders of high rank, long expe­
rience and obvious competence differ with the present 
military policy of our government.

5. Many of the statesmen of our allies and friends question 
the diplomatic policy which our government is pursuing 
in its search for peace.

In view of all these obvious truths, the Rabbinical Assembly, 
in convention assembled, urges the following three-fold program.

A thorough-going re-evaluation of the military course of 
the war, designed to de-escalate it. To commit more 
American men to Vietnam is to repeat the policy of the 
past which has failed!

b. We understand the policy of our government which re­
fuses to halt the bombing of North Vietnam without a 
simultaneous commitment by North Vietnam to impose 
some restriction upon itself. However, we believe that 
the greatness of our nation calls us to make a voluntary 
gesture to demonstrate to the world our sincerity in the 
pursuit of peace. We petition the President of our nation 
to announce that, in order to end the impasse and to 

move towards negotiations, he is terminating the bom­
bardment of North Vietnam.
A call to our allies, to the United Nations and to the So­
viet Union by our government, to take all necessary steps 
to institute an immediate mutual cease-fire all along the 
line, which our nation pledges itself to observe.

32 (1968) : 247-249
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Poale Zion trusts that President Nixon and his advisors 
will come to understand that the demand for peace is not con­
fined to hippies, extremists, or "effete intellectual snobs," 
whoever they are, but is widespread in the fellowship of

A government must earn the support and loyalty of its 
own people. No military force, of whatever strength, can 
long maintain an unpopular, undemocratic and corrupt regime. 
The primary burden for the defense of Vietnam must inevitably 
rest with the Vietnamese themselves.

We call for the speedy end of American troop involvement 
in this undeclared war in which our own president has said we 
have no intention of achieving military victory. Surely any 
further American deaths and injuries would only serve to 
compound this tragedy.

Poale Zion supports all peaceful and responsible methods 
of bringing about the early withdrawal of all American troops 
from Vietnam, whether by negotiations or unilaterally, 
have supported the aims, principles, and methods of the Octo­
ber moratorium and support the November 13 and 14, 1969 mora­
torium. We shall continue to support such activities as 
peaceful petition, public education, vigils, and community 
meetings and rallies for as long as necessary, and encourage 
our members to participate individually as their consciences 
dictate. Poale Zion, however, will not associate itself in 
any effort with extremist groups or pro-Viet Cong activities, 
nor will we march behind Viet Cong or North Vietnamese banners.

This war has been a terrible drain on our society, both 
morally and materially. Large segments of our youth have 
turned against their own government, convinced that they are 
being forced by an unresponsive establishment to do the dying 
in a war in which the existence of the United States is not 
at stake. Funds needed for urgent domestic priorities in 
the fields of poverty, housing, education, and health are 
ignored or cut back to feed the insatiable demands of the 
military. The increasing polarization of society has many 
causes directly and indirectly attributable to the involve­
ment in Vietnam. Time and patience are both running out in 
this country and our people must begin to see an end to 
this war — not vague promises, not meaningless statistics, 
but a tangible commitment to extricate ourselves, with or 
without a concommitant acceptance of responsibility for the 
conduct of the war by South Vietnam.

November 7, 1969
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AJA, VNW FileSource:

ordinary citizens who fervently desire an end to this war.
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In 1965 the UAHC General Assembly called for a cease-fire 
and negotiated settlement of the war in Vietnam.

Resolutions adopted by 
the UAHC, 50th General 
Anniversary (November 
1969): 16.

Use the full weight of our influence to seek the 
coalition government in South Vietnam which 

will be broadly reflective of all elements and groups of 
that country, making it absolutely clear that any obligation 
is to the people of that tragic land and not to the preser­
vation of an unrepresentative government by a clique of 
repressive generals in Saigon.

Now, four years and countless lives later, this bloody and 
brutalizing war drags on, with its incalculable toll. Dis­
cussions in Paris are taking place but with little promise 
of breaking the diplomatic impasse.

2.
development of a

We urge the North Vietnam government and the National Libera­
tion Front in the name of human decency to make known the 
list of American servicemen that are held prisoners, and to 
allow communication between them and their families.

3. Since the war has destroyed families, maimed mothers 
and children and laid waste the countryside in Vietnam, we 
must recognize the moral obligation to bring aid and relief 
to the very people who have been injured in this war. The 
war in Vietnam has devastated not only that troubled land. 
The future of the entire world demands an early end to this 
nightmarish horror.

Direct an immediate stand-still cease fire in Viet­
nam and the withdrawal of all U.S. military presence no later 
than Dec. 31, 1970, from Vietnam and those combat and sup­
porting troops in other Southeast Asian countries used in 
support of the war in Vietnam.

Believing that new initiatives are required to bring about 
an early end of the unconscionable slaughter in Vietnam, we 
urge our government to:
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The constitutional guarantee covers diverse forms of 
peaceful dissent, such as worship, speech, publishing, pick­
eting, organizing, assembling, protesting and petitioning. 
It does not cover violent types of dissent, such as assas­
sination, exploding bombs, hijacking, or even shouting down 
other speakers, voicing obscene epithets or otherwise dis­
rupting lawful assemblies. A healthy society will not 
cringe before the dissenter who criminally exceeds the legal 
boundaries of democratic dissent, for no society can hope to 
survive unless it defends itself against such abuse of this 
noble right of free men and women.

We therefore are deeply dismayed by the surrender of 
some government officials and college administrators to the 
tyranny of a violent minority. No group has a monopoly on 
freedom. No group can be permitted to compel by force the 
acquiescence of those who disagree with it. No cause, no 
matter how just, can be used as a rationalization for vio­
lent means. Prompt governmental action at all levels, using 
only lawful force, i.e. the minimum necessary under the 
circumstances and with particular care to avoid harm to the 
innocent, will insure that our democracy is not destroyed 
by revolutionary activity masquerading as legitimate dissent.

The Bill of Rights of the United States Constitution 
commences with the guarantee of freedom of religion, speech 
and the press, and with the right to assemble peacefully 
and to petition the government for a redress of grievances. 
Thus, the right to dissent constitutes the very foundation 
of our government.

Violent dissent must be curbed resolutely and not con­
doned by reason of the sincerity or goals of the dissenters. 
Nevertheless, in the long run, healing will come to our 
nation only when our government acts with similar resolution 
to solve the underlying problems that cause violent dissent. 
All who refuse to head peaceful pleas for action to correct 
our society’s failings must share the guilt when these unan­
swered pleas turn into acts of violence.

Source: Resolutions adopted by
the UOJCA, 72nd Anniver­
sary National Biennial 
Convention (November 1970):25-26

We appreciate that sincere individuals, especially 
among our youth, have become impatient with our nation’s 
pace in moving to eradicate war and social injustice. We 
ask them to understand that in a democracy it is not enough 
to espouse good causes. Equally important is the need to 
convince the electorate of the correctness of these causes. 
We call upon the youth of this country to increase their 
participation in the political process and we welcome as 
an important step facilitating such participation the recent 
passage by Congress of legislation granting the voting right 
to eighteen year-olds.
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As bearers of the tradition that introduced the con­
cept of social justice to the world, Torah Jews are the first

In the forthcoming dialogue that is necessary with our 
campus youth, it is important that we be as frank in criti­
cizing their youth culture as they are in criticizing the 
establishment culture. We find abhorrent their hedonistic 
way of life — their loose sexual behavior, drugs, obscene 
language, lack of respect for their elders and low regard 
for such "middle-class" values as work, thrift and cleanli­
ness.

The passivism and lack of concern that held sway on the 
college campus during the 1950’s has turned to the activism 
of the Sixties and Seventies. Some students, not content to 
pursue this activism by peaceful methods, have resorted to 
the rhetoric and use of violence. In the process they have 
transformed many of our great universities into battlegrounds, 
resulting in the death and maiming of innocent people, 
destruction of property and disruption of education.

We call upon college administrators to act resolutely 
in curbing these disruptions, using as much restraint as pos­
sible, but being prepared to call in the legal authorities 
if necessary. Where disruptions consist of criminal acts, 
college administrators have the duty to make certain that the 
offenders are prosecuted. Students or faculty who commit 
crime have no right of sanctuary on campus.

We view with anguish and deep concern the violence and 
disruptions that have taken place on college campuses. For 
the University to play its vital role in our society, the 
hallowed tradition of academic freedom must be scrupulously 
guarded or, perhaps, we should say with a note of sadness, 
restored. Heckling, shouting obscenities or otherwise pre­
venting others from voicing their opinions have no place on 
campus; nor do students or faculty who seize buildings or 
otherwise disrupt the educational process.

At the same time, we recognize that the long-range solu­
tion to the crisis on campus lies in coming to grips with 
those problems disturbing our youth that play such a large 
part in campus ferment. Among them are the war in Indochina 
that students view as immoral, society’s failure to achieve 
justice for its minorities, the materialism and hypocrisy 
that they see in the lives of their elders; and the failure 
of campus authorities to give a share of the decision-making 
power to students. If we demonstrate sincerity in dealing 
with these problems, we will be able to isolate the extrem­
ists who perpetrate the violence from the much larger group 
of students and faculty whose sympathy and assistance they 
require in order to function.
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Source: Resolutions Adopted by 
the UOJCA, 72nd Anni­
versary National Bi­
ennial Convention 
(November 1970) : 26-27

to recognize the basic goodness of the bearers of the new 
youth culture. However, young people must recognize that 
man’s duty to his fellow man, important as that may be, 
does not constitute the totality of his obligations. In 
addition he has a duty to G-d to live the kind of life or­
dained by Him, the kind that may be truly be termed the 
good life.

We recognize as our challenge and obligation the need 
to carry this message effectively to our youth.
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The Americans pledge to end the imposition of Thieu, Ky,5.
292

THE JEWISH CAMPAIGN
FOR THE PEOPLESr PEACE TREATY

con- 
It

We hereby agree to end the war throughout Indo-China on the 
following terms, so that both peoples can live under the 
joy of independence and can devote themselves to building a 
society based on human equality and respect for the earth.

The Vietnamese pledge that 
publicly sets a

as soon as the U.S. government 
date for total withdrawal:

1. The Americans agree to immediate and total withdrawal 
from Vietnam and publicly to set the date by which all forces 
will be removed.

We ourselves shall beat our swords into plowshares, our 
spears into pruning hooks; and we ourselves shall undo the 
thongs of the yoke and let the oppressed go free.

Be it known that the American and Vietnamese peoples are not 
enemies. The war is carried out in the names of the peoples 
of the United States and South Vietnam but without our 
sent. It destroys the land and people of Indo-China. 
drains America of its resources, its youth and its honor.

We, the undersigned Jewish organizations and individuals are 
committed as Jews and Americans to live in peace with the 
people of Indo-China. We now live subject to the laws of 
the United States government that compel our support for a 
war against the peoples of Indo-China, but our beliefs and 
traditions as Jews impel us to separate ourselves from that 
war. Moreover, we believe that by creating a vigorous, 
meaningful, and unalienated Jewish community in America, 
will not only be freeing ourselves to live our deepest 
needs, but making less likely in the future the use of the 
power of the United States government in unjust and murderous 
ways. For these reasons we support the adoption by Jews in 
the United States of this Joint Treaty of Peace, as well as 
its adoption by all other Americans.

2. They will enter discussions to secure the release 
of all American prisoners, including pilots captured 
while bombing North Vietnam.
3. There will be an immediate cease-fire between U.S. 
forces and those led by the Provisional Recolutionary 
Government of South Vietnam.
4. They will enter discussions of the procedures to 
guarantee the safety of all withdrawing troops.
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9.

************

Source:

So we think that we are responsible to help restore these 
forests, and we are beginning a campaign to raise money to 
give the North and South Vietnamese student groups - the same 
ones that agreed to this treaty - for reforesting the thous­
ands of acres of trees that our own taxes have paid to destroy.

************

By ratifying the agreement, we pledge to take whatever actions 
are appropriate to implement the terms of this joint treaty 
and to insure its acceptance by the government of the United 
States.

and Khiem on the people of South Vietnam in order to insure 
their right to self-determination and so that all political 
prisoners can be released.

Upon these points of agreement, we pledge to end 
the war and resolve all other questions in the spirit 
of self-determination and mutual respect for the inde­
pendence and political freedom of the people of Viet­
nam and the United States.

But now our money, energy, and brains are being used by the 
U.S. government for a deliberate policy of destroying the 
forests of Indo-China with chemical poisons, bombs, and 
napalm fire. The American Association for the Advancement 
of Science reports that defoliants alone have destroyed 25% 
of the forests just in South Vietnam.

AJA, Peace File

8. The Americans and Vietnamese agree to respect the 
independence, peace and neutrality of Laos and Cam­
bodia in accord with the 1954 and 1962 Geneva conven­
tions and not to interfere in the internal affairs of 
these two countries.

7. The South Vietnamese pledge to enter discussion 
of procedures to guarantee the safety and political 
freedom of those South Vietnamese who have collabo­
rated with the U.S. or with the U.S. supported regime.

6. The Vietnamese pledge to form a provisional coali­
tion government to organize democratic elections. All 
parties agree to respect the results of elections in 
which all South Vietnamese can participate freely 
without the presence of any foreign troops.

In accord with the pledge to implement this Treaty, we feel 
specially responsible as Jews to organize a Trees for Vietnam 
campaign. According to Torah (Deut. 20:19), "When thou be- 
siegest a city many days to bring it into thy power by making 
war against it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof ... 
for the tree of the field is man's life."
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Resolutions adopted by 
the UAHC, 51st General 
Assembly (November 1971): 
7.

Therefore, we reiterate our plea, first enunciated by 
us in 1965, for the President to proclaim a stand-still 
cease-fire coupled with a plea to all other parties in 
the conflict to join in a cease-fire as a prelude to a 
genuine negotiated settlement of the war.

We believe that indispensable to such a vision is the prompt 
end to the massive killing which continues in Southeast Asia 
in the guise of Vietnamization and the accelerated air war 
which devastates Indochina.

Despite the fact that this ardent desire for withdrawal from 
Indochina now animates the overwhelming majority of the Ameri­
can people, the undemocratic regime of South Vietnam continues 
under American sponsorship, the war continues and the killing 
continues. The agony of this war has divided and embittered 
the American people, has dispirited millions of Americans and 
has distorted our national priorities.

We also call upon the U.S. Congress to assert its moral 
and constitutional responsibilities by legislating an 
end to American involvement in the disastrous war, no 
later than March, 1972, (which is the withdrawal date 
proposed in the Mansfield Amendment passed twice by the 
Senate).

Since 1965, the Union of American Hebrew Congregations has 
pleaded for an end to the Vietnam War.

In 1971, as President Nixon has undertaken bold and historic 
steps toward an era of negotiation rather than confrontation, 
we share his hope for a generation of peace.

Judaism has ever regarded the achievement of peace between 
men and nations as among the most divine of man’s accomplish­
ments. "Seek peace and pursue it," wrote the psalmist. 
"Nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither 
shall they learn war any more," proclaimed the prophet, 
the rabbis of the Talmud added the priestly blessings which 
conclude with the words, "and give thee peace," thus teach­
ing that all blessings are of no avail unless accompanied by 
peace.
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STATEMENT ON THE INDO-CHINA WAR
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achieved, 
prisoners.

We have agonized over the great tragedy that is the war 
in Indo-China. As a human relations agency, we have been dis­
tressed at the heavy price our society has had to pay in the 
polarizations and frustrations this war has caused among the 
American people.

During our attempts to achieve a cease-fire, America 
should continue its troop withdrawals and take every possible 
step to wind up its military participation in Indo-China. 
After these many years of unspeakable tragedy, it should be 
clear that the only way finally to resolve the complex con­
flict in Indo-China is through the direct negotiations, the 
compromises, and the agreements of the parties directly in­
volved. America can contribute to this process, but the 
people of Indo-China will live again in harmony only after 
they have themselves determined the conditions of peace.

For many years now, our nation has been committed to 
a reduction, and finally to an end, of our involvement in 
that tragic war. While there have been important differences 
over how best to achieve that end, there has been widespread 
and genuine satisfaction over the steady, substantial troop 
withdrawals and the great reduction in American casualties. 
But this has not been good enough. The recent escalation of 
fighting, brought about by massive North Vietnamese offen­
sives across the DMZ line and the subsequent retaliatory 
actions, has now intensified the anguish of Americans and 
has increased our determination that American involvement 
should end once and for all.

We again declare that our anguish over Indo-China must 
not blind us to the other grave and stubborn problems on the 
international scene. Our country has responsibilities abroad 
which, in its enlightened self-interest, it cannot ignore, 
because of the difficulties and frustrations of Vietnam. The 
United Nations, the underdeveloped countries, Latin America, 
the Middle East, Western Europe and refugees — near and far — 
are some illustrations. We must not let the nightmare of 
Vietnam be replaced by the delusion of isolationism, with its 
reactionary effects at home and its stagnating consequences 
abroad.
Adopted at the 66th Annual Meeting 
Americana Hotel, New York 
Plenary Session, May 6, 1972
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The American Jewish Committee urges that the United 
States renew its call for an immediate cease-fire. Let all 
fighting and killing and destruction of villages — by all 
sides — stop at once. Let us pledge never then to abandon 
the conference table until a political settlement is finally 

And let us obtain the prompt release of American
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and so either emigrated, 
As we make peace with 

our youth.

We are deeply gratified by the cease-fire accord presently 
in force in Vietnam. It has brought cessation to a war we 
have long opposed and for which we saw neither moral nor 
legal sanction.

With full respect for those who chose to serve and those who 
sacrificed so much for their countryr we call upon Congress 
to grant unconditional amnesty as an act of reconciliation 
and compassion that can help speedily to reunite the Ameri­
can people for the key task of justice and peace which lie 
ahead.

We express our most reverent hope that this cease-fire will 
ripen into an abiding and lasting peace, and that it will 
provide the needed opportunity to reconcile the deep domestic 
divisions which so embitter our society. It is time now to 
"bind up the wounds of the nation."
Based on the Jewish religious concern to reconcile generation 
to generation, person to person, and in consonance with the 
prophetic cry of Malachi: to turn the hearts of the parents 
to the children and the hearts of the children to the parents, 
it is our considered judgment that the first way to affect 
this healing process is by Congress granting unconditional 
amnesty to those young men who found, early or late, that 
they could not participate in that war 
went to prison, resisted, or deserted, 
our enemies, let us also make peace with these,
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We further urge the United Nations to call upon these 
authorities to protect the peoples within their jurisdiction 
from reprisals and to admit a United Nations committee of 
impartial observers into the area.

We also call upon our government to assist the agencies 
currently engaged in relief and humanitarian efforts in Indo­
china and we are confident that Americans will respond gener­
ously to those agencies’ appeals for assistance.

We hope the United States will continue its tradition 
of granting entry to such refugees under the appropriate 
provisions of our existing immigration statutes, and we 
urge the United Nations to call upon other governments to 
open the doors of their lands to the new refugees.

We join with men and women of good will everywhere in 
the fervent desire to see an end to suffering in Indochina 
and the achievement of true peace and reconciliation in the 
area.

The American Jewish Committee views with profound con­
cern the human tragedy that has unfolded in Indochina, where 
the horrors of war, and social and political upheaval have 
once again claimed the innocent as victim. As an organiza­
tion with a long-standing commitment to the principle of 
fundamental human rights for all people and to humanitarian 
relief wherever it is needed, we urge the United Nations to 
call upon the present governmental authorities in Indochina 
to respect the right of all persons to leave their native 
lands and to seek asylum and resettlement in the country of 
their choice. This basic human right is clearly enunciated 
in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and in other 
international agreements.

We commend the United States Government for receiving 
those refugees of the Indochina conflict who have sought 
admission as immigrants, and we applaud our government’s 
recently announced program to facilitate absorption of the 
new immigrants in a fair and compassionate manner.
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In this spirit, we call upon President-elect Carter to 
declare, as one of his first acts in office, a full amnesty 
for any and all American citizens who may have violated the 
rules of the Selective Service System, or the portion of 
the military code dealing with desertion. In a similar vein 
we call upon the amnesty to cleanse the record of the thous­
ands of civilians who were arrested for non-violent anti-war 
demonstrations during the Vietnam era.

American involvement in the tragic conflict in Indo­
China has finally ended, but the domestic ones created by 
the divisive period are still far from healed. One of 
the most pressing of such problems centers around the thous­
ands of young Americans who violated the Selective Service 
laws by failing to register for the draft, for refusing to 
serve once drafter, or who violated the military code by 
leaving their units.

Both the Jewish religious tradition and American his­
tory (L’havdil) teach that those who refuse to serve, be it 
from conviction or cowardice, are to be granted eventual re­
entry into society. Thus the Kohen urges the Rach Levav to 
leave their units prior to battle in a Milchemet Reshut, and 
every major American war has been followed by a Congressional 
or Presidential pardon of those individuals who refused to 
serve or otherwise violated military rules.
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The thirty year upheaval that has desolated much of 
what was once French Indo China continues unabated. Hun­
dreds of thousands of refugees flee from Vietnam and Laos 
while Cambodia is not only locked in a bloody war with its 
neighbors but is destroying its own population in an irra­
tional bloodbath that has been unequalled since the fall of 
Hitler.

We call upon the United States government to lead 
the worldwide condemnation of the barbaric Cambodian regime 
and to lead the effort to challenge the credentials of this 
regime to sit in the United Nations General Assembly (much 
as South Africa has been suspended because of its apartheid 
policies).

As Jews we are particularly sensitive to two aspects 
of this unfolding tragedy—the silence with which the world 
has greeted the genocide being afflicted on the peoples of 
Cambodia and the reluctance of other nations to provide a 
haven to the pitiful refugees attempting to flee from dis­
crimination and even death. Both phenomena recall all too 
vividly the silence and closed doors with which the world 
greeted the victims of the Nazi Holocaust. As Jews, as 
Americans and as human beings we must not allow history to 
repeat itself.

The Orthodox Union petition the United States 
government to lead an immediate worldwide effort to find 
homes for the refugees currently fleeing Vietnam, Laos and 
Cambodia. In particular the pathetic plight of the "boat 
people” must be alleviated at once. If no other country 
will help then the United States itself should admit these 
people much as we admitted a much larger number of Cuban 
refugees in 1960-62.
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29Ĝass,
30_Powers,
31Powers,
32

calism:
Jack Nusan Porter and Peter Dreier, eds., Jewish Radi- 

____ A Selected Anthology (New York, 19 73) , xxi ff. Only 
one-fifth of the students at the University of California at 
Berkeley were Jews, yet 32% of the Free Speech Movement 
demonstrators were Jews according to Porter and Dreier, xxi 
and note 9, p. 1 and Liebman, 68 and note 112, p. 623. Lucy 
Davidowicz concurs with this figure in AJYB 66 (1965), 175. 
An American Jewish Committee-American Council on Education 
study done in the early 1970’s found that three times as many 
Jews saw themselves on the Left as non-Jews (8.8% vs. 2.7%), 
see Stephen D. Isaacs, Jews and American Politics (Garden 
City, NY, 1974), 99.

33 Isaacs, 99. 
being on the Left?", 
Jews answered affirmatively, 
as liberal vs. 28.6% of the non-Jews.

34 See especially Liebman, 3 ff.; Porter and Dreier, xx 
ff.; Isaacs, 99; Nathaniel Weyl, The Jew in American Politics 
(New Rochelle, NY, 1968), 1; Pessin, 28.

35Ray h. Abrams, Preachers Present Arms; the Role of 
American Churches and Clergy in World Wars I and II, with 
Some Observations on the War in Vietnam, 2d. edn., (Scotts­
dale, Pa., 1969), 263-4.

36PRA, 4 (1930-32): 237, declaration of May 12, 1932. 
The year before (July 6-8, 1931) the RA passed a resolution 
in favor of disarmament and the "elimination of compulsory 
military training ... in universities," PRA, 4 (1930-32): 119.

Also see Kendrick, 150.



303

13.

67.

188-189.61 (1951):
57.15 (1951):

(Octo­

Peace File.

73.

1 -*
-I
I
I

"Judaism and Peace in Our Times," 
Peace File.

This was passed only after a 
76-85. Reiterated in 1936 by 

in CCARY, 46 (1936) :

3 7During the Vietnam war the U.S. recognized two types 
of CO status—the person "opposed to both combatant as well 
as non-combatant duty" (1-0 Status) and the individual "will­
ing to go in but does not want to carry a gun" (1-AO Status), 
see Col. Paul Ankst, "The Present Draft Law and Proposals 
for Revision," in Military Conscription in the United States 
(New York, 1967),

38CCARY, 41 (1931): 66. 
lengthy discussion, see pp. 
the Committee on International Peace,

Q QJPF Tidings, 6:1 (May 1949), AJA, JPF File. The Recon­
structionist movement also supported the rights of the CO.

4QPRA, 8 (1941-1944): 49 and Leon S. Lang, "President’s 
Message," 8-9. Also see Abrams, 271-2. There was a similar 
response among Reform rabbis, many of whom renounced their 
former pacifistic beliefs—CCARY, 50 (1940): 119 ff.

41See PRA, 8 (1941-44): 49; CCARY, 61 (1951): 189. 
Each organization established a Committee on Conscientious 
Objection in the 1940's.

42JPF Tidings, 15:1 (April 1962), AJA, Jewish Peace Fel­
lowship File; Interview with Naomi Goodman (October 30, 1983).

43 CCARY, 
44 PRA, 
45

1964) :

37; cf. CCARY, 74 (1964) :

26 (1962): 245.

Arthur Lelyveld, excerpts from a forum paper on "The 
Pursuit of World Peace," (November 20, 1963), AJA, r--------

50pra, 
51 3±CCARY, 70 (1960):

Letter from JPF (May 1963) and JPF Tidings, (April
2, AJA, Jewish Peace Fellowship File. Even if every 

request did not lead to a declaration of CO status, it seems 
reasonable to assume that the number of requests indicates 
an increased interest in pacifism. Also see remarks of Rabbi 
Arthur Gilbert in a letter from the JPF (May 2, 1962), AJA, 
Jewish Peace Fellowship File, where he points to an increase 
in the number of Jews "who are considering registering as 
conscientious objects to military service."

46 PRA, 27 (1963): 236.
47Resolutions Adopted by the UAHC, 46th General Assembly 

(Washington, 1961): 10-11.
48 _ , „Jacob Agus, 

ber 28, 1963), AJA,
49



304

84.

File.

ees,

80.

29.
48.

1964)r AJA, Maurice
1962, and 1963, which

Chapter Two
lpodhoretz, 80. Podhoretz argues (I believe correctly) 

that Johnson’s gradual escalation of the war did have certain 
short-term benefits, but, in the long run, was a mistake be­
cause there was no dramatic symbol created which could be 
used to generate enthusiastic popular support for the war 
(e.g., Pearl Harbor during World War II); cf. Abrams, xxvi, 
who agrees. The decision-making process which led to the 
1965 escalation of the war is discussed, in detail, by Larry 
Berman in Planning a Tragedy.

Quoted in Powers, 96 (November 30, 1965).
3JIn Falk,
4Powers,
^Internal Security Subcommittee of Senate Judiciary 

Committee speaking about the "teach-in" movement, quoted in 
Vogelgesang, 75.

"The Muddle in Vietnam," Had, 44:2

°See Maurice Eisendrath, "Report to the Board of Trust- 
UAHC," (New York, November 21,

Eisendrath File; cf. reports from 1960, 
are found in the same file.

5 2Maurice Eisendrath, "The State of Our Union: Presi­
dent’s Message to the UAHC," (Chicago, November 16, 1963), 
AJA,- UAHC File; cf. Agus, op. cit., 3.

53Resolutions Adopted by the UAHC, 47th General Assem­
bly (Chicago, 1963), 13.

5 4These were authored by Hans Morgenthau (July 1961), 
Joseph Zasloff (February 1962), Morgenthau (May 1962) , and 
Oscar Gass (May 1964). The fifth article, by Saul Padover, 
appeared in the October 1963 issue of Hadassah.

^Hans Morgenthau, "Asia: the American Algeria," Comm, 
1:32 (July 1961): 44.

56Saul K. Padover, 
(October 1963): 22.

S^The Vietnam conflict was called "a dirty and futile 
war" as early as January 1964 in an editorial in JCur., a 
leftist magazine, but the readership and influence of this 
magazine was miniscule.

5 RCCARY, 74 (1964):
5 9 News release of JWV (November 24, 1965) , AJA, JWV



305

Also see Podhoretz,

84.
54.

25.

I

Mueller, War, Presidents, and Public Opinion 
A Gallup poll taken in the autumn of

20See Eisendrath, "The State of Our Union: President's 
Message to the 4 8th General Assembly of the UAHC" (San Fran­
cisco, November 14, 1965), AJA, UAHC File, 12 ff. Rabbi 
Roland Gittelsohn of Boston, a prominent Reform rabbi who also

7-r . John E.
(New York, 1973), 53.
1965 showed that 64% of Americans favored greater involvement 
in the war, Podhoretz, 85-86. Podhoretz, 81-82, indicates 
that newspapers and magazines also supported the war at this 
time. See appendix Bl.

gPodhoretz,
9 Powers,

IQpodhoretz (1972) quoted in Vogelgesang, 97. Although 
his comments come from a period later than the one discussed 
here, they were typical of the liberal camp. Other moderates 
included Irving Howe and Nathan Glazer, in Vogelgesang, 82 ff.

^Susan Sontag (February 20, 1966) quoted in Vogelgesang, 
73; cf. remarks of Nat Hentoff, 86. Also see Powers, 63.

12 Quoted in Vogelgesang, 95.
13 Quoted in Powers, 71.
14 Powers, 183.
15Resolution on Vietnam adopted by the Executive Board 

of the CCAR, AJA, VNW File. See appendix Cl.
16Jacob J. Weinstein, "Report on Vietnam," Midstream, 

11:3 (September 1965): 13 stresses the need for negotiations 
"if only to expose the monolithic callousness of Chinese 
totalitarianism;" cf. "Vietnam—the Search for Peace" (May 
11, 1965), Religious Action Center, Eisendrath—Vietnam 
File, where Eisendrath(?) says "we [antiwar critics] are 
opposed to Communism and its expansion by force or subver­
sion. " Note that these comments were made early in the war. 
In later years such a position was rare among doves.

17CCARY, 75 (1965): 67.
1A In JCur, 6 (June 1965),
19Maurice Eisendrath, "Report to the Board of Trustees," 

UAHC (New York, May 22, 1965), AJA, Maurice Eisendrath File, 
6.

^Powers, 170. Many in Congress were dissatisfied with 
the war by this point, but because of various factors, failed 
to vote against this appropriations bill. 
83.



306

a

5.

groups.

com-

There is debate as to why Jews joined interfaith 
Some feel it was because they took more forceful 

stands than Jewish groups, others conjecture that these rabbis 
were uncomfortable about opposing American policy from a solely 
Jewish perspective and possibly compromising the Jewish 

See Winston in Porter, 199-200.munity.
2 Q Weinstein in an October 15, 1965 report to the CCAR 

Executive Board, in JCur, 11 (December 1965): 28. Also see 
Eisendrath, "State of our Union" (San Francisco, November 
14, 1965), AJA, UAHC File, 15, 18. In a sermon delivered on 
October 22, 1965, Rabbi Philip E. Schechter, Congregation 
Beth Israel (Atlantic City, NJ), expressed distress at the 
many colleagues who spoke against the war over the High Holy 
Days. Hebrew Union College Library, Vietnam Conflict Box.

spoke at the general assembly agreed. "If we do not speak 
out now against the war in Vietnam, we shall then have to 
answer to our tradition ... and to God," see "Reform Jews 
Call for an Armistice in Vietnam," NYT (November 18, 1965), 
AJA, Judaism, Reform File.

21 See Policy Statement of National Council of Churches 
(December 3, 1965) and the Ecumenical Council (Roman Catholic) 
in Concern, (January 1-15, 1966), AJA, VNW File.

22Resolution on "World at Peace," Resolutions Adopted 
by the UAHC (San Francisco, 1965): 1-2; see appendix C2. 
Also see "Reform Jews Call for an Armistice in Vietnam," 
NYT, AJA, Judaism, Reform File.

23Winston in Porter, 191.
2 4 See JCur, 7 (July/August 1965): 39. The President 

of the RA, Max Routtenberg, stated that "peace must be es­
tablished through negotiation and not by means of armed inter­
vention," but the RA never passed any resolution endorsing 
this statement, PRA, 29 (1965), 19. JCur, 8 (Sptember 1965): 
32 says the RA did condemn America’s Vietnam policy, but I 
can find no substantiation for this assertion.

25Rabbi Jacob R. Weinstein, president of the CCAR, 
stated, in a September 1965 article, that in response to 
questionaire sent to 100,000 individuals in the clergy "better 
than 80 percent were unqualifiedly opposed to our military 
intervention. The other 20 percent were equally divided be­
tween those who approved of our intervention as the lesser 
of two evil choices and those who felt that they were not 
well enough informed to offer an opinion," Midstream, 11:3 
(September 1965): 3.

2 6Letter from Clergyman’s Emergency Committee for Viet­
nam (April 30, 1965) and "Call to Vigil," Interreligious Com­
mittee on Vietnam, AJA, VNW File.

27Weinstein,
28



307

68.

"The State of Our Union,"

3.

32.

10.
1966):33:3 (February 7,

3.

ed. , 
1966),

1965), AJA, JWV 
File, 1. Tarlov estimated that 75 percent of American Jews 
supported the President at this time. After the Fulbright 
hearings of the late winter, however, support for the war 
dropped considerably. The editorial titled "Some Casualties 
of the War Spirit," Recon took exception to this assertion 
by Tarlov and asked, "Who gave the JWV the right to speak 
for Jews ’in general’?"

Policy Statement on Vietnam issued by the SCA, AJA, 
VNW File; see appendix C4.

^Henry Siegman, "Introduction," in Siegman, 
Judaism and World Peace: Focus Vietnam (New York,

4 5 "Vietnam and Peace," CBW, 
My emphasis.

3 RJCur, 2 (February, 19 66) : 
39See "Policy in Vietnam Backed by Rabbi," NYT (May 27, 

1965) AJA, VNW File; sermon of Philip E. Schechter, Congrega­
tion Beth Israel (Atlantic City, NJ, October 10, 1965), HUC- 
JIR Library, Vietnamese Conflict Box; "An Open Letter to 
President Ho Chi Minh," Rabbi Bernard S. Frank, Reform Con­
gregation Beth Or (January 14, 1966), AJA, Bernard S. Frank 
File.

(1965): 14 ff.

40 Memo from Nelson Glueck to faculty, staff, and stu­
dents of HUC-JIR (December 1965) , AJA, Peace File.

41 Letter of Jacob Weinstein to CCAR members (January 
31, 1966), AJA, VNW File. Although he does not say that many 
who were at the meeting were uneasy about Goldberg ’ s def ense 
of America’s commitment to the present South Vietnamese 
government.

42

Recon, 31:17

3QCCARY, 75 (1965):
31JCur, 11 (December 1965): 28.
32 Eisendrath,
33 "Right to Dissent," Resolutions Adopted by the UAHC, 

48th General Assembly (San Francisco, November 1965), 28; 
see appendix C3.

34 , . .Ibid.,
35 "Some Casualties of the War Spirit," 

(December 24, 1965): 3.
3^Trude Weiss-Rosmarin, 

ary 1966): 3.
37 News release of JWV (November 24,
1.

"Vietnam," JSpec, 31:1 (Janu-

See appendix B3 and B4.
4 3



308

My emphasis.

1966) :

CBW,
"Peace: the Real Imperatives," 

8.

5 6Seymour Siegel, "Reflections on War and Peace," in 
Siegman, Judaism and World Peace, 12-16.

57 "Rabbinical Unit Urges: Back LBJ Quest for Peace" 
(January 28, 1966), AJA, Peace File.

c o "Rabbi Sees Split on War Widening," NYT (July 10, 
1966) , AJA, VNW File. In the same article Rabbi Bernard 
Twersky, information secretary of the RCA, emphasizes the 
"moral obligation [of religious leaders] ... to move Hanoi ... 
to the negotiations table."

59News release of JWV, "JWV Challenges Rabbis to State 
Positions" (January 13, 1966), AJA, JWV File, 3.

60Ibid.

Hirsch (March 25, 1966), 
Schedule of Vietnam Teach-In, 

, 1966) , AJA, Beerman 
File; Sermon of A. L. Feinberg (April 29, 1966), AJA, Fein­
berg File; Rabbi Edgar E. Siskin, "Intervention and American 
Society" (November 10-13, 1966) , AJA, Siskin File; Address 
of Daniel Jeremy Silver, "An Open Letter to President John­
son on Vietnam" (February 20, 1966), AJA, Peace File.

52Arthur Lelyveld, "Jewish Imperatives and World Peace," 
in Siegman, Judaism and World Peace, and Lelyveld, "Peace: 
Jewish Imperatives," CBW, 33:6 (March 21, 1966) : 9-10.

5^Michael Wyschogrod,
33:7 (April 4, 1966):
54Irving Greenberg, "Judaism and the Dilemmas of War," 

in Siegman, Judaism and World Peace, 17-24.
55 Rabbi Richard Israel in "The Clergy on Vietnam: Dis­

cordant Answers," CBW, 33:7 (April 4, 1966): 6.

46PRA, 30 (1966), 128; see appendix C6.
47 CCARY, 76 (1966): 53.
48Ibid., 19.
49Winston in Porter, 194-5; "Excerpts from the American 

Jewish Congress Resolution on Vietnam, Adopted at the National 
Convention, 1966," CBW (3/25/68): 17; see appendix C5. Win­
ston says the resolution was passed in April, but the AJCon- 
gress passed resolutions on May 1, 1966, the last day of the 
convention, see CBW, 33:8 (April 25, 1966): 2.

50Albert Vorspan, "Vietnam and the Jewish Conscience," 
American Judaism, 15:3 (Spring 1966): 9, 52.

51Sermon of Rabbi Norman D.
AJA, VNW File; Leonard Beerman, 
UCLA Vietnam Day Committee (March 25,
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33:1 (January 1966):3 ff.
32.

1966), AJA, VNW File.

8.

"Vietnam—Lessons for Zionists," The 
56:5 (February 1966): 39-47.

NYT (September 11, 
71 Phil Baum, "Johnson, 

(October 24, 1966): 4; Winston in Porter, 
News Digest (September 23, 1966), AJA, VNW File, 
this claim again in a 7 "
Eisendrath, in News release of JWV, 
Attack on President Johnson" 
File.

19 6; News release of JWV, "Presi- 
on Dissent Position" (August 21,

61JTA, Weekly News Digest (September 9, 1966).
6 2 Jacob A. Rudin,

American Zionist,
63"The Peace Offensive," JFron,

in CCARY, 76"President’s Message,"

64jcur, 2 (February 1966),
65"Religious Leaders on War and Peace," 

(March 18, 1966): 3.
6 6Jacob Weinstein, 

(1966) : 9.
6^Vorspan, 9.
6 RWinston in Porter,

dent Johnson Commends JWV 
1966), AJA, JWV File.

69JTA (September 9, 1966), AJA, VNW File. On June 7, 
1966 seven groups (AJCong, B’nai Brith, Jewish Labor Commit­
tee, UAHC, United Synagogue of America, National Council of 
Jewish Women, and UOJCA) plus 31 local Jewish communities 
signed a document stressing the right to protest the Govern­
ment’s policies.

70

Recon, 32:3

72Lucy S. Dawidowicz, "Intergroup Relations in the 
United States," in AJYB, 68 (1967): 80.

73 In JCur, 20:10 (October 1966): 11. For all of this 
talk, however, Johnson’s actual support of Israel remained 
high; see "Analysis: Regrettable and Unnecessary," Near East 
Report, 10:19 (September 20, 1966).

74nBaum,
75 "Johnson and the ’Jewish Community’—A Diplomatic 

Episode," "Unfortunate Conference," NYT (September 18, 1966), 
AJA, Lyndon Johnson File. Baum, 9 feels the attack by the 
NYT is unwarranted.

76JTA (September 23, 1966), AJA, VNW File.

Vietnam and the Jews," CBW, 33:13 
197; JTA, Weekly 

, Tarlov denied 
letter (February 9, 1967) to Maurice 

"JWV Condemns Eisendrath 
(February 27, 1967), AJA, JWV
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Report to the UAHC Board of Trustees"

(Vietnam)

"Vast Majority of Jews Support 
JWV Declares" (November 15, 1966),

notes 111 and 112, p. 623; cf. 
The Vietnam Issue: University 

Student Attitudes and the 1966 Congressional Elections 
(Washington, 1966), 11, showed that in March 1966 "religious 
preference does not appear to be a significant factor in 
determining the direction of one’s attitude toward Vietnam 
policy but cannot be ruled out as a factor in determining 
the intensity with which one holds such an attitude," al­
though few Jews were included in this study.

86Dicker, 26.
8 7News release of JWV, "JWV Supports U.S. Air War in 

Vietnam" (December 30, 1966), AJA, JWV File. This contra­
dicts what Tarlov said at an earlier date, see note 59, 
chapter 2. Also see News release of JWV, "JWV Award to 
Cardinal Spellman" (March 6, 1967), AJA, JWV File.

77News release of JWV, 
President’s Vietnam Policy, 
AJA, JWV File.

7 8Trude Weiss-Rosmarin, "Jews and Vietnam," JSpec, 31:9 
(November 1966): 3. Henry Dicker, "Jews and Vietnam," (letter) 
JSpec, 32:1 (January 1967): 26, disagrees with this assess­
ment (and rightly so, see below p. 259).

79Maurice Eisendrath, "Letter to the President," Ameri­
can Judaism, 16:2 (Winter 1966-1967): 25. My emphasis. Yet 
later in the article he contradicts this when he criticizes 
American Jewry for its "discreet and humiliating silence" 
towards the war.

80. Eisendrath, "Report to the UAHC Board of Trustees"(New York, December 3, 1966), AJA, UAHC File.
81 "No ’Jewish’ Position on Vietnam," JFron, 33:8 

(October 1966): 3. In an editorial in the July/August issue, 
JFron questioned the attempt to achieve consensus by "stifl­
ing discussion or impugning the patriotism of doubters," see 
"Where are We Going?," JFron, 33:6 (July/August 1966): 3. 
Also see "The Jews and Vietnam," Recon, 32:11 (October 14, 
1966) and Henry Siegman, "Vietnam and Religion: Relevance 
and Responsibility," CBW, 34:6 (March 20, 1967): 9.

8 2 "U.S. Jews Split on Vietnam Issue," Detroit Jewish 
News (September 30, 1966), AJA, VNW File; cf. figures in 
appendix B3.

8 3 Daniel Jeremy Silver, "Editor’s Comments," 
CCAR Journal, 13:7 (October 1966): 4.

8 4 "Johnson and the ’Jewish Community’—a Diplomatic 
Episode," NYT, AJA, Johnson File.

8 5 Arthur Liebman, 68, 
Porter and Dreier, xxi ff.
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Peace,

See

110 ff.

I II

in Brown, 
AJA,

Letter of HUC Committee of Concern to fellow students 
Also see AJA, Miscellan- 

"Program for participation by student 
body in 'Spring Mobilization to end the War in Vietnam " 
(March 1967). 

99

34:1 (January 
1967);

JFron, 34:3 (March 1967);
1967); A. J. Heschel,

"Stum-

CALCAV, Pamphlet of speeches given at Riverside 
Church on April 4, 1967, AJA, VNW File, 20.

100Laub, AJA, Laub File, 13. Charles Liebman, 159 
agrees. Siegman, CBW, 10-11 questions the use of halacha 
(Jewish law) in thTF”debate for two reasons. First, the U.S.

Also see Kahane, 18 ff.

8 8 Irving Greenberg in Siegman, Judaism and World 
17.
89See Michael Wyschogrod, "The Jewish Interest in Viet­

nam,” Trad, 8:4 (Winter 1966): 13; Meir Kahane, et. al. , The 
Jewish Stake in Vietnam (New York, 1967): 8-9, 58; Moses 
Feuerstein and Rabbi Pesach Levovitz in NYT (October 25, 1966), 
AJA, Feuerstein File.

90 Kahane, 91 ff.
91 Wyschogrod, Trad, 15.
92From Resolutions Adopted by the UOJCA, 68th Anniver­

sary National Biennial Convention (November 1966), "Vietnam"; 
see appendix C7.

9 3Implied in statement by Charles S. Liebman, "Judaism 
and Vietnam: A Reply to Dr. Wyschogrod," Trad, 9:1-2 (Spring/ 
Summer 1967): 160. Also see Siegman, CBW, 10.

9 4 In JPO (March 31, 1967), AJA, VNW File.
95 See "Toward Peace in Vietnam," JFron, 

1967); "The War in Vietnam," Recon, 32:18 (January 20, 
"Senator Kennedy's Peace Offensive," ____
Falk; Arnold Jacob Wolf in JPO (March 31, 
"The Moral Outrage of Vietnam," 53-4, Michael Novak, 
bling Into War and Stumbling Out," 13 ff., and Robert McAfee 
Brown, "An Appeal to the Churches and Synagogues," 
et.al. Also see "Vietnam: the Clergyman's Dilemma," 
VNW File; and CALCAV, Pamphlet of speeches given at River­
side Church on April 4, 1967, AJA, VNW File, which are 
interfaith statements on the war. For a treatment of these 
issues among intellectuals in the Left see Vogelgesang,

9 f JCur, 6 (June 1967) : 32-3
97 Falk, 27. Also see Rabbi Gittelsohn in JPO (March 

31, 1967), AJA, VNW File and Morris Laub, "Maimonides on 
War and Peace (with special application to Vietnam)," AJA, 
Laub File, 13 ff.

98
(March 30, 1967), AJA, Peace File, 
eous File, HUC-JIR,
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Siegman, CBW, 8-9.

JPO,

government is unconcerned with Jewish law. Second, inherent 
in the suggestion is that Jews can only talk about issues 
which are dealt with halachically.

101Charles Liebman, 159. This article is a response 
to Wyschogrod’s elucidation of an Orthodox position in sup­
port of the war.

102Paul Levenson, "Soldiers Should Know Better! An An- 
swer to the Jewish War Veterans," JCur, 21:5 (May 1967) : 17; 
Abraham Feinberg, Hanoi Diary (Don Mills, Ontario, 1968),
foreword.

103 Ronald Sanders, 66. He is referring to those critics 
on the radical Left who equated the destruction in Vietnam 
with the Holocaust, but the antiwar position of this article 
in general leads one to believe that he would take an equally 
harsh view of those on the right who equated the Nazis with 
America’s enemies in Vietnam. Also see Jacob Weinstein, 
"President’s Message,” CCARY, 77 (1967): 8.

104 See Levenson, 16 and "Jews Backing Rabbis on Stand 
Against War," JPO (March 31, 1967), AJA, Miller File. Also 
see sermon of David Polish, "The Involvement of Judaism in 
Vietnam" (November 24, 1967), AJA, VNW File.

lO^charles Liebman, 157, 160; cf. Deane William Ferm, 
"Who Speaks for the Church and Synagogue on Vietnam?," Recon, 
34:5 (April 19, 1968), 10.

lO^siegman, CBW, 8-9. Rabbinic stands against the war 
were praised in "Rabbis Who Fight for Peace," Israel Horizons, 
15:2 (February 1967): 9 and "Rising Tide for Peace in Vietnam," 
JCur, 21:3 (March 1967): 3.

^^"Jews Backing Rabbis on Stand Against War," 
AJA, Miller File.

10 8 Letter of Sheldon Blank to HUC Community (April 2, 
1967), AJA, Peace File.

109 This runs counter to the argument made by Arnold 
Pessin, "Rabbis as Political Activists: An Investigation," 
Ideas, 1:3-4 (Spring/Summer 1969): 27 ff., who says rabbis 
were not activist, but only issued statements about the war. 
Furthermore, Pessin claims "they delivered their opinions 
without passion and with an air of general uncertainty." 
While this may have been true of many rabbis, a number of 
influential rabbinic personalities did take strong stands on 
this topic. Pessin challenges the leadership of rabbinic 
groups who "inflate" the antiwar feeling of the "average 
rabbi" who is not so involved in "secular causes" but he does 
not consider that any leader will tend to deal with larger, 
less parochial issues.
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"Jewish Private Holds No Grudge," JPO (March 24,

and
18, 1966)7

112

This is 
20:2

"They Are Our Brothers 
1966), AJA, Peace File.

1967), and JTA 
1967), AJA, VNW File.

Rabbi Leonard Beerman quoted in Isidor Hoffman, 
"What is Happening to the Jewish Conscientious Objector?," 
in Military Conscription in the United States, 32;

Political advertisement, 
Whom We Kill," NYT (January 23, 

120Cover letter of the Fellowship of Reconciliation for 
the pamphlet, "They are Our Brothers Whom We Help" (December 
1, 1966), AJA, Peace File. A rabbinic student at HUC-JIR, 
Roy Tanenbaum, wrote to the JPO to create a Vietnamese Orphans 
and Wounded Childrens Fund. In an argument similar to that 
of the Fellowship he said, "We, as Jews and American, regard­
less of our political persuasion, need assume our share of 
responsibility for the tragedies in Vietnam," JPO (February 
10, 1967), AJA, VNW File.

"The 
Jewish Attitude Towards the Vietnam War," JCur, 21:3 (March 
1967) .

^Hoffman, in Military Conscription, 27. Beerman 
feels this is a very conservative estimate of the number of 
Jews interested in CO status. Also see letters from Michael 
Robinson of June 1, 1966 and March 10, 1967, AJA, JPF File.

114Military Conscription, 1. 
draft system of that period see

For critiques of the 
remarks of Marvin Braiterman, 

counsel for the UAHC Commission on Social Action; Hoffman; 
and Ralph Potter, "A Moral Critique of the Draft Board," 
in Military Conscription.

H^Laub, AJA, Laub File, 15 f.
116TIn ___

1967), AJA, VNW File.
117Louis Levitsky, "Is Vietnam Our Business?

Not a War of National Defense," United Synagogue Review, 
(July 1967): 13.

118JCur (March 1967); "Jewish Private Holds No Grudge," 
JPO; letters to the editor, JPO (April 7, 
"Weekly News Digest" (March 3,

119

110Powers, 85-6, 186 ff. The places the students would 
not go to in 1964 included Cuba and the Dominican Republic, 
as well as Vietnam.

111"The Right of Public Protest," CBW, 32:15 (November 
29, 1965): 3-4 and Maurice Eisendrath, "The State of Our 
Union," (1965), 18. The Reconstructionist magazine ques­
tioned the inequities of the draft system and its use as a 
means of punishment in two editorials in early 1966—"Vietnam 
Disenchantment and the Draft," Recon, 31:18 (January 7, 1966) 

"Religious Leaders on War and Peace," Recon, 32:3 (March
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The Clergyman’s Dilemma,"

21-23.14,
66.

sentiment is also expressedThe same104.
on pp.

in CCARY 77

(April 5,

16.Also see Levenson,

1966), AJA,2,

160.

JWV, 
22,

Baeck Temple Bulletin (Los 
VNW File.

"President’s Message," _____
, "The Involvement 

VNW File.

137 "Reform Rabbi Deserts Pacifists, 
(April 21, 1967), AJA, Silverman File.

 ■' “» Viet Position 
Emanuel File; Weinstein, 

x  . j 8 . Tarlov* s 
found in News release of 

(June

, Backs LBJ," JPO 
Another CCAR rabbi,

 , 2 2, 1967), AJA, VNW File; Politi- 
of Fellowship of Reconciliation, NYT

VNW File.

od weinbcein, ~ ._ .___
(1967): 7. Also see sermon by David Polish, 
of Judaism in Vietnam" (November 11, 1967), AJA,

Pamphlet "Crisis of Conscience" (1967?) 
local clergy-lay groups.

133 — JCur,
1 Q /! "War Vets Stalk from Room When U.S.

Hit,” JPO, AJA, New York, NY—Temple 1----
"President’s Message," in CCARY 77 (1967), 
answer to these accusations may be :----"Rabbinical leader criticized for distortions" 

1967), AJA, JWV File.
13 5JTA Weekly News Digest (September 

VNW File.
136 Charles Liebman,

AJA, VNW File.

121 See JPO (February 24, 
cal advertisement c_ 
(April 2, 1967), AJA, 

122Heschel in Brown, et. al., 53. The organizers hoped 
5,000 clergy would attend, see "Vietnam: The Clergyman's 
Dilemma," CALCAV (1966?), AJA, VNW File. Also see Declara­
tion of individuals against the Crime of Silence (Los Angeles, 
1967), AJA, VNW File.

123 "Vietnam:
124calcav, 

says there were 84
125_ •Feinberg,
126Ibid., 7,
127Xbid., 
209, 213.

1 2 oFeinberg, 19-20, 24.
129 Jacob Weinstein

7. i

13°Leonard Beerman, Leo
Angeles, April 1967), AJA, 

131 Eisendrath, 25.
1 3?New releases of JWV, "JWV National Commander Con­

demns Congressmen Opposing Vietnam Appropriations: (Febru­
ary 27, 1967); "JWV Condemns Eisendrath Attack on President 
Johnson" (February 27, 1967); and "JWV Criticizes Dr. King 
for Equating America in Vietnam with Nazis" (April 5, 1967), 
AJA, JWV File.

5 (May 1967), 32-3.



315

26,

189.
244.

I

5, 19, 1967), AJA, 
at the annual board

Right and obligation

Chapter Three
1Powers,
2 Powers,
3"Antiwar Movement Makes Rapid Gains Among Seminarians,"

NYT (March 3, 1968), AJA, VNW File.

chaplain Robert L. Reiner gave his support to the Administra­
tion, but asserted the right of rabbis to dissent from govern­
ment policy, see JPO (March 1967), AJA, VNW File. Also see 
Rabbi Israel Koller in JPO (March 31, 1967), AJA, VNW File.

138 "Eisendrath Challenged on Floor of Convention," 
(February 24, 1967), AJA, Eisendrath File.
139 "Temple Emanuel Leaves Association Over Vietnam," 

NYT (May 5, 1967), AJA, VNW File. The rabbi of the congrega­
tion, Julius Mark, himself critical of U.S. policy in Vietnam, 
supported Eisendrath*s right "to express his views on Vietnam," 
but argued that the Temple’s board had "good and sufficient 
reasons" for its actions. See "Reform Union Assails Emanuel 
in Letter to Jewish Leaders," NYT, AJA, VNW File.

140„ , — - . . ..Some even suggested the formation of a new organi­
zation, though Bachrach refused. See "Emanuel Head Says 
Stand Widely Upheld," JPO, AJA, New York, NY—Temple Emanuel 
File. ---

141News releases of UAHC (May 4, 
VNW File. In late May 86 UAHC trustees, 
meeting, approved Eisendrath*s "Right and obligation" to 
speak out on public issues, see "Eisendrath Gets Support 
of Union," NYT and Eisendrath, "Report to the Board of Trus­
tees," UAHC (New York, May 28, 1967, 36, AJA, Eisendrath 
File, where he apologized for having "caused embarrassment 
to anyone ... to any of our congregants, to the President 
..." as a result of his article in American Judaism (Winter 
1966/1967). Also see CCARY 77 (1967), 104.

142 "Emanuel Withdrawal Challenged, Upheld," JPO (May 
1967), AJA, New York, NY—Temple Emanuel File.

143Siegman, CBW, 10.
144"Reform Rabbinical Students Call for Viet Bombing 

Halt," JPO (May 26, 1967) and The American Israelite (Cin­
cinnati, May 11, 1967), AJA, VNW File.

14^Eisendrath, "Report to the Board of Trustees" (1967) , 
38. It is interesting to note that in his remarks he said 
he saw himself as a follower, not a leader in the antiwar 
movement. Within the Jewish community, however, only A. J. 
Heschel was more well-known for his antiwar position.
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Comm,

Ronald Sanders, 66-67 makes the 
"elite" may

42%
25
15 

note 9.

Vogelgesang, 6.
^Vogelgesang, 127.

same point, arguing that the protest of the 
simply be a "necessary outlet."

^Vogelgesang, 5; cf. Political advertisement of the 
Committee of Professions, "Pentagon: War and Protest," NYT 
(December 3, 1967) , AJA, VNW File, which defends civil diso­
bedience at the March on the Pentagon as having been non­
violent.

^Vogelgesang, 123.
gSee Theodore Draper, "Vietnam and American Politics," 

Comm, 45:3 (March, 1968). For indications of the growing 
tension in the antiwar movement see Powers, 234 ff.; Vogel­
gesang, 134; and the discussion of the Labor Day weekend 
meeting of the National Conference of New Politics, below 
P- 110 ff.

9See Mueller, 57; appendix Bl and B2. The fears that 
violent civil disobedience would sully the antiwar opposition 
and lead to increased support for the war never materialized 
to any great extent.

l°McCarthy won 42% of the vote and 2 0 of the 24 state 
delegates to the Democratic National Convention that summer. 
"One month before Tet, 56% of the American people considered 
themselves hawks, while 28% classified themselves as doves. 
One month after the offensive, hawks and doves each claimed 
41% of the population," see Andrew Kohut and Laurence H. 
Stookey, "Religious Affiliation and Attitudes Toward Vietnam," 
Theology Today 26 (January 1970): 465.

11Quoted in Vogelgesang, 141. She shows, on following 
pages, that a number of radical intellectuals agreed, at the 
time, that perhaps they had rejected the American political 
process too hastily.

12Mueller, 54-5; Kendrick, 250; Robinson and Jacobson 
in Isard, 68 ff. A NYT survey of May 26, 1968 reported that 
the most important problems facing the nation in the eyes of 
most Americans were:

Vietnam
Race relations 
Crime and Lawlessness 

See Robinson and Jacobson, in Isard, 67,
l^in Support Newsletter 8 (August 1969) , AJA, Manuscript 

File: Maurice L. Zigmond. Two-thirds of those surveyed said 
protests were worthwile, only 7% felt they should never have 
occurred. In addition, a large plurality said that they 
"respect those who refuse to go into the armed forces when 
drafted." Robinson and Jacobson, in Isard, 74, argue that
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grams.

101-102.
Midstream,

51.
"The New Left and Newer Left-

See various commentators in Dawidowicz in AJYB, 69

In Mordecai Chertoff, 
179.

an antiwar attitude was not a reflection of a cross section 
of American college students, but was most prevalent among 
students in the "better" schools on the East or West coasts 
and those who were enrolled in general arts and science pro- 

"The vocal minority most opposed to Vietnam," they 
found in their study, "has probably created the misimpression 
that the majority of college students share their feelings."

"^Arthur Hertzberg quoted in Lucy S. Davidowicz, "The 
Arab-Israeli War of 1967: American Public Opinion," in AJYB, 
69 (1968): 203. This article is an excellent and concise 
analysis of the effect the Six Day War had on American Jewry 
and in America generally.

15

See Powers, 262 ff; Geraldine Rosenfield; and 
228-229.

In Isqacs,

Jay Rosenberg, "My Evolution as a Jew," 
16:7 (August/September 1970):

18
ists," in Chertoff,

19
Dawidowicz in AJYB, 69 (1968),

20 
(1968), 225-6.

21 Rosenberg, Midstream, 52. Steven Kelman, "Where the 
New Left is At," Dimensions, 3:1 (Fall 1968): 26, asserts 
that only a "minute" number of Jews defected from the New 
Left as a result of the Six Day War.

22For a full elaboration of the argument see sermon 
by David Polish, "The Involvement of Judaism in Vietnam," 
(November 24, 1967), AJA, VNW File; Maurice Eisendrath, 
"Report to the Board of Trustees," UAHC (New York, May 28, 
1967), 24 ff., AJA, Eisendrath File? Abraham Feinberg, "Our 
Mission to Hanoi," JCur, 21:8 (September 1967): Charles 
Liebman, 157; Peter Weiss, "Israel and Vietnam," Israel 
Horizons, 15:6 (July/August 1967): Abraham Feinberg, "Viet­
nam" s Challenge to Conscience and the Jewish Tradition," 
delivered at Kresge Auditorium, MIT (Boston, March 10, 1968), 
AJA, Feinberg File; Jacob Weinstein, "President’s Message," 
CCARY, 77 (1967): 8 ff.; Levi A. Olan, "President’s Message," 
CCARY, 78 (1968): 13 ff.; Morris Laub, "Vietnam Dov and 
Israel Hawk," Conservative Judaism, 22:2 (Winter 1968): 77 
ff.; Rabbi Edward M. Gershfield, "On the 70th Anniversary 
of the Rabbinical Assembly," PRA, 34 (1970): 92. All of 
these individuals make the same general points. These argu­
ments continued to be used long after this period? See 
"Israel and South Vietnam in Different Categories," Recon 
35:13 (December 12, 1969): 4-5; "Israel and Vietnam," JFron

In Porter and Dreier, xxii-xxiv.
16
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57.
See appendix B3 and

B4.

DescriptionCategory Agrees With:

18%

40%
Hawk

Income under $5000

Lives in East
Dove 36%

6%

drath,

Trad,

Extreme 
Doves

Negroes
The poor 
Women
City residents

Lives in West 
Suburban resident 
Voted for Barry 

Goldwater
Lives in South

"The Orthodox Rabbi and Vietnam," 
Liebman, it should be remembered,

Extreme All out military
Hawk effort

Moderate Administration’s 
policy, but wants People over 50 
escalation to 
force negotia­
tions

Moderate Administration’s 
policy, but wants People under 35 
reduction in es- Jews 
calation to encour­
age negotiations 
Unconditional 
halt to bombing 
and withdrawal 
of American 
troops from South 
Vietnam

to Vietnam Survey in Eisen- 
’’ (New York,

27Oheb Shalom’s Response
"Report to the UAHC Board of Trustees,

May 19, 1968): 36-39, AJA, UAHC File.
2 8 Charles Liebman,
9:4 (Spring 1968).

Percentage 
in June, 1967

36:11 (December 1969): 3; Y. Arieli, The East Crisis
Israelis Explore Alternatives," Dimensions 5:1 (Fall 1970) . 13, 
Balfour Brickner, "How to Cope with A^i-Israel Animus Among 
Radical Jewish Youth," Jewish Digest 16:8 (May 1971). 36. 
Also see Irving Howe, "Vietnam and Israel, Jewish Digegt 
16:6 (March 1971): 22 ff., who was a moderate leftist intel 
lectual.

2 6 In Robinson and Jacobson, in Isard, 66.
Differences in Background Characteristics of Respondents with 
Various Orientations Toward the Vietnam War

2 3Michael Wyschogrod, "Jewish Interest in Vietnam," 
(letter) Tradition, 9:3 (Fall 1967). Also see News release 
of jwv, "Rabbinical Leader Criticized for Distortions," 
(June 22, 1967), AJA, JWV File.

2 4 AX 1 IMueller, 
25 Isaacs, 99; cf. Mueller, 143-4.
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1968);

36.

1968),

See Eisendrath

Council Woman 
The vote in support of this

(1967)r 7-llz UAHC resolution 
"Report to the UAHC Board of Trustees/1 

37.

(1969)/ 255.

was one of the few Orthodox rabbis who publicly expressed 
opposition to the war.

2 9Abraham Feinberg, "Vietnam’s Challenge to Conscience 
and the Jewish Tradition," 8-9, AJA, Feinberg File, said, 
"the rank of middle class Jewry do not bristle with dissent."

^See appendix B4.
31"Rabbi Asks End of All Bombing in North Vietnam," 

NYT (June 19, 1968), AJA, VNW File.
32The Jewish Veteran 23:8 (September 1967) and News 

release of JWV, "JWV Commander Sees President Johnson" 
(September 22, 1967), AJA, JWV File; and "From Revulsion to 
Action on Vietnam," JCur, 21:9 (October 1967).

3 3News releases of JWV, "Commander Samuels of Jewish 
War Vets Reaffirms Support for President's Vietnam Program" 
(January 4, 1968); "JWV Commends President Johnson" (April 
1, 1968); "JWV Commends President Johnson on North Vietnam 
Bombing Halt" (November 1, 1968), AJA, JWV File.

34Geraldine Rosenfield "American Jewish Community 
Responds to Issues," in AJYB, 70 (1969): 255.

35See JCur 22:2 (February 1968):
^Rosenfield in AJYB, 70 (1969), 255. 
37PRA, 32 (1968): 247-249, see appendix C8.
33Winston in Porter, 202.
39National Council of Jewish Women, 

(Winter 1968), AJA, VNW File, 
resolution was quite close.

40Rosenfield in AJYB, 70
41Weinstein in CCARY, 77 

quoted in Eisendrath, 
(1968), AJA, UAHC File,

42Eisendrath, "Report to the UAHC Board of Trustees," 
(1968), AJA, UAHC File and Roland Gittelsohn in "Rabbi Asks 
End of All Bombing in North Vietnam," NYT (June 19, 1968), 
AJA, VNW File.

43See JCur 22:3 (March 1968): 34; Rosenfield in AJYB, 
70 (1969), 255; JTA Weekly News Digest (January 12, 
AJA, VNW File; CCARY, 78 (1968), 88.

44See Eisendrath, "Report to the UAHC Board of Trustees" 
(1968) ; Eisendrath addressed religious leaders from around
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John Neuhaus, "The War, the Churches, and Civil Religion," 
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46David Haber, "The Significance of the Conference on 
Vietnam," (letter) CBW, 35:8 (May 6, 1968): 2. Phil Baum, 
"Conference on Vietnam," CBW, 35:6 (March 25, 1968): 2, also 
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135.
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ff. For Glueck see Interview with Dr. 
ber 5, 1983.
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Also see Pessin, 33-34.
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^Neuhaus, 129 ff.
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B. Zelermyer of JTS) called the Vietnam War "unjust and 
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"69 at UC Sign War Protest," Cincinnati Enquirer (May 24, 
1968), AJA, VNW File.

52JCur 22:4 (April 1968): 4. The theme of guilt was 
rare in the peace movement until 1967.
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aexasperated with the continued escalation of the conflict, 
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HUC—JIR students see letter to HUC students on the Mobiliza­
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Goldenberg, letter to HUC-JIR students (January 25, 1968), 
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54Baum, CBW (1968), 2; Political advertisement, "Nego­
tiation Now!" (1968?) and "A New Strategy for Peace in Viet­
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^Kaufman in "Rabbis Upheld," JPO (March 22, 1968), 
AJA, Lipman File; Seymour Siegel, "Is Vietnam Our Business? 
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57"Peace and Its Enemies," Recon and "What Do Demon­
strations Achieve?," JFron, 34:10 (November 1967). Also see 
Murray Polner in JPF Newsletter, 2:3 (December 1968-January 
1969), AJA, JPF File. Heschel quoted in "Antiwar Movement 
Makes Rapid Gains Among Seminarians," NYT (March 3, 1968), 
AJA, VNW File; cf. remarks of Eisendrath, "State of Our 
Union" (1967), 48, where he stresses the need to obey the 
law.

58See Interview with Dr. Sheldon Blank (December 5, 
1983). Also see "80 Arrested Here: Blocked Draft Center," 
Cincinnati Enquirer (December 16, 1967); The Post and Times-.
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r see pamphlet, "Who 
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65CCARY,
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77 (1967): 53; Eisendrath, "The State of Our 
' 1967): 48 and "Rabbi Links
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AJA, Eisendrath File.
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AJA, VNW File. For AJCong see JCur, 22:11 (December 1968): 
31 and Rosenfield in AJYB, 70 (1969), 255.

67For RA see PRA, 32 (1968), 249; see appendix C8.
Also see Eli A. Bohnen, "Presidential Address," PRA (1968), 
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Star (Cincinnati, December 11, 1967); Cincinnati Enquirer, 
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1968) , AJA, VNW File. Also see miscellaneous documents re­
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60Powers, 193. The anti-draft movement received a 
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See Lawrence Baskir, Chance and Circumstance: the Draft, the 
War, and the Vietnam Generation (New York, 1978), 63 ff.

61Baskir, 11-12, 81. "Draft resistance" included 
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62jCur, 23:7 (July/August 1969):
63In Berel Wein, "Jewish Conscientious Objectors and 

the Vietnamese War," Jewish Life, 37:1 (September/October
1969) : 23 and Letter from M. Robinson and I. Hoffman (Octo­
ber 10, 1967), AJA, JPF File.

64pra, 
"Can a Jew be 
AJA, JPF File, 
decision of the Supreme Court in 1970,
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King in Powers, 162. On October 18, 1967 Jewish 
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imprisonment to assist those who resist the military draft 
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VNW File.

69JCur, 21:11 (December 1967), 73; CCARY, 78 (1968), 
138; a draft counselling center was also set up in Chicago, 
see Porter and Dreier, xxxviii.

7 0Quoted in JPF Newsletter, 2:3 (December 1968-January 
1969); Rosenfield in AJYB, 70 (1969), 255.

71 "Civil Disobedience Issue Stirs Temple," JPO (March 
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File. Also see Temple Sinai Bulletin, (Washington, D.C.) 
10:10 (March 1, 1968); Merle Singer and Eugene Lipman, re­
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of the Washington area, Stanley Rabinowitz (Conservative), 
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ing his view in the Talmudic rule that "the law of the land 
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ience," Conservative Judaism, 22:4 (Summer 1968): 46, said 
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with the values at stake."
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73"The Draft and the Jew: Must I Destroy Life?" and 
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AJA, JPF File; Interview with Naomi Goodman.

^See various documents in AJA, Manuscript File: 
Maurice Zigmond.

75,'First Rabbinic Students Returns His Draft Card," 
JPO (December 13, 1968): "Rabbinical Student Here Turns 
in His 4-D Card," Cincinnati Enquirer (December 5, 1968), 
AJA, Halper File. Also see AJA, Tape: Jeff Halper. Glueck's 
strong support of "intellectual and spiritual freedom" of 
HUC-JIR students and faculty indicated in Interview with 
Dr. Sheldon Blank and Michael Meyer, "A Centennial History,"
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Newsletter of JWV (May 23,
87Resolution on Military Chaplaincies (May 1968), 

vate papers of Dr. Sheldon Blank, 
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in AJYB, 256.

in Samuel E. Karff, Hebrew Union College—Jewish Institute 
of Religion at One Hundred Years, (1976), 230-231. Halper 
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Lazar, "American Jewish Reaction to the Vietnam War" (1969), 
16, AJA, Lazar File.

^Reuven Kimelman, 
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March 1969), AJA, JPF File.

77jpf Newsletter, 
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7 8Letter from Maurice Eisendrath to Rabbi Aryeh Lev 
(May 19, 1967), Religious Action Center: Eisendrath-Vietnam 
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scientious Objectors?," in Military Conscription in the 
United States, 29; and NYT (March 3, 1968), AJA, VNW File.

7 9 Weinstein in CCARY, 77 (1967), 7. For the discrep­
ancy between the number of chaplains procured and the number 
needed by the armed forces see appendix B5.

SOposenfield in AJYB, 70 (1969), 255. 
the RCA reaction is only secondary—see PRA, 
and Gittelsohn in CCARY, 79 (1969): 58-59.

81
32 (196817

p 7 Bertram Korn in CCARY, 78 (1968), 40-44.
points were made the year before, see CCARY, 77 (1967) ,

^Gamoran, et. al. in CCARY, 78 (1968), 45 ff. A 
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ish serviceman," Feldman answered those who were against 
ending the program, "we would like to see them alive. We 
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A 4° CCARY, 79 (1969), 44-72.
^Letter of Golub (March 7, 1968), AJA, Golub File;

Gerry J. Rosenberg, "Rabbi in Vietnam," Jewish Digest, 13:7 
(April 1968): 12; Rosenfield in AJYB, 70 (1969), 256.

8 6 1968), AJA, JWV File.

PRA, 32 (1968), 201 ff. and Eli A. Bohnen in PRA, 
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1963-1973,” a segment 
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In support of the Moratorium the UAHC and CCAR asked 
Reform congregations to back the protest and the Anti­
Defamation League (ADL) of B’nai Brith, < 
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89See appendix B5.

Letter of Ad Hoc Committee for a Coalition (Cincin- 
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in Vietnam: A T.V. Documentary, 
session.

4"The Moratorium Organizers: Cluttered Precision," 
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Hadassah used the occasion to express its support for re­
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Vietnam Moratorium Committee, JPF (1969); and Marc Gellman, 
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190-191; cf. M. Jay Rosenberg, Midstream,
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24:1 (January 1970): 54.

12Kendrick, 186; cf.
13In "Homefront: USA." Also, see George E. 
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suggested in "Call to the Quiet Hawks," JFron, 36:10 (Novem­
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15JCur,
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My emphasis.
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by Jewish Radicals," JPO (November 28, 1969), AJA, Peace 
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of them participating in special services for peace at an 
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1969) for a description of events at HUC-JIR. Sam Pevzner, 
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bly (1969): 16. See appendix CIO.
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In Mordecai Chertoff,
ists," in Chertoff, 1   
53.
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Porter and Dreier,
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22 ff.
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treatment of U.S. Prisoners" (March 31, 1968) and "JWV Pro­
tests Inhuman Treatment of Prisoners by North Vietnamese" 
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to have rejected unilateral withdrawal in favor of a "mutual 
withdrawal of troops." See Howard Michael David, "Washing­
ton Note," JFron, 36:7 (July/August 1969) :4. Also see 
JFron, 36:11 (December 1969): 29 ff. and appendix C9.

22Seymour Siegel, "Vietnam Journal," Conservative 
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Brickner, "Personal Report from Saigon" (July 16, 1970), AJA, 
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22Rosenfield in AJYB, 71 (1970), 338.
24Mayer Abramovitz,
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Prerequisites of Peace: A Word on the Vietnam Protests," 
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36:11 (December 1969): 3.
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ing in the American Zionist, 60:4 (December 1969) : 48; "Jews 
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328

3.

52:4

in "Non-Wars and Non-Peace,” Recon,

fromAlso see appendix B3 and B4,

the Jewish View,”

25 ff.
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34See Roland Gittelsohn, "Judaism on War, Peace and 
Conscientious Objection," Jewish Digest, 15:7 (April 1970) : 
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xxvii, argue that Torczyner actually stated that his hawkish 
position was "to guarantee the support of the Nixon Admini­
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is difficult to say how many men were actually counselled 
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the number of chaplains see PRA, 34 (1970): 188; CCARY, 80 
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