he‘re are a number of options open to young, men called in the-
. dmft— duction, conscientious objection, non-cooperation. In the con-
" text of the ;urrent war, what is the Jewish view—or your understanding
. of it—of each option?
My own understanding is that a. serious Jew could not in good
nscience submit himself for induction.” This doesn’t answer the ques-
.tion:of whether he should be a conscientious objector or a non-cooper-
ator, L.don’t have an easy answer to that. One thing 1s clear to me—a
‘tunctlomng conscience which takes into account Jewish ethical teach-

= ings and halacha has got to be 2 selective conscience. In other words, it
- will ‘evaluate parucular situations and judge some possible to partici-

e _Vpate in: and some beyond the bounds of possible cooperation.

Q Can a Jew be a conscientious objector as a Jew?

: A: Yes, I thifk so. Since there is a tradition of halacha, and since
_there are passages both in D'varim and in the Talmud, and further
_codifications in Rambam, for example, relating to killing, to waging of
“'war, self-defense, limitations on means of self- defense—since all of these

i -exist, it seems to me obvious that the Jew must at leas? struggle with

\-these quesuons, if he takes his religious tradition seriously.

Now, if he discovers on the basis of weighing all the various ele-
““ments within Judaism—if he discovers that there are certain criteriy
‘. which ‘would define conflicts in which he could participate--written
criteria by which he could exclude other conflicts—then it's almost ques-
ionable if you would call it selective conscientious objectiom. It reully
amoral position which applies to any situation. Given a different
n, the answer may be different. But it is a definitive code and
;certamly of universal applicability for a Jew who takes seriously the
"halacha or the intention of the tradition.
Q: Is. there any clear presentation of the traditional material you
speak of? Is there current literature which summarizes it?

: As for literature, one apologetic following this point of view
_is put out by the jewgsh Peace Fellowship called “Can A Jew Be a Con-

’ liverett Genler is a 7abbi in P%ineeton N.J. and an officer of the
ewish 'Peace Fellowship. Edward Kopf, a student at the University of
nsylvama, was the ;ntervzewer.

good source material. If you want a great’ statement
lute position, the Winter or Autumn 1966 .issue of “JU
amcle by Stephen Schwarzschild on the rehgmus demand

posed to it, but it’s certainly suppomve if you are. At thi
suggestive. I'm convinced by his article, but that doesn’t p

Q: How about general material for the general reader 3
out and do the research?

ub\lously includes the demand to wage war, but also: includ
tions with respect to destruction.. It has some stlpulauons abou

(\ I'm concerned about what use the sources are put to;
trace a development or to support something which is new?
\ 1 would say two things. Flrst of all, ‘the sources. w1ll not

\ou have statements of ultimate limits.

1 think they are very sharply indicated iin Baba Mtsia where the -
man is ordered by the governor of his town to kill somebody at’the isk
ol losing his own life if he refuses. This is the situation in ‘which
formulate those three principles which may not be transgressed evel
at the cost of one’s life. It seems to me that what you have: here isino
just another statement from Scripture or tradition but 4 “limiting ‘case:
So 1 don’t think sources in these areas will yield everything to every-
body. 1 think you can’even play the kind of game that- Samson Raphaels
Hirsch does where he talks about what good citizens we: are
d’malchuta dina, the law of the land is the law. The Talmud: says 1
times; 1 checked.-And every one of the four cases has to do exther wi
money or property or civil status. Lo




e,word that X is the mzlchemet mztzva And -

ategory, it seems to me very clear that some

{
. i

] ns tutes ot etkncs and centers of learning Wlthlrl the Jewish
‘stablishment “don’t " focus’ seriously. on these things. There was one
arucle by Emanuel jacobomtz who is ‘now Chief Rabbi of the British
mpn:e, wmten when he used to be at F ltth Avenue Synagogue He had

So as for this bemg a prevailing Jewish amtude through centuries,
r'a recent:invention in conformity with certain modern currents, 1
nk: t'has strong antecedents within' Judaism. Jacob Neusner, in his
b graphy of Jochanan ben Zakkai, alludes to some of this in Jochanan's
. ducklng out. The new nationalist school says he didn't escape, he wus
" sent’ to Yavneh whlch was a concentration camp. Ncusner sharply chal-
lenges that view. 1 don’t know who's right and who’s wrong, but the
auonahst currents don’t necessanly represent normative Judaism, il
you-believe in that sort of thing.
But I'would say that there is still more to it. And one of the people
V\hom I think is really important is vchad harabonon hamargehin—and
‘again I'm prejudiced. But four.years ago Stephen Schwarzschild pub-
lished in Judaism some excerpts from a rebbe who lived in Eustern
.'Europe durmg the first world war and in the earlicr 1900’s. tlis nume
- was. Aaron Samuel Tamarit. I translated some ot this material for Juda-
ism. Here is a man who in 1905—which is long betore the establishment
of the: ‘American Friends Service Committec, and before Gandhi came
public attention. Here’s achad harabonim hamwgisiim who fornu-
hat is.in effect a doctrine of non-violent resistance.

was somebody whd was schooled enough in rabbinic and kab-
iterature to make use of the “exile of the shechina—galut hashe-
“chin a‘ and .of “shechinat hagalut”—that presence which lives in exile.
‘He uses’ thzs to formulate a theory of Jewish existence which is non-
‘nationalist in the sense of territory and power politics and which is, by
any 'meamngful use of the term, pacifist.
I'don’t know how many others there were like him, but it seems
-me that the messianic opposition to political Zionism—which was very
strong for a time during the Zionist: movement—is actually an indication
that there was a strong pacifist trend within Judaism. You may ascribe it
ondmon under which Jews lived or to other things, but it seems to

about how Judaism has viewed this problem )
A: B> the same token, any tradmon will yield thlS 52

dlrecuon or another. Its an adJudlcatlon of the d15pute~wh1ch
nally dec151onal

A: You may be right. But there’s at least another p0551b111ty' :
C ]n 1slcndom has smgularly failed to represent the rehgxous teachmgs

this Jewish homeland should fulfill.
Now, I think Magnus for all hlS speaal charactensucs
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Q Assummg that you do feel, in an amateur way, that you do have

idea of what the thrust of the tradition is, how would it apply to the

second world war-and the war in Vzetnam? Particularly as regards the
. pm'tzczpatzon of the Jew in those wars.

' human hves, it was not a rousing success. Let me focus on the

n of Jewish lives for a moment. You know the reluctance of na-

] escue Jews when they could, and you know what planes could
be spar d to demolish" tracks leading to concentration camps.

.-+ 'What’s more agonizing is that World War II seems to have provided

kmd of precedent for almost unlimited destruction. In fichting against

azis—and it’s clear that the Nazis ought to have been resisted and

] o be resisted—in fighting against them by adopting their own tech-

iiques (and this is essentially what we did), I think we compounded the

Nazi ‘threat to civilization.

For example, the Nazis bombed Coventry and other British citles,

d there was revulsion and criticism. By 1943 the British were conduct-

ing fire raids on Dresden. In one night these raids killed more people

thnn'did the fitst nuclear weapon against Hiroshima and Nagasaki. If

what: revolted us about Nazism was this utter barbarism, this utter

,destructlveness this devaluation of human life, and if, in seeking ways

ain it we responded, then the agonizing question is: Recognizing

e necessity for resisting Nazism, did we resist the manifestation of a

§

¢ idestructive, or in fact increase the power of the demonic de-

v f-Whenyou look at the Korean conflict and discover that whereas

in World War I only 59, of the casualties were civilian and in World

Var T 48% of the casualtres were civilians but in Korea 849, of the
~casual es were civilians. .. ,

The. question you ask about World: War II is one that not only Jews

ut all human beings have to take ser1ously What do we do about this

kind of threat to the values of civilization? I can see that the attitude

a2 Jew gulded by halacka during World War II would have been that

to 'arncrpate in remstlng the threat from this source. Against

sponse 1) the Nazr threat, the kmd of destruciron whrch snnpl
increased Lhe devaluation’ of human life. :

strikes in Germany 1tself in the -20’s when the whole

_brewing.

the problem misery, poverty, loss of values. The vrolent resp
long run simply aggravates the essential problem. b

On the other hand, the non-violent responseéwlu
anticipated the situation—in the long run is not seen as' 1mmed1atel
relevant to the immediage difficulty. The result i is, in a sense) that hnhe
way we lose. And the agony that overwhelms me sometimes when I loo
at the situation (I doff't mean to frighten you) is in Kenneth Pat hen
little statement: “They're going to kill us all,” which is not pure fan asy
but pure prose.

So about World War II it seems to me that. there is’ su’cﬁ“ onfu
of motive, of aim,.and such ambiguity of techmques and- means; used
against Nazism, that, while a person may decide one Way or ‘the other,
the possible ambiguity of the situation should. at’least make compre
hensible the possible refusal of the Jew to have resisted Nazrsm thr ugh
the application of destructive violence. e

The whole question of eﬁecuve non- vrolent resrstance -1

personal or relrgrous constraint prevented from resortmg to v101en, €.
It's easier to spend 70 billion dollars more on violent defense next. year
than it is to get 70 thousand for a senous mvestrgauon of the non-vrolent

ent case at a number of levels I don’t tlunk that we should go
specrﬁcs of Lhe Vietnam conflict; theres a mass of hterature on-it.




‘the elements expreSSed in the Communist position—

"
s '

‘Even'assummg that the issue in, Vletnam is Commumsm—and 1
*don think' that’s the whole issue at all—you still don’t have anythmg

e f Nazxsm_ There is tremendous evidence, that the struggle in

tnam is the reyolutionary struggle on the part of people to free them-
from oppression. U Thant says it bears resemblance to the U.S.

o revolu onary war.

“But there’s another issue in Vietnam which is not even comparable
truggle agamst Naziism. This relates to the means employed and
rgets attacked. In the, case of the struggle against Nazism, there
, as still some kind' of division between the military and dvilians. You
%o 1d at ‘least argue that your destruction was aimed at the military ex-
pression rathér than the civilian population. In Vietnam, this is not the
way the struggle is being conducted.
“The destruction of entire areas, the forcible removal of populations,
¢ destructive weapons launched from distances—all of this makes it
> S0 ‘different that 1 think there is no comparison. It secms to me that in
“'the case of Vietnam there is such a repeated, consistent sk'fichat damuam,
o ‘the sheddlng of innocent blood, that it is morally reprehensible by al-
“‘most any standards. v
i .Q: Many of us feel that the Six Day IWar as a fight for nationel sur-
_vival, was a fully justifiable war. Do you agree?

.+ A::My own féeling about the Six Day War in Junc is this. There
were ‘certainly some issues in dispute between Israel and Syria. And ]
Lhmk Israel is not non-belligerent in relation to Syria. [ don't say there

reren’t serious provocations. There certainly were. Even so, 1 have the
sensé that .the Six Day War was partly humanly dclensive and partly
‘_power_polltlcally and strategmally desirable {or power in the situation.
S o/t was partly .a defense of human beings but on the other hand,

nd perhaps even -more so, it'was a brilliantly exccuted nation-building
maneuver. All of which is to say that—let me put it very painfully for
ms to me Lhat glven the c11cumstancc> of the foundmg of Is-

swor
Thxs is.a long way of saying that the war in June was a war with

many facets but even so, I would not have been able ta participate in it.

BE RELEVANT TODAY

Neil Ka-unfer

been lost to most of the American ]ewwh commumty Th1§p 15y
become irrelevant for most American Jews since the textual- content’
no realizable practical applicationto .the new complex o pres
post-industrial society. Interest in the study of Jewish-texts: presup
a strong feeling of identification with the, ]ew15h commumty as
arate religio-national group—a feeling shared by few Jews to

They fecl little need for advanced Jewish knowledgef’
become reserved for the Jewish leadership; and since: ]udalsm makes
distinction between general Jewish education for the layman and ]ewxsh
scholarship, the concept of the former does not exist. The fact th
s no vibrant American Jewish community today means that m ch’
the knowledge related to Jewish belief .and practice has llttle ‘or no
means of app ication. As the ]cmsh legal system, whlch is the con ern’

those who Iack anv stronv feclmv of 1dent1ﬁcat10n with the JeW1$h
people and their Inxtory to be seriously mterested in' studying’ 1t?
The clalrn is often made that ]ew1sh law is based on certa1

[nmmp](‘% do not often constitute the major empha51s elther of th
binic dialectics or the codified laws, while extracting thenr -from
nnsystemnatic sources of the tradition would be a full-time schol ly task
On the other hand, many of the general moral prmc1ples of the
tegal tradition have already been absorbed into western soc1et
world so conscious of the necessity for progress few have time t
what they already “know.” Many of the Rabblmc 1n51ghts can. b"
sidered as mere platitudes today.

I do not mean to imply that the knowledge contamed in ]e ish
texts is obv1ous and not in need of serlous devoted study On th




