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"RED OR DEAD?"

An Attempt at Formulating a Jewish Attitude

The problems that confont humanty today are both radical-
ly new and immeasurably more consequential than any others
in recorded history. Before the atomic era, "war or peace"
was a reasonable choice. Political or economic ai could be
achieved by means of war. Now, however, the development of

weapons that can destroy continents and annihilate whole pop-
ulations has ended the reasonableness of ths choice. It has eli-
miated the distinction between the miltary and civilan, for its
devastation knows no bounds. It has nullied the possibilty of

victory, and even the possibility of truce after war, for nothing
can remain save rubble and bones.

The unprecedented degree of annihilation of which the human
race is now capable has clouded our spirtual and psychological
honzons with perplexities that ane anew every day and defy
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defitive solution. These questions are in large part religious

for they concern the goals of existence, the worth of life, the
. fear of death, and the values by which men will continue to
live, or by which they wil come to their abrupt end. They are
problems that science has magnifed and politics has com-
plicated but which, at the core, are religious in nature and
require religious solutions.

Unfortunately, however, organized Religion has not come
forth with possible solutions, and, what is worse, aside from
some pious but meanigless pronunciamentoes, has not even
attempted to investigate the problems. It would seem natual
that. an institution which has spanned an the centures of our
civilzation and has had experience with man both in the depth
of his depravity and in the heights of his exaltation, should

have some judgment to make, and should offer to shed light
and dissipate the black clouds of fear and despair.

With Tolstoy we are astonished to fid that the opinons of

the "wise men were only clear and exact where they do' not
deal with the direct questions of lie."! Can Religion allow it-
self to become a dependent variable, always reactig but never
originating, always criticizing but never constrcting?

The scarcity of religious thing on the problems of the Nuc-
lear Age is even more depressing when we consider Judaism.

The Jew has faced similar problems thoughout the ages, and
Judaism, a religion that embraces the totality of existence, has
much to say about life and death, war and peace. Yet the only
published thing on the matter2 has ben several statements

declaring nuclear war insane, which is, after all, flogging a
dead horse. The layman instictively assumes that a Sinaitic
faith can have but tangential or peripheral relevance to inter-
planetary excursions and radioactive fallout. Whe he correct-
ly realizes that explicit statements diectly concerned with con-
temporary problems cannot be found in our tradition, he ig-
nores the attitudes and spirit of the tradition implicit in the
laws and lore of IsraeL.

Another reason why Jews remain mute in an age which
c:res out for answers is. an oversimplifed notion of the Jewish
atttude to war. A tendency to make quick, off-hand judgments
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on ethical and moral problems prevents a true grasp of the
ideas that are present but not visible. It is easily asserted, for
example, that Judaism is uncompromiingly a religion of peace,
and that the sanctity of human lie and the value of living are
the highest value in Jewih lie.

In trth, no disquisition on Jewih morality could be com-

plete without recognizing the relentless search for peace that
characterizes most of the history of the Jews. The prophetic
denunciations of war are household expressions,3 and the long-
ing for peace by Isaiah and Micah4 have ploughshared the

mids of men and sowed seeds of hope and peace for tens of
generations. The Talmud is replete with preachments against
the folly of war and the bearing and production of arms.5 The
Talmud not only repudiates future wars, it has all but spirtual-
ized the very real miltary heroes of the biblical past, and has
transformed reputed physical prowess into religious qualities.
Thus, for instance, David's might is rarely glorifed, but there
are numerous references to his scholarship and judicial ruligs.
He is not the mighty Kig, but the Sweet Singer of Israel.

But this drve for peace is not the sole consideration in Jew-

ish thought. Although God is referred to as Shalom, "Peace,"
He is also called Ish Mzlchamah, the "Lord of War." Although
Isaiah and Micah ask that swords be beaten into ploughshares

and spears into prunig hooks, Joel, in bitter irony, cautions
the nations to transform ploughshares into swords and prun-
ing hooks into spears. For despite all the prayerful yearngs
for peace, neither the Prophets nor the Sages of the Talmud
were pacifsts. If war is reprehensible, an unjust peace is im-
moraL.

Pacifsm, the pursuit of peace at any and every cost, was

never an authoritative Jewish religious teaching. Tolstoy, for
example, rejects al violent resistance to the social order, re-
gardless of the cause and the circumstance, because an active
revolution must fight evil with another evil, namely violence.

Tolstoy's teachig, in the latter half of his lie, regards passive,

individual resistance as the only permssible form of battle,
and is derived from Matthew (5: 38 -9), "Resist not evil."

Judaim did not turn its cheek. The domiant note in regard
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to evil is not non-resistance, but "thou shalt remove the evi
from the midst of thee."6 As pacifism was not a religious viue
for individuals, so it was not a policy of state, as it was for
Ghandi. If Jews did not struggle to achieve independence

through war for thousands of years, it was not that they
believed all war to be imoral, but that the practical situation
compelled them to view the resulting human loss as outweigh-
ing, by far, the good they sought. "The Lord~" it was then af-
fied, would "fight our war and defeat the aggressors."

As Jewish tradition urged peace, but was not pacifst, so it
sanctioned mitary action but was never militarist. Although
war was regarded as evil, there were wars that were considered
just, because they were, unfortunately, the only means for re-
moving the evil. The existence of categories of authoried war
that fulfed commandments of God (milchamot mitzvah)
indicate the rejection of pacifsm as a policy of state, and the
approval of certain military actions. There is ample proof from
history and from Halakhah that war, as such, is not imoral,
but that only an unjust war is immoraL. The Prophets denounce
those who cry "'Peace' when there is no peace." The greatest
desire for peace cannot, by itself, avert war. "The watchman,"
Ezekiel cries, "who sees the sword come, and blows not the
horn" so that the people may be forewarned for battle, and
someone thereby dies in the vain hope of peace, "his blood
wil I require at the watchman's hand."7

But Israel could never be accused of mitarism. Rarely was
prominence given to military training, nor was the art of war
glorified, as in almost all of the histories of ancient and modem
peoples. Unlikè their neighbors, the Jews never had very much
of a standing army. The fact that aggressive wars required the

specifc permission of a religious court, the Sanhedrin, indicates
the rejection of miitarism as a policy of state. 

8

It is, therefore, unwise to dismiss the perplexities of the times
with a glib reference to this sentence from Scripture or that

statement of the rabbis in support of peace or agait war,
as so many are wont to do. It is also being unfaithful to the
universal,. life-embracing spirit of the Torah to presume such
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a shallowness of Judaism by implying that it can offer us no
guidelies in these days of apocalyptic cataclysm.

""RED OR DEAD?"

Whole civilizations must choose today between existence
and anniation - to be or not to be. It is not the question
of lose or win, becoming captive or conqueror; our major con-"
cern is with existence itself. Whether we lie to thi so or not,

we stand today at the high plateau of scientifc civilation look-
ing down into the deep crevice of catastrophe, and if our
knees buckle it is only because we realize the infnite distance
that separates the two alternatives: on the one hand, the im-
penetrable blackness of annihilation, the emasculation of hu-
manity, the disemboweling of a planet; and on the other hand,
a new dawn of unimaginable beauty, a glorious symphony of
social and scientifc creativity, a new world of progress and
plenty, of peace and prosperity.

Yet many philosophers, historians, and scientists announce
that a dismal choice confronts . nations and individuals: "Red
or Dead?" It is the choice between immediate uniateral dis-

armament to assure continued life, at the risk of surrender" to
Communism, or continued nuclear buildup to deter Communist
domiation at the risk of possible cosmic disaster. Red -
shall we risk surrender and secure continued life? Or Dead -
shall we risk death and secure .continued freedom? The prob-
lems of war and peace were never so crucial and complicated.
They involve attitudes of pacifsm and militarsm, attitudes to
lie and living, to death and dying. The debate has occupied

the vital interest of thinkg men in the free nations.9
The opposing views agree on three fundamentals:
A - Totalitaran Communism is an inerently evi form

of governent. Democracy should be preserved as the bet
form of government presently feasible.

B - Nuclear war wil destroy much of the western world ei-
ther immediately, in direct-hit areas, or graduany, as a result of
radio-active faIlout in non-direct-hit areas. As Mr. Khshchev
says, "Everythg alive can be wiped out in the confagration

of nuclear explosions." The majority of those not annilated
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physicaly may be shattered psychologically as a result of tru-
matic neuroses from sudden and total terror, and from severe
social restrictions placed upon the individual as minimal con-
ditions for personal surval. 

to (There do exist other theories
as to the extent of devastation and the number of survivors.
Herman Kahn, in hi On Thermonuclear War, argues for the
probabilty that humanity wi contiue to function and thve
afer nuclear attck. Ostensibly, the United States governent
has taen a simar position as is evident from its booklet on
fallout shelters published in December, 1961.)

C - Constat negotiations between the atomic powers must

contiue in order to probe new possibilties of pecefully set-
tlg the diferences between East and West.

The major disagrment between the two views of Red and
Dead revolves upon which value is to be considered the
"chief value," for which everyg else must be sacriced. Pol-
lowing is a brief description and explanation of the respetive
viewints :

''RED: "

Ths poition has generaly ben identied with Bertand
Russellll in England and with H. Stuar Hughes, C. Wright
Mis, and others in the United States. It postuates the followig
propositions :

A - If the United States continues to concentrate on the

development of ever more effcient mean of destrction, with
Russia guaranteed to keep brik pace, civilzation as we know
it today wi be destroyed. Enormous nuclear stockpiles in the
hands of the two great powers, and in the possession of many
other nations, wi serve as a stiulus for planed, intentional
war, and provide a greater likeliood of an irevocable accident.

B - If we disarm, even uniaterally, the possibility of tota
destrction by nuclear bombs is completely elimiated, although

we do run the risk of being overrn by the Soviet Union. Com-
munst invasion is, however, only a possibility, and in any case,
were we to be deprived thereby of most of our western values, a
basic moral code would sti exist. And at the worst, as Russell
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maitais, we would have another Dark Age for several hun-

dreds years, and mankd would emerge from it as it. has
emerged in the past.

C - The domiant concern of all men is, and should be,
the preservation of life. Death is the end of all values and striv-
ing. The breath of lie is thus to be valued above all other beliefs
and ideals such as liberty and democracy, but if we continue the
arms race we are sure to die, by intention or by accident. It
follows therefore, that we must rik being Red to avoid being
Dead.

D - Therefore, our fist course of action must be to dis-
mantle our rockets, neutralie our bombs, and expend all our
available energy in negotiatig the best possible settlement of

the conficts. In that way we may finally emerge neither Red nor
Dead.

"DEAD:"

This position is held by top government offcials, and, in the
intellectual world, most prominently by Sidney Hook. Its lie
of reasoning proceeds as follows:

A - If the United States continues to develop sophisticated

and powerful nuclear weapons to serve as a second-strie force,
to retaliate against bombings initiated by the enemy, it wil
greatly reduce the possibilty of war. By making war absurd,
the Russians will have no reason to attack. Whle there is an
obvious risk in keeping the stockpiles, their service as deter-
rents is of prime signicance in keeping the peace.

B - If we disarm uniaterally we will surely be invaded by

the Soviet Union, in keeping with its ambitions for world-wide

Communism.
C - The major value in lie is not continued physical exit-

ence, but living in the framework of a moral code and of western
values as we know them. Existence in a totalitaran regime, de-
pnved of the liberty and the freedom to thi and act as we
please, is a state worse than physical death. All other values
and considerations, including the basic value of being alive,
should be subordiated to thi ideal. If by unlaterally disarm-
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ing we surely invite Red conquest which will exclude the poi-
bilty of the moral lie, it follows that we must risk even death
to avoid beomig Red.

D - Therefore, our fist course of action must be to develop

our deterrent power and negotiate from strength for the best
settlement of a moral, respectable, and enduring peace. By
followig ths course of action we wil be neither Red nor Dead.

Naturaly, the dismal alternatives of Red or Dead are not
exclusive, and a thd alternative is hoped for by the supporters
of both positions. Whether the third alternative wil prevai
as a result of a sudden surge of sanity, from multi-lateral con-
trolled disarmament, or from a possible cancellation of Com-
munst strength as a result of Sino-Soviet conflcts, it will be
the fist step toward universal peace. The fact that this alter-
native cannot now be agreed upon or even conceived, however,

attests to the moral bankuptcy of our times, a bankruptcy en-
hanced by Religion's failure to bring to bear its rich heritage
of moral teachings to the mundane concerns of man.

TOWARD A SoLUTION

Crito vs. Socrates:

The problem of "Red or Dead?" is elucidated by a discus-
sion that Plato12 reports between Socrates and his student,Crito,
in the prison cell one day before Socrates is to be executed by
the Athenians for teaching doctries contrary to State and

Society. Socrates has rejected Crito's suggestion that the au-

thorities be bribed so as to permt his escape that night, and
Crito tries to convice his mentor with several cogent arguments.
Socrates, he says, wil have a refuge in Thessaly, where they

wi "value and protect you." He argues that his refusal to es-
cape will constitute a desertion of his children whom he wil
not be able to train, and that he is actually "choosing the easier

par, not the better and manlier," by allowing himself to be

killed.
Socrates replies, "I am certain not to agree with you; no, not

even if the power of the multitude could infict many more
imprisonments, confscations, deaths, frightenig us like chil-
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dren with hobgoblin terrors."
uCould we live, having an evil and corrupted body?" Socrates

asks. "Certainy not" is Cnto's reply. "And will lie be worth
having if that higher part of man is destroyed?" Is it not true
that "not life, but a good life, is to be chiefly valued? . . . And
that a good life is equivalent to a just and honorable one?"

Ther~ is a remarkable coincidence in the fact that Jewish
literature concerned itself with a similar problem. The Talmud13
records a conversation between Rabbi Akva and Papus ben
Judah regardig the Roman decree banning the study of the
Torah. Rabbi Akiva defied the decree and organied public
study groups. "Are you not afraid of the government?" Papus

asked. Rabbi Akiva answered him with the parable of the fox
who saw the fish dashing to and fro. The fox asked why they
rushed so, and the fish replied that they wanted to escape the nets
of the fishermen. "W ould you lie to come ashore and live

with me as our ancestors did?" asked the wily fox. The fish
replied that the fox was not wise but foolish: "If it is true.
that in a place where we can live we are afraid of being caught,
how much more so in a place where we cannot live?" uSo too,"
concluded Rabbi Akva, "now that we sit and busy ourselves
with Torah, as it says, 'for it is thy life, and the length of thy
days,' we fear being seized, how much more so if we ignore it.'~
Shortly after, Rabbi Akiva was imprisoned, and next to him
he found Papus, who bewailed the fact that he had not been
seized whie engaged in the study of Torah.

Both Socrates and Rabbi Akiva were jailed and executed
for refusing to forsake the "good life," i.e., Socrates, his philos-
ophy, and Rabbi Akiva, his.study of Torah.

Their value judgment is the central point of debate in the
problem of "Red or Dead." Whch stands on the higher plane,.
physical existence or a moral life? The advocates of Red rather
than Dead may well argue, with Crito, that even under Red
subjugation there wil be a minimum moral standard where
our humanity "wil be valued," that to build up nuclear stock-
piles constitutes a desertion of our children and the welfare
of many generations, and that, in fact, it is the less heroic alter-
native to choose death. The advocates of Dead rather than Red
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may reply, with Socrates, that under no circumstances may

we surrender the good life for the saving of life.
Individuals, especially in these troubled times, must have

a personal phiosophy toward the làrger problems of lie and

death, war and peace, Red or Dead. With the proper reading
of the Jewish tradition and an understanding of the nature of
the aggressor, we may find some guidance toward a solution
of these problems.

The guidelies we look for, however, will be those concem-
nig the Jew in the free society. It is not the intention of th
paper to offer advice or suggest a panacea to the competing

nations of the world. In addition to the perplexities that gnaw
at the citizens of today's world, the Jew is faced with problems
of loyalty to the Jewish tradition and to Jews on both sides
of the Iron Curin. It is to the specific Jewish problems to which

this paper addresses itself.

BASIC MORAL CONDITIONS FOR INDIVUALS

The Halakhah provides clearly delieated criteria governg
the individual's decision whether to submit to martyrdom or
surender, whether to choose life or the good life. In determin-
ing the relevance of these criteria to our problem, we must
fist defie what we mean by good life. Law, by its nature,
cannot permit a vague expression such as good to be a deter-
mining factor in specifc circumstances; in this it is unlike phi-
losophy which operates in general terms. Socrates,14 for ex-
ample, can defie good life as "equivalent to a just and honour-
able one . . . from these premises I proceed to argue the ques-
tion whether I ought or ought not try to escape. . ." The Ha-
lakhah must define good in the detailed terms of practical real-
ity. To achieve a clear definition it divides the good life into
two categories, what I should lie to cal the High Moral Life

.ad the Basic Moral Life.
We may thus discern a gradation of three conditions of

surval, rather than only the two of life and good life! Con-

sideration of these three categories wil yield an understand-

ing of the Jewish value placed on each.

1. Life: Living, physical existence, is one of the highest
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values of Jewih thinkg. The breath of Adam is a gi of God.
No man has a right to willngly snuff out ths sacred God-given
lie. Suicide is thus one of the gravest cries, and "length at
days", one of the fiest blessings. Klausner, in From Jesu to
Paup5, writes of Schopenhauer's hate for Judaism and Jews
and maintains that it arose from the fact that he could not for-
give Judaism for its afation of life.

But no matter how much life is affrmed and declared sa-
cred, if it is to be emptied of morality, of meaning and sign-
ficance, it cannot, by itself, be considered worthy. "The wicked,
durig their lietie, are called dead." The record of Jewish

history is clear on ths matter. Thousads of Jews could have
saved their lives by accepting baptism or by bowing to a statue
or a man but, impelled by their law and by thei history, they
surendered their physical existence rather than their basic
moral lie.

2. High Moral Life: This encompasses ideal conditions for
fu observance of the precepts of God and for the possibilty
of developing perfect human relations. An appropriate de-
scption of the High Moral Lüe can be found in Leiticus
18:5. "Ye shall therefore keep My statutes, and Mine ordi-
nance, which, if a man do, he shall live by them. I am the
Lord." When high personal morality, devoted relationship
to God, social justice, and advanced ethics16 are sought, and

achieved, man wi real the fullnes8 of lie. R. Da\1d Hofl-
manl7 remarks,

"Man, in his excellence, who strves to be faithful to his purose,

must. fu thes divine ordinances - ~He shall live by them.' Only
through these wil he achieve tre living, not only, as Onkelos says~

'in the world to come,' but indeed, also in ths world."

Altlough the Bible and the Halakhah made the pnncíples.

and rues of the High Moral Life incumbent upon every Jew,.

they were not to be considered the "chief value." One was no.t
permitted to endanger life in order to live the High Moral Life.l&
The Rabbis deduce this law from the verse, "He shall live by
them, but not die bex~use of .them. "19 The reasoning of the

Rabbis is clared in the statement of R. Simeon B. Menassya:

"Desecrate one Sabbath, so that you may be able to observe
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many Sabbaths."2o Maimonides thus decrees that one is not

permtted to sacrice his lie for the sake of observing one of
the mitzvot of the Torah, and if he nevertheless does so, he is
considered not a martyr, but guilty of a capital offense. Al-
though there is disagreement among the earlier commentanes
as to whether such death is considered suicide, all authonties
agreed that lie was more sacred than the observance of the

statutes and ordinances of the High Moral Life.
Indeed, it was the consensus that one was not permitted to

observe a mitzvah if there was only a possibility of a resultant
loss of life. On the question of whether one is permtted to
endanger his own life even to save another's, there is a well~
.known dispute between Rabbi Joseph Karo and Radvaz. Karo21
maintains. that one is obligated to save a man, although ht
thereby nsks the possibility of his own death. Radvaz ançl al-
most all. other commentaries disagree, and it is in their favor
that the law is decided. Karo, in his later and most authoritative
work, the Shulchan Arukh, does not make mention of this
thesis. The ideals of personal morality, righteousnes, and social
justice that constitute the High Moral Life had to be foregone
in order to preserve life.
. 3. Basic Moral Life: Thi category concerns the observance

of the rudiments of moral lie, the fundamental precepts of

. the good lie, but not the full observance of the detailed statutes
and ordiances. The Talmud (Sanhedrin 74a) clearly es-
tablishes three uncompromising minimal principles of moralty,
as constituting the basic laws of moral, ethical, and religious
behavior. If one is ordered to ki, commit a forbidden sexual

act, or bow to an idol, he should prefer death to violatig these
r-dientary commandments. Whereas submittig to death for
the sake of observing the commandments. of the HighMor~.1
Lüe is considered by Maimonides as . suicide, dyig for the
keeping of the thee rues of Basic Moral Lüe he considers

,Kiddush Ha-Shem (martydom).
Applying thi yardstick then, one need not offer one's own

'lie fòr the saving of another's life, as this is not one of the three
fundamentals of the minial Basic Moral Life but rather an
aspect of the High Moral tüe. One may ask, "What impels
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you to say that the blood of my friend is redder? Perhaps my
blood is redder?"22 So, it is interesting that whie the Jew was
not instructed to sacrice hiself to prevent another's death,

he was commanded to give up his life rather than commit sexual
immorality, murder, or idolatry.

The sacrice of lie was demanded not only from those who

were forced to violate basic commandments in a manner which
under normal circumstances would bring the death penalty,
such as the actual worshipping of idols or adultery. It was de-
manded even in the event that the violation of precepts pertain-
ing to sexual immorality, bloodshed, and idolatry would not
entail the death penalty. Thus, the Talmud (Sanhedrin, l.c.),
declares that in the case of a man. who desired a certain woman,
(where no adultery or incest is involved) and doctors testified
that the man would assuredly die if his desire was not fulfed,
that the man should suffer death rather than violate the woman.
The very same is true in the case of idolatr. Radvaz23 main-

tains that life must be sacriced even if one is compelled (al-
though privately and not under governmental duress) to de-

clare that the Torah of Moses is not tre, or that the Torah
is now changed, or that God did not command us, or that the
command was temporary and only under spe.cial circumstances
but is not binding today - obnoxious statements, but certain-

ly not capital cries.
It is obvious that what are here involved are the bases for all

moral existence: duty to God, to fellow man, and to personal

purity. Violation of these principles would drain the very hu-
manity from human beings. In short, the Halakhah requires
that man sacrice his life only for the Basic Moral Code but
not for the High Moral Life.

AN ILLUSTRATION

The Talmud provides a classic illustration of the diemma
in regard to the sacrice of lie. In Bava M etzia, (62a) a story is
related of two men, A and B, who were travelig in the desert.
A had water in a jug sufcient to last until he reached a
settlement where he could obtain fresh water. If both A and B
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drank of the water they would both surely die. "Ben Patua
expounded, 'It would be better that both should dn and die
than that one should look on at the death of his frend,' unti
Rabbi Akva appeared and taught: 'And thy brother shall live
with thee; thy life takes precedence over thy friend's.'"

It appears certain that A, who possesses the jug of water,.
is not violatig any of the precepts of the Basic Moral Code.

He has taken nothng from B. He does not kill B to save
himself. He is saved, but he cannot save B. He is actig with-
in the law. B's death is caused by hi own insufciency. A is
acting with legal bounds, but not in accordance with the

higher values of the good life, with the lovig of one's neighbor.
The dipute between Rabbi Akva and Ben Patura revolves

on the question of whether Judaism demands that a man mar
hielf for the higher, altristic, and religious ideals of "the

good life."
In the Sifra version of thig incident, Ben Patura quotes the

very proof-text of Rabbi Akva, but with a dieremt emphasis.
"Thy brother shalllIve with thee," means you must both live
together. H there is to be no "with," tmere can be. no "thee." If

men cannot live and die united, they cannot live at al.
Rabbi Akiva, who was later to sacrice his own lie for

Torah, interprets the same text differently: "Thy life takes
precedence over thy colleague's." Life itself, to Rabbi Akiva,
is more important than the demands of the High Moral Lüe.
Rabbi Kook states,2! in regard to this controversy, that the
saving of any life is of paramount importance; that the phrase
cited previously, "and he shall live by them," is a general rule,
and since one life has the same value as another. A could, there-
fore, elect to give àll his water to B, so that one, (B), not both,
should drink, so that only A should die.

No decision was rendered in this dispute by any of the com-
pilers of the law - Alfasi, Maimonides, or Karo. Ths is inter-
esting in view of the fact that in disputes involvig Rabbi Akva
and a colleague, the law is generally decided in favor of Rabbi
Akva. Was there no resolution to this very importantprob-
lem?

It would appear, on a closer reading of the text, that there is
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no real disagreement in law. In reality, Ben Patura was exhort-
ing hi fellow Jews to consider the higher values of lie, but

only until the legal decision was rendered by Rabbi Akva. Ben
Patura would agree that Judaism did not legally demand maryr-
dom in this case, but he believed that it should inculcate the
striving for the higher values of the good life. This may be why
Alfasi quotes the incident anonymously, with no mention of
Rabbi Akiva or Ben Patura.

This thesis finds some justifcation in the textual treatment

of the respective opinons. Ben Patura "expounded," using the
general recommendation, "it would be better." Rabbi Akiva
"instructed," rulig decisively. Ben Patura, citing the case as
an illustration in ethical values, uses the thid person, "it would
be better that he should not see." Rabbi Akiva, in deciding

an actual case, uses the direct, second person, "thy lie takes
precedence." The halakbc conclusion is obviously that one
does not sacrifce one's lie for the more highly developed re-

ligious values.

RED OR DEAD: THE INDIVIDUAL'S DECISION

The Halakhah has thus provided clear directives as to the
problem òf lie under Communist domiation. If living under
Communist domiation will cause him to violate the funda-
mental laws of the Basic Moral Life the Jew must choose mar-
tyrdom. If, however, he will be forced to violate only the laws
and ordinances of the High Moral Life then he must not risk
his lie by rebellg.

If we are to evaluate soberly the moral lie of the individual

in the Soviet Union, we cannot be swayed by the tyranny of its
oppressive rule and the suppression of religious worship. His-

torically, Jews have lived under every variety of political govern-
ment and economic system. They have lived in persecution and
freedom, in golden age and dark age. The individual Jew, when
personally faced with the alternatives of Red or Dead, cannot
concern hiself with the niceties of economic systems or po-

litical theones. He must consider only whether he is capable
of observg the fundamentals of the Basic Moral Life, or
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whether he must violate them in order to survive.
There is no question but that the precepts of the High Moral

Life cannot be observed, certainly not by Jews, in the Soviet

Union. Numerous are the requests for prayer shawls to be used
not in prayer, but in the burial of the dead. But, unlie lie

under the Nazis, there Jews are not coerced to kill or to com-
mit acts of immorality. While the Jew is not openly permtted
to observe his religion, he is not forced to bow to other gods
or to deny his own. Under such circumstances the individual
must consider the inherent sanctity of life itself: Better Red
than Dead.

THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE PUBLIC

While the individual is provided with clear categories for
determinig when he is required to sacrifce his life, it cannot
simply be deduced that the public must follow the same di-
rectives. The public, perforce, has larger concerns than do in-
dividuals, and it must operate on a grander scale. The admoni-
tion to "live by them" cannot serve as a criterion for the pub-
lic. If, for example, an individual jeopardized his lie in pur-
suit of greater wealth he would be guilty of a grievous sin. If
he lost his life in this pursuit, Maimondies would consider
him a heinous suicide. Yet, in war for the purpose of conquer-
ing neighboring territories, thousands of lives are placed in
jeopardy and sacriced. That which is forbidden to an individual
becomes under certain conditions obligatory when the indivi-
dual acts in the service of the public.

This difference between private individual and citizen in
regard to the conditions for self -sacrifice should not be taken
to signify a cleavage between private and public moralty. Such
is generally the view of Hegel:25 "States are not private persons,
but completely autonomous totalities in themselves, and so the
relation between them differs from a moral relation. . . Now
since there is no power in existence which decides in the face
of the state what is right in principle and actuales ths deci-
sion, it follows that so far as international relations are con-

cerned we can never get beyond an 'ought.' 
"
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Judaism, on the other hand, placed the "moral" in the fore-
front of international relations. The large number of exhorta-
tions in the Torah and Prophets demanding public moralty is
ample testimony to the Jewish insistence on national and inter-
national righteousness.

For exãmple, a city could not be totaly blockaded, but had
to have one side free for escape and for the continued flow

of subsistence. Thus, too, treatises were sacrosanct. The Gi"
beonites, for example, drew a peace pact with Joshua, albeit
by trickery, and confed it by oath.26 Because King Saul

broke this pact centuries later, the people experienced a three
year famie. When David made amends and fulflled the pact,
God returned his favor.27

While there is a moral code for nations as for individuals,
it does not follow that these codes are identical, any more than
their social relations are. Larger concerns require broader moral
codes. "Even if the end is the same for a single man and a state,"
says Arstotle, "that of the state seems at all events something

greater and more complete, whether to attain or to preserve."
Both individuals and nations are moral entities, and neither
may be laws unto themselves, but must be subject to the rule
of God.

That this belief was operational, and not merely theoretical,
is evident from the laws and practices of conquest, of treaties,
of military conscription, the rights of neutrals, the methods of
waging war, and the treatment of captives.28

Our original problem yet remains: If there is a diference
between the individual and the public in regard to the question
of self"sacrice and war, what should be the Jewish attitude
to the problem of Red or Dead. For, in fact, it is not the in-
dividual qua individual, but the individual as an integral part
of the public, with whom we are concerned. What are the
criteria for formulating the public philosophy of the Jew
facing this most dreadful choice?

CRITERIA FOR A JEWISH PUBLIC PmLOSOPHY

The Talmud provides standards to be followed on the dilem-
mas of life and death, peace and war, not only for the indi-
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vidual but also for the nation. The Halakhah classifed wars,
both historic and theoretical, according to their legally estab-
lished cause. Certain wars were necessary for the maintenance
of minimal conditions for the survival of the Jews as a nation.
These were the "Obligatory Wars" directed against ( 1) the
seven idolatrous, immoral nations that occupied Canaan before
its conquest by the Israelites; (2) the Amalekites, who merci-
lessly attacked the Israelites during their trek through the desert,
and murdered the weak among the civilian population, and
(3) aggressors threatening the Jewish people.29 "Optional War,"
the second category, may be initiated, for example, by the
Jews (1) against enemies that have, in Gibbon's words, "the
twofold consideration of the malice and the power" to destroy
them and (2) to extend the boundaries of the Holy Land after
it was conquered, in order to eradicate pagan wickedness and
supplant it with the ethics and morals of Judaism. The purpose
of such wars was to raise the level of the nation's welfare. 

so

Unlike the universaisi conscription for "Obligatory Wars,"
exemptions were widely given from the draft for the "Optional
Wars."* In addition, these wars were hedged about with many
other restrictive ruligs. The Sanhedrin had to be consulted
fist because there were many conditions under which these
wars were forbidden. (The expansionist wars of David were
considered unjust.) They could not be begun on the Sabbath.
The camp required a priest as chaplain (Kohen Moshuach Mil-
chamah), but unlie other priestly offces, this position was
neither on a permanent or hereditary leveL. Restrictions such
as these make the waging of non-essential wars unliely.

An examiation of the types of "Obligatory War" will reveal
what the Halakhah considered to be minimum conditions for
national survivaL. The first type, war against the seven Cana-
anite nations, was necessary so that the holy nation could secure
physical roots in the Holy Land (a reversal of the usual process

· A newly-wed man, one who built a house for himself and hadn't dedicated
it, a person who planted a vineyard and did not redeem it,u a man who was
apprehensive because of a transgression he committed.8l one who was maimed _
all .these were exempt.
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whereby neighboring territories are amalgamated fist and the
inhabitants are subsequently unted into one nation). To be
rooted in the soil is a fundamental requirement of nationhood,
and so the conquest of Canaan was a prerequisite for national
surival.

Aside from the motive of redemption of the Promised Land,
the Bible commands destruction of the Canaantes so "that they
not teach you to do after their abomiations. "85 In essence

it is the drive to establish a homeland in which to worship God
free from the pressures of paganism. Ths is an extension of the
request Moses made to Pharaoh in the name of God, "Let
My people go that they may serve Me."86 The same purse
is expressed diferently in Deuteronomy 9: 5 : "Not for thy

righteousness or for the upnghtness of thy hear dost thou

go in to possess their land, but for the wickedness of these

natiøns the Lord thy God doth drive them out before thee,
that He may establish the word which the Lord swore unto
thy fathers, to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob."

The Isaelite were commanded to "blot out the memory
of Amalek'. (Dent. 25: 19), not merely to tae revenge for

their bloothisty aggression. Amalek was the symbol of evi
and moral baseness. In order to build the icleal society the
I ews Deeded not only positive ideals but also an awareness

of the terrors of eviL.

This command was to be cared out only after the Israelites
were established as a nation because it was a national mision to
blot out evil rather than a matter of personal revenge.

This commandment is for all tIe31 and for all places,
representing a continuous strggle agaist evi in the inter-

national arena. Moreover, it is not only a war between human
beings, but "a war between God and Amalek from generation
to generation."S8 Maimonides explains that it is punishment

for violation of diviely established unversal statutes, uin the
same way as one individual is. punished in order that other
shall hear it and be afraid, and not accustom themselves to

practice michier' (Guide to the Perplexed, 3 :41).
Maionides fuer declares: "If you. wi examie al those

commandments which were uttered (prior to the settlement
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of Canaan), you wil fid among them commandments that
were obligatory on the public, but not on individuals, such as
the building of the Temple, the establishment of a monarchy,

and the destruction of the descendants of Amalek."89 The es-

tablishment of the Temple and the destruction of Amalek were
concomitants of the same ideal, the implementation of sanctity
and the hatred of evil.
" Even the camp of the soldiers preparing for battle was not

to be a hotbed of revenge but "like a sanctuary of the Lord

and not like the camps of the heathen whose sole object is
corruption and sin, who only seek to cause injury to others
and to take property; our object is to lead mankind to the ser-
vice of God" and to a good social order. "40

It was not only obligatory for the nation to improve itself,
it is fundamental to its moral life to try to improve the world.
"Hate evil, love good, and establish justice in the gates."41 Ju-
daism sought to establish justice not only in its gates but in the
world.

It is in this spirit that Maimonides derives from the punish-
ment of the individual within the community, the punishment
of the state within the society at large. The pages of Jewish his-
tory are not bloodstained with wars for the propagation of the
faith, but Judaism emphasized the basic idea that the unpun-
ished lawlessness of a nation and its reliance solely on the rue
of force jeopardies the securty of the whole human family.
A treacherous nation, such as Amalek, impervious to moral
condemnation and oblivious of international law, was a threat
to just living. The biblical command to war against Amalek
stands in direct contrast to the immoral theory of Machiavelli
that "that war is just which is nec"essary."42 Judaism postulates,

rather, that that war is necessary which is just. The very sur-

vival of the Jewish way. of lie was dependent, therefore, on

the eradication of the Amalekites. It was an obligation to pur-
sue them" at that tie and in every generation.

The thid type of Obligatory War, the defense of the Jewish

nation .from an aggressor, is self-evidently an essential Of na-
tionhood. All the more is ths evident in that this "obligation"
was evoked only in thé strictest interpretation of self-defense
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when the enemy had already declared war or had begun ag-
gressive military action against the Jewish nation.

For the inclusion of defensive wars in the category of Ob-
ligatory Wars there is no ascription to biblical source or proph-
etic command, as there is in the case of the two other types
of war. If the conquest of the land is an obligation, then it stands
to reason that the protection of that land is also an obligation.

Although it appears obvious that the defense of the land is
a minimum condition for national survival and thus obligatory,
it should be stated that this category includes not only the

defense of the land but also the way of lie of its inhabitants,
namely their religion. Thus, the war of the Hasmoneans
against the Greek-Syrians in 165 B.C.E. was an Obligatory
War because it was inaugurated not only to save the homeland
but also to foil the plan of the conquerors "to make them forget
Thy Torah, and transgress the laws of Thy wi11."43 The re-
ligion of the Jews was more important for their survival than
even their land. When the Hasidim had followed Mattathias and
Judah and had secured their religious freedom, they laid down
their arms and refused to sacrifce their lives for the independ-
ence of the nation. The Maccabees "were not content with
mere religious freedom: they wished to establish political in-
dependence," but the Hasidim would no longer join them.44

Preventive war differs from defensive war in that it does

not wait until the enemy attacks, but initiates mitary action
in order to avoid being attacked on home grounds. While

other types of war can be neatly classifed as obligatory or
optional, the categorization of preventive war was debated
by Rabbi Judah and the Sages.45 Meirl says, "Opinon was
not divided except in the case of warrng with enemies for

fear that they would attack, or if they knew they were pre-
paring to attack," in which case Rabbi Judah considers this
to be an Obligatory War and the Sages an Optional War.

Rabbi Judah, in broadly interpreting the term "defense"

to include offense in the cause of defense, would put preventive
wars in the category of wars waged in self-defense. 

46 His

theory finds considerable justification in the literature on war.
Thus, Gibbon maintains that, "the privilege of defense must
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reach to prevent, as well as to repel, an impending assault. 47
This is a miimal requirement for national securty.

The Sages, who interpret "defense" strictly, as repellg
an active assault, consider miitary action initiated by Israel
to be only an Optional War. They do not agree to a loose in-
terpretation that will permit every contingency to be construed
as a preventive war. For the Sages, preventive war, says

the author of Lechem Mishneh,48 is at one with wars fought
to establish the prestige of the nation and the reputation of
its Kig does not warrant the appellation of "Obligatory

War."
In the nuclear age, defensive war is "second-strike" abilty,

the capacity to retaliate after being attacked. It is this second-

strike abilty which the United States has assured itself with
its string of missile bases surounding the Soviet Union and
with its nuclear submarines. The enemy can thus know that
it cannot anniilate the United States without bringing on its

own destruction. It is this ability to wage the self-defense type
of war that presently serves as the deterrent to a thermonuclear
holocaust.

Preventive war is, in modem terminology, "first-strie"
abilty. Rabbi Judah would consider it obligatory to wage
war in order to save the values by which we live from ime-
diately impending disaster. According to the Sages, in whose
favor the Halakhah is decided, we must never be the first
to initiate the gresome process of annilation. Today, espe-
cially, this down -grading of self-assertive nationalism must be
re-emphasized, for it is only by rising above the narrow con-
cerns of individual nations that universal peace can be
achieved.49 According to normative Jewish tradition, then, in
neither the ancient world nor the modem world could "fist-
strke," whether with bow and arow or hydrogen bomb, be
considered legitimate defense. Indeed, when the nuclear bomb
is "no longer a weapon of war but a means of extermination of
populations . . . its use (for fist-strike) would be a betrayal
of all standards of moraIity."50

After having outlined the basic halakhc principles that
guided our tradition in its atttude to war and peace, there re-
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mains to be considered the nature of the enemy, the intensity
of his malice, and the extent of his power, in order to determe
the Jewish public philosophy in regard to the contemporary

issue of "Red or Dead."

RED OR DEAD: THE PUBLIC DECISION

As in the consideration of the individual's choice of "Red or
Dead" we had to determine whether or not he was forced to
violate the fundamental commandments of the Basic Moral
Life, so in regard to. the public choice we must determine wheth-
er or not it wil be forced to violate the Basic Moral conditions
of the national life. As the criteria of the minimal moral lie
of the individual were established by the interpretation of the
verse, "and he shall live by them," so minial conditions of
national moral life are established by the principles and cate-
gories of the Obligatory War.

Thus, the question which now confronts us is whether Com-
munim, as it is presently practced, and as it has been practiced
in the recent past, violates these minimal public principles. If
they are not likely to be violated, Jews would have to endorse
uniateral nuclear disarmament, even at the cost of being Red.
If, however, Basic Moral principles are liely to be violated,
then it is incumbent upon the Jew to resist "Red" even at the
risk of "Dead." If so, Jews will have to continue a histonc tra-
dition of offerig up even life itself on the altar of sacred values
and religious principles.

An examination of the Basic Moral conditions of national
survival in relation to Communst policy wi serve to formulate
the public phiososphy of the Jew in regard to the tragic alter-
natives before us.

War against A malek

The identifcation of Communist Russia with Amalek is a
facile homiletic sleight-of-hand. If we are to judge the ferocity
of the enemy by Gibbon's yardstick of "malice and power,"
our conclusions would be quick and neat. In brutality and
malice to Jews, Russia may be Amalek's equivalent. In ter
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of power to destroy, Russia is a supermechanized Amalek that
dwarfs its primitive ancestor.

Halakhcally, however, no such substitution can be made.
"Amalek" is the name of a specifc nation. * We could have
called every enemy of every generation another "Amalek."

"In every generation nations arise to destroy us," as the Pass-
over Haggadah puts it. The Torah declares that "the Lord wil
wage war against Amalek from generation to generation," and
we must content ourselves with the realization that God battles
agains the modem Amalekites. Halakhcally, however, they are
considered lost to us and we cannot equate them with the Rus-
sians, or for that matter, with the Germans.

Thus, possible eventual war with the Soviet Union cannot
be considered Obligatory War and from this point of view, there
is no reason for us to risk lie.

War of Conquest

This war does not have application to our problem today.
If we apply the strict standards of the basic public moral code,
this subdivision of Obligatory War cannot compel us to risk
nuclear holocaust.

Defensive War

The saving of Israel from an enemy that has committed ag-
gression against her is clearly and understandably included in
minimal moral standards. In this category are the defense of
the Holy Land, the Jewish people, and Judaism.

1. The Jewish People: the defense of the Jewish people is
not the central issue as it concerns Russia. Unlie the Nazis,
the Soviets do not want to destroy the lives but rather the spirit
of the Jews. A completely assimilated, Russifed Jew may be
able to get along very well in Russia, despite some mior dis-
criminations. Its goal in this sphere is the emasculation of re-
ligion rather than the annihilation of its adherents.

2. Israel: Without recourse to analytical studies in geopolitics

· MaImonIdes seems to accept a much broader definition of the term. This,

however, does not appear to be the consensus of halakhic opinion. (Cf. Yehu-

dah Gershuni, in Ha-Torah Veha-Medinah, 1959, pp. 76 ff.)
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and in Soviet ideology, it may reasonably be expected that were
the West to capitulate before the Soviet Union and become Red,
Israel would not be permitted to remain in its present status.
The favor of the oil-rich Arabs is certainly more desirable than
that of the Israelis. And historically, the sentiment - the work.
ing ideology rather than the formal, stated set of beliefs of
the Russian people and government - has traditionally been
one of hatred for the Jews, and there is nothing on the present
horizon to change that estimate. We can reasonably assume
that were Russia to dominate the world, Israel would not be
allowed to remain in J ewislI hands, and the defense of the Holy
Land would thus be at issue.

It is diffcult to imagine, of course, how a small though heroic
people could resist the enormous nuclear power of Russia if
the West were to be overcome by it. But, it cannot be denied,
the people which has barehandedly fought the oppressors of
history before will not simply lay down their arms. Such a war
of defending the Land of Israel would be, unquestionably, an

Obligatory War.
How matters would be arranged by the Israelis in the event

of such a tragic occurrence is by no means our problem in ths
essay. The avoidance of this disaster, however, is of the greatest
importance. The question of Red or Dead necessariy brings
in its wake the question of a Jewish Israel or a non-Jewish Pa-
lestine. Running the terrble risk of death by nuclear stock-
piling appears to me the only alternative to the loss of Eretz
IsraeL.

If, to some, ths position seems narrowly chauvinistic, it

should also be stated that no other nation would countenance
the loss of its sovereignty, and that no nation - not even Rus-
sell's England or Hughes' America - will straightaway disband
to avoid conflict. The defense of a land has always required
the sacrice of its citizens. History mayor may not record its
vanity, and ethics may applaud or condemn its barbarity, but
this has remained a fact.

3. Judaism: But, even if we should maintain, in an attempt
to modi this decision, that because "Jews were not like other
nations," that regardless of the loss of Israel, Jews must never-
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theless lead humanity to new moral and ethical principles that
go beyond national borders; and

Even if we should admit that because the nuclear age will
demand the sacrice, not merely of some citizens but of whole
populations, not only the destrction of whole cities but whole
continents, and that because the sheer quantity at stake wi be
infiitely greater than ever before, we should, qualitatively alter

our moral code in regard to war, and compel Jews to forego.
the nghts to one land, however holy; and

Even if it should be argued that because we are histoncally
supra-national, (as Salo Baron says, "The diaspora is both the
mother of Israel and the daughter of Israel") we should teach
supra-nationalism and point the way to an ethic that is universal
rather than national, and should heroically relinquish the Holy
Land in exchange for peace; -

We would stil be committed to defend with our lives the
religion, the values, the morals, and ethics - the very life of

our people: Judaism.

Above and beyond all other considerations - the Jew's land,
the physical conditions of his life, and so on - the most vital
and crucial is Judaism, his Torah. He may sirender all he
has for the sake of peace, but he cannot surrender what he is.
If our history shows thousands of years of J ewIsh existence with-
out a homeland, it also shows not one hour without faith.

The existence of Judaism in Russia is somewhat paradoxical.
On the one hand, there is offcial tolerance and enfanchise-
ment of minority groups, and offcial denial of anti-Semitism.
Perhaps this is so because it fits in with Communist doctre,
or because Russia is sensitive to world opinion. On the other
hand, there is the festering poison of the "Jew Image" dried
into the Russian mind for over four hundred years. As a result
of this paradoxical attitude we find many conficts. Leni could
prosecute those responsible for the Bells blood charge of 1911,
and the Jews of Daghestan could be charged with ritual murder
in 1960. A Yiddish weekly can be published,. while synagogues
are being closed.

The Communists are chokig off the life-source of Jewry.
Synagogue leaders are tned on espionage charges. Synagogues
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are said to be meetig-places of spies.51 Curency is said to be
hidden in the scroll of Torah. There is one Rabbinical Aca-

demy for three mion Jews, and the student body numbers
twelve. Its leaders are suspected, and then transferred or de-
ported. Religious marrages are frequently forbidden.

Russian Jews are not willing to talk freely to visitig Jewish
dignitaries lest they attract suspicion. Senator Jacob R. Javits
declares that a cloak of silence has fallen over Russian Jewr.
The N. Y. Herald Tribune has highlighted story after story of
the "Soviet Pressure on Jews to Abandon Religion."52

Dr. Solomon Grayzel, in 1960, wrote, "What is more, there
is every indication that unless there is a change for the better
in Russia - which is of course impossible - (but which, in

fact, has become worse-M.L.) the estimated 2,500,000 Jews
of the Soviet Union must also be written off. 

"53 If this is the

case today when Russia is stil sensitive to world opinion, what
will prevail if the globe is all Red? Can we, who are so close
to the N azI holocaust, afford not to be alarmed? Or is it that
we have become de-sensitied by the Nazis, and that any terror
which does not reach its former dimensions is tolerable? Dare
we consider submitting to "Red" rather than risk death to de-
fend our values?

The destruction of Judaism that we would invite by deciding
for "Red" would appear unlie any other persecutions. Small
segments of Jews have lived under adverse conditions in every
age. But our destiy has been that while one city burned our

books, another built a school, and whie we were drven out of
one countr, we were permtted to enter another. The year 1492
sounded the death-knell of Spansh Jewry and at the same time
heralded the discovery of a new contient. Formerly, many
Jews may have been kied but it was not Judaism in toto which
was jeopardied. At the present tie a decision for "Red" can .

brig universal tragedy to the Jewish people.

A consideration of even greater magnitude, one that is out-
side the limited bounds of ths paper, is at stake with a decision
for "Red." It is not only J udaIsm that is threatened but the entie
religious strcture of the West that stands in jeopardy. Com-
munism's militant atheism is of considerable power and is a
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. warfare, there is one over-ridig consideration - ìs there some-
. thng that is even more imoral? Our answer is that being
, 'reduced to mere physical exitence, being denied the Basic

Moral character of our people and deprived of that faith which
alone has insured the surival of the Jews, is not living. It is
worth. runnig the rik of war by providing an effective deter-
rent to dying internaly. It is, indeed, a travesty of martyrdom
to use it as an appeal for mass slaughter. But no one desires to
do this. Martyrdom is being used as an appeal for the safeguard-
. ing of values and morals, and if marrdom is ultimately re-
quired for this purpose, we must walk in the paths of our fathers
who did not shr from the prospect. Fromm may be nght in

contending that few people risk even their jobs for the sake of
their convictions. "How can we," he adds, "expect that they
should be able to make the ethical decision to die rather than
'be slavês?' "56 But, it appears to us, that when the problem
concern ultimate goals, men will perform acts of heroism and
self-sacrice for the ideals they espouse, similar to those they

have performed throughout recorded history.

CONCLUSION

We live in the hope that success wi crown the effort of the

tireless searchers for the third alternative - neither Red nor
Dead. It is the Jewish belief that war is not a permanent condi-
tion of mankd. Rabbi Shlomo Zevi, in hi L'or ha-Halak-
hah,57 report an address by Rabbi Kook in which the latter
maintained that war is' only a temporar measure leading to
ultimate peace. It is for this reason, he says, that the post of he
Priest who served the army during wartime, unle that of the

High Priest, was not an inherited position. In the Jewish heart
there always lived the hope that no successor would be req:.Úred

and, in that hope, no plans were made to perpetuate the position.
The above paragraphs were written in the devout and impas-

sioned hope that the dreadful choice need never be made. Future
generations deserve better from us than a legacy of either "Red"
or "Dead." Our society, technologicaly so advanced, must
now begin to arise out of its ethical, political, and religious
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lethgy, and leave to the future not "Red~' or "Dead," but

a workable and substantial peace.
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