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Dr. King’s Error

In recent speechea and statements the Rev, Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr. has linked his personal oppa-
sition to the war in Vietnam with the cause of Negro
equality in the United States, The war, he argues,
should be stopped not only because it is & futile war
waged for the wrong ends but also because it is a
Barrier to social progress in this country and there-
fore prevents Negroes from achieving their just place
in American life.

This is a fusing of two public problems that are
distinct and te. By them together, Dr.
King has done a disservice to both. The moral issues
in Vietnam are less clear-cut than he suggests: the
political strategy of uniting the peace movement and
the civil rights movement could very well be disas.
trous for both causes.

Because American Negroes are a minority and have
to unique b of racial and
prolonged deprivation, they have & hard tims in gain.
ihg their objectives even when their grievances are
self-evident and their claims are indisputably just,
As Dr, King knows from the Montgomery bus boycott
and other civil rights struggles of the past dozen
years, it takes almost infinite patience, persistence
and courage to achieve the relatively simple aims that
ought to be theirs by right.

".The movement toward racial equality is now in the

more advanced and more difficult stage of fulfilling
basic rights by finding more johs, changing patterns
of ing and di d i The battle-
Erounds in this struggle are Chicago and Harlem and
‘Watts, The Negroes on these fronts need all the lead-
ership, dedication and mora} { that they can
summon; and under these circumstances to divert
the energies of the civil rights movement to the Viet-
nam issue is both wasteful and seif-defeating.
. Dr. King makes too facile a connection between the
speeding up of the war in Vietnam and the slowing
down of the war ageinst poverty. The eradication of
poverty is at best the task of a generation, Thig “war"
inevitably meets diverse resistance such as the hos-
tility of local political machines, the skepticiam of
conservatives in Congress and the intractability of
slum mores and habits. The nation could afford to
make more funds available to combat poverty even
while the war in Vietnam continues, but thers is no
certainly that the coming of peace would automat-
ically lead to a sharp increase in funds.

- Furthermore, Dr. Xing can only antagonize opinion
in this country instead of winning recruits to the
peace by recl oA
ilitary methods to thosa of the Nazis testing “new
medicine and new tortures in the concentration camps
of Europe” The facts are harsh, but they do not
Justify such slander. Furthermore, it is possible to
disagree with many aspects of United States policy in
Vietnam without whitewashing Hanoi.

As an individual, Dr. King has the right and even
the moral obligation to explore the ethical implica~
tions of the war in Vietnam, but a8 one of the most
respected leaders of the civil rights movement he has
an equally weighty obligation to direct that move-
ment's efforts in the most constructive and relevant
way.

. There are no simple or easy answers to the war in
Vietnam or to racial injustice in this country. Linking
these hard, complex problems will lead not to solu-
tions but to deeper confusion.
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In recent speeches and statements the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. has linked his
personal opposition to the war in Vietnam with the cause of Negro equality in the United
States. The war, he argues, should be stopped not only because it is a futile war waged for
the wrong ends but also because it is a barrier to social progress in this country and
therefore prevents Negroes from achieving their just place in American life.

This is a fusing of two public problems that are distinct and separate. By drawing them
together, Dr. King has done a disservice to both. The moral issues in Vietnam are less clear-
cut than he suggests; the political strategy of uniting the peace movement and the civil
rights movement could very well be disastrous for both causes.

Because American Negroes are a minority and have to overcome unique handicaps of
racial antipathy and prolonged deprivation, they have a hard time in gaining their
objectives even when their grievances are self-evident and their claims are indisputably
just. As Dr. King knows from the Montgomery bus boycott and other civil rights struggles
of the past dozen years, it takes almost infinite patience, persistence and courage to achieve
the relatively simple aims that ought to be theirs by right.

The movement toward racial equality is now in the more advanced and more difficult
stage of fulfilling basic rights by finding more jobs, changing patterns of housing and
upgrading education. The battlegrounds in this struggle are Chicago and Harlem and
Watts. The Negroes on these fronts need all the leadership, dedication and moral
inspiration that they can summon; and under these circumstances to divert the energies
of the civil rights movement to the Vietnam issue is both wasteful and self-defeating.

Dr. King makes too facile a connection between the speeding up of the war in Vietnam
and the slowing down of the war against poverty. The eradication of poverty is at best the
task of a generation. This “war” inevitably meets diverse resistance such as the hostility of
local political machines, the skepticism of conservatives in Congress and intractability of
slum mores and habits. The nation could afford to make more funds available to combat
poverty even while the war in Vietnam continues, but there is no certainly {sic] that the
coming of peace would automatically lead to a sharp increase in funds.

Furthermore, Dr. King can only antagonize opinion in this country instead of winning
recruits to the peace movement by recklessly comparing American military methods to
those of the Nazis testing “new medicine and new tortures in the concentration camps of
Europe.” The facts are harsh, but they do not justify such slander. Furthermore, it is
possible to disagree with many aspects of United States policy in Vietnam without
whitewashing Hanoi.

As an individual, Dr. King has the right and even the moral obligation to explore the
ethical implications of the war in Vietnam, but as one of the most respected leaders of the
civil rights movement he has an equally weighty obligation to direct that movement’s
efforts in the most constructive and relevant way.

There are no simple or easy answers to the war in Vietnam or to racial injustice in this
country. Linking these hard, complex problems will lead not to solutions but to deeper
confusion. O
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Dr. King Backed

To the Editor:

The New York Times has rendered a great disservice to
the peace and civil rights movements in this country by
making a futile attempt to dissociate the two.

In an April 7 editorial The Times severely criticized
the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., president of the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, for “fusing”
the peace and civil rights issues into a single concern.

Logically, the welfare of non-white peoples in this
nation is inextricably linked with the welfare of nonwhite
peoples around the world. American Negroes, Puerto
Ricans, Indians and Mexicang all have an exceedingly
direct stake in the Administration’s posture in Vietnam.
They have experienced first hand the Government’s
disrespect for humanity and dignity at home and are
compelled to voice their outrage at the calculated de-
struction abroad of their Vietnamese brothers.

The American Government seems, in fact, to be
embarked upon a program of systematic genocide in
Vietnam and it is for this reason, perhaps more than any
other, that colored peoples everywhere must speak out
and act courageously.

Those Americans opposing the war cannot any
longer be guilty of silence while American nonwhites
who have been deprived of their full citizenship are sent
to their death in President Johnson’s illegal, immoral
and unjust war.

In order to dramatize the growing opposition to the
war, thousands of Americans of all races, creeds, reli-
gions and national origins will gather together in San
Francisco and in New York City on April 15 for Spring
Mobilization protest march and rally.

Before the eyes of the world the Spring Mobilization
will launch a sustained, serious movement which will
begin to put an end to the senseless slaughter that is
taking place in the name of democracy.

[Rev.] JAMES BEVELL

National Director

Spring Mobilization Committee
To End the War in Vietnam
New York, April 8, 1967
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War Stand Rejected

To the Editor:

I consider that my support of the Urban League and
membership in the N.A.A.C.P., to say nothing of my
contributions to various liberal causes, entitle me to con-
sider myself a white person of goodwill as that term was
used by Dr. Martin Luther King in The Times of April 5.

Far from being willing personally to boycott the Viet-
nam war, however, or even to have my son claim status as
a conscientious objector, I assert that it is necessary to
support the war in Vietnam.

Dr. King’s simplistic assertion that our Government is
the “greatest purveyor of violence in the world today” and
his analogy between the use of new weapons by our forces
in Vietnam and the use of strange medicines and torture by
Hitler’'s murderers in the concentration camps of Nazi
Germany raise grave doubts in my mind as to his ability to
think clearly.

Dr. King and his ilk do not speak for me and mine.

JOSEPH LEWIS SIMON
New York, April 5, 1967
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Rev. Martin Luther King
332 Auburn Avenue, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 FERSONAL

e————
Deay Dr. King:
Your recent pronouncenents witlch now go so far as to

suggest the possibility of cencouraging civi]l disobedience over Vietnam,
cause me a great perSonal dilemna. TE—

You will see enclosed my annual SCLC Sustaining Contvibutors
Card. 1T never thought I would find wmvself in a positioa whereby it mizht
seem morally indefensible to contyibute to SCLC, But that. sir. is my
awful problem,

1 belony to a school of thought which I hope is larye,

To wit: I find it tocrallr consistent to be willing to die, if necessary,
for the cause of civil rights in the United States and, equally, to

die, if aecessary, to defend the rights of those to whom we have pledzed
our aid in Vietnan.

I do not mean to daryve the issue. You undoubtedly know
wy position and I know yours., Vietnar L8 one of Lhe most complex issues
in our nativnal history. I am a xan who can respect your peint of view
and I do. And T know enough about vou to kuow chat you cao AL once respectl
and disayree wiih we. But if T sec my contributions soing increasinglv
to support a campaizn against Vieitnam, where am I left? Thabt is not
ny purpose in supporting SCLC.

And yet, would it not be a vieious way to show wv
vbiection if I withdrew my support from SCLC? There is my dileowa.
I expect that I will reselve it by continuing. as in the past. to
zive all I can to the negro scholarship fund, tae legal defense fund,
the ACTU, ete. But I deeply regret that I can no longer in vood
conscience pay help pay the overhead of the extremely iomportant SCLC.

I have pondered this deeply. I Xuow Lhat cthe civil rigats
novement relates clesely to Wietnawm., I know the national treasure beinyg
expended on Vietnan detraccs from the civil rights programs. [ know that
a deprived negro family in an overcrowded tenement finds scarce comfore
in the thought that his welfare may be subordinaced ro the prosress of a
war on the other side of the wortd, And yet I feel so strougly that this
is one of the many times in US history where domestic priorities must
be temporarily re-arranged in order to secure the survival necessary to
fight the domestic causes that I simpl y canner support any agency which
uses its power to oppose a foreiun policy in which I deeply believe.

{ believe 1 am right and that is all there is to say. Tf we are not
succaessful in our forelyn policies, the grandchildren of the deprived

tenement dwellers of today will nor he members of tomorrvow's American
middle classes.
Respectfully vours, \\
»\

Jay . Cert
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334 Auburn Ave, N.E

Mlaons, Georgio 30303l S yuthern Christian Leadership Conference
Telephane 522-1420 1;

Martia Iutier King Jr . Preovidear Ralph Abernasthy, Trrusprer Aundrew J. Young., Fxecutive Iirector

Thank you Lfor your recent letter to me,

I am sorry that my recent speeches on Vietnam has cost
us your support. However, I feel that war is nc longer, if
it ever was, a valid way to solve international problems.
Even the negalive good served by a war against an evil force
such as Hitler can no longer be considered worth the costly
rigk to mankind, for the ultimate weapons of today mean only
the destruction of mankind. Man can no longer afford war.
We must find a non-violent way to settle the problems of the

world.

It has been my consislent belief and position that non-
violence is the only true solution to the social problems
ofFf the world and oF this country. ‘he principle of love
which has motivated so many to strike out against the evils
of racism here in America must motivate us to protest the
brutal destruction of the Vietnamese Pecple. It would be
false for those of us who have protested against the contin-
uation of American oppressiveness of its black minority, to
not also protest against the attempted continuation of
colonialism in Vietnam. For the Vietnamese have been strug-
gling for 30 years against massive .lapanese, French and
American occupation forces.
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Af'ter participating in the defeat of Japanese militarism,
the Vietnamese proclaimed their independence under Lhe leader-
ship ol their war time commander against the Japanese = o Chi
Minh. They likened their own course to that of the American
patriots who fought in the Revolutionary War, guoting in their
own historic documents from our own Declaration of Independence.
They did not seek alliances with Moscow or Peking but petitioned
Lo be made a member of the French Commonwealth. Yheir petition
was refused. Their right to choose their own destiny was
denied. ‘fThey were thrown onto their own resources, and those
of whoover might help them, whilc France waged a senseless and
wasteful war of colonial suppression.

IE North Vietnam is communist today, we have ocurselves
to blame. Tf they are alienated from America and American
ideals we have ourselves to blame. For we rejected their
appeal for friendship and understanding.

I do not intend to link the Civil Rights Movement organ-—
ically to the Peace Movement. 'The Vietnam Summer DProgram and
the Southera Christian Leadership Conference are in no way
linked organizationally. I feel, however, that it is not
possible for men of good will to segregahke their principles
for matters of expediency, tacLics or any other reason. 'The
presence of Lwo evils requires us to speak out against the
two evils,

I am nol claiming for the Negro people special privileges
Lo Cchoose which war they wish to fight in. although Lhis construc-
tion has unfortunately been placed on some of my remarks. I am,
rather, stating general principles, which I helieve that all men
of good will can follow and adapt to their pergonal lives. INowever,
I do feel thal. the Negro people, because of their peculiar experi-
ences with oppression through the use of physical violence, have
a particular responsibility to not participate in inflicting op-
pressive violence on ancther people. This is not a privilege but
an exceptional moral responsibility, the weighlt of which is far
from a happy burden.
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I fear that much of America has failed to understand the
full meaning of the non-violent melthod. Too many Americans
support non-violence here within the United SlLates of America
for Negroes, but do not see in it, any such restrictioens to
the U.S. Government in its conduct of foreign policy. Such
people who hold this contradlicteory pesition are not true
believers in non-violence. So T say that it is wrong for
anyone Lo praise me for my non-violent stand on Civil Rights
and condemn me for heing non-violent on Vietnam.

Finally, let me say that 1 have teken a stand against
the war in Vietnam because my conscience leaves me with no
other choice. I have been strongly influenced by the
prophets of old and those who place the search for truth
above expediency. I would like to hope that I am not a
concensus lcader, consbtantly determining what is right and
wrong by lLaking a sort of Gallup poll of the majority opin-
ion, Ultimately, a genuine leader is not a searchexr of
consensus, but a molder of consensus, On some posgitions,
cowardice asks the guestion, is it safe? Expediency asks
the question, ig it politic? VanilLy asks the question, is
it right? ‘There comes a Lime when one must take a stand
that is neither sgafe, nor politic, nor peopular, but he must
take it because it is right. fThis is where I find myself
today.

Sincerely yours,

Martin Luther King, Jr.
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