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Social Movements and Citizenship: A Comparison of Conscientious 

Objection Movements in France, the United States and Israel


Citizenship and soldiering are linked in quasi-contractual relations. States demand citizens to turn into soldiers and the citizens, in return, demand civil, political, and social rights (Tilly, 1990). At times however, these relations fail and citizens refuse to enlist in the army. Conscientious objection is one such example.
 Margaret Levi explains that when “citizens believe government actors promote immoral practices, have ignored their interests, or have actually betrayed them, citizens are unlikely to feel obliged to comply with the laws” (Levi, 1997, p. 16). In such circumstances citizens will refuse conscription. Levi may be correct, but she leaves much to be explained. When do citizens define state practices as immoral? What leads citizens to feel neglected or betrayed to the extent that they openly disobey the law? In other words, how is dissent manufactured? 


This paper combines insights from social movement theory and citizenship theory to examine, comparatively, Conscientious Objection Movements (COM) in the United States, France and Israel. The paper addresses two interrelated questions: What is the relation between citizenship regimes and social struggles? More specifically, how do citizenship regimes shape social movements strategies on the one hand, and state reactions on the other?


Fusing insights from citizenship theory and social movement theory provides tools to investigate two underdeveloped areas in the political process model. First, how do social movements select a certain course of action from the available alternatives? Second, how do different political regimes shape the timing, character, and outcomes of social struggles? The specific citizenship regime plays a central role in forming the strategy of COM’s and in shaping state response to their challenge. Citizenship, therefore, is indispensable to our understanding of the relationship between social movements and states.

The comparison of the dynamic struggle between social movements and states in France, the United States and Israel reveals that the practices employed by COMs are powerfully shaped by the citizenship regimes of each state. Arguments and practices that seem natural and obvious in one locale seem inappropriate in another. The mediating factor that renders certain practices sensible or desired and excludes others is the citizenship regime of each state. Citizenship regimes should not be thought of as part of the “tools” or “cultural resources” available to social movement activists and state agencies. Such a conceptualization misleadingly portrays citizens and state agents as pre-constituted actors. Rather, citizenship regimes should be thought of as an element that constitutes subjectivities. Citizenship regimes constitute social actors and shape social dramas by structuring the repertoire of contention that is available in a certain struggle.


The paper is divided into three sections. The first section presents the concept of citizenship and positions it in relation to social movement theory. It presents five hypotheses that outline the influence of citizenship on the dynamics of social movements. The second section unfolds the histories of the French, American, and Israeli COMs. The third section compares and contrasts the three movements and clarifies the influence of citizenship regimes on social struggles. 

I.
From citizenship to social action

a) The origins of citizenship


Charles Tilly (1990; 1995a; 1995b) and Morris Janowitz (1994) relate citizenship to processes of nation and state building. The challenge of war making gave birth to new relations between the states and subjects (Tilly, 1990, p. 15; 1995b, p. 229). States relied more than ever on mass conscription and organized reserves and, in return, established systems of veteran’s benefits and representation (Tilly, 1990, p. 122). The “core of what we now call ‘citizenship’…consists of multiple bargains hammered out by rulers and ruled in the course of their struggles over the means of state action, especially the making of war.” (Tilly, 1990, p. 102)

Rather than seeing citizenship as a legal status, Tilly encourages an examination of citizenship in relational terms, as a set of institutionalized practices that define membership to a state by ascribing rights and obligations.
 But citizenship also functions as an exclusionary mechanism. As a mechanism that defines who’s “in”, citizenship necessarily also defines who’s “out.” Since citizenship is intractably connected to nationhood, its main exclusionary practices are directed against those that are perceived as external to the nation (Turner, 1997, p. 9).

b) Different types of citizenship

Ideally, according to Rogers Brubaker, membership in a nation state should be egalitarian, sacred and unique, national, democratic and socially consequential. Citizenship should be equal for all members. The unique, sacred and national aspects of citizenship are expressed in the demand to belong to only one nation and the willingness to scarify life for it. Lastly, the democratic and consequential aspects of citizenship refer, respectively, to the right and obligation of members to participate in the political life of the community and to the privileges that participation must carry (1994, p. 311-2).

Brubaker’s model does not assume uniformity. Rather, it enables us to identify variations in the understandings of citizenship. Different types of citizenship accentuate different aspects of membership and, consequently, being a citizen in one nation state can have a radically different meaning than being a citizen in another (Brubaker, 1994, p. 314). Three distinct discourses of citizenship can be identified: liberal, ethno-national, and republican (Shafir and Peled, 1998).
 

The liberal discourse of citizenship identifies no common goals for the nation (Oldfield, 1998). It emphasizes individual rights and highlights the egalitarian and democratic aspects of citizenship. The United States is an illustration of such a regime. This understanding interprets military service more as a burden imposed by the state than as a method of uniting the nation (Flynn, 2002, p. 3). Compulsory military service is deemed justified in the United States only as a matter of national defense in case of immediate threat (Flynn, 2002, p. 255). Of the three cases discussed in this paper only the United States has never practiced routine conscription (Chambers, 1993, p. 23). 

The ethno-national discourse bases membership on a perceived belonging to a pre-political community. It emphasizes the sacred, national and unique aspects of citizenship and imposes strict naturalization procedures. Brubaker identifies the German conception of citizenship as an example of this discourse; however, Israel is an even more extreme case of an ethno-national regime (Tilly, 1995a. p, 10; see also Yiftachel, 2000). Israel assigns no significance to birth in territory, but provides an unconditional citizenship to all Jews.
 The Israeli citizenship discourse stresses obligations. Israel’s militaristic ethos demands an especially long, militia-type military service but applies it very unequally. Only full members of the community, i.e. Jews, are required to serve in the army for three years and continue to serve in reserve units until the age of 50.
 Thus, Israel’s demand for military sacrifices is anchored in its Jewish character. 

The republican discourse of citizenship centers on the community. Unlike the liberal discourse, the republican membership in the community is not passive but is attained by displaying civic virtue, i.e., actively promoting the goals of the community (Oldfield, 1998). French citizenship features this discourse. Being French is not only a matter of birth, and unlike the ethno-national conception, it includes no reference to a common pre-political community. Rather, it is conditioned on military service and proficiency in French culture (Tilly, 1995b, p. 223-6; Brubaker, 1994, p. 328 respectively). A telling indicator of this understanding can be found in the peculiarities of French colonialism. French colonialism typically involved a project of civilization that attempted to impose French culture on its subjects and, in some cases, even granted citizenship to colonial subjects (Turner, 1997, p. 7).
 The French republican discourse of citizenship emphasizes the egalitarian, sacred and national aspects of citizenship but these qualities are conceived as learned rather than primordial. Until recently, this understanding translated itself in a policy of universal conscription (Flynn, 2002. p. 259; Moller, 2002, p. 281).
   

The liberal, ethno-national, and republican discourses of citizenship represent three distinct ways of structuring the relationship between state and citizens. The American liberal citizenship discourse is rights oriented and relatively expansive. The Israeli ethno-republican citizenship discourse emphasizes descent and military service. Lastly, the French republican citizenship discourse stresses military obligation and learned cultural traits. 

c) Citizenship and social movements

Citizenship not only expresses but also shapes the relations between states and citizens and between different groups of citizens. The differing rights and obligations that citizenship confers are “constitutive of different types of personhood and of diverse political identities” (Helman, 1999). These identities often become a basis for social action. In practice, “…people in different social and political settings invoke a variety of different conceptualizations of citizenship, which in turn support diverse (and sometimes opposing) styles of contestation and alliance making within civil society.” (Mische, 1995, p. 132) The shared understandings that underlie citizenship, i.e., who is and who is not a member and what membership means, shape the political goals, the day-to-day strategies and the process of conceptualization that social movements engage in (Hobson, 1999, p. 153).

 Researchers of social movements are keenly aware of the importance of expanding political opportunities in explaining the emergence and success of social movements (see McAdam 1999, p. 40-1; McAdam McCarthy and Zald, 1996, p. 2). Only when routines are interrupted and established political blocks wither, can social movements form new alliances. In these accounts, however, citizenship regimes are rarely considered. Nevertheless, without considering the differing citizenship positions of social groups, it is impossible to explain why certain coalitions between social movements are not even considered while other coalitions seem especially desirable. Ann Mische’s study of the democratization movement in Brazil exemplifies this. Mische found that groups ranging from Marxist-Leninists to Catholics to business federations cooperated in the democratization struggle (Mische, 1995, p. 145). These diverse groups were able to cooperate because they had similar relations with the state; in other words, they shared the same citizenship position. The different ties of citizens to states place groups in positions that favor or sometimes disfavor cooperation, regardless of ideological and other differences that may exist between them. Any account of political opportunity that fails to consider these factors will necessarily remain incomplete.

Most studies of social movements that incorporate citizenship theory highlight the way citizenship shapes collective action frames (See for example, Helman, 2001 and Hobson, 1999). Collective action frames provoke struggles by attaching certain pro-active meanings to particular experiences. Collective action frames attribute blame or responsibility, suggest alternatives and emphasize the potential success of actions (Benford and Snow, 2000, p. 615). Citizenship describes not only the connections to the state but also what they should be. As such, it provides social movements with important discursive resources to the construction of collective action frames. 

Since both citizens and state officials share the conception of citizenship, citizenship regimes also influence state reactions. The framework of citizenship can contribute to the understanding of state reaction in two ways. On one hand, the type of citizenship regime can explain why similar challenges are interpreted and evoke dissimilar reactions in different states. On the other, differing citizenship positions can explain why states sometimes react differently to the same challenge when posed by different groups. Since diverse groups are attached to states by different ties, states tend to interpret and react to the challenges they pose differently. 

From the discussion so far, citizenship emerges as an overarching factor that conditions social struggles. Citizenship regimes must not be thought of as ideological constructs that are consciously manipulated by social actors. Rather, citizenship regimes shape the horizons of social actors. Rather than rendering certain courses of action “strategically” unwarranted or preferable, citizenship regimes make them unthinkable or irresistibly desirable. Social movements shape their struggle from a limited pool of possibilities. In any given struggle, there is limited range of challenges that can sensibly be employed, a given repertoire of contention. Since citizenship shapes the relationship between state and society, it also shapes the tools that challengers can sensibly employ in their struggle. Thus, citizenship should be seen as a factor that structures the “repertoire of contention” (Tilly, 1995c).   

d) Hypotheses

This paper contrasts comparable social struggles across three national settings. It attempts to explain variations in social movement strategies and state responses, based on differences in the political environments in which they operate. Specifically, it examines the ways citizenship regimes shape social movements struggles and state responses. 


Citizenship theory can further our understanding of the relationship between social movements and states. Citizenship regimes shape social struggles not only by determining the collective action frames employed. They also have profound influence on the selectivity of the members of the movement and alliances outside it. While certain citizenship regimes encourage inclusiveness and cooperation, others promote selectivity. The case of COMs is especially suitable to illustrate these influences since the connections between citizenship and soldiering are so strong. Based on the previous discussion, a number of hypotheses can be drawn. Table number 1 presents six hypotheses: 

Table number 1: hypotheses
	Citizenship regime
	Ethno-national
	Republican
	Liberal

	Representing state
	Israel
	France
	United States

	Conscientious objection movement practices: 

(1) Collective action frames 

(2) Membership policy 

(3) Alliance policy
	(1) Communitarian campaign

(2)  Exclusive membership (only eligible citizens, i.e. members of the ethno-national group)

(3)  Selective alliances with members of the nation
	(1) Communitarian campaign 

(2) Exclusive membership (only eligible citizens, i.e. veterans) 

(3) Selective alliances with army veterans regardless of their nationality 
	(1) Individualistic, universalistic campaign. Heavy reliance on terminology of rights

(2) Inclusive membership 

(3) Openness to alliances 

	State Response:


	Moderate response Cooptation strategies
	Harsh response Imprisonment
	Moderate response Recognition of the right to obey one’s conscience


Hypothesis 1: COMs operating within a republican citizenship regime will employ communitarian discourse and practices in their struggle. Attempting to emphasize their legitimacy and attractiveness, these COMs will emphasize their contribution to the common good. 

Hypothesis 2: COMs operating within liberal citizenship regime will employ individualistic discourse and practices in their struggle. Attempting to attract members, these COMs will emphasize individual rights.

Hypothesis 3: COMs operating within ethno-national citizenship regime will employ ethno-national discourse and practices in their struggle. Attempting to preserve their legitimacy, these COMs will stress their membership and contribution to the ethno-national community.

Hypothesis 4: Republican states will respond harshly to COM’s demands. In cases where the right for conscientious objection is recognized, it will be accompanied with a compulsory alternative. Republican states tend to interpret conscientious objection as a threat to the existence of the community.

Hypothesis 5: Liberal states will respond moderately to COM’s demands and might even legalize conscientious objection. Liberal states tend to evaluate conscientious objection pragmatically. If widespread, conscientious objection might hinder the state’s ability to wage war, but it does not threaten the existence of the community.

Hypothesis 6: Ethno-national states will respond moderately to COM’s demands and attempt to co-opt its members. Since membership in the ethno-national community is hereditary, conscientious objection may be seen as illegitimate, but it does not threaten the existence of the community. The conscientious objectors remain members of the community.  


The hypotheses can also be presented as null hypotheses. If citizenship regimes are not fundamental in shaping both the strategy of social movements and the reaction of states, then the differences between COMs will be accounted for by factors other than the different citizenship regimes, i.e., political opportunities (narrowly understood), mobilizing structures and collective action frames (which will bear no relevance to citizenship regimes).

II.
Conscientious objection in France, the United States and Israel

This section presents the emergence and activity of conscientious objection movements in response to expeditionary wars in France, the United States and Israel (during the wars in Algeria, Vietnam and Lebanon, respectively).


a) France  


Algeria was subject to French rule since its occupation and annexation in 1848. Unlike other colonies, Algeria was considered as an integral part of France. Following the annexation, French citizens settled in Algeria, and, by 1954, more than one million Europeans lived in Algeria.
 Despite the annexation, the Algerian population never received French citizenship and was subjected to discrimination. Gradually, an Algerian national movement emerged. In 1954, the “Front de Liberation Nationale” (FLN), the Algerian national movement, launched an armed struggle for independence (Evans, 1997, p.24-7). 


French opposition to the war in Algeria developed gradually as the conflict escalated. From the outset, the war did not enjoy high popularity in France. However, the presence of one million settlers complicated any attempt to end the war (Evans, 1997, p.28). Disappointing some, the Communist party, the obvious candidate to lead the opposition to the war, adopted an ambivalent stand. Careful to sustain a patriotic image, the party channeled antiwar sentiment into tedious and ineffective petition signing (Joly, 1991, p.124). Frustrated by the communist party’s position, antiwar activists, including Communist party members, became involved in antiwar protests organized by other groups. 

In the absence of Communist backing, antiwar protests were small and infrequent. On June 1957, a few hundred protestors gathered in Paris for a silent march against the occupation (Schalk, 1991, p.86). As the war continued and reports about widespread use of torture by the military reached France, opposition to the war strengthened.
 On October 1961, Paris police attacked a crowed of 70,000 Algerians who marched in protest against the Army’s brutality in Algeria. As many as 200 protesters were killed and, thousands were detained and deported (Schalk, 1991, p. 92-3; Evans, 1997, p. xvi). However, even this event failed to elicit a decisive response from the French left. Later, in December 1961, 50,000 Parisians demonstrated against the Organisation de l’Armee Secrete’s terror (Schalk, 1991, p. 92).
 Only in 1962, when negotiations were already underway, did 500,000 demonstrators gather, calling for the government to hasten negotiations. Arguably, the left ceased squabbling only after the police killed eight Communist party members in an earlier, smaller demonstration (Schalk, 1991, p. 92). 

Ever since the Revolution, citizenship and soldiering have been intimately connected in France. Of the three cases considered, only France has a tradition of universal conscription. Until recently, all French male citizens were enlisted for up to 28 months of military service and the few who refused to enlist (mostly members of Christian pacifist sects such as the Jehovah’s Witnesses) were sentenced to long imprisonment.
 Prior to the Algerian war, conscientious objection hardly existed and was never considered as a legitimate way to express antiwar opposition (Martin, 1993, p. 80-3). 

During the first phase of the war, only the professional army fought in Algeria and no conscientious objection existed. Only when conscripts were sent to Algeria did dissent emerge. Early signs of agitation came from the rappeles.
 In September 1955, Le Monde reported on “incidents” at the Gare de Lyon where some 400 rappeles refused to board trains destined for Algeria. Another incident took place in October in Rouen when 600 rappeles, joined by citizens, rioted and refused to leave their barracks. Similar riots erupted in Limoges, Ussel and Lyon (Joly, 1991, p.115). During April 1956, when an additional 70,000 rappeles were called up, violence erupted again. In Grenoble, thousands of demonstrators, soldiers and civilians tried to prevent trains loaded with rappeles from leaving the station (Joly, 1995, p.115). 

Despite the Mouvement des Rappeles’s vehement attempts to prevent placement in Algeria, these sentiments never transformed into an organized and sustained action. Before long, potential leaders and activists were posted in Algeria, and dissent was subdued. The Communist party tried to reconcile its patriotic stand with the fact that substantial numbers of its members were among the protesters. When Roland Leroy, a party leader, described the events in Rouen, he said that, “The soldiers had never carried out…‘mutiny’ or ‘mass desertion’…On the contrary their action had highly patriotic significance.” However, when other party members poured cement on rails in an attempt to stop a trainload of conscripts, the party denounced them publicly (Joly, 1991, p.116).

Lacking organization, conscientious objection in the years following was sporadic. In July 1956, Alban Liecti and thirty other members of the Communist party addressed an open letter to the president, urging for an immediate cease-fire. Liecti cited the constitution and reasserted his devotion to the French Republic. Nevertheless, he and his friends declared that they would not take up arms against the Algerian people (Joly, 1991, p. 117). 

In July 1957, Francis Jeanson, a radical intellectual, formed what was later known as “Jeanson’s network.” Later, in 1959, a small group that identified itself as “Jeune Resistance” joined them. Jeanson’s network and Jeune Resistance were loosely associated, clandestine organizations that assisted a growing number of conscientious objectors in crossing the border into Switzerland (Useem, 1973, p. 9; Evans, 1997, p. 4). In addition to helping conscientious objectors, the activists assisted the FLN by transporting money to Algeria and hiding FLN members (Joly, 1991, p. 124; Talbott, 1980, p. 165-8).

 The name Jeune Resistance was carefully chosen in order “to make reference to the [WWII] Resistance, and at the same time to show that the old Resistance had betrayed our expectations, in that the old Resistance [represented by President de Gaulle] had, to some extent, justified recolonisation after 1945.” (Interview with Jean-Louis Hurst in Evans, 1997, p. 134) The French COM never became very popular. Even at the height of their activity, Jeanson’s network and Jeune Resistance numbered no more than several hundred activists. Evans estimates that the organization assisted 500 to 1000 conscientious objectors in escaping France (1997, p. 4-5).


The French COM received dramatic publicity with the arrest of more than twenty members of Jeanson’s network in February 1960. Jeanson himself eluded police and advocated for his activities from a hideout (Talbott, 1980). Jeanson and his friends were accused of helping draftees escape, sheltering fugitive Algerians, distributing propaganda and providing other services for the FLN (Schlack, 1991, p. 89). Although the arrests severely limited the network’s activities, the widely publicized trial enabled the activists to continue their struggle through other means. In court, using confrontational tactics, the defense challenged the assumption that Algeria was an integral part of France. The defense attempted to completely reverse the lexicon of the French authorities. As Mourad Oussedik, a leading member of the defense team recalled:

[We used the language of] ‘War’ rather than ‘pacification’ and ‘police operation’,[we emphasized words like] ‘kidnappings’, ‘disappearances’, ‘prisoners of war’, [and stressed the ideas of] ‘solidarity’, ‘common combat with French’; for the French ‘the defense of the principles of 1789’, ‘anti-torture aid’, ‘anti-colonial aid’, ‘a show of solidarity to enable Algeria achieve independence’ and ‘the honour of France’. These were the keywords. (In Evans, 1997, p.182)


Even more importantly, the trial elicited the composition and publication of “Manifesto 121,” the most significant statement of support for conscientious objection ever made in France. The Manifesto posed a serious challenge to the French authorities. Signed by 121 leading intellectuals including Jean-Paul Sartre and the ex-wife and daughter of de Gaulle’s minister of culture, the Manifesto expressed unequivocal support for the actions of Jeanson’s network and Jeune Resistance:

The undersigned… have the duty to intervene – not [in order] to give formal advice to men who have arrived to personal decisions when confronted with such severe problems but to demand that those who are judging these individuals not allow themselves to find anything equivocal in their statements and values, declare:

· We respect and deem justified the refusal to take arms against the Algerian people.

· We respect and deem justified the conduct of Frenchmen who esteem it their duty to supply aid and protection to Algerians who are oppressed in the name of the French people.

· The cause of the Algerian people…is the cause of all free men.(in Schalk, 1991, p.107)

Scheduled to be published on the trial’s opening day, the Manifesto attracted enormous interest. A factor that probably intensified this interest was that the precise phrasing of the manifesto was not immediately known. Prohibited from appearing in print, the Manifesto never appeared, as planned, in Le Monde. Instead, a blank page appeared in the space originally designated for the Manifesto (Schalek, 1991, p. 105-6). During 1960, even before its content became known, the Manifesto aroused intense debate, and writers argued about its provocative content for months following the “non-publication.” 


In 1960, the Algerian war reached a turning point. In December of that year, the United Nations recognized Algeria’s right to independence, and in February 1961, French citizens overwhelmingly approved the Algerian right for self-determination in a referendum. In March 1962, the French government and the FLN signed a cease-fire and, on July 3, Algeria became an independent state (Evans, 1997, p. xvi).


The end of the war did not end the struggle for the conscientious objectors. By the early 1960’s, some 500 youths were still in prison. They were subjected to renewed punishment for up to five years (Flynn, 2002, p.202). In June 1962, Louis Lecoin, a well-known pacifist and the editor of the weekly Libere, started a hunger strike attempting to force a change in the policy toward conscientious objectors. After 21 days of the strike, de Gaulle promised to introduce new legislation to the Assembly (Carter, 1992, p. 225). 


However, even after the war, legalizing conscientious objection was not easy. The bill eventually passed in December of 1963, only after a long debate (Flynn, 2002, p. 202-3). The bill was unique in certain respects. First, in the law’s twelve articles, the term “conscientious objectors” never appears. Rather, the law refers only to “method of accomplishing military service.” (Martin, 1993, p. 85) The status, but not the title, of conscientious objector could be attained only by submitting to alternative service in non-combatant unit or civilian public service jobs twice as long as regular military service (Fylnn, 2002, p. 203). Lastly, the contents of the bill were kept secretive. Publication of the new regulation and the promotion of conscientious objection were prohibited and punishable by up to three years in jail (Flynn, 2002, p. 203). 


The French COM during the Algerian war had unique qualities. First, lacking organizational basis, the COM was, for most time, sporadic. Moreover, the Mouvement des Rappeles, Jeanson’s network, and Jeune Resistance failed to produce a sustained challenge to government policies and remained small and isolated. In addition, the movement was engaged in illegal activities. Lastly, the French COM utilized sacred national symbols in their struggle. The Mouvement des Rappeles used soldiering to express their opposition to the war, and Jeune Resistance and Jeanson’s network used the French revolution and the anti-Nazi resistance symbols in their struggle.   

The United States


Of the three cases considered in this paper, the American COM is the only one that posed a serious disruptive threat to the conscription system. Resistance to conscription developed gradually, along with the broader antiwar movement. Eventually, the resistance to the war in Vietnam and compulsory military service played a substantial role in bringing an end to the war and the abolition of the conscription system.
 

In the first stage of the war, starting almost immediately after the French withdrawal in 1954, military involvement was limited and was not seriously contested.
 Opposition to the war was limited to a few intellectuals and existing peace organizations (Carter, 1992, p. 88).

In 1964, the war escalated. Attempting to squelch the resistance of the National Liberation Front (NLF), the United States dramatically intensified its involvement in Vietnam.
 For the first time, conscripts were sent to the war zone. The more invested the United States became in Vietnam, the more the war escalated. In February 1965, the United States opened a new front by launching a massive aerial bombing campaign against North Vietnam. By the end of 1966, more than 500,000 American soldiers were stationed in South East Asia (Chambers, 1993, p. 39). 

From 1965 onward, protests against the war and COM activity increased dramatically. The first to mobilize against the war were students who faced conscription, but the opposition soon widened to include more groups. In April 1965, a crowd of 20,000 students marched in Washington. Martin Luther King Jr. joined the antiwar movement in January 1966. Unexpected opposition to the war came from the clergy members of the Catholic Church. Beginning in 1967, Catholic nuns and priests launched a series of attacks on induction centers, burning and destroying draft records (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 201).
 

In 1968 and especially after the My Lai massacre of March 16, 1968
, the antiwar movement found allies among war veterans. In April 1971, more than a thousand of them threw away their Vietnam medals at the Capitol (Carter, 1992, p. 95). Resistance to the war penetrated the standing army as well. In June 1970 twenty-eight officers established the “Concerned Officers Anti Vietnam War” movement, and even in the war zone, servicemen expressed their opposition to the war (Zinn, 1995, p. 495).
 

Following the United State’s invasion of Cambodia in late April 1970, the students’ resistance reached a climax. Demonstrations at several universities turned violent. At Kent State University in Ohio, national guardsmen opened fire and killed four students and wounded others (Carter, 1992, p. 96). The opposition to the war was eventually influential. By 1972, President Nixon and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger negotiated a cease-fire with North Vietnam. By the fall of 1973, a peace agreement was signed and the United States army pulled out of Vietnam (Zinn, 1995, p. 488). 

Unlike the French and Israeli cases, the boundaries between antiwar activity and conscientious objection were blurred in the United States. The COM in the United States was almost an indistinguishable part of the greater antiwar movement. After 1965, most of the antiwar organizations including the Committee for Non-Violent Action, The War Resisters League, the Student Peace Union (SPU) and the Students for Democratic Society (SDS), supported conscientious objection. 
During the Vietnam war, conscientious objection reached an unprecedented level. Although my discussion focuses on organized efforts to resist conscription, the phenomenon was much bigger. Overall, more than fifteen million men received legal exemptions and deferments (60% of the cohort) and as many as 570,000 men evaded conscription illegally (Chambers, 1993, p. 41). About 360,000 of them were never caught. Another 198,000 had their cases dismissed, and 8,800 were convicted. More than 4,000 men were imprisoned for up to three years for their refusal to enlist the army or be sent to Vietnam (Useem, 1973, p. 129). Moreover, 30,000 to 50,000 registrants evaded the draft by fleeing the country, mostly to Canada, Britain and Sweden. More than 170,000 registrants obtained legal classification as conscientious objectors (Chambers, 1993, p. 41-2). 

The United States has a long history of conscientious objection based on religious and moral convictions. As a result, conscientious objection during the Vietnam war was conceivable and relied, at least in the first stages, on existing traditions. Consequently, attempts to encourage conscientious objection began early. In October 1960, Peter Iron, a Students Peace Union (SPU) activist, returned his draft card to the Selective Service System (SSS). His action sparked a lively debate in the SPU Bulletin. Iron and his supporters argued, “the return of draft cards will not stimulate moral reexamination unless this action is taken simultaneously by a large number of students.” (In Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 15) Iron’s initiative, however, was rejected by the SPU. Between 1960 and 1965, there were a few attempts to instigate conscientious objection including occasional burning of draft cards, which stirred strong negative reactions. None of them, however, developed into a sustained, organized struggle. The most significant attempt took place in 1964 by the “May 2nd Movement.” The group published a statement signed by more than a thousand men of conscription age that declared: 

We, the students of the United States, refuse to be drafted. We do not recognize the right of the government to draft our fellow students. We refuse to be turned into killers and corpses for a war that is not ours (In Useem, 1973, p. 36).                                                  

Another attempt to fight against conscription was made by activists of the civil rights movement. In July 1965, in McComb, Mississippi they distributed a leaflet that stated: 

No. Mississippi Negroes should not be fighting in Viet Nam for the white Man’s freedom, until all the Negro People are free in Mississippi. 

Negro boys should not honor the draft here in Mississippi. Mothers should encourage their son’s not to go. We will gain respect and dignity as a race only by forcing the United States Government and the Mississippi  Government to come with guns, dogs and trucks to take our sons away to fight and be killed protecting Miss., Ala., Ga., and La.

No one has the right to ask us to risk our lives and kill other Colored People in Santo Domingo and Viet Nam, so that White American can get richer… (In Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p.31-2)

Despite such calls, the Student Nonviolent Coordination Committee (SNCC) adopted a moderate stance of expressing sympathy with draft evaders. Only later, in August 1966, did SNCC adopt an unequivocal stand, calling, “Hell no, we won’t go!” in daily demonstrations in front of Atlanta’s induction center (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 33).

With the intensification of the war, new actors came to play a role in the COM. In November 1966, the student newspaper of Chicago University published a “We Won’t Go” statement. It read: “The undersigned men of draft age are united in their determination to refuse military service in Vietnam, and urge others of like mind to join us.” 32 students signed the statement. Soon after, the group called for a national ‘We Won’t Go’ meeting. The gathering attracted more than 500 representatives from every corner of the country. Following the gathering, over a hundred student leaders addressed President Johnson with an open letter claiming: “unless this conflict ceases, the United States will find some of her most loyal and courageous young people choosing to go to jail rather than to bear the country’s arms.” (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 61) Coming from elected campus leaders, it became clear that the letter represented far more students than those only associated with radical groups.

By the end of December, the national council of the SDS decided to support conscientious objection. They declared: 

SDS reaffirms its opposition to conscription of any form. We maintain that all conscription is coercive and anti-democratic, and that it is used by the United States Government to oppress people in the United States and around the world. (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 60)
 

On April 15 1966, at Sheep’s Meadow in Central Park in New York City Iron’s early proposition was endorsed. In a much publicized event, supported by thousands of protesters, more than 150 men burned their draft cards and issued the following statement:

The armies of the United States have, through conscription, already oppressed or 
destroyed the lives of millions of Americans and Vietnamese…Powerful 
resistance is now demanded: radical, illegal unpleasant, sustained.

In Vietnam, the war machine is directed against young and old, soldiers and civilians, without distinction. In our own country, the war machine is directed specifically against the young, against blacks more than against whites, but ultimately against all.


Body and soul, we are oppressed in common. Body and soul, we must resist in 
common… (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p.72)   

Gradually, with the event on Sheep’s Meadow serving as a catalyst, the term “resistance,” bearing connotation to both the WWII and the French COM, popularized.


In the spring of 1967, a group of students from Stanford University, California, initiated a new campaign using the name “The Resistance”. Unlike previous conscientious objection activists, that group’s activists did not have a background of religious pacifism or revolutionary political thought. Their ideology represented the counter-culture of the sixties, a mixture of “cowboys, Nietzsche, drugs, Jung, motorcycles and Gandhi.” (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p.78) David Harris, president of Stanford’s student body and the leader of the group, envisioned “a synthesis of the style developed in the South and what may have been my generation contribution to the synthesis, centering around the vision of self.” (In Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 82) 


The core group of “The Resistance” shared a commune in Palo Alto and developed a different concept of non-violence. As Harris described it: 

I like the Quaker style [of non-violence] as practiced by few of the more radical           Quakers on the west coast…but it isn’t my own. It has always seemed a very                         rigorous personalism to me, like sexual abstinence or meditation.

The Curious thing about my own attachment to nonviolence is that it came in the same period when I was reading Nietzsche, riding motor-cycles, and visiting women late at night by the back door…The nonviolence came as a function of a vision of adventurous, hell bent, wild west manhood…for me to adopt “pacifism” (meaning a whole style) would have meant giving up my neo-juvenile delinquent past…and in many way my love of people, not to mention my childhood fantasies. (I think my decision for nonviolence was to be a Gary Cooper who didn’t need guns.) (In Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 85)

On April 15, in a vigil in San Francisco, Harris announced:

The Resistance is a group of men who are bound together by one single and clear commitment: on October 16 we will hand in our draft cards and refuse any further cooperation with the Selective Service System... (In Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 90)

The aim of the movement was simple – to cripple the military conscription – and its primary tactic was public renunciation of the draft system (Useem, 1973, p. 4). In the following months, the group solidified a small cadre that traveled around the country, trying to enlist people. The intensification of conscription assisted the Resistance’s effort (Useem, 1973, p. 10). Importantly, in the fall of 1967, the government abolished the deferment of incoming undergraduate students and graduate students. For the first time, students experienced an acute sense of vulnerability (Useen, 1973, p. 94).

The date for national return of draft cards set by The Resistance unified the efforts of various groups. The “Chicago Area Draft Resisters” (CADRE), and the “Boston Draft Resistance Group” (BDRG) committed to The Resistance activity. Gradually, conscientious objection assumed prominence in the antiwar movement. Hundreds of manifestos and declarations supporting conscientious objection were issued throughout the country (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p. 116). 

The efforts of The Resistance were fruitful. On October 16, 1967, the first nationally coordinated Resistance event, 1,200 students returned their draft cards. On a subsequent event, in December 1968, 415 additional cards were sent back to the induction center. In two additional events in 1968, 1,750 draft cards were returned. Altogether about 4,000 conscientious objectors renounced the draft as part of events organized by The Resistance (Useem, 1973, p. 194).

The emergence of conscientious objection activities induced state response. Ten days after the first national Resistance draft card return, the Selective Service director instructed local induction centers to remove young men, who were involved in illegal protests against the draft or military recruiting, from the deferred status. He said that violation of draft regulation runs against the “national interest” (Useem, 1973, p. 102). Despite criticism leveled against it, the SSS maintained this policy. The director of the SSS even insisted that draft resistors should be given induction priority by classifying them as “draft delinquents” (Useem, 1973, p. 102). 

1968 marked a turn in the activity of the antiwar movement. On the one hand, new forms of radical resistance including resistance within the armed forces grew dramatically; on the other, many radical groups focused on issues other than conscription (Ferber and Lynd, 1971, p.183).
  In this atmosphere, The Resistance experienced increasing difficulties, and by the end of 1968, it ceased to function. 

The United States invasion of Cambodia in the spring of 1970 placed the antiwar activities back in the center of public consciousness. Peace demonstrations in Washington attracted hundreds of thousands of people. In spring, 1971, 20,000 people tied up traffic in Washington, D.C. as an expression of their indignation over the war; 14,000 of them were arrested (Zinn, 1995, p. 477). The antiwar movement and in particular the COM posed an unprecedented challenge to the American war machine. During the war these movements became increasingly successful in questioning the legitimacy of the conscription policy and of the war. Eventually the resistance at home and in Vietnam brought the war and the entire conscription system to an end. By the fall of 1973, the United States army, left Vietnam and the conscription policy was abandoned in favor of an all-volunteer army (Chambers, 1993, p. 43).  

Israel


The Israeli conscientious objection movement and the broader peace movement did not emerge until the late 1970s. A number of developments facilitated the emergence of the peace movement. Following the 1973 war, many Israelis, for the first time, expressed disaffection with government security policies. Although the blame for the war, which was experienced as a national trauma, was not attributed to overly hawkish policies, many questioned the functioning of the government. This unrest contributed to the overthrow of the Labor party and the rise to power of the ‘Likud’ national party in 1977 (Hall-Cathala, 1990, p. 34). The rise of the ‘Likud’ provided a political opportunity for the Israeli peace movement. For the first time, the Ashkenazi middle classes, the traditional supporters of the Labor party, found themselves in the opposition. From there, they developed an alternative to the prevailing national security policies (Helman, 2001, p. 304). The new opposition focused its criticism on the government’s hawkish settlement policy in the Occupied Territories.
 

The spark for the emergence of the peace movement was provided during the peace negotiations with Egypt. In November 1977, Anwar Sadat, the Egyptian president, declared his willingness to negotiate peace. Sadat’s declaration and his subsequent visit to Jerusalem spurred hopes for peace in the near future. However, following the initial enthusiasm, prolonged negotiations ensued and soon developed into a crisis. In January 1978, Sadat broke off diplomatic talks with Israel. This time, unlike other missed opportunities, the blame for the crisis was attributed to the hawkish stands of Prime Minister Menahem Begin (Hall-Cathala, 1990, p. 38-9). 

In March 1978, a group of 348 reserve soldiers and officers, most of them veterans of the 1973 war, published an open letter to the prime minister.
 The letter read:

A government that prefers the establishment of settlements beyond the green line (the pre-‘67 border) to the elimination of a historical quarrel and the establishment of normal relations in our region will awaken in us questions about the justice of our cause. 

A government policy that will encourage the continuation of control of approximately one million Arabs may damage the democratic, Jewish character of the State and make it difficult for us to identify with the State of Israel. (In Hall-Cathala, 1990, p. 40) 

What came to be known as “the officers letter” attracted enormous support and led to the establishment of “Peace Now,” the largest Israeli peace group. In the following months, Peace Now quickly grew in size. Between April 1978 and June 1982, when the Lebanon war erupted, it mobilized thousands of protesters to attend peace demonstrations. Peace Now’s campaign conveyed a message of Zionist moderation that contained some self-critical undertones and yet flattered the self-image of the Ashkenazi middle classes. It allowed its members to remain committed to Zionism, yet perceive themselves as just and humane.  


Peace Now was determined to retain this moderate image. In July 1978, a group of a hundred or so reserve soldiers declared that they would not serve in the Occupied Territories. They declared that the settlement policy is “an expression of annexationist aims and the rejectionist policy of the government.” (In Hall-Cathala, 1990, p. 46) The content of the letter was in tune with the messages promoted by Peace Now. However, this group conditioned its willingness to perform military service and linked the army, directly, to the political debate. Peace Now, at pain to maintain its devoted image, was quick to declare that it had no connection to the letter. Peace Now spokespersons argued that “the military service is over and above any political debate.” (Hall-Cathala, 1990, p. 46)  


The invasion of Lebanon by Israel in June 1982 marked a new stage for the peace movement. From the outset, the objectives of the war were challenged. In several spontaneous demonstrations the invasion was labeled as a “war of choice.” Peace Now’s initial reaction, however, was hesitant. With some of its leaders fighting in Lebanon, the movement refrained from condemning the invasion. Only by the end of the second week of the war did Peace Now committed to struggle against the war (Helman, 2001, p. 307-8). As the war continued with no clear end in sight, the protests intensified. The tension reached a climax following the Sabra and Shatila massacre in August 1982.
 An estimated 400,000 demonstrators gathered in Tel-Aviv, demanding an investigation of Israel’s involvement in the carnage. The demonstration succeeded, and the inquiry commission forced Defense Sinister Ariel Sharon to resign (Hall-Cathala, 1990, p. 58).


The state of Israel was established in war and has been involved in armed struggles ever since. These conditions facilitated the establishment of a unique militia conscription system. The conscription law presumably enlists all men and women to a compulsory service of three and two years, respectively; however, in practice, a number of groups are automatically exempt. Those groups include Palestinian citizens (both Muslim and Christians), ultra-Orthodox Jews, and religiously observant women. This situation resulted in an extremely strong obligation to military service that exists only among Jews.


Prior to the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, there were only a few cases where people refused to serve in the army. In July 1979, 27 high school students declared they would not serve in the Occupied Territories. However, the conscientious objectors came under severe social pressure, and eventually only a few were capable of maintaining their original stance. Following their conscription, these conscientious objectors were summoned to a disciplinary procedure and were imprisoned for short periods.
 The invasion of Lebanon changed this situation. Along with the antiwar protests, a selective COM emerged. Like Peace Now activists, Yesh Gvul activists were reserve soldiers. However, Yesh Gvul activists advocated a refusal to serve in Lebanon.
 Yesh Gvul was established shortly before the invasion of Lebanon with the aim of supporting conscientious objection in the Occupied Territories. With the invasion in Lebanon, it quickly shifted its focus toward the war in the north. 


In July 1982, Yesh Gvul addressed PM Begin in an open letter declaring: 

We (15) officers and (71) soldiers in the reserve ask you not to send us to Lebanon as we can no longer handle it. We have killed and been killed too much in this war. We conquered bombed and destroyed. Why? And for what? …You lied to us! You spoke of 40 km and you came 40 km from Damascus and entered Beirut. [the government declared that it will conquer a 40 kilometer strip for a short duration but broke this promise at the third day of the war]…For this war, these lies and this occupation there is no national consensus. Bring the soldiers home! We swear to defend the peace and the security of the country of Israel. We are committed to this oath. Therefore we entreat you to allow us to perform the reserve service on Israeli soil, not in the land of Lebanon. (Ha’air July 9. in Linn, 1989, p.37-8)


The precedent posed by Yesh Gvul should not be underestimated. For the first time, and in wartime, an organized group of soldiers challenged Israel’s most sacred institution and its entire security policy. Yesh Gvul routinely published the names of the imprisoned soldiers and organized demonstrations outside the military prison to demand their release. In addition to their own activities, Yesh Gvul members joined Peace Now’s demonstrations, often, against the will of the organizers. During three years of war in Lebanon, hundreds of reserve soldiers signed Yesh Gvul’s petition and a total of 143 soldiers and officers were brought for a disciplinary procedure and were imprisoned for about thirty days each (Peri, 1993, p. 153). 

Colonel Eli Geva was Yesh Gvul’s exemplary figure. Geva, a highly decorated commander of an armored brigade, supported the invasion of Lebanon but strongly opposed the planned conquest of Beirut. In July 1982, on the eve of the attack on Beirut, Geva requested to be released from his command and to participate, instead, in the battle as a rank-and-file soldier. As a commander, Geva reasoned, he could neither accept responsibility for civilian casualties, nor face the families of the soldiers who would be killed in a pointless battle (Linn, 1989, p. 30). Geva’s request earned him an immediate dismissal, but the plan to attack and conquer Beirut was abandoned as well. 

Despite his actions, Geva renounced conscientious objection. He argued that one “may oppose the war but one may not refuse to serve in the army…” (Jerusalem Post, May 17, 1983. in Linn, 1989, p. 31)  Intentions aside, Geva’s case proved that sometimes, one determined soldier, at a high personal cost, could make a substantial change, and his action served as a moral example that encouraged others to refuse. As one soldier said: “Before the Geva case, there was no model of refusal according to which a soldier could act … I could never before think of refusal in my mind.” (Linn, 1989, p. 31) 

Most of Israel’s intellectual leaders refrained from expressing sympathy with Yesh Gvul. One important exception to this rule was the Professor Yeshayahu Leibowitz of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. Leibowitz, a religiously observant Jew and a renowned philosopher, had expressed his indignation with the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza strip long before the Lebanon war. By 1982 he was considered as The prophet of The Israeli left.
 His support for selective refusal in both the Occupied Territories and Lebanon was expressed in numerous interviews and public events. During the war Leibowitz’s house in Jerusalem became a pilgrimage site for soldiers, most of them with a secular background, who grappled with the dilemma of refusal. His unequivocal stance combined with his religious and intellectual authority was a decisive contribution to Yesh Gvul (Hall-Cathala, 1990, 146-7).

The Israeli military was not tempted to squelch Yesh Gvul by sentencing activists to long imprisonment terms. Perhaps in order to mute the conscientious objectors, the military attempted to contain the phenomenon by a policy of appeasement and co-optation. Reservists who declared their opposition to service in Lebanon were called for personal interviews. In the interviews, commanders and sometimes even high-ranking generals invested time and energy trying to convince the conscientious objectors to change their position.
  Often, stubborn conscientious objectors were offered shortened reserve duty and repositioning in non-combative roles in order to co-opt the activists. Only when these attempts failed, the conscientious objectors were summoned to a disciplinary procedure and faced up to thirty days in prison.        

By conditioning military service Yesh Gvul mounted a sustained challenge to the most sacred institution of the Israeli society. Yet, Yesh Gvul remained a marginal movement that did not attract a wide support. Peace Now’s insistence on sheltering the army from the political debate was partially responsible for that. Nevertheless, Yesh Gvul’s survival and partial success are impressive. In a society where military service is considered as an ultimate virtue, Yesh Gvul mobilized hundreds of supporters and launched a visible campaign. Although the army tried to downplay the importance of the challenge posed by the movement, Moshe Levi, Israel’s chief of stuff, admitted, toward the end of his tenure, that the movement contributed to the decision of partial withdrawal from Lebanon in 1985 (Monitin, March, 1990, p. 32; Peri, 1993, p. 153).
 

III.
A comparison of the French, American and Israeli conscientious objection movements

There are intriguing differences between the movements. Despite similar goals and circumstances, the three movements adopted radically different practices, faced very different treatment from the state and enjoyed different degrees of success. The hypotheses presented earlier suggest that these differences stem, at least partly, from different citizenship regimes that structure different relationships between state and society. However, if the hypotheses are wrong, these differences should be accounted for with reference to the structure of political opportunities (narrowly defined), mobilization resources and collective action frames. Table number 2 summarizes the differences and similarities between the movements:

Table number 2: a comparison of the French, American and Israeli conscientious objection movements.
	Citizenship regime
	Ethno-national
	Republican
	Liberal

	Representing state
	Israel
	France
	United States

	Conscientious objection organization 
	Yesh Gvul
	Mouvement des Rappeles, Jeanson’s network and Jeune Resistance
	May 2nd and The Resistance

	Conscientious objection movement practices: 

(1) Collective action frames 

(2) Membership policy 

(3) Alliance policy
	(1) National-militaristic discourse. Reservists’ movement. Advocates selective refusal

(2) Selective membership. Only soldiers and de-facto only Jewish soldiers are full members 

(3) No alliances
	(1) Patriotic-national discourse. Reservists’ and civilians’ movement. Emphasis on civic virtue 

(2) Open membership

(3) Alliance with the FLN
	(1) Individualistic, rights-based universalistic discourse. Civilians’ movement

(2) Open membership 

(3) Alliance with the entire antiwar movement

	State Response
	Light response. Preference for cooptation strategies and disciplinary procedures, imprisonment for very short durations. No recognition of the right for conscientious objection 
	Harsh response. Imprisonment for a long duration. 

No recognition or very restrictive recognition of the right for conscientious objection 
	Moderate response. Medium length imprisonments to illegal conscientious objectors. Partial recognition of conscientious objection. Abolishment of the draft. 


The French, American and Israeli COMs operated in different environments and adopted different practices. The French movement operated partly as a clandestine organization. In addition to promoting conscientious objection, it actively assisted the FLN. At the same time, it spoke a republican discourse that emphasized the heritage of the Great Revolution and patriotically commemorated the WWII Resistance (Evans, 1997). 

The American COM adopted radically different practices. Operating in a society that recognizes the right for conscientious objection, it launched a universal, rights-based campaign and aimed to recruit as many members as possible (Useem, 1973). When it did make use of national symbols, it was often only in order to scorn them. These tactics remained controversial even among activists, but nonetheless, they were an integral part of the movement. Unlike its counterparts, it created alliances with other organizations and was not clearly distinguished from the rest of the antiwar movement. 

The Israeli COM operated in a society that exalts military service. As such, it faced hostility even among those who resisted the war. Yesh Gvul launched a campaign that challenged the government’s right to declare “unjust war.” It never questioned the state’s right to conscript soldiers but challenged the use of soldiers for a particular task. Like The French COM, Yesh Gvul used communitarian discourse and employed national symbols, notably the military careers of its members in the struggle (Helman, 2001). Of the three movements, only the Israeli movement restricted membership to soldiers and de facto, Jewish soldiers. Yesh Gvul kept distance from Palestinian movements. Nevertheless, it remained isolated from Peace Now and other antiwar movements (Linn, 1989). 

Some of the differences between the movements can be attributed to differences in political opportunities and mobilizing structures. The French COM turned to illegal activity partly as a result of state repression and the inaction of the communist party. The Israeli antiwar movement and Yesh Gvul emerged only after a political opportunity emerged after the defeat of the Labor party in the 1977 elections. Still, neither the political opportunities nor the availability of mobilizing structures can explain why the French activists chose to cooperate with the FLN or why the Israeli movement refrained from such cooperation. Political opportunity structure and mobilizing structures cannot explain why the three movements adopted such radically different practices in their struggle. Moreover, these variables cannot account for the alliances that the movements forged. Explanations for these different strategies can be found only when one considers the different citizenship regimes within which those movements operated. 

The republican citizenship regime shaped the motivations and practices employed by the French activists in an intriguing way. On its face, the acts committed by Jeanson’s network and Jeune Resistance are in complete contradiction with the tradition of the republican citizenship. The French COM challenged not only the ideal of ‘nation in arms’ but actively aided the FLN-the enemy of the French army. Nevertheless, the French activists interpreted their acts differently. In their eyes, they “wanted to save French honour… [And, in their actions,] they drew inspiration from the radical nationalist tradition, invoking the Great Revolution, the Commune and the Resistance as their moral and practical guides to action.” (Evans, 1997, p. 38) Jerome Lindon, one of Jeanson’s network activists argued obstinately: “What I did, I did for France not for Algeria.” (In Evans, 1997, p. 43) 

In addition, the imprint of the republican citizenship regime stands out from the sense of obligation that motivated activists. Paule Bolo, a Jeanson’s Network activist exemplified this aspect in an interview: 

When the law seems to me to be wrong, it’s my duty not to abide the law…. De 
Gaulle, though, was the champion of disobedience. That’s what mattered to me. 
That and a certain responsibility before the law…I was brought up with the ideas 
of the Resistance. One’s duty was to disobey Vichy…It had become part of my 
very being. It was part of my conception of my liberty. (Evans, 1997, p. 50) 

The proactive and sacred undertones of the French republican citizenship discourse are echoed in Bolo’s emphasis on her obligation to protect French national heritage.  


Bolo and her friends were inspired by the French political tradition and, in their eyes, remained committed to France. The French activists did not surpass the popular conception of French citizenship or ignore it. Rather, they interpreted it differently than most other citizens. It can be argued that it is the very ideals of French citizenship that enabled the activists to cooperate with the FLN. The French colonial ideal of civilizing and recognizing colonial subjects as potential Frenchmen facilitated the recognition of the FLN as worthy party for cooperation in the eyes of the activists. Jeanson’s network and Jeune Resistance activists only applied ideals of French citizenship more rigidly than others. 

By applying the egalitarian aspect of the republican citizenship in an inflexible way the activists of the French COM recognized Algerians as human beings with equal rights. By struggling for liberation, the FLN members had demonstrated humanity and a ‘French spirit’ and were therefore considered worthy of cooperation by the activists. Obviously, many French citizens were outraged by Jeanson’s network’s activities, but the point is not the accuracy or popularity of their interpretation, rather, the point is its plausibility. It was the French citizenship regime that enabled the activists to conceive their alliance with the FLN as a patriotic act.

Importantly, this interpretation was not entirely at odds with the popular understanding of citizenship. The Manifesto 121, signed by the most prominent intellectuals of the country, explicitly equated the COM with the legendary fighters of the Resistance of WWII. It made clear that the activists are not lunatics but rather, a part of the French nation. Rather than seeing them as traitors, the Manifesto praised them as heroes. The Manifesto shocked France not only because of the prominent names who signed it, but because it effectively extended the meaning of being a Frenchmen. 

The American liberal citizenship discourse shaped the struggle of the COM during the Vietnam war in an obvious way. The emphasis on individual rights, present in most statements issued by the activists, exemplified this aspect. May 2nd, for example, forcefully declared: 

We do not recognize the right of the government to draft our fellow students. We 
refuse to be turned into killers and corpses for a war that is not ours (In Useem, 
1973, p. 36)

In agreement with the liberal tradition, this statement reflects the egalitarian and democratic undertones of citizenship rather than its sacred and unique aspects. The students demanded not to be conscripted as individuals, and they did not feel obliged to volunteer for alternative service in order to ‘compensate’ the community for their absence from the military. They did not refer, even implicitly, to some common good that, supposedly, unifies the nation. The counter-culture practices adopted by The Resistance echo this liberal conception. Although the group was highly critical toward the ‘American way of life’, the style they adopted reflects an individual, “Wild West” approach to non-violence.
   


Like in the French case, the conscientious objectors offered a controversial interpretation to the rights and obligations of citizenship. But nevertheless, the scale of conscientious objection during the war indicates that this interpretation of citizenship was quite common. In addition, the alliances formed by the movement stressed an egalitarian conception of citizenship. The American movement was not selective in its choice of alliances, and in fact, the connections between antiwar activists and conscientious objectors were so strong that the two movements virtually collided. 


Like the French and American movements, Yesh Gvul bears the marks of its society’s citizenship regime. Unlike the French and American cases, membership in the Israeli COM is selective; only reservists- real first class citizens- can be full members of Yesh Gvul. This practice reflects the fragmented and hierarchical nature of Israeli citizenship regime. The movement built its credibility on the privileged citizenship status of its members. Yesh Gvul differed from the French and American movements also in its goals; it did not struggle against conscription as a whole but rather against the deployment of conscripts in a specific task. Careful not to be portrayed as pacifists, Yesh Gvul members do not ask for exemption from military service. Rather, they demanded to be allowed “to perform the reserve service on Israeli soil, not in the land of Lebanon.” (Ha’air July 9. Linn, 1989, p.37-8) By conditioning their service, Yesh Gvul appropriated the identity of the soldiers in order to challenge the state (Helman, 1999; 2001).  


An additional level of selectivity is revealed in Yesh Gvul’s implicit policy toward non-Jewish citizens.
 This policy was not necessarily the result of a conscious decision, yet the movement’s lack of effort to recruit non-Jewish conscientious objectors amounts to de-facto exclusion. Yesh Gvul’s inattention to non-Jewish populations illustrates the way citizenship regimes structure the practices of social movements. In Israel, the ethno-national citizenship discourse prevents certain practices, such as cooperation with non-Jews, not by rendering them “strategically” unwise or ineffective. Instead, the ethno-national citizenship regime excludes certain group-alliances from consideration. The Israeli citizenship regime prevents cooperation with non-Jews from becoming part of the repertoire of contention available to Jewish movements. By appealing to a Jewish audience, the Israeli COM, like the rest of the antiwar movement, redrew the boundaries of the Israeli ethno-national citizenship regime. Yet, at the same time, Yesh Gvul challenged the meanings of this citizenship. 


As in the French case, Yesh Gvul’s activists saw themselves as patriots. They interpreted conscientious objection as an act that contributes to the society’s strength. One conscientious objector exemplified this point neatly when he claimed: 

I believe that every one is obliged to take part in it [the army]…At first I thought it would weaken the army if I refuse [to serve in Lebanon] but I believe it has strengthen the whole system and as a member of the Israeli society I contributed even more by bringing its attention to the limitation of ‘blind’ fighting in this war…I guess my commander sensed that my worries were not centered on my principles only but also for the sake of the entire unit…he allowed me to return to the unit after prison, as I requested.” (In Linn, 1989, p. 44) 

This monologue reflects Yesh Gvul’s practice of adopting nationalist symbols, most notably military service, and giving them new meaning. It emphasizes the sacred and national aspects of ethno-national citizenship.


The similarities and differences of the French and Israeli COMs are illuminating. Both movements operated in societies that consecrate military service, and both movements spoke a patriotic discourse. In addition, both movements were unable to pose a serious disruptive challenge to the state’s conscription policies and were even unable to forge alliances with mass movements within the national consensus. Yet, the French COM cooperated with the FLN while the Israeli movement refrained from such cooperation. While the republican citizenship discourse allows cooperation with virtuous citizens (to a certain degree, regardless of their origin), the Israeli ethno-national discourse excludes such cooperation from consideration.
 For Israeli Jews, such cooperation can be nothing but total betrayal. 


The differences in state reactions to the COMs cannot be understood by comparing the disruptive potential of the movements. In the United States, where conscientious objection effectively disrupted the conscription system, the right for conscientious objection was respected and, eventually, the draft was abolished (Chambers, 1993). On the other hand, in France, where conscientious objection was hardly practiced, the punishment of conscientious objectors was harsh (Martin, 1993). And, surprisingly, Israel is extremely tender in its treatment of conscientious objectors. 


In the United States, in spite of the disruption that the COM inflicted on the conscription system, the right for conscientious objection was maintained. Moreover, those without legal exemption either escaped trial altogether or were sentenced to relatively short imprisonment (in comparison with France). The liberal citizenship regime does not sanctify military service. Consequently, the state interpreted conscientious objection pragmatically and punished illegal conscientious objectors moderately. It is not sympathy with the conscientious objectors or their goals that brought about this moderation. Instead, this response reflects the way the state conceived its relations with the citizenry. Harsh punishment was probably perceived as harmful to the state, as an act that would only add fuel to the antiwar protests. Thus, during the Vietnam era the state was vulnerable to organized conscientious objection. This vulnerability was identified and utilized by the COM. Indeed, the abolishment of the draft, a major success of the COM, can also be seen as the way the state overcame this vulnerability. The all-volunteer army of the post-Vietnam era is far less susceptible to disruption imposed by conscientious objectors.


A comparison between the French and American reactions is illuminating. In France, despite its negligibility, conscientious objection was interpreted by the state as a violation of the contract between the state and the society and as a threat to the existence of the entire community. A refusal to serve in the military was interpreted, by the French state, as a disposal of one’s citizenship. Therefore, conscientious objectors were subjected to five years of imprisonment.
 Even when the right of conscientious objection was introduced, it retained punitive elements and was kept a secret. In contrast with the United States, in France, it seems the state punished the conscientious objectors twice; once for violating the conscription law and the second time for daring to challenge the unifying principle of the nation.


Israel’s reaction to Yesh Gvul presents another puzzle. In spite of the enormous importance accorded to military service, the Israeli state punished conscientious objectors very lightly. Efforts were made to appease or co-opt the conscientious objectors and only the stubborn objectors, who clung to their position, were imprisoned for no more than thirty days. It must be stressed that the law allowed the military to impose severe punishment on conscientious objection. In a military trial, conscientious objection can lead to three years in jail. Yet, the military preferred to lightly punish conscientious objectors. This decision was, possibly, an attempt to mute Yesh Gvul more than an expression of sympathy with the objectors and their cause. The conscientious objectors could use trials and long imprisonments as an opportunity to publicize their cause, as had happened in France.


Nevertheless, the differences in state reaction between France and Israel are informative. Even if the Israeli state chose appeasement in order to silence the conscientious objectors, a questions remains as to why the Israeli military reacted differently than the French state. Sending a small number of objectors to serve long prison terms could, possibly, squelch the Israeli movement entirely. Israel’s ethno-national citizenship regime offers a plausible explanation for this treatment. Unlike the republican citizenship that bears strong contractual undertone, the ethno-national citizenship provides an almost inalienable citizenship position. Jews are citizens by birth. One can negotiate the meaning of citizenship but even those who refuse to serve in the army are still considered rightful members. The bonds between the military and the conscientious objectors were not entirely severed by the act of refusal, and within the ‘family’ of the ethno-national citizens, harsh punishment is to be avoided.

 


The comparison reveals that the practices employed by COMs in all three states were powerfully shaped by the citizenship regimes of each state. Arguments and practices that seem natural and obvious in one setting seem irrelevant in another. The mediating factor that renders certain practices reasonable or desired and excludes others is the citizenship regime of each state. Citizenship regimes should not be thought of as part of the “tools” or “cultural resources” available to social movement activists. Such a conceptualization misleadingly portrays citizens as pre-constituted actors. Rather, citizenship regimes should be thought of as an element that constitutes subjectivities. Citizenship regimes constitute social actors and shape social dramas by powerfully structuring the repertoire of contention that is available in a certain struggle. 


In addition, the concept of “strategies”, which is often used in describing social movement struggles, is somewhat misleading. As the comparison reveals, the practices employed by social movements are not chosen “rationally” from an endless pool of practices so as to enhance the effectiveness of the struggle. Instead, the choices of practices were bounded by a certain understanding of what citizenship means and what is sensible in a given state-society relationship. The understandings of citizenship regimes are not always explicitly formulated and fully acknowledged. Moreover, these understandings shape the practices of social movements in way that are not necessarily advantageous to their goals. The practices employed in a social struggle are more and less than “strategies.” They are more than strategy in the sense that they reflect a social reality that structures perception of the activists, and they are less in the sense that they are not exactly a product of a “rational choice” as implied by the concept of “strategy.” 


The “chosen strategies” always reflect identities, sensibilities and preferences that are carved out of a position within the citizenship. The assistance which Jeanson’s network’s activists offered the FLN, while maintaining a patriotic position, cannot be understood simply as a strategic choice. As Bolo’s interview reveals, she saw, aiding the FLN as a matter of asserting her identity more than a carefully considered rational choice. The same can be said about the Israeli and American cases. The exclusion of non-Jews from Yesh Gvul reflects the boundaries of the Israeli imagined community more than an explicit strategy. The concept of strategy is too narrow to express the complexity of the process that leads to the adoption of certain practices rather than others. The actors in the three movements did not choose their practices out of an infinite number of possible actions. Rather, they adopted practices out of a limited number of possibilities, a pre-established given repertoires of contention, which were partly structured by the existing citizenship regime. 


The intimate links between soldiering and citizenship makes conscientious objection struggles into an ideal arena for the examination of the relationship between citizenship and social movements. However, since citizenship regimes structure the entire state-society relationship, this analysis can be expanded to other fields. Citizenship regimes are likely to have profound influence in shaping the practices and goals of labor movements, environmental movements and other struggles as well. The gendered nature of citizenship, for example, constitutes different citizenship positions for women and men and powerfully shapes the repertoire of contention available to them.

Conclusions


This paper attempts to explain variation in COM’s struggles and state response toward them in three different states as an outcome of different citizenship regimes. In order to do so, the paper examines the struggle of COMs in France, the United States and Israel against specific expeditionary wars: the French movements struggled against the war in Algeria, Americans against the Vietnam war and Israelis against the war in Lebanon. 


The comparison of the movements reveals that the dramatic differences between the movements can be partly attributed to the decisive influence of different citizenship regimes. Jeanson’s network’s and Jeune Resistance’s deployment of patriotic discourse and cooperation with the FLN can be understood with reference to the French republican citizenship regime. Similarly, the American reliance on universalistic, rights-based discourse can be understood with reference to the liberal concept of citizenship. Lastly, the Israeli selective membership policy can be explained when one considers its ethno-national citizenship regime. 


In addition, the paper shows that the specific state responses to the challenge posed by these movements can only be understood with reference to the citizenship regimes of each country and the location of military service within these regimes. The French rigidity, the American moderateness and the Israeli leniency and co-optation attempts toward conscientious objectors can only be understood using the framework of citizenship.


Incorporation citizenship theory into social movement research sheds light into the dynamic that leads certain movements to adopt practices rather than others. Studying the two together enables a better understanding of how certain regimes structures shape the timing, character and success of social struggles. Instead of thinking about citizenship regimes as part of the “strategic considerations” of activists, citizenship should be incorporated into social movement research as a factor that constitutes subjectivities and structures the repertoires of contention.  
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� This paper treats any organized attempt to resist conscription including what is sometime described as ‘draft evasion’ as conscientious objection. This definition is not dependant on state recognition of the right for conscientious objection or the application for such status. In addition, this definition recognizes both absolute refusal to conscription (as prevalent in the American case) and selective refusal to fight in a certain war or area (as prevalent in the Israeli case) as conscientious objection.


� Citizenship should not be understood only in its legal definition but as shared understandings of the relationship between the state and “its” citizens (Brubaker, 1994, p. 310; Tilly, 1995a, p. 5).�


� It must be noted that the distinctiveness of citizenship discourses does not imply that in a certain regime, only one discourse prevails. Rather, the different discourses coexist and manifest themselves in the same regime (See for example Peled, 1993). Nonetheless however, each regime can be characterized by a particularly dominant discourse.


� The Israeli citizenship law, the “Law of Return” grants immediate citizenship only to Jewish immigrants. It also provides them with a relatively generous material assistance.   


� The small Druze community is the only exception to this generalization. The universal conscription that is often attributed to Israel is a myth. All non-Jews and some sizable Jewish ultra-orthodox communities are completely ignored by these accounts. 


� French colonialism, like most colonial projects was a ruthless enterprise of subjection and the practice of granting citizenship to colonial subjects must be understood as part of a policy of ‘divide and rule’. Nonetheless this aspect of French colonialism is unique.


� Despite the fact that France has not been involved in any large-scale military activity since 1962, for many years, compulsory conscription remained an unquestioned practice. Only in 1998, and after a long debate, did the French authorities turned toward an all-volunteer army.


� Most of the settlers had low economic a social background. They were derogatorily referred to as ‘pied –noirs’, literally meaning ‘with black [i.e. dirty] feet’.


� Information about the war in Algeria was subjected to self-induced and some state-enforced censorship. A visible example is the censorship imposed on Henri Alleg’s book “The Question”, 1958. The authorities banned the book, which documents his arrest and torture by French paratroopers, and the remaining stocks were collected from the stores (Schlack, 1991, p.66). For examples of self imposed censorship see Joly (1991, p.117-9).     


� The Organisation de l’Armee Secrete (OAS) was a diehard anti-Arab terrorist group of settlers that was active in both Algeria and France toward the end of the war (Talbott, 1980).


� Only in 1958 did de Gaulle limit the prison sentence for conscientious objection to five years (Carter, 1992, p. 225).


� The French army is composed of conscripts and professionals. Conscripts are called up for national service and may be recalled for a further period. The recalled soldiers are called rappeles (Joly, 1991, p. vi).


� The FLN operated an elaborate taxation system among Algerian immigrants throughout France. Jeanson and his friends smuggled these revenues for the FLN. 


� The common assertion that opposition to the war forced a retreat from Vietnam is a serious exaggeration of the effectiveness of the anti-war movement. However, the opposition to the conscription system did play a role in the decision to turn into an all-volunteer force. 


� The number of US military ‘advisers’ in South Vietnam rose from 4,000 in 1955 to 23,000 in 1964 (Chambers, 1993, p. 39).


� The NLF was the Vietnamese organization that fought against the US-supported dictatorship of Ngo Dinh Diem. 


� In the first attack on Draft offices, father Daniel Berrigan and his fellows ritually poured blood over draft records (Zinn, 1995, p. 473).


� My Lai was a village where an American platoon forced about 400 to 450 villagers, mostly women and children, into a ditch and shot them (Zinn, 1995, p. 469).


� A news photographer reported that in a platoon on patrol near Da Nang, about half the men wore black armbands to symbolize their revulsion with the war (Zinn, 1995, p. 485).


� By 1966 the SDS enrolled over 20,000 members in more than 200 campuses and was the biggest and most organized left oriented student organization (Useem, 1973. p. 66).


� Inner city riots shifted the attention and efforts of activists back to race and inequality issues.


� In practice, the settlement of the occupied territories started when the Labor party controlled the government but then the settlements were not seen as a problematic issue.


� Eventually, over 250,000 citizens signed the letter (Hall-Cathala, 1990. p. 44).


� In July 1982 a Maronite militia, supported and equipped by Israel, entered Sabra and Shatila - two refugee camps under Israeli occupation - and massacred hundreds of armless Palestinians, mostly women and children (estimation of the casualties vary from 700 to over 2000).


� For an excellent analysis of Israel’s conscription system see Helman (1997). Nonetheless, Helman, following her interviewees, fails to recognize that the imagined community that underlies the conscription system is exclusively Jewish. 


� Disciplinary procedure is the lowest rung of the military judicial system and is not considered a criminal offense. 


� The name Yesh Gvul is a word play that means both ‘There is a limit’, and ‘There is a border’.


� Leibowitz’s expressive style and religious background made him more of a prophet than a simple intellectual leader.


� In some cases, commanders paid special visits to the prison in order to persuade conscientious objectors to join their units following imprisonment (Yesh Gvul’s leaflet Alon Had Peami, September 1983).  


� Israel maintained control over a ‘security zone’ in Southern Lebanon until May 2000.


� Gary Cooper’s influence on David Harris’s style of non-violence serves as a good example for this conception.


� The Israeli military enlists some non-Jewish minorities including the Druze. The potential for refusal among these soldiers was especially high during the war in Lebanon when the military fought against the Lebanese Druze who were sometimes relatives of Israeli Druze.


� Characteristically, this monologue contains no mention of the Jewish nature of the Israeli state. However, this absence does not necessarily reflect a universalistic conception of citizenship. Instead, it might reflect the fact that the Jewish character of the community is taken for granted. 


� As said before, cooperation with the FLN is highly contentious but still conceivable within the boundaries of a republican framework.


� As Allan Silver convincingly argues, the all-volunteer army enhances the state’s ability to wage disputable wars (Silver, 1994). 


� Some of Jeanson’s network’s activists were prosecuted for treason and jailed for longer durations due to their connections with FLN. However, more typical conscientious objectors were usually sentenced for up to five years (Evans, 1997).


� The conscientious objectors are not exempt in this treatment. Historically, Jewish ‘ideological’ crimes are treated very lightly in Israel. This may reflect the Zionist construction of ‘ideology’ as a virtue, something better and more legitimate than life needs.   


� For example see Helman and Rapoport (1997). 
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