




































Interviewer:  Oral history interview with Jeff Segal on June 23, 1997 in Louisville, KY. 

George:  Jeffery Segal, I am an attorney. 

Interviewer:  I am going to ask you some broad question did any professors support your 
position? 

George:  There was some support from some faculty.  There were a couple of young faculty 
members in the history department.In fact one of them was the paper advisor, he would write us 
these little advisory notes every once in a while, some to the conclusion that urged us on to do 
what we were doing.  It wasn’t William Randolph Hurst’s technique, but his politics that was bad 
and stuff like that. There were many faculty members and most of the administration 

Interviewer:  Oral history interview with Jeff Segal on June 23, 1997 in Louisville, KY. 

George:  Jeffery Segal, I am an attorney. 

Interviewer:  I am going to ask you some broad questions and maybe a few specifics, and you 
just run with them wherever your mind wants to go and if there is something you say I’ll get 
back to it, the idea is for you to talk and me say little.  I guess the first the question is something 
we started at lunch, I’m just curious to what led you to oppose America’s involvement in 
Vietnam in 1964? 

George:  Well I started undergraduate school in the fall of 1959, and quickly became involved in 
student politics on the campus at Roosevelt University, which is in Chicago.  While there had 
been a history, particularly of civil rights activity, one of my predecessors in fact as student body 
president became the first black mayor of the city. Because of the McCarthy era, by the time I 
got there in 1959, the campus was pretty dead, so there was a small crew of us in fact that 
initially got  involved in civil liberty activities in opposition to the House on American 
Activities Committee.  Then civil rights activities, many of us ended up going to Karo, IL in, I 
believe, ‘63 as part of an integration effort and so there was a fair amount of activities.  It was 
during this period of time that I became a Marxist and an anti-imperialist.  So as we saw things 
happening elsewhere in the world there was a focus on Vietnam.  I guess one of the other things 
that certainly was useful in terms of my development during that period was large numbers of 
particularly South American and African foreign students to whom there was a lot of 
conversation and discussion and debate.  They were much more radical than most of the student 
body at the university, so there was a tremendous educational experience from that.  In early ‘64 
a number of us had what was then a small student political party that ran candidates for student 
government.  We also for all practical purposes controlled the student newspaper, and began to 
write articles about the war in Vietnam.  My opposition to the war, American involvement, was 
very early in that sense.  In fact, one of the things, during the summer of ‘64, we had decided to 
editorially come out in opposition to the Vietnam War, to American involvement and had made a 
decision that we would try, we ran a weekly newspaper to print a casualty box with both 



American and Vietnamese casualties on the front page.  We had sources so that we could in fact, 
relatively easily get Vietnamese casualties, National Liberation Front, North Vietnamese 
casualties.  So we went about to try to get American numbers and after about a week making 
phone calls I ran into, as I remember, Colonel  Dickery in the defense department, who said that 
while they didn’t normally do that he would send us numbers.  He did, and I can only but assume 
that at this point that he was in fact an early opponent of the war inside the military.  He said that 
however, if they stopped coming it meant that he had been shipped to Vietnam.  We ran if for 
several months and somewhere around early November they stopped coming.  We attempted, we 
were going to call him and something happened with regards to the newspaper but was never 
able to reach him.  That’s really the early involvement that I had in terms of opposition to the 
war.  Shortly after, in early ‘65, at the beginning of ‘65 I dropped out of school and went to work 
for Students for Democratic Society in New York City, and my draft notice followed me. 

Interviewer:  Did you get your notice before, or as you dropped out you got notice immediately? 

George:  Within a couple of months; as it turns out it had been in the works for a while.  I ended 
up going in the end of ‘64 from being a full time student to a part time student.  As it came out in 
my draft trial the University administration was really hot to get me off campus, so they seeked 
the selective service system on me, so it was initially an attempt by the university administration 
to get rid of me, they cause my, to get my draft notice. 

Interviewer:  That was going to be one of my questions, in ‘64 how did the administration look 
upon the student paper and yourself, did you have any support to from the new left emerging, on 
who were not very happy with the amount of activism that had come to the campus. As I 
discovered several years later, and I would not have believed it myself if I had not seen it, that 
the leadership of the faculty and the administration believed that I had the power to destroy the 
university, and were indeed quite upset.  I was the student body president during this period of 
time and a crew of us ran the school paper, so they were not very happy with what we were 
doing many times. 

Interviewer:  How acceptant were the students themselves as a whole, did you have any reaction 
to the position you all had taken? 

George:  Well they were growing numbers, most people certainly around the Vietnam War, had 
little idea what was going on.  The thing that really brought stuff home was when more and more 
of the guys facing and dealing with the draft.  There was a very large business school which 
tended to be very conservative.  If there wasn’t some committee out of the business school every 
semester or so with the purpose of reforming The Torch, which was the school paper, we thought 
that we weren’t doing our job sufficiently.  So we sort of egged them on as well.  So there was a 
lot of debate and the like.  We generally got support from a lot of the foreign students who were 
pretty left.  It varied from place to place.  The other thing that made things certainly different 
than a lot of places were at the time I was a student there it was an all commuter school, so 



people didn’t stick around, once they came downtown for classes they went back home.  So 
some of the organizing activity was more difficult. 

Interviewer:  Did you have any rallies, protest? 

George:  Oh yeah, yeah, there would be rallies and the like, periodically all the time.  Most of the 
antiwar and the anti-draft activity that occurred at Roosevelt really occurred after I left the 
campus.  So there were in like ‘65, ‘66, and ‘67. 

Interviewer:  So when Vietnam heats up? 

George:  Right. 

Interviewer:  So how do you move into SDS? 

George:  Well I met several of the SDS folks when at summer conventions of the  National 
Student Association.  At that point the organization was little more than  a liberal lobby within 
these kinds of activities.  In late ‘64, a friend of mine from the University of Chicago became the 
national secretary.  Through him I got the feeling that there was a likelihood that what was then 
anti-Communist disclaimer in the SDS constitution was going to be eliminated which made 
becoming active much more palatable.  The other was that really by the end of the fall of ‘64 I 
had become much more concerned about the war in Vietnam.  Really the escalation of the war 
that led me to drop out school at the end of ‘64, about eight hours shy of my bachelor’s degree, 
and frankly I looked around to see what kind of organizational vehicle was likely to be able to be 
used to mobilize folks.  It seemed to be the one potentially successful vehicle.  So I dropped out 
of school, moved to New York, to begin with, to do most of the press work for SDS, initially to 
do some organizing around an anti-apartheid demonstration in New York City.  I attended the 
SDS National Council meeting in New York City at the end of ‘64 in which there was a decision 
which was a significant departure from what SDS had been doing in the past, to organize both an 
anti-apartheid demonstration which was at the anniversary of the Sharksville massacre in New 
York City in  March.  Then in April ‘65 March on Washington to oppose the war in Vietnam 
which became the first national demonstration against the Vietnam War and that was pretty 
exciting to me.  There was alot of debate about whether or not to exclude communist from the 
march.  The decision was made for the march not to be exclusionary.  So I decided to check 
school and become a full time activist.   

Interviewer:  How soon after that did you receive the draft notice? 

George:  Well I moved to New York in January of ‘65 and in February my draft notice arrived.  I 
wrote them back and I said, “I just moved to New York City, and if they wanted to see me they 
would have to send me the money because I didn’t have any.”  They wrote me back and they 
said,  “We’ll transfer your induction to New York City.”  I wrote them back and said, “How am I 
supposed to do that?” So they wrote me back with the instructions.  At that point their anti-



apartheid action had taken place and it included a sit-in in front of the Chase Manhattan Bank.  
So I had gotten myself arrested as part of this demonstration.  I went to the induction center with 
all my little papers and the like, and I said, “Oh by the way I got arrested two weeks ago,” and 
they said, “Well.” They shoved all that stuff  back at me and they said, “Come back when the 
trial has been resolved,” and I said, “fine.”  Unfortunately I didn’t get any of that in writing.  So 
we move, and I didn’t hear anything until May of ‘65 when we moved the SDS office from New 
York City to Chicago.  About a week after the office and I arrived back in Chicago, we had two 
FBI agents come to the office and arrest me for failure to report for induction.   

Interviewer:  What were your duties for SDS, how did you all finance your activities? 

George:  Well, early on there was financing from a fair range of sort of a liberal some 
foundations, we got, the SDS got, money originally from the UAW to help support what were 
then community organizing activities.  As the organization got more militant, a lot of that money 
dried up.  SDS initially started as the Student Department of the League for Industrial 
Democracy which had been around since 1905, it was a social democratic organization, violently 
anti-Communist.  It was very slow in opposing the war in Vietnam, so that part of the move to 
Chicago was really a slow effort to divorce ourselves from our erstwhile parent summer.  So it 
was those kinds of things. 

Interviewer:  Can you tell me about that first march on Washington and bring it back up  to 
when you got arrested and they followed you to Chicago? 

George:  It was as you can imagine a major effort, the call of the march was for the withdrawal 
of American, of U.S. troops.  At that point it was before a small contention of South Koreans, 
Australians, and the like, so the only foreign troops  were American troops.  In fact as part of the 
organizing activities, several of us went to talk to Baird Breston, who was the principal organizer 
of the 1963 civil rights march and was associated with the LID.  So we went to talk to him about, 
to get some tips from the preeminent organizer of marches on Washington.  We told him what 
we wanted to do and what its purpose was.  He said, “Well why, how come you haven’t come 
out and said the withdrawal of all foreign troops.” A couple of us looked strangely at eachother 
and said, “What do you mean, the only foreign troops we know of that are there at this point are 
American troops.”  He says, “What about the Chinese.”  We said, “Well, not even the United 
States State Department is saying there are Chinese troops there.”  We got this, “But they are 
everywhere.”  So we knew we weren’t going to get any support.  We proceeded, in fact one of 
the things that happened as a consequence of the decision for SDS to be the sole sponsor as 
opposed to getting a whole list of organizations, and that it would not exclude communist in 
particular, but it would not exclude anybody was that the march was attacked that spring from 
what the old line pacifist, social democratic anti-war movement.  They said that we would never 
get very many people there without their support.  A friend of mine proceeded to order a train, 
and people thought that we were crazy, that we would never fill up a train.  We filled two trains 
besides all the buses that went down.  The week before the march they came out with a public 



condemnation, a whole crew of people in the Socialist Party, a whole line of pacifist 
organizations made a public condemnation of the march.  It didn’t matter, at least for most of the 
students.  One of the consequences of their attack was they aggregated their leadership to the 
antiwar movement at that point.  They made themselves irrelevant to most of the student 
organizing.  The second element was that prior to the march on Washington, outside of a large 
chapter at the University of Michigan that oh I’d say eighty to ninety percent of the members 
were in those elite private schools in the line between Washington and Boston.  As part of the 
organizing around the ‘65 march, march committees sprung up all over the place, particularly in 
lots of state schools, land grant schools.  Most of those turned into SDS chapters, so it incredibly 
broadened out the membership of the organization, both geographically and by class.  It made 
ultimately a significant difference in the tenure and the activities of the organization.  That was 
one of the reasons why we decided to move to Chicago to make the national office, at least by 
perception, more accessible to students around the country. Those was some of the immediate 
circumstances that came out of that.  We had 25,000 people in Washington, that folks did not 
believe that we could ever mobilize.  It was a tremendous march from the Washington 
Monument to the Capital Grounds, which folks for a minute of two thought people were just 
going to swarm into the capital building.  It was quite a morale riser, and it made, at least on the 
initial level, it expanded our interest in the war and the American involvement.  I guess  the one 
other factor, and it is often lost, that had a significance beyond the initial impact, was in the early 
part of ‘65 the American invasion of the Dominican Republic. A leftist had been elected 
president, and it looked like it was going to be another Caribbean country falling into the Soviet 
sphere.  There was this invasion, it came and went very quickly. There wasn’t much to hit the 
papers, but for many students it became sort of another aspect of what was going on in terms of 
American foreign policy.  That was followed fairly quickly, if I remember correctly, by the Gulf 
of Tonkin Resolutions, in which at least we speculated had  all been a setup.  It turned out that 
we in fact were correct when all of that was looked upon many years later.  Actually the one 
other sort of interesting historical event, that in spite of this demonstration being one really 
pulled together by young people and students, and in spite of the attacks by the older generation 
of peace organizations, that one of the people that we did get to participate and speak at the 
march was Senator Ernest Greening.  To those who were not there, to which it isn’t often written 
in history books, it was when the chips were down, there were two Senate members, and only 
two who opposed the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution.  One was Greening, who was from Alaska, and 
the other was Wayne Morris.  So that is why we went out and tried to get him, and he agreed to 
come and speak.  We did have a real live member of the United States Senate that appeared at 
our first effort at a national anti-war demonstration.   

Interviewer:  Afterwards you all moved to Chicago? 

George:  We moved to Chicago, I got indicted for draft refusal.  In early ‘66 there was a decision 
to launch a full fledge anti-draft program.  There were two people initially who were asked to run 
this effort, both of us because we were in the midst of some kind of legal altercation with the 



selective services.  One was me and there was another young man who in fact as a consequence 
of kneeling in front of a federal court house in Cincinnati his draft word was, “Split for Canada.”  
So I ended up being the sole organizer of SDS’s national anti-draft  program. In the summer and 
early fall of ‘65 before this I had been SDS national secretary.  So I went from that to doing anti-
draft activities in ‘66. 

Interviewer:  Is that where you traveled from campus to campus? 

George:  yes, yes 

Interviewer:  Was the decisions you made to kind of remove you from where the legal problems 
were at? 

George:  Well no, most of it, well I did alot of traveling organizing around the march on 
Washington.  It seemed appropriate for me as in fact a draft resistor if nothing else symbolically 
to be the one representing the organization in terms of the its anti-draft efforts.  Subsequent to 
my arrest, I became alot more knowledgeable about the draft laws and was also able to provide 
advice to folks facing the draft.  But I then did a tremendous amount of traveling. Typically I’d 
loading up into an old VW bug with a bunch of literature in fact a fair amount of grass and 
enough money to get to the first campus and I’d sell, collect memberships that would get me 
from campus to campus.  Did alot of organizing in ‘66, particularly one of the things that came 
out of the effort what were campus draft resistant unions in which mostly young men banded 
together, signed statements, we won’t go statements.  So those statements and these 
organizational forms were adjacent to SDS chapters and were used then to launch a whole range 
of anti-war and anti-draft activities.  Many of them would go down and protest in front of 
induction centers, hand out leaflets.  At Roosevelt where I was at it was really that formation that 
ended up at one point with a series of demonstrations at the school.  One of, actually the 
president of the Roosevelt board of trustees was the president of the company that created and 
administered the draft test.  There was a period of time in which young men of draft age were 
required to take this test and it helped array them in the scheme of things with regard to the draft.  
This was I think before the lottery took place, so it provided a perfect target for that particular 
campus, but there were folks all over the country.  The other was that it became a mechanism for 
engaging in a different political mindset than one other that was also springing up.  One of the 
other organizational form particularly around the draft during ‘66 and ‘67 was the thing called 
the Resistance.  One of the founder was David Harris who was at that point the student body 
president at Stanford.  It was largely a pacifist approach that they advocated, young men  turning 
in their draft cards and also engaged in some demonstrations and sit-ins at induction centers in 
which they would scream and shout at inductees. We thought that was on two grounds, I and the 
folks I was working with felt that was inappropriate and ultimately self-destructing politically.  
One was we had no interest in either urging or teaching people to turn themselves into the 
government.  In that sense I didn’t care how people were going to get out of the draft as long as 
we eliminated somebody from being shipped to Vietnam and used  as cannon powder whether 



they faked their physical or signed statements or whatever, it didn’t matter for us.  The other was 
that by screaming and shouting at inductees, baby killers and the like, it really boiled down to 
class and race differences.  The guys able to get out of the war were guys who stayed in school, 
went to graduate school, became teachers like Phil Graham.  It was poor and working class stiffs 
who believed, correctly or incorrectly, that the only choice they had was to shuffle off to the 
Army.  So we wanted to do something different.  That different approach was what led in 
certainly ‘67 to look at urging people to close down induction centers.  I went around the country 
talking to folks more  and more about the idea of closing down induction centers.  The initial, 
and in one sense the most successful effort, was out in the bay area.  I had been in and out of 
there talking to folks and got them and a number of people to buy into the idea and then went out 
there in the fall to help them do the actual organizing work.  What happened there was that 
people there did a tremendous amount of work organizing politically, but they had no idea what 
they were going to do when they got to the induction center.  So I remained to become with what 
we called at the time the military organizer.  We organized a whole week worth of 
demonstrations that we designed to close down the induction centers by essentially using 20,000 
people in the street to block traffic.  The last days of the demonstration the people got on the 
streets and pulled park benches and garbage cans out in the middle of the intersections and built 
barricades and the like.  At least for that one day we officially closed the induction center.  
Ronald Reagan was the governor at the time and near the end of the day declared us an official 
riot and called out the National Guard.  We went around then to tell the people we hadn’t come 
to mix it with the local police, we hadn’t come to fight the National Guard, it was time to go 
home.  Afterwards, seven of us were indicted on conspiracy charges and faced trial out of what 
was called Stop the Draft Week.  That took place in October of ‘67, and as it turns out was the 
week before the big  Pentagon action where thousands and thousands of people were ultimately 
arrested.  There were a number of attempts around the country after that, Kansas City for one, 
New York City to close down induction centers.  The approach we took politically was that not 
only did we want to stop, not only were we telling people that they ought not to exceed to be 
drafted or enlist, but we were going to stop the machinery, at least symbolically.  

Interviewer:  Were you one of the seven that were indicted? 

George:  Yes, I was one of the what was called the Oakland Seven that in May of ‘68, actually in 
the spring of ‘68 I did a fair amount of traveling. I went south for the first time at the invitation 
of what was the white spin-off of SNICC called the Southern Student Organizing Committee.  I 
was invited to come south to do organizing around the draft.  In the course of which was Martin 
Luther King’s assassination.  So we became involved in a series of demonstrations at Duke 
University in Durham, in which about half of the students ended up sitting in a 
UNINTELIGABLE and ultimately seized the administration building there for several days.  
Then on to the University of Georgia at Athens and became involved in a three day seizure of the 
administration building there over women’s rights. Then up to New York City and became 
involved in the demonstration around the building of the gym site that led to the mass building 



seizures in Columbia and several other places during a period of a couple of weeks.  The  U.S. 
Attorney in Chicago went into court in May  of ‘65 and got the judge to revoke my bail, excuse 
me, the May of ‘68, so my bail was revoke.  I had initially planned to go underground and leave 
the country, but I ran into court one time to many, and the judge said, “Take him away.”  That is 
when I started to do time was in May of ‘68. 
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Interviewee:  There are I guess several trends, streams that come in and out with regard to the 
history of the anti-war movement. Noting at least in general one is that, is that, as part of the 
result of the kind of politics that we went that we began with. For example, there was a great deal 
of concern amongst SDS people fairly early in the anti-war efforts about the history of what 
happened in the aftermath of the defeat at Dien Bein Phu in France. Actually both that and the 
defeat of the Algerian war, that is, the creation of the secret arms organization and a right wing 
response on part of the ex-military people, and we wanted to try to avoid that. I mean it was 
conceptually so that there was efforts to stop the politics or stop the draft for the weak that was 
one to try to ally one's self with anti-war GI's ex-GI's so that even by early sixty-six there were 
some successful attempts to bring in returning GIs who one knew what was going on there and 
came back critical about the war and so that there was attempts to do that as supposed to keeping 
them at arm’s length.  It helped, I think, too spare on what were became larger and larger fairly 
militant anti-war organizations, like VVAW, Vietnam Vets Against the War, who had their own 
structure.  I mean, so, we did our stuff and they did there's, and I think that was an important 
aspect in terms of seeing an impact of the war in general of the anti-war movement in 
particularly, so that, not only was there the concern about domestic tranquility that you see often 
on experts from Richard Nixon's White House tapes. One of the other aspects was to look at 
making the military more unreliable, and so that there was that piece to it that I think was very 
important both at the time and as time went by.  The other was that there was is well totally, I'm 
really at a parallel track,  anti-war and anti-draft work amongst particularly Catholic activist both 
lay people, Jesuits,  Nuns,  and alike.  To play that important, although sometimes unsung role,  
many of them took a militant  stand and one of the difficulties in looking at this stuff is that you 
don't find often the, from my point of view,  the successes because these things that now folks 
are beginning to talk about.  So for example, there was a big trial in Buffalo to which I 
participated after I got at of jail on the part of several people who were caught trying to break in 
the Selective Service System so that they can destroy service records.  What is not in the general 
history is the fact there was a number of people who successfully broke into major selective 
service office on the south-side of Chicago totally destroyed the records. Consequently leaving to 
resulting in thousands of black kids from the south-side never having gotten' drafted because the 
records were destroyed.  Well because it was a successful action you do not know about it.  I 
mean it would have been you would have known about it if people was arrested and tried.  So 
that there were those kinds of things all of which that helped mock up the machinery which was 
the purpose of all of that.  And I will say that, I mean, as much as I thought it was silly at the 
time,  you end up with you know the whole array.  I mean we all know because of the Watergate 
tapes that those solitary pickets in front of the White House, which I thought at the time was 
totally useless activity, produced at least in Richard Nixon conniption fits. I mean and you know 
the results at which,  I mean there was results in the context of the war.  And I guess ultimately 
the element of this, which we sort of believed at the time, that the war was going to be won or 
lost on the battle field in Vietnam.  What we had some power to do really was to hold down the 



United States, provide distraction maybe long enough to provide a window of opportunity over 
there.  I mean it’s that kind of thing, I guess, one saw in terms of at least in contribution with 
regard to the character of the war itself.  I mean if you want literary allusions, we were hobbits.  I 
mean we weren't warriors. We did enough to provide the aid and comfort to those who did the 
actual fighting to make a difference. And I think, well certainly that part of the element that we 
saw and the lesson that at least I would draw of this that even though, I mean, if there are things 
important enough to do one does them. Regardless even if you are by yourself because you never 
know the ultimate consequence of those acts are,  and whether there for kids sitting once in a 
lunch counter in Greensborough,  North Carolina, or three people standing out in a picket line in 
front of the White House, or twenty-thousand people closing down the induction center.  It was 
ultimately the combination and accumulative activity of all of us together that made the real 
difference for us in that context. I mean I think that is true today as it was then.  I mean people 
have to get back out in the street and do those things that demand changes be made.  It is you 
know one doing this and one doing that that in some collective sort of sense is what ultimately 
will make some difference.  

Interviewer: Do you think there is a lack of political activism now that people stand up saying 
that this is right or wrong? 

Interviewee: Well, I think there is a degree of greater activism now then there has been!  I mean 
maybe out of being more optimistic than I should, but certainly amongst younger people there 
seems to be more of an attempt trying to find whether its voluntary array of other things.  What 
there is really lacking is some focus.  I mean one of the advantages of, certainly early on you 
didn't see that, was that there was a relatively simple national focus that in that sense is lacking.  
I mean there are things looking very complicated now. And so you know you end up with lots of 
people doing this and doing that and the like. The other is that which one of the sixty's is the 
character or the continuing character of identity politics has built circumstances in which there 
has been an inerrability to see lots of commonalties.  There has been lots of things lots of 
activities carried on by SDS chapters and individuals. But there was a place, organizationally, 
where they can come and while we all did not do some of the same things we were in the same 
boat.  And there was some general critique of the social order that they all fit whether it was the 
war or civil rights, student rights that fit into the general social order, and provided both strength 
and inability to cooperate that seems to be lacking.   

Interviewer:  Well, I guess were done. 

Interviewee: Alright. 
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