
Communal

RELIGION *

p E dawn of a new decade coincided with a decline of interest in the
X tiresome, old search for a definition of Jew and an answer to the

question, "Who Is a Jew?" In its place was what seemed to be the beginning
of a more wholesome preoccupation with the definition of Judaism and its
meaning in the life and destiny of the individual. Numerous books were
published about Judaism and its meaning for contemporary man, by learned
scholars and dilettantish amateurs, which were widely read and discussed
throughout the land.

Synagogue-sponsored study groups were meeting to discuss basic Jewish
texts and eternal Jewish ideas. While such groups too often tended to be
distracted by the social accompaniments, they were basically serious; many
had been meeting weekly for a decade and longer. Ivy-league and state
universities were appointing instructors in Judaism and their classes were
attracting students. The appointment of Abraham J. Heschel as the first
visiting Danforth professor in theology at the University of Minnesota
and the enthusiastic welcome which he received from both faculty and
students were among the most significant religious and theological campus
phenomena of the year under review (July 1959 through June 1960).

Throughout the world the 100th anniversary of the birth of Theodor
Herzl and the 200th anniversary of the death of the Ba'al Shem Tov were
widely noted and celebrated. It was not surprising that books were published
and lectures and programs were arranged about Herzl, by both the State
of Israel and WZO, throughout the world. What was surprising was the
widespread, unorganized interest in the life and the teachings of the Ba'al
Shem Tov and his successors. Anniversary issues of journals devoted to him
and to the teachings of Hasidism and records of hasidic niggunim (tunes,
melodies) sold well. Thus, in their own unorganized, undisciplined, and
often erratic way, Jews in small groups were groping for a return to their
own version of the Jewish tradition.

Very little of this was reflected in the news releases, which generally
reported activities of major national Jewish organizations and the utter-
ances of well-known Jewish personalities. Israeli Prime Minister David
Ben-Gurion's offhand comments in May 1960 on the biblical version of the
Exodus, including the assertion that only 600 Israelites left Egypt rather
than the 600,000 mentioned in the Bible, were given worldwide publicity,
but the 3,000 applicants, boys and girls, for whom no place could be found

* For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 391.
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in religiously oriented, Hebrew-speaking Ramah camps and the unprec-
edented growth of enrollment in ypshivot and day schools went unpublicized.

Very little was heard during the year of the decade-old debate as to the
validity or authenticity of the widely heralded religious revival. Increasingly,
Jews throughout the land and the synagogues themselves accepted the fact
that the synagogue had become, for better or for worse, the central Jewish
organizational unit, and they concentrated on enhancing the quality of
their educational and devotional programs.

The United States Bureau of Labor Statistics included for the first time
a section on ministers, priests, and rabbis in its 1960 Occupational Outlook
Handbook. It predicted:

A sufficient supply of rabbis to fill the needs of all the congregations
desiring their services is not likely to be available during the 1960 decade.
Although the number of students graduating annually from the Jewish
theological seminaries is expected to increase somewhat, the numbers will
probably not be adequate to replace the rabbis who retire or die, and to fill
the openings which will be created by the formation of new congregations.

It was also estimated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics that 2,517 rabbis
were serving congregations, 944 were engaged in specialized Jewish com-
munity service, and 148 were in temporary work or were temporarily unem-
ployed, making a total of 3,609 rabbis in the active ministry. An additional
650 ordained rabbis were retired or in industry or other professions. The
trend among rabbis toward specialized Jewish community service, such as
Jewish education, yeshivot, seminaries, B'nai B'rith Hillel foundations, and
welfare institutions, showed signs of seriously affecting the supply of rabbis
who would be available for congregations.

Seminaries

The three major rabbinical seminaries—Hebrew Union College-Jewish
Institute of Religion (HUC-JIR), the Jewish Theological Seminary of Amer-
ica (JTS), and Yeshiva University—continued their programs of expansion
into areas directly and indirectly related to their principal function, the
training of rabbis. It was difficult to tell whether the need to raise funds
for the training of rabbis inspired peripheral projects which would be more
appealing to the philanthropists of the community or whether the achieve-
ments of the seminaries inspired communities to turn to them for an expan-
sion of their activities into hitherto neglected areas of Jewish religious
education and communal service.

Each of the three institutions was honored by a visit by Prime Minister
Ben-Gurion during his brief and unofficial stay in the United States in
March 1960.

HEBREW UNION COLLEGE-JEWISH INSTITUTE OF RELIGION

HUC ordained 10 rabbis at its Cincinnati school in June 1960 and a
similar number at its New York City school.

In March 1960 HUC President Nelson Glueck announced that the
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Jerusalem school of HUC, a postgraduate department in archeology, Oriental
languages, and biblical literature, was rapidly nearing completion. He also
announced that there would be a chapel at the Jerusalem school where
regular services would be held in accordance with the philosophy of Reform
Judaism. At a private party in New York City in June 1960, in celebration
of his 60th birthday, he declared that the Jerusalem school would be an
important center for the practice of liberal Judaism and for archeological
research and study.

JEWISH THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY OF AMERICA

JTS instituted a thorough reorganization of its rabbinical department.
Beginning with the academic year 1958-59, the department was divided
into two parts: a school of Judaica, upon graduation from which students
were to be granted a master's degree in Hebrew literature, and a three-year
graduate rabbinical school. In addition, a special-studies program, for out-
standing students who wished to continue even beyond, was expanded.

Rabbi Bernard Mandelbaum, former dean of students in the rabbinical
school, was appointed provost of JTS, and Provost Moshe Davis was granted
a two-year leave of absence to establish the Institute of Contemporary
Jewish Studies at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. Joseph F. Kauffman,
a former dean of students at Brandeis University, was appointed executive
vice president of JTS and Rabbi David C. Kogen was appointed registrar
of the rabbinical department and assistant to the chancellor.

In December 1959 the Teachers Institute of JTS celebrated its 50th
anniversary at a banquet, at which a gift of $180,000 for the creation of a
research center in Jewish education was announced by Mr. and Mrs. Samuel
L. Melton, of Columbus, Ohio. The contribution, reputedly the largest ever
made for research in Jewish education, was to be used by the Teachers
Institute to inaugurate a program for developing more effective methods
for teaching young children Jewish religious values.

Rabbi Seymour Fox assumed the position of associate dean of the Teachers
Institute and Seminary College of Jewish Studies, succeeding former Dean
Judah I. Goldin, who accepted the new professorship of Jewish studies at
Yale, and Mrs. Sylvia Ettenberg was appointed dean of students.

The national Camp Ramah movement opened a new camp in Utterson,
Canada, and assumed the educational and administrative responsibility for
Camp Lown, in Oakland, Maine.

The JTS-sponsored American Student Center in Jerusalem, designed as
a dormitory for JTS students, who will be required to spend a year of
study in Israel, as well as a residence for other visiting scholars and rabbis,
was nearing completion.

In February 1960 JTS Chancellor Louis Finkelstein, accompanied by Rabbi
Isaac Klein, president of the Rabbinical Assembly of America (RA); JTS
Provost Bernard Mandelbaum; JTS board member Joseph S. Wohl, and
Admiral Lewis L. Strauss, presented a Torah scroll to President Dwight D.
Eisenhower. Finkelstein declared to the president that the delegation had
come to honor him as a man of peace and that ". . . the symbol of our
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tribute is the Torah, source of most of the peace which our troubled world
has known, and our greatest hope for the future."

YESHIVA UNIVERSITY

Yeshiva University announced the appointment of Isaac Bacon as dean
of Yeshiva College, the undergraduate school of arts and science. President
Samuel Belkin announced, in November 1959, that 4,704 students were en-
rolled in 17 schools and divisions of the university. Also announced was
a ten-year program to develop two campus areas for the university, at a
cost of §30 million. The program called for the construction, at a cost of
$5 million, of a classroom building, a residence hall, a gymnasium, and a
recreation center at the university's main center, uptown. Two separate
campuses were to be constructed at a projected midtown center, bound by
Broadway, Amsterdam Avenue, and West 83rd and West 86th Streets. One
was to include a graduate school of education building, and the other a new
classroom building for Stern College for Women and a residence hall.

One of the departments of Yeshiva University received unfavorable pub-
licity during the year under review when the New York State Department
of Education, in April 1960, after a long investigation, directed that the
Graduate School of Education overhaul its doctoral program. The investi-
gation resulted from charges against die school diat diere were insufficient
qualified faculty members and that the work of doctoral candidates was
inadequately supervised. The university announced, at the same time, that
it had accepted the resignation of Benjamin Fine as dean of the grad-
uate education school. Charges of improper practices in the operation of the
graduate school had been made two years previously by a former faculty
member, Myron Lieberman.

On May 6, 1960, Associate State Education Commissioner Frank R. Keille
declared that the state's action against Yeshiva University Graduate School
of Education had been misinterpreted by some segments of the public. On
June 14 he stated that he was quite satisfied with the academic record of
candidates who had been awarded doctoral degrees by the school. On June
17 Lieberman repeated his charges that the school was a "diploma mill" and
that the state investigation had been a "whitewash, not a crackdown."
Yeshiva's public-relations director termed Lieberman's charges "slanderous,
libelous, and vicious."

OTHER INSTITUTIONS

The Jewish University of America (formerly die Hebrew Theological Col-
lege of Chicago) announced in September 1959 die opening of an under-
graduate liberal-arts college on a new campus in Skokie, 111.

Other established yeshivot, such as die Mesivta Torah Vodaath and die
Mesivta Yeshiva Rabbi Chaim Berlin Rabbinical Academy in Brooklyn, N.Y.,
and Ner Israel Rabbinical College in Baltimore, Md., continued to attract
thousands of students to a traditional talmudic education. Very few of their
alumni, however, became rabbis of congregations, although scores were or-
dained each year. Many entered Jewish education and other professions and



RELIGION 133

occupations, because the overwhelming majority would serve only in "kosher"
synagogues (i.e., where men and women are separated by a mehitzah) and
each year saw fewer such synagogues seeking the professional services of
American-trained rabbis.

In June 1959 four rabbis were ordained by the Academy of Higher Jewish
Learning, headed by Rabbi Felix Levy of Chicago, 111., and counting among
its instructors the distinguished scholar, Rabbi Max Kadushin, of New York.

Synagogue and Religious Education

During the period under review, the most significant and enduring reli-
gious phenomena occurred in thousands of synagogues scattered throughout
the land, in hundreds of thousands of private homes where parents and
children were searching for a meaningful religious ritual and commitment,
in hundreds of day schools tottering on the brink of bankruptcy while they
educated tens of thousands of boys and girls, and in the hearts and minds
of Jews, affiliated and unaffiliated, who were reading, contemplating, and
studying. Hundreds of communities were desperately searching for rabbis
and teachers while seminaries and synagogues attempted in various ways
to cope with the problem.

Except for the hard core of committed partisans, the majority of Jews
affiliated with synagogues would have found it difficult to define the reason
for their choice of one denomination as against another; very often their
choice of a synagogue was determined by the institution from which they
obtained their rabbi rather than by other, more relevant factors. Ideologists
in the headquarters of each of the three denominations struggled to define
Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform Judaism, while each synagogue and its
professional and volunteer leaders forged its own pattern of ritual commit-
ment and educational standards.

Rabbi Solomon Freehof, of Pittsburgh, Pa., president of the World Union
for Progressive Judaism, came close to an acceptable definition of the three
wings of American Judaism in an address reported as follows in the London
Jewish Chronicle for July 29, 1960,

. . . none of the three existing trends in Judaism could ever become the
whole of Judaism. There would always be an Orthodoxy, and bless God for
it, because out of its ranks would come forth dedicated young men who
would segregate themselves for the purpose of deep Jewish learning. There
would always be a Conservative Judaism to keep the balance between
loyalty and liberty.

The task of the Reform movement, he added, was to increase synagogue
attendance, enlarge Jewish studies, and develop the social services.

It was also true that none of the three movements had a monopoly on
Jewish learning, piety, or ethical sensitivity. In each of the denominations
there were learned and dedicated rabbis and laymen, and it was perhaps one
of the great blessings of American Judaism that it was often difficult to
distinguish, except for the label, among them.

Conventions and meetings produced resolutions which rarely reflected the
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intense educational and religious activity of the synagogues and its members,
nor was it reflected in the reports and releases published in the Jewish press.

REFORM

The Union of American Hebrew Congregations (UAHC) held its 45th
general assembly in Miami Beach, Fla., November 14-19, 1959. A $15-million
capital-development program to accelerate the spread of Reform Judaism in
America was announced. The development fund was to be used for the
construction of three additional floors at UAHC's House of Living Judaism
in New York City, which were dedicated in October 1960, and for early
acquisition or construction of a nearby building as a headquarters annex.

The assembly passed resolutions calling for the liberalization of existing
laws on child adoption across religious lines; the repeal of laws barring dis-
semination of information on birth control by qualified professionals in
health and welfare agencies; elimination of gambling in the synagogue, and
the abolition of capital punishment. It opposed further nuclear testing and
urged total and enforceable world disarmament.

In his keynote address, Rabbi Maurice N. Eisendrath, UAHC president,
called for the application of the laws of the Jewish religion as an antidote
to the collapse of moral values; the distribution of funds and facilities for
religious purposes in Israel to all groups equally and equitably; raising the
level of Jewish literacy and knowledge among adults, and the establishment
in every American Reform synagogue of a social-action committee to study
and put into practice ". . . the moral imperatives of our faith with respect
to equality of liberty for all peoples in every facet of daily life."

One of the major sessions of the assembly was devoted to the report on
the status of Progressive Judaism in other lands. Mrs. Hiroshi Okmoto
reported increased Japanese interest in Judaism and Jews ". . . because the
sound of the steps of their God has been heard by repentant ears, attuned
to the sense of beauty." Other foreign delegates included Rabbi Rudolph
Brash, of Sydney, Australia.

With reference to Israel, Rabbi Eisendrath declared, ". . . without the
life-giving water of our Reform faith, there is more danger of Judaism
perishing in Ben-Gurion's land than in ours." He asserted that pressure by
political blocs in Israel was preventing the spread of Judaism in that coun-
try. He protested against Israel's rejection of rabbis ordained in Cincinnati
and New York, while accepting American-produced tractors and technicians.

Marvin Braiterman of Baltimore, Md., a member of the union's national
commission on social action, scored those Jews who, because of the invasion
of white neighborhoods by non-whites, fled from the cities to the suburbs,
carrying their temples with them. "This . . . complicates a social defeat into
a moral disaster," he said.

At the general assembly and later at its June 13, 1960, national-board
meeting, UAHC responded to its membership's demand for increased adult
education by charting an intensified program in this field throughout the
United States and Canada. UAHC Board Chairman Emil N. Baar told the
board of trustees that "adults today do not regard Jewish education as a
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bitter pill to be swallowed. They are eager for it and are besieging us to
increase our facilities. This is one of our greatest challenges during the
coming year." The adult-education program called for the establishment of
an academy of Jewish studies in every Reform temple; development of cur-
ricula in theology, Bible, history, Hebrew, and related areas; preparation
of new books and syllabi; development of teacher programs, and appoint-
ment of a national board of adult Jewish education to be composed of
representatives of UAHC and the Central Conference of American Rabbis
(CCAR). A beginning had already been made, in August 1959, with the
appointment of Rabbi Chaim Essrog as director of adult Jewish education.

On February 7, 1960, Eisendrath received the first spiritual-freedom cita-
tion from the Chapel of the Four Chaplains in Philadelphia, Pa. In accepting
the award, he issued a "Decalogue of Decency" for our age, patterned on
the Ten Commandments, as a contemporary guide for ethical behavior.
The decalogue hit out at bigotry, standardization, delinquency, capital
punishment, nuclear tests, dishonesty, and lying propaganda devices, and
concluded, "Thou shalt not covet the distant nation's missiles to the moon
but covet instead thine own divinely decreed mission unto mankind."

UAHC-sponsored camp programs were intensified throughout the country.
A "Hagigah"—a festival of arts for Jewish youth held at the Joseph Eisner
Camp for Living Judaism at Great Barrington, Mass.—offered a 12-day period
of activity for teenagers talented in the fine arts, drama, literature, and
music, who participated in classes and workshops and heard outstanding
specialists at lecture sessions.

The growth of the Reform movement was marked by the admission of
33 new synagogues as approved members of the Reform temple body, mak-
ing a total of 605 temples affiliated with UAHC in the western hemisphere.

In April 1960 the offices of the World Union for Progressive Judaism
(WUPJ) were moved from London to UAHC headquarters in New York
City. Rabbi Hugo Gryn was named executive director of the international
religious body, which represented Progressive synagogues in 25 countries.
WUPJ announced a program of expansion which called for the assignment
of rabbis, educators, and educational materials to strengthen affiliated syna-
gogues and win new adherents to Progressive Judaism in isolated Jewish
communities throughout the world.

WUPJ also announced the affiliation of a second synagogue in Israel,
Hugim le-Yahadut Mitkaddemet in Jerusalem. The first was Temple Bet-
Yisrael in Haifa. At the same time, referring to the future of liberal Judaism
in Israel, WUPJ President Freehof declared:

The Progressive movement has great hopes for Israel. It feels that its near-
ness in spirit to Israel is greater than is generally realized. Israel represents
modernity and Jewishness. We represent modernity and Judaism. We are
bound to meet. This difference will be easily bridged soon, we hope. We
are already aware that spontaneous groups in Israel represent an outreach-
ing toward the same progressiveness in Judaism as there is in secular life.
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CONSERVATIVE

The United Synagogue of America held its biennial convention in
Kiamesha Lake, N.Y., November 15-19, 1959.

A hundred congregations which had applied for membership since the
previous convention were inducted, bringing the total number of affiliated
congregations to 700.

In his keynote address, Executive Director Bernard Segal affirmed that
the much-discussed return to religion was not the result of status seeking
or the need for group identification, but rather a result of a genuine desire
to come close to God.

The most heat and publicity at the convention was generated by a debate on
whether the United Synagogue should affiliate with WZO. Participants in the
debate were Mordecai M. Kaplan, professor of philosophies of religion at
JTS, and Nahum Goldmann, WZO president, who both spoke in the affirma-
tive, and Simofi Greenberg, vice-chancellor of JTS, who opposed affiliation.

The debate made it unmistakably clear that the question under considera-
tion was not that of the devotion and loyalty of the Conservative movement
to the upbuilding of Israel and the traditional aspirations of Zionism but
whether WZO, as constituted, was the organization best qualified to serve
as the representative spokesmen of world Jewry.

At a subsequent session Abraham J. Heschel, professor of Jewish ethics
and mysticism at JTS, delivered an address in which he, too, questioned
the wisdom of affiliation.

One comment on Heschel's address was that

. . . perhaps what we need is not a World Zionist Organization, but a
World Galut Organization, an organization that would implant in the
minds and in the hearts of people everywhere, with a very important
branch in Jerusalem, the sense of spiritual exile that we ought to feel. . . .
I am referring to the sense of alienation that we ought to feel in this kind
of world. If we acquired this sense again, perhaps the guide book to Israel
would not be [the popular novel] Exodus but . . . Jeremiah.
Perhaps, too, in such a world, books which say that only in America could
this great miracle of prosperity have taken place would not be the best
sellers that they are, but other books which speak about the fact that even
in America we still have a great deal to learn and achieve. . . . If we have
anything to teach the World Council of Synagogues and the world, it is
that the synagogue is not a national fraternity, is not a country club, is not
an amen-sayer, that says amen to everything in the world; but, on the con-
trary, that the synagogue is something that stands for the don'ts . . . "don't
lie," "don't kill." "don't be smug," and "don't be complacent."

The delegates decided to postpone a decision on the matter until the next
convention.

Meeting at the same time and place as the United Synagogue convention
were representatives from synagogues in 22 countries, in a constitutional
convention of the World Council of Synagogues (WCS). Its supporters
described WCS as the "first organization representing Jewish communities
from so many nations to be established under traditional religious auspices
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in the whole 5,000-year span of Jewish history." Its constitution set forth
its purpose as follows:

to foster the Jewish tradition in its historic continuity;

to advocate the centrality and preeminence of the synagogue in the life of
the Jewish people;

to further the study of the Hebrew language . . . ;
to relate the ideals and practices of Judaism to contemporary life and
thought to the end that mankind's spiritual and technical aspirations may
be enhanced and God's kingdom may be established on this earth.

Charles Rosengarten was elected president of WCS.
In 1960 it was announced that WCS had assigned two recent, young JTS

graduates, Rabbis Marshall T . Meyer and Marim D. Charry, to serve as
assistant rabbis in Buenos Aires and London, respectively^and it was ex-
pected that in the years to come other Conservative rabbis would be assigned
to serve in communities in foreign countries seeking their services.

At a session of the World Zionist Actions Committee, following the United
Synagogue convention, Nahum Goldmann declared in Jerusalem in December
1959 that "those in the synagogue who seek to become American Jewry's
spokesmen in all matters misrepresent the whole concept of the synagogue
and its leadership." Goldmann was quoted as saying that the synagogue
should represent the Jews to God.

Rabbi Jay Kaufman, assistant to President Eisendrath of UAHC, said
that Goldmann's statement "is not true and is unfair to all three groups of
leaders of American Judaism."

For the United Synagogue, Rabbi Bernard Segal declared that Goldmann's
statement

. . . appears to reflect an unfortunate ignorance of the reality of American
Jewish life. It appears that Dr. Goldmann is unaware of the fact that the
vast majority of our people in this country today identify themselves first
and foremost in terms of synagogue affiliation. If synagogues today are the
spokesmen of American Jewish life it is by no means the result of "ambi-
tions of some leaders of synagogal organizations," but is the free expression
of a deliberate choice on the part of the rank and file of the American
Jewish community, a choice which is entirely in keeping with the history
of Judaism across the centuries.

The United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education, a joint commis-
sion of the United Synagogue and the Rabbinical Assembly of America,
under the leadership of Rabbi Abraham E. Millgram, continued publication
of its series of textbooks, prayer books for children, and collateral Hebrew
readers. I t also sponsored the publication of Our Age, a magazine for teen-
agers.

Morris Laub was appointed director of the Joint Commission of Social
Action of the Rabbinical Assembly, the United Synagogue, and the National
Women's League of the United Synagogue.
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ORTHODOX

The Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of America (UOJC) did
not hold a convention during the year under review. UOJC does not claim
to represent the total Orthodox Jewish community. It would be difficult to
ascertain who was authorized to speak on behalf of the thousands of Ortho-
dox synagogues and rabbis, many of whom owe their allegiance and loyalty
to widely disparate personalities, from the Satmarer Rebbe to Rabbi Joseph
B. Soloveitchik, or divide their loyalties among several Orthodox institutions.
The Orthodox community demonstrated its greatest vigor in the establish-
ment and expansion of the yeshivah and day-school movement. Hundreds
of young Orthodox rabbis were devoting themselves to Jewish education,
managing to eke out a precarious livelihood by teaching Hebrew studies
in day schools in the morning and in Conservative and "modern Orthodox"
Hebrew schools in the afternoon.

While the United Synagogue and UAHC devoted an increasing amount
of their budgets and personnel to the publication of contemporary educa-
tional and devotional texts, individual entrepreneurs in the Orthodox com-
munity demonstrated great ingenuity and faith by reprinting hundreds of
classic Jewish texts published in Europe in the last century. Even more
surprising than the number of volumes being produced by these entre-
preneurs was the large number of purchasers they attracted, suggesting that
more and more American-educated Jews as well as recent arrivals cared
enough to buy and study the works which had been the traditional texts
and companions of the learned in Eastern Europe.

SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF AMERICA

The Synagogue Council of America (SCA), composed of representatives of
CCAR, RA, Rabbinical Council of America (RCA), UAHC, UOJC, and
United Synagogue of America, came into being three decades ago, when
denominational rivalries were less intense and before the articulate leader-
ship of each group had become the prisoners of their own propaganda, bans,
or bureaucracies. Only a few years earlier, during World War I, the diverse
rabbinic luminaries represented on the chaplaincy committee of JWB had
managed to agree on a single prayer book for the use of the armed forces,
a feat their successor groups were unable to duplicate during World War II
and after. Hampered by the rule which gave each constitutent agency the
right to veto any new project or resolution proposed by any of the other
constituents, and by the lukewarm financial and moral support of its own
constituent organizations, SCA nevertheless managed to develop loyal devotees
within each of its constituent groups, who persevered through successive
crises and developed a series of projects and a modus operandi pointing to
greater authority and service to the total Jewish community. (In December
1959 the presidents of the six constituent organizations of SCA, for the first
time in the history of American Judaism, issued a joint Hannukah message.
Each organization had formerly issued its own message before each holiday.)

Under the executive leadership of Rabbi Marc Tanenbaum, an increas-
ing number of Federal governmental agencies and national Christian groups,
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such as the (Protestant) National Council of the Churches of Christ in the
United States of America and the National Catholic Welfare Conference,
turned to SCA as the quasi-official national Jewish religious representative
organization. Representatives designated by the council were invited to
testify before congressional committee hearings and committees organized
by the executive branch of the Federal government on a par with "official"
Protestant and Catholic representatives. Rabbi Tanenbaum served as a
national vice chairman of the 1960 White House Conference on Children
and Youth, and SCA played a key role in coordinating the representation
of the Jewish religious community in the program and deliberations of
the conference. Rabbi Max D. Davidson, of Perth Amboy, N.J., was the
president.

In June 1960 Rabbi Davidson met with Pope John XXIII in Rome, the
Archbishop of Canterbury in London, the World Council of Churches in
Geneva, and Jewish community leaders on the European continent to help
strengthen the interreligious and international-affairs programs of SCA.

In reaction to the competitive attempts by Jewish organizations to meet
Khrushchev during his visit in America in the fall of 1959 and uncoordinated
responses to the swastika epidemic in the winter of 1959-60, many voices
were raised in a plea that something be done to achieve more dignified
coordination among the national Jewish organizations vis-a-vis the govern-
ment and the Christian community. RA and other organizations urged SCA
to act as a convening group for an American Jewish assembly (see below).
At its annual convention in May 1960 the (Conservative) National Federa-
tion of Jewish Men's Clubs adopted a resolution calling on SCA to take
the initiative in convening such an assembly. At a meeting of its executive
committee later in the month, the six constituent agencies of the SCA
unanimously authorized the president to appoint a committee to explore
the possibility of summoning an assembly. Subsequently, in July 1960, Presi-
dent Davidson announced the appointment of Rabbi Theodore Adams,
former president of SCA and of the (Orthodox) RCA, to serve as chairman.

Rabbinic Organizations

The three major organizations of the American, English-speaking rabbinate
were the (Reform) CCAR, the (Conservative) RA, and the (Orthodox) RCA.
Each claimed a membership of over 700 rabbis. In addition, there were several
other national organizations which represented other shadings of the
Orthodox rabbinate, including the Rabbinical Alliance of America (English-
and Yiddish-speaking rabbis, ordained principally in the Brooklyn yeshivof),
the Union of Orthodox Rabbis of the United States and Canada (principally
older, Yiddish-speaking, European-trained rabbis and a few young American-
trained rabbis), the Rabbinical Organization (established by the Satmarer
Rebbe), and the Union of Grand Rabbis of the United States (hasidic rabbis).

CENTRAL CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN RABBIS

CCAR held its 71st annual convention in Detroit, Mich., in June 1960.
For the first time since 1928, CCAR undertook a comprehensive revision of
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its social-justice platform in race relations, health protection, housing, auto-
mation, nuclear development, and related problems. The conference re-
newed its opposition to the death penalty, opposed the further testing of
nuclear weapons, and asked that the UN be enabled to provide education,
techniques, and materials on birth control, where requested, through the
World Health Organization.

In an address to the convention, HUC President Nelson Glueck warned
his colleagues against permitting "the getting and giving of money" to
become the major premise of community standing and leadership. He
declared that the primary duty of the rabbi was "to be a companion and
comforter of his people and, always and most importantly, the instructor
in Torah, with no one to make him or them afraid or unfree."

The CCAR convention also heard a number of addresses by distinguished
scientists and philosophers on science and religion.

RABBINICAL ASSEMBLY OF AMERICA

At its 60th anniversary convention in Liberty, N.Y., in May 1960, the RA
urged the establishment of an American Jewish assembly, which "would make
policy and speak for the American Jewish community" on domestic and
overseas matters. Its resolution stated:

The lack of organized unity in American Jewish life has resulted and will
inevitably continue to result in confusion of counsels, unseemly competi-
tion among Jewish organizations for public attention, a confused image of
Jewish policy in the mind of the American community, and a weakening
of the effectiveness of Jewish representation before governmental forums
here and abroad.

In a major address, former RA Executive Vice President Max Routtenberg
reviewed the problems and the achievements of RA over the 60 years since
its founding and called for the "centrist" group in RA to become more
articulate and assertive in attempting to formulate a strong Conservative
philosophy and platform.

RA adopted a resolution hailing the work of the national network of
15 Solomon Schechter (Conservative) day schools and the establishment of a
day high school under the sponsorship of the New York metropolitan region
of RA.

A resolution calling on RA regions to concern themselves with the super-
vision of kashrut evoked a strong protest from the Union of Orthodox
Rabbis and other interested individuals and groups.

Eli Ginzberg, director of Columbia University's Conservation of Human
Resources project, said that "the increasingly urbanized character of our
society demands a rethinking of the use of trained ministers and challenges
the American community to find new ways of recruiting high-level man-
power for spiritual leadership." He deplored the use of the rabbi as the
"Jack of all trades" and said that the rabbi who permits himself to be so
used does a disservice to the congregation, since he allows no time for "the
quiet contemplation which alone can produce the insight and understanding
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necessary for spiritual leadership." He suggested that trained members of
congregations could readily relieve the rabbi.

Edward T. Sandrow of Temple Beth El, Cedarhurst, N.Y., was elected
president, to succeed Isaac Klein of Buffalo, N.Y.

RABBINICAL COUNCIL OF AMERICA

RCA held its 24th annual convention at Ste. Agathe, Quebec, in June
1960. Executive Vice President Israel Klavan told his colleagues that they
must meet

the overwhelming challenge of channeling the yearning and return to the
synagogue into religious loyalty, practice and devotion. . . . It must be the
role of the spiritual leadership to interpret and translate this yearning into
positive Jewish living, otherwise it remains a passing fancy and results in
mere formal identification and social affiliation.

Klavan was honored by the council on his 25th anniversary in the rabbinate
and his 10th anniversary as executive vice president. He was given a life
contract for this office.

Walter S. Wurzburger, of Toronto, Canada, chairman of the convention,
stated that the rabbi must ". . . resume his rightful niche as an educator
and teacher . . . rather than qualify as publicity operator, social gadfly for
all conventional happenings."

Social Action Committee Chairman Hayyim Donin asserted that scrupu-
lousness in synagogue and church attendance accompanied by "carelessness
in ethical behavior makes a sham of the house of worship."

The convention elected Charles Weinberg, of Maiden, Mass., as president
to succeed Emanuel Rackman of Far Rockaway, N.Y.

At its mid-winter conference in Atlantic City, N.J., in February 1960, RCA
heard several papers on the conference theme, "The State of Israel in the
Framwork of Jewish Religious Law."

Leon Katz of Passaic, N.J., chairman of the mid-winter conference, empha-
sized that Jewish religious law "does not advocate for Israel the establishment
of a theocracy."

UNION OF ORTHODOX RABBIS

Most members of UOR were engaged in kashrut supervision and some
as rashe yeshivah (principals) and in related activities. As an organization, it
took the lead in a campaign demanding complete Sabbath observance by
the Yiddish press, which led to a crisis for the Day-Jewish Journal when
many Orthodox institutions refused to place advertisements in the news-
paper as long as it continued to be published on the Sabbath. Various
negotiations were conducted but the question of the boycott remained un-
resolved. UOR also issued a public statement demanding unrestricted Torah-
educational opportunities for children of indigent parents. (One of the real
problems faced by a large number of day schools was the fact that they
received very little support from organized Jewish philanthropies, with
the result that many were compelled to refuse children who could not afford
to pay a rather high tuition fee.)
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PUBLICATIONS

Some of the liveliest and most pertinent Jewish journalistic polemics and
apologetics were published in the professional journals of the several national
rabbinic organizations. CCAR sponsored the CCAR Journal, a quarterly
publication; the RA published the quarterly Conservative Judaism; the RCA
published the semiannual Tradition, and the Rabbinical Alliance inaugu-
rated the publication of Perspective.

The publication and translation of prayer books preoccupied several
national rabbinic organizations. RCA announced the publication of a new
English edition of the Orthodox siddur, edited and translated by Rabbi
David deSola Pool, of New York City. RA announced the publication of a
daily and home prayer book, edited by Rabbi Gershon Hadas of Kansas City,
Mo., with the assistance of Rabbi Jules E. Harlow of New York City and
an RA committee.

Local Boards of Rabbis
An important postwar development was the growth in the size, programs,

influence, and number of local and state "interdenominational" boards of
rabbis. These usually consisted of most of the Reform and Conservative
rabbis in a given area and a smaller proportion of the English-speaking
Orthodox rabbis. Although older, East European rabbis had enjoined their
younger colleagues repeatedly from joining these composite boards, a sig-
nificant number retained their membership, for various reasons: some held
paid appointments as part- or full-time institutional chaplains; a large
number, though ordained by the yeshivot or members of RCA, served in
non-Orthodox synagogues, and some served Orthodox synagogues but were
firmly committed to cooperation with the non-Orthodox community when-
ever they could do so without violating their religious principles.

NEW YORK BOARD OF RABBIS

The best known and probably the largest of the local boards was NYBR.
It employed three rabbis in its central administration and numerous full-
and part-time chaplains to serve hospitals and prisons throughout the state.
Local and state governments looked to NYBR for the appointment and
supervision of chaplains, despite the occasional attempts of splinter Orthodox
groups to persuade officials that NYBR did not truly represent the Orthodox
rabbinate. NYBR represented the New York Jewish religious community
in local and state legislation, radio and television, and related fields.

On March 24, 1960, Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, Mayor Robert
Wagner, a host of local and state officials, and hundreds of rabbis paid tribute
to Rabbi Harold Gordon at a dinner which celebrated the 13th anniversary
of his appointment as NYBR executive vice president and the 25th anni-
versary of his ordination.

NYBR DISPUTE WITH POLICE COMMISSIONER KENNEDY

The United Nations General Assembly, in September 1960, had attracted
many world leaders, including Khrushchev of the USSR and Fidel Castro
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of Cuba. This posed a serious security challenge to the New York City police
force, and Police Commissioner Stephen P. Kennedy ordered every police-
man on full-time duty until the security problems were eased. On September
17 NYBR sent a wire to Mayor Robert F. Wagner urging his intervention in
obtaining the usual permission for Jewish policemen to absent themselves
from duty on the High Holy Days. (Of 24,000 men on the New York City
police force, 1,300 were Jewish.)

On Sunday, September 18, Police Commissioner Kennedy appeared on a
television program. When asked about excusing the Jewish men for the
High Holy Days, he said:

When are these men religious? The other 51 weeks of the year we do not
hear anything about it. Or is it that one week in the year they get religious.
. . . Did they quit every Friday at sundown . . . or just during the period of
the emergency?

The following day, Mayor Wagner reprimanded the commissioner for his
statement. Commissioner Kennedy met for 214 hours with representatives of
NYBR and declared that he had meant no slur and that he was in no way
antisemitic He refused to make a public apology on the ground that it
might be interpreted as conceding that his statement had indeed been anti-
semitic.

Some of Senator John F. Kennedy's campaign advisors became concerned
lest Jewish voters confuse Police Commissioner Kennedy with him and vote
against Police Commissioner Kennedy in the presidential election. Governor
Rockefeller met with some rabbis and told them he was ready to call out
the New York State National Guard to make it possible for Jewish policemen
to be excused from duty on Rosh ha-Shanah and Yom Kippur. The leaders
of NYBR were not willing to settle for private repentance but continued
to insist on a public apology. On September 23 a spokesman for the New
York chapter of the American Jewish Committee deplored

. . . the attacks on Commissioner Kennedy which insinuated that his
remarks were antisemitic . . . and . . . welcomed the Police Commissioner's
expression of regret with respect to the unfortunate interpretations which
had been placed on his remarks. . . .

On September 27 NYBR again declared that the commissioner's explana-
tions were not satisfactory.

Fortunately, Prime Minister Castro returned to Cuba before Yom Kippur.
Accordingly, on September 29 it was announced that because of Castro's
departure some men up to the rank of sergeant could go back to regular
duty. This would include a number of Jews who would thus be able to
observe Yom Kippur. The arrangements made by the police, as allowed
by Commissioner Kennedy's orders and thanks to the cooperation of non-
Jewish policemen, made it possible for all Jewish policemen who so wished
to absent themselves from police duty on Yom Kippur.

No other Jewish or nonsectarian organization publicly endorsed the public
utterances of NYBR, and it was no secret that some privately questioned
the wisdom of prolonging the controversy. One effect was to pose an inter-



144 AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK

esting religious question: did the NYBR feel that abstention from work on
Rosh ha-Shanah was more important, from the point of view of Jewish law,
than on the Sabbath?

OTHER BOARDS

Other local boards functioned in Massachusetts, Minnesota, Northern
California, Washington, and elsewhere. Taking their cue from New York,
the Philadelphia and Chicago boards appointed their first full-time rabbinic
executive directors during the past year, Rabbi Harold Goldfarb in Phila-
delphia and Rabbi Irving Rosenbaum in Chicago. In both communities, as
in New York, the local welfare fund or federation helped to pay the salaries
of their staffs and the chaplains under their supervision.

Conclusion

In a memorable address to the American Jewish Committee, Professor
Abraham J. Heschel commented on the verse (Isaiah 43:12):

"You are my witnesses, says the Lord, and I am God." A rabbi of the sec-
ond century took the statement to mean: If you are My witnesses I am
God; if you cease to be My witnesses I am not God. This is one of the
boldest words ever uttered in Jewish literature, and full of meaning. If
there are no witnesses there is no God to be met. There is a mystery, an
enigma, a darkness past finding out. For God to be present, we have to be
witnesses. The modern Jew is a messenger who forgot the message. To recall,
to revive his memory, as well as to renew his openness is his most important
task. There are no proofs for the existence of God; there are only witnesses.

In the American Jewish community today, there are many such anonymous
witnesses. They include the harassed and financially embarrassed parent who
makes a great sacrifice to send his child to a Jewish school and to maintain
the Jewish tradition in his home and in his heart; the disciples of R. Israel
Ba'al Shem Tov, who serve their people with love and understanding and
compassion, and the underpaid teachers and social workers who serve the
community and those most in need. They are indeed witnesses.

For the decades to come, the pessimist might predict the hardening of
denominational institutionalism and intransigence, a greater accumulation
of power and influence by the professional managers, an increasingly indif-
ferent and uncommitted laity. The optimist would hope that the much-
discussed religious renaissance would indeed bring about a revival of per-
sonal piety, independent learning and study, and a heightened awareness
of and commitment to the ancient and arduous Jewish ascent of the ladder
of holiness and morality.

Each generation somehow manages to surprise its predecessor and foil
predictions of doom. Perhaps, with a bit of luck and an enormous amount
of anonymous dedication, Jewish religious life will witness the dawn of a
genuine renaissance in the years ahead.

WOLFE KELMAN
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PROBLEMS FACING JEWISH EDUCATIONAL
PHILOSOPHY IN THE SIXTIES

JEWISH education ended the fifties far more successfully than could have
been hoped at their inception. The proportion of Jewish children attend-

ing a Jewish school, of one kind or another, at one time or another, increased
to encompass almost all of them. Spending on schools reached an all-time high
and showed no sign of abating. Many salaries in the field ascended to a
comparatively respectable level, while new and worthwhile positions were
continually opening. National, community, and local programs to increase
quality, to provide for special groups of students, to utilize the summer
months, to get children earlier and keep them longer, and to experiment with
new techniques and aids were everywhere in evidence.

Jewish education was on the threshold of a new and more exalted status.
A new breeze seemed to be blowing in international Jewish affairs. Physical

rescue, the emergency redemption of thousands of Jews in one land or
another, was no longer a major problem. In an age of political turmoil, to be
sure, the situation could be momentarily altered, and Jews were organized
and standing by. But mass upheavals such as those which characterized the
post-World War II years seemed unlikely. Rehabilitation of refugees was like-
wise not as pressing a responsibility as it had been because so much of the job
had been done, because there was a quiet willingness to keep on contributing
to what remained to be done, and because the State of Israel was slowly but
decidedly beginning to make headway in bearing its own burdens. Overseas
emergencies, which had for so long consumed the energy and interest of the
American Jewish community, had abated sufficiently to allow for more than
peripheral attention to Jewish education on the American scene. The inner
life of the community, and particularly the education of its youth, became a
matter of primary concern.

For some Jewish leaders the concern was genuine, while for others it might
have been inspired by fatigue with the old problems and the even older
rhetoric, the need for new incentives to bolster effective but fragile fund-
raising structures, or, perhaps, even devious political motives. Nevertheless,
after all the years of stepchild status, education was at last receiving the
concerted attention of organized Jewry.

The successes of Jewish education were real enough, and were even a cause
for encouragement for the tasks that remained, but they could be measured
almost entirely in terms of the conditions for education, rather than in terms
of its goals or aims. Books, filmstrips, classrooms, teachers, budgets—these, in
the minds of most Jewish educators, were necessary means for producing
educated Jews, not substitutes for them.

For many years the Jewish educator had been oppressed by lack of funds.
His unvaried refrain had been Im en qemah en Torah, which might be
paraphrased, "Where there is no budget, there is no Torah." Now this stage
of Jewish education was passing. Funds were available (though needs con-
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tinued to outstrip them) and there was reason to believe they might become
even more adequate. Jewish educators were not thereby deluded into believ-
ing that budgets do make Torah; they knew how far short of their goals
were their accomplishments. By 1960, however, the focus of Jewish educa-
tional concern was shifting away from means toward ends, or toward better
relating the instruments of Jewish education to its ultimate goals.

The basic issues were not easily delineated. There were no great books or
dissertations around which the educational controversies might revolve. Nor
did any striking personalities or profound theoreticians come to the fore to
help structure the discussion. Yet in the endless meetings, conferences, con-
ventions, coordinating-committee sessions, and advisory consultations, there
seemed to emerge a unity of concern, a common direction of search. Though
the effort was perforce highly speculative and inevitably beset by subjective
considerations, the underlying philosophical issues could be summarized in
seven basic questions.

1. What is the minimum level of knowledge a child graduating from our
schools should attain?

In theory this is easy to answer, and several leading educators have prepared
statements which spell out their objectives in detail. In practice, however,
almost every objective test of factual knowledge administered to children in
Jewish schools has been a disappointment to the tester. (Experienced edu-
cators are by now so accustomed to poor results that these become the relative
basis for their occasional expressions of satisfaction.)

The fact is that our children do not emerge from our schools with a good,
working knowledge of the Bible, Jewish history, practice, literature, or com-
munity life. The suggestion is therefore often made that these are academic
disciplines, organizations of fact meaningful to adults, not to children. Hence,
it is argued, we should not (particularly since it appears we cannot) seek to
teach children given bodies of knowledge simply because they have value in
their own right. Rather, we should organize knowledge in terms of the chil-
dren's needs. The prevalence of this type of reasoning during the past several
decades has led to a continuing decline in what is expected of the child in
the way of academic achievement. There seems to be little reason to believe
that the trend will not continue in the years ahead.

If it were clear that more effective learning could be accomplished by the
indirect, utilitarian approach, rather than by the more academic, self-
structured presentation, the issue might be speedily resolved. Unfortunately,
there is no clear evidence one way or the other. But in either case, what are
the facts which every child must know, regardless of how they are organized?
What is the irreducible minimum of knowledge for an educated Jew?

One can insist that usefulness, not cold storage, is the criterion of education.
Does the child know what he needs to know to function as an American Jew?
Is not that all we want of the child? But the question remains: Can one func-
tion as a Jew without a basic minimum of knowledge? An exceptional 'am
ha-aretz (ignoramus) may by God's grace be a saint, but Judaism esteems and
demands education because Judaism requires knowledge. What is that irre-
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ducible level of knowledge by which all programs can be judged as adequate
or not?

The debate is sharpest over the study of Hebrew, concerning which there is
a broad spectrum of opinion within every Jewish ideological group. That issue
should be seen, however, not alone, but in its broader context. Too often
accomplishment in areas other than Hebrew is neglected in favor of linguistic
accomplishment. The fact remains that almost all American Jewish children
receive a substantial part of their Jewish education in non-Hebraic studies
(for many, such studies are the major part of their Jewish education, if pri-
mary- and high-school activities are included). Devotion to Hebrew must not
blind us to our needs and failings in other aspects of education.

The problem of Hebrew achievement (everywhere but in the day schools)
is too well known to require documentation. Though students now attend for
more years, in better classrooms, with better materials, in better organized
and housed schools (though often for fewer hours per week than a decade or
two ago), the results of even the better schools are for the most part disap-
pointing. Some familiarity with simple portions of the Pentateuch, perhaps
with a little Rashi, are acquired after years of effort, strain, and hard work.

Since no one is satisfied with such results, there are numerous proposals,
plans, projects, and experiments to improve the situation. But the crucial
question goes unanswered: What are the realistic goals of Hebrew study for
the majority of our children? If the functional criterion is taken at face
value, then the ability to read the prayerbook with some speed and some rote
knowledge of the 10 or 20 blessings and responses commonly used (together
with some basic terms) might well be enough. But if the child is expected to
understand his liturgical Hebrew, then that should include the daily and
Sabbath prayers, the Festival and High Holy Day services, the Passover
Haggadah, and even a good sampling of the Torah! And what about modern
Hebrew and a living link with the State of Israel, its literature and its culture
as a whole? What Hebrew should he know for that? What is a realistic level
of achievement? It is these questions which have given rise to a profound,
new challenge to the dominant philosophy of Jewish education as necessarily
"supplementary" education.

According to leaders of the Jewish day-school movement, the supplementary
Jewish school is bankrupt and only day schools can provide a satisfactory
Jewish education. In the past this attitude was most prevalent among Ortho-
dox and unamliated Jews of Hebraic orientation (in the large cities). More
recently it has received support among Conservative Jews and professional
educators who have begun to despair of the older programs. Even Reform
Jews, the strongest antagonists of the day school, have begun to consider its
merits. In any case, it is clear that day schools have grown far more rapidly
since World War II than any other Jewish educational institution.

The arguments advanced are that only in a private school—with twenty
hours a week of instruction in Judaism from the earliest years on, from the
first week of September until late June, and with the same standards of
attention, homework, and examination as for other subjects—can one hope
to convey adequately the knowledge Judaism requires. Our democracy, it is
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asserted, does not object to privately sponsored schools, and many a Jew
sends his children to a private school for various advantages. Why not to learn
about Judaism? Thus far the achievements of the Jewish day school (the
student's advanced knowledge of both traditional and modern Hebrew) are
proof that it can accomplish worthwhile goals.

But the issue is far from one-sided. To what extent is the Jewish community
ready to withdraw support from the public school, which now more than ever
requires the help of one of its most reliable, traditional sources of support?
The pragmatic suggestion that day schools should be there for the few that
want them is an evasion of the real issue: if only the day schools can provide
adequate Jewish education, should not Jews give them all-out support and
make every effort to enroll in them all Jewish children, as Catholics do in
their parochial schools?

Then, what should the relation be between the specifically Jewish and the
non-Jewish contents in the curriculum? Almost all day schools make a firm
division between the two in time and organization, and there is good reason
to believe that the division is reinforced by the greater emotional concern
devoted to one area than to the other. Will the division between Jewish and
general education produce an integrated American Jew? And is the demo-
cratic way of life promoted by voluntarily segregating Jews from the contact
with children of varying religious, racial, and social groups which most public
schools furnish? When, if ever, should the segregation end? Many day-school
leaders complain that schools through the eighth year are insufficient. The
learning, they maintain, is quickly lost if not continued in the critical high-
school years. Hence day schools, like supplemental schools, should make a
concerted effort to carry their children through high school. The logic is clear
and points to a conclusion: Jewish denominational colleges. To the opponents
of Jewish day schools, the danger of parochialism and ghettoization looms
large.

The solution to the dilemma lies in the answer to its key question: What
level of achievement do we seek? We will examine this further in the light of
the second question.

2. What are the relative merits of educating for knowledge and educating
for will?

It is clear that Jewish knowledge alone is not sufficient. Jewish scholars who
live like pagans are not the goal. Our goals are rather related to Jewish living,
to the personal acceptance of what it means to be a Jew, and the willingness
to live one's life in that decision. Without that will to live as a Jew, Jewish
schools will quickly become archaeological academies or institutes of antiquity.

There was once a time when the richness of Jewish family and community
belief and practice made the will to Jewishness as natural as life. Then
Jewish education could deal solely with data. Today, in the free countries of
the Jewish dispersion, political equality, economic and intellectual oppor-
tunity, and social progress have greatly diluted natural Jewishness. Will has
become the primary determinant of Jewish existence. Particularly since faith
and action in both home and community are so weak Jewishly, it devolves
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upon the school to answer: "Why be a Jew?" or, more practically, "Why
bother about Jewishness?"

The question of accomplishment is then fully inverted. What the child
should know about Judaism is not so important as that he should want to be
a Jew. Granted the will to be a Jew, knowledge will follow, now or as needed.
Without will, on the other hand, knowledge is useless, and may even be a
hindrance to the creation of will. Why should a child want to be associated
with a Judaism which seems to consist largely of data irrelevant to him or his
society? The high mortality rate of the old-fashioned heder on this score still
haunts us. It points to the necessity for measuring our accomplishment in
terms of attitudes created, not of facts stored. The will to Jewishness is not
necessarily derived from substantial reservoirs of Jewish information.

In the study of Hebrew, perhaps we should weigh the advantages of vocabu-
lary against the negative attitudes toward Judaism and Hebrew created by the
frustration which often accompanies the study of the language. Perhaps a
modest program of functional Hebrew, consonant with positive attitudes,
should be offered to the majority of students, with the goal of linguistic
mastery reserved for the few who really aspire to it. Education should view
Hebrew as a means of creating love for Judaism; some of those thus influenced
will pursue the advanced study of the language naturally and easily.

Such an attitude, however, seems to open the way for the diminution of
every objective standard for educational achievement. How can you tell
whether a lesson, a course, or a curriculum has influenced someone's will?
Some modest progress has been made in developing attitude-measurement
scales but there is nothing remotely resembling a reliable instrument likely
to be available for the measurement of will to Jewish living. How then, with
knowledge a secondary aim, can one determine whether one is doing anything
besides entertaining the students?

And how does one teach to create will? It is only a short time since old-
fashioned memorization of biblical verses and theological maxims has been
renounced by most church schools. To engage now in more elaborate forms
of verbal play is surely no solution to anything. We must reject, too, the
temptation to manipulate students' emotions to reach the desired effect.
Competent leadership can take advantage of mass situations (services and
assemblies, campfires, and friendship circles), to arouse great passion and
devotion, but this is of no lasting effect. Nor would the serious educator resort
to the subtle pressures which can be even more forcefully applied in small-
group or guidance situations. How then, can we educate for will? But the
dilemma may not be real. The fact is that although will may be the goal, it
can be created only through knowledge. It is only through the appreciation
of fact, the understanding of relevant data, that lasting decisions are made
by modern men. Hence the alleged dichotomy between the two does not really
exist. Some would argue that ignorance is the major handicap to commit-
ment to Judaism. The more knowledge, the greater the chance (not the
certainty; we have considered the case of the man of Jewish learning and
pagan life) of Jewish loyalty. This is a fact which was borne out by a recent
effort, albeit primitive, to measure children's attitudes toward Jewishness and
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Jewish education: day-school children scored much better than children in
other Jewish schools, and the more intensive the program the more positive
were the attitudes of the children.

Related to these questions and, in a way, integrating them is the third
major issue.

3. What image of the American Jew do the nontraditionalists seek to create?
Only among the most traditionally oriented day schools does there appear

to be full clarity as to the man who is the goal of our education. From their
point of view he is simply the learned Jew of Eastern Europe transported to
these shores and supplied with enough American social skills to be able to
make his way in this society. In most other programs it is never quite dear
what the ideal is which animates the program. Everybody agrees that the
American Jew exemplifies a new form of Jewish living. But is there anything
in American Judaism which is both authentic to the Jewish past and inte-
grated in the American present?

The absence of a definite answer is a persistent source of guilt and appre-
hension among parents and educators. The natural tendency to compare our
accomplishment with that of Eastern Europe brings further despair. Nor is
it any comfort to look to the future. The relation between knowledge and
will hinges upon the picture of a Jew no one has yet seen and few can
envisage.

The controversy over what constitutes a basic Hebrew vocabulary is one
effect of the vacillation between goals. The early years of language instruction,
relying as it does upon repetition, must of necessity rest on a limited vocabu-
lary. Once the vocabulary list is constituted, the technical decisions about age
levels and methods are easily made. Among the cardinal problems of Hebrew
instruction in this country is the failure to agree on one or even several
vocabulary lists. At the moment there are two major lists contending for
acceptance. The one is based on a careful word count of classical Hebrew
sources (including some relatively modern writers). The other is patterned
after the basic English model, designed to make the language usable for most
practical purposes in a simple way.

The choice between these lists is not a technical one, but implies a prior
answer to the problem of who the average American Jew should be. Do we see
him primarily as a reader of the Jewish classics (Siddur, Bible, Bialik), only
secondarily concerned with conversation and the Israeli newspapers? Or is he
a man who needs Hebrew first as a living language of contemporary useful-
ness which he will use, as well, to pursue the great classics? And if we insist
that he must somehow be both, how realistic are we, given the limited time
we have with the average Jewish child today, not to speak of the man he will
be a generation hence? If we do not know what kind of man we want him to
be, how can we hope to make intelligent educational decisions today?

The fourth question is a logical development from this.

4. How shall we educate for future leadership?
It may be necessary to settle for modest standards of education for the

average Jew, but what of those to whom the community must look for leader-
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ship? Jewish leadership for the future, more than ever before, will be in need
of Jewish knowledge. But leaders and constituents will lack the experience of
living in observant Jewish communities which much of today's community
can still draw upon. The new leaders will bear the responsibility for the
largest, wealthiest, and most powerful Jewish community in the world. It is
the task of Jewish education to find, win, and train a future leadership. Such
a leadership must be advanced to a level of understanding and commitment
that will prepare it to meet the special challenges which will confront it a
generation hence. The present challenge is to the Jewish educators of today.

Educators must seek out, too, the intellectuals, the artists, the culturally
gifted. Ideally they should be identified in their youth and given the special
Jewish education they require, that they and Judaism may mutually benefit.

Finally, there are the Jewish professions, which need more and better
recruits and training. Not only the older professions, the rabbinate, Jewish
education, and social work, but also the newly professionalized cantors, fund
raisers, community executives, and institutional directors require special
attention. Even now there is a shortage of qualified personnel in almost every
field. If Jewish education were made a requisite qualification, many fields
would be shorthanded indeed. Can the Jewish community function Jewishly
without Jewishly informed civil servants? How shall we recruit and train
them?

Thus far we have spoken only of children and youth. The fifth question
brings us to a new and largely unexplored area:

5. What shall be the scope of Jewish education for adults?
Perhaps no single factor is as significant a deterrent to Jewish education

as the attitudes and practices of today's Jewish parent. The interest in adult
education stems to a considerable extent from the desire to break this educa-
tional bottleneck.

Judaism is primarily an adult, not a childhood phenomenon, and study is
a commandment for mature Jews, not only for Bar Mitzvah candidates. Adult
education is in the tradition of Judaism.

What kind of curriculum can we offer the adult? Should it be a basic one,
to guide him through the minimal materials a practicing American Jew
should know? How long may he be expected to pursue such a course, and with
what intensity? What should it include? Should we seek to educate him by
reference to the needs he feels season by season, year by year? How can we
get him to read Jewish books? Can we be satisfied unless he has a knowledge
of the classics, and how does one make the legal portions of the Talmud
relevant to him? These are questions still to be answered and lead in turn to
the sixth question.

6. How do we relate to American culture?
Some decades ago it was the negative pressure of antisemitism that largely

drove Jews to their Jewishness. Today it is the more positive notion that
everyone really ought to be identified with a religious group. Differing
groups, including the Jews, have found a definite and acceptable place on the
American scene. To be a good American, an upstanding citizen, an acceptable
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neighbor, one should participate in one's religion (sincerely, but not too
seriously). This attitude, coupled with the disaster of European Jewry and the
birth of the State of Israel, has brought a boom into Jewish congregational
life which continues mightily.

But to be a Jew is in considerable part to be different, nonconformist,
placing the demands of God above and against the demands of one's neigh-
bors. The "other" to whom the Jew is supposed to be directed is God, not his
social or professional peers. Can Jews be educated to a meaningful Judaism
when they come to Judaism from motives which must largely pervert it by
taming it to immediate social uses? How shall we reconcile the practical
American commitment to material values with Judaism's spirituality, Ameri-
can anti-intellectualism with Judaism's love of learning?

America has been better to the Jew than almost any land in the long
history in the Diaspora, but the time has come to face the reality that Judaism
and the American culture, though happily largely complementary, clash at
many points of deep educational concern. And finally,

7. Who is to decide these questions?
Nothing since World War II has so enlivened general education and stimu-

lated it to debate as the growth and expansion of lay concern and lay leader-
ship. One looks longingly for a similar mass movement within the Jewish
community. Parents' groups are more active than they once were, but effective
lay leadership in educational matters is still rare. The fact is that many
Jewish educators do not want laymen to decide anything, although they reluc-
tantly yield the power of budgetary control to those who furnish the funds.
They fear that their years of hard work and devotion will be lost in the
irresponsible decisions of leaders who are often Jewishly illiterate and only
partially committed to the preservation of Jewish life and values. Laymen to
them are still largely "window dressing," a ritualistic concession to democratic
folkways.

Authority must be in the hands of the Jewishly committed and trained if
Judaism is to live and flourish. Yet the participation of laymen is required,
both to insure popular support and effectively to interpret the realities of the
community situation within which planning must take place. Who finally is
responsible for the education of Jewish children if not their parents? And is
not the professional's failure to bring out adults to accept and maturely to
meet this responsibility at the root of our present educational difficulty?

It is the responsibility of Jewish educators to train and develop a competent
lay leadership and welcome them to partnership in its work.

Professionals disagree about what the role of the community and of special
ideological groups should be in setting standards and determining programs.
Should communities exercise their educational responsibility through central
bureaus of education? Should such bureaus be functional, or should they be
restricted to coordinating, consultative, or supervisory functions? To what
extent can the problems of Jewish education be satisfactorily attended to by
separate groups, when allegiance to Judaism and the Jewish people as a
whole, rather than one of its groups, is our aim? Is not the community as a
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whole the traditional repository of educational responsibility and the logical
focus of loyalty?

Most of the ideological groups are willing to concede a significant role to
community agencies, though they would insist on their own right (often with
community guidance) to determine their own aims, establish their own pro-
grams, and set their own standards of accomplishment. As bearers of a de-
veloped and determined point of view with regard to Judaism, one which they
believe draws adherents to Judaism, they feel they are in the best position to
answer the philosophical questions. Moreover, many groups feel that the
notion of community allegiance as such is foreign to America. The advocates
of community priority sometimes appear to be only another ideological
group within the community, and the one with the least social and organiza-
tional basis.

Yet, when all this has been said, the hard reality is that little basic thinking
or significant discussion is being directed to almost any of these questions. No
one seems to care very much, in part because everyone is so busy. Jewish
education is big business today, encumbered by multifaceted public owner-
ship and the need to demonstrate good group technique. Everything is
dynamic, creative, progressive! (But we should not forget that accenting the
practical has had many good results. Most educational advances are made
in the classroom, not in committee meetings. Jewish education is making
progress.) In America generally, except for the debate on achievement versus
adjustment, more attention is paid to technical advance than to philosophic
issues. Educational television, not the educated American, is what produces
the dearest, most illuminating discussions.

If there were some sharp new advance in American educational thinking,
Jewish educators would probably hasten to introduce it in the Jewish field.
As it is, most are satisfied to go along with the ideas that have served them
for several decades now. The older generation awaits retirement and the
young men seem to be more the capable administrators and efficient organizers
than the rebellious prophets or nonconforming philosophers who might
bring us through the current maze of confusion.

The preoccupation with technique is in large part a flight from the real
issues of Jewish life in America, a defense against facing the problems which
only a stubborn faith can solve. Most educators feel more comfortable with
practical or technical questions. They are less than comfortable examining
the faith that keeps them consecrated to their calling and that they need to
arouse in others.

The American Jewish community cannot be expected immediately to
transcend the problems it has finally had the good fortune to achieve. The
issues posed here stem from the positive growth and development of the
American Jewish community over many years. They are the symptoms of its
potential maturation. Certainly it would ease the burden of the decade to
come if we knew how to meet them, but that is far more than we can hope
for without prophecy or divination, and both have long since passed from
the Jewish scene. Let us at least hope that we truly know our problems and
that somehow we shall find the courage to face them.

EUGENE B. BOROWITZ
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JEWISH COMMUNAL SERVICES:
PROGRAMS AND FINANCES *

THIS report summarizes the major developments in 1959 in each of the
areas of Jewish communal service. It is concerned with programs and

with financial resources for the maintenance of programs.
The years 1958 and 1959 have been interpreted in this report to refer to

the fiscal periods most closely approximating the calendar years. A basic two-
year comparison is presented, except where a five-year comparison is needed
to indicate the magnitude of the changes taking place. The consumer-price
index rose by almost nine per cent between 1955 and 1959.

Jewish communal services encompass programs to meet health, welfare,
recreational, community-relations, cultural, religious, and educational needs
in the United States, and to provide aid to Jews overseas.

Four forms of structure have evolved in the American Jewish community
to finance and provide these services: 1. the federation, for local health and
welfare services; 2. the welfare fund, for national and overseas programs
and local refugee, Jewish-education, and community-relations programs; 3.
community councils, for community-relations and other services, and 4. the
national or overseas agency, for fund raising or functional operations, some-
times in addition to membership activities.

Jewish federations, welfare funds, and community councils operate as uni-
fied activities in all but a few cities. The Jewish federations and welfare
funds conduct annual fund-raising campaigns and they distribute the pro-
ceeds to local, national, and overseas Jewish services by allocations based on
a review of budgets and programs.

Federations and welfare funds associated in the CJFWF conduct their ac-
tivities in communities inhabited by 92 per cent of the total Jewish popula-
tion and supported by an estimated total of over a million contributors.1

Local committees are organized for fund-raising purposes in hundreds of
small and scattered areas, but the loose structure sometimes results in skip-
ping campaigns in some years. UJA is the major benefidary of such joint
community campaigns.

Each federation or welfare fund is autonomous and determines for itself
its specific structure and scope of activity. The objective of welfare funds is
to combine fund-raising activity for needs which are accepted as broad Jewish
responsibilities, rather than to monopolize all financing, and some agencies
continue separate fund raising, frequently by arrangement and cooperation
with welfare funds.

The data in this report are mainly for communal services—local, national,
and overseas—related to Jewish federations and welfare funds in some 200
cities with well over 90 per cent of the Jewish population of the United

* A longer version of this study is to be published by CJFWF; for meaning of abbreviations,
see p. 391.

1 A group of 22 cities with Jewish population totaling 1,023,000 reported 207,000 contributors
to welfare funds in 1958.
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States. Where the data are available, they are also given for some major
agencies which operate independently.

Fund Raising by Central Jewish Community Organizations

Over two billion dollars was raised by central Jewish community organiza-
tions in the 15 years from 1946 through 1960. The total raised in the 10
years from 1950 through 1960 was 31.180 million, or an average of $118
million annually.

The rises and falls in campaign results each year reflect, in part, variations
in response to a changing overseas situation.

Welfare funds raised $130.7 million in 1959 and $123.3 million in 1958
(Table 1). Incomplete results for 1960 indicated a drop of 1.5 per cent2

from 1959 results. If the New York City and remaining campaigns followed
this trend, 1960 results might approximate $128 million.

Out of 119 campaigns reporting their 1960 results, with an average decrease
of 1.5 per cent from 1959, 83 campaigns showed a decline and 34 campaigns
had increases.

Independent Campaigns

Nine nonlocal appeals are included almost universally by welfare funds.3

Fourteen other agencies are included by half or more of all welfare funds,
and other agencies by fewer welfare funds.

The general practice is that a beneficiary agency waives independent fund
raising in localities where it receives an allocation from the welfare fund,
unless specific arrangements to the contrary are made with the welfare fund.
In 1959, some 79 agencies raised $55.5 million independently, compared with
$51.2 million in 1958.

Since the New York UJA includes only National UJA, AJCongress, JWB,
and UHS, other nonlocal agencies raise funds independently in New York
City. While no accurate estimates are available regarding the totals raised
in New York City, partial information suggests that at least a third of the
$55.5 million raised independently was secured there. This is the ratio which
generally prevails in fund raising as between New York City and the rest
of the country.

Substantial independent fund raising is conducted by national Jewish hos-
pitals; by institutions of higher learning, in part for capital needs (Hebrew
University, Technion, Brandeis University, Einstein Medical School); by na-
tional congregational associations, and by membership groups (Hadassah,
ORT, B'nai B'rith, National Council of Jewish Women, and Pioneer
Women).

Restricted independent fund raising for local agencies, generally arranged
by agreement with federations, provides smaller sums for operating purposes.

2 Based on results of 119 campaigns which had accounted for about 90 per cent of the funds
raised outside NYC.

S UJA, JDA, JWB, University-Technion Joint Maintenance Appeal, America-Israel Cultural
Foundation, B'nai B'rith National Youth Service Appeal, UHS, AJCongress, and AAJE.
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Local hospitals, family agencies, child-care agencies, and homes for the aged
raised a total of $5.7 million independently in 1959. Contribution income
of local community centers was at least an additional $0.2 million. Such
supplementary contributions are less than three per cent of the total receipts
of these local agencies, with the major share of their contributed income
derived from Jewish federations and community chests.

Distribution of Funds

A major shift in fund distribution of welfare-fund campaigns occurred
in 1956 as a result of special allocations for the UJA Special Survival Fund,
designed to augment the allocations for UJA. The total UJA share of net
funds budgeted4 rose from 58 per cent in 1955 to 65 per cent in 1957 and
then dropped to 60 per cent in 1958 and 1959 (Table 3).

Allocations to overseas agencies other than UJA increased 1.5 per cent
in 1959. Allocations to local refugee care, sometimes considered an extension
of overseas programs on the domestic scene, continued to decline, falling by
at least seven per cent in 1959.

Allocations to national domestic agencies rose by about four per cent
in 1959. Allocations for community-relations and national service agencies
accounted for most of the rise, with more moderate rises for cultural and
religious agencies.

Local services received for operating purposes about $32.1 million in
1959, compared with $30.5 million in 1958.5 The increases were shared by
all local services, except refugee services. Although income for Jewish local
services from community chests was relatively stationary in 1959, the costs
of services eligible for chest support (health, family and child care, recreation,
and aged care) continued to rise. As a result, Jewish federation allocations
rose 6.7 per cent, based on reports from 91 cities in 1959.

There was a moderate increase in allocations for local capital purposes
in 1959, but such allocations did not exceed 1.4 per cent of the total. Where
communities could not absorb a separate local capital-fund drive, there was a
tendency to try to obtain allocations for local capital funds from the proceeds
of the welfare-fund drive. In some cases, these provisions were for mortgage
payments for new buildings before total funds required for construction were
available.

A larger percentage of funds was allocated for local programs in cities
with a Jewish population of 40,000 and over than in cities below that popu-
lation range. This reflected mainly allocations for Jewish hospitals in the
larger cities. The most common local services in all sizes of communities
were community centers and Jewish education. Smaller cities provided a
larger share of their funds for all local services to these programs than
did the larger cities.

This pattern of fund distribution results from the review of budgets
by federations and welfare funds. Funds raised independently depend on the
effectiveness of campaign techniques, attractiveness of the appeal, and the

i After provision for local administrative costs and normal shrinkage of pledges.
5 Excluding local refugee care, classified as overseas.
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success in raising funds in New York City. These two patterns differ mark-
edly (as shown in Table 4). Welfare funds provided most of the funds for
UJA and national service agencies, while independent campaigns provided
most of the funds for other overseas campaigns and health, cultural, and
religious agencies.

Aid to Israel
Aid to Israel by Jews in the United States is channeled through UJA

and other overseas agencies and through the Bonds for Israel. United States
governmental assistance and German reparations are the other major ex-
ternal sources of aid to Israel. All these sources of foreign currency supple-
ment Israel's own earnings abroad.

Favorable developments in Israel's balance of payments were reflected in
a rise in foreign-currency balances of $34 million in 1959 and $46 million
in 1958. Philanthropic income accounted for about 20 per cent of foreign-
currency income in 1954-55, but this share had fallen to about 10 per
cent in 1959-60. Total foreign-currency income in 1959-60 was about $670
million.

Israel's own earnings come largely from exports of goods and services,
foreign investments, and private transfers. Exports from Israel reached $177
million in 1959, or 42 per cent of imports of $423 million.6 In 1958 exports
had been $140 million and imports $418 million. The annual trade deficits
have ranged from $224 million to $335 million since the creation of the
State of Israel, with the 1959 deficit at $246 million.

PHILANTHROPIC PROGRAMS

Philanthropic funds continue to be an important source of income for
Israel. Although these funds are for welfare programs, the exchange of
dollars for pounds was helpful to Israel in its earlier years in making avail-
able foreign currency, but with the rise of foreign-currency reserves in 1958
and 1959, this was less significant. Over a billion dollars was remitted to
Israel by Jewish organizations from 1946 to 1959.7

American Jewish philanthropic agencies reporting to CJFWF had avail-
able for overseas purposes about $82 million in 1958, compared with about
$96.5 million in 1959. About 80 per cent of these funds was for Israel
purposes.

A major development in the Israel programs supported by philanthropic
funds was the resumption of large-scale immigration between 1954 and
1957. Total immigration rose to about 55,000 in 1956 and 71,000 in 1957,
but fell to about 26,000 in 1958 and 23,000 in 1959. Immigration in the
first ten months of 1960 was 21,000 (see pp. 313-14).

BOND SALES

Three bond issues have been floated since 1951: Independence Bonds,
Development Bonds, and Second Development Bonds.

6 Bank of Israel, Annual Report, 1959.
1 United States Department of Commerce, Foreign Commerce Weekly, June 17, 1957, for

1946-56; plus later estimates.



158 AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK

The three-year flotation period of the Independence Bonds ended in
May 1954 with sales of $145.5 million, of which $104.6 million was out-
standing on October 31, 1959.8 The Development Bonds, floated in 1954-59,
had sales of $234.1 million, of which $192.5 million was outstanding in
October 1959. The Second Development Bonds, floated in 1959, had sales
reported at $96.4 million by the end of 1960. From 1952 through 1960, a
total of $38.5 million in bonds was transmitted to UJA in payment of
pledges.

Total sales for all bond issues were reported at over $470 million by the
end of December I960.9 Bond sales in the United States totaled $41.4 million
in 1960, a drop of 2.5 per cent under the 1959 total of $42.5 million. World-
wide sales in 1960 totaled $52 million.

The proposed allocation of proceeds of sales of the Second Development
Bonds was as follows: agriculture, 21 per cent; industry, power, and fuel,
37 per cent; housing and educational construction, 10 per cent; transporta-
tion and communication, 15 per cent, and a general reserve, 17 per cent.

REPARATIONS FUNDS

Foreign-currency income for individual restitution payments, and other
personal remittances constituted one of the largest single sources of foreign
currency for Israel during 1959-60. This totaled $78 million in 1959-60 com-
pared with $45 million five years earlier. Payments from Germany under
the reparations agreement were $63 million during 1959-60.

In February 1960, CJMCAG made the seventh yearly allocation of funds
put at its disposal by Israel from reparations payments.

Of $10.1 million allocated for relief of the Nazis' victims outside of Israel,
$7.8 million was granted for relief and rehabilitation, including $7.0 million
for JDC. In addition, UHS received $375,000, and welfare programs in the
United Kingdom, Czechoslovakia, and South America received about $250,000.
There were also grants for cultural and educational reconstruction in Europe
and the United States totaling over $1.8 million, including about $150,000
for transplanted yeshivot and $250,000 for cultural agencies in the United
States. About $10 to $11 million annually has gone for relief programs in
Israel, mostly through the Jewish Agency.

Other Overseas Agencies

American Jewish financial support for needs in Israel and in other over-
seas areas is provided mainly through welfare-fund allocations to UJA and
to about a dozen other overseas agencies. Of all funds distributed in 1959
by welfare funds for overseas purposes, over 95 per cent went to UJA.
Other overseas agencies received the major portion of their funds inde-
pendently.

As a result, of a total $96.5-million income of all overseas agencies in

8 Development Corporation of Israel Prospectus, February IS, 1960.
9 Over $113 million worth of bonds had been redeemed by the end of October 1960 (including

their use in payment of UJA pledges). Sales total excludes about $6 million in payments in the
form of surrender of previous bond issues.
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1959, some $21.0 million was raised outside the welfare funds. The largest
of these independent fund-raising activities, accounting for almost $17.0
million, were Hadassah, which raised $7.5 million through membership
activities; the building and special-fund drives of Hebrew University and
Technion, which raised $4.0 million; the drives of National Committee for
Labor Israel and Pioneer Women, for welfare activities by Histadrut in
Israel, which raised $2.7 million, and the JNF campaign for "traditional" in-
come, which raised $2.7 million.

UNITED JEWISH APPEAL

UJA is a partnership of UIA and JDC for joint fund raising. Over
90 per cent of UJA income is from welfare funds, the remainder coming
from hundreds of small nonfederated communities. It does not operate any
service programs directly. These are conducted through the agencies which
share in its proceeds: UIA, JDC, New York Association for New Americans
(NYANA), and, partially, UHS.

The distribution of UJA funds in 1959 was in accordance with a formula
which has remained unchanged since 1951 and is effective through 1963.
This provides that, after deduction of campaign expenses and allocations
to NYANA, UIA is to receive 67 per cent and JDC 33 per cent of the first
$55 million raised each year. Beyond $55 million, UIA is to receive 87.5
per cent and JDC 12.5 per cent.

UJA conducted special drives designed to augment its regular drives
in the five-year period 1956 through 1960. Although UJA will seek to in-
crease its combined campaign proceeds in 1961, it will not seek special
funds separately.

The special drives in this five-year period were for the migration to Israel
of North African, Hungarian, Polish, Rumanian, and Egyptian Jews and
Jews repatriated from Russia. The 1961 goal of $72.7 million is intended
to provide for immigrants who arrived in earlier periods and still require
assistance, as well as for the continuing flow of immigration, and it includes
a $5-million debt-service item of the Jewish Agency. UJA emphasized that its
1961 goal was realistic and that it was "based entirely upon the recommenda-
tions of qualified American groups."

By November 1960 about $17.3 million had been received for the 1956
special fund and $24.3 million for the 1957 special fund. Receipts of
$11.8 million had been received against estimated pledges of $14 million
for 1958, and $11 million had been received against estimated pledges of
$18 million for 1959.

On a pledge basis, UJA income was $73 million in 1959 and $68 million
in 1958 for all funds. A preliminary estimate of the 1960 total was $63
million.

On a cash basis, UJA had receipts of $68.4 million in 1959 and $55.8
million in 1958, exclusive of loan renewals. Estimated cash receipts for
1960 were $60 million. On a pledge basis the goal of $72.7 million for
1961 is equivalent to an increase of about 15 per cent over a possible pledge
total for 1960 of $63 million.
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The share of UJA in all welfare-fund allocations had been 60 per cent
in 1953 but decreased to 57-58 per cent in the following two years. As a
result of the special fund, this share rose to about 64 per cent in 1956 and
1957, but amounted to 60 per cent in 1958 and 1959.

UJA borrowing of $64.8 million through welfare funds in 1954 resulted in
an equivalent credit in Israeli pounds for the Jewish Agency's use in carry-
ing out its welfare activities in Israel—immigration, absorption, and land
settlement. The foreign currency thereby made available to the Israeli gov-
ernment in the exchange transaction allowed the government to change
short-term debts to medium- or long-term debts at that time.

Major new borrowing took place in 1954, 1956, 1958, and 1960. As local
communities repaid loan installments and interest, UJA credited such
amounts against their allocations. Such repayments were considered as UIA
income in lieu of cash on account of its share of UJA proceeds.

Amounts outstanding at the end of each year and the new borrowing
during each year are shown below (in millions):

LOANS OUTSTANDING NEW BORROWING

Date Amount Date Amount
12/31/55 $39.1 1955 $ 6.8
12/31/56 57.8 1956 43.6
12/31/57 45.0 1957 13.6
12/31/58 49.9 1958 36.1
12/31/59 45.5 1959 28.1
12/31/60 50.5 (estimated) 1960 355 (estimated)

UJA has sought advance agreements with welfare funds on the UJA share
of campaigns. As a general rule, it has sought to secure increases in the
percentage share of campaign proceeds.

UNITED ISRAEL APPEAL

UJA funds destined for the Jewish Agency for Israel are channeled
through UIA, one of the official partners in UJA. The reorganization of
the Jewish Agency (see below) will not affect the use of this channel. UIA
conducts a program designed to stimulate interest in Israel and in the
activities of the Jewish Agency for Israel through motion pictures, brochures,
a monthly magazine, and other media.

JNF, under the UJA agreement, is permitted to raise $1,800,000 annually
for traditional collections in the United States, after deduction of expenses
not exceeding $300,000. In 1958-59 its total United States income, including
traditional income and other income, was almost $2.7 million. In addition,
JNF receives annual allocations in Israel directly from the Jewish Agency.
The 1958-59 allocation was about $2.4 million.

UIA receipts in 1959 were $46.2 million, including credits for loan repay-
ments. In addition, it received $28.1 million from loan renewals.

REORGANIZATION OF THE JEWISH AGENCY FOR ISRAEL

The Jewish Agency for Israel, Inc., was reorganized in April 1960 (see
p. 196) as an autonomous body, administered by a predominantly American
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Jewish governing board. It used the name and the corporate shell of the
Jewish Agency, Inc., which had previously been a branch of the Jewish
Agency for Israel with headquarters in Jerusalem. To take the place of
this transferred structure the Jerusalem Jewish Agency established a separate
branch in the United States for activities not financed through UJA.

The initial governing board of the new Jewish Agency for Israel, Inc.,
consisted of 21 persons,10 14 designated by UIA, and 7 by the international
Jewish Agency. The only non-American on the board was the Israeli treasurer
of the Jewish Agency in Jerusalem.

The major changes brought about by the reorganization were these:
1. Complete responsibility for the use of American Jewish philanthropic

funds provided by welfare funds to UJA for needs in Israel was to be
centered in America. The tax-exempt and tax-deductible status of these
contributions remained unimpaired, since the emphasis on American con-
trol of funds was in line with policies developed by the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS) for all agencies providing funds for use overseas.11

2. The reorganized American Jewish Agency was to use American staff
appointed by and responsible to itself for review of the budget of the
Jewish Agency in Jerusalem and was to determine specific programs and
costs of resettlement, absorption of immigrants, and related services for the
financing of which it assumed responsibility. Isador Lubin was consultant
for the initial review of the budget beginning April 1, 1961. The operating
agency would continue to be the Jerusalem Jewish Agency. The American
Jewish Agency would contract with it for the financing and operation of
the agreed-upon programs.

3. Cultural, educational, and public-relations work in America, financed
and administered by the Jewish Agency in the past, were transferred to the
American Zionist Council, with Jewish Agency financing to cease on April
1, 1961.

4. After January 1, 1961, there was to be no further channeling of funds
raised in the United States through UJA to "constructive enterprises" con-
ducted under the sponsorship of the Mizrahi Palestine Fund, the Agudat
Israel and Po'ale Agudat Israel, the World Confederation of General Zionists,
and the United Zionist Revisionists, amounting to §2.1 million annually in
recent years. Instead, each of the specific health, welfare, or other philan-
thropic programs of those groups, previously financed as "constructive
enterprises," would be examined on its merits for direct aid.

5. The new governing board undertook to examine the debts arising from
past expenditures for immigrant aid in excess of income and to examine
the possibility of their systematic reduction.

6. The reorganization was to continue through 1963, for the lifetime of
the current UJA agreement. In the meantime, consideration was to be
given to further revisions, reflecting broader and more direct community
representation in the governing board.

10 Initially the new group was frequently referred to as "the 21" to distinguish it from its
predecessor.

11 The initiative for clarifying IRS policy came from an IRS review of the tax status of a
nonsectarian agency providing funds for educational purposes in England.
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JEWISH AGENCY FOR ISRAEL

The sources of Jewish Agency income are primarily welfare-fund alloca-
tions and bank loans channeled through UJA, UIA, and Keren ha-Yesod;
the major share of Keren ha-Yesod receipts in Jewish communities outside
the United States; counterpart income flowing from the German reparations
agreement; grants and loans by the Israeli government for costs of agricul-
tural settlement, and earmarked contributions for Youth Aliyah. About 80
per cent of contributions generally come from the United States. Contribu-
tions in 1958-59, including UJA loans, accounted for about a half of in-
come. About a third was derived from other loans, with remaining receipts
(mainly from reparations, earmarked funds for Youth Aliyah, and govern-
ment grants) covering the rest.

The Jewish Agency received I£189.3 million and spent I£215.6 million
in the year ending March 31, 1959.12

The largest block of Jewish Agency expenditures in 1958-59, 36 per cent,
continued to be for agricultural settlement—founding new settlements,
irrigation projects, citriculture, equipment, seed, instruction, supplementary
employment, and long-term loans. Some 560 villages, most of them founded
since 1948, received Jewish Agency assistance, with 115 villages in the stage
of final "consolidation." More than half of these costs were covered by
long-term loans by the Israeli government, in place of the previous outright
grants. In lieu of cash, the Jewish Agency had been using some of its agri-
cultural assets to repay the government.

Costs of permanent immigrant housing, which had been 20 per cent in
1956-57, declined to 10 per cent in 1958-59.

Immigration, transportation, and initial reception of immigrants, which
had accounted for 14 per cent of costs in the year ending September 30,
1957, decreased to 10 per cent in the year ending March 31, 1959. The
number arriving in Israel in 1956-57 was about 81,000, compared with
33,000 in the year ending March 31, 1959, and 17,500 in the year ending
March 31, 1960. Immigration for the seven-month period from April 1960
through October 1960 totaled 15,400.

Youth Aliyah programs for the maintenance and education of immigrant
youth (aged 6-17) cost I£10.8 million in 1958-59. Hadassah provided about
a third of these costs and other Zionist women's organizations and earmarked
income provided about a quarter, with the major remaining share borne
by the Jewish Agency.

The Jewish Agency shared with government departments the cost for
immigrant services such as education, health, and employment. It allocated
I£16.5 million for those services in 1958-59.

Other Jewish Agency expenditures included grants for institutions of
higher learning in Israel (Weizmann Institute, Hebrew University, and
Technion), work with youth, Jewish secular and religious studies outside
Israel, organization and information activities, and general administrative
expenses.

12 The official rate of exchange is I£I = $.55 but not all fund9 were derived in the form of
dollars. A special rate (If 1 = $.66) prevailed for the exchange of institutional funds before
April 1958, but the official rate has since applied to the exchange of institutional funds.
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AMERICAN JEWISH JOINT DISTRIBUTION COMMITTEE

JDC maintains a worldwide program of aid to Jews. It assisted over 226,000
persons in 1959, including almost 58,000 in Israel, 58,000 in Europe, 105,000
in Moslem areas, and about 5,000 in other areas.

JDC has two major sources of income: UJA and CJMCAG. In 1959
JDC had cash receipts of $26.9 million, of which 317.1 million was from
UJA, $7.8 million from CJMCAG and from other types of restitution in-
come, and $0.5 million from campaigns abroad. These receipts were $4.1
million more than the total of $22.8 million in 1958. JDC spent $24.5
million in 1959, compared with $25.5 million in 1958.

The Malben services to sick, aged, and handicapped immigrants in Israel
continued to account for the largest single share of JDC's appropriations:
$9.8 million, or 35 per cent of the 1959 total. An additional $0.8 million
went to aid 123 yeshivot and other traditional institutions in Israel. Malben
aided almost 35,000 persons during 1959, of whom two-thirds were in institu-
tions or were elderly men and women in their own homes. The latter pro-
gram was undertaken jointly with the Jewish Agency and the ministry of
welfare to provide aid to such aged persons as were not eligible for social-
security benefits. Malben was also participating in a national mental-health
program with the ministry of health.

Relief, health, and educational programs in Moslem countries, mainly North
Africa, have expanded since 1955, and JDC appropriated $4.5 million in 1959
for work in those fields. JDC aid is channeled through such agencies as OSE
in the health field; the Alliance Israelite Universelle, Otzar ha-Torah, and
Lubavitcher schools in the education field, and ORT in vocational training.

The largest number of Jews receiving JDC aid was in Morocco, where 65,000
Jews out of a total Jewish population of 200,000 were assisted in 1959. About
one in four Jews in Tunisia and Iran was also receiving JDC aid.

JDC programs operated in at least 13 European countries, but the largest
numbers were assisted in France and in Poland. The 23,000 Jews aided in
France included a high proportion of refugees from Eastern Europe and
Moslem countries. JDC aided 18,000 out of the 40,000 Jews in Poland, of whom
more than 13,000, in 1959, were repatriates from Russia, including 4,000 who
arrived that year.

JDC also provided aid to Jews in 11 other European countries in 1959. Funds
provided by CJMCAG to JDC were used to assist Jewish communities to re-
organize their communal life and institutions, including health and welfare
agencies, synagogues, and centers.

ORT AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Vocational training overseas is provided by ORT in Western Europe, some
Moslem countries, and Israel. Vocational education in Israel is also conducted
as part of the programs of Histadrut, Hadassah, Youth Aliyah, and Technion,
and by the Israeli government and municipalities.

The expenditures of the World ORT Union were $5.9 million in 1959 and
$5.4 million in 1958. In 1959 ORT trained 36,301: 9,055 in Israel, 8,909 in
Moslem countries, and 18,337 in Europe. In 1958 it had trained 33,905.



164 AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK

American Jewish support of the ORT program is channeled in two ways:
through the JDC grant made possible by JDC's participation in UJA, and
through membership contributions. In 1959 the JDC grant to ORT was $1.6
million, and the Women's American ORT raised §0.9 million.

NEW YORK ASSOCIATION FOR NEW AMERICANS

Because a large proportion of the Jewish immigrants arriving in the United
States remain in New York City, support of NYANA is considered to be a
national responsibility and NYANA is a direct beneficiary of UJA.

Jewish immigration to the United States in 1959 was estimated at 8,100,
including those aided by agencies and those arriving independently. In 1959
NYANA aided about 3,600 of those who settled in New York City in 1958 and
1959. UJA grants to NYANA declined to §690,000 in 1959-approximating the
level for 1955 and 1956—from $1,291,000 in 1957 when there had been a size-
able Hungarian immigration.

OTHER OVERSEAS AGENCIES

UJA received almost all its income through welfare funds and joint com-
munity appeals, but 14 other overseas agencies received a smaller share of
their total contributions from these sources.

The University-Technion Joint Maintenance Appeal was supported only
by welfare funds. The non-UJA agencies which received the highest propor-
tion of their income from welfare funds in 1959 were the Federated Council
of Israel Institutions, 80 per cent; UHS, 55 per cent, and America-Israel Cul-
tural Foundation, 22 per cent.

Hadassah, Pioneer Women, and National Council of Jewish Women have
traditionally raised most of their funds through membership activities; the
National Committee for Labor Israel has raised funds independently in the
largest communities, where its membership strength is centered, while seeking
welfare-fund allocations in smaller and medium-sized communities; the Amer-
ican Friends of the Hebrew University and American Technion Society have
raised their building and special funds independently while seeking main-
tenance support from welfare funds.

Almost all of these agencies were authorized to conduct campaigns for Israel
by the Jewish Agency Committee on Control and Authorization of Cam-
paigns 13 under conditions set by that committee, whose purpose is to edu-
cate the contributing public to the primacy of UJA and to avoid a multi-
plicity of campaigns, particularly those with questionable validity or urgency.

Thirteen non-UJA overseas drives yielded $24.5 million in 1959 and $22.8
million in 1958.

The largest income was Hadassah's, which raised $9.7 million in 1959.
Hadassah's major projects are for medical services and Youth Aliyah. Hadas-
sah's contribution to Youth Aliyah has been over $2 million annually, other

13 Authorized agencies in 1959 and 1960 were the American Committee for Weizmann Insti-
tute of Science (annual fund-raising dinner only); American Friends of the Hebrew University

Mizrahi Women's Organization of America (no application to welfare funds); Pioneer
Women; Women's League for Israel (New York area).
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women's groups in the United States and overseas providing smaller, supple-
mentary funds. Youth Aliyah children cared for at April 1959 were about
11,000.

The Israeli institutions of higher education (Weizmann Institute, Hebrew
University, and Technion) had American income of about $7.4 million in
1959, mainly in contributions. In addition, all three institutions received
grants from the Jewish Agency, a UJA beneficiary, and from the govern-
ment of Israel. Weizmann Institute income in the United States is derived
from an annual fund-raising dinner and from an investment program.

Hebrew University and Technion raised about $625,000 from welfare
funds in 1958 and $654,000 in 1959. Their building-fund and special-fund
campaign proceeds remained at the $4.0 million level in 1959. The main-
tenance appeals of the two institutions were merged, but their capital-fund
drives were conducted separately. Both institutions have had marked en-
rolment increases in recent years, with about 6,700 students registered at
Hebrew University and about 2,700 at Technion in 1959-60. Increased en-
rolment, additional courses of study, the inaccessibility of Mt. Scopus, and
inadequacy of the old Technion plant motivated the building-fund efforts.

Hebrew University includes schools of humanities, social sciences, social
work, physical sciences, agriculture, law, medicine, dentistry, and pharmacy.
Technion includes schools in various branches of engineering, architecture,
and industrial sciences, as well as a technical high school. The Tel-Aviv
School of Law and Economics was merged with Hebrew University in 1959.

In 1958-59 Bar-Ilan University, founded in 1955, had a student enrolment
of 346 in four faculties: Jewish studies, natural sciences and mathematics,
social sciences, and language and literature. Its fund raising in the United
States has been restricted to Mizrahi members and friends.

The type of religious school which comes to the attention of the Ameri-
can Jewish contributor most frequently is the yeshivah. There were 8,405
students in attendance in 1959 at 146 yeshivot,1* many of which have no age
limits. They are loosely termed traditional institutions because their roots
are in the traditional Jewish religious life in Eastern Europe. Many of the
yeshivot receive support from JDC ($831,000 in 1959). Some receive support
from the Federated Council of Israel Institutions ($154,000 in 1959), but a
great number also seek funds separately in the United States through col-
lectors (meshullahim—emissaries) and mail appeals. There are no compre-
hensive records of these appeals. However, 428 traditional and other agen-
cies, including yeshivot and health and welfare agencies, reporting to the
Israel Ministry of Social Welfare for 1958-59 listed annual outlays in Israel
exceeding $5 million.

Cultural programs in Israel were supported by the America-Israel Cul-
tural Foundation (AICF) ($1,264,000 in 1959), which included some 40
Israeli agencies in its appeal.

In 1959 UHS assisted 4,650 Jewish migrants (including 2,035 to the United
States), compared with 6,979 in 1958.

Of the agencies with limited overseas programs, the National Council of

14 Israel Government Year Book 5720 (1959-60), p. 389.
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Jewish Women provides social-work scholarships and helps the department of
secondary and higher education at the Hebrew University, and the Jewish
Labor Committee (JLC) aids political and labor refugees in Europe and in
Israel.

Some domestic community-relations agencies have programs to protect Jews
overseas: the American Jewish Committee, AJCongress (through WJC), and
JLC.

National Agencies

Domestic agencies reflect the continuing needs of American Jews for the
protection of civil status, health care, religious and secular education, youth
programs, culture, and the like. The task of serving needs is divided between
national and local agencies, particularly in community relations, education,
health, and vocational guidance.

The federations and welfare funds link local, national, and overseas serv-
ices by centralized fund raising, review of agency programs in the process of
budgeting funds, and planning—and sometimes operating—local services. The
national agency which serves the federations and welfare funds is CJFWF.

COMMUNITY-RELATIONS AGENCIES

Modern community-relations agencies trace their origins back to the turn
of the century. The Kishinev pogroms are associated with the origin of the
American Jewish Committee, preparation for the Paris peace conference after
World War I with the origin of AJCongress, and the rise of Hitlerism with
the origin of JLC. The major present emphasis of these three agencies is on
improving domestic group relations.

All of the five major national Jewish community-relations agencies serve a
membership—the American Jewish Committee, the AJCongress, and Jewish
War Veterans (JWV) directly, ADL and JLC indirectly (B'nai B'rith and
trade unions, respectively). They conduct cultural programs and issue publica-
tions of interest to circles wider than their own membership.

The American Jewish Committee and ADL conduct activities which utilize
mass media (radio, TV, movies, press, magazines, etc.), as well as programs for
special-interest groups (interfaith and intercultural education, business and
industry, labor, veterans, farmers, youth, minority groups, etc). Both maintain
networks of regional offices as two-way channels for the integration of their
national and local programs.

The other three agencies have more specialized approaches: AJCongress,
legal and legislative activities; JLC, work with labor unions, and JWV, work
with veterans' groups. Interfaith activities are conducted by congregational
associations, although the major portions of their programs are centered on
aid to affiliated congregations.

The American Jewish Committee and ADL raise most of their funds
through the Joint Defense Appeal (JDA) and share equally in its income.

NCRAC serves as the coordinating and clearance agency for AJCongress,
JLC, and JWV, and the three congregational associations, and 51 local and
regional community-relations councils. The JDA agencies consult with one
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another and meet informally with other national agencies from time to time
on specific problems.

NCRAC, AJCongress, JLC, and JWV participate in the cooperative budget
review of the Large City Budgeting Conference (LCBC).

In 1959 the five operating agencies and NCRAC received $7.44 million, a
rise of seven per cent over income of $6.92 million in 1958. Five years earlier,
in 1954, the five agencies had income of $5.7 million.

NATIONAL HEALTH AGENCIES

National Jewish hospitals came into existence before many of the present
local Jewish hospitals were organized. Subsequent improvement in the health
of Jews and recent medical advances in tuberculosis therapy led tuberculosis
hospitals to concern themselves with heart, cancer, and research and treat-
ment of adult asthma. This was reflected in changes of name: the Jewish
Consumptives' and Ex-Patients' Relief Association became the City of Hope,
the Jewish Consumptives' Relief Society became the American Medical Cen-
ter at Denver, with which the Eleanor Roosevelt Cancer Foundation 15 was
associated, and the National Home for Jewish Children became the Jewish
National Home for Asthmatic Children. However, tuberculosis still continued
to represent the major ailment treated, as measured by days of care.

The five hospitals in this field had 820 beds and provided 232,487 days'
care in 1959. Although all Jewish hospitals have a nonsectarian admissions
policy, the proportion of service to non-Jewish patients was higher in the
national than in the local hospitals (a range of 68 to 85 per cent for three
of the national tuberculosis hospitals, compared with 62 per cent in 39 local
Jewish hospitals, in 1959).

Most fund raising by these agencies is now conducted independently. In
1959, these agencies experienced a further reduction in income from welfare
funds. This now amounts to slightly over one per cent of the institutions'
total income. In contrast, the agencies have raised increased funds inde-
pendently.

In 1959 income of the six agencies was $10.4 million, with two (City of
Hope and National Jewish Hospital) raising almost 80 per cent of the total.

The Albert Einstein Medical School, of Yeshiva University, began func-
tioning in 1955. In 1958-59 its student enrolment was 369.

NATIONAL SERVICE AGENCIES

Five national coordinating and consultative organizations serve local
agendes in the fields of Jewish community centers, programs for the armed
forces, Jewish education, religion, and vocational guidance.

JWB is the largest of these agencies. In 1959 JWB received $1.39 million
out of a total of $1.68 million for the five agencies. (Five years earlier, total
income for these agencies was $1.43 million.) JWB conducts a program of
services to Jews in the armed forces, participates in nonsectarian United
Service Organization (USO) programs, and sponsors a number of Jewish
cultural projects. JWB adopted a new financial plan for 1961 and later years,

15 The governing board of the American Medical Center was reorganized in 1960 on a non-
sectarian basis.



168 AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK

based on a formula for welfare-fund support of its armed-services pro-
gram and local centers' support of its center-services program.

AAJE serves local communities with studies in educational trends, stimula-
tion of student enrolment, recruitment and placement of teachers, and
pedagogic materials. In 1960 it sought to implement the findings of a major
national study of Jewish education which it had conducted.

The Jewish Occupational Council serves local Jewish vocational-service
bureaus; the National Conference of Jewish Communal Service is a forum of
professional workers in all fields of Jewish communal service, and the Syna-
gogue Council of America represents its affiliated Orthodox, Conservative,
and Reform rabbinical and congregational associations.

CULTURAL AGENCIES

CJFWF's national Jewish cultural study (AJYB, 1960 [Vol. 61] pp. 149-64),
November 1959, recommended the establishment of a Jewish cultural founda-
tion "to serve as a focus of the national cultural effort" and the establishment
of a council of Jewish cultural agencies related to the foundation. The founda-
tion and council were established early in 1960. Fifteen agencies joined to
form the council.

The cultural field is served by many small agencies. Fifteen agencies had
income of $16.1 million in 1959, compared with $13.2 million in 1958;
Brandeis University accounted for 63 per cent, B'nai B'rith National Youth
Service Appeal for 16 per cent, and the ZOA for six per cent. The remaining
12 agencies received $2.3 million in 1959.

Four are institutions of higher learning: Brandeis University, National
Agricultural College, Dropsie College, and Jewish Teachers' Seminary and
People's University.

Research and scholarly publication are conducted by YIVO, the Conference
on Jewish Social Studies, the American Academy for Jewish Research, the
American Biblical Encyclopedia Society, Historia Judaica, the American Jew-
ish Historical Society, the American Jewish Archives, the American Jewish
History Center, the Jewish Museum of JTS, Histadruth Ivrith, and Bitzaron.
The Jewish Publication Society of America specializes in books of Jewish
interest, the National Conference of Jewish Communal Service publishes the
Journal of Jewish Communal Service, Dropsie College publishes the Jewish
Quarterly Review, and CJFWF issues research reports on community organi-
zation, health and welfare planning, campaigning, and budgeting.

Reference annuals include the AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK, published
jointly by the American Jewish Committee and Jewish Publication Society,
the Yearbook of Jewish Social Service, published by CJFWF, and the JWB
Yearbook.

Among magazines of general Jewish interest are the monthly Commentary,
published by the American Jewish Committee, and Midstream, a quarterly,
by the American Zionist Council through the Herzl Institute. Many agencies
issue magazines which frequently contain articles of broad interest as well as
material addressed to their own constituencies.

B'nai B'rith National Youth Service Appeal (BBNYSA: Hillel, B'nai B'rith
Youth Organization, and B'nai B'rith Vocational Service), and the Jewish
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Chautauqua Society emphasize youth activities. BBNYSA agencies conduct
local operations, coordinated regionally and nationally.

RELIGIOUS AGENCIES

National religious agencies are concerned with training of rabbis, cantors,
Jewish educators, shohatim, and other religious functionaries; programs of
religious congregations, including elementary Jewish education, and efforts
to reach the unaffiliated.

The three religious wings have their own rabbinical associations and their
congregational associations with national associations of sisterhoods, men's
clubs, and youth groups.16 Nationally, they attempt to help organize new
congregations and publish ritual and educational materials. All three wings
are represented in the SCA.

The major seminaries rely extensively on associated congregations for their
financial support, sometimes through per capita arrangements, but they also
receive some welfare-fund support. They generally campaign independently
in larger cities and in cities where welfare funds believe that all such pro-
grams should be an exclusive congregational responsibility.

HUC-JIR prepares religious functionaries for Reform Judaism, JTS for
Conservative Judaism, and Yeshiva University and several smaller institutions
for Orthodox Judaism. Most Orthodox yeshivot are in New York City, but
there are also the Jewish University of America (formerly Hebrew Theo-
logical College) near Chicago, the Rabbinical College of Telshe in Cleveland,
the Ner Israel Rabbinical College in Baltimore, and the Chachmey Lublin
Theological Seminary in Detroit.

Aid to religious day schools is a major function of the Mizrahi National
Council for Torah Education, the United Lubavitcher Yeshivoth, the Na-
tional Council of Beth Jacob Schools, and Torah Umesorah.

Some of the programs conducted by the major seminaries involve interfaith
activities designed to promote better understanding between Jews and
Christians.

Yeshiva University includes a theological seminary, a school for Jewish
educators, a liberal-arts college, a medical school, and other graduate schools,
including a social work school.

In 1959, 28 national religious agencies received $24.4 million, compared
with |21.1 million in 1958. Yeshiva University and Einstein Medical School
received almost 80 per cent of the increase. All but six of the agencies shared
in the remaining increases.

Local Services

Jewish federations supplied about §34.4 million in 1959 ($32.9 million in
1958) to local Jewish services in the fields of health, family and child care,
refugee aid, Jewish centers, Jewish education, care of the aged, vocational
services, and community relations. Federations were the major source of
contributed income for local Jewish agencies.

16 Estimated operating budgets of 564 Reform congregations totaled $27 million (Congrega-
tional Survey—1958-59). Estimated operating budget of 400 out of 650 Conservative congrega-
tions totaled $24 million in 1958.
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Nonsectarian community chests17 provided an additional estimated |14.6
million, usually through Jewish federations, but sometime directly to local
Jewish service agencies. Community chests generally restrict their support to
agencies in health, family and child care, and care of the aged, and to Jewish
centers. A substantial share of contributed communal income even in these
fields comes from Jewish federations; in addition, federations have the exclu-
sive responsibility for refugee care, Jewish education, and community rela-
tions.

Available data for 91 communities for 1959 and 1958 show how central
communal funds (income from federations and chests) were distributed among
various fields of local service (Table 5). Federations continued to provide
roughly three-fifths and community chests two-fifths of central communal
funds received by local agencies in these communities. The rise in funds in
1959 was 3.8 per cent, resulting from the increase in grants by Jewish federa-
tions of 6.7 per cent. Allocations by Jewish federations for local services have
risen absolutely since 1955, but the ratio of the federations' to chests' con-
tribution has been relatively stable since 1955 (Table 6).

In 1959 there were rises of 1.5 to 10.8 per cent in central communal grants
for health services, family and child-care services, recreation, Jewish educa-
tion, aged care, and employment and guidance services. These rises were
largely offset by a decline of 8.1 per cent in grants for refugee care, generally
administered in conjunction with family agencies, with shared central costs.

The major sources of funds for local service agencies, after central funds,
are public funds and payments for service by users. These have risen more
than community funds. From 1955 through 1959, 30 general hospitals received
increases of $33 million in patients' fees and $2.5 million in public funds,
while grants from central community funds rose $0.9 million. Fifty-two aged
homes increased their income from service payments (from $7.6 million to $13
million). Family agencies almost doubled their income from service payments
(from $255,000 to $470,000). Child-care agencies increased their income from
service payments about 15 per cent ($723,000 to $825,000), while income from
tax funds more than doubled (from $1,850,000 to $4,160,000).18

An analysis of allocations for local services by 73 communities over a five-
year span (1955-1959) indicates significant changes. Chest grants rose almost
as sharply as federation grants: 5.3 per cent compared with 6.5 per cent The
federation share of allocations was about 58 to 60 per cent in 1955-1959.

The sharpest rise was in allocations for aged care and employment services—
43 to 45 per cent since 1955. Allocations for family and child-care services,
community relations, Jewish education, and recreational services rose 20
to 25 per cent. While grants for health services were five per cent higher in
1959 than in 1955, grants for refugee care fell 45 per cent.

S. P. GOLDBERG

17 Includes Greater New York Fund and NYC United Hospital Fund.
18 Statistics cited in this paragraph are for comparable agencies for which data were available

in both years. They do not include all agencies in the respective fields.
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TABLE 1

AMOUNTS RAISED IN LOCAL CENTRAL COMMUNITY CAMPAIGNS, 1945-59

(Estimates in thousands of dollars)

New York Other
Year Total* City Cities

1945 I 71,162 $ 36,222b $ 34,940«

1946 131,421 44,273 87,148
1947 156,589 50,227 106,362
1948 200,721 65,157 135,564
1949 170,330 63,368 b 106,962
1950 142,192 50,205 91,987
1951 136,035 48,187 87,848
1952 121,173 43,076 78,097
1953 115,266 39,746 75,520
1954 107,548 37,994 69,554
1955 110,095 40,500 69,595
1956d 130,493 47,884 82,609
1957 * 138,078 48,197 (33,000 NY UJA)

(15,197 Fed.) 89,881
1958 d 123328 44,969 (28,078 NY UJA)

(16,891 Fed.) 78,359
1959 a 130,662 47,211 (30,000 N Y UJA)

(17,211 Fed.) 83,451

TOTAL, 1946-59. $1,913,931 $670,994 $1,242,937

a Excludes amounts raised annually in smaller cities having no welfare funds but includes
multiple-city gifts, which are duplications as between New York City and the rest of the country.

b Includes capital-fund campaigns of the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New York:
$14.26 million in 1945 and $11 million in 1949.

c The campaign results for most years before 1957 in the column headed "Other Cities" are
based upon projections of the amounts raised by 234 welfare funds in 1948. These were the
CJFWF members in that year plus certain large nonmembers (e.g. Washington, D.C.) and some
smaller welfare funds which had been CJFWF members in the period just preceding 1948.
Beginning in 1957, an actual summation was made of campaign results of the cities in the 1948
base-year list.

d Includes special UJA appeals.
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TABLE 2

SALES OF ISRAEL BONDS, 1951-60

(in thousands of dollars)

Total Sales Sales
Year Cash Sales in US. A broad

1951 (May 1-Dec. 31) $52,647 $ 52,647 -
1952 47,521 47321 -
1953 36,861 32,000 $4,861
1954 3 7 3 7 31,000 6,247
1955 42,301 36,000 6,301
1956 54,089 45,287 8,802
1957 49335 40,201 9,134
1958 46,236 37,493 8,743
1959 52,265 42,488 9,777
1960 51,950 41,401 10,549

TOTAL $470,452 $406,038 $64,414
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION TO FIELDS OF SERVICE OF FUNDS RAISED
BY CENTRAL COMMUNITY CAMPAIGNS, 1958 AND 1959 »

(Estimate in thousands of dollars)

Total New York City «> Other Cities
1959 1958 1959 1958 1959 1958

Total Amount Budgeted "<3 $105,190 $100,119 $32,689 $32,049 $72,501 $68,070
Per Cent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overseas and Refugee 66,897 63,702 18,847 18,603 48,050 45,099
United Jewish Appeal . 63,116 59,903 18,500 18,250 44,616 41,653

PerCent 60.0 59.8 56.6 56.9 61.6 61.2
Other Overseas Agencies. 2,947 2,903 347 353 2,600 2350

Per Cent 2.8 2.9 1.1 LI 3.6 3.7
Local Refugee Care 834 896 — - 834 896

PerCent 0.8 0.9 - - 1.1 1.3

National Agencies 4,680 4,495 694 706 3,986 3,789
Per Cent 4.5 4.5 2.1 22 55 5.6

Community Relations . 2,683 2554 347 353 2,336 231
PerCent 2.6 2.6 1.1 1.1 $2 32

Health and Welfare... 72 70 - - 72 70
Per Cent 0.1 0.1 - - 0.1 0.1

Cultural 410 399 - - 410 399
Per Cent 0.4 0.4 - - 0.6 0.6

Religious 348 338 - - 348 338
Per Cent 0.3 0.3 - - 05 05

Service 1,167 1,134 347 353 820 781
PerCent 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2

Local Operating Needs 32,106 30504 13,148 12,740 18,958 17,764
Per Cent 305 30.5 40.2 39.8 26.1 26.1

Local Capital Needs 1501 1,413 - - 1,501 1,413
Per Cent 1.4 1.4 - - 2.1 2.1

a Based upon 242 communities: 197 current CJFWF members and 45 smaller cities not CJFWF
members but included in the base group of communities used in 1948, when this statistical series
was started.

b Figures for New York include New York UJA and Federation of Jewish Philanthropies.
Local refugee costs in New York City are borne by NYANA, a direct beneficiary of UJA
nationally. Most overseas and domestic agencies normally included in welfare funds in other
cities conduct their own campaigns in New York. New York UJA included the following bene-
ficiaries (in addition to National UJA): AJCongress, UHS, and JWB. Data for New York UJA
based on estimates of distribution of 1958 and 1959 campaign proceeds, regardless of year in
which cash was received.

cThe difference between totals budgeted and totals raised (Table 1) represents "shrinkage"
allowance for nonpayment of pledges, campaign and administrative expenses, elimination of
duplicating multiple-city gifts, and contingency or other reserves.

a Includes undistributed amounts in "total" and "other cities" columns.
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TABLE 3A: DISTRIBUTION TO FIELDS OF SERVICE OF FUNDS RAISED BY

Total Under 5,000
1959 1958 1959 1958

Total Amount Budgeted b. $72,500,880 $68,069,645 $8,722,234 $8,530,298
Per Cent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overseas and Refugee Needs 48,050,036 45,098,528 6,937,715 6,801,739
United Jewish Appeal... 44,616,177 41,652,611 6,589,091 6,469,915

Per Cent 61.6 61.2 75.5 75.8
Other Overseas 2,599,885 2,549,882 335,524 317,183

Per Cent 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.7
Local Refugee Care 833,974 896,035 13,100 14,641

Per Cent 1.1 1.3 0.2 0.2
National Agencies 3,986,314 3,789,272 513,212 512,028

Community Relations .. 2,335,842 2,200,817 196,482 194,364
Per Cent 3.2 32 22 2 J

Health and Welfare 71,716 70,413 32,313 29,904
Per Cent 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4

Cultural 410,441 398,774 66,924 75,189
Per Cent 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.9

Religious 348,156 338,292 140,705 136,230
Per Cent 0.5 0.5 1.6 1.6

Service Agencies 820,159 780,976 76,788 76,341
PerCent 1.1 1.2 0.9 0.9

Local Operating Needs... . 18,958,228 17,764,433 1,145,135 1,094,856
Per Cent 26.1 26.1 13.1 12.8

Local Capital Needs 1301,177 1,413,131 125,915 121,428
Per Cent 2.1 2.1 1.4 1.4

» The difference between totals budgeted for beneficiaries and gross budgeted for all purposes
represents "shrinkage" allowance for nonpayment of pledges, campaign and administrative ex-
penses, and contingency or other reserves. What a community may budget for all purposes
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CENTRAL COMMUNITY CAMPAIGNS*

5,000-15,000
1959

$12,160,592
100.0

8,780,263
8,138,823

66.9
534,393

4.4
107,047

03
822,925
428,470

3.5
28,301

0.2
72,817

0.6
148,174

12
145,163

12
2,038,681

16.8
514,029

42

1958

$11,124,333
100.0

7,951,253
7,331,797

65.9
506,262

4.6
113,194

1.0
762,690
379,588

3.4
24,283

02
75,286

0.7
145,686

U
137,847

12
2,066,209

18.6
340,721

3.1

15,000-40,000
1959

$10,255,790
100.0

7,403,275
6,765,424

66.0
480,247

4.7
157,604

1.5
594,177
362,691

35
7,252

0.1
55,941

0.6
43,382

0.4
124,911

1.2
2,070,685

2.02
187,653

1.8

1958

$9,844,402
100.0

7,065256
6,439,931

65.4
483,858

4.9
141,467

1.4
574,225
357,083

3.6
12,476

0.1
45,127

0.5
40,812

0.4
118,727

1.2
1,943^90

19.7
261,131

2.7

40,000 and Over
1959

$41,362,264
100.0

24,928,783
23,122,839

55.9
1,249,721

3.0
556,223

1.4
2,056,000
1348,199

3.3
3,850

—
214,759

05
15,895

_
473,297

12
13,703,727

33.1
673,580

1.6

1958

$38,570,612
100.0

23,280,280
21,410,968

555
1242479

32
626,733

1.6
1,940329
1269,782

3.3
3,750

203,172
05

15564
_

448,061
12

12,659,978
32.8

689,851
1.8

(gross budget) and totals raised may also differ to the extent that the budgeted amounts may
include funds on hand from previous campaigns (reserves, e tc ) ,

b Includes undistributed amounts.
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TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRIBUTED FUNDS IN 1959
TO NATIONAL AND OVERSEAS FIELDS
(Estimates in thousands of dollars) »

By Wei- Through
fare funds Inde-

Field of and Joint Per pendent Per Per
Service Appeals» Cent Campaigns Cent Total Cent

Overseas
United Jewish Appeal $68,356 88.8 - - $68,356 51.6
Other Overseas 2,935 3.8 $20,976 37.8 23,911 18.0

National
Community Relations 3,135 4.1 3,289 5.9 6,424 4.8
Health and Welfare. 133 0.2 8,423 15.2 8,556 6.4
Cultural 638 0.8 9,089 16.4 9,727 7.4
Religious 546 0.7 13,583 24.5 14,129 10.7
National Service . . . . 1,280 1.6 145 0.2 1.425 T.l

TOTAL $77,023 TOOX) $55,505 TOOO $132,528 loTTO

a This table is based on cash received in each year (Tables 7 and 8). It therefore differs from
Table 3, which is based on allocations by welfare funds only, regardless of year of cash receipt,

b Includes joint appeals in smaller, unfederated communities.
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TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERATION ALLOCATIONS » (INCLUDING CHEST FUNDS)
FOR LOCAL SERVICES IN 91 COMMUNITIES, 1958, 1959

1958 1959 Change
Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent (Per Cent)

Health $7,050,115 24.1 $7,153,557 235 + 15
Family, Child Services 6,531,909 22.3 6,812,900 22.4 + 4.3
Recreation, Culture . . 6,714,223 22.9 6,969,186 22.9 + 3.8
Aged Care 2,158,412 7.4 2,293,657 7.6 + 6.3
Employment and

Guidance 1,007,449 35 1,116,119 3.7 +10.8
Jewish Education . . . 3,348,626 11.4 3,62334 11.9 +82
Refugee Care 825533 2.8 759,023 25 — 8.1
Community Relations 731,928 25 770,621 25 + 5.3
Other 502,869 1.7 491,393 1.6 —2.3
Chest to Federation

for Local Adminis-
tration 412,888* 1.4 405,715» 1.3 —1.7

TOTAL $29,283,952 100.0 $30,395,465 100.0 + 3.8

Provided by Federa-
tions §17,128,433 585 $18,282,945 60.2 -f- 6.7

Provided by Chests... 12,155514 415 12,112520 39.8 —0.4

a Total administrative and fund-raising costs for these 91 cities were $7,559,206 in 1958 and
$8,056,068 in 1959, including the amounts shown above for the portion supplied by chests for
administration of local services. Federation allocations for administration are not segregated
between local and nonlocal programs.
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TABLE 7: RECEIPTS OF NATIONAL JEWISH AGENCIES FOR OVERSEAS PROGRAMS

Federations fe Welfare Funds8)
1959

United Jevieh Appeal & Beneficiary Agencies
United Jewish Appeal(b) $68,355,51«O $55,751«,176

American Jewish Joint Distribution Comm(c)
United Israel Appeal(c)
Jewish National Fund(d)
New York Association for Nev Americans(c)
ORT - Women's Division(c)

Total UJA and Beneficiaries $68,355,5^0 $55,75^,176

Other Overseas Agencies
American Comm. for Weizmann Inst.of Science(e) $ - $
American Red Mogen Dovid (f)
Univeraity-Technion Joint Maintenance Appeal 653,600)^
American Feiends of Hebrew University )
American Technion Society )

America-Israel Cultural Foundation 272,761
Ezras Torah Fund(h) 9,2l»0
Federated Council of Israel Institutions 123,697
Hadaseah(i) . 590,000
National Committee for Labor Israel 312,628
national Council of Jewish Women(i) 30,000
Pioneer Women(i) ' 20,500
United Hias Service(h,j) 922,512

(f)
625,000)f*

)
)

280,188
9,310

110,939
600,000
311,971*
30,000
20,500
896,136

Sub-Total $ 2,93^,938 . $ 2,88U,0li7

TOTAL OVERSEAS $58,638,223

a Including joint community appeals.
b Cash received in each calendar year; pledges for each campaign year are higher.
B Excludes income from UJA, campaigns abroad, and intergovernmental agencies, and JDC

reparations income of $7,873,300 in 1959 and $7,101,400 in 1958; also excludes the dollar
equivalent of about $11 million annually (exclusive of advances) for the Jewish Agency.

d Traditional collections in U.S., exclusive of Jewish Agency grants to JNF in Israel.
8 Excludes contributions and earnings of investment fund. For 1959 other contributions

include $249,479 contributions-in-kind (electronic equipment). Welfare-fund receipts less than
$400.

f CJFWT" estimate under $200.
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FROM FEDERATIONS AND WELFARE FUNDS AND FROM OTHER DOMESTIC SOURCES,

1959 AND 1958

Other.Contributions
1959

Other Income T o t a l
1959

- $ - $ $68,355,5!*O $55,751*,176

•
2,661,1*13

-
891.,865

$ 3,556,278

$ l,232,250e)
257,658

220
2,200,6306)
1,581*, 537

992,011
196,621*
30,769

7,522,208
1,572,884

497,111
1,170,798

161,551

$17,419,251

$20,975,529

-
2,590,066

783,21*7

$ 3,373,313

$ 9l*3,9l»8
21*6,164

276
2,586,684
1,420,496

794,21*6
150,296
16,349

7,361,538
1,780,080

496,949
1,124,166

166,804

$17,087,996

$20,461,309

$ •

$

1

$4

$4

-
-

8,261
64,645

72,906

442,014
2,531

618,589
650,31*7

4,095

,57lt,5»*9
-

204,136
52,573

571*, 616

,123,450

,196,356

$

$

1

$2

$2

9,010

7,781
27,652

44,1*1*3

246,845
16,090

357,470
219,128

2,561
2,057

,073,386
-

203,798
52,470

6lt0,816

,814,621

,859,064

-
2,66l,4l3

8,261
959,510

$71,984,724

$ 1,674,264
260,189
653,820

2,819,2198)
2,234,884
1,261.,772

209,959
154,466

9,686,757
1,885,512

731,21*7
1,243,871
1,658,679

$24,1*77,639

$96,462,363

9,010
2,590,066

7,781
810;899

$59,171,932

$ 1,190,793
262,254
625,276

2,944,154
1,639,624
1,076,995

• 161,663
127,288

9,034,921*
2,092,054

730,747
1,197,136
1,703,756

$22,786,664

$81,958,596

ff Estimated by University-Technion 7°'.nt Maintenance Appeal.
e Other contributions on a cash basis in 19S9; additional capital-fund pledges of $971,528 are

excluded.
h Excludes grants from other organizations.
i Welfare-fund income estimated by CJFWF; amounts raised for JNF are excluded. Hadassah

other income includes membership dues, shekels, and Zionist youth funds. In 1958 Junior
Hadassah is included in Hadassah, and data are for nine months because of change in fiscal
period.

J Excludes overseas income and income from CJMCAG, but includes UHS income from
N.Y.UJA of $347,000 in 1959 and $312,000 in 1958.
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TABLE 8: RECEIPTS OF NATIONAL JEWISH AGENCIES FOR DOMESTIC PROGRAMS

Federations & Welfare Funds
1959 1958

Community Relations Agencies
Joint Defense Appeal

American Jewish Committee(a)
Anti-Defamation League

American Jewish Congress-World Jewish Congress^,0)
Jewish Labor Committee(b)
Jewish War Veterans of the U.S.
National Community Relations Advisory Council

$1,81*2,71*0) $1,719,51*9)

)
769,977
231,763
11*1,197
11*9,389

3
215,829
140,397
1U2.101

Sub-Total(e) $3,135,066 $2,972,09'*

Health and Welfare Agencies
American Medical Center at Denver(JCRS)ee'
"City of Hope"(f)
Ex-Patients Sanitarium for TB-Mental

Health Center
Leo N. Levi Memorial Hospital
Jewish National Home for Asthmatic Children
National JewiBh Hospital(g)

$ 11,700°)$ 18,357
12,578 15,962

5,306
57,506
10,322
35,200o)

5,817
53,71*1
11,11*7
1*5,150

Sub-Total $ 132,612 $ 150,17**

National Service Agencies
American Association for Jewish Education
Jewish Occupational Council(i)
National Conference of Jewish Communal Service
National Jewish Welfare Board
Synagogue Council of America

£ 86,322 $ 87,188
13,156 10,031
8,891 8,619

1,157,992 1,080,196
13,536 10,991*

Sub-Total $1,279,897 $1,197,028

Cultural Agencies
American Academy for Jewish Research(j) $ 3,775 $ 3,585
American Jewish Historical Society 7,211 6,910
Bitzaron 2,306 2,180
B'nai B'rith National Youth Service Appeal(k) 1*37,645 1*1*0,738
Brandeis University 11,000 11,000
Conference on Jewish Social Studies 2,363 2,275
Dropsie College(j) 1*1,565 1*2,820
Histadruth Ivrith(l) 20,155 18,785
Jewish Braille Institute(m) 6,381 6,525
Jewish Chautauqua Society(n) 8,033 8,732
Jewish Publication Society lU,005 12,683
Jewish Teachers Seminary & People's University(b) 6,010 6,670
National Agricultural College 6,899 7,785
YlVO-Institute for Jewish Research(b,J) 37,759 36,033
Zionist Organization of America(b,k) 33,000°) 33,000°)

Sub-Total $ 638,107 $ 639,721
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FROM FEDERATIONS AND WELFARE FUNDS AND FROM OTHER DOMESTIC SOURCES,
1959 AND 1958

Other Contributions
1959

4O 1 1 C\ li r\7
u)b • l l v i HO |

703,575
250,025

28,574
178,878
11,344
6,375

$3,289,238

1958

$1,995,708
661,859
249,013

-
183,156
11,784
6,025

$3,107,545

Other
1959

$
561,986

58,701
208,907

30,290
155,735
(29,850)

$1,015,619

Income
1958

$
332,80*
27,102

274,133 .
50,572*)

150,972
(27,440)

$ 835,583

T o t
1959

$3,953,207
1,265,561

308,726
1,007,458

440,931
308,276
185,614

$7,439,923

H

$3

1

$6

1
1958

,715,257
994,663
276,115 .

,028,351°)
449,557d>
303,153
175,566

,915,222

$ 701,1*500)$ 653,272 $ 88,215 $ 62,789
3,911»,29l* 3,650,51*1* 1,020,516 1,01*1,063

169,325 li»O,U39 9,839 7,338
229,668 213,7OU 114,192 11+5,3^9
881,626 679,981+ 113,287h) 1*5,51*8

2,526,1*030) 2,337,15!+ 51+3.105 711.515

$ 801,365 $ 734,418
4,947,388 4,707,569

181*,I*7O
1*01,366

1,005,235
3,101* ,708

153,59U
1*12,79'+
736,679

3.093.819

$8,1*22,766 $7.675,097 •1,889,15* $2,013.602 $10,444,532 $9.838,873

62,167 $
1,475
7,875

27,1*88
1*6,132

44,796
1,475
7,509

22,865
38,309

$ 21

19
202

10

,803 $
518

,739
,201
,1*1*0

23,971
Ull*

19,812
163,189

2,510

$ 170,292
15,11*9
36,505

1,387,681
70,108

$ 155,955
11,920
35,9»»O

1,266,250
51,813

$ 145>137 $ 111*,951+ $ 25»*,701 $ 209,896 $1,679,735 $1,521,678

14,206
15,695
10,935

2,010,966
6,368,914

7,t>8l
44,750
77,981
44,373

166,451
6,188

34,6*5
19,220
6,228

260,7*0

$ 15,072
*,792

10,00*
1,873,590
5,000,962

8,446
54,3*3
73,685

177 Ai*
2,067

*9,388
1*,786
7,677

_ 3*5,058

$ 6,441
18,121
14,392

124,876
3,821,277

' 3,712
75,927
87,26*

289,671
5,688

360,106
9,303

728,27*
85,78*

7*5,*19

$ 9,180
17,93*
15,1*9
88,389

3,007,193
4,474

69,033
87,361
12,687
7,563

316,791
4,792

526,257
86,443

603,098

$ 24,422
41,027
27,633

2,573,487
10,201,191

13,756
162,242
185,400
340,425
180,172
380,299

49,958
754,393
129,771

1,039,159

% 27,837
29,636
27,333

2,402,717
8,019,155

15,195
166,195
179,831

54,046
193,409
331,541

60,850
548,828
130,153
981,156

$9,088.973 $7,671,817 $6,376,255 $4,856,344 $16,103.335 $13,167,882
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TABLE 8: RECEIPTS OF NATIONAL JEWISH AGENCIES FOR DOMESTIC PROGRAMS
(Continued)

Federations & Welfare Funds
1959

Religious Agencies
Beth Jacob Schools

Beth Jacob Schools & Hebrew Teachers College $ 12,673 $ 11,932
Beth Jacob Teachers Seminary of America(p) 2,376 2,031*
National Council of Beth Jacob Schoole(q) 3,633 2,765

Beth Joseph Rabbinical Seminary(j) 1,668 1,653
Beth Medrash Govoha 2,57l*r) 3,O6U
Chofetz Chaim of Radun, Yeshiva 1,325 1,27^
Ch'san Sofer, Yeshiva and Mesifta 13,177 11,395
Combined Campaign HUC-JIR-UAHC(n) 121,865) 132,1*11*)
Hebrew Union Colleg-Jewish Inst.of Religion(n) ) )
Union of American Hebrew Congregatione(n) ) )

Jewish Theological Seminary(n) 105,01*7 Il6,ll»5
Jewish University of America(HTC) (n) 33,267 30,810
MeBifta Tifereth Jerusalem 7,098 ' 6,961
Mirrer Yeshiva Central Institute(j) 3,000°) 3,000°)
Mizrachi Hapoel Mizrachi National Council for

Torah Education 2,1*30 1,917
Ner Israel Rabbinical College(q) 8,3lU 7,827
Rabbi Chaim Berlin, Yeshiva & Mesifta 11,81*2 13,118
Rabbi Jacob Joseph School(s) ' 3,591s) 3,610
Rabbinical College of TelBhe(J,n,t) 8,9^2 5,268
Rabbinical Seminary of America 3,362 l+,100
Theological Seminary Yeshivath Chachmey Lublin(j) 1,801 2,750
Torah Umeeorah 3,905 3,875
Torah Vodaath, Yeshiva and Mesifta 21,091 22,21*6
Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations 2,729 3,325
United Lubavitcher Yeshivoth(j) 17,026u) 17,58lu)
United Talmudical Academy, "Torah V'Yirah"(j,q) 53,h&i 1*0,21*1
Yeshiva Farm Settlement 2,290 2,200
Yeshiva University (including Medical School

and Yeehiva Endowment Fund) 92,393 97,983
Yavne Hebrew Theological Seminary(s) 5,500°) 6,105°)

Sub-Total

TOTAL DOMESTIC

TOTAL OVERSEAS AND DOMESTIC

$

$ 5

$77

5»»6

,732

,022

,383

,065

,5^3

* 555,593

$ 5,51k,6lO

$6U,152,833

a Excludes income from JDA. American Jewish Committee other income for 1959 includes a
one-time endowment grant of $250,000.

b Excludes overseas income.
c Includes allocations from N.Y.UJA. In 1958, after adjustments with N.Y.UJA, net alloca-

tion from federations was $732,872.
d In 1958 includes one-time grant of $20,000 for a special library.
e Excludes other income of NCRAC from national agencies, to avoid double counting.
ee Includes only eight months in 1959, because of change in fiscal period.
'Includes $121,239 in other income (public funds) in 1958, not reported in 1959.
e Includes building fund.
h Includes U.S. Public Health Service capital grant of $81,593.
1 For 1958 includes fiscal year July 1, 1957, to June 30, 1958, and excludes $2,300 in advance

receipts applicable to year ending June 30, 1959. In 1959 JOC changed to calendar year as
shown and six-months income July 1, 1958, to December 31, 1958, of $6,862 from welfare funds
and $115 other income is not reflected in these tables.

i Excludes grants from CJMCAG.
k Excludes ADL grants to avoid double counting.
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FROM FEDERATIONS AND WELFARE FUNDS AND FROM OTHER DOMESTIC SOURCES,

1959 AND 1958

Other Contributions
1959

Other Income
1959

Total
1959

174,052
70,464
55,100

241,253
50,640

165,818
2,068,446

455,021
177,526

2,148,781
492,082
133,003
153,794

25,000
216,615
1 3 M 2 3
200,391
237,821
151,845
58,466
86,871
569,591
106,884
410,636
157,272
117,628

132,404
131,598
65,374
5^,251

239,793
47,020
159,510

1,929,298
284,547
136,288

1,778,772
621,059
146,062
150,703

22,548
203,959
127,131*
205,225

148,122
67,458
75,513
464,946
73,174
326,138
194,220
100,451

80,809
119,936
52,742
1,265
424

60,076
134,898

628,218
111,486
778,989
103,886
64,401
9,205

4,100
87,637
101,049
198,680
85,992
91,584
13,202
11,576

216,670
347,388
56,9^2

5,107

72,072
103,414
^8,535
1,595

5^,030
111,687

973,386
150,402
969,848
52,708
62,907
8,510

3,786
65,946
109,802
179,243
96,308
89,232
13,189
15,35^.
210,157
302,976
50,403

266,283V)
6,773

243,018 $
296,364
126,839
58,033
244,251
112,041
313,893

2,190,311
1,083,239
289,012

3,032,817
629,235
204,502
165,999
31,530
312,566
247,714
402,662
332,755
'.246,791

73,^69
102,352
807,352
457,001
484,604
651,588
125,025

216,408
237,046
116,674
57,499

242,857
102,324
282,592

2,061,712
1,257,933

286,690
2,864,765

704,577
215,930
162,213
28,251

277,732
250,054
388,078
359,124
241,454
83,397
94,742

697,349
379,475
394,122
500,744
109,424

4,533,680
39,774

$13,582,813

^.,528,927

$55,504,456

4,037,885
43,919

$12,224,919

$30,794,332

$51,255,641

6

$10

,444,
.16,

,268,

103
798

015

$19,803,744

$24 ;ooo, 100

$ 8,

$16,

'$19,

310,563

329,

244,

103,

109

534

598

11,070,176
62,072

$24,397,211

. $60,064,736

$156,527,099

8,

$21,

$52,

$n4

446,431
50,024

109,621

553,^76

,512.072

1 Excludes grants by national agencies to avoid double counting. For Histadruth Ivrith, excludes
building-fund contributions in 1958. Building fund terminated in 1958.

m Includes special restricted and one-time building-fund grants in 1959.
n Includes all funds except interfund transfers.
o CJFWF estimates.
p 1958 on cash-receipts basis; 1959 on an accrual basis. In 1959 also includes building-fund

contribution of $12,000.
a Exclusive of loans.
r Incomplete; represents cash receipts.
s Excludes building fund. (For Rabbi Jacob Joseph School also excludes $2,000 of the 1960

federation allocations received in 1959.)
11958 is estimated by the college. In 1958 the college changed its reporting from a calendar-

year basis to the fiscal year July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1959. This fiscal year is listed for 1959
and there is some duplication of the amounts listed for 1958.

a Exclusive of local federation grants made directly to 11 local yeshivot in the group and of
subventions by other federation-supported agencies.

Tin 1959 includes $136,500 of camp fees in other income not previously credited to the
academy's income.
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THE UNITED STATES, ISRAEL, AND
THE MIDDLE EAST *

THE period from October 1, 1959, to September 30, 1960, was the second
successive year of comparative calm in the Middle East. Serious border

clashes occurred only between Israel and Syria, at the Syrian village of
Tawafiq, continuing intermittently from the last week in January 1960
through the middle of February. Shortly thereafter, amid rumors that the
UAR was massing troops along the Israeli border, UAR President Gamal
Abdul Nasser, reviewing a Syrian military parade in Damascus on February
22, 1960, denounced the Tripartite Declaration of May 25, 1950 (AJYB, 1957
[Vol. 58], pp. 204-05) in which the United States, Britain, and France agreed
to protect existing frontiers between Israel and the Arab countries and
prevent an arms race. But no further violence developed. Even the Soviet
Union's official organ Izvestiya, on March 6, 1960, urged calm on Israel's
borders and a relaxation of tensions.

Ben-Gurion Visit to the United States

On March 8, 1960, Israeli Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion arrived in
Boston, Mass., to receive an honorary Doctor of Laws degree from Brandeis
University. The main purpose of his visit to the United States was to submit
to President Dwight D. Eisenhower Israel's military, diplomatic, and economic
views on Middle Eastern peace and security before the so-called summit
conference of the heads of governments of the United States, the Soviet
Union, Great Britain, and France scheduled for May 1960. The day before
Ben-Gurion's arrival, eight ambassadors and two charge's d'affaires of Arab
countries (Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, the Sudan,
Tunisia, the UAR, and Yemen) jointly expressed to the State Department
"their deep concern that what is supposed to be a private visit by Mr. Ben-
Gurion might go beyond the declared purpose of the visit and that it might
be exploited to attain political as well as other objectives." They charged
that "the deterioration of Arab-American relations seems to be one of the
main objectives of Zionist policy."

On March 10, Ben-Gurion conferred for more than two hours with
President Eisenhower at the White House. During the next four days, he
had talks with Secretary of State Christian A. Herter, Under Secretaries C.
Douglas Dillon and Livingston T. Merchant, and other State Department
officials. He also met with Vice President Richard M. Nixon, General Alfred
Gruenther, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman J. W. Fulbright
and the members of his committee, and other senators. Upon his return
to Israel (after meetings also with West German Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer and UN Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold in New York and
British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan in London), on March 23, Ben-

* For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 391.
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Gurion summed up his talks in Washington: "I am happy to state that
there were almost no differences of opinion between the heads of the
United States administration and myself."

Diplomatic sources later reported that Ben-Gurion had stressed that joint
action by the Western powers and the Soviet Union could prove effective
in the Middle East and that the existing period of relative calm was propi-
tious for a new attempt at a peace settlement. But Middle Eastern problems
receded into the background when Russian Premier Nikita S. Khrushchev
torpedoed the May 1960 summit conference.

Blockade and Boycotts

Egypt's continued refusal to permit Israeli shipping to pass through the
Suez Canal and the Arab League's boycott of ships trading with Israel set
off counteractions in the United States, more notable for their nuisance
value than their effectiveness. Most of the criticism of American inactivity or
ineffectiveness in dealing with Nasser and the Arab League was based on an
assumption that the United States was reluctant to take strong action. Little
recognition was given to two basic facts: that American influence in the
Middle East was insubstantial, and that America was forced to compete with
Russia for the friendship of the Arab nations.

SUEZ CANAL PASSAGE

In May 1959 Egypt halted the Danish freighter Inge Toft at the Suez
Canal, preventing its passage because of its Israeli cargo. Negotiations
between Hammarskjold and Nasser proved fruitless. At the September 17,
1959, meeting of the 14th session of the UN General Assembly, Secretary
Herter reiterated American support of the principle of freedom of passage
through the canal. Diplomatic informants said that both Herter and
Hammarskjold had urged upon Israel die continuation of quiet diplomacy
as the best means of easing the blockade. But nearly five months later, on
February 8, 1960, Herter admitted at a news conference that Hammarskjold's
efforts did not appear to have been very successful. Nonetheless, he favored
continuing negotiations and offered no alternative plans for dealing widi
the blockade.

In the meantime the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment (the World Bank) had on December 22, 1959, approved a $56.5 million
loan to the UAR for widening and deepening the Suez Canal. The loan
was made despite appeals from 66 United States congressmen to withhold
it as long as Israeli cargoes were refused passage.

In the United States influential segments of public opinion continued to
be critical of the UAR's blockade of Israeli shipping. The American Federa-
tion of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) convention
adopted a resolution, on September 21, 1959, calling for freedom of naviga-
tion through the canal. Walter Reuther, president of the United Automobile
Workers, in a letter to United States Ambassador to the UN Henry Cabot
Lodge, lent his union's support to the resolution and asked the United States
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delegation to exercise its influence to secure freedom of passage. The non-
denominational Protestant weekly, Christian Century, on October 7, 1959,
urged the UN to take firm and immediate steps to obtain free passage for
Israeli cargoes through the canal. A special study mission headed by Rep.
J. L. Pilcher (Dem., Ga.) of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, in a
report issued March 14, 1960, recommended "that the United States vigor-
ously support and encourage efforts to obtain free transit through the Suez
Canal of persons and goods coming to and from Israel."

THE "HAIFA CLAUSE"

In late January 1960 it was learned that since the spring of 1958 the
United States navy, in chartering oil-cargo ships, had included a cancella-
tion clause in each contract warning oil-cargo contractors that the United
States would have the option to cancel any contract if the Arabs refused to
accommodate a contractor's vessel. In effect, then, United States shipowners
doing business with Israel would not be in a position to bid for the navy's
oil-cargo shipping.

News of the cancellation clause, known in the shipping trade as the
"Haifa clause," aroused considerable protest, particularly among Jewish
organizations. Early in February it was learned that the Department of Agri-
culture and the Commodity Credit Corporation engaged in a similar practice
with regard to dry-cargo shipping. Sharp criticism of American submission
to the Arab anti-Israel boycott came from the executive board of the 28
unions comprising the AFL-CIO Maritime Trades Department and from the
Seafarers International Union (SIU) on the ground that it imposed additional
burdens on an already hard-pressed American merchant fleet. Bills to elimi-
nate the cancellation clause in navy contracts were introduced in Congress
by Rep. Emanuel Celler (Dem., N.Y.) and Rep. Seymour Halpern (Rep.,
N.Y.).

In response to the various protests, Vice Admiral Roy A. Gano, commander
of the navy's Military Sea Transport Service, issued a statement on February
19, 1960, that the navy would henceforth eliminate the Haifa clause from
its contracts. The statement concluded: "The clause was adopted with no
intention to give support to any political boycott. . . . Inasmuch as it has
been mistakenly construed as providing some solace to the Arab boycott
imposed on persons trading with Israel, the navy will discontinue its use."
The Department of Agriculture and its Commodity Credit Corporation,
however, continued their practice of specifying in their contracts for ship-
ment of surplus foods under Public Law 480: "Vessel is prohibited from
calling at Israeli waters or ports."

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST AMERICAN JEWS ABROAD

Section 115 of the Mutual Security Act of 1959 declared:

It is the sense of Congress that any attempt by foreign nations to create
distinctions because of their race or religion among American citizens in
the granting of personal or commercial access or any other rights other-
wise available to United States citizens generally is repugnant to our prin-
ciples, and in all negotiations between the United States and any foreign
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state arising as a result of funds appropriated under this Act these prin-
ciples shall be applied as the President may determine.

Inclusion of this paragraph in the Mutual Security Act of 1959 had been
prompted by a suit brought by the AJCongress against the New York State
Commission Against Discrimination (SCAD) for having exempted the Arabian
American Oil Company (Aramco) from a state law prohibiting inquiries
about the religion of applicants for jobs (AJYB, 1960 [Vol. 61], p. 106).
After the New York State Supreme Court reversed the SCAD ruling on
July 15, 1959, Aramco appealed the decision. On April 19, 1960, the appel-
late division of the State Supreme Court, in a five-man unanimous decision,
upheld the lower court, ruling that SCAD's exemption to Aramco was
"arbitrary and capricious" and that SCAD should reconsider its position.

Section 115 was essentially a reiteration of the Lehman resolution adopted
in 1956 (AJYB, 1957 [Vol. 58], pp. 218-19) and, like its predecessors, referred
implicitly to practices by Saudi Arabia and other Arab countries. Under the
mandate of the paragraph, the State Department requested information
from its embassies and consulates abroad on discrimination against Americans
because of religion or race, advising its representatives that the United States
had never condoned such discriminatory practices and that it remained "a
basic objective of United States foreign policy to seek to eliminate, within
the context of existing friendly relations with other members of the free
world community, all such discriminatory practices."

In late February 1960 it was learned that a "gentlemen's agreement"
existed between Pakistan, the State Department, and the International Co-
operation Administration (ICA) not to assign American Jews to the United
States embassy or its economic mission in Pakistan. Denials of such an agree-
ment came from the State Department and from Pakistani Finance Minister
M. Shoaib. On March 1, ICA Director James W. Riddleberger told the
House Foreign Affairs Committee that he was examining ICA's Pakistani
operations to determine the facts. No further information was made public

AMENDMENT TO MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1960

On March 14, 1960, Rabbi Philip S. Bernstein, chairman of the American-
Israel Public Affairs Committee, testifying on mutual-security assistance
legislation before the House Foreign Affairs Committee, advocated denying
aid to nations that waged economic warfare against others by boycott,
blockade, and restriction of international waterways. An amendment along
these lines, sponsored by Representatives Leonard Farbstein (Dem., N.Y.)
and Wayne Hays (Dem., Ohio) was embodied in the preamble to the mutual-
security assistance bill as a statement of policy that could be applied as the
president would determine. The amendment was adopted by the committee
on March 22 by a vote of 19 to 3 and approved by the House without debate
on April 21.

The Senate had reported out its version before the House completed its
action. To forestall any attempt in the Senate-House conference committee
to eliminate the policy statement, Senators Paul H. Douglas (Dem., III.) and
Kenneth B. Keating (Rep., N.Y.), with 28 other senators as cosponsors, intro-
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duced a similar amendment to the Senate version of the bill. On April 28
the Senate adopted the amendment by a roll-call vote of 45 to 25, despite
administration opposition.

The next day, Senator J. W. Fulbright (Dem., Ark.), chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, bitterly attacked the amendment and
proposed a second one that would, in effect, nullify the first. He accused
the Senate of adopting the Douglas amendment "not because of the over-
all good of the United States, but because of the existence of a pressure
group in the United States which seeks to inject the Arab-Israeli dispute
into domestic politics." Senator Fulbright was criticized not only for his
violent attack on "a minority pressure group"—clearly the Jews—but also
for denying the role of the public in molding American foreign policy.
Enthusiastic support for Fulbright's views came from the president of the
American Friends of the Middle East (AFME), a pro-Arab group.

In an attempt to defeat Fulbright's counteramendment, Senators Douglas
and Keating telegraphed the members of the Senate, warning that the Ful-
bright amendment would nullify their action of April 28. Senator Fulbright,
in the meantime, requested the views of the State Department. On May 2,
Acting Secretary of State Dillon wrote that the department felt that the
Douglas amendment would not achieve its intended purpose and would,
in addition, have harmful repercussions on United States interests in a wide
area of the Middle East. He declared that "avoidance of coercive tactics
against Israel's neighbors is in Israel's interest" and concluded with the
hope that a solution to the Suez Canal problem might yet be found through
efforts by the UN Secretary General.

Notwithstanding the State Department's objections, the Senate, late on
May 2, voted 45 to 39 to table the Fulbright amendment and retain the
Douglas amendment,1 while approving the new spending authority for fiscal
1961 by a vote of 60 to 25.

Editorial opinion largely supported the administration view that the
Douglas amendment would undermine American relations with the Arab
countries while gaining nothing for Israel. A small group of newspapers,
including the Scripps-Howard chain, shared Senator Fulbright's views about
the alleged pressure of a minority group. A few papers, including the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch, the Washington Post, and the Louisville Courier-Journal,
urged that America take some effective action to open the Suez Canal to
Israeli shipping. On the whole, the American press remained critical of the
UAR's policy, while arguing that foreign policy should not be conducted
by Congress.

ILA-SIU BOYCOTT OF THE Cleopatra

On April 13, 1960, when the Egyptian passenger and cargo ship Cleopatra
docked in New York, she was greeted by a picket line manned by members

1 Rep. Abraham J. Multer (Dem., N.Y.) had less success when he proposed a similar amend-
ment to a bill approving the charter of the International Development Association (IDA). The
IDA was the product of an American idea to bring 16 other industrialized countries into the
field of international development loans and permit wider financial opportunities for underde-
veloped countries. The Multer amendment was eliminated, probably because it would have en-
tailed renegotiating the IDA charter with 68 member countries.
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of the Seafarers International Union (SIU) and the International Long-
shoremen's Association (ILA). Paul Hall, SIU president, and Thomas W.
Gleason, ILA general organizer, declared that the Arab boycott of American
ships trading with Israel had threatened job opportunities for American
seamen. They hoped their action would help to restore freedom of the seas
for all maritime workers the world over.

As the picketing continued, the Khedivial Mail Line of Alexandria, owner
of the Cleopatra, sought an injunction against the unions. The company's
first request for a temporary restraining order in advance of a full hearing was
denied by Federal Judge Edward Weinfeld on April 15. On April 21, amid
threats from Arab maritime organizations of counterboycotts and Arab charges
of Zionist pressure, the State Department issued a statement describing the
situation as "embarrassing to the conduct of our government's foreign rela-
tions." It added that while it recognized the union's right to picket in a labor
dispute, this particular action would be regarded abroad as a political dem-
onstration. Nevertheless, on April 23, Federal Judge Thomas F. Murphy
denied a second request for a temporary injunction on the ground that it
was a labor dispute rather than political picketing which was at issue. On
April 27, the Cleopatra's owners suffered another legal setback when a three-
member panel of the United States Circuit Court of Appeals reserved deci-
sion on Judge Murphy's denial of an injunction.

While reports circulated that the State Department was meeting informally
with union officials in an attempt to end the picketing, the Confederation of
Arab Trade Unions, on April 30, launched a reprisal boycott of American
shipping, and on May 3, the White House intervened through the offices of
Secretary of Labor James P. Mitchell. Notwithstanding private talks between
the secretary and AFL-CIO President George Meany, the AFL-CIO executive
council, on May 4, pledged its full aid to the picketing maritime unions and
called on the State Department to "take all appropriate diplomatic action to
protect the interests of our shipping and seamen, now being discriminated
against by the Arab boycott and blacklisting policy." The council also rejected
Senator Fulbright's charge that the pickets were "acting irresponsibly on
behalf of a pressure group."

In the meantime, Acting Secretary Dillon was conferring with AFL-CIO
special counsel Arthur J. Goldberg on possible ways of ending the picketing.
On May 6 the State Department issued a statement of policy based on seven
fundamental principles: 1. the United States supports the principle of free-
dom of the seas; 2. the United States supports the principle of freedom of
transit through the Suez Canal for all nations; 3. the United States protests
discriminatory practices which adversely affect United States firms, vessels,
and citizens; 4. the United States "neither recognizes nor condones the Arab
boycott, which includes the blacklisting of United States flag vessels in part
because of prior calls at Israeli ports"; 5. efforts will be made to end the
application of restrictive clauses in chartering contracts affecting transporta-
tion of Public Law 480 cargoes; 6. every effort will be made to assure equal
treatment and freedom from harassment for all United States citizens in
foreign countries, particularly of seamen at ports in the UAR, and 7. the
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State Department will continue to give full consideration to the communica-
tions from the maritime unions and consult with the AFL-CIO on future
developments.

Upon the issuance of this statement, Meany telegraphed SIU President
Hall, who ordered the picket line's withdrawal that same day on the "good-
faith assurance" given by the government. (On June 9 Hall announced that
his office was compiling fresh data on the continuance of Arab blacklisting of
American ships as one of several steps preliminary to renewal of the picket
line.)

Editorial opinion almost uniformly supported the ends sought by the mari-
time unions in their protest picketing, but many questioned the propriety
of labor unions engaging in what New York Times labor correspondent A. H.
Raskin described as "an unusual experiment in international bargaining by
picket line."

While the Cleopatra was being picketed, James R. Lawson, president of
the United African Nationalist Movement, a chauvinist Negro group, called
on a street-corner crowd in New York's Negro neighborhood, Harlem, to
"break the international Zionist conspiracy" and unload the Cleopatra. In
recognition of his efforts, the Cairo radio reported, Lawson was being invited
to the UAR to discuss coordinating the activities of Arab workers and
"American workers of African origin."

BOYCOTT BY KUWAIT

In July 1960, the Israeli Art-Craft Importing Company of Philadelphia, Pa.,
disclosed receipt of a letter from the Israel Boycott Office in the Kuwait
Directorate of Customs, warning the firm to cease doing business with Israel
or face an Arab boycott. A large number of business firms had received such
letters, instructing them to submit "clarification" of their relations to Israel
in "an official declaration duly signed by the competent governmental author-
ities and countersigned by any Arab consul in your country."

In reply to a complaint from Senator Jacob K. Javits (Rep., N.Y.), the
State Department informed him that on July 31 the United States Consul
in Kuwait had made oral protest to the effect that the United States regarded
the Kuwait boycott action as unwarranted interference in the commercial
relationships of American business firms.

Israeli and Middle Eastern Affairs in the UN

Relatively few matters affecting Israel and the Middle East came before
the UN during the period under review.

UNEF

Continued maintenance of the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF)
in Egypt was assured when, on November 24, 1959, the United States delegate
to the General Assembly's administrative and budgetary committee, Rep.
James G. Fulton, announced that the United States was prepared to con-
tribute to UNEF $9.7 million, $3 million more than its assessment, and
nearly half of UNEF's total budget. The United States, he said, regarded



THE UNITED STATES, ISRAEL, AND THE MIDDLE EAST 193

UNEF as "a realistic means of dealing with a critical situation in the Middle
East." The additional contribution was required because the Soviet Union,
the Arab countries, and some Latin American countries refused to pay for
the maintenance of the 5,400-man force in the Gaza strip between Egypt
and Israel and on the shores of the Gulf of Aqaba.

ARAB REFUGEES

In November 1959 the UN Special Political Committee began consideration
of the future of the UN Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees
(UNRWA), whose mandate was to expire in June 1960. United States Repre-
sentative Virgil M. Hancher, on November 20, 1959, expressed regret that
no real progress had been made toward a fundamental solution of the
refugee problem. He repeated a United States offer, made by the late Secre-
tary of State John Foster Dulles in August 1955, to contribute to an inter-
national loan to Israel to help in compensating and resettling the Arab
refugees. The only constructive proposal to find general acceptance, however,
was embodied in a resolution proposed by Indonesia and Pakistan to renew
UNRWA's mandate for three years, with a review at the end of two years,
and to reactivate the Palestine Conciliation Commission with the aim of
finding a solution by either repatriation or resettlement of the refugees. The
resolution was adopted in plenary session, on December 9, by a vote of 80
to 0, with Israel abstaining.

On December 10, 1959, at a special "pledging conference" of the UN, the
United States pledged $23 million to UNRWA, provided that sum did not
amount to more than 70 per cent of all contributions.

A general proposal for a solution to the Arab refugee problem through
repatriation "of manageable size" and resettlement with "reasonable com-
pensation" was made by Senator Fulbright to the Senate on June 15, 1960,
after his return from a brief visit to the Middle East in the previous month.

EICHMANN CASE

Israel's capture of Nazi war criminal Karl Adolf Eichmann in Argentina
(see pp. 199-208) aroused considerable hostility there because of its violation
of Argentine sovereignty, and Argentina brought a formal complaint before
the UN Security Council, which was debated on June 22 and 23. United
States Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge spoke twice, each time, in effect,
giving American support to Israel. To a resolution criticizing Israel's viola-
tion of Argentine sovereignty he introduced an addition which called at-
tention to the persecution of the Jews by the Nazis. In interpreting that
portion of the resolution which asked Israel to make "appropriate repara-
tion," he said that the United States held that adequate reparation would be
made upon adoption of the resolution by the Security Council and the
delivery of a statement of apology by Israeli Foreign Minister Golda Meir.

American editorial opinion seemed less lenient. A survey of 347 editorials
in 285 daily newspapers in 250 cities showed 164 editorials unfavorable to
Israel, 56 favorable, and 127 neutral. While scarcely any newspaper doubted
Eichmann's criminality, most of the press accused Israel of violating inter-
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national law and many questioned Israel's right or competence to try
Eichmann. Many editorials showed ignorance of international law, of Argen-
tina's record in harboring Nazis, and of the extent of the Nazi war against
European Jews. Some papers spoke only of the murder of German Jews by
the Nazis, apparently unaware that Jews had suffered the same fate in all
countries under German occupation during World War II. The Israeli
embassy in Washington, D.C., presented Israel's case in letters to the editors
of newspapers all over the country, stressing its rights under international
law. Other letters on the subject revealed that most Jews applauded Israel's
capture of Eichmann and its plans to try him. In some newspapers the
debate degenerated into squabbles between Jews and Christians.

Economic Aid

Economic aid continued to be the chief channel through which the United
States maintained friendly relations with the Arab countries. Israel also
continued to receive aid, though less than in previous years. On October 19,
1959, the Development Loan Fund introduced a major policy innovation in
American economic aid to underdeveloped countries, with a declaration that
future loans would normally have to be spent on American goods. The next
day the State Department announced that its long-standing policy of per-
mitting ICA funds (other than those lent by the Development Loan Fund)
to be spent anywhere in the non-Communist world was "subject to review
at any time." Part of the reason for the change was concern about the
United States deficit in international payments.

The United States spent $222.5 million in economic aid to Iraq, Israel,
Jordan, Lebanon, and UAR during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1960.
Details appear in the following table.

UNITED STATES ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE IN FISCAL YEAR 1960
(Millions of dollars)

United
Arab

Iraq Israel Jordan Lebanon Republic
International Cooperation Administration $0.8 $ 8.9 $48.7 $0.9 $ 5.7

Technical Cooperation
Special Assistance

Development Loan Fund
Public Law 480

Title I (Planned for Grants and Loans)
Title II (Emergency Relief)
Title III (Voluntary Relief Agencies)

Export-Import Bank Long-term Loans
TOTAL

0.8

—

—
—

05
—

1.0

1.4
7.5

15.0

30.1a
—

0.5
0.5

55.0

1.7
47.0

-1.0

—
2.0
1.6
—

51.3

0.9

0.4

3.7
3.2

7.8

1.5
4.2

22.7

61.7"

8 2
9.1

107.4

Source: Office of Statistics and Reports, International Cooperation Administration.
a Value of local currencies derived from sales which are lent or granted back; the value of

the sales agreements was $37.6 million.
b Value of local currencies derived from sales which are lent or granted back; the value of

the sales agreements was $82.3 million.
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American Jews and Israel

American Jews continued to raise large sums of money for Israel, and to
defend it. Israelis, for their part, continued to seek greater commitments
from American Jews and more emigrants. The conflict between Prime
Minister Ben-Gurion and Nahum Goldmann, president of WZO, did not
abate. On June 2, 1960, at a meeting of Mapai's central committee, Ben-
Gurion declared that neither Israel nor the Jews outside Israel needed the
Zionist movement as an intermediary between them. He said that Goldmann
was "neither an Israeli nor an American," but "a wandering Jew."

American Jews continued to object to Israel's claim that a genuine Jewish
life was possible only in Israel. Abram L. Sachar, president of Brandeis
University, at the biennial convention of JWB, declared on April 2, 1960,
that among Jews there is no room "for Israel Firsters whose chauvinism and
arrogance find nothing relevant or viable in any area outside of Israel."

ENLARGEMENT OF WZO

In June 1959 the Zionist General Council gave Nahum Goldmann the
authorization he had wanted for negotiating with non-Zionist groups accept-
ing Zionist principles about their joining WZO. After a period of behind-
the-scenes conferences, the United Synagogue of America took up the question
of affiliation at its convention on November 16, 1959 (see p. 136). Mordecai
M. Kaplan, professor of philosophies of religion at JTS and Nahum Gold-
mann presented the case for affiliation, while Simon Greenberg, vice chan-
cellor of JTS, and Abraham J. Heschel, JTS professor of Jewish ethics and
mysticism, argued against it. The opposition, which was accused of being
motivated by institutional rather than ideological considerations, succeeded
in having the question tabled until the 1961 convention.

Despite this setback, the Zionist General Council, meeting in Jerusalem
from December 28, 1959, to January 4, 1960, adopted a new constitution,
among whose fundamental changes was a provision allowing any national
or international Jewish organization adopting the Zionist program to be
admitted to WZO membership, subject to special conditions for associate
membership to be agreed upon with the executive committee. Though the
vote on the new constitution was unanimous, many council members doubted
die wisdom or value of this innovation.

Invitations to join WZO or to participate in die 25th Zionist congress
convening in Jerusalem on December 25, 1960, were then issued to most
major Jewish organizations throughout the world. Many Latin American
Jewish organizations agreed to send fraternal nonvoting delegates. On July
17, 1960, die Board of Deputies of British Jews adopted a recommendation
of its Israel committee to send fraternal delegates to die Zionist congress,
without die right to vote.

PRESIDENTS' CONFERENCE

Since its founding in 1954, the Presidents' Conference, which had been
created by Nahum Goldmann as a consultative and coordinating body of
the heads of national American Jewish organizations in matters affecting
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Israel, had functioned on an informal, ad hoc basis. The constituent organi-
zations were American Israel Public Affairs Committee, AJCongress, Ameri-
can Trade Union Council for Labor Israel, American Zionist Council, B'nai
B'rith, Hadassah, Jewish Agency for Israel, Jewish Labor Committee, JWV,
Labor Zionist Assembly, Mizrahi - ha-Po'el ha-Mizrahi, NCRAC, National
Council of Jewish Women (NCJW), UAHC, UOJC, United Synagogue of
America, and ZOA. CJFWF was a permanent observer.

In 1959 the Presidents' Conference was constituted as a formal organization
and during the second half of the year was in the process of a reorganization,
which involved the introduction of majority rule. A proposal to that effect
aroused much opposition because of various institutional considerations
(Zionist versus non-Zionist, Reform versus Conservative and Orthodox).
Charges of Jewish Agency domination were leveled by Orthodox and Con-
servative spokesmen and efforts were made to oust the Agency and two
alleged "paper" organizations, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee
and the American Trade Union Council for Labor Israel. NCJW was one
of several organizations objecting to binding majority rule.

After months of debate and dissent, Conference President Philip M.
Klutznick announced, on April 4, 1960, the adoption of rules of procedure
acceptable to all. Membership was to be held by presidents of national
organizations having local constituents, their own boards, and their own
budget. Auxiliary organizations were to be represented only through their
national parent bodies. Members were to decide individually whether they
represented themselves or their organizations on any given issue. Agreement
on action was to be unanimous. The Conference was to meet regularly, twice
a year, and additionally if requested by at least four members. A budget was
to be met by member organizations on a proportional basis.

At a plenary meeting on May 10, 1960, the Conference elected Label A.
Katz, president of B'nai B'rith, as its president. It also admitted the National
Council of Young Israel to full membership.

REORGANIZATION OF THE JEWISH AGENCY

In April 1960, the Jewish Agency for Israel and UIA announced the
reorganization of the corporation responsible for distributing the funds
raised by UJA for relief and rehabilitation in Israel. The reorganization was
undertaken to ensure the use of UJA's tax-deductible contributions for chari-
table purposes only, to permit their allocation by an American body, and
to allow for the supervision of expenditure abroad by American donors
(see pp. 160-61).

In the course of the reorganization, which was pursued for institutional,
legal, and technical rather than ideological reasons, the Jewish Agency made
a gesture toward non-Zionists who had played a major role in raising funds
for use in Israel but had had no voice in their allocation. Of the 21 directors
in the reorganized corporation, UIA designated 14 whom it described as
fund-raising leaders in their communities, while only 7 members were desig-
nated by the Jewish Agency. Actually, however, the Jewish Agency and its
supporters commanded a large majority in the new corporation.
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One consequence of using UJA money for charitable purposes only was
a forthcoming halt in allocations for Zionist activity and Agency-conducted
Jewish educational and cultural programs in the United States. Zionist critics
and well-wishers alike suggested that the separate fund raising now required
for those purposes could help to revive Zionist organizations.

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

A number of Jewish organizations urged the inclusion of pro-Israel planks
in the platforms of both the Democratic and Republican parties. The Ameri-
can Council for Judaism, however, requested both parties to pledge themselves
to the portion of the Balfour Declaration affirming that nothing should
prejudice "the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other coun-
try." Practically all of the pro-Israel recommendations were included in the
platforms of both parties; the Council's, naturally, were not (see pp. 127-28).

The Democratic platform, adopted by the Democratic national convention
in Los Angeles, Calif., on July 12, 1960, contained the following passages:

In the Middle East we will work for guarantees to insure independence for
all states. We will encourage direct Arab-Israeli peace negotiations, the re-
settlement of Arab refugees in lands where there is room and opportunity
for them, an end to boycotts and blockades, and unrestricted use of the
Suez Canal by all nations. . . . We urge continued economic assistance to
Israel and the Arab peoples to help them raise their living standards. We
pledge our best efforts for peace in the Middle East by guarding against the
dangers of a military imbalance resulting from Soviet arms shipments. . . .

Protection of rights of American citizens to travel, to pursue lawful trade
and to engage in other lawful activities abroad without distinction as to
race or religion is a cardinal function of the national sovereignty.

We will oppose any international agreement or treaty which by its terms
or practices differentiates among American citizens on grounds of race
or religion.

The Republican national convention adopted its platform on July 27, 1960,
in Chicago, 111. It contained the following passages:

In the Middle East, we shall continue to support the integrity and inde-
pendence of all the states of that area including Israel and the Arab states.
With specific reference to Israel and the Arab Nations we urge them to
undertake negotiations for a mutually acceptable settlement of the causes
of tension between them. We pledge continued efforts:

—To eliminate the obstacles to a lasting peace in the area, including the
human problem of the Arab refugees.

—To seek an end to transit and trade restrictions, blockades and boycotts.
—To secure freedom of navigation in international waterways, the cessa-

tion of discrimination against Americans on the basis of religious beliefs,
and an end to the wasteful and dangerous arms race and to the threat of
an arms imbalance in the area.

The promises of both presidential candidates with regard to Israel and the
Middle East were in part calculated to win votes from American Jews. In a
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letter written to Israel Goldstein, a Zionist leader and honorary vice president
of New York's Liberal party, and released by the Democratic party on August
17, 1960, Senator John F. Kennedy, Democratic presidential candidate, wrote
that American diplomacy must be directed to ending the state of war the
Arabs persisted in maintaining against Israel. He was more explicit about how
that was to be done in an address before the annual convention of the ZOA
in New York City on August 25. He proposed a three-point program: 1. a
declaration of friendship for all peoples in the Middle East, regardless of
race, religion, or politics; 2. reaffirmation of the Tripartite Declaration of
1950, guaranteeing effective action against aggression, and an international
effort to limit an arms race without creating an arms imbalance, and 3. the
use of White House authority "to call into conference the leaders of Israel
and the Arab states to consider privately their common problems," and an
offer of United States economic and technical assistance.

Two days later, in a recorded address to the banquet session of the ZOA
convention, Republican presidential candidate Richard M. Nixon quoted
the late John Foster Dulles to express his own attitude toward U.S.-Israel
relations: "The preservation of the state of Israel is what I regard as one
of the essential goals of United States foreign policy." He said he would
give highest priority to peaceful settlement of the Palestine question by assign-
ing primary responsibility to the Republican vice-presidential candidate
Henry Cabot Lodge, "one of the most skilled diplomats of our time." Nixon
also promised efforts to establish free passage through the Suez Canal and
extensive technical and economic aid to both the Arab countries and Israel.

Cairo's Voice of the Arabs, on August 29, charged that both candidates
were agents and tools of Zionism and imperialism. A Moscow radio broadcast,
beamed to the Arab world on September 1, exploited the speeches of both
candidates to imply that only the Soviet Union and not the United States
supported Arab interests. On September 28 it was reported that Iraq had
formally protested to the State Department against Senator Kennedy's speech
on the ground that it was not in the interest of American-Iraqi relations. The
State Department, for its part, called UAR Ambassador Mustafa Kamel to
account for portions of a speech he had delivered on August 29 to 500 Arab
students attending American schools. Kamel was reported to have urged the
Arab students to propagandize against Israel during the election campaign.

NASSER VISIT TO THE UN

Nasser attended the UN General Assembly in New York in September 1960.
The major Jewish organizations decided against anti-Nasser demonstrations,
and no public objection to his presence was offered by any Jewish group
during his stay in the United States. Arab diplomats sought an invitation to
the White House for him, and despite protests from many congressmen
Eisenhower invited him to his New York hotel for a talk about the UN and
Middle Eastern affairs. In Cairo, Nasser informed his legislature that he had
told Eisenhower that Israel would always be a barrier to rapprochement
between the United States and the UAR.
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