
Communal

Religion *

-LOURING the Hebrew calendar year 5722, that is, from September
11, 1961, to September 28, 1962, press, periodicals, institutional bulletins
and other literature continued to report on the flourishing state of the Amer-
ican Jewish community's religious bodies. Attention was drawn to increased
congregational memberships, newly established congregations, higher enrol-
ments in Sunday, part-time, and all-day religious schools, and the growing
number of adult study groups and student programs.

It was an open question, often raised but never settled, whether this state
of affairs could be ascribed to the continued power of tradition or to the
pressures of contemporary mores, or perhaps to a mixture of both. What
was abundantly clear, however, even to the casual observer, was that more
and more American Jews were seeking some manner of Jewish identification
and insisting that their children be educated to their Jewish heritage.

Stepped-up building schedules throughout the Orthodox, Conservative, and
Reform branches, and record numbers of students at the various rabbinical
seminaries did not begin to meet the demand for physical facilities and reli-
gious leadership. The Jewish day schools were in the most acute difficulty,
and their needs brought into the open divergent opinions within the Jewish
community on Federal aid to religious education.

AH the religious communities in America complained of insufficient num-
bers of youths attracted to religious vocations. The shortage of personnel and
the poor prospects of relieving this shortage in the near future were docu-
mented in a survey by the American Association of Theological Schools in
November 1961. In February 1962 the B'nai B'rith Vocational Service an-
nounced there were at least 3,000 unfilled positions in the American rab-
binate and in Jewish community work.

In every section of the Jewish community the feeling was prevalent that
what was needed was Jewish education, which would help youth to "utilize
their religious faith, ethical standards, and traditional insights of Judaism in
meeting their personal problems" (Curriculum for the Jewish Religious
School, UAHC, Commission on Jewish Education) and give them "perspec-

• For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 483.
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tive and insight into the contemporary world and its bearing on the Jewish
community" (Judah Pilch, "Some New Developments in the Jewish School
Curriculum," Religious Education, July-August, 1961).

At the November convention of the (Conservative) United Synagogue of
America, the keynote speaker, Rabbi Ralph Simon, warned: "Our young in-
tellectuals are going elsewhere to espouse causes which are in the very fabric
of Judaism: social justice, racial equality, economic altruism, and interna-
tional peace." Earlier, in an address written for the (Conservative) World
Council of Synagogues meeting in Paris in July 1961, Abraham J. Heschel,
professor of Jewish ethics and mysticism at the (Conservative) JTS had
declared: "Our task is to place Jewish education in a system of reference to
the fundamental problems of existence."

POLICIES AND ATTITUDES

Conservative
Because the game of bingo "is the very antithesis of the sacredness we

expect to find in the synagogue" the United Synagogue of America in Janu-
ary 1962 asked New York State to repeal the laws permitting such games in
houses of religious worship, even for the purpose of raising funds. And in
a sharp break with tradition the United Synagogue appointed two women
to the previously all-male SCA, in which the three branches of Judaism
were represented.

Reform
The Emily R. and Kivie Kaplan Center for Religious Action was opened

in Washington, D.C., in December 1961, despite some opposition grounded
in a fear lest the center come to be regarded as the spokesman for all Reform
Jews on civic questions.

A survey by the UAHC Commission on Social Action was published in
August 1962 in a book A Tale of Ten Cities, by Rabbi Eugene J. Lipman
and Albert Vorspan. In ten representative cities they found self-segregation
and interreligious tensions among the three major faiths in the United States
—even while the legal walls of racial and religious segregation were being
broken down. At the same time the authors bore in mind that:

America is and will be a pluralistic society in which, ideally, different races,
creeds, national, ethnic and cultural groups try to persuade their adherents to
retain their characteristic values generation after generation, even while all
Americans try to live together and work together, combining competition and
cooperation in a creative and healthy way.

Orthodox
In July 1962 RCA pressed for a strong civil-rights program in the United

States Congress. Young Israel, celebrating its 50th anniversary in June 1962,
charged that AJCongress had turned into "a civil-liberties union" and with-
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drew after an affiliation of 15 years because of "stands which are opposed to
Orthodox philosophies."

Among the hasidim, the Lubavitch (Habad) sect, led by Rabbi Menahem
Mendel Schneerson, followed up three successive annual exhibits of educa-
tional literature at the United States World Trade Fair in New York with
one at the Chicago International Trade Fair in the summer of 1962. At the
same time, another hasidic sect won approval from the courts to establish
a homogeneous, self-contained community for 1,200 families on a 500-acre
tract in Mount Olive township near Flanders, N.J. (June 1962).

In February 1962 President Kennedy signed a proclamation permitting
importation of five tons of shemurah flour from Israel for baking Passover
matzot "because all the wheat-growing areas of the nation had rain during
the harvest season." And the first kosher kitchen in a non-Jewish hospital
was installed in the period under review in St. Joseph's Catholic Hospital
in Reading, Pa. (April 1962).

Rabbi Schneerson publicly asserted his support of Federal aid to religious
schools (November 1961) and his opposition to the United States Supreme
Court's decision in the New York State's Regents' Prayer case (p. 105). In
the Fall 1962 issue of Tradition, published by RCA, Professor Michael
Wyschogrod of Hunter College in New York, wrote:

. . . as Orthodox Jews, we have a right to guide our thinking on these matters by
considerations of self-interest. . . . Orthodox Jewry knows that the survival of
Torah Judaism in this country is inextricably tied to the fate of the day-school
movement. Just like the Catholic community, we realize that to educate a gen-
eration true to its faith, we cannot supplement the child's public school education
with afternoon instruction and expect to produce someone conversant with his
tradition and loyal to it. . . . Here is an issue, then, on which the standpoint of
the Orthodox community should not coincide with that of those segments of the
Jewish community that have traditionally and militantly opposed state aid to
private schools.

COMMUNITY-WIDE A C T I V I T I E S

The Association of Jewish Publishers, the first organization of its kind, was
formed during the period under review, representing the three religious
groupings as well as secular and commercial interests. They were brought
together by the spectacular rise in demand for Jewish books in recent years.
With Arthur T. Jacobs, UAHC administrative secretary, as president, the
association comprised Behrman House, Inc.; Bloch Publishing Co.; Jewish
Education Committee of New York; Ktav Publishing Co., Inc.; UAHC,
and the United Synagogue of America.

In July 1962 the centenary of Abraham Lincoln's signing of an Act of
Congress which permitted ordained ministers of any faith—and no longer,
as formerly, of any Christian denomination—to serve as army chaplains, was
observed throughout the Jewish religious community. In the fall of 1962
Chaplain Morris Sandhaus, a member of the Veterans Administration chap-
laincy staff since 1946, was appointed director of the VA Chaplains Service,
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the first rabbi to occupy this Federal post. A year earlier, according to the
(Orthodox) Rabbinical Council Record, there were 69 Jewish chaplains in
military service: 27 Orthodox, 25 Reform, and 17 Conservative.

INSTITUTIONAL ACTIVITIES

Reform
HUC-JIR enrolment was reported at a record high of 819, with 211 stu-

dents in the rabbinical departments in Cincinnati, New York, and Los
Angeles in February 1962.

In June 1962 Rabbi Herbert Weiner was appointed administrator of the
HUC-JIR school for the study of biblical archaeology and related fields, to
open in Jerusalem in 1963. The building was to house a chapel for the regu-
lar exercise of Reform services.

CCAR, with 850 members in the United States and Canada, continued to
pledge "fullest moral and material assistance to Israel's people," pointing
out that while American and Israeli Jews "must not speak for each other,"
it was "their duty to speak to each other continually in mutual concern and
genuine love." At the 73rd annual convention of CCAR, in Minneapolis,
Minn., in June 1962, the Reform rabbis also scored the UN Security Council
for "condemning Israel for her defense against Syrian military attacks on
Israeli ships in the Sea of Galilee (p. 239)."

When 12 members disassociated themselves from a CCAR plea for com-
mutation of Adolf Eichmann's sentence (AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63], p. 104) the
convention affirmed for the record that the officers "were fully authorized"
in their action in view of CCAR's recorded official opposition to capital
punishment. The president and vice president of CCAR had wired the plea
to Israel President Itzhak Ben-Zvi.

Domestically, CCAR continued to press for legislation for medical care
and other programs for the aging and maintained its traditional commitment
to the separation of church and state.

At the 46th biennial assembly, in November 1961, UAHC President
Maurice N. Eisendrath warned against Federal aid to parochial schools, lest
it make the "national treasury an open trough where contending creeds com-
pete for government handouts."

In March 1962 UAHC asked the United States government to request
the USSR to permit Soviet Jews to emigrate to Israel.

In August 1962 UAHC had a membership of 640 congregations in the
United States, Canada, Panama, and the Dutch West Indies, representing an
estimated 1,000,000 congregants. There were two active congregations in
Israel, one in Jerusalem with 300 members and the other in Nazareth with
200 congregants.

Conservative
JTS initiated an internship program to give senior students practical ex-

perience in the field with the assignment of 18 students to rabbis with con-
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gregations in the metropolitan New York area. Not only congregational
duties, but also "obligations to the general community" were to be covered
in the sessions between students and rabbis, which began in January 1962.

Arthur Katz, formerly dean of the Graduate School of Social Work at
Adelphi College, was appointed executive vice president of JTS in December
1961.

At graduation ceremonies in June 1962, JTS ordained 49 rabbis, 18
students were graduated from the Teachers Institute-Seminary College of
Jewish Studies as teachers, and 6 were graduated from Cantors Institute-
Seminary College of Jewish Music.

At the Rabbinical Assembly's 62nd annual convention in May 1962,
emphasis was on the teaching of religious values as the primary aim of Jewish
education. There was outspoken difference of opinion regarding Federal aid
to religious education, but the final resolution upheld RA's "traditional op-
position" to such aid. At the same time, stronger support for Jewish all-day
schools was urged from welfare funds and federations.

The relationship between synagogue and Jewish center had been the sub-
ject of a symposium in the Winter-Spring 1962 issue of Conservative Judaism
in which RA held the center to be "a 'Jewish' but non-religious institution
[which] tends to ghettoize Jewish adults and children for non-Jewish activi-
ties." The convention passed a resolution asking that representatives of
community centers and rabbinical bodies together discuss the goals of Jew-
ish centers and work for closer cooperation between centers and synagogues.

Rabbi Theodore Friedman, who was elected president, announced a special
RA fund to enable members to serve congregations in Israel and other parts
of the world. Several Israeli congregations had recently joined the World
Council of Synagogues, the international association of Conservative con-
gregations.

Delegates also heard that a subcommittee of SCA, representing all three
branches of Judaism, had met in April with officials of the Soviet Embassy
in Washington, "the upshot of which was a pro forma denial of a 'Jewish
problem' in the Soviet Union."

The United Synagogue of America, with a membership of 736 congrega-
tions in the United States and Canada, served about 1.5 million congregants.
At its biennial assembly in November 1961, at Kiamesha Lake, N.Y., the
organization resolved to set standards of knowledge and commitment for lay
leaders of Conservative congregations. The Reconstructionist (December 15,
1961) commented: ". . . those in whose hands the destinies of the congrega-
tions lie should be spiritually equipped to cope with the problems that arise,
in a spirit other than that of the accountant and the tax expert."

Orthodox
Yeshiva University celebrated the 75th anniversary of its founding with

special activities throughout 1961-62, culminating with the commencement
exercises in June 1962. A record enrolment of 5,075 was reported in October
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1961, including 2,915 undergraduates, with 630 at Yeshiva College and 300
at Stern College for Women, and 2,100 in nine graduate divisions.

In September 1962 a West Coast Institute for Jewish Studies was opened
in Los Angeles, with Leon D. Stitskin, Yeshiva University director of com-
munity relations and professor of philosophy, named acting director.

RCA, at its annual midwinter conference, protested the United States
Supreme Court's decision (AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63], p. 189) that states may
legislate against Sunday business, and established a legislative commission to
seek liberalization of Sunday closing laws. The conference heard that mem-
bers had conducted 30 "Torah Tours"—lectures and discussions at major
colleges and universities—to spread the basic tenets and ideals of Orthodox
Judaism and to combat the "increasing secularization" of campus life in insti-
tutions of higher learning. A resolution asked for the release from prison of
Jewish religious leaders in the Soviet Union.

In a resolution passed by the 26th annual convention meeting in Miami
Beach, Fla., in July 1962, RCA warned against the "improper" participation
of Jewish secular groups in the Roman Catholic ecumenical council taking
place in Rome, since it was purely religious in nature and concerned pri-
marily with Christian doctrines.

RCA reported a membership of 800. Other Orthodox rabbinical bodies
sometimes cooperating with RCA on statements of public policy were the
Rabbinical Alliance of America and the Union of Orthodox Rabbis of the
United States and Canada. In October 1962 they issued a joint statement
appealing to American Jewish communities for support of religious education
to assure "the progress and stability of Jewish life" and for more all-day
schools and rabbinical academies.

UOJCA claimed a membership of 3,900 congregations in the United States
and Canada. At a meeting of UOJCA's women's branch, Rabbi Immanuel
Jakobovitz of New York, formerly chief rabbi of Ireland, cited the Associa-
tion of Orthodox Jewish Scientists and the Yavneh student groups at uni-
versities as evidence that intellectuals were no longer finding the gap between
science and orthodoxy as "terrifying" as before.

During the period under review two state supreme courts, in Louisiana
(November 1961) and Massachusetts (June 1962) ruled that courts have no
authority to intervene in deciding interpretation of religious dogma. Both
cases involved bringing mixed or "family seating" into Orthodox congrega-
tions. The United States Supreme Court refused to hear an appeal from the
Louisiana ruling.

FREDA IMREY



Jewish Education*

ENROLMENT

Distribution

In the spring of 1962, 588,955 x children were enrolled throughout the
country in all types of Jewish schools: congregational and noncongregational,
elementary and secondary, full-time and part-time.

Over half of the enrollees attended one-day-a-week (Sunday) schools, over
40 per cent attended weekday-afternoon schools meeting two or more times a
week, and less than 10 per cent attended full-time day schools.

Boys predominated in the total enrolment and in the more intensive type of
schools, accounting for about two-thirds of the students in the weekday after-
noon schools and about 57 per cent in the day schools. Only the Sunday-
school enrolment was about evenly distributed between boys and girls (Table
1).

° For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 433.
1 Jewish school-enrolment census, conducted by the AAJE for the school year 1961—62,

covering 299 communities distributed in 48 states, including Hawaii and Alaska, but not Utah
and Wyoming. The reporting cities included all the five large metropolitan centers having a
Jewish population of 150,000 and over (New York, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, Chicago, Boston);
all the eight communities having a Jewish population of 50,000 to 149,999 (Miami, Fla.;
Baltimore, Md.j Newark, N.J.; San Francisco, Calif.; Washington, D.C.; Cleveland, O.; De-
troit, Mich.; St. Louis, Mo.); ten of the fourteen communities having a Jewish population of
20,000 to 49,999; six of the eighteen having 10,000 to 19,999; 21 of the 40 having 5,000 to
9,999; 71 of the 148 having 1,000 to 4,999; 163 or one-third of the 489 communities hav-
ing a Jewish population of 100 to 999, and 15 communities having 100 or fewer Jews (AJYB,
1961 [Vol. 62], p. 57) .

T A B L E 1. ENROLMENT" BY SEX AND TYPE OF SCHOOL

Boys Girls

Type of School Number
Weekday Afternoon 159,018

(65.9 per
cent)

Sunday 147,215
(49.5 per

cent)
Day 28,577

(56.8 per
cent)

TOTAL 334,810
(56.8 per

cent)
a Jewish-school students in 299 reporting communities.

Total
Per
Cent
47.5

44.0

8.5

100.0

Number
82,196

(34.1 per
cent)

150,192
(50.5 per

cent)
21,757

(43.2 per
cent)

254,145
(43.2 per

cent)

Per
Cent
32.3

59.1

8.6

100.0

Number*
241,214

297,407

50,334

588,955 a

Per
Cent
41.0

50.5

8.5

100.0

151



152 / AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK

Growth
Jewish-school enrolment increased by over 75 per cent between 1952 and

1962. During the same period the Jewish population in the United States
grew from slightly over 5,000,000 in 1954 to 5,531,500 in 1961, or 11.2 per
cent (AJYB, 1954 [Vol. 55], p. 171; 1961 [Vol. 62], p. 56). Population in-
crease thus accounted for over one-tenth of the enrolment increase. The
remainder can be attributed to an increased interest in Jewish education, an
increase in the average length of stay of children in the Jewish schools (AJYB,
1958 [Vol. 59], pp. 126-27), and improved enrolment statistics. In the 1962
AAJE Jewish school census, for example, for the first time a substantial effort
was made to obtain statistics for communities of fewer than a thousand Jews.

The rate of enrolment growth varied from year to year during the 11-year
period under study. In 1952 the enrolment figure was 336,084. In 1954 it
increased 19.0 per cent over 1952; in 1956, 22.2 per cent over 1954, and in
1958, 13.3 per cent over 1956. But between 1958 and 1962 it increased only
6.4 per cent to 588,955. The total increase was 252,871.

Attendance

In 1958 the United States Census Bureau published the first and only demo-
graphic study to include data on the age and sex composition of the Jewish
population.2 Although it failed to give the number of Jewish children of school
age (5 through 17) or their proportion of the total Jewish population, it pro-
vided the basis for estimates.

According to the census monograph, children up to 19 years of age ac-
counted for 29.6 per cent of the total Jewish population. Dividing 29.6 by 19,
the number of age-years thus accounted for, we find that one such age-year
would comprise about 1.5 per cent of all Jews in the country. The 5-
through-17 age group encompasses 13 age-years. Assuming that the average
of 1.5 per cent of Jewish population per age-year, which is true for the birth-
through-19-year age-group, holds also for the 5-through-17 sub-group, then
multiplying 1.5 by 13 we determine that about 20 per cent of the total Jewish
population consisted of children of school age. On these assumptions, there-
fore, approximately 1,106,000 were of school age, and the total Jewish-school
enrolment of 588,955 in 1962 constituted about 53 per cent of the Jewish
population aged 5 through 17 years.

Distribution by Religious Orientation and Type of School

In 1962 schools under Reform auspices had the largest enrolment, followed
by Conservative and Orthodox schools. Fewer than 8 per cent of Jewish-
school students studied in intercongregational and noncongregational schools.

2U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports: Population Characteristics Series

?°£ F^%Tlf:iT "*>Chenk- "Jewish *-"- * * SSS-f i :



JEWISH EDUCATION / 153

The enrolment by religious auspices varied considerably with the type of
school. Of the total enrolment in weekday-afternoon schools, slightly over
half studied under Conservative auspices, 23.1 per cent under Orthodox,
about 13 per cent under Reform, and about the same percentage in noncon-
gregational and intercongregational schools. Of the Sunday-school enrolment,
more than 60 per cent belonged to the Reform schools, more than one-quarter
to the Conservative, less than one-tenth to the Orthodox, and only four per
cent to the noncongregational and intercongregational schools. Over 85 per
cent of the day-school enrolment was Orthodox. The remainder of the day-
school children indicating their affiliation were distributed among the other
denominations and the Yiddish schools. Ten per cent did not indicate their
affiliation (Table 2).

Distribution by Type of School and Level

Most Jewish religious schools were on an elementary-school level. Of the
combined enrolment in the Sunday, weekday, and day schools, more than a
tenth attended the primary grades (kindergarten and six-and-seven-year-olds),
and half as many the high schools; more than four-fifths were in the elemen-
tary grades. Fully 98 per cent of all weekday-afternoon school children were
in the primary and elementary grades, compared with 91 per cent of Sunday-
school pupils, and 85 per cent of day-school students.

The proportion of students enrolled at the high-school level varied greatly
with the type of school—2 per cent of weekday-afternoon students, compared
with 15 per cent of day-school students (Table 3). Boys accounted for 59 per
cent of the elementary-school students, but only 48 per cent of the high-
school students.

Number of Days Per Week of Attendance

As shown in Table 4, the one-day and three-day-a-week schools were the
most popular. Of 366,408 pupils attending supplementary Jewish schools, who
reported on the number of days a week they attended school, well over half
attended Sunday schools (including 2.4 per cent who attended an additional
weekday session), one-quarter attended three-day-a-week schools, and the
rest were distributed among the two-, four-, and five-day-a-week schools.
About nine-tenths of the children in the primary group attended one day a
week; the next largest group, which attended three afternoons a week, con-
tained only 4 per cent of the enrolment. Almost half the elementary-school
children were enrolled in the one-day-a-week schools and another 30 per cent
attended the 3-afternoon-a-week schools. Two-thirds of all high-school stu-
dents were in the Sunday schools, and 15 per cent attended three days a week.

Fifty-nine per cent of the boys in the elementary schools attended two or
more days a week as compared with only 41 per cent of the girls.
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Distribution by Size of Jewish Communities and
Ratios of Enrolment to Population

The 299 reporting communities fall into nine categories, by size of Jewish
population.

The major category, which contains the five largest Jewish communities in
the United States (New York, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Bos-
ton) , accounted for more than 70 per cent of the Jewish population in the
reporting communities, but only half of the aggregate Jewish-school enrol-
ment. It was the only category whose proportion of the total enrolment was
considerably smaller than its proportion of the aggregate population. In each
of the other eight population categories the proportion of students enrolled
in Jewish schools was larger than the proportion of Jews in that category to
that of the aggregate Jewish population.

Except for the population category of 3,000-6,999, the ratio of enrolment
to population was in inverse relationship to the size of the communities
(Table 5).

T A B L E 5. ENROLMENT-POPULATION RATIO

Jewish Communities
Population

Less than 100 . .
100-499
500-999
1,000-2,999 . . .
3,000-6,999
7,000-9,999
10,000-49,999 . .
50,000-149,999 .

Jewish Population a

Number Per Cent
750b — c

20,920
27,727
84,921
95,130

105,459
243,492

BY SIZE OF JEWISH COMMUNITY

Enrolment-
Population

Ratio

648,628

0.5
0.6
1.9
2.1
2.3
5.4

14.5
72.7

100.0

Jewish School
Enrolment^

Number
221

8,104
6,824

17,915
17,487
21,754
39,669
89,573

224,789

Per Cent

1.9
1.6
4.2
4.1
5.1
9.3

21.0
52.7

38.7
24.6
21.1
18.3
20.6
16.3
13.8
6.9

426,336 100.0

150,000 and over 3,257,570

TOTAL 4,484,597

a Of 299 reporting communities,
b Estimated.
c Less than one-tenth of one per cent,
d Actually reported.

Distribution by Orientation and Size of Jewish Community

Over 70 per cent of all Jewish-school students were concentrated in the 13
largest Jewish communities, having Jewish populations of more than 50,000.
These accounted for over four-fifths of the Orthodox enrolment—the heavi-
est concentration in that category—and slightly more than two-thirds of the
intercongregational and noncongregational enrolment, the lightest concentra-
tion. Communities having fewer than 3,000 Jews each accounted for as few
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as 6 per cent of the Reform enrolment to little more than 10 per cent of the
intercongregational and noncongregational enrolment. All but the Orthodox
(9 per cent) drew from 15 to 20 per cent of their enrolment from the me-
dium-sized communities (from 7 to 50,000 Jewish population) (Table 6).

Distribution by Geographic Regions and
Enrolment-Population Ratios

All areas in the United States shared in varying degrees in Jewish-school
enrolment in 1962. Over one hundred Jewish communities in the Middle At-
lantic states (New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey), including the two
largest, New York City and Philadelphia, accounted for less than half of the
Jewish-school enrolment but more than 60 per cent of all Jews in the United
States. Here the ratio of enrolment to population was the lowest in the
country—7.8.

The East South Central region (Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Missis-
sippi) , on the other hand, had the highest enrolment-population ratio—24—
but accounted for little more than one per cent of the enrolment and less
than one per cent of the total Jewish population.

The pattern of an inverse relationship between size of Jewish community
and enrolment to population ratio (Table 5) is less distinct but nevertheless
apparent in the enrolment to population ratios of the geographic regions as
indicated in Table 7. The estimated total Jewish population of the areas listed
encompasses 99 per cent of the Jewish population of the United States.

Comparison between Metropolitan New York and
Other Communities

Metropolitan New York,3 with a Jewish population estimated at 2,293,940,
or more than 40 per cent of the Jewish population of the United States, ac-
counted for one-fourth of all children attending Jewish schools.

Because New York is the seat of active Jewish Orthodox groups, of major
theological seminaries and yeshivot, and of the most intensive elementary-
and secondary-school systems, it is of interest to compare some of the char-
acteristics of its students with those of the rest of the country.

In New York 43 per cent of the Jewish-school enrolment was under
Orthodox auspices, while outside of New York it was only 13 per cent.
On the other hand, enrolment under Reform auspices was proportionately
smaller in New York than it was in the rest of the country. Of the three
denominations, the Conservatives had the most even distribution of enrol-
ment between New York and the rest of the country.

Since over 85 per cent of day-school enrolment was under Orthodox aus-
pices, and Orthodox enrolment was greatest in New York, it was to be ex-

3 Comprising the 5 boroughs of New York City and the 3 suburban counties of Westchester,
Nassau, and Suffolk.
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TABLE 8. ENROLMENT BY ORIENTATION, METROPOLITAN NEW YORK
COMPARED WITH OTHER COMMUNITIES

All Communities
Except New York New York All Communities
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Orthodox 36,391 12.9 63,057 43.8 99,448 23.3
Conservative 105,226 37.2 39,282 27.3 144,508 33.9
Reform 112,038 39.6 32,540 22.6 144,578 33.9
Intercongregational

and noncongre-
gational 26,830 9.6 5,907 4.1 32,737 7.7

Yiddish 1,878 0.7 3,187 2.2 5,065 1.2
TOTAL 282,363 100.0 143,973 a 100.0 426,336 100.0

(75.6 per (24.4 per
cent) ' cent)

a JEC Bulletin (New York City, September 1962), No. 126, pp. 10-11. Does not include
children studying on "released time" or privately, estimated at about 10,000.

pected that day-school enrolment would be much greater in New York than
elsewhere. The fact is that more than two-thirds of day-school enrolment was
in New York, as Table 9 shows.

T A B L E 9. DAY-SCHOOL ENROLMENT BY ORIENTATION, METROPOLITAN NEW
YORK COMPARED WITH OTHER COMMUNITIES

All Communities
Except New York New York All Communities
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Orthodox 10,004 62.5 32,932 96.0 42,936 85.3
Conservative 422 2.6 1,088 3.1 1,510 3.0
Reform 503a 3.1 503 1.0
Yiddish 129 0.8 72 0.2 201 0.4
Orientation not

indicated 4,956 31.0 228 0.6 5,184 10.3
TOTAL 16,014 100.0 34,320 100.0 50,334 100.0

(31.8 per (68.2 per
cent) cent)

a Pre-school.

DISTRIBUTION OF JEWISH-
SCHOOL TEACHERS

For 1961-62 it was estimated that all the primary, elementary, and secondary
Jewish schools of all types in the United States had 27,100 teaching posi-
tions. How many individual teachers these positions employed is unknown,
since many teachers filled more than one position. In 1959, 31 per cent of all
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teachers in the weekday Jewish schools (afternoon and day) in the United
States held two Jewish teaching positions.4

Sunday schools accounted for 50.5 per cent of the enrolment and about 58
per cent of the teaching positions, while weekday-afternoon schools, with 41
per cent of the enrolment, accounted for only about 34 per cent of the teach-
ing positions.

JEWISH DAY SCHOOLS OUTSIDE OF
METROPOLITAN NEW YORK

A study of the day schools outside of New York, their financing, enrolment,
board structure, religious orientations of parents and school-board members,
and other related factors, was recently completed by the writer on behalf of
AAJE.3

The study included 58 schools, more than half of the 107 day schools op-
erating outside Metropolitan New York, having a combined enrolment of
7,662, almost half of the day-school enrolment outside Metropolitan New
York.

Enrolment

None of the day schools in the sample were organized before 1940.6 About
two-fifths were organized between 1940 and 1949, and about three-fifths be-
tween 1950 and 1962.

Between 1950 and 1956 the combined enrolment in the day schools stud-
ied increased from 1,289 to 3,764, and between 1956 and 1962 to 7,662.

About 60 per cent of all students were boys, their proportion rising with
the class level.

Not all the schools in the sample had a full complement of departments.
Nor did all the elementary and secondary departments have all the grades,
as shown in Table 10.

Most of the day schools outside of New York were small. Half of the ele-
mentary day schools had 87 pupils each or fewer and a third had between
100 and 200 children each.

It is usually difficult for schools so small to provide proper grade place-
ment, maintenance of parallel classes, and an adequate staff. In addition, small
day schools increase per-pupil costs, since, regardless of size, each requires
supervisory and administrative personnel.

4 Uriah Z. Engelman, "The Status of the Jewish Sunday and Weekday School Teacher"
(Typed manuscript); Alexander M. Dushldn and Uriah Z. Engelman, Jewish Education in the
United States (New York City, AAJE, 1959).

5 Isaac Touben and Uriah Z. Engelman, Financing Jewish Day Schools and Related Factors
(AAJE, 1962).

6 Three days schools outside of Metropolitan New York, but not included in the sample,
were organized before 1940: the Talmudical Academy of Baltimore (Md.), 1917- the
Yeshivah of Hudson County (N.Y.), 1938, and the Maimonides Educational Institute of'Dor-
chester (Mass.), 1937.



162 / A M E R I C A N J E W I S H YEAR BOOK

T A B L E 10. ENROLMENT BY SCHOOL LEVEL IN DAY SCHOOLS OUTSIDE OF
METROPOLITAN NEW YORKa

Number of
Schools Termi- Enrolment

Level noting at Level Number Per Cent
Pre-School 1,659 22.9

Elementary
1st Grade 1 934
2nd Grade 1 802
3rd Grade 3 784
4th Grade 2 724
5th Grade 5 643
6th Grade 9 505
7th Grade 3 415
8th Grade 20 323

44 5,130 70.9
High School

1st Year 9 234
2nd Year 1 82
3rd Year 0 65
4th Year _4 64

14 445 6.2

TOTAL 58 7,234i>

a Figures given are for 58 of the 107 day schools outside of Metropolitan New York,
b 428 failed to indicate grade they attended.

The secondary day schools were in an even worse position. Five of the 14
high schools included in the sample had between 9 and 12 children each,
three between 27 and 30 children, three between 41 and 58, and only three
over 100.

The majority of the day schools, 86.2 per cent, were conducted under non-
congregational auspices. We have data from day schools with an enrolment
of 3,238 with respect to the religious orientation of the schools as well as of
the parents of the children. This data reveals that about 30 per cent of the
enrolment in Orthodox schools came from non-Orthodox homes, while in the
non-Orthodox day schools about 16 per cent of the enrolment came from
Orthodox homes (Table 11).

Structure and Financing

Although all schools had titular "school boards," real policymaking power
was actually vested with boards of directors in 57 per cent of the schools re-
porting and with executive committees in 14.7. The school boards had real
power in less than 6 per cent of the schools. The rest were governed by
committees or boards acting cooperatively.

Day schools outside of New York were financed through tuition fees, fed-
eration allocations, and "other sources" (a variety of fund-raising devices).
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Detailed information on financing was available for 40 schools which had a
combined budget of $3,016,058. Tuition fees covered 42.2 per cent of the
aggregate budget, income from other sources 49.8 per cent, and federation
allocations 7.5 per cent.7 The average per-pupil cost was $490. Average tui-
tion income per pupil was $207; income per pupil from "other sources" $244,
and federation allocation per pupil $38.50.8

Of the 58 schools in the sample, 37 ended the 1961-62 school year with
deficits and 12 balanced their budgets; 9 did not answer the inquiry.

Thirty-five schools reported the actual amounts of their budgets and defi-
cits. Their combined budget was $2,321,262, and combined deficit $396,531,
or 17.1 per cent.

Tuition rates varied from school to school, department to department, and
grade to grade, and it also varied with the number of a family's, children en-
rolled. Only ten per cent of the schools set tuition fees at the actual cost per
pupil. The range and variety of tuition fees is shown in Table 12.

Slightly over 40 per cent of the kindergarten, 30 per cent of the elemen-
tary, and 11 per cent of the high-school children paid full tuition fees. On
the other hand, about 2 per cent of the kindergarten, 9 per cent of the ele-
mentary, and 16 per cent of the high-school children paid no tuition fees.
The remainder paid reduced fees.

Physical Plant

Almost 60 per cent of the day schools in the sample had their own school
buildings, the rest operating in rented quarters. Over 60 per cent of the
schools, including those which rented their quarters, considered their facilities
to be unsatisfactory. Over 30 per cent of the schools had made official de-
cisions to renovate, expand, or replace old buildings with new ones at an
estimated cost of $4,475,000.

If school buildings for the unreported day schools outside of New York
needed repairs, expansion, or replacement to the same degree as those of the
sample, adequate facilities for all would require an expenditure of close to
$18 million.

7 Deficit 0.5 per cent.
8 The average federation allocation of $38.50 per pupil requires two qualifications. First, it

is based on the total day-school enrolment in the 40 sample communities reporting their detailed
budgets, whether or not the day school received a federation subsidy. Second it includes one
large allocation for one Cleveland school of $90,851, which constituted 39 per cent of all feder-
ation allocations in these sample schools. In the 18 federation-aided communities, including
Cleveland, the federation day-school subvention per pupil was $75.50; without Cleveland,
tne federation day-school allocation per pupil in the 17 communities was $55 15
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FEDERATION AND COMMUNITY-CHEST
ALLOCATIONS!! TO JEWISH AGENCIES
AND EDUCATION IN 39 COMMUNITIES
1941-1959

Community support for local Jewish education, as expressed by federation
allocations to local Jewish schools and coordinating agencies, rose annually
in the past two decades, as did federation and community-chest support for
all philanthropic local agencies. The increase in allocations for Jewish edu-
cation, however, was greater than for other local appropriations.

Thirty communities reported on annual federation allocations for the pe-
riod 1941-59. They comprised all five of the largest metropolitan centers,
having a Jewish population of 150,000 and more each; all eight large urban
centers with a Jewish population of 50,000 to 150,000; eight of the 43 inter-
mediate communities, each with a Jewish population of 10,000 to 30,000,
and nine smaller communities with a Jewish population of 5,000 to 10,000
each. The 30 communities had a combined Jewish population of 4,386,350,
or almost 80 per cent of all Jews in the United States. Nine communities, of
fewer than 5,000 Jews each, provided annual data for the years 1950-59
only. Federation allocations for Jewish education for the 30 communities in-
creased 50 per cent between 1950 and 1959 and almost 390 per cent in the
19-year period under study, while allocations for all local agencies increased
only 221 per cent (Table 13).

9 The figures on allocations for local agencies and for Jewish education were originally
obtained from the files of CJFWF. These were verified and supplemented for each city by the
executive directors of the local federations. (This information was written up in Engelman's
Federation Allocations for Jewish Education; Long Term Trends, 1941-1959, AAJE, May
1962.)

T A B L E 13. FEDERATION AND CHEST ALLOCATIONS IN 30 COMMUNITIES,
1941-1959*

Allocation For
All Local Jewish Allocation For Per-cent

Year Agencies Jewish Education Allocation
Per-cent Per-cent Assigned to

Increase over Increase over Jewish
Amount 1941 Amount 1941 Education

1941 . . . . $13,162,702 "1 1 4 8 . $ 799,896 \ 226. 6.1
1950 . . . . 32,659,094 rj 2,606,736j 8.0
1 9 5 9 . . . . 42,211,312} 2 9-° 3,908,214} 4 9-9 9.3

TOTAL INCREASE 221. 390.

a New York, N.Y.; Los Angeles, Calif.; Chicago, 111.; Philadelphia, Pa.; Boston, Mass.;
Essex County, N.J.; Cleveland, O.; Baltimore, Md.; Miami, Fla.; San Francisco, Calif.; Pitts-
burgh, Pa.; Detroit, Mich.; St. Louis, Mo.; Cincinnati, O.; Buffalo, N.Y.; Minneapolis, Minn.;
St. Paul, Minn.; Atlantic City, N.J.; New Orleans, La.; Bridgeport, Conn.; Milwaukee, Wis.;
Columbus, O.; Indianapolis, Ind.; Akron, O.; Harrisburg, Pa.; Toledo, O.; Portland, Ore.; San
Antonio, Tex.; Louisville, Ky.; Memphis, Tenn. The 30 communities encompassed 85 per cent
of the Jews in the United States in 1961.
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In the nine communities of fewer than 5,000 Jews each, allocations for
Jewish education increased less than one per cent during the ten-year period
1950-59 for which data were available (Table 14).

T A B L E 14. FEDERATION AND CHEST ALLOCATIONS IN NINE COMMUNITIESa

1950-1959

Year

1950
1959

Allocation For All
Local Jewish

Agencies
Per-cent

Amount Increase
$408,092 -i
469,445 / II-2

Allocation For
Jewish Education

Per-cent
Amount Increase

$103,152 I An

103,560 / °-4 0

Per-cent
Allocation
Assigned
to Jewish
Education

25.3
22.1

aPortand, Me.; Des Moines, Iowa; Schenectady, N.Y.; Flint, Mich.; Duluth, Minn.; Chat-
tanooga, Tenn.; Newport News, Va.; Southern Illinois; Sioux City, Iowa. Each of the nine
communities had fewer than 5,000 Jews.

There is an inverse relationship between the size of Jewish communities
and the proportion of federation and community-chest allocations they as-
sign to Jewish education. The proportions of allocation for education in the
largest communities were consistently lowest, higher in the large commu-
nities, and even higher in the intermediate communities. In the small and
very small communities the proportions allotted for Jewish education were
higher in the first part of the period, but declined in the last years of the
study.

That the small and very small communities recorded relatively high fed-
eration allotments for Jewish education is partly attributable to the smallness
of their absolute allocations for all local philanthropic services.

URIAH Z. ENGELMAN

Jewish Communal Services: Programs and Finances*

T
A HIS REPORT summarizes the major developments in 1961 in each

of the major areas of Jewish communal service. It is concerned with pro-
grams and with financial resources for maintenance of programs provided
at an annual cost of well over $500 million.1

Jewish communal services encompass programs to meet health, welfare,
recreational, community relations, cultural, religious, and educational needs

• For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 433.
1 Includes receipts of welfare funds and national, overseas, and local agencies, including

contributions, service fees, public funds and other income.
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in the United States and to provide aid to Jews overseas. The Jewish feder-
ations and welfare funds, operating as central community organizations,
conduct annual fund-raising campaigns and distribute the proceeds to local,
national, and overseas beneficiary organizations on the basis of a review of
budgets and programs.

Federations and welfare funds associated in CJFWF conduct their activi-
ties in communities inhabited by over 90 per cent of the Jewish population
of the United States and Canada, and are supported by an estimated total of
over a million contributors. Local committees are organized for fund-raising
purposes in hundreds of small and scattered areas where the remaining 10
per cent of Jews live, but the loose structure of these temporary committees
does not assure continuity in annual campaigns. UJA is the major beneficiary
of such joint community campaigns, although a small number of other
appeals are frequently included.

While each federation or welfare fund is autonomous and determines for
itself its specific structure and scope of activity, there is an essential similarity
in activities. They attempt to meet the needs which are generally accepted as
broad Jewish responsibilities.

The data in this report refer to services supported by central Jewish com-
munity organizations in some 200 cities, as well as major Jewish agencies
which campaign independently. The terms "federation" and "welfare fund"
are used interchangeably. The years 1960 and 1961 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 six per cent between the end of 1956 and 1961.

FUND RAISING BY CENTRAL JEWISH
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

About $2.29 billion was raised by the central Jewish community organiza-
tions in the 17 years from 1946 through 1962. The range of annual totals
since 1956 was narrower than in prior years, indicating relative stability: a
high of $138 million and a low of $123 million, with most totals clustering
around an annual level of $130 million.

Proceeds of these campaigns, with minor exceptions, provide for mainte-
nance and operating needs only. Totals do not reflect income from capital-
fund or endowment drives conducted by federations alone or together with
local Jewish agencies for local hospitals, homes for the aged, centers, and
other structures.2 Welfare funds raised $127.7 million in 1960 and $125.6
million in 1961 (Table 1). Preliminary data for 1962 indicate a rise of
about 5 per cent over 1961; on the basis of this trend, 1962 results might
approximate $130 million.

2 By contrast, data for independent efforts of national and overseas agencies include major
capital-fund drives, mainly for educational and religious institutions and hospitals. Comparisons
between annual federation-campaign totals and independent appeals are therefore inappropriate.
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The Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New York City obtained $74.4
million in pledges and grants by the end of 1962 (within the first two years
of its three-year building-fund goal of $104.4 million). Pledges were payable
over a five-year period. Earlier campaigns for capital purposes had raised
$11 million (1949) and $14 million (1945).

Because of their long-term nature, systematic annual data on local capital
fund-raising efforts were not available, but partial figures indicated the mag-
nitude of these campaigns, which federations conducted, for the most part,
in addition to their annual campaigns. In 1961 and 1962 alone there were
reports of plans and drives for community centers in 35 cities, at an esti-
mated construction cost of $35 million. Hospitals and medical centers in 18
cities were to cost about $90 million. New homes for the aged in 30 cities
(excluding those to be financed through the New York Federation drive)
were planned at a cost of about $30 million. Many of these efforts were
started before 1961 and were to continue after 1962 with non-contributed
income (matching Federal funds, proceeds of sales of old structures, mort-
gage loans, etc.) covering substantial portions of the cost.

A sample of reports from cities with a combined Jewish population of 2.3
million listed 500 thousand individual gifts, not counting the contributions
of tens of thousands of individuals through organization, trade union, syna-
gogue, landsmannshaften, Yiddish newspaper, and other gifts, especially in
the largest cities. Since these cities contained about 40 per cent of the Jewish
population in the United States, the number of givers could be estimated at
more than a million. Data on givers remained fairly stable in the last decade.

The per-capita gift of the Jewish population to federated campaigns in
1961 continued to be about $28 to $30. The per-capita gift of the population
covered by united funds and community chests, was $3.70.3 Per-capita aver-
ages were affected by the relative size of the largest gifts in specific cities.

In some communities the amounts raised by federations were augmented
by allocations from nonsectarian united funds and community chests for
local Jewish services, totaling $17 million in 1961. Some Jewish communities
received little or nothing from these sources while other communities re-
ceived substantial amounts. Cities with the same size of Jewish population
raised varying amounts in their federated campaigns and received widely
varying levels of chest support. This was related to the relative fund-raising
success of particular chest campaigns, to the level of development of local
services in particular communities, to the levels and sources of internal
income, and to the relationships between specific federations and chests.

I N D E P E N D E N T CAMPAIGNS

Each federation is autonomous and determines for itself what beneficiary
agencies it will finance through allocations. Nine nonlocal appeals are in-

3 Trends in Giving (United Community Funds and Councils, 1961).
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eluded almost universally by federated campaigns.4 Sixteen other agencies
are included by half or more of the combined appeals, and other agencies
by fewer combined appeals.

The general practice is that a beneficiary agency waives independent fund
raising in localities where it receives an allocation from the federation, unless
specific arrangements to the contrary are made. In some cases, maintenance
needs of agencies are included by welfare funds while independent efforts are
conducted for capital needs. In 1961, some 75 agencies raised $58.6 million
independently.

Since the New York UJA includes only National UJA, 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 $58.6 million
raised independently was secured there.

Of $22.2 million raised independently by overseas agencies in 1961, Ha-
dassah raised $7.6 million through membership efforts while three other
women's organizations—Women's American ORT, National Council of Jew-
ish Women, and Pioneer Women—raised $1.1 million, $0.5 million and $1.0
million, respectively. The three institutions of higher learning in Israel raised
over $4.2 million, mainly in New York City, with a substantal portion ear-
marked for building funds. JNF's traditional appeal raised $2.8 million, and
Histadrut raised $1.6 million, largely from labor Zionist sources in cities
where it received no welfare-fund allocation.

Most of the total of $3.3 million raised independently in the community-
relations field was raised by JDA in New York City and Chicago, by JDA
agencies for specific projects (e.g., the American Jewish Committee build-
ing), and by supplementary campaigns in cities where welfare-fund grants
were conditioned upon a waiver of separate fund-raising.

A total of $8.8 million was raised by hospitals—mainly City of Hope
(Duarte, Calif.) and National Jewish Hospital (Denver, Col.)—which
received only one per cent of their annual income from welfare funds. For
the most part, these agencies no longer had wide acceptance as welfare-fund
beneficiaries and were therefore free to conduct vigorous independent efforts.

In the cultural field Brandeis University, which does not seek welfare-fund
support, raised $6.1 million independently and B'nai B'rith National Youth
Service Appeal, raised about $2.3 million, mainly from membership sources.

Of $14.8 million raised independently by religious agencies, over $4
million was for the Einstein Medical School of Yeshiva University, $4
million was raised by the Combined Reform Campaign within its member-
ship, and $2.8 million was raised by JTS, mainly from supporters of Con-
servative Judaism.

Restricted independent fund raising for local agencies, generally arranged
by agreement with federations, provides smaller sums for operating purposes.
Local hospitals, family agencies, child-care agencies, and homes for the aged

4 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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raised a total of $6.5 million independently in 1961. Contribution income
of local community centers was at least an additional $0.4 million. Such
supplementary contributions were a very small per cent of the total receipts
of these agencies with the major share of income derived from Jewish fed-
erations and community chests.

The magnitude of funds raised by agencies independently is based on
effectiveness of campaign techniques, attractiveness of the appeal, and es-
pecially the response in New York City.

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

Because of the large sums sought by Jewish federations, campaigns are
conducted on a pledge basis and payments are frequently made on the in-
stallment plan. Most campaigns are conducted in the spring of the year
and about a third of all pledges are not fulfilled until succeeding years. To
avoid allocating funds which may not materialize because of deaths and
other contingencies, an allowance of about four per cent is made for the
difference between pledges made and receipts expected.

Federation administrative costs, including those for fund raising, budgeting,
planning, and other central functions, average about 12 per cent. These
major elements explain the difference in the figures shown for amounts
raised (Table 1) and those shown for amounts distributed (Table 3).

About 59 per cent of amounts budgeted in 1961 by welfare funds applied
to overseas needs, 5 per cent to national agencies, and 36 per cent to local
services. The major shift in 1961 was a decrease of about one per cent in
the UJA share and an increase of about the same amount for local services.

The UJA share (included in overseas) rose from 58 per cent in 1955 to
65 per cent in 1957 and leveled off at 57 to 60 per cent between 1958 and
1960. In 1961 the UJA share was 56 per cent, with the prospect, on the
basis of indicated increases in campaign results, that it might rise in 1962.
Overseas agencies other than UJA continued to receive under 3 per cent of
totals budgeted. All nonlocal, non-UJA agencies, including national agen-
cies, continued to receive little more than 7 per cent.

Allocations for local services rose by about 2 per cent in cities other than
New York in 1961. After making allowances for differences in patterns of
inclusion and chest support, the proportions of federation and chest-fund
allocations for local services in New York City and in the remainder of the
country in 1961 were almost identical.

A major factor affecting the distribution of funds is the existence of
Jewish hospitals in almost all of the large centers of Jewish population.
Thus, a higher share of funds is allocated for local Jewish services in the
largest cities and a lower share for nonlocal; local services receive a lower
share and nonlocal a higher share in the smallest cities. In 1961 nonlocal
agencies received 59 per cent of funds budgeted in cities with Jewish popu-
lations of 40,000 and over, while the very smallest communities (under
5,000 Jewish population), with the least developed networks of local Jewish
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services, continued to give nonlocal agencies 80 per cent of their budgeted
funds. Intermediate-sized cities provided nonlocal agencies with about 72
per cent of budgeted funds.

Local services received, for operating purposes, about $35.3 million in
1961 compared with $34.4 million in I960.5 The increases were shared by
all local services. Although income for Jewish local services from commu-
nity chests rose less than 3 per cent in 1961, the costs of services eligible for
chest support (health, family and child care, recreation, and aged care) rose
to a greater extent. As a result, Jewish federation allocations rose almost 5
per cent, based on reports from 97 cities in 1961.

There was a moderate decrease in allocations for local capital purposes
in 1961 and such allocations did not exceed 1.2 per cent of the total. Since
separate local capital-fund drives have been conducted in recent years, this
figure understates the extent of funds provided for this purpose.

Of all local services, community centers and Jewish-education programs
received the most widespread federation support in communities of all sizes.
They received a greater proportion of the funds in smaller cities than in
larger communities.

The pattern of fund distribution results from the review of budgets by
allocations committees of local federations and welfare funds, which takes
into account agency programs and finances, factual reports and intercom-
munity statistical comparisons prepared by CJFWF, and recommendations
by the Large City Budgeting Conference (LCBC), consisting of the welfare
funds in 23 of the largest communities. LCBC recommendations concern
13 nonlocal agencies which receive about half of all nonlocal federation
allocations, exclusive of UJA. Invitations to join the cooperative LCBC
process were extended to the UJA agencies, Jewish Agency, Inc., and JDC
—and to the agencies formerly affiliated with JDA—the American Jewish
Committee and ADL. ADL engaged in discussions with LCBC late in 1962
and decided early in 1963 to participate in it. The major UJA agencies—the
Jewish Agency for Israel (JAI), Inc., and JDC—agreed to participate in a
process of budget-information exchange and consultation with CJFWF in
1963 which would not involve "validation" of budgets.

AID TO ISRAEL

Aid to Israel by Jews in the United States is channeled through UJA and
other overseas agencies and through Bonds for Israel. From 1948 through
1961 UJA provided about $620 million to UIA (for the Jewish Agency
for Israel), while JDC expended about $120 million in UJA funds for its
programs in Israel. Hadassah raised over $110 million in this period, and
sales of Israel Bonds were almost $500 million in the United States. United
States governmental assistance, and German reparations were the other
major external sources of aid to Israel. United States government aid to

5 Excluding local refugee care, classified as "Overseas."
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Israel through 1961 was about $672 million; 6 German reparations payments
totaled $650 million.

There was a rise in Israel's foreign-currency balances of $95 million in
1961, which resulted in a record balance of $365 million. This was more
than offset by $882 million in foreign-currency liabilities, mainly loans.
There was a further rise in foreign-currency reserves of $132 million in 1962.

Israel's own earnings accrue largely from exports of goods and services,
foreign investments, and private transfers. Exports from Israel reached $238
million in 1961, or about 40 per cent of imports of $570 million.7 The an-
nual trade deficits have ranged from $224 million to $335 million since the
creation of the State of Israel, with the 1961 trade deficit at $332 million;
a preliminary estimate puts the 1962 trade deficit at $330 million.8 If services
are included (tourism, transport, debt service, unspecified government costs),
the deficit was $402 million in 1961 and $334 million in 1960. These deficits
were offset in 1961 by $349 million and in 1960 by $311 million in "unre-
quited transfers" consisting mainly of restitutions and reparations, campaign
proceeds in the United States and other countries, personal transfers, and
United States government aid.

Preliminary data indicate that the deficit in trade and services rose to
$434 million in 1962. This was offset by a rise of $59 million in foreign
loans and a rise of $27 million in investments.9

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 the country in its earlier years in making
available foreign currency. With the rise of foreign-currency reserves since
1959, this aspect was no longer significant.

American Jewish philanthropic agencies reporting to CJFWF had avail-
able for overseas purposes about $94.2 million in 1961, compared with
about $88.8 million in 1^0. About 80 per cent of these funds were for
Israeli purposes. Pr-A'dnthropic agencies in countries throughout the world
transferred about $87 million to Israel annually in 1961 and in I960, but
the debt of the Jewish Agency grew by $9 million in 1961.

A major development in the Israel programs supported by philanthropic
funds was the resumption of large-scale immigration between 1954 and
1957. Total immigration increased to about 55,000 in 1956 and about 71,000
in 1957, but avesaged about 25,000 annually in 1958, 1959, and 1960. The
immigration graph began to curve upward early in 1961.10

6 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1962, p. 866. Most recent annual rate was $41
million.

7 Bank of Israel, Annual Report, 1961.
8 Jerusalem Post, February 8, 1963, Report by David Horowitz, Governor of the Bank of

Israel.
9 Jei h Observer and Middle East Review (January 25, 1963).
10 Tht DC Statistical Abstract for 1961 reported 37,536 immigrants to Israel in the first

ten months ur' 1961, on the basis of available official data. This is equivalent to an annual
rate of 46,000. There were preliminary indications of a further rise in 1962.
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Bond Sales

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

The three-year flotation period of the Independence Bonds ended in May
1954 with sales of $145.5 million, of which $93.1 million was outstanding
on December 31, 1961.11 The Development Bonds floated in 1954-1959,
had sales of $234.1 million of which $158.2 million was outstanding on the
same date. The Second Development Bonds, floated in 1959, had sales re-
ported at $147 million by the end of 1961. From 1952 through 1962, a
total of $51.4 million in bonds was transmitted to the UJA in payment of
pledges, of which almost $6.8 million was transmitted in 1962.

Total sales for all bond issues were reported at over $585 million by the
end of December 1962.12 Bond sales in the United States totaled $46.4
million in 1962, a rise of almost 3 per cent over the 1961 total of $45.2
million. World-wide sales in 1962 totaled $58.1 million.

The proceeds of bond sales are used for agriculture, industry, power and
fuel, housing and school construction, and transportation and communica-
tion.

Reparations and Restitution Funds
Individual restitution payments from Germany constituted the largest

single source of foreign currency for Israel during 1961, $110 million, com-
pared with $98 million in 1960. Payments from Germany under the repara-
tions agreement were $88 million (including $27 million in ships) during
1961 and had reached $650 million, or 80 per cent of the total of $821
million due.

In March 1962 CJMCAG made the ninth yearly allocation of funds put
at its disposal by Israel from reparations payments. (This was in addition
to reparations funds used directly by the Israel government.) Of $10.1 mil-
lion allocated for relief of Nazi victims outside of Israel, $7.8 million was
granted for relief and rehabilitation, including about $7.0 million for JDC,
$450,000 for UHS, and about $200,000 for welfare programs in Czecho-
slovakia and South America. There were also grants for cultural and edu-
cational reconstruction in Europe and the United States totaling almost $1.9
million, including over $400,000 for transplanted yeshivot and 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. In 1961-62,

11 Bank of Israel, Annual Report, 1961.
12 About $149.4 million worth of bonds (including those used to pay UJA pledges) had

been redeemed through 1961. Sales total excludes about $6 million in payments in form of sur-
render of previous bond issues. In 1961 redemptions totaled $31 million, but about $27.5
million of the amount was redeemed in Israeli currency and was used to finance investments
in Israel, philanthropic agencies, and tourist consumption. In 1962, redemptions continued at
about the same level but were expected to rise to $55 million in 1963, close to the annual
level of sales of bonds in recent years (Jewish Observer and Middle East Review February 1
1963).
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the Jewish Agency received about I £.18.6 million (roughly $9.6 million
at prevailing rates of exchange).

OVERSEAS AGENCIES

American Jewish financial support for needs in Israel and in other overseas
areas is provided mainly through federation allocations to UJA and about
a dozen other overseas agencies. Of all funds distributed in 1961 by feder-
ations for overseas purposes, about 95 per cent went to UJA. Other overseas
agencies raised the major portion of their funds independently.

As a result, of a total $94.2-million income of all overseas agencies in
1961, some $22.2 million was raised outside the federations. The largest of
these independent fund-raising organizations, accounting for $18 million,
were Hadassah, which raised $7.6 million through membership activities;
Hebrew University and Technion, which raised $3.8 million through their
building and special-fund drives; National Committee for Labor Israel and
Pioneer Women, which raised $2.6 million for welfare activities by Histadrut
in Israel; JNF, which raised $2.8 million through its campaign for traditional
income, and the Weizmann Institute, which raised $1.4 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 federations, the remainder, about $4 mil-
lion, coming from hundreds of small nonfederated communities. From its
inception in 1939 through 1962, UJA received contributions of about $1,435
billion. It does not operate any service programs directly. These are con-
ducted through the agencies which share in its proceeds: UIA (by Jewish
Agency, Inc.), JDC, New York Association for New Americans (NYANA),
and partially, UHS.

The distribution of UJA funds in 1961 was in accordance with a formula
which has remained unchanged since 1951 and is effective through 1963.13

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. This formula was not applicable to the proceeds
of "special" campaigns.

Beginning in 1956, and every year since then except 1961, UJA con-
ducted special fund drives designed to augment its regular funds. The 1963
goal of $96 million was intended to provide for both new immigrants to
Israel and early immigrants still requiring assistance.

On a pledge basis, UJA income was $60 million in 1961. A preliminary
estimate of the 1962 total was $63 million. On a cash basis, UJA had re-
ceipts of $62.7 million in 1961 and $60.2 million in 1960, exclusive of loan
renewals. Estimated cash receipts for 1962 were $63.6 million. (Figures

13 The agreement was renewed in 1963 for an additional five-year period.
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indicate amounts of cash received or expected without reference to the year
in which they were pledged.)

UJA seeks agreements with federations in advance of campaigns to maxi-
mize its share of campaign proceeds. In 1962 UJA proceeds of about $63
million compared with gross campaign proceeds of about $130 million.

In 1961 UJA undertook a ten-year debt-liquidation program which con-
solidated prior debts of UJA and JAI, Inc., totaling $65 million. The debts
were to be repaid at the rate of ten per cent each year, with renewal of the
remainder of the loan at two-year intervals. The next renewal was scheduled
for May 1963. The loans were arranged by federations and local banks, and
were underwritten by UJA. Thirty-nine cities were involved in the loan;
$40 million borrowed outside of New York City and $25 million within it.
JAI, Inc., affirmed that its allocations for work in Israel would be kept
within the limits of available campaign proceeds.

UJA borrowing of $64.8 million through federations in 1954 resulted
in an equivalent credit in Israeli pounds for the Jewish Agency's use in
carrying out its welfare activities in Israel—immigration, absorption, and
land settlement.

Major new borrowing took place in subsequent years. As federations re-
paid loan installments and interest to local banks, 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 outstand-
ing at the end of each year and the new long-term borrowing during each
year is shown below:

Outstanding
At

12/31/55
12/31/56
12/31/57
12/31/58
12/31/59
12/31/60
12/31/61
12/31/62

Millions
$39.1
57.8
45.0
49.9
45.5
51.0
61.5
55.0

New
During

1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962

Borrowing
Millions

$ 6.8
43.6
13.6
36.1
28.1
35.5
65.0
—

United Israel Appeal
UJA funds destined for the Jewish Agency for Israel are channeled

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

UIA receipts in 1961 were $42 million. This compared with peak receipts
of about $55 million in 1957 and lowest annual receipts of about $35 million
in 1954 and 1955. While the peak year of UJA fund raising was 1948, UIA
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received a lower share from UJA in that year ($37 million) than in more
recent years when the JDC share of UJA funds declined.

Jewish National Fund
JNF, under the UJA agreement, is permitted to raise $1.8 million an-

nually from traditional collections in the United States, after deduction of
expenses not exceeding $300,000. Its total United States income, including
traditional income, bequests, and other receipts, was about $2.9 million in
1960-61. In addition, JNF receives annual allocations in Israel directly from
the Jewish Agency (Jerusalem). This was about $1.9 million in 1960-61
and about $1.4 million in 1961-62, of which almost $0.7 million was pro-
vided by the Jewish Agency for Israel, Inc. In 1962-63 this financing was
turned over by the JAI, Inc. to the Jewish Agency (Jerusalem).

Reorganization of the Jewish Agency for Israel
The Jewish Agency for Israel, Inc., was reorganized in April 1960 as an

autonomous body, administered by a predominantly American Jewish gov-
erning board. It utilized the name and the corporate structure 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 (the Jewish Agency-American Section, Inc.) for activities
which are not financed through UJA.14 (AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63] p. 234-35).

The initial governing board of the Jewish Agency for Israel, Inc., con-
sisted of 21 persons, 14 designated by ULA 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 involved in the reorganization included: centering in
America responsibility for the use of American Jewish philanthropic funds
in Israel; use of American staff in Israel responsible to JAI, Inc.; transfer
of certain non-immigrant functions to the American Zionist Council; cessa-
tion of use of indirect channels for the "constructive" enterprises of Israeli
political parties, and consideration of further revisions for more direct repre-
sentation of communities on the JAI, Inc. governing board (AJYB, 1962
[Vol. 63], p. 235).

Jewish Agency for Israel (Jerusalem)

The sources of Jewish Agency (Jerusalem) income are primarily JAI, Inc.,
grants from the United States; the major share of Keren ha-Yesod receipts
in Jewish communities outside the United States; counterpart income flowing
from the German reparations agreements; grants and loans by the Israeli

14 There are three Jewish Agencies for Israel, as follows:
a. Jewish Agency for Israel in Jerusalem—the operating agency within Israel.
b. The Jewish Agency-American Section, Inc.—its branch in the United States.
c. The Jewish Agency for Israel, Inc. (JAI, Inc.)—the domestic agency which shares in

UJA proceeds (via UIA) and controls expenditures of Jewish Agency for Israel in
Jerusalem.
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government for costs of agricultural settlement, and earmarked contributions
for Youth Aliyah. About 80 per cent of contributions generally come from
the United States. Contributions in 1960-61 accounted for about two-fifths
of total income, over one-fifth from loans and one-fifth from Israeli govern-
ment grants for agriculture, with remaining receipts (mainly from reparations
and funds earmarked for Youth Aliyah) covering the rest.

In the 14 years ending October 1, 1962, the Jewish Agency (Jerusalem)
received almost $1.48 billion of which $750 million was contributed. Ex-
penditures included $460 million for transportation, absorption, and housing
of immigrants; $670 million for agricultural settlement; $105 million for
Youth Aliyah; $59 million for education, youth, and other activities outside
of Israel, and $50 million for educational activities within Israel. In the year
ended March 31, 1961, it received I£1.524 million and spent I£146.5
million. This included income in various currencies converted to Israeli
pounds.15 Beginning April 1, 1960, its financial accounts were maintained
separately from WZO.

The largest block of expenditures in 1960-61, 46 per cent, continued to
be for agricultural settlement—founding new settlements, irrigation projects,
citriculture, equipment, seed, instruction, supplementary employment, and
long-term loans. Some 476 villages, most of them founded since 1948, re-
ceived Jewish Agency assistance, with 86 villages in the stage of final
"consolidation." Over half of these costs were covered by Israeli government
grants. In lieu of cash, the Jewish Agency has been transferring settlers'
agreements to repay the government.

Costs of permanent immigrant housing which had been 15 per cent in
1959-60, declined to 6 per cent in 1960-61, but almost doubled in 1961-62.

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 8 per cent in the year ending March 31, 1960, and rose
to 12 per cent in 1961-62. The number arriving in Israel in 1956-57 was
about 81,000, compared with 17,500 in the year ending March 31, 1960,
and 26,000 in the year ending March 31, 1961. Immigration for the first half
of 1961-62 was double the rate for 1960-61. No official data were available
for subsequent periods.

Youth Aliyah programs for maintenance and education of immigrant and
other youth (aged 6-17) cost about $5.8 million in 1960-61. Hadassah
provided almost a third of these costs and other Zionist women's organi-
zations and earmarked income provided about a fifth, with the major remain-
ing share borne by the Jewish Agency.

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

15 Devaluation took place in February 1962 and altered the exchange rate from I £ =
$0.55 to If. = $0.33.
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As a result of the reorganization of the Jewish Agency, its activities were
divided among three bodies: these were the Jewish Agency (Jerusalem) and
WZO in Israel, and JAI, Inc., in America. JAI, Inc., was to finance an
agreed-upon share of Jewish Agency (Jerusalem) program costs but not
those of WZO.

In the first year of the reorganization (1960-61), the Jewish Agency, Inc.,
provided over $28 million of the more than $66 million spent on programs
operated by the Jewish Agency (Jerusalem). These expenditures were based
upon an agreement that Jewish Agency (Jerusalem) would make specific
expenditures on behalf of, and in accordance with, the instructions of JAI,
Inc. Although the Jewish Agency, Inc., increased its appropriation to $34
million in 1961-62, its share of the new total of expenditures, $83 million,
remained about the same.

FINANCING OF JEWISH AGENCY PROGRAMS (1961-62 AND 1960-61)
(in thousands of dollars) »

Program
Immigration and

Transportation
Absorption
Agricultural

Settlement
Housing
Youth Aliyah

Total Expenditures
by Jewish Agency

(Jerusalem)
1960-61

$ 4,195
5,696

36,544
8,529
5,441

Allocations to Higher
Education

Allocations to JNF
Allocations to Other
General

Administration
Other

TOTAL

1,535
1,945

682

2,045
274

$66,886 »

1961-62

$11,675
8,435

34,795
16,070
5,790

1,295
1,375
1,585

2,395
—

$83,415

Amount
Provided

by JA\
1960-61

$ 3,634
4,220

10,501
6,080

850

952
622
177

1,171
208

$28,415

r. Inc.
1961-62

$ 7,405
6,325

10,710
4,995

785

1,280
680
775

1,250
—

$34,205

Per Cent
Provided

by JAI, Inc.
1960-61

87%
74

29
71
16

62
32
26

60
74

42%

1961-62

63%
75

31
31
14

99
50
48

52
—

41%

a Exchange rate was $0.55 = I £ before devaluation in February 1962 and $0.33 = IS,
after devaluation. Since fiscal period ends in March, conversion from pounds to dollars was
computed on a pro-rata basis.

b Of this amount, the Jewish Agency (Jerusalem) spent $49 million of its own funds.

American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee

JDC maintains a worldwide program of aid to Jews. It assisted over
251,000 persons in 1961: about 78,000 in Israel (including ORT and
yeshivot), 60,000 in Europe, 108,000 in Moslem countries, and about 5,000
in other areas.

JDC has two major sources of income: UJA and CJMCAG. In 1961,
JDC had cash receipts of $26.8 million, of which $17.4 million was from
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UJA, $8.4 million from CJMCAG and other types of restitution income,
and $0.7 million from campaigns abroad. These receipts were almost $1.0
million more than the total of $25.8 million in 1960. JDC spent $28.3 million
in 1961, compared with $25.8 million in 1960.

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 over 35 per cent of the 1961 total. An additional $0.9 mil-
lion went to aid 114 yeshivot and other traditional institutions in Israel.
Malben aided about 47,000 persons during 1961, providing care for the
aged in institutions and in their own homes, and medical services.

Relief, health, and educational programs in Moslem countries, mainly
North African, have expanded since 1955 and JDC appropriated $5.2 mil-
lion in 1961 for work in those areas. 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 voca-
tional training.

The largest number of Jews receiving JDC aid was in Morocco where
67,000 Jews out of a Jewish population of 170,000 were assisted in 1961.
About one in four Jews in Tunisia and Iran were also receiving JDC aid.

JDC programs operated in at least 13 European countries but the largest
numbers were assisted in France and Poland. Jews who were aided in France
included a high proportion of refugees from other parts of Europe and from
Moslem areas. JDC aided 12,000 out of the 22,000 Jews in Poland who
maintain contact with Jewish organizations.

Funds provided by CJMCAG to JDC were used to assist Jewish commu-
nities to reorganize communal life and institutions, including health and
welfare agencies, synagogues, and centers. JDC intensified its efforts to help
European Jewish communities develop their own resources to meet their
welfare needs and was helping in organizing the Standing Conference on
European Jewish Communal Services toward this end.

ORT and Vocational Education
Vocational training overseas is provided by ORT in Western Europe,

several 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 $7.3 million in 1961
and $6.6 million in 1960. In 1961 ORT trained 35,099: 13,566 in Israel,
9,632 in Moslem countries, and the balance in Europe. In 1960 it had
trained 35,308.

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 1961 the JDC grant to ORT was $1.8
million, and Women's American ORT raised $1.1 million. The agreement
between ORT and JDC permits ORT to recruit members at annual dues
not to exceed $25.
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Migration Services
UHS provides a worldwide service designed to help migrant Jews. In

1961 UHS assisted 7,156 Jews to migrate (including 3,711 to the United
States), compared with 3,824 in 1960. In 1962 UHS assisted a total of about
9,000 Jews; about 1,500 Cuban Jewish migrants contributed to the increase.

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.

Total Jewish immigration to the United States in 1961 was estimated at
9,000. About 3,500 of those who settled in New York City in 1960 and
1961 received aid from NYANA in 1961. UJA grants to NYANA rose
from $603,000 in 1960 to $817,000 in 1961.

Hadassah
Except for UJA, Hadassah had the largest income of any overseas service

agency, $10.3 million in 1961. Hadassah's major projects are for medical
services and Youth Aliyah. The new Hadassah-Hebrew University Medical
Center on the outskirts of Jerusalem was opened in 1961. (Medical services
in Israel are also provided by the Kupat Holim of the Histadrut, by gov-
ernmental departments, and by the JDC Malben program.) Hadassah
planned to transfer some of its health stations to governmental agencies in
1963. The Youth Aliyah program for maintenance and training of immigrant
youth (in the earliest years orphaned, now mainly with families in Israel)
is conducted by the Jewish Agency at a cost of about $5.8 million in 1961—
62. Hadassah's contribution to Youth Aliyah has been over $2 million an-
nually, other women's groups in the United States and overseas providing
smaller, supplementary funds. Youth Aliyah was caring for 9,800 children
in April 1961.

Higher Education in Israel

The Israeli institutions of higher education (Weizmann Institute, Hebrew
University, and Technion) had American income of about $8.8 million in
1961, mainly in contributions. In addition, all three institutions received
grants from the Jewish Agency, Inc., a UJA beneficiary, and from the gov-
ernment 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 received about $650,000 from federa-
tions in 1961 and $669,000 in 1960. Their building-fund and special-fund
campaign proceeds were at the $3.8 million level in 1961. The maintenance
appeals of the two institutions were merged but their capital fund drives
were conducted separately. Both institutions have had marked enrolment
increases in recent years, with about 7,550 students registered at Hebrew
University and about 2,850 at Technion in 1961-62. Increased enrolment,
additional courses of study, inaccessibility of the Hebrew University campus
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on 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,
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 1962-63 Bar-Ilan University, founded in 1955 by the Mizrahi Organi-
zation of America, had a student enrolment of about 860 in four faculties:
Jewish studies, natural sciences and mathematics, social sciences, and lan-
guages and literature. Its fund raising in the United States has been restricted
to Mizrahi membership groups and friends.

Religious and Cultural Programs in Israel
The type of religious school which most frequently comes to the attention

of the American Jewish contributor is the yeshivah known as a traditional
institution because of its roots in the traditional religious life in Eastern
Europe. There were 10,500 students in attendance in 1961 at 178 yeshivot,16

of which 20 provided secular secondary education or vocational-training
programs. Many had no age limits, although most students were between 14
and 17 years old. Many of the yeshivot receive support from JDC ($900,000
in 1961). Some receive support from the Federated Council of Israel Insti-
tutions ($124,000 in 1961), but a great number also seek funds separately
in the United States through collectors (meshullahim—emissaries) and
mail appeals. There are no comprehensive records of these appeals or their
support in Israel, but the annual outlay in Israel by yeshivot, traditional
hospitals, and homes for the aged was reported at $8.2 million.17

Cultural programs in Israel were supported by the America-Israel Cul-
tural Foundation (AICF) ($1,944 million in 1961), which campaigned on
behalf of some 60 Israeli agencies in the fields of music, theater, dance, art,
and literature. In 1960 and 1961, AICF acquired important collections of
sculpture from Jacob Epstein, Jacques Lipchitz, and Billy Rose.

Other Overseas Agencies
In addition to UJA, which received almost all of its income through fed-

erations and joint-community appeals, other overseas agencies benefited in
varying degrees from welfare funds. The Federated Council of Israel Insti-
tutions, UHS, and AICF received the highest proportion of their income
from federations. Hadassah, Pioneer Women, and the National Council of
Jewish Women have traditionally raised most of their funds through mem-
bership activities. The National Committee for Labor Israel has raised funds
independently in the largest communities where its membership strength is
centered, while seeking federation allocations in smaller and medium-sized

16 Israel Government Year Booh, 1961-62 (English edition), p. 280.
17 Checklist of TradiHond Institutions In Israel (CJFWF, July 1962).
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communities. The American Friends of the Hebrew University and the
American Technion Society have made independent appeals for their build-
ing and special funds, while seeking federation support for maintenance
needs.

Almost all of these agencies were authorized to conduct campaigns for
Israel under conditions set by the Jewish Agency Committee on Control and
Authorization of Campaigns,18 whose purpose is to educate the contributing
public to the primacy of UJA and to avoid a multiplicity of campaigns,
particularly those with questionable validity or urgency.

Thirteen non-UJA overseas drives yielded $27.3 million in 1961 and $24.8
million in 1960.

UHS and AICF participated in the cooperative budget review process of
the Large City Budgeting Conference.

The Labor Zionist effort in the United States is channeled through the
National Committee for Labor Israel and Pioneer Women, which raise funds
for activities of the Histadrut in Israel in education, vocational training,
health, and immigrant welfare.

JTA is a worldwide news service reporting events of interest to the Jewish
people. It was reorganized in 1961 and 1962 and sought, with LCBC ap-
proval, to secure direct federation allocations.

Of the agencies with limited overseas programs, the National Council of
Jewish Women provides social-work and other scholarships, and helps the
department of secondary and higher education of the Hebrew University; the
Jewish Labor Committee (JLC) aids political and labor refugees in Europe
and Israel.

Some domestic community-relations agencies have programs to protect
Jews overseas: the American Jewish Committee, AJCongress (directly, and
through WJC), B'nai B'rith, 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
services, culture, and the like. The task of serving needs is divided between
national and local agencies, particularly in community relations, Jewish
education, health, and vocational rehabilitation.

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.
CJFWF is the national service agency of the central-community organiza-
tions and serves as specialized consultant in such areas as family service,

IS Authorized agencies in recent years were: American Committee for Weizmann Institute
of Science (annual fund-raising dinner only); American Friends of Hebrew University; Amer-
ica-Israel Cultural Foundation; American Red Mogen Dovid for Israel (membership campaign
only, no application to welfare funds); American Technion Society; Federated Council of Israel
Institutions; Hadassah; JNF (traditional collections only; no application to welfare funds);
Pioneer Women; Women's League tor Israel (New York area).
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child care, care for the aged and health services, and in basic community
organization.

Community-Relations Agencies
Modern community-relations agencies developed largely in response to

threats to the status of Jews in other countries. The Kishinev pogroms are
associated with the origin of the American Jewish Committee; 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 organizations is on improvement of domestic group relations, although
they carry on programs overseas (see above).

All of the five major national Jewish community-relations agencies serve
memberships—the American Jewish Committee, AJCongress and JWV, di-
rectly, ADL (B'nai B'rith membership) and JLC (trade union membership),
indirectly. They also conduct cultural programs and issue publications of
interest to circles wider than their own membership.

The American Jewish Committee and ADL conduct activities which util-
ize mass media (radio, TV, movies, press, magazines, etc.), as well as pro-
grams 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 activi-
ties; JLC, work with labor unions, and JWV, work with veterans' groups.
Interfaith and other community-relations activities are also conducted by
congregational associations, although their major efforts are centered on aid
to the religious programs of affiliated congregations.

For 21 years, the American Jewish Committee and ADL had raised most
of their funds through JDA, sharing equally in the proceeds of its fund-
raising efforts. This arrangement was terminated at the end of 1962, and
both agencies began to campaign for funds independently.

NCRAC serves as the coordinating and clearance agency for AJCongress,
JLC, JWV, the three congregational associations, and 63 local and regional
community-relations councils. The four organizations cited participate in the
cooperative budget review process of the Large City Budgeting Conference.
(In 1963 they were joined by ADL.)

In 1961 the five national operating agencies and the NCRAC received
$7.8 million compared with $7.5 million in 1960.

National Health Agencies
National Jewish hospitals came into existence before many of the present

local Jewish hospitals were organized. Subsequent improvement in the health
status of Jews and recent medical advances in tuberculosis therapy led the
tuberculosis hospitals to concern themselves with heart, cancer, research,
and treatment of adult asthma. However, tuberculosis still continued to be
the major ailment treated as measured by days of care.
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Most fund raising by these agencies—four hospitals, a sanitarium, and a
home for children of tuberculosis patients—is conducted independently, in-
come from federations amounting to about one per cent of their total income.
Income of the six agencies in 1961 was $11.5 million, with two (City of
Hope and National Jewish Hospital) raising over 75 per cent of the total.

The Albert Einstein Medical School, of Yeshiva University, began func-
tioning in 1955. In 1961-62 its student enrolment was 364, and it awarded
89 M.D. degrees.

National Service Agencies
Five national coordinating and consultative organizations serve local agen-

cies 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 1961 JWB received $1,379 million
out of a total of $1.73 million for the five agencies. JWB conducts a program
of service 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 in 1961 based on a
formula for federation support of its armed-services program, and commu-
nity-center support of its center-services program. Since federations fre-
quently provide funds to centers (as do community chests), JWB continues
to look to federations for support of both of its basic programs.

AAJE serves local communities with studies in educational trends, stimu-
lation of student enrolment, recruitment and placement of teachers, and
pedagogic materials.

The Jewish Occupational Council, serves local Jewish vocational-service
agencies; the National Conference of Jewish Communal Service is a forum
for professional workers in all fields of Jewish communal service, and SCA
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) in November 1959 recommended the establishment of a Jewish cultural
foundation "to serve as the focus of the national cultural effort," and the
establishment of a council of Jewish cultural agencies related to the founda-
tion. Such a foundation was established in 1960 as an autonomous corpora-
tion, with 16 agencies participating in an associated Council of Jewish
Cultural Agencies (CJCA). The objectives of the foundation were defined
as follows:

1. to encourage, support, and maintain the study and growth of Jewish culture;
2. to provide assistance to cultural agencies and activities;
3. to cultivate and support cultural projects;
4. to advise and inform Jewish communities, organizations, and individuals in

matters pertaining to Jewish culture, and
5. to organize and maintain a general clearing house of information in this field.
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Specialized committees review proposals for projects dealing with publica-
tions, scholarship, and archives and provide the basis for CJCA recom-
mendations to the foundation.

The cultural field is served by many small agencies. Fifteen agencies had
income of $17.8 million in 1961. Brandeis University accounted for about
65 per cent; B'nai B'rith National Youth Service Appeal for 17 per cent; and
ZOA and Delaware Valley College for 5 per cent each. The remaining 11
agencies received $1.4 million in 1961. Four of the agencies are institutions
of higher learning: Brandeis University, Delaware Valley College of Science
and Agriculture, Dropsie College, and Jewish Teachers' Seminary and
People's University.

Research and scholarly publication programs are conducted by YIVO
and by the Conference on Jewish Social Studies in the fields of sociology,
economics, and linguistics; by the American Academy for Jewish Research,
the American Biblical Encyclopedia Society, and by Historia Judaica in the
fields of rabbinical research and medieval Jewish law; by the American
Jewish Historical Society, the American Jewish Archives, the American
Jewish History Center, and the Jewish Museum of JTS in the fields of his-
tory and archives, and by Histadruth Ivrith and Bitzaron in Hebraism.

The Jewish Publication Society specializes in publishing books of Jewish
interest; the National Conference of Jewish Communal Service publishes the
Journal of Jewish Communal Services; Dropsie College publishes the Jewish
Quarterly Review, and CJFWF issues research reports on community or-
ganization, health, and welfare planning, campaigning, and budgeting.

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

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 Chautauqua Society emphasize youth activities. BBNYSA agencies
conduct local operations, coordinated regionally and nationally.

Religious Agencies
National religious agencies are concerned with the training of rabbis,

cantors, Jewish educators, shohatim, and other religious functionaries; pro-
grams of religious congregations, including elementary Jewish education, and
efforts to reach the unaffiliated.

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

The major seminaries rely extensively on associated congregations for
their financial support, sometimes through per capita arrangements, but they
also receive some federation support. They generally campaign independ-
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ently in larger cities, and in communities where federations believe that such
programs should be an exclusively 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. Some of the programs conducted by the
major seminaries involve interfaith activities designed to promote better
understanding between Jews and Christians.

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

In 1961, 23 national religious agencies received $27.2 million, compared
with $24.0 million in 1960. The sharpest rises in income resulted from the
Combined Campaign for Reform Judaism, Yeshiva University, and JTS.

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

LOCAL SERVICES

Central communal sources (Jewish federations and chest-united funds) pro-
vided about $54 million for local Jewish services in 1961. Jewish federations
supplied about $37.1 million in 1961 ($36.3 million in 1960) 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 com-
munity relations. Federations were the major source of contributed income
for local Jewish agencies.

Nonsectarian community chests and united funds provided an additional
estimated $17 million in 1961, usually through Jewish federations, but some-
times directly to local Jewish service agencies.19 Twelve large cities embrac-
ing 70 per cent of the Jewish population received $11 million of this sum.
Community chests generally restrict their support to the fields of health,
family and child care, care of the aged, and to Jewish centers. A substantial
share of contributed communal income even in these fields, and especially
for health and care of the aged, comes from Jewish federations. In addition,
federations have the exclusive responsibility for refugee care, Jewish educa-
tion, and community relations.

Available data for 97 communities for 1961 and I960 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 com-

19 Includes Greater New York Fund and NYC United Hospital Fund.
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munal funds received by local agencies in these communities. The rise in
funds in 1961 was 3.8 per cent, resulting from the increase in grants by
Jewish federations of 4.7 per cent. Allocations by Jewish federations for
local services have risen absolutely since 1957, but the ratio of the federa-
tions' to chests' contribution has been relatively stable since 1957 (Table 6).

In 1961 there were rises of 7.0 to 8.8 per cent in central community
grants for recreation, aged care, employment and guidance services. Other
rises were below 4 per cent. A decline of 3.2 per cent in grants for refugee
care was the most moderate in recent years. Local refugee care is generally
administered in conjunction with family agencies, with shared central costs.

The major sources of funds for local service agencies, other than central
funds, are payments for service by users and public funds. These have risen
more than community funds. From 1957 through 1961, 32 general hospitals
received increases of $41 million in patients' fees and $5.4 million in public
funds, while grants from central community funds changed little. Fifty-five
homes for the aged increased their income from service payments (from
$11.5 million to $17.5 million). Family agencies doubled their income from
service payments (from $0.3 million to $0.7 million). Child-care agencies
showed little change in their income from service payments (about $1.0 mil-
lion), while income from public funds more than doubled (from $2.4 mil-
lion to $5.0 million) .2°

An analysis of allocations for local services by 97 communities over a
five-year span (1957-1961) indicates significant changes. Chest grants rose
less sharply than federation grants: 11.7 per cent compared with 16.2 per
cent. The federation share of allocations was about 59 to 60 per cent in
1957-1961. The sharpest rises were in allocations for aged care and voca-
tional services—33 to 41 per cent since 1957. Allocations for Jewish educa-
tion and recreational services rose 22 to 24 per cent; for family and child-care
agencies 14 per cent; for local community-relations agencies 9 per cent, and
for health services 5 per cent. Grants for local refugee care fell 49 per cent
in the same period.

Health Programs
There were 19,852 beds in 66 general and special hospitals under local

Jewish sponsorship. Federations and chests provided $11.7 million for 34
of these local hospitals: 16 hospitals (mainly in New York City) received
most of their funds from federations and some from chests; 9 from federa-
tions alone, and 9 from chests alone.21 Six hospitals received funds from
neither source. Where they were separately identified, federation allocations
were twice as large as chest allocations.

Most local Jewish hospitals were in the largest centers of Jewish population.
There were local Jewish hospitals in 15 of the 16 cities in the United States
and Canada with Jewish populations of over 40,000; in 8 out of 16 cities

20 Statistics cited for local services are for comparable agencies, wherever possible, for which
data were available in both years. They do not include all agencies in the respective fields.

21 CJFWF, Yearbook of Jewish Social Services, Tables H-m and H-V.
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with 15,000 to 40,000 Jews, and in 3 smaller cities. As a result of this con-
centration of health services in the largest centers of Jewish population, allo-
cations for local health institutions accounted for almost 30 per cent of the
largest cities' total local allocations, ranging from 10 to 40 per cent.

In 1961, 5.9 million days' care was provided by 65 local (general and
special) Jewish hospitals. Sixty-five per cent of the patients admitted in 1961
were not Jews.

Third-party payments for service (e.g., Blue Cross, tax support) have
risen more in recent years than grants from federations. In 70 hospitals pay-
ments for service rose to $164 million in 1961, about 80 per cent of oper-
ating receipts.

Family and Child-Care Agencies
Family agencies provide personal and family counseling, family-life

education, psychiatric service, and a limited amount of economic aid, fre-
quently in cooperation with child-care and refugee services. Specialized
Jewish casework agencies exist in most of the cities with Jewish populations
over 5,000. Most services are provided locally, although there are a number
of regional programs (Bellefaire in Cleveland, New Orleans Jewish Chil-
dren's Home Service, Atlanta Jewish Children's Service) and one national
home for asthmatic children.

In 1961, there were 59,809 open cases in 83 family agencies. Refugee
cases were 21 per cent of all those receiving financial assistance, but only
seven per cent of all active cases. There were 7,213 children under care in
52 child-care agencies for which data were available. About 38 per cent of
the children were in foster homes, over 26 per cent in institutions, and most
of the rest were living at home or with relatives.

Central communal allocations for family and child-care services rose 2.3
per cent in 1961. Such allocations accounted for about 79 per cent of total
receipts for family agencies 22 and 31 per cent for child-care agencies, which
received an additional 43 per cent from public funds. Chest allocations for
family and child-care services were six times as high as federation alloca-
tions, a higher ratio than in other fields of service.

Refugee Programs

Refugee progams are financed locally, although they may be considered
as extensions of an overseas problem. Postwar immigration to the United
States began in volume late in 1946, reached its peak in 1949, and has de-
clined since then except for brief upturns in 1951 and 1957. The parallel
decline in local refugee costs has been a steady one. In 1957 refugee costs
accounted for 3.7 per cent of local allocations compared with 1.7 per cent
in 1961.

Because about two-thirds of the immigrants settle in New York City,

22 Reports for these agencies include refugee services which may account for about one-
tenth of central allocations to family and child care agencies, or about 8 per cent of receipts
{see relative proportions on Table 5).
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NYANA (financed by UJA) has the largest share of refugee costs. UHS
encourages resettlement in other communities where the prospects for ad-
justment may be better. Refugee programs in communities outside of New
York City, administered by local Jewish family agencies, provide economic
aid and counseling to newly-arrived immigrants.

Recreational Programs

According to JWB, there were some 340 Jewish community centers with
a membership of over 646,000 in 1960. About a third of the members were
under 14, a sixth between 14 and 25, and half were 25 or older. Estimated
total expenditures by centers in 1960 were about $25 million, compared
with $22.5 million in 1959, exclusive of separate camping agencies. In 1950,
these expenditures had been $11.8 million and in 1945, $7.2 million, for a
smaller network of centers. Federation and chest allocations to centers and
other recreational facilities rose 7 per cent in 1961, and 24 per cent in the
five years between 1957 and the end of 1961.

Although centers have generally kept their fees low enough to allow
popular utilization of facilities, the proportion of their income derived from
fees, memberships, and other internal sources increased in recent years, re-
flecting higher dues rates by new centers. Fees rose from 49 per cent of center
receipts in 1950 to 60 per cent ($15 million) in 1960. Central community
support from federations and community chests provided the balance. Total
income was $10.1 million of which federations provided $6 million and
chests $4.1 million. Outside of New York City (where centers received
minor chest support), Baltimore and Boston (where they received none)
and five other major cities (where lump-sum chest grants are not ear-
marked), the proportions were reversed, with chests providing $3.1 million
and federations $2.1 million. In about 40 intermediate and small cities fed-
erations and community centers shared the services of executive directors.

Five center buildings costing about $3.2 million were completed in 1962.

Homes for the Aged
In 1961 there were 75 homes for the aged caring for 15,207 residents, a

gain of 164 since 1960. Federations and chests provided 14 per cent of re-
ceipts, service fees 73 per cent. Federation allocations to the homes rose
about 34 per cent between 1956 and 1960, reflecting the increase in the pro-
portion of aged in the population. In 1961 they rose an additional 8.8 per
cent. Sixty-five homes reported receipts of $26.2 million for 1961, of which
service fees accounted for $19.2 million. Federations provided $2.8 million
to 51 homes, and chests $0.9 million to 31 homes. Fourteen homes received
support from neither source.

Jewish Education
Jewish federations provided over $5 million annually for Jewish education.

Major support comes from congregational fund-raising activities. In 1961
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federations allocated about $4.3 million to local Jewish schools and to
bureaus of Jewish education outside of New York City, an increase of 3.4
per cent. A gradual, steady increase in allocations to Jewish education has
occurred each year; they were 22 per cent higher in 1961 than they had
been in 1957. Tuition fees were usually set below actual costs.

Community Relations
Programs to improve intergroup relations and to combat antisemitism

existed primarily in the large and intermediate communities. Federation
allocations for local activities in 1961 were almost the same as in 1960,
about $0.8 million, 9 per cent higher than in 1957.

In some areas, local and regional community-relations programs were
part of a national network, and were financed by national agencies (mainly
ADL).

Employment and Vocational Service
Jewish vocational agencies or departments of Jewish family services oper-

ate mainly in the larger cities. They assist Jews in finding employment and
offer professional and vocational guidance to Jewish youth and others.

Activities include workshop and retraining services. Federations provided
over $1.5 million in 1961. A complementary program, financed by the B'nai
B'rith National Youth Service Appeal, operates a network of vocational-
service bureaus mainly for group guidance programs.

In 1961 local allocations for vocational programs rose 7.0 per cent, be-
tween 1957 and 1961, 41 pe"r cent.

S. P. GOLDBERG
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TABLE 1. AMOUNTS RAISED IN LOCAL CENTRAL COMMUNITY CAMPAIGNS,
1945-1962

(Estimates in

Year Total*
1945 $ 56,898

Post-war
1946 131,421
1947 156,589
1948 200,721
1949 159,330
1950 142,192
1951 136,035
1952 121,173
1953 115,266
1954 107,548
1955 110,095
1956 130,493
1957 138,078

1958 123,328

1959 130,702

1960 127,679

1961 125,613

thousands of dollars)
New York Other

City Cities*
$ 21,958 $ 34,940

44,273 87,148
50,227 106,362
65,157 135,564
52,368 106,962
50,205 91,987
48,187 87,848
43,076 78,097
39,746 75,520
37,994 69,554
40,500 69,595
47,884 82,609
48,197(33,000 N.Y.UJA)

(15,197 Fed.) 89,881
44,969(28,078 N.Y. UJA)

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

(17,211 Fed.) 83,491
46,429(28,881 N.Y.UJA)

(17,548 Fed.) 81,250
45,759(28,054 N.Y. UJA)

(17,705 Fed.) 79,854

TOTAL 1946-1961. $2,156,263 $752,182 $1,404,081
Provisional Estimate for 1962: $130,000

* 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 remainder of the
country. Excludes capital fund campaigns of the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New
York: $14,264 million in 1945, $11 million in 1949, and $66.8 million in 1961: and major
capital fund raising by federations for local agencies.

b Campaign results for most years prior to 1957 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.
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TABLE 2. SALES OF ISRAEL BONDS, 1951-1962
(in thousands of dollars)

Total Sales Sales
Year Cash Sales in U.S. Abroad
1951 (May 1-Dec. 31 )* $ 52,647 $ 52,647 $ -
1952 47,521 47,521
1953 36,861 32,000 4,861
1954 37,247 31,000 6,247
1955 42,301 36,000 6,301
1956 54,089 45,287 8,802
1957 49,335 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
1961 57,214 45,162 12,052
1962 58,125 46,428 11,697

TOTAL $585,791 $497,628 $88,163

a Redemption of 12-year bonds issued in 1951 due as of May 1, 1963. "Tum-ins" of bonds
have reduced principal and interest due in 1963 to $24.5 million. The Israeli government draft
budget for 1963—64 is predicated on the expectation that net revenue from bonds will be
reduced from $30 million in 1962 to $13 million in 1963.
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TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION TO FIELDS OF SERVICE OF FUNDS RAISED BY JEWISH
FEDERATIONS*

(Estimates in thousands of dollars)

Total New York Ci'fyb Other Cities
1961 1960 1961 1960 1961 1960

TOTAL AMOUNT
BUDGETED C d $101,935 $103,373 $33,355 $33,385 $68,580 $69,988

Per Cent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overseas and Refugee
Needs 60,745 62,800 18,320 18,335 42,425 44,465

United Jewish Appeal. 57,230 59,270 18,000 18,000 39,230 41,270
Per Cent 56.1 57.3 54.0 53.9 57.2 59.0

Other Overseas 2,912 2,908 320 335 2,592 2,573
Per Cent 2.9 2.8 1.0 1.0 3.8 3.7

Local Refugee Caree.. 603 622 — — 603 622
Per Cent 0.6 0.6 — — 0.9 0.9

National Agencies 4,683 4,810 640 670 4,043 4,140
Per Cent 4.6 4.7 2.0 2.0 5.9 5.9

Community Relations 2,674 2,743 320 335 2,354 2,408
PerCent 2.6 2.7 1.0 1.0 3.4 3.4

Health and Welfare . . 62 72 — — 62 72
PerCent 0.1 0.1 — — 0.1 0.1

Cultural 457 460 — — 457 460
Per Cent 0.4 0.4 — — 0.7 0.7

Religious 344 371 — — 344 371
Per Cent 0.3 0.4 — — 0.5 0.5

Service 1,146 1,164 320 335 826 829
PerCent 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.2

Local Operating Needs . 35,284 34,376 14,395 14,380 20,889 19,996
Per Cent 34.6 33.3 43.1 43.1 30.5 28.6

Local Capital Needs . . . 1,218 1,383 — — 1,218 1,383
Per Cent 1.2 1.3 — — 1.8 2.O

* Based upon 245 communities: 201 currently CJFWF members and 44 smaller cities not
CJFWF members but included in the base group of communities used in 1948 when t-hi» statisti-
cal series was started.

b Figures for New York City include New York UJA and Federation of Jewish Philanthropies.
Local refugee costs in New York City are bome by NYANA, a direct beneficiary of the UJA na-
tionally. 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 beneficiaries
(in addition to the National UJA): AJCongress, UHS and JWB. Data for New York UJA based
on estimates of distribution of 1960 and 1961 campaign proceeds, regardless of year in which
cash was received.

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

d Includes small undistributed amounts in "total" and "other cities" columns.
• NYANA is included in UJA Totals.
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TABLE 3A. DISTRIBUTION TO FIELDS OF SERVICE OF FUNDS
(Excludes

Total Under 5,000c

1961 1960 1961 1960
TOTAL AMOUNT

BUDGETED"" $68,580,292 $69,987,911 $7,774,376 $8,210,800
Per Cent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overseas and Refugee
Needs 42,425,247 44,464,612 5,970,960 6,322,523

United Jewish Appeal.. 39,229,963 41,269,549 5,660,798 5,997,018
Per Cent 57.2 59.0 72.8 73.0

Other Overseas 2,591,679 2,573,484 305,060 321,590
Per Cent 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.9

Local Refugee Care . . . 603,605 621,579 5,102 3,915
Per Cent 0.9 0.9 0.1 0.1

National Agencies 4,042,915 4,139,949 523,658 556,813
Community Relations.. 2,353,809 2,408,307 213,739 224,049

Per Cent 3.4 3.4 2.8 2.7
Health and Welfare . . . 61,647 71,679 34,297 38,189

Per Cent 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.5
Cultural 456,728 460,135 62,726 71,642

Per Cent 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9
Religious 344,195 370,516 140,339 149,488

Per Cent 0.5 0.5 1.8 1.8
Service 826,536 829,312 72,557 73,445

Per Cent 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.9

Local Operating Needs . . 20,889,022 19,996,399 1,176,236 1,188,613
PerCent 30.5 28.6 15.1 14.5

Local Capital Needs 1,218,472 1,383,133 99,965 140,672
Per Cent 1.8 2.0 1.3 1.7

1 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. The difference between what a community may budget
for all purposes (its gross budget) and totals raised may also differ to the extent that the budgeted
Amounts may include funds on hand from previous campaigns (reserves, etc.).
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RAISED BY JEWISH FEDERATIONS11

New York City)
5,000-15,000°

1961

$11,290,375
100.0

7,789,836
7,164,420

63.4
538,082

4.8
87,334

0.8

821,857
411,656

3.6
19,178

0.2
79,290

0.7
159,684

1.4
152,049

1.4

2,274,729
20.1

402,874
3.6

1960

$11,613,658
100.0

8,082,557
7,431,351

64.0
553,370

4.8
97,836

0.8

853,929
434,102

3.7
24,124

0.2
72,190

0.6
166,849

1.4
156,664

1.4

2,195,152
18.9

480,555
4.1

15,000-40,000*
1961

$9,575,876
100.0

6,572,264
6,028,265

62.9
466,734

4.9
77,265

0.8

577,366
356,825

3.7
4,572
0.1

66,665
0.7

31,952
0.3

117,352
1.2

2,237,180
23.4

189,066
2.0

1960

$9,830,589
100.0

6,889,706
6,352,056

64.6
459,260

4.7
78,390

0.8

586,328
360,082

3.7
5,516
0.1

66,043
0.7

39,784
0.4

114,903
1.2

2,153,531
21.9

201,024
2.0

40,000 and Over*
1961

$39,939,665
100.0

22,092,187
20,376,480

51.0
1,281,803

3.2
433,904

1.1

2,120,034
1,371,589

3.4
3,600
d

248,047
0.6

12,220
d

484,578
1.2

15,200,877
38.1

526,567
1.3

1960

$40,332,864
100.0

23,169,826
21,489,124

53.3
1,239,264

3.1
441,438

1.1

2,142,879
1,390,074

3.4
3,850
d

250,260
0.6

14,395
d

484,300
1.2

14,459,103
35.8

560,882
1.4

b Includes small undistributed amounts.
c Jewish population.
a Less than one-tenth of one per cent.
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TABLE 4. ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERATION AND CHEST ALLOCATIONS
TO LOCAL SERVICES IN 196 l a

(In millions of dollars)

Field Total New York City Other Cities

Hospitals and Health $13.2 $ 5.8 $ 7.4
Recreation^ 12.3 3.1 9.2
Family and Child Care 12.2 4.4 7.8
Aged 3.6 .7 2.9
Employment Services

(incl. Free Loan) 1.6 .3 1.3
Jewish Education 5.2 .7 4.5
Refugee Aid .6 c .6
Community Relations .8 d .8
Other 1.7 1.1 .6

Chest to Federation for
Local Administration . . . . .7 .2 .5

Local Capital* 1.2 e 1.2

SUB-TOTAL $53.1 $16.3 $36.8

Provided by Federations . . . $36.9 $14.4 $22.5f

Provided by Chests 16.2 1.9 14.3

Chest Grants to Nonfederated
Agencies .8 .3 .5

TOTAL $53.9 $16.6 $37.3

* This table is projected from known data for 95 per cent of total amounts involved.
b Includes camps and extension activities, but excludes Hillel. Inclusions result in higher totals

than JWB preliminary estimate of $10.8 million for 1961 based on exclusion of camping.
' Provided by NYANA, financed by UJA.
d Provided mainly by national agencies.
e Most capital campaigns excluded because conducted apart from annual campaigns,
f To reconcile with Table 3, add about $0.2 million for direct grants to local Hillel units.
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T A B L E 5. DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERATION ALLOCATIONS'1 (INCLUDING CHEST
FUNDS) FOR LOCAL SERVICES IN 97 COMMUNITIES, 1960, 1961

(Excludes New York City)

Services Financed by 1960 1961
Federations and Per Per Per Cent

Chests Amount Cent Amount Cent Change
Health $7,272,442 22.6 $7,378,928 22.1 +1 .5
Family and Child Services 7,075,701 22.0 7,236,023 21.7 + 2 . 3
Recreation and Culture.. 7,650,991 23.8 8,185,759 24.5 + 7 . 0
Aged Care 2,507,349 7.8 2,727,516 8.2 + 8.8
Employment and

Guidance" 1,186,606 3.7 1,270,017 3.8 + 7.0

Services Financed by
Federations Alone

Jewish Education 4,114,014 12.8 4,253,158 12.7 + 3 . 4
Refugee Care 581,571 1.8 562,722 1.7 —3.2
Community Relations . . 781,954 2.4 784,527 2.4 + 0.3
Other 535,295 1.7 547,403 1.6 + 2 . 3
Chest to Federations for

Local Administration. 435,036 1.4 424,643 1.3 —2.4

TOTAL $32,140,959 100.0 $33,370,696 100.0 +3 .8

Provided by Federations. 19,101,815 59.4 19,993,924c 59.9 +4 .7
Provided by Chests 13,039,144 40.6 13,376,772 40.1 + 2 . 6

* Includes chest allocations for administration of local services which are part of total adminis-
trative and fund-raising costs ($8,755,485 in 1960 and $8,958,630 in 1961) reported for
these 97 cities. Federation allocations for administration are not segregated between local and
nonlocal programs and are not shown.

b Chest support is far less prevalent in this field than in others.
e Represents 95 per cent of local operating funds provided by Federations outside New York

City.
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i-i CM»-ii-< ts,»-( i-i

I | O OVOOOOOOOOOCO

<*5 fO O\tN.C
Os i n oo ^ oc
vo VO T -«C\
VO CM. rH V£

o o o i—i
oooi-"in
CM 00

1 1 O 1-H00V0O00OO VO

O t^ixn vo O CM O O O
o nr^po vc

„ : :-g : : : : :

ci
es

in
n 

In
st

it

:n
an

ce
A

]
U

ni
ve

rs
it

:io
n 

..
..

s s • • J= 15

s 1 iisill

:u
ti

on
s

«c

ra
el

 '.

M

n

O
th

er
n 

C
om

m
it

sc
ie

nc
e8 .

n 
R

ed
 M

i
ity

-T
ec

hn
i

ca
n 

F
ri

er
ca

n 
T

ec
h

-I
sr

ae
l 

C
t

br
ah

 F
u

n
id

 C
ou

nc
il

h
i

A
m

er o
A

m
er

U
ni

v(
A

m
A

m
A

m
er

i
E

zr
as

F
ed

er
H

ad
:i

!

CM O\

M ' '

u • :
2 « ;
en ri

H C '

C
om

m
itt

i
C

ou
nc

il
 i

W
om

en
 (

H
ia

s 
Se

rv

IIIJ

i n
CM^
CM
VO
t s .
- *
CM

n
in
vo

,3
49

,

r s .
CM
« -

^ >

r̂
O\
^ s .

t N .

^ ~

«4-

O\

vo
O S

m̂
- t

vo"
49-

V O

vo
vo
P O
* * >

t C

m
o°iO\
00
CM^
oo"

vo
o"
O N

CM"

69-

O\

,9
00

,

CM

U
 B

-T
O

T
A

L

O S
i n
^1
vo"

0 0
00
OO
«9-

P O

i n
OA

,1
60

"*-
Os

§
Os

i n
t«v
• ^ •

Os
Os
O
vo
O
**i
vo"
«9-

! > .
V O

n
o"
O N

O~

* 9 -

PO
tN.

oT
CMCM̂
CM"

« 5 -

CM
O

i n

n "
vo
* « •

00
n

,6
25

,

i n

E
A

S
E

R
S

>

O
T

A
L

 
0

H

s 2

it I §
S. I *
"3 » I
^ 1 i
.9 -o °

!* rt « m

ill I!
m J i



O\ 00 \O i-tioOA
WQON N O O

OOOtOO N

IN. «*> © « N

MfH (N.00O

J O O N O O H N J O ^ N ^ 1 N

D m 00 O3 O\ ^f ^0 ^^ ^^ ^D ^h ^^

ONoO m

4 i - i OOONCO
TO rHClH

6

OSVOO ^t I-—tDN iflO

OO
N * O"N"N"

—I «-I in in

:>Ou-,aTT,HO p_
; oj ̂ c ON tCoCin* N"

5 t*i VD t *J

00*00
Ov'-'fl

o\ oo o m o



1

if 
Sc

ie
nc

e

d l

ey
 

C
ol

le
ra

ral
l

*4 to Ĉ
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Professional Personnel in the Social Services
of the Jewish Community *

A HE serious shortage of professional personnel and the inadequacy
of their Jewish preparation are the two main problems facing Jewish social- .
service agencies today. The roots of these problems lie in the past and their
full solution is still in the future.

Jews have developed, supported, and used a variety of communal services
since the days of their earliest settlement in America. Today these services
encompass religious, educational, cultural, leisure-time, welfare, health, vo-
cational-guidance, and community-relations activities. They meet the needs
of American Jews of all ages and provide aid for Jewry in Israel and other
countries. Services are local, regional, national, and international in scope.

BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF JEWISH
SOCIAL SERVICE

The agencies which primarily serve the welfare and informal educational needs
of American Jews and which generally employ, or seek to employ, social-
work personnel constitute the major focus and concern of this article. They
function in the fields of (1) community planning and centralized fund rais-
ing, (2) family and child welfare, (3) group work, recreation, and informal
education, and (4) care of the aged. Together they employed approximately
2200 professional workers in 1962. (This total does not include social work-
ers employed in the more than 60 Jewish hospitals in the United States be-
cause these are primarily health agencies, generally serving the entire
community. Even though they receive 30 per cent of the funds allocated by
Jewish federations and welfare funds for local needs, this represents less than
5 per cent of the hospitals' sources of funds.)

Scope of Current Jewish Social Service
There is some form of Jewish central body and/or social agency in ap-

proximately 200 communities having Jewish populations of 1,000 or more
and encompassing almost 95 per cent of American Jewry. The vast majority
of the agencies employ full-time professional staffs.

In 1961 the American Jewish community raised close to $250 million for
Jewish communal services in the United States and overseas through fed-
erated and independent campaigns, including Bonds for Israel. Of this amount
approximately $28 million was allocated for local social services, not includ-
ing hospitals. To this must be added approximately $14 million received

° For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 433.
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from united community funds and councils, $6 million from local, state, and
federated agencies for local Jewish social-service programs, and about $20
million raised by the agencies through fees and other internal income. In
other words, close to $68 million was expended domestically by the American
Jewish community for child and family care, group-work and leisure-time
services, programs for the aged, and for social planning and centralized
fund-raising activities.

The Nature of Social Work
According to John C. Kidneigh, dean of the school of social work at the

University of Minnesota, welfare activities began to be called social work
"when more formalized efforts, through the establishment of public and pri-
vate agencies or its associations, were begun, some as early as the colonial
days in America." x However, social work as a professional discipline is a
product of the 20th century.

Werner Boehm, director of the recently completed study of the curriculum
of schools of social work, sees the "ultimate goal of social work . . . as the
enhancement of social functioning, whenever the need for such enhancement
is socially or individually perceived." 2 He defined the three major functions
of social work as (1) restoration of impaired capacity, (2) provision of in-
dividual and social resources, and (3) prevention of social dysfunction.

The professional activity of social work is discharged through the three
major methods of social casework, social group work, and community or-
ganization, and the supportive methods of administration and research.

Social caseworkers help individuals find solutions to problems of social
adjustment which they are unable to handle satisfactorily through their own
efforts. Through the casework relationship, the individual is helped to under-
stand and change his behavior. The caseworker also helps to bring about
modifications of the environment. Caseworkers are primarily employed in
Jewish family and child-care agencies and in hospitals and psychiatric clin-
ics. Some also serve homes and other programs for the aged.

Social group workers deal with groups and with individuals within groups.
They help the individual increase his capacity for living with himself and
with others through participation in a variety of groups. Group workers also
guide the group itself. They seek to stimulate the group toward wholesome
goals and activities which at the same time will satisfy the needs of the indi-
viduals in the group. The vast majority of group workers serve in YM-
YWHAs and Jewish community centers; some are also employed by the
B'nai B'rith Youth Organization and other youth-serving agencies, homes for
the aged, children's institutions, and camps.

Social workers with skill in community organization are employed by Jew-
ish federations and welfare funds and other planning and fund-raising groups.

ljohn C. Kidneigh, "Social Work As A Profession," Social Work Year Book 1960, Na-
tional Association of Social Workers (New York, 1960), p. 563.

2 Werner W. Boehm, Objectives of the Social Work Curriculum of the Future, Vol. I,
Social Work Curriculum Study, Council on Social Work Education, (New York, 1959), p. 46.
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These workers help communities to determine the health and welfare needs
of their members; to plan, develop, and finance new services, and to
strengthen existing services. They assist the community to achieve these ends
by working with community leaders, committees and organizations, and
public and voluntary health and welfare agencies.

The First Professionals in Jewish Social Service
Notwithstanding the long and continuous history of Jewish communal

services, distinctively social-service agencies were developed by the American
Jewish community only in the last 100 years. (For a detailed history of
Jewish social service see "Jewish Social Work in the United States [1654-
1954]," by Herman D. Stein, AJYB, 1956 [Vol. 57], pp. 3-98.) The practice
of employing paid full-time workers is only about 80 years old and only in
the last 60 years has there been a substantial number of paid workers in the
field. The need for special professional skill and training for the workers be-
came the accepted practice less than 40 years ago. It is only in the last 25
years that a sizable number of professionally educated full-time social work-
ers have actually been engaged in practice and leadership positions and that
professional education has become a significant factor in their function, em-
ployment, and advancement. Major interest and concern, by the field as a
whole, about a professional worker's Jewish preparation are of even more
recent origin.

The philosophy and form of Jewish social service which was first estab-
lished in America, and its subsequent development were determined both by
Jewish tradition and the patterns of Jewish communal life in Europe and by
the atmosphere and conditions of the New World.

The early Jewish settlers came to a new land which was being settled by
people of various backgrounds. By the time the colonies became a nation,
the people, despite their differences, were already committed to the ideals of
freedom and equality. This allowed and encouraged new immigrants to main-
tain their own religious institutions and voluntary associations. Because the
government assumed no responsibility for the social and economic security
of the individual, nor for his health and welfare needs, until comparatively
recently, most immigrant groups, and especially the Jews, developed mutual-
aid, charity, and social agencies in addition to religious institutions in their
new homeland. Social services in the American Jewish community at first fol-
lowed old-world traditions; however, there were many obstacles to the per-
petuation of those patterns in the New World. Firstly, in the United States,
unlike the pattern in many European countries where the state granted taxa-
tion and other powers to the Jewish community, affiliation with the Jewish
community was a voluntary matter. Secondly, Jews in the United States were
more geographically and economically mobile than in Europe. Lastly, most
American Jews wishing to be accepted by the people around them, did not
want to remain too different from them. Harry L. Lurie sees the history of
Jewish communal life in America as "the record of the establishment and
maintenance of voluntary associations which continued Old World interests
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and traditions as adapted and modified to meet the conditions of American
life." 3

Before the advent of social-service agencies, activities on behalf of the
needy and helpless were carried out under the auspices of the synagogue—
not by paid social workers or even by the rabbi, but by congregation leaders.
By the middle of the 19th century, mutual-aid societies, developed under
synagogue auspices after the Revolutionary War, had become independent.
They functioned alongside of benevolent societies and private donors who
also aided the local poor, the immigrant, and the transient.

In the years between 1880, when the first large-scale Jewish immigration
from Eastern Europe began, and 1920, when further immigration was dras-
tically limited, Jewish social service, as we know it today, developed. It was
in this period that "philanthropies" grew in size, function, and resources. Paid
workers began to supplement volunteers. At first paid workers were not
wanted. Only after the work of the agencies grew in volume and complexity,
and there were not enough volunteers to do the job, were paid workers em-
ployed. Frequently, needy persons were hired, the concern being as much to
provide them with work as to utilize their help. Recognition that free time
and a desire to help were not sufficient qualifications for social workers came
slowly. In 1901 Lee K. Frankel was one of the first to call for a "scientific
approach" to charity and the need for professional staff.

During this period the older, established German Jews sought to help and
to "Americanize" the numerically superior East European Jewish immigrants.
Great individual philanthropists, like Jacob H. Schiff and Louis Marshall,
came to the fore. But it was a time when assimilation, Zionism, and Reform
Judaism were subjects for heated debate, and "only poverty, sickness, and
other disasters among coreligionists in the United States and abroad could
unite all Jews in charitable work, which gradually became the focus of com-
munal endeavor" (Herman Stein, AJYB, 1956 [Vol. 57], pp. 20-21). During
the first decade of the twentieth century, training for social work developed.

In the last 30 years, Jewish social services have extended their programs
for both American and world Jewry. The lay leadership has been broadened
to include those of East European background. There has been increased
communal planning and a general rise in the standards of practice and quali-
fications of staff. Financed by most sections of the Jewish population, Jewish
social service today is comprehensive, highly organized, and largely profes-
sionalized. It is "big business"—extensive, complicated, costly, and extremely
important. It is, as well, a major source of identification with Jewish life for
many Jews, even those whose religious and cultural ties with Jewish life
have been weakening.

The personnel which give professional leadership to these agencies play an
important role in the Jewish community today and the determination of its
future.

3 Harry L. Lurie, "Jewish Communal Life in the United States," The Jewish People: Past
and Present, Vol IV, (New York, 1955), p. 191.
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PERSONNEL IN AREAS OF JEWISH SOCIAL
SERVICE

The changes in the functions, size, significance, and structure of social serv-
ices in the American Jewish community and their effect on the quantity and
quality of current personnel needs can be seen in the different fields of prac-
tice.

Child and Family Welfare
At the present time, Jewish family and child-care agencies provide personal

and family counseling, family-life education, psychiatric treatment, and a
very limited amount of economic aid. In 1962, there were 157 such agencies,
serving over 65,000 individuals and employing approximately 640 profes-
sional workers.

The first agencies in this field were institutions for homeless and orphaned
children. The Jewish Children's Home was established in Charleston, S. C ,
as early as 1807, and the Hebrew Benevolent and Orphan Asylum in New
York City by 1832. The first large-scale family and child-care programs be-
gan in 1880 primarily to help the immigrant with problems of health, de-
sertion, and insufficient income. The very size of the task made it impossible
for volunteers to assume the responsibility, and required the employment of
some paid staff.

During the 1930s, when, under the New Deal, relief became a public
function, the Jewish family agencies increasingly, though not exclusively,
turned their attention to counseling related to individual emotional problems
and marital and child-parent relations. With the large-scale immigration of
German Jewish refugees from Nazism, however, the agencies again turned
their attention to helping immigrants.

The depression and the New Deal legislation had another effect on child-
care agencies. Public assistance made it possible for widowed, separated, and
deserted mothers to maintain custody of their children, leading to a decline
in the populations of children's homes and orphan asylums and in the need
for foster-homes. The attention of Jewish child-care agencies since the de-
pression has therefore been focused primarily on the treatment of children
with special needs, particularly the emotionally disturbed. As a consequence
of these changes Jewish casework agencies assumed greater value for all
economic groups in the Jewish community and at the same time decreased
the specifically Jewish nature of the service.

The last decade has seen the merger of child-care and family agencies and
the development of Jewish casework services in small communities. Lately
agencies have begun to decentralize their services or move into the suburbs.
There has been growing emphasis on programs designed to meet the demand
of parents seeking children for adoption and to serve emotionally disturbed
children through residential institutional care, in specialized foster homes,
and by means of special day-care programs.

The alteration in function of these agencies has made a highly qualified,
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technically-trained staff all the more necessary. It did not, however, con-
tribute to a clarification of the nature or degree of Jewish knowledge or
interest desirable for staff.

Group Work, Recreation, and Informal Education
Jewish community centers (AJYB, 1960 [Vol. 61], pp. 92-101) and YM-

YWUAs today provide a variety of group work, recreation, and informal
educational activities for all age groups.

In 1962 there were 299 Jewish community centers and YM-YWHAs affil-
iated with JWB. They operated 439 separate facilities—299 center buildings,
39 overnight camps, and 101 day camps. The centers had a membership of
690,000, and a gross attendance during the year of 26 million. They em-
ployed over 1,300 full-time paid professional workers, including group work-
ers, health and physical-education staff, pre-school and adult educators, and
cultural-arts specialists.

Jewish community centers have their roots in the social and literary clubs
for Jewish young men which flourished in the early 1840s and developed
into the Young Men's Hebrew Associations, the first of which was established
in 1854 in Baltimore. These organizations were run by and for their mem-
bers without staff. The few associations that could afford it had part-time
paid librarians. As the Ys grew and began to acquire buildings some paid
staff became necessary. The first employees were janitors, secretaries, and
bill collectors.

When mass immigration began in the 1880s and 1890s there were already
about 100 YMHAs and YWHAs in existence, many of them relatively small
club groups. The YMHAs and the emerging YWHAs and Jewish settlement
houses offered classes in English and citizenship and a variety of other ac-
tivities to help the new immigrants adjust to their new environment. Although
there were some paid instructors, most of the classes were conducted by
volunteers. Larger agencies employed full-time executives who at first were
called "superintendents." Benjamin Rabinowitz, the late director of JWB's
Jewish Community Center Services, estimated that by the outbreak of World
War I there were about 22 Y executives.4 A few agencies also employed
physical-education instructors, called "professors." The emphasis on Amer-
icanization activities continued until World War I, when mass immigration
ceased.

The establishment of a national "Council of Young Men's Hebrew and
Kindred Associations" in 1913, which merged with JWB after World War I,
helped to consolidate, change and expand the Y movement. YMHAs and
YWHAs were merged, service was extended to various age groups, and the
role and the names of the agencies began to change. A concept of the Jew-
ish community center was emerging. By the middle of the 1920s, 75 agencies
had buildings; they served 100,000 members and employed 80 executives.
JWB recruited and trained workers for the expanding local programs. They

4 Benjamin Rabinowitz, The Young Men's Hebrew Associations, 1854-1913, JWB (New
York, 1948), p. 56.
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came from many fields, including teaching, law, business, Jewish education,
and the rabbinate.

In the early 1930s, the centers developed programs and activities to cope
with depression problems and to deal with the world and Jewish problems
raised by the rise of Nazism. A new type of staff was required, having more
and different professional skills. Social group work, which was just emerging
as a branch of social work designed to help individuals function effectively
in society, seemed to fill the need, and found speedy acceptance. JWB's cur-
rent Executive Vice President Sanford Solender suggests that "the common
purposes and shared premises of the two (center and group work) made
this marriage inevitable." 5 By the end of World War II, about 20 per cent
of the 500 professional workers in the field were graduates of schools of
social work.

The period immediately following World War II saw the rapid expansion
of center facilities,' a closer relationship between centers and local Jewish
federations and welfare funds, a large increase in the number of professional
staff, and efforts to articulate the role of the Jewish community center. The
JWB Survey (New York, 1948) by Professor Oscar I. Janowsky led to a
reaffinnation of the Jewish purposes of the community center as an "agency
of Jewish identification and integration" and to the official recognition of
social group work as the core discipline in the center.

In the past decade the Jewish purpose of the community center has be-
come clarified and generally accepted. The center has become an instrument
of the Jewish community rather than just another organization within the
community. Many new buildings have been erected and programs have been
expanded, especially for pre-school children, adults, and older adults. Greater
emphasis has been placed on cultural programs, health and physical-educa-
tion activities, and camping services. These developments have increased
the need for specialists and group workers with Jewish background and com-
mitment.

Care for the Aged
In 1962 eighty-four homes for the aged, with a capacity of 13,500 beds,

served most large and intermediate and many small Jewish communities. In-
cluded in this figure are 12 regional homes, each serving several communi-
ties. Most homes serving the aged employed caseworkers and group workers,
in addition to other personnel. The personnel department of CJFWF esti-
mated that there were approximately 100 professional workers employed in
this work.

Before 1900, according to a study by Morris Zelditch,6 there were only
nine Jewish homes for the aged in the United States. The earliest was the
Home for Aged and Infirm Israelites, opened in St. Louis, Mo., in 1855.

5 Sanford Solender, "Social Group Work and the Jewish Community Center," in Louis Kraft,
ed., Aspects of the Jewish Community Center, National Association of Jewish Center Workers
(New York, 1954).

6 Morris Zelditch, Historical Perspectives on Care of the Jewish Aged, CJFWF (New York,
1955), p. 9.
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About ten more were established in each of the first three decades of the
20th century. Most of them were established by and for the German Jews,
and were modeled after homes which had existed in the larger Jewish com-
munities of Germany.

When some of the later immigrants from Eastern Europe grew old, they
were reluctant to enter the German Jewish homes, feeling uncomfortable
and unaccepted. This led to the establishment of Orthodox homes for East
European Jews in the large cities in the early decades of the 20th century.

Neither type of home had professional staffs, being "managed" by mem-
bers of their boards of directors. For a long time they resisted affiliation
with central Jewish fund-raising and planning bodies, which had begun to
grow and to bring together other Jewish social services.

The proportion of Orthodox East European Jews in homes for the aged
increased progressively until, in the 1930s and thereafter, the homes were
predominantly occupied by retired or chronically ill East European Jews.
The homes generally provided an intensive Jewish religious and cultural pro-
gram and atmosphere. Consequently, the sectarian auspices and program
emphasis of the homes for the aged, unlike that of casework and group-work
agencies, was never questioned. When paid staff was employed, greater em-
phasis was placed on their Jewish knowledge and commitment than on their
professional training and skill. Professional social workers were introduced
into homes for the aged only recently.

It was in the '30s, too, that care for the aged began to be accepted as a
community responsibility. In the last 20 years homes have increasingly
affiliated with Jewish federations and developed functional relationships with
Jewish family agencies and Jewish community centers. Golden Age clubs
and country and day camps for the aged have become common. There has
been increased professionalization in institutions, development of noninsti-
tutional programs, transformation of some institutions to serve the sick and
senile, and integration of Jewish- and government-supported services to the
aged. The number of homes has grown. The average age of the residents has
risen, as has the proportion of aged receiving governmental Old Age and
Survivors' Insurance benefits.

As a result of the growing population of old people and the professionali-
zation of agencies serving the aged, an increasing number of caseworkers
and group workers has been needed in recent years in the Jewish community
for this field.

Social Planning and Centralized Fund Raising
Local Jewish federations, welfare funds, and community councils raise,

budget, and distribute funds to local, national, and overseas agencies. They
also coordinate local services and plan for new ones when needed.

CJFWF reports the existence of 212 central communal agencies. Of these
138 have one or more professional workers. Only the very small commu-
nities do not have paid staff. CJFWF estimates that in all 195 professionals
were employed by local Jewish federations and welfare funds in 1962.
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The original purpose of the federations was more efficient fund-raising,
but gradually they developed other coordinating and planning functions.

The first federations were established in Boston (1895) and Cincinnati
(1896). By 1905 there were federations in Atlanta, Boston, Buffalo, Chi-
cago, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Detroit, Indianapolis, Kansas City, Philadel-
phia, and St. Louis. In 1917 a federation was established in New York City
to serve the Bronx and Manhattan. Almost from the start the federations
had paid workers, but these were mostly secretaries and office managers.

By 1925, some 40 cities had some kind of Jewish federation of charities
conducting annual campaigns for funds, which were then distributed to
meet the deficits of member agencies. At the turn of the century, some cities
had two federations, one representing the "uptown institutions" started by
German Jews and the other organized by the newer East European Jews.
Gradually, these were merged. By the second decade of the century most of
the federations had staff members called "executives" and "assistant execu-
tives," whose major concerns and competence were in fund raising.

In the first two decades of the twentieth century, increased funds were
raised through federated campaigns for needs of American and European
Jews, standards of local service were improved, and new agencies were
established to meet special problems. Harry L. Lurie holds that it was in the
first 20 years of this century that "new principles of community organization
were emerging to make federation an instrument in behalf of the entire
system of social welfare—not merely a device for the support of established
agencies by an original group of sponsors." 7

In the late 1920s overseas needs stimulated the development of Jewish
welfare funds in large cities and in many intermediate and small commu-
nities. By 1945 most communities with any sizable Jewish population had
organized central fund-raising machinery for local, national agencies, and
overseas needs. Some communities experimented with Jewish community
councils, which attempted to involve the various Jewish membership groups.
The increased responsibilities of existing federations and the development of
many new ones led to the employment of more professional workers, many
of whom were recruited from other agencies, such as the YM-YWHA or
casework agencies.

The terms "federation," "welfare fund," and "community council" are
no longer mutually exclusive. In a paper presented to the National Confer-
ence of Jewish Communal Service in 1953, Henry L. Zucker, executive of
the Jewish Federation in Cleveland, has listed the following as the basic
functions of the central communal agency:

1. Joint fund raising for the federated agencies.
2. Coordination of the work of the federated agencies with other communal

agencies and organizations.
3. Community planning—an overview of the needs of the community, discovery

7Hany L. Lurie, A Heritage Affirmed, Jewish Publication Society (Philadelphia, 1961),
p. 84.
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of lacks and gaps in program, and action to meet these lacks and gaps. Budget-
ing and research, which relate closely to the planning process.

4. Public relations to further the discharge of the three basic functions.8

The increasing concern of federations in planning and coordinating func-
tions and the growing size and complexity of local Jewish social-service agen-
cies has multiplied the need for staff, especially for experienced workers who
have a Jewish background and skill in community organization.

STAFF R E Q U I R E M E N T S IN J E W I S H
SOCIAL SERVICE

The current shortage of professional personnel in Jewish social service re-
flects the shortage in American social work generally. The future supply of
personnel for Jewish social service will depend on developments in education
and recruitment in the field as a whole as well as in Jewish communal service.

The Personnel Shortage in the Field of Social Welfare
One hundred and sixteen thousand persons were employed in social-work

positions in public and private agencies in the United States in I960.9 A
similar study ten years earlier reported a total of 75,000 workers.10

Despite an almost 50-per-cent increase in social-welfare personnel in
America between 1950 and 1960, Ernest Witte, executive director of the
Council on Social Work Education, estimates that between 10 and 15 thou-
sand new social workers are needed annually to fill existing vacancies, to
staff new positions, and to replace those leaving the field.11 Since 60 per cent
of all social-welfare personnel are women, many leave each year for mar-
riage and motherhood.

Eighty to 85 per cent of personnel currently employed in social-work
positions lack professional education, though most of the jobs they fill re-
quire professional training. The Council on Social Work Education estimates
that another 50-per-cent increase in professional staff will be required in
the next decade to meet the needs of a rapidly growing population.12 This
estimate does not take into account additions necessary for developing new
services or intensifying existing ones.

Social work and other "helping professions" are handicapped in the com-
petition with other occupational fields for students, particularly those of
high calibre and potential. Industry, business, and the older professions are
better known and seem to bestow greater status and prestige.

8 Henry L. Zucker, "Functions of the Jewish Community Agency: A Practical Approach,"
Jewish Social Service Quarterly, Fall 1953, p. 39.

9 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Salaries and Working Conditions
of Social Welfare Manpower in 1960, National Social Welfare Assembly (New York, 1961).

10 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Social Workers in 1950, American
Association of Social Workers (New York, 1952).

11 Emest Witte, "Education for Social Work," Social Work Year Book 1960, National As-
sociation of Social Workers (New York, I960), p. 233.

12 In Pursuit of Excellence: A Guide to Local Communities in Organizing Scholarship Pro-
grams for Social Work Education, Council on Social Work Education (New York, 1959).
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There was never a time in the history of social work when the supply of
professional workers matched the need, but it was not until the last decade
that the shortage became a matter of crisis to the social agencies and the
profession. Enrolment in all graduate schools of social work in the United
States and Canada was less than 2,000 until 1934. There was little change
between 1934 and 1941, even though the number of accredited schools in-
creased from 29 to 38. After a slight drop in enrolment during World War
II, an annual increase followed until 1950, when there were 4,719 full-time
students in the 53 schools then accredited. Enrolment then declined until
1955, when it began to rise due to recruitment activities and an increase in
the number of schools, but not until 1958 was the high point of 1950
reached and exceeded.

In an address 13 to the 1956 National Conference of Jewish Communal
Service, Witte listed the following as the major factors influencing the decline
in enrolment in social-work schools between 1951 and 1955: the continued
heavy demand for manpower by the military services; the early age at which
women marry; termination of the GI Education Bill (Public Law 346); the
inadequacy of scholarships and other financial aids for social-work students;
the lag in salaries and other benefits between social welfare and other, often
closely related, fields, and lack of prestige.

The problem of falling enrolment reflected a trend in all of higher educa-
tion. In fact, while the number of college graduates dropped 30 per cent
between 1950 and 1954, the number of students enrolled in schools of social
work declined only 20 per cent. It was the growing need for social workers,
even more than the decreasing number of social-work graduates, which ag-
gravated the personnel shortage in the entire social-welfare field.

Since 1954, there has been a 72-per-cent increase in enrolment in schools
of social work. In the 1961-62 academic year there were 6,028 full-time
students preparing for their Master's degree in the 63 accredited graduate
schools of social work in the United States and Canada. This was the highest
figure in history and a 7-per-cent increase over the previous year. In 1962,
2,318 students were graduated after completing the two-year program, more
than ever before. But even that figure was far short of the 10,000 needed
annually, made no significant impact on the proportion of qualified people
in the field, and did not begin to solve the problem of the decade ahead.

Most of the current students and recent graduates have concentrated in
the casework method (about 86 per cent), group-work method (about 12
per cent), and community-organization method (fewer than 2 per cent).
Very few majored in administration and research.

Personnel Shortage in Jewish Social Service
In 1962, as indicated earlier (p. 203), there were over 2,000 full-time

professional workers employed in the four fields of Jewish social service con-
sidered in this article. This is a substantial number when one considers that

13 Ernest Witte, "Recruitment and Training of Professional Personnel," Journal of Jewish
Communal Service, Fall 1956, pp. 87-103.
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full-time paid workers probably were not employed until the 1880s, and
even by 1906 their number was less than 100. (Biographical sketches in
AJYB, 1905-06 [Vol. 7], pp. 32-118, of leading men and women who de-
voted themselves to Jewish communal work included only 68 who "made it
their vocation to serve the interests of the Jewish community.") However,
the current supply of professional workers still is less than the demand.

Of the approximately 2,200 full-time professional workers employed in the
four fields of Jewish social service here under consideration, Jewish federa-
tions and welfare funds employed 195 full-time workers in 1962 and had
over 30 unfilled positions. JWB's personnel and training service reports that
even though Jewish community centers and YM-YWHAs in 1962 employed
close to 1,300 workers, there were 200 vacancies for which no qualified staff
was available. CJFWF estimates that the 640 workers in child- and family-
welfare agencies and the 100 professionals in agencies for the aged needed
to be supplemented in 1962 by 75 and 10 more workers respectively to meet
current requirements. All fields will require more professional workers in
the decade ahead. In 1960 JWB's personnel and training services estimated
that the Jewish community centers would require 1,000 additional workers
by 1970.

Professional Education of Personnel—Jewish and General
Social Service Compared
The proportion of professionally educated personnel in Jewish social serv-

ice is higher than in the field as a whole, approximately 80 per cent of
Jewish social-service personnel having completed their professional social-
work education (see above). The personnel department of CJFWF estimates
that the proportion of professionally educated social workers in each of the
following fields is as follows: child and family welfare, 80 per cent; care for
the aged, 50 per cent, and community planning, 75 per cent. A study of the
background of Jewish community-center personnel shows that 72 per cent
of all executives, sub-executives, and group-work staff had social-work de-
grees. The proportion of group workers with two years of social-work edu-
cation was highest for assistant directors and program directors, 87 per cent
of whom had this professional training.14

As one might expect, the vast majority of professional staff in Jewish
social-service agencies are Jews. An unknown number of Jewish social work-
ers are also employed by private nonsectarian agencies—e.g., settlements,
community chests, family- and child-welfare agencies—and by public agen-
cies. A study conducted by the writer 15 yielded the first information about
the religious distribution of social-work students. The data were obtained
from questionnaires sent to all first-year students in all schools of social
work in the United States and Canada in the academic year 1960-61. There

14 Arthur Brodkin, Education and Experience Background of Full-time Professional Work-
ers in Jewish Community Centers, JWB (New York, 1963).

15 Amulf M. Pins, Who Chooses Social Work, When and Why, Council on Social Work
Education (New York, 1963), p. 33.
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were 2,771 completed questionnaires, or 98.7 per cent of all sent out. The
results are shown in Table 1.

T A B L E 1. RELIGIOUS DISTRIBUTION OF SOCIAL WORK STUDENTS IN THE
UNITED STATES AND CANADA, 1960-61

Canadian and United States*
United States United States Population

Students Students Age 14 and over
Num- Per Num- Per Nun- Per

Religion ber Cent ber Cent ber Cent

Catholic 647 23.3 552 21.9 30,669,000 25.7
Jewish 392 14.1 361 14.3 3,868,000 3.2
Protestant 1,543 55.7 1,433 56.9 78,952,000 66.2
Other 32 1.2 29 1.2 1,545,000 1.3
None 149 5.4 138 5.5 3,195,000 2.7
No response 8 .3 7 .2 1,104,000 .9

TOTAL 2,771 100.0 2,520 100.0 119,333,000 100.0

a U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Population Characteristics,
Series P-20, No. 79, Feb. 2, 1958, p. 6. Based on sample studies. Other estimates suggest a
somewhat higher percentage of Jews in the population.

The high proportion of Jews in social-work schools (14 per cent, com-
pared with the 3-per-cent proportion of all Jews in the total American pop-
ulation) is of course partly related to the high proportion of Jews in all
schools of higher education. In 1959, for example, 18 per cent of all grad-
uate students were Jewish.16 Although most social-work students were Prot-
estant, their proportion was less than their representation in the population
of the United States. The percentage of Catholic students in schools of social
work matched their representation in the population. The distribution of
Jewish students concentrating their studies in the casework, group-work,
and community-organization methods differed substantially from the dis-
tribution of Catholic and Protestant students, as shown in Table 2.

The proportion of Jewish casework students was similar to their propor-

16 George L. Gropper and Robert Fitzpatrick, Who Goes to Graduate School? American
Institute for Research (Pittsburgh, 1959), p. 30.

T A B L E 2. METHOD CONCENTRATION OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS OF
SOCIAL WORK, BY RELIGION, 1960-61

Religion

Catholic
Jewish
Protestant
Other, None, or

No Response

TOTAL

Casework
Per Cent

24
14
55

7

100

Group Work
Per Cent

11
29
52

8

ioo~

Community
Organization

Per Cent
24

5
56

15

10(F
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tion in the total student body. However, the proportion of Jews among the
community-organization students was far less, and among the group-work
students was significantly greater. There was little difference in the propor-
tions of Protestant students in the different methods of social work, but the
proportion of Catholic students in group work was lower than in the other
two methods of social work.

Of all Jewish social-work students in 1960, 77 per cent were future case-
workers, 22 per cent were studying to become group workers, and only 1
per cent were preparing for community organization.

This irregular religious distribution of students electing the three major
methods of social work is difficult to explain with knowledge currently avail-
able. To an extent it is perhaps indicative of the development and profes-
sionalization of the sectarian agencies in different fields of practice.

RECRUITMENT FOR SOCIAL WORK

In the early 1930s, in response to the unprecedented demands for personnel
resulting from the Social Security Act and other New Deal legislation, the
American Association of Schools of Social Work, under a grant from the
Rockefeller Foundation, conducted a study on ways of recruiting and pre-
paring personnel for the public social services.

In 1943 the association joined with the associations of psychiatric and
medical-social workers, group workers, school-social workers, and other so-
cial workers to form the War-Time Committee on Personnel in the Social
Services. This committee coordinated recruitment efforts, published recruit-
ment materials, and provided career guidance through army and navy sepa-
ration centers and the United States Armed Forces Institute. A similar group,
the National Committee on Social Work in Defense Mobilization, was es-
tablished in 1951 during the Korean War. The national social agencies
worked together on recruitment through the National Social Welfare Assem-
bly. In 1952 the Council on Social Work Education was organized to repre-
sent schools of social work, undergraduate social-welfare departments of
colleges, national social-welfare agencies, the professional associations, and
interested citizens. At the outset, it voted to give "top priority, in its pro-
gram, to recruitment for the profession," establishing a special committee
for this purpose. JWB and CJFWF have been part of this committee since
its inception.

Recent Developments in Recruitment of Social Workers
In 1955 the various professional social-work organizations merged to form

the National Association of Social Workers. The new association established
a commission on recruitment to stimulate recruitment efforts by its members
and chapters. In 1957 a National Citizens Committee on Careers in Social
Work was organized to gain the participation and financial support of the
community at large, with Sidney Hollander, a former CJFWF president, as
its first chairman. The current chairman is Henry Sachs, who also serves as
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chairman of the recruitment committees of the Federation of Jewish Philan-
thropies of Greater New York and JWB.

The Council on Social Work Education stimulated the establishment of
permanent recruitment agencies in Boston, Chicago, Cincinnati, Cleveland,
New York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and Rochester, all of which have full-
time paid staff and conduct varied year-round recruitment activities, includ-
"summer-work experience" programs and camp-recruitment projects. Other
programs were developed to reach high-school and college students, and
their guidance counselors, with information about social work. Most local
Jewish social-service agencies are members of these recruitment groups and
participate in their program. The council also stimulated the establishment
of scholarships and work-study plans to help students finance their profes-
sional education. The council has created an impressive library of recruit-
ment materials, including guides, brochures, leaflets, posters, career charts, a
listing of scholarships, a film strip, and a 30-minute film. Over 40,000 in-
quiries about social work are received each year by the council from students,
parents, counselors, schools, and others.

In addition, local and national agencies in various fields of social work,
both private and public, have held meetings on recruitment, developed pro-
grams, and published articles and guides to urge and help their constituents
to recruit. A bibliography of recruitment materials compiled by the National
Social Welfare Assembly in 1961 listed over 140 items published by 36
different agencies.

As a result of the intensified recruitment programs, enrolments in schools
of social work began to rise. By 1962 schools of social work were function-
ing at more than 93 per cent of capacity and a more comprehensive recruit-
ment approach became necessary. Henry Sachs, chairman of the National
Citizens Committee for Careers in Social Work projected a five-point pro-
gram. In addition to more recruitment programs, it called for expansion of
school capacity; extensive public interpretation of social work; expansion of
scholarships and fellowships, and increased governmental support for schools
and students.

In July 1962 the recruitment efforts and committees of the National As-
sociation of Social Workers and the Council on Social Work Education were
merged into the National Commission on Careers in Social Work and
jointly sponsored by them.

Many Jewish social-service agencies and social workers active in Jewish
communal service participated and gave leadership to the recruitment efforts
of the entire social-work profession.

Recruitment Efforts of Jewish Social Service
Jewish social service as a whole gave its first official attention to the per-

sonnel shortage in 1956, when the National Conference on Jewish Com-
munal Service devoted one of its general sessions to the subject.

Individual national Jewish agencies had shown their concern about the
shortage still earner. In 1953 JWB's personnel and training services called
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a conference on recruiting. The shortage was also discussed at JWB national
and regional conventions and at meetings of its National Committee on Jew-
ish Community Center Services. As a result, JWB and its affiliated Jewish
community centers began to develop an extensive recruitment program.

CJFWF, too, sponsored special workshops on recruitment at its annual
general assemblies. These were addressed by lay leaders, key professionals,
and faculty members from schools of social work. In 1957 its personnel-
services committee published a guide for local Jewish federations and welfare
funds, Recruitment for Jewish Communal Services.

In the early 1950s the National Association of Jewish Center Workers
organized a recruitment committee to "awaken its members to their respon-
sibility and opportunity for recruitment." The committee's efforts resulted
in three major papers on recruitment which were published in the Journal of
Jewish Communal Service: "The Effect of Staff Shortages on Quality of
Agency Services and Worker Job Assignments," by Emanuel Berlatsky (Win-
ter 1958); "Do It Yourself—The Challenge of Recruitment," by Arnulf M.
Pins (same issue), and "Recruiting for Jewish Community Centers: Ob-
stacles and Opportunities," by Oscar Rosenfeld (Fall 1959).

Ensuing discussions led to a recognition that many interested Jewish stu-
dents were discouraged from undertaking social-work studies by their in-
ability to finance graduate professional education. Consequently, Jewish
social-service agencies began to develop field-work stipends, scholarships,
and work-study plans. Many of these financial grants required the students
to commit themselves to employment in the sponsoring agency upon com-
pletion of graduate studies.

JWB was the first to stimulate local centers to set up scholarship pro-
grams, publishing a guide to help set standards and develop procedures and
support. In cooperation with schools of social work and the Council on So-
cial Work Education, JWB also pioneered in the development of a work-
study plan which helped mature and experienced people, who usually were
married and had family responsibilities, to undertake social-work education
on an extended program while in the employ of a Jewish community center
on a part-time basis. The plan was officially approved by the Council on
Social Work Education in 1958 and has been tested by many local Jewish
community centers and schools of social work.

In 1958 the JWB Presidents' Club established a National Merit Fel-
lowship, and the National Association of Jewish Center Workers set up a
national scholarship plan. Many local centers and casework agencies also
sponsored programs of financial aid.

In 1959 CJFWF established a scholarship plan whereby funds from a
national pool were used to match money raised in local communities for new
scholarships. By 1962, 59 local Jewish federations and welfare funds were
participating in the scholarship plan.

For the school year 1961-62 CJFWF reported that 15 scholarships had
been granted by it and its member local agencies. For the same academic
year, 109 financial grants were made by JWB and its affiliated centers
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through 55 scholarships and 20 work-study plans.17 It is estimated that more
than $275,000 is spent by the American Jewish community annually for
financial aid to social-work students interested in Jewish social service.

In 1957, a few years after the start of its intensive recruitment efforts,
JWB reported that there were 50 per cent more first-year Jewish group-work
students in schools of social work than at any time in the previous five years
(89 students in 1957 as compared to 50 and 60 in the preceding years).
In the same year, the enrolment of all students in schools of social work had
increased only 9 per cent, and there was a 35-per-cent drop in the total
number of group-work students. The following year, about 50 per cent of
the graduating Jewish group-work students entered the Jewish community
center field. This total was sustained through 1962, despite increased com-
petition from many new fields for group-work graduates. No detailed figures
are available about the increase, if any, in the number of graduating Jewish
casework and community-organization students, nor the proportion entering
employment in Jewish agencies.

Of all the Jewish social-service agencies, Jewish community centers have
conducted the most extensive recruitment programs in the past five years.
JWB reported that in 1961-62, 4,023 persons from all 50 states had sought
information from its personnel and training services about career opportu-
nities in Jewish community center work and financial aid for graduate social-
work education.18 During the same period, local Jewish community centers
and YM-YWHAs had contact with 10,558 individuals concerning center
work—4,842 part-time staff, 4,235 teen-agers, and 1,481 young adults and
college students. Five years earlier, in 1957, the total number of recruitment
contacts was less than 350. In 1961 the William J. Shroder Award, presented
annually by CJFWF for outstanding contributions to social welfare, gave
honorable mention to JWB's recruitment program.

An integrated and coordinated national recruitment effort for Jewish so-
cial service, similar to the National Commission on Careers in Social Work,
does not exist. However, the personnel departments of JWB and CJFWF
cooperate in some joint projects and programs, such as their contact with
Hillel Foundations. The B'nai B'rith Vocational Service (BBVS) has con-
sulted with JWB and CJFWF over the years in the development of descrip-
tive career pamphlets on casework, community organization, and group
work in Jewish agencies. In 1962 BBVS published a new brochure to interest
young people in the opportunities in all of Jewish communal service, includ-
ing social work, Jewish education, vocational guidance, the rabbinate, and
other synagogal vocations, and developed .a kit of materials on careers in
the Jewish community for use by guidance counselors and others working
with young people.

The participation of Jewish social-service agencies in general social-work
recruitment efforts and their sponsorship of special programs to attract peo-

17 JWB Year Book, 1961 (Vol. XI), p. xrix.
18 Recruitment of Professional Staff for Jewish Community Centers, Annual Statistical Sum-

mary, JWB (New York, 1962), pp. 3-4.
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pie to Jewish social service have demonstrated that both are necessary and
productive, are complementary rather than competitive. The Jewish com-
munity has unique opportunities for recruitment through channels not read-
ily available to the general community: the upper grades of Jewish schools,
the members of Jewish community centers, synagogues, and youth groups,
and readers of the Jewish press. In a parallel way, the general social-work
community is in a better position to solicit recruits in the public high schools,
in colleges and through the daily press.

Characteristics of Jewish Social Work Students19

Until 15 years ago about 80 per cent of all social-work students were
women. There's still a high proportion of women among Jewish students,
despite a major shift in the sex distribution of social-work students gener-
ally. In 1960, 67 per cent of all Jewish social-work students were women,
compared with 57 per cent in the general student body.

Most candidates for a social-work degree begin studying for it immedi-
ately after graduation from college, although a smaller group, mostly women,
begin when their children are grown and/or after they have tried another
occupation. Almost 70 per cent of the Jewish social-work students were
under 30 years of age and about 10 per cent were over 40. In this regard
Jewish students did not differ from all other social-work students.

Social work does not seem to attract the academically superior Jewish
students. Seventy-two per cent of the Jewish social-work students had a
grade average of B in the last two years of college, 17 per cent averaged C
or less, and only 11 per cent achieved an A average. In general the under-
graduate academic records of Jewish students were similar to those of all
other social-work students. Students in other fields of graduate study have
substantially higher undergraduate grade averages than those in social work.

Most Jewish students in schools of social work came from large cities, as
was to be expected in view of the geographic distribution of the Jewish
population of the United States (p. 71). Seventy-two per cent of the Jew-
ish social-work students had lived most of their lives in cities with popula-
tions of more than 500,000, compared with 37 per cent of the student body
generally.

In general, students in schools of social work come from lower-class and
lower-middle-class families and represent an upward mobile group. Most
Jewish students of social work come from lower-middle-class homes. Com-
pared to the general student body, there was a smaller proportion of Jewish
students in the lowest socio-economic group and a greater percentage in the
upper group. However, the socio-economic background of Jewish social-
work students was lower than that of Jewish students in most other graduate
and professional schools. Approximately 35 per cent of all social-work stu-
dents came from families with an annual income of $5,000 or lower; fewer

19 Information based on special analysis of Jewish students conducted by the writer from
data obtained in connection with study on Who Chooses Social Work When and Why. Com-
plete findings on Jewish students to be published in 1963.
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than 25 per cent of the Jewish students came from families in this income
group. About 40 per cent of all students, Jewish and non-Jewish, came from
homes whose annual income was between $5,000 and $10,000. However,
35 per cent of Jewish social-work students came from families having an
income of over $10,000 a year, compared with less than 25 per cent of all
social-work students. The proportion of Jewish students from families having
incomes in excess of $20,000, was more than twice as high as for all students
(13 per cent, compared with 6 per cent). As a group, women came from
homes of higher socio-economic status than men.

The socio-economic background of social-work students is also reflected
by the occupation of their fathers. A substantially larger proportion of the
fathers of Jewish students were in business than those of other students, and
fewer of them were laborers. About 42 per cent of the Jewish students' fa-
thers were in the "proprietor, manager, and official" occupation group, com-
pared with 26 per cent of all students. While the fathers of 40 per cent of
all students were farmers and workers, only 23 per cent of the fathers of
Jewish students were so employed. About 20 per cent of the fathers of all
students were professionals and 15 per cent were salesmen and clerical
workers.

That Jewish students came from a somewhat higher socio-economic back-
ground than their fellow students is further revealed by the fact that in
1960-61 over 70 per cent of all first-year students in schools of social work
received scholarship aid, compared with 61 per cent of the Jewish students.
Similarly, more of the Jewish students than others said that they were re-
ceiving support from their parents (34 per cent, compared with 24 per cent)
and fewer that they would have to borrow money to finance their education.
Fewer Jewish students in social work received support from their parents
than in other graduate fields.

Factors Influencing Career Choice
Other factors, besides the students' socio-economic background influence

their vocational decision.
About two-thirds of the Jewish social-work students reported that they

had chosen social work as their career because they enjoyed working with
people, considered themselves well-suited for it, and "social work makes an
important contribution to individuals and society." These views seem to be
based on experience. Over 80 per cent of the Jewish social-work students
had worked on a paid or volunteer basis in social-work agencies before en-
tering a school of social work. All were active in college and community
organizational life, and more than half of them held leadership positions.

Work experience, through which students can test their interest and skill
in social work, seems to be the key influence in the choice of a social-work
career. This is the case for all social-work students, but even more so for
the Jewish students. Eighty-seven per cent of the Jewish students and 74 per
cent of all other students reported that work experience was one of the three
major factors influencing their selection of social work as a profession.
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The second major influence on the career choice of Jewish social-work
students was of "relatives, friends, or acquaintances who are active in com-
munity and welfare activities": 48 per cent of the Jewish students, but only
14 per cent of all students, cited this as a major influence on their career
decision. College courses and instructors were the third major influence on
the career choice of Jewish social-work students. Thirty per cent of the Jew-
ish social-work students considered college courses and instructors to be a
third major influence, compared with 43 per cent of all social-work students.

"Relatives, friends and acquaintances who are social workers" were re-
ported by 40 per cent of all students, but only 16 per cent of the Jewish
students reported them as significant influences in their choice of social
work as their career. About 17 per cent of all students reported that recruit-
ment programs, speakers, and literature were one of the three major factors
influencing their career choice.

The parents, relatives, friends, and teachers of 50 to 60 per cent of all
students approved of their choice of social work. Fewer than 10 per cent
reported disapprovals, and 20 to 30 per cent "mixed feelings." The mothers,
relatives, and friends of Jewish students were less approving of the students'
choice of social work than those of other students. There was no difference
in the attitude of the fathers and teachers of Jewish students and others.
While parents did not oppose their children's choice of social work, they
were less supportive than parents of students choosing other careers. For
example, studies ^ on the career choices of medical students found that their
parents actually "pressured" them to become doctors, and only 2 per cent
expressed mixed or negative feelings.

The research findings cited have several important implications. Perhaps
most important is its validation of recruitment programs. Even though so-
cial-work recruitment programs are relatively new and not yet intensive or
widespread, about one-sixth of the students considered recruitment to have
been one of the three major influences in their career choice. The findings
also clearly point to actual work experience as a major factor in influencing
a choice of social work. They suggest that more students would select social-
work careers if they were exposed to work experiences in the field. The in-
fluence of college courses and instructors, as reported by the students, was
not anticipated. It had always been assumed that college professors were
poorly informed about and unappreciative of social work.

While the cost of social-work education has risen substantially during the
past decade, the socio-economic background of social-work students has
continued to be relatively low. This explains why so many students need
scholarship aid. More and larger grants will be needed in the future.

20 Ronald E. Scantlebury, 'Tactors Which Influence Youth to Study Medicine," Journal of
Educational Research, November 1948, p. 172; Natalie Rogoff, "The Decision to Study Med-
icine," in Robert K. Merton, ed., The Student-Physician, Harvard University Press (Cambridge,
1957), p. 123.
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Special Factors Affecting Recruitment to Jewish Social Service
Jewish social-service agencies will gain staff if and when more social work-

ers become available. However, there are factors which present both unique
opportunities and obstacles for the recruitment of Jewish social workers
for the social-service agencies of the Jewish community. Among these are
standards of Jewish social-service agencies, socio-economic status of the
Jewish community, new developments in social work, and increased em-
phasis on the Jewish purposes and programs of agencies.

Until recently it has generally been true that private agencies, and espe-
cially those in the Jewish community, were more professionalized, did more
research and experimentation and had better standards, and paid higher
salaries than public agencies. These considerations have often influenced
Jewish social-work graduates to seek employment in Jewish agencies, even
when they had no special interest in, or commitment to, the Jewish com-
munity. Even today, a greater proportion of the staffs of private agencies
are professionally trained than of public agencies. The public-welfare amend-
ments passed by congress in 1962, which provide funds to pay for the edu-
cation of public-agency staff members, are bound to change this situation. As
more staff members of public agencies receive professional education, stand-
ards of practice will improve. Most research in recent years has been con-
ducted in public programs, especially in the areas of mental health and
delinquency prevention.

Although executive salaries in Jewish social service continue to be higher
than in other agencies, in 1962 starting salaries in Jewish agencies fell be-
hind those in some public agencies for the first time. CJFWF and JWB re-
ported that in 1962 the median executive salary in the Jewish community
for federation work was $13,000; for child and family-welfare agencies,
$10,875; for Jewish community centers, $11,828, and for homes for the aged,
$11,500. The average starting salary of group-work graduates accepting em-
ployment in Jewish community centers in 1962 was $5,920; casework sal-
aries were somewhat lower. However, salaries paid to recent social-work
graduates by some public agencies, like the Veterans Administration, the
New York City Housing Authority and the New York City Youth Board,
were sometimes as much as $1,000 higher than those of Jewish casework
and group-service agencies. Fringe benefits, too, especially for retirement,
are higher in public than in private agencies. The competition for social-
work graduates, including those who are Jewish, has increased. In order to
compete, Jewish agencies will have to continue to improve their standards
of practice, salaries, and personnel practices.

Jewish youth are less likely now than others to see a social-work career
as a means of moving up the socio-economic ladder. As American Jewry
becomes more upper-middle-class, ever fewer Jewish students will be moti-
vated by this factor to select social work as their career. Special efforts will
be required to attract Jewish students to social work.

The social-work profession has always devoted itself primarily to the un-
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derprivileged, the handicapped, and those under stress, whose need for help
is most obvious. Consequently, greater attention has been given by the field
and the schools of social work to the treatment of individual and societal
dysfunction, than to the newer concepts of prevention of breakdown and
enrichment of social functioning. Some schools in the past few years have
given special emphasis to preparing students for the many new social-work
services in public agencies and have stressed the special importance of non-
sectarian programs. This emphasis has made it harder for Jewish social
services to attract graduating students—especially federations and centers,
since primarily they serve middle-class people in planning, prevention, and
enrichment, and since they have special Jewish purposes and programs.
While social services in the Jewish community in recent years have given
increasing emphasis to their Jewish purposes and functions, social-work
schools have lessened their interest in the traditional private sectarian agen-
cies and have given greater attention in both class and field instruction to
new nonsectarian and public sponsored social-work programs. New and
special approaches will be required to attract more people for Jewish social
service.

Prospects for the Future
The increased need for professional personnel in Jewish social service, the

growing competition for Jewish social-work students, and the rising socio-
economic status of American Jewry all indicate that unless Jewish com-
munal recruitment programs are expanded, there will not be enough staff
for Jewish agencies. Fortunately, well conceived and directed recruitment
programs seem to be bringing results, and recent research reports some en-
couraging findings.

A study of the career plans of America's June 1961 college graduates
found that a large proportion of them planned to go on to graduate work
in the social sciences, humanities, and education. In fact, the proportion of
such students was almost twice as large as the percentage of those interested
in the physical sciences and about equal to those planning to become en-
gineers.21

Evidence for a hopeful prognosis about our ability to recruit in the future
can be found in a "Survey of Career Choices of Jewish Youth" completed
in 1962 by the B'nai B'rith Vocational Service. The study was made possible
by a grant from B'nai B'rith Women and conducted by volunteers supplied
by them. The findings are based on the returns of more than 6,600 young
people active in Jewish youth groups in 40 states. About 90 per cent of the
teenagers who participated in the survey said that they probably would go
to college; over 70 per cent of the boys hoped to prepare for professional
careers, while only 3 per cent planned to become proprietors and 7 per cent
hoped to become executives or managers. The desire to help others was men-

21 James A. Davis, et al., Great Aspirations: Career Plans of America's June 1961 Grad-
uates, National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago (Chicago, 1961), Section VII,
Table 33.



PROFESSIONALS IN JEWISH SOCIAL SERVICES / 225

tioned most frequently by the students as the factor which most influenced
their occupational choice. The most surprising and encouraging finding of
the study was that 19 per cent of the respondents indicated they were inter-
ested in a professional career in the Jewish community. Of these, most were
interested in social work: 70 per cent expressed interest in casework and
group work; 13 per cent in Jewish education; 6 per cent in the rabbinate,
and 4 per cent in vocational counseling. (Community organization was not
listed among the choices.)

Finding enough professional workers is only part of the personnel problem
in Jewish social service. Equally important is the ability to retain the work-
ers and to assure their competence. This to a large extent is determined by
the nature and effectiveness of pre-service and in-service training programs.

T R A I N I N G OF PERSONNEL FOR JEWISH
SOCIAL SERVICE

The question of providing specific training for the personnel of Jewish social
service agencies continues to be debated. The pre-service education of most
social workers has generally been in nonsectarian schools of social work,
despite periodic efforts by the Jewish community to establish separate schools
—either parallel or supplementary.

Is there a need for special training for social workers in Jewish communal
service? If so, what should be its content and where and how should it be
provided?

Background and Nature of Social-work Education
Anna Dawes is generally credited with having prepared the way for edu-

cation for social services when, at the International Congress of Charity and
Corrections in 1893, she asked "why the men and women who were then
departing from the field of active social work should not have an opportu-
nity to transmit to their successors what they had learned during their years
of service, so as to enable new workers to take up the work where the older
ones left off, without going through a long, hard period of learning by doing."
In 1897 Mary Richmond proposed that training for social work should be
undertaken as an educational function. She called for the establishment of
a "training school of applied philanthropy" whose curriculum should em-
phasize "practical work rather than academic."

Social-work education can be said to have had its official beginning in the
United States with a summer training course for "charity workers" by the
New York Charity Organization Society in 1898. Within six years this course
was extended to one year and transformed into the New York School of
Philanthropy. By 1910 there were schools of social work in Boston, Chicago,
Philadelphia, and St. Louis.

Between 1910 and 1930 some schools, especially the larger and older ones,
were sponsored and largely supported by private welfare agencies, while
others obtained university affiliations. Some of the more firmly established
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schools early offered two years of graduate professional study based on a
bachelor's degree; most schools offered undergraduate programs, alone or in
combination with graduate courses. The major and almost exclusive em-
phasis in the programs of all schools was on casework.

In the early 1930s new social-work schools were developed in state uni-
versities as well as in some private urban universities. In 1932 the schools of
social work for the first time agreed on a "minimum curriculum." In 1939
the American Association of Schools of Social Work required all schools to
become associated with a recognized college or university, and established
the requirements for a two-year graduate program leading to the Master's
degree. The 1930s also witnessed the development of social group work and
its inclusion in the social-work curriculum.

In 1944 the association expanded its "minimum curriculum," which was
again revised in 1952. During the past 10 to 12 years a number of schools
have begun to establish one- or two-year sequences in community organiza-
tion and some have set up doctoral programs.

In 1952, when the Council on Social Work Education was established, it
continued the work on curriculum improvement. A major three-year cur-
riculum study was completed in 1959 and a new curriculum policy was
adopted in 1962. It stated: "The curriculum is developed as a unified whole,
with three major components: Social Welfare Policy and Services; Human
Behavior and the Social Environment; and Methods of Social Work Prac-
tice." Specific educational objectives were developed for each curriculum
area. Schools were authorized to provide opportunities for a two-year con-
centration in class and field instruction in any or all of the three basic meth-
ods of social work—casework, community organization, and group work.

In 1962 there were 56 accredited schools of social work in the United
States offering a master's-degree program. Among them was the Wurzweiler
School of Social Work of Yeshiva University, the first Jewish university-
sponsored school of social work. In addition to these schools, Brandeis Uni-
versity's Florence Heller Graduate School for Advanced Studies in Social
Welfare offered a doctoral program to prepare social workers "for leadership
responsibilities in the social-welfare field."

In little more than 60 years, as pointed out by Werner Boehm, director of
the social-work curriculum study (p. 204), social-work education has moved
from "apprenticeship training within the social agency to its location
as a program of higher education in the university and college community."

In these same 50 years the advances in training for specifically Jewish
social service were neither so dramatic nor so successful.

Special Training Schools for Jewish Communal Service
Of the several attempts to set up special training schools to prepare per-

sonnel for Jewish social service, all but one, the School of Social Work of
Yeshiva University, failed and no longer exist. The question of special train-
ing is therefore still current and pressing.

The most complete history of training for Jewish social service was pre-
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pared by Michael Freund.22 His study showed that during the first quarter
of the 20th century there were several significant attempts to provide organ-
ized training for those engaged in Jewish social work.

In 1902 the National Conference of Jewish Charities established scholar-
ships for training in the "scientific approach" to charity, which included
courses in "applied sociology" and practical experience in relief agencies.
The initial grant was for six months and further extension was to depend on
the educational needs and potential of candidates. Given the low status and
pay of charity workers, there were few applicants for the scholarships and
the grant was not renewed.

In 1903 Lee K. Frankel, head of the United Hebrew Charities in New
York City, who in 1901 had called for a "scientific approach" to philan-
thropy (p. 206), offered a course in "applied philanthropy," with the coop-
eration of the Jewish Chautauqua Society.

In 1913 a School of Jewish Social Service, projected as a national insti-
tute, was established by the Jewish Settlement, a member of the Federation
of Jewish Charities of Cincinnati. The curriculum called for six months of
study at the Hebrew Union College and the University of Cincinnati and
six months of field work in a local agency. The school failed, primarily be-
cause it was unable to attract out-of-town students.

In 1915 the National Association of Jewish Social Workers (not the same
as the National Conference of Jewish Social Work) opened a summer school
for Jewish social workers in New York in cooperation with the Chautauqua
Society.

In 1916 the Jewish Community of New York (the New York Kehillah)
established the School of Jewish Communal Work, as one of several bureaus,
to provide professional training for those who would work in the major areas
of the Kehillah's concern (philanthropy, recreation, education, etc.). It was
a graduate school, having a training period of 3 to 4 years and a curriculum
of field work and study. Studies covered the historical background and cur-
rent status of the Jewish community, methods and principles of communal
work, and work in the area of the student's specialization. When the United
States entered World War I, the Kehillah suspended operations and the
school was closed.

In the early 1920s JWB conducted its own school to train promising grad-
uate students for Y work. The school, which was under the direction of
Julius Drachsler, ceased operations when, in 1925, a new and broader pro-
gram for Jewish social work was set up. That year, the Training School for
Jewish Social Work was set up by the National Conference of Jewish Char-
ities. It later became known as the Graduate School for Jewish Social Work.
Its immediate purpose was to provide training for Jewish social work, and
its long-range goal was to discover and equip future leaders in Jewish com-
munal life. Within a few years, the school's 15-month program was extended
to two years, and the school was granted the right to award both Master's

22 Michael Freund, Training for Jewish Social Welfare, CJFWF (New York, 1956).
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and doctoral degrees. The original curriculum called for three months of
study of Jewish background material and Jewish social service; nine months
of the general principles, methods, and techniques of social work, three
months of the aims and methods of Jewish social service. Courses were taken
at the New York School of Social Work, and field work (15 hours per week)
was under the direction of the graduate school.

The school had counted on the support of foundations, federations, and
interested individuals, but the great depression, the pressure of overseas
needs, and the lack of conviction among federations that there was a need
for a specifically Jewish school rendered the school's financial difficulties in-
surmountable. After an unsuccessful attempt to affiliate with the Hebrew
Union College, it closed in 1940 for lack of funds.

In 1947, after a study (p. 230) and recommendation by the Conference
Committee on Training for Jewish Social Work, the Training Bureau for
Jewish Communal Service was established. Five national agencies assumed
responsibility for initiating the bureau (AAJE, JDC, CJFWF, NCRAC, and
JWB).

The concern which led to establishment of the bureau was somewhat dif-
ferent from that which had motivated earlier efforts. It was generally agreed
that the existing schools of social work had made great progress in curricu-
lum and approach and now offered sound educational programs. However,
it was questioned whether this training fully met the special needs of Jewish
clients and agencies and whether it was geared to preparing workers for
community organization, community relations, overseas service, and institu-
tional care of the aged. Consequently the purpose of the Training Bureau
was to give supplementary preparation for practicing social workers and grad-
uates of schools of social work.

The bureau's 14-month course of study was on a graduate level. The cur-
riculum consisted of three parts: three months of study devoted to an un-
derstanding of Jewish life past and present, and community-organization
principles and methods; nine months of field work, supplemented by insti-
tutes and workshops, and two months to be devoted to the interpretation
and evaluation of the field-work experience. The bureau did not grant de-
grees.

Like its predecessor, the Graduate School for Jewish Social Work, the
Training Bureau had difficulty in securing financial support. Funds were first
used to meet overseas requirements; there was a decline in national fund
raising beginning in 1949; the school had difficulty finding qualified students
who could leave jobs for an extended period, and there continued to be some
continuing skepticism on the part of influential persons as to the need of a
school under Jewish auspices. After attempts to affiliate with the New York
School of Social Work of Columbia University, Dropsie College, and Bran-
deis University, the Training Bureau was discontinued in 1951.

In 1957 Yeshiva University established a School of Social Work. Together
with the Graduate School of Education, it was an outgrowth of the School
of Education and Community Administration, established in 1948. Coedu-
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cational and nondenominational, the School of Social Work offers a two-
year graduate program leading to the Master of Social Work degree. The
school catalogue describes the program thus: "Through classroom and field
instruction, the students acquire an understanding of the scientific principles
and social and ethical values pertaining to social work as a whole, as well as
the purposes, ethos, and structure of Jewish communal services."

The educational program of the School of Social Work is organized in
accordance with the curriculum policy of the Council on Social Work Edu-
cation. The basic curriculum of the School has been enriched with content
"to prepare students for social-work practice in Jewish communal settings."
Charles Levy, acting dean of the school, in an address at the opening exer-
cises for the 1962-63 school year, explained the school's uniqueness as
follows:

Preparation, as far as the sectarian dimension of practice is concerned, is not
simply a matter of randomly added courses, although all students are indeed re-
quired to take four courses obviously not required in other schools—two courses
in Jewish Social Philosophy, a course on the Jew in American Society, and a
course in Jewish Communal and Social Organization. These courses are viewed
as opportunities for students to acquire knowledge and understanding of Jewish
people—their beliefs, their religious practices, their needs, their relationships,
their view of their faith, and their relationship to their physical and social envi-
ronment. . . . On one hand, they provide access to substantive content and, on
the other, they generate sensitivity in the students to their own responses as
Jews . . . and to the responses of clients, lay leaders and staff. . . .

In 1962 the school was named the Wurzweiler School of Social Work in
honor of Gustav Wurzweiler.

"What is Jewish about Jewish Social Work?"
In a paper ^ presented at the 1962 National Conference on Jewish Com-

munal Service, Harold Silver, director of the Jewish Family and Children's
Service in Detroit, reviewed some of the early debates about "what is Jewish
about Jewish social work." In the early 1900s some advocated a "Jewish
tendency" in Jewish institutions, without which "they have no reason what-
ever for existing." Others argued that "in order that we may properly take
our place in the community with our neighbors and live with them in a fit-
ting and neighborly manner, we should not emphasize our Jewishness in the
way in which we have been doing."

Silver suggests that in the period of mass immigration the justification for
distinctively Jewish social work was obvious: there were Jewish needy for
whom the more settled group felt responsible; a worker's knowledge of Yid-
dish was as essential as a sympathetic understanding of the immigrants'
background and customs. In time, these factors became less important. Im-
migration declined, nearly all Jews spoke English, community chests assumed
wider financial responsibilities, and social-work education began to manifest

23 Harold Silver, "Jewish Communal Services: Historical Perspectives," Journal of Jewish
Communal Service, September, 1962, pp. 7-19.
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concern about cultural differences. More recently, says Silver, the rationale
for Jewish social service derived from the philosophical commitment of its
workers and lay leaders. The so-called "assimilationists" were primarily
"client-centered." They believed that Jewish agencies were justified only
where nonsectarian agencies failed to meet community needs, and they re-
jected the idea of special training for Jewish social workers. The so-called
"survivalists" equated the interests of the Jewish group with the needs of the
Jewish client, and on that basis favored separate and distinctive Jewish so-
cial services. These tended to feel that in the interest of the Jewish commu-
nity the agencies should actually seek out opportunities to introduce Jewish
content into their programs and services. For a long time the issue was "needs
of Jews vs. Jewish needs."

Through the years, the profession continued to explore and debate the
question of special training. The concern, and the shift in the nature of the
concern, was reflected in such papers, delivered at the National Conference
on Jewish Communal Service, as "Racial Factors Which Condition Casework
with Jewish Families" (1924), "Relation of the Jewish Social Worker to the
Jewish Community" (1934), "Jewish Content in Jewish Social Work"
(1936), "Present Programs for Training for Jewish Communal Service"
(1949), and "Relationship of Existing Training Programs to the Needs of
Jewish Communal Service" (1949).

A study initiated in the 1940s by the Conference Committee on Training
for Jewish Social Work and conducted by Philip Bernstein (now the execu-
tive director of CJFWF) obtained information on the judgments of agencies
and workers about the need for a Jewish school of social work. Most of the
caseworkers among the 234 agencies and 970 social workers questioned
thought that no Jewish school was needed, unlike community-organization
and group workers.

Those opposing a Jewish school advanced the following reasons: all peo-
ple have essentially the same problems, regardless of religion; the existing
schools of social work are capable of supplying the field; the establishment
of a Jewish school would invite discrimination against its graduates by non-
sectarian agencies and against other Jewish students as well; it would tend
to accentuate the differences rather than the similarities between Jews and
others; the cost of maintaining a Jewish school would place a large financial
burden on the community; a single Jewish school would, on the one hand,
be inadequate for all sections of the country and, on the other, would dupli-
cate existing facilities. Satisfaction was expressed with the graduates of the
general schools. It was argued that the old Graduate School for Jewish Social
Work had filled only a small proportion of personnel needs, and that there
were ample facilities for field training in large cities without the existence
of a Jewish school.

Opinions favoring a Jewish school pointed to the unlikelihood of non-
Jewish faculty members guiding their students to careers in the Jewish
fields; the inadequacy of students' preparation in Jewish courses which
could not be provided by the nonsectarian schools; the difficulties in eval-
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uating the Jewish qualifications of the Jewish agencies and their supervisors
by nonsectarian schools. The establishment of a special school for training
in Jewish social work, many claimed, would result in raising the standards
of the Jewish agencies, offering better control of field training for Jewish
communal service, and recruiting more people for Jewish social work. Stress-
ing that philanthropy was no longer the center of Jewish life, some viewed a
Jewish school as the core of the future organized Jewish life in America.
They maintained that community organization was a discipline which could
best be taught to social workers preparing for Jewish communal service in a
Jewish school. In view of the findings, a Training Bureau of Jewish Com-
munal Service, rather than a Jewish school of social work, was set up in
1947 (see above).

The last decade, probably influenced by the closing of the Training Bureau
in 1951, was marked by renewed interest in the Jewish components in agency
goals and practice, and in methods of in-service training to prepare workers
for Jewish communal service. This interest is evidenced by such titles of
papers presented to the National Conference 24 as "Jewish Components in
Social Work" (1950); "The Meaning of Jewishness to Clients and Its Effect
on Casework Service" (1951); "Developing Positive Jewish Attitudes
Through Jewish Center Activities" (1953), and "An Approach and Philos-
ophy of Jewish Social Welfare" (1953). In 1957 a paper on "Jewish Train-
ing and Orientation for Social Workers" called on Jewish federations to take
leadership in developing and sponsoring Jewish in-service training programs
for the staff of all the agencies in the "federation family." In 1959 Graenum
Berger, then chairman of the committee on training of the National Con-
ference on Jewish Communal Service, made more radical proposals in a
paper suggesting that social-work students without a "requisite" Jewish
background "be enrolled" in Jewish courses of study as part of their grad-
uate training and that an agency's Jewish purpose and practice be considered
before it was selected as a field-work placement for Jewish students. He also
called for "certification of students' Jewish qualifications" before employ-
ment and "diplomate" status for experienced workers with proved technical
competence and "ability to translate Jewish objectives through practice."

Since 1959 the National Association of Jewish Center Workers through
its professional education committee, has studied the "Jewish knowledge and
attitude necessary for Jewish community center workers." In 1962 the Na-
tional Association of Jewish Center Workers devoted more than half of the
sessions of its national conference to the subject. A paper by Bertram H.
Gold and Arnulf M. Pins 25 indicated that "necessary preparation of the Jew-
ish community-center workers is not identical with professional preparation
in social work . . . , a good Jewish background and strong Jewish and
democratic commitments, coupled with knowledge, attitudes, and skills ac-

24 These and other papers later appeared in the Journal of Jewish Communal Service.
25 Bertram H. Gold and Amulf M. Pins, "Effective Preparation for Jewish Community Cen-

ter Work," Journal of Jewish Communal Service, December 1962, p. 127.
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quired in graduate social-work education are a sine qua non for effective
professional practice."

There seems to be growing acceptance of the Jewish purposes of Jewish
social services. For example, the keynote address at the National Conference
of Jewish Communal Service in 1958 was entitled "The Preservation of Jew-
ish Values: A Fixed Point of Reference." Obviously, there are still some
differences, but the major question for most is no longer whether there are
Jewish purposes but how are they to be carried out.

The distinct Jewish purposes of federations and welfare funds are easily
seen and generally understood. Since they coordinate and plan for Jewish
community-sponsored services and raise funds for Jewish local, national, and
overseas needs, there is a clear rationale for their separate existence. Recent
trends for expanded governmental responsibility for many areas of social
welfare have made it increasingly possible and desirable for American Jews
to concentrate many of their social services on their uniquely Jewish inter-
ests and needs. This trend has led community-organization workers to seek
greater knowledge and understanding of the American Jewish community.

There never was much question about the Jewish responsibility and the
need for Jewish program content in the institutional field. Homes for the
aged and child-care institutions have generally provided for the observance
of Jewish holidays and ceremonies and for Jewish education. Consequently,
these agencies have always sought staff who can assure the provision of such
services.

YM-YWHAs and Jewish community centers, historically, provided services
to meet the special needs of American Jews; first literacy and education and
then "Americanization." Since the Janowsky survey which was completed in
1947 (p. 209) and the JWB's Statement of Principles which was adopted in
1948, the Jewish community-center field has begun to articulate its current
Jewish purposes and has sought ways to implement them. In 1955 Sanford
Solender, then director of JWB's Jewish Community Center Services, sum-
marized the Jewish community center's unique Jewish purposes.26 Today,
there is general acceptance that some training in addition to social work is
needed by center workers; but how much, what kind, how and where pro-
vided—that is still unresolved.

Casework agencies are least clear about their Jewish purpose and content.
Consequently, caseworkers have been least accepting about the need for Jew-
ish training in addition to social-work education.

After three years of intensive consideration by a committee of lay leaders
and professional workers, CJFWF in 1954 published a statement on "The
Values of Jewish Family Service to the Client and the Community." It
pointed out that the rationale for a Jewish family agency could

no longer be based on special language and immigrant needs . . . [since the peo-
ple served are] predominantly native-born, or thoroughly Americanized and
involved in general community programs. . . . [Instead] the rationale is to be
26 Sanford Solender, The Unique Function of the Jewish Community Center, JWB (New

York, 1955).
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found in the desire of Jews to live as Jews and to have a communal life and
certain institutional forms of their own. . . . (1) many clients prefer the Jewish
agency for deeply significant personal reasons; (2) the way many clients feel
about the Jewish agency facilitates a good professional and working relationship;
(3) the board member and volunteer as well as the professional need the Jewish
agency as one means of expression for their cultural traditions and religious
impulses.

In 1957 the training Committee of the National Conference of Jewish
Communal Service sponsored a session on training at the conference's an-
nual meeting. Questions on the agenda were:

Which should be the major emphasis in training for Jewish communal service—
Jewish background and/or understanding the Jewish individual and/or profes-
sional skills and understanding specific to a Jewish setting?

Should we think in terms of the establishment of a Jewish school, or of offering
supplementary training only?

Should we look to Jewish denominational institutions for training sufficiently
broad to meet the needs of Jewish communal services, or must training be under
total (Jewish) communal auspices to be satisfactory?

For the next two years the committee continued to discuss these and sim-
ilar questions.

In 1959 the committee made a number of recommendations, including
one that social workers in Jewish agencies

must have a great deal of knowledge about the individual, group, and communal
behavior of Jews, historically and contemporaneously, and . . . a sympathy for
the continuation of Jewish life in America and the world. . . .

The committee also commented that

the inability [of nonsectarian schools] to provide a fully integrated curriculum
of Jewish content and social work does not give students in professional schools
an organic approach towards work in the Jewish community. Hence, many
Jewish students remain in conflict about their own Jewishness, about working
in Jewish communal agencies, and continue to question the validity of such
sectarian services.

Recent Developments in Training for Jewish Social Service
In 1960 the Wurzweiler School of Social Work of Yeshiva University

added a concentration in casework to its initial sequence in group work and
in 1962 the Council on Social Work Education reaffirmed the school's ac-
creditation "with commendation." For the academic year 1962-63, 43 full-
time students were enrolled, more than at any time since the school opened
in 1957, with 13 students. For the first time since 1940 the Jewish commu-
nity had a school whose primary purpose was to train people for Jewish
social service.

In recent years, all schools of social work have begun to stress the role of
culture, religion, and values in the life of people and in social-work practice.
The curriculum study on social-work education included a special project on
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the Teaching of Values and Ethics in Social Work Education. The Council
on Social Work Education in 1960 and 1961 sponsored a series of faculty
institutes in Religious Content in Social Work Education, and its new 1962
curriculum policy statement made specific reference to the study of culture.
These developments in the field of generic social-work education have pro-
vided logical and psychological underpinnings to the Jewish field's interest in
special training for its workers.

During 1962 plans were developed for the establishment, in 1963, of a
Graduate Institute for Contemporary Jewish Studies at Brandeis University,
to make possible professional training for executive positions in the Jewish
community and scholarly study in several disciplines relating to contem-
porary Jewry. Students specifically interested in Jewish social service will be
related to the Florence Heller Graduate School for Advanced Studies in
Social Welfare.

More generally, opportunities for adults to increase their Jewish education
on a college level are increasing. The seminaries are expanding their exten-
sion programs. So, too, are other Jewish institutions of higher learning in
several large cities; and many universities have or will soon have depart-
ments or special chairs in Jewish studies. In 1962 such programs were estab-
lished at Rutgers University in New Jersey, at Roosevelt College in Chicago,
and at Washington University in St. Louis.

JWB has sponsored an eight-day orientation institute for new Jewish com-
munity-center workers, with a curriculum giving special attention to the
American Jewish community and its historical antecedents, Jewish com-
munal service in the United States, and methods of achieving the Jewish
objectives of the center. Other regional in-service training institutes and
executives' seminars dealt with ways of carrying out the unique Jewish pur-
poses of the center. The large-city center executives in their conference in
1961 discussed methods of helping staff increase their Jewish knowledge and
actually considered a draft outline of a curriculum for Jewish community-
center work.27 Many individual Jewish community centers have set up Jew-
ish courses for their staff, usually in cooperation with the local bureaus of
Jewish education and Jewish colleges.

CJFWF-sponsored institutes for federation executives also considered
many subjects of Jewish interest and concern. For example, the following
items were considered by small and intermediate city-federation executives
in their annual institutes in 1961 and 1962: "The Impact of Developments
in the American Jewish Community on Jewish Communal Services", "Jew-
ish Values in the Operation of Jewish Communal Institutes," and "Elements
Responsible for Sustaining Jewish Communal Life."

Several local federations have initiated or support special Jewish training
programs for the staffs of local Jewish agencies. In New York, since 1955,
Jewish orientation and training seminars have been conducted under the

27Amulf M. Pins, "First Step in the Development of a Curriculum for In-Service Train-
ing of Jewish Community Center Workers," Journal of Jewish Communal Service, Spring 1962.
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sponsorship of the Jewish Education Committee, in cooperation with the
New York Metropolitan Section of JWB; and with the support of the Fed-
eration of Jewish Philanthropies. Courses have dealt with Jewish history,
values, philosophy and festivals; the Jewish family, the American Jew and
the American Jewish community. A total of 298 professionals, representing
47 agencies, have participated. In the fall of 1962 more than 60 workers,
half caseworkers and half group workers, were registered in three seminars;
many were executives.

CONCLUSION

Current Jewish social services and the problems related to personnel arise
out of the conditions of Jewish life in America. The need for professional
personnel or the questions of their Jewish training did not exist in the Europe
from which American Jewry derives.

Jewish life has continued to change. Most American Jews today are na-
tive-born, prosperous, well-educated, living in the suburbs of large cities,
poorly informed about Judaism but eager—or, at the very least, not un-
willing—to be identified as Jews. The socio-economic changes that have
occurred in American Jewry in the past, changes in attitude, values, and be-
havior, have evoked new individual and group needs.

Jewish social services will be called on to deal with these new interests
and needs. How well American Jewry can deal with its new problems and
the kind of American Jewish life that will develop depend to a large degree
on the adequacy of the supply and training of the staff of Jewish social
services.

ARNULF M. PINS

The United States, Israel, and the Middle East *

T
I H E secession of Syria from the UAR on September 29, 1961,

touched off a total recasting of political relations in the Middle East during
the year under review, July 1, 1961, to June 30, 1962.

Egypt was temporarily isolated as Syria, under its new, right-wing leader-
ship, sought allies among other Arab countries, particularly Iraq, the major
political obstacle to Egypt's hegemony in the Arab world. In April 1962 the
new Syrian regime was threatened by a revolt which reflected the influence
of the proponents of Nasserist land reforms, still popular with the Syrian
masses, and which resulted in a slightly leftward turn by the regime. There-
after the fledgling regime, seeking a measure af stability, offered in a nation-

• For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 433.
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wide radio broadcast in June 1962 by Syrian Prime Minister Bashir al-Azmah
to enter a political federation with Egypt that would also include Iraq. The
overture, viewed as a political maneuver, was implicitly rejected by the Cairo
newspaper Al-Ahram on June 11, and by the end of July, Egypt and Syria
were once again seriously at odds with one another.

In May 1962, the attention of the Arab world was directed to Nasser's
proclamation of an intention to lead the Middle East to "Arab socialism" (as
distinguished by him from "Russian socialism"). Saudi Arabia reacted by
convening in Mecca, on May 20, a three-day quasi-political conference under
religious guise to counteract this new ideological thrust. In a major address,
King Saud attacked malignant trends against Islam and its followers.

Contributing to the general political unrest was the Syrian-Israel border
conflict which erupted at Nuqeib in March 1962 and resulted in the next
month in the virtual denunciation of Israel as a unilateral aggressor by the
United Nations.

U.S. RELATIONS WITH SYRIA, EGYPT,
AND IRAQ

On October 9, 1961, eight days after Syria's secession from the UAR and
three days after the new government's recognition by the Soviet Union, the
United States granted Syria formal recognition. According to a New York
Times dispatch on October 10, the United States had consulted President
Nasser before acting, and "he was said to have shown appreciation for the
official respect shown him."

Thereafter, four highly placed White House advisors visited Cairo. In
February 1962, Chester Bowles, President Kennedy's special assistant on
Asia, Africa, and Latin America, visited Nasser. Between mid-February and
early March, he was followed by George McGovern, director of the Presi-
dent's Food for Peace program; Robert Matteson, a member of the United
States Disarmament Advisory staff, and Edward Mason, White House eco-
nomic consultant.

Such overtures by the United States did not allay Egyptian distrust. "A
question in the minds of United Arab Republic leaders," according to a re-
port from Cairo in the New York Times of March 8, "is whether the United
States, which is always suspected here of pro-Zionism, will help Israel align
herself with the Common Market. Cairo feels support for Israel at this time
would go far to offset the economic benefits of United States aid."

Notwithstanding such misgivings, a meeting between Secretary of State
Dean Rusk and UAR Minister of Economy Abdul al-Kaissouni resulted in
an announcement on April 26 that the United States planned to present the
UAR with a massive "package of assistance," which included two develop-
ment loans previously announced: 17 million dollars for grain silos; 3 mil-
lion dollars for locomotives; the sale of United States agricultural surpluses
amounting to $100 million, and large-scale technical assistance. Also under
discussion was the creation of a consortium consisting of the United States,
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West Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom, which would provide Egypt,
through the World Bank, with foreign-currency needs enabling her to double
her 140 million dollars annual per capita income by 1970.

Considerable skepticism was voiced in Congress concerning the advisability
of this aid program to Egypt. Senator Kenneth Keating (Rep., N.Y.), in a
letter to Secretary of State Dean Rusk and followed by a speech in the
Senate on May 2, demanded that the United States reevaluate and clarify its
program of aid to Egypt and renew its efforts to bring about an Arab-Israel
settlement before making commitments to the Cairo government. In an
earlier address, on March 13, Senator Keating had charged that Egypt was
seeking to tie strings to American foreign aid by demanding withdrawal of
United States endorsement of Israel's bid for a European Common Market
link.

American aid to Egypt was called into question by others on the ground
that it would allow Egypt to acquire a large arsenal from Moscow. "Ameri-
can aid to Egypt," wrote Roscoe Drummond in the New York Herald
Tribune of June 6, 1962, "just about equals the resources which Nasser is
diverting from Egypt's internal needs in order to purchase new and large-
scale arms from the Soviets." Drummond estimated that "the price tag on
Soviet arms, delivered and contracted for from 1961 through 1964, is esti-
mated at not less than $298,000,000. . . . Over this period the United States
and the International Monetary Fund will contribute to the Egyptian econ-
omy an amount equal to, perhaps even greater, than what Nasser is with-
drawing from his economy to buy these weapons."

Justifying the State Department's action, Assistant Secretary of State
Frederick G. Dutton declared in July 1962:

The State Department studies show there is no significant correlation between
United States aid and UAR's arms purchases. The UAR's international-payments
problems are found in its lack of sufficient free-world convertible currencies.
In contrast, the UAR has substantial development and current-payments re-
sources with the Soviet bloc, mainly because the bloc provides the market for
large quantities of the UAR's principal export commodity, cotton, which cannot
be sold in the free world at reasonable prices . . . . were the United States now
to cease aid, the UAR's ability to purchase arms would not be substantially
affected.

In an earlier letter, dated July 9, 1962, to Representative Leonard Farbstein
(Dem., N.Y.), outlining American policy on financial aid to Nasser, Dutton
had written; "The State Department recognizes Israel's deep concern with the
issues arising from the Arab-Israel problem." However, he added, "prospects
for its settlement and for stability in the region as a whole are improved, if
the countries involved are assisted to pursue their legitimate goals for eco-
nomic development."

On July 21 Egypt announced that it had launched its first rocket and a
few days later the first Egyptian jet-fighter plant was formally opened.

American relations with Iraq were progressively more strained. In July
1961 the United States supported a British resolution in the Security Council
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aimed at winning UN recognition of Kuwait's new independence and de-
terring Iraq from claiming the neighboring state. The Soviet Union vetoed the
resolution. Relations with Iraq deteriorated further, when, on November 30,
Kuwait's admission to the UN, opposed by Iraq, was supported by the United
States. (It was vetoed by the Soviet Union.) On June 1, 1962, the United
States accredited an ambassador from Kuwait. The next day Iraq retaliated
by expelling United States Ambassador John D. Jernegan.

ISRAELI AND MIDDLE EASTERN AFFAIRS
IN THE UN

Arab Refugees
Between December 4 and 19, the General Assembly's Special Political

Committee held 19 meetings to consider the annual report of John Herbert
Davis, director of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Pales-
tine Refugees (UNRWA). The committee produced a draft resolution which
was sponsored by the United States in the General Assembly and was
adopted on December 20 by a vote of 62 to 0, with 37 abstentions. It urged
the Arab host governments and Israel to cooperate with the Palestine Con-
ciliation Commission (PCC) in a renewed effort to implement paragraph 11
of the 1948 General Assembly resolution endorsing repatriation or compen-
sation for the Palestine refugees. It further requested PCC to try to complete
by September 1, 1962, its work on the identification and evaluation of the
Arab refugees' immovable properties in Palestine, as of May 15, 1948. The
Assembly also directed attention to UNRWA's precarious financial position
and urged increased contributions from participating governments for its
essential programs. Except for dates, the resolution was undistinguishable
from one adopted the preceding year (AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63], p. 282). Two
additional provisions submitted by the Special Political Committee were
eliminated by the General Assembly. One of these called for PCC's mem-
bership to be increased from three to five, the new members to be proposed
by the president of the General Assembly and approved by the body. The
other would have requested the reconstituted commission to take measures
for the protection of the rights, property, and interests of the Palestinian
Arab refugees.

In December 1961 the United States voted against a draft resolution,
jointly sponsored by 16 members of the General Assembly: Central African
Republic, Chile, Congo, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Gabon, Guatemala, Haiti,
Ivory Coast, Liberia Madagascar, Netherlands, Niger, Sierra Leone, Upper
Volta, and Uruguay. The resolution called on the General Assembly to
renew its appeal to the governments concerned to undertake direct negotia-
tions—with the assistance of PCC, if that were desired—with a view to find-
ing a solution acceptable to all the parties concerned, for all the questions in
dispute between them, particularly the question of the Arab refugees.

The Israeli delegates warmly supported the draft resolution. Arab repre-
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sentatives termed it unacceptable on the ground that it reduced the question
of the inalienability of the rights of the Arab refugees to a simple dispute be-
tween the Arab states and Israel. The draft was rejected in committee by a
vote of 44 to 34, with 20 abstentions and 6 members absent. Some observers
favorable to Israel were pleased at the small margin of defeat.

When asked to explain American opposition to the 16-member "direct
talks" draft, in view of the United States government's traditional attitude of
favoring negotiations in all disputes, United States Ambassador to the United
Nations Adlai Stevenson replied on December 21, 1961:

Our opposition to that resolution is based on the fact that this was an old
dispute where there was no particularly new element introduced. One side said
it would not negotiate at this time and we saw no value in merely passing the
resolution. Our main objective, furthermore, was to eliminate all elements
which might cut across the mediation between the parties and the efforts to
mediate by Dr. [Joseph] Johnson [the special UN envoy concerned with the
problem of Arab refugees]. We are for negotiations at the appropriate time and
made that clear during our presentation of the case.

Congressional criticism of the Stevenson position was soon forthcoming. On
March 28 ten senators sent a letter asking Secretary of State Rusk to instruct
the United States delegation to the United Nations to take "a position in
favor of direct peace negotiations between Israel and the Arab States." The
letter, signed by nine Republicans and one Democrat, came on the eve of the
opening of the UN Security Council debate on the Israel-Syria border clashes.

Israel-Syria Border Clashes
The Israeli-Syrian frontier runs around the eastern shore of the Sea of

Galilee, but at some points along this shore the territory claimed by Israel is
no more than ten yards wide.

In March there had been firing over fishing rights at these points and over
farming rights in a demilitarized zone hugging the lake.

On March 16 Israel attacked an allegedly fortified Syrian post on the east-
ern shore of the Sea of Galilee. Israel claimed that its raid was undertaken in
self-defense against repeated harassment of its fishing and police boats on
the Sea of Galilee, which had issued from the fortified post.

In a speech to the Security Council, on March 17, Ambassador Stevenson
said: "Whatever the facts in this connection, they do not in our view justify
the Israeli reversion to any policy of retaliatory raids." He called attention
to the availability of UN machinery in the area to help avoid conflict, and
declared: "If the United Nations peace-keeping machinery has not always
been adequate to preclude such difficulties, the answer lies in improving the
machinery and cooperating with it. It does not lie in raising the scale of
military action in violation of the armistice."

In April 1962 Major General Carl Carlsson von Horn, chief of the UN
Truce Supervisory Organization, reported that a post-raid investigation had
failed to confirm the existence of a fortified post. Basing their actions largely
on this report, the United States and Britain sponsored a Security Council
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resolution which declared the raid to be a violation of a 1956 Security Coun-
cil resolution condemning armistice breaches by Israel, even in retaliation
for attacks. The Security Council passed the resolution by a vote of 10 to 0,
with France abstaining.

On April 3 Representative Farbstein and other congressmen from New
York City appealed to President John F. Kennedy, in separate telegrams, to
interdict the United States vote in favor of the Security Council resolution
censuring Israel. On April 9, in a speech to the House of Representatives,
Farbstein characterized the vote as "a unilateral condemnation which serves
as an open invitation to Syria to resume its harassment of Israeli shipping."
He introduced a resolution calling upon Secretary of State Rusk to give the
House of Representatives "full and complete information with respect to the
motivation and underlying reasons for United States sponsorship and support
of the UN Security Council censure of Israel." On April 4, 1962, the Confer-
ence of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations sent a message
to President Kennedy expressing

deep concern over the preliminary position of the United States government
in the current discussions in the United States regarding the Syrian-Israel
dispute. . . . That position implies that the United States is more critical of
Israel's response to Syrian provocation than it is to the aggressive action by
Syria . . . . this may have dangerous repercussions by encouraging the Syrians
to continue their aggressive action against Israel.

Ambassador Stevenson was sensitive to the criticism leveled at him for his
positions on the 16-nation "peace-talks" resolution and the censure resolution.
In a letter to Rabbi Jacob J. Weinstein of Chicago, on June 6, 1962, Steven-
son wrote: "The judge—the Armistice Commission—would not fix who was
principally responsible for provocation, in large measure, because Israel has
refused access to the commission in these regions. Hence there could be no
equal condemnation of Syria." He added that he was quite surprised that the
UN resolution was as tempered as it was, and "then to be criticized so exten-
sively by the Jewish community of the United States is a bitter pill."

Underlying much of the criticism of the American positions on the 16-
nation peace-talks resolution and the censure resolution was the fear that
American foreign policy towards Israel was undergoing a change for the
worse. However, on June 26 Israeli Foreign Minister Golda Meir declared
in the Keneset that the basic relations between Israel and the United States
would continue to rest on firm foundations of friendship and friendly discus-
sion on all matters of common interest.

Delegates to the 65th ZOA national convention in Washington, D.C., in
July 1962 petitioned President Kennedy "to press for the settlement of the
Arab-Israel dispute peacefully through direct negotiations" as he had pledged
in his campaign. Newly elected ZOA President Max Nussbaum, in his ac-
ceptance address on July 2, said that a private conversation with President
Kennedy had satisfied him that American policy was in consonance with the
views enunciated by the president in August 1960.
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Typical of the assurances offered the American Jewish community by the
State Department was that given in a letter, dated July 11, 1962, from
Assistant Secretary of State James P. Grant to Louis Segal, general secretary
of the Farband Labor Zionist Order. "There has been no change of policy,"
Grant wrote. "Our good will and support are demonstrated by the fact that
the level of United States economic assistance to Israel is substantially higher
now than for several years past." However, he continued, "we feel that
Israel failed to make adequate use of United Nations facilities in dealing with
the shooting incidents with Syria. . . . Israel has seldom chosen to try out
the Council procedures to rectify a complaint because they have felt that
the Soviets would use the veto. However, the very fact of Security Council
consideration can often cause a pacifying effect on a troubled area."

ARAB BOYCOTT

Anti-bias Legislation
On July 21 a Senate-House conference committee incorporated into the

final version of the Foreign Assistance and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act of 1963 an anti-bias amendment. The clause, which was similar to provi-
sions appearing in mutual-security legislation since 1956, read:

It is the policy of the United States to support the principles of increased
economic cooperation and trade among countries, freedom of the press, infor-
mation, and religion, freedom of navigation in international waterways, and
recognition of the right of all private persons to travel and pursue their lawful
activities without discrimination as to race or religion. . . . Any distinction made
by foreign nations between American citizens because of race, color, or reli-
gion in the granting of, or the exercise of, personal or other rights available
to American citizens, is repugnant to our principles.

The amendment, introduced by Senator Jacob Javits (Rep., N.Y.) and
Representative Farbstein, for the first time required the president to report
annually to Congress on the implementation of the clause.

Application of the anti-bias provision, however, continued to be subject to
the president's discretion. The conference had eliminated a provision in the
House version of the bill that "in all negotiations with any foreign nation
with respect to any funds appropriated under authority of this act, these
principles shall be applied." A number of congressmen served notice that at
future sessions they would insist on mandatory implementation, holding that
the sentiment of Congress had been too often ignored by the executive de-
partment.

On April 1 the Massachusetts legislature adopted the following resolution:

The General Court of Massachusetts respectfully urges the Department of State
to take a firm position against Arab interference in the conduct of the affairs
of Amercan citizens and businessmen, to abstain from any accommodation to
Arab League boycott activities and policies, whether passive or overt, to resist
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any efforts by Arab nations to maintain or widen its boycott activities in the
United States, and to exert all possible efforts and utilize its resources to the
fulfillment of the spirit and purpose of this resolution.

Massachusetts was the seventh state to adopt such a resolution, the others
being California, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, and Wis-
consin (AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63], p. 278). The same month a similar resolution
was introduced in the Michigan senate by State Senator Charles S. Blondy.
In the preambular clauses of this resolution he specifically objected to the
anti-Israeli boycott as applied to American citizens and shipping, and to the
banning of Jews from the United States-operated Dhahran airbase in Saudi
Arabia.

On October 26 the American Jewish Committee published a report stress-
ing that the Arab boycott "has interfered with the commercial pursuits of
Americans and American companies in many foreign countries. It has sub-
jected American foreign trade to arbitrary restraint. It has obstructed Ameri-
can shipping and visited abuse upon American seamen in defiance of
international law."

Anti-boycott Programs
In compliance with instructions by the New York State Court of Appeals

(AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63], p. 277), the New York State Committee Against
Discrimination (SCAD) opened a public hearing on January 8 to hear AJCon-
gress charges that the Arabian American Oil Company (ARAMCO) barred
Jews from employment both in Saudi Arabia and in New York City. In his
opening presentation, AJCongress Vice President Shad Polier charged that
"ARAMCO uses the possibility of travel to Saudi Arabia as a formula to
disguise the fact that it is actually honoring a commitment to its business
partner—Saudi Arabia—to exclude Jews from any part of its payroll, foreign
or domestic."

ARAMCO attorney Chester Bordeau questioned the constitutionality of
the proceedings, asserting that they were in conflict with the constitutional
provision that grants the executive branch of the Federal government sole
power to conduct the foreign policy and defense of the United States. The
ARAMCO lawyer quoted a 1958 letter by Assistant Secretary of State Wil-
liam M. Roundtree to the effect that a ruling requiring ARAMCO to hire
Jews for employment in Saudi Arabia would "prejudice the company's
operations" and would "probably adversely affect other United States interests
there as well." In reply, Polier noted that the State Department official's
objections applied to a SCAD order that would have compelled ARAMCO
to employ Jews in Saudi Arabia, not to any determination that would bar
discrimination by ARAMCO in domestic employment.

On April 29 the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People (NAACP) filed a friend-of-the-court brief supporting the AJCongress
complaint against ARAMCO's employment practices "because we believed
that the impartial enforcement of state laws against discrimination is an
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essential factor in achieving equal treatment for all persons regardless of race
and religion."

In several instances the Arab boycott was thwarted. On October 3 Peace
Corps Director Robert Sargent Shriver announced that notwithstanding the
elimination of anti-bias provisions from the Peace Corps Act, the corps would
continue its policy of not operating in nations that discriminate against
American personnel because of race or religion.

On October 16 the Brown and Williamson Tobacco Company, which for
five years, under Arab pressure, had refused to trade with Israel, notified
Rabbi Irving Miller, president of the Conference of Presidents of Major
American Jewish Organizations, that it was "fully" resuming its trade rela-
tions with Israel.

ECONOMIC AID

Economic relations between Israel and the United States continued largely
unchanged. On June 12, in a progress report on the Mutual Security program
from President Kennedy to Congress, it was stated that United States develop-
ment-fund loans to Israel for fiscal 1961 totaled $16 million, an increase of
$1 million over the previous year, that United States agricultural commodi-
ties for Israel totaled $25 million, and that United States advisors and
technicians continued to serve in Israel on highway and railway projects and
on programs for mineral and industrial development. The report also re-
vealed that no United States military aid was given to Israel in fiscal 1961,
while Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Lebanon, and Iraq did receive such aid. Lebanon
received $172,000 worth of military aid from the United States in fiscal 1961,
and was allocated $107,000 in that category for fiscal 1962; Jordan, $3.47
million for fiscal 1961, and $1,511 million for fiscal 1962; Iraq $32,000 in
fiscal 1961, and $40,000 for fiscal 1962. No figure for military aid for Saudi
Arabia was given in the president's report.

Earlier in the year, on April 22, the United States Agency for Interna-
tional Development (AID) reported that Israel had concluded loan agree-
ments with the United States totaling nearly $219 million since its
establishment as a state. Of this sum, loan grants totaling nearly $ 170 minion
had already been disbursed. The figures included loans made under the
Economic Cooperation Act of 1948 (the Marshall Plan); the Mutual Security
Act; the local-currency provision of Public Law 480, and the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, which created AID.

On July 11, 1961, the Atomic Energy Commission announced that radio-
logical-protection equipment would be included in $80,000 worth of appara-
tus to be supplied to Israel, Argentina, and Brazil, through the International
Atomic Energy Agency of the United Nations. Israel received one mobile
unit and two stationary monitors as part of its radiological-protection
program.

On October 12 United States Atomic Energy Commission Chairman
Glenn T. Seaborg presented $350,000 to the government of Israel toward
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the cost of a research reactor at the Israeli Atomic Energy Commission's
Nahal Sorek Research Center. In presenting the United States government
check, Seaborg said:

Israel, although a new nation and one of the smallest in the world in population
and area, has built up its scientific research and development to the point where
it now compares favorably with that of advanced nations which have much
greater resources and much longer experience in the field of science.

A significant change in future United States-Israel economic relations may
have been presaged by a June 19 announcement that technical assistance
rendered Israel for lOVi years through the United States Operation Mission
(USOM) was to end on June 30. USOM Director Henry Chalfant stated that
Israel and the United States agreed that Israel no longer required direct
technical assistance, since it could no longer be considered as an underdevel-
oped country. On February 1 Bruce MacDaniels, who had served as USOM's
first director, stated: "As far as I know, this is the first case where technical
assistance and economic aid have phased themselves out."

AMERICAN JEWS AND ISRAEL

The annual meeting of the Zionist General Council in Jerusalem (May 27-
June 4) considered two long-standing problems: the relationship between
Israel and the Zionist movement, and the necessity for internal reorganiza-
tion.

The council assembly was confronted with a new Goldmann-Ben-Gurion
embroilment (AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63], p. 285).

On May 25, 1962, the Israeli premier had sent a letter to Moshe Sharett,
chairman of the Jewish Agency, requesting clarification of Nahum Gold-
mann's political activities, particularly in the United States. According to
Goldmann, two incidents had provoked the inquiry. First, on the initiative of
American Zionist Council Chairman Irving Miller, he had lunched with
Joseph Johnson, special UN envoy to the Middle East, to explain Israel's
position on the Arab refugees. Second, at the request of Abraham Harman,
the Israeli ambassador in Washington, he had advanced certain proposals,
acceptable to the Israeli government, to Philip Talbot, United States under-
secretary of state for "Near Eastern affairs. Goldmann accepted the view that
the Israeli government had sole authority to engage in talks or negotiations
with other governments in matters concerning the State of Israel and de-
clared: "I have never claimed the right of intervention nor have I intervened
except when asked to do so." Ben-Gurion appeared satisfied with Goldmann's
disclaimer and this quarrel was declared closed by him in an address on May
27 to the world organization of Labor Zionists.

The council's equilibrium was, however, short lived. In a letter to that
body on June 4, 1962, Ben-Gurion resumed another, old quarrel with the
Zionist movement:
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But now, since the members of the Zionist organization and its leaders have
declared—as they also did at the last Zionist congress—that Zionism does not
require its members to immigrate to Israel, I cannot call myself a Zionist,
because throughout my life I have regarded immigration as my first duty as a
Zionist. The statement that Zionism does not require its members to settle in
Israel empties the word Zionism of its principal content.

In a discussion concerning reorganization, both Sbarett and Goldmann
urged a basic change in the structure of the world Zionist movement, par-
ticularly in the United States. A resolution to this effect was passed calling
upon all Zionist organizations to carry out the resolution of the 25th World
Zionist Congress of December 1960-January 1961 concerning a unitary
Zionist organization in each country. The council urged the Zionist terri-
torial organizations to include Zionist youth representatives in their govern-
ing bodies and to encourage their participation in Zionist affairs.

The council called for the development of existing primary and secondary
day schools and the opening of new ones. It also recommended new cultural
institutes throughout the Diaspora for teaching Hebrew and fostering Jewish
values and knowledge of Israel among youth and adults.

In June 1962 AJCongress opened a three-day "American-Israeli Dialogue"
in Jerusalem. In his opening address to the gathering, which was attended
by nearly a thousand American Jews and Israelis, AJCongress President
Joachim Prinz said that increasing numbers of American Jews believe that
they comprise

a self-contained religious sect which can continue to live happily without any
identification with Jews outside the United States except perhaps for philan-
thropic considerations.

This view, Dr. Prinz said, "threatens ultimately to destroy American Jewry
as it has grown and developed in this country." He proposed intensified
tourism and a year's study in Israel by American Jewish students as part of
a long-range plan to establish "tens of thousands of personal relationships
between Jews in the United States and Israel." Continuing his quarrel with
the Zionist movement, he stated: "It is historically wrong and factually inac-
curate to apply the ideology of European Zionism to the American Jewish
scene." He said that American Jews were worried about the role of religious
groups in the political affairs of Israel, because "for Israel's religious leaders,
the concern with ritual and tradition seems to outweigh the deeper concerns
of peace and war, of justice and compassion, racism and prejudice, juvenile
delinquency and other social ills."

At the close of the conference, Rabbi Prinz challenged Ben-Gurion's con-
tinued espousal of American Jewish immigration to Israel, urging the prime
minister to discard his illusions and "face the reality" that American Jews
would not emigrate and that Hebrew would not become their second lan-
guage.

The American Zionist Council reported that more than 1,200 American
Jewish students and teachers had participated in a series of Zionist-sponsored
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study-work projects and touring seminars in Israel during the summer of
1961.

On April 14, 1962, a Jerusalem congregation dedicated the first perma-
nent synagogue of Reform Judaism in Israel. Rabbi Jerome Unger of the
World Union for Progressive Judaism led the service and UAHC Vice
President Jay Kaufman delivered the principal address. In addition, CCAR
published a new Hebrew bimonthly, Prozdor, reflecting the thinking of some
of the leaders of the Israeli Liberal religious movements. And in June 1962,
HUC-JIR announced that its Jerusalem school would soon begin functioning
as a center for archaeological study and Biblical research.

The Conservative movement also made efforts to root its institutions in
Israel. On May 31 the first international convention of the World Council
of Synagogues, attended by 800 delegates from the United States and
Canada, was held in Jerusalem. In May 1962 the first American student
center, built under the sponsorship of American Conservative Judaism, was
dedicated in Jerusalem. Ben-Gurion and Sharett spoke at the ceremonies.
Provost Bernard Mandelbaum of JTS announced that seminary students
would have a minimum of one year's study in Israel.

Representing American Orthodoxy, the Rabbinical Council of America, in
July 1961, dedicated a new religious academic center in Rehovot, to be
known as Yeshivat ha-Darom. Also Orthodox were 25 American rabbis who
went to Israel in May 1962 for three years of advanced studies at the Israel
Torah Research Institute at Jerusalem, under a program conducted by the
institute in cooperation with the Jewish Agency.

In February 1962, the American Jewish Committee opened an office in
Tel-Aviv to foster mutual understanding between Israelis and Jews in the
United States and elsewhere. Executive Vice President John Slawson an-
nounced that under the direction of Maximo Yagupsky, the new Israeli
office would collaborate with Israeli sociologists to make a survey of the
attitudes of Israeli youth toward world Jewry. An important aspect of the
program was the proposed publication of an independent magazine in
Hebrew, similar in character to Commentary. (The first number of Ammot
["Criteria"] was dated August-September 1962.)

Louis SHUB
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The End of Eichmann: America's Response*

T
X H E FOLLOWING summary completes a record, begun in 1962,1

of the American response to the Eichmann case. This article, like its pred-
ecessor, is based on editorials in about 100 leading newspapers,2 besides tele-
vision programs, films, and comments in the Christian press. No public-
opinion surveys were conducted during the period under review (September
1961 to August 1962).

NEWSPAPERS

Verdict, Sentence, and Execution
The verdict pronounced upon Eichmann on December 12, 1961, was uni-

versally expected. Editorials described it as "not surprising", "inevitable," or
even "anticlimactic." Even papers which continued to question the legal
propriety of the trial—among them the St. Louis Post-Dispatch and the New
Orleans Times-Picayune (both December 12)3—agreed that Eichmann's
guilt had been proved beyond doubt. Neither did the death sentence come as
a surprise. Few papers expected the outcome to be altered by a successful
appeal or presidential clemency.

Whether Eichmann ought to be executed was a harder problem, which
quickly became the subject of debate and remained so even after his hanging
(May 31). For the most part, the discussion focused on how to achieve at
least a degree of justice, whether and how to mingle mercy with justice, and
how best to convey the intended moral lessons. Eichmann as an individual
was in a sense incidental to the argument. Though universally loathed, he
inspired little vindictiveness; but he was thought to be beyond punishment,
and not much thought was given to his redemption.

The press was visibly troubled by the enormity and uniqueness of the case.
A sense of floundering for lack of precedents or applicable standards was
often evident. To hang Eichmann seemed absurd to some papers, not to
hang him, to others. Beyond the obvious truths that no punishment could fit
Eichmann's crime or atone for the victims, there was no agreement. Execu-
tion was endorsed and opposed by approximately equal numbers of news-
papers, while a sizable group took no sides—a division of opinion reflecting,

° For meaning of abbreviations, see p. 433.
1AJTB, 1963 (VoL 63), pp. 85-103.
2 For a survey and interpretation of editorial comments in minor as well as major news-

papers, see The Eichmann Case in the American Press (New York: Institute of Human Rela-
tions Press, The American Jewish Committee, 1962), pp. 9-46.

3 Throughout this report, dates from September through December refer to 1961, others to
1962.
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it seemed, not only the perplexities of the case, but also the lack of a national
consensus on capital punishment as such.

Opposing views were voiced on virtually every aspect of Eichmann's
penalty. For example, the Nashville Tennessean (June 3) said taking Eich-
mann's life in exchange for six million lives had been pointless, whereas the
Newark News (June 2) thought it a strange belief "that since no adequate
punishment could be devised . . . the penalty should be reduced." The Toledo
Blade (June 3) held that the lessons of the trial might have been dissipated
if Eichmann had been spared; the Des Moines Register (December 30)
stressed that, on the contrary, execution would help to erase his memory, and
the Detroit News (December 16) took the court to task for not devising a
sentence that would set the world searching for the deeper causes of the Nazi
holocaust. The Wichita Eagle (June 2) saw no more in Eichmann's execution
than "the symbolic satisfaction of the ancient code of an eye for an eye,"
while the Louisville Courier-Journal (same date) denied that simple retribu-
tion had been intended.

Depending on how they interpreted Eichmann's character, newspapers
even disagreed on the relative severity of life imprisonment and death. Thus,
the Syracuse Herald-Journal (December 12) thought execution too easy a
way out and wanted Eichmann imprisoned with his thoughts and memories—
whereas the Birmingham News (June 2) argued that "nothing evident in
Eichmann's appearance or words during trial suggested such fate would
make him suffer." The question of deterrence provoked similar dissension.
Some newspapers thought Eichmann's fate might serve as a warning to future
tyrants—"in Red China, in the Soviet Union, in emerging Africa, in untold
places where ideological or genocidal serpents rear their ugly heads" (Char-
lotte Observer, June 2). But a smaller number remained doubtful. "One
snuffed-out human life," declared the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette and Sun-Tele-
graph (same date), "will not deter any nation which in the future embarks on
the path of calculated brutality."

Relatively few editorials discussed capital punishment in general terms, but
here, too, opinions clashed. To the Omaha World-Herald (December 16),
the Eichmann case proved the necessity of the death penalty; to the Atlanta
Constitution (June 2), its futility:

Humankind really is quite glad. It got him off its conscience. . . . And that is
just the trouble with this hanging, as it is with most capital punishments. It gets
what they did off our consciences and frees us to feel clean and nice. We aren't,
and we need living lessons to remind us of it instead of strangling the dark
vision of ourselves with a rope.

Indeed, there was disagreement even about the significance of this disagree-
ment. The Little Rock Arkansas Gazette (June 3) held that the widespread
concern over one man's "physical fate and immortal soul" showed Western
society to be less sick than is often thought; on the other hand, the Norfolk
Virginian-Pilot (May 31) said that, notwithstanding the "public agony over
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Eichmann's fate," the world's nations "do not set as much store by human
life as their individuals, in sentimental moments, believe they do."

Some supporters of the death sentence stressed that Germany or the world
as a whole approved (Grand Rapids Press, June 4), though at least one added
that future historians might wish Eichmann had been spared for political
reasons or for psychological study (Buffalo Courier-Express, December 16).
The Cleveland Plain Dealer (June 2) said hanging Eichmann, though of
doubtful positive value, would be safer than risking his getting out of jail
through some quirk of fate.

Among the opponents of execution, few if any believed with the Hacken-
sack, New Jersey, Record (December 15) that even Eichmann "presumably
possesses a capacity for good"; but several argued that hanging might invest
him with an aura of martyrdom—and, said the Raleigh News and Observer
(December 16), "some martyrs have been made, temporarily at least, out of
very poor material." Others deplored the fact that Israel, otherwise a country
without a death penalty, had enacted special legislation under which Eich-
mann might be hanged (Tampa Tribune, same date).

A good many papers declared themselves unable to take sides—sometimes
pointing out that in Israel, too, opinion had remained divided (Baltimore
Sun, December 12). The question what to do with Eichmann was beyond
resolution, several said, and the judges were not to be envied (Newark Star-
Ledger, same date). The Albany Times-Union (same date) summed up the
paradox:

The most extreme penalty that can be exacted is execution. By this measure
Eichmann is put in exactly the same category as a hoodlum executed for com-
mitting murder during a two-dollar hold-up. We have no answer to this, but
somehow it seems a travesty on justice. Yet no other punishment seems possible.

Several papers sidestepped the issue as irrelevant. "What happens to the
useless body of Adolf Eichmann is of no real importance," said the Phila-
delphia Bulletin (December 16); "the trial record and the closing of the book
are what matter." Others suggested that his punishment was for Israel, not
the outside world, to debate:

The rest of the civilized world consented to his trial either by public statements
of approval or by silence. In a sense, all civilized men and women are therefore
Eichmann's prosecutors and judges. But Israel was willing to take the respon-
sibility alone; let her then be alone responsible for determining the sentence
[Hartford Times, December 18].

At least one major paper changed its mind. The Dallas News (December
16) initially approved the death sentence but subsequently (December 27),
impressed by a New York rabbi's plea for Eichmann's life, considered the
possibility that by sparing him "the Irsaelis will underline their own dignity
and the world may yet uncover a reason for the madness that afflicts it."

Among alternative penalties, only life imprisonment was suggested with
any frequency. The New York Times (December 16) and some other papers
echoed Martin Buber's suggestion that Eichmann be imprisoned at hard labor
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"to witness to the end of his days the miracle pf Israel's resurrection."
Several expressed abhorrence of any idea of spectacular or cruel punishments,
and no more than two or three recommended that he be freed to live as a
Cain-like outcast (Richmond Times-Dispatch, December 13).

Eichmann's appeal was widely viewed as an opportunity for a historic act
of mercy—even by some newspapers not opposed to the death penalty on
principle, such as the Omaha World-Herald (April 11), which suggested
that clemency "would shame lingering antisemitism from all men and women
who can be reached by moral suasion." Hours before he ascended the scaf-
fold, the Detroit News (May 31) pleaded:

Only the Jews have in our time suffered as they did, and for us, spared that
horror, it is impudent to advise. We shall not blame them if the death sentence
is executed. But the world needs what the Jews alone can give . . . [a demonstra-
tion] that magnanimity is still achievable in a world of tortured emotions that
often forgets the word.

Afterwards, the Boston Herald (June 3) voiced profound disappointment:

Commutation . . . would have proclaimed that Israel, speaking in this case for
Jewry everywhere, carried reverence for human life to its ultimate end. . . .
Adolf Eichmann will not be missed. . . . But the opportunity which bis case
provided for a great human gesture will not come again.

The execution was repeatedly praised for its merciful swiftness, which was
sometimes contrasted with delays common under American justice (Detroit
Free Press, June 2). But the meaning of the final act remained in dispute.
The Winston-Salem Journal (same date), recalling the irregularity of Eich-
mann's apprehension and trial, said: "Whether justice and tolerance have
been served best in this case awaits the calm judgment of history." The Provi-
dence Journal (June 4) countered: "In a sense that goes beyond the legality
of Eichmann's arrest and place of trial, justice has been exacted." Eichmann's
end was characterized as "a legal ritual of purification from a monstrous
evil" (Miami Herald, June 2) and "a reaffirmation of the inevitability of
justice's triumph" (New York Daily Mirror, same date). The New York
Herald Tribune (June 1) wrote:

We cannot exult in a man's death, even in this man's. But we can say that the
execution of Adolf Eichmann, if any execution can be, is an act of justice and
of remembrance.

The Legal Proceedings in Retrospect

Though no longer an active issue, the legality of the proceedings still was
frequently commented upon. A great many newspapers again pointed out
that the gravity of Eichmann's crimes left no alternative to a trial in Israel,
whatever the legal and jurisdictional objections. A somewhat smaller number
still disagreed—arguing, as many times before, that Eichmann should have
been tried in Germany or before an international court, that Israel, as the
aggrieved party, should not have acted as judge, or that the Nuremberg prece-
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dent was unsound. Although essential justice was served in Jerusalem, said
the New Orleans Times-Picayune (December 12), the Eichmann trial should
not become a precedent for less unusual cases.

In August 1962, many editorials charged Israel with maintaining a double
standard of legality because of her refusal to return the convicted spy, Dr.
Robert A. Soblen, to the United States. "Let's cut out the nonsense," cried
the Houston Chronicle (August 10) :

Soblen is guilty and a fugitive. Israel was not squeamish at all when a man
they wanted—Eichmann—happened to be in Argentina. Their piety now doesn't
wash at all.

A substantial number of papers doubted or denied that the trial had con-
tributed to the advancement of international law:

There are those who say that the best hope for peace is international law, but
who is to make it and who is to enforce it? The Eichmann case may be a step;
it may be an impediment. It may have been a triumph; it may prove to be a
tragedy [Greenville, South Carolina, News, June 6].

The St. Louis Post-Dispatch (December 12) took a sharply critical stand:

The most questionable aspect of the Eichmann trial is not Israel's doubtful
jurisdiction under international law; it is, rather, that the trial itself did not serve
to support and extend international law. . . . Had Eichmann been tried by an
international court, the verdict probably would not have been different. Yet that
decision would have been made by an independent judiciary, speaking for the
conscience of all humanity, confirming the crime of genocide and establishing
a legal precedent as a deterrent for the world against such crimes.

Even more negative was the Phoenix Gazette (December 13), in a comment
prompted by the Soviet demand for a war-crimes trial of West German
General Adolf Heusinger, commander of NATO. The West, said the Gazette,
had actually invited this crude propaganda move by the precedents set at
Nuremberg and Jerusalem. The editorial scored both trials as "violations of
good legal sense" and dismissed international law as an empty form.

Taking the opposite view, a few papers hailed the Eichmann precedent
itself as a definite legal curb on genocide or said the trial had proved the
need for such a curb. Thus, the Worcester Telegram (June 2) wrote: "Inter-
national criminals should concern the world community of nations, not
merely one segment of it," and the Winston-Salem Journal (same date) called
for a world court of criminal justice, to be established under the aegis of the
United Nations.

Discussion of the UN Genocide Convention remained surprisingly sparse.
Only a handful of papers took up the subject, and not all of these got down
to specifics. For example, the Rochester, New York, Democrat and Chronicle
(June 3) decried "the cowardice of each individual in not speaking out
against that terror [genocide] when it is born," and recalled the origins of the
convention, but did not mention the failure of the United States to ratify it.

The unsolved question of legality apart, a few of Israel's severest critics
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reiterated objections to the conduct of the trial. The Tulsa Tribune (Decem-
ber 13) spoke of a "Roman holiday" in which "every hysterical and sensa-
tional device was employed," with the result that "not only did the trial soon
bore the world but a lot of people began feeling sorry for Eichmann." The
Washington Post (December 12) again deplored Israel's "utilization of the
forms of justice for a political purpose," even while acknowledging that "the
trial was a fair one and the verdict just." Similarly, the Pittsburgh Post-
Gazette (same date) said "traditional processes of law were warped to serve
the purpose of propaganda."

But the consensus remained overwhelmingly favorable. For each critical
comment there were half a dozen or more expressions of approval. Many
commended the tone and impartiality of the proceedings despite explicit
doubts about their legal basis (Washington Star, June 2). The Milwaukee
Journal (December 17) said that "far from arousing new antisemitism, the
trial won new admiration." The Baltimore Sun (December 11) concurred:

The record has been completed, and in a decorous and orderly fashion. Whatever
may be thought about the legality of the proceedings, Israel has conducted them
in a manner little open to criticism.

Only a few papers—among them the Hartford Courant (December 12)—
asserted an element of vengeance in the handling of the case, while a larger
number expressly denied it (Chicago Sun-Times, same date). The New York
Post (December 17) saw Israel's real triumph not in Eichmann's punish-
ment but in

the manner in which this beleaguered state protected the rights of this wretched
man. This was a classic answer to the lynch mobs everywhere; this was the
spirit of justice.

The end of the trial nevertheless brought numerous expressions of relief.
Following Eichmann's sentencing, several papers commended the court for
its statement that "the wrath of Israel has now been spent." Later, the Cin-
cinnati Enquirer (June 1) noted Eichmann's death with an editorial which
read, in its entirety:

That ugly episode in history which dealt with Adolf Eichmann is over at last.
Now it is best forgotten.

The Detroit Free Press (June 2), too, while firmly in favor of the trial and
insistent that "the enormity of the crimes should not be forgotten," said "the
world should now look ahead, not backward." Several papers predicted that
there would be no further war crimes trials, though the San Antonio Express
(June 6) speculated that Israel might again resort to kidnapping if, for ex-
ample, Martin Bormann were found.

The effect of the Eichmann case on the status of Israel and on Jews in
other countries continued to evoke only a minimum of comment. A few
papers noted that Israel had acted as the protector of world Jewry in giving
notice that other nations might be held responsible for their treatment of Jews
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(Winston-Salem Journal, December 12). Israel also was said to have justified
her existence as a haven and greatly added to her international stature by the
trial (Syracuse Herald-Journal, same date). In contrast, the Cincinnati En-
quirer (December 14) said Jews outside Israel, particularly in America, "may
wonder why a foreign government in Western Asia should act on their behalf
and in their name."

Discussion of the effects in Germany was similarly rare. A few papers,
including the Philadelphia News (December 16), noted that West Germany
thought the trial fair. Whether the proceedings had helped the German peo-
ple to exorcise the specter of Nazism remained an open question. The Jack-
sonville Journal (June 23) thought so, citing "Operation Penance," a youth
movement to recruit volunteers for work projects in formerly Nazi-occupied
countries; but others asserted that the Germans of today did not care or
could not be expected to come to grips with the Nazi past:

There are, in Germany, . . . memorials to the criminals' dark deeds. . . . But
one learns that Germans do not often frequent these memorials. . . . It would
be too much of a demand on human nature to expect the Germans of today to
engage incessantly in flagellation. . . . The contemporaries of the war criminals
have explanations and excuses. The new generation wants to forget the crimes
of its fathers and mothers . . . [Portland Oregonian, June 2].

Lessons of the Trial
As in earlier comments, Eichmann's disclaimers of responsibility were

firmly rejected. Many editorials cited the court's ruling that the laws of hu-
manity were binding on individuals, and that Germany's guilt did not absolve
Eichmann. The Chicago American (December 17) pointed out that Eich-
mann, if a subordinate, had been a willing and even enthusiastic one. Others
emphasized that the alternative of honorable death had always been open
to him:

Eichmann did not have to obey his Nazi superiors, any more than Socrates had
to obey the Athenian authorities. He had other choices—defection or martyr-
dom. . . . The choice is not easy. But it is always open, and should not be for-
gotten [Greensboro, North Carolina, News, December 15].

Just what moral lessons the Eichmann case held for ordinary persons was
less clear. Most of the interpretations offered were simply variations on the
theme that obedience to superior orders must be limited by the individual
conscience. "If the human race ever accepts the doctrine of the superiority
of 'company policy' over the moral or legal obligations of individuals, then
morality and legality will have lost their meaning; and so will have life lost
its purpose," the San Antonio Express (December 19) declared. The Kansas
City Times (December 16) summed it up:

Are men and women everywhere yet prepared to agree that, in the final analysis,
they must be responsible for their own actions and cannot allege superior orders
as grounds for evading that responsibility? Plainly, as of today, the answer is no.
Perhaps, however, the Eichmann trial will. . . bring a little closer the day when
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most of us, at least, will realize the horrible consequences that can flow from
such an evasion. . . .

There was much speculation about the forces which had made Eichmann
what he was. Obedience to an all-powerful state was repeatedly named
(Newark Star-Ledger, December 17). Others found the basic evU in per-
verted patriotism or nationalism (Louisville Times, June 2), the belief that
the end justifies the means (Chattanooga News-Free Press, June 1), or
the self-perpetuating nature of brutality (Cleveland Plain Dealer, June 2).
But most editorials by far saw Eichmann as a warning against the continuing
danger of totalitarianism.

In this context, totalitarianism almost invariably meant Communism. "The
crimes of the Eichmann era were not of a character far different from the
Hungarian massacres, the Chinese Red purges, Castro's drumhead execu-
tions . . ." said the Washington News (December 12). The Long Beach, Cali-
fornia, Independent (June 6) was even more specific, recommending

a moment for moral meditation with regard to a mass murderer who is still at
large. We refer to Nikita Khrushchev.... The irony of human justice! Eichmann
dies in eternal shame on the gallows, his name a synonym for monster; Khru-
shchev rules an empire and is entertained by honorable men in the world of
politics and diplomacy.

Warnings against totalitarianism of the right, or even against demagogy
or terrorism in general were much rarer, though the Tampa Tribune (Decem-
ber 16) termed the trial a reminder "to all free people who would trade their
rights and responsibilities for the promises of a frenzied demagogue."

Even more numerous were warnings against group prejudice. The Akron
Beacon Journal (June 4) wrote:

If the lessons of the Eichmann trial have been learned, thinking men will never
again permit any individual, group or nation to vent its hatred and bigotry upon
a helpless group of fellow human beings.

Similarly, the Christian Science Monitor (December 16), echoing the court's
closing statement, said the Nazis' offense against humanity was "something
broader and more ramified" than the mass murder of Jews; it was "the poison-
ing of minds with hatred toward a group selected as a target." The Youngs-
town Vindicator (December 15) thought the verdict and sentence much less
important than the "impact on world opinion and especially . . . seemingly
enlightened people who, unwittingly, perhaps, condone such horrors. . . ."

Others pointed to specific instances of racism or prejudice in today's world.
Eichmann's spirit, wrote the Rochester, New York, Times-Union (June 1),
still lives

among the OAS gunmen who slaughter Moslems on the streets of Algiers,
among the Russians who persecute Jews in the Soviet Union and the Arabs who
would exterminate the Jewish state of Israel . . . in stiff-necked "apartheid" ad-
vocates in South Africa, in the white citizens councils who transport derelict
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Negroes to the North in a cruel joke, in all who oppress a racial or religious
minority.

Present-day anti-Jewish hostility was mentioned in relatively few instances,
though more often than during the earlier phases of the trial. A few papers
quoted Judge Moses landau's searching questions on the causes and cures of
antisemitism, and the St. Paul Pioneer Press (January 3) referred to local
swastika daubings as symptoms of deep-seated anti-Jewish attitudes. But few
papers were as outspoken as the Portland Oregon Journal (December 18):

"Race-conscious madness" did not die with Hitler. Jews are being persecuted now
behind the Iron Curtain, though not on the scale of the Hitler era. Even in so
enlightened a land as our own, bitter and unreasoning race prejudice lives. It is
shameful to have to admit such a thing, but we have people calling themselves
Americans who applaud what Eichmann did.

Several papers—such as the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette (June 2)—saw in
Eichmann a reminder of the precariousness of civilization. The Des Moines
Register (December 13) emphasized that Nazism had arisen in a country
with an old, highly developed, Christian culture; and the Chattanooga Times
(December 12) said:

Sixteen years later, the expendability of human life is still being sickeningly
attested to, in the Congo, in France and Algeria, in South Viet Nam and else-
where.

Who was and who was not guilty with Eichmann was also widely discussed.
Without exception, the Hitler regime as a whole was thought to have been
on trial'in Jerusalem. The Boston Herald (December 16) said the judges

were trying an individual, not a political system, and they attempted to focus on
Eichmann's personal guilt or innocence. But they couldn't keep history out of
the proceedings.

The Washington Star (same date) was one of a very few papers to question
"whether justice is best served when the trial of an individual is consolidated
with and even subordinated to the trial of a system."

If the Nazis were universally considered to be in the dock with Eichmann,
the same was not true for Germany as a whole. Whether the Germans shared
collectively in Eichmann's guilt was discussed only rarely and inconclusively.
The Tulsa World (June 2) called Eichmann's death a cross upon their backs,
and the Charlotte News (December 18) emphasized the responsibility of
"the 'good people' [who] were seduced and vacated reason and honor." But
the Albany Knickerbocker News (December 12) exonerated the bulk of
Eichmann's fellow countrymen:

Most of the German people were not aware of the enormity of what was going
on, nor was the outside world. The true horror of the extermination camps
became apparent only after Germany had been overrun by the Allies.

Indeed, mankind as a whole was more frequently indicted than Germany.
The free nations were partly responsible for the holocaust, it was often sug-
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gested, because they did not stop Hitler soon enough. "The time to have had
at the culprits was in the 1930s, not the 1960s," said the Dallas News
(December 27), and the Miami Herald (December 12) suggested:

Had the part of the world which calls itself Christian reacted with promptness
to Nazism's avowed and inherent policy of religious persecution, there might
have been no trial in Jerusalem . . . .

The Buffalo Courier-Express (December 16) stood alone, or nearly so, in
rejecting the notion of collective involvement, taking issue with those who

condemn not only the Nazis, but also the Allies who fought the Nazis, for not
finding some way . . . to halt the mass murders. And a few pseudo-philosophers
have decided that the whole human race is guilty. . . . All this [is] rationalizing
of a despicable murderer's guilt . . . .

Another school of thought found humanity's share of guilt not in past
failures but in the moral nature of man. We dare not make a scapegoat of
Eichmann, it was said, for there is a little of Eichmann in all of us:

Man's inhumanity to man has existed since the mark of Cain was made man's
first badge. Few nations, including our enlightened own, can examine then" pasts
without discovering their own shame [Detroit Free Press, December 12].

The Providence Journal (June 4) saw everyday injustice and indifference
as a reminder that "the danger of evil rampant did not die with Eichmann,"
and the Philadelphia News (December 12) suggested that "while awaiting the
sentence, all of mankind might search its own heart". "Hate is murder," said
the New York Times (June 2) , and went on to suggest:

The statesmanship that might help us today is found in several of the great
religions. It is known to many of us as the Sermon on the Mount.

That the Eichmann case had only begun to have an effect on man's con-
science was emphasized by the Philadelphia Bulletin (June 1 ) :

If Adolf Eichmann is remembered with loathing, and if that loathing grows to
encompass the evils that he symbolized, this monster may in generations to come
play his role in cleansing the soul of mankind.

In a similar vein, the New York Journal-American (June 2) declared:

The world cannot turn away and say, "Well, that's that." . . . In his deserved
death, Eichmann should remain a living memory to the world, a living symbol
of a monstrous evil, a living determination that deeds such as his shall never be
countenanced again.

T E L E V I S I O N AND F I L M S

Eichmann's sentencing and execution inspired a substantial number of special
nationwide television programs, though not as many as had accompanied the
courtroom proceedings.

Only a few dealt with the Eichmann case itself. Thus, on December 9,
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part of the National Broadcasting Company's (NBC) Update program, with
Bob Abernathy, was devoted to the forthcoming verdict; and four days later,
Martin Agronsky interviewed Israeli citizens on the verdict for NBC's Today
program. Most programs, however, focused on the wider implications of the
trial, rather than on the fate of Eichmann.

Aspects of the Nazi era were explored in "Minister of Hate," a study of
Joseph Goebbels and his propaganda techniques, on the Columbia Broadcast-
ing System's (CBS) Twentieth Century (June 24), and in an interview
on NBC's Chet Huntley Reporting (May 11) with the Russian poet, Evgeny
Evtushenko, whose poem Babi Yar (AJYB, 1962 [Vol. 63], p. 370) recalled
a massacre of Russian Jews by German troops in 1944. In addition, a local
NBC program in New York presented "The Life of Adolf Hitler" on Biog-
raphy (May 4 and 11).

Several nationwide programs dealt with help given to Jews during the
Nazi persecutions. Thus, CBS featured a documentary, "An Act of Faith,"
about the rescue of Denmark's Jews by the Danish people, on Look Up and
Live (November 19 and 26), as well as the history of two Polish Jews
saved by a Catholic farm family, "The Man Who Refused to Die," on Arm-
strong Circle Theater (March 14; repeated August 15).

The German people's difficulties in coming to grips with the Nazi past,
and the resulting barrier of silence between generations were the subject of
a special news program on NBC, "Germany—Fathers and Sons" (June 15).
A local NBC program in New York, Open Mind, had previously taken up
the subject in a discussion on "The New Germany," moderated by Eric F.
Goldman, professor of history at Princeton University (September 3).

The problem of present-day antisemitism was broadly and sensitively
examined in "The Chosen People," one program in a four-part series, "Preju-
dice, U.S.A.," on NBC's Catholic Hour (October 15). The opening words
were:

We should all be down on our knees in penance for the murder of six million
Jews, but we don't know what to do about it, so we forget about it.

Films shown during the year reflected a revived interest in the Nazi era
and its aftermath, stimulated, no doubt, by the Eichmann case. Probably the
most perceptive was the immensely successful "Judgment at Nuremberg"
(Stanley Kramer), a study of the trial of four prominent Nazi judges. The
struggle of the persecuted to penetrate the British blockade of Israel was
dramatized in "Exodus" (Otto Preminger), a film based on Leon Uris' novel
of the same title. "Lisa" (Twentieth Century-Fox) described the escape to
Israel of a Jewish victim of Nazi medical experiments. The psychological
roots of Nazi-like behavior were explored in "Pressure Point" (Stanley
Kramer), a case history of an American psychopath, taken from Robert
Lindner's book, The Fifty-minute Hour.

Among documentaries, a Swedish film, "Secrets of the Nazi Criminals"
(Minerva International), traced the backgrounds of several of Hitler's hench-
men, incorporating some materials never before shown. A documentary on
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the rise and fall of Hitler, "Black Fox" (Image Productions), with narration
by Marlene Dietrich, was being readied for release late in 1962. "After Mein
Kampf" (Joseph Brenner Productions), a poorly made expose of Nazi
atrocities, was also shown.

CHRISTIAN PRESS*

Eichmann's punishment had been widely discussed in advance of his sentence
by Protestant and Catholic journals. Not the verdict, the sentence, his ap-
peal, nor the execution evoked a new consensus, although there were some
shifts in opinion on the part of individual publications.

Whether Eichmann's execution was likely to obscure the moral responsi-
bility of others continued to be widely discussed. Thus, in the United Church
Herald (January 25), the journal of the United Church of Christ, William
Robert Miller suggested that mankind would rather hang Eichmann than
rehabilitate him and thus be forced to face up to its own sins; he also
scored the complacency of those Americans who condoned the atomic
bombing of Japanese cities in 1945. The Boston Catholic diocesan paper, the
Pilot (June 6), avowed that "we all played our ignoble parts [in the disasters
of the Hitler era], even when they were small ones. It would be too bad if
Eichmann's death freed us from every remorse." The Catholic magazine
Commonweal (June 15) drew a lesson from the differences as well as the
similarities between Eichmann and the man in the street:

In the end it is perhaps as great a distortion to see Eichmann as Everyman as
it is to see him as not a man at all. The ordinary person, we still believe,
would at some point or other have revolted. . . . We can at least teach men—by
opening the book of Adolf Eichmann's career—that any evil they participate in
is their evil....

Compared to the question of individual responsibility, the role of organized
Christianity remained a minor theme, with a few noteworthy exceptions. The
Christian Herald (September), an independent Protestant monthly, stated
that "save for isolated examples of sacrificial courage, the church was either
uninformed or preoccupied or unfeeling or cowed" while Hitler was commit-
ting his crimes. After Eichmann's sentencing, the Lutheran (January 3) for
the first time took up the same topic, speculating on the causes that led Ger-
many astray and spelling out the churches' responsibility for "thinking of
public questions hi terms of Christian conscience"—in America as well as
^Germany.

Unlike the secular newspapers, the Christian press did not arrive at an
emphatically favorable consensus concerning the conduct and effect of the
trial. Several journals remained skeptical or firmly opposed—among them
the Pittsburgh Catholic, which scored the proceedings as propaganda. (De-
cember 28) and asserted that "the inordinately long trial bored, then alienated
even the sympathetic" (June 7). Though a few previously critical editors

4 Data in this section are from The Eichmann Case in the American Press, pp. 47-87.
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acknowledged that the trial had achieved its purpose (Lutheran, January
3), others took a more negative stand than they had initially. Thus, the Jesuit
weekly America (March 24) reviewed the trial's legal and other shortcom-
ings—a theme to which it had previously paid little attention.

Certain topics which previously had been discussed only obliquely or in
passing were now more emphatically faced—particularly the subject of anti-
semitism in the Christian world. The Protestant Christian Century (June
13), to name one example, for the first time identified antisemitism as the
real enemy and called for firm action by "all the garrisons of church and
nation" to destroy it. On the other hand, the America editorial, previously
cited, claimed that antisemitism in the United States was not

essentially different from the discrimination practiced on the many other minor-
ity groups here. . . . This, many Americans believe, is a far cry from the anti-
semitism endemic in the Central and East European countries.

Therefore, said America, Christians in this country resented the suggestion
that they should put themselves in the dock with Eichmann.

Another topic which came more plainly to the surface was the interpreta-
tion of the trial as an act of vengeance, inspired by the supposedly unforgiv-
ing nature of Jewish religion or tradition. During the courtroom proceedings,
several journals had contrasted what they considered Israel's vindictiveness
with Christian forgiveness. In the process some had referred to the trial of
Jesus, though none had suggested a substantive resemblance between the two
trials. That parallel was now drawn by William Stringfellow in an Episcopal
periodical, Witness (March 8). However scandalous the comparison, String-
fellow said, some of the aspects were similar: Jesus "was accused, as Eich-
mann was, of subverting the Jewish nation"; like Eichmann, he had been ap-
prehended by trick; jurisdiction was disputed; and it was said in his defense,
as in Eichmann's, that he was being condemned for the sins of others. The
article concluded flatly: "In both trials, Israel has been confounded in her
longing for righteousness."

There were continued indications that the religious journals' response was
not measurable solely in terms of what they wrote about the Eichmann case
itself. A heightened sensitivity to issues bound up with the trial sometimes
was evident in other contexts. Thus, the Catholic Providence Visitor (June
2), in reviewing a pamphlet entitled "Has Anti-Semitism Christian Roots?"
referred to the persecution of Jews by Christians; and the Christian Century
(January 24) devoted part of a critical article on Protestant social action to
the failures of the churches and the United States during the Hitler regime.
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