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This thesis attempts a detalled study of three National
Jewlsh Agencies and their soclal action programs from 1939
to 1949, The American Jewish Congress, the American Jewlish
Committee and the Central Conference of American Rabbig are
the organizations which have been selected, for they present
a cross-section view of the American Jewlsh Community,

Although social action work has not been the principal
objective of any one of thege bodies, each has devoted
considépable effort in thls direction. However, their
motivations, goals, techniques and effectivenecss reveal wide
degrees of variance.

The period from 1939 to 1949 was a crucial decade, not
only because of the ilmpact of world conditionsg upon Jewish
life, but also becauce it witnessed g tremendous growth and
development of Jewlsh soclal-consciousness. Both the American
Jewlgh Congress and the American Jewish Committee evidenced
baslc policy Changes during these years which brought them
out of the shadows of petty self-defense into the light or
leadership in the struggle for gocilal advancement,

This thesls observes three areas of action; church and

state, socilal legislation and civil rights., It analyses the

programs of each organizatlon separately and concludes with

8 comparative analysis of the directions, methods and
effectiveness of. all the organizations., It demonstrates
Cclearly that social action in the broad sense, exclusive of

purely Jewigh defense work, 1is a surprisingly new concept in

the eyes of the American Jewigh Community.
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INTRODUCT ION

The purpose of this theslsg 1s to study in detall the
soclal action programs of the American Jewlsh Congress, the
American Jewlsh Committee and the Central Conference of
Amerlcan Rabbis, during the decade 1939 to 1949. The first
aim will be to dilscover what were the activlitles of a soclal
action nature in which these organiZatiohg engaged, in the
United States within these ten years. In‘the process, both
the types of activity and the actions taken will be carefully
noted. Following this, a comparative analysls wlill be pre-
sented in an attempt to understand more clearly the respéctive
direction of each organization's activitles, the varlous
technigues employed 1n approachlng the problemg and the degree
of each one's effectiveness and accompllsghment,

The deﬁailed activities of each organlzation will be
presenﬁéd geparately under three headlnzs:

1. GChurch and State

2., BSoclal legislatlion

%, Clvil Rights.

This will be followed by the chapter on Comparative Analysls.
The problems of direct antl-Semitlsm and Immigration legls-
lation will not be considered in thle paper, for in the
programs of these organizatlons such activities reflect a
purely Jewish interest. In addition, each of these two
subjects offers a speclal area requiring a lengthy study of

its own.
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It must be understood at the outget, that social.acﬁion
per se was not the prime interest of any one of these three
organizations. Their major brograms were concerned with a
variety of other gubjects more closely aligned to the specific
purpoges for which each was created. Nevertheless, these
organizations rank among the most important Jewish bodies
which have encompassed any program for social action within
thelr overall scope of activity.

The title of this thesis immediately poses three prelim-
Inary questions which must be answered in order to glve
direction to the detailed investigation. These questions are:

1. What 1is soclal action?
2. Which organlzations shall be surveyed?
3. Why ls this period important?

What 1s social action? According‘to the Soclal Work
Year Book, soclal action isva term th@t has become applied to
such a diverse range of activities that is is unlikely that
any slngle precise definition would be acceptable.l It might
be described as, "organized group effort to solve mass soclal
problems or to further socially desirable objectives by
attempting to influence basic soclal and economic conditions
or practiqes." It involves public‘pressure in one form or
another, short of physical coercion or violence; This
pfessure 1s usually achieved by influencing public opinion
through educational publicity almed at winning the active
support of large, and 1f possible, influentlial numbers of
Persons.:. -However, this 1s not always true., Often a very small

number of persons may be involved. Sometimes an higtoric
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accomplishment may hinge upon the verdict of one individual's
oplnlion or actlon, and the pressure brought to bear may be ’
completely private in nature. Indeed many organizationg have
shown a preference for the clandestine type of operation and
have turned to thé more extensive form of concerted public
actién only as a last resort.

The promotion of leglislatlon 1s often regarded as the
typlcal form of soclal action, since social advance is fre-
quently achieved through this method. However, most concepts
of sqcial action are broader and more 1nclusive than the
promotion of 1égislation alone, and 1n many cases advancement
may be achleved without recourse to leglislation or to any

branch of our legal 1nstitutlions. Nonetheless, in America

the law has proven to be perhaps the strongest tool both for

the initlation of soclal advancement and for the preservation
of acquifed,social galing,

In the writer's mind, the term soclal action implies an
emphagis upon action for soclety, that is for good. In this
sense the most 1lmportant factor is accomplishment. While it
i1s clearly recognized that, "it i1s better to have tried and
failed than never to have tried at all," when national organ-
izations ﬁtilizing public time, energy énd fundsg are gcrutin-
lzed, 1t 1s the measure of thelr success that needs be
accounted for. Frequently, misdirected efforts produce an
overwhelmling element of waste, both of preclous time and
money. If at all poseglible it would be well to eliminate these

expendltures., Even if thls is impossible, at least an insight
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into organizatlional potential may serve as a-guldé. to those who

seek a place to invest of their own energies,

Bocial actlon then is action on behalf of society for
good. In Judalism these ends have been well defined. They
are the very goals of religion, though they are not its
excluglive possession., No better platform has been penned
than the words of Isalah. For his day and for ours, soclal
action is:

"To loose the fetters of wlckedness,

To undo the bandg of the yoke

And to let the oppressed go free.

It 1s to deal thy bread to the hungry,
And that thou brihg the poor that are cast out
to thy house. _
When thou seest the naked that thou cover him,
And that thou hide not thyself from thine
own flesh."
Soclal actlon 1s doing something. Its highest ideal seems
to imply a measure of altruism and unselfishness. This,
however, does not always hold true. Often self interest
1s the prime motivation for activity. A part of this study
will be devoted to determining which ie the more effective
basis for activity.

Which organizations shall be surveyed? The organizations

which have been selected for this study are, the American

Jewlsgh Congress, the American Jewish Committee and the Central
Conference of American Rabbls. It would of course be impossible
to study in detall all of the national organizations which

have been active In varying degrees in the fleld of social
action, Such a project would prove altogether interminable.

It became esgentlal, therefore, to select those organizations
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which would at least give a view of a cross section of the
Jewlsh community, both religlous and secular. These three are,
of course, quite prominent. In addition they represent those
organlzations with which the Reform rabbl will come in most
intimate contact. All three organlzations have provided a
wealth of gsource material. The American Jewlsh Congress
published the Congress Weekly which incorporated the details
of its activities during the entire decade. The Amerilcan
Jewlsgh Commlttee published annual repbrts, summarizing 1ts
work and also printed the Commlttee Reporter, a monthly news
bulletin, every year after 194%, The Central Conference of
American Rabbls printed annual Yearbooks which lncluded

detalled reviews of 1ts Commlttee proceedings, important

discuggion materlal and all of the resolutions adopted and

statements publicized during this period. An abundance of
information wag therefore available for study. It 1ls quite
falr to presume that none of these organizations has omitted
from its own records any lmportant accomplishment or interest
that occupled 1its attention during this decade. In view of
thie, a sound basis for analysis and comparison ls present.

Why is this period important? It ls obvious, certainly,

that the years of 1939 to 1949 are’primarily important in
that they form the background of the scene of present day
action. 1In other words, the events and activitles of this
period lead up to and largely explain the reason for what 1s
€0ing on in the social action programs of Jewish Community

organizations now. The fact 1g that there is a direct
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correlation between this decade and the bregent time, for
these years were to a great degree formulative. The out-
break of the second world war reawoke all of America from
the inertla of the thirties. The lmpact of unprecedented
worldmwide anti-Semltiem stimulated the expangion of National
Jewlsh Agenclies in particular. As the slaughter of European
Jewry mounted 1t became more and more obvious that the United
States was to be, of necesgity, both the center of Zionist
effforts and the dominant force in the leadership of Jewish
life throughout the world.3 Merely to provide for overseas
relief materlally and filnancially emerged as full scale
activity programg for the National Jewish Agencies of thig
country. Furthermore, as the horrors of the Nagzi atrocities
came to light and the permanency of European Jewish hatred
.revealed itself fully, the direcfion of" attentlon focused
upon the questlon of post-war settlement and rehabilitation
. of Jewish sﬁrvivors. This assumed the form of activities on
behalf of imnigration, primarily to this country, and the
efforts to establish the State of Israel. The activities on
beha lf of lmmigration proved to be only meagerly successful
and, therefore, the maximum effort wasg concentrated upon
Israel., A larger portion of American Jewry than ever before
in hilstory responded to the program of the official Zionist
Movement and even those factions which disapproved of the
political establishment of a Jewigh state gave tremendous
flnancial support to the upbullding of Palestine as a 'haven

of refuge.' Were nothing else to have been accomplished
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during the entire decade, this alone would stand among the
most outstanding achievements of all of Jewish history.

But there was more. Another full scale program of
actlivity was undertaken on the American home front. Coinci-
dent with the spread of European anti-Semitlism was also a
spreading of American anti-SBemitlsm. This new upsurge was,
in addition, closely aligned with fasclst and enemy fifth-
column activities. Thus, many non-Jewlsh groups united in
the fight for Jewlsh self-defense 1n America. Thls provided
the seed for an expanslion of goodwill and interfalth activi-
ties. The thfeat of world disaster and the gufferings of war
were also accompanled by an intensification of religlous
enthusliasm. Thus began a growth in church affillation and
activity which has continually broadened down to the present
moment. In addition, as ls particularly true 1n all perilods
of national emergency, there arose a marked sensltivity to
the problem of the preservation of elvlil rights. Thus,
National Jewish Agencles, both secular and religilous, were
occupled not only in matters of forelgn affalrs, but also in
far reachling programs of Jewlgh self-defense within the
borders of the United States.

As the activities of these agencles broadened and
expanded, 1t became apparent that there wasgs a growlng need
for some sort of overall coordination of authority. Attempted
unions of autonomous bodles, however, have always met with
tremendous resistance., Nonetheless, some attempt was made and

in 1944 the National Community Relations Advisory Council (NCRAC)
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was Tormed. The American Jewish~Congress and the American
Jewish Committee were two of the six princlpal members of

this body. The Central Conference of American Rabbis was not
a member. However, 1lts lay counterpart, the Union of American
Hebrew Congregatlions wag one of the six. In aidlition, the
Synagogue Councll of America, of which the Central Conference
is the representative of the Reform group, frequently operated
in conjunction with the National Community Relations Advisory
Council (NCRAC).

The signlificance of thle organization, 1in so faf as our
study ls concerned, is the fact that thls unified group acted
28 a clearing house of opinion and thought for all National
Jewlish Agencles. Thus, each became more aware than ever
before of the activities and viewpoints and outlook of the
other. Thls sharing of thought became particularly meaningful
as the broadenlng outlook upon soclal action activitles devel-
oped. It is qulte obvious, for example, that the Amerlican
Jewigh Congress and the American Jewish Committee were, in a
gense, frequently in competition with each other, They were
rivals for public financial support and for publlic acclaim.
There may well have arisen a degree of competition for member-
ship after 1944, when the Committee for the first time began
to set up local chapters. There must certalnly have been
some influence upon each other, as the trend of domestlec actl-
Vity moved toward a widening of scope in the latter half of
the decade.
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This broadening outlook upon soclal action activities,
which was mentioned above, may best be descrlibed as a movement
away from self-centered and narrow Jewish defense into the
broader arena of concern for the interests of all minority
groups and restricted individuals. Many contributing factors
may account for this development}which is so apparent in the
work of the two secular organizatlons which we are to survey.
The world upheaval surely helped to bring these Agencles to
the understanding that Jewish security is bound up with both
world security in general, and the security of any minority
group in particular. From thls they may flnally have realized
that efforts in the defense of Jews to the excluslon of other
minorities was meaningless., World events may also have
brought home the lesson that anti-Semitism 1s not necessarily
a problem rooted within the Jewisgh group at all, Its roots
lle in the sufferings and unrest of the entire natlon.
Thereby they may have recognized that thelr efforts to combat
it had been largely migdirected. Another factor was certainly
the impact of the personality of outstanding leaders. In the
case of the American Jewish Congress, for example, the
brilliant philosophy and deep insight of Alexander Pekells may
have almost single handedly accounted for the change in
policy. John Slawson of the Amerlcan Jewigh €ommlttee played
an lmportant role in shaping the thinking of his agency. In
addition it 1s gulte possible that the decline in native
antl-Semitism after 1945 demanded new areaé of concentratlion

for the huge mechanisms of these organizations. And then
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there 1s at least one other possibility. The activities of

these years may have borne witness to the inherent and natural

development of social thinking, which beglng along the avenues
of narrow selflish interest only to grow into the maturity of
broadened universal concern. We cannot necessarily conclude

which of these 1s the dominant factor. Our task is mainly

to observe that this transition did occur.

On the other hand, in the case of the religious national
body, the Central Conference of American Rabblg, no such
change lg apparent. Predicated upon the universal social
1deals of Reform Judalsm, its actiﬁities and interest
posgesged a broad outlook and an all-embracing concern during
the entire period of our study. However, here, foo, external
affairs played an active role. One example will help to

.‘f clarify this statement. Although religious idealism may
presume an interest in any form of dlgcrimination, 1t was
the national scene which lay the ground work for emphasisg

upon goclal actlon for Fair Employment Practices Legiglation,

i s e
A |

Because of the expansion of war industries and the necessity
§  for complete mobilization of productive power, the government
assumed a preeminent interest in a falr employment program,
This supplied the impetus for the social action program more
than did the creative inltiative of any National Agency.

Thus, 1t is an extremely difficult task to attempt to
determine the real causes underlying the growth and development
of organizational philosophy. The record of activity need not

Necessarily provide an answer. It will be our task then,

3
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not to determine why these organizations followed a course
of action, but rather to discover what actions they under-
took, what methods and techniques they employed, and, if

possible, what degree of effectiveness they achleved.




I

CHAPTER




THE AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS

I. Introduction . . . .

II. Church and State .

III. Social Legislation
Employment Discrimination and F.E.P.C.
Housing . . . . . .
Labor ., . . .
Price Control

Summary . . .

IV. Civil Rights
1. Discrimination and Civil Rights - General
Group Libel . . . . . . . . . .
Anti-Poll Tax and Anti-Lynching
Loyalty . .. . « . « . . . .
Press and Radio .
Public Accommodatlons

Summary . . . . . . . .




Introduction

The American Jewlsh Congress was organized in 1918,
Bagically it must be considered a Zlonist type group. Much
of 1ts background materlal correlates with the development
of the Zionist movement in America. Its origins are also

flavored with the disgruntled reactlon of the east European

American Jewgs to the seemingly autocratic, exclusiveness of gﬁ&%”“

the dominant faction of German,desgegtrgmeyiqu Jews, None-
theless, the Congregg 1s much more than a Zionlist organiza-
ﬁion or an escape mechanism Tor the unwanted. Frbm its
Btatement of Principles we learn that:

"The American Jewish Congress 1s an assoclatlion of
American Jews commltted to the preservation and
extension of the democratic way of life and to the
unity and creative survival of the Jewlsh people
throughout the world. It seeks to unite for the

~attainment of these gaals all Amerlcan Jews
similarly committed."”

More than twenty years of fruitful experience have
preceded the period we are to consider. It would be impos-
8ible to include a higtory of the manifold activities of this
epoch. However, a brief outline will help us to envision the
principal events which led up to the Congress' interest in
Social Action work. Thils record has been best summarized in
the report of the Executive Director to the Natlonal Convention:

"Throughout its history, the American Jewlsh

Congress has been a movement concerned with the creative

survival of the Jewisgh people ln modern soclety rather

than merely a gervlice organization performlng some
technical functions for the Jewilsh community. Thus

the American Jewish Congress has always regarded it

a8 one of 1ts major responsibilities to formulate

the conditions of Jewish survival in the light of
Changing circumstances and to indicate the courses
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of action which flowed from that formulation, The
most significant contribution of the Congress move-
ment to the Jewish people hasg undoubtedly been the
manner in which, at every critical period in the
past three decades, 1t hag dynamically articulated
the imperatives of Jewlsh survival.

"Thus, the American Jewish Congress, at its founding .
during World War I asserted that the establlishment of P
a Jewish commonwealth was fundamental to the exlistence
of the Jewlsh people wherever Jews lived., Congress |
further declared that the Jewish community of this
country could not develop in dignity and creativity
unlese the monopolistic control of the community by
wealth or soclal influence gave way to the democratic
processes of popular participation. In the interval
between the wars, Congress projected the concept of the
democratic and voluntary partnership of Jewlsh com-
munitlies the world over for common counsel and actlion
on common problems and it initiated the movement
which led to the formatlon of the World Jewish Con-
gress. For years, virtually alone among Jewlsh and
non-Jewlish groups in this country, the Congress
warned of the threat to world peace generally and the
Jewlish people particularly of an emergent fascism.
Later, in a fundamental contribution to democratlc
thought, Congress formulated the inter-relatlonship
between Jewlsh status and security and the fight for
the full equality of all people in a free soclety.

And 1t gave that formulation practical application
through the dynamlic program of law and soclal actlon
whose influence has already been a pervasive one and
whlch has recorded major achievements."

In reality, the American Jewlgh Congress has six maln
goals. These are frequently listed in its publicity bro-
chures. They are as follows:

"1. To help safeguard American Democracy.

To preserve and extend clvll rights.

To eliminate all forme of discrimination.

To aid the establishing and strengthening of the

State of Israel.

. To protect the rights and status of Jews through-
out the world. _

. To contribute to the enrichment of Jewiegh Life
in America,"

e @ & e

O Ul Ui

However, it seems not unfalr to say, after thorough
™™

Survey of the facts, that the latter three points concerning

the State or Israel, the rights of World Jewry, and the program
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for cultural Jewigh 1llving have constituted the major portion
of the Congress' program. Yet this ls not meant, in any way,
to minimize the extent of 1its prdgram in the fleld of our
gtudy. The truth is that the overall program of the American
Jewlsh Congress 1lg extremely broad. It would be a lengthy
undertaking Just to 1llst the various activities of thls ten
year period alone. Here are just a few:

Zionisam Civilian Defense

Anti-8emitlism World Jewlsh Rights

Immigration Jewlsh Culture

Refugee Assistance Leadership training

Clothing Rellef Peace Treatles

Nazi Atrocitles Inter-American activities

German Boycott Interfalth work

Aid to Britain Jewlish Philanthropy and Budgetling
Bond BSales Problems 1in education

Americanizatlion

We Look upon the American Jewlgh Congress, then, as a
dynamlc organization, branching out 1n numerous directions,
Above all, it 1s forthright and outspoken, completely unwilling
to negotiate in the background or beneath the gurface. Its
technique is dilrect action through trailned personnel and mass
organlzation., It willingly employs all methods, shunning
none as undignified or dangerous. J

Its efforts in the field of Soclal Action, in actuality,
have only begun. They appear to be a direct outgrowth of the
broadening Inglght of a baslc concern for Jewlgh self-defense,
& recognition that Jewish security ls inextricably tied up
with the securlty of every other group and with the overall
Wwelfare of our country. Much success has already found its
way into the record; and we may hopefully look forward to

Continuing years of Congress accomplighment,
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As we enter our study, it is fitting to 'set the stage'
by quoting the remarks of the Vice-President of the Americaﬁ
Jewish Congress, given at the outset of the period of our
study, on the occasion of the twenty-first annlversary
meeting of the Congress, in 19403

"The Congress 1s not an organization in the ordinary
gsenee....But 1t represents a movement, not a job of
work, and as a movement 1t ls of far greater signifil- o |
cance....it 1g intended to bring about not the writing ﬁ&P
of wrongs, not the end of Jewish misery, but the
regeneration of Jewlsgh 1life 1itself, through 1ts own
effort., It ls a movement that seeks to find, through
Jewlsh self-expression and the exerclise of gell-
government, the means through which to give Jewish
life a new.form.

"The American Jewish Congress has sought to over- ST
come the inertia of American Jewlsh 1life, the refusal SRFR
of Jews to deal with theilr own problems in a manly, v
democratic way. Men of wealth and secured prestlge
have never favored democracy....For many years the Amer-
ican Jewish Congress was compelled to go its own way,
performing thoge functions in American Jewish life
which no other organization had the daring and the
courage to undertake, and 1t suffered the cengure and
dislike of those elements whose 1idesl 1s timldity and
self-effacement as Jews.

"It was the American Jewish Congress that was
regpongible for all representationg made on behalf of
Jews abroad, before the Embasslies and at the State
Department, when no other organizatlon seemed to be
willing to assume that responsibility. Not even when
Hitler came into power in 193% was there a desire,
among the others, to recognlze the fact that the time
had come for all American Jews to organize themselves,
to protect themselves against the rising anti-Semitism
in the United States, as well as...all over Europe.

"It was the American Jewish Congress that resigted
all pressure from the Jewlsh side to soft pedal the
protest....It was the American Jewlsh Congress that was
responsible for giving strength and purpose to the boy-
cott of German goods and services. Notwilthstanding the
events of the last six years, the gentlemen of the other
g8lde are still unpersuaded of the old adage that 'united
we stand, divided we fall'....

"The American Jewish Congress will be compelled to
revert, with all its strength and power, to that task
for which a united Jewry 1s yet to be organized. The
American Jewish Conzress will pursue its objective of
Seeking to create an organlzation of American Jewlsh
Life baged upon demoecratic procedure, seeking to fulfi%l
Jewish life rather than to reduce it to a minimum...."




Church and State

Matters of Church and State cannot be considered a
major area of effort in the work of the American Jewlgh
Congress, even in its domestic fleld of social action, for

both the number of isgues and the frequency of action remain

small. Nevertheless, 1t becomes immedlately apparent that
the Congress had some concern in this direction from the
very beginning of this perilod. In addition, 1t was unhesi-
tating in the expression of its own viewpoint,

The maln issue which the Congress considered was that
of religious education in the public gchools. However, most
of 1ts work revolved around the New York area, at least until
the latter half of the decade. Thus the problems reflect
those of the local environs, although they may algso have had

national implications. The Congress was not always equipped

TN~

e for broad coversge.

The question which occupied the foreground of attention

was the enactment of programs for Release Time, which per-
mitted religious education on public school time, elther on
or off the public school property. Such a blll was passed
by the legislature in New York early in 1940, Immediately,

protest was forthcoming from the American Jewish Congress,

However thig early protest emerged from the Women's Division,
and so must be congidered a8 ol only secondary importance in
the eyes of the National Body. This conclusion seemg Justi-
fiable, for the work of the Women's Division is in a sense

auxiliary, and although important cannot be equated with
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those matters upon which the Natlonal Body itself took g
gstand and assumed responsibility,

The action of the Women's Divigion was three-fold; to
protest the bassage of the Bill which permitted absence from
the public schools for relliglous observances and education,
to lssue a plea for the governor to veto the Bill, énd to
urge 1ts constituents and the public to write or wire the
governor. Their reasoning was clear and 1n consonance with
that which continued to brevall as the official Congressg
attitude. They said:

"We belleve that religioug instruction ig tne
brovince of the church, the synagogue and the home ;
that academic inetruction and character training is
the province chiefly of the State or school....The
two should not Intermeddle....This bill clearly
violates the Ameri%an principle of separation of
Church and State,"

The National Body of the Congress, however, took no public
actlion or forward stand. This 1s further borne out by another
edltorial printed toward the close of the year 1940, which
condemned the putting into effect in New York City of the new
Release Time program for religlous education on public school
time. It read in part:

"Over protests of such bodies as the Public FEdu-
cation Association, the Teachers' Union, the Civil
Libertieg Committee, the New York Board of Ministers,
the New York Board of Education voted slx to omne to
grant time for religious instruction to the city's
public school system."9

The Congress' own name 1s consplcuously abseéent.

The following year, 1941, brough forth two somewhat

Contradictory edltorlals. The firet noted that the release

of children an hour a week from the public schools of New York
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for religlous instruction had begun without any startling
pesults., It intimated that public opposition had been

largely eliminated and that the present concern was mainly
how best to utillze this time period.l0 The gecond, however,
agaln cried out for gtrong opposition to Release Time programs
and relterated the Congress' disdain for this break between
the traditional wall of separation between Church and State.
It maintained that, "the negligible practical results prove i
that the law ghould never have been passed and that the vast
majorities did not desire it."ll 1In fact, later results
indlcated the contrary, and such programs spread widely
throughout the country into more than twenty-two hundred
communities, What ls more important to note, however, is

that by this time the Congfess had taken somé gort of positive
actlon by suggesting, in 1ts leglslative Bulletin, a number

of steps to be taken by Congress Councils in various commun-
ities where the Reléase Time proposal was on the leglglative
calendar, on the theory that "the organization of public
Opinion may prevent this unnecessary and undesirable measure
from becoming part of state and city legislation." jﬁ

It ig not until four years later that the next important f{

ltem appeared. In April 1945, an extensive article agaln
relterated the Congress' attitude opposing any breach in the ﬂ
Separation of Church and State and recommending neither
Release Time nor Dismissal Time programs. It expressed the
following bpinion:

"The Jewish answer to all this should not be
- Negative,...Thouzh taking our place ag guardians of




Church and State geparation, we must be positive
and constructive....We urge not Released Time nor
Dismissal Time, but active inter-cultural programs,
These, through appropriate activities rather than
talkse, could fost%r appreclation of other races and
cultural groups.'"l2

Thls now introduced a new element for consideration, namely,

the fostering of inter-cultural education. This emphasis is

in line with the American Jewish Congress' constant stressg
upon the importance of Jewlsh Cultural values in life.

Thie pattern of thought continued in a series of three

articles wrltten by Congress leaders two years later in 1947.1)

The Firet outlined clearly, "the dangerous intrusions on the
pregent day scene threateninz to break down the wall of
separﬁtion between Church and State." The second indicated

the weakness in secular educatlon "in failing to meet the needs
of cultural plurallism, and spiritual and religious values,"

while the third acknowledzed the weakness and pledged the

Congress' efforts toward seeking some type of a solution,
Meantime, 1t called for "militant resistance to any attempt
to impaif so fundamental a principle of American Democracy as
the separation of Church and State."
The maln Soclal Action effort, however, centered about

the Champaign Case, or more commonly called the McCollum Case
Which reached the Supreme Court of the Unitel States in 1948,
This was the most important national lecal testling of the
legality of state 1aws'permitting religious education in the
Public schools. It was a matter of national attentlon and in

fact all leading Soclal Action azencles were vitally concerned.

The Jewish groups unlted together under the aegls of a joint
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effort of the combined Synagogue Council of America and the
National Community Relationg Advisory Council (NGRAC).l4 The
AMmerican Jewlsh Congress, however, claimed for litself the major
part of the credit as having been the agency responsible for
drafting the brief.l> 1In addition, 1t made special note of
having received a citation of honor from the Chicago Civil
Liberties Committee in recognition of thig brief filed with

the Supreme Court, urging the outlawing of religious instruc-
tion on public school time.16

An editorlal appearing about the same time gave a detalled
analysis of the McCollum decisgion in which "the Supreme Court %
for the firet time actually volided a State law because it
violated the principle of separation of Church and State."17 ;
It expressed the hope that this decision indicated that Release

Time programs might be outlawed. However, this was over i
optimism, for the matter obviously was not settled, The McCollum
cage involved the actual usage of school bulldings and facil- !
ities, and therefore did not necesgsarily cover cageg involving
'off-gchool premises' religious instruction programs. The
subject then continued in importance through 1949, still
requiring more test cases. We note, however, that the only
further reference by the Congress to this subject appeared in
February, 1949, Here an extensive article once more reiter-
ated the American Jewish Congress' strong poslition on separa-
tion of Church and State and discussed the brief filed by the
Congresg against the introduction of religious educatlion in
Canadian Public Schools.l8 There was also published in the.

same lssue a full page 'Letter To The Editor' entitled "Why I
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Opposé Released Time" by Esta Gluck.19 Thls letter is
gignificant, for Esta Gluck wag one of the parties lnvolved
Vin s 1949 case testing the legality of the New York City

- Releage Time educational program. The American Jewish Com-
mittee, however, had emerged by this time Into the fleld of
légal Soclal Acfion_and had taken over the assignment of
accumulating information and preparing the brlef for this
"opoblem of the first magnitude."<9 There are no further
references in the American Jewish Congress publlication to
this matter.

Both in 1947 and 1949 the American Jewish Congress
announced 1ts support of federal aid to educatlion, In 1947
the executive director of the Congress appeared at a Senate
sub-committee meeting in Washington to "warmly endorse the
Taft Bill for federal ald to education," urging enactment of
the Bill and praising 1teg provisiong which guaranteed that no
racial discrimination would be practiced in conferring 1its
benefits;gl In 1949, the Congresse submitted a statement to
the House Committee on Education and Labor announcing its
support of a similar Bill, but urging that funds be denied to
segregated and parochial schools.?2 In line with this oppo-
sition to aiding parochial schools, an editorial appeared
the same year attacking the Catholic Church's change of policy
toward seeking any feieral ald to education for its schools,
even for transportation, books and lunches, as violatlions of
the Principle of separation of Church and State, 2

One other matter remains to be noted. In the midst of

the war, in 194%, New York State passed a measure which
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provided for Saturday school sesgions so that children working
during the war emergency might make up the legal attendance
requirements.24 The Bill was coungidered basically discrim-
inatory, despite the exemption against the infringement upon
the.religious obgervance of any group. The Vice-President of
the American Jewish Congress, among others, protested and the
governor of Néw York returned the Bill for further consideration.
We see then that the work of the Amerlcan Jewish Congress
In the field of Church and State confined itself primarily
to the problem of the ilntrusion of religious education into
any sphere of the public school activities, based upon the time f
honored principle of mailntaining a wall of separation between
Church and State affalrs. This 1s, of course, one of the i
fundamental recuirements For the protection of minority reli-

glous groups, and therefore such emphasgis would be expected

to reflect itself in the publicationsg of any major Jewish
Defenge agency. Nonethelegs, there was actually relatively
little direct action on the part of the Congress, with the
excepfion of 1ts participation in the McCollum Case in 1948,
Its attitude and policy, however, were clearly expressed in

many editorials and articles analyzing the various aspects

Federal A1d to education, so long as the benefits would be $§;{”

:

|

Of the problem. In addition, the Conzress publicly supported . ;
|

198ally denied to discriminatory or barochial schools,




Soclal Legislation

Employment Discrimination and F. E, P. C.

The area of greatest intensity of effort on the domestic

" scene, on the part of the Aﬁerican Jewlsh Congress, lay 1n

its activities relevant to the fleld of employment discrim-
ination. While it 1sg true that these efforts canuot completely
be titled 'matters of Social Legislation,' still they are so
intimately tied up with the advocacy of Falr Employment
Practices énd other types of remedial leglslation as to

Warrant thorough consideration in this chapter. This work has
been engaged in by the Congress since 19350, It began out of
concern for the large Jewish population in New York in the
midst of a depreésion. Thus at the outset of our period of E
study, thls branch of the Congress' activity already has had
ten years of fruitful experience. The chalrman of the Com-

mission on Economic Problems in reviewlng these years indicated

the prime motive ag being, to devote specific attention to
the problem of dlscrimination against Jewe in employment.
The direction of activities has been three-fold:

"l. The process of educating employers to the recogni- |
tion of the wisdom and value of a failr-minded
Amerlcan employment pdlicy. !

2. The awakening of the american Jewlsh Community to
the existence of the problem, y

5. The securing of legislation, which if well framed
ls an admirable educative force, and can beg _of
great help in diminishing discrimination."©

He summarized these fundamental purposes elsewhere as follows:

"One of the major tasks of the Commlssions on
Economic Problems has been the establishment of better g
relations between Christlan employers and Jewlsh P
applicants for employment."
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"A secondary function is the fighting against
complacency concerning dlscrimination, in our own
Jewlsgh communities. -
"The Commission further offers its services to
advlige and assist any community to install the
mechanlsm for fighting job discrimination, "27
(non-legislative)

Let us then turn first to those activities which were
of a non-legislative character and secondly to those connected
‘with specific legislative propogals and enactments. One of
the early activities of the Congress was 1n attempting to
remove the question of 'religion' from the employment appli-
cation blanks, in order to substitute merit for prejudice,
An article appeared early in 1940 discugeing such efforts, for
example, in the hotel field. It explalned the technique of
successful campalgn, Preliminary interviews with executives
were frultless, but then the Congress followed with an
educational campaign and successlvely forwarded three reports
on Jewish non-employment. These had a profound effect and
led to the final elimination of the 'religion' question Ffrom
the employment blanks of this hotel éhain.28 In line with
this work, the Commission also conducted a study of employment
Opportunitlies and the extent of discrimination agalnst Jewish
applicantsg, 29

There were several other instances of such activity
between 1940 ani 1942, Concerted efforts of the Congregs were
largely responsible also for removing the question of 'religion'
from the employment applications of three State Employment

Services, namely Colorado and Kansas 1n 194020 ani Missouri

n 1941.31 14 g gimilar veln, the Congress Commisslon on

|
I
i
1
|
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Economlc Problems claimed much of the credit for ridding the
newspapers of 'foul anti-Jewish discriminatory advertisements, '
for reversing the discriminatory practices of the New York
State Employment Service, and for the lssuance by the Pregl-
dent of the United States of Executive Order #8R02 which
forbld raclal or religlous discrimination iIn war industry.Bg»
This type of activity, however, ls not reported on further in
the succeeding years.

Cne of the prime technlques of the Congress wasg to conduct
studles and invesgtigations and surveys. There are many examples
of these activities. At the end of 1940, it was reported that,
the Congress'Commission on Economic Problems was pursuing
further its investigatlion of alleged anti-Jewlsh discrimination
by the National Manufacturers Assoclatlon.?? After it was

substantliated that advertisements had been placed gpeclfying

non~Jews, conferences were arranged with the two heads of the

Association. A simllar though unsuccessful effort was
publicized in 1941 concerning a laundry company which not only
refused ﬁo eliminate questions of rellgion from employees'
application blanks but also refused to dlscuss the entire
problem of discriminstion with the Gommission.34

In 1945 an exhaustive survey was completed covering
fifteen years of operations, and pregsenting materlal covering
One thousand cases of dlgcriminstion in more than elght hundred

flrms engaged in all forms of trade, commerce and industry in

New York State.’® Another made in 1946 revealed that "two

Out of every three white collar employment azencles in Manhattan

81111 discriminate" >0 despite the report by the State Commission
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Against Discriminatlon (SCAD) that discrimination in employment
had been discouraged by the mere existence of the State agency.
Another sur#ey reported at the close of 1946 revealed over-
whelming discrimination against Jews and Negroes in clerlcal,
administrative and executive employment by Insurance companles.
Only in selling were they wldely hired. Thesge facts were
gleaned from an exhaustive survey of almost two hundred
individual Insurance companies, employing close to twenty-six
hundred persons. It concluded that even those who favor a
‘Btate law against dlscrimination, practice it in @mployment.37

This ilaportant phase of the Congress' activity did not
ceage, for itg premige was the sound policy that required all
the facts first. So agaln in 1949, we read of another survey
which discovered that "one out of every five New Yorkers has
personally experienced discrimination in employment."38 A
later analysis of thils investigatlon revealed that its purpose
was to discover the reaction of minority groups to discrimin-
ation, their techniques of egecaping it, and their famillarity
with_existing anti-blas laws, Results showed that only 8% had
any understanding of the New York law agalnst discrimination
in employment, and that nearly one-half of all groups surveyed,
Protegtant, Catholic, Jewish, Negro, approved of 'passing' and
'name—changing’ in order to avold discrimination,?9

As one might expect, less emphasls was concentrated upon
thls problem in the professional flelds. One extensive
article, however, was written in 1946 which carefully analyzed
the 111s ana hardships of discrimination practiced among the

profesgional groups.4o However, the serious actlon work,
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for the beneflt of professionals, lay 1n the ceaseless attacks
upon quotas and dlscriminations in the professional schools.
We referred above, in passing, to the credit claimed by

the Congress for ridding newspapers of 'foul antil-Jewlsh

discriminatory advertisements.' This effort deserves a more

thorough discussion, It amounted to a full-scale project.

The work extended over an.eight year period and was concen-
trated princlpally in New York City. It included surveys and
statistical studles, interviews, conferences, attempted round-
table disgcusslons and various other indirect pbressures. A
full account is give in an imporﬁant article of 1944.41 What
i1s particularly interesting to note is that the campalgn was
rather Ineffective untll 1942 and 1943. At this time, however,
certain State laws, bepgan to play a role in the 'coercion' and
also the newspaper "P.M.," which printed no advertising matter
iteelf, took up the batt1e~cry and waged a public attack on
these newspaper policies. Who merits the reward for victory
then, may be geriously open to question, but the singular role
of the American Jewish Congress in ploneering the campaign is
in itself highly commendatory.

Although these efforts were sreatest in the New York ares

Where the Congrecs was a strong and highly organized unit, to

Some extent they also reached into other metropollitan centers,
In 1947, the Chicago Bureau on Jewigh Employment was already
belng maintained Jointly by the American Jewish Congzress, the
B'nai Brith and the American Jewish Committee. It had issued
& report covering three years of activity which demonstrated

Widespread employment discriminatlon practices against Jews in
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By the end of 1943 the New England Divisgion of the Congress

was preparing to enlarge its activitlies in this fileld. At its
annual convention, it heard an address by the Natlonal Chairman
of the Commission on Economic Problems on the subject of
"Discrimination in Employment," and then went on to adopt a
resolution providing for enlargement of the local flght against
this type of discrimination.43 Conagress studies of job dis-
crimination in Boston had revealed a desultory handling of

the problem.44 This neglect was excused by the acute, contin-
uous interest in overseas Jewish affairs. However, with thig
prodding from the National Headquarters, it was felt that the
New England Jewlsh Community would recognlze the lmportance

of home-front work and expand its activities.

At this same time, the Philadelphia Branch wag busy doing
ite ghare in handling the local problem., It had pbroved quite
effective through educational and practical works in clearing
up flagrant cases of employment discrimination. It was
nandling all the Jewish complaints in non-war industries
through investigations and direct consultation and was also
&iving support to the Government and the Fair Employment
Practices Commlssion agency thnrough the means of the 'Metro-
politan Council' which it had been instrumental in getting up.45

As a result of a Congress survey of employment conditlons
in northerﬁ New Jersgey, another branch was established to cope
with exlstent problems in the Jersey City area, %6

We have seen then that the American Jewish Congress was
Vitally concerned wlth the problem of employment discrimination,

but, Primarily, if not exclusively, as a Jewlsh problem., Its
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major arena of combat wasbthe New York area. Its efforts were
without limit. It fégg%éguout against every type of employer.
It fought agalnet every kind of employment agency, whether
private or government operated. It attacked the newspapers
for thelr part in promoting discriminatory advertlisements and

it‘attacked the members of 1ts own Jewlgh group for thelr

lethargy and apathy to the baslc lgsues involved. In aiditibn,

we have seen that these activitles spread out through the large

metropolitan centers, to Chicago, Boston, Philadelphia and

Jersey Clty, These latter, however, grew out of the war

gltuvation i.e., the mass mobllization of labor for war industry

plus the Presidentlal orders for compulsory compliance with
Fair Employment Practices, which really provided the struc-
tural groundwork for potentlal success in these activitiles.
| (Legislative - state and local)

Let us turn now to those activities of the Congresgs in
the field of employment discrimination which are more directly
legislative in character. In order to get a clearer plcture,
we shall try to separate, those matters which are on a state
and municipal level from those on the national scale.

It almost seems as 1f the American Jewish Congress was

summoned into this field of activity by reason of the State

of New York's having a Jewlsh governor, who himself expregsed

bublic concern over matters of employment discrimination. The
Tirst item of interest appears in an editorial of 1941
Supporting the governor's appeal to the lezislature that it
€liminate the "vifclous practice'of discrimination in all

business,"#7 fThig editorial also reveals that several ycars




of fact-~finding, by the American Jewisgh Congress, have furnished
vast material on this discrimination which is being supported
by the advertising policles of the press. It is clear, however,
that this refers primarily, if not exclusively to anti-Jewish
discrimination. Two months later, more detalled items appeared
reporting the Conoress' endorsement of two state bills which
supported the governor's plea to outlaw employment dlscrimin-
ation, 48 Congress members were urged "to write and telegraph"
leglsglators in order to get these bills out of committee.
Even the names and addresses of the legislators were printed.49
VIn addition, the Congress arranzed for an address to its Youth
Division by the author of one of these bills on the topic of
"Racial ani Religlous Digcrimination in Industry."50

From this point on, the legislative approach was destined
to grow into a major phase of Congress activity. The earlier
emphagls on the importance of voting and pressuring for
supported legislatlion had been the enthuslastic concern mainly
of the Women's Division, but in June of 1941, announcement was
made of the formation of the American Jewisgh Congress National
Committee on Law and Leglslation (CLL), "having in mind the |
lmportance of legislation as a defense of democracy," with
its aim, "to educate the Jews of thlg country...to register
thelr views Tfavoring or opposing legislation,"5l

However, no succesg was reported from these early efforts,
and a year later we azain meet with a duplication of the same
sltuation. 1In March, 1942, the Committee on Law and Leglsla-
tilon(CLL) relterated its whole-hearted support of the new,

More extensive bills awalting actlon by the New York Legislature,
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designed to eliminate discrimination 1n employment because of
race, creed, religion, color, or national origin. The method
of action was to urge that these Bllls be gotten "out of
Committee" to be voted upon.®2 An editorial to the same
veffect apbeared the following week.2? It is clear then, that
at thls point the method to be employed, at least by the
general membership, was that of writing letters and otherwise
bringing pfessure upon leglslative representatives,

The broader extension of these activities, however, soon
began. In May, 1942, a War Emergency Session of the American
Jewlsh Congress was held in Chicago and in the course of the
three day meeting adopted the following leglslative platform:

"1. To advocate the adoption by all States of the
United States and by the Federal Government of laws
eliminating discrimination in employment agalnst
any person by reason of his race, creed, color or
national origin ani the enactment of laws setting
up a Federal Commlission and State Commissions with
powers of gsupoena to investigate all complalnts
of disgcrimination,

"2, Pavoring all laws which provide that a person
who 1g duly qualified may practice hls profegsion
without regard to whether he isg or is not a citizen
of the United States, if he has declared his
intention of becoming a citizen of the United States.

"3, Opposing to any rule or regulation of
any State which would prevent any qualified physi-
clan from being admitted to practice 1n that State
by classifying a foreign medical college from which
he ig a graiuate, as unqualified, although that person
recelved his education in such foreign college during
a time when it wa% deemed by the particular state
to be qualified."D%

In order to.implement the program, the Convention urged
that the Congress Councils set up in each State, local
Committees on Law and Lezislation to cooperate with the
National body. The Convention also approved a resolution urging

leglslation to bar discrimination in any profesgional school or

institution.
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The first record of any success appeared in September of
1942 with the announcement that the Mayor had signed a New York
City Bill barring employment discrimination in public works or
any contracts doing work for the city government, a measure
which the American Jewlsh Congress had been supporting.55

The activities of the followling year, 1943, on the State
lével, primarily extended the legislative endorsement policy
and contributed to the public enlightenment. One lengthy
article reviewed the whole history of the educative and

- leglslative struggle to eliminate discrimination in employment
primarily in New York, and outlined a plan for future leglg~-
latlve action, calling for widespread support and activity.56
In addition, the Congress announced its endorsement of anti-
discrimination legislation in Ffive other states.5T

Thus far there has beszn a minimum of direct leglslative
action by the Congress, other than public pronouncements and
endorsements and urging lts members to write and wire legis~
lators. Nevertheless; the pages of 1ts weekly publication
have been a forum for reporting and analyzing all the liberal
and positive movements in the fight against employment
discrimination. By 1944, however, the Congress was prepared
to take more direct steps and we carefully note that "a bill
to create a State Fair Employment Practices Board has been
introduceﬁ into both Houses of the New York State Legislature
under the gponsorship of the American Jewish Congrese,"58

This bi17 recognized for the first time the right to work as
"a fundamental civil right," resardless of race, creed or color.

It set up a five man administrative board and defined ani
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listed unfalr discriminatory practices punishable by law,
Another important feature of this Bill, was the inclusion of
an educatlional program, which recognlzed that "lesislatlon
alone cannot cure or prevent communlty intolerance. People
‘must be tralned to understand."®® Thls bill was actually
prepared by the American Jewish Congress ltself, after a
cafeful study.

The following year, 1945, the Congress waged an all-out
campalgn in support of this measure. It Tirst gubmitted to
the New York State Committee Against Discrimination (SCAD) a
comprehenslive memoranda covering its own fifteen yearg of
statlstical findings in the fleld of employment discrimination
practices, together with an analysis of all the lemal phases.6o
Further, it extended 1ts activities to speaking in all parts
of the State and circulating printed materials. It sought
representatlion at the public hearings and manifold cCorrespon-
dence from citizens to their repregentatives. As a climax,
official representatives of the Congress Executive spoke in
Albany at a public hearing of the bill.61l The Congress,
therefore claimed g major share of the credit for its successful
bassage, and held a Mass Meeting in March, 1945, to mark its
enactment into law, and to "focus attention on similar
measures pending in other States,"062

In,Deéember of 1945, the creation of the Commission on
Law and Soclal Action (CLSA) was announced, as a result of the
Merger of the old Commission on Law and Legislation and the
Commisgion on Economlc Problems. This proved to be the hign-

bPolnt in the development of the Congress technlque of legal
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“actlon for social benefit. This new commission through the
brllllance and ceaseless work of its constituents played the
leading role in the whole field of legal soclal-action for the
next few yeara. In addition it appeared 1likely to have
provlded the incenfive and the challenge, which at long last
forced the hand of the American Jewish Committee into similar
work some two or three years later.

At any rate, by the close of 1946, the American Jewlsh
Congress Commission on Law and Social Action (CLSA) had

already achleved a notable victory in its work. The Congress

had requested that the New York State Commission Againgt
Discrimination (SCAD) correct a major deficlency, which
previously had permitted only the agrieved person to file
complalints of discrimination. A new ruling was ilssued which
entitled organizations, such as the American Jewlsh Congress,
to legally act as agrieved pergons, in cases where employment
questlionnalres or advertisements utilized discriminatory
methods. 1In the words of the Congress, "This new ruling
constitutes an important step toward giving organized public
bodies a wider opportunity to take aggressive action in the
Tight against discrimination, "6

In further pursuance of its own right to act, the following

year in 1947, the Congress again criticized the effectiveness

of the State anti-discrimination B1ll. The blll provided that
8¢tlon could be taken only upon direct complaint of a victim, f
and the Congress called for an amendment to allow action

“8alnst discriminating agencies and enterprises upon the basis

of 1ts own researches. It maintalned that without such power,
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the State Commission Against Discrimination (S8CAD) remalned a
paper agency, because of the many reasons for individual's
reluctance to enter complalnts.64 Along this same line, a
speclal investlgator for the Commlssgion on Léw and Boclal
Action (CLSA) reported on two years of surveylng commercial
employment agencles which revealed the ineffectliveness of the
law and 1ts widespread digregard. It also disclosed the
extensiveness of unemployment discrimination throughout New
York, that there was "far more lip-service compliance thean
actual compliance with the law." Eighty-eight per cent of the
agencieg were stlll willing to accept discriminatory job
orders.65

Also in 1947, the Congress inltiated an action against
Columbia Unlvergity which resulted in the denlal of the
University's employment agency's clalm for exemptlon from the
provisions of the State anti-discrimination law. This success-
fully established the precedent that, "all employment offices
run by educational and charitable institutions must obey the
anti-discrimination law."60

Once more we have seen that the overwhelming portion of
the Congress' actlvity focused 1tself upon the New York area,
but there were a few instances where 1ts leglslative activities
in the field of economic dlscrimination also extended into
Other metropolltan centers. In February, 1943%, five proposed
P1lls aimed at various forms of dlscrimination were filed in
Massachusetts wlth the General Court, in the name of the New
Englang Division of the Congress.67 In addition, a wldespread

Campaign was undertaken Lo enlist cooperation of all community




organizations 1n pressing for passage of these bills. This
campalgn had to continue 1ts efforts for gome time, for 1t was
not until three years later in 1946 that the Massachusetts
legislature passed a Falr Employment Practices Commission Bill.
This measure was modelled on the New York Bill, originally
prepared by the Amerlcan Jewish Congress, and moreover it
contalined several improvements supplylng "teeth' and enforce-
ment powers to its provisions. In éddition, the four man
draft Committee, appointed by the governor, included a repre-
gsentative of the New England Division of the Gongress.68

There 1s, likewlse, some mention of activity in Pennsyl-
vania. In November, 1945, the Philadelphia Chapter of the
American Jewish Congress drafted the local Falr Employment
Practices Commission Ordinance ilntroduced to Clty Gouncil, 69
However, as late as the close of 1949, attempts on the State
level were failures. In discussing the fallure, the Executlve
Director of the Pennsylvanla Reglon blamed the process of "top-
level negotiations," rather than following the American Jewlsh
Congress policy of maes activity and wildespread public
arouging, "which proved so successful 1n the New York and New
Jersey campalgns."'’9 Earlier the same year, 1t 1s interesting
to observe that the Congress successfully argued a case before
the Pennsylvania Unemployment Compensation Board on behalfl of
a woman who refused a job involving her services on the BSabbath
and who was then denled unemployment compensation. On the ap-
peal, the Board decided that, "the evidence 1ls clear, to have
accepted the proferred employment would have seriously offended

the claimant's morals and would have offended her ethical
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conscience, which springs from her life's training in the
Orthodox Jewish falth," Tl
(legislative - national)

As to the American Jewlsh Congress' activitieg on the
scene of National Leglglation for the amelioratlion of employ-
ment dlscrimination, we may observe as an outllne of objectives
the statement of the Congress' Vice-President lssued at a
meeting in July, 1942, arranged by the Congress to discuss the
Role of Leslslation in the Protection of Democracy. He urged
~gpecifically:

"1. Legislation to implement and enforce constl-
tutional provisions, to outlaw discrimination because
of race, color or creed, :

"2. The enactment of leglslation in the various
municipalities prohibiting the publication of dlscrim-

Inatory employment advertising by any employment i
agency, unless such advertising carries the name of
the employer,

"3, The establishment of a Federal Agency, with
local branches in every S8tate, which would receive and
investligate complalnts of discrimination in industry
and make public its findings.

"4, The enactment of a law which would make 1t
unlawful for any government agency to advertlse in
newspapers that accept discriminatory advertisementsg,"72

Almost every other gignificant action refers to some phase

of the proposals for continuous Federal Falr Employment Prac- 5
tices legislation. The real impetus for these activitles was

Supplied by the growth of war industry and the attendant presi-
dential concern with eliminating discrimination from war plants,

in order ﬁo Ingure maximum production and minimum strife. As

early as February, 1942, the Congress presented an oral memor-

andum at hearings of the Presldent's Committee on Fair Employ-

Ment Practices. The memorandum attested to anti-Jewlsh discrim- 5

ination in hiring for defense plants.’2 The Congress
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representative spoke on behalf of all organized Jewlsh bodles
rathef than as a direct represgentative of the Conzgress itself.
However, 1t was the Congress that gathered together all the
materlial underlying the report and its recommendations.,

The following year brought forth several gevere criticisms,
whenever the President's F. E, P. C. was neglectful of 1tg
functions. In January, 194%, a leading article decried "the
recent order of the chailrman of the War Manpower Commission,
calling off the projected hearing on discrimination in the
rallroad industry, by the President's Committee on Falr Employ-
ment Practiceﬂ."74 Again 1n November, through i1ts editorial
column, the Congress expressed strong protest against the
Comptroller General's attempts to weaken the effectivenesg of
the F. E. P, C., regulations prohibiting discrimination in
government agencies' contracts, and called upon the President
to reassert that, "there is no 'optional' feature in these
measures." 5 Another editorial, the following month, continued
this discussion and announced the successful correction of
this impropriety.

In 1944, the Chairman of the Commission on Economic
Problems called the F. E, P, C., "The Symbol of Liberation"70
and urged full support for 1ts continuance throushout the war
and itg extension into peace-time legislation. In June another
of many continuing editorials called for thé extenslon of
Federal F, E, P, C¢. "as one of thé'safeguards against new
Tacist penetrations into this country after the war."77 In
addition, the President of the Congress testified in favor of

& Permanent F, E. P. C., before the House Labor Committee, 78
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In September, the Chalrman of the Commlssion on Economlc
Disérimination appeared before the Senate Sub-Committee, as

did Catholic and Negro representatives, in support of a perman-
ent F. E., P. G.,79 and the following month he made another
appearance ln Washington at a Mass Meeting.ao
Through 1945 the frultless campalgn went on., The first
meeting of the newly organlzed Commission on Law and Social
Action (CLSA) discussed F. E. P. C. as one of the chief

topicg of study for an extended leglislatlive program.Bl In

June the Conzress was one of thirty organizations sponsoring

a gizantic "Save the F.E.P.C." rally at Town Hall in New York, 82
The Women's Divislon also joined in extensive activity to
promote the advancement of the F. E. P. C, idea.83 More

84

ma jor artiqles and. continuous editorlals called for the

adoption by the Unlted States Congress of a permanent F. E. P. C,
But, as we well knbw, the measure did not pass and furthermore
the United States Employment Service was returned to state

' Jurlsdiction. A4s a result of this latter action, the President
of the Amerilcan Jewish Congress wrote a letter of protest to

the President of the United States in which he labelled the
removal of federal control as, "the elimination of any hope of

tackling discriminatory employment practices."85 The American

Jewlsh Congress realized that it was the fllibuster techniques

"of g reactionary minority helped by an appeasing majority"
which had defeated F. E. P. C., as well as antl-lynching and
anti-poll tax bills in the Senate.®6 Nevertheless, it

concluded, "The fight must go on. The temporary defeat
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of the Pederal anti-discrimination Bill calls for increased
efforts to have‘such Billes introduced and passed in every
gtate leglslature."

The last mentlon of concern for federal leglslation was
in a resolutlon adopted by the Administrative Coummlttee in
1947 which supported the Ives-Norton Bill 1n Congress. This
bill was to prohibit by law the practice of dligserimination by
employers, and would have established administrative machinery
for enforcement.87

We gee, therefore, that the American Jewisgh Congresgs was
vitally concerned with every aspect of the problem of employ-
ment discfimination. It was aware of the extensiveness of
this form of dlscrimination from statlstlcal informatlon,
palnstakingly accummulated through its own surveys and inves~
tigations. As a result it pursued the elimlnation of these
11ls both publicly on every level of government as well as
privately through indirect pressure and direct interventlion.
The socilal movement toward F. E. P. C. was a result mainly of
»the vast economic demands of the war Industry expansion.
Permanent gains were secured on some state levels, Gains on
the national scene were only temporary, and dlssolved into
nothingness in the pogt-war era, The Americgn Jewlgh Congress
worked largely on 1ts own, because 1ts main lmpetus was the
concern for discrimination as a Jewlsh problem. Thls fact
does not deny the Congress' growth into a reallzation of the
broader agpects of the problém nor, 1ts willingness to join
In common bond with other organizations seeking the same ends.

B :
ut, nevertheless, the Congress, whose deep interest in




42,

employment discrimination began back in the earliest years of
the‘depression, was definitely motivated by the needs of 1ts
own Jewish group for adequate defense. The Congress viewed
this phase of 1ts soclal actlion program as the prime area of
endeavor on the domestic front. Its degree of success was

notable throughout the decade.

Housing

The only other area in the field of Soclal Leglslation
with which the American Jewish Congress showed any vital
concern was in the guestion of Housing. Thisg interest,
however, emerged only after the creatlon of the Commlttee on
Law and Social Action (CLSA) in 1945, and its activitles were
primarily 1egislative and legal in character, This does not
decrease the importance of the Conzress' activity in thilse
field, once i1ts scope and vislon broadened enough to encompass
this vital ilssue. Indeed its work was concrete, practical and
extremely significant. In February, 1946, the Commlttee on
Law and Social Action (CLSA) prepared a bill to outlaw
discerimination in housing, "as a menace to the institution
and foundations of a free democratic state."88 This bill was
introduced into the New York State legislature. The following
month, in a joint message togeﬁher with the National Assoccla-
tion for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACF), the Congress
urged the governor of New York to endorse publically this bill.89
A year later, in 1947, an exlensive article was publlshed which
Presented a detalled analysis of the problem of 'racial ghettos'

caused by discrimination in housing, the maln tool being
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restrictive covenants.90 Further opposgition by the Congress

was evlidenced by its legal actiong in flling briefs of amicus

curiae 1in cases involving restrictive covenants in Chicago,

New York and Detroit. The Chicago case was lost, The Judge

ruled that, "I have enjoyed your fine argument (i.e., of the

American Jewish Congress) ang I agree with it, but I have to

follow the law....The law is that while public places cannot

discriminate, private persons can." The Congress, pledged

itgell to continue to correcat this critical social evil.

Largely as a result of this action, the Chicago Defender, the

oldest Negro weekly publication in the country, selected the

American Jewlsh Congress for a place on its famous Honor Roll

of Democracy asg being, "among the most outstanding contribu-

tors to Democracy in the United States in 1947 ,"91

Beginning in 1947, the Congress also showed public concern

with the dlscriminatory practices of the Metropolitan Life

Insurance Company's housing project, known as Stuyvesant Town.

character, with ceprtain

regulatory provisions 1y1ng'within the City's jurisdiction,
In May of that year, the President of the American Jewish

Congress wrote g letter to the acting Mayor of New York City

urging that, "no modifications of the rentals in Stuyvesant

Town should be permitted by New York City, unless g provision

fOPbidding racial dliscrimination is included in the contract,"92

Efforts to effect any policy change were unavalling, however,

8N4 two yearg later, the Con=zress Jolned with the American

Civiy Liberties Union (ACLU) and the Natlonal Association for

the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) to bring suit to
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restrain the city in granting tax exemption to the Metropol-
itan Life Iﬁsurance Company and the Project, unless they ceased
thelr discrimination against Negroes.?2 an unfavorable verdict
wasg returned and so in October, 1949, these three orzanlzations
pursued further and asked the Unlted States Supreme Court to
review the cage.9%

In 1949 several other matters warrant consideration. In
March, a Falir Housing Practices Bill aimed at elimlnating
'raclal ghettos' was introduced in the New York State Assembly.
This bill, prepared with the cooperation of the Congress,
declared 1* ﬁnlawful, "to refuse to rent apartments or sell a
residentlal property to any person on the grounds of race,
religion or ancestry."95 The same month, the President of the
American Jewlsh Congress was among the signatories to an open
letter to the governor of New York urging him to create a3
commlssion to investigate discriminatory practices in housing.96
Then in November, a Congress representative participated in an
all-day conference to, acqualnt community leaders and the public
wlth the promise and the danger inherent in the Federal Housing
Act of 1049.97 ang finally in December, 1949, the Congress'
Vice-Presiient issued a statement praising the action of the
New Yorxk City Gouncii, in approving a proposed law requiring
anti-dlscrimination clauses 1n all documents executed by the
¢ity in connection with housing construction. This ordinance,
too, had been drafted by the Congress.98

We gee, then, a secondary concentration of effort by the
Congress 1y the field of soclal legislatlon for housing. This

Work centeped mostly in the New York area, although azaln there




IR

-

was some extenslon of actlvity involvinzg other metropolitan
cities., Almost all of the interest focused around the
guestlion of regtrictive covenants. Although this guestion
may appear to be one affecting primarily the Negro sroup, we
ﬁnderstand fully that 1lts implications reach deeply into the
Jewlsh group as well, and that any accomplishments will
accrue also to thelr benefit. Thisg 1s partlcularly true in
the New York area where the Jewlgh population is propor-

tionately so high.

Labor

The only reference to concern with Labor, is to be
found 1n a resolution of the Administrative Committee of the
Congress at its meeting in 1947 which urzed the defeat of the
Tart-Hartley labor program because it "gravely jeopardlzes
the very existence of a free labor movement."99 On one other
Occasion, 1in November, 1949, in a 'Message of Greeting' to the
CIO Convention in Cleveland, the American Jewish Congress
expressed, "deep and ablding gratitude for the major contri-
butions the CIO has made in the fight against discrimination,
for the extension of American Democracy, for the preservation
of Civil Rights and on behalf of the State of Israel.'1l00
This 8lves us no grounds for any conclugions as to a labor
Policy of the American Jewlsh Conzress or as to any interest
on its part towards social leglslation for the advancement
Or protection of any element (men, women, or children) of

t \ . :
he 1ab0Plng class, or the Union movement itself.
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Price Control
There remalns only one more rather unique item of which
to take note, regarding Social Legislation., This concerns
the matter of Food and Price Controls. In October of 1945,
the Women's Division ureged "continued rationing and price
control, in order that more food and Tuel may be sent to

Europe to relieve destitution and suffering,"101

Bumma.ry
In summing up, then, 1t 1s quite obvious that the
American Jewlsh Congress' concern with Soclal Legislation
direéted itself towards two ma.jor problems. The primary
one was employment discrimination in which itg efforte were
indefatigﬁable and ceaseless, The secondary one was regtric-
tive covenants in housing, where its work was much smaller in
scale, but cruclal and directly to the point. Other aspects
of the housing problem and most other matters of gocial
lﬁgislation were neglected. These two areas, which incldentally
display themselves as prime problems of the Jewlich group
itself, formed the arena for Congress' soclal action during

this period,




Civil Rights

Discrimination and Civil Rights - General
It 1s not a simple matter to systematize the work of
- the Congress in the field of civil righte. It must be remem-
bered again that the early perlod of the fortles saw the
entire World Jewigh Community primarily concerned with
questlions of anti-Semitism, Therefére, Jewish self-defense
ls to be found at the root of almost all organizational
actlvitlies. It was inevitable, with the later growth of
vision and the enlargement or minority problem understanding,
that concern for Jewish problems should lead to an equally
vital concern for problems of otherp minority groups and
unprotected individuals, This, however, could only come
about after the severity of anti-Jewlsh pressure had been
eased. It 1s therefore logical to expect that the bulk of
the social action program, divorced insofar as possible from
purely self-interest Jewigh defense work, will not appear
until the latter years of the period under consideration.
This, in fact, proves to be go. For although the protection
of Jewleh rights ber se was a fundamental doctrine‘of the
Amerioan Jewigh Congress from the moment of itg inception,
the breaking forth into the general field of activity does
not gain real momentum until after 1945, Thig change wasg
Marked by the creatlon of the Commission on Law and Social
ACtion(CLSA), whose constlituency included prominent represen-
tativeg of all factions and classes of American life, Its
. ldeology wag that, "at no time were anti-Semitism and biag

88alnst Jews regarded as phenomena totally discomnected from
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the dlscrimination and persecution which other minorities
suffer,"102

That thls broader outlook had not yet come to the
foreground as late as 1941 1s equally clear, however, In
this year the Youth Division was formed and its application
blank unmistakably indlcated the narrow confines of basic
interest in Jewlsh self-defense.l05 It is true that by the
end of 1943 articles'began to appear concerning the Negro
problem, protesting violently against 'Jim Crowism' in the
army and against racial dlscrimination in general, in peace
or in wap, 104 Nevertheless, prior to thls date, the only
items of civlil rights Interest are of a more limited scope.
As early as 1940, a delegation from the Congress called upon
the asslstant BSecretary of War to secure a change in policy
that would permit graduates of foreign medical schools to
be considered for appointments to the Medical Reserve Gor'ps.lo5
In this they were successful, but basically it concerned only
refugee doctors, most all of whom were Jewish. Also as early
as 1941, the Law Commission had already 1ssued four coples of
its Leéislative Bulletin, for the purpose of bringing pressure
upon action supported by the American Jewish Gongress.106
But most of these measures centered about the issues of
Tasclgts and blgots who are anti-Semitic menaces. In 194%
the Congress daig g0 on record opposing such federal bille as
One providing for the abolition of forelgn language schools, and
another to Fingerprint every United States citizen and force
him to carry an ldentification card, and a third to provide

‘the rlght of incarceration or deportation of aliens in time
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of national emergency, but even these had obvious Jewlsh
implications.107 In general, then, we shall expect to find
a minimum of sgocial actlion work on matters of clivil rights,
excluslve of purely Jewlgh rights from 1940 to 1943, the
beginnings of an organized program from 1943% to 1945, and
the emergence of full scale actlvities from 1946 onward.
This full scale program led to the Commission on Law and
Social Action (CLSA) of the American Jewlsh Congress being
called in 1949:

"the chlef proponent of the direct adtion method

in the field of Jewlsh affairs....the first Civil

Rights organization to clearly formulate and

extensively publliclzed the positive approach

which offers to all Clvil Libertles organizations

the most effective program yet suggested for

%ﬁgt%ﬁfuggfni%%plex Clvil Rights problems of

It will be helpful to group a whole number of problems
together under the heading of General Discrimination and
Civil Rights. In a sense they are all reiated in that they
grow out of race hatred and personal prejudice. In addition
they reflect the pattern of development, for it seems that -
only as a result of 1te years of coping with direct Jewishv
persecution and discrimination that the Congress finally
reached the point of encompassing all these divergent perplex-
lties within the framework of 1ts own actlvity.

Let us note several examples., In 1949 the Congress filed
& brief challenging the constitutionality of an Hawallian
8tatute which curbed the teaching of foreign languages to
¢hildren, urging, "that the law curtalls religious liberty

®nd leads toward 'cultural genocide.'":09 The same year it

Tileq another brief questioning the legallty of the
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Natilonality Act of 1940, which provided automatic loss of
citizenshlp for naturalized cltizens residlng abroad for more
than five years, charging, "an unconstitutional discrimination
between naturallzed and native-born Americans."110 In 1948
the Congress filed briefs in two other cases. One challenged
the constitutionality of a California law denying fishing
1icenses to allens ineligible for citizenship,ill while the
other denied the legality of the Californla Allen Land law,
which forbid aliens who were ineligible for American cltizen-
shib the right to own, occupy, or transfer agrlcultural
property.112

Diverse matters such as these would not have commanded
the time and effort of the Congress a decade earlier. It was
then laboring under the pressure of domestlc anti-Semitism and
would have been unable to reach out beyond this point. It
took time for its vislon to broaden. In 1944 the Vice-Presi-
dent of the Congress was appolnted by the Mayor of New York to
a four-man . Committee on Unity, "to promote understanding and
mutual respect among all the raclal groups."tl? The year
before, i1ts representatives had already testified in Washington
on a proposed measure to bar false and maliclous race hatred
literature from the malls.ll¥ But not until 1945, do we find
& broader and deeper comprehension of the whole field beginning
Lo reflect itself. Then for the first time, an extensive
article appeared analyzing the entire problem of prejudice on
the American scene., Here the relief of every minority group
Was at last recognized as the job of all Americans, "for only

W . .
hen OVery American is free and equal can you be sure of your
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own freedom and equality."ll> It was thls year also that the
Congress was resgponsible for New York Coney Island's youngsters,
Italian, Cathollc, Jew, and Negro,'giving up their‘racial
bitterness and creating "Youth Town", an interfalth-inter-
raclal organization to foster friendshlp and ﬁnderstanding.ll6

It was also in 1945 that Alexander Pekelis, a truly great
liberal, was appointed Dilirector of the Commisslion on Law and
Legislation (CLL) and later of the Commlssion on Law and
Social Action (CLSA) into which the former merged. He
gounded the call to action, when in advocating Group Sanctions
against Raclsm he declared:

"The answer to hatred and oppression i1s not mere

debate or legislation alone, or half-hearted

presgure. Once agaln the higtory of labor affords

a lesgon: debate plus pressure, leglslation plus

plcketing, individual protection plus group action

offer the only chance of success....a comnunity has

the moral duty to see to it that,_ like any other crime,

racial aggression does not pay."1

In the following years the Congress continued to expand
1ts work in combatting prejudice. In 1946 it initlated a
serles of radio broadcasts in New York, drematizing its work
In adjusting minority group problems. 1® In 1948 it announced
the completion of a survey of more than five hundred of the
country's leading soclal sclentlsts regarding the effects of
Segregation on all segments of American soclety. The conclu-
8lons indicated that the deleterious effects of discrimination
and segregation extend not only to the segregated group but
also to those groups that enact and enforce the segregation
81d t0 the country as a whole. It was declared that:

"the completion of this study...provides all groups in

-America which are Fighting against segregation with a
new weapon....glving scientific substance to the
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doctrineg that segregation scars the minds of those

segrezgated and of those who segregate; 1t causes an

economic, sclentifle and cultural loss to the entire

community, and endangers the natlonal interest and

international power of the United States,"119
Several other studles were made. An interesting one devoted lw
to the question, what to do when you hear someone making a
bigoted anti-minority remark in public, revealed that 1t is
better to speak up ¢almly with an answer which stresses the
American tradition of falir play, for this has a beneflcial
effect on others who hear the remark.+20

The Congress also busled itself with the project of
Community Self-Surveys, a technique for community partlci-
pation in discoverring the degree of its own prejudice and
discriminative activities. This technique 1ig based on the
idea that, "people who are told what is wrong with them have
a different attitude from people who discover the facts for
themgelves,"1?l Although the Congress did not origlnate
this method, it helped to prepare the manuval and mosﬁ
enthusiastically assisted small communities to put it into
effect,

In viewing the development of the Congress' change to
the broader outlook, we must teke note of two feature articles
Wrltten in 1947, These clearly expressed the Congress' view-
polnt that the fight against racism is the task of ending the
Curtailment of democratic rights and that the security of all
groups 1s Inseparably tled up with the strength of the democratlc
8Ystem. The solutlon lles in completing the unfinished business
Of American democracy, not by appealling for tolerance or

extOlllng'brother'ly love. The techniques are speclfic
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obJectives, full knowledge of the facts, and mass organization.
Together with these must be used:
"all the weapons the people themselves have fashioned

in thelr struggle for liberty--the ballot box, legls-

lation, Judicial precedent, administrative regulation

and enforcement, the powerg of the.state gnd munioip'e‘taig2

governments and mass pressure on public officiale...

It 1s no surprise then to find that the Congress showed
only lukewarm sympathies to the leaders of the Brotherhood
Week movement. Its sentiments were best expressged in a letter
sent to the General Chairman of 1948 Brotherhood Week, a
member of the National Conference of Christians and Jews (NCCJ) .
It expressed the feeling that Brotherhood Week could be more
effective If it were dedicated each year to the conquest of a
specific obstacle to brotherhood, such ag the Passage of Pair
Employment Practices or Fair Educational Practices leglislation,
rather than to the dissemination of .vague exhortations to
tolerance. The American Jewish Congress maintains that, "the
mosﬁ, 1f not the only, effective education for brotherhood
comes from the common participation in an active campalgn for
some specific'objective."l23 The letter also eriticized the
statement that the National Conference of Christians and Jews
(NCCJ) ls not empowered to take action in controversial situa-
tions,

Once the expansion of interest had been effected in its
Policy, the Congress acted in defenge of a wide variety of
causes. In additiom to the several diverse brlefs mentioned
above (

8ee pages 49-50), we must also list the followingﬁ

1946 - Bponsored a mass meeting to protest killing of
negroeg, 124
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1947 - Sponsored on three eceparate occagions confer-
ences and forums on Defense of Religious and
Clvil Libertiles,

Urged the indictment of Senator Bilbo for
electlon lrregularities at hearing of tge
President's Committee on Civil Rights.1%D

1948 - Sponsored petitlon for investigation of pre-
Judlice in Massachusetts schoolg,. 126

Published with N, A, A. ¢, P. first complete
listing of all anti-discrimination laws in
effect in the United States, +27

1949 - Announced plans Jointly with N. A. A. C. P.

to publish periodic surveys on State of Civil

Rights %E% Group Relations in the United
States.

Drafted two Civil Rights bills; one of which

was lntroduced and enacted into law in New

Jersey,129 and the other introduced into

the legislature of New York, 130

From thls the general picture it should be clear, despite

the necessity of grouping together certain only partially
related materials, that the American Jewish Congress grew
slowly into its forefront position as a defender of Civil
Rights. Itg prime objective has always been Jewish sgelf-
defense, but its view of Jewlsh self-defense developed in the
latter part of the decade into a concern for all matters of
Civil Rights involving any group or individual in the land,

based on the theory that no .one is safe and secure unlessg all

enjoy equal privelege snd full protection,

Group Libel
Let us turn now to certain specific problems in the field
°F Civil Rights. Again as in the field of Soclal Legislation,
Wo find a definite concentration of emphasis around one issue,
although neither the volume of activity nor the measurable
esults 1 any way compare favorably., In this section, it is
“the lssue or Group Libel legislation, & concept which appears

to have taken strong hold as a natural outgrowth and a
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later development of the struggle agalnst anti-Semitism, As
early as 1941, the Commission on Law and Legislatlon was
enlisting public support for a Bill, which provided that:
"publishers and printers of anonymous, scurrilous
literature maligning Ameriecan Citizens because of
their race, religion, descent or nationallity shall
ldentify themselves by plalnly printin§ on the
material their names and addresses.'
This obviously was an attempt to sgeel recourse agalnst thoge

dlsseminating the Nazl and fasclst hate literature of the

period, but it also marks the starting point of the Congress'

interest in Group Libel legislatlon per se. The following
-year, 1942, the Congress arranged a meeting to discuss the
role of legislatlon in the protection of democracy. Among
the speakers was the organization's Vice-President who urged

that ¢

"1t should be made a criminal offense to send through
the mails anythlng defanatory or false which exposes
persons of any race or rellglon to hatred, contempt,
ridicule or obloguy....or to broadcast such state-
ments....or to mallclously ligel any group because
of race rellglon or color.

By 1943, the Congress was deeply ilnvolved in the legislative
confliet to secure passage of laws to thls effect. During

the year it was the sponsor of the 8tate Group Libel Law

adopted by Massachusetts.t?® The Congress also declared ltself

& SPOnsob of the Lynch Bill, a federal measure declaring
unlawful the use of the mall for defamatory purposes,l34 The
Vice-President of the American Jewish Congress was the first
to be heard at the public hearings on the Lynch Bill. He

urged that the, "Unlted States government agencles must be

Prevented from becoming alds to stirring up racial and religlous
“hatreqgg

135 Appearances at the government hearings were also
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made by the Chairman of the Administrative Committee, a

member of the Executive Committee, and the Vice-Pregident of

the Women's Division. Furthermore, the Congress submitted a

brief in favor of the proposged federal law which 1t claimed:
"would successfully put a stop to the flooding of the
malls with matter defaming racial and religious
groups..,.without violating the principle of free
speech,"136

Moreover, it urged all its member and the public, to write

letters to legislators and Congressional Committees concerned

with this measure, The Congress also wrote g letter to the

dmerican Civil Libertles Union (ACLU) refuting the contention

| that thls proposed Group Libel Legislation would fogter

arbltrary censorship powers, that it was unconstitutional and
that 1t would violate free speech,l37

Through 1944 the effort was continued. Again testimony
was presented at Congressional hearings urging the bagsage of
the bill, anq agalin it wase publicly urged that letters be
written to Congressmen to help vote the bill out of Gommittee.138
The Congress also sponsored many local meetings in support of
thls measure and its officers participated in a radio symposium
a8ltating in favor of both federal and state Group Libel
51118.139 In addition, the Women's Division held a Leglisla-
tive Ingtitute in support of both the State and Natlonal Group
Lbel Bills., It again urged the writing of letters to legis-
lators, 140 a4 tpe close of the year, the Congress was still
trying to prevail upon individuals and organlzations to send

letterg to their Congressmen and in addition was urging that

n
Opganizations should adopt regolutlions...in order to secure
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the necesgsary Congressional signatures to get the Lynch Bill-
out of Committee and before Gongress,'"l41

At the first meeting of the Commission on Law and lLegls~
lation in 1945 again the role of the American Jewish Congress
in framing a model State Group Libel Bill introduced in New
York and other parts of the country was discussed.142 But the
Intensglty of activity and the frequency of publicity items
‘sharply diminished from this polnt on. What is important to
_note, however, 1ls that a changé In thinking took place. In
December of 1945, an article by a Congress officer expounded
”the theory of extending the legal doctrine of Llibel to include
defamatlon of all races, peoples or ethnic groups and sugges-
ting the barring of any such defamatory activities from the
alr and the mall, prohibiting the use of public premises for
such purposes, and the removing of Congresslional immunity for
such utterances,143

It was not untll 1949, however, that the subject was
serliously publicized again. Then it was noted that five
Congressmen had introduced a new Group Libel Bill, drafted by
the American Jewlsh Congress, which made it a Federal crime
to lmport false raclal or religious incitements, or to
dlstribute them in lnterstate commerce or through the malls.
However, it was clear once agaln, that the self-defense motive
Wag In the foreground, for the theory was advanced, 1n conjunc-
tlon with the drafting of the bill that:

"A law to prevent group defamation will not eradicate

antli-Semitism, bul can play an important role in the

continuin truggle for rmonio roup 1livi in
AmeriCa,"§4ﬁ uggle harmonious & p 1l ng

:
heVertheless, the Congress had conglderably broadened its
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insight into the problem. Thie was evident from an article,
"Good and Bad Libel Bills" which explained that there were
now four different bills in the national leglslature, and
that, therefore, it was not enough to be merely in favor of
Group Libel Leglslation, but one must be able to select the
best law. The approach of the American Jewlsgh Congress is to
oppose those bllle which protect only Jews and Negroes, and
which fall to allow adequate defenses,

"The B1ll which the American Jewish Congress supports

ls all embracing, asg to provide more comprehensive

protection to all groups, and allows legitimate

defenses, s0 necessary to protect the essential

thia country and guarentecs by 156 lave. n B

Anti-Poll Tax and Anti-Lynching

With regard to the passage of legislation to outlaw Poll
Taxes and Lynching, there was a comparatively small amount of
material, This 1eg understandable on two grounds, despite the
Congress' positive attitude on these measures. First, we must
bear in ﬁind the extensiveness of its many other activities
and particularly those 'ecloser to home,' and secondly we must
contend with the comparétive degree of helplessnegs of any
group to effect much influence in thils direction, particﬁlarly
any northern group. These measures have become political
footballs and they have fallen victim to the political chicanery
of filibustering and pigeon-holing. This was recognized by the
American Jewish Congress in its oft repeated call for "reform
°f Congress rules which bottle up civil rights b111s"146 ang
for "Ghanging the rules of Congress to prevent filibustering

in the Benate,"147 of which these are but two examples.
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These actlons culminated in a letter printed in the New York
Times in March, 1949, written by the President of the American
Jewlsh Congress, calling upon the President of the United
States to call the Senate into a.special gsesslion after adjourn-
ment, for the purpose of considering rules to prevent fili-
bustering. The letter read, in parﬁ:'

"It 1s now clear that no adequate civil rights legisla-

tion wil} pas§iﬂéthout drastic revislon of the

Senate Rules.

However ag early as 1942, the Women's Division was sponsoring
open forums on Anti-Poll Tax Legislation, expressing ite
“viewpoint that:

"It 1s part of our program to fight for the rights

of all minorities and"329combat discrimination

wherever 1t is found.
Edltorials on the subject even antedated this. In an'address
in 1944, the Chairman of the Commission on Law and Leglsla-
tlon listed "the abolition of the poll-tax" as one of the
major interests of his group.120 Again in 1948, the Congress
urged the enactment of a Federal Anti-Lynch Bill "as a neces-
8ary measure to protect the republican form of government
guaranteed to all states,"15l in a statement f1led with the
House Judiclary Committee. This was in consonance with other
statements made both prlor and subsequent to thls year.
Although favoring both of these measures, it must also be
noted, however, that they were subordinated in emphasis to
the efforts for the enactment of Falr Employment Practices
Legislation. 1In a statement of 1949, it 1s clear that the
employment measure was to be considered.foremost, "since 1t

‘GOncerns by far the greatest number of people."152
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Loyalty

The American Jewish Congress has clearly opposed the
institution of government loyalty programs. As early as Aprill,
1947, the Administrative Committee passed a resolution con-
demning the President's Executive Order #9835, prescribing
procedures for executing a government employee's loyalty
program. It viewed this order "as a significaﬁt retreat from
democratic methods to those of totalltarianism."15> The fol-
lowing year, the Presildent of the Congress joined thirty five
~ieading Americans in asking the Chairman of the Federal Employees
Loyalty Review Board, "to remedy serlous defects in the present
procedures for checking the loyalty of federal employees to
prevent the danger of injustlces."15% Again in May of 1948,
in a rousing editorial, the Congress called for the defeat of
the Mundt Bill which:

"in its vague attempt to curb subversion and dilsloyalty

denieg the fundamental preservation of individual

rights and freedom to our citizenry."
More criticism 1s heaped on a year later, In April, 1949,
another editorial concerned with the right of the government
to protect itself against subversive activity claims that
proper legislation already exists. It deplores:

"the 111 consldered attempts to supplement that

legislation with State and local measures...which

lack the basic democratic requirements of due process

of law and falr hearing...,They represent the first step

towards the police state."ig%
The only legal action mentioned, however, 1ls 1in October, 1949,
when it is recorded that the New Jergey Division of the Congress

had filed a brief challenging the constitutionality of the

New Jergey law requiring a loyalty oath of all candidates for
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public office. 157 As a result, the law was declared uncon-
stitutional. One last item on the subject, revealed that on
October 5, 1949, the Executlive Committee adopted the following
Statement of Policys

"The American Jewlsh Congress is acutely sensitlve

to the growth of totalltarianlsm and to any prac-

tices which would encourage its growth. It is equally

gsengltive to any measures which geek to 1limit the

practice of democracy....No form of totalitarianism

can be fought by adopting any of the practices and

programs of a police state....nor can democracy be

preserved or sglrengthened, by any measures which would

limit democracy. The American Jewish Congress there-

Tore strongly opposes a@% system of loyalty oaths 1in

a democratic society,"19
The Congresg felt that such oaths served no pogitive purpose.
They would be taken lightly by those determined to destroy
democracy and at the same time would welgh heavily and unfairly
©upon those who are truly loyal. Such a system requires
esplonage, 1nformers and sples and 1s fed by gosslp, hearsay
and malice, It iIntroduces the mechanism of totalltarianism
and 1nevitably generatees fear and hysteria. The many innocent
are more frequently penallzed than the few gullty, and indepen-

dent thought and speech become a dangerous adventure.

Press and Radio
Most of the work of the American Jewish Congress, like

that of the other Natlonal Agencies, in the fleld of the Press
and Radio, falls into the category of interracial education,
and therefore deserves .speclal consideration in another paper,
There isg, howéver, an ares where clvil rights action comes into
Play, Unfortunately, the instances on record deal only with
Matters of Jewlsh self-defense and so rightfully belong again

%o another disertation on the subject of anti-Semitiem.
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Examples of thig are the Congress' campaign to eliminate
from newspapers, advertisements which include such terms as
"pegtricted" or "select.clientele", etc.159 or its petition
to the F.C.C, to revoke the license of a Radlo statlon which
had deliberately slanted 1ts newe to gtir up religious and
racial hatred agalnst Jews, 160 However, one particular
campalgn cannot go unnoticed, for three reasons. First,
because 1t involved the Negro group to some extent, as well
as the Jewlsh group., BSecond, because the activities of this
action were carried out degsplite protests in some sections of
the Jewlsh community that they would oniy provoke further
hostility and lead to retaliation and that'the chances of
success were extremely remote. And third, because: "the
results of thls campalgn glve striking proof of the manner in
which private groups can apply technical and legal skills,
goclal vislion and a refusal to accept apparent defeat to
shape new weapons with which to challenge anti-democratic
forces,"161

In November, 1946, the American Jewlsh Congress decided
to oppose the New York Dalily News in ite application for an
F.M. Radio license, despite the protestations of certain
Segments and agencies of the Jewlsh community. It presented
evidence during six days of hearings, charging the paper with
blas against Jews and Negroes. Following this, a brief was
filed with the F.C.C. summarizing all the evidence.102 Ip
April, 1947, announcement was made that the license would be
&ranted, but the Congress would not give up. It filed

©Xceptions to the F.C.C. J."uling;.l65 A long and complicated
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battle ensued, but in April of 1948 after three years of
unrelenting effort, the viewpolnt of the Congress was vic-
torious and the final verdict denied the 1icense.l64 For
the several reasons cited above, thls must be consldered one

of the major accomplishments of the period.

Public Accommodations
We have seen before that the Congress malintalined an
extensive battle against newspapers which carried discrimin-
atory advertlisemente. Itg concern in thls fileld was two-fold
and it directed itsg strength toward eradicating these dig-
criminatory actions in questlons of employment, and public
accommodations in hotels and resorts. In the 1attef, it
fought not only agalnst the newspaper advertisements, but
also agalinst the literature and correspondence sent out by
the hotels and resortg., At first it was thought that this
battle had been won as early as 1943, but unfortunately in
1946 (and indeed even to the present day) struggle was still
going on. In an extensive article, the effects of the New
York State Civil Rights Law with regard to restricted
¢lienteles in resorts and hotels was analyzed. A survey
adequately demonstrated that newer phrases "Churches nearby"
and "Transportation provided to Catholic and Protestant
Churches," etec., continued to violate the law and to withhold
the facilities from minority groups, and that hotels in their
Correspondence and acceptance of reservationsg as well as in
their publicity literature, still maintained their old disrepu-

table policies.165 Again this 1s a matter of almost complete
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Jewlsgh self-defense, and we are at a losgs to find any other
~activities of a broader scope with reference to civil rights

in public accommodations.

Sunmary

In gumming up the activities of the American Jewish Cong-
ress 1n the fleld of Civil Rights, we find once more the major
concentration of effort on those problems which concern Jewlgh
self-defense. But we also find much more. We have witnessed
a. dynamlc picture of organizational growth. Out of the fight
_fdr Jewlsh protection and the struggle against anti-Semlitlsm
developed a broadening inslght into the indlvielbility of
minority group problems. Thls development culminated in the
Congress' placling 1lts services at the disposal of a varlety
of dlssimllar legal causes ilnvolving individuals and groups
of all sorts, predicated on the phllosophy that the security .
of one minority ls contingent upon the liberty and equallty
of all. As 1in the fileld of Bocial Legislatlon, we have found
the bulk of the material focused about one subject, but in this
instance, too, a broadening development is apparent. The
concern for Group Libel originated as a defense attempt
directed agalinst anti-Semitic rabble-rousers., There exlsted
the simple hope of barring. thegé utterances from:.the malls.
Out of this, however, there emerged an all-embracing new idea,
that of elinminating from every phase of American living all
types of insidious defamation wherever found, this to be
Subject, however, to our basic legal defenses and the preser-

Vation of the fundamental right of free speech.
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It is apparent that the efforts of the Congress did

" not extend into all phases of Clvil Rights soclal actilon.

It may also appear that the Congress did not delve deeply
enough into some areas that were actually touched upon, But
perhaps some restrictiveness must be anticipated in the
funetlioning of any organization which lg limited not ohly

by time and staff and finances, but also to a large extent
by the_fundamental purposes and goals for which 1t was

originally set up.
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Introduction

The American Jewish Committes wag orgahized in 1906,

For thirty years it consigted of only a handful of people,
not more than fifty in number. 166 It emerged on the scene

of history as a Jewish defense agency, concerned primarily
with the persecution of Jews abroad. Its action wasg largely
achleved through diplomatic representation in Washington and
elsewhere.l67 Its other primary task was fund ralsing, for
relief abroad,l168 Indeed the Committee was the first large
national Jewish fund raiqing group. Thils function, however,
1t eventually turned over to an organization which became the
Joint Distribution Committee, For many years the Committee
confined its activities to being a kind of department of
state for the Jewish comminity, concerning itself with the
safety and security of Jews throughout the world. In the
1920's with inereasing evidence of anti- Bemitism in America,
Coupled with efforts to restrict Immigration to thig country
from Eastern Europe, the Committee focused 1ts attention upon
an educational program directed to the general American public
stressing the incompatibility of prejudice and true American-
lsm. Education and propaganda developed ag its chief working
tools,

Through the 1930's the Committee directed 1tself almost
®Xclusively to the task of detecting, exposing and defeating
OTganized anti-Semitiem and rabble-rousers, and immunizing
Americang against the Nazi thesis of 'master race' and their
Campalgn against the Jews, 167 Rather than working with Jews,

1% workeg for them. Its program now became investigative as
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well as educatlional and 1t directed its efforts towards the
" general American public. From 1936 to 1943, the Committee
also enlarged 1lts membership to four hundred, but it 4id not
begln to establish local chapters untll 1944,

Again in the 1940's there was a shift in emphasis. The
major area of concentrated effort now became the problems of
the surviving Jews in Europe. Reconstruction and rehablli-
tation, the flght for liberallzed lmmigratlon into this coun-
try, the support of the Unlted Natlions, partlcularly with
regard to the incluslon of human rights provisions 1ln lts
'charter, and the glgantic struggle attendant to the creation
of the state of Israel, these occupled the foreground of the
Committee's program,

Not until the late 1940's, as we shall clearly see, did
the Commlttee enlarge the scépe of 1ts concern on internal
domegtic mattere., Largely spurred on by the historic Presi-
dent's Report on Civil Righte of 1947 the Committee finally
becamé concretely concérned with injustice to all minority
groups and began to turn its attention towards the matters of
social action with which we shall deal in this paper. During
this period the Committee also began to expand appreciably in
numbers. From 1944 to 1949, 1t established thirty-elght local
Chapters in the major citles of the country and its membership
ranks swelled to over twenty thousand. 160 It seems quite
logical to presume that in its drive for large numbers the

Committee would find itself somewhat in rivalry and competi-

tlon with other similar type organlzations, such as the American

Jewl gh Congress. One cannot help wondering, therefore,
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whether or not this is an additional factor leading to the
“extension of the Committee's activitles into these new
fields of soclal action.

In recent years, the Committee has also directed itsgelf
to one additlonal problem, namely, the achlevement of balance
between integration into American society and the retention
of Jewish identity. In this regard, it has been working with
Jews, rather than merely for Jews, to clarify the lssues at
gtake and to help them understand how Americanism and Judalsm
can mutually strengthen and enrich one another.

Traditlionally the Committee has been a Jewlsh Defense
Agency. Thisg is clearly to be observed from the following
extract from its charter, which ig included in practically
every annual report and which 1s also included in most of 1its
genéral publications:

Objects of The Committee
"The objects of this corporation ghall be, to
’

prevent the infraction of the civil and religious

rilghts of Jews, in any part of the world; to render

all lawful asgsistance and to take appropriate remed-

lal action in the event of threatened or actual

invasion or restriction of such rights, or of unfavor-

rable discrimination with respect thereto; to secure

for Jews equallty of economic, social and educational

opportunity; to alleviate the consequences of perse-

cution and to afford relief from calamitles affecting

Jews, wherever they may occur; and to compass thesge

ends to administer any rellief fund which shall come

Into its possesslon or which may be received by it,

in trust or otherwise, for any of the aforesald objects

or for purposes comprehended therein,"169
The activities of the Committee have, therefore, been malnly
directeq against those forces which would deny rights to
Jews, For a1l practical purposes, this has amounted to a

Continual campalgn agalnst anti-Semitism. The techniques
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employed have been largely investlgative and educational.
Every avenue of 'mass media' has been utilized to a high
degree. Through.the years, the Committee has bullt up an
organization that 1s both financially powerful and publicly
- respected. These two factors are of extreme luportance, for
they hold the key to success. Unfortunately the Amerilcan
Jewlsh Committee has been extremely late in its entrance
into the fleld of general soclal actlon. Because of 1ts
wealth and prestige and vast organizational know-how, however,
it extends a hope of great accomplishment in the future,
résulting from the broadening vlslon and deepening insight
which it developed during the latter years of our period of
study from 1939 to 1949,




Church and State

The area of Church and State activities did not form s
major segment of the Committee's program, although it clearly
recognized these problems to bé of prime signlflcance to the
American Jewlsh Community. For the most part, it permitted
the practical work to be carried on through the agency of
the National Community Relatlions Advisory Councll (NCRAG).
However, 1t was always prepared to accept its share of the
responsibility and detall. One strong exception to this
. géneral conclusion was with regard tq text books and teaching
materials for religious education. Here the Committee was
>quite concerned on its own part, and undertook extensive
work in the supervision of materisls.L7© This, however, was
primarily, 1f not exclusively, for the purpose of combatting
antl-Bemitism and promoting understanding between religlous
- denominations.

The main problem of the period was, of course, the
1htroduction of religlous education into the public schools.
Although this problem had arisen, even in New York at least
as early as 1940,171 there 1s nothing to evidence any action
taken by the Commlttee until many years later, In 1942, even
the Rabbinical Conference complalned that "nobody seems willing
to oppose" thesge programs, 172 Not until 1946 do we read in
Print that the Committee reaffirmed its conviction, "that
religious training is properly the concern of the home and
the church and of the synagogue, and not of the public school,"173
It further ‘declared the Dismissed Time Plan less objectionable

than the Released Time Plan and recommended the egtablishment
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of an Inter-denominational Commligslon to supervise the
operations of Release Time where operative, to elimlinate its
abuses.

In 1947, the Executive Committee adopted a stronger
resolution that the:

"utilization in any manner of the time, faclilitles,
personnel or funds of the public school system for
- purposes of _religlous instruction should not be
permitted."l$2
It also expressed the bellef that Jewlsh communlities were
Justified in objecting to these programs, although it was
conéidered preferable to reglster the protest through some
non-Jewlsgh body, in preference to direct acts of defiance
and non-conformity.

In additlon the Commlttee featured a speclal article, in
its Year Book of 1947, on "Church State and Education,"175
tracing the development of the tradition of Church-State
Separation and recent attempts to weaken it in the United
States, Slmilarly it gave space in its news publication to
various articles on the subject which dealt with the actlions
of the National Community Relatlons Advisory Council (NCRAC),
of which the Committee 1s a member.176

This material in itgelf serves to indlcate a mounting
degree of interest, when one compares even these passive
actions to the complete vold of the preceding years. However,
the focsal polint of action on the Church-~Ztate lssue revolved
around the court action of the McCGollum case of Champalgn,
Illinois, testing the legality of rellglous instructlion given
°n public school premises during school hours., This test-

case was basically a project of the Natlonal Community




T3,

Relations Advisory Council (NCRAC) and the Synagogue Council
of America, but the Committee publicized at length its, "vital
interest...having been a signhtory to the joint brief sub-
mitted to the Supreme Court."177 Although the case was won,
the court's declsion was somewhat ambiguous and unclear, so
that 1t in no way solved the fundamental issues involved.
Thus throughout 1948 and 1949 much space in its publiclty wag
given to articles explaining the declslion and outlining the
areas of work which remained, and reaffirming the policy that,
"schools which belong to all the people, can not be used by
.religious groups to recrult adherents."l78 It seems to have
been essentlal to the Committee that the subject be kept up
to date and 1in the foreground of the minds of its members, L 19
Recognizing the necesgsity for more test-cases, to get a
clearer rullng on the fundamental issues, the Committee, in
1949, was busy gathering extenslve evidence and preparing for
trial another very important case, testing the constitution-
allty of the Released-~Time program of New York City.lgo
Furthermore, it had prepared "A selected bibliography on
Church State and Education" covering all the background
material, the current developments and a cross-~section of
éuthoratative opinion on the subject.181

It ig evident that once the Amerlican Jewish Committee
agsumed an Interest in a matter, 1t possessed the resources
and means of being highly effective in a number of directlons.
What 1s also evident, however, is the fact that it was so
deeply immersed for years 1n every aspect of the singular

Problem of anti-Semitism as to.be unable to broaden its
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vision and to bring itself to cope with these issueg of more
widespread soclal concern.
By the end of the decade, the Committee recognized that
there were also other problems meriting consideration in
this field. There were the Qroblems of, "free bus transpor-
tation and textbooks, Bible teaching, sectarian hymns, the
employment in public schools of teachers clad in the garb of
religlous orders and the lncreasing pressure for Federal and
State subsidies to parochial schools."182 411 of these were
_ éymptomatic of the trend of religlous groups to encroach upon
the publlc school system and to invoke state aild in behalf of
gectarian interests. But the Committee simply deplored the
fact that there was nothing to enlist the interest of the
American public, as for instance there had been in the field
of civil rights with the Report of the President's Committee .83
Apparently it still could not bring itself to lead an open
fight in these directions. Its outlined course of action was
to formulate sound policies through the National Community
Relationg Advisory Council (NCRAC) and to cooperate closely
with the group of outstanding leaders who constitute the
Institute of Church and State'which was engaged in calling
attention to these dangers.

One other technique which the Commlttee deviged in 1947,
1948, and 1949 was that of the Workshop. These Workshops were
conducted on various important topics at the Annual Meetings,
and were participated in by the various chapter members. They
8erved the purpose of sifting Iinformation and sharing opinions.

They were not policy-making, although they might Indicate to
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to the executive the frame Qf thinking of the membership.

"In all three years, Workshops dlscussed issues of Church and
gtate., Thelr conclusions concurred with the actions taken by
the Committee leadershlp, mainly with regard to opprosing
Released Tine Programs.184 However, they recognized these to
be dellcate problems requiring more study, and urged that
there be in@reased educational and more extensive public
relatlions work done in this fleld.

There ig Jjust one other point which the Committee scemsg
£o4have attempted to consider, namely that of joint celebra-
tione of rellgious holidays in the public schools. On this
question, a baslc shortcoming of the Committee's ideology
becomeg apparent. It 1ls quite clear that as a group it was
unwilling to rigk becoming 'offensive' or 'irritative' to

' even when iogic and éonsistency and principle

its 'nelghbors,
required it. Desplte the unequivocal assertlon of the right-
fullness of the princlple of complete separatlon of Churech

and State, in 1947 the Commlttee suggested that where Christmas
and Easter were celebrated, there be respectively joint
Christmas-Chanukah celebrations and joint FPassover-Easter
celebrations. Its own Workshop group immedlately recognized
the inconsistency of thls stand and urged, "the elimination

of these recommendations."185 Thig appears to have been a
problem which the Committee wished 1t could have avoided
altogether. However, once more in 1949 publicity space was
8lven to consideration of this subject, "which is engaglng the

attentlon of Jewlsh communitles on an ever increasing scale."186

Yet agaln 1t was unable to take a positlve stand or offer any
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type of a solution. The discugslon merely reviewed the many
" facets of the issue and the alternative suggestlons which
had been suggested; namely, to approve of joint celebrations
or to disapprove of them. Although the Committee was con-
vinced that these, "school observances of religlous holidays
constitute a violation of the traditional principle of separ-

ation of church and state,"

nevertheless, it felt that this
must be recognized as but one phase of the total problem., It
algo recognized the "vexing problem" of the right of an
individual child not to particlpate in these celebrations and
.the need to protect the child. But 1t concluded that, as in
all phages of this subject, the solution depends upon, "states-
manship of the highest caliber" and suggested that no Jewlish
communities or individuals take any steps 1llkely "to affect
the status quo" without first consulting the National Jewlsh
- Agencles,

We may conclude then, that the American Jewlsh Committee
dld not record any major accomplishment in the fleld of Church-
State matters during this period, wlth the exception of 1ts
entrance into the work of legal court adtion in the last years.
Even here, it but offered a helping-hand in joint endeavor in
the name of other Natlonal Agencles. On the other hand, it
ls evident that the Committee has both an understanding and an
awareness of the depth and pervasiveness of the lssues current-
ly involved. It also possesses in the strength of its organ-
lzation and structure the means to more effective action, but
1t is impeded by a reluctance to take stands in opposition to

the majority groups in the country. In addition, 1its
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emphasls on educational and mass medlum techniques of ac-
tivity has fostered a reluctance to engage 1n more forceful
and direct spproaches, particularly in the ‘'delicate’ fleld

of religious matters,




Soclal Leglslation

Preliminary

One cardinal principle nmust be remembered at the outset.
The American Jewish Commlttee's prime function has been
historically to fight a relentless war against anti-Semitism.
The Committee did not consglder itself a 'mass organization.'
Although founded in 1906, 1t dld not establish its first local
chapter until 1944, Subsequently 1t grew rapldly untll in
vl949 it had thirty eight local chapters. By this time there
had obviously been a great change in organizational character,
but at the beglinning of the period of our consideration, the
Committee was still a small, closely knlt organlzation with a
limited scope of activity. It 1is true that as early as 1913,
the Committee had helped to secure leglslation in New York
which prohibited raclal and religlious discrimination in hotels
“and public places.187 As early as 1918, the Committee had
fought agalnst "subversive and unuAmePican‘forces,"l88 in
helpihg to briné the Ku Klux Klan to the dust and in exposing
the fraudulency of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. But
these actlons were clearly outgrowths of the 'war against anti-
Semitism' and cannot be sald to reflect a broad program of
Social Action.

Certainly from 1940 until 1944, we can find nothing which
indicated concern for matters of social leglslation directly.
The four major Standing Committeesl®9 were all engaged, on
the domestic front, 1n matters strictly comnnected with the
Problems of anti-Semitlism,99 1In 1943, the following "State-

Ment of Views on the Present Situatlon in Jewish Life" was




79.

adopted. Points I, II, III, and VII concern domestic ac-

tivities:

I

"At this time when our country ls engaged 1n an
epoch-making war, we, who are united with our brethren
of all faiths in the common bond of American citizen-
shlp, pledge every effort and every sacrifice to the
winning of the war, the achlevement for the whole
world of the Four Freedoms and the blessings of the
Atlantic Charter and the egtablishment of a Just
and endurlng peace.

IT
"We reaffirm our devotion to our religilon and
pledge ourselves to malntaln and perpetuate the
vitallty of the Jewigh religlous community, confi-
dent that 1ts teachings have constituted and will
continue to constitute a basic contribution to the
development of clvillization and of democracy.

I1I
"We join with our brethren of all creeds in the
continued fight ageainst those who through bigotry
and prejudice endeavor in any way to imperil the
rights of any group of American citizens and thus
to dlvide our country and undermine the foundations
of American liberty.

VII
"Thus, while associating ourselves fully with
all the purposes of human freedom and betterment
proclalimed by the President of the Unlted States,
‘we have speclal concern with the two objectives,
salvatlon of these suffering people (Jews abroad)
and the preservatlon of the Jewish community as a
spiritual force."
This important policy making statement which was unani-
‘mously adopted may appear to stress a unlversal concern. Such
€
& consluslon, however, would be 11l founded, for the continulng
L SR
reports of activities do not reflect any change from the past
exXclusiveness of almost complete attention to matters of
anti-~Semitlsm.
The first glimmerings of a change in 1deology are not to
be discovered until 1945. By this time, it was presumed that

anti-Semitism had become stabilized. For thie reason, 1t now
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appeared possible to let up on the area of simply combatting
anti-Semitiem and to turn to as

"econcern with background situations out of which
frustrations grow, and which 1n turn result in
anti-Semitic feelings an%lagher anti-minority

and 1llliberal attitudes.

This led, for example, to a willingness at last, on the part
of the Committee to take a direct stand on the problem of the
Fair Employment Practices Commission, and to say that a denlal
of falr employment practices for any group in our American
.goclety results inevitably in a loss for every group. This,
,hbwever, was merely an outgrowth of a recognition that unem-~
ployment 1s the most important single cause of anti-Semitism
and that perhaps the only way in which the Committee could
deal with this would be to lend its aid toward securing legls-
lation which attempted to cope with unemployment. It is
apparent that anti-Semitlsm was still the foremost considera-
 tiom,

Indeed, not untll 1946 does the first really important
discussion of the Commlttee's scope of domestic activity
appear. At the annual meeting, it was unofficially considered
that "the concept of the Four Freedoms'" might be the criterion
for the work of the American Jewlsh Committee.l?2 This outlook
would entail positive action to effect new social and economic
Values, But there were two opposing viewpoints. One main-
tdlned that regardless of political or economic implications,
the Committee should oppose all forms of discrimination
8galinst Jews, However, the organization's limited resources
should be applied only to matters which affected Jews directly,

8nd that only such actlons were justified by the Committee's
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Charter. Though iIndividuals, and even chapters within the
borders of thelr states, might participate 1In the struggles
for Anti-Poll Tax and Falr Employment Practices legilslation,
etc.,vthe Committee as such should not become involved on a
national basls,

The opposling view held that since economic conditions
are the main factor in the growth of antli-Semitism, good
soclal, economic and political conditions for the whole of
-the American people would alone safeguard Jews. It was
argued that the status of any minority could not be lmproved
independently of the status of all minorities and that Jews
would find few supporters in the general community if they
carried on a self-centered struggle, purely for their own
defense. Therefore they urged an expanded scope of endegvor
based on the injunction of prophetic Judaism, "to bulld a
Just community."

What is evident from these important though unofficial
remarks is that even in 1946, the Committee was unready to
assume an active role 1n the broad field of soclal action,
except Insofar as the rights of Jews were affected. It 1is
clear also that the membership was divided in outlook, but
that even the more liberal group still employed as thelr
motivating factor the concern for anti-Semitism. The change,
however, was in the making.

The historic point of change took place in October, 1947,
When the Executive Committee formally recognized that:
"there 1s the closest relation between the protection

of the civil righte of all citizens and the protection

of the c¢ivil rights of the members of particular
groups"
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and that 1t ig therefore

"proper for the American Jewlsh Committee to join

with other groups in the protection of the civil

rights of the members of all g?oups irrespec%igﬁ

of race, rellgion, color or national origin.

From this point on, there was an expansion of domestic
activities and a new shift in emphasis to more attention to
legal, leglslatlive and soclal action. 192 Ag a result, to
conform with these new directlons the name of the committee
which had in the past dealt only with the legal and investi-
gative work involving anti-Semltism wasg changed to the Legal
and Civic Affalrs Committee,

A concentration of effort in behalf of soclal legisla-
tion by the American Jewlish Committee therefore is not to be
be found prior to 1947. From the reading of the Committee's
records, it appears that the lssuance of the President's
Report of the Commission on Civil Rights in 1947, in which
it played a role, had the greatest influence in bringing -
about the shift in emphasis. However, one may wonder to
what‘extent the Committee was also influenced by the rise

to prominence of the American Jewish Congress in these

broader social action spheres.

Employment Discrimination and F.E.P.C.

We shall see that the prime areas of concern for gocial
legislation on the part of the Committee lay in efforts
directed towards remedylng employemnt discrimination and
restrictive covenants in housing, However, 1t wlll appear
that almost all of the work which the Committee itself

Initiated waeg confined to legal action in the courts and
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efforts to ald the passage of leglslation, plus the publica-
tion of certain information materlal, The auxiliary activitles
of extensive surveys and personal interventlon on behalf of
individuals or groups ls not evident.
Prior to 1944, there appears in the records nothing at
all of concern with the question of employment discrimination.
We may understand this, of course, as a reflection of the
Committee's prior interest in matters of combatting direct
anti-Semitism on & national and international scale. In thls
year, however, some small degree of awarenesé began to reveal
itself, In July, 1944, a full page article appeared in the
Committee Reporter on Economic Discrimination and the Movement
t6 establish a Permanent Falr Employment Practices Commission, 196
In this article mention was made of the actlvities of the
American Jewish Congress and the Anti-Defamation League, 1n
following up complaints of job discrimination agalnst Jews.
But no direct participation of the Commiﬁtee wasg td be noted.
In October another article recorded that the delegates to the
Natlonal Community Relations Advisory Council (NCRAC), of
which the Committee ls a member, went on‘record as favoring
the enactment of both Federal and State F.E.P.C. Laws and
urged their constituents to send representatives to Congression-
al hearings.197 However, the Committee itself followed up this
recommendatlon only on a state level. Obviously in 1945 1t was
not yet prepared to take any actlon whatsoever on a natlonal
8cale, |
Nonetheless, it is gqulte significant to note that some

direct getion was taken at least on the State level. In
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January,‘1945, it was reported that the "AJC Supports F.E.P.C.
Bill at Hearings in New York"198 ana thaf ites President went
to the SBtate Capltal to declare that his orzanization was in
full accord with the purposes and principles of the proposed
bill. COne further detall merite comment. The state bill
contalned an exemption from its provisions for employers of
only a few employees., Thie exemption was one of the.focal
polnts of serious debate. The Amerlcan Jewlsh Congress had
opposed thls speclal category of privelege as an unwarranted’
loophole, but the American Jewlsh Committee in its testimony
gsupported thls exceptlion, on the grounds that small employersg
could always find plauslible excuses for rejecting applicants
and, therefore, the statute would be difficult of enforcement
In thelr case. The maln point, however, is that this incident
marks the First public action by the Committee on behalf of
‘soclal legislation,

Relevant to thls measure, several other editorisls and
articles in the Committee Reporter during 1945 called for
support by the liberal forces of this country for the "fight
to abolish discrimination in American 1life,"199 and lauding
the subsequent passage of the New York State Anti-Blag Law, 200
In addition, attention was called publicly to the passage of
an Anti-Employment Discrimination Bill in New Jersey, the
Second gstate to do so,201 as8 well as to varlous other similar
measures being considered in twenty-one other states,202
However, all of there articles appeared only in an impersonal,
Peportorial manner, with no further mention of any direct

action on the part of the Committee.
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Some sglgnificance was attached to the fact that the only
Jewish representative appointed to the group of five Commisg-
sioﬁers of the New York State Commigsion Against Discrimina-
tion (SCAD) happened to be a woman who was a Chapter Officer
in the American Jewish Committee. This Commission was set up
to admlnister the Anti-Blas law which was mentioned above as
having been of 1interest to the Committee. However, 1t seems
to have been an unwarranted conclusion to have attempted to
connect these two facts together and thus to have concluded
that public recognltion had been glven to the Committee's
efforts 1n securing passage of the measure, In reality, thls
woman had been engaged 1in éuch capacltles as member of the
Workmen's Compensation Board and the State War Councll long
prior to this event, 202 However, the Committee's publicity
does not fall to capitalize on the appointment.

Throughout 1946 there were only occaslonal references
In the Committee Reporter to matters of employment discrim-
lnation. Bome space was given to publicizing the F.E.P.C.
law of New York:zoz‘L and to report on a Natilonal Community
Relations Advisory Council (NCRAC) survey showing the contin-
ulng growtﬁ of discriminatory practices.205 Nevertheless,
the developing change in attitude became more obvious during
this year. In the first place, the Committee issued a

pamphlet called "Progress in Democracy,"

analyzing the New
York State law against employment discrimination.296 Inp
addition to this, the Executive Committee at an important
Meeting in New York voiced its "approval of the participation

of the American Jewish Committee in the newly formed
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Leglslative Commlttee of the National Community Relations
Advisory Councill (NCRAC)."EO7 Thig newly formed Committee
was to consider leglslation which might elther directly or
indirectly affect the interests of the Jewlsh community, and
was to issue a regular Bulletin on related subjecte. This
action of approval, indlcating that the American Jewish
Committee was to openly participate for the first time in
campaigns for diverse types of soclal leglslation, even if
they did not directly affect the Jewlsh community oroved to
be of tremendous significance. It touched off an intensive
discussion to determine the Committee's legltimate area of
legislative éoncern, which question was not to be fully
settled until the historic resolution of October, 1947,
mentioned -earlier in this chapter (see page 81), which
provided for the unrestrlcted right of the Committee to act
on behalf of the rights of all groups, regardless of race,
religion, color or mnatlonal origin.

As a result 1n 1947 there was an expansion of actlivity.
The Committee entered the campaigns for Falr Employment
Practices legislation in the States of Ohlo and Michigan.208
It also voted its gsupport for the first time to the mnational
leglslation introduced in Congress, and the President of the
Committee became a member of the "Board of the National
‘Council for a Permagnent F.E.P.C., which 1s backing the
bi11,.."299 1n addition, the head of the newly formed
cOmmittee on Legal and Civic Affalrs testified in Washington
before a Senate Sub-Committee on behalf of the antl-employment

diserimination Bill.?L0 Moreover, the American Jewish
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Committee assisted in the deliberationg of the President's
committee on Civil Rights and presented 1t with specific
recémmendations calling for enactment of Pederal legislation
to bar employment disorimlnation.gll

It is alego interesting to note that in 1947 for the first
time, an open concern for the problem of Negro employment
discrimination wag manifested in an article entitled "Rapid
Negro Job Drop Outside N.Y.C. Reported"212 which was printed
in the Committee Reporter. This article outlined the mounting
difficulties on the employment field despite leglslation
passed.

The Committee's major accomplishment, however, appealrs
to have been in the publicilzing of the Report of the Presi-
dent'sycqmmittee on Civil Rights 1ssued in 1947, which had
embodied all of the American Jewlsh Committee's recommenda-
tions relative to Fair Employment legislation, anti-FPoll Tax
and Lynching laws and the outlawlng of restrictive covenantsg
in real estate contracts. A summary for popular consumptlon
was written and two hundred thousand coples were distributed.
Coples of the full Report were sent to key groups and indivi-
duals all over the country. Fact sheets were sent out to
editorsg, commentators and publiclsts generally, and hundreds
of articles, speeches, plays, cartoons, resolutions, posters,
comics, radio seripts, etc. were prepared and glven tremen-
dous distribution.?L3

In 1948, only one article appeared relevant to the.
lssues of employment discrimination. This announced the

lssuance of a booklet describing in words and plctures the
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process by which the New York State Commisslion Against Dig-
l
crimination acts to make job opportunities equal to all, 214
This booklet was produced with the cooperation of the
Committee, which also alded 1in 1tes wildespread distribution,
Nevertheless, although no other articles appeared, the Com-
mittee's Legal Department considered the problem of discrimin-
ation in employment to be its key lilssue, and the one ih which
legal actlion and leglislation were most feasible. And in the
1948 Annual Report it claimed to have vigorously supported
lezliglative campalgng in four large states and remained on
the alert to watch for proper enforcement in those states
where such legislation had already come into bein@.215
Similarly in 1949, there were only fleeting references
in the Committee Reporter to matters concerning employment
discrimination. 210 AHowever, in the annual summary of activi-
tles, the following inclusive report was glven:
"Our Civil Rights Division has ailded in organl-
zing campaigns for state F.E.P.C. laws, preparing
memoranda for use in a number of states on organi-
zilng state campaigns and drafting model bills, making
recommendations on bllls submitted for analysis, and
advising community organlzations 1ln Pennsylvania,
Ohiof Illinolsg, California, Oregon and Minnesota,
'In the interests of a national F.E.P.C. law,
the Committee's efforts were likewise helpful.
Chapters have been active in making representations
to legislatures and community organizations. I
testified 1n the name of our agency before a Congres-
slonal subcommittee on May 25, 1949. The AJC was
among the organizations participating in the National
Emergency Civil Rights Mobilization, in Washington
on January 15-17, 1950, to urge enactment of the
President's eivil rights program at the current session
of Congress."2L7
It should also be mentioned that both in 1947 and 1948,
WbPkShops at the Annual Meetings considered thoroughly the

Problems of employment discrimination. They urged increased




activity by the national body and the local chapters, to
stlmulate drives and educational activities on behalf of
F.E.P.C. legislation on municipal, state and national levels,
Whefe such leglslation had already been adopted, they urged
a continuance of effort to educate the community aeg to the
rights and obligations created hy the 1egislation.218

We have seen then, that the activitles of the American
Jewish Committee relevant to employment discrimination were
clogely confined to matters of F.E.P.C. leglslation, These
activitles, however, were not evlidenced prior to 1945, From
1945 to 1947 they were limited to minor state level aglta-
tione primarily centered about New York. An expansion of
interest 1g discernible from 1947 on and efforts to secure
legislation were then pursued on a national level and were
also extended, through the activities of the chapters, into
many other statesg. The major lmpetus for the heightened
actlvity was due to a change in pollcy in 1946-1947, which
appears to have resulted from the lessening of the pressure
of nativé anti-Semitism, and also to have been encouraged by
the igsuance of the Report of the President's Committee on
Clvil Rights. The only unique technique employed by the
Comnittee was that of the extensive use of publicity through
mass media. This was primarily demonstrated in the dissemin-
ation of publicity relative to the Report of the President's
Committee on Clvil Rights. This, of course, has been one of
the main devices employed by the Gommittee during the many

long years of its history of effort in other fields of

Concern,
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Housing

Although the second category of major emphasis in the
field of socilal leglslation 1s to be found in matters con-
cefning housing, there lg absolutely no evidence of activity
to be uncovered prior to the year 1947. Once again the
pattern of development of the American Jewlsh Committee
reveais itgelf. Not untll the reorganization of the Legal
and Civic Affairse Committee and the historic statement of
October, 1947, do we view the entrance of the Committee into
any active work 1n thig direction., Moreover, all the ensulng
actions pertain to but one phase of the housing problem,
namely that of restrictive covenants in real estate agreements.
However, the rapldlty with which this questlon assumed
a dominant position in the Committee's program is almost
startling. The very flrst mention of this topic is in the
outline of the recommendations presented to the President's
Committee on Civil Rights in May, 1947. Here among the 1ist
of many suggestlons was one urging "State legislation out-
lawing restrictive covenants."219 Then in November of the
game year, the Chalrman of the newly formed Legal and Civic
Affalrs Committee listed restrictive covenants in real
Qstate as one of the four major efforts in which his committse
Was presently engaged.ggo By December the American Jewlgh
Committee together with the Anti-Defamation League and other
Jewigh Organizations (but not including the American Jewish
Congress), was preparing to file a brief wlth the United
States Supreme Court relative to a hearing on four cases of

Festrictive real estate agreements, ilnvolving attempts to
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prevent Negro purchasers from occupying property.gel The
Committee was also busily engaged in another court cage
testing the same principle within the limits of New York
State.222 Although the State case was lost, the subsequent
favorable ruling by the United States Supreme Court in May,
1948, marked a notable victory. In hailing the success, the
Committee salds
"The unanimous decision...forbidding enforcement...

of racially restrictive real estate agreements is a

milestone in the democratic effort to eliminate dis-~

crimination in the enjoyment of basic civll and polit-

ical righteg by all groups regardless of race, color,

reliijon or national origin.

Restrictive covenants have been a major weapon

in the segregation of racial and religlous mlnori-

tles. BSuch segregation lnevitably is a threat to

democracy. For this reason...the argument was made

that judicilal enforcement of raclal restrictive

covenants 1s a violation of the Due Process clauses

of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, as well as

the equal %robectlon clause of the Fourteenth Amend-

ment.

Although the Committee felt that this victorious ruling
had brought the campalgn agalnst restrictive covenants to a
guccessful conclusion,g24 this was an unduly optimistic
reaction. Fortunately, it soon recognized this fact and 4ld
‘not bring 1lts activities to a halt. Throughout 1949, the
Committee remained busily engaged in the support of campalgns
to secure local non-discriminatory ordinances. Its services
Played a vital role in obitalning a municipal ordinance barring
race digecrimination in the redevelopment of San Francileco
8lum areas. In this campaign, the testimony of a noted
houging authority provided by the Committee, "was credited
with decigively influencing adoption of the non-discrimination

ordinance."€2> In New York, the Commlttee was actlve 1n the
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creation of a State Committee on Discriminatlion in Housing.226
It élso lobbied in the State Capltal to urge other remedlal
legislation©?7 and negotiated with the Federal Housing
Authority. In addition, it continued its legal battle by
filing a joint brief with the Anti-Defamation Leagus 1in a

case 1lnvolving discrimination in a New Jersey public housing
plr'o,jec;t.‘?28

The Workshops of 1947, 1948, and 1949 also discussed
thoroughly this question of houéing discrimination, and fully
endorased the program of the national body. They further
urged contlnuous efforts by chapters to secure State Investi-
gating Commissions and addltional legislation. They also
emphasized the need for research and edvcational materials,
"to help promote sound attitudes toward non-segregated housing
by elimlnating misconceptions concerning the social and eco-
nomic implications of non-discriminatory housing."?2Y Inci-’
dentally, in the 1949 Workshop we note the only reference to
-any other phase of the entire problem; namely, that of working
to secure an expanslon of the housling program.

We may conclude then, that in the field of sgocilal legls-
lation relevant to hdusing, the American Jewish Committee
became vitally active in 1947, 1948, and 1949. It dealt
almost exclusively, however, with the problem of regtrictive
COvenants in real estate agreements and éimilar raclal
dserimination in public housing projects. The Committee
considered this as one of 1ts major assignmente and proved
highly effective primarily in the pursuit of legal cases

through the courte,
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Labor and Price Control

Although there was conglderable interest by the
Commlttee in the activities of Labor, these were confined
to combatting race hatred and bigotry within labor's own
ranks., While a concern for Negroes and other minoritles
is elearly dlscernible, this entire field of endeavor is
only a direct outgrowth of the Committee's primary concern
with the problem of anti-Semitism, There is virtually no
expression of oplinion on the rights of labor, nor any acti-
vity In pureuit of legislation to strengthen the laboring
group .

Likewlse questions relative to price control or any
other economic leglslative matterg are nowhere in evidence

in the scope of the Committee's activities.

Summary
We may conclude then, that the activitles of the American

Jewlgh Committee in the fleld of soclal leglslation were
focuseq almogt exclusively around the two problems of Falr
Employment Pfactices l@gislation'and Housing discrimination.
Interest in these fields was only a recent development and
reflected the hlstorical change of the Committee's scope of
activity in 1946 and 1947. Expansion into these areas was
Primarily an outgrowth of earlier direct attempts to combat
anti-Semitism, in a sense a logical or enlightened extension
of these very same activities. Thus lts endeavors appear to
- have been motivated by a desire to eliminate the causes of

latent anti-Semitism rather than the result of a vital
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" goncern for the welfare of the aggrleved minorities. Thus,

we do not find intensive surveys of gspeciflc violationg,
personal interventions on behalf of individuals, or nego-
tiétions with private industry. Simllarly we note a somewhat
excluslvistic type of approach to these problems. Top level

negotlations are stressed. Mass meetlngs and extenslve mass

pressures are not utilized, The only approach to the popula-

tion as a whole lg through the dissemination of educational
materlials. This technique, however, was extensiveiy
employed. The effectlveness of the Commlttee's efforts

was nonetheless worthy of commendation. Its accomplishments

have been ag notable as any other in the field.




Civil Rights

Discrimination and Civil Rightsg -~ General

The same pattern of organizatlional history which wasg
responsible for the Committee's belatéd entrance into the
field of msocilal actlion for soclal iegislation was also
responsgible for its equally late entrance into the rest
of the field of goclal action for civil rights. The prior
restrictlon of concern exclusively with matters of direct
antl-SBemitiem, eliminated everything else from the domestic
scene of activity. Therefore, i1t ig not untlil after the
historic meetings of 1946 and 1947 that the Committee's
records revealed anything of interest regarding civilrrights.

The following example may help to illustrate the podint,
In May, 1947, an article in the Committee Reporter revealed
that:

"The President of the American Jewish Committee 1is

serving on the natlional camgaign commlttee of the

Urban Lea@uo Service Fund,
Although not of wvital significance, this certailnly indicated
that the problem of race relations was now in the foreground,
for prior to this date, not a single item of this nature was
to be found. We certainly cannot conclude from this that
nembers of the Amefican Jewigh Committee had never before
been concerned with interraclal problems, for indeed an
interfaith department for goodwill had long been functioning.
HOWeVeP, we may presume, that any similar activities in an
‘earlier period were congidered as of only minor importance.

Again it was the President's Committee on Civil Rights

which acted as the starting point of the expanded progran.
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Upon the request of this group, in May, 1947, the Commlttee
submitted to it "a national program for civil liberties,
including intensive and far reaching measures to affirm and
gafeguard civil rights and to combat group dissension, racial
and religious discrimination, and bigotry."23l later the
Committee wasiproud to report that virtually all of its
récommendations had been incorporated in the final Report.
When the Report was issued, the Commlttee lauded it in
gpeclal articles in its magazine Commentary232 ag well as in
the pages of the Committee Reporter,235 The Committee immed-
lately pledged 1ts support and urged implementation of its
recommendations. In a letter of commendation to the President
of the Unlted States, the Committee's President declared the
Report would "serve as a charter for action for years to come
by all who are concerhed with the realization of American
1deals." We have already noted before the extensive assls-
tance which the Committee rendered in the nationwlide publici-
2zing of the detalils of this lmportant document. In addition
the Committeé joined in with other groups to form "A National
Citlzens Council on Civil Rights"23%* which served to keep the
lssues of civil rights before the electorate as a non-partisan,
non-political lssue. Algo the Committee supplled the materials
for a booklet which thig Council produced, listing the pro-
gregs which had been made in the entire clvil rights fileld.
This booklet was circulated among all the members of Congress
end all state leglslatures,229

In thé fleld of mass medla the Committee did more during

1948 and 1949. It arranged for a very successful "Amerlcan
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Exhibitlion on Superstition Prejudice ani Fear," to be shown
In a number of cities in the country through the facilities
of 1ts local chapters.=50 Tt lssued its own "Handbook on
Civil Rights," analyzing federal and state laws and court
decisions on fundamental freedoms.237 It prepared gix
feature advertisements referring to such topics ag brother-
hood, human rights and civil liberties, which were distri-
buted to newspapers and magazines throughout the country and
reprinted in more than two hundred publications in a gix
month period. 238 And in addition it opened up all of its
publicity facllities to promote the advancement of eivil
rights programs by means of continuous distribution of large
qQuentities of general materials for mags circulation. It
also cooperated with the Antl-Defamation League and several
labor uniong in fhe breparation of a comlc book on civil
rights and vdrious radio programs,=-9

However, the important legislative actions were directed
toward matters of Church and State, Employment Discrimination,
Housing and Fair Education Practices. A full scale program
on behalf of individual and personal clvil rights has not yet
Cmerged, although 1t appears to be in the making at the closge
of our period of observation, Also, internal reorganization
is being continued, in order to develop a blueprint for
future soecial action which will call for a greater intensi~
Tleation of efrort in all directions,240

There were a fow other ingtances, however, in which the

Committee had already proved its effectiveness, In 1947
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"A member of the American Jewish Committee legal
and clviec affalrs committee...took an actlve part in
the succegsful campalgn to include anti-discrimina- N
tion eclauses 1n the State charter for New Jersey..." +1

The provisions of this charter forbid denlal of any persons'
priveleges because of race, color, sex, religion, or nationél
origin and prchibited segregation in the schools and militia,
and abellished the provislon prohiblting pauvpers to vote,
Again in 1949, the Gommittee, including New Jergey chapters
and the national office, helped substantially in securing
the pagsage of another Civil Rights statute in New Jersey.242
We may also note that the Committee attended a special
meeting called in Washington by the secretary of the National
Assoclatlion for the Advancement of Colored People, in Septem~
ber, 1048. Representatlves of nineteen leadling organizatilons

met to plan the strategy of civil rights leglelation in

? @j relatlion to a speclal sesslon of Congress.243 Also 1in connec-
tion with the federal program of legislation, the Committee

submltted a statement to Senate and House sub-committees

endorsing the proposed Civil Rights Act of 1949, The terms
of this endorsement indicated clearly the broadened outlook
with which the Committee had emerged at th@yclose of the
decade, and which gave promise of notable future activity:

"The AJC memorandum particularly endorsed pro-
Vvigions for the creation of a permanent Civil Rights
Commission and a Joint Congressional Committee on
Civil Rights....

"The AJC also recommended strengthening and
modernizing existing civil rights statutes....

"In addition it stressed the need for statutes
to safeguard the political participation in federal
primaries and electlons,"

The statement addedt
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"The American Jewish Committee has repeatedly
opposed discrimination and segregation based on

Paco{ religion, color or national origin.

"We believe that segregation is an archalc remnant
of a perlod of unénlightenment and lgnorance and is
alwa{s discriminatory,

"We believe that segregation imposes a badge of
1nferiority Just as clearly as did the Nuremberg
laws of the Nazl regime.

"We believe that segregation in all forms and

at all levels 1s a denial of the high ideals and

prinoiples on which our Republic was founded,

"We believe that segregation, as practiced in
many areas of Amerlcan 1life, 1s a substantial handi-
cap to our country in its foreign relations, and we
urge Congress to eliminate thig practice %p all
areas where it has the power to do so."

In 1949 the Commlittee also testified against segregation
in the Armed Services before a Presidentlial Committee, and
collaborated with other organizations in bringlng pressure
upon the American Bowling Congress to discontinue its practice
of excluding Negroes from tournaments.245 One other case
which occuppled the Committee's attention in thls general
category dealt with the right to expatriate a naturalized
citizen because of hlg absence from the United States for
more than five years, We have geen that this case was also

of concern to the American Jewish Congress.

Group Libel
The question of Group Libel legislation has never been
an important issue to the American Jewlsh Committee. Although
the matter was considered slightly in an unoffieclal discus-
sion at the 1946 Annual Meeting, there was divided opinion
even as to the right to curb the free speech of bigots or
subversiveg, 246 Indeed, the fundamental policy of the Com-

Mittee ig simply to apply the 'hush-hush' or 'Quarantine'’
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treatment to those who would abuse the rights of free speech,
bellieving that the most effectlive treatment ig to supply the
minimum of publiclty. The Committee also appears to believe
that sufficient legislation already exlsts for the legal
progecutlion of those gullty of defamatlon or subversive
utterances, and in much of 1ts work in the field of antl-
Semitlem it has successfully cooperated in bringing legal
forces to bear againsgt 1ts enemles.

However, only one official pronouncement has been made
on the subject., BSince this pronouncement was to be
published in pamphlet form and distributed to the member-
ship, 1t may clearly be taken as the ofganization's policy.
In 1947, the Executlve Vice-Presldent declared that

"The American Jewlsh Committee...opposes enactment

of group libel laws and leglslation banning or
restricting malling priveleges for publications
containing bigoted material,"24

He characterized sanctiong against the free expression of
ldeas, even hostile ldeas, as psychologically as well as
legally unsound. Apparently the Committee Ald not consider
the matter of grave or pressing importance, for nothing ;

else on the subject was printed in its records,

Anti-Poll Tax and Anti-Lynching
We have alreédy seen that matters which d4id not affect
the Jewish community directly or exclusively were not con-
sidered by the Committee until around 1947. This also proves
to be the case wilth regard to anti-Poll Tax and-anti~Lynching
legislation. Once again the Committee's recommendations to

the Pregident's Committee on Civil Rights proved to be the



101.

starting point. Included 1in these recommendations were
specific urgings for the passage of anti-Poll Tax and anti-
Lynching measures.248 It ig clear, however, that even at
this time, May, 1947, the American Jewish Committee as a
national organization had not yet taken any official stand
on these questions, for not until October of thls same year
did the Executlve Committee call for a sesgion to congider
"determination of the AJC policy on particlpation in civic
action campaigns for the passage of antl-lynching and anti-
poll ﬁax legislation."249 For some reason which is not
apparent in the records, when the Executive Committee did
hold this meeting, it passed a resolution favoring only the
anti-~lynching measure, 250 There 1s no mention of any offi-
cial éction with regard to the anti-poll tax law until 1949,
when the Committee's counsel testified in favor of this
measgure before a Céngressional House Committee.2D5l The
Committee advanced the argument that the tax hits hardest at
those groups least able to pay for the right to vote: tenant
farmers, sharecroppers and day laborers who live on marginal
earnings, It is poséible that this line of argument tends to
indicate that the Committee considered the poll tax as an
economic measgure, and that for thlis reason it did not ineclude
it at an.earlier date in its own resolutlons on civil rights
Measures.

| There are no other references to any further actions on
the part of the Committee for the advancement of elther of
these two measures. This is to be explained by the fact

that the Committee's concentration of effort lay elsewhere,
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b
The princlple measures upon which its attention was focused

were, falr employment practices, restrictive covenants in

real estate, church and state and educatlon discrimination.252
In additlon, the Committee clearly recognized the inabllity

to be effective in these measures without some change 1n

rules of the Benate to prevent rilibustering.

Loyalty
‘It cannot be sald that the Commlttee played an active
role with regard to government loyélty programs, Ih an
unofficlal discussion at the 1946 annual meetling, the
Committee President made the following summation:

"The American Jewlgh Committee is not and cannot
be a mass organization. The real measure of its
effectiveness 1s 1ts influence in the American
Jewlsh community....

"It 1s engaged in essentlal work with interna-
tional organizations and in Europe, where the attitude
towards communism is very different from our own.

It cannot, therefore, make any blanket denunciations...

"What is important 1s achlevement, not resolu-
tions. The Committee has no right to enter into
burely politlcal or economic questions, on which its
members are divided. At the same time, 1t must go
beyond what affects Jews alone, %pto guch areas...
on which there is agreesment...."€23

This statement i1s significant 1n that it reflects the
inherent timidity and reserve of the American Jewlsh Committee's
géneral policy throughout the years. The Committee hag been
dedicated to the defense of Jewish Rights all over the world.
This has Been 1ts prime objective throughout the more than
forty years of its exlstence. Its methods have been cautious
andkcareful, guarding against antagonlsm and offensiveness.

In the foregoing pages, the reluctance to extend the scope

°f operations has been clearly demonstrated. It would,
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therefore, be unrealistlc to anticipate any marked activity
on this issue, sgo controversial 1n nature, and which would

demand almost outright antagonism and direct opposition to

the determined course of actlon of the government.

Thus we find only two comparatively minor references
to the entire igsue. One gmall paragraph in an extensive
article of 1947 concerning the implementation of the Report
of the President's Committee on Civil Rights, mentions in
passing thats

"the chalrman of the legal and civic affalrs committee
led a discussion on the loyalty examinations of
government employees. He dealt wlith the possibllity
of damaging effects on civil 1ib2rties in the
application of loyalty tests,"2D

. However, the vice-chairman of the executive committee quickly
poiﬁted_out that the Report had contained recommendations
that the government scrupulously malntain the civil rights
of public workers in clagslfying the loyalty of federal
employees.,

The only action taken by the Committee was to concur in
1948 with the following statement adopted by the National
Community Relations Advisory Council (NCRAC) as a guide to
national agencies and local communities:

"Where there are indications as a result of

a preliminary inquliry, that a disloyalty charge has

been brought because the accused i1g a member of a

raeclal, religlous or ethnic group, or because of hils
bona fide defense of civil rights issues, the respon-~
glble local Jewish organization should interest itgelf

In the proceedings, should arrange to have the

hearings observed, and thereafter should take every

action deemed,%ppropriate in the particular cir-
cumstances, "2

In conjunction with this resolution, the Workshop of

1948 urged all Committee members and chapters, "to be on the
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alert to the danger of local disloyalty charges, motivated

by membership in a racial, rellgious or ethnic group or
because of bona fide defense of civil rights issues." It

algo urged the natlonal body "to collaborate with other
organizations to effect improvements in the Federal Employee's
Loyalty Program which will safeguard the tradltional and
fundamental rights of Americans." We have already noted

that the recommendations of Workshops had no officlal status
and were congldered only as suggestions to the national

body. Therefore, since no other activity ls recorded, we

cannot attach much importance to these Workshop utterances.

Summary

_,We may conclude then that the activities of the American
Jewish Committee in the fleld of civil rights have been
extremely limlted. The emergence of the beginnings of a
program in this field colnclded with the lssuance of the
Report of the President's Committee on Civil Rights, 1in 1947.
Even then the Committee wae undeclded as to how far its
charter would permit it to go into matters which did not
affect Jews exclusively. However, thls same year a major
change in policy was effected and the Committee broadened
its scope of activity. Its major work was devoted to the
pPublicizing of the Report of the President's Committee and
to campaign for all inclusive Civil Rights Bills both on
the Federal and State levels, and to attack through "mass
media' discriminatory and prejudiced attlitudes of all

groups throughout the country. On specific isgsues, ilmmediately
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following the historlic change in policy the Committee
supported anti-lynching legislation but delayed in its
conglderation of the anti-poll tax measure. It was oppoged
to Group Libel laws but did not attach much eignifilcance

to the subject in general. The Committee also recognized
the dangers 1ln government loyalty programs, but dl1d not
engage 1in any activity to oppose them. Its efforts were
concentrated more strongly with those matters discussed in
the earlier sections of thls chapter. It appears that these
have been primarily formulative years for the Committee's
program in the fleld of civil rights, and that 1ts internal
reorganization and enlarged plan for future operations
holds promise of greater activity and effectiveness in the

years that lie ahead.
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Introduction

The Central Conference of American Rabbis 1ls, "the

oldest rabbinical assoclation in the United States, the
largest rabbinical association in the world, the first
rabbinical assoclation in America, which has met continuously
and for a longer period of time than any rabblinlcal assocla-
tion in the world."256 It was founded in July, 1889 in the
clty of Detrolt and has grown through the years from twenty-
niﬁe charter members to more than four hundred thirty, by
the year 1940.257T The activities of the Conference cover
every phase of Reform Jewlsh religious life which affects
elther the rabbinate or the congregations which its members
serve, It functlons largely as a policy making and advisory
group for the Reform Jewlsh movement. The decigions and
findiﬁgs of the group have generally been accepted by Reform
institutions and adherents, but only on a voluntary and
democratic basls., The Conference operates largely through
Standing Committees and Special Committees. We shall consider
for the most part, the work of two of these Standing Commit-
tees, namely that of Church and State, and the Commisslon on
Justice and Peace. However, it 1s to be understood that the
Conference as a whole gupported the measures reported in
this chapter.

| The soclal action program of the Conference was clearly
Predicated upon the religious philosophy of the Reform move~-
Went., This is indlcated by the following statement of prin-

Ciple isgsued by the Commlssion on Justice and Peace in 1942,
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It will also be borne out by the rest of the materlal
covered in this chapter,
"We are clearly aware of the fact that in studying
the needs of peace and justice and in applyling the
prophetic principles to the problems of modern goclety,
we are not merely carrying out the wishes of this
Conference, and the will of its members, but the
demands of Judaism. When we speak on these vital
problems, we speak not for ourselves, but 1n the
name of God. The message of Judalsm was int%nded
not merely for Jews, but for gll mankind."25
The work of the Conference was toward the end that man might
recognize and respect that dignity of the individual which 1s
inherent in the Jewish spiritual concept of God's Fatherhood
and man's brotherhood. This truth above all else motivated
the Conference in 1its efforts, 209

Deépite the loftinegs of its ideallsm, however, the
Conference wag serilously limited in its ability to function
effectively. It was shackled by financlial limitation and
adminigtrative complications., It wasg recognized in 19329 that
a full time soclal Justlce secretary was necessary 1f anything
effective was to be a.ccomplished.26O It was suggested that
a cooperatlive effort be crealted between the Rabbinlcal Assembly
and the Conference. Thig proved unworkable, so the Conference
thought to carry out the suggestion on its own. However, in
1941 this idea had to be abandoned, "due to the large expendi-
tures by our Conference in the field of refugee relief work."261
In 1942; 1944, and 1945 it was continually recommended that
the services of a full time secretary were imperative, because,
"the tremendous work of this Commigsion can not be carried out

On a part time basis or in the spare moments of busy men,"

Without such an office, 1t was clear that the work of the
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Conference was insignificant.262 But the Executive Board
"deemed 1t unwise" to attempt to ralse funds for this
pUPpOS@.263 Nevertheless, the Commlssion on Justice and
Peace continued its efforts to advance this idea throughout
1946 and 1947. It was finally suggested that 1t mlght be
feaslble to set up a joilnt Commission together with the Union
of American Hebrew Congregations (UAHC).264 Such a program
was adopted in principle in 1947 by the Conference and steps
to lmplement it were begun in 1948.265 Plans called for a
Joint Commlssion, a permanant secretary and financlal under-
wrlting by the two organizations. By the close of our period,
1949, this new organ had not yet begun to function on any
large scale, so that ite force and effectiveness remain in
thé‘realm of conjJecture. It can only be hoped that such a
venture will prove fruitful enough to translate the dynamic
force 6f reform religious idealism into demonstrable practice.
It is qulte apparent that the social action commissiong
of the Conference recognized thelr own inablilities for con-
structive actlion or extended work. They had very little
money placed at thelr disposal and their members were
engaged as full time Rabbils in congregations spread through-
out the country. Their principal efforts, therefore, had to
Pe confined to studies of the various problems, followed by
the issuance of reports, publications, public statements
and offiecial pronouncements. Thus, annual statements were
issued on Race Relatlons Day, on Labor Day and on Armistice
Day,266 and bulletins on Justlce and Peace were published

from time to time.267 Many of these received extended
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publicity in the press and radio., It was always hoped that
they would find thelir way into congregational bulletins and
Bunday school classrooms and, of course, into the pulpits.
In addition many articles were Iincorporated into the pages
of the Conference' Yearbooks, in the hope, thereby, of
directly or indirectly recelving a large reading public.268

Unfortunately, however, in 1ts sincere attempte to
overcome these obvlioug limitations, the Commission on Justice
and Peace committed a traglc error which frequently rendered
its reports virtually meaningless. With tremendous zeal and
enthuslasm 1t attempted to cover every concelvable agpect of
soclial justice problems, an obviously lmpossible undertaking,
This fault was clearly recognized by Conference members, who
were- often outspoken in their criticism. In 1943, Dr. Morgen-
stern remarkeds

"It seems to me that the Commission on Justice

and Peace was animated by the very finest of inten-

tiong, but showed poor Judgment. There are two

procedures open to a committee in preparing a report

such ag thig: It may try to concelve of every

possible issue upon which 1t may express an oplnion

and I believe this the program which the committee

followed....It seems to me that bringing in (so0)

many recommendations...defeats its own purpose.

It makes the whole work of the committee and the

action of this Conference trivial....The Commisslon

should have...chosen those principles which have a

definite and positive relationship to the work of

this Conference...so that the word of this Confer-

ence would have some real effect 1ln shaping public ]

opinion and in securing desired soclal action...."26
Just one other similar comment will be cited to indicate that
this ériticism wag not confined to any single occagion. In
1945, pr. Silver stated:
",..My second reaction is the same as the one

I made at the last convention. It i1s unwise for
the Commission to try to cover every event which
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transpires during the year and to ask the Confer-

ence to express itgelf officially and go on record

about everything that occurs in that vast field

every year, It would be more helpful...if the

Conference were to express ltself on two or three

lmportant matters. It could then be foreibly

reglstered and publicized, which is not the case

when the Conference expresses 1tself on thirty or

forty items."270

In the face of these sharp criticisms, the Commission
attempted to condense itg reports and to make them brief
and incisive. But it was never very sguccessful in the
attempt and as a result, it will be particularly difficult
to approach the task of evaluating the Conference's effective
work in the field of social action. The extremes to which
it carried this ghort-coming, as we ghall see, sgsometimeg
even border on the humorous. Likewise, its own evaluation
of significant actlvity is upon occasion extremely puzzling.
One glaring example of this was Incorporated in the report
for 1941, Mention was made of an lmportant meeting held in
Fhlladelphia. It consisted of "natlonal leaders of industry,
business, labor, agriculture, consumer's cooperatives, etc,,"
and the Social Justice Commission of the Conference was the
Jewish representative. The meeting was called by an inter-
faith group for the purpose of having, "the leaders of the
€conomic 1life of the country confer together, in order that
they might better understand each other and better plan for
the present and the future," However, this meeting was very
*mall, consisting only of the responsible heads of the

Various organizations, No publicity wag given to the under-

taking, nor was 1t posslible to reveal the details in this

Teport, It wag noted to this extent, however, because:
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"We merely want the members of the C.C.A.R.

to know that your Soclilal Justice Commission has

been an Integral part of one of the most signifi-

cant gatherings held in recent years with regard

to the economic and social future of America under

a democratic system."?

We cannot anticipate, as we turn to view the work of
the Conference in specific areas of soclal action, any
extensive variety of activity. We shall brimarily seek to
observe the matters to which it devoted its attention, and
the stands 1t took on the vital questions of the beriod

1939 to. 1949,




Church and State

One might easlly presume that any rabblinlical conference
would automatically have an intense iﬁterest in matters
affecting church-state relations. Of course, this holds
true for the Central Conference. Although all other mattérs
of gocial action were relegated to the Commlgsion on Justice
and Peace, the questlons of church and state were considered
by a.special standing committee. The membership of thls
committee represented almost every state in the Union and
its various chalrmen worked diligently to accumulate infor-
mation from every part of the country relevant to the prob-
lems considered. Héwever, like all branches of the Central
Cdnference, the activities of thls committee were plainly
limited. Although frequently its members regretted it, the
fact was that this was not an action committee and the real
problems had to be met by the local communities. It was
clearly restated 1m 1940 that, "this committee can only
recommend general princlples for guidance,"272

In general, the Central Conference opposed all attempts
to break the traditional wall of separatlion between church
and state. This problem was considered two-fold. Its
Pogitive aspect was to keep the state indifferent to the way
Individuals worshlp and 1lts negatlive aspect was to prevent
ahy rellgion from uging the facilitiés of the state to
Strengthen itself.273 The most serious specific ilssue was
that or religious education in the public schools. in 1940,

the Conference reaffirmed for the third time its disfavor of
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Reiease Time programs. It had already so recorded its wlll
in 1926 and 1036. 27" However, 1t approved of the Dismlssal
plan as a more constructive step manifesting its vital
interest in the religlous educatlion of all groups. Programs
of" Release Time religious educatlion had bezun in 1913 and by
1940 they were being utilized in about elght hundred commun-
1tles in the country. During the decade of our study,
however, thig number was to almost triple itsgelf. Such
programs thus became an ever growing problem in the face of
the Jewigh cdmmunity. The Conference Commlittee on Church
and State reacted by printing complete reviews of the whole
field of" religious instruction in public schools in many

of 1ts reports during thils period, In 1941 it again adopted
reéommendations reaffirming in principle the complete gepar-
ation of church and state, declaring ite faith in the high
moral teachings of our public schools operated on a secular
bagis; and calllng for an official statement of the Confer-

ence's posltion to be published for the guldance of all

concerned.2754 For the next two years, members worked on a
;:Ef brochure entitled "Religious Educatlon in Publie Schools,"
This was completed in 1943 and included pronouncements and
‘8tatements by individuals and organlzations and a bibliog-

raphy on the entire subject.276

Although the Conference had been advocating the Dismissal
Time plan, it reluctantly announced in 1942 that it had been
unéble to supply any data on 1t.277 This was indicative of
the general confusion and apathy which surrounded the consid-

®ratlon of the whole problem. Although it was obvious that
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thlis matter was of ever growlng concern, nobody seemed
wililling to oppose thie marked increase of relligion in the
public schools but the rabbis. Moreover, it was noted
that, "some Conservative and Orthodox Rabbls have Joined
forces in favoring this leglslation...and not even all the
Conference members are 1in agreement."278 In an attempt to
increase the enthuslasm for actlon, the committee suggested
that the Conference pregent some papers on the general
gsubject of Religion and State.#79 It algso lssued a plea

to the Synagogue Councll of America asking that it:

"...call a meeting of representatives of its

congtituent bodies, of the Civic Protective group

and others concerned, to explore this problem looking

forward to achleving some common point of view and a

program of action, or decide on no action at all."260
-+ Thls plea was declined by the Synagogue Council in 1943,
but the following year it was at lagt prevalled upon to call
such a meeting., This was attended by all the constituent
agenclies and included representatives of the Jewlsh Educa-
tional Assoclations and Civiec Protective Agencles. It marked,
"the first time that such an all-incluslve conference of
American Jewry has ever been held to consider this vital
problem."281 However, this meeting was exploratory and not
legislative and it emerged only with a few 'conclusions.'
These expressed agreement that opposition should continue
and that Dismissal Time programs should be stressed as the
Poslitive approach to the problem, and that the Synagogue
Goﬁncil should continue to call similar meetinzs. There

Was a difference of oplnion, however, regarding attitudes

Where Release Time has been adopted. The Jewish educators
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il J“
sald to cooperate without renouncing your position, while &W'"“”

the Rabbinical groups urged continued resiétance.

In 1945, the committee chalrman delivered a paper on
’"Religious Fducation and the Public 8chool" at the confer-
ence of the National Community Relationg Advisory Councill
(NCRAC) in which he urged the public relations organlza-
tiong to collaborate and work on thls problem,ge’2 The same
year the Conference lssued a call, "to inform the Jewish
laity, lest they repudiate and contradlct the Rabbils
stand,."285

From 1945 to 1949, the reports continued to review
current developments. Additlonal resolutlionsg were algo
adopted reaffirming the Conference's traditional point of
view. It was azreed In 1946 that a digest be prepared
relevant to the Conference positién on matters of church
and state, "which would embody all of these resolutions in
a systematic way."284 Thig was completed in 1948 for
distribution to school superintendants and boards of education
and the general public,285

The important event of 1948, relative to this discussion,
wag, of course, the decigion in the McCollum cage., Immedi-
ately after the Supreme Court's ruling, at least twenty
members of the Church and State Committee meﬁ and endorsed a
statement of opinion for the Conference, halling the
decision, reiterating its stand and calling upon churches
to unite for intensi&e religious training within thelr own
ingtitutions.286 Thig statement, in great length, was
Pregsented to the Conference as a whole for adoption and

dlstribution.
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A second lssue which recelved attention in the Confer-
ence was that of the celebration of religious holy days in
public schools. The Conference stood clearly on record as
opposed to such celebrationg. But, in 1942 1t felt that
the time had come for more specific answers, The Committes
ralsed some questions. "Shall we also protest?....Are there
other approaches?....0r shall we accept the status Quo?"287
Unfortunately no ﬁttempt was made to answer these questions
at that time. The next discuselon of this matter is to be
found in the report of 1945, Here it is made evident that
there 1isg conslderable variance of opinlon among Conference
members. The fact appears to be that most schools have
religlous celebratlions and in the interest of public rela-
tiong few Jewlsh leaders have protested. Some rabblg do
not even feel that a protest would be well grounded, As a
form of solution, some rabblis have encouraged the Introduc-
tion of Jjolnt celebratlions, as for example Christmas and
Hanukah combined programg., The Conference 1ltself has
condemned all such celebrations on the basis that, "two
wrongs do not make a right."288 In reality, however, the
Conference has only adopted a position. Few members have
made it articulate with the result that there has been
confusgion and dilsagreement and no program of procedure,
Although it was recommended that a speclal comaittes study
this problem, among others, no further dlscussion of the
Matter appears.

The Conference clearly opposed Blble reading in the

Public schools. The basis of its opposition has been that,
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"the Biﬁle required interpretation and interpretation takes
the instruction into the field of sectarianism."289 However,
greater emphasls was lald on this particular problem during
earlier years.

A few other matters should be mentlioned at least in
pasaing. These cannot be consldered unimportant even though
congideration of them was to some extent obscured by the
emphasis on the dominant i1ssue of the Release Time problem.
In 1943, the Conference concurred in the statement of the
Synagogue Councll opposing Saturday public school classes
in New York.290 1In 1945, it expressed increasing concern
over religlous census taking of puplls, Bible instruction,
evangellistlic programs in assemblies, and the direct intro-
duetion of religlous instructlon into curriculume.291 The
same year, as well as in 1947, and again in 1949, the
Conference announced opposition to any leglslation per-
mitting the use of tax funds for any purposes whatsoever
in non-public schools.292 In other words, it opposed
public asslstance, even for books or transportation, to
parochial schools.

The Central Conference of Amerlcan Rabbls, then, was
vitally concerned with problems affecting the relationshilp
of church and state. In general 1t opposed, malinly through
1ts pronouncements, any efforts to breach the wall of
Séparation between the two. Nevertheless, 1ts position was
not always clear cut. It recognized that in the interest

of public relatlons, neither its own individual rabbls nor
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thelir congregatlonal adherents were prone to inject them-
selves into ardent public opposition. The Conference had
to content itself, therefore, with ilssulng gulding state-

ments and attempting to arouse the interest of other organ-

izatlions to actlon.




Soclal Legislation

Employment Discrimination and F.E.P.C.

The viewpointe of the Central Conference of American

Rabbls on matters of social legislation are guite clear and
unequivocal. However, they are manifest, for the most part,
in the form of pronouncements without an organized plan for
| implementation or direct action. The task of this chapter,
therefore, will be primarily to ascertain what were the
lssues that the Conference considered and what stand did
they take upon them. The financial limitations of the
Conference, its structure as an advieory body and the mani-
fold responsgibllities of 1its members ag full-time congrega-
tional spiritual leaders precluded any organlized direct
soci&l action program on a large scale, On the agendas of
the Conference and in thelr deliberations, these matters,
nonetheless, were consldered as of extreme importance.

At the outset of the decade, the Central Conference
was concerned with the general problem of unemployment. It
participated with the other important church groups in an
Interfaith Conference on Unemployment at the nation's capital
in 1940. Congressmen and lay leaders also participated in
the sessions. Papers were read and discuésions held
resulting in the lssuance of a report. The substance of the
report condemned unemployment as "a dreadful scourge and a
soelal sin," and called upon the religlous bodies to "supply
the moral dynamic" for changing its demorallzing effects,

It urged a continuing commission of representatives of all
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phases of American life to deal with the problem and called
upon the national organizations to form such a commission, <92
The Central Conference adopted the report and in addition
vsent out coples to all its members together with a letter
suégesting appropriate use of the material.294

As the war economy rapidly expanded, the general ques-
tion of unemployment subsided and the emphasis shifted to
employment discrimihation. In 1941 the President of the
United States referred publicly to the flagrant race discrim-
ination in defense industries and the Central Conference
guickly adopted a sympathetic resolution relterating its
opposition to 'Jim Crow' tactice in economic 1life and urging
a gpeedy rectificatiom of dlscriminatory injustice against
Negroes.295 In addition almost evefy Conference member
signed the "Interfaith Statement on Democracy in Defense

n

Industries" for public release. The Central Conference algo

uirged the passage of pending federal leglslation whlch
embodied the ideas of this statement.296 A summation of the
Central Conference's viewpoint on this ilssue was best
expressed in the following section of the report adopted

in 1942:

"We have noted with great regret that discrim-
ination against various groups of Americans continues
in many industries...Negroes, Jews and forelgners
have been the chlef objects of such discrimination.
In the name of social justice, we volce our protest
againet this un-American and unpatriotic practice.

To discriminate in employment.,..ls a betrayal of
Americaniem. We know the national administration

is doing 1ts best to do away with such discrimlna-
tlon., We appeal to the moral and paltriotic sense

of American industrialists to gilve every individual,
regardlegs of race, creed or color, a falr chance

when he seeks employment for which he 1s qualified."e97
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From 1943% to 1949, the Conference directed 1lts pro-
nouncements toward Fair Employment Practices legislatlon.

In 1943% it announced "its gratification” when the President

the New York State Committee on Discrimination in War Indus-
try for its positive program. In addltlon, the Commlsslon
on Justice and Peace asked for authorization to approach
members of the Conference in the varlous states, 1n order
to stimulate the organization of simllar committees every-
where.298 In 1944 the Conference announced:

"We bellieve in the principle of equallty of
gacrifice in times of war. There exlsts too large
a dlscrepancy between the sacrifices of men 1n the

armed services and those of the clilvilian popula~
tion,

"We strongly urge that the President's Falr
Employment Practice Committee be made a permanent
function of our government. Any discrimination
in employment, because of race, natlonallty or
religion 1s morally repugnant and in violation of
the spirit of our Constitution."?

The 1deology behind the Conference's support of these
measures was based upon the principle of simple justlce.
As stated in 1946, 1t was not because it belleved that the
pasgsage of such bllls would immediately usher in an era of
economic well-being, but that 1t points the way to the
creation of Just relatlons between man and woman. 290 The
Conference, therefore, deplored not only the government 's
failure to pass such a measure permanently, but also the
unfair and undemocratic tactice resorted to by the Senate
to prevent even a vote being taken. During this year the

Conference had also been represented at a Falr Employment

Conference held in Washington.-°l

recreated a Fair Employment Practices Committee and commended
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In 1947 the Central Conference adopted another resolu~
tion praising the value of Falr Employment Practices legls-
iation in those states which had adopted 1t and urging
others to follow suilt. It also authorized one of 1ts
menbers as an'official representative in the efforts towards
“similar legislation in the state of T1linois. 202 Only one
other reference to this gubject was made. In 1949 the
Gonference once more urged the enactment of leglslation on

both the national and state levels.Bo3

Housing‘
Although the Central Conference made several pronounce-
ments relative to the housing problem of the country, only
"one of them dealt with the questlion of restrictive covenants.
Iﬂ 1948, 1t applauded the Supfeme Court decision which de=-
clared these restrictive agreements unconstitutionaljo4
Apparenﬁly the Conference did not view this problem as a
paramount social justice question of the perilod.
Its emphasls was on housing conditions in general,
which it considered, "the most persistent domestic problem
in America."?05 As early as 1941, the Conference endorsed
a geries of institutes held by the National Public Houslng
Gonference,306 but it did not even mentlon the tople agailn
until 1946. Then 1t went on record as favoring all methods
facilitating the bullding of modest priced housing for
Veterans and civilians.-97 Another resolutlon recommended
legislation to provide this housing.308
In 1947 the Conference Commlission on Justlce and Peace

set up a separate sub-committee on housing, which appears
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malnly to have been responglble for studying the problem.
It recommended an over»alllpublic houslng program. As the
first step it urged the passage of the pending federal bill
to set up a permanent National Housing Authority for
regearch and planning. However, thls bill was to be consld-
ered only a beglnning. The Conference recognlzed that "much
more ls required to clear glums and rehablilitate blighted
areas. 209

Again in 1948 1t called attention to the grievous need
for low-cost housing and expresged regret that Congress had
falled to remedy thls "national disgrace."?10

Two important measures were before Congress in 1949
alming to establish a natlonal houslng objective and federal
ald-to asslist slum clearance and low rent public housing.
These the Conference endorsed in a lengthy resolution calling
for the maximum housing objectives and the elimination of
any misinterpretation of the relatlionship between publlc
housing and slum clearance. It urged that ways and means

be found &0 that state and local authrojtioq could not

.
i

ignore, "the moral mandate to put the housling act of 1949
into practice at the earliest possible moment."1l No other

actlon beyond these resolutlons was reported.

Labor
Although the Central Conference may not have been 1n
& posltion, nor possessed the means, to do very much about
the labor éoniitions in the country, 1t was at least out-

Spoken, prolific, and all embracing in its utterances. Its
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policy was clearly 'liberal' and sympathetic towards the
interests of the laboring class. On only two occaslons was
the Conference at all critical of labor, In 1940, disturbed
by the disruptive fighting between the A.F.L. and the C.I.O.,
the Conference jolned with religious organizations of other
denominations 1n statements to the Presidents of these two
vlabor groups, asking for'peace and unlty. In reporting the
activities of the year, the Social Justice Commigsion chalr-
man noted:

"The communications were officially answered

in great detall....The religlous groups are inti-

mately in the picture at the present time, and may

be able to effect service at any moment that a

rapprochement seems pogsible....The goodwill of

both labor groups toward us ig clear, 2512

The other instance of criticism regarded the quesgstion
ofwabsenteeism during 1943. At this time, the Conference
adopted a resolutlon admitting that it was "disturbed by the
problem of absenteelsm in essential war industry." However,
it added, "we cannot believe that this has been brought
about willfully by organized labor,"713 and called upon the
government to Investigate the deeper causes of health, trans-
portation and housing conditions.

It would be an extremely laborious tagk to review in
any great detall the large number of variagated resolutions
which the Conference considered or adopted, for they
embraced in detall every phase of the labor field. It is
feasible only to briefly summarize the main categories,

Here, for example, are a few of 1its legislative consid-

Crations. The Conference viewed sympathetically the National

Labor Relations Act in principle, 2% commended the establlshment
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of the War Labor Board, called for gupplementation of unem-
ployment insurance and the extension of W.P.A., N.Y.A.,, and
G.G.G.315 It opposed the creation of another generation of
war millionalres and so favored a hundred per cent excess
proflts tax, rationing, and prlce controls, but opposed a
saleg tax. The Conference feared the Corally-Smith 'anti-
strike bill' and urged the enactment ofw; more gsober meagure
which would not sacrifice any of the gaing of labor, 10 It
favored the principle of a dismissal wage and urged further
expanslion of social'security.317 Though recognizing the
wisdom of the Little Steel Formula as a defense against
inflation, the Conference urged increased powers for the
0.P.A. and wage relief for white collar workers, clvil
sef&ice‘emplcyees, and teachers. It approved the Murray
Full Employment Acﬁ and the reegtablishment of the National
Resources Planning Board and Senate Bill 1050 to extend
health facillties for the nation. It called for falr inter-
pretation of the Selective Service Act which guarded the
senlority rights of returning service men, and approved the
Pregldent's appointment of David Lilienthal as director of
the T.V.A., - which in turn led to an endorsement of the
propoged Missouri Valley Authority,318

The obvlious confusion with which one 1s confronted in
Peadlng through this interminable 1list 1s not unintentional.
On the contrary, 1t conveys the ildentical impression of the
Ooriginal source materlal. In many of the annual reports
these recommendations were likewlse strung together in so

incohesive a manner as to leave the .reader, and doubtless
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the original listeners, stunned and sadly dismayed. Further-
more, the above 1list covers only a portion of the material
from the years of 1940 to 1945. In the ensuing years there
waé more. The Conference also commended the President of the
United States for vetoing the Cage Bill and hoped that no
‘other unjust labor leglslation would be passed.’19 It
appointed a representative to jJoin the Workers' Defense
League to help Ilnfluence the Presldent to veto the Omnibus
labor legislation of 1947 and commended the President for
vetoing the Taft-Hartley B111.229 When Congress passed the
latter law anyway, the Conference strongly criticlzed the
injustices of the measure and urged that amendments be
gdopted.Bgl

‘ it must be sald, however, that ln the latter five year
period the reports were more clear and inclilgive in their
approach, for Conference members had finally demanded that
the'Commission_chairman adopt at leagt some dezree of brevity
and limitation. Certainly it also may be admitted that the
Conference did not avold these lsgsues.

On two occasions, the Conference made reference to the
problem of child labor. In'1943, it passed a resolution
urging every safeguard to meet the rising tide of child
labor. It said, "No necessity of war should be permitted

to break thbough the established standards."222 Again in
1945, 1t noted "with disqulet" the rise of child labor,

Its report revealed that over one and one quarter million
chlildren were being euployed at full-time jobs and urged

the passage of child labor laws in the thirty-five states
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having either none or only inadequate protection.325

Unfortunately there 1s a minimum of evidence of
attempts to connect organized religilous activity together
wifh the laboring class. In 1946 it was reported that the
Commiésion on Justice and Peace had sent an official repre-

‘gentative to a conference called by the Religion and Labor
Foundation,324 but nothing additional 1s mentioned on the
subject. Also at one point in 1942, the Conference expressed
gome concern that so few Jewlsh workers ever found their way
into membership in Reform congregatlons. The chalrman of the
Soclal Justice Commlssion sald:

"It ig ironical that a group of men who have

been as soclal-justice minded as this Conference,

has falled to attract working men and women to

its congregational membershlp, as well as other

individuals in humble circumstances. This ought

to be a challenge to our consciences."d
The Commission was determined to bring 1ln gome concrete
recommendations the following year and was glving some
‘thought to establlshing a Jewlsh Labor Temple. Nevertheless,
the matter does not appear agaln 1ln the records.

The only_project undertaken by the Conference in this
field was the holding of an "Institute on Judalem, Manage-
ment and Labor" in Chicago in 1947, It consisted of speclal
religlous gervices, addressed by representatives of each of
these three groups, round-table digcussions and plenary
meetings., Resolutlons were passed condemning pending

regtrictive labor legislatlion and declaring that labor-

management difficulties could be peaceably and privately

resolved. Proceedings of the Institute were also published.526
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This wag considered the major accomplishment of the year,

if not of the entire decade.

Price Control

As early as 1943, the Conference called upon the
gqvernment to provide for a failr sharing of all avallable
food and commoditles and to preserve the present price
| gtructure and prevent inflation.327 Again in 1945, it urged
that the protective devices against Inflation, such as
rationing and cellling prices, be strictly maintainéd after
the war, "as long as necessary."328 Through 1946 and 1947
the Conference continued to alr the igsues of threatening
inflation and to urge the government to preserve vigilant
cohtnols, to ease the sufferihg and hardships in milllons of
American nomes. 222 It also urged the ex@ension of rent
contrdls until, "such a time as the pregent crisls 1is
over,"J20 In 1947 there was also a special sub-committee on
the problem of inflation which submitted an eight page report
tneluded in the Yearbook. This report covered a lengthy
"analysis of the entire economlc problem of inflation and the
opposition of reactionary forces to government controlsg, It
also indicated the dangerous results adversely afféoting the
economy, particularly upon mlnority groups. It concluded
with eleven récommendations to control the inflatlonary
problem at hand.>2l However, subsequent to 1947 nothing

additional appeared in any way connected to this tople.
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Agriculture

From 1940 to 1944 the Conference included in 1ts
goclal justice reports a section on Agriculture. The basls
seemg to have been that:!

"In acknowledging the fact that agriculture

remainsg a baslic economic pursuit, 1lts problems
are of the highest religlous concern,”

Nevertheless, 1t would appear to be an almosgt meaningless
gegture to attach any signiflcance to these particular
utterances. In general the statements were 80 broad
gweeplng and so all inclusive as to exhibit a completely
unreallstlic approach to the problems. The confuslon wrought
by the verbose labor pronouncements (see page 126) wasg even
exceeded in thege agricultural reports. They seem to have
attémpted to cover every concelvable problem known to the
farmer with smooth sounding generalizatlions, completely
devoid of action or implementation. The reports ran the
gamut from land speculation as a violation of the prophet's
Injunction, to the extenslion of birth control clinics in
rural areas, and ln between nothing imaginable was left out, 397
Perhaps the most unblased attestation to the truth of this
summation is to be observed from the comment of the one
Conference member who wasg darlng enough to record his nega-
tivé vote agalnst such regolutlons, He exclalimed:

"I voted 'no,' not because I disapprove of the

spirit of the recommendation, but because it ig an
‘omnibus' recommendation. There are so many things
in this one recommendation, so many different ldeas
that I cannot grasp them all at once...,"227

It cannot be said that the Conference made any appreclable

contribution to the welfare of our agricultural population
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or economy other than to record its sentiments favoring

beneficial ideas and leglslation.

Summary

The efforts of the Central Conference of American

Rabbls on matters of Pocial Leglslation have manifested
jthemselves mainly in the form of pronouncements and resolu-
tions., These almost uniformly express a liberal ideology
based upon the universal religious outlook, rather than
any narrow sectarian interest. They have displayed insights
into all aspects of the various questions congidered, without
any overwhelmlng concentration of attention on particular
issues. The Conference recognizes that many of its members,
“as‘individuals, have labored arduously on behalf of social
loegislation, but that as a national organizétion 1t could
gerve only as the spokesman of Reform Jewigh religlous
thought. Its effectiveness 1g difficult to measure, as 1s
true with all educative and advisory institutions. One
weaknessg, however, 1s clear. In ite attempt to create a
complete platform of opinion, the Conference ventured into
sSo many avenues of inquiry that frequently the resultant
formulation of opinion exceeded its logilcal purview of

concern and area of even potential effectiveness.




Discrimination and Civil Rights - General

The activities of the Central Confererice on matters

of Civil Rights did not vary appreciably from ite efforts

in the other flelds of social action. The Conference was
noﬁ equlpped to do much more ag a national body than to

lssue statements and regolutions. Ite financial position
was made evident by a remark in the report of 1940, This
indicated that in some prior years a Soclal Justice Bulletin
had been issued periodically, but that subsequent limita-
tlons of finances terminated this publication. A somewhat
hgﬁgfous conclusion followss

.

"We have therefore found it necessary in recent,.
years to glve far more protracted annual reports,"222

"What 1ls perhaps more lmportant, 1s the fact that the
general pattern of activity reflects a widespread realm of
Interest, motivated by a religious phllosophy. The concern
. of the Commigsion on Justice and Peace was not Jewlsh self-
defense. There exlsted a separate committee for this
purpose.536 Its end wae to effectuate a goclally consclous
Jewish religlous community through the building up of an
enlightened and progressively active congregational life.
This is clearly lndicated from the remarks of the Commission
chalrman in the 1940 report:

"For some time there have been recommendations
that individual congregations have committeeg on
Social Justice. In some few instances these do
exist., In stlll fewer, they occasionally functlon.

"If there is any validity to our assertion that
the congregation should be the dominant voice in
the moral 1life of the community, there must be an

effort withln individual congregations to bulld up
these soclal justice committees which will take a
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courageous stand for Jewlsh soclal 1deals, partlcu-

larly when those ideals are being vliolated in a

flagrant manner by a member of the congregation

itselfl.
"We make this not as a recommendatlon, because

we reallze that such a recommendation cannot be

implemented. We record it, however, as a vigorous

suggestion, It 1g only by such means that we can
keep the synagogue before7our community as a vital
factor on moral lssues."337
It 18 most unfortunate that this baslc recommendation could
not be implemented and that we are forced to obsgerve an
almost complete inabllity of the Conference, as an organi-
zation, to function effectively in the fulfilllment of 1ts
high aims and ldeals,

In the fleld of general discrimination the Conference
wag outspoken, honetheless, in ite criticisms of dlscrim-
inatory practices. It was vitally aware of the Negro problem in
the United States as a "violation of every canon of social
Justice voiced by our prophets."338 In its reports it
appealed to every segment of our population for enlightened
understanding and falr treatment of the Negro race; l.e.,
the trade unions, the federal government, the army, the
state governments, the blg businegs men and the consumlng
public. These pleas were repeated year after year, with
particular emphasls upon segregation in the armed forces
and the unions. Special criticism was also levied against
the American Red Cross which in conjunctlon with the army
wag accused of havling segregated the donated blood suppllies
during the war.259 In addition strong condemnatlons were

lssued of the bloody race riots which occurred in Detroit,

Michigan in 194334Oland in Columbia, Tennessee in 1946, 541
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In both lnstances, the Conference called upon the‘federal
government to intervene and to ferret out and punish those
groups or 1ﬁdividuals regpongible for the atrocitles.

Three attempts were made to deal posltively wlth the
general Negro problem. In 1945, the suggestion was made
‘that Negroes be invited to occupy the pulpits of Temple
congregations for race relationsg Sabbath. Thirteen members
of the Conference acted in accord, most of them for the
first time,342 In 1947, this was reported as becoming a
growing practice.543 The second effort waé the holding of
an Ingtitute on Judalsm and Race Relatlions in New York City,
in 1946. One hundred men and women participated in this
ingtitute which discussed the general problems and issued
a statement to serve as a gulde for congregations, laymen,
and rabbls, This statement was inserted 1n the Congressional
Record and fifteen thousand coples were printed for wilde
distribution. It was also published in the Conference
Yearbook, that it might become a part of the permanent records.
This was considered the "singular achlevement of the Justice
and Peace Commission this year."344 The third project was
the preparation of a statement on race relations in 1947.
This statement entitled, "Race Hatred is Blasphemy" was
approved by the Conference as a whole and more than twenty
thousand coples were dlstributed throughout the country to
Christians as well as Jewish organizations and individuals.
It received favorable comment in the press and was read

Over many radilo stations.345
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Although the Conference dealt extenslvely with the

Negro problem, it also lent ite volce to the support of

other minority groups. Particularly during the war perlod,

e e

it_cond@mned frequently the 111 treatment directed agalinst

loyal alien minoritles and protested agalnst leglslative

4

restrictions levied agalnst them. In 1940 1t recorded its
falth in the loyalty of those who had come to this country
as refugees elther recently or im the past. The Conference
urged that they become "full fledged citizens" and that no

legislation be passed imperlling the libertlies of allens

as a group.546 In 1942, the Conference again stated its
pelief that, "the vast majority of Germans, Itallans and

Japanese 1n thlis country seem to be in hearty sympathy with

e

the American cause."247 It was pleased that there had been
no popular outery for mistreatment or pergsecution of these
groups. However, it accepted blandly the fact that, "Mil-

itary authoritlies deem 1t necessary to remove some allens

from important military zones" and calmly expressed confl-
denece that these removals would be carried out with all
possible humenity. Not a word of protest agalnst this
'econcentration camp treatment' was uttered. However, in

1943 gnother resolutlion praised the work of the Japanese-

;'é Americans serving in our armed forces and deplored the
discriminatory leglslation that existed agalnst them in
some atates.548 These sentiments were once more repeated

| in 1044 when the Conference's oppositlion was voiced agalinst

the resistance of certaln western states to permit the

return of these Japanese-Americansg to their homes.349 Thls
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game resolution included a condemnation of the discrimin-
atlions being practiced agalnst the three and a half million
"Americans of Mexican stoeck." Once more in 1945 another
resolution wag adopted deploring these ill treatments of
both the Japanese and Mexican-Americans. The Conference
stated:
"The imperatives of our Ffaith and the imperiled
future of our soclety demand %ternal vigilance for the
cause of human brotherhood." 259
The Conference.also igsued several resolutions regarding
Conscientious Objectors. It applauded the government's
understanding and treatment of such persons during the
war,351 by permitting them to enter non-combattant service.
Many, however, had refused even this and were, therefore,
imprisoned and stripped of thelr citizenshlp priveleges.
After the war, in 1946 and 1947, the Conference lssued
pleas that amnesty be granted to all conscientlous objectors
who were gtlll incarcerated and that thelr full prlveleges
of civil rights be restored. 2?2 In 1948, the following very
Interesting resolution was adopted on this subject:
"Basic to Jewish religious belief is the doc-
trine that all men are free and equal having been
go created by God.
"It 1e therefore against our religious prin-
ciples to be requlred to serve in the armed forces
of any nation which vliolates thils fundamental
tenet of our falth by segresating any group on the
baslis of color or race.
. "BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the C.C.A.R.
regards as a valld consclentious obpecpor anyone
who refuses to serve on this basls."553
In addition to the foregoing, the Conference passed

from time to time other broad and sweeping civil rights

regolutions, none of which was 1t capable of ilmplementing
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in any noteworthy mamner. For example in 1942, the reporf
condemned, "incompetency, corruption and collusion with
criminal elements" 1n many parts of our country and stressed
the need for civic reform in municipal, state and federal
govermments.354 But what could the Conference actually do
other than to recommend that the religious leaders of Amerlca
interest themselves actively in clvie affairs and clvic
organizations? In 1946 it urged that the armed forces be
democratized, ﬁhat gocial dlstinctions between offlicers and
enlisted men be abolished, that faclllities be made equal
for all ranks and that the entire system of military Justilce
be reviewed and revolutionized. 2> But of what effect 1s
the mere adoption of such a resolution? 8imilarly in 1947,
the,Gonference lauded the President's Cbmmittee on Civil
Rights and expressed the hope that this would strengthen
the federal government in 1lts protectidn of the individual
citizen, but no implementation appears to follow. 56

“’The only other project undertaken by the Conference
wae an Institute on Judaiem and Civil Righte held in St.
Louis in 1948, Relative to thieg, 1t was reported that
the'éttendance was good, the round-table sesslons excellent
and the statement that grew out of i1ts deliberatlions
well received.357 This i1s the Central Conference of

American Rabbls in action.
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Group Libel

Nowhere in the proceedings of the Central Conference

1s the concept of group libel or group libel leglslation
considered as a singular civil rights issue. Only once,
in 19329, does anything which approximates this problem
appear., Then in a resolution dealing wlth a gpecific
Supreme Coupt declsion the Conference stated:

"We will support legiglation degigned to curb
that freedom of speech which libels or gslanders
religious or raclal groups,"55¢E
Nothing additiénal appears to glve any indication of the

Conference's stand on thlg matter. It would appear proper

to conclude that the Conference took none.

Anti-Poll Tax and Anti-Lynching

The Central Conference strongly favored the enactment
of both anti-poll tax and anti-lynching measures. However,
once again its activities were confined exclusively to the
adoption of regolutiong and the ilssuance of one or two
other pronouncements., In 1940, without taking any officlal
stand of its own, the Conference nevertheless stated:

"We find ourselves in delighted accord with the
splendid achlevement of the Southern Conference
for Human Welfare....We particularly endorse that
resolution...which asks that l%gislation be enacted
doing away with the poll tax.'"229
Again in 1946, the Conference directed the attention of its
members to the gplendld work being accomplished by this
Southern organization., The Conference particularly pralsed

the efforts of this organization on behalf of the abolitlon

of the poll tax in the face of its being, "denounced ag
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'padical' and 'communist' by the reactlonary forces in

the South."I00
In 1942, the Conference passed the first resolution
announcing its own stand on the question. It read:

"We appeal to the ciltizens of the states which
impose the poll tax as a prerequisite for voting,
frequently lntended to disfranchise the Negro, 10
abolish thig iniquitous undemocratic practice." 361
These sentiments were relterated in a statement of 1943,
as "a denial of the American spirit."362 In. 1944, the
Conference lauded the declislion of the Supreme Court which
gave Negroes equallty 1n the primary elections in aouthern
states énd again urged the abolition of the poll tax. 03
In both ZI.948361‘L and 1949365 the Conference endorsed federal
act;on and legislation to remove this discrimination from
a segment of the American population.

With regard to anti-lynching measures, however, the
Conference had announced its endorsement of federal legis-
lation to this end as early as 1920. It did nothing more
thanvfepeat this endorsement over agaln in 190473, 1947,

and 1949.366 It is evident that the Conference viewed
theseftwo'injustices as crimes against the Negro group

which were completely incompatible with a religlous or

democratic outlook.

Loyalty
The Central Conference viewed wlth apprehension the
actions of the federal government in settlng up a loyalty
program for its employees 1n 1947, In princlple, however, 53%¢M

it approved when stating:

-
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"Our government, like that of every other nation,
has the right to demand the loyalty of those who
serve 1t. Pregident Truman was justified in lssulng
his executlve order for an investigation into the
loyalty of federal employees. We recognize this
step as a contributlion to national security.. " 567

Nonethelegs, the Conference wasg sharply critical of the
methodology to be employed and recognized that as formu-
lated these investigations would also prove a great, "threat
to the well-being of hundreds of thousands of patriotic men
and women." The balance of its statement, though somewhat
weak and céutious, substantiates the fears of Conference
members that clvil rights would be encroached upon by the
implemeﬁtation of the presidential program.

"The atmosphere of surveillance and susplclon
will create a demoralizing sense of insecurity in
the hearts of llberal minded employees who fear that
the price of New Deal opinions may be dismigsal.
Furthermore if the adminlstration of the President's
orders is left to fanatical and gtupid officials,
they will begln a witch hunt against those whose
bellefs differ from thelr own,

"We propose the following modifications in
order to preserve the full clvlil rights of the
employees:

' "1. Organizations and individuals charged with

“ dlqloyalty should be given a falr opportunity to
present thelr side of "the case, rather than being
made victime of Star Chamber proceedings.

"2, The names of blacklisted organizations
should be published so that employees sgshould not
-afflliate without knowledge of their true signi-
ficance.

"3, The task of assuring the loyalty of
government service should be delegated only to
men who are outstanding for character, falrness and
decency.'

In 1948, the Conference expressed 1ts strong dlssent
from any legislation which, although intended to guppress
subversive groups, threatened the liberties of all men.

It dlsapproved therefore of the Mundt-Nixon bill then
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before Congress.368 In another resolutlon thé Conference
also recorded its alarm with the emergence of post war
hysterila indiscriminately directed agalnst political
non-conformists and which intimidated the exerclgse of the
freedoms of speech, thought and press. It also condemned
the deportation of law ablding non~-citizens because of
their political convictioms.369 In the same year the
Conference adopted stlll another resolutlon condemning the
practice of imputing gullt merely Dby assoclation, and

: criticizimg'the tendency by hlgh government officlals of
branding individuals and organizatlions subversive without
gspecifying the basls of the disloyalty or clearly defining
ite terms.BTo Again in 1949, the Conference relterated
itg condemnation of the process of ilmputing 'guilt by
assoclation' and noted that this practice by the federal
government had encouraged similar actions by a number of
states which, "has led to a mass hysteria which frequently
makes a travesty of Justice in our democracy."271 Io

action wag taken to lmplement these resolutions.

Compulsory Universal Military Tralning
lThe Gentral Conference often made public its congleg-
tent position of oppositlon to compulsory military tralining.
This position was first adopted in 1926 and was frequently
reiterated by supportive resolutlons during the years prlor
to our period of study. In 1945, the Commlssion on Justice
and Peace agaln issued a statement opposing compulsory

military training in time of peace. To further ascertaln
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the will of its members, a poll was gubsequently taken of
the membership. The results were that ome hundred forty
voted against the training program while seventy nlne
approved of 11,272 1t 1s obvious, however, that the major-
ity did not respond. A similar resolution was adopted
again in 1946 and another poll brought substantially the
same resulte.2(2 In both 1947 and 1948, this position

was reaffirmed by additional resolutions, although no

other actlon was taken.374 By the time of the 1948 reso-
lutlion, however, a draft law had already been passed. In
viéw of this, the Conference included in its resolution an
additlonal statement urging the reform of the court martial
procedure and the abolition of caste priveleges and raclal

segregation.

Summary

It ig evident that the Central Conference had a
compellling concern in matters of civll rights. It spoke
out forthrightly ln regsolutions and statements on a
widei& extensive number of issues. There has been exhl-
bited little or no evidence of selfl interest or a motiva-
tion Eésed upon Jewish defense. The basis of the Confer-
ence's utterasnces has been conslstently the rellgious
belief in the egquality of all men and the ldeology of the
brotherhood of all humanity. The pronouncements reflect
the highest soclal ldeals developed 1ln Judalsm through-
out the ages. Unfortunately the limitations of the

finances of the organization and the avallable time of
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its individual members restricted the activities to
1ittle more than the pronouncements it issued. However,
these have served as a sounding board for the unification
of rabbinic thinking, as a clearing house for goclal
concepts and ldeas and as a gtimulating incentlve for im-
plemental activity by the rabbl ag an individual and by

the various congregatlons he serves.




Iv

x
&=
B
4
<
=
©




COMPARATIVE ANALYSTI )

Introduction . . « « « + e sttt e e e e e 145

Church and State . T 146

SOCi&l L@gl Sl&t iOl’] . . e o ° . e L) . . ] . s ° e L] 154

Clvil Rigl’lts ° ° ° * L] L] ® L] ° L] a * ° . . ° e . L] 165

GOl’lClUSiOn L] ° ® * ° L] . L] . ° @ ° ° L] ° . ° e e ° 175




Introduction

The initial aim of this survey has been completed.

We have studied in detall all aspects of the soclal action
programs of these three organizations, It hasg become evli-
dent that even though soclal action per se was not the prime
interest of any of these national hodies, each hag devoted

a great deal of effort to problems that fall in this cate-
géry. Each organization has been viewed separately, noting
the afeas of concentratlon of effort, technlques and methods
of operations and obvious results and accompllishments. It
becomes necessary now to give some consideration to a com-
parigson of the three programs.

In the chapter that follows, we shall not only summarize

the activities of each organization in the three principal
véreas of Church and State, Soclal Leglslation and Civil
Rights, but we shall partlcularly note the points of similar-
ity and the issues of conflict. We shall also attempt to
interpret the reasons for these agreements and disagreements,
ipfterms of the structure and backgrounds of the organiza-
tions themselves.

And then finally, we shall endeavor to draw a plcture
of the interrelationship between the activities of theée
agencles and the overall Jewish community in order to
ascertain whether or not any clear-cut lmage presents itselfl
of the American Jewlsh Community in the field of Soclal
Action.,




Church and State

In the over-all picture of organizational activity, the
G.C.A.R. alone congidered matters of Church and State an

ares of prime interest., It alone expressed continuous con-
cern through the whole decade. It was the only one of the
three national bodies which had a speclal commlttee devoted
entlrely to thls problem. However, this was not an action
committes, but merely an advisory committee. Therefore, from
this fact alone, we cannot conclude that the C.C.A.R. was any
more effective than the other agencles.

One questlon received the overwhelming amount of atten-
tion by all groups, namely that of religious education in the

public schools. There was complete agreement in certaln

phases of ideology. All predicated thelr opposition to
intrusions by religion upon the public school system upon

the belief in the traditional American concept of 'the wall
of separation between church and gstate.' All were strongly
opposed to Release Time programs. However, the time schedules
Vabied. The C.C.A.R. expressed ltself on these matters during
the entlre period. This was not a new activity in its agenda.
The Committee, on the other hand, was quite late 1in entering
thig field. Not until 1946 do we find the beginnings of any
sustained interest. The Conzress presented a'patt@rn more
difficult to analyze. Its auxlliary Women's Divigion showed
some interest in 1941. Subsequent to this, however, only
sporadic articles and editorials appeared, with years of
apparent complete disregard intervening. A heightened

enthuslassm was evidenced in 1947 and 1948 when the Congress

7 | -
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‘played a leading role in the national court battle, the
MeGollum case. Subsequently, however, 1ts interest again
waned, despite the fact that this case dld not gsettle the
jgeues at all, but only served to clarify the direction of
much needed future activity. Coincident to the Congress'
apparent withdraﬁal, came a deepening awareness of the problem
on the part of the Committee, which at the close of the
decade wag immersed in plans for sustalned future activity.
Whether or not the Congress has ylelded In this field to the
Committee 1s a matter which can be determined only by a
study of the succeedlng years.

Despite the determined opposition to Release Time
programs, 1t would not be altogether correct to say that
there was unanimity of thinking on this subject. Actually
. there wag a great deal of confusion. In general, 1t seems
as if all the organizations recognized that here was an
extremely lmportant and delicate problem that requilred
attention, but that no one was quite sure Jjust what to do
about 1t. Rellgious protectlon is an esgsential for minority
’ groups. Thus all were concerned for reasons of Jewish gelf~
defense. But there were other ranifications of the guestion,
The .advocates of religlous training in schools, denied that
gseparation of church and state meant that schoolsg should be
godless. Thus Jewlegh organlzations were somewhat reticent
towards public actions which would render them 'offensive'
to thelr neighbors. So the C.C.A.R. approved the Dismigsal
Time plan in order to manifest its interest in the religious

education of all groups, while the Congress opposed this
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alternative, but urged inter-cultural programs. On the

other hand, the Committee declared the Dismissal Time less
objectionable, but was Opppsed to all such programe, However,
1t considered it preferable for Jewlsh communities to
register their protests through some non-Jewish body.

The C.C.A.R. was largely instrumental in paving the way
for the degree of unanimity that was finally achleved and
for the frultful legal action that was jointly undertaken.
As early as 1942 1t issued a plea to the Synagozue Councll

to call a meeting of all national bodles to explore the

"problems and to arrive at a common viewpolnt and program of

action. In 1944 guch a meeting was finally neld, and although
1t did not record any mnotable accomplisghment, a movement was
at last underway. Agaln in 1945, it addresced the National
Community Relations Advisory Council (NCRAC), urging its
constituents which included the Congress and the Committee to
collaborate and work on this vital problem, These activities
of the C.C.A.R. may have gone far in stimulating the interest
of the other groups. As an advisory body, the only other
aé%ivity in which it could engagze was the lssuance of pro-
nouncements and public statements of 1ts policles.

The mogt significant concrete accomplishment of the
period was the victory achieved in the McCollum case. This
legal testing of certaln aspects of the Release Time Program
was ruled upon by the United States Supreme Court in 1948,
The defense brief was filed jointly by the National Commun-
1ty Relations Advisory Council (NCRAC) and the Synagogue

Council of America. In thls sense, all three organlzations
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‘were at least indirectly repregented, although it 1s clear
that the Congress claimed most of the credit for the work.
This marked the first instance wherein practically all
American Jewlsh Organizationg unlted together for legal
action. It appears that the primary reason they were able
to unite for this action was because this wasg not an area
of competition. GCertainly nelther the Congress nor the
Committee had been previousely engaged 1in any extensive
campailgng on this lssue. Prior cages 1in the lower courts
had not commanded thelr attention. In addlition, no single
brganization, even including the C.C.A.R., had managed to
emerge with a partlicularly strong and unified viewpolnt.
Thus combined actlon presented a plcture of greater solidar-
1ty than would have been'attainable elsewhere. It was not
a declgive victory, however, and many of the lssues are
gtill unresolved.

It 1g doubtful whether the record of the C.C.A.R.
Indicates any promise for increaged future action. Its last
effort on this issue was to produce a statement of oplnion,
'ﬁgiling the court decision and calling upon churches to
unite.for intenslve religilous tralning within thelr own
ingtitutlions. Plans for any detailed implementation were
not evidenced. Furthermore, the advlisory nature of its
church and state commlttee precludes the likellhood of any
néw or declglve activity belng initiated on 1te own. Perhaps
lts greatest contribution has already been made in the

attempt to rouse the community in general and the other



national agencies in particular to an awareness of the
importance of the issues.

It is more likely that the Commlittee and the Congress
will carry the larger part of the difficult job ahead. The
Committee has declared these matters to be of prime impor-
tance in 1ts developing program and the Congress, desplte
its apparent declline of concern at the close of our period
of obse?vation, will moet probably reawaken ltself whenever
cruéial legal opportunities present themselves.

On the question of the celebratlion of rellgious holl-
days in public schools, no clear plcture of the views of
the Jewlsh community emerges. The C.C.A.R. stood on record
as opposed to such celebrationsg, in order that it mlight be
consigstent with 1ite belief in the complete separation of
church and state. But 1t was unable to do more than take
a posltion., The fact was recognized that most schools had
such celebrations and-that many rabbls did not feel that
objections were well grounded. Indeed many of them pre-
ferred to suggest Joint celebrations as a solution. The
Committee would not even take a positive stand, even though
its members, meeting in Workshops, pointed out the inconsis-
tency of demanding the separation of church and state on
the one hand, and then advocating jolnt holiday celebrations
on the other. In reality, the Committee adopted a hands-off
policy, suggesting merely that there were many facets to

thies complicated problem, and that, therefore, individuals

or groups should act with the greatest of cautlon when 1likely

to affect the status quo. The Congress virtually overlooked
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this problem, other than to suggest that inter-cultural

celebrations devoid of religlous content might hold the

key to a solution. It 1s clear, however, that nothing
was done other than to dlscuss the matter and to publish
the oplnions and findings of the groups.

There were a number of other mattérs which were gympto-
matic of the trend of religious groups to encroach upon the
public school system and to 1lnvoke state and federal aild
in behalf of gectarian interesté. Among these we might
list such matters as Bible reading, sectarlan hymns, employ~-
ment of teacherg clad in the garb of religlous orders,
evengelistic assembly programs and the dlrect lntroduction
of religious lnsgtruction, all of these 1n the public schools.
The C.C.A.R. was outspoken in its condemnation of any
pradtices of this type, during the entire period of our
study. It frequently went on record stating its views. By
the end of the decade, the Commlttee also began to recognize
that these problems merlited congideration, but it did little
more than deplore the fact that there was no apparent
teghnique for enlisting the interest of the Amerlcan public.
The Committee, whose maln desire was to combat anti-Semitism,
could hardly be expected to ralse a strong cry alone on such
volatile issues., After all, such action would more than
likely tend to increase hostile feelings rather than
alleviate them. The Congress, however, avolded all of these
questlons. Perhaps they were not as evident in New York, or
else other problems Lloomed as more important. No other

reason is apparent. It showed a degree of regard in only
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one other matter. On two occasions, Congress representa-
tives testifled before House and Senate committees 1n
Washinglton, on behalf of bills for federal ald to educatlon.,
In bqth ingstances, while supporting the measures, 1t 1lndi-
cated itas determined objections to the granting of any such
ald to parochial schools, for any purposes whatsoever. These
sentiments were ghared by the C.C.A.R. in 1ts pronouncements
igsued at the same timeg. The Committee, perhaps because of
its hope for closer working relations with Catholic groups,
refrained from comment on thls matter.

We see, therefore, that in the whole area of church and
state relations, only one question has commanded the con-
sistent attention of the organized Jewlsh Community, namely,
the'introduction of Release Time religlous educatlon programs
into the public schools. Many resolutions and pronounce-
ments have been uttered by the natlonal agencles, expressing
oppogition based on the bellef in the complete geparation of
church and state in America. The C.C.,A.R. offered the mogt
sugtalned program of activity. Acting 1n an advisory
_capaclty, 1t was the ploneer Jewlsh agency sounding the
alarm and attempting to arouée the direct-actlon groups.

The Congress expregsed concern early in the decade, but
maintained only sporadlc interest through the years. The
Committee became only vitally interested toward the end of
the perilod, but 1t has made the quesgtlons of church and
state a focal point of its future plans. Except for the
gingle victory of the McCollum case, the problems in thils

area remain the same at the close of the perlod as at the
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begiming. Actually they have become even more aggravated,
as the violations increased enormously durlng the ten years.
Opportunities for extensive activity 1lie ahead, but the
complete lack of agreement in attitude and outlook, both

on the part of the Jewish communlity in general and the
national agencles in particular, presents a picture of
limited optimism at least for the immediate future., It

geems ‘that the process of Jewlsh assimilation into American
1life has had the effect of minimlzing the concern about thesge
problems. 8o long as the 'status quo' does not appear overly
threatening, Jews are likeiy-to accept the notlon of this
beihg a Christian country whose holidays, customs and even
teachings they can absorb ag a prart of a pseudo inter~faith
program. Judalsm will maintain Ltself through its own
institutions, without the necessity for waging publiec war

on behalf of 'secondary' rights, which run the risk of

of fending the indulgent majority.




Joclal Legislation

Only in the case of the C.C.A.R. 1lg it possgible to
find the traces of an extensive and inclusive program for
the general advancement of soclal leglslation. Both the
Cbngress and the Committee displayed more limited interests,
with emphasis placed on one or two lssues. However, the
apparently broad program of the C.C.A.R. must be largely
discounted when making an evaluation. It attempted, as the
spokesman for Reform Jewlsh religious thought, to create a
éomplete platform of opinion on matters of soclal legisla-
tion. In fact, it seemed more significaﬁt to this advisory
grdup that 1t should have something to say on every lmportant
isgue than that it should be able to do anything, as a body,
about any one of the issues. The result wag a confusing
mass of resolutions and pronouncements. It 1ls possible to
extract and reword the multitudinous utterancesg of the Confer-
ence durlng this ten year perlod and to emerge with a
succinct and perhaps 1lmpresgive statement of its liberal
goclal 1ldeallsm, but this would be missing the point. The
point 1s that thls would be merely an extract, merely a
polished statement, It would not present the true pilcture
of the endless vngage aﬁd repetitlious monotony of ite year
after year deliber;EZOns. Lacking funds, devold of skilled
personnel and trained specialists, the C.C.A.R. could pro-
vide little more than a 'plaintif cry to the human conscience'
and a lingulstic appllcationxsfmfﬁe injunctionsg of the

ancient prophets to the problems of the modern day.
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In thlis respect, however, 1t commands our attentlon.
The C.C.A.R. did not approach these problems wlth the
narrow self-interest of the Congregs and the Committee.
It 4id not blind itself to the broader lssues. It was the
whole area of unemployment that the Conference labeled as
ﬁa dreadful scourge and alsocial gin." It was the employ-
meht diecrimination agalnst any group which the Conference
called un-American and the violation of "siluple Jjustice."
It was the fallure to clear away the slums and to provide
adequate low-~cogt houging and rentals that it branded as
the "national disgrace." Its interest in labor was not
that of the Congress and the Committee. These two were
concerned pfimarily with combatting anti-Semitism and
bigotry in the ranks of the unions. Only the C.C.A.R.
expressed continuous and vital concern with the manifold
other problems, such as, wage controls, sales tax, anti-
strike measures, forme of relief (W.P.A., N.Y.A., C.C.C.,
soclal securlty, puﬁlic health, etc.), restrictive legisla-
tion and child labor. The broad relliglious motivation of the
Conference‘would not allow it to ignore any of the basic
problems. Thug price and rent controls and ths whole ares
of inflatlion, as well as the numerous matters affecting the
welfare of our agricultural population found thelr way Iinto
expresglong of Conference opinion, while belng completely
lgnored by the Congrese and the Committee.

We are left then with a paradox, for what was the
Conference's gtrength was also lts weakness., Its strength

wag 1ts abllity to percelve the broad extensiveness of the



iggues it considered, the necesslity 0 arouse public oplinlon

in so many directions. But this was also its weakness, for
‘it completely lacked the means to cope reallistically with
guch an enormous task.

The Congress and the Committee avolded these pltfalls,
Their activities were confined to a few specific issues
which they were better equipped to handle, and in which they
had a more intensive, and perhaps a more gelfish interest,
The main Aifference between these two bodles was that the
Committee entered this sphere of operations at a much later
date and limlted itself to work lnvolving mass media publl-
city and direct legal actlons.

We have gseen that activity relevant to employment
discrimination formed the area of the Congress' greatest
intengity of effort on the domestic scene. This lnterest
was an outgrowth of the concern for Jewlish unemployment
during the depression era of the thirties. The Committee's
preoccupation during those early years had been excluslvely
in combatting the mounting tide of overt anti-~Semitlisem,

Thus we Tind no parallel of actlon durlng the first halfl

of the decade we have been considering. The Congress engaged
in an endleés task of surveys and studles relevant to employ-
meht discrimination against Jews in all types of occupation.
It not only made statlstical studies but sought through
personal intercession and discussions and presgures and edu-
catlional programs to alleviate these regtrictive conditionsg.
It concentrated not only on employers but also on the means

of employment. That 1s, 1t waged numerous campalgns agalnst

- =




the discriminatory activities of both government and private

employment agenclesg and against the newspapers which carried
‘ahtimJewish advertisements. Some of these actlvities
continued during the entire decade, and through the abilitles
of trained snd skilled technicians met with conslderable
success. These activitles were largely undertaken in the
New York area, where the Congress was strongest, but they
oxtended to some degree to other major metropolitan centers.
No similar actions were undertaken by the Commlttee, or for
that matter, by the C.C.A.R.

The Congress' intensity of interest in matters of
employment dlscrimination led to 1its early concern with the
legislatlve approach to the golution of these problems.

From the early fortles 1t endeavored to bring pressures
upon legislators to ald the passage of F.E.P.C. and other
antl-employment digerimination laws. The Congress pursued
a variety of techniques on local, state and national levels.
Tt held frequent meetings to discuss pending leglslation,
announced public sponsorship of bills 1t approved and urged

1ts members and the public to "write and wire"

their legisg-
lative representatives. Numerous articles and editorials
contributed to its educative process, and brought to publlc
attentlon any improper actionsg of elected officlals. As
early as 1942, Congress spokesmen were appearing before
government hearings concerning antl-~discrimination propogalsg,
and within the next few years 1t was preparing actual bllls

to be introduced into various leglislatures. Although again

the largest portlon of activity centered about the New York
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ares, action also extended into several other citles and

states, as well as into the natlon's capital. In additlon

to these continuous efforts to secure the initlal passage

of leglslation, the Congress pursued a vigllant campalgn
of guperviging their enforcement, On more than one occasion
1t sought the legal right to act on behalf of agrieved
persons and also to act as if 1t were 1tsgell an a@ﬁigved
pérty, whenever the results of 1tg lnvestligative work might
indicate violatlong of law. This too developed into a very
important phase of activity. It is evlident that the Congress
was vitally concerned with every aspect 5f this lssue during
almost the whole of the decade and that 1t pursued every
avenue of advantage. Although motivated by its concern for
Jewish defense, its notable accompllishments accrued to the
welfare of all who suffered from employment dlscrimination.
The Committee, on the other hand, presents an entirely
different plcture. Certainly during the first half of the
decade, 1t avoided completely all matters affectling social
legiglation. Prior to 1944, its records 4id not even indi-
cate that such problems exlisted. At this time, it began
only to repor£ that some Jewlsh organizations (chiefly the
Congress and the A.D.L.) were concerned with economic
discerimination and F.E.P.C., It was only as a result of
the formulation of the National Communlity Relations Advisory
Council (NCRAC), of which the Committee was a member, that
the Coummittee seems to have been forced to conslder these
lgsues. When the NCRAC went on record as favoring the enact-

ment of federal and state F.E.P,C., the Committee was
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awakened, Its interest was still extremely limlited, however.
It began to report in itg publicatlons a few articles of
interest, but 1t took only one step in 1945. Then the pres-
1dent of the Committee testifled at the New York gstate capil-
tal on behalf of the F.E.P.C. bill and editorlals and
articles were printed supporting this measure, and lauding
its eventual passage. A change was beginning to take place
within the Committee, but it was slow in the making. Not
until October, 1947, did the historic resolution appear
providing for the unrestricted right of the Committee to act
on behalf of all groups, regardless of race, religion, color,
or national orlgin. What is most important to understand
about this change in policy is the reasonlng behind 1t. It
wag not that the Committee‘suﬁdenly became humanitarlian, nor
even that 1t was at last concerned with Jewlgh needs 1n the
employment fleld. The prime concern of the Committee wa.g

to combat anti-S8emitlsm and this ideology did not change.
The reason for the sghift in emphasig and the broadening of
the base of operations was due to the growling reallzation,
that the root of anti-Bemltism was economlic unrest and that
the only way to cope with this would be to engage in efforts
to amellorate economic injustice and inequality. In addi-
tldn, the Committee decided that 1t could not long hope for
cooperation from non-JdJewish organizatlons, if 1t would not
Iln turn offer 1its services and facllities to them. Thus

the Committee's advocacy of F.E.P.C. leglslation reflected

only a newser approsch to the war against anti-Semitism.




The focusg of 1ts attention then never extended beyond

activities directly connected with legiglative proposals.
From 1947 on, however, there was exhibited considerable
vexpansion of thls type of work and the Commlttee entered
into actlve campalgns both on state and national levels 1n
a manner somewhat simllar to the Congress. Nevertheless,
the pages of 1ts perilodical carried only fleeting references
‘to thege matters. Only the annual reports stressed the
importance of what the Committee was doing. The only other
ﬁechnique employed by the Committee was the use of mass
media, In all phases of its work, the Committee has always
emphasized the lmportance of this educative process. In the
field of social lezlslation, this came into play in the
Committee's attempts to publicize the Report of the Presl-
dent 's Committee on Civil Rights in 1947. As we mentioned
before, over two hundred thousand coples of a summary were
distributed plus hundreds of articles, plays, posters, comics,
radio scripts, and the like. This was consldered one of the
great accomplishments of the period. Indeed, a tremendous
stress was lald on this Civil Rights Report. Commlttee
records indicate that this report was the factor most
respongible for 1ts entrance into an expanded area of
operations. It seems more likely that Congress' success
provided a stronger impefus. ‘

The remalning area of activity in soclal leglslation ,
centered around the question of restrictlve covenants in
housing. While the C.C.A.R. alone considered other aspects

of the housing situation in this country, 1t made no



pronouncements gpeclflcally relevant to this issue. On

the other hand, restrictlive covenants wag the only phase %Eké&
of the housing gquestlon whioh.either the Congress or the
Committee considered at all. Tt is 1likely that the latter

‘two showed a preemilnent concern with this single matter

because 1t so closely affects the rights and interests

of Jews.

Once more the Congress was the first to enter upon
this area of effort, although 1t was not until 1946 that
ény gignificant actlvity becanme apparent. However, the
Committee this time was not far behind and by the end of
the following year, it was also engaged in full scale legal
actions, attempting to secure the outlawing of restrictive
covenants by the Courts. Such a victory wag achieved by
the Supreme Court declslon of 1948 which forbiégthe legal
enforcement of racially restrictive real es%ate agreements.
Unfortunately thie decislon has not brought to an end the
problem of housing diserimination, and so both organiza-
tions are now continuing their efforts to secure municipal
and state non-dlscriminatory legislation. There has been
1ittle evlidence, however, OfF joint action between the two.

It is clear then that both the Congress and the
. Gommittee confined thelr activities 1n the field of soclal
legleslation to two problems, employment discrimination and
regtrictive housing agreements. The reason appears to be |
that these were of prime interest to the Jewlsh group.
Degpite any pronouncements they night have lssued relevant

to humanitarian concern or public welfare interest, other




gquegtlions Were.completely avolded. The Congress' aim was
to secure Jewish rights and the Committee's aim was to
combat anti-Semitism. Their programs weré geared to these
ends, even though indirect benefits may have inured to
other minority groups. The Congress was certainly the
pioneer in this area, paving the way and testing the
effectiveness of 1ts diversified techniques. The Committee
entered later and regtricted its efforts mainly to legls-
latlve action, with 1little approach to mass action and
pressure, other than through the dlssemination of educa-
tional and publlcity materials, The C.C,A.R. alone encom-
passed'in ite program a complete coverage of all the issues.
;ts liberal religlous ldeology demanded utterances on every
lssue of social justice for mankind, but its dearth of
funds and time and personnel removed these benevolent
resolutions from the realm of concrete or effective

endeavor.



Civil Rights

There seems to be little doubt that the American Jewlsh
Congress occuples the foremost posgition as the leadling
Jewish agency engaged in the fight for civil rights protec-
tion. Its emergence into thls position, however, was the
result of a gradual growth and development. The theoretical
aspect of this development was lnevitable and natural. It
resulted from the logical extension of the Congress' baslc
1deology, predicated on the working principle of the defense
of Jewish rights. It was only a question of time until a
deeper understanding of thé baslic l1ssues led to a realiza-
tion that the defense of Jewlsgh rights was inextricably
bound up with the defense of the clvil rights of all other
individuals and minority groupse. This aspect was natural
and thus we have sgeen also that the American Jewish Committee
followed a slmlilar pattern of development, although it
emerged more slowly as a result of the Committee's inherent
cautlousness and timidity.

The unlque asgpect of the development which accounts for
the Congress' undisputed leadership lay in the practical
side of 1lmplementation and direct action. The diverse
activities in which it engaged prior to 1945 on behalf of
purely Jewigh gelf-defense agsured lts abllity to function
effectively with the same technlques after 1945, when the
new broader policy came into being. If the Congress could
organize mass meetings, conduct statistical surveys, send

delegations to government groups and sponsor legislation




in the early forties on behalf of Jewlsh welfare, surely

it was prepared to apply the same methods on behalf of the
general welfare once 1t took .an interest in these lssues.
There was one more contributing factor. The complete
acceptance of the 1ldea that Jewish freedom and equality
depends upon the freedom and security of every Amerlican
manifested itself in 1945 with the creation of the Commis-
sion on Law and Social Actlon (CLSA). Thls arm of the
Congress was composed not merely of Jews, but of represen-
tatives of all classes and segments of American life. As a
result, 1t would have been almost impossible for the Congress
to revert back to a narrow or limited preoccupation with
metters which affected only Jews., Furthermore this Commlig-
gion was designed to emphasize the technlique of legal court
action which has since grown to be one of the most effective
devices in the defense of civil rights.

These are the reasons why the Congress which was
concerned in the early years only with exposing antl-Jewlsh
libel and anti-Semitic organizations, and anti-Jewlsh digecrim-
ination grew in 1946 to 1949 to be so deeply concerned with
all problemg of segregation and dlscrimination against any
group. This is why the Congress helped to create a friendly
"Youth Town" out of New York Coney Island's warring raclal
factions in 1945, and sponsored mass-meetings to protest
Negro killings in 1946, and conferences on religlous and
civil libertieg in 1947, and went to court to protest allen
legislation in 1948 and questioned the congtitutionality of

an Hawailan statute in 1949, There was lndeed a marked




distinction between the two halves of the decade. It 1is
only in the latter half that a number of articles appear
displaying such a vital interest in combattling raclism,
studying the roots of group hatred and showlng communities
the way to rid themselveg of prejudlce. We have witnegsed
during thls period the dynamic growth of an organization.
‘With the American Jewlsh Committee, the pattern is
different. Of course, 1t also followed the natural asgpect
" of development toward expanded énlightenment, but more slowly.
It, too, gradually realized that to be effective in 1its
basic aim of breserving Jewlsh rights, or more sgspecilfically,
of combatting anti-Semitism 1t was equally necessary to
cooperate with other minority groups and to adopt some
concern for their welfare and Ilnterests. But several factors
hampered the rapld acceptance and recognition of thils idea.
The Committee's charter, supported by at least a tacit
agreement among lts members, seemed to indicate that the
organization had only the right to deal wlth problems affect-
ing the Jewlsh group exclusively. It overtly resisted any
attempts to change thls basic concept. It was traditionally
opposed to taking stands vpon controversial issueg or matters
upon which its members disagreed. Thus 1t continued to avoid
the broader lssues, even when 1t began to realize that thls
was Inconsistent with 1lts goals and that sooner or later it
would have to yield. The historic discusslions and meetings
of 1946 and 1947 finally brouzht about the change and

regulted in a regolution declaring that the Committee atls
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last deemed it proper to join with other groups in the

‘protection of the civil rights of the members of all

groups.

But the Committee was still not prepared to engage in
any extenslve campalgn, nor was it equipped to employ a
variety of technlques. Tts earlier activitles controlled
its methods. In its years of excluslve concern for anti-
Semitism, 1t had relied primarily upon the educative process,
It ghunned demomstrative public actlvity. The Committee
acted For Jews rather than with Jews, It had long advocated
the 'hush-hush' or 'quarantine' treatment for public enemies,
It was not a méss ofganization. Prior to 1944, 1t had no
branches and its membershlp was only about four hundred. It
had assumed its position of prominence only because 1t was
composed of personsg wealthy enough to support its costly
‘mass medla' activities and influential enough to consort
with the non-Jewlish leadership, not because it represented
any sizable portion of Jewry. This governed its unfolding
program in the fleld of e¢ivil rights, to a large extent.

Thue 1ts most important projlect was connected with the
President's Report on Civil Rights. The Committee submitted
"s national program for civil liberties"™ to ald in the
preparation of this report. Practically all of its sugges-
tlons were lncorporated in the final document. The Committee
considered this alone an accomplishment. However, this might
equally indicate, that the Comnittee's recommendations had

encompassed only the 1rreducible minimum upon which 21l the




parties involved could agree, and that therefore, in
effect, the Committee itself had made no startling contri-
bution, for many other groups and persons had been con-
sulted.

Following the issuance of thig report, the Committee
utilized all of its skilleg in disseminating the information -
through every avenue of 'mass media,' for this was its
gtrongest weapon of action. It also followed this approach
in other matters of civil rights interest. It produced
booklets comcerning the whole history of civil rights legls-
lation for distribution to gtate legiglators and natlonal
congressmen, It issued a "Handbook on Clvil Rights,"
analyzing laws and court declsions on fundamental human
freedoms, for popular consumption. It prepared advertise-
ments for newspapers and magazines on brotherhood and human
rights and cilvil liberties. It prepared comlc books and
radlo scripts and occupled iteelf with the continuous:
distribution of general materials for mass cireculation. It
also arranged to have an exhibltlion on prejudice and fear
shown in a number of citles throughout the country.

The legislative activitles of the Committee in thils
direction have been limited. In reality, it ig just now
making a beginning. In 1947 it took an active part in the
campalgn to include anti-dlscrimination clauses in the state
charter for New Jersey and again in 1949 1t acted on behalf
of another Civil Righte statute in that state. In 1948, it
met with nineteen other organizationsg in Washington, to

plan the strategy for clvil rights leglslatlion in relation
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to a speclal session of Congress. And in 1949, 1t submitted

statements to congressional subcommittees endorsing the

proposed Civil Rights Act.

These few actlvities sum up most all of the Committee's
efforts on behalf of civil rights during the entire decade;
It 1ig obvious that these have been only limited efforts, but
it 18 equally clear that thig has been a formulative period
in the Committee's history. In 1944, 1t began to -establish
chapters. By 1949, thirty elght were 1ln existence and the
membership ranks had swelled to over twenty thousand. This
decade witnessed a significant change in policy. DBut thise
change occured too late for thorough lmplementation to have
been manifested by the end of our period. With lts new
enlightened view and the expanslon of 1its numbers, however,
there 1ls great promlise for an lncreased program of actlvity
on behalf of civil rights in the future years.

The C.C.A.R. presents the same picture in the area of
clvil rightg that it did in the other fields of soclal action.
It spoke out forthrightly on a great number of issues, many
of which were never considered by the Congress or the Com-
mittee., Its utteranceé were based on the religlous bellef
in the equallity of all men and the brotherhood of all
humanity, with nothing to Indicate any pqggg&}yg concern for
self-interest ol Jewlish defense. It hoped only to bulld up
a soclally consclilous Jewlsh religlous community, by lnsplring
active congregational 1life. It sought for the creation of
soclal Justice committees within the congregational frame-

work, but 1t recognized that 1t could do nothing more than
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make thls as a "vigorous suggestion." Although, as a national
body, it could not implement its ideals, 1t encompassed Iin
its resolutions the condemnation of almost all dlscrimina-
tory practices. It considered every phase of the Negro
problem, in government, in business, in labor and in the
army. It decried the terrible race-riots 1n Detroit in
1943 and in Columbia, Tenmessee in 1946, but the only positive
steps 1t could take were to urge that Rebbis invite Negroes
to occupy thelr pulpits once a year, and to lssue statements
on Race Relations Day and to convoke an institute on Judalsm
and Race Relations. These three activlities comprised the
entirety of 1lte direct action program.

However, the C.C.A.R., did volce itself on many other
matters. It alone condemmed the corruption in all levels of
government, and called for civic reform. It was the only
organization to conslder extensively the tlreatment of loyal
allens during the war, and the welfare of consclentious
objectors, Nor did any of the other Jewlsh organizations
share the concern of the Conference for the well beling of
the three and a half million "Americans of Mexican Stock,"
or for the need of democratization in the armed services.

All of these issues fell within the Qzﬁzigx of the C.C.A.R.'s
deliberations. But the Conference lacked the means of
creating a meaninaful program of activity. Its soclal
Justice committee trled over and over agaln to enlliat the
support of its colleagues to extend 1ts advisory function,

It insisted on the necesslty of a permanent secreﬁary and an

enlarged budget. But the Conference as a whole refused to



provide this assistance. It ig difficult to understand

why. The reason advanced, was that overseas Jewlsh needs
regquired all of the filnancial resources 1t could mueter,
Whatever the answer, one sallent insight emerged. ©So long
a8 the Conference wag unwilling to provide the monetary
requirements or 1in some other way Lo meaningfully implement
its avowed program of soclal action, we are forced to
heavily dliscount the significance of 1lts utterances. The
1ofty words would appear then to be little more than ration-
alizations for th@ failure to act. This may not have been
altogether conscious in the minds of the rabbis. Doubtless
many of them actually belleve that the religious functlon,
and that of the advisory natlonal body, is merely to get

the tone of thinking and to provide the gpiritual stimulus
through which others may be moved to effective activity. It
geems sound, nonetheless, to draw thls conclusion, particu-
larly after feviewing the vast areas of concern in which the
Conference so lengthily deliberated.

In the specific problems of cilvil rights, we have seen
that only the Congress was deeply concerned wlth the question
of Group Libel leglslation. Althousgh the C.C.A.R. announced
its support in 1939 of any leglslatlon designed to curb that
freedom of speech which 1libels or slanders rellglous or
raclal groups, no other mention of this matter appears during
the rest of the decade. The Committee also made only one
mention of this question, but it took the contrary viewpoint.

In 1947 it announced that it opposed the enactment of any

group libel laws, as sanctions against the free expression




of 1deas. Apparently the Committee 4id not consider the

matter of grave or pregssing importance, for it wae not
mentioned again. Furthermore, such a proposal which would
requlre widespread public arousal and support could not

have come within ite sphere of operatioh during this perlod.
The Congress, on the other hand, dlrected the largest part
of its civil rights interest in this direction, engaging in
a full-scale program of writing and sponsoring p1lle, testl-
fying on thelr behalf, inciting public enthuslasm and 1n
many other ways giving all possible support to these measures,
This wag in congonance with its open policy of combatting
first antl-Semitism and 1ater all racial bigotry through
overt legislative actlom.

At the close of our period of study, all three organ-
1zatlons had taken clear positions favoring anti-poll tax and
antl-lynching laws. Only the Committee wWas late 1n announ-
cing 1lts stand, but this as we have seen was due to 1ts
narrow, exclusiviétic policy of the ecarlier years., However,

there was a minimum of actlvity in this direction for two

_reagons. FPrimarily this waeg the result of a general agreement,

which most soclal actlion organizations seem to have adopted,
that these issues should be subordinated to that of seeking
F.E.P.C. legislation, whilch was deemed more important.
Secondly, it was clearly recognized that thege issues had
pecome 'political footballs' and that nothing could be

accomplished without a change 1in Senate rules 1o prevent

f£11libustering and pilgeon-holing.




The problem of 1oyalty programs did not arise until
l947 when the federal government began lts lnvegtigations.
The American Jewlsh Congress lmmedlately reacted, however,
with strong statements of oppogition. It continued to
express these sentiments throughout the rest of the decade,
criticizing attempts to preserve democracy by the use of
measures which limit the practice of democracy and which
employ the methods of a police state. It loresaw thattsuch
a system generates fear and hysteria and makes independent
gpeech and thought a dangerous adventure. The only legal
action 1t undertook, however, was to flle a brief questioning
. the legality of a New Jersey law requirling a loyalty oath of
candidates for public office. As a result the law was
declared unconstitutional. The C.C.A.R. was likewlse strong
in 1ts condemnation of the methodology employed in the
government programg, and on several occaslons expressged its
emphatic dlssent from any leglslation which, although
intended to suppress subversive groups, actually threatened
the libertlies of all men. It criticized in some detall the
government 's methods and made several sensible proposals for
modificatién, Which might have been heeded to great advantage.
Only the Committee was reluctant to express itself on this
controverslal lssue, It maintained 1ts traditlonal timidity,
remalining cautlious and careful, aguarding ltself against
becoming publically 'offensive.' Conscious of 1ts dignity
and prestige, the Committee could not be expected to pursue
a course in direct oppositlion to the determined action of

the government, so long as 1t could avoid it. In time, the




Committee will doubtless follow suit, but 1t is reluctant
to place itself in the vanguard. The only action 1t took
was to concur in the 1948 statement of the Natlonal Commun-
1ty Relations Advisory Gouncil (NCRAC) which suggested that
local Jewlsh organlzatlons should take "action deemed
appropriate" where dlsloyalty charges have been brought
becauge of a person's raclal or religious membership or
because of his "bona fide" defense of civil rights lesues.
We have seen once more that the C.C.A.R. in its pro-
nouncements on civil rights lssues covered nearly the entire
range of potentlal concern, but that it lacked the ability
to amplify 1lts words with actions. Though it sought at
least to inspire itse rabbls and congregations, 1t:met
with 1little responge. The Conference refused to supply
the appropriations necessary for a full-time secretary or
an expanded program of activity and few congregatlions could
be stimulated to set up social justice commnittees of thelr
own. Both the Congress and the Committee grew during the
decdade into posltlions of leadership in cilvil rights pro-
grams. Both broadened their basis of interest from early
exclusiveness of Jewlsh gelf-concern. However, the Congress'
development clearly antedated that of the Committee, 1t
expressed ltself on a larger number of issues and 1t employed
more diverse technlques. For these reasons, the Congress
must be consldered the undisputed leader in the field, as

has been recognlzed DYy other independent groups. However,

the Committee seems 1O be about ready to wage battle for




this title. It has been gpurred onward, obviously by the

I guccegs. Now that it too has egtabllshed chapters,

Congress
1ncreased 1ts membershlp, copled certain techniques and

broadened its arena of action, 1t 1ls also in a favorable

position to effect greater accompllis shment. Becauve of itsg
traditional congervatism and reluctance to act In contro-
versial matters, the Committee's progress may continue to
be impeded for a while. But 1ts prestlze and wealth will

helghten the attractivenese of its appeal for membershlp,

and it 1s therefore destined to become the more powerful

of the two organizatlons 1f it so wishes.




Concluslion

To have llved through the 1940's 1s to have seen not
only tremendous changes come over the face of the earth,
but also to have witnessed a remarkable alteration taking
place within the Jewish community. The force of German
w . Nazism virtually destroyed European Jewry and thrust upon
‘ | the shoulders of the American Jewigh community the role of
world leadershlp. Anti-Semitism, of course, had mounted
in America prior to World War II, abetted by the tragedies
of the depression plus the propaganda of forelgn.insplred
fascist groups within the country. It regulted in a
growlng gtrength belng manifested by American Jews rising
to their own defense in the thirties. Thils new strength,
however, did not gignify unity; 14 merely indicated an
enlargement of getivity within organlzations which were
frequently competitive and even hostile to each other., The
7ionigt groups grew in numbers and fervor. The Amerlcan
Jewicsh Committee gought to enlarse 1ts membership for the
first time and to engage on a large gcale in the combat of
antl-Semitism. And the American Jewlsh Congress likewise
carved out for 1ltself increased spheres of activity. But
the internal Jewlsh communlity was anything but a homogeneous
unity. The rich and the poor Jew were gt111l alien to each
other. The Jews of west European descent still looked down
upon those of east European derivation and ostracized them

from thelr ranks. The anti-Zionlsts were gtill strong and

harsh in thelr condemnation of Zionists.




176.

I£ wag the periodqgf the fortles which witnessed the
highest degree of solidity yet achieved within the Jewlsh
community of Amerlca. Tt wae the war and 1tg ilmpress that
prought about the change. In the first place, the condi~-
tions of world destruction clarifled to the thinking mind
the real plight of the Jews. Actual gurvival was dependent
upon victory. Furope could no longer be realistlcally vlewed
as a living place. The United States and Palestine offered
the only salvation. It became increasingly evident that the
United States was not golng to open 1ts doors to all of the
victims of war who sought entry. Palestine then became
virtually the sole hope of guffering Jews. Thue all American
Jews, Zlonlst and non-Zionist and anti-Zionlst allke Jjoined
hande in the upbullding of the Holy Land, at least as a
haven of refuge. In the gecond place, the ending of the
depression and the expangion of war industry brought about
a new levellng process in the economlc circumstances of
'eastern' and ‘'western' American Jews. Wealth found 1its
way into new hends. Families whlch had been pennlless 1in
the swealt shop era, emerged as people of circumstance, and
with this new financlal success came an almost immedlate
sharing of community 1eadership and goclal acceptance. The
tremendous growth of organlzational activities, with the
attendant rise 1n nonetary requirements plus the enormous
jump 1in rellef costs assured thls process.

The impress of the war had two other effects, which
were of particular gignifilcance to the Jewlsh community.

It bfought about a noticeable religious revival, which bore
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within itself the seeds for enlightened soclal thinking and
broadened concern., And it also crystalliied the atmosphere
of soclial thinking, arousing the Natlonal Jewish Agenclesg to
the realization, perhaps for the first time to any marked
degree, that what was happening in Europe could happen in
America or anywhere else and that the rootg of Jewlgh problems
were, therefore, intimately bound up with the problems of
every other group within the nation, Anti-Semitism could
not be lsolated as an excluslve lssue. Itg causes lay in
the disturbances of any faction of national life. Jewlsh
gecurity and total American security were one ahd the

same.

All of these factors brought about, by the time of the
war's end, a certain-degree of unity in the American Jewlsh
community. But this was only a unlty of general soclologlcal
structure and general ideology. The overall programs of
activity of the national agencles were still in wide vari-
ance. The specific goals and techniques and approaches
remained qulte different, The competitive spirit, 1f any-
thing, increased. This is particularly true with the
Congressland the Committee. Thelr records reflect a
biltterness of rivalry, and a constancy of criticism which
have persisted to thevpresent day.

Many attemptse have been made to create a semblance of
unity among the natlonal Jewlsh organizations themselves.
Thus far all have falled, mainly because of the unwillingness
of the components to yleld their regpective autonomies. This

1s alwaye the major difficulty. History reveals the same
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problem in the creation of federal and world governments.
But there 1s a difference within the Jewish framework.
Organizational unity may not be a fundamental requirement.
Jewry is not in search of a governing body., It need not be
expected to have a single viewpoint on issues which it now
understands to be tied up with the concern of all groups.
Furthermore, it would be unreallstic to presume that such a
unlfied organ actually repregented American Jewry. The

fact 1s that even the individual organizations themselves

do not represent the large majority of American Jews. Their
memberships are limited in the light of the figure of fivé
million or so American Jews. In addition, we have seen

that effective work 1ls accomplished primarily through the
actiong of trained professional workers. The National Social
Agencles are in reality a handful of professionals supported
by the contributions of a membership that aggregates a mere
fraction of the American Jewish populatlon. The overwhelming
proportion of Jews are apathetic, excepl in regard to
benevolences and self-defense, This 1g also true of the
suceegsful national agencleg, for we have geen that both

the Committee and the Congress were motivated by the concept
of Jewlsh gelf-defense, and that thelr actions were closely
confined to these aress, at least until 1945. Only the
Central Conference of American Rabbls espoused a consistent
program for broad soclal action. But it too was apathetic,
unwilling to provide the means for lmplementing its sugges -

tions and unable to create the working structures wlthin its
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congregations., It resigned itself to e#olving a ‘'climate
of opinion.' But without attempts to augment .its pronounce-
ments, the climate remained cold.

It was the National Community Relations Advisory
Council (NCRAC) which was set up during our perlod of
obgervatlon, in the attempt to establish an overall organi-
zational unity. Subsequent to 1949, two of its six major
members withdrew (the Committee and the A.D.L.), so that the
unity has agaln disappeared. It functloned ag an advisory
group and as a olearingmhouse for thought. We have seen that
In the gquestlionsg of church and state, 1t provided an object
for the Conference's attempts to arouse some interest and
gupport for the fiéht against Releage Time. It appears also
that through its facilitles the Congress and the Committee
came into closer inter-play, which may have spurred on the
qumittee's-development to a broader outlook on social action
issues. We noted at least that it brought about a signi-
ficant action by the Committee in 1946, whereby the Committee
adopted a speclal resolution enabling it to participate in
the N.C.R.A.C.'s Legal Affalrs Committee. It certainly
played a role worthy of more extenslive consideration than
can be given in thls paper. On the other hand, we have
seen lnstances where thils overall agency has had the effect
of alding the individual organizatlong to avpld important
matters. In regard to the whole problem of loyalty programs,
1t enabled the Committee to escape any meaningful actlon of
its own, by simply announcing that it concurred in a weak

regsolution which the N.C.R.A.C. had adopted. Meanwhlle the
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Conference and the Committee were crying for strong actlion
to be taken,'to oppose these measures on all levels. We
cannot look for an overall agency to establish apparent
unity, where no real unity exlsts., Nor is it 1likely to
overcome the apathy whlch already exlsts in the groups that
come together to form 1t,

We see, therefore, that although organizational unlity
has not been achieved, a marked unity in general 1ldeology
hag emerged. Particularly is this true in the field of
goclal action. The Conference is motivated by its religilous
bellief in human brotherhood and soclal justice. The Committee
is motivated by the desire to combat antli-Semitism. The
Congress is motivated by the will to preserve Jewlsh rightg
and to prevent Jewlsgh discrimination and guffering. But the
events of the world and the development of lnsight have
brought these three groupe to a common reallzatlion, that
thelr specific ends can be accomplished only throﬁgh a
process of goclal actlion which engages 1in the struggle for
the rights and liberty and security of all groups and indl-
viduals. This understanding reached fruition only in the
closing years of the decade. In thls sense real soclal
action programg are only Just beginning.

From the past record, it l1ls clear that the activlities
of the Conference, based on altruism and idealism have
falled of implementation, while the actlons of the Committee
and the Congress based on self-interest and personal concern
have proven highly effective, at least in limited directions.

The Conference at the close of the decade was engaged in an
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attempt to overcome 1its shortcoming. In combination with

the Unilon of Américan Hebrew Congregatlons (U.A.H.C.), its

lay corrolary, it was busy setting up a geml -professional

social action group. The years ahead will indicate what
guccess may be accomplished in this direction. Perhaps 1t
will help to prove whether innaﬁe apathy can be overcome by
religion and 1idealism or whether social action 1s actually
dependent upon a close felt self-interest. The Conference
pronouncements of the past have pointed out the manifold
directions where actlon 1s needed. They have indicated many
areas whlch the other organizations completely avoided. Its
future work, therefore, should be closely observed to see
now extenslve a program any single organization can under-
take.

Tt seems falr to say that the Congress was the leader
in the sqcial action work of the decade., However, this
term can be applled only in a regtricted gense. It did not
have the broadest outlook, nor was it concerned with the
widest variety of lssues. In reality it worked principally
on behalf of those guestions which were of prime importance
to the Jewish group; Release Tlme, because of 1ts deleterious
effects upon Jewlisgh chilldren; Bmployment Discriminatlon,
F.E.P.C. and Restricted Housing Agreements, because the
nomes and livelihoods of Jews were at stake; Group Libel
Legislatlion, because 1t was a weapon agalnst antl-Bemitism.
The Congress' preeminent position was due to the techniques
1t employed in pursulng its goals, rather than the goals

themselves. Fearlegsly and courageously, in the face of
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any opposition 1t waged 1ts publilc campaigﬁs. Unafraid of
censure, even from other Jewish groups, 1t avalled 1ltselfl

of all potential weapons. With skilled, trained personnel,
"1t conducted endless surveys and studles, amassed statis-
tical informatlion and case historles, and presented 1lts

factes whenever and wherever possible. It consulted wlth
individuals, conferred with companles and organlzations and
testifled before all branches of government. It held forums
and conferences and hearings and mass meetings and pursued
extenslvely leglslative activity and legal court actlons.

It not only sent out letters and bulletins, but filed

briefsy and wrote laws. No enemy frightened the Congress,

and no intimidation halted its efforts. Thls is the approach
which entitled the Congress to pralse dﬁring the years of 1its
efforts in Jewlsh-defense work, and which indicates the
greatest amount of promlge for future success, now that a
policy of all-inclusive goclal action interest hag been
accepted as 1ts goal.

But the future will not be controlled by the Congress'
own will. The Congress' cardinal principles relate to
Zionlsm and Jewlsh cultural 1living. The attitudes of the
American Jewlsh community to these subjects wlll play a more
silgnificant role in charting the future growth and power
of this organizatlion in the years ahead. It 1s qulte pog-
gible, moreover, that other agencles, partlicularly the
Committee, wlll play an indirect, but extremely important

part in shaping the Congress' future.
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The fact 1sg that the American Jewish Committee has
far more prestlge and acceptability and dignity than the
Congress. To the newly emerged soclologically unifiled
Jewigh community this 18 an important feature. Ag its
members swlng to the more acceptable country-clubs and
synagogues and fraternitles, so will they be easlly drawn
to the ranks of the Committee. A growth from four hundred
to twenty thousand in five years lg a clear enough indi-
cation. It 1s true that the Committee is still cautlous
and timid, that 1t prefers to emphasize the educatlve pro-
cess through the extensive use of 'mass medla' publicity
and propaganda, and that 1t shuns away from controverslal
isgues and 'offensive' campalgns. But it has learned a
good deal from the experimentations of the Congress and 1t
is rapldly adopting the valuable techniques, without
guccumblng to the lnevitable errors which accompany thelr
development., Now that the Committee too has adopted a
falrly broad program for soclal actlon, 1t offers reasonable
prospectes for guccess, In addition, together with its ally,
the A.D.L., a gigantic financial partnershlp hag been
created. The Committee will make social actlion fashionable,
and this will insure 1t an outstanding position.

We have reason then, to leave our perlod of study with
a little more hope than we were entitled to at ite beglnning.
At the outget of the decade, soclal actlon meant 1little more
in the Jewigh community than the repeated, unfulfilled
outcries of the rabbis for soclal Jjustice and reform,

coupled with the defense activities of the other natlional
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agencies; By the end of the decade there has developed
an acceptance by all of the idea that American Jewry must
work for the rights and protection and assistance of all
other individuals and groups, that in reallity mankind 1ls
one and indivisible. There is a marked indifference to
matters of church and state. American Jews do not seem to
sense lmpending danger from this direction. There yet
remain areas of soclal leglslatlon which require concen-
trated effort, but the record of intenslve efforts on
behalf of F.E.P.C. and Houslng leglslation hold promlse
of more galns in the future. And we may be sure that the
whole area of civlil rights, accentuated by the pressures
of peréistent national emergency conditions, will continue
as the foeal point of soclal action actlivity for quite some
time.

In the final analysis, however, 1t must be remembered
that soclal actlon Involves more than ideals and 1deas.
Behind the thoughts lie the ceaseless works and efforts of

men, Without the contributlions of countless individuals,

there would be no record of wvictory. The prime tasgk,

therefore, of the American Jewlsh community, possessed as
it 1s of a lofty ldeallsm, 1s to provide the manpower that
will translate 1its dreams 1into reallty and fruitful accom-

plishment.
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