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Joint program planning within the NCRAC is carried on in accordance with a
resolution of the Plenary Session of September, 1952, which reads in part as
follows:

[(We regard ]**joint program planning within the NCRAC... as the basic pro-
cess in the coordination and integration of program of the autonomous constituent
agencies. Our understanding of joint program planning is that it involves the com-
plete sharing among all NCRAC member agencies of program plans in broad form
and general outline for a specified forthcoming period, the adoption of recommen-
dations for a joint program plan, and the continuing review and evaluation of the
joint plans in practice....It shall be the responsibility of each appropriate com-
mittee by majority vote to recommend joint program plans, which each autonomous
member agency may accept or reject, in accordance with NCRAC procedure. It
shall be the responsibility of the Executive Committee of the NCRAC to integrate
the sum total of the plans so recommended by standing and other committees,
thereby establishing joint program planning for the field as a whole....”
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Introduction

ABOUT THIS JOINT Yearly, since 1953, the constituent national and local agen-
PROGRAM FLAN cies of the National Community Relations Advisory Council
AND THE JOINT have joined in formulating a Joint Program Plan for Jewish
PLANNING PROCESS  Community Relations for an ensuing annual period.

Each such annual Joint Program Plan has represented the consensus of the cooperating
agencies as to (1)} the current trends and anticipated tendencies that are of particular sig-
nificance for Jewish community relations and (2) the relative emphasis and priority to be
accorded various parts of the program of the Jewish community relations field in the year

ahead, In view of these trends and tendencies.

The present Joint Program Plan represents this consensus in regard to the program year
1957-58. The analysis of significant trends and developments in 1956-57, upon which

the projection of program plans is based, was drawn up over a period of several months

beginning in the spring of 1957 in consultation among staff members of many constituent

agencies of the NCRAC, both national and local. This analysis was submitted to all the

constituent agencies with requests for comments and criticisms on the analysis itself and
for suggestions as to its implications for program and as to the relative emphasis to be

accorded various programs in 1957-58. A summary report of responses was laid before a

select committee, of which Joseph X. Yaffe of Philadelphia was chairman, that met just
prior to the NCRAC Plenary Session, held June 22-24. This committee submitted a re-

port, incorporating recommendations, to the Plenum at a session on June 24 devoted to

joint program planning. The Plenum as a whole debated the select committee’s recom-

mendations, and adopted in substance (subject to subsequent editing) the Joint Program

Plan as here presented.

In order that a consensus such as this may be made available for the study and guidance
of all agencies working in the Jewish community relations field, it is formalized in print.

But the Joint Program Plan as projected must not therefore be taken as fixed, definite
and immutable. It is, rather, the systematically recorded best joint judgment of the co-
operating agencies at the time of its adoption. Changed conditions, unforeseen develop-

ments, unanticipated events may require adjustments or revisions of this judgment ac any
time. Constant alertness to such shifts and changes is, in fact, a feature of the NCRAC
process. It is exercised jointly by the cooperating agencies, both national and local,

through a number of standing NCRAC committees.*

These committees, in addition to maintaining watch over developments in their respective
areas of concern, continually review existing programs, evaluate their effectiveness, and

consider what needs to be done in the light of changing conditions.

*For a list of these committees, see facing page



Joint program planning in the NCRAC thus is a continual process. All such planning is
directed, of course, to the furtherance of the essential and constant purposes of the Jew-

ish community relations field. *

Within the ongoing process of joint planning for most effectively moving toward realiza-
tion of these constant objectives, the role of the annual Joint Program Plan is to identify
and define specific program objectives that would seem, in the light of observable trends,
to merit major emphasis or priority during the year ahead. The joint recommendations in
these regards conveyed in the Joint Program Plan serve as guides to the standing com-
mittees, in their joint planning processes throughout the year, as well as to individual
agencies engaged in Jewish community relations work.

In developing this Joint Program Plan for 1957-58, the aim, then, has been to select
program objectives for emphasis rather than to construct a comprehensive and inclusive
blueprint. The recommendations included in this Plan, accordingly, are not to be regarded
as limiting program to those recommendations, to the exclusion of other activities;
rather they are to be regarded as indicating that the recommended areas of activity are
jointly considered to merit priority attention, while the field continues all its ongoing
programs in pursuit of all its constant objectives. Thus, the absence from the present
Plan of recommendations regarding the combatting and counteracting of overt anti-
Semitism is not to be construed, of course, as suggesting that the combatting of overt
anti-Semitism is not a continuing concern of the Jewish community relations agencies;
but as indicating that — in consonance with the observations recorded on pages 9 and 13
overt manifestations of anti-Semitism may be expected not to require high priority
programming during the year. The absence of recommendations regarding any other aspect
of the whole broad program of the field is to be similarly construed.

This Plan does not deal at all with techniques, methodology, or procedure. These are
employed selectively, as they are deemed appropriate to the objective sought, to pre-

*These purposes have been defined as the protection and enhancement of equal rights and opportunities
and the fostering of conditions conducing toward the vitality of Jewish living.

In their efforts to promote these purposes, Jewish community relations agencies work for:

Equality of opportunity, without regard to race, religion, ancestry, or origin in employment, in education,
in immigration, in housing, and in every other phase of our national life.

Freedom of individual thought, opinion, expression and association; and the protection of these free-
doms, through democratic means, against subversion and assault by all inimical forces.

Freedom of religion from any intetference or intrusion by government; maintenance of complete separation
of church and state.

Amicable relationships among ethnic, racial, national religious and other groupings in the population; an
atmo sphere of mutual acceptance and respect; cooperation in the advancement of the general weifare.



vailing conditions, to timing and other considerations — including, as always, the availa-
bility of resources. Among the methods and procedures widely employed in the field are
conferences, meetings, institutes, publications, radio and television programs, press re-
leases, creation of or cooperation with community-wide intersectarian committees, main-
tenance of contacts with various groups and with official bodies, recourse to the courts
and use of legal processes generally, and participation in broad civic and social action.
It is part of the continuing role of the standing committees of the NCRAC to jointly de-
velop recommendations as to the means of employing these or other techniques, projects
and activities in pursuit of common program objectives. In addition, a Special Committee
on Reassessment, of which Irving Kane of the Cleveland Jewish Community Federation,
past chairman of the NCRAC, is chairman, conducts a continuing study and appraisal of
assumptions underlying various programs and activities and makes recommendations from
time to time for the improvement of methods and approaches. '

Every joint program plan, in short, is an expression of carefully considered judgment,
based on a pooling of information, knowledge and opinion from all the member agencies.
The recommendations are in broad terms of priorities and emphases. It is not contemplat-
ed that they will be applied uncritically by every member agency, but rather that they will
be regarded by each agency or community as a general guide, from which suggestions

for the program of the agency or community may be drawn.



Guide to Program Planning

SIGNIFICANT TRENDS AND The factors that were noted in the Joint Program
DEVELOPMENTS IN 1956-57 Plan for 1956-57 as of principal significance for
AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS Jewish community relations programming continue
FOR PROGRAM IN 1957.58 to dominate planning for 1957-58, namely: events

in the Middle East, with their impact upon commu-
nity relations in the United States; and the vast chain of consequences set in motion by
the U.S. Supreme Court’s public school desegregation rulings.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS IMPLICATIONS OF
DEVELOPMENTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

During the past year, as for some years past, virtually all international relationships
continued to be dominated by the ‘‘cold war.’”” While in recent months diplomatic dis-
cussions again raised hopes for agreement on limitation of armaments, the essential
struggle between the democracy of the western world and the Soviet totalitarianism
merely moved through different phases and into new areas. In Europe, the Soviet Union
reverted to the ruthless Stalinism it had denounced only a few months earlier and sav-
agely put down a revole in Hungary; while its handling of the Polish sitnation was man-
aged with' threats and political manipulation, without resort to naked force. The focus of
the struggle between freedom and dictatorship shifted to the Middle East, which became
the major arena of conflict.

PUBLIC OPINION IN The crucial confrontation of freedom and totali-
THE UNITED STATES _ tarianism in the Middle East projected Israel into

: the center of American attention and concern. The
Middle East policy of our government and the U.N. handling of the Middle East crisis
became the focus of Congressional debate and public discussion; day-by-day develop-
ments became page one news; the issues raised by them were the subjects of a tremen-
dous volume of comment by editorial writers, columnists, magazine writers, television
and radio commentators, public speakers, lecturers, and preachers.

Views expressed in various organs of opinion went through significant phases. The gen-
eral press and TV and radio comment tended to grow increasingly critical of United States
policy and increasingly sympathetic to Israel as events unfolded. Veterans’ publications,
the labor press, and, in part, the Negro press swung increasingly to Israel’s support in
the latter months. Protestant church publications, for the most part, tended to blame



Israel for the plight of the Arab refugees; Catholic organs focused mostly on demands for
the internationalization of Jerusalem and the holy places. In some of these journals, ex-
ptession reached a considerable pitch of hostility, But ascription to American Jews of
blame or culpability for the “'faults’’ laid to Israel were not frequent.

Efforts to develop a better understanding in Christian religious circles of Israel’s posi-
tion will continue to be one of the most challenging tasks for the Jewish community rela-

tions field in the coming year.

We ore deeply convinced that the United States has o greot stoke in the es-
tablishment and stabilization of peaceful relationships, based on justice and
equity, between Israel and the other nations of the Middle East; and we recom-
mend that during 1957 - 58 efforts to further public understanding of this cru-
cial American interest be continued and augmented.

The year ahead will be especially propitious for efforts to increase public understanding
of Israel, of her relationship to the other states of the Middle East, her role in the strug-
gle between freedom and totalitarianism, and the stake of the United States in bringing
about an equitable and enduring peace between Israel and her neighbors, for it will mark
the tenth anniversary of Israel’s independence.

ARAB PROPAGANDA Arab propaganda in the United States continued unabated
throughout 1956-57. Although the Arab propaganda *‘line’’ took a new slant, disclaiming
anti-Semitism and laying all blame upon '‘Zionism’’, its content and impact remained
strongly anti-Jewish. Arab propagandists made increasing inroads on college campuses,
occasioning growing concern and demanding increased and more effective counteractive

measures.

We recommend that during 1957 - 58, efforts to counter Arab propaganda be con-
tinved and intensified. '

ANTI-JEWISH

DISCRIMINATIONS Pursuant to recommendations in the Joint Program Plan for
AND PERSECUTION 1955-56, Jewish community relations agencies, joined at

various times by many non-Jewish bodies — notably labor and Negro organizations —
made energetic efforts to bring about the elimination of discrimination by foreign govern-
ments, with the sanction of the U.S. government, against American Jews. (The partici-
pation of the Negro groups is perhaps especially significant, in view of the tendency of
American Negroes, remarked upon in the Joint Program Plan for 1955-56, to identify with
the Arab nations in what Negroes widely regard as part of a world-wide struggle on the
part of colored peoples to throw off the shackles of white colonialism.) The national con-



ventions of both the Democratic and Republican Parties in 1956 adopted planks pledging
opposition to treaties or agreements with foreign countries countenancing discrimination
against United States citizens because of religion or race; and the United States Senate
adopted a resolution in similar vein. Nevertheless, the Administration, in renewing an
agreement with Xing Saud for maintenance of the American air base at Dhahran, acceded
to continuance of a clause effectively barring Jews from entry into Saudi Arabia, even as
members of the U.S. Armed Forces.

An Egyptian campaign of expulsions and systematic impoverishment against Egyptian
Jews evoked strong efforts on the part of the Jewish community relations agencies to ob-
tain admittance of a fair number of Egyptian Jews to the United States under the provi-
sions of American immigration law (see page20for further reference to these efforts).

The need for alertness against every manifestation of willingness on the part of our gov-
ernment to regard Jewish rights as expendable in international dealings is reinforced by

these developments.

Ve recommend that Jewish community relations agencies continue and increase
their efforts during 1957-58 to bring about the ending of discrimination by
foreign states against United States citizens on the basis of religion or race
and to enlist the influence of the United States Government in preventing anti-
Jewish discrimination and persecution by Egypt and other Arab states.

Arab governments not only boycotted Israeli products, and used pressure to cause private
industries to impose similar boycotts, but also boycotted American and other firms owned

by or employing Jews.

Counteraction of such Arab boycott and pressure tactics should be given sub-
stantial priority in Jewish community relations programming in 1957-58.

AFFINITY WITH The strong sense of affinity that American Jews feel toward
PEOPLE OF ISRAEL Israel was made manifest in the days following Israel’s mili-
tary move into the Sinai Desert. Expressions of concern were sharp, immediate and wide-
spread. They left no doubt of the powerful bonds that exist between Jews in America and

the people of Israel.

A striking demonstration of the depth of this feeling of affinity was provided when a group
of American Jews met with the Secretary of State, at his invitation, to discuss the situa-
tion in the Middle East. It was reported, presumably on the basis of an attitude conveyed
by the State Department, that the members of the group had been selected because they
were non-Zionists and therefore less likely than Zionists to be influenced by considera-
tion of Israeli interests. This implication was vigorously scotched by the members of the



group, who made it plain that all American Jews approach issues affecting United States
interests as American citizens and that there are no divisions among them in this regard,

NEED FOR
INFORMATION WITHIN If the turbulent period following the Israeli milicary movement
JEWISH COMMUNITY into the Sinai Desert produced concern and alarm in the Ameri-

can Jewish community and revealed the depth of American Jewish affinity with the people
of Israel, it also revealed that there was widespread lack of familiarity or even awareness
among many American Jews of even the most elementary facts about Israel’s problems
and her position and role in the world community of nations.

One of the tasks thot will continue to fall upon Jewish community relations
agencies during the coming year will be that of doing their part in repairing
that lack of knowledge. We recommend thot this task be given mcjor ottention,

ANTI-SEMITIC Professional anti-Semitic agitators made strenuous attempts
AGITATION to depict the strife in the Middle East as '‘evidence’’ of a
world Jewish conspiracy, resting on Jewish control of many governments. The American
public, however, accepted the American Jewish concern about Israel with calm under-
standing and as a natural, normal manifestation of interest based on sympathies and
emotional attachments of a sort that are common to many Americans. Despite the general
state of public anxiety, ordinarily conducive to the success of anti-Semitic agitation,
there was no increase in overt anti-Semitic incidents. Potentialities for exacerbation of
anti-Jewish feeling as a result of public comment and controversy about developments in
the Middle East are always present, however, and alertness to them is certainly indicated.

GROWTH OF Out of a growing sense of common cause, cooperative rela-
COOPERATIVE tionships among various Jewish organizations in regard to de-
EFFORT velopments growing out of the Middle East situation (given

impetus perhaps by the example set at the national level in the Conference of Presidents
of Major Jewish Organizations) developed in a number of communities. At regional con-
f erences, information was disseminated and program interpreted. Joint committees or other
mechanisms were created to coordinate the public relations work of Zionist councils and
Jewish community relations councils or community councils. Further developments along
these lines appear to merit earnest thought. '

ROLE OF JEWISH It became clearer than ever during the past year that the main-
COMMUNITY tenance of dynamic relationships between American Jewry and
RELATIONS AGENCIES the people of Israel — relationships dependent both upon the

- continued security of Israel and the welfare of its people and
the continued vigor and vitality of the Jewish community in America — is regarded by the



overwhelming majority of American Jews as conducing toward creative Jewish living

here.

The fostering of dynamic relationships between Jews in the United States and the people
of Israel is thus a charge upon the American Jewish community relations agencies, a
charge that they will continue to bear throughout whatever fluctuations may occur in pub-
lic opinion, in periods of tranquility no less than in times of crisis.

There is continuing need for more systematic definition of the scope of the respensi-
bilities of the Jewish community relations agencies in this area of concern, particularly
in relation to the responsibilities of other Jewish communal agencies; for more precise
delineation of goals and evaluation of methods; and for an appraisal of the effectiveness
of programs; looking toward the formulation of realistic plans for the accomplishment of

the objectives of the field.

We recommend that such evcluation and forward plonning be accorded
priority, concurrently with increased efforts to attain the programmatic

oims set forth in this plan,
®

COMMUNITY RELATIONS IMPLICATIONS OF THE DESEGREGATION PROCESS

The doctrine that enforced segregation constitutes unequal treatment and is therefore un-
constitutional, first enunciated by the U.S. Supreme Court in the public school desegrega-
tion cases, was extended by the Court during the past year to public transportation, as it
had earlier been extended to public recreational and other facilities.

IN THE NORTH In a measure, the concern of Jewish community relations

agencies shifted during the year from the South — where of
course the major struggle is centered — to the North. De facto segregation in northern
cities — in housing primarily and in schools and other facilities as a consequence — was
brought sharply into public awareness.

This heightened awareness produced mixed effects. On the one hand, many liberal groups
were animated to press demands for corrective steps and an element of moral weight was
added to the efforts of Negroes to gain equality of access to housing. On the ocher hand,
many Northern whites were confronted for the first time, in terms of immediate personal
experience, with the prospect of interracial neighborhoods and interracial schools. The
prospect seemed to many of them not attractive. In New York and Chicago, substantial
organized resistance to proposed re-zoning of school districts and other moves to reduce
segregation developed among teachers and parents and citizens groups.'Notwithstanding
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continued and increased efforts by Jewish community relations agencies in concert with
other intergroup bodies to promote integrated neighborhoods and communities, resistance
to racially mixed residential patterns was largely unabated. In a few instances, the re-
sistance erupted into violence when Negroes moved into formerly all white communities.
There is evidence of a tendency on the part of some whites — including some Jews — to
become more sympathetic toward the attitudes of the Southern segregationists. Negroes,
of course, are aware of this and sensitive to it. The impact upon Negro-white relation-

ships is one of added strain.

The practical problem of educating the Jewish community in respect to the Jewish stake
in the integration of housing and schools — objectives to which the Jewish community re-
lations agencies have so long been committed ~ took on an augmented urgency as aresule
of these developments. The conviction grew that serious adverse consequences may flow
from failure to bring the attitudes and behavior of the Jewish community more closely
into conformity with the principles in support of equal opportunity affirmed byitsagencies.

Programming for educotion and interpretation within the Jewish community,
to further understanding of the Jewish stake in the issue of desegregation
and to build support for the programs of the Jewish community relations
field on thisissve, merits high priority in 1957.58,

IN THE SOUTH Desegregation proceeded in an orderly way in nine states

; in which segregation had been legally sanctioned prior to
the Supreme Court rulings. In these states, nearly 700 school districts had begun or com-
pleted integration by the 1956-57 school year. In eight states in which state laws make
segregation mandatory there have been no practical moves whatever toward public school

desegregation.

Admission of Negro pupils to formerly all-white schools occasionally met with violent op-
position, in some cases requiring that troops be called in to restore order. '

Federal courts continued to build a structure of rulings and orders applying the 1954 and
1955 Supreme Court decisions in individual cases and ordering compliance. While this
body of judicial decisions accumulated, processes of appeal were being methodically ex-
hausted and new bases for asking re-examination of issues were being constantly de-
vised. At the federal level, meanwhile, neither Congress nor the Executive took any
action. In a number of deep South states, legislatures adopted laws designed to frustrate
and evade federal court orders. The Supreme Court ordered desegregation in several
specific school districts within some of these states effective in the fall of 1957. At thar
time, a direct confrontation will occur between the authority of the Supreme Court andthe
force of the state laws intended to evade that authority.

1
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Federal executive agencies con play a crucial role in this situation. We
recommend thot during 1957.58, there be increased efforts to obtain ef-
fective federal executive action to implement Supreme Court rulings con-

cerning desegregation,

Some evidence developed that even among pro-segregationist political leaders in the
South, the inevitability of the disappearance of legal segregation is conceded, and that
these leaders recognize that opposition can accomplish only delay. This encourages a
sanguine appraisal of the long-range prospects for desegregation. For the present, how-
ever, it may be that a sense of frustration contributes toward the bitterness with which
some Southerners oppose every step in that direction. And in any case, between the de-
lays that can be achieved by maintaining segregation until the courts finally order it
ended, district by district, and the further litigation that will follow to establish the un-
constitutionality of the state laws then brought into play, the realization of public school
desegregation in the ‘'deep’’ South becomes remotely distant.

THE WHITE CITIZENS That the machinery of state governments, both legisla-
COUNCIL MOYEMENT : tive and executive, has been so swiftly and efficiently

mobilized to provide a legal basis for resistance to
desegregation intensifies the problem of countering the Citizens Council movement.
These councils were characterized in the 1956-57 Joint Program Plan as the principal
‘ authors of terror, intimidation, economic pressure, physical violence and other coercive
! measures, applied against Negroes and against white persons known or suspected to be
favorable to desegregation. Since then, the Citizens Councils have consolidated their
strength politically. In some states their officers hold influentjal legislative positions
or other public posts. Everywhere they include persons of political power, wealth and
social prestige.

The strength of the councils varies from state to state, Probably their appeal to the rank
and file has diminished somewhat and they are recruiting new members at a reduced rate.
But they are estimated to comprise at least 300,000 members in eleven Southemn states
and to have total resources in excess of $2,000,000. They constitute a considerable

power.

POLITICAL STATUS Southern segregationists gave increased evidence

OF SOUTHERN NEGROES during the past year of recognizing thar, over the
long run, perpetuation of what they call the *'South-

ern way of life’” depends upon control of the political machinery of the states and local
jurisdictions. In efforts to maintain that control, they intensified their efforts to prevent
Negroes from voting. Some did all in their power to encourage Negroes to migrate from
the South, now becoming industrialized and less in need of the cheap Negro labor that
was so essential to the old plantation economy. '
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Some Southern Negroes also gave evidence ofrecognizing the importance of the ballot box.
Having gained confidence and courage from recent experience with the techniques of pas-
sive pressure that proved so effective in Montgomery and Tallahassee in bringing about
desegregated seatingin public buses, and having found new leadership in their own ranks,
Negro groups may be expected to apply the same techniques of passive resistance to the
furtherance of their demands for the right to register and vote.

THE JEWISH COMMUNITY The situation of Jews in the South did not alter es-
IN THE SOUTH sentially during the past year. Being more generally

exposed to economic, social and moral pressures
from both segregationist and desegregationist directions, because of their occupational
distribution, than is the white population generally, Jews — although they grew less fear-
ful of overt anti-Semitic effects of the conflict — continued on the whole to maintain a
passive attitude. Many Jewish communities in the South continued to feel that their status
and security were affected by the positions of national Jewish organizations. However,
they showed signs of recognizing that passivity grows increasingly difficult to maintain
as court rulings accumulate and as positions polarize. This recognition was reflected in
the establishment of communication among a number of Southern Jewish communities for
mucual consideration of the problem and in the holding of several conferences of com-

munities in the region,

We recommend thot further efforts be made during 1957-58 to facilitate
interconsuvltative relationships among Sovthern Jewish communities for
mutual consideration of all issves involving equality of rights and op-

portunities.

ANTI-SEMITISM Publishers of anti-Semitic literature sought to exploit the op-

portunities for scapegoating afforded by the tensions arising
out of the desegregation controversy, ascribing the fight against segregation to a Jewish
plot aimed at mongrelization of the white race, depicting the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People as a pawn in the Jewish conspiracy, and so on. Some
of this hate-mongering found its way into the propaganda of the white citizens’ councils.

In a number of cases, anti-Semitism was disclaimed and denounced by the leadership of
segregationist groups. Such anti-S emitic appeals, like Arab anti-Semitism, on the whole,
found small acceptance by the public. Overt manifestations of anti-Semitism continued at
the low ebb at which they have been observed for some time.

COOPERATION AMONG - A number of religious. otganizations, Jewish and
RELIGIOUS AND non-Jewish, and other bodies committed to the sup-
CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS port of the Supreme Court rulings joined during the

year in a Consultative Conference on Desegrega-
tion, for clearance, interconsultation and cooperation in relation to problems of desegre-
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