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Recommendations for Major Program Emphases

I. International Community Relations Concerns

THE MIDDLE EAST

For the third time in less than two decades, Is-
rael’s hopes for peace with her Arab neighbors were
again cruelly rent in early June 1967, when Arab
aggression forced her to defensive military action.
At tragic cost in lives and treasure, Israel threw
back the enemies poised for her annihilation, inflict-
ing on them a severe and decisive defeat. In conse-
quence, Israel emerged as a major power in the Mid-
dle East, thus creating a new situation that could
" constitute the basis for a radical reorganization of
relationships and for a just and lasting peace.

The Events of May-June 1967

The outbreak of the brief but frerce and decisive
fighting climaxed a succession of belligerent moves
by the Arab states. After a period of more than usual
verbal truculence, accompanied by a conspicuous
mobilization and deployment of armies, Nasser de-
manded the withdrawal of the United Nations
peace-keeping force, UNEF, from the area it had
occupied since 1957. To what President Johnson
termed the ""dismay” of many nations, the Secretary
General of the United Nations on his own respon-
sibility ordered the withdrawal of the force. The
UAR immediately moved up to Israel’s border the
largest concentration of troops in the history of
Sinai.

Each unchallenged move encouraged Nasser to
even bolder acts of hostility. Within a few days,
Nasser announced the closing of the Straits of Tiran

to Israel or Israel-bound ships. This blockade was |

in effect an open act of war. It was a plainly declared
move to strangle Israel economically by cutting off

access to the port of Elath, through which Israel re-

ceives virtually all her imports of o1l and moves al-
most a fifth of her exports, and on whose operation

as a seaport the whole plan for the development of
the Negev depends.

A week later Jordan had joined the UAR in a
military pact and by the end of May a unified Arab
command had been established under Egyptian
domination. Nasser savagely declared his intention
of obliterating Israel as a state, and returning to the
situation "before 1948.” Israel and Egypt could not
co-exist, Nasser proclaimed.

While the right of free and innocent passage
through the Strait of Tiran as an international water-
way was reiterated by the United States and other
western nations, an effort by the United States to
organize a flotilla of ships of the world’s major pow-
ers to challenge the blockade proved futile. Faced by
blockade and a massive deployment of Arab armies
that offered only a choice of life or death, despsiring
of effective intervention by the United States or
other major powers, Israel’s rapidly mobilized
armed forces confronted the aggression of the Arab
states,

Six days later, the Arab armies on all fronts were
in flight, the entire Sinai, the Gaza strip, the west
bank of the Jordan River, and the Syrian fortified
mountain heights on the Israeli border were under
Israel's control. and Jerusalem was reunited. The
Israeli advance halted at those points in compliance
with a cease-fire resolution of the Security Council
of the United Nations, which had been called into
emergency session.

The United Nations debate—in the Security
Council and the General Assembly, which was called
into special session afterward-—was aptly character-
ized as an ordeal by slander for Israel. Having failed
to obtain the necessary votes for a censure of Israel
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in the Security Council, spokesmen for the Arab
states and the USSR vied with one another in the
ensuing General Assembly in vituperative men-
dacity, seeking to brand Israel as the aggressor and
stooping to the obscenity of equating Israel with the
Nazis. To “extinguish this hotbed of imperialism”
was the declared aim of the Soviet bloc—with the
significant exception of Rumania—as stated in the
United Nations and in a joint statement issued in
Moscow.

When this review was prepared in late June 1967,
the prospect for adoption by the General Assembly
of either the Soviet resolution of condemnation, un-
conditional withdrawal, and financial restitution, or
of resolutions limited to withdrawal was uncertain.*
The defeat of these approaches would open the way
to an opportunity for a constructive resolution of
problems created by nineteen years of uninterrupted
belligerency.

During those nineteen years, the Arab States have
never ceased to proclaim that a state of war exists
between themselves and Israel and they have made
it explicitly clear again and again that their objective
is the total destruction of Israel. The blockade of
Aqaba, the barring of Israeli and Israel-bound ship-
ping from the Suez Canal—in defiance of the injunc-
tion by the Security Council and in gross violation of
international law—the systematic terrorism by bor-
der raids gnd artillery assaults, the world-wide boy-
cott against Israel and against firms that do business
with Israel, the genocidal Arab propaganda with its
impact on opinion and attitudes in many lands in-
cluding the United States—all have been elements
in the unceasing campaign to bring about the extir-
pation of Israel.

The Essentials of Feace

The cornerstone of any edifice of peace, of course,
is the complete and unreserved recognition of the
fact of Israel’s existence and sovereignty and her
right to sovereign existence.

Since territorial integrity is an indispensable
quality of nationhood, it is incumbent upon every
nation to make its borders secure. Israel’s borders
must be drawn through direct negotiations, to ren-
der them defensible against incursions, against ter-
rorist raids, and against artillery fire.

An indispensable element in any viable peace set-
tlement must be the guarantee of free and innocent
passage through the Gulf of Agaba and the Suez
Canal. '

The unity of Jerusalem must be preserved. espe-
cially so in view of the revelations to the world in
the wake of the June 1967 fighting of the desecra-
tion and destruction of synagogues and Jewish cem-

*The General Assembly adjourned winhout adepting sny subsiantive
resululion on the ke,

eteries by Jordan, Jordan's abuse of the holy places
as a cover for military operations, and in view of the
long standing practice of the Jordanian authorities
of denying access to holy places to all Jews, as well
as to Israeli Christians and Moslems.

Israel's claim to Jerusalem dates to biblical Pal-
estine, and has been manifest in the consciousness of
Jews for three thousand years. The remnants of the
Temple, come to be known through the centuries as
the Wailing Wall, symbolizes to Jews throughout
the world the continuity of Jewish life. The unified
Jerusalem, under Israel's sovereignty, will be more
secure against destruction by armed conflict, and
the shrines of all religions will be freely open to the
members of those religions from all parts of the
world. Israel made this clear in proposing, within
a few days after the reunification of the city, that the
administration of the places holy to the various re-
ligions be under the autonomous jurisdiction of com-
missions or other bodies created by those religions.

Within the framework of a general peace settle-
ment, the tragic and painful problem of the Arab
refugees can be solved. The refugees are victims of
Arab policies and postures of belligerency. Their
plight has been cruelly exploited for political and
propaganda purposes, not only by Nasser but by the
Soviet Union, which has never contributed to the
more than one-half billions dollars raised for their
relief over the years—nearly 70%;, contributed by the
U.S. Israel has reiterated many times that she is pre-
pared to help financially in the work of resettlement
and rehabilitation of the refugees in an environment
that would be congenial to them in terms of lan-
guage, ethnic affinity and national sentiment. Similar
principles have been involved in Israel’s absorption
of more than one-half million Jewish refugees from
Arab countries since the creation of the State.

The world, in its legitimate concern to alleviate
the suffering among the civilian population in the
war-torn Middle East, must consider Jewish, as well
as Arab, victims. In the wake of the Arab hysteria in
June, many of the 100,000 Jews remaining in the
Arab world were subjected to official harassment
and arrest, to mob violence, looting, arson and
murder.

In the absence of peace, the future of the Middle
East remains bleak. Only if the region is at peace can
a program of regional development be pursued. The
potentialities of such a development program, with
the region functioning as an open and pluralistic so-
ciety of nations, is vast. All the nations would benefit
were the present strife to be replaced by economic
cooperation.

United States Policy
Absolutely critical to the future of the Middle
East, of course, are the policies of the United States.
The position of the United States in 1967, it is deeply
gratifying to note, is radically different from that of
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1956 and 1957. when the United States and the
USSR joined in securing adoption of the UN resolu-
tion calling for unconditional withdrawal by Israel
from the territories she had occupied. President
Johnson has declared the present position of the
United States to be that the aim of the UN must be
a genuine peace, not merely a cease-fire. and that
such a peace must rest on negotiations between Is-
rael and the Arab states. in which there is mutual
recognition of territorial and political integrity, the
right of innoc¢ent maritime passage, arms limitations
and other elements,

The stance taken by the United States in 1967
United Nations debates—denouncing the Soviet res-
olution for immediate unconditional withdrawal by
Israel as "a prescription for renewed hostilities™—
was sound and reassuring. That position, which com-
mands widespread support in Congress and in pub-
lic opinion, complements Israel’s firm resolve not to
return to the conditions of two decades that pro-
duced two wars and other acts of aggression.

Hopefully, this signifies at least the beginning of
a thorough-going overhaul of our Middle East pol-
icy, which will base it on the recognition of the
need to deal with the underlying causes of conflict
rather than its recurring surface symptoms; work
toward the abandonment of the kind of evenhanded-
ness that fails to distinguish between those who seek
the annihilation of their neighbors and those who
seek peace; and rest 1t on a more balanced and more
realistic assessment of the strategic importance of
the region and its resources in today's world, and
on a more correct appraisal than hitherto of the
seriousness of the bellicose threats and deeds of the
Arab states.

In the new situation, strong, clear, unambiguous
action by the United States can contribute toward
bringing the Arab nations into direct bilateral nego-
tiations with lIsrael for a permanent peace settle-
ment. Our national diplomatic resources now must
be directed te that end—an end which cannot be
served by the concerned neutrality that has charac-
terized our Middle East policy heretofore. The new
situation should be seen as a challenge. not an im-
pediment, to creative diplomacy. Severity of conflict
alone cannot be taken as an index of irreconcila-
bility; on the contrary, serious conflict sometimes
can be turned to constructive outcomes, Nations act
out of necessity—as demonstrated by the face-to-
face armistice negotiations in 1948-49 hetween
Isruel and each of her four Arab neighbor states. In
any case. the nations of the Middle East must, in the
last analysis. determine the conditions under which
they will live together.

Our government’s policy should also reflect an.

awareness of the limited efficacy of the Umited Na-
tions 1in resolving the conflicts of the Muddle East.
The exacerbation of the Middle East erisis by the

UNEF withdrawal. the Soviet paralysis of the Secu-
rity Council, the inherent deficiencies of the Mixed
Armistice Commissions and of the Palestine Concili-
ation Commission regretfully make the United Na-
tions a fragile basis for guaranteeing the peace and
sccurity of nations in the Middle East.

In the judgment of the constituent organ-
izations of the NCRAC, the United States
should renew and intensify its efforts to per-
suade the Soviet Union to agree to a compre-
hensive arms embargo in the Middle East. In
that connectjon, the United States draft resolu-
tion introduced in the UN for "registration and
limitation of arms shipments into the area” is
most commendable. Arms limitation must, of
course, be accompanied by eflective inspection
arrangements.

The United States should not cooperate in
providing military training programs for of-
ficers of armies of nations that refuse to enter
into peace negotiations.

To bolster its move for arms limitation, the
United States should not resume assistance
to the United Arab Republic and other Arab
states until they cease their belligerency,
whether by military or other forms of aggres-
sive action.

At the same time, Americe should continue
and increase its economic and material assist-
ance fo Israel, especially at this time when her
resources have been severely strained by a war
imposed on her by aggressive neighbors.

These programs should be coupled to vigorous
efforts for the advancement of development pro-
grams for the entire region. mutual recognition of
independence and integrity among the nations in the
area and on freedom of trade and other relationships
ameong them. This would contribute, not only to
peace between Israel and the Arab states, but to im-
proved relationships among the Arab states them-
selves. The attempts of some Arab leaders to impose
hegemony upon the Arab world has hindered, rather
than facilitated, the oft-proclaimed goals of unity
and Arab development.

Soviet Policy

The Soviet Union, in cynical pursuit of its own
hegemony in the Arab world. has encouraged and
abetted the Arab beiligerency. By exercising five
vetoes in the Secunty Council in the past thirteen
years, the Soviet Union has blocked any resolution
opposed by the Arab States and denied Israel any
pussibility of just and equitable treatment in the
Security Council. While preventing the United Na-
tions from taking any constructive action in the
Middle East. the Soviet Umon provided the Arab
States with massive arms assistance in the last ten



years (more than $2 billion worth of such weapons
were destroyed or abandoned in the Sinat).

Soviet encouragement of Arab designs against Is-
rael was epitomized in its transmittal to the Arab
states in mid-May 1967 of the false information that
Israel was massing its forces to invade Syria-—de-
spite strong Israeli denials, an offer by Israel to aliow
inspection of the areas of alleged concentrations
(which the Soviet declined), and independent con-
firmation of the absence of unusual troop move-
ments by the United Nations. Moreover, the Soviet's
intention of continuing on its course of abetting the
Arab belligerency was manifest in the shipments
and airlift of new Russian aircraft, military vehicles
and armaments and additional assistance promised
by Soviet President Podgorny within days after the
decisive Israeli victory.

The belligerency of the Arabs was continually
abetted and inflamed by the Soviet Union. This role
of the USSR in the Middle East must be exposed
to the world through constant interpretation.

We hope that there will be a major shift in USSR
policy, which is prerequisite to peace in the Middle
East—a shift that would jead to the cessation of
arms shipments and of provocative encouragement
of the Arabs toward acts of war against Israel, and
a return to the position of impartial friendship that
characterized the Soviet posture at the time of Is-
rael's creation.

Public Response in the United States

Among Jews throughout the United States—as in
other parts of the world—the crisis in the Middle
East evoked an enormous, perhaps unprecedented
response, compounded of concern, identification,
commitment and zeal. Jews whose identification
with the Jewish community or the Jewish people
had been vestigial, whose participation in Jewish
organizational life had been minimal or absent,
found their deepest feelings of affinity with Israel
awakened. No other event in recent history so
dramatically unified American Jewry or elicited
such expressions of Jewish commitment.

In the days just before, during and immediately
after the fighting, the sympathies of most Americans
were overwhelmingly with Israel. This was evident
from public opinion polls which showed more than
80 per cent of those questioned as believing that the
Arabs should recognize Israel and negotiate directly
with her, that the freedom of international water-
ways should be guaranteed, and that the Russian-
sponsored. resolution in the UN should be rejected.
Two-thirds of those polled felt that Israel should
not withdraw unconditionally from the territories
she had occupied—but at least an equal percentage
had reservations about Israeli annexation of Jeru-
salem. The poll findings were reinforced by the mail
reaching the White House and Ambassador Gold-
berg: of more than 125.000 pieces, less than one

per cent was anti-Tsrael.

Many with strong sympathies for Israel clearly
were unprepared, however, to advocate direct inter-
vention by the United States in Israel's support.

The same sympathies were reflected i1n the mass
media. It was striking that many that had con-
demned Israel in 1950, favored Israel in this situa-
tion. Across the entire spectrum of political orienta-
tion, from ultra liberal to extreme conservative, the
press was almost unanimously with Israel. In some
journals strongly committed to vigorous prosecution
of the Vietnam war, there were comments on the
transformation of some “doves” on Vietnam into
“hawks” on Israel; but such hostility did not dimin-
ish the support for Israel. Reservations, when they
were expressed, revolved mainly around Jerusalem
—_the unilateral reunification of the city under Is-
raeli jurisdiction caused uneasiness, even among
some who were not explicitly opposed to eventual
unification as part of Israel. There were frequent
pleas for restraint on Israel’s part as victor and for
some solution of the refugee problem.

Among organized groups, labor stood out in its
support of Israel. Nationally and through local
councils and individual locals, labor voices were
heard not only applauding Israel but urging our
government to give her firm support through vigor-
ous diplomatic actions. Thousands of faculty mem-
bers on the campuses of the nation’s colleges and
universities joined in public statements and prof-
ferred what assistance they could give in Israel’s
behalf.

From the radical right—even from some whose
previous ufterances suggested anti-Semitic leanings
—came praise for Israel, which was seen as having
frustrated Communist machinations and which was
cited as a model for others—including the United
States—to follow in combatting World Commun-
ism. Among fundamentalists on the radical right,
some saw in the Israeli victory a futfillment of
Biblical prophecy. Only the John Birch Society,
among the ultra-nght organizations, took an am-
biguous stand.

Such hard-core anti-Semitic agitators as George
Lincoln Rockwell and Gerald L. K. Smith tortured
logic and twisted history to depict Israel as co-
conspirator with Russia in a Communist plot to
engulf the free world.

While the Communist Party leadership in the
United States echoed the Soviet line, there were
evidences of intra-party conflict. These became
manifest in such comments as those of the Yiddish
Freiheit and the Enghish language Jewish Currents,
which denounced the Arab coalition as directed to-
ward the destruction of Israe! and its people, and
characterized the demand for unconditional with-
drawal as militating against a settlement. Soviet
statements in the Secunty Council were said to



have “shocked and anguished progressive move-
ments here and abroad.”

The non-Communist left, the so-called "new left,"
and many in the “peace movement’ were largely
silent or spontaneously pro-Arab. Solid evidence of
any organized position on the Middle East among
such groups is lacking—but they were less on Is-
rael’s side than were some within the ideological
ambit of the Communist Party.

In contrast to the general outpouring of pro-
Israel sentiment was the relative silence or reluctant
and reserved comment—and occasional outright
hostility toward Israel and condemnation of her
actions—on the part of most Christian church
leaders and organizations. With conspicuous and
heart-warming exceptions among both Catholic and
Protestant clergymen, the prevailing "official”” Pro-
testant response may be said to have been char-
acterized above all by a seeming desire to avoid
taking sides. Christians accepted—and many de-
fended—Israel's right to exist; none challenged that
right; most were troubled, some were outraged, by
the Arab intransigence on that score and by the
provocative bellicosity of the Arabs. But in their
public utterances, most Christian bodies dwelt on
the need for all parties to find the way toward a
viable peace, implying at least a shared Israeli and
Arab responsibility for the fighting. The plight of
the Arab refugees was a recurring theme, Israel be-
ing faulted—explicitly or by implication—for lack
of progress toward a solution of that problem.
Jerusalem was a sensitive issue; the prospect of its
permanent incorporation into the territory of Israel
appeared to evoke uneasiness if not dismay. Israel’s
resort to force was deplored, often without weigh-
ing the provocation that occasioned it; and in that
context the desirability of resolving international
disputes through the United Nations was repeatedly
stressed. There were many remarks about "doves”
on Vietnam who (in one phrase) became 'instant
hawks™ on the Middle East.

The relationships between Jews and Christians
were strained by the divergence of attitudes toward
the Middile East conflict. Many Jews had a sense
of having been deserted in time of stress by Chris-
tians they had deemed sympathetic and understand-
ing of Jewish values and identifications. Many
Christians, on their part, clearly unable to grasp
how deeply significant Israel is to Jews throughout
the world, responded with resentment to Jewish ex-
pressions of hurt and disappointment.

It does not follow that Jewish-Christian relations
are deeply or permanently impaired; indeed, it may
prove over the longer run that this confrontation
will provide a base for fuller interpretation of the
meaning of Jewish peoplehood and deeper apprecia-
tion by Christians of the complex combination of
religious cultural, ethical, historical and traditional

elements that forms the bond of affinity and identity
among Jews everywhere.

Program Implications and Recommendations

It may be anticipated that in the course of the
year ahead. the United States will be called upon
to assert positions on Middle East issues and per-
haps to back up those positions with various forms
of action. It cannot be taken for granted that the
overwhelmingly pro-Israel sentiment that character-
ized American public opinion and supported gov-
ernment policies during and just after the crisis of
May-June, 1967 will continue. The tremendous
change in that sentiment from 1956 must be at-
tributed in some part at least to the continual pro-
gram of interpretation that Jewish community rela-
tions agencies pursued in the interim. Intensification
of that program now is necessary, and its extension
into all sectors of American society.

All aspects of the situation in the Middle East
must be put in perspective, of course, in that pro-
gram of interpretation. But special emphasis must
be accorded issues around which the greatest mis-
understanding or antagonism cluster. Among these
are:

® Jerusalem

* The Arab refugees

® The need for direct bilateral negotiations
* Regional development

® The U.S, role

* Potentialities and limitations of the U.N.
¢ Arab belligerency '

It is recommended that the period of relative
stabilization of the situation following the cessation
of fighting be utilized by all Jewish community re-
lations agencies for intensive review of their pro-
grams of interpretation; and also of their procedures
for speedy communication with various sectors of
the Jewish community should the need arise.

Among the established methods and approaches
of Jewish community relations to programs of
public interpretation, the following seem especially
appropriate in the present period in regard to the
Middle East, and are recommended:

* Periodic briefing sessions for personnel of the

mass media and for other opinion-molders.

¢ Distributions of suitably prepared interpre-
tive materials, on a regular periodic basis,
to various groups, e.g., members of the
clergy; members of college and university
faculties; government officials and others in
positions of political influence; editors and
editorial writers; participants in international
affairs organizations.

® Regularly scheduled meetings with selected
groups, for discussion of specific topics to-
ward which they display special sensitivity.



e Seminars and institutes. for broad-scale
study of the situation in historical perspec-
tive, and for study of specific concerns &s
they become timely.

e Radio and television programs

e Public statements, special articles, letters to
editors, and other uses of the mass media as
they are made timely by events.

e Creation and cultivation of a pool of ex-
perts on the Middle East among scholars, -
faculty members, etc.

e A speakers bureau, to serve vartous groups—
women's organizations, church groups, inter-
national affairs associations, etc.

e Intensive interpretation within the Jewish
community, with special efforts to reach in-
dividual Jews with information and knowl-
edge. .

® Organization and fostering of nonsectarian
groups of sympathetically concerned ndi-
viduals, especially of clergymen, faculty
members and others whose views are in-
fluential.

ARAB BOYCOTT

In the long-range Arab design to strangle Israel
economically, an objective pursued for years
through the Arab boycott program, the May 1967
closing of the Gulf of Aqaba to Israeli and Israel-
bound shipping had a clear relevance. The June
1967 extension of the boycott to Great Britain and
the. United- States can only be deemed an act of
bravado.

Two years after enactment of the 1965 amend-
ment to the Export Control Act requinng American
businessmen to report inquiries or requests for in-

- formation from Arab sources in connection with

boycott operations, and discouraging but not pro-
hibiting their cooperation in such operations, the
effectiveness of the law in reducing compliance with
the Arab boycott campaign is hard to gauge. In part
this is because of relatively sparse reporting, with
a substantial time lag, by the Commerce Depart-

‘ment, which is charged with implementation: in

part because even the best reporting would, in the
nature of the law, reveal only the experience of those
complying with it, and there is no knowledge of the
extent to which businesses approached by the Arab
boycott office—whether or not they have submitted
to its pressures—have failed to file with the Com-
merce Department, as required. The Department.
moreover, has been less than aggressive in adminis-
tration of the law; there has been no use of its pen-
alties or sanctions against non-compliance, for ex-
ample. :

There is evidence that some large corporations
with international operations have been most re-
sponsive to the law, not only as regards reporting,
but also in being guided by its declaration that 1t
is the policy of our government to oppose boycott
as an economic weapon against recipients of United
States aid by other beneficiaries of such aid. Among
such corporations are Coca Cola, RCA, and Ford.
While some smaller concerns are known to have re-
jected overtures from the Arab boycott apparatus.
also, a considerable number appear to consider
themselves more vulnerable to the threat of loss of

Arab business, confiscation of goods in transit
through Arab ports, etc.

The present law was a compromise between a bill
to make cooperation with the boycott activities of
the Arabs unlawful and the Administration’s oppo-
sition to such legislation. Such a bill*is again before
the House, At the same time, there is pending in the
Senate a resolution to authorize a study of the effec-
tiveness of the present law and such recommenda-
tions as such a study may reveal to be necessary to
protect United States business and trade against the
adverse effects of boycotts or restrictive trade prac-
tices. Hearings in both House and Senate are sched-
uled for the summer of 1967,

Based on a review of experience under the pres-
ent law up to the summer of 1966, the constituent
organizations of the NCRAC—which had sought
energetically to interpret and stimulate compliance
with the law and encourage defiance of the boy-
cott—conciuded (Joint Program Plan for 1966-
67) that the act is of limited efficacy. Further expe-
rience has confirmed that conclusion, which reason
supports even in the absence of evidence; for when
individuals are free to choose whether or not to
take financial or business risks in support of a gov-
ernment policy, those who do so yield a business ad-
vantage to those who do not, and many are reluctant
because of their knowledge that others are unwill-
ing. Accordingly,

The constituent organizations of the NCRAC
reaffirm their conviction that cooperation by
United States citizens in the furtherance of
boycotts against nations friendly to the United
States. such as the boycott being conducted by
the Arab League against Israel, should be cate-
gorically prohibtted by federal law; and

Recommend that fewish community rela-
tions agencies seek opportunity to testify at
Senate and House hearings as to their observa-
tion of the extent of Arab boycott activities in
the United States, the responses of American



businessmen, and the effectiveness of the pres-
ent law; and that they encourage and stimulate
businessmen to testify as to their experience
with the Arab boycott apparatus.

Amendments to the Foreign Aid Act have been
introduced, that would deny aid to countries engaged
in boycott activities against the United States—as
the United Arab Republic now is—or against na-
tions friendly to the United States; and to nations
that have severed diplomatic relations with the
United States—as the UAR and other Arab na-
tions have done.

The constituent organizations of the NCRAC
regard these amendments as desirable.
Meanwhile it is recommended that the

agencies continue their interpretive and other
activities as set forth in the 1966-67 Joint Pro-
gram Plan, so as fo give the greatest possible
effect to existing law.

Manufacturing and other businesses in a number
of foreign countries, with extensive trade relations
with firms in the United States, are known to have
submitted to Arab boycott pressures against doing
business with Israel. American firms doing business
with such foreign firms have the opportunity of us-
ing their trade relationships as channels for per-
suading the foreign businesses to resist the Arab
pressures. Such efforts might be influential in regard
to the encouragement of trade between Israel and
Japan, for example.

SOVIET JEWRY

In the weeks following the Israeli defeat of the
Arabs, anti-Israel attacks in the controlled Soviet
press grew more vicious and more virulent than ever.
There can be no doubt that such attacks spread in-
timidation and fear among Jews, and fan the wide-
spread and only slightly sub-surface anti-Semitism
of the Russian masses. It is known that on the open-
ing day of the Israel-Arab war, the Moscow syna-
gogue was stoned.

Even before the war, it was common for Israelis
to be termed “friends of neo-Nazis,” "“rabid racists,”
for Israeli diplomats to be attacked as “spies and
agents” and for Israel to be condemned as an ag-
gressor. In June 1967, so-called reports from the
Middle East war zones told bizarre and preposterous
stories of atrocities by Israeli soldiers in support of
the outrageous equation of Israel with the barbarism
of the Nazis.

The breaking of diplomatic relations between the
USSR and Israel in June 1967 destroyed a tie that
was of great symbolic significance to Soviet Jewry.
The existence of formal relationships also facili-
tated arrangements for reunion of families in Israel.
It can only be hoped that some such humanitarian
arrangements can continue despite the breach, in
the spirit of Premier Alexei Kosygin's Paris state-
ment of December 1966 that families who want to
be reunited with relatives abroad would "find the
door open.”

An extensive bureaucratic machinery for proc-
essing applications for exit permits exists in the
USSR, and nominally any Russian citizen may ap-
Ply. But there exists also a methodical campaign of
arrests, trials, convictions and severe sentencing of
persons falsely charged with espionage and lesser
crimes against the state, often based, even on the
official record, on mere contact with foreigners, or

correspondence with them. Several such arrests and
prosecutions during the past year were given promi-
nent notice in the controlled Soviet press, ostenta-
tious emphasis being given to charges that the al-
leged offenses were committed in synagogues or in
collusion with Israeli agents, and the like.

These devices, palpably designed to discourage
Jews from applying for exit permits, no doubt have
been effective. Even so, however, the number of ap-
plications are vastly greater than the number of exit
permits granted; and some succeed in obtaining per-
mission to leave only after repeated applications
over long periods, sometimes many years.

Small Tokens, Large Denials

Many of the improvements in the cultural and
religious situation of Russian Jewry promised over
recent years have remained unfulfilled or been given
only token implementation. Except for the wider
availability of matzoth for Passover in 1967, at least
in Moscow, Leningrad and other large cities, the re-
straints and repressions on Jewish religious or cul-
tural expression that have been imposed since the
Stalin era remained substantially unrelieved during
the past year. A statistical survey of books in Yid-
dish—according to Folkstimme, a Yiddish periodi-
cal appearing in Warsaw—showed that, from 1961-
66. of a total of 750, only seven had appeared in
Russia, which has the largest population of any coun-
try in the world declaring Yiddish as mother tongue.
In the United States, the survey showed, 240 books
in Yiddish were published. An occasional concert or
recital of Jewish songs or music in one or another
of Russia’s large cities—almost always by an ama-
teur group lacking state support such as is given
theatrical companies of other national and ethnic
groups—served chiefly to demonstrate by the quick



sell-out of tickets and the packed theaters that there
is a great hunger for Jewish culturai fare among
Soviet Jews.

A scheduled visit by Israel’s philharmonic orches-
tra was canceled, rescheduled, again canceled. Israeli
performers were extremely popular in Russia.
Cheering Jewish crowds gathered outside theaters
where they appeared, but were forcibly prevented
from approaching the performers or speaking to
them. On one such occasion, Russian security police
arrested three Jews, who subsequently were jailed.

Dramatic expression was given, also, to the hun-
ger for distinctively Jewish experience by the out-
pouring of tens of thousands of students into major
synagogues and the streets outside to celebrate Sim-
chath Torah—one bit of evidence among many that
are now emerging of the desire among Russian Jew-
ish youth for ways of identifying with the Jewish
people. '

The growing sensitivity of Russian intellectuals
to the situation of Russia’s Jews was reflected in such
writings as the novel, Babi ¥Yar, which includes a

. moving account of the Nazi massacre of Jews and

others on the site of that ravine that became a mass
grave. Yet, the long promised monument at Babi
Yar still does not exist. A Soviet history of World
War 11, published in 1966, omitted any reference to
Babi Yar and in its 600 pages found space for only
two. notes on what happened to Jews during the
Nazi invasion.

o Soviet Sensitivity

That the Soviet regime is sensitive to the growing
condemnation of its treatment of Russian Jews by
the world outside its borders was further shown dur-
ing the past. year. For the first time in any publica-
tion of general circulation within the U.S.5.R,, the
American Jewish Conference on Soviet Jewry was
mentioned in the Spring of 1967 in Sovietish Heim-
1and—of course, to be savagely denounced.

Sensitivity was reflected also in the behavior of
the Communist Party of the United States. After
strong expressions of concern by Communist parties
and leaders in other tands—including Britain,
France, Italy, among others-——the American party
belatedly announced a conference on anti-Semitism
for the autumn of 1966. A draft statement, cireu-
jated within the party as agenda for the conference,
included somewhat guarded references to anti-Sem-
itism in the U.S.S.R. But the conference did not take
place and no plans for it have been announced.

Moreover, occasional critical comments appeared
in Communist-oriented publications. The October
1966 issue of Jewish Currents, for example, carried
an article based on personal observation within
Russia, which declared that Soviet “Jews are for-
cibly losing their identity.”

impact on Public Opinion

Certain it is that the programs of the American
Jewish Conference on Soviet Jewry—in wirich all
the constituent organizations of the NCRAC have
participated—have had a continually mounting im-
pact on public opinion, and that they have affected
to a degree the attitudes and actions of the United
States Government. Qur government officially pro-
jected its concern in various bodies of the U.N. dur-
ing the year. Some measure of the responses of non-
Jewish Americans to the campaign of exposure and
condemnation conducted under the aegis of the Con-
ference are to be seen in the statements issued dur-
ing the past year by 90 United States Senators, by
315 members of the United States House of Repre-
sentatives, by more than 150 Negro leaders. The
number of individuals of all faiths and all walks of
life involved in the Passover vigils and other pro-
grams mounted in some fifteen cities by organiza-
tions working through the Conference is another
measure of the reach of its message. Simultaneous
assemblies in 34 cities on Human Rights Day, 1966,
observed a Day of Dedication to Soviet Jewry. The
Declaration of Rights for Soviet Jewry, adopted at
a national leadership conference in the Spring of
1966, was posted in Jewish community centers, syn-
agogues, and many public places with cefemonies
involving Crhistian ministers, Negro leaders, politi-
cal officials, and others. A million copies of a supple-
mental Passover prayer, titled this year the
Matzoh of Hope,” were distributed and recited in
hundreds of thousands of homes as part of the Seder
service. -

It is scarcely ever possible to ascribe specific re-
sults to such activities; yet it cannot be doubted that
the sensitivity displayed by the Soviet Union is
attributable to the widespread criticism of its dis-
criminatory posture toward its Jewish population—
criticism that could hardly have been voiced had
public attention not been dramatically focused on
the facts. The constituent organizations of the
NCRAC are satisfied that such is the case and they
accordingly

Recommend that Jewish community rela-
tions agencies increase their participation in the
programs of the American Jewish Conference
on Soviet Jewry. more specifically, (a) that
participation by jocal communities be ex-
panded and intensified: and (b) that national
agencies exert greater efforts to encourage
active involvement in community-wide pro-
grams by their memberships in the commu-
nities.

During the coming program year. the USSR will
be observing the 50th anniversary of the Russian
revolution. It will be an appropriate setting 1n
which to call upon the Soviet regime to fulfill the
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