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I N T R O D U C T I O N B Y A L F R E D M O S E S 

Your attendance this morning and your uplifted faces beaming with keen anticipation tell 
me and our guests that this is an important session to the American Jewish Committee. We're 
going to be discussing whether American Jews and Israelis are moving apart. The announcement 
for the meeting uses the words "drifting apart." "Drifting" would indicate that neither American 
Jewry nor Israel has any control of the situation, that the forces of nature are moving ourselves and 
Israelis in opposite directions. I, for one, reject that. We may be moving apart, but there is no 
reason why we should be drifting apart. The fact is that the last 20 years have been very different 
from what was anticipated by most of us. More than 500,000 Jews left their countries of birth and 
came to the United States, not to Israel — well over 100,000 Soviet Jews, over 30,000 Iranian Jews, 
and many hundreds of thousands of Israelis. This will have its impact not only today but for years 
to come. Politically, American Jewry has remained committed to social democratic values at a time 
when Israeli society has moved to the right, away from the decisions of the Labor party, away from 
the political philosophy that was the underpinning of Israel for the first 20 years of Israel's existence. 
What do these two phenomena mean for the future of relationships between ourselves — American 
Jewry -- and Israel? 

Before proceeding with our presentations it is appropriate that I review briefly at this lime 
the work of our Institute on American Jewish-Israeli Relations. Founded in 1982 by Bert Gold and 
directed by him since then (it is often referred to as Bert Gold's Institute, and logically so), the 
Institute is the first such effort by an American Jewish organization to come to grips with the issue 
we are discussing today - the relationship between American Jews and Israel. The Institute has 
set up advisory boards here and in Israel. The board in Israel is headed by Zalman Abramov, 
former leader of the Liberal party in the Knesset. It has among its members former ambassadors 
to the United States and European countries, academic deans, and leading figures in Israeli industry. 
We have a similar board here in the United States whose first chair was Stuart Eizenstat. And we 
have as our Institute's founding members persons who head the three major Jewish theological 
institutions in the United States — the Jewish Theological Seminary, Yeshiva University, and the 
Hebrew Union College. We also have the lay heads of most of the major Jewish organizations, 
including the United Jewish Appeal. Our two advisory boards not only meet separately at regular 
intervals but they also meet together in Israel each year. 

We have established two exchange programs. One, founded and sponsored by Edna and 
Matthew Brown of Boston, has sent 65 young Israelis to the United States over the past seven years. 
Among them were young men and women who are today members of the Knesset and mayors of 
cities and development towns, some beyond the Green Line and some within the Green Line. And 
we now have sent two groups of young Americans to Israel in a program sponsored by my wife, 
Carol, and me. They spend two to three weeks with their counterparts in Israel. And these arc the 
persons who are the future Mel Levines of American Jewry. 
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We send out a monthly newsletter in Hebrew to 1000 opinion-makers in Israel reporting 
on what is going on in American Jewry. And we know from our work in Israel how important that 
message is. It is the one vehicle that Israeli leaders have in their language to learn what's going 
on here in American Jewish life. We are working with the Israeli Ministry of Education and 
Culture on the development of special programs for the training of teachers in instructing Israeli 
students about the Diaspora. The negation of the Diaspora is no longer acceptable to world Jewry. 
We have to learn more about each other. Israelis have to start teaching about us, and we have to 
learn more about our Israeli brothers in Israel, for we are one people. We have commissioned 
publications to deal with such critical issues as territory and peace - a look in-depth at halakhic 
justification for holding onto territories and at the same time giving up some of them, if necessary, 
for the sake of peace. 

We have also sponsored conferences dealing with such issues as perceptions of Israel in 
the American media in the aftermath of the Lebanon War and with Ashkenazi-Sephardi relations 
in Israel. What we are doing is trying to bring the two societies together. The results of these 
conferences and the data produced by our opinion polls have served as resources for American 
Jewry and indeed for world Jewry. They are often reproduced in the American press and the Israeli 
press. That has been accomplished under Bert's direction. And I think we should, through 
applause, confer a message of appreciation for what he has done. 



R E M A R K S B Y R E P . M E L L E V I N E 

I am delighted to be here today at the annual meeting of the American Jewish Committee's 
National Executive Council. I welcome the opportunity to address this audience in my hometown 
and am pleased to appear on a panel with both Norman Podhoretz and Arye Carmon. 

The subject of today's session is extremely important. Few can deny that events over the 
past several years ״ the debate over "Who is a Jew," U.S. and Israeli policy toward issues ranging 
from Soviet Jewry to South Africa, the peace process, and the Palestinian uprising - have created 
the perception and, at times, the reality of strains and stresses between the American Jewish 
community and Israel. 

And yet, American anguish - and, occasionally, American anger - over these issues occurs 
within the broader framework of American Jewry's love for Israel and our commitment to Israel's 
safety and security. Often we find ourselves experiencing conflicting emotions. 

For example, when the nightly news shows Israeli soldiers combating Palestinian protesters, 
do you sometimes say to yourselves, "There must be another way to respond"? And yet, when your 
local paper editorializes against Israel's treatment of those same Palestinians, do you feel provoked 
to make a response, committed to trying to place such incidents in context? 

Or when the Israeli government is accused of dragging its feet on the peace process, do you 
feel that Israel should understand that it is in Israel's best interest to be seen as the party most 
aggressively pursuing peace, if only so as not to jeopardize American support? And yet, aren't you 
simultaneously stirred to anger when observers call I s r a e l the "obstacle" to peace, knowing full well 
that Arab hostility to Israel over four decades remains the primary reason why no peace has been 
possible? 

What about the Israelis who ־- when told by American Jews what kind of concessions they 
should make for peace - respond by telling you that the Middle East is their neighborhood, that 
it is their sons and daughters on the front lines, and that it is ultimately their blood which will be 
shed should too much be given too soon? 

A brief story, often told by former Israeli ambassador to the United States Simcha Dinitz, 
illustrates this point. 

A chicken and a salmon go out for a meal. They stop outside a restaurant to look at the 
menu, which features eggs - hard-boiled, scrambled, poached -- and also smoked salmon, salmon 
steak, and salmon souffle. "Let's go in," advises the chicken. "I'd rather not," replies the salmon. 



"Why?" asks the chicken. "Well," says the salmon, referring to the menu, "for you, it's a 
contribution; for me, it's a total commitment." 

What about conflicts between American Jews and Israel over Soviet Jewish emigration? In 
Israel's view, if Soviet Jews are getting out of the USSR with Israeli visas, shouldn't they go to 
Israel, which really needs these potential oliml On the other hand, hasn't it been American policy 
for 20 years ־- and the long-standing goal of our community - simply to get these Jews out and then 
give them freedom of choice? 

I want today to suggest that these situations are simply part of the ongoing evolution of the 
relationship between American Jews and Israel. My rabbi during K o l Nidre devoted her entire 
sermon to a perceptive analysis of this subject, and likened the relationship to a marriage. I agree. 
Just as in a marriage or any other long-term partnership, strains and stresses, conflicting emotions, 
are inevitable after a number of years. It can never be a l l good a l l the time — and it never is. 
When — as here — we speak of two societies, two countries, two cultures, they undoubtedly will deal 
differently with such critical issues as security and religion. 

That this is so should surprise no one, but for us it can create a complex and sometimes 
confusing reality. We might be angry, frustrated, or disappointed on a particular issue, and might 
therefore want to speak out. We know that candor and openness a r e essential ingredients of a close 
relationship and must be parts of it. But we also know that public differences with Israel, on the 
peace process particularly, raise a real prospect that this criticism w i l l be misused and manipulated. 

I am convinced of two key points which contain the seeds of conflict but which must be 
reconciled. First, disagreement and differences arc inevitable. Israel itself is deeply divided. It is 
entirely natural for fundamental Israeli debates to be reflected in the American Jewish community. 
Most importantly, it is not unpatriotic to disagree. 

Second, regardless of the disagreements, the future of Israel and of America's Jewish 
community are indivisible. Wc must always be there for the other, in both good times and limes 
of trouble. As lovers of Zion, we have a responsibility to do no less, to defend Israel in the court 
of public opinion. 

Those who were present ״ even if vicariously - at Israel's birth, who saw Israel rise from 
the ashes of the Holocaust, who watched the desert bloom, who have history to inspire them: these 
arc the stalwarts of our community, the bedrock of Israel's support, who can look beyond the daily 
drumbeat of hostility directed toward Israel. 

However, wc cannot ignore the fact that there are others who were also present at the 
creation who have a different view. They are the ones for whom the dream has died, for whom 
disillusion has set in. They arc the ones who turned off when the dancing stopped and the not-
so-pretty process of nation-building began in earnest. It might be wrong, it might be unfair, it might 
totally ignore Arab enmity, but these feelings exist in our community, and we ignore them at our 
peril. 

These sentiments at least appear to be felt more deeply among younger Jews too, and that 
points to another crucial matter of which we must be aware. It is very hard for Jewish students, 
in 1989, to defend Israel on the college campus. Israel's enemies in this setting are articulate, 
aggressive, and often intimidating. Many Jewish organizations do a superb job of educating our 
students to respond, but the tables have now turned. 

Israel, perversely, is too often seen as the Goliath, and our sons and daughters are always 
on the defensive. In fact, they operate at a handicap, for their history began during the latter 



Begin era, during Lebanon, a time leading to increasing disagreement in Israel and in the United 
States over several of Israel's policies. They do not really know -־ for they have not really lived -
the full triumph and tragedy that is Israel: Entebbe and Maalot, the '67 war and the Munich 
massacre. So they begin to question the Tightness of the views on which they were raised. If it 
results in an abandonment of the cause? T h a t is the potential tragedy. 

Israel long ago won the struggle for America's heart ־־ and I believe it is America's heart 
that it must keep to ensure deep and lasting American support. Yet today's T V images arc 
challenging the hold Israel has on America's heart -־ both within and beyond the American Jewish 
community. Our imperative must therefore be to provide our offspring and our community with 
the ability, the incentive, and the inspiration to continue to make Israel's case forcefully to the 
world. 

Part of the process must be a reiteration of some simple truths which are too quickly 
dismissed by Israel's detractors and even by some in our own community. 

First, Israel reborn was a nation surrounded by those who vowed to destroy her at birth and 
who, with one exception, have reiterated that vow in word and deed for 40 years. Precisely because 
of the unremitting hostility Israel has faced during its four decades, both its survival and 
accomplishments -- in agriculture, industry, medicine, and so many other fields ־־ loom remarkably 
large. 

Second, during a recent visit of my own to the Mideast, just last August, I met with all 
levels of Israeli society as well as with Palestinians from the West Bank and Gaza. Everyone had 
an opinion on everything, be it the peace process, the P L O , the United States, even the N B A . 
There is no other country which, while surrounded by implacable enemies, has maintained such 
standards of democracy as has Israel. Imperfect, yes, but -- as regular visits to the Arab world 
remind me - it is light-years ahead of its neighbors. 

Third, I walked down the streets of Jerusalem, Tel Aviv, and Tiberias last summer. And 
what struck me -־ as it always has - was the multiplicity of faces. It is a constant and visible 
reminder that Israel is the refuge of Jews from over 100 countries of all backgrounds and colors ־־ 
Zionist pioneers, Holocaust survivors, Oriental Jews, Soviet and Ethiopian Jews fleeing persecution, 
repression, and famine, and so many others for whom Israel truly is the "Promised Land." What's 
more, Israel is home to upward of half a million Moslem and Christian Arabs, Druze, Baha'is, 
Circassians, and other groups, all of whom add to Israel's ethnic quilt. 

Fourth, the principal reason I went to Israel in August was to share the country with my 
three young children. It was their first trip there; they loved it. Indeed, Israel is the place where 
many of our kids go to spend a summer or a semester, where they can see firsthand the history that 
is Israel. It is no surprise that the majority of those students who fight most fiercely on Israel's 
behalf are veterans of visits to the Jewish state. 

I say all this not necessarily to be a cheerleader for Israel but to argue that we should feel 
proud of what Israel has accomplished. We should not let misgivings about certain Israeli policies 
make us so defensive or disillusioned that wc lose sight of these fundamental facts and lose the 
spirit to carry on the struggle. 

My feelings for Israel -- and for America's interest in Israel's security -- motivate me to 
spend much of my time in Congress trying to do all that I can to ensure her continuing strength 
and survival. 

And I know that pro-Israel activism ״ by many here in this room and by Jews across the 
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country - whether politically, financially, or culturally and whether through Federation, Bonds, 
PACs, defense agencies, or civic organizations remains both vibrant and vigorous. Success in 
Washington on behalf of Israel would not be possible without the enormous outpouring of support 
for Israel generated at the grass-roots level. 

There is a final component in the strategy that I have outlined. For it is ultimately not 
enough to point out Israel's assets or focus on Arab flaws. Rather, it requires a return to the theme 
with which I began. And that is a recognition that there w i l l be differences between American 
Jews and Israel, there w i l l be tensions, and there w i l l be trying times. Those times, those issues, 
must be dealt with honestly and candidly. But we cannot let these differences poison relations 
between Israel and the Diaspora. We need each other. We depend on each other. We cannot 
allow a divorce. 

Like it or not, how conflicts are discussed is a sensitive subject. I believe candor is essential 
in a relationship. Still, on a personal note, I also believe that I ״ as an A m e r i c a n congressman 
representing an A m e r i c a n constituency who is not a member of the Knesset - can be most 
constructive when I have strong views to offer by offering them privately; that to choose up sides 
publicly in a domestic Israeli policy debate is doing neither side a service. Others will choose a 
different course. So far, I have concluded this is the way I can be most effective. 

Inevitably, the destinies of American Jews and Israel will remain forever intertwined. They 
should be, and they must be. For the fate of the Jewish people everywhere is tied together. A l l 
Jews know instinctively that when a kibbutznik is killed in the Galilee, the Jew in Los Angeles 
grieves. And when the leader of the Jewish community is gunned down in the streets of Brussels, 
the Jew in New York, Miami, Mexico City, mourns. Whatever the strains, whatever the tensions, 
let us never forget: A m Yisrael E c h a d - that, ultimately, is the essence of my message today. 



R E M A R K S B Y D R . A R Y E C A R M O N 

Just before this meeting I reminded Norman Podhoretz of the first time we met, some 
sixteen years ago. He had come to speak at the University of Wisconsin, where I was a graduate 
student. I told him that my grandmother's maiden name was Podhoretz. We noted how uncommon 
a name Podhoretz is, and assumed that our ancestors had come from the same area of Poland. Of 
course, we also had to assume that we are somehow related. 

Regardless of whether this is true or not, I want to open with this sentiment. More than 
two generations ago, whether we were relatives or not, we would have spoken the same language, 
shared the same tastes, looked at the same landscapes, and aspired to more or less the same things. 
We feared the same surroundings. We were part of one culture. Today ״ not so many years later, 
but already two generations after the Holocaust and the founding of the State of Israel have become 
predominant in the Jewish collective consciousness ־- here I am, speaking to you in a language not 
my own. Your culture is not my culture; your horizons are not those that I know. True, we still 
have a lot in common: memories, feelings -- we even think alike. I am not sure, though, if the 
same will be said about our grandchildren. What will happen two generations from now? This is 
my concern. 

Are we drifting apart? I suspect we are. Is this inevitable? Quite frankly, I don't know. 
Looking back over the past decade, it looks on the surface like we have walked away from these 
problems, ignored what is nothing less than a crisis in the relationship between us. The extent of 
our differences is not yet clear to me ־- I don't know if "gulf is the right word -- but clearly there 
are signs of growing problems in the relationship between Israel and the Diaspora. Personally, as 
an educator, I am committed to trying to prevent this. 

The first observation I want to make is that the very notion of drifting apart is couched in 
our experiences of the past. We ought to be vigorous enough, courageous enough, imaginative 
enough, and creative enough to deal with this issue from the perspective of the upcoming century. 
This would certainly be more constructive. My thoughts can be divided into several points: 

First, the political situation has changed drastically in Israel. Since the late 1970s all the 
rifts and schisms inherent in Israeli society have come to the fore. Today, for instance, we do not 
have a dominant party in power, we have two. The result is a government which is often 
incapacitated and is certainly unable to offer the Israeli citizen ״ let along the Diaspora Jew ־־ a 
clear, unified political vision. 

This has obviously affected the American Jewish community. We no longer have the luxury 
of saying "we are one." American Jews can no longer simply adhere to official Israeli policy because 
there is no longer just one Israeli policy. 
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Looking back at the decade of the 1980s we can point to several other events that are part 
of this watershed in the relationship: the war in Lebanon and the intifada. In the early 1980s, 
during the Lebanon War, I was a visiting professor at U C L A . As I spoke to the community, on 
many occasions, I learned that "fact-finding missions" were sent, first to Yamit (during the Israeli 
evacuation of the Sinai), then to Lebanon. I begged my friends in the Los Angeles Jewish 
community to send a fact-finding mission to I s r a e l to learn about the impact of these events on 
Israel itself. Their confusion, however, only confused me; and then I started to understand the 
extent of the differences in our respective perceptions of Israel and of Jewish responsibility. 

The 1980s was also a decade of change in the leadership of the Jewish communities. Both 
in Israel and in the Diaspora we have a new generation of leaders who did not live through the 
trauma of the Holocaust and the wonders of founding the Jewish state, For this generation the 
existence of the State of Israel is a fact. This allows them to be more rational, more critical. A 
similar change has occurred in the American political leadership. One need only to compare 
Reagan's almost emotional attachment to Israel with Bush and Baker's more analytical, detached 
approach to diplomacy in the Middle East. The American friendship with Israel is being 
transformed not by a political conflict, or even by disagreements between friends, but because 
something has happened generationally in the leadership of both countries. 

My main point, though, goes deeper than this. I would like to argue that what is at stake 
is an identity crisis in Israel. Speaking as an Israeli, I would like to emphasize the asymmetrical 
relationship which exists between Israelis and Diaspora Jews. As a Zionist, I would like to pose 
an ostensibly non-Zionist argument. It seems to me that the continued Israeli denial of our 
diasporic heritage and our diasporic tradition is the crux of the crisis we face today. Zionism 
attempted to negate "diasporism," to erase the galut from the collective consciousness. For our 
parents, who were rooted in the Diaspora, this was an understandable necessity. They could never 
have built what they did without wrenching themselves from their own past. But we — the sabras 
whose roots are Israel itself - have been brought up totally disassociated from our historic past, 
from our diasporic essence. If we look at Israel as a society in the making, one still far from 
achieving its final form, then we can begin to understand how important it is to connect the past 
40 years with the previous 2000 years. Both for better and for worse. For instance, those 2000 
years were years without political sovereignty. But it is precisely this political responsibility for 
ourselves - the fostering of democratic institutions in Israel ״ which stands foremost on our agenda 
in Israel today. This was not necessarily a part of Zionist consciousness because it was not a part 
of the Jewish experience in the Diaspora. And now, because we do not have a past which taught 
us about political sovereignty, we have problems with the future. 

And here is yet another element. For the past 40 years Israel has been immersed in the 
awesome effort of developing itself. We have observed this same process in other nations. But 
Israel could be singled out in modern history as the only society that has been undergoing this 
process during an ongoing geopolitical conflict which draws all her energies and resources into 
what has been called "a struggle for survival." What has emanated is a mentality, even an ethos, of 
"survival" which I see as poisoning that very entity wc have worked so hard to achieve. Jewish 
history makes use of the word k i y u m , which means existence, not survival. Existence in Jewish 
history had two faces: the physical and the spiritual. The latter meant on ongoing search: Jewish 
existence is an answer to what question? And hence: Is Israel an answer to the existential Jewish 
question? "Survival" debilitated our response to this essential question. 

One tangible symptom of these difficulties, which I wish to bring as an example, is what I 
call the abandoned generation, the generation of those children, my children, born into the post-
'67 situation. 

I was born in Jerusalem and grew up in a country with borders. It was clear where my 


