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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Research in international politics in the past has concentrated on three
levels of analysis - the study of political interaction in the international system,
the study of particular subsystems, i.e., nation-states, and the study of indivi-
duals and their decision making.l The systems approach studies international
behavior from a global perspective. It highlights the power configurations among
alliances of states. The behavior of the states is explained mainly by their posi-
tion in the galaxy of states. This position dictates the rules and modes of be-
havior necessary to maintain a stable system and the states' positions in it.
Nation-states are viewed for the purpose of analysis as monolithic units whose
value systems and internal processes are of secondary importance for explaining
their behavior. This perspective de~emphasizes the internal differences among
states. It also ignores the influence of subnational groups in the international

arena.

J. David Singer designates the systems approach as thé "black-box"
view of international politics in which states are viewed as almost homogenous
entities.2 Governments therefore formulate foreign policy by considering the
power configurations in the world and their place in them. Analysis of inter-
national politics is replete with concepts such as balance of power, bipolarity,
multipolarity, alliances and other structural descriptions. The actors are

nation-states or in updated models of the systems approach, nation-states and

international organizations.
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The second approach to international politics stresses the importance
of the internal processes of a single state in determining its foreign policy and
in explaining its behavior in the international arena. The external environment,
i.e., the behavior of other states, is one influential factor among many that con-
tribute to a foreign policy decision. This view of international politics empha-
sizes the difference among states, and the peculiarity of each decision maker
and decision. The component parts of the domestic system--leaders, parties,
interest groups, public opinion, governmental institutions and the struggle for
power among them, are the foci of study for the analyst.3 Optimally, foreign
policy resﬁlts from the convergence of many influences and processes internal
to a particular state. External events from the international environment are
the stimuli that provoke the state to take action. The response of the decision
maker is determined after consideration of several alternatives whose conse-

quences will affect both the international and domestic system.

_The third approach to international polities focuses on the decisions of
the mer who occupy the positions responsible for making of foreign policy de-
cisions. It studies the policy makers' perceptions of the world, the different
kinds of government structure that enable or impede decision-making. This
approach also includes studies of individual leaders; their personalities and

. 4
environments.

The decision-making schema by Snyder, Bruck and Sapin is a useful
starting point for studying foreign policy.5 It incorporates the second and
third approach: They suggested that the decision-making process which pre-
cedes initiating a foreign policy consists of the complex consideration of many
factors, domestic and environmental. They directed the analyst to consider
psychological and organizational factors in foreign policy decision-making.
These factors include: the analysis of the structure of authority, communica-
tion flow, and efficiency within an organization (government bureaucracy), un-
derstanding the motivations of the decision maker, his past experiences and
how these affect his perception of information. Snyder suggests a checklist of

factors to consider when analyzing foreign policy-making.
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The Snyder checklist influenced a generation of analysts by offering a
starting point for analysis of one or more components of decision-making. Case
studies were written about single decisions, public opinion, political parties, and
interest group influence on foreign policy, psychological determinants in the de-

cision-making process, perception and misperception, etc.

Snyder utilized the same broad conceptual framework drawn by systems
analysts. That is, he too limited international interaction to that which occurs
between states in the international system. Thus ethnic groups, labor and re-
ligious organizations, political movements, and business organizations that may
act transnationally are subsumed within the nation-state. The possibility that
these actors may function independently or semi-independently across state

boundaries is ignored.

Snyder et alia diagram their concept of state-state relations in an explo-
ratory article entitled "Decision-making as an Approach to the Study of Inter-
national Politics. B (see Figure 1) The two states interact government to
governﬁ{ént. The state-state relationship is perceived to be a level of interac-
tion distinct from that which may occur within or between internal settings. The
internal settings, that is, the various private citizens, interest groups and poli-
tical parties and representatives of institutions within one state may interact
with their counterparts or others within the internal setting of another state.

The policy action taken by sfate X is reacted to both by country Y and also by

the internal setting of country X. An unpopular action taken by country X, (for
example, the United States' Christmas bombing of Hanoi in December, 1972)
creates its own reaction within the state, creating new demands on the decision-
making apparatus in addition to a response from country Y at whom the action
was directed. (The bombing may or may not have brought the Vietnamese closer
to reaching a peace agreement with the Uﬁited States. It definitely generated

large protests within the United States.)
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This conception of international politics represented in the Snyder ap-
proach neglects the study of non-governmental actors that interact with a foreign
governmgnt and thus affect foreign policy. The non-governmental actor, as il-
lustrated in the diagram above, acts only in response to his government's actions
by appeal within the domestic system in support or protest or by interacting with
his counterparts in country Y on a non-governmental level. Other state interac-
tions across national boundaries are cultural exchanges, functional relations be-
tween labor groups, business and fraternal relations among religious and ethnic
groups. These relations between sub-groups within states and their counterparts
abroad help forge good relations among the ""peoples' of states and thus may en-
courage popular support for the establishment of good political relations between
states. Nonetheless, these "functional' relations affect international politics

only indirectly.

The decision-making approach excludes non-governmental actors within
states that may act independently in the international arena, interacting with
foreign governments on a variety of issues. The activities of subversive groups

which have strong ties with a foreign state, for example, Communist and Fascist
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parties in the 1930s, are just one example of a kind of non-governmental actor -
government ini;erac‘l:icm.7 Other examples are the activities of the Catholic
Church and other religious organizations across state boundaries. Both the sys-
tems approach and the decision-making approach have wrestled in recent years
with the problem of the inclusion of multi-national corporations among the actors
in the international arena. Their economic power in the last three decades has
become 2 force that influences the political decisions of sovereign states. A
giant enterprise such as General Motors, for example, which is American con-
trolled and directed, operates in many different countries. Its interests and
perspective are broader than national, as it pursues economic and when necessary
political goals across nationzl boundaries. In a listing that compares the size of
multi-national enterprises (MNE) to the size of nation~states, General Motors
ranks twenty-third, after the twenty-two largest nations of the world. Of the

top fifty, forty-one are states and nine are MNES.8 The inclusion of MNEs in
the analysis of international politics expands the traditional nation-state frame-~
work to'include powers that lack sovereignty, as conventioﬂally defined. This
new focus on the economic transnational actor opened the way to a re-evaluation

of the state-centric paradigm.

Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye in the introduction to the volume Trans-

national Relations and World Politics design an alternative paradigm. They

suggest that "transnational interactions' defined as "'the movement of tangible or
intangible items across state boundaries when at least one actor is not an agent

of a government or an intergovernmental organization’ must be included in any
comprehensive representation of international politics.9 Thus international inter-

action should be represented by the following diagram:lo
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The actors are governmental, transnational, and intergovernmental. Sub-nation-
al groups may act in world politics in two capacities. First, they may act as
domestic actors influencing their government on a foreign policy decision. Sec-
ond, they may act as transnational actors, interacting directly across national
boundaries with a foreign government, its agent 01: its popula‘cion.11 As trans-

national actors they may play a significant role in international politics.

Maureen Berman and Joseph Johnson have added to the discussion of

transnational actors in a short book entitled Unofficial Diplomats. They write

We refer to the range of private international relations as "unofficial
diplomacy." Within this category fall many different kinds of parti-
cipants, as well as a variety of channels and approaches. It should
be made clear that our concern is not with domestic groups that
work to influence only their own government, but with individuals
and groups who have contact with private citizens or government
officials from other countries as well as their own.12
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Berman and Johnson study the activities of the Society of Friends and other church
groups in the mediation of conflict and crises between countries. The innovative
aspect of their study is the introduction of transnational actors, individuals or
groups that play a role alongside official channels in international relations. They
describe the function of the transnational actor as unofficial diplomat thus:

The supplemental functions that unofficial diplomats perform are
aimed at preparing the way for or facilitating the conduct of inter-
state relations. Unofficial diplomats may set the stage for official
actions, and contribute to the possibilities of success once matters
are taken up in normal diplomatic channels. 3

This study will focus on a non-governmental transnational actor, an eth-
nic group, and its activities in the foreign policy process in the United States and
in international politics. This area of inquiry one might have expected to be sub-
sumed in the study of interest group activity. For many years, ethnics have act-
ed as organized domestic interest groups that ''act as shared-attitude groups
that make their claims through or upon any of the institutions of government. nld
Ethnic group activities to influence foreign policy within the domestic system
have been studied rather sketchily in several general studies about the role of
ethnics in United States politics15 and in some limited studies of particular eth-
nic groups.la These view the ethnic group as a domestic actor which is interest-
ed in a particular foreign policy because of its effect on its old‘homelahd, or on
relations with the enemy of its former homeland. The interest German Ameri-
cans had before and during World War I in friendly United States relations with
Germany and the interest of Irish Americans in preventing an American alliance
with Great Britain during this same period, are examples of the kind of ethnic
political goals st:udied.17 Another often cited example of ethmic involvement in
foreign policy was the activities of Jewish organizations in the post World War II
period to influence the White House, the State Department, and Congress to sup-
port the éstablishment of the State .of Israel as a haven for European Jews rescued

from the Holocaust and for Jews living under persecution in other countries.18

The American democratic framework offers opportunities for different

groups to seek to advance their interests and influence government policy. The
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First Amendment guarantees to all citizens the right to "peaceably ... assem-
ble and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.”" The interest
group can organize freely in support of a particular policy or opposition to it

and exercise various methods of persuasion —- lobbying, the media, private per-
sonal interventions with elected officials, protest demonstrations -- to achieve
its goals. The ethnic group is but one of many actors in the American political

system who seek to influence government policy.

What role have interest groups played in the foreign policy proc;es's ?
This question is difficult to answer for several reasons. The role of interest
groups in the foreign policy process has not been systematically researched.
First, and mo:s,t important, it is difficult to measure the effects of the efforts of
interest groups to influence (directly or indirectly) government decisions.
Though most analysts agree that interest groups can and do influence foreign pol-
icy decisions, especially on the Middle East, there have been few studies done to
empirically support this contention. Even though there is a2 great deal of inter-
est group activity, the analyst has no way of accurately gauging exactly what im-

pact this activity made on the decision- maker. Bauer, Pool and Dexter, in their

study American Business and Public Policy, indicate the difficulties defining the
self-interest of an interest group and dispel the commonly held belief that busi-
nessmen are well informed of their interests and take united action in pursuit of
those interests. Secondly they suggest that there is no automatic connection bet-
ween ""business pressure' and the formulation of public policy.19 Second, the
general lack of attention paid to the roleand effect of interest groups can be at-
tributed to the present emphasis on political studies of the decision-making syé—
tem within the government structure. Studies of bureaucratic decision-making,
the role of the President, perception and personality concentrate on the govern-
ment and its actors and only tangentially include domestic variables such as in-

terest groups, political parties and public opinion.

The studies that do focus on interest group activity share the same ap-

proach. All perceive them as domestic groups (and not as transnational linkage
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actors) whose interests lie in particular aspects of foreign policy. Raymond
Bauer et al, for example, analyze the role of business groups in the process of
determining foreign trade legislation. He concludes that the role of pressure
groups in influencing Congressional decisions on foreign policy is overrated.
Often their efforts fail to achieve any significant policy changes. Business
groups that lobbied for particular tariff legislation found themselves met with
equal pressures lobbying for the opposite effect, resulting in pressure stale-

mates.zo

Paula Stern in The Water's Edge discusses the struggle by Jewish

groups and allied right-wing groups in the early 1970s to deny the Soviet Union
"most favored nation' status in trade with the United States unless it would lib-
eralize its emigration policy and permit the exit of Soviet Jews to Israel. Her
study touches in part on the intricacies of the relationship between the Israeli
government and American Jewish groups, the former being more cautious than
American Jews in the attempt to influence American policy on this issue. It
discussed the role that presidential electoral politics played. It is an illumina-
ting study of bargaining and negotiation among interest groups, Congress (es-
pecially Congressional aides) and the White House. Regrettably, however, it

1
does not focus on the transnational role of American Jews.2

The China lobby, or as it was called The Committee of One Million,
was studied in two comprehensive works.22 It was rather effective in influencing
government policy in the 1950s and early 1960s against recognizing Communist
China and for strengthening diplomatic, military and economic ties with Taiwan.
Their success can be attributed to the fact that their position represented the
view already dominant in legislative circles and congruent with the general con-
servative opinion inthe country toward the Peoples' Republic of China. The

Commiittee of One Million was effective because its position and the official posi

tion of the government were the same. When the government's policy on China
became more ambiguous in the late 1960s, the Committee's influence waned. It
eventually disbanded. It is interesting to note that Americans of Chinese origin

23
were not active in the movement.
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More general discussions of the role of interest groups in foreign policy

can be found in Bernard Cohen's book The Public's Impact on Foreign Policy and,

in William Chittick, State Department, Press and Pressure Groups. Cohen con-

cludes that in most cases of foreign policy decision-making the State Department
decides on the basis of its own experts' view of national interest and are not sig-
nificantly influenced by public opinion. There is generally no attempt made at
systematic analysis of public opinion. Opinion evaluation, when done at all, is
done mostly by intuition. Department officials, according to Cohen, generally
view public opinion (and as such the activities of most interest groups) as irrei-
evant and pointless except as vehicles of support for Department policy. That
is, they deveote their efforts to leading and educating public opinion in the direc-
tion of government policy‘.z4 Ethnic groups, for example, are regarded by of-
ficials as important sources of contact with the geperal public because of their
special interest in relations with particular foreign states, but were not con-

2
sidered to have much direct impact on department decisions. 5

Chittick attributes to the State Department greater interest in the
opinions of the public on foreigh policy than does Cohen. He suggests that the
State Department and interest groups share a mutual interest in sharing infor-
mation about foreign policy. The Department wantsto inform the American
public and interest groups about foreign policy and wants feedback on how its
policies are affecting various groups in the domestic public. The interest
groups are interested in getting information about Department policies and
passing this information on to their members. They also want to bring their

interests and attitudes to the attention of the Department.26

In general, little has been written on the role of the ethnic in American

foreign policy. The first pioneering work was The Hyphenates in Recent Ameri-

can Politics and Diplomacy written in 1964 by Louis Gerson. In this historical

study, Gerson discusses the attempts by ethnics throughout American history to
influence American foreign policy. He states,

Whenever the United States has been at war or has been threatened
with war, ethnic Americans invariably have been subject to the
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influence of foreign governments or foreign nationalistic or ideo-
logical movements. Through consular officials, ambassadors or
secret agents, parent countries or exile governments have overtly
or covertly set up or sought to transform ethnic organizations in
order to bind the immigrants to themselves.

He offers several illustrations from the activities of agents of Nazi Germany and
Mussolini's Italy to influence Americans of German or Italian extraction. These
example suggest the limitations of the Gerson study which emphasizes the sub-
versive character of transnational ties with a national homeland. The ethnic is
portrayed as being torn between ties to the "'old country' or hatred for the "old

enemy" and the new political exigencies of American foreign policy.

On the effect of ethnic groups on American foreign policy Lawrence
Fuchs writes, ""Since our two king-size minority groups -- the Irish and Germans
-~ have been chronically hostile toward England, the main consequence of the
intermingling of minority group pressures in foreign policy has been to inhibit
the development of Anglo-American friendship, a basic goal toward which every
President and Secretary of State has been more or less committed since 1870. n28
He concludes that minority ethnic groups have been able to impede the execution
of foreign policy desired by the Executive to a limited extent, especially preventing
early American  involvement in World Wars I and II. Both Fuchs and Gerson

study the role of the ethnic only through World War II.

Gerson stresses the role of the American political party (and local ppli—
ticians) in perpetuating the "ethnic vote' and "ethnic political interests" by ap-
pealing to sentiments which the ethnic himself was willing to cast off. The poli-
tical party in an attempt to gain the ethnic vote encouraged the ethnic to urge
the government to formulate and execute foreign policies favorable to their ances-
tral nations. Gerson concludes, '"Myth or not, it is the politician, the Congress-
man, the Senator, the President who influences, formulates and at times, ex-
ecutes foreign and domestic policies, often on the basis of his belief in the exis-

tence of an ethnic vote.‘29
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The significance of this appeal to the ethnic in American polities is the
de facto legitimacy given to ethnic ties with the ethnic homeland. The role of
the ethnic is discussed only in the context of a domestic lobby acting on a foreign
policy issue. It is not considered as a factor in the determination or advance-

ment of relations between his country and the ethnic homeland.

A more recent study of ethnicity in foreign policy is a book edited by
Abdul Aziz Said. Said does not consider ethnic groups as serious influences on
the foreign policy process. He includes chapters on the Greek lobby, Ameri-
cans of Eastern European descent and Black Americans. The articles suggest
that these groups, with the possible exception of the Greek lobby, have failed to

develop their "potential" as factors in the foreign policy process.30

The political activities of an ethnic group need not be limited to do-
mestic activity. Are the ties that the ethnic individual or group has with the
"homeland" he left behind or with the "homeland' he never knew ever manifested
by real ties between that government and the ethnic? Does the ethnic actor
ever have direct contact across his national boundaries with official representa-
tives of a foreign state? If so, what are the ramifications for the foreign policy
of the nation-state within which the ethnic holds citizenship? Let us consider
the following examples of one ethnic group, the American Jewish community's

behavior, the details of which will be discussed in depth later in this study:

1. A top assistant to the President of the United States contacts a pro-
minent American Jewish citizen. The request: to transmit a message from the
President of the United States to the Prime Minister of Israel. Content of the
message: a request to change the present foreign policy stand of the State of
Israel and containing an implied threat of sanctions if it does not change its

. 3
actions.

In this example, the ethnic actor, here an individual, is requested by
his government to influence the foreign policy behavior of a foreign state. The

gdvernment uses the ethnic actor both as a messenger and as a potential
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"influencer', i.e., the message could have been routinely sent via diplomatic
channels without the involvement of the ethnic actor. The deliberate selection
of the ethnic was designed both to co-opt the messenger, who by agreeing to
convey the message implies his support for the policy of his government and to
influence Israeli policymakers with the pressure from the United States govern-
ment and from its ethnic supporters. The ethnic thus behaves in the inter-
national arena as a link between the United States government and the State of

Israel.

The dilemma of the ethnic may be considerable. As a loyal citizen of
the United States, he wants to serve his country. As a Jew with emotional ties
to Israel, he seeks to strengthen the fledgling state and is therefore interested
in promoting good relations for it with the United States. In a time of disagree-
ment between the two countries, the ethnic faces dissonant pressures. The
most amicable solution for him is the re-establishment of harmony and ties of

friendship between the two countries.

2. A prominent American Jewish leader meets with an ambassador of
a foreign country in New York. The subject of discussion: the improvement of

relations and the establishment of diplomatic relations with Israe1.32

This interaction may have come about in any of three ways:
a) The ethnic actor acted on his own initiative based on his under-

standing of the interests and needs of the State of Israel.

b) The ethnic actor consulted a representative of the Israeli govern-
ment prior to his embarking on his "diplomatic" mission. He offered to be of

assistance in any way he could.

c) The ethnic actor was "requested" by an official representative
of the State of Israel to "see what he can do" to improve relations with country X,
It was suggested that a2 meeting with its ambassador to the United Nations would

be helpful.
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There are several political implications of this diplomatic venture:

(1) The prominence and influence of the ethnic group in the United
States will be recognized by the Ambassador of the foreign government. The
possible benefits for his country accruing from good relations with American
Jews will be considered. He therzfore will view it in his country's interest to

meet with the American Jewish leader.

(2) Private ethnic individuals may be able to act on the diplomatic

front, in some instances, with greater success and maneuverability than the of
ficial representative of the foreign state. For example, contact with an Amer-
ican Jew offers fewer risks of repercussions from Arah .states than would con-

tact with an Israeli, if the meeting were made public.

(3) The ethnic actor apparently views his intervention on behalf of
the foreign state as legitimate, i.e., he sees no conflict between this activity
and his allegiance to the United States. Hls underlying assumption is that the
diplomatic relations his action would further would not be injurious to the United

States but rather be in its interest.

3. American Jewish leaders meet periodically with the Israeli ambassa-
dor to the United States. The expressed purpose of these meetings is to keep in-
formed of the most up-to-date information about political, social and economic

conditions in Israe1.33
The interest of the Israeli government is threefold:

a) It gains the political advantage of having a "well informed" (that
is, "correctly' informed) ally within the domestic system of the United States.
It is in the interest of the foreign state that the ethnic group act as a well-informed
political interest group . (and be considered as such) within the domestic
system. The best and most effective way of keeping this ally "correctly" informed
is by periodic briefings by important members of its foreign policy estab-

lishment or the diplomatic corps.
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b) The briefing gives the ethnic actor the opportunity to suggest to
the foreign government possible courses of action on the domestic front in the

United States. The benefits to the Israeli government are several:

(1) The Israeli government can receive the active assistance

and advice from American Jews without having to "officially' request it.

(2) The Israeli government gains some control over the activi-
ties of American Jews on its behalf since a plan for action may be considered

at a joint meeting of Jewish leaders and Israeli representatives.

(3) The Israeli government may receive from Jewish leaders
an informed analysis of the political realities in the United States. It assumes
(usually correctly) that the ethnic actor is well informed and understands Ameri-

can political exigencies.

The ethnic actor is interested to be briefed for two main reasons.
First, it is in his interest to be well informed with up-to-date, detailed informa-
tion. This is of great importance in the quest to influence foreign policy and
especially for lobbying Congress for increased aid to Israel. Secondly, at the
briefing, the ethnic actor gets the opportunity to express directly to the Israeli

government representative his reservations on its policies.

4. The President of the United.States requests the friendly assistance
of the Prime Minister of Israel in a delicate American domestic problem during
a meeting to discuss issues involved in the Middle East conflict. The Prime
Minister is obliquely requested to influence Jewish citizens of the United States

to refrain from publicly criticizing the President's policy in Southeast Asia.34

The President clearly assumes that there is a continuous dialogue be-
tween the foreign state and the domestic ethnic group. He expects that the former
has an influence over the political activities and opinions of the latter and that an
appeal to act in the national interest of Israel will have greater impact on Ameri-

can Jews than other domestic considerations (i.e., the interest not to jeopardize
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good relations between the United States and Israel is of greater importance than
the issue at hand.) Also, not only does the United States government "recog-
nize" the channels of communication and influence that exist between Israel and
American Jews, it is also willing to utilize those ties to gain its own political

advantage. This was apparent in example one as well.

' 5. In this example several major Jewish organizations in the United
States issue a sharp protest to the government of Israel. The problem was dis-
satisfaction with Israeli domestic legislation on the question, "who is a Jew?".
The Ministry of Interior registers each resident of Israel according to his re-
ligion and nationality. The question originated around the issue of whether one
can be Jewish in nationality but not by religion. The Israeli Supreme Court, .
in a technical decision,35 permitted the separation of religion and nationality.
The majority of the Labor party, all the religious parties, Herut and several
members of other parties agreed that one who was not Jewish according to re-
ligion should not be registered as Jewish according to leom, nationality. This
opened up a Pandora's box of controversy. What criteria determine a "Jew" by
religion? The majority agreed that the traditional religious criterion of defining
a Jew as someone born of a Jewish mother was required. They could not agree
on the alternative criterion "or converted to Judaism". The Orthodox demanded
that conversions must be conducted by Orthodox standards. This would, in
effect, not recognize as Jews those converted by Conservative or Reform rabbis
in the Diaspora (all countries outside of Israel where Jews reside). The contro-
versy led to government crises in 1958, 1970, and 1972, and is still unsettled.
Religious and secular groups in Israel and in the Diaspora, particularly in the
United States remain emotionally charged and divided on the issue.36 The Isra-
eli government contends that this is entirely a domestic issue to be decided by
the democratically elected Israeli Knesset which represents only the citizens of
the State. Members of the ethnic group in the United States regard their "inter-

ference' as legitimate because -

a) The legislation will have indirect repercussions on Jews living

outside of Israel.
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b) All members of the ethnic group living outside the ethnic home-
land have the right and duty to express their opposition to a policy which affects
the characterl of the ethnic state. This right is defended by two arguments.
First, the fate of all Jews is, in Jewish tradition, the interest of all Jews. Se-
cond, the existence of the Jewish state is a source of pride and a national re-

source of all Jews, no matter their country of residence or political allegiance.

c) American Jews have a right to criticize and make policy de-
mands because they give the state tremendous financial and political support.
("He who pays the piper calls the tune.') This argument is made infrequently

by the ethnic actor.

These five examples describe political behavior not accounted for in
the state-centric paradigm. The ethnic group acts as a conduit of information
for two sovereign states. The host government (where the ethnic actor resides)
uses the ethnic group as an actor in its foreign policy. The foreign government
also seeks the assistance of the ethnic actor for the achievement of certain pol-
icy goals. The ethnic actor may even act independently in what he perceives to
be in the foreign state's interest. He acts, in addition to his activities as an in-
terest group in the domestic system, beyond the boundaries of the nation-state

to link the foreign government with his own.

The purpose of this study is twofold. The first is to broaden our under-
standing of transnational activities in internatioral politics and foreign policy
making. This will be done by focusing on one particular transnational, non-

governmental actor during a specific, limited period of time.

The actor under investigation is an ethnic group, the Jewish community
in the United States. It acts both within the national system as a domestic actor
and outside the system as a transnational actor. This dual nature of one politi-
cal actor's activities will illustrate the difficulties involved in distinguishing be--
tween domestic and international political roles. The period to be studied is
from 1956 to 1568, the second Eisenhower administration and the Kennedy and

Johnson administrations. It is hoped that this study of one actor during a
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limited time period will not be merely an ideographic exercise but will inspire
further empirical studies of other ethnic and transnational actors who play signi-

ficant roles in the international arena.

The second purpese is e study the activities of the American Jewish
community in the process of foreign policy and in international politics. Since
the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948, American Jews have been well-
known as its staunch supporters. They are often considered a factor of influence
in the formulation of United States Middle East policy. In the period of the strug-
gle for statehood, American Jews, for the most part, stood behind their ethnic
"brothers" and actively sought American government assistance in the furtherance
of these goals. Several studies have been written on the activities of American

Zionists in the pre-1948 period.

Often, in studies of American policy-making in the Middle East, the in-
fluence of American Jews is considered to be an independent variable. It is fre-
quently suggested in studies of American foreign policy that United States Jews
play an important role in influeneing American policy toward Israel. For exam-
ple, William Coplin writes when discussing interest groups and foreign policy,
""In the United States, for example, the Zionist organization has played a large
role in influencing American policy toward Israel, primarily by financing some
partisan leaders and having some crucial voting strength of its own. n37 There
is no systematic study of the role of American Jews in the foreign policy process.
The role of American Jews as transnational actors, linking the governments of

the United States and Israel has not been considered.

There are several books that discuss the relationship between American
Jews and Israel. Robert Silverberg wrote a historical study tracing the ties of
American Jews with Palestine and later with Israel. He discusses the develop-
ment of the Zionist movement in the United States, its intérnal squabbles that
wracked the movement and their eventual resolution. He makes no attempt to
place the study of American.Jewish activities in a theoretical framework. His

work is descriptive rather than analytical.38
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The role of the American Jews in the process of lobbying for foreign
aid for Israel is discussed in a recent book written by Marvin C. Feuerwerger

entitled Congress and Israel: Foreign Aid Decisionmaking in the House of

9 ..
Representatives, 1969—1976.3 Feuerwerger focuses on the organized efforts

of ATPAC, the registered Israel lobby, and other organizations, to pressure
Congress to increase foreign aid to Israel. His interest is in the influence pro-
cess in domestic decision-making and so he does not venture into the trans-

national implications of the Israel-American Jews connection.

Relations between Israel and the Diaspora, and among them Israel-

American Jews relations, are discussed in Pressure Without Sanctions by

Charles Liebman. Liebman suggests that there is an interdependence between
world Jewry and Israel. The former lean on Israel for cultural, religious, and
moral leadership and inspiration; the latter relies on the Diaspora for economic
and political support. It is indeed a symbiotic rela’cionship.40 He discusses at
length the involvement of Diaspora Jews in Israeli domestic affairs that affect
religious status, and briefly examines Israeli attempts at "meddling" in Diaspora
affairs. He does not attempt to place the role of Diaspora Jews, and as such,

American Jews, in a transnational framework.

In this study, I will explore the activities of the American Jewish com-
munity as a transnational actor. I will discuss the following questions: What
role does the American Jewish community play in influencing the formulation of
American foreign policy? Do American Jews act independently of the Israeli
government? What role does the Jewish community (as represented by its lead-
ership) perceive itself to have? How does it describe its involvement in Israel-
United States relations? From another perspective, what do the foreign policy
makers in Washington think of this involvement? How do.they react to the ties
between American Jews and the State of Israel? And lastly, how does the Israeli
government view the role of American Jews and how does it utilize them in the

furtherance of its foreign policy interests?
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This study is limited to the investigation of the linkage role of American
Jews in relations between two governments. It will not discuss, therefore, the
relations of American Jews with Israeli Knesset members or with the Opposition.
Research of the American side of the linkage will be limited to the State
Department and the White House. Congress, although it is involved in foreign
policy decisions, especially those involving economic and defense aid to Israel,
will not be discussed. For the most part, American Jews act as a domestic
interest group in an effort to influence Congressional legislation (e.g. The
America-Israel Public Affairs Committee). This study will focus on the trans-

national linkage role.

In Chapter II, I will examine the theoretical underpinnings for the study
of a transnational, non-governmental actor in international politics. This
inquiry may prove to be both elucidating and frustrating, since only an incipient
effort has been made thus far by political scientists to build a comprehensive

theoretical framework of transnational behavior.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



~-91 -

FOOTNOTES
CHAPTER 1

1See Kenneth Waltz, Man, The State and War (New York: Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1965) and John Spanier, Games Nations Play second edition (New
York: Praeger, 1975), pp. 9-42.
For a critical discussion of the systems approach see Kenneth Waltz, Theory of
International Relations (Philippines: Addison-Wesley, 1979).

2J . David Singer, "The Level of Analysis Problem in International Rela-
tions'', Klaus Knorr and Sidney Verba, The International System (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1961)

3See', e.g., Bernard C. Cohen, The Press and Foreign Policy (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1963), Gabriel Almond, The American People and
Foreign Policy Wew York: Praeger, 1960) Vernon Asparturion, ed., Process
and Power in Soviet Foreign Policy (Boston: Little Brown & Co., 1971).

4See, e.g. Joseph H. deRivera, The Psychological Dimension of Foreign
Policy (Columbus: Charles E, Merrill, 1968). For the effects of personality on
the perceptions of decision makers see Alexander and Juliette George, Woodrow
Wilson and Colonel House (New York: Dover, 1964) and Ole R. Holsti et al.,
Enemies in Politics (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967).

5Richard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck and Burton Sapin, "Decision-making as
an Approach to the Study of International Politics'", in their book Foreign Policy
Decision-making Wew York: Free Press, 1963)

6Ibid.

7For a discussion of the activities of subversive groups see Andrew Scott,
The Revolution in Statecraft: Informal Penetration New York: Random House,
1965).

8Lester Brown, World Without Borders: The Interdependence of Nations,
New York: The Foreign Policy Association, 1972), pp.213-216.

9Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Transnational Relations and World Pol-
itics (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972), p.12.

1OIbid.

11
_ See J. David Singer, "The Global System and Its Subsystems: A Devel-
opmental View," in James N. Rosenau, Linkage Politics New York: Free Press,
1969), p. 24.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



_22 -

leaureen R. Berman and Joseph E. Johnson, ed., Unofficial Diplomats
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1977), p.5.

13Ibid. » P-6.

14David B. Truman, The Governmental Process MNew York: Alfred Knopf,
1951), p.37. i

15See Louis Gerson, The Hyphenates in Recent American Politics and Dip-
lomacy, (Lawrence: University of Kansas, 1964), Lawrence Fuchs, The Political
Behavior of American Jews {Glencoe: Free Press, 1956), Bernard C. Cohen,
The Public's Impact on Foreign Policy (Boston: Little Brown, 1973).

1

6See, e.g., Samuel Halperin, The Political World of American Zionism,
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1961), Milton D. Morris, "Black Amer-
icans and the Foreign Policy Process,' Western Political Quarterly, Vol. XXV,
No. 3, September, 1972, p.45. Abdul Aziz Said, ed., Ethnicity and United
States Foreign Policy (New York: Praeger, 1977).

17Gerson, The Hyphenates, p.53.

8See Naomi W. Cohen, American Jews and the Zionist Idea, (New York:
Ktav, 1975) and op.cit. Samuel Halperin, The Political World of American
Zionism.

19Raymond A. Bauer, Ithiel de Sola Pool, and Lewis Anthony Dexter,
American Business and Public Policy, 2nd. ed. (Chicago: Aldine-Atherton,
1972).

2044,

1
Paula Stern, Water's Edge: Domestic Politics and the Making of Amer-
ican Foreign Policy (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1979)

22see Stanley Bachrack, The Committee of One Million Wew York: Colum-~-
bia University Press, 1973 and Ross Koen, The China Lobby in American Poli-
tics New York: Octagon Press, 1973)

23Ralther than choose sides in the dispute, Chinese Americans kept a low
profile and remained passive on the issue.

24Cohen, The Public's Impact, p.63.

2omid. , p. 104.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 23 -

26Wi11iam O. Chittick, State Department, Press and Pressure Groups
New York: Wiley-Interscience, 1970)

2TGerson, p. 12.

28Fuchs, The Political Behavior of American Jews, p. 47.

ngerson, The Hyphenates, p. 22.

9

UOSaid, Ethnicity and United States Foreign Policy,

31Abba Hillel Silver, a prominent American Rabbi, was requested by
President Eisenhower in 1957 to transmit a message to Prime Minister Ben
Gurion. One source of the source of the story is An Autobiography by Abba
Eban, (Jerusalem: Steimetzky, 1977), p. 217.

321nterview with Joachim Prinz, January, 1979. Dr. Prinz relates
that as Chairman of the Presidents' Conference he met with the Indian, Japa-
nese and German ambassadors with the intent of improving Israel's relations
with them.

33In’cerviews with leaders of Jewish organizations.

34Interviews with former Israeli diplomats in Washington. President
Johnson asked Prime Minister Eshkol in 1968 to try to influence American
Jews not to oppose his policies in Vietnam. Many American Jews were in
the forefront of the anti-war protests.

35For further details, see Charles Liebman, Pressure Without Sanc-
tions: The Influence of World Jewry on Israeli Policy (Cranbury: Associated
University Presses, 1977), pp. 97-98.

36
This matter directly affects a majority of American Jews who are at
least nominally identified with the Conservative or Reform movements in the
United States. - T

37William D. Coplin, Introduction to International Politics: A Theore-
tical Overview (Chicago: Markham Publishing Co., 1971), p. 75.

38Robert Silverberg, If I Forget Thee O Jerusalem: American Jews
and the State of Israel New York: William Morrow, 1970). A similar work
on the same subject is Melvin Urofsky, We Are One: American Jewry and
Israel (Garden City: Doubleday, 1978).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 24 -

39Marvin C. Feuerwerger, Congress and Israel: Foreign Aid Decision-
making in the House of Representatives, 1969-1976 (Westport, Conn: Greewood
Press, 1979) :

40

Liebman, Pressure without Sanctions.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 95 -

CHAPTER 1II

A Look at Boundary-Crossing Activity and International Theory

The study of international politics has been traditionally focused on the
interaction among nation-states. The nation-state, as represented by its govern-
ment, competed and aligned itself in a series of temporary alliances with other
states. This impermanence of alliances within the international system caused
shifting balances of power among states, conﬂic;ts and wars. Analysts of the
international system regarded the nation-state as an impermeable entity which
acted to protect its citizens within it by ma{intaining heavy defenses of its borders.
Basic to this view of the nation-state was the concept of sovereignty which was
defined as a government's havingl supreme authority over territory and persons
living in a limited territorial area. This sovereignty was challenged by other
natidn—states by threat of physical attack. This assumption by analysts that the
state is able to protect its citizens and to control their actions visla—vis foreign
states was more or less historically accurate until the twentieth century. dJohn
Herz described the traditional nation-state thus:

The fact that it was surrounded by a hard shell rendered it to
some extent secure from foreign penetration, and thus made it
an ultimate unit of protection for those within its boundaries.
Throughout history, that unit which affords protection and
security to human beings has tended to become the basic politi-
cal unit; people,:in the long run, will recognize that authority,
any authority, which possesses the power of protec'cion.1

The twentieth century brought great changes in the nation-state system
and challenged this concept. Increases of territory or superior weaponry coqld

not prevent the penetration of the nation-state by foreign states nor did they
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lessen its vulnerability. Herz concludes, '"Since we are inhabitants of a planet
of limited size, we have reached the limit within which the effect of the means of
destruction has become absolute. Whatever remained of the impermeability of
states seems to have gone for good. n2 He lists in the order of importlance four
factors that have radically altered the relationship between territorial power

and sovereignty: ' a) atomic warfare, b) air warfare, c) ideological and political
penetration, d) the possibility of an economic blockade.3 The first two factors
are the result of scientific discoveries and technological progress of the twentieth
cen{:ury that have greatly altered the nature of modern warfare. The latter two,
although they have been a challenge to the impermeability of the nation-state for
centuries, have become increasingly more threatenin!g to the nation-state and

their effect more damaging.

Herz later modified his concept of the "'demise" of the nation-state to
accomodate the rise in demands of nationalist movements sovereignty, giving
new life to the nation-state concept. The nation-state had proved resilienﬁ in
defending its sovereignty, and yet, at the same time, more "vulnerable" to in-
creasing penetration across its '"permeable" boundaries. Herz writes in a later
article that, in his view, "indirect penetration constitutes the most serious

threat to the future of nations and their new territoriality. nd

Penetration across national boundaries can take the form of covert
support for one side in internal factional Etrﬁe, support for political partiés or
groups within a state, flooding a state with ideological information (radio and
television broadecasts, printed matter), recruitment of agents, infiltration of
foreign agents, ete. The nation-state does not conform to the analytical model
designed by its observers and it is doubtful if it ever did. The modern state is
open to the influences of mass communication across its borders transmitted
by radio, television, books and newspapers, visitors, letters, telephone, etc.
Some national boundaries are more closed than others, but all are open to
some penetration across them. All must contend with the chjallenges of new

and foreign ideas in addition to deliberate attempts at infiltration by foreign
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governments to advance their own political goals. The modern vulnerability of
the nation-state calls inio guestion the accepted conceptual delineation of an in-
ternational system vs. a domestic system. The international area was viewed
by political analysts as the environment, and with it and within it the state, as
an impermeable entity, acted and interac’ced.5 This division was reflected both
in the analytical distinction between the study of domestic policy and foreign
policy and in the "level of analysis"6 distinction between systems analysis of
the new international system and decision-making analysis of foreign policy de-

cisions within the domestic system.

In recent years, the dichotomy between international and domestic has
been questioned. Wolfram Hanrieder points to the need for new tools of analysis
to study adequately boundary crossing activities. He writes,

If the decision maker finds that historical processes make it dif-

ficult for him to separate external and internal aspects of national

policy, the analyst similarly is called upon to refashion his ana-

lytical tools and adjust his concepfual framework; important changes

in concrete = Thistorical circumstances sooner or later impel

revision of analytical paradigms.7

Analysts of international politics sought new frameworks for understand-
ing the new vulnerability of states. At a conference of scholars from both com-~
parative and international politics in January, 1966, James Rosenau criticized
the discipline's reluctance to accommodate conceptually to the changes in the po-
litical environment. He argued that the influence of the international system on
the domestic system, and the effect of changes in a domestic system on its en~
vironment ""have uever been subjected to systematic, sustained and comparative
inquiry. n® Students of comparative and international politics conceptualiy separ-
ate domestic politics from internatio. \l politics, thereby ignoring the complexity
of interactions between domestic syste.ns and their environments. One cannot
discuss the internal processes of Thailand in'the 1970s, for example, without
taking into account the turmoil surrounding it in Southeast Asia. Nor can we un-
derstand the domestic problems brought about by shortages of energy in the

United States and Western Europe without accounting for the rise of the newly
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effective oil cartel OPEC and the continuing tensions in the Middle East. Rosenau
succinctly slates the problem:

To acknowledge (as often analysts do) the interdependence of

national-international systems is not necessarily to make concep-

tual allowance for it. To probe linkage phenomena intensively is

not necessarily to recognize their theoretical implication ... To

the extent that they are dealt with at all, national-international

linkagges are treated as dependent variables, not as independent

ones.

Rosenau attempts to correct the state of the discipline by offering his
own conceptual framework for boundary crossing activities. He suggests the
concept of linkage which he defines as "any recurring sequence of behavior that
originates in one system and is reacted to in another. L0 This new terminology
focuses on the policy inputs and outputs of the domestic system from and into
its environment. It releases the analyst from the confines of the boundaries of
the sovereign state. It does not, however, deny the relevance of national boun-
daries. The nation-state remains distinct and interactions within it can be main-
1y understood without reference to the environment. What linkage study does is
open up the investigation of transnational activity. Such sequences of behavior
had gone unnoticed because analysts had stopped at the national boundary and
studied either foreign policy decision-making or their international consequence.
This limited perspective ignored patterns of transaction that originated in one

system and were reacted to by the other. As Rosenau clearly states, "It is the

11
recurrence and not the occurrence of events that serves as our focus."

J. David Singer, in the same volume, suggests that many sub-national
associations play key roles in world politics. Joining the nation-state in the in-
ternational arena are entities such as trade unidns, financial institutions, cor-
porations, ethnic, ideological and religious groups, political movements and
parties. These groups may by-pass the formal agencies of their government
and act in a variety of direct roles vis-a-vis foreign governments or their coun-
terparts in other sta’ces.12 He admits that this "linkage" between foreign govern-
ments and sub-national groups has often been neglected in the study of interna-

tional politics.
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The suggestion that actions may originate in one national system and
continue within a different state was discussed in an earlier study in 1965 by

Andrew Scott entitled The Revolution in Statecraft: Informal Penetration. Scott

sets out to explain Cold War politics which he says are characterized by infor-
mal relations between states. "Agents or instruments of one country are able
to reach inside the borders of another, with or without the knowledge and ap-
proval of the government of the second country. nl3 These relations can occur
in conjunction with formal government to government relations and are as much
instruments of foreign policy as formal ones. Scott suggests that informal
penetration may be said to exist when one country's agents or instruments come
into contact with the people or processes of another country in an effort to
achieve certain objectives.14 This informal pznetration is often conducted
through face to face contact between the agehts of one country and the citizens

of another.

Scott describes several cases of informal penetration; among them the
Nazi infiltration of Europe and their successful formation of Fifth Columns in
several Western and Central European countries; the infiltration of Soviet
agents into resistance organizations during World War II; American attempts
to control internal developments in Central and Latin America in the 1950s and
1960s. He describes Soviet activities in neutral states and pro-Western states
during the Cold War period which tried to gain a foothold by setting up front
organizations, distributing written propaganda and proffering economic and

technical assistance.

Several countries use informal penetration to promote their interests
in particuler target countries. For example, the United States' administration
of economic and technical assistance programs to post-World War II Europe
and to developing countries gave American personnel first hand knowledge of
what was happening in these countries and access to their decision makers.
The Cuban government under Fidel Castro has persistently endeavored to

strengthen leftist groups in Central America, meeting various degrees of success.
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The involvement of their "diplomatic personnel" in the political organization of
pro-Castro elements in those countries suggest that the embassy itself can be

an active source of informal penetration.

American foreign aid programs are another example of informal access
to the government and people of a foreign state. One of the most important in-
struments for informal attack and support (of governments) used by the. United
States is covert. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), for example, was set
up to oversee and put into effect American covert political operations abroad
during peacetime. These operations have ranged from overt contributions of -
funds to support a pro-American newspaper in Chile, to the overthrow of the
Arbenz regime in Guatemala in 1954. Scott persuasively argues that these boun-
dary crossing activities by agents of a foreign government in another sovereign
state point to the end of the inviolability of the nation-state. The nation-state
system is now more vulnerable to penetration and thus open to transnational

forces which may strengthen or undermine regimes.

Is informal penetration only a subversive, destructive force in inter-
national politics? Does it occur solely as a part of the competition between
great powers for the control of the territories and peoples of neutral states ?
Though Scott in his beok stresses the Cold War environment which encourages
subversion and insurgence, propaganda and intrigue, he allows for "support"
activities (benevolent penetratidn) which are intended to strengthen an aily or
to support good relations with it. This informal access may characterize the
relations of countries working together as well as those in conﬂict.ls He sug-
gests that

The concepts of ""support" and "attack are useful but they do
not exhaust the possibilities (of informal penetration). There
is a middle range of activity that is both broad and important.
The United States, for example, engages in programs abroad
that cannot be characterized as involving either attack or sup-
port. It may operate an information program in a country in
order to keep the attitudes of the populace friendly toward the
United States with no thought of supporting or undermining
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the government or of modifying the society in a significant way.
From the point of view of the country penetrated, this activity
may appear legitimate and may seem neither helpful nor threat-
ening,16

Scott does not expand on this middle ground informal penetration, perhaps be-
cause it is most difficult to assess its impact on the penetrated state. These
activities are tacitly accepted by the host government and are therefore some-
what "'depoliticized'" in the context of international politics. The extent of the

influence and its effects may be recognized by the state only much later.

It is this benign aspect of Scott's conecept of peneiration that is most
relevant to this study. A state may be penetrated by its allies as well as by
its enemies. Penetration, as described by Scott, occurred mainly when a large
power '"'penetrated'" a smaller power, either for the purpose of attack or support.
But is penetration always of a small state by a large power? The involvement
of Cubans in Latin America and their recently publicized activities in Africa
are example of penetration of smaller powers by an incendiary small power.
The size and extent of military and economic might is not a necessarily signifi-
cant factor in informal penetration. Could there be circumstances when a larger
state is  penetrated by a small state for the purpose of ensuring its continu-
ance of support and friendship, economic and military assistance, etc? Scott
does not preclude the pessibility. This expansion of the concept of penetration

suggests new areas of study of relations between friendly states.

Within the middle range of penetration a major power can be penetrated
by a smaller state whose goals are limited. The objectives need not be the
"guthoritative participation in decision-making' or attempt to effect a change of
leadership of the government. Attempts at middle-range penetration may make
up a significant part of the strategic goals of smaller powers for achieving favor-
able relations with a larger power. These may be pursued through public rela-
tions campaigns (financed by the penetrator), seeking champions among promi-

nent people in public affairs, and establishing linkages with a group or groups
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in the target country. This last vehicle may be linked with the foreign state
because of ideological affinity, mutual economic interests or ethnic identifica-
tion. Political movements, trade unions, manufacturer associations, religious

groups and ethnic groups all can play a role in middle-range penetration.

Karl Deutsch suggests in an article entitled "External Influences on
the Internal Behavior of States" that the nation-state may be open to penetra-

" tion and influence on some issues and not on others. The decision-making
system may be highly centralized (and therefore less open to external influen-
ces) in regard to some operations than in regard to others. One subsystem of .
the national community may be linked to a foreign government and may be ac-
tive on cnly particular issues. Deutsch defines a linkage group or potential
linkage group (a subsystem in the national system) as 'a group with links to
the domestic system and with some particular links to the international or for-
eign input. w17 He suggests that this group is more likely to be susceptible to
inputs from abroad if its ties to the domestic system are weakened, i.e., if
it is discriminated against socially or economically, or if it perceives itself as
such. The conceptual advantage of Deutsch's definition is that it lacks connota-
tive implications. A linkage group may be loyal or disloyal to the nation-state,

helpful or harmful to its interests.

The concepts of linkage and penetration were further discussed by
James Rosenau and Wolfram Hanrieder.18 Both limit the application of the con-
cept of penetration to situations in which the penetrated nation-states are weak
and vulnerable to outside ""dominance" and the penetrator, relatively strong.
Rosenau argues that "a penetrative process occurs when members of one polity
serve as participants in the political processes of another: That is, they share
with those in the penetrated polity the authority to allocate its values."19 To
illustrate, he provides the example of an occupying army, which is clearly a
foreign body, making decisions and acting as part or as the only decision-
making body of the occupied state. This is the most extreme case of penetration.

He adds that the activities of foreign aid missions, subversive cadres on the
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staffs of international organizations, the representatives of private corporations,
the members of certain transnational political parties and others all can be link-
ages in a penetration process. His definition, however, unnecessarily restricts
penetration activity to situations in which the participation is authoritative and
direct. It is doubtful if most penetration activity could be considered "authorita-
tive", following Robert Dahl's definitiou of authority as legitimate power or
i.nﬂuence.20 Certainly many citizens of the occupied polity and a substantial
number of its leadership would not consider the foreign penetrator who has be-
come the dominant force in the decision-making apparatus as "authoritative".
Why do we need to insert the condition of "authority to allocate values" into the
definition of the penetration process at all? Was the Vichy government perceived
as legitimate by the majority of French citizens? Yet, was that not a very pene-
trated system? Who determines that a penetration is authoritative? Other mem-
bers of a puppet government? the citizenry? the foreign penetrator? Do Arabs
living on the Israeli occupied West Bank consider the Israeli government as

"authoritative' ?

Rosenau enumerates two other types of linkage processes, the reactive
a:dd the emulative. The reactive process, he states, is the reverse of the pene~
trative process. "It is brought into being by recurrent and similar boundary
crossing reactions rather than by the sharing of authority. The actors who ini-
tiate the output do not participate in the allocative activities of those who experi-
ence the input, but the behavior of the latter is nevertheless a response to beha-
vior undertaken by the former. n2l This type of linkage, according to Rosenau,
is the most frequent and may be the result of direct or indirect activities. An
example of this is the activities of Palestinian groups in Western Europe who
have forged ties with parties of the extreme Left and with anti-government
groups in an attempt to effect a change in government policy toward the Pales-
tinian question. Another example was the impact of the rise of Nasser to the
leadership of the pan-Arab nationalist movement in the late 1950s, early 1960s

on the rise in anti-French demonstrations and revolution in Algeria in 1962.
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The last type of linkage process is a special form of the reactive type.
Rosenau calls it the emulative process which is essentially the ''"demonstration
effect whereby political activities in one country are perce.ived and emulated in
another. Anti-war protests in the United States in the late 1960s were inspired
by similar anti-government protest activities in several countries in Asia and
Western Europe. Jerome Skolnick, who studied the student protest movement
writes,

The white student movement in America received inspiration in

its early stages from dramatic student uprising in Japan, Tur-

key and South Korea ... American activists have been influenced

by street tactics learned from Japanese students and by ideologi-

cal expression emanating from France and West Germany ...

The symbols of "alienated' youth culture, originating in Britain

and the United States, have been adopted throughout Eastern and

Western Europe ... The increasing cross-fertilization and mu-

tual inspiration ... are then, the outcome of mass communica-

tion and informal contact.22

The reactive process corresponds roughly to what we have called "mid-
dle range penetration'. The penetrator does not insert himself into the govern-
ment apparatus but instead interacts with non-governmental actors with the in-
tent of influencing or modifying their behavior (and thus influencing their govern-
ment). Rosenau's attempt to delineate between this behavior and what he calls
the penetrative process confuses more than clarifies. Both categories involve
""penetration’; the former, of non-governmental actors, the latter, the formal
decision-making apparatus. Both may influence decision-making either directly
or indirectly and both, in my view, may be "non-authoritative'". In fact, the
penetrated state may regard the attempt to penetrate non-governmental actors
as '"'legitimate" behavicr and an attempt to ¢ iablish a foothold within the govern-

ment "illegitimate'", i.e., non-authoritative!

Wolfram Hanrieder discusses the linkage between the external and in-
ternal dimensions of foreign policy. He criticizes the discipline for ignoring
transnational phenomena and explains that the lack of linkage research in the

past is because of ''the tendericy in the study of domestic politics to hold the
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international environment constant, and a corresponding inclination in the study
of international politics to nold the domestic environment constant. n24 He at-
tempts in part to defend the separation between the "two levels of a:nal:\,rsis"25
by explaining the difficulties of correlating propositions derived from these two
environments, since they stem from differently organized sets of empirical

data and methodological assumptions.26

Hanrieder develops two concepts for foreign policy analysis -~ compati-
bility - and consensus. Cgmpatibility attempts to measure '"degrees of feasibi-
lity of various foreign polil:y goals, given the structures and opportunities of the
international system." Consensus 'assesses the measure of agreement on the
ends and means of foreign policy on the domestic political scene. n27 He then
tries to apply these two concepts in a linkage analytical framework utilizing the

concept of a "penetrated system'.

Hanrieder criticizes Rosenau's definition of penetration for its stress
on "authoritative' participation. He says this limits the participation to institu-
tions and ignores penetration by events or people that take place without being
direct and authoritative. He suggests his own definition of a penetrated system:
"A political system is penetrated a) if its decision-making process regarding
the allocation of values or the mobilization of support on behalf of its goals is
strongly affected by external events, and b) if it can command wide consensus
among the relevant elements of the decision-making process in accommodating
to these events. n28 He views penetration as the process through which the goals
of the nation-state and its environment overlap. The definition describes the
most extreme case of a totally penetrated system; however, empiricaily, pene-
tration can range from totally penetrated to marginally penetrated. He suggests
that it now becomes possible to analyze systems of linkage between the interna-
tional system and national systems by "applying concepts that, although they
originate from distinct analytical environments, are sufficiently isomorphic to

29 .
allow cumulative propositions.'" Thus, penetration can be measured on a
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continuum -- and the degree of consensus in accommodating to the penetration
will vary from situation to situation. Hanrieder's definition describes an "ideal
type" of penetrated system and implies that other systems under varying circum-
stances may be more 61' less penetrated. Thus the clause that requires "wide
consensus'' among the relevant elements of the decision-making process refers
only to a totally penetrated system. A less penetrated system may have sharp
dissensus among the relevant elements of the decision-making process as a re-
sult of the penetrating factors from the environment. Partial penetration may

be enough to weaken a domestic government's abiﬁty to make decisions, thus pre-

venting it from taking any action.

The effects of the penetration may be felt only with respect to the limited
issues which the penetrator actively pursued. One example of this is the penetra-
tion of Lebanon since 1971 by Palestinions who have in fact forced the Lebanese
government into a state of submission on the question of border attacks into Is-
rael and freedom of activity on its southern border. Yet they do not "control"
the Lebanese government or dictate policy on issues of the economy, social wel-
fare or most foreign relations. In the last few years, the influence of the Pales-
tinians and their Shi'ite allies has increased, thus impeding the freedom of action
of the Lebanese government in foreign policy. Further restricting the dec;ision—
making freedom of the Lebanese government is thepresence of another foreign
element -- the Syrian peacekeeping force which has occupied part of Lebanon
since 1979, ostensibly to maintain order and to separate between the Palestinians
and the Christians. Lebanon is a penetrated system and is very much subject to
the pressures and demands of the transnational "foreign' groups within it -~ yet
it could not be described as a totally penetrated system. The allocation of its
values and goals are strongly influenced by the Palestinians and the Syrians, and
its decision-making apparatus (for lack of power to do otherwise) has reluctantly

agreed to accommodate to them.

A much less penetrated system is the United States, whose policies to-

ward Israel and the Middle East are in part influenced by the activities of a linkage
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group. This group is the American Jewish community, an ethnic group with close
ties with the State of Israel. This linkage interaction will be the focus of this study
The degree of penetration of the United States can be described as slight, for

several reasons:

1. the limited goals of the foreign state. The foreign government, act-
ing with the help of the linkage group, does not try to influence American domestic
policy, nor does it try to influence most areas of foreign policy. Its concerns are
limited to American policy in the Middle East which directly affects the national

interests of Israel.

2. limited range of influence. The main channel of penetration is via
its relations with the American Jewish community. American Jews act to gener-
ate favorable public opinion and Congressional support for Israel, but sometimes

have shown that they have "independent views' and take independent action.30

3. limited effectiveness. Interest groups, and thus the linkage group

as well, are only marginally effective in influencing foreign policy.

A comparatively limited penetration is penetration nonethess. The per-
meable borders of the nation-state expose it to influences from elements in the
environment who may have an impact on policy-making, yet not result in total
penetration. Hanrieder adds that part of the definition of a penetrated system is
that as "external events affect a wide range of value allocations, it follows that
few allocations can remain isolated from external contingencies. n3l The con-
verse is alszo true. When external evenfs affect a small range of value alloca-
tions, most allocations remain isolated from external contingencies, i.e., the
system is penetrated, but only partially. This continuum of more or less pene-
tration opens up a broad range of possible studies of boundary-crossing phenome-

na.

The nature of the penetrated system is important to the understanding of

the penetration process. Are some systems more vulnerable than others to the

influences of the external environment in their decision-making process? The
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distinction between "open" and “closed" systems made by Norton Long and R.
Barry Farrell is useful.32 Farrell distinguishes between two types of systems.
The openpolitical system he describes synonymously with constitutional democ-
racy. The closed system, he suggests, resembles the totalitarian model as
defined by Friedrich and Brzezinski.33 T.he open system is characterized by
""competitive regular electoral contests, legalized two or multi-party organiza-
tions aimed at offering alternative governmental leadership, a high degree of
toleration for autonomous groups in politics and an acceptance of constitutional
restraints on governmental power. n34 The open system has many channels of
access to the decision maker and offers its citizens many opportunities to try
and influence government decision-making. Foreign policy, although mainly in
the hands ofthe Executive and a bureaucracy of experts (for example, the U.S.
State Department) is also influenced by the citizens' exercise of their right to
petition and influence their government's decisions. Consequently; the open
system, because it encourages citizens' support for its foreign policy as well
as allows dissent, is also susceptible to external influences from its environ-
ment on foreign policy issues. Farrell considers this openness to have some
negative consequences. He says, "A disadvantage faced by the open system in
the relationship between foreign policy leaders and the national public is in the
area of internal penetration. The considerable freedom of the individual citizen
makes it possible to identify alienated individuals and recruit them as spies,
policy agents, propagandists, or fellow travelers for hostile foreign states. 139
Farrell, as other analysts, restricts the concept of penetration to "'agents"
from "hostile" states who are a danger or threat te the state's security. The
open system is, however, also open to the external influences and boundary-
crossing penetration by friendly states who have a stake in the nations's policies.
The presence of linkage groups within the society, ethnic, economic, religious,
ete., offer the foreign state opportunities for access to the decision makers in
addition to formal diplomatic channels. The open system, by its ve\ry nature,

offers a myriad of opportunities for penetration by external actors. Because
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"open systems'' are generally constitutional democracies that guarantee free-
dom of speech and a free exchange of ideas within the society and without, any
attempt by the government to limit interaction between citizens or groups in the
domestic system and groups, citizens or even governments in the environment’
would be regarded by the people as an illegitimate restriction of their guaran-
teed democratic freedoms. The McCarthy "witch-hunts" of the 19505 in the
United States indicate how a search for "subversives' in an open system can re-
sult in the denial of civil liberties to a minority of citizens who hold dissident
views, and in damage to the very "openness' of the system. There may be a
very fine line distinguishing between intellectual discussion of revolution and
plotting to overthrow a government, between ties with foreign citizens and sub-
version. In effect, the level of restrictions on domestic~environment relations

is one indication of the degree of "openness" of the political system.

The Ethnic Group as a Linkage Actor

The discussion of the penetrated system suggested that systems may be
penetrated by foreign states who try to influence one or several non-governmen-
tal actors. Penetration by a friendly state may be a limited goal, i.e., to in-
fluence a decision or decisions of the penetrated system on an issue (or issues)
that is (or are) of particular interest to the penetrator. The linkage forged be-
tween the foreign state and a non-governmental actor which links the two national

governments' functions in addition to formal channels of diplomacy.

Robert Trice, in an inmovative study, Interest Groups and the Foreign

36
Policy Process, discusses the role of linkage groups in international politics.

He departs from Rosensu's definition of linkage. Rosenau, as discussed earlier,
defines linkage as a process or recurrent sequence of behavior that originates in
one system and is reacted to in another. Trice correctly suggests that this defi-
nition is so general that it seems to characterize all stable patterns of interna-
tional behavior. What does the concept of linkage add to our understanding of

international interaction? It is therefore necessary to redefine linkage in order
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to operationalize its usage. Trice suggests that linkage is the process through
which the outputs (policy decisions or implementation) of one national system are
converted into the inputs (influences on the decision maker) of another.37 The
linkage actor (ethnic group, business group, corporation, religious group or
institution) "performs the intermediary function of the conversion.!" He divides
the linkage process into two parts: a) the linkage actor has direct channels of
communication with two or more national political systems, b) the actor must
convert the attitudes, preferences, or policy positions generated within one
system into the inputs of another system.38 He may also serve as an information

link between two governments.

The linkage group actor often acts as a domestic interest group, i.e.,
it has domestic interests and policy goals in addition to (and sometimes in con~
flict wifh) its role as linkage actor. This dual role serves both to the advantage
and disadvantage of the linkage actor. The influence and ""connections" it devel-
oped in its role as a domestic actor may augment its chances of getting a fair
hearing for the "attitudes, preferences or policy positions" it transmits on be-
half of the foreign system. A linkage actor (groups or their representative)
which is active domestically and has established ties with political candidates,
unions, minorities, etc., in the domestic system is in an advantageous position
to be helpful to the foreign state. On the other hand, the linkage actor may be
racked by dissonance and internal conflict if he is confronted with opposing,
clashing demands from the two systems he works to "link". He may fear that
his own group’s domestic interests may be jeopardized by the demands made by

the foreign state.

The ethnic groups plays a unique role in a linkage system. Its mem-
bers associate because of a sense of "national" identity, or, in the case of the
Jews, a combination of "national-religious" identity which makes them feel
separate from other citizens of different ancestral background or religious
identity. In the United States, the government allows (and as Gerson suggests,

often encourages) its citizens to display the differences contained in the national
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fabric, providing that on it is imposed a mesh of loyalty to the national system.
Thus, despite their adopting identification as Americans, immigrants and natu-
ral born citizens alike often did not (except during wartime) seek to eradicate
their national primordial sentiments. This apparently tolerant attitude toward
holding both a primary loyalty (to the United States) and secondary loyalties (to
countries of origin) gave the ethnic a sort of ""green light" for linkage activities
on its behalf. Louis Gerson cites evidence of deliberate appeals by politicians
to the ethnic loyalties of the new immig-ram’cs.39 These nurtured and added a

sort of legitimacy to the continuance of cultural and emotional ties with their

homelands.

Lester Milbraith explains that the influence process in which interest
groups are involved is a sub-category of a general communication process, i.e.,
influence is the proce ss by which a decision maker considers the context of a
message as he makes a decision. Thus, the most important goal for the interest
group is to get accurate, persuasive information tothe decision maker in time to
be included as a factor in the process of decision-making. Milbraith outlines
three basic conditions that an interest group must meet if it wishes to influence

foreign policy decisions:

a) It must be acquainted with who is making the decisions and when they
are being made. This information is vital for devising the best strategy for get-
ting the most comprehensive and persuasive information to the person making
the decision in time for it to be considered and be influential in the decision-

making process.

b) It should gain some kind of access to the decision makers through

different contacts in the government. (Importance of "'who you know").

¢) It must gain favorable reception from the decision maker, d.e., the
decision maker must view the group's views as worth listening to, (even if he
does not agree with the views) because of any or combination of the following:

1) credibility of the group, that it is reputed to be or proven to be well informed,
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balanced, and with well thought-out views, 2) grass roots support, 3) offers
other domestic payoffs which can be cashed in on other issues, (e.g., support

. . . . . e 40
in a re-election campaign, financial contributions, votes).

The domestic interest group ﬁvhich acts as a linkage group with a
foreign state may have particular advantages with respect to the conditions
above. It may be a source of information for decision makers, which it gains
directly from the foreign source. The ethnic actor, for example, through its
close contacts with representatives of a foreign government may be in a good
position to interpret and explain the foreign government's intentions to his own
government. One of the strong points of interest groups is providing specific
specialized information to support its view. Some foreign policy interest groups,
such as the League of Women Voters, are dependent on government sources for
their information and are lacking in the data necessary to support a view con-
trary to that of the government. The ethnic group, by contrast, may be well-
informed since its "link" with the foreign government may make it privy to up-
to-date information and attitudes of its leadership. The ethnic actor thus be-
comes an "expert" on that country's affairs and may be a useful source of infor-

1}
mation for his government.

The range of potential linkage groups within a political system is wide.

The groups may differ in the intensity of their relationships with both govern-
ments (their own and the foreign government) their geals and the loyalties they
profess. In order to clarify the range of possibilities, we can divide the linkage
actors into three categories: a) agents of a foreign power, b) independent policy
actors, c) helpful sympathfzer actors. We will then compare them regarding
their 1) political ideologies, 2) degree of independence in their choice of leader-
chir and activities, 3) purpose of their organization, 4) the priorities of their

political loyalties, and 5) the view of their own government of their activities.
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A. an agent of a foreign power.
1) This type of linkage group is usually united by a common ideo-
logy which is shared by a foreign power and which is in opposition to the domi-

nant ideology of their own government.

2) It receives instructions from a foreign power. The latter claims
control over the majority of the agent's decisions. The linkage group has little
input into the policy-making decisions of the foreign government. The internal
structure of the group is dominated by the foreign government. Top personnel

are selected and rejected by the foreign government.

3) It is interested and organized, in the main, for the purpose of

political activity, domestic and transnational.

4) The interests of the foreign government take priority over the
interests of the group's own national government. This may be rationalized in
i
the interest of furthering the ideological goal which serves the ultimate good for

all of mankind.

5) The agent's own government regards the linkage actor as poten-
tially dangerous to the security of the state. It may take measures to limit his

freedom of movement or access to sensitive information.

Examples of the linkage actor who is an agent of a foreign power are:
‘members of Communist party cells in the United States and Europe, before and
after World War II; Fascist parties in Central and Western Europe prior to and
during World War II; once appropriate and now perhaps less so are the national
Communist parties in Western Europe who now claim independence from Mos-

cow's direction.

B. an independent policy actor. This category has the weakest links

with the foreign state. The linkage group has the following characteristics:

1) The linkage group shares the ideology and values of the country

where they live.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 44 -

2) It has an independent internal structure and does not welcome
interference in its internal affairs by the foreign government or by its own. It
acts on its own and in its own interest on policies that may affect the foreign
government. Action may be taken after discussions and consultations with rep-
resentatives of both governments. It may be critical of the policies of either

government when it deems it appropriate.

3) The linkage group is organized not only for political purposes.

It has economic, philanthropic, cultural and/or social interests as well.

4) Its primary loyalty is to its national government. It perceives
itself as acting in its own country's interests (as well as in its own) and in the
interest (ultimately, even if not apparent in the short run) of the foreign govern-

J

ment.

5) The linkage group's own government regards their interest in
foreign affairs with equanimity. It may consult their representatives on policy
and request their assistance in delicate negotiations with the foreign government.
Their expertise in specific areas of foreign policy is often held in high esteem

by government officials.

Most approximating this category of actors are corporate enterprises
with investments and interests in countries abroad; black groups that take special
interest in problems facing Black Africa; independent religious groups, (e.g. the
Society of Friends) who may act transnationally on humanitarian causes. The
American Jewish Committee prefers to view itself as an independent policy actor
on questions of the Middle East, but reality, as will be indicated further in this

‘study, acts more often than not as a helpful sympathizer actor, category C.

C. the helpful sympathizer actor. This category is most appropriate
to the ethnic actor described in this study, the organized American Jewish Com-

munity.

1) The linkage group actor shares the ideology and values of the

country where it lives.
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2) Its internal structure is independent. However, it is some-
times affected by attempts at "meddling' by the foreign government. The latter
may try to influence choice of group leaders. It accepts direction for the foreign
government when its policies, tactics, and' goals concur with the views of the
sympathizer actor. When these policies conflict with the actor's views, the actor
may "'sit out' the issue rather than oppose the foreign government openly., It
may offer advice and attempt to influence some policy decisions of the foreign '

government.

3) The linkage actor may have interests in issues that are not poli-
tical, e.g., philanthropic, cultural, social economic. Its organizational activi-
ties are not limited to the range of politics nor need they involve the foreign

government,

4) It perceives itself as acting in its own country's interests (al-
though in conflict with the official government's policy) and in the foreign govern-
ment's interest. Loyalty to its own country is professed to be paramount. Sup-
port for the foreign government is not considered by the linkage actor as under-

mining that loyalty.

5) The linkage group's own government regards its involvement
with the foreign power with equanimity. It may be asked by the government to
relay information and "requests' to the foreign government regarding particular

policies.

Examples of the helpful sympathizer actor are the American Jewish
community in their relationship with the State of Israel; the Catholic Church, in
jts relations with predominantly Catholic countries in Central and Latin America.
Greek Americans ahd their activities on behalf of the Greek position in the con-
troversy over Cyprus may fit the above listed criteria. Further study is re-

quired.

These categories present the range of liﬁkage relationships possible

between a linkage group and a foreign government. The penetration of the
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national system by the foreign government can, in part, be measured and classi-
fied by understanding the nature of the relationship of the foreign government
with the linkage group. The greater the foreign government's influence on the
linkage group (and thus the less independence of the group) the greater the pene-
tration. If relations -between . the two states are friendly and their systems of
government and ideologies similar, then the threat to the national security of the

penetrated country is small.

In'the following chapters, I will explore the complexities of linkage
through the study of one particular type of linkage and one linkage actor. The
study of the ethnic actor as a linkage between two governments will increase our
understanding of the process of penetration and of the role of a linkage group in
the decision-making process of states. The focus will be on the nature of the
links and on attempts to influence the decision makers in the foreign policy pro-

cess.

In this study, I will sidestep analysis of the link between the linkage
group -- here the ethnic actor -- and non-governmental actors within the foreign
state. These links may be very significant in relations between states and de-

serve further study.

In Chapter III, I will briefly introduce and describe the ethnic actor --

the American Jewish community.
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CHAPTER 1III

The American Jewish Community

In 1654, twenty-three Jewish refugees landed in Dutch New Amsterdam.
They were fleeing from Brazil which had just been reconquered by the Portu-
guese. These refugees were the first of thousands of Jews who flocked to the
shores of America seeking refuge from persecution and a better life for them-
selves and their families. Many Jews sought entrance to the United States,
despite the difficulties of travel, language and a strange culture. Between 1880-
1929, two and one half million Jews arrived from Europe to what they called
the "golden land'', where they believed a Jew could make his fortune. The for-
tune was made only by a lucky few. However, all benefited from the freedom
from persecution, the end to pogroms and fear. The United States offered free
education to all citizens, which American Jews correctly understood to be their
passports to success. There was guaranteed freedom of worship; one could
live as a Jew in the way one chose. American Jews availed themselves of the

opportunities offered them and, in general, prospered.

In 1969, American Jews numbered an approximate 5, 869,000 people,
almost three percent of the American population. They were solidly middle
class. In 1965, nearly one half of all Jewish families had incomes between
$7,000 and $15,000, which only slightly more than one-quarter of all American
families were earning in that income bracket. Seventy-five percent of employed
Jews were working in white collar jobs, either as professionals, businessmen
or as clerical workers. One indicator of the upward mobility trend of the Jewish
community is that some 80% of Jewish youth of college age during the 1960s at-

tended colleges. These percentages have increased even more in the 1970s.
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American Jews tended to cluster in their own communities in large
cities such as New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Miami. As
their incomes and aspirations climbed, they followed the general trend of mid-
dle class urban Americans in the 1950s and 1960s in a movement to the suburbs.
Nevertheless, the majority of American Jews still live in communities where

there is a sizable percentage of Jewish residents and some Jewish institutions.

The Jewish community in America is a highly organized community.
There are Jewish organizations on the local level; there are national organiza-
tions which coordinate Between and connect the local branches, and there are .
umbrella organizations that coordinate and unite the many diverse national or-
ganizations. Membership in this complex organizational network is voluntary
as is association with the Jewish community. Jewish life in the United States is
expressed by the "voluntary commiiment of individuals to be Jewish in a variety
of ways. n2 The community has no method of enforcement or compulsion. Un-
like the experience of the shietl in Eastern Europe, where Jews were compelled
by external authorities, the Czar or Church, and by strong social constraints,
to remain within their communities and to be identified as Jews, the free, plura-
listic American society offers each American J éw the choice of belonging to the
Jewish community or not. Daniel Elazar explains that belonging to the Jewish
community really depends on a voluntary associational act -- joining a syna-

gogue, group, charity, ete. It is an act of choice.3

It is important to examine the nature of Jewish identity in

America in order to help explain the linkage activities of American Jews. Why
have American Jews, more than any other ethnic group, worked so diligently
and committedly to strengthen and improve relations between a foreign govern-
ment and their own? There are two factors here that require explanation: Why
are American Jews so firmly united and vehement in their support for Israel?
It would seem likely that the more acculturated and assimilated American Jews
have become, the weaker their ties with Jewish causes, e.g., Israel, would be.

And yet, for the community as a whole, quite the contrary is true. Support for
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Israel has not declined as Jewish prosperity and acculturation has increased.
How does one explain this paradoxical phenomenon? Why is it that in a period
when observance of Jewish tradition is at its lowest among American Jews,

support for Israel, politically and financially, remains high?

The second factor relates to the position and role of American Jews in
the American political process. Why do American Jews participate so actively
in American politics? What effect does it have on their linkage role? Stephen D.

Isaacs, in his book Jews and American Politics, estimates that Jews comprised

between ten and twenty percent of all those actively involved on the Democratic
side of American politics in 1973. Yet they constitute only three percent of the
population.4 A greater percentage of Jews vote in elections at all levels of
government than any other group. They volunteer more to work in election cam-
paigns and are among the biggest donors to party coffers. An examination of
their reasons for active participation in American politics may help explain their
engagement in linkage activities between the Israeli government and their own

government.

The first part of this chapter will be devoted to an examination of the
attitudes and beliefs of American Jews toward Israel and toward involvement in
American politics. The second part will discuss the structure of the American
Jewish community as it relates to linkage activities, e.g., which organizations
act on behalf of Israel; to whom does the Israeli government turn if it wants to
engage Jewish efforts to influence American policy; which organizations have
more influence and why. Two organizations, the American Jewish Committe
and the Presidents' Conference, will be the main focus of the study. They were

the dominant linkage actors during the period examined in this study, 1956-1968.

1. The Commitments of American Jews

What does it mean to be Jewish in America today? This is a difficult
question to answer. For some, the answer is clearly religious, steeped in ob-

servance of age-old traditions and religious practices. For the majority of
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American Jews who are religiously not observant or well-versed in Jewish theology
law or customs, being Jewish means a voluntary association with Jewish institu-
tions and involvement in causes that affect the Jewish people. This somewhat
tenuous link to the Jewish community is greater among those with religious ties

to Judaism, manifested by membership in a synagogue. It is considerably weaker
among those without Jewish religious or cultural affiliation and often non-
existent in their children. The latter, to the despair of Jewish leaders, are

often far removed from the Jewish community; they may intermarry and assimi-
late totally into the geﬁeral American sociaty. This is perhaps the ironic result
of freedom and opportunity in America: the best evidence of the elimination of
prejudice against Jews and their acceptance into American society is their total

assimilation into the Gentile society and their loss of Jewish iden’city.5

For the majority of American Jews who are unlikely to observe any
Jewish traditions, how is "Jewishness'' expressed? Charles Liebman suggests
that commitment to and support for Israel have become the most important as-
pect of Jewish identity for most American Jews. He writes, "Israel has not re-
placed religion as the focus of Jewish identity; rather, it has increasingly be-
come the content of the expression of Jewish religious identity. né This does not
mean, however, that the age-old Jewish aspiration to "return and rebuild Zion"
or their centuries-old prayers for the "'ingathering of the Exiles' and the "resto-
ration of the Holy Temple" have taken on renewed meaning among American
Jews. Quite the contrary is true. The majority of American Jews reject the
concept of "aliyah", the Zionist aspiration of "going up", or moving to the land
of Israel. Israel does not represent for them a national homeland, not in the
present, nor in the future. Moreover, they do not consider Israel to be an ideo-

logical or cultural center for themselves.7

Lacking traditional Jewish content in their religious identity, American
Jews have made support for Israel the mainstay of their Jewish religious experi-
ence.. Support for Israel has become the symbol of Jewish identity at a time

when other forms of religious Jewish expression have lost their meaning, It
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offers Jews a reason to meet together. It is the "Jewish'' cause around which
they can rally and put into use their varied talents and energy. For the non-
religious Jews, Israel represents a socially acceptable secular outlet of Jewish
expression. Charles Liebman writes,

Concern for Israel, and efforts on its behalf increasingly repre-

sent the content of American and indeed Western Judaism. In

other words, Israel has become instrumental to one's American

Jewish identity. Israel, and concern for Israel, are pre-eminent-

1y a symbol of Jewish identity; support for Israel has become a

boundary-defining aspect of membership in the Jewish community. "

Support for Israel unites American Jews across the spectrum of Jewish
life. Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, Zionists and non-Zionists, all share in
a basic commitment to ensure Israel's survival and to work for its greater pros-
perity. Only two small fringe groups, on opposite ends of the religious spec-
trum, maintain an anti-Zionist posture and have, by doing so, divorced them-
selves almost entirely from the Jewish community. .On the one end are the
ultra-orthodox Neturei Karta, Satmar Hassidim who reject the irreligious "Zion-
ist" state as an affront to traditional religious precepts. They deplore the Zion-
ist attempt to establish a Jewish state before the coming of the Messiah. At the
other end, in the 1950s stood a small but vocal organization, The American
Council for Judaism, whose members were Reform or secular Jews who opposed
the establishment of the State of Israel and viewed it with trepidation. They
feared that a Jewish nation-state would raise doubts as to where the loyalties of
Jews in America lay. Ironically, it was they themselves who raised the specter
of dual loyalty against those Jews who supported Israel. The Council rejected
the notion that there was an entity called the Jewish nation and therefore, the
need for a national homeland, Israel. Their success in public relations gave

their anti-Zionist stance more attention in the press than their numbers warrant-

ed. After the Six Day War in 1967, the Council's membership dwindled.

Among the observant of rituals and synagogue attendees, support for
Israel is strongest. Jewish holidays and rituals are very closely tied to histori-

cal events and seasonal changes that occur in Israel. Jewish prayer includes
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supplications for the rebuilding of Zion, for timely vabundant rainfall for the
land of Israel, etc. Jewish law and theology stress the "specialness' of "Eretz

Yisrael" (theland of Israel) for the Jewish people.

Among non-observant Jews, activities in support of Israel have become
increasingly the new secular rituals. Fund raising activities for Israel, Israeli
cultural evenings, meetings addressed by speakers from Israel offer American
J ewsA activities with Jewish "flavor" without demanding adherence to ritual ob-
servances or belief. The synagogue has become the local center for these activ-
ities. It is the place where Jews can meet socially, support Jewish causes and
continue in some way the traditions of their parents without having to alter their
own secular life-styles. In other words, American Jews have eagerly taken up
the banner of Israel in part to fill the void in their otherwise empty Jewish iden-
tity.9 One's status in the Jewish community is often determined by how much
one gives and how active one is in support for Israel. Charles Liebman contends
that in the American Jewish community today, most American Jews (excluding
Orthodox Jews) would probably view non-support for Israel as a greater "crime"
for a Jew than the "crime' of intermarriage.lo Support for Israel serves to
preserve the unity of the Jewish community in a period where little else unifies

American Jews.

Support for Israel, therefore, serves the important functions of unify-
ing the Jewish community and providing new challenges and cultural activities
for it. There are, however, other reasons which explain the strong support

given the Jewish state.

1) The memory of the Holocaust ~- The mass extermination of six

million Jews between 1939-1945 left an indelible mark of fear on the conscious-
ness of many American Jews. Only four decades ago, modern, Western man
systematically murdered more than one third of the Jewish people. The allied
governments, for various reasons, stood by, in effect, and did not stop the

murder. Refugees fleeing the Nazi inferno found the doors of most Western
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countries closed to them.l:L Some were forced to return to German occupied
Europe, to meet certain death. As a reaction to the tragedy, Jews throughout
the world vowed that they would always be vigilant tc prevent a repetition of

such a henious crime. After the war, American Jews united to support the es-
tablishment of the State of Israel in the hope that the new state would solve both
the immediate problem of finding 2 home for thousands of homeless Jewish refu-
gees and being a haven for Jews who seek to escape persecution. In Israel, they
would be able to find security. No longer would Jews anywhere in the world be
victims of anti-Semitism and persecution. In its first decade, Israel absorbed
over one million immigrants from war ravaged Europe and from North Africa

and the Middle East.

A second response to the Holocaust for some Jews is to think of Israel
as the "insurance policy'" of American J ews.> " In that view, Israel must exist
and be strong, in case there is ever a rise in anti-semitism in the United States
or in other western countries. Only a Jewish state could be relied upon to
accept Jewish refugees from countries all over the world. Only a minority of
American Jews seriously consider it possible that they may ever have to leave
(or want to leave) the United States because of anti-Semitism. Nonetheless,
among many there is that unspoken fear that if ever ... there must be a strong

Israel.

Another aspect of the reaction to the Holocaust is a feeling of guilt
held by the leadership and older generation of American Jews that not enough
was done by American Jews to save European Jews from Nazi persecution.
Several historians have suggested that American Jews had failed to do their ut-
most to rescue European Jews during the war years.12 They had feared a back-
lash against Jews in America. They therefore did not do enough nor use all their
resources to save European Jewry. After the war ended and the magnitude of
the tragedy became known, many American Jewish leaders were filled with re-

morse. They threw themselves wholeheartedly behind Israel's cause and have
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continued to staunchly and tirelessly support Israel. The slogan "lest we forget
the six million" is often included in the now traditional rhetoric that calls for

support for Israel.

One indication that in the view of many American Jews the survival of
Israel is intimately comnected with the quality and essence of Jewish life in the
United States was the response to the threat of Israel's existence in 1967. Amer-
ican Jews reacted very strongly. Arthur Hertzberg, former President of the
American Jewish Congress described the response thus:

As soon as the Arab armies began to mass on the borders of
Israel during the third week in May, the mood of the American
Jewish community underwent an abrupt, radical and possibly
permanent change. In general, the immediate reaction of
American Jewry to the crisis was far more intense and wide-
spread than anyone could have foreseen., Many Jews would never
have believed that grave danger to Israel could dominate their
thoughts and emotions to the exclusion of all else; many were
surprised by the depth of their anger at those of their friends
who carried on as usual, untouched by fear for Israeli survival
and the instinctive involvement they themselves felt. This
outpouring of feeling and commitment appears to contradict

all the p:xl*gdictions about the evaporating Jewishness of American
Jews...

American Jews raised over 100 million dollars in emergency aid to Israel during
a period of two weeks. The massive support given Israel by American Jews sur-
prised both the Israelis and American Jews themselves. The shared feeling of

being survivors after the great loss of Jewish life in the Holocaust united both

American Jews and Israeli Jews in the determination to support Jewish survival.

The "Lakeville" study of Jewish attitudes conducted by Marshall Sklare
studied the depth of the feelings of American Jews during the 1967 war in one
Jewish community. Sklare and his associates conclude,

In retrospect, it seems that what Lakeville Jews had unconsciously
been - concerned with was the possibility of another Holocaust.
They evidently felt that their sense of self-worth depended on their
belping to prevent such a disaster; and they feared that if Israel
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which has created something new, clean and good out of the ashes
of the Hitler holocaust were to go down, it would altogether destroy
the meaning of Jewish existence. 14

2) Pride in Israel's achievements -~ The image of Israel as a land of

"pioneers" striving to create civilization out of wilderness drew the sympathy
and admiration of many Americans. The tenacious Israeli efforts to ""make the
desert bloom' and to create a new society was reminiscent of the pioneering
spirit of the American western frontier. American Jews took special pride in
Israel's achievements. They admired its accomplishments in absorption and
rehabilitation of refugees from all over the world. The Israelis taught the im~
migrants a new language and culture and gave them a new national identity, that
of "Israelis." The amazing successes of the small but competent Israeli armed
forces earned the respect of most Americans. Charles Liebman aptly suggests
that one appealing image of the Israeli is that of a strong, brazen, invincible
"Sabra,'" a kind of Jewish superman. He refers to it as the "Exodus'" image,
referring to the best-selling novel about Israel by Leon Uris.15 After Israel's
rousing victory in 1967, American Jews proudly expressed their support of and
identification with Israel. It was seen as a victory of David over Goliath, in
whose glory American Jews eagerly wanted to share. Contributions to the UJA
reached their highest ever in 1967, '317.5 million dollars. For a minority on
the Left of the political spectrum, Israel's victory in 1967, and resultant occupa-
tion of Arab lands, tarnished its more appealing image as "underdog'. In their
eyes, "David" became the conqueror, --the weak had become the strong. Ironi-
cally, Israel's success denied it the Left's sympathy or support. After 1967,

Israel encountered the rapid disaffection of the Left, both Jewish and Gentile.

3) Philanthropic concern -- Jewish philanthropic interest in Israel is

closely linked with the first two reasons of support, memory of the Holocaust
and pride in Israel's achievement. First, because some American Jews subcon-
sciously fear another Holocaust, they donate their time and money to help

strengthen Israel militarily and economically. Second, because they take pride
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in Israel's achievements, they want to take part vicariously in the challenge -~

with their donations.

Charity and taking responsibility for the well-being of fellow Jews are
part of the basic tenets of Judaism. The tradition of collecting for the less for-
tunate and of establishing Jewish institutions to care for the sick and needy is
deeply rooted. Thus it is not surprising that American Jews continued this tradi-
tion in their communities in the United States. Jewish organizations were estab-
lished to aid new immigrants, to care for the sick, orphans and the infirm. The
tradition of giving generously was part of being Jewish; its application on behalf

of Israel was its logical extension.

The philanthropic vigor of American Jews in support of projects in
Israel is also explained by the immediate dividends the giver receives. Giving
has become the measure of status in the Jewish community. To be known as a
big donor is to be respected. Donors are honored. They are propelled into
positions of leadership. One observer of Jewish philanthropic activities writes,

Philanthropy provides the necessary "cover' to launch an infil-

tration campaign into a new social world by permitting aspirants

and social elite to join in accomplishing charitable goals in

which both sides can avow concern. The rewards include recog-

nition, appreciation, honor and a tested path to positions of

status in more distinguished organizations.
American Jews heeded the call to aid the thousands of refugees who came to Is-
rael from the inferno of Europe after World War II, and from oppression in Arab
lands. The rising costs of maintaining a secure military posture in face of the
threat from surrounding Arab states forced the burden of the costs of social and

cultural development to fall on the shoulders of the American Jewish community.

American Jews rose to the task with enthusiasm.

Israeli and American fund raising strategists understood the social im-~
portance of giving, and the donor's wish for honor and recognition. They devised
various rewards and gimmicks to gratify the American donors. At lavish ban-

quets, tribute was paid to the big donor. On every ambulance, hospital room,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 60 -

public building, forest, and classroom in Israel, there is a sign prominently dis-

played, ""This was donated by Mr. and Mrs. XYZ of Brooklyn,

New York." American Jews, when visiting Israel, could then see the "fruit of
their donation." Many Israelis resent the constant reminders in their schools
and community centers of their dependence on the largesse of American Jews.
Jokes with a bitter flavor circulate which tell of forests with changeable plaques
which are quickly altered to display the name of that week's visitor from Ameri-

ca, - who expected to see his or her name prominently displayed.

The big givers and the active fund raisers, in addition to the prestige
and acclaim which they get within the community, also get V.I1. P, treatment
from visiting Israeli officials. A handshake and short personal conversation -
with an Israeli Prime Minister or President are recognition commensurate for
services rendered. Inclusion at intimate gatherings or briefings with Israeli
officials visiting the United States gratified the givers. In 1968, the United
Jewish Appeal organized Operation Airlift, which brought large donors to Is-
rael for a hectic week, or "mission''. Marc Lee Raphael writes,

No matter the size of the group, the giving potential or the length
of the visit, certain features seem common to all. These include
briefings by military officials as well as visits to immigrant ab-
sorption centers, '"'secret' military installations, and border kib-
butz bunkers. The "mission" culminates with solicitation sessions,
"ouaranteed" to yield far more dollarf,?in pledges than solicita-
tions undertaken in the United States.

Philanthropic support for Israel and all the personal and social rewards that
come with it supply American Jews with a cause that has its roots in Jewish
tradition, yet does not challenge the secular Jewish lifestyle prevalent in Ameri-

ca.

4) Israel as the beginning of the redemption or of the renaissance of

Jewish culture -- For a minority of American Jews who adhere to Jewish reli-
gious tradition, the rebirth of Israel, coming soon after the Holocaust, has deep
religious significance. In their eyes, the new state is the beginning of the re-

demption of the Jewish people, the first stage being the ingathering of the exiles,
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as promised in the Books of the Prophets. The new state offered the Jewish
people the opportunity to return to its traditions and become worthy of G-d
bringing them redemption. That view is held by religious Zionists. It is there-
fore not surprising that they are consistently concerned about the quality of
religious observance in Israel and about government legislation which impinges
on it. Unlike most American Jews, they keep well informed about Israel‘-sl
domestic policies on such questions as Jewish religious education, autopsies,

traffic on the Sabbath, etc., and often express their views to the Israelis.

Non-religious Zionists in America found themselves in an ideélogical
quandary after the establishment of the State. They did not share the vision of
the messianic redemption held by the observant. For many, Zionism meant the
renaissance of Jewish culture within a modern, nationalistic, secular frame-
work. The Israeli ""chalutz' (pioneer) was the model-image; Hebrew was the
national language, and the culture of modern Israel, the new culture. This new

"eculture" became the "secular Judaism" of a generation of American Jews.

One of the basic tenets of Zionism had always been "aliyah', to go up
and live in the land of Israel. American Zionists gave lip service support to
aﬁyah but did not uproot fhemselves from America. As the non-Zionist organiz-
ations became more and more supportive of Israel, the Zionists who remained in
America were hard put to justify the continuance of their organizations. How did
the armchair Zionist differ in action from a member of the non-Zionist American
Jewish Congress or American Jewish Committee? What did their "Zionism" ’
mean? The gquestion of aliyah became an embarrassment to the Zionists. Prime
Minister David Ben Gurion spoke of the American Zionist movement with deri-
sion. In the first eighteen years of the state, only between twelve and fifteen
thousand American Jews went on aliyah -- hard evidence of the failure of the
Zionist message to inspire its members.18 It is questionable whether the secu-
lar Zionist culture, devoid of the goal of aliyah and of religious content, will suf-
fice to inspire a new generation of American Jews, for whom Israel is a state and

not a dream, an established Western society and not a pioneering adventure.
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These four reasons, the memory of the Holocaust, pride in Israel's
achievements, philanthropic concern and the beginning of the redemption or of a
cultural, national renaissance, explain the strong support given by American
Jews to Israel. The Israeli government recognizes that its most reliable ally is
world Jewry; within it, the strongest community is American Jewry. Israeli
leaders understand that an effective linkage role played by American Jews on be-
half of Israel must be founded on Jewish confidence and strength. They can only
be of assistance to the State of Israel (and to their own government) if they are an

integral part of America.

American Jews, as a group, actively participate in the American politi-
cal process. They are strongly committed to the traditional American ideals of
democracy, freedom, and equal opportunity. Because of their long history as a
persecuted, subjugated people, they have been the foremost activists in support -
of civil rights and equality in America. American Jews recognize that only in a
democracy, where the rights of all citizens are protected, will Jewish rights be

secure.

American Jews are active in the political process in several ways.
First, they turn out in very high percentages at the polls in elections at all levels
of government. They vote far in excess of any other group in America, even
when taking into account such factors as education and socio-economic status.
American Jews regard the vote as a protection of democracy, a privilege which
they must safeguard and utilize in their interest. In New York State, for ex-
ample, Jews comprise an estimated fourteen percent of the population but cast
between sixteen and twenty percent of the votes. American Jews realize that des-
pite their small population (less ikan three percent of the total American popula-
tion) their stréngth is in their participation, and politicians recognize that
strength. In a Presidential election, for example, their vote may be decisive,

especially since it is concentrated in states with big electoral votes.
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In addition to voting, Jews are actively involved in clubhouse politics.
Often, they are the fund raisers and campaign strategists for non-Jewish candi-
dates. ‘Stephen Isaacs, a close observer of Jews in politics, writes,

One finds the position of American politically active Jews to

have striking parallels with their historic role in European

politics: that of being court Jews. It may seem farfetched

. to apply the court Jew concept to the American experience,

but the comparisons are too compelling to overlook. In Europe,

the Jews served as moneylenders and brokers and tax collectors

and performed chores so that the political and ecclesiastical

rulers could hire armies to fight their wars. In America, the

Jews act as though those same roles were compulsory, although

the job descriptions have, of course, changed with the times.

Here one calls them strategists, computer experts, media

managers, fund raisers, but in the main they are still raising

money and doing chores for the Protestants and Catholics who

can hire the manpower to fight their (political) wars.19
This description fits the linkage role of American Jews as well. Later chapters
will describe the activities of individual prominent Jews with standing "at court"
on behalf of Jewish interests. Thepositioning of Jewish experts on the staffs
of political candidates ensures access to those in power when Jewish interests

are threatened.

In addition to such factors as education and social-economic status
which explain increased political behavior, there are two factors peculiar to the
Jewish historical experience which explain Jewish political involvement. The
first factor is the omnipresent fear of a rise in anti-Semitism in the United
States. American Jews vote and donate their money to a candidate's campaign
in order to ensure that the "right'' man gets into office.20 Among those factors
considered are whether the candidate will be good for the Jews as well as good
for the country. That is why a right-wing candidate like George Wallace, whose
supporters included the most racist elements in America, was considered
anathema to Jews. Discrimination against one group in America poses a threat

to the security of American Jews as well. A candidate who supports the security
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needs of Israel appeals directly to the '"need for security" of American Jews.

Attacks on Israel are interpreted as anti-Semitic and a threat to American Jews.

The second factor which explairgs Jewish political participation is a
feeling of gratitude and debt to the political system which gives American Jews
the most comfortable, secure existence in all of Jewish history. Never has a
Jewish community been accepted and prospered quite like in America. American
Jews, some refugees from Europe, others the sons and grandsons of immigrants,
feel a large debt to the country that gave them the opportunities to achieve.

Their votes and political donations are expressions of their gratitude to the pol-

itical system which gave them a chance.

' The First Amendment guarantees to all Americans the right to "peace-
ably ... assemble, and to petifion theGovernment for a redress of grievances."
Interest groups with economic, religious, ethnic, or social interests petition
the government to get action on a variety of special interests. American Jews
have sought‘ the government's assistance of "Jewish" matters without fear of
charges of disloyalty or parochialism. Thus, in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, Jews have petitioned the government to use its influence to end the
persecution of various Jewish communities abroad. In the period 1860-1890,
for example, the Jews supported the Republican party for two reasons. The
first was because of the idealism and tradition of Abraham Lincoln whom they
greatly admired, and the second was because Republican Presidents and their
Secretaries of State showed a readiness to act to relieve the misery of per-
secuted Jews in Eastern Europe.21 American Jews during the Holocaust ap-
pealed to the government to open its doors to the thousands of refugees who
escaped from the Nazi death camps. Unfortunately, the government did too
little, too late. Although a minority feared calling attention to the Jewish com-
munity qua Jews, and predicted dire consequences if Jews persisted in publicly
supporting Jewish causes, the majority of the Jewish community rallied to sup-
port them.22 Their greatest fight was to gain approval from the American

government for the establishment of an independent Jewish state. After Israel
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was founded, American Jews strongly supported it politically and financially.
They exercised their political muscle to influence the American government
to maintain friendly relations with Israel and to give it military and economic

assistance.

In the period 1956-1968, with the exception of the crisis in American-
Israeli relations during and immediately after the Suez operation, American-
Israeli relations were friendly. The American government position was con-
sonant with that of American Jews. The latter, therefore, readily publicly
supported Israel without conflict. However, in more recent years, especially
during the Carter administration, American Jews found themselves in an un-
comfortable position. The Administration clearly opposed some Israeli policies,
for example, the building of settlements on the West Bank and Israeli military
forays into Lebanon. American Jewish leaders were beset by the White House
to influence them to pressure Israeli leaders. American policy and Israeli
interests were clearly at odds. Both sides tried to convince Jewish leaders of
the correciness of their position. As American and Israeli policies move further
apart in the 1980s, the role of the American Jewish community as a link between

the two governments may become more difficult to perform.

2. The Structure of the American Jewish Community

The American Jewish community is divided into five spheres of com-
munity activity: religious-congregational; educational-cultural; community
relations; communal-welfare; and Israel—overseas.23 For action in these five
areas, there are various national organizations. These are united in several,
overlapping umprella organizations. The largest umbrella organization, the
Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations (the Presidents' Con-
ference) will be discussed at length below. It includes in its membership the
presidents of each individual organization and the presidents of the coordinating
umbrella organizations. The Jewish community is highly organized, with grass-
roots membership in the organizations on the community level and coordinating

structures on the national level.
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The description of the organizations that act in a linkage role between
the United States government and Israel will be confined to two organizations,
the American Jewish Committee and the Presidents' Conference. This limita-
tion to two organizations is not meant to imply that other Jewish organizations
do not on occasion act to improve American-Israel relations. They do. How-
ever, these two organizations were selected because they were the most active
and most effective linkage actors during the years 1956-1968. Moreover, they
were the organizations recognized by both the Israeli government and the Ameri-
can government as spokesmen for American Jews. They acted in Israel-
American relations in addition to the official pro-Israel lobby, the American

Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC).
The American Jewish Committee

The American Jewish Committee is the oldest Jewish defense organiza-
tion in the United States. It was founded in 1906 by wealthy prominent American
Jews of German background ''to prevent the infraction of the civil and religious
rights of Jews in any part of the world. n24 The Committee was organized in
response to reports of a wave of pogroms threatening the Jews in Russia. It
used its influence to gain admittance of Russian refugees to the United States,
and‘a;fter‘ World War I organized a relief committee to aid Jewish war victims.
The Committee was oligarchic in structure, designed to admit to its ranks only

the most prominent, wealthy and assimilated American Jews.

After World War II, the Committee expanded markedly in size and func-
tion. It founded chapters across the United States and opened up its membership
to a broader sector. By 1980, it had a membership of 42,000 and still attracted

the upper echelons of the Jewish community.

The Committee opposed the revival of Jevyish nationalism expressed by
Zionism. It tenaciously opposed the establishment of a Jewish state until 1946.
Then it realized that the problem of the displaced persons could be solved only

by the creation of a Jewish state. The Committee then cooperated with the
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Zionists and other Jewish organizations in promoting the cause of the partition
of Palestine. The Committee, in its own literature, describes its organization

thus:

The American Jewish Committee, founded in 1906, is a national,
non-partisan organization which seeks to combat bigotry, pro-
tect the civil and religious rights of Jews here and abroad, and
advance those rights for all people of all religions and races.

The American Jewish Committee is a non-Zionist organization.

It supported the establishment of the State of Israel as a home for

those Jews who needed or wished to settle there. Within the

framework of American interests, it has sought to léq‘_,lp Israel

become a bulwark of democracy in the Middle East.
The Committee's self-described non-Zionist status was its way of distinguishing
its support for the Jewish state, which was for philanthropic and "Jewish"
reasons, from that of nationalist Jewish organizations, such as the '"Zionists".
However, today, there is no effective difference between a non-Zionist and a

Zionist. Both are pro-Israel American Jews, their homes in and allegiance

being to the United States.

The Committee was hyper-sensitive to any hint of a political link be-
tween American Jews and Israel. They were dismayed by the continued insis-
tence of certain Israeli leaders that all Jews should emigrate en masse to Is-
rael and that Jewish survival could never be assured except in a sovereign
Jewish state. In the early years of the state, the Committee; fearful of
possible innuendos of dual loyalty which would be prejudicial to the position of
Jews in America, concluded an understanding with Prime Minister Ben Gurion,
in which the loyalties and relationship of American Jews with Israel was clari-
fied. The éccords, concluded with the. President of the American Jewish Com-
mittee, Jacob Blaustein, declared that American Jews owed no political al-
legiance to Israel .and that Israel could not and would not presume to speak in
the name of Jews who were citizens of any other country. Mr. Blaustein, for

his part, asserted that the vast majority of American Jews recognized the need
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2
and desirability of supporting Israel for its own good and that of the world. 6 The
Committee firmly rejected any suggestion by Israeli or Zionist leaders that

American Jews have an obligation to emigrate to Israel,

The Committee's strength was not in its numbers but in the promi-
nence of itc members and their ties with non-Jews in important positions. Henry
i
Feingold writes,

In its recruitment, the Committee prefers to think it is attracting
what Edmund Burke might call the "weightiest people''. When

- former American Jewish Committee president Morris Abram
was asked by then Prime Minister David Ben Gurion how many
members the American Jewish Committee had, Abram respond-
ed, '"We don't count American Jewish Committee members,
Mr. Prime Minister, we weigh them."

The Committee attracted a Jewish elite. Its members were prominent in their

communities and professions.

Because its members had ties to the political and business elite of
America, the Committee"was helpful in promoting Jewish concerns with govern-
ment officials. The Israeli government recognized the usefulness of men like \
Jacob Blaustein, Joseph Proskauer and others who could intercede with American
decision makers on Israel's behalf. In the first fifteen years or so since Israel's
independence, the Committee was the most important and effective linkage actor
in relations between\the governments of the United States and Israel. Its leaders
held the confidence of both countries' leaders. The Israelis understood that the
men who could often best represent Israel in econom%c negotiations with govern-
ment or bank officials were members of the Committee. The latter had business
and cocial ties with men in important position:\s and could facilitate business
agreements more effectively than if negotiations were conducted strictly by em-
bassy staff. é ‘

The Committee, perhaps because of its elitist posture, consistently
opposes joining any organized body which would assume to speak in one voice

for the American Jewish community. The Committee has refused formally to
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join the Presidents' Conference, although it has "observer" status and has even
contributed to its budget. In internal discussions in the late 1950s and early
1960z, it strongly opposed creating the impression that there was a "Jewish
bloc" that supported Israel and pressured government officials 6n its beﬂalf. It
also contended that the Committee could play a more useful role in delicate

situations that may arise if it maintained an independent posture.

The Committee's linkage role as mediator between the American govern-
ment and the Israeli government diminished in the peried prior to and after the
Six Day War in 1967. The change occurred as a result of the greater attention
paid to the Presidents' Conference by both governments. The Conference gained
status when the Israeli government i'ecognized the importance of the collective
Jewish strength represented by the Conference. The Israelis courted the Con-
ference; they briefed the chairman of the Conference more frequently and govern-
ment representatives appeared more often before its membership. A new rela-
tionship was forged between the Conference and the Israeli government. The

Committee, as a result, became less important.

The increased role of the Presidents' Conference and the resulting dimi-
nished role of the Committee was also the by-product of a new era in Israel-
American relations. Since the Six Day War, greater publicity has been given by
the United States to the growing '"alliance' between itself and Israel. The role
of American Jewry in support of Israel was given a more public exposure, by
the American government and by American Jews themselves, and was given
quasi-formal recognition as a linkage actor. The role of prominent individuals
decreased as the positiocn of organizational leaders qua heads of mass organiza-

tions increased in importance.

The Committee's particular forte, developed over the years, is the
maintenance of contacts with non-Jewish groups. It works actively on interre-
ligious activities with the dual purpose of improving relations between Jews and

non-Jews in the United States and increasing the latter's understanding of
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and sympathy for Israel. Its community relations activities which benefit both
the Jewish community and Israel bave all but replaced the linkage role it play;ad

in the first two decades of Israel's independence.
The Presidents' Conference

The Presidents' Conference was organized in 1955 out of a growing con-
cern for unified action by major American Jewish organizations to help promote
peace and stability in the Middle East. Its primary organizer was Dr. Nahum
Goldmann, an American Jewish leader who had been actively involved in the
struggle for the Jewish state and later, in negotiations for reparations to Jewish
victims of Nazism from the German government. The Conference began as a
consultative body; care was taken not to infringe upon the independence of the
constituent members. It was called the ""Presidents' Club'" and was indeed a
club of Jewish leaders who met regularly to discuss problems relating to Israel-
American relations. Its power to decide policy was kept deliberately limited;
each organization maintained its independence on policy issues. Nonetheless,
on questions relating to Israel, the new organization represented the only single
address to whom both the Israeli and American governments could turn when
they wanted to hold discussions with the representatives of the entire Jewish

community.

The Presidents' Conference, now representing thirty-two American
Jewish organizations, is still mainly a consultative arlld coordinating body. All
its decisions must be made unanimously. Thus, discussions are oriented
toward achieving consensus and compromise among the members. Criticisms
of Israeli policies are voiced in internal discussions but are never expressed
in the collective public statements issued. These criticism may also be told
directly to Israeli representatives. In 1966, the Conference voted to become
the rep'resentative body of the constituent organizations rather than only the meet-
ing club of their leaders. The latter were given the latitude to represent their

organizations in policy discussions and votes.
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The Chairman's report of activities of the Presidents' Conference for
the period February 12, 1965 - March 2, 1966 indicates the direction and activ-
ities of the Conference:

Significant steps were takeq in the past year to further the goals
of the Presidents' Conference.

In addition to its American-Israel responsibilities, the Confer-
ence continues to act in the area of international Jewish affairs,
consulting with high government officials and leading ambassa-
dorial‘figures.

-- ongoing relations with our State Department remain constant.
We have met with Secretary of State Dean Rusk, and members
of the Near East and South Zast Asian desk at the State Depart-
ment -- Philips Talbot, Raymond Hare and his staff.

~-- the Conference consults frequently with Israeli officials
here, and ‘wit‘h members of the Israel Mission to the United
Nations. We have met also with Mrs. Golda Meir when she
visited this country --

-- we have met with today's leading political figures in Germany -
Chancellor Ludwig Erhard, Ambassador Karl Heinrich Knappstein,
Dr. Rainer Barzel (leader of the Majority Party of the German
Bundestag), Mayor Willy Brandt of West Berlin, and others.

-~ We have expressed ourselves on a variety of subjects:
-- the presence of German scientists in Egypt
-- peace and security in the Middle East
-~ diplomatic recognition of Israel
~-- econoinic negotiations with Israel

-- We have met with Ambassador Braj Kumer Nehru of India to

promote better Indian relations with Israel. We shall continue

our efforts with the Indian governn'lent, particularly in view of

Mrs. Ghandi's visit to this country.
The list of activities continued regarding Conference activities on the issue of
the Arab boycott and nn behalf of Soviet Jewry and Greek Jews residing in Turkey.
The entire Conffarence membership met thirteen times during that period. It

was a period relatively devoid of crises for Jewry, in Israel and in the Diaspora.

The constituent organizations represent the broad spectrum of Ameri-
can Jewish li:fle. Communal-defense, Zionist, religious, and fraternal organiza-

tions belong. The frequent meetings of the Conference enable the Jewish
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community to share information, exchange views and most important, pursue
cooperative action 'to insure the security of the Jewish people in Israel and the

world over. 129

The official registered pro-Israel lobby, ATPAC (the American-Israel
Public Affairs Committee) is a member of the.Conference. Thus, the member-
ship is kept well informed of AIPAC campaigns in Washington and participates
in the planning of strategy to attain pro-Israel policy goals. On the board of
directors of ATPAC sit the presidents of virtually all major Jewish organiza-
tions. There is coordination of activities within the community and a minimi-
zation of overkill. AIPAC is expressly authorized to represent the views of
the Presidents' Conference, and by implication, the overwhelming majority of
the organized Jewish community. Part of the effectiveness of the Israel lobby
in the United Stat‘es can be attributed to the efficient information distribution sys-
tem it has within the organized Jewish com‘munity. Baclé up action, in the form
of phone calls, mailgrams, personal contacts, public statements, is guaranteed
to ATIPAC because of its ties with national Jewish organizations and with their

grassroot branches on the local level.30 :

Most Jewish organizations devote a large proportion of their political
cultural, social, and philanthropic activities to Israel-related themes. Since
1966, the Presidents' Conference has become the focal point of coordinating
Israel-related community action. Likewise, the chairmen of tIIle Conference,
because of their representative role rather than because of their own personal
prominence, have become the spokesmen of the entire Jewish community. In
its first decade, the prestige of the Conference was dependent on the personal
prominence of the chairmen.31 Today, the chairman of the Conference, whom-

ever he may be, gains importance because of his representative role.

The Conference itself operates on a small budget, It has one pro-
fessional on its staff. It draws upon the staff of member organizations such as

the American Jewish Congress to prepare its public statements and reports.
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Since the Six Day War in 1967, the Presidents' Conference has played
an increasingly more promineni]: role in Israel-American relations. Israeli
officials appear on a more regular basis to brief éhe membership on Israeli
policies, both political and economic. The Chairman of the Presidents' Con-
ference travels periodically to meet with Israeli ieaders and is given V.L P.
treatment. The American government also began to accord greater respect
and importance to the Conference, in part because the-latter was now kept better
informed by the Israelis. The White House during the N&on and Carter admin-
istrations frequently invited a delegation from the Presidents' Conference to
meet with the President or Secretary of State to discuss issues separating the
Israeli and American governments. The Conference gained importance in its
linkage role as both governments sought to explain to it their views. When
those views diverged considerably, as for example during the Carter adminis-
tration on the issue of settlements on the West Bank, the Presidents' Conference
found itself the primary target of the American administration's persuasion

efforts.

In chapter four, I will discuss how the linkage role operates. I will
examine how American Jewish leaders are recruited by the Israeli government
or by theAmerican government to act as linkage actors between the two govern-
ments. How does the Israeli government keep Jewish leaders and their constitu-
ents informed and supportive of Israeli interests? Is the linkage role restricted
to the elected leaders of the Jewish community or are other Jews linkage actors
in Israel-American relations? These questions will be discussed in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER 1V

Channels of Communication Between the

; -
Israeli Government and American Jews

American Jews, as represented by the elected leadership of multiple
Jewish organizations, seektoplay a role in furthering good relations between the
United States and Israel. This goal of maintaining close ties of friendship be-
tween the two countries is second in importance only to that of protecting the
Jewish community from any outbreak of anti-Semitism in the United States.
Partly for reasons of self-interest, American Jews want their government to
consider the Jewish state a friend and dependable ally, whose political system,
policies and foreign policy interests are congruent with its own. Such close ties
minimize any threat to the balance of loyalties of American Jews, i.e., they are
not forced to make a choice between allegiance and support for the United States
government and its policies, and emotional, ethnic support for the survival and
prosperity of the J ewish state. Some American Jews may have underlying and
often unstated fear that if there ever arose a situation in which Israel policies
clash with stated American interests, Jewish support for Israel may be miscon-
strued by certain elements of the American population as disloyalty to the United
States. This could trigger the worst of all possible scenarios - an upsurge o%
anti~-Semitism in America. Couched in anti-Israel or anti-Zionist tones, accusa-
tions of un-American activities by groups eager to arouse an anti-Semitic back-
lash could be thenightmarish result. Thus the possibility of discord between
Washington and Jerusalem is viewed by some as a threat to the security of Amer-
ican Jews and raises serious questions as to wha‘t responsible political actions

.should American Jews take to prevent it.
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How should American Jews, as individuals and as an organized com-
munity, react if there develops a rift between the two governments ? Need the
community qua community take a public stand at all? Should there be a collec-
tive response or should each group and/or individual decide for himself accord-
ing : to his own self-interest and conscience? Perhaps the best response is
silence, to allow the governments to resolve the conflict through negotiations
and compromise without Jewish intervention. Should American Jews openly
express opposition to Israeli policies if they disagree with them or would the
damage to Israel's standing in the United States generally, and among American

Jews in particular, be too great to risk?

American Jews have, in the past, strongly preferred avoiding these
dilemmas by working diligently behind the scenes to avoid conflict. A former
President of the B'nai Brith and Chairman of the Conference of Presidents of
Major Jewish Organizations (from now on to be referred to as the Presidents'
Conference), Philip Klutznick, described Jewish interests thus:

I feel as an American Jew that I have a dual obligation but not
a double loyalty ... Ihave an obligation to my country in any
way I can (I spent thirteen years in government service) ...
I have an obligation to my people from which I stem. Itry as
well as I know how to keep them from conflict, and to avoid
conflict, I do whatever I can to bring them together. There
are times when that can't happen and then I have to make
some very serious decisions. At times these are not easy.

It would be much more relaxing not being a "Jewish leader"
in the critical contests that arise between Israel and the United
States government. I try to discharge my obligation by re-
alizing that there's not always a 100% right and a 100% wrong
... Ihave found it difficult but satisfying to be helpful where
1 could to both and unhappy when I had to make a choice ...

I think the role of an American Jewish leader is to try to keep
tranquility and a spirit of cooperation between Israel and the

United States, recognizing that on occasion, you cannot do

it...

This emphasis on "tranquility and cooperation' is a common theme ex-

pressed by many Jewish leaders. American Jews seek to strengthen the bonds
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between the two countries and to minimize conflict not only out of self-interest
but in the strong belief that it is in the American national interest as well.
American Jewish leaders firmly believe that strong, friendly relations with Is-
rael are very much the interest of the United States. They feel supported by
public declarations by American political leaders of both parties, e.g., Israel

is a bastion of democracy in the Middlie East, a. faithful ally of the United States,
an independent ally (i.e., it does not request American troops to assist it in
times of crisis or to defend its borders). Israel has proved itself to have a stable
government and to have the ability to defend itself when under attack. It is firmly
committed to an alliance with the West, unlike its Arab neighbors who shifted
alliances between East and West with changes of their governments or policy.
This view of the American interest lowers the levels of dissonance engendered

by support for two independent states.

This congruity of interests was described by Rabbi Joachim Prinz, for-
mer president of the American Jewish Congress and former chairman of the
Presidents' Conference. Prinz was asked, "Was there ever a conflict between
what you thought was the American interest and what was the interest of the
State of Israel?'" He replied,

I don't think so. The basic thought was that the maintenance
and strengthening of Israel was in the interest of the United
States government and its interests in the Middle East. That
was the assumption., Not that America is kind to the Jews or
that America loves Israel, but that it hag some very concrete
interests in maintaining a strong Israel.

Rabbi Prinz was active in Jewish affairs for over furty years. He considers him-
self to be somewhat of a maverick, an "independent thinker'', who has often criti-
cized Israeli officials in private about particular policy choices. Nonetheless, he
considers his role as a leader of American Jewish "forces' in support of Israel
(and of its good relations with the United States) as one with which he feels com-

fortable and which is truly compatible with American foreign policy interests.

During the period under study, with the exception of the Suez crisis in

1956 when there was a serious clash between Israeli actions and policy goals and
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the view of the American government, the United States and Israel maintained
good relations and ties of friendship. This is not to say that each did not make
difficult demands on the other, e.g., Israeli requests for greater economic and
military assistance; Israeli requests for a security pact with the United States;
American pressures to solve the Palestine refugee problem; and American con~
demnation of Israeli retaliatory raids across its borders. But, on the whole,
the United States government considered it in its foreign policy interest to sup-
port a strong and independent Israel and to develop economic, cultural and tech-
nological ties with it. This, of course, made the task of American Jewish
leaders easier and all the more pleasant. They were able to work on behalf of

Israeli interests and not feel any strain on their loyalties.

How did American Jewish leaders keep informed of Israel's needs ?
What channels of communication transmitted this information from the Israeli
government to Jewish leaders? Wexve there periodic meetings? Were there
exchanges of view, or did one side simply dictate and the other passively accept?
To answer these questions, we must examine the nature and purpose of the

briefings.

The briefing

Israeli officials conducted briefing sessions with American Jewish lead-
ers on a periodic basis. Their frequency was dependent on political develop-
ments in the Middle East and on the urgency of issues that concerned Israeli
policy makers and the American government. The briefing may have taken
several forms and may have been either formal or informal, conveying detailed
or general information. Its primary goal was to inform. The Israeli Foreign
Office determined which information should be conveyed to American Jews in
order, first, to gain their understanding and sympathy for Israeli policy, and
second, to gain their active support for the effort to secure greater understand-
ing and/or tangible support from the American public, Congress and the White

House.
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The quantity and detail of information conveyed depended on several fac-
tors; the confidentiality of the topic, the reputation of the listener(s) for discre-
tion and silence, and the knowledge and ability of the listener to comprehend the
complexity of the issues involved. Thus the briefing varied according to the
kind of information to be revealed and the nature of the audience to receive it.
The larger the audience was, the less confidential the information and the lower
the level of complexity. In private conversations with select individuals, there
was a greater possibility of maintaining secrecy and of explaining more complex,

detailed information.

The audience: Jewish leaders meet together

Several times a year, an Israeli diplomat, either the Ambassador to
Washington, the Ambassador to the United Nations, the First Political Sec-:
retary, or the Consul-General in New York, would appear before the Presidents'
Conference and review for them the political situation in the Middle East or cur-
rent Israeli relations with the Administration in Washington as Israel viewed
them. Before such an audience, the tone was generally low-keyed. The infor-
mation conveyed was minimally detailed and non-confidential. Problems were
outlined and policy goals explained in simple layman's terms. The American
Jewish leaders present, all presidents of national Jewish organizations, were
neither weapons specialists nor economic experts. Most were not particularly
well informed on global power politics or internal developments in the Middle
East. Admittedly, their knowledge and understanding of Israel's problems and
politics was greater and more sophisticated than that of their respective consti-
tuencies, but that did not mean much. Overall, their degree of competence in

Middle East matters was very limited.

One former Israeli diplomat who served in Washington described the
level of one such briefing:

The Ambassador went to brief the Conference of Presidents of
Major Jewish Organizations in the mid-sixties. But what did
the briefing consist of? The Arabs are strong; there is a
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military build-up. Israel is weak; we are not getting arms.

The Jews reacted with great sympathy. "Oy vey! We will

try to help you!" But what did it really mean? Could they

speak intelligently to anyone in the State Department about

the need to sell Israel arm? They did not begin to under-

stand arms sales. So we talked to them in simplg-3 terms

and they felt very important that we told them ...
This particular diplomat belittled the capabilities of American Jewish leaders to
understand Israeli problems and to be of significant assistance to Israel. In the
Israeli Foreign Office, he represented a minority view which minimized the im-
portance of the political involvement of American Jews on behalf of Israel. This
difference of view concerning the importance of American J ewish activities will
be discussed in a later chapter. Nonetheless, the diplomat quoted here correctly
suggests an important limitation of American Jewish leaders. The average
Jewish leader was usually an intelligent, shrewd businessman or professional
who had a strong commitment to furthering Israel's growth and prosperity.
However, he had no expertise on technical matters, and, at best, a little second-
hand knowledge about political, social and economic conditions in Israel. He was,
though, an important leader of Jewish public opinion who would return to his consti-
tuency, the members of a national Jewish organization, and report to them the
Israeli assessment of current political affairs. To his membership, he was an
expert -- after all, he had been personally "briefed" by a high level Israeli dip-
lomat. Thus, he was "in the know", and at his recommendation, the member~

ship would mobilize its financial resources and public opinion forces to support

whatever requests their leader transmitted from the Israeli representative.

The Jewish leader might report to the delegates at the organization's
annual meeting, to its Committee on Middle East Affairs, and/or write an article
in the membership newsletter describing the briefing, and of course, "their
President's important participation' in it. It is important here to indicate that
although the quantity and quality of information revealed at a meeting of the
Presidents' Conference was of a general and limited nature, it was more specific

and "confidential" than that which might be expressed by an Israeli diplomat in
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an interview with a television network reporter or in a speech at an organization
affair,'such as the annual Zionist Organization of America dinner, or at a fund
raising event for Israel Bonds. The latter type speeches are intended to inspire
the audience. The dinner speech was usually replete with statements such as
"Israel must live!"" or "A strong Israel is a strong guarantee of American inter-
ests in the Middie East" and was responded to with predictable, enthusiastic
applause. If the speaker did inject some specific information about a particular
problem facing Israel, it was a very successful tactic. It made each individual
present at the dinner feel very important and honored that '"he" was among those
chosen by Israel to be taken into its confidence about its problem. This sense
of self-importance was often then translated into a greater financial contribution
to Israel, a letter to a Congressman on Israel's behalf, and a stronger feeling

of identification with Israel, its needs and goals.4

An example of a typical briefing in a non-crisis period was a meeting
of the Presidents' Conference held on November 21,1961, at the United Nations
to hear a report from the Israeli Ambassador to the United Nations, Mr. Michael
Comay. The topic was the Arab refugee problem, then under discussion at the
United Nations. Rabbi Irving Miller, chairman of the Conference, opened the
meeting. It is interesting to note his explanatory introduction. *'The meeting
is going to be devoted to the question of the Arab refugee problem, which is now

to be debated at the United Nations. In order to know what we should do and what

your tasks on this important matter will be, we felt that we ought‘ to be briefed

both by the Ambassador of Israel as well as the Ambassador from our own coun-
try ... ud Rabbi Miller clearly stated the purpose of the briefing from the point
of view of American Jewish leaders —- to obtain up-to-date information to assist

them in deciding what action, if any, the Conference should take.

Ambassador Comay began his remarks with a request that the discussion
remain "off the record" and confidential, to enable a free exchange of ideas. He
then described the situation in the United Nations at the General Assembly session.

The Arabs, he said, had begun a campaign to transform the Arab refugee problem
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into a discussion of the "rights of the Palestinian people." Such a change, in
Israel's view, would have serious consequences for Israel if accepted by the mem-
ber nations. Comay assessed the Arab chance for success and analyzed the sup-
port Israel expected from friendly nations. He expressed Israel's dissatisfaction
with the American position which opposed an African resolution calling for direct
negotiations between parties in the Middle East.6 He then agreed to answer ques-
tions from the ré.pres entatives but did not suggest to them what actions they

should take to promote Israel's position.

After Ambassador Comay concluded his remarks, Rabbi Miller ex--
préssed on behalf of the Presidents' Conference, their appreciation for the pre-
sentation, saying, "I think you will all agree with me that we have reason to be
grateful to Ambassador Comay for the frankness with which he spoke tous. I

think we now realize what confronts Israel and what will confront us when this

debate gets under way. From this point of view, this meeting and what heard
will be of tremendous value to us ...'" He announced the later meeting with U. S.
Ambassador Plimpton, adding: "Then I will convene a meeting of our Technical

Sub-Committee for the purpose of discussion in practical terms, what we are

called upon to do at this time ... We don't want to stir up public opinion too

much, but there is no question that public opinion is vocal and there is some-
thing that the Presidents' Conference can do. ul It is clear from the minutes of
the meeting that the Presidents' Conference wanted to get involved in Israel's

cause and viewed any debate affecting Israel its concern,

The subject of the briefing was strictly liﬁited to the then ongoing
maneuvering at the United Nations cn the refugee problem. In this case, the
Israeli Ambassador revealed to them information which was unreported in the
press (for one thing, because of its lack of interest for the general public) and

conveyed to them a feeling of urgency on the matter,

The Presidents' Conference subsequently decided to send a delegation

to speak with the Assistant Secretary of State for Middle Eastern Affairs at the
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State Department to express American Jewish support for the United Nations res-
olution proposed by the Brazzaville group of African nations which called for di-
rect negotiations between the Arabs and Israel to reach a peaceful settlement.

The United States opposed this resolution, in part, in order not to antagonize
moderate Arab states. The Israeli government supported it, consistent with its
policy of demanding that direct negotiations be the first step in resolving the
Middle East conflict. The member organizations of the Presidents' Conference
planned to send carefully worded letters to President Kennedy, Secretary of

State Rusk and to United Nations Ambassador Stevenson expressing their hope

that the United States will support the resolution.8

" The purpose of the briefing

The subjects of tke briefings varied. Often, as in the example abov_e,
the briefing served several purposes. First and foremost, it provided the Israeli
representative with a valuable oﬁportunity to explain Israel's position on a var-
iety of issues to a group of influential, sympathetic American citizens. This was
important as a means of influencing American public opinion irrespective of the
religious or ethnic identification of the audience. American Jews are represent-
ed in all the professions, in education, and in civic organizations and are thus
useful "transmitters' of opinion to the general American public.9 The Embassy
was ir{terested in explaining Israel's position to all segments of the American
population and sought meetings with non-Jewish groups and leaders as well.
However, with Jewish groups, there was a difference. The diplomat did not have
to begin with basics. He did not have to justify the establisﬁment of the State of
Israel noy give an introductory talk about the plight of Jewry before, during and
after the Europeanholocaust. American Jewish leaders, on the whole, had Jewish
interests at heart, and the Jews living in Israel were an important part of their
concern. The leaders may have differed at times with Israeli policies and atti-
tudes but underneath the surface differences was a bond based on common tra-

ditions, history and, significantly, a feeling of common '"fate.' This last
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feeling was more or less left unstated and was perhaps underestimated in its im-
portance until the Six Day War in June, 1967, when the enormity of the threat to
Israel shook the foundations of security of Jews the world over, and in the United
States as well.lo After the briefing, the American Jewish leader reported to his
constituents who, in turn, might influence their neighbors, friends, colleagues
at work, ete. They are what Gabriel Almond refers to as the Mattentive public"
which is informed and interested in foreign-policy problems.11 Thus the brief-
ing contributedtothe establishment of a favorable climate of public opinion for

Israel in the United States.

The second purpose of the general information briefing was to motivate
the listeners not only to sympathize emotionally or intellectually with Israel,
but to take some kind of action in support of Israel's cause. It must be convine-
ing in its arguments and leave open options for American Jewish initiatives.

Jewish leaders might decide on several possible courses of action:

1) The public outcry -~ organizing public demonstrations and mass
meetings of their respective memberships to protest a particular government
policy toward Israel. Public statements might be issued and joint declarations
of the membership sent to the President and to Congressmen. There are sev-
eral goals intended: a) to bring to the government's attention the strong senti-
ments in the Jewish community on a particular issue. This may be especially
important and effective in an election year. The government may not have ap-
preciated the salience of the issue within the Jewish community. b) to gzin the
attention of the mass media. It is hoped thai the media will take a sympathetic
interest in the problem and therefore report on it "sympathetically" at length.
Thus, via the media, the public will be informed and greater support gathered.
The government then may be forced to respond more positively in light of
heightened public interest on the issue. Elected officials whose political inter-
ests may be affected may be persuaded to reconsider their decision. In 1957,
several organizations organized public demonstrations (the largest of them in

Madison Square Garden in New York City) to protest the threatened economic
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sanctions to be imposed by the United States and other members of the United
Nations. Similar protests were held in June 1967 in an effort to gain government
support for Israel. c) to unite Jewish groups and their memberships behind
their leaders. The mass demonstrations give the participant a strong sense of
belonging to 2 community of common interests and the feeling that he is indeed
doing his part for Israel. The importance of this reinforcement should not be
underestimated. It strengthens the sense of purpose of the community as a

whole in the crisis at hand and for the future.

2) Letter writing, telegrams, to members of Congress and to the Ad-

ministration —— The organizations mail to their members printed material de-
scribipgthe up-to-date situation in Israel and explaining the Israeli position onA
the issues. Also included is an article expressing the opinion of their American
Jewish leaders and their call for action. This might include a request that a
member contact his or her Congressman or write to the President to ask his
support for the Israeli position. American Jewish support for Israel's cause

is explained in the mailing solely in terms of the American interest in the
Middle East or in the interest of "fairness' to a loyal ally and friend. Often,
the leadership would include the suggested wording of the telegram or letter to
be sent and a list of designated recipients. This method was usually marginally
effective in gaining a representative's attention and sympathy, since it was often
transparent that the letters and telegrams were engineered and centrally
planned by a particular organized interest group. Thus they might be disregarded

. » L. 12
as being unrepresentative of general grassroots opinion.

3) Lobbying in Congress -- The leadership of the Jewish organizations

might decide to organize a coordinated offensive on both Houses of Congress with
the aim of rounding up support for Israel's position. The purpose was often to
gain the representatives' support for a specific military aid or economic assis-
tance bill then under discussion, or to recruit signatures for a declaration to

the President opposing a proposed administration policy. One example of this

was the American Jewish effort to gain the support of the leadership in the Senate
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for a declaration opposing economic sanctions against Israel in March 1957.
President Eisenhower indicated on February 6, 1957, that the United States
would support the United Nations if it called for economic sanctions against Isra-
e1.13 The American Jewish Committee in an internal memorandum claimed 2
part of the credit for organizing the opposition of the Senate leadership to eco-
nomic sanctions. It reported that the Committee's foreign affairs expert,
Nathaniel Goodrich, arranged to meet with an assistant toc Senator Lyndon John-
son. Also present at the meeting was I. E. Kenen, the Washington director of
the American Zionist Committee for Public Affairsll1 who provided the precise
technical information. Goodrich convinced the assistant of the desirability of
opposing sanctions publicly. Subsequeﬁtly, Senator Johnson contacted Senator
Knowland, Minority Leader of the Senate, and the two arranged to meet with
Secretary of State Dulles on this matter. Both later publicly opposed the impo-
sition of economic sanctions against Israel. Goodrich suggested that it was
Johnson's intercession in this matter that turned the tide in Israel's favor

X . 15
against sanctions.

The New York Times reported on February 20, 1957, that President

Eisenhower returned to Washington to confront a Senate "up in arms" against

any prospect of United Nations sanctions against Israel. The opposition was bi-
partisan. Colﬁmnist Drew Pearson wrote, "Arriving at the White House,. Ike

blew off steam privately against Israel and at what he called the 'Jewish lobby!' nl6
He then met with Congressional leaders in an attempt to explain the Administra-
tion's position. American Jewish intervention with key Congressional leaders,
who were already sympathetic to Israel, is likely to have been effective in gaining
bi-partisan support for a Congressional rejection of sanctions. From Pear-
son's article, it is apparent that at least one person thought so —- the President
of the United States. The belief that the "Jewish lobby" is so powerful has per-
haps a greater effect than the specific effort actually made by American Jews,

i.e., the myth of its power is often its greatest strength.
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Another interesting example of an effort to influence Congressional
opinion and action was in 1969 when American Jews organized their efforts to
try to get the White House to authorize the sale of fifty Phantom supersonic
fighter bombers to Israel. The Israeli government requested authorization to
purchase fifty American built Phantoms as part of its efforts to strengthen and
modernize its Air Force after the June 1967 war. The request was first made
public in mid-December 1967. The French government, which had been the
major arms supplier to Israel in the period 1956-1967 had announced an arms
embargo of all military equipment to Israel. This was actualized by its refusal
to deliver fifty Mirage fighters to Israel that had been ordered before the war.
Soon aftey the war, the Soviet Union began a massive resupply of arms to its
Arab client states. The Israeli government explained their request for Phan-
toms as being crucial to the state's security and as a necessary and important
demonstration of continued American support for Israel in light of Soviet activi-

ties in the area.

The State Department opposed the arms sale, viewing it as an unneces-
sary escalation of the arms race in the Middle East. They contended that Israel's
security was not threatened and that shipments of sophisticated offensive aircraft
such as the Phantoms would have a destabilizing effect on the region. The State
Department wanted to ""deescalate' the conflict by limiting military supplies to
the area. Both sides worked to inﬂuence the decision of the President who with-
held his decision until October 1968\.PThe targets of Jewish lobbying pressure
were the White House and both Housés of Congress. The latter sponsored sev-

eral resolutions calling on the President to authorize the sale of the Phantoms

to Israel.

Some insight into the nature of the pressure can be gleaned from a letter
sent by the Chairman of the Presidents' Conference to the member organizations
in which he writes, "At this writing, may we urge that you continue to enlist the
support of Congressmen and Senators for the sale of the fifty Phantoms jets to

Israel. As you may know, the House Resolution was ""watered down" in the
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Senate last week. A Senate-House conference will be reconciling the differ-

w17
ences.

Lucius Battle, the Assistant Secretary of State for Middle East Affairs
in 1968, described the heavy pressure on the State Department and on the Presi-
dent from both the Congress and from Jewish groups thus: "LBJ told me at the
ranch that never in all his years of political life did he have such political
pressure -- from Jewish groups and Congressional pressure.”" The President,
finding the pressure almost irresistible, asked Battle for better arguments
against the sale of the Phantoms, saying, '"You have to give me more reason not
todoit... w18 The pressure was effective; in October 1968, the President

authorized the sale.

4) Quiet diplomacy -- Often, when an Israeli foreign policy decision

clashed with the stated position of the American government, Jewish leaders went
to Washington to discuss the matter with officials at the State Department. Usu-
ally, prior to their visit, the Jewish leaders met with Israeli representatives
who explained to them Israel's interests and some of the reasons behind its deci-
sion. The purpose of the visit to the State Department was to listen to an expla-
nation of the Department's position on the issue and to inform the government of
the keen interest American Jews have in an amicable resolution of the difference
between the two governments., Often, they would suggest that the United States
alter its policy to one more favorable to Israel because of what they perceived to
be inthe interest of both the United States and Israel. These discussions were
usually held with the Secretary of State, the Assistant Secretary of State for Mid-
die East Affairs, or his subordinate. The meetings were cordial and often the
parties discussed several issues of specific interest to both countries. It is dif-
ficult to determine if the American Jewish leaders' visits ever succeeded in alter-
ing State Department policy. They probably never did. Nonetheless, the State
Department, Jewish representatives and Israeli leaders considered these dis-
cussions to be useful. The State Department used the opportunity to convey to

the representatives of a group of American citizens its view of the Middle East
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situation and to explain its perception of the American interest when formulating
American foreign policy for the Middle East. It is interested in maintaining ties
with concerned citizens on particular foreign policy issues, in part, to generate

19
a climate of public opinion favorable for them.

The Jewish groups, on the other hand, want Israel's case to get a hear-
ing, especially in view of its lonely status of being one state against numerous
Arab countries in the Middle East. The Arab case was represented by Arab
diplomats from twenty-two Arab states. Thus, the American Jewish community
saw itself as an additional advocate for Israel's interests, providing, of
course, it was in the American national interest as well. (A more in-depth dis-

cussion of-State Department-American Jews relations will follow in Chapter VI.)

An example of this continuous dialogue between American Jewish leaders
and the State Department was on the question of arms sales to Israel that arose

in the winter of 1965. The New York Times reported on January 31, 1965, that

the United States secretly gave permission to West Germany to transfer a num-
ber of American-made tanks to Israel. The United States was concerned over
increased Soviet arms shipments to the United Arab Republic and thus authorized
the secret transfer. Neither the United States nor West Germany had wanted the
arms deal publiéized lest it cause grave repercussions to their relations with
Arab states. West Germany did not want Nasser to retaliate against it by recog-
nizing East Germany. One week after this report, Bonn, yielding to immense
Arab pressure, agreed to suspend mililary shipments to Israel. The Presidents'
Conference issued a public statement on February 15, 1965, expressing its
"anguish and bitter disappointment' over the West German decision.20 It met
subsequently with Israeli Deputy Prime Minister Abba Eban to discuss the matter
and to be briefed on the possible consequences for Israel's security. The press
release issued by the Presidents' Conference after the meeting said:

American Jews will urge the United States to use its good offices

to persuade West Germany to remain faithful to its commitments
and to resist Egyptian threats motivated by a publicly declared
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intention to destroy Israel. Neither as Americans nor as Jews

do we intend to remain silent witnesses to the unfolding of these

events.

The American Jewish leaders sought a meeting with Secretary of State
Dean Rusk to urge him to exercise the State Department's influence in urging
West Germany to resume arms deliveries to Israel. The meeting took place be-
tween Secretary Rusk and a delegation from the Presidents' Conference on
March 16. Secretary Rusk explained that it was in the American interest to
maintain a presence in the Middle East, i.e., good relations with moderate
Arab states and restrain from antagonizing Nasser. He listened to American
Jewish arguments pertaining to arms shipments from Germany but refused to
discuss sbecific developments on that question or on the subject of German-
Israel relations. Also discussed at the meeting was the American position
toward Arab water diversionary projects and the Israeli claim to a portion of
the water under the earlier Middle East water plan.22 The Secretary expressed
the Department's opposition to the Williams-Javits bill then before the Congress,
which would forbid American companies to comply with the Arab economic boy-
cott of Israel. The meeting was reported to have had "a frank exchange of views
by both sides, n23 a diplomatically phrased description of "nothing substantial

accomplished. n24

_ Another channel of quiet diplomacy led directly to the White House.
Meetings with the President were more difficult to arrange, usually shorter in
time, and often less specific in content than were meetings with the State Depart-
ment. Often, they were merely ceremonial, e.g., when President Kennedy in-
vited representatives of Jewish groups to the White House to be present when he
announced the sale of Hawk missiles to Israel. (Spetember, 1962) The Presi-
dent arranged a gathering of Jewish leaders, at the advice of his political ad-
visors (some of whom were involved inJewish affairs) in order to reap public
relations benefits from the picture of a very pleased American Jewish leader-

ship enthusiastically supporting a welcome Presidential action.25 The President
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also enabled American Jewish leaders to capitalize on their invitation to the
White House. It enhanced their prestige in the eyes of their membership to be
one of those 'selected''tomeet with the President of the United States. The

President gained tlhieir appreciation at no additional political cost to himself.

A delegation from the Presidents'’ Conference met with President
Eisenhower on Septémber 14, 1960. The meeting was at their request. The
topic of discussion was Jewish concern over the upcoming visit of Gamal Abdul
Nasser to the United States and the seating of the United Arab Republic in the
Security Council. Press Secretary Haggerty was present at the meeting, and -
apparently, did most of the talking, replying to the suggestions of the Jewish
delegates. The President reassured them that seating the United Arab Republic
in the Security Council was relatively unimportant, and that Nasser's visit would
not be granted an official White House welcome. The minutes of the meeting
suggest that the meeting was one of courtesy by the President, with perhaps an
interest in increasing support for the Republican party among Jewish voters in
the upcoming elections. At the meeting, no serious Middle East problems were
discussed; no new information divulged, nor did they resolve any differences be-
tween the position of the United States government and the views of American
Jews.26 Both parties were satisfied with the meeting; the Jews had met the
President. The President had charmed a few citizens who would return to their
constituencies and report glowingly of their encounter. It is interesting that in
discussions .withformer chairmen of the Presidents' Conference, each eagerly
boasted that he had met with one or more Presidents of the United States. Each
described these meetings as evidence of the important role the Conference, as
representative of American Jewish concern for Israel, played in Israel-United
States relations. The specific meetings they recalled were in the main limited to
the staged public relations gatherings at the White House, which the Jewich

leaders were more than happy to attend.

Generally, American Jewish leaders of organizations had little direct

access to the White House. Thus, most of their quiet diplomacy was directed at
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the State Department, which had an established policy of meeting with groups of
citizens interested in foreign policy. Access to the White House, however, was
not blocked to Jewish influence. Quite the contrary, there were several promi-
nent individual Jews who were intimate personal friends, advisors or assistants
to several Presidents and had close contact with them. These men also-had

close ties with some American Jewish leaders. For example, Abraham Feinberg
in the Truman and Johnson administrations, Philip Klutznick in the Kennedy ad-
ministration, and Arthur Krim in the Johnson administration, had easy access to
the President. They wei'e able to gain a President's ear and time to discuss
Israel's problem with him. The Israeli government recognized that these indi-
viduals were crucial components of their diplomatic effort in the United States.
They were "wined and dined" by the Embassy and their support cultivated. They
were kept well informed by the highest level representatives of the Israeli govern-
ment in the United States. Their opinions were sought and often, their sugges-
tions heeded. This important aspect of "quiet diplomacy' will be discussed

below.

The audience: The private conference with a private individual or organizational

leader.

Higher level briefings were held between a high-level Israeli diplomat
and key Jewish leaders who may have access to American political leaders. This
type of briefing was usually a more intimate encounter between the president of a
particularly influential Jewish organization and the Ambassador or First Secre-
tary at the Embassy, or a meeting between the latter and a prominent American
“Jew with close ties to the administration in Washington. The latter was usually

in a position of leadership in a Jewish organization.

The Israeli embassy during the early years of statehood took particular
care to be on very friendly terms with the leaders of the American Jewish Com-~
mittee. This national organization had a small, limited membership, mainly

from the upper social and economic strata of the American Jewish community.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 94 -

Many were from older established Jewish families. They were prominent pro-
fessionals or businessmen and one could venture to say, more assimilated into
American life than the members of the Zionist Organization of America or the
American Jewish Congress. The members of its Executive Committee were
often active and very influential in the upper echelons of both political parties.
Several, such as Jacob Blaustein and Fred Lazarus were big donors to party
campaign coffers. They had contacts with members of Congress and with the
Executive branch, and could, when necessary, wield some personal influence
with them on behalf of Israel. Moreover, the leadership of the Committee was
respected by American officials for its knowledge and so-called '"balanced" ap-
proach to Middle East affairs. Thus, the Israelis thought, accurately, that the
leadership of the Committee, rather than other Jewish groups, would get the
warmest reception from the State Department, if they went on Israel's behalf,
and their suggestions and criticisms of American policy in the Middle East
given serious consideration. The Committee also distanced itself from the
organized, umbrella Jewish organization, (it did not belong to the Presidents’
Conference) and thus maintained a reputation of independence. Its earlier non-
support for the Zionist cause in the period before World War II and its later
careful self-definition as a '"non-Zionist" organization increased its leadership's
credibility as "independents' in the eyes of American officials. The Israeli
Embassy, therefore, cultivated close ties with these men, kept them informed,

heard their criticisms, and most of all, worked hard to maintain their support.

The private conference briefing with the President of an organization
usually took place over breakfast or lunch in an informal setting. It was ar-
ranged at the initiative of either party. The frequency of these meetings depend~
ed yupon the urgency of political events in the Middle East and the need for
Jewish involvement in support for Israel's position. Thus, in the mid-1960s,
when the Middle East had low priority on the agenda of American foreign policy
makers and Israel's borders were relatively quiet, these meetings were less .

frequent and, when held, were devoted to a general review of the Middie East
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situation. Occasionally, the American Jewish leader would request a meeting

to seek an explanation of Israel's domestic policy which his organization viewed
as contrary to ""democratic principles' or harmful to Jewish interests in the
Diaspora. The two would also discuss current problems facing various Jewish
communities around the world and what, if any, common policy Israel and Ameri-

can Jewry (or the Committee) should adopt.

The following two examples of private conference briefings held between
Israeli Ambassador to the United States Abba Eban and Irving Engel, President
‘'of the American Jewish Committee are typical of the detailed, more intimate
type of briefing. Their source is the summaries of the meetings, labeled "con-
fidential", prepared by Mr. Engel. Israeli records of these meetings are
classified, closed for a period of thirty years. Both meetings described below

took place under routine circumstances; that is, not during a crisis situation.

On May 29, 1956, Irving Engel and Ambassador Eban met over break-
fast "for the purpose of discussing the Middle East situation'. 21 From the en-
suing remarks, it seems that the initiative for the meeting was Mr. Engel's.

The following subjects were discussed:

1. Arms: Mr. Engel writes, "A large part of our discussion was de-
voted to this subject. Somewhat to my surprise, he (Eban) stated that, with the
possible exception of jet fighters, they are now receiving arms in fair amounts."
It is interesting to note the measure of surprise. It seems that in Engel's earlier
discussions with the State Department this information was not disclosed. Engel
was under the impression that the United States was not assisting Israel with
arms. It is often apparent in reading reports of briefings, that the Israsli of-
ficials disclose more information, and are more frank in their discussions with

American Jews than is the State Department.

Eban relates that the American government's public stand was still to
refuse to ship arms to Israel. However, as a result of its disillusionment with

Egypt, it had used its influence to induce other countries to make such shipments.
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This, he suggests, did not save America from arousing the ire of the Arab
states and at the same time, has annoyed some of America's allies whom it has
been pressing to send arms to Israel. One example he mentioned was France.
He then discussed the possibility of Israel receiving jet planes from Canada. He
said that the Canadian government had delayed acceptance of the order for vari-
ous reasons, one of them being that they objected to having Canada treated as

"another Czechoslovaka''. 28

2. Security pacts: Mr, Engel described his meeting with Secretary of
State Dulles, held on December 7, 1955, during which he discussed the need for
signing a security pact with Israel. Secretary of State Dulles rejected his sugges-
tion of a security pact, indicating that the United States was in the midst of an
offer to reach a friendly settlement with Egypt and thus an offer of a security
pact with Israel would be untimely. He said that if in a few weeks' time these
efforts were to prove unsuccessful, then they would reconsider the question of
offering security pacts. Mr. Engel inquired whether Ambassador Eban thought
"it would be desirable to pursue this matter further with Mr. Dulles at the pre-
sent time." He replied in the affirmative and explained Israel's view of the mat-

ter.

The Ambassador then reviewed the following subjects:
3. events at the United Nations;

4. internal developments in Jordan;

5. Egypt's demands for a land bridge over the Negev;
6.

Israel's plans to divert the water of the Jordan River.

This review was for the general purpose of keeping Engel informed of the Israeli

perspective on these Middle East issues.

Then the two men discussed the problem of Israel's public relations in
the United States. Mr. Engel writes, "I stated it was our impression that there
had been considerable improvement in the attitude of the American public toward

Israel in recent months. He (Eban) agreed with this and indicated an awareness
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that our staff was working with his." Engel then discussed the issues that

needed further effort in public relations -- Arab refugees, Arabs in Israel,
internationalization of Jerusalem, bombardment of Gaza. These issues, he
thought, were poorly understood by the American public, and the impression
the public had was not sympathetic to the Israeli position. On the last point,
Engel expressed his opinion that Israel had made a great mistake firing on Gaza
and inflicting casualties on civilians. Mr. Eban explained and defended Israel's

. 29
policy.

This meeting was one of many held between the Israeli ambassador

and the head of a Jewish organization. Its purpose was, in the main, to keep

both sides informed of political activity on Israel's behalf and to reenforce the

bonds of friendship betwee.n them. The Israelis wanted to encourage good rela-
tions with the American Jewish Committee and that was its primary purpose in

holding this kind of periodic briefing. Building up reserves of friendship among

Jewish leaders was important in case of later periods of crisis when their assis-

tance would be invaluable. Therefore, it was more important that these periodic

consultations took place than what actually was discussed with them.

Another example of a private briefing was a meeting held three months
later, on August 21, 1956, between Mr. Irving Engel and Ambassador Eban at
the Ambassador's apartment in the Savoy-Plaza Hotel in New York. The con-
ference was at the initiative and invitation of the Ambassador. Among the

matters discussed were:

1. The Suez crisis: Mr. Eban analyzed the situation in the Middle
East after Nasser's nationalization of the Suez Cana. He assessed Nasser's
chances of remaining in power as poor since he was confronted with over-

whelming domestic difficulties.

2. Arms to Israel: Mr. Eban disclosed that shortly before the Suez
crisis arose, an agreement had been reached among the United States, Canada,
and France, under which Canada and France were to furnish jet planes to Israel

and the United States would furnish other military equipment. The three

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 98 -

countries planned to make a joint announcement to that effect. The seizure of
the Canal produced a change. Now the United States was willing to proceed in
accordance with the agreement, provided there was no publicity. Israeli of-
ficials are trying to convince Canadian authorities to agree to furnish the planes

without insisting on a joint announcement.

At this point, Mr. Engel comments in his report, "There was a decided
variance between the statements made to me by Mr. Dulles and those made by
Eban on the subject of planes. Dulles not only failed to mention the agreement
referred to by Eban, by which these planes would be furnished; he argued that

the planes were really not necessary for Israel's defense."

This was another example of American Jewish discovery that the brief-
ing given by the State Department did not include ""up-to-date information'', and
even more significant, was not completely frank and forthcoming as the American
Jewish leader had thought it had been. It seems that the Israeli representatives
on this issue were more revealing -- perhaps because the need for absolute

secrecy on the arms deal was an American quirk and not an Israeli one.

In a similar vein, the American Jewish leader learned a bit about inter-
state relations and diplomacy at this same briefing, during a discussion of a pro-
posed bank loan for a water project to irrigate Israel’s coastal plain. Mr. Engel
cheerfully reported to Ambassador Eban that Mr. Dulles told him that the State
Department had advised the bank it had ''no objection" to the proposed loan.

Engel assumed he was relating '"good news' only to hear Eban explain that "the
Department usually takes a more positive position with reference to applications
which it would like to see granted." In other words, Dulles rather adroitly
"manipulated” Mr. Engel, thus minimizing Jewish criticisms of the Department's

policy toward Israel.

The rest of the discussion centered on the American Jewish Committee's
dismay at particular Israeli policies which affected world dJewry. The first was

their opposition to the action taken by the Israeli government and the Jewish
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Agency30 designating the World Jewish Congress as the sole negotiator with the
Moroccan government on the subject of emigration of Moroccan Jews. This de-
cision, according to Engel, counteracted the efforts that the American Jewish
Committee had already made on behalf of Moroccan Jews. Mr. Eban expressed
his agreement with the Committee's position and his own oppositions to the ef-
forts of Mr. Nahum Goldmann and others to form a world Jewish organization to
handle these matters exclusively. Whether Mr. Eban followed up this discussion
and suggested to his government changes in their policy toward the Morocco

negotiations remains doubtful.

The second "Jewish" matter discussed was the alleged discrimination
against Reform Jews in Israel. Mr. Engel cited the refusal of the Israeli govern-
ment to grant permission to Mr. Nelson Glueck to es;;agiish a Reform Synagogue
in connection with a new School of Archeclogy in Israel. The American Jewish
Committee, he stated, being deeply committed to the defense of freedom of re~
ligion everywhere, could not be silent on this issue. (It is interesting here to
note that the majority of the membership of the Committee identified themselves
as belonging to the Reform branch of Judaism.) This complaint lodged against
the internal policies of the Israeli government was considered by both men to be
a legitimate intervention by American Jews. Again, Mr. Eban took note of Mr.
Engel's complaint. No immediate changes in Israel's religious policy followed
as a result of this discussion, and it is indeed questionable whether Engel's

1
complaint was subsequently transmitted to the Israeli authorities involved.3

After the briefing, Mr. Engel reported back to the Executive Commit-
tee of the American Jewish Committee where future action, if any, would he dis-
cussed. At neither briefing described above was Engel requested to take any
action on behalf of Israel. Duringperiodsof crisis or of serious disagreement
between the United States government and Israel, the briefing would often take
the form of a strategy meeting in which the American Jewish leader would re-
quest specific information on Israel's position and would discuss possible ways

in which his ''good services" could be useful. Then the two men might discuss
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a public relations strategy, a future visit to the State Department or an effort by
the Jewish leader to use his members' contacts with the Administration to gain

access to the President or the Secretary of State.

The Committee, perhaps because of its self-defined status as a "non-
Zionist organization', criticized Israeli domestic and foreign policy more than
other Jewish gribups (with the notable exception of the American Council for Juda-~
ism, a small, rabidly anti-Zionist organization). On many occasions, Committee
leaders expressed disapproval of Israel's religious policies, especially those
which denied official recognition to two large American branches of Judaism, the
Reform and the Conserva‘cive.32 They vehemently protested Prime Minister Ben
Gurion's'often ill-chosen remarks about the need or duty of Diaspora Jews to
move to Israel or his often expressed view that Israel was the center of world
Jewry and that it represented Jews throughout the world. The Government of
Israel would issue a formal protest to the government of any foreign country
where an anti-Semitic incident had occurred. This Israeli propensity to view it-
self as the center, spokesman and defender of world Jewry offended the Com-
mittee which strongly believed that no one body or organization could represent
even American Jewry. The Committee viewed each Jewish community as inde-

pendent and owed its allegiance only to the country in which it resided.

An example of this divergence of views was expressed in a series of
meetings between Prime Minister Ben Gurion and Honorary President of the
American Jewish Committee Jacob Biaustein. In these discussions, Mr. Blau-
stein expressed his organization's opposition to the most fundamental of Israeli
laws - the Law of Nationality, under which all Jews receive automatic Israeli
citizenship unless they expressly state that they do not want it. This, the Com-
mittee thought, put American Jews (and others) in the uncomfortable position of
being subject to dual citizenship involuntarily, unless they expressly renounce
the Israeli option. Mr. Blaustein and Prime Minister Ben Gurion and other Com-
mittee officials conducted several discussions on the question of non-interference

in the affairs of Jews living in the Diaspora. In 1950, the discussions culminated
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with a public statement by Ben Gurion which declared that Israel represented and
spoke only on behalf of its own citizens and not for Jews in other countries. At
that time, Ben Gurion publicly declared that "the Jews of the United States, as a
community and as individuals, have only one political attachment and that is to
the United States of America; they owe no political allegiance to Israel. n33 He
did, however, urge American Jews with technical knowledge and skills to come
join in the effort to build Israel, but added, "that rests with the free discretion
of each American Jew." This declaration was viewed as a personal triumph for
Mr. Blaustein. It also indicates that Ben Gurion recognized how important it
was to maintain good relations with American Jews and specifically with the
Committeé,' Over the years, the Committee kept a watchfhl eye over statements
issued by Israeli leaders on the status of Jewry and protested them when it

thought they were incongruent with the 1950 Ben Gurion-Blaustein agreements.

Such was the case in May 1961 when Ben Gurion publicly reaffirmed the
1950 agreement at the urging of Mr. Blaustein and the American Jewish Com-
mittee. Mr. Blaustein Wés especially concerned after Israel issued protest
notes tothe American government and to several European governments after
there were a number of swastika daubing incidents on Jewish institutions. This,
and distress over the kidnapping of Adolf Eichman from Argentina by Israel and
Israel's announced intention to try him in Israel "in the name of the Jewish
people,' created a situation whichthe Committee found intolerable. It thought
Israel had overstepped its legitimate limited role as agreed upon in the earlier
accords. Other statements by Prime Minister Ben Gurion calling for greater
emigration of all J ews to Israel further exacerbated the problem. The reaffir-
mation of the agreement in 1961 angered Zionist groups in the United States and
nationalist groups in Israel who viewed Ben Gurion's statements in the Blaustein
accords as capitulation to Committee pressure. However, the Committee was
still the most influential American Jewish organization with the American

government and as such, needed to be ''coddled."
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The Committee alsc took advantage of its relations with Israeli officials
to express its reservations on particular Israeli foreign policies. This criti-
cism, however, was suggested only in private conversations with Israeli repre-
sentatives. There was a general consensus among all Jewish organizations
(except for the American Council for Judaism) that on foreign policy questions,
any criticisms of Israel should remain private -- never exposed to the media.
Outwardly, the Jewish groups presented 2 united front. And even the American
Jewish Committee which kept an "official" distance from the other groups fol-
lowed this rule completely. On several occasions, the leadership of the Com-
mittee in a meeting with Israeli officials suggested that the Israeli government
"muzzle‘fl Zionist groups who were publicly agitating on a particular issue.
These activities, the Committee considered wrongly timed, in poor taste and
counterproductive to Israel's interests. Thus, at the briefing, the Committee
was able to voice its own views and objections on both Israeli actions and on
American Jewish groups' actions on Israel's behalf. It was assumed that the
Israeli government could influence the behavior of the latter. The briefing of-
fered an opportunity for frank discussion for both parties and, if nothing else,

strengthened the relationship between the individuals involved.

The second kind of private conference briefing was arranged between a
top level Israeli diplomat and a particular prominent American Jew. The latter
was usually somewhat involved in Jewish affairs and pro-Israel activities. Often,
he was a big philanthropist who showed his support for Israel throughout the
years by contributing large sums of money to Israeli educational or scientific
institutions, cultural foundations, bonds, etc. He was not usually an elected
executive of any popular Jewish organization {such as the American Jewish
Congress, B'mai Brith, Zionist Organization of America) even though he might
be 2 member of one. He was not a '""Jewish leader" per se. The importance of
this American Jew lay in his position of prominence and influence in non-Jewish
American society. He was often a man of great wealth and, as such, a man
whose business interests and connections had made him a person of considerable

importance in the intertwined world of American politics and finance. Several
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wealthy American Jews were very involved in national party politics. They
might be themselves large contributors to political campaigns or, perhaps even
more important, brilliant fund raisers and organizers who could, in a short
period of time, organize a sizable group of large contributors (often wealthy
Jews) to back a political campaign. This combination of wealth and fund raising
know-how (facilitated by extensive business connections) plus devotion to the
American political process and to a particular political pary made these Ameri-
can Jews potentially powerful people in the "influence' game. The wealthy indi-
vidual, because of his personal involvement in promoting political candidates
and funding their campaigns, had close relations with several national leaders in
the Senate and in the White House. He may have helped launch the political ca-
reer of a S‘enator or Congressman, giving his financial backing and assistance
when he was a political "unknown". He might be a personal friend of the Presi-
dent; remembered with fondness, for, at'a time when the President's political
fortunes were down (and coffers empty) this wealthy individual was instrumental
in propelling his career back on course.34 He may have close relations with
the President's former campaign manager or top advisors who appreciate his
past efforts on the President's behalf and want to continue to cultivate his good
will for future political campaigns. The large contributor held several I0Us
which could be "cashed in" for Israel (with no guaranteed result) when deemed

necessary.

During each administration, Israeli diplomats sought to develop close
ties with those American Jews who had personal access to the President and Vice
President, and to influential members of Congress. Men such as Barney Bala-
ban, President of Paramount Pictures during the Eisenhower administration,
real estate magnate Philip Klutznick during the Kennedy administration,
Abraham Feinberg of Kayser Roth and Arthur Krim of United Artists in the
Johnson period, and Max Fisher in the Nixon administration, were considered
important contacts by Israeli representatives because of their personal relation-

ship with the President of the United States. American Jews were more active
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in Democratic politics and thus, their personal contacts with Democratic Presi-
dents were more frequent and more intimate than with Republican Presidents.
Jacob Blaustein and Judge Joseph Proskauer were closely connected with Gover-
nor Dewey from New York, and thus were able to use that friendship as an in-
direct channel to the Republican administration. Fred Lazarus from Ohio, was

- a major financial supporter of the Republican party and a close friend of Senator
Robert A, Taft, which gave him some access to the Eisenhower administration.
All three were among the leaders of the American Jewish Committee and thus the
committee had increased stature and usefulness for the Israeli during this period.
However, this indirect access to the Republican administration was not as effec-
tive as the direct intervention of American Jewish individuals during Democratic

' 35
administrations.

The importance of the prominent American Jews was described by for-
mer Israel Ambassador Avraham Harman thus:

In the process of persuading, human beings are open to all kinds
of influences. One of the most important influences, especially
in a large country like the United States, which is struggling
with huge problems, is gaining a man's time. It is not that you
are trying to persuade him to do something against his will, his
interest or the American interest. It is a question of competing
for his time. I there is somebody like an Abe Feinberg who
has access to the President, doesn't overstay his welcome or
abuse it, but reserves use of this access to matters of greatest
importance, then he has gained Presidential attention on this mat-
ter. That is important. I you go through diglomatic channels,
the information gets there, -- eventually ... 6

Thus the American Jew with contacts at the White House could play a crucial role
in getting a hearing for Israel's case. This, however, could only be done suc-
cessfully if the American Jew was 1) well informed of the issues involved and,
even more important, 2) himself totally convinced that Israel's case was just.
Continued Ambassador Harman:

Mr. X (rather than mention names) is a man who has the Presi-
dent's confidence in some other field. He has access to the
President. If he is a wise man, he won't abuse that access. He
sees the President socially over a drink -- the conversation
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wanders -- the President is relaxing with him. If the American
Jew is instructed and himself convinced, then he can effectively
discuss Israel's problem. If he is not convinced -- the Presi-
dent of the United States is not a slouch. He can interpret a.
conversation and can tell very well if the man talking to him is
talking from a brief, like a puppet, or if he is really sold on
something. If he is sold on it and has access to the President
and engages the President's ear, then he has achieved some-
thing. He also must be convinced that it is not against the
American interest. This is a matter which the President of the
United States will have to decide on anyway. If someone talks
to the President, he may have helped the matter forward.37

Thus it was of the utmost importance for Israeli diplomats in the United States
to find out who were the men with access to the President and then to cultivate
their friendship. It was a top priority to keep them well informed and "con-
vinced" that Israel's position on current issues was correct. A member of the
Israeli diplomatic staff in Washington described the process thus:

Every official of the Embassy from the Ambassador down would
ask himself who are the influential people of this Administra-
tion. Who has free access? Public or private figures, bankers,
writers, businessmen, Jews and non-dews who feel that it is in
the American interest to strengthen Israel. I am talking about
people who if they articulate their views on Israel to the Presi-
dent of the United States at a social occasion it is because that
is the way they feel. They are not doing it to please me. On
the other hand, they may not have done it on that occasion,
without having been briefed, because they would not have been
aware of how important the issue is ... They would not express
their feelings if they were not convinced of it. They are not
agents. That is the last thing they would want to appear to be.
They would lose their standing in their community ...

The briefing of these individuals was one of the top priorities of the Embassy.
The Israeli government considered this support a significant part of its diplo-
matic effort inthe United States. It is interesting here to note that Wilen
Yitzchak Rabin came to the United States in 1968 as Israel's Ambassador to
Washington, he rejected out of hand the long deYeloped procedure of enlisting

the assistance of prominent American Jews (and non-Jews) in Israel's cause.

In Rabin's view, the diplomatic corps was there for the express purpose of
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representing Israel to the American government. It did not need the amateurish
assistance of Diaspora Jews appealing Israel's case. One can postulate that, in
a way, Sabra war hero Rabin found it demeaning to the independent, sovereign
State of Israel to depend on the intercession of wealthy Jews who lived in the

United States and planned to remain there.

Rabin writes in his memoirs,

If I(did not always see eye to eye with the American Jewish
organizations, it may have been because the situation I dis-
covered upon assuming my post was totally alien to me. Fol-
lowing a deeply ingrained pattern of Diaspora living, some of
the leaders ofthe American Jewish community exercized their
influence by means of a shtadlan, the traditional intermediary
who had sought the favor of the ruling powers in Europe.
Every modern president seemed to keep a kind of "court Jew"
who served as a channel of communication between American
Jewry and the incumbent administration. At first, for lack of
choice, I too honored this mode of operation though I patiently
and cautiously tried to change it without offending the sensi-
bilities of the Jewish community's leadership. Ibelieve that
the Israeli embassy should assume the principal role of hand-
ling Israel's affairs at all political levels and that it was en-
titled to avail itself of the help of Jews and non-Jews alike,

as it saw fit. In fact, it was clear to me that if Israel could
rely only on the support of the Jews in the United States, she
would be faced with a major setback, so I asked the Jewish
leadership to help me foster the support of the entire Ameri-
can people.39

In his early period in Washington, Rabin instituted new policies limiting the
involvement of American Jews in Israeli matters. His disparaging attitude to-
ward Jewish organizations succeeded in alienating Jewish leaders, and only af-
ter hard experience did he learn that in the United States, effective diplomacy
on behalf of Israel required recruitment of all forces available, and most im-
portantly, American Jews. Thus, in the struggle waged against the Rogers
Proposals in 1970.. Rabin was forced to seek the assistance of organized Ameri-
can Jewry, i.e., the Presidents' Conference, Max Fisher, and others. From

that period on, he continued the traditionalpattern of relationships with American
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Jews and with the leadership of Jewish organizations established by his prede-

cessors.

How was the briefing of an American Jewish leader or prominent indi-
vidual arranged? A relationship with them was usually forged on a long term
basis; that is, contact between the two parties was held regularly. From inter-
views with Israeli representatives, the following picture emerges. There were
three possible types of interactions. The Israeli Ambassador or his deputy at
the Embassy would call the American Jewish leader or the prominent private
individual to arrange a meeting, in order to discuss the current situation in the
Middle East. Often, after the briefing, the American Jew would ask if there
was anything the Israeli government thought he could do to further Israeli inter-
ests or to prevent an unfavorable action by the United States government. Then
the Ambassador would suggest possible effective courses of action. The Ameri-
can may suggest that on this issue he felt strongly and would like to go to the
State Department (or to the President) to discuss the matter. The Israeli repre-
sentative would often express his appreciation of the Jewish leader's desire to
get involved and would then supply him with sufficient information in order for

him to present convincing, cogent arguments at the State Department.

On other occasions, the Israeli government would call a particular
leader and ask him to go to see someone on Israel's behalf. Shimshon Arad, a
former member of the Israel Embassy staff in Washington explained:

There were occasions when none of us were reluctant or bash-
ful to say to Blaustein (of the American Jewish Committee),
"Listen, Jacob, do you think you could see so and so and tell
him that it is really inexcusable that this situation goon ..."
Blaustein would answer something to the effect of '"Yes, of
course I'll go -- because I think you're right. Why didn't you
ask me earlier ?'%

There were, however, times when Blaustein or others would refuse, arguing that
it was not the right time to approach certain decision makers. Or he would sug-
gest postponing a visit, since he had recently met with a State Department official

and did not want to overstay his welcome at the Department.
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The third possible Israel-American Jews interaction was at the initiative
of American Jewish leaders. American Jews went to the State Department on
matters other than Israel. The plight of Jews in Morocco in 1958, of Syrian
Jews and Egyptian Jews, and of Soviet Jews, was the frequent concern of Jewish
organizations, and they sought meetings with the State Department to discuss
possible American goverm;nent intercession on their behalf. In that connection,
Jewish leaders often contécted Israeli represeiltatives to inform them of a planned
vigit to the State Department and asked them if there were any matters concerning
Israel that would be helpful to Israel if discussed at that meeting. An Israeli rep-
resentative would then invite them down for a briefing to review current Israeli

problems and differences with the American government.

The briefings of the Presidents of leading Jewish organizations, and the
briefings of individuals established patterns of dialogue between A£nerican Jews
and Israel. The fact that these meetings were held on a fairly regular basis
(although not at specifically defined intervals) suggests that they served a useful
purpose for both sides. One party wanted to convey information; the other wanted
to receive it. But were the discussions flowing in only one direction, i.e., was
it a monologue controlled by Israel, or was there a free exchange of ideas on ‘
policy ? Did they suggest strategy and tactics on ways of influencing opinion in
the United States? Was their advice ever heeded? Was there any sort of sym-
metry in the relationship of was it a one~way pattern of influence, Israel-
American Jéws ? These questions suggest the very complicated problems of
some aspects of the American Jews-Israel relationship. (It is important here
to note that it is incorrect to discuss all Jewish organizations which were suppor-
tive of Israel in one broad generalization, since there were clear differences
between one organization in particular and all the others. The American Jewish
Committee refused to participafe in any effort to unite American Jewish organi-
zations and thus, did not join the Presidents' Conference. Moreover, in light
of its special relationship with Israeli officials because of its influence in

Washington, it took the liberty to express to the Israelis views differentfrom other
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Jewish organizations.) Was the "advice' or "criticisms" voiced by some in the
Jewish community given serious consideration by Israeli policy makers? Did
their protests influence Israeli decisionsin any way? How should we character-

ize this diplomatic "partnership' ?

It was certainly not a relationship among equals. Most leaders of
Jewish organizations were reluctant to offer advice to the Israelis or to criticize
their policies, even if the latter had put them in a difficult public relations posk-
tion,There were several factors that account for this: the first and foremost
" was the feeling shared by most Jewish leaders that Israel was an independent
state whose leadership and citizens must make their own decisions and live with
the consequences. Its decisions directly affect only its welfare and only tan- '
gentially that of American Jews. Therefore, it was not the role of American
Jews to tell the Israeli government what to do. American Jews were therefore
cautious in the offering of advice or in criticising Israeli policies since they
did not have to bear the responsibility for action. This was especially the case
on defense issues. Israeli soldiers were risking their lives defending their
borders, and thus only their government should have the right to make decisions

that involve life and death issues.

This does not imply that American Jews never criticized Israeli poli-
cies. They did, but infrequently and gingerly. It was usually done without
threats or pressure and, most important, privately. American Jewish leaders -
have generally followed an agreed upon policy of not airing their differences on
policy with the Israeli government publicly. Rabbi Hershel Schacter, past presi-
dent of the Presidents' Conference described the relationship thus:

... whoever is the Chairman of the Presidents' Conference looks
to the professional foreign policy makers of the Government of
Israel as the experts. They live the problems. They know best
what is in the best interest of Israel. If they convey to us their
feelings and we agree with them, it doesn't mean that they are
dictating policy to us. Obviously, we meet ... They never

ever consulted us on policy. We were never told what to do nor
were we ever asked what we thought they should do. There

were times when policies were questioned - not by the totality
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of the American Jewish community or the Presidents' Con-

ference but certainly by certain elements and segments of

the Presidents' Conference who would get up and ask ques-

tions. "Why does the Government of Israel act this way?"

In days of Golda Meir's regime, many times there were

meetings of the Presidents' Conference when members put

her on the spot and asked her why doesn't Israel prepare a

real, reasonable peace plan or why doesn't Israel seek to

negotiate peace? ... This however was never public, 42

The second reason for the reluctance of American Jews to criticize
and involve itself in policy making was a recognition that it was rather poorly
informed of the situation in Israel. Whether the issue was what are defensible
borders or problems of the Israeli economy, American Jewish leaders lacked
expertise and were, in a gense, totally dependent on Israeli reports and expla-
nations. Thus, even when they did express their reservations to Israeli of-
ficials or raise challenging questions regarding Israeli policy at a meeting
with the Prime Minister or Foreign Minister, the latter's "knowledgable' reply
was usually sufficient to gilence the criticism. When asked if the Israeli govern-
ment ever sought the advice of the leadership of Jewish organizations before
embarking on a political campaign in the United States, Rabbi Schacter replied:

The Israeli Government to this day does not consult the

American Jewish leadership. The truth of the matter is

who should they consult? Could we for a moment think

that Hershel Schacter, Israel Miller, Bill Wexler or Alex

Schindler (all past presidents of the Presidents' Confer-

ence) know better? Are we such astute international dip-

lomats to know the story? Centainly not 143
Schacter here expressed his view, which was perhaps a very extreme expression
of the American Jewish feeling of inadequacy in the area of policy making. Rab-
bi Schacter, an Orthodox Rabbi by profession, represented the later leadership
of the Presidents' Conference who werenot of the stature of the earlier leaders
of the Jewish community. The earlier leaders, such as Nahum Goldmann and
Joachim Prinz, had fought side by side with the Israelis for the establishment of

the State in the diplomatic arena. This "latecomer" status of Schacter and others
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was often reflected in a greater willingness to accept Israeli decisions without
question. Other leaders, who perceived themselves as more independent than
Rabbi Schacter, agreed that American Jewish leaders were never consulted on
foreign policy ques:fions either before or after the act, but were indeed consul t—‘
ed on strategies and tactics within the United States. Often, the private criti-
cism was voiced that the Israeli officials were too arrogant and should have
sought more advice on tactics in the American domestic arena from American

Jewish leaders, who often were better acquainted with American party politics.

William Wexler, former Chairman of the Presidents' Conference re-

counted his relationship with Israeli leaders:

During the two years I was Chairman of the Presidents' Con-
ference there wasn't a week when I didn't go to Washington
for meetings with Yitzchak Rabin (then Israel's Ambassador
to Washington) at his home or at the Embassy. (I lived in
Savannah, Georgia) In order to discuss problems, strategy
and tactics during this period, I was coming:to Israel six to
nine times a year to meet with Golda Meir and members of
her government ... it would be a mistake to say that this
particular government didn't try to influence American
Jewry, because it did. It would be a big mistake to say
they shouldn't have done it because it was of utmost im-
portance for them to get all the help they could from Ameri-
can Jewry ...

The American Jewish community has been used and should
have been used and it should continue to be used in'a posi-

tive sense of the word. Nobody is going off on their own and
doing things without proper instructions. The only place
where those instructions could really originate was in Israel...
It was a question of laying out strategy -- of -how we were
going to see to it that the United States remain friendly, use
its influence in the United Nations to combat anti-Israel
resolutions, etc.44

Wexler suggested that he played an active role in advising Israeli representa-
tives on the best tactic to advance their interests in the United States. However,
he made it very clear that the source of the instructions and the final decision on

strategy lay with Israeli leaders who alone bore the responsibility for action.
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The third reason why American Jews were reluctant to take part in po-
licy input or to publicly express criticisms of Israeli policy was the underlying
fear of charges of dual loyalty. Even though Jews in the United States, certain-
1y by the sixties, felt comfortable and secure both as loyal American citizens
and supporters of the Sfate of Israel, they were reluctant to appear capable of

influencing Israeli policy. Charles Liebman, in his book Pressure Without

Sanctions: The Influence of World Jewry on Israeli Policy, tells the following

story:

When Jewish leaders met in Jerusalem in January 1969 at

the invitation of the Prime Minister, many of them accused

Israeli public relations of ineptitude. Irving Kane, then:

President of AIPAC (America-Israel Public Affairs Com-

mittee, the registered Israel lobby in Washington) was asked

by an Israeli reporter if he felt that his or other Jewish

organizations should at least be advised in advance of Israeli

plans so that they could prepare for their public relations

job. His reaction was reported as follows: '"Heaven forbid --

it would put us in an impossible position to have knowledge

that Israel was not passing on to the State Department." o
American Jews, although they may have complained of not knowing enough about
Israeli policy, or of being taken by surprise or embarrassed by Israeli action,
preferred, when forced to think abcut it, the innocence of ignorance to the di-
lemma of being in a situation in which they would be privy to information that
could be useful to the State Department, and would have to conceal it., In this
way, they are forced to choose between an Israeli government's request for
secrecy, and the responsibility of an American citizen to report useful infor-
mation to his government. The Israeli government understood the sensitivity
of the position of American Jews and usually took care not to put them in un-
tenable situations. For example, American Jews, much to their confusion,
were left totally in the dark about the outbreak of the Suez crisis in 1956.
Israeli officials not only did not, in any way, warn them of the planned attack,
but quite the contrary, fed them misleading information. Needless to say,

Israel needed total secrecy for the success of the operation. Former am-

bassador to Washington Abba Eban described the first reaction of American
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Jews as one of total incomprehension. They had not been warned. Israel had
been saying publicly that they would not initiate an attack on any of its neighbors.
It had given the impression that the main threat to Israel was coming from the
Jordanian and not the Egyptian front. American Jews were sharply taken aback.
They expressed resentment. There had been total discontinuity in what Israel
had told them that its policy was and what it actually did. Eban added,

The other element was the choice of October for the attack.
The feeling of the Covernment of Israel was that pre-

election America was a good time to strike. Whereas Ameri-
can Jews knew it was quite wrong —- and indeed it was wrong,
a miscalculation. It united the American people, including
most American Jews, behind Eisenhower.46

When asked why Israeli leaders did not ask for American Jewish advice on

timing, Eban replied:

We could not because of military security. So few Israelis

knew of the planned attack. They (American Jews) would

have been in a very embarassing situation if they had known.

Because had they known something of such international im-

portance, their Administration could say, "As citizens, if

you knew something, why didn't you tell us? especially

involving security of the world?'" To have told them would

have been a very grave mistake. In general, it is a very

great mistake to tell them things they can't pass on to their

government. It leaves them open to very serious sus-

picion ...
From Eban's remarks, it is evident that both the Israeli government and Ameri-
can Jews understood the limits of the role of American Jews. The Israeli
government was careful not to place them in a situation that would compromise
their position as American citizens. For if their role as advocates of Israel
was ever tainted with charges of dual loyalty and of being "foreign agents', it
would be hazardous to the security of American Jews and would considerably

diminish their political usefulness to Israel.

The sensitivity of some American Jews to possible insinuations of dual
loyalty was in the past the cause of a major disagreement between the Israeli

government and the American Jewish Committee. It resulted in the Ben Gurion-
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Blaustein agreements of 1950 and 1961, discussed earlier in Chapter III, which
formally outlined the nature of Israel-American Jews relations and expressly
declared the total political separation of American Jews from Israel. Ben
Gurion declared,

... the State of Israel represents and speaks only on behalf
of its own citizens and in no way presumes to represent or
speak in the name of the Jews who are citizens of any other
country. We, the people of Israel, have no desire and no
intention to interfere in any way with the internal affairs of
Jewish communities abroad ...

Any weakening of American Jewry, any disruption of its

communal life, any lowering of its sense of security, any

diminution of its status is a definite loss to Jews every-

where and to Israel in particular ... Our success or failure

depends on a large measure on our cooperation with, and on

the strength of, the great Jewish community of the United

States and we, therefore, are anxious that nothing should

be said or done which could in the slightest degree under-

mine the sense of security and stability of American Jewry. 48

The American Jews-Israel relationship thus can be characterized as
having been mostly one-sided in terms of influence. The Israeli government
selected the information conveyed to American Jews and determined the issues
to be shared. It usually decided the time and place of the briefings. It did hear
some American Jewish criticisms of Israeli policies and acknowledged that it
owed them some sort of explanation regarding them. The criticisms remained
"'in the family'' and were without conditions, i.e., American Jewish support
for Israel was never put on the bargaining table. American Jews did not demand
that Israel change its policies or else it would cut off funds, criticize publicly,
etc. This was mostly because of the emotional commitment American Jews
and their leaders had to Israel. This commitment was never severely tested
since during the period under study, with the possible exception of the Sinai
campaign in 1956, American-Israeli relations were for the most part harmonious.
American Jews were not put into the uncomfortable position of having to choose be~

tween support for their government and their commitment to Israel's survival and

security.
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CHAPTER V

Examples of Linkage Activities

The linkage between the Israeli government and the American govern-
ment through the participation of American Jews is a continuous, ongoing
process. It is a dialogue conducted among concerned friendly parties which has
developed over three decades. At certain times, Jewish involvement was
greatly required by one country or the other. At others,Jewish intervention
was regarded by one or both of the parties as misguided and/or unnecessary
and thus one party tactfully requested that it be silenced. On many issues,

American Jews were left totaily in the dark.

In the first section of Chapter V, I will discuss several examples of
the involvement of American Jewish organizations and leaders in furthering
Israel's interests and in protecting their own position in the American political
arena. Each example illustrates a different aspect of the linkage role. The
first is the linkage role of Amervican Jews during the Suez crisis. During this
period, American Jewish leaders, both on their own initiative and at the initiat-
ive of the American government, intervened to try to resolve the differences
between the two governments. The intervention of Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver is
included in the section describing the activities of ''organizational" leaders even
though, during the Suez crisis, he was not in an official position, because he was
so clearly identified in the eyes of American leaders, American Jews and Israel
as a ""Zionist" leader and had held many official leadership positions in the past.
The second example of Jewish involvement (or in this case non-involvement) is
in the Lebanon crisis in 1958. American Jews were in close contact with the

Israelis and each advised the other and recommended actions to be taken. The
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American government was in close communication with the Israelis. The
third example discusses efforts by the Israelis and American Jews to change
United States policy on Palestinian refugees. The Unitsd States government
supported a United Nations plan to resolve the problem of the Arab refugees.
The Israeli strongly objected to the plan and requested the assistance of the

American Jewish community in a campaign to get the White House to back down.

The second section of Chapter V will discuss the role of the private
Jewish individual who acted in a non-institutional capacity, that is, not as an
official representative of a Jewish organization. His personal relationship
with the President of the United States or with others in the Administration
was useful in gaining a hearing for Israel's interests and improving its stand-
ing with the American government. The task of the Israeli diplomatic staff
in the United States was considerably eased by the involvement of these indi-
viduals. In fact, Israeli diplomacy suffered its most difficult period during the
Eisenhower administration when, to quote one Israeli diplomat, "There was no
Jew at court." Tensions remained tensions and disagreements were prolonged
without the mediating intervention of friends of Israel with close ties to both

protagonists.

The third section of Chapter V will look at the linkage activities of

American Jews in relations between the Israeli government and governments
— other than the United States. It will discuss the extension of the 1inkage role

into relations with several governmentswhich did not have official diplomatic
ties with Israel. Improvement of Israeli relations with other governments was
in the American interest, since the United States government preferred its
"friend" to have better relations with Europe, Asia and Africa, thereby being
less isolated in the international arena. This would lessen the diplomatic bur-
den on the United States, which was often reluctant to appear as the lonely

champion of the Israelis.

Information about theintervention of individual Jews, and evaluations of

their effectiveness, was gathered in interviews with Israeli diplomats who
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served in the Uniled States, with State Department officials, and with the Jewish
individuals themselves. None of this activity was ever reported in the press or
in the internal memoranda circulated by Jewish organizations. The latter may
have been uninformed of the private initiatives. They tended to take credit for
their own organization's involvement, to the denigration of any unofficial, non-

organizational interventions.

I. The Organizational Leadership

1. The Suez Crisis

The outbreak of the war in the Middle East on October 29, 1956 took
the American Jewish community by surprise. None of the leaders had any ad-
vance warning or hint that Israel planned a massive, coordinated attack against
Egypt. The region had been a hotbed of tension since the nationalization of the
Suez Canal by Nasser in July 1956. This act, however, did not directly affect
Israel, since Israel's shipping had been banned from the Canal under British-
French management as well. Soviet arms sales to Nasser via Czechoslovakia
in 1955 had heightened the tensions in the area, but by October 1956, Israel was
receiving arms from the French, and thus was not in apparent desperate straits.
Fedayeen attacks across Israel's borders were killing and maiming civilians
and depressing the national mora.le. However, these attacks were from Jor-
danian territory. Thus, there seemed to be no immediate precipitant for an

attack on Egypt.

American Jews and the United States government were unaware of the
coordinated planning among France, Great Britain and Israel to attack Egypt,
ultimately aimed at causing the overthrow of Gamal Abdul Nasser. Therefore,
they were very shocked by the action. In fact, American Jews had been led to
believe by Israeli statements that Israel's main antagonist at the time was Jor-
dan, which had persisted in a series of murderous raids across Israel's bor-
der. Each raid had been followed by an Israeli act of retaliation. Tension and

saber rattling emanated from both sides of the border.
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The Eisenhower Administratioﬁ reacted angrily to the invasion, furious
at its allies for impetuously going to war without the approval of the United
States and for placing in jeopardy the delicate balance of power between the
United States and the Soviet Union. For the first time, American Jews were
confronted by an Israeli action that ran counter to the American position. There
was no precedent in Israeli~American relations. American Jews were pleased
and relieved by Israel's quick success on the battlefield. They were, however,
quickly faced witha very serious dilemma -- how were they to reconcile pri-
vately and publicly the divergent positions of Israel and the United States on the
question of withdrawal from lands occupied by Israel as a result of its military
successes. The United States demanded complete Israeli withdrawal from oc-
cupied lands, both in the Sinai and Gaza Strip, with no pre-conditions. Israel,
on the other hand, after initial bravado statements about keeping the conquered
territories, agreed in principle to withdraw, but demanded several security
guarantees from the United Nations in order to prevent further border raids
from Gaza, and to ensure free passage of Israeli ships through the Gulf of Aqaba.
It was in the interest of American Jews to have the conflict resolved as quickly
as possible. It was a very trying period for Jewish leaders, caught in an im-

broglio between the two parties about whose interests they cared.

Philip Klutznick was, at the time of the Suez crisis, the national Presi-
dent of the B'nai Brith and the Chairman of the Presidents' Conference, and had
close ties with Israeli diplomats in Washington. He recalled his reaction to the
news of the outbreak of war in the Middle East in October 1956. He described

how he learned of the crisis and American Jewish reaction to it:

... There was a terrible concern about the whole issue of with-
drawal. The issue of Sinai precipitated a lot of different opinions
between Israeli representatives and American Jewish leaders.
For example, first of all, the thing was so secretive. I recall
the Sunday in New York hours before the troops moved in, I was
at the Waldorf Towers to make a speech that night. The late
Reuven Shiloah, who was a minister {(at theEmbassy in Washing-
ton) came up to see me at 11:00 A. M. to go over a few matters.
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While he was there, the phone rang and Aubrey (Abba) Eban was
calling him (then Israeli Ambassador to Washington). He had
just come back from Israel. After he was through talking, I
asked him, '""Was there any news of consequence we should talk
about?" He said, '"No, they were just on a routine trip."
Reuven Shiloah was a close personal friend of mine, aside

from being a minister.

I spoke that night at a dinner honoring a friend. The rumors

were flying thick that Israel had invaded the Sinai. They (the

audience) turned to me and asked me what I know. I told

them it wasn't so -~ that I had spoken to Shilozh that morning.

Well, it was so, and it created a flare up ...
It is interesting here to note how, twenty-three years later, Mr. Klutznick des~
cribed rather emotionally how let down he felt by "his friend Shiloah,' as well
as how embarrassing it was for him, an important Jewish leader, to be caught
so totally unaware of Israeli policy, especially in front of a Jewish audience.

' When asked if Jewish leaders were angry at being caught by surprise, Klutznick

replied, ‘

I don't know -- not anger. It was more disappointment. It's

very hard to get angry at these people who have had such a

hard time putting this state together ... Yeés, there was a

certain amount of disappointment, that there wasn't enough

confidence in theAmerican Jewish leadership at least to

warn them that they were sitting on a hot skillet. 3
Other Jewish leaders, with perhaps more modest expectations and understanding
of their role in the linkage process, expressed their surprise and feeling of dis-
orientation as to how they should go about explaining this Israeli action, but they
did not express the same disappointment and perhaps resentment as did Mr.

Klutznick.

There were other embarrassing consequences for some American .
Jewish leaders. The outbreak of hostilities diminished somewhat the status of
one particular Jewish leader as a useful, reliable and credible link with Israel
for the American government. Anger at Israel for initiating the attack spilled

over into displeasure with American Jews who neither prevented it nor advised
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the Government in advance of it. Internal memoranda among foreign policy
advisors of the American Jewish Committee suggest that the State Department,
as a result of the Suez attack, had become less inclined to regard American
Jewish suggestions or representations as seriously as it had previously. State
. Department officials testily reminded a representative of the Committee that
Mr. Jacob Blaustein (Honorary President of the Committee) had assured Assis-
tant Secretary of State Rountree, just a week before the Israeli attack in the
Sinai, that he knew from reliable sources that '""Ben Gurion would never start a
war ... nd This pointed reminder suggested that, in the eyes of the State
Department, American Jews failed to be much help in preventing the crisis or -
in warning their government of the brewing storm. Officials further remon-
strated that the matters involved in the Middle East crisis were so serious that
“private citizens ought to be careful as to how they 'intervene' in matters prop-
erly handled by governments. nd This rebuke did not, however, discourage
American government officiais from trying to mobilize influential American
Jews to pressure the Israeli government to agree to American demands for

total withdrawal.

Abba Eban describes in his autobiography the Jewish reaction to the
Suez invasion. He writes that the first reaction was confusion. Some criticized
the Israeli action and some expressed resentment over the embarrassment

caused them because of it. He describes their response thus:

Among American Jews the confusion was great. The Zionist
leader Abba Hillel Silver telephoned me from Cleveland and
promised to give his full assistance. He thought there had
been "an error in judgment even more serious than in the
case of the Kinnereth operation.! Other Jewish leaders told
me that no ground had been prepared and that a military
operation a week before the presidential election increased
their embarrassment and threatened their position. But I
also received expressions of pride about the efficiency with
which the Israeli forces were carrying out their tasks.

Eban was busy at the Security Council, so he dispatched his deputy, Reuven

Shiloah, to a meeting of the Presidents' Conference to explain the Israeli action.
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Eban surmises, from Shiloah's report, that he had had a difficult hour. "For
the first time in our memory," writes Eban, 'there was a reluctance to justify
Israel's action without reserve. nt Jewish leaders in the previous weeks had
accepted Israel's statements that Israel would not start a war. Shiloah reported
that they now found it hard to make a swift change in what they were telling their
members. In other words,'_the credibility of thie leadership, in the eyes of the
rank and file membership, was threatened by Israel's unprecedented action.
Some American Jewish leaders suggested at the meeting that Jewish reservations
about Israel's step be openly published. After long discu_ssion ""more normal
counsels prevailed and the Jewish leaders rose with an expression of ‘solidarity
for Israel and an appeal to the United States to strengthen Israel's security and

Middle East peace. "

Eban's description of the Jewish leadership's reaction to Suez fits
the established pattern of American Jewish-Israel relations during this period.
Anger, criticisms, resentment, could be and were expressed behind closed
doors. Jews among Jews expressed their reluctance to support Israeli policy.
Publicly, however, they formed a united supportive front, burying their dif-
ferences in the interest of Israel and in the interest of gaining American govern-

ment and public opinion support for Israel.

The American government reacted with indignation to the Israeli
invasion of the Sinai and the collusion of Britain and France in the plan. The
use of force in face of earlier American warnings not to resort to force to re-
solve the crisis in the Canal Zone was considered a grievous error. Secretary
of State Dulles was angered by the violation of the United Nations charter and
thus the weakening of the authority of that international organization. It was
feared that unless the United States acted quickly to defuse the crisis and re-
store the status-quo, it would become involved in a major confrontation with the
Soviet Union. This factor partly explains the hard-line American response.
The United States took the lead in marshalling support for a resclution in the

Security Council condemning the invasion and demanding a restoration of the
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status-quo ante bellum. The President and the State Department were clearly
angered by what they viewed as a betrayal of trust by their allies, Britain and
France, who, without consulting the United States, had brought the Western
world to the brink of confrontation with the Soviet Union. The timing of the
military operation could not have been worse from the Administration's point

of view, coming in the closing days of the Presidential election campaign. It
put in doubt the unity of the Western alliance which the Republicans had claimed
as one of their great foreign policy achievements. The Israel incursion began
on October 29. Already, on October 30, the United States had introduced a
resolution to the Security Council calling on all countries to refrain from force
in the Middle East, thus upstaging the Russians. Britain and France vetoed it,
much to the anger of Eisenhower and Dulles. After two days of maneuvering at
the United Nations, Secretary of State Dulles, determined to forestall Soviet
moves, and to prove to Prime Minister Eden that he could not act independently
of the United States, introduced a resolution calling for a Middle East cease-
fire. It was overwhelmingly approved by the Security Council, Britain and

France abstaining.

American Jewish organizations embarked on a series of public
relations activities in an effort to gain public and Administration understanding
of the Israeli position. Both the Presidents' Conference and the American
Jewish Committee issued public statements appealing to President Eisenhower
"for a fresh appraisal of the conflict." They explained that the conflict was not
simply between Egypt and Israel, but between '"democracy and an expansionist
dictatorship, between the free world and Nasserism backed by Moscow ... n?

A return to the status-quo, they contended, would only bring continued insta-
bility to the region. They asked that the United States take the lead in bringing
about direct peace talks between the Arabs and Israel. Telegrams were sent

to members of Congress and to the White House, calling on the American govern-

ment to seek a settlement through direct negotiations between the parties.
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The United States, in addition to its public statements and official
dispatches sent via diplomatic channels to Prime Minister Ben Gurion, enlisted
the services of one prominent American Jewish Zionist leader in an attempt to
influence Israeli leaders toward moderation. The choice of a Jewish private
citizen as a ''go-between'' suggests the linkage role played by American Jews
in American-Israel relations. Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver, a veteran Zionist leader
of the American front in the struggle for the establishment of the Jewish state,
was requested by Sherman Adams, President Eisenhower's Chief of Staff at the
White House, to convey a message to the Prime Minister of Israel, David Ben
Gurion. Silver, who was one of the few important Jewish figures identified with
the Republican party, was not at the time in an official leadership position in the
American Jewish community.10 In May 1947, he reached the climax of his
Zionist career when, as chairman of the American section of the Jewish Agency,
he presented the case for an independent Jewish state before the General As-
sembly. He was forced from Zionist ieadership by internal rivalries within the
Zionist Organization in the early 1950s and thus, in 1956, was occupied with his
congregation in Cleveland and with scholarly pursuits. Nonetheless, his pres-
tige among American Jews remained great and it was assumed by the Adminis-
tration that his intercession on behalf of the American position would have
influence with Israeli leaders. This, according to one Israeli, was;, in fact, an
error, since Rabbi Silver, a right-wing Zionist, was not a favorite of Mr. Ben

Gurion, a Laborite.

On October 30, less than twenty-four hours after the Israeli in-
vasion of the Sinai, Sherman Adams phoned Abba Hillel Silver with a message
from President Eisenhower which the latter wanted conveyed to Prime Minister
Ben Gurion. The message was that the President would like to publish a declara-
tion expressing his deep appreciation and firm friendship for Israel. There-
fore, he wished to receive a promise from Israel that it would not retain its
forces in the area that it had occupied. The President wanted Ben Gurion to

announce that since Israeli forces had completed their mission, i.e., the
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liquidation of the fedayeen bases, they would return to the previous boundary.11
The President stressed in the message that despite the temporary convergence
of Israel's interests with those of France and Britain, "you should not forget
that Israel's strength is principally dependent upon the United States.' The
President requested an immediate reply., The message was an obvious offer

of the "carrot' and a subtle hint of the "stick'. If the Israeli government com-
plies -- all will be forgiven -- at least in public declarations. If Israel was
considering not complying, it was reminded here that it was dependent on the
assistance of the United States. That dependence need not have been spelled

out to the Israelis.

The use of Rabbi Silver as a mediator is very interesting,. Why
could not straight diplomatic channels have been employed? Could not this
"message'" have been transmitted directly from the White House to Ben Gurion
or from the White House to Ambassador Eban? Why did the White House choose
to involve an American Jew in its communications with the Israeli government?
We can assume the President probably thought that the message, coming as it
did from an American Jewish leader, would be read in Jerusalem as pressure
from American Jews to comply with the Eisenhower request. By having Rabbi
Silver transmit the request of the Administration, it was hoped that the Israeli
government would interpret it as the position of American Jews in the conflict.
It did not, however, have the anticipated effect on the Israelis. Rabbi Silver
gave the message to Ambassador Eban. He suggested that Silver telephone it
personally to Ben Gurion. The Prime Minister refused to answer the message,
saying "'the enemy is listening and I can not possibly tell you now if we will

withdraw or not. w12

Eban writes in his autobiography that the next day he met with the
leadership of the American Jewish Committee, under the leadership of Jacob
Blaustein and Joseph Proskauer. He describes the meeting as cordial, i.e.,
they did not criticize but gave friendly advice. They said that Israel should

regard time as an important facfor, not to allow the crisis in Israel-American
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relations to drag on. Judge Proskauer suggested that Eban approach Governor
Thomas Dewey, the titular head of the Republican party, a man close to Eisen-
hower and could perhaps influence him to soften his stand on unconditional with-
drawal. Eban followed his suggestion and met with Dewey. As a result of their
conversation, Eban contactedBen Gurion and conveyed to him Governor Dewey's
assessment of the situation. He also urged that Ben Gurion reply immediately
to the earlier Eisenhower message. It is interesting here to note the activities
of the Committee leaders, suggesting to Ambassador Eban how to proceed on

the domestic front to gain access to the President.13

When Ben Gurion did not reply at once, the Administration made
another attempt to pressure Israel through the good offices of Rabbi Silver.
Sherman Adams, and then the President himself, spoke to Rabbi Silver on
October 31. The President said, "I would like to know if Ben Gurion intends to
withdraw his forces from Sinai? You can tell him in my name, that I am inter-
ested in an immediate improvement of our relations with Israel. Please tell
Mr. Ben Gurion that if I learn during the next few hours that Israel intends to
withdraw her forces from Sinai and return them to her own borders, I am ready
to broadcast a most friendly declaration toward Israel in a special television and
radio program tonight." Rabbi Silver conveyed this message to Ambassador
Eban. The latter added his own request: '"Please consider deeply and reply with
highest priority." Silver then transmitted this second message directly to Prime

14
Minister Ben Gurion.

Eban writes, '"On October 31, Ben Gurion sent me his reply to the
message from Eisenhower through Sherman Adams to Silver. I passed it on to
Silver in Cleveland so that he could telephone it to the White House. At
Proskauer's suggestion, I also made the text available to Governor Dewey. 115
The diplomatic road was very winding. The message went from Israel to the
Embassy to Silver to the White House. Why was this complicated course neces-
sary? Perhaps it is just "correct' diplomatic procedure to answer a message

via the same route by which it came. Nonetheless, it suggests the important
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role played by Silver as a personal link between the Israeli government and the
American Administration. In this case, the Administration chose to involve an

American Jew to further its policy interests.

Ben Gurion replied that he would be prepared to withdraw Israeli
forces if Nasser would sign a peace treaty which would include clear assurances
that he would abstain from hostile acts against Israel. These included the dis-
persion of the fedayeen units, an end to the economic boycott, the stoppage of
the blockade in the Red Sea and the Suez Canal and abstention from any military
alliance against Israel. He made it clear that Israel considered any withdrawal
of its forces from the area before a peace agreement was signed to be suicidal.
He expressed his hope that the present action of Israel would not disrupt Israel-

16
American friendship.

Negotiations took place between the American government and
Israeli representatives in Washington throughout the winter of 1957, with little
progress reported. Abba Hillel Silver was kept informed by both sides of
developments, although messages from the White House to Jerusalem were no
longer transmitted through him. Abba Eban relates that President Eisenhower
consulted Silver in an attempt to "understand'" Israeli leaders. For example,
in early November 1956, Ben Gurion requested a secret summit meeting with
Eisenhower to attempt to iron out the differences between the two countries.
Eisenhower refused, claiming he was unwilling to give Ben Gurion what Eban
calls "the prestige victory" of a summit meeting. Eban reports that Eisenhower
had phoned Rabbi Silver upon receipt of the request to ask whether Ben Gurion's
reputation for balance and rationaiity was really well ‘fO'u.mded.l'7 One may

assume that Silver attempted to reassure him.

During the next few months of tensionin Israel-American relations,
Silver was involved as an unofficial mediator and interpreter of United States
policy. After a public address by President Eisenhower to the American people
in February 1957, in which he issued a veiled threat that the United States would

"have to adopt measures which might have far reaching effects on Israel's
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relations throughout the world," Silver contacted the Embassy to explain that

the intent of the President's speech was not to close the door on further nego-
tiations but to leave it open.18 It must be assumed that this explanation was given
him by White House sources. On several other occasions, Silver was involved
as a link between the two governments. He appealed to each for understanding

of the other's difficulties and worked at bringing both sides closer together.

It seems apparent that if the purpose of the American government in involving
Silver was to apply his personal pressure on the Israeli government, that pur-
pose failed, If, however, through Silver's involvement, both sides received .
reliable explanations of the other's position and thus greater understanding of

the stakes involved, then both may have benefited.

Abba Eban, in an interview with this writer, assessed the importance

of Silver's role in the Suez dispute:

They (the White House) thought it wise from their point of view
(and I think it was) to use the good offices of a man like Siiver
who was a Zionist leader. He could have a restraining influ-
ence. What Silver said to Ben Gurion was "it's all very well

« .for Britain and France to act but your interests lie with the
United States. You should, therefore, try to rebuild this re-
lationship as soon as possible by clarifying the limited aims
of the Suez expedition. "

He had a very useful effect, from the Israeli point of view as
well. He helped limit and defuse the most serious confron-
tation Israel ever had with the United States by making it
clear to Israel that it ought to reconstruct the relationship
with the United States and by making it clear to the United
States that Israel had no intention in the Sinai campaign to
stay around the Sinai. Isra?[b only wanted to secure certain
limited security objectives.

The crisis in Israeli~American relations continued until mid-March
1957. The United States insisted on no pre-conditions to withdrawal, denying
to Israel the possibility of holding on to any territories captured by its forces in
the October invasion. The Administration announced that if the United Nations

General Assembly voted to impose economic sanctions against Israel to force
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compliance on withdrawal, the United States would support the action. Ameri-
can Jewish organizations organized public protests. and a lobbying campaign

to arouse Congressional and public opposition to the imposition of sanctions
against Israel. Behind the scenes, several American Jews tried to influence
the leaders of both governments to reach some sort of compromise. Immedi-
ately after the "victory speech" made by Ben Gurion in the Knesset on No-
vember 7, 1956, in which he announced Israel's intention to hold on to some of
the territory it occupied, Nahum Goldmann sent the following communication to
Prime Minister Ben Guricn:

With regard to Israel's refusal to move from Sinai or even

to transfer its positions to an international force ... I must

tell you that it will be impossible to mobilize an American

Jewish front to support this posture. If there will be an

open dispute between Israel and the United States govern-

ment on this point ... (and) if this should lead to cessation

of the UJA and Bonds, I foresee great difficulties in renew-

ing their enterprises, even if the American authorities

would again give their agreement ... what is needed is a

step that will prevent an open split with Eisenhower ... I

must add that I am certain that if the United States takes

steps against us, Germany would stop reparations. 20
Nahum Goldmann, founder of the World Jewish Congress and of the Presidents'
Conference and the then President of the World Zionist Organization was a cos-
mopolitan Jewish leader who was well known for his maverick views and sharp
exchanges of view with the leaders of Israel's government. He was respected
as a Jewish "'statesman", having represented Jewish it erests before foreign
governments before and after the establishment of the State of Israel. His views
were often at odds with the ruling establishment in Israel. His view here was
not an accurate representation of general American Jewish opinion. Never was
there an organized expression of opposition to Israeli policy or a diminution of
support for Israel as he had predicted. Nonetheless, he did accurately express
a fear prevalent among Jewish leaders; that the United States would end tax-
exempt status to donations to Israel and freeze all American philanthropic and

aid activities for Israel. This, in fact, was hinted at on several occasions in
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public and private American statements by State Department officials. The
threat of economic sanctions against Israel put into question the future of all
American Jewish assistance programs to Israel. This would have seriously
damaged Israel's economy and also have increased the rift between Israel and

American Jews.

Another example of American Jewish leaders urging a particulaf course
of action to Israel's leaders was the involvement of some of the leaders of the
American Jewish Committee. Judge Joseph M. Proskauer, then Honorary

~ President of the American Jewish Committee, early in the crisis, sent a per-
sonal telegram to Prime Minister Ben Gurion urging him to withdraw. Pros-
kauer, a person with independent views, hoped by his intervention to influence
the Israeli leader to reconsider his Government's position. The wire was sent
in confidence and was not publicized. It read,

Most strongly urge you authorize your embassy to negotiate

compliance with President Eisenhower's request. Public

opinion here strongly in your favor if you do not thwart it

by refusal to comply with unanimous request of United

Nations. Believe consequences most serious if you do so

thwart it. Am satisfied that your embassy can work out

an acceptable way for glou to comply with President's re-

quest. Kind regards. 1
Proskauer and several other members of the Committee expressed their
consternation to the Israelis —- but only in private communications. No oppo-
sition to Israeli policy was ever expressed publicly. Israeli officials said
these reactions by American Jews were taken under consideration, among the

many other factors considered.

A more interesting attempt at American Jewish involvement in the
mediation of the Suez conflict is described in the unpublished diaries of Rabbi
Israel Goldstein, then the President of the American Jewish Congress and a
member of the Presidents' Conference. Goldstein, a Conservative Rabbi and

a lifelong active Zionist, sought tc utilize his connections with one prominent
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American Jew to gain access to the White House. Israeli-American negotiations
were at a standstill in early 1957. Goldstein hoped to enlist several influential

Americans in Israel's cause.

On Thursday, February 7, 1957, Rabbi Goldstein visited General
David Sarnoff, President of the RCA Corporation, to discuss American policy
in the Middle East during the Suez crisis. Sarnoff, prominent in corporate
civcles, was active in Jewish affairs and financially supportive of Jewish insti-
tutions. He was a member of the board of directors of the Jewish Theological
Seminary and a member of Goldstein's congregation. Rabbi Goldstein reviewed
for him the issues involved and asked Sarnoff if he supported Israel's position
in the conflict. If he did, Goldstein asked, would he try to influence the Presi-
dent not to support the imposition of sanctions. Sarnoff expressed agreement
with the Israeli position and added that he had even discussed the matter days
before with Secretary of the Treasury George Humphrey at a White House lun-
cheon. His impression was that the President's thinking on the Middle East
was completely influenced by Secretary of State Dulles and thus very difficult
to change. Goldstein then asked whether Walter Bedell Smith had any influence
with President Eisenhower. Smith was a close friend of David Sarnoff and was
known to be a friend of Israel. During World War II, he had been Chief of Staff
to General Eisenhower. He was appointed Undersecretary of State in 1953.
Sarnoff repliéd that several months earlier, Eisenhowez had wanted to appoint
Bedell Smi)th his White House advisor on foreign policy, but his appointment
was blocked by the State Department, which apparently did not want independent
White House involvement in foreign affairs. Thus, it was likely that Smith would
have some influence on the President. However, at this time, it was futile to
try to influence the President with regard to sanctions. In the event that Israel
yields in her position, then it might be worthwhile to approach the President.
Sarnoff suggested that if the necessity arises, he, Sarnoff, could be useful as an
unofficial emissary between President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Ben

Gurion.
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The next morning, Sarnoff contacted Goldstein and told him that he had
had a change of heart. He had decided to try to do something after all, He had
contacted Bedell Smith and together, they had worked out a proposal for bringing
the parties closer to a solution. This would be conveyed to the President directly
by Smith. The proposal suggested the following points: The United States would
give a private assurance to Israel that if Egypt would take any action against
Israel, the United States would come immediately to Israel's defense. On the
basis of this assurance, Israel would agree to comply with the United Nations

resolution calling for its withdrawal from the territories it oceupied.

Sarnoff wanted to know if this proposal would be acceptable to Israel.
Goldstein answered that he would find out. The "connection' with Israel was now
put into operation. Foreign Minister Golda Meir was then in New York at the
Savoy Plaza Hotel. Goldstein phoned her that Friday night and conveyed to her
the Smith-Sarnoff proposal. She agreed that the proposal would be acceptable
to Israel, providing that it would be the kind of proposal that Nasser would know

about and thus, it would have deterrent value.

Saturday morning, February 9, Goldstein phone Sarnoff and reported

Mrs. Meir's reply. Sarnoff, encouranged, said he would proceed accordingly.

The next day, General Sarnoff told Rabbi Goldstein that Bedell Smith
had been to the White House. The proposal was before ''the people concerned, '
He added that a part of the suggestion was that, if necessary, he, Sarnoff,
would be the emissary to fly to Israel and deliver the proposal to the Israeli
government. Throughout these discussions, Sarnoff insisted that he remain
anonymous -- that neither Israeli representatives nor American Jewish leaders
find out about his involvement. This, he thought, would give him greater free-

dom of action in the event of other problems in which he could be helpful.

On Monday, February 11, Eisenhower announced that the United States
would guarantee free passage through the Gulf of Aqaba. Sarnoff and Goldstein
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expressed their suspicions that the Sarnoff-Smith proposal was at least partly

responsible for this announcement.

On Wednesday, February 13, Foreign Minister Meir contacted Rabbi
Goldstein and suggested that they meet. She had several important suggestions
that she wanted him to convey to his "contact”. At the meeting, she outlined in
detail Israel's position on the future of the Gaza Strip and the problems she fore-
saw with the stationing of any United Nations troops in Gaza. She suggested a
commission should be sent to study the Aqaba problem and bring back its rec-
ommendations. Goldstein suggested to her that she meet with Jewish leaders
within the framework of the Presidents' Conference, to explain the Israeli po-
gition. He pointed out that Israel's position in Gaza was not at all understood
and thus failed to get sufficient support from Jewish leaders. Mrs. Meir agreed
to the suggestion and met with the Presidents' Conference the following week.

Goldstein conveyed Mrs. Meir's suggestions to General Sa.rnoff.22

As the conflict dragged on without resolution, President Eisenhower
and Secretary of State Dulleswere even mere determined to use the power of
world opinion and economic sanctions to force Israel to accept withdrawal with-
out any ierritorial gains or other concessions. They seemed to desire that
punitive action be taken against Israel, whose recalcitrance weakened the au-
thority of the United Nations and the position of the United States, its chief ally
and supporter. Evidence of the hardline approach supported by the President
can be found in the President's memoirs where he described his policy inten-
tions. Eisenhower writes that he pre;?erred a United Nations resolution which
would call on all U.N. members "to suspend not just governmental but private
assistance to Israel." Obviously, this addition of "private assistance", al-
though presented as a restriction on the entire international community, applied
in the main to American private contributions which were then a substantial
pai't of Israel's budget. On February 16, 1957, the President asked the Secretary
of the Treasury to call Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary Affairs,

W. Randolph Burgess, to ask for a rough estimate of American private
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contributions. Burgess reported that American private gifts to Israel then
totalled forty million dollars a year, and the sale of Israeli bonds, fifty to sixty
million, a total of one hundred million dollars in private aid.23 This money
was largely the contributioﬁ of the American Jewish community, and was a cru-
cial pillar of Israel's fledgling economy. Suspension of these funds would be
disastrous for the Israeli economy. The Administration was particularly cog-
nizant of American Jewish efforts to influence Congressional and public opinion
and was resolved not to bow to the pressure from either. Eisenhower writes
that Dulles strongly expressed the view that "'we had gone as far as possible to
make it easy for Israel to withdraw. To go further, would surely jeopardize
the entire Western influence in the Middle East and the nations in that region
would conclude that U.S. policy toward the area was, in the last analysis, con-
trolled by Jewish influence in the U.S. In such event the only hope of the Arab
countries would be found in a firm association with the Soviet Union. n24 Thus
Jewish activities on behalf of Israel served to harden the resolve of the Execu-
tive branch to withstand the pressures and achieve Israeli withdrawal without

granting Israeli demands for concessions.

Nahum Goldmann had warned the Israeli government early in the crisis
(November 7, 1956) that the United States might propose such serious economic
measures.25 His forecast, based on discussions with Administration officials
had proved accurate. In mid-March 1957, Israel announced its agreement on
withdrawal. The relative importance of each of the factors influencing this
decision is difficult to assess. The total isolation of Israel in the international

community, its almost complete dependence of foreign sources of arms to main

tain its army, the loss of American friendship and assistance were some of the
important factors. The threat of economic sanctions, affecting public and pri-
vate assistance demanded by Eisenhower was also a serious blow to Israel's

decision-makers. The final assurances offered by the Eisenhower administra-
tion on navigation rights in the Gulf of Aqgaba and on United Nations supervision

of the Gaza Strip were accepted by the Israelis, who were now convinced that
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this was the best deal they could get from a very unyielding Eisenhower .admin—

istration.

Evaluating the resolution of the impasse between the two governments,
two weeks after the Israeli final withdrawal, General Sarnoff suggested to Rabbi
Goldstein that the final development in ending the conflict was closely related tc
the original Smith-Sammoff proposal submitted to the President. Eisenhower
sent 2 message of assurance to Israel guaranteeing freedom of navigation in the
Gulf of Agaba and the Suez Canal through arrangements with certain maritime
powers. Sarnoff disclosed that Bedell Smith spoke on the phone at great length
to Ben Gurion the night before the Eisenhower message. This laid the ground-
work for the agreement. The Israelis then agreed to withdraw. He said that
President Eisenhower and othersin.the Administration recognized the helpful
role Sarnoff played in the resolution of the con;I:’lict.26 This last statement is
perhaps open to question. Did Sarnoff, via Bedell Smith, achieve a break-
through in the negotiations that could not have been achieved via more tradi-
tional diplomatic channels? Was the Sarnoff-Smith proposal crucial in bringing
the two sides in the conflict together? Perhaps. What is very significant is
the role of two American Jews, one a Rabbi and leader of a Jewish organization;
the other, a very wealthy, prominent businessman, who utilized their contacts
with both the American government and the Israeli government tc bridge the gap
between them. Their goal was to resolve the crisis and restore harmonious
relations between the two governments. Their involvement was in the interest

of all three parties -- the United States, Israel, and American Jews.

A possible indication of the confribution of Goldstein and other Ameri-
can Jewish leaders to Israel's diplomatic effort in the United States is the entry
in Rabbi Goldstein's diary of February 28, 1957: "I was supposed to leave for
Israel Monday night but because of the situation in the United Nations ... those
of us who have remained here, namely, (Emmanuel) Neumann, (Louis) Segal,
and I have been asked by Golda and others to remain until the situation would

clear up, as we might be needed if there are difficulties. n27 The Israelis
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involved in the negotiations and American Jewish leaders, recognized that Ameri-

can Jewish involvement in American-Israeli relations was helpful.

The involvement of Goldstein, Sarnoff, Silver and Proskauer in the ef-
fort to resolve the differences between the United States and Israel is an impor-
tant example of the linkage process. These American Jews, important not only
as organizational representatives, but rather because of their personal influence
or connections with individuals influential in the American government were
helpful in bringing the two governments to an understanding and to the restoration

of friendly relations between them.

2.. The United States Intervention in Lebanon

In the summer of 1958, the Middle East again became an area of Ameri-
can concern. In Iraq, a group of nationalist officers, let by General Abdul
Karim Kassem and Colonel Abdul Salam Arif, overthrew the pro-Western govern-
ment and murdered the King, Faisel II, and the Prime Minister, Nuri Said.

The coup rocked the unsteady Western alliance of Baghdad Pact nations and
caused alarm within pro-Western Arab states. The United Arab Republic quick-
ly applauded the\revolution and signed an alliance with the new government. The
United States, although recognizing the new regime, increasingly feared that this
new outbreak of Arab nationalism, which was allied with pro-Nasserite and per-
haps pro-Soviet forces, would spread revolution and instability throughout the
Middle East. Only Lebanon, Jordan and Saudi Arabia were still outside the
Nasserite camp and the first two showed the signs of pre-revolutionary unrest.

The Western position in the Middle East seemed on the brink of disintegration.

The Eisenhower administration took decisive action. Lebanon had been
plagued for some time with civil war between Moslems and Christians. The
Christians wanted a pro-Western independent Lebanon; the Moslems, inspired by
Arab nationalist zeal in the region, demanded closer relations with the United

Arab Republic. The Moslems received arms and fighters from Egypt and Iraq.
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Jordan also feared the spread of revolution across its border with Iraq. King
Hussein felt threatened by the pro-Nasser sentiment prevalent among the masses
and army officers in Jordan. - Both countries invoked the Eisenhower Doctrine,
requesting military assistance from the United States.28 The British sent para-
troopers into Jordan and the United States sent fourteen thousand men into
Lebanon. The action gave the two governments the power and time to strengthen
their regimes and to weed out their opponents. The immediate threat of revo-
lution ended and both Britain and the United States withdrew their troops in late
October. The Western show of force made it clear to the Arab states that the

United States was resolved to protect its interests in the area.

The Israeli reaction to the Western intervention was one of reserved
satisfaction. The government was very pleased that American will and military
muscle was being flexed, thus striking a serious blow to Nasser and Soviet in-
tentions in the area. The governments of Lebanon and Jordan, although pledged
to be at war with Israel, were resigned to maintaining the status-quo with Israel
because of their ties to Western powers. Thus it was in Israel's interest to sup-
port the strengthening of those governments. Revolutionary regimes on Israel's
borders, on the Nasserite model, posed a serious threat to Israel's security.
Thus, Israel regarded the American intervention as a stabilizing act in its in~

terest.

Former Israel Ambassador to Washington, Abba Eban, in an interview,
described the Lebanon episode as one of cooperation between Israel and U.S.
authorities. In fact, Secretary of State Dulles consulted Eban on the action. He
also requested Israel's agreement to allow overflights of British airforce jets
over Israeli territory. Israel agreed. On the domestic scene, Dulles asked
Ambassador Eban to act in the Congress to gain understanding for the American
intervention. Eban recalled going to see Senators Johnson, Knowland and others

to gain their support for the American ac:'cion.29
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What was the American Jewish response to the Lebanese crisis? On
the whole, U.S. Jews maintained a low profile, supporting the American effort
to protect Western interests in the Middle East. Israeli officials were in con-
tact with the foreign affairs experts at the American Jewish Committee, keeping
them informed of developments in the region and of Israel's position in their
regard. The Lebanon example is an interesting case of discussions held between

American Jews and Israeli diplomats on an issue not directiy involving Israel.

The foreign affairs expert at the American Jewish Committee, Simon
Segal,. suggested to the Israelis two ways they should gain public relations advan-
tage from the Lebanese crisis. The first was that Israeli representatives should
do everything they could not to inject Israel into the American press. Israel
should stay out of the headlines so that the impression that people have been get-
ting the last few months, namely, that Israel is not the sole reason for turmoil
in the Middle East, would be strengthened. This tactic would focus the attention
of American public opinion on the instability and ferment in the Arab world which
has serious consequences for the West, irrespective of the Arab-Israel conflict.
Segal, in this instance, offered his opinion of what tactic would enable Israel to

reap public relations benefits from the crisis.

His second suggestion to the Israelis was that 't all cost they should
ask the Zionists, pro-Zionist and pro-Israeli organizations in this country to
keep quiet and not make any statements even if those statements are in approval
of the United States government." Segal explained it was important not to inject
the Jews of the United States into present Middle East issues. It is somewhat
surprising that Segal saw no 'problems of principle" in suggesting to Israeli of-
ficials that they 'quiet" American Jewish organizations. Perhaps the Committee
implicitly recognized and accepted the relationship between pro-Zionist organi-
zations and Israel, that the latter had in the past told the former when to get
involved and when not to. However, it is a curious situation since one can be
sure that if an Israeli official had suggested to "quiet" or "restrict" the Com-

mittee's freedom of expression, especially on matters involving the American
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government and national interest, the Committee would have been greatly indig-
nant at the invasion of their rights as American citizens. On other occasions as
well, the Committee, sensitive to possible backlash against Jewish support for
Israel, urged the Israeli government to "muzzle" Zionist and other Jewish

groups in America.

Segal writes in his report to the Executive Committee of the American
Jewish Committee that the Israelis were very much concerned with the fact that
a great number of prominent liberals in the United States had not been outspoken
in their endorsement of the American intervention in Lebanon. They pointed out
that although the official Democratic leadership, Senator Johnson, House Speak-
er Rayburn, former President Truman and others had come out in favor, other
important Senators had responded lukewarmly at best. The Israelis were par-
ticularly concerned with the position of Senator Hubert Humphrey, who had re-
portedly suggested that high level meetings between U. S, officials and Nasser
be held to discuss peace. Unknown to the Committee, this concern was shared
by the American State Department, which had requested Israeli assistance in
mobilizing Coﬁgressional support for the Lebanon action. The Israelis sug-
gested that perhaps members of the American Jewish Committee could approach
some of the liberal leaders in the United States like Governor Harriman, Mrs.
Eleanor Rocsevelt, Senator Douglas, and others to get them to issue positive
endorsements of the American action in the Middle East. This would give the
Administration the appearance of unified backing of the American people across

the political spect:rum.30

Israeli interest in gaining public support for the American action was,
of course, indirectly in her own interest. The intervention in Lebanon demon-
strated that the Eisenhower Doctrine had teeth and that the United States would
honor its commitments to allied countries when called upon to do so. In the
Israeli view, it set an important precedent and thus it was important that it be

regarded as a bipartisan effort.
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The discussion between Segal and Israeli officials is an example of a
more or less routine exchange of views on an issue. Neither party hesitated to
suggest a course of action for the other to follow. American Jewish groups did
not issue any public statements regarding the Lebanon intervention. However,
there is no evidence that it was because of Israeli requests that they refrained
from doing so. The Israeli request that the Committee approach several mein-~
bers of Congress was an unusual instance of linkage behavior. A foreign govern-
ment asked ethnic group leaders to act within their domestic system to gain sup-
port for their own government's action, on an issue indirectly related to the
foreign government. If Eban's recollections are accurate, the interaction is
even more complex -- the Israelis were fuifﬁling the request made by the Ameri-
can government! Committee files did not indicate whether the request of the

Israelis was actually fulfilled.

3. The Arab Refugee Problem: The Johnson Proposal

The Middle East situation received renewed attention at the start of the
new Democratic administration in March 1961. President Kennedy believed that
the time was right o start a new initiative to achieve at ieast a partial settiement
of the Arab-Israel conflict. According to one former advisor, Kennedy concluded
after his election, in which he had received the overwhelming support of Ameri-
can Jews, that he could successfully resist pro-Israel (or Zionist) pressures
since the Zionists had nowhere else to go but the Democratic party.31 Thus
Kennedy embarked on a new effort to woo Arab states closer to the United States.
In May 1961, he sent letters to five Arab heads of state in which he suggested an
American solution to the Palestine refugee problem, on the basis of "repatriation
or compensation for lost property.' The United States offered its good offices in
negotiating an end to the Arab-Israel conflict if the parties wanted it to do so.

He also offered American assistance in finding a just solution to the problem of
development of the water resources of the Jordan River. The letters expressed

the American commitment to abide by United Nations General Assembly resolutions
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on refugees and American support for the United Nations Conciliation Com-
mission for Palestine.32 The President suggested an American initiative on
refugees knowing that the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine
Refugees (UNRWA) mandate would be up for review in the General Assembly in
the fall. The previous'administration had more or less accepted the status-quo
on refugees, being preoccupied with forming pro-Western regional alliances in
the area. The Israelis had maintained throughout the years that the refugee
problem was one of the problems to be solved within the framework of a total
Middle East settlement. They had expressed their willingness to repatriate a
limited number of refugees, providing that the rest accept resettlement in the

Arab world or outside of it.

The Kennedy initiative caused great consternation within Jewish circles.
Already in July 1961, Israeli representatives met with representatives of the
American Jewish Committee to brief them on how they regarded the American
position, and to explain their objections to it. They reported on President
Kennedy's talks with Prime Minister Ben Gurion on the subject during the lat-
ter's visit to the U.S. in late May. Ben Gurion, according to one diplomatic
source, had been very upset after Kennedy disclosed his intention to initiate the
Johnsor mission to the Middle East. He was reported to have said to his aides
that he considered the threat to Israel from taking in the Arab refugees to be
worse than all the arms that the Soviet Union was sending theArab states. Ben
Gurion was very worried and decided to inform American Jews about the initiative
and to request their "assistance' in warding off this ominous threat to Israel's
security.33 Publicly, the Israeli official response was to express a willingness
to negotiate for an equitable, practical solution to the problem. The Israelis
perceived the American action as dangerous because it suggested to the Arabs
proposals contrary to Israel's longstandingterms for a peace settlement. It also
offered to the Arabs American assistance while to the Israelis, the Administra-

tion merely said '"Rely on us", offering ""trust' rather than concrete assurances.
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It did not require the Arabs to recognize Israel or to negotiate a peace settle-
ment. Neither did it require them to accept resettlement as their contribution

to a solution to the problem.34

In July 1961, a high level Israeli diplomat briefed the American Jewish
Committee's Executive Committee on the refugee problem. He suggested that
""if the White House staff or others close to the President could draw his atten-
tion to the implications of the recent actions by the United States government
in terms of United States-Israel relations, worthwhile results could be ac-
complished." To the question of whether it might be helpful i-s the American
Jewish Committee could find a way to point out to the Administration the dangers
in the present American approach, the answer of the Israeli official was an

emphatic "Yes'.

The Presidents' Conference also convened to discuss the Kennedy ini-
tiative. Like the Committee, they decided not to issue any public statements
but to continue to follow developments and when necessary, work through quiet
diplomacy to modify the American position.35 During the next eighteen months,
American Jewish leaders worked together with Israeli officials to prevent Ameri-
can adoption of a plan for the refugees contrary to Israel's interest. An exami-
nation of American Jewish involvement in the negotiations between the United
States and Israel on the Arab Refugee question during this period offers fascinat-
ing insights into the linkage activities of this ethﬂic group. It is also interesting
to note the different approaches of the American Jewish Committee and the Presi-

dents' Conference.

On August 21, 1961, the United Nations Conciliation Commission for
Palestine (CCP) appointed Dr. Joseph Johnson, head of the Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, to be "its Special Representative to undertake a visit to
the Middle East to explore with the host Governments (of the refugees) and with
Israelpractical means of seeking progress on the Palestine Arab refugee prob-

lem." Johnson visited the countries in the Middle East and negotiated with their
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leaders for several months., He prepared a report with specific recommen-
dations for solving the problem of the refugees, which was submitted to the Con-
ciliatory Commission on Pglestine. Contents of the reports were leaked to the
press and were made publié as early as October 1962. American J ews; how-

ever, were informed of its contents even earlier.

President Kennedy notified Ben Gurion, in August 1962, that he decided
to supply Israel with Hawk missiles. He sent his advisor on Jewish affairs, Mike
Feldman, to inform him of the decision. Ben Gurion writes in his memoirs that
he had reacted to the news with great emotion and sent to the American Presi-
dent a message conveying the deep gratitude of the Israeli people. Ben Gurion
writes that only a few weeks later did he learn what, in his view, was the real
price of the Hawks. State Department officials informed Ambassador Harmon
that Israel must accept the Johnson plan. Ben Gurion was furious. He informed
Foreign Minister Meir that if the price of the Hawks was acceptance of the John-

son plan, then Israel would forego them. 36

A few weeks later, he sent Mrs.
Meir to New York to meet with Jewish leaders. The campaign against the John-

son plan had begun.

On September 20, 1962, Mrs. Golda Meir addressed the Presidents’
Conference. In a two-hour session, she explained the problems Israel was con-
fronting at the General Assembly session and the proposals of the Johnson plan.
She was reportedly very disturbed by the Johnson proposals and very interested
in activating American Jewish pressure on the Administration to drop its pursuit
of a solution to the refugee problem which so endangered Israel's vital interests.
Mordecai Gazit, a close associate of Mrs. Meir, then serving at the Israeli Em-
bassy in Washington, recalled his meeting with Mrs. Meir at the airport when
she arrived. She was very worried about the Johnson proposals. She requested
that he organize a meeting of Jewish leaders so that she could address them and
share her concerns with her "fellow Jews'. She wanted American Jews to unite
behind Israel and use their political clout to pressure the White House to back

down on its support for the Johnson proposals. Gazit, it should be noted, held a
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minority view in the embassy and diplomatic corps -- that there was no need at
all to seek American Jewish help in intergovernmental matters. Gazit regarded
Golda Meir's dependence on American Jews to be entirely unnecessary and to be
‘the psychological carryover of a Diaspora "Galut" mentality of the older gener-
ation of Israeli leaders. (It was characteristic of Ben Gurion and Levi Eshkol
as well.) They were still influenced by the self-perception of the weak Diaspora
Jew who must enlist the help of other powerful Jews to save him in time of need.
(A Mordecai-Esther complex?)37 Gazit, on the other hand, recommended to
Mrs. Meir that Israel stand firm and openly reject the American initiative with-
out resorting to extraneous assistance from Jewish groups. She rejected the

38
advice out of hand.

Two weeks later she met with the Executive of the American Jewish
Committee and explained to them why Israel considered the Johnson proposals

"unacceptable. The Johnson proposals included the following points:

1. Appointment of a new U.S. administrator and staff charged with the duty
of carrying out the 1948 U.N. Assembly resolution for the repatriation or
resettlement of the refugees.

2. Individual refugees and heads of families would be given confidential
questionnaires. They would make a "preliminary" choice, keeping the
right to change their minds later. Possible choices would include return
to former property in Israel; return to alternative locations in Israel;
resettlement in Arab countries; resettlement elsewhere in the world. Al-
though the refugees would indicate preferences on the questionnaires,
they would be told from the start that they would not necessarily get their
first choice.

3. U.N. agents would consult Israel on possibilities for repatriation and
with Arab and other countries specified in the preliminary questionnaires
regarding resettlement.

4. Israel would be asked not to set a maximum number of returning Arabs
it would admit. However, Israel would retain the right to reject individual
Arabs as security risks, subject to U.N. overall surveillance and review.

5. A special U.N. fund consisting of voluntary contributions from govern-
ments and the world public would be set up to help the refugees become
integrated. Israel would be expected to make a substantial contri-
bution to the fund.
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6. Israel, with help from the U.N. and friends (mainly the United States)
would be required to pay indemnities to Arabs who lost property in Israel.

7.. Expenses of the U.N. administrator and agents would go into the
regular U.N. budget, assessed against all one bundred and ten members.

8. The U.N. agents would be "co-ordinators' and "catalysts' with the
responsibility of inform the individual refugees and see that they under-
stand and obtain their rights. (Illiterates, for example, would get special
help.)

9. All refugees would be entitled to a U.N, fund indemnity covering the
hardships undergone by them.

10. The Arab host governments (United Arab Republic, Syria, Jordan and
Lebanon) and Israel would be invited to name representatives to a council
of advisors to the U.N. administrator.39

Israel objected to the proposals for several reasons. Mrs. Meir explained these

objections at a meeting with Jewish leaders. She raised the following points:

1. The proposals derogated from Israel's sovereignty in that it made
Israel's decision to bar the return of specific refugees as "security risks" sub-

ject to review by a U.N. :body.

2. There was no ceiling on the number of refugees Israel might be
asked to take back. Arab leaders may embark on a campaign to get large num-

bers of refugees to demand repatriation.

3. Even after a certain number of refugees are admitted to Israel, the
\
U.N. supervision does not cease. Refugees will be assisted in becoming "inte-
grated", thus involving U.N, agents in Israel's internal affairs even after re-

patriation.

4. The administration of the proposed questionnaire raises many
serious problems. The widespread illiteracy among the refugee population and
the political propaganda they will be subjected to by Arab governments cause
Israel to suspect that there will not be "free expression of individual preferences!

More likely, the refugees will be pressured into choosing repatriation
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as theonly acceptable solution. Any attempt by Israel to reject the influx of
overwhelming number of refugees will then be distorted by Arab states and per-
haps by the United Nations organization in propaganda portraying Israeli as in-
transigent, unsympathetic and acting contrary to world opinion. .

Thus, Israel's sovereignty, security and reputation were seriously threatened

by these proposals.40

\

American Jewish leaders responded sympathetically to Israel's pre-
dicament. Since the proposals were not officially made public, nor had the
United States taken any specific public actions in support of them, American Jews
and Israeli diplomats had time to plan their strategies and engage in quite dis-
cussions with the State Department and the White House. The State Department,
for its part, agreed to discuss the Johnson proposals with the Presidents' Con-
ference, in the hope that its presentation would reassure American Jews and
through them, l'convey to the Israelis that the United States was indeed concerned
about Israel's security and would insure its protection. Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Philips Talbotticame to New York
to meet with the Presidents' Conference on October 24. He tried to reassure the
Jewish leaders that t‘he United States was working vex"y much in Israel's interests
in seeking a solution to the thorny problem of the Arab refugees. Its solution,
he maintained, would bring needed stability to the region. Talbott reviewed one
or two features of the Johnson plan with the J e\lwish leaders but did not go into
the details, explaining that the plan had not yet been made public. Jewish lead-
ers expressed their serious reservations about the plan, indicating that t‘hey

were better informed about the plan than Talbott had though’c.41

The Presidents' Conference made a second effort to discuss the pro-
posals with the State Department. Rabbi Irving Mil_ler, chairman of the Confer-
ence and a small delegation of Conference members, visited the State Depart-
ment and met again with Assistant Secretary of State Talbott. This time Mr.

Talbott understood that the American Jewish leaders were well informed of the
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details of the plan. The meeting lasted one and one half hours, during which
time Talbott tried to persuade his visitors of the wisdom of the Johnson plan.
Again he tried to reassure Jewish leaders that the proposals were drawn up

with due regard for the sovereignty and security of Israel. He disclosed that

an oral suggestion had been made to the Israelis to "depend of the good offices

of the United States to see to it that Israel's interests will in no way be harmed., "
The United States, he said, was extremely disturbed by Israel's flat rejection

of the proposals, in contrast to the Arab States' response of neither acceptance
nor rejection. He warned tﬁat Israel would face the brunt of world public
opinion against her since her position was contrary to the intent of the United‘

Nations to find a solution to the refugee problem.\42
)

The meeting was a gocd opportunity for a frank exchange of views.
The Conference delegation reported thai‘: Tat)lbott was not moved by any of their
arguments; nor were they influenced by his. They understood that the United
States was resolved to introduce the Johnson proposals to the General Assembly
and act in the U.N. Conciliatory Commission for Palestine to convince the other
members to support them as well. The delegation reported about their State
Department discussions at a meeting of the Presidents' Conference. They then
discussed what further action should be taken. Private conversations with Mr.
Mike Feldman, the White House assistant responsible for relations with Jewish
groups revealed that the White House was actually uncertain whether to back
the Johnson plan. It seems that the White House and tte State Department were
at odds over the question. Final policy would eventually be éecided by the
White House. In view of this faect, the Conference members decided to concen-
trate their efforts on inﬂueﬁcing the White House to reject State Department
pressures on behalf of the proposals. Thus, at the November 26 meeting of the
Presidents' Conference, the members decided on a strategy of action specifically
directed at the White House. The Chairman, Rabbi Irving Miller, wired Presi-
dential Assistant Mike Feldman, expressing the Conference's grave concern

over American support forthe Johnson proposals. He requested that the
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Conference be given the opportunity to meet with the President and present their
views to him. Feldman replied in a phone conversation that an appointment with
President Kennedy was not possible, expléining that ‘Mrs. Meir, Israel's
Foreign Minister, was also seeking an appointment with the President. The
President, he said, would not be able to see both. Furthermore, he added, if

it became known that the President had met with a Jewish group and with an
Israeli official before the Assembly debate ;)n refugees, it would create a bad
impression as to the objectivity of American policy. However, Feldmén pro-

mised that he himself would put the Conference's view before thePres-id_ent_.

The Conference had another close contact in the Administration.
Philip Klutznick, former President of the B'nai Brith ‘and former Chairman of
the Presidents' Conference, was appointed by Kennedy an Ambassador to the
United Nations, as deputy to U.N. Ambassador Adlai Stevenson in the area of
economic and financial affairs. Klutznick had been an active supporter and fund
raiser for Kennedy in his election campaign, and an unofficial advisor on Jewish
affairs. Explaining his involvement inJewish affairs while working for the White
House, Klutznick said, '"You can't be in the administration, in a Presidential _
position, and be Jewish, and if you have Jewish interests, without getting in-
volved from time to time. i3 Thus, Klutznick entered the discussions on the
refugee question. He contacted Mike Feldman, with whom he often worked, and
expressed his dissatisfaction with the reception given Rabbi Miller's request for
a meeting with the President. He urged Feldman to seek an appointment for

them or to intercede on their behalf.

Rabbi Miller reported to the Conference on December 12, 1962 about the
final chapter in the struggle to "kill'* the Johnson proposals. Mike Feldman had
called him to related the unfolding of events at the White House. After the
Klutznick intercession, Mike Feldman called Presidential appointment secretary
Kenneth O'Donnell and asked him to accompany him to the President to discuss
the refugee proposals. Both together would seek to influence the President

against adopting the Johnson plan. O'Donnell agreed and that afternoon both went
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to see the President. Apparently their arguments were persuasive. At the end
of the meeting, Secretary of State Dean Rusk was called in. The President made
it clear to him then that the Johnson proposals were dead, as far as the Admin-
istration was concerned. This researcher does not know whether arguments ex-
posing the pitfalls of the plan itself convinced the President or whether domes-
tic considerations, e.g., Jewish opposition, were the decisive factors in quash-
ing the plan. The next morning, Assistant Secretary of State Talbott and an
assistant met with Mike Feldman, Israeli Ambassador Avraham Harmon and his
aide Mordecai Gazit. Talbott informed them that the United States would not

put forward the Johnson proposals in the General Assembly. The battle had been
Won.‘}‘4 American Jewish leaders decided not to remonstrate the Government on
its decision to oppose the Brazzaville resolution in the United Nations calling for
direct negotiations between the Arab states and Israel. The Administration was
to be given a respite from Jewish pressure, in appreciation for its decision to
abandon the Johnson plan.4t5 Rabbi Miller reported that the State Department

felt very much let down by the turn of events.

The State Department did not give up its interest in an American plan
for the solution of the refugee problem. It suggested a new plan in January 1963.
The Israelis, it recommended, should admit ten percent of the refugees and the
rest of the Arab states would take the rest. Negotiations with Israel would be
conducted with the United States, since the Arab states would not negotiate di-
rectly with it. The United States would offer Israel security guarantees. The
absorption of the refugees would be gradual, over a period of ten years.
Prime Minister Ben Guricn distrusted the plan and American assurances of
guarantees. On November 20, 1963, Foreign Minister Meir briefed the Presi-
dents' Conference about the plan and presented Israel's objections to it. Soon
after, President Kennedy was assassinated and with his death, American plans

46
to settle the refugee problem were suspended.

It is difficult to assess who influenced whom successfully in the process
of decision~-making. Was the inffolirement of American Jews the significant fac-

tor in swaying the President to reject the advice of his State Department? From
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reports of the Presidents' Conference, it is apparent that they thought their
involvement had achieved significant results. Perhaps. A President makes a
policy decision based on several component factors, not all of them known to the
analyst. Perhaps the Administration did not regard the proposals as important
enough to its foreign policy program to engage in confrontation with domestic
opponents of the proposals. Or can the White House's retreat be explained sim-
ply by the fact that the Administration realized that the plan was a hopeless
effort — the Arab states were known to be against the plan; the Israelis had al-
ready flatly rejected it. Why should the Administration go out on a limb to pro-
mote a plan which was acceptable to neither side in the conflict? Since the
chances of acceptance of the Johnson propocals were very slim, the Adminis-
tration had nothing to gain by advancing them and domestically, it had something

to lose.

The episode of the Johnson proposals is important for linkage research
in that it demonstrates the linkage role of American Jews. The Israeli govern-
ment had actively enlisted the assistance of American Jews in the fight to quash
the Johnson proposals. American Jews, after hearing Israeli arguments, pre-
sented to them by no less a personality than the Foreign Mirister herself, rallied
to support Israel's position. Their subsequent involvement had two main goals:
1) to explain to the State Department why Israel rejected the proposals, thus,
perhaps, gaining more understanding for the Israeli position; Jewish leaders
hoped they could at least mitigate the anger and resentment Department officials
felt toward Israel; 2) to quash the proposals, thus achieving Israel's immediate

policy goal.

The State Department made a serious effort to explain to Jewish leaders
its position. It had two purposes: the first, to explain the State Department view
of the issues and by doing so, modify or change the views of the Jewish leaders;
the second, to have the reassurances and promises made by the Department re-
lated back to Israeli representatives, thus reenforcing these commitments in

the eyes of the Israelis. This does not mean that the Department honestly
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expected to convince American Jewish leaders to alter their views and repre-
sent Department views back to the Israelis. Nevertheless, the repetition of
State Department assurances to Israeli leaders via American Jews does, in

effect, serve the Department's interest as well.

The American Jewish Committee's Committee on Israel met to dis-

cuss the Johnson proposals and the American government's position several
days later. From the minutes of the meeting, it appears that they had not been
informed of the final developments atthe White House regarding the proposals.
The meeting was called '"to consider what the American Jewish Committee should
or could do under these strained circumstances to bring about greater mutual
comprehension.'" They decided to refrain from public statements on the issue,
in order tomaintain its "unique and valuable reputation for objectivity, so that
it would be available to the parties at the proper time,' and to work through
quiet, informal channels to bring the parties closer together. It was suggested
that members with contacts with Israeli representatives should ask the latter to
tell American Zionist groups that the public statements they had issued were
harmful to Israel under the present circumstances, and they should therefore

" refrain from doing so in the future. The Commititee suggested that it mediate
between the two governments, explaining to Israel that it was not in their long
range interest to reject publicly and irrevocably the American initiative. Efforts
should also be made to point out to the State Department that it was both unre-
alistic and unfair to expect Israel to give a binding commitment to take back a
specific number of refugees unless there were equally firm assurances from
the Arab states that there would be steps taken to resettle the remaining refu-

gees in Arab 1ands.4t7

The Committee considered itself a more detached "objective" linkage
actor. It perceived its role in this period of tension between Jerusalem and
Washington as an "impartial" mediator whose main interest was to restore
harmony and understanding between the two. Although obviously sympathetic

to Israel's arguments, the Committee's stated main goal was not to quash the
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proposals entirely (as was the goal of the Presidents' Conference) but to bring
the parties together for a friendly dialogue. Confrontation was in the interest
of neither party and certainly harmful to the interests of the ethnic linkage group

as well.

It is interesting to compare the unfolding of developments revealed in
American Jewish sources explaining the fate of the Johnson proposals to that
suggested in an article by William Quandt. Quandt concludes it was the domes-
tic political costs of the plan, i.e., American Jewish opposition to it, that made
the Administration back away from the plan. As long as the plan seemed to have
some chance of being accepted (by either party) efforts were made to reduce
domestic opposition to it. In fact, Quandt claims that the United States made di-
rect requests to the Israelis ''to temper the opposition of their American sup-
porters.” If this is indeed true, and the "American supporters' being in this
case mainly American Jews, it suggests an interesting aspect of the linkage re-
lationship. The American government requests a foreign government to use its
influence to modify the legitimate political behavior of a group of citizens exer-
cising their rights as Americans to protest a particular policy of their govern-
ment. Implicit in this request is, first, American recognition of the close re-
lationship between the Israeli government and American Jews; and, second,
American unofficial recognition that this relationship is legitimate. Third, the
U.S. considers that this relationship could and should be manipulated in the in-
terest of the American government, i.e., Israel could influence American Jews

for the United States government.

Quandt writes that the Kennedy Administration ended its effort to deal
with the refugee problem in the fall of 1962, The President was interested in
getting as many Democrats as possible elected to Congress in the November
elections. Quandt claims that Kennedy was reportedly told that some campaign
contributions would be withheld from Democratic Congressional candidates un-
less the Johnson initiative was stopped. This was a significant threat as some

of the large campaign contributors to the Democratic party were Jews
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sympathetic to Israel. Quandt concludes that in the absence of countervailing

: .48
pressures, this threat may have been effective.

Quandt seems to have fallen prey to the trap of the "myth" of Jewish
power at election time. It is true that Jewish influence -~ contributions and
votes -- plays a role in determining Democratic policy toward Israel in an elec-
tion year, but in this case, Jewish sources and the chronological development
of events challenge Quandt's rather simplistic contention. The election was
held the first week of November. The President, according to the minutes and
reports described above, only decided to end the Ameriecan initiative 6n the
Johnson plan on or about November 28, 1962, and informed the Israelis of it the
following day. This was one month after the elections. Behind the scenes ef-
forts by Jewish leaders were in full force after the election, and to a much less-
er extent before. The President did not gain politically in time for the election.
Although in error about election pressure as being decisive, Quandt is yet
another corroborator that American Jewish ieaders were very much involved

in the discussions regarding solution of the refugee problem.

This quiet involvement, as in the Suez crisis, was in addition to and
separate from public actions on behalf of Israel organized by the Jewish organiza-
tions. Public statements, paid advertisements in newspapers, letter writing
campaigns and other forms of pressure on the Administration to support a policy
favorable to Israel's interests may occur simulfaneously with the private, quiet
informal linkage operation. The public action is part of the lobby-interest group
role of a domestic ethnic group. The private action of Jewish leaders or private
individuals is an extension of the diplomatic arms of the two governments, the
United States and Israel. Both countries activate the link in an attempt to fur-
ther their foreign policy goals and to achieve greater understanding of them.

The linkage group acts to mediate between the two governments; its foremost
goal being the maintenance of harmony and friendship and minimization of con--

flict between them.
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II. The Prominent Private Individual

The private individual who is not an official representative of a Jewish
organization has often proved to be the "right man, at the right place, at the
right time." That is, at a time of impasse between Jerusalem and Washington,
when official Jewish interventions fail to bring the parties closer together, the
mediation of a private, trusted individual may be very important. This is par-
ticularly helpful in a situation where Jewish organizational efforts indirectly to
influence the President through Israel's supporters in Congress or through the

force of public opinion fail to achieve results.

The President may be confronted with several policy choices. He may
be subject to conflicting pressures from several different groups and interests
in the political arena. Economic interests, ethnic groups, the State Depart-
ment, independent foreign policy interest groups may have tried to infiuence
the President's decision. Moreover, he may be so bombarded with professional
"arm-twisters' from both sides of the issue that he is worn out and very
resentful of any further intercession. At this juncture, the low-keyed inter-
vention of a personal friend of the President might be significant. He may be the
only advocate remaining with possible direct access to the President. His par-
ticipation on behalf of Israel must be introduced carefully and sparingly; his ar-
guments and recommendations must be well thought out and logical, and most of
all, he himself must be truly convinced by them. There is a great qualitative
difference between the advocacy of an issue that one truly believes in and the pre-
sentation of arguments supplied by others when the advocate is only half-
convinced of their validity. The President can usually quickly distinguish be-
tween them. Accustomed to being barraged by arguments of professional '"hired"
advocates of causes and special interests, it is likely that he would automatically
turn a deaf ear to another advocate as just another pressure to be withstood. The
personal friend whose sincerity and devotion to his cause was apparent and recog-
nized by the President and whose friendship with him was valued, has a better

chance successfully to discuss the issues with him. That does not guarantee a
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positive response from the President. It merely gains his attention and con-

sideration in the interest of friendship or political debt.

The President, because of his esteem for his friend, recognizes that
he would not "bother' the President or take undue advantage of their friendship
if he did not consider the issue important. Thus, the President already from the
start is alerted to the fact that the matter under discussion is important, and de-

serves his personal consideration and sympathy.

The Israeli foreign policy experts in Washington and in Jerusalem re-
cognized the importance of these few individuals. They were cognizant that their
advocacy of Israel's cause could be crucially important at times when Executive
supfxort for Israel's interests was in doubt, Furthermore, Israeli representa-
tives realized that this "precious diplomatic commodity' should be used sparing-
ly and only at the right time. Overuse and misuse could diminish its value.
Israeli Ambassador to Washington Abba Eban described it thus: " They would be
used and listened to because they didn't do it too often. American Jews with per-
sonal connections to the White House used to say to us, 'Don't ask us to waste
our ammunition on small things but on something that is important. On arms,
on reiterating America's commitment to Israel's security, on Israel's water
program, sale of the Hawk missile, etc.! w9 The American Jew and the Israeli
representatives recognized that the enlistment of the former to intervene with
the White House was to be used only on matters of great importance and in in-
stances when interest‘group pressure, public opinion and routine channels of

diplomacy failed to achieve results.

The earliest enlistment of the individual American Jew to reach the
Oval Office on behalf of Israel was in the Truman Administration prior to the
establishment of the State. The individual, Eddie Jacobson, differed consider-
ably from the private persons involved in the linkage process generally because
he was not in the traditional sense a "political"” friend of the President's, i.e.,
his friendship with the President did not stem from political ties within the

Democratic Party, appreciation of his fund raising efforts or a recognition of
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the importance of his possible assistance in future political campaigns. Jacob-
son's relationship with Truman was entirely personal. Their's was an old
friendship, dating back to their stint together in the U.S. army in World War 1.
Lt. Truman and Sergeant Jacobson, both from Kansas City, were in charge of
their artillery unit canteen. After the war, they set up together a haberdashery,
but the venture ultimately failed. These early experiences cemented a lifelong
friendship between the two men. Jacobson was, one could say, a typically as-
similated Midwestern Jew. He was a member of a Reform Congregation, and
a nominal member of the B'nai Brith. He evidenced no particular interest in
Jewish communal activities in Kansas City, nor in Zionism. After World War II,
when the painful news of the destruction of European Jewry was revealed and the
struggle for the establishment of the State of Israel enlisted the support of the

majority of American Jews, Jacobson joined in the fight for Israel.50

In February 1948, Jacobson was recruited by Frank Goldmann, national
president of the B'nai Brith, to intervene for the cause of Palestine. The Presi-
dent, at the time, was bitter and angry over the conduct and discourtesies of
Zionist leaders who were using all possible pressure to get the United States to
support the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine upon expiration of the
British mandate. It reached the point that Truman refused to meet with any
American Jewish or Palestinian advocates, including the respected Chaim Weitz-
man, the future President of the Staie of Israecl. Eddie Jaccbson wired the Presi-
dent, asking him to agree to meet with Weitzman., Truman refused. Unwilling to
accept defeat, Jacobson traveled to Washington and met with the President. He
pleaded with Truman to meet Weitzman, who he said was his personal hero, and
in his view, "'the greatest Jew who ever lived." The President reluctantly
agreed. The meeting between Truman and Weitzman had important consequences
for the future of the Jewish state. Truman, a man for whom personal relations
with people was an important component of his political reactions, was greatly
impressed with Weitzman. Moreover, he was impressed by the fact that Jacob-

son, who was not himself a Zionist, had "risked" his friendship with the
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President in the interest of the Jewish state. The personal element, although

not sufficient by itself to counter-balance the strong pressure of the State Depart-
ment against the establishment of an independent Jewish state, was an important
factor ;n the final decision of Truman to grant immediate recognition to the new
State.5

Jacobson was enlisted on several occasions to intercede on Israel's be-
half. Others who were close to Truman were Abraham Feinberg and Dewey
Stone, Democrats who played a significant role in raising funds and generating
support for the Truman reelection can;paign in 1948. They wielded their influ-
ence with the President, getting from him important statements in support of the
Jewish state and promises of economic aid during his administration. They
were the more typical linkage actors involved in "personal" diplomacy on behalf

of Israel.52

In the Eisenhower administration, the Jewish community felt locked out.
There were, for the most part, no Jewish leaders or private individuals who had
close ties with the President or with his assistants. Emmanuel Neumann, the
former president of the Zionist Organization of America wrote, "We did not get
much help or sympathy from the Eisenhower Administration which had come into
office in 1953 owing nothing to the Jews as some politicians put it. Its Middle
Eastern policies were definitely shaped by the State Department, headed by John
Foster Dulles, with its conglomerate following of Arabists, oilmen and mission-
aries. We had virtually no 'friends at court’. o3 This view of the anti-Israel
stance of the State Department was perhaps more rebresentative of the opinions
of ardent Zionists like Dr. Neumanmn than of general Jewish opinion. However,
it did reflect the prevalent Jewish view that their access to and influence on the

Eisenhower Administration was negligible.

American Jews had greater access to the Executive during the Kennedy
administration. Kennedy was quite aware of the fact that Jewish fund raising
efforts and votes played no small role in getiing him elected. Several Jews oc-

cupied important positions in the Democratic party. Mike Feldman and Philip
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Klutznick, the former president of the B'mai Brith and past chairman of the
Presidents* Conference, were political assistants of the President. Abe Fein-
berg, a major fund raiser for the Kennedy campaign had easy access to the
President. American Jews felt that the line to the White House was open.  Evi-
dence of this is the successful campaign mounted to change the administration's

policy on the Johnson refugee plan discussed above.

‘Ab.raham Feinberg and Axrthur Krim were the key Jewish influentials
during the Johnson administration. Their involvement was kept entirely behind
the scenes. They sought no publicity for their activities. On the contrary, any
public revelation of their role would have only damaged their effectiveness and
limited their access to the White House. Indeed, one of the important aspeects
of their relationship with the President was that it was kept completely private.
Neither man capitalized on his White House connection nor did he seek the ad-
miration and prestige that could have been his, especially from Jewish organi-
zations, Their proven efforts to protect the confidentiality of the relationship
made them very valuable presidential "'friends" and useful diplomats in Israel's

54
cause.

Abraham Feinberg has been active in Democratic politics for over three
decades. A vrealthy businessman, Feinberg organized Jewish support for the
Truman candidacy in 1948, and was instrumental in organizing Jewish support
(especially financial) for John F. Kennedy in 1960. Feinberg was a man with
""connections" in the Democratic party. He knew the powerful men within the par-
ty and had influence with them. He could raise large sums to launch a political
campaign and his refusal to support a campaign could render severe damage to a
political hopeful. He kept himself well informed of political issues, domestic
as well as those relating to Israel. He often intervened on behalf of Democratic
Administrations with members of the Congress. Feinberg described his involve-
ment in an interview: "My importance was on the domestic scene, within the
Democratic party. If the President needed legislative support on a domestic

issue, in many cases, I rounded up support in Congress and in the Senate for the
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administration on issues irrelevant to Israel. The President knew that I am help-
ful to him on other issues. n5 Harry Truman, in recognition of Feinberg's im-
portance in his reelection effort and in view of Feinberg's strong interest in and
support for Israel, offered Feinberg the appointment of United States Ambassador
to Israel. Feinberg, who had been the founder and first president of Americans
for the Haganah, an organization which helped provide arms and other critical
materiel to the Jewish fighters in Palestine in the pre-state period, was very
touched and flattered by the offer. However, he regretfully declined. His
reasoning in this case, and at other times when he refused appointments to of-
ficial posts within the Democratic administrations, was simple and forthright.

He preferred to remain outside an administration so he could have the freedom

to fight the administration when necessary for the causes he thought were im-
portant. He could, he said, be more effective in Israel's interests wielding his
influence from outside than being bound to the administration's official policies

Yrom within,

Feinberg's closest relationship with an American President was with
Lyndon Johnson. The latter regarded him as a close personal friend. During
the Johnson administration, Feinberg was a frequent guest at the White House. '
He often held discussions with the President on domestic and international
issues. Johnson knew very well that Feinberg was concerned about the welfare
of Israel and had close ties with Israeli officials in Washington and Jerusalem.
The Israelis, for their part, were very aware of the J ohnson-Feinberg relation-

ship, and understood that it could be used to their advantage at a time of crisis.

Lyndon Johnson set great store in personal relétidns. Consultation with
respected friends could influence the President's decision in a White House whose
style was highly personalized. The intervention of non-bureaucrats in discus~
sions of foreign policy enabled the- President to circumvent the State Department
and relate . on a more personal level with the foreign leaders. Thus, Feinberg,
because he was a personal friend of the President, and had close ties with Israeli

government leaders, played an important role in bringing the leaders of Israel and
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the United States closer together, unencumbered by bureaucrats and slow-moving
channels of official diplomacy. Messages could be transmitted quickly and per-

sonally between leaders and misunderstandings smoothed over or avoided. For-
mal diplomatic interactions continued concurrently with the private, personal ex-

changes between the leaders of two governments via American Jews.

In an interview, Feinberg told an interesting anecdote about his involve-
ment in U.S. -Israel relations in the period immediately preceding the outbreak
of war in the Middle East in June 1967. )

Two weeks before the war started, LBJ called me at my home
in the countyy. This was at the time when the Straits of Tiran
were closed by Nasser. He asked me to go to Arthur Gold-
berg's apartment - then the U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations - and to get Avraham Harmon, Israel Ambassador to
the United States, to come up from Washington and go there,
too. He then would call us all by phone there. I did that.

The President talked to us on the phone from ten P. M. until
two A.M. There were about half a dozen phone calls. He
pleaded with Israel to give him time to organize the allies to
break the blockage on the Straits. Harmon called Israel. '
Military action was forestalled for a time, giving Johnson a
chance to try. His attempt failed since only Holland agreed

to join the United States. The Israeli government gave notice
that they couldn't wait any longer. They called me to notify
LBJ. Itold him at a Democratic dinner we both attended...
The war began a day or two later.56

It is obvious that this entire intergovernmental exchange could have
taken place without the involvement of Abraham Feinberg. Both countries had
diplomatic channels that were open for transmittal of messages between govern-
ment leaders. The Ambassadors of both countries had been involved anyway.
Nonetheless, the personal involvement of the American Jewish actor served to
increase the sense of trust and friendship between the parties in a time of crisis
and tension. Informal ties between two nations via an individual who has the con-
fidence of both were important as buffers against misunderstandings by either

side. They blunted the edges of disagreement and brought the parties a little

closer together, when the formal channels of diplomacy were official and
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unbending. Feinberg claimed that on several occasions, Johnson called him his

57
"unofficial ambassador.™

Israel's request to purchase fifty American F-4 Phantom jet fighters
was made public in mid-December 1967. The Israelis had been concerned over
post-June war developments in the Middle East. The French government was
steadfast in its determination to withhold the Mirage fighter planes on order for
Israel since before fhe war. The Soviet Union, three weeks after the war, em-

barked on a massive resupply effort of military hardware to its defeated Arab
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Middle East which it had imposed immediately after the war, and allowed the
delivery of two squadrons of Skyhawk jets promised to Israel in 1966. Other

than that, it restricted further shipment of arms to the area.

Prime Minister Levi Eshkol visited the United States in early January
1968. During a visit to the LBJ ranch in Texas, Eshkol presented Israel's re-
quest for the sale of Phantoms. The Israeli policy-makers thought it was im-

' portant to get from the U.S. a positive gesture of support for Israel in view of
the increased Soviet involvement with its hostile neighbors. Thus, the military
purchase would have great political significance for the balance of power in the
region. The Phantom was a more sophisticated fighter plane than the Skyhawks
purchased earl@er and would significantly increase Israel's military strength.
There was strong opposition to the sale from the State Department and the
Department of Defense. Johnson promised to consider the request over the next
few months and refused to give any commitment to the visiting Prime Minister.
The President thus opened himself up to the pressures from all sides, for and

against the sale.

The State Department opposed the introduction of Phantoms into the Mid-
dle East. It argued that the United States should de-escalate the arms race in
that troubled area. Its position was based on the following assumptions: First,
Israel was in a position of unchallenged military supremacy in the area and was

therefore in no great need for arms shipments. Israel's lightning victory over
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three Arab armies only months before was clear evidence of its military
stréngth. This was backed up by the analysis of Israel's strategic strength by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Second, the United States could prevent acceleration
of the arms race only if it refused to initiate new arms sales to the 'region and
by not increasing the level of sophistication of offensive weapons in the Middle
East. Third, only a limitation of the arms race could enable the diplomatic

efforts to reach a negotiated solution to the Israel-Arab conflict to progress.

Lucius Battie, then the Assistant Secretary of State for Middle Eastern
Affairs, recalled the intense pressure and counterpressures on the President
on the Phantom issue. Said Battle, 'LBJ told me at the ranch that never in all
his years of political life did he have such political pressure -- Jewish groups
and Congressional pressures. He said, '"You have to give me more reason not
to do it.' I told him about the arins race and the American interest not to accel-
erate it. I gave him a prepared draft explaining the Department position. "
Battle expressed resentment and an almo§t righteous anger towards the Jewish
groups and their Congressional allies who interfered in the conduct of U.S.
foreign policy. In his view, it was election year politics that swayed the Presi-
dential candidates of both parties and a majority of the Congress to advocate the

the sale of the Phantom fighters to Israe1.58

The American-Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) set as its top
priority the creation of favorable public opinion in and out of Congress for the
sale of Phantoms. At its annual Policy Conference in Washington, in March 1968,
it issued a policy statement calling for the United States to provide Israel with the
arms it needed to maintain its deterrent capacity. In April 1968, a resolution of
the "sense of the House of Representatives'' was introduced urging the United
States to sell the Phantom jet fighters to Israel. Over the next two and one half
months, over one hundred representatives signed or expressed their support for
the sale. Support in Congress snowballed. In the summer of 1968, both Houses

of Congress passed a sense of Congress resolution as part of the Foreign -
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Assistance Authorization Act of 1968 calling on the President to take whatever

steps necessary to negotiate the sale of Phantoms to Israel.

The President remained undecided. Having already anmnounced in March
1968 that he would not run for re-election, he could have Withstood the political
pressure had he wanted to. Israeli representatives interviewed suggested that
the personal interventions of Abraham Feinberg and Arthur Krim played a eru-
cial role in swaying the President to agree to the Phantom sale. Feinberg re-
called having met with the President on dozens of occasions to get him to agree
to the sale. He had been well briefed by the Embassy and was himself totally .
convinced on the importance of the sale. A frequent guest at the White House,
he remembered staying there overnight several times to discuss the issue with
the President. Mr. and Mrs, Arthur Krim were over at the White House more
often. Krim, an influential financial backer of the Democratic party, was the
president of United Artists. His wife had studied at the Weitzmann Institute in
Rechovot, Israel. Both were staunch supporters of Israel but not members of
the "Jewish establishment". Krim's involvement on behalf of Israel was kept a
closed secret. Feinberg considered Krim's involvement in the Phantom affair
to have been of the greatest importance in swaying the President's view in favor
of the sale. Krim was briefed by the Embassy. Because of his personal friend-
ship with the President, he had easy access to him and was able to discuss with

him the merits of the Phantom request.

On October 9, 1968, the President directed the Secretary of State to
open negotiations with the Israeli government on the sale of Phantoms. In
December 1968, the United States government anmounced a final agreement.

Delivery of the first Phantom jets were scheduled to begin in the fall of 1969,

The personal intervention of Feinberg was helpful in the period of nego-
tiations as well. The Departments of Defense and State made a last ditch effort
to reap some benefit from a deal they had vehemently opposed. The then Secre-
tary of Defense, Clark Clifford, wanted to set conditions in return for which

Israel would receive the Phantoms. He demanded from the Israelis that in
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return for the sale of the Phanioms,; they would have to agree to sign the nuclear
non-proliferation treaty. Israel had refused to do so in the past and was not
willing to agree to it in return for the arms deal. This proposal had been sug-
gested earlier in the negotiations and Israel's opposition noted. Suggested now
again at the end of the negotiations process, it threatened to torpedo the talks.
The time factor was important to Israel since it was anxious to have a signed
agreement from this Democratic administration before it would leave office.

The agreement would then bind the next administration, after the elections, to
carry out the deal. The Israelis did not want to begin the whole negotiating
process again with a new administration. The latter, especially in the beginning
of its term, usually tries to initiate new peace initiatives with the Arab states
and thus would be reluctant to negotiate new weapon sales to Israel. With an
agreement signed and sealed with the Johnson administration, the delivery of the
Phantoms would be assured. The Arab states wotld cast the blame on Johnson
and the new administration would be free to embark on its own diplomatic ven-

tures.

In an interview, Feinberg disclosed that he had discussed the condition
of signing the non-proliferation treaty with President Johnson early in the nego-
tiations in the present of Presidential foreign affairs advisor Walt Rostow. At
that meeting, Johnson had stated categorically that there would be no conditions
on the sale. When Secretary of Defense Clifford raised the condition again of
signing the treaty, Feinberg re-entered the negotiations. He located Walt Ros-
tow having dinner at Clark Clifford's house and reminded him that he had been
present when the President decided not to make any conditions on the sale.
Faced with double evidence of the President's decision not to force Israel to
agree to conditions, Clifford withdrew the demand and the next day, the deal was
signed. Feinberg added, with a note of pride in his voice, '"When the Phantoms

were delivered to Israel, I was the only American present at the airfield. 129
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It is difficult to weigh the relative importance of each contributing influ-
ence on the President in the Phantom decision. The Jewish "'lobby" was impor -
tant in gaining strong Congressional support for the sale. Jewish groups mobi-
iizediheir forces to gain media support. Jewish organizations succeeded in get-
ting the ;lnalusion of an endorsement of the sale in the platforms of both political
parties in an election year. The personal involvement of friends of the President
who had unimpeded access to him and had his trust was very si;gnificant in influ-

encing the President to decide in Israel's favor. The combined effort succeeded.

The assistance of a party influential such as Feinberg was helpful to
the Embassy in planning strategy and tactics for lobbying campaigns on behalf of
Israeli interests. He had close relations with many Democratic Congressmen,
several of whom had served in the House or Senate for many years. Several
were now in positions of power, as chairmen of committees. Feinberg kept
himself informed of which bills were coming before which committees and of the
political forces lining up for and against them. He then would advise the Embassy
when and with whom they should use their influence. He would advise them when
the time was ripe for a trade-off with the White House and a Congressional com-

mittee.

The linkage role of private individuals and organization leaders was sig-
nificant in mediating between the leaders of two governinents in times of crisis
and in preventing misunderstandings from arising. The Israeli government
viewed their assistance as indispensable -- an extension of its diplomatic mission
in the United States. It did not hesitate to seek the help of Jewish leaders or indi-

viduals when it deemed necessary.

III. American Jews and Foreign Governments

Another aspect of the informal diplomatic activities of some American
Jews was in relations of several foreign governments with Israel. On several
occasions, American Jews, either leaders or prominent individuals, met with

representatives of foreign governments to discuss thé status of their country's
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relations with the State of Israel. These incidents were infrequent and except
in the possible special case of relations with the German Federal Republic, there

is no evidence that they achieved the desired results.

One example of these quasi-diplomatic activities was efforts to improve
Israecli-Indian relations. The Israeli government, since its independence, had
made numerous attempts to establish diplomatic relations with Asia. The most
important country, in both size and influence, was India., Prime Minister Nehru,
in November 1947, instructed his representative in the United Nations to oppose
the partition plan which proposed the establishment of a Jewish state and an Arab
state in Palestine. In talks with Zionist leaders in the pre-State period, Nehru
displayed a marked lack of sympathy and understanding for the plight of the Euro-
pean Jewish refugees and their desire for a homeland. Rather, he viewed the
Zionist independence movement as the tool of British iinperialism in the Middle
East. One observer of Indian attitudes toward Israel suggested that because India
was so far removed from the centuries-old persecutions of Jews by Christians,
it had little understanding or sympathy for the victims of ant:i—Semi’cism.60 Israeli
efforts to gain acceptance to the Asian bloc of nations were rebufied. India de-
layed recognition of Israel for over two years, and after formally doing so in
September 1950, it refused to establish diplomatic relations with Israel. It did,
however, permit Israel to operate a consulate in Bombay and thus have ties with
the Jewish community there. Nehru's refusal to establish diplomatic relations
with Israel was based not only on ideological grounds, but on political exigencies.
He feared the adverse reaction of Moslem Pakistan to any improvement of re-
lations with Israel. At home, he did not want to ignite the passions of tens of
millions of Moslems living in India, who were disgruntled living under the rule
of the Hindu majority. In practical economic interests, trade opportunities were

greater with the Arab world.

American Jewish leaders, on several occasions, attempted to influence
the Indian government in regard to establishing full diplomatic relations with

Israel. In the course of this research, I have found no material evidence that
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indicates that Israeli representatives formally requested the involvement of

American Jews in the matter. However, it is highly unlikely that American

Jewish leaders initiated talks with Indian representatives without having dis-

cussed the matter, at least informally, with the Israelis. American Jews would
_ not have been aware of the strong interest Israel had in improving these re-

lations.

In August 1956, members of the executive committee of the American

Jewish Committee discussed a possible avenue to Prime Minister Nehru. ' The
plan was that the Washington representative of the Committee, Seymour Rubin,
would approach Justice Felix Frankfurter with the request that he, in turn, ask
Chief Justice Earl Warren to include in his exchange of views with Prime Minis-
ter Nehru the question of Indian-Israeli relations. Committee files do not have
any follow-up report on the meeting. The plan, however, indicates two interest-
irg points: First, the interest of the Committee in promoting Israeli-Indian
relations, and, second, the complicated route from the Committee to Prime

61
Minister Nehru.

Rabbi Israel Goldstein writes in his diaries that in late 1956, when
Prime Minister Nehru was in Washington, Chester Bowles, a former Ambassador
to India, tried to arrange a short meeting between Nahum Goldmann, then Chair-
man of the Presidents' Conference and President of the World Jewish Congress,
and the Prime Minister. Goldmann declined the meeting, saying he preferred
to visit Nehru in India and discuss the matter at length. In this instance, an of-
ficial of the American government acted to bring together a foreign leader and
an American Jewish leader in an effort to improve Israeli-Indian rela’cions.62
Rabbi Goldstein himself visited India in 1959 and met with Prime Minister Nehru.
Among the topics discussed was the establishment of diplomatic relations with

Israel. Nehru reiterated his reasons for rejecting an improvement of relations.63

A more formal meeting with an Indian official was held by a delegation
of the Presidents' Conference with Indian Ambassador Nehru, in New York, in

December 1965. The delegation outlined to the Ambassador a iist of grievances.

a4 e e s
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Among them was, again, the lack of diplomatic relatiors with Israel. The
Jewish leaders complained that prominent Indians had been issuing approving
statements applauding the Palestine Liberation Organization. They also relayed
Israel's complaint that in recent days visas had been denied to Israelis wanting
to attend various international conferences in India, and on similar restrictions

on Indian travel to Israel.

The Ambassador explained to the Jewish leaders that India's position
was, in essence, a '"'compromise'. It was separate from the Arab position be-
cause it recognizes Israel de jure if not de facto. However, India was interes t-
ed. in Arab good will, especially in India's quarrel with Pakistan over Kashmir.
There could be, therefore, no change in the status of relations between Israel
and India. The Ambassador insisted that if Israelis were denied visas to India,

this was due to "mishandling" by lower echelon officials and would be corrected.

Jewish leaders were impressed thatthe Ambassador was eager to have
the goodwill of the American public, an important part of it American Jews. He
took great pains to assure Jewish leaders that there was no question of anti-
Semitism in the Indian position. He said that the pro-Arab stance of India was
due, in the main, to the fact that there are fifty million Moslems in India and to
the conflict with Pakis’can.64 Israel-India relations have not improved since that

period.

During the years 1956-1968, Jewish leaders engaged in discussions with
the governments of Spain, Greece, Japan, the Vatican, and the German Federal
Republic, in an effort to improve their relations with lsrael. Jewich leaders
were involved in discussions with West German leaders on a variety of issues:
bringing to trial Nazi war criminal and extendingtheStatute of Limitations on
Nazi war crimes, reparations to Jewish war victims, and diplomatic relations
with the Jewish state. American Jewish leaders were particularly concerned

over the presence of West German scientists in Egypt in 1964 who were working
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there on the development of sophisticated missiles. Protests were made to the
German government and Jewish leaders held meetings with several high level

German officials.65

Diplomatic relations between the State of Israel and West Germany
were not established until 1965. In the early 1950s, this diplomatic "distance"
was desired by the Israeli government, which could not, for ideological and
domestic reasons, establish formal ties with the nation which, only a decade
before, had massacred six million Jews. The survivors of the Holocaust and
their families would not countenance any overtures of friendship to the German

government.

In 1965, the West German government announced that it was terminating
the limited military assistance it had begun to extend to Israel. This action was
taken as a direct result of Arab pressure. The West German government feared
that Egypt and other Arab countries would retaliate by giving recognition to East
Germany. The Presidents' Conference met to discuss the suspension of arms.
The chairman, Dr. Prinz, traveled to Bonn to discuss the issue with Chancellor

Erhard. These talks, however, did not produce a change in German policy.

By 1965, domestic opposition in Israel to relations with Germany had
muted. Despite a bitterness and awkwardness that would remain between the two
countries for a long time, Israel was interested in establishing diplomatic re-
lations with Germany. Bonn was reluctant to improve relations lest it arouse the
ire of the Arab states. The Israelis and American Jews opened up negotiations
with the West German government on the issue. American Jewish leaders pur-
sued the matter in discussions with Chancellor Ludwig Erhard, with the German
Ambassador to the United States and in correspondence with the Minister for

Foreign Affairs Schroeder.66

On March 7, 1965, the German Federal Republic offered to establish
diplomatic relation with Israel. The timing of the offer was linked to an official

visit to Cairo by Walter Ulbricht, head of the German Democratic Republic.
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Ulbricht's visit was considered by West Germany as a provocation by President
Nasser and an overture to the establishment of diplomatic relations with East
Germany. Nasser also incited strong opposition in the Arab world to West Ger-
many's sale of military hardware to Israel, even after the sales had been ter-
minated. Diplomatic relations between Germany and Egypt and most Arab states
were subsequently broken off. The Israeli government and the Knesset accepted
the West German offer, and on May 12, 1965, diplomatic relations were estab-

lished.

American Jews were particularly active in negotiations with West Ger-
many on issues relating to Israel because they thought Germany owed a tremen-
dous debt to the Jewish people. Its payment was demanded not only in financial
retribution to survivors but also in the diplomatic and political actions taken by
the German government toward Israel. Thus, the presence 'of West German
scientists in Egypt assisting on an armament project which threatened Israel's
security and the reluctance of the Bonn government to establish full diplomatic

relations with Israel were issues of special concern to American Jews.

American Jewish leaders explained their readiness to approach foreign
leaders and representatives on behalf of Israel as another part of their efforts to
assure Israel's security and well-being. Breaking out from its isolation in the
Middle East was one ofthe primary goals of Israel's foreign policy. Aiding Israel
in this effort was another aspect of the informal diplomatic activities of Ameri-
can Jews. They did not see any conflict of interests with the American govern-
ment in this; rather the contrary. The United States government preferred that
Israel expand its relations with many countries, thus giving Israel diplomatic

and economic support from sources other than the United States.67

Some foreign leaders thought that maintaining good relations with Ameri-
can Jews would be helpful to them in gaining better press or more aid for their
countries. They thought American Jews could influence the media or the govern-

ment in their countries' favor. Rabbi Herschel Schacter recalled discussions
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with one Greek leader when he was chairman of the Presidents' Conference. The

latter sought his assistance in gaining better press from The New York Times in
68

the Greek-Turkish conflict over Cyprus.

Israeli officials, when asked if American Jewish intervention with
foreign governments was helpful in Israeli diplomacy, downplayed their impor-
tance. One Israeli diplomat, however, conceded that American Jews should have
been used more in relations with foreign governments. As Americans, they had
more access to some countries than did the Israelis. From the Israeli point of

view, their involvement could only be helpful.69

How did the American government view the linkage role of American
Jews? Did they ever try to influence Israeli leaders by enlisting the assistance
of J éwish leaders? Did they try to limit the linkages between American Jews and
Israel? At the beginning of Chapter V, I discussed the use of the services of
Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver as an "emissary' from the White House to Israeli
leaders. Was this involvement a rare incident or did the American government
recognize the assistance of the ethnic group to further its foreign policy goals ?
The view of the United States government on linkage activities of an ethnic group

will be discussed in Chapter VI.
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FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER V

1Research sources of information about most "routine', non-crisis meet-
ings are limited. Routine interaction between an Israeli embassy representative
and an American Jewish leader was often unmemorable and thus unrecorded.
Thus, in the course of interview research on this subject, this researcher was
often given a general description of numerous meetings and few specifics be-
cause "there were so many" or "we discussed all the problems facing Israel."
Few records were kept of these discussions. The interviewee was often hard
pressed to find specific examples to illustrate the general impression of a
close, lasting relationship between American Jewish leaders and Israel. Be-
cause of this, the best sources of information describing the interaction among
the parties are the minutes of several meetings held to discuss specific prob-
lems confronting Israel. Minutes of these meetings were made available to
this researcher by the Presidents' Conference, the Amerlcan Jewish Committee
and by several private individuals.

2Interview with Philip Klutznick, July 23, 1979. Jerusalem, Israel.

3Ibid.

4Files, American Jewish Committee, letter from Seymour Rubin to
Simon Segal, November 15, 1956.

5Ibid.

6Abba Eban, An Autobiography (Tel Aviv: Steimatzsky's Agency Ltd.,
1977), p. 213. The Kinneret operation was in October 1955. The Israeli army
retaliated against Syria after the Syrians had attacked Israeli fishing boats
on Lake Kinneret.

"hid,
Smhid,

9The New York Times, November 1, 1956, p. 10.

loAlthough not holding an official leadership position in the Jewish Com-
munity at this time, Silver still commanded the respect of the rank and file of
the Jewish community and of the American government. There were no doubts
as to his "Zionist" or pro-Israel credentials.
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the responsibility of being the major peacekeeper in the Middle East. It stated
that the United States "is prepared to use armed forces to assist any nation or
group of such nations requesting assistance against armed aggression from any

country controlled by international communism." International communism was
left undefined.
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CHAPTER VI

The White House, the State Department and American Jews

One of the fundamentals of the American democratic system is the right
of citizens to petition their government to enact legislation in their interests.
The First Amendment guarantees to all American citizens the right ''to petition
the Government for a redress of grievances." The arguments presented by
the petitioners may be couched in language arguing for the good of the majority,

_ or unabashedly expressed as the narrow interests of a vocal minority.

On domestic issues, groups formed according to different economic
interests, race, ethnicity, religion, or region, and competed to influence the
policies of the President and Congress. The latter, whose members represent
smaller constituencies, and in the House of Representatives are up for re-election
every two years, is quite vulnerable to the pressures applied by individuals or
groups. The Congressman can ignore the demands of his constituents only at
serious risk to his chances for re-election. As a result, domestic policy de-
cisions are often the result of struggle and compromise among competing in-

terest groups and elected representative.

On foreign policy questions, however, the influence of interest groups
is much weaker. Most policy decisions are made by the executive branch, with-
in the walls of the foreign policy bureaucraecy, far removed from the clamor of
interest groups. The President, his foreign affairs advisors, the State Depart-
ment and other executive agencies determine the course of foreign policy in what
they consider to be the national interest. The effect of domestic considerations

on many decisions is limited. Many foreign policy decisions have no direct
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effect on the average citizen and therefore lack salience for the general public.
With the possible exception of particular trade agreements that affect employ-
ment or debates surrounding the involvement of American troops overseas,
most foreign policy decisions were left Guite comfortably by most Americans
tothe Executive. This is explainable both by reasons of general lack of interest
in foreign policy as well as a lack of understanding and information necessary
to make intelligent decisions on issues. The majority of citizens, except per-
haps on a decision that requires the stationing of American troops abroad or the
involvement of armed forces in combat, are not directly affected by decisions
on foreign policy, and are thus content to allow the "experts" at th.e State Depart~
ment to decide for them.1 Only specialized foreign policy interest groups, such
as the Foreign Policy Association, peace groups, one-issue interest groups,
such as the Committee of One Million, and ethnic groups interested in relations
with a particular country, regularly express their views to the governxient on
foreign policy. The disadvantage these groups have is that their knowledge of
facts and expertise onthe subject is usually inferior to that of the government.
Unlike domestic issues, about which most lobbies are extremely well informed
and can serve as sources of information for legislators and the White House,

on foreign policy, interest groups must depend on the government to supply them
with information. One exception to this is economic interest groups which often
would work to influence foreign policy in the area of tariff and trade legislation.
They are usually more successful than other groups trying to influence foreign

.2
policy.

According to one study of foreign policy decision-making, only on those
issues on which the interest group's position and the official position of the
government were the same were interest groups active in foreign policy success-
ful.3 For example, the apparent success of the Committee of One Million in the
two decades following the Communist victory in China in 1949 is explained by the
fact that the United States government's official position at the time was refusal

to recognize the People's Republic of China. When, in the late 1960s, the
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American official position became somewhat more ambiguous, and finally re-
versed itself completely when Richard Nixon visited China in 1972, the Com-
mittee of One Million all but disappeared. Ethnic interest groups such as
Americans of Slavic and East European descent demanded that the government
act to liberate their homelands from Soviet domination after World War II. The
government gave lip-service sympathy to the plight of their ethnic ""brothers"
overseas, but did not determine policy to satisfy ethnic demands. The closest
the East European interest groups came to influencing policy was in words:

The Republican platform in 1952 declared that the United States' policy in Europe
should be to aim at the achievement of a ''roll back" of Communist forces and
the "liberation" of the captive peoples of Europe. The rhetoric pleased the eth-
nics and lashed out at the Democrats, but did not cause a real shift in America's
policy toward the Soviet Union, nor did it offer any hope for a real change in the

conditions of the countries under Soviet domination.

The only ethnic group that had more political clout and thus, -some influ-
ence on American foreign policy was American Jews. This can be explained by
several factors: First, Jewish groups had particular clout because of their geo-
graphic distribution. Heavy concentrations of Jews live in states with large
electoral votes, causing their support to be important in swinging an entire
state for a Presidential candidate. Jews reside throughout the United States and
are thus spread out over many Congressional districts. -They are active politi-
cally, both in campaigning and in financing political campaigns. Candidates for
Congress were well aware of the support they got from Jews in their district

4
and of the possible consequences if they withdrew that support.

Second, Jews are usually well informed of the general interests of
Israel, its security and economic requirements and hence, are able coherently to

press Israel's case to their representatives.

Third, and most importantly, Israel's interests are of primary mport-
ance in the eyes of Jewish citizens and thus they used their political clout, in

Israel's interest. Fortified by a combination of political clout,
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information, and commitment, the Jewish supporter of Israel tended to be a for-
midable constituency to cross. However, the greatest support for the Jewish
interest in Israel was that an independent, secure and strong State of Israel in
the Middle East kad been a basic component of United States foreign policy since
1948, and was considered to be in the American national interest. The congru-
ence of the Jewish position with the traditional commitment of the American
government and American public opinion enabled the ethnic group and their "tar-
geted Congressmen' to support assistance to Israel without conflict. More aid
or less, what kind of sophisticated arms should be sold, were issues vulnerable
to interest group influence because the basic commitment to Israel was firm.
Whether Jewish pressure alone could have changed the course of American Mid-
dle East policy is indeed doubtful. In the years 1956-1968, the basic commit-
ment to Israel remained firm. This did not mean that the United States always
supported Israeli actions. For example, Jewish pressure in support of Israel
in early 1957 did not alter President Eisenhower's determination to support a
motion calling for the imposition of economic sanctions against Israel in the
Security Council, nor did it soften his hard-line approach toward the Israelis on

the question of unconditional withdrawal.

In Chépters IV and V, the relationship between American Jewish leaders
and Jewish private individuals on the one side, and the Israeli government on the
other, was discussed. The latter actively courted American Jews in an attempt
to influence the American government's policy in the Middle East. In addition to
the conventional official "lobby" in Washington, the Israelis and American Jews
wove an intricate network of personal channels of influence from the Israeli
government to theWhite House. American Jewish leaders were intensively briefed
by embassy officials and sent off, armed with information, to defend the Israeli
position before American foreign policy makers. At times of crisis, several
American Jews intervened in Israel-United States relations to try to mitigate
misunderstandings and bring the parties close together. At other times, Ameri-

can Jewish leaders carried Israel's case to the State Department, augmenting the
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effort of the embassy staff. The President and the Department of State were
well aware of the intricacies of the relationsiiip between Jewish leaders and the
Israeli government. Neither American Jews nor thg Israeli government made
any effort to keep the relationship secret. Meetings were held openly. Ameri-
can Jews often told State Department officials that they had met earlier with

Israeli officials.

The President and the Secretary of State were somewhat insulated from
direct Jewish pressure. Presidential staff restricted access to the President,
and thus, only on rare occasions - - usually at a time when the President could
reap the most political benefits from a meeting -- were American Jewish lead-
ers invited to meet with the President. Presidents Xennedy and Johnson appoint-
ed special presidential assistants whose job it was to handle relations with
American Jews for the President. This assignment, assistant to the President
for minority affairs, continues at the White House. The presidential advisor,
on the one hand, is evidence of the recognition by the President and his staff |
of the need to be responsibe to the interests of American Jews. On the other
hand, the institutionalization of an advisor for Jewish affairs kept the President

- removed and protected from these groups. Therefore, even though American
Jewish leaders may have had a quick hearing from the President's advisor, it

was often the "end of the road" in the attempt to gain access to the President.

The State Department was more open to frequent Jewish approaches.
However, being abureaucratic organization, the Secretary of State usually deie-
gated responsibility for discussions with Jewish groups to an Assistant Secretary
of State or to a country-desk officer. Thus, the Secretary of State, although he
met with Jewish leaders more often than did the President, was also partially

insulated from their pressure.

In this chapter, I will discuss the attitude of the White House and the
State Department towards the role of American Jews in Israel-American re-

lations. Was there a difference between the two institutions? Since the State
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Department and the President were aware of the Israel-American Jews relation-

"ship, did they try to utilize it to their advantage? Were they successful in ma-

nipulating the linkage to further United States interests?

The White House and the State Department have different perspectives
regarding the involvement of ethnic groups in the foreign policy process. Both
would agree that it would be much easier for them if there was no citizen partici-
pation (read interference) in the field of foreign policy. The bureaucrats and
elected officials would prefer making decisions in foreign affairs in what they
perceive to be in the national interest of the United States, without having to take
into account election-day pressures by citizen groups, or having to defend its
policy to ethnic or other interest groups. Thus, if United States Middle East
policy could be made without having to engage in public debate or private dis-
cussions with American Jews, the job of the decision makers would be simpler.
However, the avid interest of American Jews in policies that will affect Israel
and the intensive effort by Israeli officials to keep American Jews informed
compels the American government to devote part of its energy to discussions

with American Jews on the subject of the Middle East.

The White House

The President and his advisors paid attention to the demands of ethnic
groups on foreign policy as a political expediency, in the interest of success for
their party in elections for offices at all levels of government. This did not
necessarily mean that only policies agreeable to the ethnic group were formulated.
Rather, the President recognized the need to "discuss' some foreign policy issues
with certain ethnic groups, i.e., explain the administration's view and try to in-
fluence the ethnic leaders to support the policy. The White House is a political
institution and its consideratiors in the area of foreign policy include weighing
the possible domestic political consequences of an action. Thus, the cost of in-

viting the displeasure of American Jews by pursuing a foreign policy in the Middle
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East which Israel opposed had to be weighed against its advancement of the

geopolitical interests of the United States in the area.

Often the proper timing of the policy allowed for the minimalization
of political costs. American presidents, for example, have frequently initiated
new policies in the first year of their administration in an effort to improve the
American position with Arab states, or to achieve a peace settlement in the Mid-
dle East. Confident after winning the election, and having three more years in
which to repair relations with American Jews, the White House embarked on
new Middle East initiatives. I. L. Kenen, the former head of AIPAC, the power-
ful Israel lobby in Washington, explained, "The first year of an administration is
always the worst year for the Jews. Every new administration wants to prove
itself by starting on new and independent initiatives -- except for Johnson, who
was good throughout. nd This in part explains the intransigence of the American
position on unconditional withdrawal from all territories occupi“ed after the cease~
fire along the Suez Canal in 1956. Eisenhower was confident after his landslide
victory over Stevenson in November, and secure in the knowledge that he had four
more years as President, that he had been elected without the electoral or finan~
cial support of American Jews, and that he could not run for a third term anyway.
Thus he was willing to arouse the ire of Jewish voters and threaten Israel with

economic sanctions if it did not comply.

John Kennedy, soon after taking office in January 1961, sent letters to
five Arab heads of state in an effort to repair U.S. relations with them. He made
new overtures to President Nasser of Egypt, hoping to begin a dialogue with him.
As early as spring 1961, the Kennedy administration began exploring the idea of
having a special United Nations representative seek new solutions to the Arab
refugee problem. This evolved into the American backed Johnson mission of
1961-1962, discussed in Chapter V. American Jews, who had given the Kennedy
election campaign overwhelming electoral and financial support, were greatly

disappointed by their President's shift in direction. The Johnson administration
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did not seek new solutions to the Middle East conflict nor did it disappoint
American Jewish supporters of Israel. Pre-occupied with Vietnam, the ad-

ministration did not rank the Middle East high on its priorities.

The ascendancy of Richard Nixon to the Presidency in January 1969
brought new initiatives to solve the Middle East problem. The first indication
of a possible shift in American policy already appeared prior to Nixon's inaugu-
ration. As one of his first diplomatic efforts, the President-elect requested
the former Governor of Pennsylvania, William Scranton, to visit the Middle
East as his personal representative and to map out possible policy lines for the
new administration. After visiting several Arab capitals, Scranton declared that
he now expected ""a more even-handed policy" from the United States, one that
would "take into consideration the feelings of all persons and countries in the
Middle East and would not necessarily espouse one nation over another. n6 This
statement created quite a stir in Jerusalem and among American Jews, who
feared that Scranton's statement portended an end to the close and special re-
lationship which had developed between the United States and Israel under the
Johnson administration. Later, in March 1969, the United States, despite vig-
orous protests by Israel, embarked on four-power talks at the United Nations on
the subject of the MiddleEast conflict. The Rogers Plan, detailing an American
prescription for resolving the Middle East conflict, followed in December 1969.
Israel rejected the American plan as being a grave threat to its very existence.
Nixon, in his first year of office, felt himself relatively immune from domestic
political pressures. Moreover, his 1968 electoral victory had been achieved
despite Jewish support for his opponent, Hubert Humphrey, and thus, he did not

feel much beholden to American Jews.

The President generally was more open to domestic pressures on foreign
policy issues than was the State Department. He usually was apolitician who had
risen through the Senate and State House and was experienced in the give and take

of polities. Dwight Eisenhower, for that matter, was a notable exception, coming
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to the Presidency without having held an elected office previously. Jewish lead-
ers found him cold and unapproachable. The Democratic presidents all had had
close contact with Jewish advisors, and backers, in their political past. Both
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson depended on Democratic party fund raisers who
were Jewish. Philip Klutznick, one of the central fund raisers for the Kennedy
campaign, recalled that several American Jews played a key role in launching
the Kennedy career. In his campaign for the Senate seatin Massachusetts against
Henry Cabot Lodge in 1952, Dewey Stone organized Jewish support for the young
Congressman. He arranged for a meeting of Jewish leaders in the Boston area
who met withKennedy and after that meeting, threw their support to. him. In

Klutznick's view, their support shifted the balance in Kennedy's favor.8

Later in the Presidential campaign, Jewish advisors Mike Feldman and
Philip Klutznick, and fund raisers such as Abraham Feinberg, played important
roles. The latter two were active in the Johnson presidential campaign as well.
The Jewish contributors made no secret of theixr deep commitment to Israel and
made that commitment known to the candidate. Moreover, before their support
was gained, the candidate had to satisfy their probing questions on the subject
of commitment to Israel and peace in the Middle East. Philip Klutznick recalled
a private meeting he had with John Kennedy in early 1958 when Kennedy was
beginning to put together his campaign for the 1960 race for the Presidency. The
Kennedy team sought the early support of Klutznick and arranged the meeting. .
The discussions lasted three hours. Klutznick described the meeting:

After discussing several general matters I said, "'I assume

that I was invited here not only as an American but as a Jew

and I'd like to discuss a few things in that connection ...

I haven't seen any utterances of yours that indicate a clear

position of what the American attitude should be towards

the State of Israel. You were not present in the midst of

the struggle in 1956 and as a matter of fact what I have
seen has been rather cloudy ...

1 think you ought to know my position. I speak as an Ameri-
can of the Jewish faith who I think is representative of the
sentiments of 90-95% of American Jews ... What do you
think on this whole question?
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His answer to me was cloudy. 'Well," he said, "you know this
is a difficult problem in the Middle East ... a problem of
keeping the place from blowing up ... There is a question of
the refugees ..." He went along these lines.

At one point I said, "Look Senator, if you plan to run for Presi-

dent and that is what you are going to say, count me out and

count a lot of other people out too."

Later in the conversation, Kennedy asked Klutznick what kind of state-
ment on the Middle East would satisfy American Jews. Klutznick refrained from
answering directly, suggesting to him only that Eisenhower!'s policy on the issue
of Sinai in 1957 was not satisfactory and Truman in 1948 was. He would have to

decide on a position and American Jews would decide if it s.ufficed.9

In early 1959, Kennedy was given an award by the Bnai Zion Jewish
Fraternal Organization in New York. There he made a speech which was very
supportive of Israel. Kennedy sent the speech to Klutznick with a note saying
""What do you think of this now?" It marked, in Klutznick's words, a "complete
departure from my private conversations with him. nt0 Kennedy had learned to

value Jewish support. Klutznick soon joined the Kennedy campaign team.

Kennedy recognized that his electoral victory in 1960 was due in no
small part to the financial and electoral support of American Jews. An esti-
mated 80 percent of American Jews supported Kennedy in 1960, and because they
were concentrated in states with large electoral votes, their support gave Ken-
nedy the majority in the electoral college. Although Kennedy was determined to
improve American re;lations with the Arab world, he also wanted to show his
appreciation for the Jewish support he had received. Michael Ben Zohar, author
of Ben Gurion's memoirs, relates an incident which indicated Kennedy's feeling
of debt to American Jews and his early ineptitude and crudeness in dealing with
Israeli leaders. All efforts made by the Israeli Foreign Office in the Spring of
1961 to arrange an official meeting between Prime Minister Ben Gurion and the

new American President in Washington failed. The most the Americans would
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agree to was an unofficial meeting in the Waldorf Astoria in New York between
the two men on the Prime Minister's way home from an official visit to Canada.
This refusal to invite the Israeli Prime Minister to Washington was in line with
the Kennedy Administration's intent to repair relations with the Arab states. He
did not want to give the Arab states any cause to charge that the United States
was allied with Israel. The meeting took place at the hotel. Ben Zohar describes
the meeting as a "pleasant chat."" An incident that occurred at the end of the
meeting reflected Kemedy's feeling of debt to the Jews, his experience as a poli-
tician, and his inexperience as a stateman. Ben Zohar,

They went their separate ways, when suddenly the President

returned to him (the Prime Minister), and put his hand on

his shoulder in a friendly manner, and asked him to return

to his room for a minute so he could tell him something

important. When the door closed behind Ben Gurion and the

two were alone, Kennedy turned to "the old man" and said

to him with astonishing frankness. "I ¥mow I was elected

because of the votes of American Jews. I owe them my elec-
tion. Tell me, is there something that I have to do?"

Ben Gurion evaded the question. He answered, '"You must

do what is best for the free world." Later Ben Gurion said

disparagingly of Kennedy to his advisors, '"What a politician !"

He was affronted by Kennedy's approach. 11

The anecdote reveals that the President indeed recognized he owed a
debt to American Jews. He obviously felt that some kind of gesture was in order.
However, the need to ""do something' did not cause any change in overall Ameri-
can policy in the Middle East, part of the evidence being that it did not convince
Kennedy to receive the Israeli Prime Minister officially in Washington. Kennedy
rather crudely expressed the politician's considerations, offering a "pay-~off' to
a Head of State, which Ben Gurion proudly refused. Soon after, Kennedy em-
barked on an American initiative to solve the refugee problem, one which aroused
the strongopposition of the Israeli government and American Jews. The United

States supported the proposals put forward by Dr. Joseph Johnson, which called
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on Israel to repatriate those Arab refugees wishing to return to what was now

Israel. (For a full discussion of the Johnson plan, see Chapter V)

The White House was cognizant of political pressures by American
Jews on Middle East policy but this did not necessarily cause capitulation to
their demands. The White House, while making overtures to Arab states, was
careful to issue statements supportive of Israel and to reassure Jewish leaders
of the commitment of the President to Israel's existence and security. Support
for Israel remained a basic foundation of American Middle East policy, upon
which each President then sought his own initiative in solving the Middle East

conflict.

Since the White House sought to keep a balanced approach to the Middle
East, American Jewish pressure for increased aid to Israel sometimes actually
served the Administration's purpose. This contradictory interpretation of the
pressure group-White House relationship was suggested by I. A. Kenen, a long-
time Washington observer and the founder and head of the Israel lobby ATPAC
for over twenty-five years. In Kenen's view, the White House often considered
it important for Israel to receive certain military hardware and trade benefits
but did not want to initiate these policies for fear of upsetting moderate Arab
states who maintain diplomatic relations with the United States. Thus, the policy
makers might welcome the pressure put upon them by the Israel lobby and other
Jewish groups for aid to Israel so that they could then turn to Arab leaders and
say, '"We're forced by domestic political exigencies to give in to Jewish pres- -
sure and supply Israel ..." Rather than accept the responsibility for improved
relations with Israel and the resulting fall-out with Arah states, American lead-

12
ers could say "what else could we do?"

Abba Eban describes in his autobiography relations with the United
States in the period after the Israeli victory in the Six Day War in 1967. "Presi-
dent Johnson had let us know bluntly that the American attitude on withdrawal

would be strongly influenced by the reaction of public opinion to Israel's case.
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If he were to hold firm against pressures for our withdrawal, he could only do

so on the foundation of strong, public support for Israel. His advisors had told
us that it 'was up to Israel to win support.’ ni3 This is a good example of Kenen's
belief that the American government sometimes welcomed pressure by Israel
and its friends in the United States. A coalition of Israel supporters, Jews and
non-Jews, succeeded in creating an atmosphere of public support for Israeli
retention of occupied territories as trading pieces in direct negotiations between
the warring parties. “The Johnson administration did not pressure the Israelis to
withdraw. Needless to say, the opportunity for trading territory for peace did

not come until a decade later.

The White House, because it recognized the political benefits and costs
that would result from favorable gestures toward Israel, often sought to use
American policy to gain political support from American Jews. Thus, for
example, when the Kennedy administration agreed to sell Hawk missiles to
Israel in September 1962, Kennedy's advisors Mike Feldman, Philip Klutznick,
and Abraham Feinberg met with the President to discuss how he should announce
the sale in order to gain the most political advantage. Certainly, the timing was
important, coming several weeks before Congressional elections. Abe Feinberg
and Mike Feldman pleaded with the President to invite a representative group of
Jewish leaders to the White House to tell them first of the President's decision.
This, in their view, would give the Jewish leaders the feeling that the President
was confiding in them before making the sale public. The President agreed,
delegating to Mike Feldman the job of making the announcement. The Jewish
advisors strongly objected, saying that it was crucial that the President himself
attend the meeting. The President agreed, leaving the arrangements and details

to his Jewish advisors.

The Jewish leaders were invited to the White House. Mike Feldman,
Philip Klutznick and Abe Feinberg handled the meeting. The President came for

ten minutes. He spoke eloquently of the American friendship for Israel, and
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then delegated the job of answering any questions the Jewish leaders had to Feld-
man and Klutznick.14 From interviews with Jewish leaders who had a:ttended,

it seemed the Jewish leaders were quite impressed with the "royal' treatment
they had received and were very pleased with Kennedy's action. The President
had achieved two ggals: He sold arms to Israel, according to his own foreign
policy calculations, and he gained political capital from American Jewish leaders
who would give glowing reports to their rank and file. Especially several weeks

before Congressional elections, the President could use their support.

In the Eisenhower administration, unlike under Kennedy and Johnson,
the Secretary of State was the main decision maker in foreign policy.15 John
Foster Dulles designed the overall approach and was intimately involved in its
execution. He had much more control over foreign policy than did Dean Rusk,
the Secretary of State under Kennedy and Johnson. Thus, it is not surprising
that Dulles was alse involved in relations with a domestic ethnic group, Ameri-
can Jews. During theSuez crisis, President Eisenhower and Secretary of State
Dulles together devised a plan to use American Jews as a lever against Israel.
It was the first time in American-Israeli relations that an American President,
albeit with subtlety, tried to use American Jews in an effort to influence Israeli

policy.

In February 1957, the political situation in the Middle East was tense.
A cease fire was 1n effect between Egyptian forces the Israeli forces in the Sinai.
Israeli forces occupied the Sinai and Gaza Strip. Israeli leaders had announced
that Israel would not withdraw to the 1949 Armistice lines without security
guarantees and access to Israeli shipping through the Suez Canal and the Straits
of Tiran. It also wanted guarantees that there would be no Egyptian presence
in Gaza. The Americans, although recognizing Israel's security interests, re-
fused to consider any conditions before the total withdrawal of Iéraeii forces be-
hind the old armistice lines was assured. An impasse was reached; neither
side was willing to back down. The Administration decided to try to convince

American Jewish leaders that it was in the Israeli interest to compromise and
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withdraw without preconditions. The purpose of an approach to American Jews
was to co-opt their support for the American position, thereby further indica-
ting to the Israelis that they were progressively losing more and more of their
"supporters. The President and his advisors hoped that the Presidential "appeal"
to Jewish leaders would succeed in gaining their support and thus put further

pressure directly or indirectly on the Israelis.

The President called Mr. Sidney Weinberg, a Jew who was very
active in the Republican party, and asked him to organize a meeting with Ameri-
can Jewish leaders. He contacted Mr. Barney Balaban, President of Paramount
Pictures and active in the Anti-Defamation League of the B'nai Brith. Balaban
was asked to draw up the list of Jews. According to one account, Balaban refused
to do it and so the White House selected six Jewish leaders and forwarded the list
to Balaban.15 The list included: My. Samuel D. Leidesdorf, treasurer of the
United Jewish Appeal of Greater New York, Mr. Jacob Blaustein, former Presi-
dent of the American Jewish Committee, Mr., William Rosenwald, general
Chairman of the United Jewish Appeal, Mr. Mendel Sllverberg, a leader of the
Los Angeles J ew1sh Community, Mr. Irving Engel, Premdent of the American
Jewish Committee. Mr. Balaban added two others, Mr Ph111p Klutznick, Presi-
dent of the B'nai Brith and chairman of the Premdents' Conference and Mr. Louis
Novins, an officer at Paramount Pictures and a member of the American Jewish
Committes. The Jewish leaders were informed that they were invited to a con‘-
ference with Secretary of State Dulles to discuss the Middle East situation. They
were reqﬁested not to announce the meeting in advance and to keep its proceedings
completely sec}et 17 The Jews were told that if they were not satisfied with thelr
discussions with the Secretary of State, the President himself would set aside -

time to meet with them immediately thereafter.

The choice of the Jewish leaders was indeed unfortunate. None were
representatives of Zionist organizations. It openedthe Administration up to charges
that the White House was trying to cause a split in Jewish ranks, driving a

wedge between Zionists and non-Zionists. At best, it tried to give the impression
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that the Jewish community was not united in its support for Israel. If that was
the intent of the White House, it failed dismally since the non-Zionist leaders

stood firmly behind Israel.

A letter from the foreign affairs counsel of the American Jewish Com-
* mittee to a Committee associate sheds light on some of the deliberations among
Jewish leaders prior to attending the meeting with the Secretary of State. Simon

Segal wrote,

The question arose (among American Jewish Committee lead-
ers) whether one should attend such a meeting in Washington.
After some consideration, it was decided that it would be im-
possible for a group of American citizens to refuse an invita-
tion extended by the President. Furthermore, practically

all these gentlemen at one time or another approached the
State Department on Middle East problems and it should have
been odd if at this time they had refused to discuss these
problems with the Department.18

The Jewish leaders braced themselves for what they knew would be a very dif-

ficult meeting.

Philip Klutznick described the evening before the meeting with Secretary
of State Dulles:

The night before the meeting, the President went on television
to the world and, for the first time, he called Israel an ag-
gressor. We listened to that broadcast in Barney Balaban's
apartment and we decided that we could not accept this situ-
ation. I think for the first time in my memory, we agreed on
a counteraction; to tell the Secretary when we arrived that

the President could cancel his "appointment' with us, no mat-
ter what would take place at the meeting, because we felt he
had prejudiced the matter. We told the Secretary of State
this. He turned red ... Max Rabb was at the meeting and he
called up and cancelled the meeting with the President.19

The New York Times reported the meeting on February 22, 1957 under

the headline '"Non-Zionist Jews Asked to Aid U.S.", and reported that '"the

Administration sought to put pressure on Israel through non-Zionist Jews."
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It claimed that the non-Zionists, several of whom were leaders of fund raising
organizations for Israel were asked to help influence Israel to withdraw its
troops from Gaza and the Gulf of Agaba. An Administration source, reported

the New York Times, said, "The Administration hopes that leaders of Ameri-

can groups having connections with Israel may exercise 'a helpful influence

on the Israeli government. ' 120

American Jews denied that the Secretary of State had requested them to
exert pressure on Israel. At the meeting, Mr. Dulles "explained' the American
position and the Administration's view of the serious consequences of Israeli non-
compliance. Tilere was a question and answer period. The meeting lasted for
ninety minutes. If the Administration intended to split the Jewish community
and weaken its support for Israel, it did hot achieve its objective. The entire
group unanimously expressed the view that Israel shoﬁld be given proper guaran- |
tees before it withdraws. In any event, the United States government should not

support sanctions against Israel.

Politics very often involves subtlety. Thus, it is not surprising that
the Secretary did at no time bluntly request that American Jews exert pressure
on the Israelis. However, thereis no doubt that the original purpose of the meet-
ing was to get the Jewish leaderé to influence the Israelis to become more flex-
ible. The careful selection of non-Zionist leaders, who would be perhaps more
independent-minded than Zionist leaders zind less tied to the Israeli point of
view, is partial evidence of White House intent. Moreover, the selection of
fund raisers, leaders of the United Jewish Appeal, the lifeblood of the Israeli
economy, was not a coincidence. It was a subtle Warr;ing to both Israelis and
American Jews that Israel's non-compliance could lead to a cut off in the flow of
funds from American Jews to Israel. The Secretary, although he did not ex-
pressiy ask the Jewish leaders to intervene, surely expected that the group
would be in touch with Israeii representatives, if for no other reason than to at

1
least inform them about the meeting.z

\
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The Dulles-Jewish leaders meeting was really the only formal attempt
by an American administration to threaten the Israelis inte submission by luse
of American Jewish leaders. ILis failure, and the outery in t%le press against
such tactics which followed, discouraged the Whi;ce House from ever repeating
the tactic during the period 1958-1969. This is nc‘)t to say that the White Hc;use
did not try to influence Israeli leaders through the good offices of American Jews.
But the approaches were private and less formal, were made individually, and

were less threatening in tone.

In general,-the White House and State Department, in periods of quiet
in the Middle East, neggtiated mainly with the Israeli Embassy in Washington.
Their meetings with Jewish leaders thefefore were usually either for the puri)ose
of public relations to gain support for their policies, or in response to requests
from American Jews for a meetiﬁg. There is, however, one notable exception
to this generalization which reflects the view of one American \Ieader, that

American Jews had influence in some aspects of Middle Eastern affairs.

In July 1957, Vice President Richard Nixon returned from an official
visit to several countries inNorth Africa. During this visit, he conferred with
the leaders of Libya, Liberia, Tunisia and Morocco on the subject of the Arab-
Israel conflict. Upon his return, he contacted Philip Klutznick, tl‘len the presi-
dent of the B'nai Brith and asked him to attend an informal dinner at his suite
at the Statler Hotel in Washington. Several other Jewish leaders were also inT
vited. The dinner was held on Thursday, July 11, 1957. It was private and
was intended to be completely off the record. It was not reported in the press

nor in any Jewish organization publica.tions.z2

Attending the meeting were: Philip Klutznick of the B'nai Brith, Rabbi
Jay Kaufman of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations, Samuel Rothstein
of the United Synagogue of America, Herman Bilk of the Zionist Orga.nizaf:iion of
America, Adolf Held of the American Jewish Labor Committee, William Car-

men of the Jewish War Veterans, and Rabbi Joachim Prinz of the American
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Jewish Congress. Deputy Attorney General William Rogers, a friend of the

Vice President, (later to become Secretary of State) attended as well.

During the discussions, the Jewish leaders expressed to the Vice
President their disappointment in the disregard of organized Jewry shown by
_the Administration during the Suez crisis several months earlier. They re-
ferred specifically to the invitation of eight non-Zionists to the White House
discussed above. They described to him the structure of American .Jewry,
especially the purpose of the Presidents' Conference, founded several years
earlier. The Jewish community, they explained, was no longer represented by
"wealthy Jews selected at random', but rather by its own duly elected represen-
tatives. The Vice President agreed that the Administration had indeed mishan-

dled the situation.

The Vice President had a specific reason for inviting the Jewish lead-
ers. After a general discussion of the Administration's domestic record on
civil rights and integration in the South, Mr. Nixon turned to the Middle East.
He said that in his conversations with North African leaders, they had agreed
that the existence of Israel was a fact. They privately recognized that. How-
ever, each had said that the conflict in the Middle East would be solved more
easily if the problem of the Arab refugees could be solved. This, they felt,
was the heart of the matter. Nixon had promised them he would try to do some-

thing about it; hence the meeting with American Jews.

Nixon said, "I am deeply concerned that the State of Israel should make
a constructive contribution to the problem ... I don't care how many refugees
Israel accepts. I she only accepts a token number, she will have made a great
contribution toward a solution to the problem. The United States government is

willing to do whatever it can ..."

Then came the real reason for the dinner meeting with Jewish leaders:
"In addition, I want to suggest to American Jews that they might want to make a

contribution toward the solution too. I know of your great ability to raise funds.
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I have spoken at fund raising meetings myself. I admire the generosity of
American Jews. I you could get together and raise funds specifically for the

refugees, regardless of the amount raise, it would be an enormously valuable

contribution, "

The suggestion, coming from the Vice President of the United States,
was somewhat astounding. Not only did he suggest to American Jewish leaders
that the Israelis should be more receptive in negotiating a solution to the refugee
problem, in contradiction to Israel's amnounced position, but he also threw the
onus on the shoulders of American Jews, implying that if they were really con-
cerned about Middle East peace, they would do something themselves for the
Arab refugees. Nixon intended to persuade the Jewish leaders to cooperate with

him in solving the refugee problem and to influence Israel to go along.

American Jewish leaders replied that Israel had already announced its
willingness to contribute to a solution to the refugee problem and to make peace
with its Arab neighbors, but only if it had clear assurances that any contribution
by it would be part of a total solution of the Arab-Israel dispute. Rabbi Prinz,
who wrote a report of the meeting, deseribed the Jewish response.

To the second suggestion that American Jews raise funds for

the Arabs, we remained cool. Philip Klutznick related that

Eisenhower had made such a suggestion to him privately at a

dinner which took place several years ago. Klutznick then had

pointed to the lurge number of Jewish rcfugees made homeless

by Arab rulers., He said it would be difficult to convince Ameri-

can Jews of the urgency of the Arab refugees but under certain

circumstances and as part of a concerted effort which would

include Israel, he was assured that American Jews would be

willing to contribute to the solution of what was not only a polit-

ical problem but 2 human problem ...

The Vice President and the Jewish leaders then discussed the problem
of the Arab boycott of American companies dealing with Israel and the problem
of the United States Army bases in Dharan, Saudi Arabia, where army personnel

of the Jewish faith were not permitted entry by the Saudis. Nixon expressed
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sympathy with American Jews on both issues but did not offer any encouragement
for any change in the situation. This was consonant with American policy on the
boycott; to deplore the idea of a boycott but to take no official action to counter it.
Jewish leaders left the four-hour meeting charmed by the Vice President's man-
ner, but disturbed over his suggestion that American Jews raise funds for the
Arabs.23 Nothing developed from this meeting and its discussions were never

made public.

The meeting with Vice President Nixon, the meeting of eight non-Zionist
Jewish leaders with Secretary of State Dulles and other meetings between Ameri-
can Jews and the President indicate that the White House both recognized, and in
some cases utilized for its own purposes, the linkage between American Jews and
Israel. The influence relationship was a reversible one. Just as Israel used the
intercession of A merican Jews to argue its case before American leaders, so
American leaders used American Jews to transmit messages, recommendations,
promises and threats to the Israel government. At times, the President might
want to gauge Israeli reaction to an American proposal of whose wisdom the
United States government itself was not fully convinced. Rather than float the
trial balloon publicly or through official diplomatic channels, the President pre-
ferred to raise theissue in discussions with American Jews who he knew were in
contact with the Israelis. They could sound out Israeli reactions for them. This
allowed both parties to withdraw or oppose a plan without losing face or having
the disagreement become an issue of major contention in Israel-American re -
lations. An example of this was the discussions Philip Klutznick said he had had
with President Eisenhower over dinner concerning the refugee problem. The
many discussions Lyndon Johnson held with Abraham Feinberg on Middle East
problems are further examples. Discussions with American Jewish leaders at
the State Department often included off-the-record suggestions to the Israelis
which the Assistant Secretary of State hoped would get back to them. Calling in
the Israeli Ambassador and telling him the American point of view was a more
formal, serious step which the Department sometimes preferred to avoid. Ameri-

can Jews were a convenient, informal medium.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 203 -

Rabbi Herschel Schacter, a former chairman of the Presidents' Confer-
ence, recalled visiting the State Departmenti in January 1969 and meeting with
outgoing Secretary of State Dean Rusk. After a general discussion of the situ-
ation in the Middle East, the Secretary got down to specifics. He expressed
the Administration's displeasure with Israel on two matters. The first was the
recent action by Israel's air force to blow up airplanes in Beirut in retaliation
for Palestinian guerrilla hijackings of civilian airplanes in the Middle East.

The Secretary was incensed because the situation in Lebanon had been quiet and
the Uni_ted States was interested that it remain so. The Israeli action, the U.S.
fearéd, would threaten the fragile stability of Lebanon. On the second matter,
the Secretary said bluntly to Rabbi Schacter, "Tell your Israeli friends that the
President has had many sleepless nights' over what was happening in Dimona,
referring to Israel's atomic reactor plant. President Johnson was worried

that the Israelis were building an atomic bomb. The Secretary expressed the
concern of the United States and wanted to enlist the sympathy of American Jews

2
over what it considered the reckless policies of the Israeli government. 4

The most extraordinary issue involving the linkage of American Jews
and Israel and the manipulation of that relationship by the White House was
during the Johnson administration on the subject of the Vietham War. This
episode reversed the usual pattern of the American government exercising
its influence American Jews to try to influence Israeli policy makers. On
the question of the Vietnam War, the United States government used its
good relations with Israeli leaders to suggest to them that they influence
American Jewsh leaders to tone down their oppositién to the war. Of
course, in politics, as in most situations involving pressure and persuasion,
the methods used were subtle. Threats were veiled and oblique, yet under-
stood by the other. There is often no need to request bluntly that an action
be taken or stopped. It is sufficient for one party to explain its view and to suggest
the possible consequences if that view is not heeded, and the long term effect on
relations between the two states. It was not necessary for the Israelis to request

expressly Jewish leaders to mute Jewish anti-war activities, although they did so
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anyway. It would have been quite sufficient to express to them Israel's support
for the American involvement in Vietnam, and to explain why Israel thought

U.S. commitment to South Vietnam was fundamental to American global interests
and to its policy in the Middle East. Whether American Jewish leaders would
then fall in line and mute their protests and that of their constituents was quite

another matter.

In 1966 and 1967, public opinion to the war in Vietnam grew louder and
more insistent. Lyndon Johnson felt besieged by a vocal minority of protestors
who he thought distorted the goals of his policies and subverted the public under-
standing of the war in Vietnam. Many more Americans were drafted. The war
dragged on, with victory on the battlefield no closer. The United States expended
money and equipment and caused massive destruction to lives and property in a
country far from American shores, without achieving its policy goals. Students,
professors, intellectuals, clergy and others, publicly protested the American
involvement. According to Gallup polls, in the spring of 1966, one hundred
twenty thousand people demonstrated against the war. 35 per cent of Americans
asked disapproved of American policy in Vietnam. By spring 1967, the numbers
had reached 150,000 demonstrators and 45 per cent disapproval. In spring 1968,
there were 280,000 Americans demonstrating and 62 per cent of Americans dis-

approved of the American involvement in Vief:nam.25

American Jews were split on the question of Vietnam. Jewish organiza-
tion on the whole refrained from taking public stands in favor or against the
war, leaving it to the individual consciences of their members. However, most
Jewish leaders strongly defended the right of American Jews, just as that of any
other American, to express their views for or against the war. One segment of
American Jewry was an early opporent of the war. In June 1966, the Central
Conference of American Rabbis, an organization representing the Reform clergy,
at its annual conference, adopted a statement that scored the Adm inistration’s
policy on Vietnam. The Conference called on the Administration to put "full

weight of American infiuence behind the movement to uphold free elections in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- 205 -

South Vietnam by September 15 in accordance with the promise of the Ky govern-
ment." The resolutions questioned American intentions in Vietnam.26 Also in
June, the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council, which included
Jewish mass membership groups such as the American Jewish Congress, Bmai
Brith, the Anti-Defamation League, the Jewish Labor Committee, the Union of
American Hebrew Congregations, the United Synagogue of America, the Union

of Orthodox Jewish Congregations and the National Council of Jewish Women,
passed a resolution which supported the right of Americans to protest and dissent
from Government policy on Vietnam.27 Jewish students and intellectuals partici-
pated in anti-war demonstrations and were in leadership positions in the protest
movement in far greater number than their proportion in the general population

or in the student population.

The President, hurt both politically and personally by the protests,
failed to comprehend the intensity of the opposition. He was very much aware of
the prominent role played by Jews in the protests, and felt personally betrayed
by them. Several people who had dealings with the President at the time recalled
that he regarded the participation of American Jews in the protests as a betrayal
of the understanding and friendship he showed toward their interest -- Israel.
Explained one Jewish leader who had been called to the White House to discuss
Jewish opposition to the war with Johnson:

LBJ was deeply disappointed because the average Jew was not

supporting him in Vietnam and did not want to fight in Vietnam.

The overwhelming majority of protestors or draft resistors

were Jews (exaggeration! ed.). This disturbed him because he

thought he was a great friend of the Jews, which he was, and a

great friend of Israel, which he was, and he combined the

thought that anyone who gave so much support to Israel as he

did was entitled to a little consideration on another matter, -

Vietnam. Being a politician who was willing to sell favors to

buy favors, this was his feeling.28

Seeking to curb the protests of the influential Jewish community in Ameri-

ca, Johnson discussed the matter with the President of Israel, Zalman Shazar,
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when he paid an official visit to the United States. Shazar met with Johnson at
the LBJ ranch in Texas and there the American President said candidly that he
felt Jewish support for the Vietnam involvement was his due in light of his record
of support for Israel. Raymond Hare, then Assistant Secretary of State for Mid-
dle Eastern Affairs, was present at that meeting and confirmed that the President
expressed his dissatisfaction with American Jews. Hare explained that the John-
son White House was very highly personalized. Hence, the President truly ex-
pected Jewish support as a personal thanks to him. He expressed his dissatisfac-
tion to the Israeli President, clearly suggesting that it was in Israel's interest to
take notice of the President's displeasure and relate the message back to its

. 29
American supporters.

Less subtle was the meeting between the President and Malcolm Tarlov,
national commander of the Jewish War Veterans, on September 10, 1966, at the
White House. According to the New York Times account, Johnson told Tarlov that
he was "puzzled" why so many distinguished Jewish leaders and rabbis opposed
his policy in Vietnam, especially in view of their support for American support
for Israel.30 American Jewish leaders reacted sharply to the President's com-
ments. They resented the implied threat that the Préé;idént's support for Israel

was in any way contingent on Jewish support for his policies in Vietnam.

The President dispatched U. S. Ambassador to the United Natidns,
Arthus Goldberg, an American Jew, to mollify leaders of the Jewish community.
About forty Jewish leaders met with Goldberg at his apartment. Goldberg catego-
rically denied that the President had ever "threatened" or sought to seek a
"quid pro quo' from the Jewish community or any other group in seeking support
for the Administration's Vietnam policy. Ambassador Goldberg said that the
President realized that the Jewish community was not monolithic and that Jewish
opinion covered a broad political spectrum. The meeting was held at the sugges-
tion of the Chairman of the Presidents' Conference, Rabbi Joachim Prinz, himself
an opponent of the war. Ambassador Goldberg, it was reported, succeeded in

1
calming Jewish leaders.3
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Prinz arranged the "clarification" meeting in order to mitigate tensicn
between the White House and the Jewish community. This reflected one of the
foremost interests of Jewish leaders: to prevent a rift from forming between
American Jews and the United States government or between American Jews and
the Israeli Government. Balancing on the tightrope betwéen the two were Ameri-

can Jewish leaders. The issue of Vietnam was a difficult strain on that balance.

Before the President met with Tarlov, he had raised the question of Viet-
nam several times with both American Jews and Israeli visitors. Reported the

New York Times, "President Johnson's sensitivity about the feelings of American

Jews has evoked private expressions of concern among some of their leaders and
among the leaders of Israel ... The Israelis are worried that lack of support for
the President among American Jews might injure their interests in the United
States. They, too, have therefore urged leaders of the Jewish community to try

to contain the eriticism. n32

American Jewish leaders and Israeli government representatives differ
in their recollections of the Israeli effort to curb Jewish anti-war activity.
American Jewish leaders recalled difficult sessions with Israeli leaders who did
not hesitate to tell American Jews "how to behave.' Israelis who served as
diplomatic representatives refused to characterize their discussions of Vietnam
with Jewish leaders, as ''attempts to influence' them or to '"pressure them' into
silence. Former Israeli Ambassador to the United States Abba Eban described
the Israeli position thus: "America has a commitment. We were interested in
fidelity to commitments and not the abandonment of commitments ... n33 Eban,
who had addressed the Presidents' Conference in October 1966 on the subject
of Vietnam, did not recall ever speaking to them on the subject. The address
had been off-the-record and confidential. Thus there are no notes of the meet-
ing. A letter to Michael Arnon, Israel Consul General, from Rabbi Joachim
Prinz describes how the meeting on the subject of Vietnam was arranged.

I think we had a good talk with Mr. Eban. He just wanted to

be sure that what we decided will in fact be the topic of his
talk to the Presidents' Conference.
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I do not believe that American Jewry's commitment to Israel

is strong enough to persuade them that Israel's interests in

matters concerning Vietnam should be any kind of motivation

for their action or inaction. Since Mr. Eban is of the opinion .

that the Vietnam problem is of great importance to Israel, he

will have an unusual opportunity to talk to our people in great

earnestness about it. I would recommend that he deal with

this problem to the exclusion of any other. We will inform

our people that this will be the topic and that the meeting

will be strictly confidential. Mr. Eban should therefore know

that he will be able to talk without any reservations whatso-

ever.34

Rabbi Prinz, himself an outspoken critic of the war in Vietnam, seemed
to recognize the legitimate right of Israel to be concerned over the possible re-
percussions to it because of American Jewish opposition to the war and hence,
its right to present its view to Jewish leaders. The Israelis, according to some
Jewish leaders, were not reluctant to chastise American Jews on the subject.
Nahum Goldmann, in his memoirs, recalled a heated exchange betvs;een Prime
Minister Golda Meir and Rabbi Joachim Prinz on the subject of the right of
American Jews to oppose the war without regard to Israel's needs.35 However,
it did not change American Jewish opinions. American Jewsh leaders seemed
to be understanding of the Israeli concern and accepted as more or less legit-
imate its attempt to convince them to restrain their opposition to the war. Prinz,
after all, arranged a forum for Abba Eban to address Jewish leaders on Vietnam.
Another Jewish leader expressed his understanding of what the Israelis were try-
ing to achieve, saying, "I would have thought very little of them if they didn't ask.

They bad responsibilities too. n36

In an interview, Abba Eban described Lyndon Johnson's reaction to

Jewish anti-war activity.

President Johnson told Eppie Evron (at the Embassy in Wash-
ington) and others that he does not understand the contradiction
in American Jewish attitudes. When it comes to Israel they
are interventionists; they want American to be active militant.
When it comes to Vietnam, they want America to be pacifist.
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I remember a rather interesting talk he had with me in 1968.

He told me a story about May 1967. He said, "A bunch of

rabbis came to me and told me to put the whole American

fleet into the Gulf of Aqaba -- to show the flag in the Straits

(of Tiran). On the other hand, I shouldn't send a

screwdriver to Vietnam." He was struck by this

lack of consistency. They didn't have a clear doctrine for

commitment or against commitment. They were selectiy;

and he thought he had caught them out on a contradiction.

Charles Liebman writes that the issues of Vietnam and Jewish opposi-
tion to Vietnam was raised again by President Johnson during talks with Prime
Minister Levi Eshkol in January 1968. On that same trip, after meeting with
the President, Eshkol addressed a meeting of 300-400 Jewish leaders in New
York. In his speech, he defended American intervention in Vietnam. Liebman
comments, "The sequence of events suggests recognition by the United States of
Israel as capable of influencing American Jewish policies in matters that one

might have thought to be entirely internal to the American Jewish community. n38

The issue of Vietnam is a startling case of linkage manipulation. The
United States government asked the leaders of a foreign government to influence
the behavior of a group of its citizens on a matter at best only indirectly the in-
terest of the foreign government. Dissent against the war in Vietnam was Lyndon
Johnson's domestic problem. His requesting the assistance of Israel in a domes-
tic matter was an abuse of relations between states. American Jews indignantly
rejected the Israeli effort and resented the Administration's repeated requests
to the Israelis to influence Jewish opinion. The American government, in its
actions, not only indicated that it recognized the legitimacy of the linkage, but it

also tried to manipulate it for its own goals.

Eban recalled that as opposition to the war became more widespread
and more strident (1968), the Israeli Foreign Office changed its policy. It
warned Ambassador Rabin to be careful as to what he said publicly about Viet-
nam. The Foreign Office was afraid that if Israeli diplomats continued publicly

to support the war, they might gain the temporary appreciation of the
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Administration, but antagonize public opinion in America, harming Israel in-

39
terests even more.

More common were Administration requests to the Israelis to silence
American Jewish protests on issues of the Middle East. Specifically, the
Administration wanted the Israélis to get the message to their American support-
ers, Jewish and non-Jewish, that, for example, arms sales to an Arab country
were part of an overall arms deal for the Middle East in which Israel, too, would
benefit. Moshe Bitan, a former assistant director general of the Israeli Foreign
Ministry, explained that Johnson expected the Israeli government to tell Ameri-
can Jews "'what they should or should not say on matters concerning the Middle
East." He recalled that in 1965, the United States wanted to sell tanks to Jordan
and at the same time give Israel the same, indirectly, via West Germany. It was
reported in the press and American Jews were in an uproar. Bitan said,

At that time, Johnson wanted Israel to tell American Jewish

leaders that they should not worry about this —-- that Israel

accepts the fact that the United States sells tanks to Jordan.

If the United States would not do it, then Russia would do it.

So it was preferable that it be done by the United States. He

asked Eshkol, not officially, to tell U. S. Jews not to make

too much noise about it. Eshkol was very hesitant. He said,

"how can I as Prime Minister of Israel tell American Jews

what they should or should not say in matters concerning
citizens of the United States ?"

When asked if Prime Minister Eshkol actually spoke to American Jews, Bitan hesi-
tated. 'Not really,' he answered, '"He gave them to understand -- not blatantly ...

Johnson was not very sophisticated -- very simpleminded. 'Tell them!' he

said. n40

Often military aid to Israel was linked to similar aid being given to Arab
states friendly to the United States. The Israelis were told that their receiving
sophisticated aircraft was conditional on a balanced arms sale to the Middle East,
i.e., arms sales to Jordan, or Saudi Arabia. Thus, the Israelis found them-

selves in the peculiar position that they were in effect working in Congress for
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arms to the Arab states and telling their friends to keep quiet. Abba Eban re-
called, "There was a time when we gave a sort of yellow light to certain arms
for Jordan because on it depended getting our requirements. It was more im-
portant for us to get Skyhawks than to prevent Jordan from getting its Spitfires

or whatever. Therefore we had to tell American Jews to lay off. il

In both the Vietnam and arms to the Middle East examples the U. S.
administration clearly indicated that it recognized and wanted Israel to utilize
its link with American Jews to further American interests. The Israelis, al-
though somewhat reluctant "in principle" to get involived in what were clearly
internal matters of the United States, in practice, clearly told American Jews
what to do. On the question of Vietnam, the Israelis were told firmly to '"butt
out". Their interference, although understood by Jewish leaders, was resented.
On questions of the MiddleEast, American Jews generally followed Israel's lead
since Israel was its own best judge of its interests in the area. They recognized
that they did not know all the factors involved in Israel-American arms negotia-
tions and therefore prudently followed Israel's lead.

The State Department

The State Department is the bureaucratic organization that oversees the
daily opera‘zion of American foreign policy. In conjunction with other government
agencies, the Defense Department, the Central Intelligence Agency, the National
Security Council and on economic issues, the Treasury and Commerce Depart-
ments, it manages the relations of the United States government with foreign
states. The President, in consultation with the Seéretary of State charts the
direction of foreign policy and determines its basic outline. The State Depart-
ment professionals execute that policy, working out the finer details. To the
professionals, the most important determinant of a foreign policy is the national
interest. Domestic considerations of pressure group interests or repercussions

at the polls which influence the thinking of the President or Congress do not, for
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the most part, affect the Department professional. Some at the State Depart-
ment resented the interposition of domestic considerations into foreign policy.
They found their "exper{" advice disregarded by the Chief Executive because of
interest group pressure.‘l2 The Secretary of State must give consideration to

both domestic politics and external factors in foreign policy.

The interference by Jewish leaders in the making of American Middle
East policy was not particularly welcomed by professionals at the State Depart-
ment.43 Naturally, if Middle East policy could have been made without having to
consider domestic opposition, the task of the decision makers wouid have been
easier. This does not imply that Jewish intervention significantly influenced
most foreign policy decisions. Nonetheless, the Department was well aware
that Jewish leaders were looking over its shoulder on matters relating to Israel.
They also understood that their recommendations might be overruled by the
White House if the domestic costs to the President were considered too high, or

if the action was poorly timed politicaily.

High level State Department officials met at least twice yearly with
Jewish leaders. They en'gaged in serious cbrrespondence with them; their letters
were given the courtesy of a ''substantive' reply. Although most of the visits
with the Secretary of State or the Assistant Secretary of State for Middle East
and South Asian Affairs were at ‘;he. initiative of American Jewish leaders, there
were many meetings arranged at State Department initiative as well. Jewish
leaders met with Department officials not only to discuss American relations
with Israel, but also on other matters, e.g., the welfare of Jewish communities
throughout the world or the Arab boycott of American companies with commer-

cial ties to Israel.

The State Department periodically briefed Jewish leaders on American
policy in the Middle East. It did so for three reasons: to explain American
policy to interested American citizens; to have American government views re-
lated to the Israelis; to get some feedback from American Jews of the mood and

response of the Israelis to American policies. The first reason is by far the
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most important. Meetings with Jewish groups were part of the routine public
relations activities conducted by the Deparfment with different groups of citizens.
It was important for the Department to meet with interested citizens and explain
tc them what American foreign policy was in a particular region and why such a
policy was followed. This was one way the Department informed the general
public about American foreign policy.44 After being briefed by the Department
official, the group relayed the information to a larger audience in newsletters,
meetings or in the press, thus passing along the Department's view to the gen-
eral public. In the case of Jewish groups, the Department was particnlarly in-
terested in presenting its view of the American interest in the Middle East, thus
ensuring that the Jewish leaders will hear it from them first hand and undistorted.
The possibility of convincing Jewish leaders of the wisdom of the American
stance on an issue was greater in direct contact with them than by correspon-
dence or press releases. William Quandt described the interaction, '"To see

the influence relationship or the activities of interest groups as a one-way pro-
cess would be misleading. Rather, lobbying and counterlobbying occur, and
Jewish leaders are often called in and asked to transmit governmental positions

to their own more militant constituents. n45

In addition to presenting the Department's views, meetings with interest
groups gave them the opportunity to get some feedback as to how its policies
were being received by the domestic public. In the late 1960s, the Department
tried to have the liaison on foreign policy matters with Jewish leaders shift from
the Presidential Assistant for Minority Affairs at the White House to the State
Department. The consideration was that it would be more effective if the Depart-
ment communicated directly with Jewish leaders than if it had first to brief a
White House official and then he would relay the information to Jewish leaders.
This effort failed when the June 1967 war broke out and Jewish leaders immedi-
ately looked to the White House to protect Jewish interests and support Israel's

demands for security.46
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Lucius Battle, the Assistant Secretary of State for Middle East Affairs
in 1967-1968, described his contacts with Jewish leaders:

I always encouraged citizen participation. I also went on speak-

ing tours. We were awfully busy ... I asked my Jewish friends

who were the leaders of the Jewish community. I went and in-

vited them up and met with quite a few of them. T took the in-

itiative.

These initiatives to Jewish groups represented a change from earlier
attitudes of Department officials. Although they had recognized the need for a
dialogue with Jewish groups, State Department officials also expressed some
resentment of the barrage of visits, letters, calls received from them. The
following apocryphal story told by George Gruen, foreign affairs counsel for the
American Jewish Committee illustrates this point: In the mid-fifties, Secretary
of State John Foster Dulles had allegedly remarked to an aide upon receiving a
request for a meeting from the chairman of the Presidents' Conference who was
then a European-born Rabbi. '"Why should I waste my time meeting with Rabbi X
when I can hear the same arguments directly from Israeli Ambassador Abba Eban

and in much better English at that. n8

Department officials were well aware that the Jewish leaders visiting
their offices were briefed by the Israelis. Sometimes, this close relationship
was utilized by American officials to get the Government's view transmitted by
Jewish leaders to the Israelis. However, in general, there seemed to be a con~
sensus among Department officials that in actual policy discussions, American
Jewish leaders were not useful because they could only parrot Israeli views and

lacked the expertise and authority of Israeli diplomatic representatives.

Former Assistant Secretary of State for Middle East Affairs Raymond
Hare, who had met with both Jewish leaders and Israeli representatives, com-
pared them thus:

The Israelis we worked with on the whole were more realistic

than American Jews. They were closer to it. To them, facts

are more clear cut. I there are certain threats to Israel, the
Israeli will know what the threat is; he will evaluate the balance
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of forces. Someone who is not involved in it, only sees the

threat and he will be more emotional than the Israeli because

he doesn't know all the facts.
Hare distinguished between the chairman of the Presidents' Conference and other
Jewish organizational leaders. The formér was usually better informed and
could deal with specifics. His general impression was that with Israeli represen-
tatives he could do business, even on emotional issues; with American Jews, he
could not. He explained,

With American Jews nothing was precise. You really can't

discuss with him. He wants to have peace with the Arabs ...

but he doesn't react from knowledge of the facts, just im-

pressions and generalities. Yet, he is an intelligent man.

You can't get far in a discussion with him; everything for

him is already decided. 4°

The reaction of American Jews was one of the considerations of Depart-
ment officials in discussions with Israeli representatives. They were well aware
that Israel enjoyed tremendous public support both from Jewish and non-Jewish
groups. In private discussions with the Israelis, the Department had to consider
that if the Israelis thought'they were being pressured or dealt with unfairly,
they would go public with details of their talks and organize a very vocal opposi-
tion to Department plans. Said Raymond Hare,

... We were conscious that the Israeli Embassy could get

out the information to an interested American public. Both

sides knew it. We spoke very straightforwardly with Abe

Harmon (the Israeli ambassador to Washington). We un-

derstood each other. We battled it out over planes - like

with any other country - but always in back of our minds,

we remembered there was a tremendous Jewish influence

in this country ... o0
Whether the Jewish influence in actuality was really so powerful is open to dis-

pute. That the State Department in its considerations thought so served Israel's

interests well.
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The second interest of the Department in meeting with Jewich leaders
was to emphasize to the Israelis how strongly it considered a particular matter.
Thus, in discussions with Jewish leaders, the Department official might express
strong diapproval of Israeli actions and describe what he thought were the serious
consequences for stability in the region. The indignation and vigorous condem-
nation he expressed to American Jews would surely be reported back to the
Israelis, with whom the Department knew the Jews had frequent contact. Depart-
ment officials knew that after a visit to the State Department, Jewish leaders re-
ported the content of the meeting to the Israelis and thus, the view of the State
Department would be repeated again to the Israelis. Of course, the Department
would have been more successful if it had also succeeded in convincing American
Jews that the American position and not that of the Israelis was correct. Then
they could add their voices to that of the State Department in expressing disap-
proval to the Israelis. Several Jewish leaders recalled meetings at the State
Department in which the expression "Tell your Israeli friends..." or something

similar was said.

The leaders of the American Jewish Committee understood the interests
of the Department and tried to be "obliging'". The following discussions at the
Committee reflect the multiple considerations of their leadership. In June 1957,
the Committee leadership visited Israel and held discussions with Prime Minister
Ben Gurion. Internal correspondence among the Committee leaders and their
foreign policy advisors shed some light on the purposes of the trip. Seymour
Rubin, the counsel for foreign affairs in Washington, suggested to the Executive
that it was important that the committee leadership make a trip to Israel for
several reasons. First,was to be able to have first-hand impressions to report
to the annual meeting of the Committee of the post-war situation in Israel. Rubin
wrote,

All this would have value not merely in terms of a first hand
and immediate report to the annual meeting ... but also (and
more importantly in my parochial view) in terms of relations
with and influence on the State Department in the months to
come ...
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Here we have a situation of vital concern, in which represen-
tatives of the leading organizations here have been advising,
suggesting and pressing the State Department in various ways,
but in which no one can, at present, say that he was on the
spot and is able to report personal impressions as well as
views based on reports, ete.

This was the second reason: to gain greater first-hand knowledge of the situ-
ation in Israel and to report it back to the State Department. Continued Rubin,
Indeed, I think that the Department itself would be pleased to

have the Committee view of American attitudes and policies

reported directly to the israelis.
Rubin, who had worked for several years at the State Department as a legal ad-
visor on economic affairs, indicated that Jewish groups were quite aware of the

Department's interest that they add their weight in the transmittal of American

51
attitudes to the Israelis.

Rubin suggested a third reason why the State Department was interested
in discussing Middle East problems with American Jews. It wanted to get more
information about the intentioné of the Israelis and the general attitudes of
Israeli leaders. Exchanges among diplomats were surely 'borre_ct" and polite.
American Jews, who may have witnessed the angry reactions of Israeli represen—
tatives or heard Israeli complaints could relay to the Department a more aceu-
rate picture of the mood in Jerusalem. George Gruen, head of the foreign affairs
department of the American Jewish Committee phrased it simply: 'The State
Department wanted to 'pick our brains!'" They knew we had access to Israeli
leaders, visited them, etc."52 The Israelis, for example, expressed their strong
fears about the Johnson mission on refugees much more openly to Jewish leaders
than they did to Department officials. While Israel officially "considered' the
plan, internally, the government raged and stormed against the unfairness and
dangers of the plan. This they expressed to American Jewish leaders who then
used their political clout to discourage the American government from lending

its support to the plan.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-218-

Receiving information about Israeli intent and mood and the transmittal
of messages and attitudes from the Department to Israel via American Jews were
of secondary importance. The primary purpose of the Department in meeting
with American Jews was to inform and discuss foreign policy with interested citi-
zens. The importance of Jewish leaders increased in the eyes of the Department
the more the Israeli government took them into its confidence. In the late 1960s,
American Jewish leaders gained in importance as the Israelis after the Six Day
War included the organized Jewish leadership more and more in discussions and

explanations of its policies.

In the early fifties, State Department officials expressed displeasure at
the frequency of Jewish visits. American Jews then were disorganized. There
were more than twenty different Jewish organizations interested in affairs con-
cerning Israel and eager to speak to the Department about its Middle East poli-
cies. Large mass organizations, fraternal organizations, Jewish defense organi-
zations, and various Zionist groups sought appointments with Department offi-
cials. One official described it as a revolving door of Jewish groups -- "out
walked one, in walked another.' Each said the same thing more or less and were
poorly informed. The State Department could hardly distinguish among them, not
knowing which organizations were truly representative or influential, and which
were not. The end result was the alienation of Department officials and the dilu-
tion of Jewish influence. Nahum Goldmann recalled that he was asked in 1954 by
Assistant Secretary of State Henry Byroade, after the Israeli raid on Kibya (in
Jordan), which was strongly condemned by the United States, to form one united
organization of American Jews.

He showed his calendar and five delegations of Jews were

coming to see him. Each one, he said, repeated the same

thing. He asked me whether I could arrange a unification

of Jewish groups (except for the anti-Zionists) to speak in

one voice. I invited Philip Klutznick of the B'mai Brith and

Maurice Eisendrath of the Union of American Hebrew Con-

gregations and together we established in a loose form the

"Dresidents' Club" and I was the chairman for the first few
years.53
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Indeed, other Jewish leaders confirmed that the State Department was the source
of the initiative to found the Presidents' Club, later called the Presidents' Con-
ference. The Israelis, too, appreciated this improvement in the organization of
American Jewry, in that now, & united Jewish support for Israel would be ex-
pressed. Moreover, when Israeli leaders wanted to brief Jewish leaders, they
now had an address to go to, rather than having to approach the different organi-
zations. and invite each to a meeting. The earlier situation had created tension

and squabbles among the organizations and often, problems for the Israelis if

they overlooked a Jewish organization or decided not to include it at a briefing.

Abba Eban in his autobiography, interestingly also takes credit for the
establishment of the Presidents' Conference. He writes,

It was now becoming increasingly laborious for me to go from

one Jewish organization to another in order to explain our

policy. I therefore worked hard with Nahum Goldmann for

the establishment in April 1954 of a permanent framework for

cooperation among Jewish organizations on Israeli issues. I

was not yet able to persuade the influential American Jewish

Committee headed by Jacob Blaustein to join, but that organi-

zation gave stalwart, independent and effective service to the

alleviation of difficulties between Washington and Jerusalem. 54
In my discussions with Jewish leaders, they did not mention the role played by
the Israeli ambassador. It is significant for understanding the linkage role of
American Jews that both American officials and Israeli officials take credit for
organizing American Jewry into a strong, united, more effective participant in
Israel-American relations. State Department involvement in the founding of the

Presidents' Conference suggests its recognition and acceptance, if reluctantly,

of the participation of American Jews in policy-making relating to Israel.

American Jews, for their part, had traditionally considered the State
Department to be the stronghold of "Arabists' whose sympathies lay with the
Arabs. They did not expect to get from them more than a polite but cool recep-
tion. Maxwell Rabb, former Secretary of the Cabinet in the Eisenhower Admin-

istration, himself a Jew, reflected this view. In an interview he said, "The State
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Department has never changed. It has always been pro-Arab. No matter who
the Secretary of State is he succumbs to the Arabists who run the Department

of Near East Affairs, 105 Rabb, who had not been particularly involved in Jewish
affairs, unhesitantly condemned the State Department. This charge of the preju-
dice of the Arabists at the State Department was commonly expressed by Jewish
leaders and referred specifically to the level of Assistant Secretaries of State
and not to the Secretary himself. It was founded on the assumption that because
several Assistant Secretaries had served in the diplomatic corps in the Arab
world over long periods of time, they had naturally become sympathetic to the
views of their former hosts. Their perceptions of events in the Middle East was
therefore influenced by their emotional ties to particular Arab States, to Arab
culture and thought. None had ever served in Israel nor did they display any par-

ticular sympathy toward Zionism or to the problem of persecution of Jews, which

the establishment of Israel was intended to solve.

In addition, the economic and strategic considerations of ensuring the
flow of Middle East oil to the United States was an important factor early in the
discussions prior to 1948 on whether the United States should support the estab-
lishment of a Jewish state lest it antagonize Arab oil sheiks. They argued that it
was important that the latter remain friendly with the United States and in the

Western camp.

American Jews found further evidence of State Department lack of sym-
pathy for the founding principles of the Jewish state in a statement made by
Assistant Secretary of State Henry Byroade in 1954. In a public address,
Byroade advised that Israel see its future as a Middle Eastern state rather than
as ""a headquarters ... of peoples of a particular religious faith who must have
special rights within and obligations to the Jewish state." He rejected the prin~
ciple upon which there was general consensus among Jews in Israel and abroad,
i.e., that Israel was not just another "'secular" state, but was a national home-
land for Jews the world over. Whether an individual chose to exercise his "'right

of return" was his free choice. Byroade also said that ''despite pressures from
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groups in the United States (obviously alluding to American Jews) the State

Department would be neither pro-Arab nor pro-Israeli, but only pro-Ameri-
56

can."  He imnlied here a criticism of American Jewish efforts on behalf of
Israel to influence government policy. His remarks raised the ire of American
Jewish leaders who issued a strong statement of protest. Similar views were
expressed by Raymond Hare, a former Assistant Secretary of Staie, in a private
conversation with me. He implied that those demanding a pro-Israel policy were
not really considering the interests of the United States. Jewish groups inter-
preted such accusations as further evidence of the State Department's insensi-
tivity to Jewish interests. Its strong stand toward Israel in the Suez crisis and
its consistent support for solutions to the refugee problem despite Israel's oppo-

sition to them further convinced American Jews that the State Department was

"pro-Arab'.

It is difficult to assess whether the charges leveled by Jewish groups
were correct. One State Department official suggestéd that American Jews were
so vehement in their support for Israel that they interpreted any deviation from
their views as "if you are not with us, then you are against us." There is some
truth to this argument. American Jews were indeed very single-minded in their
support for Israel. Jewish charges of "Arabists' at the Department are not
borne out in the period under study. Only two of the Assistant Secretaries for
Middle East Affairs had studied or worked in the Middle East before working at
the Middle East desk.

American Jews were quick to realize that they would not get a sympa-
thetic hearing from the State Department. Therefore, they focused their efforts
on the Congress and the White House, in an attempt to circumvent the Depart -
ment. The Congress and the White House were more sympathetic and more vul-
nerable to petitions from their Jewish constituents. Jewish electoral support and

financial backing were valuable assets for politicians facing re-election contests.
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In this chapter, I have discussed the relations between Jewish leaders
and the American government, the White House and the State Department, re-
spectively. The interests of American Jews to meet with government officials
is clear. They wanted to become better informed on American Middle East pol-
icy and they wanted to influence the government's decisions. More interesting is
the limited reciprocity of the relationship. The White House and the State Depart-
ment were, at times, particularly interested in meeting with Jewish leaders.
This was often because the former wanted to explain its view, score public opin-
ion advantage, and manipulate the latter for electoral purposes. At other times,
American officials had specific information they wanted transmitted to the
Israelis or had particular interest in finding out what was the Israeli thinking on
an issue. Jewish leaders were an informal diplomatic channel of getting the
message through. Moreover, the American government, on several occasions,
manipulated the linkage to pressure Israel to influence American Jews to support
the government's policies on issues that may or may not have been related to the

Middle East.
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CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

On Linkage Research

In this study of linkage behavior, I have analyzed the role of American
Jews in Israeli-~American relations. This research, limited to the study of
one linkage actor, has indicated how the concepts of linkage, informal penetra-
tion and transnational political action can be applied to the analysis of concrete
political behavior. Linkage was defined by Robert Trice as ''the process
through which the outputs of one national system are converted into the inputs
of another. nt Similgr definitions were suggested by James Rosenau and Karl

Deutsch.z

At the outset of this research, I began by applying this definition of
linkage to the study of American Jewish involvement in Israel-United States
relations. Theoretically, the linkage process was conceived to be a one-way
interaction, i.e., the outputs of one national system were to be converted into
the inputs of another. However, in the course of the research of the linkage
activities of American J ews; 1 found that they acted not only to assist the Israeli
government's decision makérs convert their outputs or decisions into inputs
into the American system, but they also acted to convert the outputs or decisions
of the American government into inputs or influences on the Israeli system.

The linkage actor was actually a double linkage actor and linkage activity

occurred in reverse as well:
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foreign linkage P host
govern- actor N govern-
ment > > ment

Specifiéally, my research of the years 1956-1968 indicates that American Jews
acted in a dual linkage role, i.e., the Israeli government utilized its ties with
American Jewish leaders and prominent private individuals to enlist them in an
effort to influence American policy-makers on issues of interest to Israel. The
American government likewise took advantage of the relationship between Israeli
leaders and American Jews and, less successfully, tried to enlist American -

Jewish support and assistance on matters of interest to the United States.

In chapters IV, V, and VI, I described how the linkage connection
operated. In chapters V and VI, several cases of linkage behavior were presented.
One example was during the period 1961-1963, when the United States was con-
sidering support forthe Johnson plan for the solution of the Palestine refugee
problem. The Israeli government sent high-level representatives to meet with
the Presidents' Conference and the American Jewish Committee to explain why, in
the Israeli view, the Johnson plan portended serious dangers to Israel's security.
The Israeli presentation convinced Jewish leaders of the serious threat posed to
Israel. They then launched a private and public effort to convince the Kennedy
administration to shelve the plan. The State Department, aware of the Israeli-
American Jews relationship, invited American Jewish leaders to Washington to
confer on the subject of American foreign policy in the Middle East. These
sessions at the State Department had the dual purpose of explaining the American
position to a group of concerned American citizens and having the American view
view relayed back to the Israelis by a party friendly with both governments. Thus
the linkage process functioned as an informal channel of communications between
two states via the participation of a trusted third party, i.e., the linkage actor.
The linkage actor worked behind-the-scenes in an unofficial capacity, enabling

the governments to negotiate and iron out differences of opinion without fear of
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public disclosure or commitment. The involvement of Rabbi Israel Goldstein
and David Sarnoff in the quest for conditions acceptable to Israel and the United
States on the question of withdrawal from the Sinai in 1957 was an example of

dual linkage.

The linkage actor enjoyed the trust of the foreign government and was
well briefed about its interests. It was even able on occasion to enter into
negotiations on its behalf with governments other than its own. This expansion
of the linkage role to linkages with other states was done with the assumed
acquiescence of the linkage actor's own government. Thus, American Jewish °
contacts with the Indian, German ard Greek governments on Israel's behalf
were viewed as being in the ultirﬁate American interest as well. Ending Israel's
isolation in the international community would ease the diplomatic burden of the
United States.

The linkage role played by American Jews in Israeli-American relations
is an example of activities not included in conventional international politics
approaches. Their linkage activities were conducted with representatives of a
foreign state across state boundaries. The linkage actor acted as a domestic
actor within the political system anFl as a transnational actor in relations with a

foreign state.

The choice of an ethnic actor as a beginning of research of transnational
linkage activity was an obvious one, given the often intense emotional ties ethnic
groups living outside an ethnic homeland may have with their homeland. Ibegan
this study with the question whether these emotions ever were translated into
significant transnational linkage activity. In the case of American Jews, this
research has indicated that American Jews have been involved significantly in

periodic linkage activity since the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948.

The involvement of American Jews in linkage activities, however, is

predicated on two factors, the combination of which may be unique to the
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American Jewish community: its high socio-economic status and its close ties
‘with the leadership of the foreign government, Israel. The American Jewish
community is, on the whole, prosperous, well-educated and active in political
affairs. This combii.nation of high social and economic status and political
involvement has given American Jews two advantages: the political under-
standing of whom to approach and in whafc way, and the personal relationships
with and influence on the men in power. The second factor, close ties with the
leadership of the foreign government is a result of the common political struggle
for the establishment of the Jewish state in 1948. The joint effort continued on.
the philanthropic and political fronts in later years. This relationship enabled
American Jewish leaders and prominent individuals to relay messages from
their government directly to Israeli leaders, and to relay Israeli responses back.
American government officials knew that American Jewish leaders were in touch

with Israeli leaders and their trust.

The question posed for further ethnic group linkage research is whether
an ethnie group without high socio-economic status or connections with the leaders
of a foreign state could function in a linkage role. It is doubtful if there is another
ethnic group in the United States whose leaders have the confidence of the leaders
of its ethnic homeland and close relations with its own government, Do other
ethnic groups in countries other than the United States act as linkage actors? Are
church organizations or corporate actors involved in transnationai linkage activi-
ties? These questions require further research following the linkage approach

utilized in this study.

American Jews as Linkage Actors, 1956-1968

American Jews in the period 1956-1968 willingly accepted 2 linkage role
in Israeli-American relations. The unity of American Jews in support of Israel
and their willingness to take action to help its cause were dependent on affirma-
tive answers to the following questions: 1) Did the issue requiring their support

involve Israel's security and survival? 2) Were the Israeli people themselves
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united behind their government on the issue? 3) Was Israeli policy consistent
with the democratic image of Israel? 4) Was Israeli policy congruent with the

stated national interest of the United States ?

1) Security and survival -~ The problems Israel contended with during
the years 1956-1968 involved for the most part the two vital elements of security
and survival. At least, this was how Israel's needs were presented by Israeli
leaders to American Jews. In 1956, Israel was surrounded by hogtile Arab states
which had vowed not to rest until they "had thrown Israel into the sea.' Periodic
fedayeen raids across Israel's borders resulted in many Israelis killed or
wounded. These were part of an Arab campaign to keep Israel's borders in a
constant state of crisis. Reports of the raids drew a picture of an embattled
fledgling state, struggling to survive, at least in the eyes of American Jews. The
American refusal to sell any maj‘or weapons to Israel sharpened the image of a
"threatened state''. Their government became the target of Jewish political efforts
to effect a change in American weapons sale policy. Ideological, religious or
political differences among Jews did not split the Jewish community in its support
for Israel. The Israelis found a Jewish community united (with the exception of a
small minority) in their determination to help Israel survive and prosper, and
eager to join forces with it on the poiitical froni. The American government's
attempt to divide the Jewish community in the aftermath of the Suez fighting
failed. Secretary of State Joim Foster Dulles invited eighi non-Zionist Jewish
leaders to the State Department with the apparent intent of getting them to issue
a statement critical of Israel and supportive of the American position. This:
attempt backfired. American Jews resented the Secretary’'s attempt to split the
community and in response, strengthened their resolve to stand firmly behind

Israel.

2) Consensus in Israel -~ The Israeli policies which American Jews
were asked to support had the support of an almost unanimous Israeli population.

There was a national consensus in Israel on questions of security, the need for
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arms, refusalto repatriate Arab refugees, the need for American security
guarantees and the need for economic assistance from the United States. Thus
American Jews could see that a united Israel was asking them to join in their
struggle, a struggle for Israel's survival. An Israel divided internally might

destroy the unity of purpose necessary for the support of American Jews.

3} Israel as a democratic state -- American Jews took pride in Israel's

accomplishments in building a new society, in agriculture, in its social and
political institutions, in the field of education and in absorption of immigrants.
American Jews proudly pointed to Israel's democratic system of government,
especially when compared to the almost feudal governments of some of Israel's
Arab neighbors and the left wing dictatorships of others. Israel's citizen army
performed suprisingly well in 1956 and had startling successes in the June 1967
war. Most American Jews shared in the celebration of Israel's military
achievements. They were eager to identify with an Israeli David fighting the
Arab world Goliath. The American media played up this image, reinforcing

the positive image of Israel in the eyes of Ameriean Jews.

4) Congruence of Israeli and American interests -~ There were no major

differences between Israel and the United States in the period 1956-1968, with the

major exception of the Suez crisis. During the Suez crisis, American Jews found
themselves in the uncomfortable position of being in opposition to the Adminis-
tration's policy. (This, however, did not isolate American Jews from the general
public, since Democratic leaders also opposed Eisenhower's threat to issue
sanctions against Israel. Moreover, America's allies, Britain and France, had
acted in alliance Witlh Israel,) The United States government continued to maintain
diplomatic relations with Israel during and after Suez, although not quite as
"friendly" as the Israelis and American Jews would have liked. Until 1962, the
United States refused to sell military equipment to Israel and it persistently
worked to impx:ove its relations with the Arab world. This was regarded by

American Jews as being at the expense of American relations with Israel.
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Nonetheless, despite the government's determination to demonstrate even-
handedness in its relations with Israel and the Arab states, American Jews were
. confident that the United States, for ideological and strategic reasons, was
committed to the survival and security of Israel. This commitment was publicly
affirmed by the White House on many occasions. American Jews, therefore,
did not consider their support for Israel inconsistent with theAmericaﬁ nétional
interest. Since the differences between Israel and the United States were not
the major concern of American policy makers at this time, American Jews were
not forced to choose between their support for Israel and what was purported to

be the American national interest.

The issue of security and survival, consensus among Israelis in support
of their government, Israeli actions consistent with its democratic image, and
congruence between Israeli government policy and American interests, were
important factors influencing American Jewish willingness to support Israel and
to act as a linkage actor. They were comfortable and confident in their linkage
and support roles. However, what would happen if any or all of the above listed
factors were to change, i.e., if the issues dividing Israel and the United States
did not involve security; or if the Israelis themsqlves were seriously divided
over Israeli policy; or if Israeli policies seemed inconsistent with the ideals
for which Israel had been respected in the past; or if the United States and Israel
were in serious conflict over the issue and the United States government stated
that Israel's policies were harmful to the American national interest? Would
American Jews persist in their public support for Israel? Would they continue

to act in their linkage role to improve relations between the two countries?

These questions are indeed pertinent to the study of Israel-American
relations in the period after 1968. The post-1973 negotiations between the United
States and Israel on withdrawal from territories occupied by Israel and mutually
acceptable conditions for peace talks have strained relations between the two

countries. It would be interesting to study the role of American Jews as linkage
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actors during this troubled period of Israeli-American relations and compare

their linkage behavior to that of 1956-1968.
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1Robert Trice, Interest Groups and Foreign Policy: U.S. Policy in the
Middle East, (Beverly Hills: Sage International Studies Series; Vol. 4, 1976),
p. 73.

2James Rosenau, Linkage Politics, New York: Free Press, 1969),
p. 45 and Karl Deutsch, "External Influences on the Internal Behavior of States™
in R. Barry Farrel, Approaches to Comparative and International Politics,
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1966).
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APPENDIX I

Much of the research for this study was gathered from primary sources,
archives and personal interviews. The following American Jewish organizations
permitted this researcher access to their archives:

The American Jewish Committee
The Conference of lsresidents of Majgr Jewish Organizations
The American Zionist Council
All three are located in New York City. The American Jewish Committee has
the most organized detailed files. However,' it restricted this researcher to

files through 1962 only.

In Israel, Rabbi Israel Goldstein kindly permitted me access to his
personal, unpublished diaries and correspondence. The Israeli government has
classified its documents pertaining to Israel-American Jews and Israel-United

States relations for 30 years, and they were therefore unavailable to.me.

Interviews were arranged wii;h several individuals involved in Israeli-
American relations. There were four categories of interviewees: former policy
makers in the American government; former Israeli policy makers or diplomats;
former leaders of American Jewish organizations; and private Jewish individuals
who are described by any of the above as influential in Israeli-~American relations.
The interviews were conducted in New York; Washington D. C.; South Orange,
New Jersey; Jerusalem and Tel Aviv. American Jewish leaders frequently visited
Israel and were therefore easily accessible for interviews in Jerusalem and in

Tel Aviv.
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APPENDIX II

Conference in 1967:
American Israel Public Affairs Committee
American Jewish Congress
American Zionist Council
American Trade Union Council for Histadrut
B'ai Brith
Central Conference of American Rabbis
Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds (observer)
Hadassah
Jewish Agency for Israel -- American Section
Jewish Labor Committee
Jewish War Veterans of the U.S. A.
Labor Zionist Movement
Mizrachi-Hapoel Hamizrachi
National Community Relations Advisory Council
National Council of Jewish Women
National Council of Young Israel
The Rabbinical Assembly
Rabbinical Council of America
Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of America
Union of American Hebrew Congregations
United Synagogue of America

Zionist Organization of America

Source: Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations,
Annual Report, year ending March 31, 1967,
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