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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

WwnpueJowaws

date
January 21, 1986
to :
Marc Tanenbaum
from
David A. Harris
subject

U.S. Policy Initiative vis a vis the Soviet Union

I received a call Friday from Mark Parris, Director of the Office of Soviet
Union Affairs at the State Department. He indicated that he was calling to
alert us, prior to the official statement in a few days' time, that the U.S.
will be announcing a modification in its policy towards the sale of oil and gas
equipment technology to the Soviet Union. Until now, foreign policy controls
have prohibited the transfer of such technology, but the new U.S. policy will
permit review on a case-by-case basis of U.S. private sector proposals to sell
such technology. It is expected that many, if not most, of the anticipated
proposals will be approved by the U.S. in the first few months of the new
policy.

The easing of restrictions is intended as a calibrated positive response to the
"timid" gestures made by the U.S.S5.R. in the human rights sector in recent
months, i.e. the resolution of several divided family cases, permission for
Elena Bonner to travel abroad for three months to seek medical treatment, and
the issuance of exit visas to long-term refuseniks Ilya Essas, etc. While the
State Department recognizes the limits of these Soviet moves, it nevertheless
believes that a positive U.S. response will encourage the Soviets to make
additional progress in the human rights area. This is consistent with the quiet
proposal made by Secretary of State Shultz to Soviet Foreign Minister
Shevaradnadze in September indicating a U.S. willingness to respond in the
economic sphere to Soviet human rights progress without publicly linking the two
phenomena. '

If the Soviets do not continue to improve the human rights picture, the State -
Department will end the policy of favorable review of the transfer of oil and
gas equipment technology. On the other hand, the Soviets have been made aware
that additional benefits would accrue if significant progress on emigration,
etc. were apparent.

After thanking Mr. Parris for sharing this information, I expressed appreciation’
for the efforts of the State Department to break the logjam, consistent with the _
conclusions of our inter-agency strategy session last May that a:set of cali- _
brated responses was necessary. I then, however, voiced two major concerns:
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1) Many would doubtless disagree with the State Department's assessment of
even "timid" gestures in describing the events of the last two months. Emigra-
tion figures have not improved, Vladimir Lifshitz of Leningrad was just arrest-
ed, and activists report . no betterment in their daily situation. Further, the
travel visa issued to Elena Bonner does not fundamentally address the ongoing
plight of the Sakharovs.

2) This U.S. action will probably heighten the fear of many in the American
Jewish community that the momentum building in Soviet-American relations may -
well sweep right by Soviet Jewry. Once, for example, this new policy is in
place, will it not be that much more difficult to reverse it, especially if
progress on other bilateral fronts takes place during the next several months?
Will American industry not become an even more formidable lobbyist for further
relaxation in foreign policy controls? Will the Kremlin not believe that it can
get off rather cheaply in achieving its desired economic aims in the evolving
bilateral relationship? After all, to cite but one example -- the Soviets might
only be encouraged to create ever new Scharanskys. Nudels, Essas's, etc. if they
feel the bargaining process implicitly encourages it?

Mr. Parris expressed full understanding for both these points. He sought to
assure me that the State Department would carefully monitor the process and, -
with the support of the White House, call a halt to further gestures if the
Kremlin were perceived as seeking to take advantage of the process.

I suggested that it might well be timely and appropriate for Assistant Secretary
of State Rozane Ridgway to convene a meeting of key Jewish lay and professional
leaders to explain in greater detail the U.S. strategy and to permit a full and
frank exchange of views. He responded favorably to the idea and indicated he

would propose it to Secretary Ridgway.

DAH/tp

cc: Hyman Bookbinder
David Geller
Richard Maass
Leo Nevas
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RE: Hé%ing with Dr. Sergei Rogov, First Secretary, Soviet Embassy

Participants

David Harris

Leo Nevas -
Sergei Rogov

Marc Tanenbaum

William Trosten

The meeting, which began at 10:35 a.m. and continued until noon, took
place in a coffee shop at the Washington Hilton Hotel. The principal
points were:

1. Dr. Rogov indicated that after the first meeting with Messrs. Tanenbaum
and Trosten (January 28, 1986) he had discussed the key matters raised

with "the Ambassador,'" presumably referring to Ambassador Dobrynin, who
"encouraged me'' to continue the process. He later added without elaboration:
"Ehe Ambassador has some rather definite views on those questions of

special interest to you."

2. Dr. Rogov speculated that Ambassador Dobrynin's days as Soviet envoy
to the U.S. may be nearing an end. ''When last wenfto Moscow, he
embraced me in such a way that | had the feeling he would not return."

In response to a question about whether Ambassador Vorontsov, Soviet envoy
to France, might replace Dobrynin, Rogov said '"it is possible." He then
offered the fact that Oleg Troyanovsky, Soviet Permanent Representative to
the U.N., would become ambassador to Peking, to be replaced by Dubinin,
currently Soviet envoy to Spain.

3. Regarding a possible AJC visit to Moscow:

a. He accepted the notion of a small "exploratory' group going to
Moscow for, say, 4-5 days and suggested the end of March as a potentially
good time.

b. He reviewed with us the various possible Soviet auspices for such

a visit and concluded that it would be best if the group made normal
tourist arrangements through Intourist with the understanding that a
group like the Friendship Society would act as ''sponsors' in Moscow and
arrange appropriate meetings. ''Our goverament cannot extend an official
invitation to~u as you are a non-governmental group."

c. Concerning such meetings, he suggested both ''non-governmental'

and governmental discussions, including meetings with the U.S./Canada
Insitute of the U.S5.5.R., Academy of Sciences, the Soviet Peace Committee,
the Ministries of Relgious Affairs, Culture and Foreign Affairs, and

the International Department of the Central Committee of the C.P.5.U.,
noting that the last two were doubtless the most important to us, and

a visit to the synagogue.

d. In response to being told "in a spirit of candor'" that several
members of AJC, including some officers, were planning a private visit

to the U.S.S.R. in April, and being asked for his reaction, he indicated
that it would seem inappropriate ''to the many people unable to make
distinctions" that, on the one hand, a private group was in the country
"probably planning to meet with refuseniks and bring books and such
things' when another group from the same organization was seeking
agreement to plan a visit for governmental and non-governmental meetings.
Our response was that we would make a recommendation to our leadership
to postpone the private trip if an exploratory group were permitted to
visit Moscow at the end of March.
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e. Considerable discussion focused on the topics listed in our

proposed agenda (see attached). The agenda was prepared in response

to his request at the first meeting with Messrs. Tanenbaum and Trosten
for such a document to be shown to 'his superiors' and transmitted to
Moscow. He wondered aloud whether there would be sufficient time to
address the five topics listed and added that a discussion in which he
had participated in Moscow last year on the Middle East with a group

of Soviet and American scholars had been largely unsuccessful because,
though specialists in the Middle East, the scholars lacked a thorough
understanding of Soviet-American relations, essential, in Dr. Rogov's .
view, to a fruitful exchange. (He did note that a second such colloquium
will take place in the late spring inthe U.S. and suggested that we may
want to seek to participate. If so, the contact is Alan Kasoff's deputy
at IREX in New York.)

He then asked us to go through the five points in the agenda and indicate
what our positions were on each. Time only permitted discussion of the
first three--arms control, b[j}ateral relations and Jews in the Soviet
Union--but he was clearly very interested in our views, especially with
regard to whether AJC had taken any formal positions on such issues as
§.D.1., "50% reduction," sanctions and the European pipleline controversy.
He said frankly that he was looking for a "carrot'" with which to''sell"
the trip. He was told that AJC had held a twasyear=long debate on
defense issues and considered such discussion vital but had not reached
a definitive position. Of course, the AJC Board could, in theory,
consider those and other key issues and adopt a position. He was also
told that we=-and the Jewish community=-had not taken a public position
on the pipeline issue, and that, generally, we had been supportive of
efforts to improve bilateral ties. We had certainly not opposed such
issues as the long~-term grain agreement, consular exchange and cultural
agreement. Also, many in the Jewish community were disturbed by President
Reagan's earlier harsh rhetoric vis a vis the U.5.5.R. and had made those

dﬁfEIings clear in private discussions with Administration officials.

He noted that there were "'few in (his) country' who would understand that
Norman Podhoretz and Commentary did not necessarily reflect the view of
the AJC. Many would believe that Commentary's strong anti-Soviet line
was doubtless the view of the sponsoring organization, AJC, though he
claimed to understand the distinction. ''And would Norman Podhoretz and
those like him reconsider their position on the Soviet Union even if
progress were made on 'your issue' (foviet Jewry)? | doubt it very much."
WeE

He also expressed concern about Morri ram's view on linkage between
Soviet Jewry and arms contral "which do not, in my view, reflect the
majority of American Jews,' as reported in the New York Times (January 7, 192
He wondered whether this VA&l Was ""prepared by Richard Perle." Though

we explained that the article skewed the true position of Morris, he

noted that the perception conveyed by such an article would, nevertheless,
have its impact despite efforts to clarify Morris' position as set forth

in his statement to President Reagan in September. Dr. Rogov said he had

not seen the statement and we agreed to provide him with a copy.

0On Jackson-Vanik which he raised, we noted, as evidenced, for example,

in an ad in the Washington Post signed by AJC, ADL, B'nai Brith and

NCSJy (Macn S \l??igi that while we supported Jackson-=Vanik we also
recognized the waiver provision contained therein and had sought to convey
our willingness to be flexible in its interpretation in repsonse to
appropriate Soviet measures. Dr. Rogov noted that some groups, though

he did not necessarily imply Jewish groups, had supported Jackson-Vanik
as an“anti-Soviet" weapon rather than, he implied, a lever for emigration.

On the Soviet Jewry issue, we explained that our interests focused on(})
1) repatriation and family reunification, 2) cultural questions and
3) relgious matters. He accepted this with one modification: ‘''May

| suggest that you not use the word 'repatriation' in your discussions.
Stick to family reunification."
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L. He noted that it was not at all clear whether a secord summit meet ing

would -take place and, if so, when. 'Our country d@es not want to hold it in
June, as your country proposes, because it will then be too easy for your
country to say that it has not had sufficient time to consider the arms

control proposals we have made.'' He implied that the Kremlin's position on

a second summit is to link it to demonstrable progress on arms control matters.

5. He did suggest that if "in March or April' there was a positive response
from Washington in the arms control area "other things would begin to
happen.' He did not elaborate but presumably wanted us to believe this might
include emigration.

6. He proposed that as a next step we meet with Minister Counsellor Viktor
Isakov at the Soviet Embassy. The tentative date is March 6 at 10:30 a.m.

It is important to have such a meeting, he implied, to gain the backing of
the Soviet Embassy in canveying and interpreting the importance of a possible
AJC visit to officials in Moscow.

7. He offered "a personal view' that it would be desirable to de-link

"this issue'" (i.e. Soviet Jewry) from East-West relations. It was pointed
out to him that such people as Vitaly Zhurkin, Georgi Arbatov's deputy,
~had himself linked the issue by suggesting that the fate of Soviet Jewish
emigration was directly tied to the state of Soviet-American relations.

(Note: Mr. Zhurkin, a friend of Mr. Nevas' for the last 15 years, will be in
the U.S. in early March.)

Conclusions:

1. It was a meeting characterized by a pleasant and friendly series of
exchanges aLH-n..o...ik Ther et A0 Moios Ye B5LsIT Toaod= IQB!J-P O d ot folles a
Cori ity arcd tenpT.

2, Theren‘,s a surprising momentum at work that might well have been absent
six or twelve months ago. Rogov's proposal fmxxx for us to meet with Isakov
suggests at least some Soviet interest in the contact, not to speak of a
reference to his discussion with the ambassador. Further, that he suggested
March for our visit to Moscow when he could easily '‘have strung us along"

for months or longer may be significant, though, of course, it remains to be
seen whether the trip will, in fact, take place.

nT

3. The various op eds sig@; Edgar Bronfman that appeared in the
New York Times calling for~Thclusion in an international conference on the 4

Middle East {Dc(_wwé,\'\%} ), repeal of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment (au'u‘ o ?
and accusation of culpability for the downturn in U.S.-Soviet relations 5
on both sides (Sewomny 4 \9% were likely motivated, as we believed at the
time, in part by a desnre to pave the way for HJC discussions with the Soviets
in Moscow.

Can
L. Above all, the Soviets appear intent on E££+u;fig on the arms control issue
and seeking movement in this area. This is confirmed by virtually every
American meeting with the Soviets. S.D.l. is Moscow's principal preoccupation.
As we have noted for several years, the Kremlini is anxious for the American
Jewish conmmunity to assume a leading role in favor of arms control and
decreased U.S5. arms spending.

5. Rogov was trying to establish an imbalanced dialogue, though | believe

he was not fully successful. He sought to maintain the digcussion on his
terms to the extent possiblef™ im, to M’Hé””"‘“!
defensive, albeit in a non-aggressive and sociable way.

6. We will habe to prepare ourselves well on the current bilateral issues:
to be able to maintain truly informed and persuasive discussions with the
Soviets, beginning with the lsakov meeting.

7. We need to consider whether to discuss our meetings with a) the Israelis
and b) NCSJ, and, if so, how and when.

8. We agree among ourselves that if an exploratory group is to go it will
visit the synagogue, as Rogov himself proposed, and meet at least once with
refuseniks. We will not, however, raise the latter issue with the Soviets
in advance or force a confrontation. Assuming they do not bring up the
matter beforehand, we will siEphy quietly (though not secretly) visit with
refuseniks one eveing and make no uncalled for reference to it.




9. We agreed that it would be useful to share impressions of this meeting
and to seek an interpretation from Robie(ﬂarg)Palmer, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for §uropean Affairs. Marc and | were fortunate to meet
with Mark at short notice in the afterncon for 20 minutes. After hearing
the gist of the two meetings with Rogov, Mark responded as follows:

a. Our approach to the subject matter seems to be a correct one,
speaking as both Americans and Jews without permitting the Soviets
to seek to drive a wedge between the two.

b. He would strongly encourage continued contact.

c. If a trip could be arranged, we should not worry too much about the
auspices. We would have the strc-jbackmg of the State Department for
such a trip.

d. We should meet with all the groups Rogov mentioned, bearing in mind
that the principal actors, in Mark's view, are the International Department
of the Central Committee and the KGB and, to iﬂesser extent, the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs.

e. He knows lsakov very well and would be pleased to share |mpre55lons
by phone prior to our March 6 meeting.

f. There does indeed seem to be a change in the bilatem/sphere as
relations became ''unfrosted," though its extent and possible impact on
Soviet Jewry remains unclear. On the one hand, the emigration§ numbers
remain low, but, for the first time in years, Isakov has actually come

to the State Department Q¢ discuss names on the Departments's
representational list. *

DisrRiAUNON
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Sergei Rogov
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The meeting, which began at 10:35 a.m. and continued until noon, took

place in a coffee shop at the Washington Hilton Hotel. The principal
points were:

.1.- Dr. Rogov indicated that aftef the fii-st. meéting with Messrs.
Tanenbaum and Trosten (January 28, 1986) he had discussed the key

matters raised with "the Ambassador," presumably referring to Ambassador
Dobrynin, who "encouraged me" to continue the process. He later added -

without elaboration: "The Ambassador has some rather definite views on
those questions of special interest to you.: .

2. Dr. Rogov speculated that .Ambas'sador Dobrynin's dayé as Soviet

envoy to the U.S. may be nearing an end. "When he last went to Moscow, -
he embraced me in such a way that.I had the feeling he would not

return.” In response to a question about whether Ambassador Vorontsov,
Soviet envoy to France, might replace Dobrynin, Rogov said "it is

- possible.” He then offered the fact that 0Oleg Troyanovsky, Soviet
Permanent Representative to the U.N., would become ambassador to Peking,
to be replaced by Dubinin, currently Soviet envoy to Spain.

“ide -Regardiﬁg A possible AJC visit to Moscow:

"a. He accepted the notion of a small "exploratory" group going to
Moscow for, say, 4-5 days and suggested the end of March as a
- ~ potentially good time. :
: b. He reviewed with us the various possible Soviet auspices for
- such a visit and concluded that- it would be best if the group made

~a
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normal tourist arrangements through Intourist with the understand-

ing that a group like the Friendship Society would act as "spon-
sors" in Moscow and arrange appropriate meetings. "Our government
cannot extend an official invitation as you are a non-governmental

'group 1

C. Concerning such meetings, he suggested both "non-governmental"
and governmental discussions, including meetings with the U.S./
Canada Institute of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences, the Soviet
Peace Committee, the Ministries of Religious Affairs, Culture and
Foreign Affairs, and the International Department of the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U., noting that the last two were doubtless
the most 1mportant to us, and a visit to the synagogue.

d. In response to being told "in a spirit of candor" that several
members of AJC, including some officers, were planning a private
visit to the U.S.S.R. in April, and being asked for his reaction,
he indicated that it would seem inappropriate "to the many people
unable to make distinctions” that, on the one hand, a private group
was in the country "probably planning to meet with refusniks and
bring books and such things" when another group from the same
organization was seeking agreement to plan a visit for governmental
and non-governmental meetings. Our response_was.that we would make
a recommendation to our leadership to postpone the private trip if
an exploratory group were permitted to vls1t Hoscow at the end of
Harch.

& Considerable discussion focused on the topics listed in our
proposed agenda (see attached). The agenda was prepared in
- response to his request at the first meeting with Messrs. Tancnbaum
and Trosten for such a document to be shown to "his superiors" and
transmitted to Moscow. He wondered aloud whether there would be
sufficient time to address the five topics listed and added that a

discussion in which he had participated in Moscow last year on the

Middle East with a group of Soviet and American scholars had been
largely unsuccessful because, though specialists in the Middle
East, the scholars lacked a thorough understanding of Soviet-Ameri-
can relations, essential, in Dr. Rogov's view, to a. fruitful
~exchange. (He did note that a second such colloquium will take
place in the late spring in the U.S. and suggested that we may want
to seek to participate. If so, the contact is Alan Kasoff's deputy
at IREX in New York.) ' ' . .

He then asked us to go through the five points in the agenda and
indicate what our positions were on each. Time only permitted discus-
sion of the first three -- arms control, bilateral relations and Jews in
the Soviet Union -- but he was clearly very interested in our views,
especially with regard to whether AJC had taken any formal positions on"
such issues as S.D.I., "50% reduction,” sanctions and the European
pipeline controversy. He said frankly that he was looking for a
"carrot" with which to "sell" the trip. He was told that AJC had held a-
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. two-year-long debate on defense issues and considered such discussion
vital but had not reached a definitive position. ‘Of course, the AJC
Board could, in theory, consider those and other key issues and adopt a
position. He was also told that we -- and the Jewish community -- had.
not taken a public position on the pipeline issue, .and that, generally,
we had been supportive of efforts to improve bilateral ties. We had
certainly not opposed such issues as the long-term grain agreement,
consular exchange and cultural agreement. Also, many in the Jewish
community were disturbed by President Reagan's earlier harsh rhetoric
vis a vis the U.5.5.R. and had made those feelings clear in private
discussions with Administration officials. .

He noted that there were "few in (his) country™ who would understand
that Norman Podhoretz and Commentary did not necessarily reflect the
view of the AJC. Many would believe that Commentary's strong anti-Sov--
iet line was doubtless the view of the sponsoring organization, AJC,
though he claimed to understand the distinction. "And would Norman
Podhoretz and those like him reconsu!er their position on the Soviet -
Union even if progress were made on 'your issue' (i.e., Soviet Jewry)" I-
doubt it very much." .

He also expressed concern about Morris Abram's view on linkage between
Soviet Jewry and arms control "which do not, in my view, reflect the
majority of American Jews," as reported in the New York Times (January
7, 1986). He wondered whether this approach was "prepared by Richard
Perle." Though we explained that the article skewed the true position
of Morris, he noted that the perception conveyed by such an article
.would, nevertheless, have its impact despite efforts to clarify Morris'
position as set forth in his statement to President Reagan in September.
Dr. Rogov said he had not seen the statement and we agreed to provide
_him with a copy.

On Jackson-Vanik which he raised, we noted, as evidenced, for example,
in an ad in the Washington Post signed by A.’TC, ADL, B'nai B'rith and
'NCSJ (March 5, 1985) that while we supported Jackson-Vanik we also
recognized the waiver provision contained therein and had sought to
convey our willingness to be flexible in its interpretation in response
to appropriate Soviet measures. Dr. Rogov noted that some groups,
‘though he did not necessarily imply Jewish groups, had supported
Jackson-Vanik as an "anti-Soviet" weapon rather than, he implied, a
lever for emigration.

On the Soviet Jewry issue, we explained that our interests focused
on: 1) repatriation and family reunification, 2) cultural questions and
3) religious matters. He accepted this with one modification: "May I
suggest that you not use the word "repatriation" in your dlscussions.
Stick to family reunification."

4. He noted that it was not at all clear whether a second summit
meeting would take place and, if so, when. "Our country does not want
‘to hold it in June, as your country proposes, because it will then be



- too easy for your country to say that it has not had sufficient time to
consider the arms control proposals we have made." He implied that the
Kremlin's position on a second summit is to link it to demonstrable
progress on arms control matters.

5. He did suggest that if "in March or April" there was a positive
response from Washington in the arms control area "other things would
“begin to happen." He did not elaborate but presumably wanted us to
believe this might include emigration.

6. He proposed that as a next step we meet with Minister Counsellor
Viktor Isakov at the Soviet Embassy. It is important to have such a
meeting, he implied, to gain the backing of the Soviet Embassy in
conveying and interpreting the importance of a possible AJC visit to
officials in Moscow. Dr. Rogov will be back in touch to propose an
available date. : :

7. He offered "a personal view" that it would be desirable to de-link
" "this issue" (i.e. Soviet Jewry) from East-West relations. It was '’
- pointed out to him that such people as Vitaly Zhurkin, Georgi Arbatov's
deputy, had himself linked the issue by suggesting that the fate of
Soviet Jewish emigration was directly tied to the state of Soviet-Ameri-
can relations. (Note: Mr. Zhurkin, a friend of Mr. Nevas' for the last
15 years, will be in the U.S. in early March.)

Conclusions:

1. It was a meeting characterized by a pleasant'and ffiendly series of
exchanges, although there was no reason to believe that Rogov did not
follow a carefully prepared script.

2. There is a surprising momentum at work that might well have been
absent six or twelve months ago. Rogov's proposal for us to meet with
Isakov suggests at least some Soviet interest in the contact, not to
speak of a reference to his discussion with the ambassador. Further,
that he”suggested March for our visit to Moscow when he could easily
"have strung us along" for months or longer may be significant, though,

of course, it remains to be seen whether the trip will, in fact, take
place. :

- 3. The various op eds signed by Edgar Bronfman that appeared in the
"New York Times (see attached) calling for Soviet inclusion in an
international conference on the Middle East (December 9, 1983), review
- of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment (July 1, 1983) and a call to the Jewish
community to promote improved U.S.-Soviet relations (January %, 1985)
were likely motivated, as we believed at the time, in part by a desire
to pave the way for WIC discussions with the Soviets in Moscow.

4. Above all, the Soviets appear intentfon-focusing on the arms
control issue and seeking movement in this area. This is confirmed by



virtually every American meeting with the Soviets. S$.D.I. is Moscow's
principal preoccupation. As we have noted for several years, the
Kremlin is anxious for the American Jewish community to assume a leading
role in favor of arms control and decreased U.S. arms spending. '

- 5. Rogov was trying to establish an imbalanced dialogue, though I
believe he was not fully successful. He sought to maintain the dis-
-cussion on his terms to the extent possible and to make us concesslonary
and defensive, albeit in a non—aggresswe and sociable way. :

6. We will have to prepare ourselves well on the current bilateral
1ssues to be able to maintain truly informed and persuasive discussions
with the Soviets, beginning with the Isakov meeting.

7. We need to consider whether to discuss our meetings with a) the
Israelis and b) NCSJ, and, if so, how and when. -

8. We agree among ourselves that if an exploratory group is to go it
will visit the synagogue, as Rogov himself proposed, and meet at least -
once with refuseniks. We will not, however, raise the latter issue with
the Soviets in advance or force a confrontation. Assuming they do not
bring up the matter beforehand, we will quietly (though not secretly)
visit with refuseniks one evening and make no uncalled for reference to

it.

9. We agreed that it would be useful to share impressions of this
~meeting and to seek an interpretation from Robie (Mark) Palmer, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. Marc Tanenbaum and
I were fortunate to meet with Mark at short notice in the afternoon for
20 minutes. After hearing the gist of the two meetings with Rogov, Mark
. responded as follows:

a. Our approach to the subject matter seems to be a correct one,
speaking as both Americans and Jews without permitting the Soviets
to seek to drive a wedge between the two.

b. = He would strongly encourage continued contact.

c. If a trip. could.be arranged, we should not worry too much about
the auspices. We would have the strong backing of the State
Department for such a trip.

d. We should meet with all the groups Rogov mentioned bearmg in
mind that the principals actors, in Mark's view, are the Inter-
national Department of the Central Committee and the KGB and, to a
lesser extent, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

e. He knows Isakov very well and would be pleased to share
i.mpressions by phone prior to our meetmg.

f. There does indeed seem to be a change in the bilateral sphere



as relations became "unfrosted," though its extent and possible
impact on Soviet Jewry remains unclear. -On the one hand, the
emigration numbers remain low, but, for the first time in years,
Isakov has actually come to the State Department to discuss names
on the Department's representational list.
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W.t 13 VISITING SOVIET PAHLIAMENTARIANS

s L 1'5' :
- Lastyear was bad for Soviet Jews.

: ,Less than 900 were allowed to leave.
. Teachers of Hebrew were arrested.

Nevertheless, we beileve many
‘people in this country would be
responsive to positive changes,
especially in your emlgratlon policy.

Why should emlgratlon continue to -
" be a barrier to improved trade and
- investment relations, and to
~expanded cultural and scientific
;.exchange9 ;
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"t By Edgar M. Bronfman
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f Because of the way it has treated

» Soviet Jews, including ‘‘refuseniks™’

. " and even Hebrew teachers, the Soviet’

-®~' Union has made a cold warrior of the

' Jewish people. Many Jews tend to re-

=" gard any thaw in relations between

“n the Soviet Union and the United States
**".with apprehension and mistrust.

“7  Yet over the Jews have also

leamed that when things are gen-

" erally bad, they tend to be worse for

. "Jm.andon!ywhmthlmamgm-

LA
. ERETERCESTEEINS

!
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" 'But while a Jewish stake In a reduc-
tion of East-West temsions is clear,
ummiaammlmastmngmnlw
not to allow the question of Soviet Jews
{o be a hostage to the on-again, off-
again cold war. While Jews should be
prepared to do their part to help relax
tensions between the superpowers, they
must also reserve the right to reject

‘any move toward détents that falls to

take accomnt of Jewish interests.

In the 1870's — at the height of
Presidantmchnrdu.mmm
détente — proponents of the J.
Vanik amendment, which denied

most-favored-nation status to the

s of Jews and lihemlize emigra-

would therefore not only improve’

| The attitude of Jews will be impor-

tant in the months ahead because — if
Washington-watchers are correct —

Russians in order to force them to
liberalize emigration, acted from the  like John F. Kmnadysmspawex-
S 't conviction that détente was being ploration and a to put
OViIEl JEWS pursued without enough concern for Mmummmdns Jimmy Carter
= of Soviet Jews. Jackson- d at Camp

Caﬂt be .- : uﬂnﬁtm:mmmdmmdm ?mamm 1 know how diffi-
Jews' concern for their Soviet breth- gﬂtwﬂnﬂmmh.hovurpmple
held hostage ren. It also showed that there are in  squabble over not only major points
this country powerful sentiments but also minor ones. My ence
= - : tavnrlnga thawlnralatlonsbetwm also taught me that when the boss
N o e mtémqnm sot:lem?gm:mma;::ls‘hed the
SLADip.Are peTmitied 19 ;@w m Moscow | cs o negotiations are
E‘I mmwe constructively on te different than when his prindi.
: F"“m“m““”mw theJewishquasﬂon Jews' concern aldes are not convinced of his

~." should be in the forefront of efforts to  for their brethren is genuine — but it ' convictions,
T e e, (e Sw¢. i3 not blindly anti-Soviet. | There are plenty of problems with
: 'Wm issue There those 08COW " the Soviet Union and many outstanding

l . Soviet Jews should be removed from Ly in Moscow and e

! » the cold war agenda and, beyond that,
| -7 ghould be made to serve as a vehicle
K =y whichto bring about the relaxation

tensions between East and West.

t.. Edgar M. Bronfman, chairman of the
-1~.Seagram Company Ltd., is president
"4 of thg World Jewish Congress.

Washington who are cynically

using -
the issue of Soviet Jews to sabotage

the thaw In Soviet-Amer-

ican relations. But those who seek to _ | !
enough to want Mr. Reagan to make

uge this iasue for their own ends have
no real concern for the condition of
Soviet Jews and, In any case, are

. doing nothing to help the Jews. A serl-

mmeﬂm_wlmpmvetheomﬂ-

issues, not least the whole question of

rights as defined by the Hel-
Accords. But the time seems to be
The American people feel secure

his run for the history books as a great
peacemaker, It will take conviction,
tough-mindedness, patience — a lot of

[Fﬂm_—-

e -

IS e

- and an unwavering com-

: A US ews Role na” Taw

mitment to succeed, But the thaw must
go on, and the favorable judgment of
history is its own reward. :
In this endeavor, the President will
find most Jews on his side. Jews are
eager to act on behalf of the thaw if
they can be confident that positive
gestures with respect to their Soviet
brethren are forthcoming. Under
those circumstance, the Soviet Jew-
-ish question would serve as a stimu-
lant rather than an obstacle to im-
proved relations between the twp.
’ a
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/:- “Americans witnessing

the alarm-
ing escalation of hostilities in Leba-

. non may well feel they are looking
- downa tragically familiar road. .

Once again, our peacekeeping mo-
tives have led us into armed confron-
tation and an appalling loss of Ameri-

"~ At this time of severe tension and
-t.heomm:sthmatof escala-
t!un,theumtedsmumishtpmﬁtby
directly trying to establish precisely

‘what Syria wants. Among the possi- -

ble'answers are these: to establish it-
self as the major Arab power in the

regiun.toexpandltsbo:demtnh—-

ude Lebanon; to remove the Israe-
liSfmmtheGolanHeighis to control
_or neutralize the Palestine Liberation
‘Organization. All of these goals are
.understandably umsettling, if not
.anathema, to Israel. Yet considering
“that Israeli guns are closer to Damas-
cus than Syrian guns are to Tel Aviv,

Edgar M. Bronfman is president of
the World Jewish Congﬂzss
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ToBring
'Syrla

amy event, Syria has become a major
player in Middle Eastern politics, and

_ will play a major role in any compre-

than the symptoms — to concentrate

on a long-range program aimed at -

Damascus from the extremist

. orbit and into the moderate camp.

Obviously, the route to such a goal

rael’s Prime -Minister,
Shamir, we saw an affirmation of

that special United States-Israel rela. *

ticnship. While Israel remains our
staunchest Middle Eastern ally

we are committed to total and lasting
support of that alliance, we must take

-

great care that Syria does not con- -

strue this as an obstacle to the p

*. bility of its own meaningful and posi-

tive relationship with the United
States.
Secretary of State George P. Shultz
hasurged the Soviet Union ““to look at
the Lebanon problem in a sensible

way.”” Might we not ask
our allies to do the same? .



In 1974, a debate raged within the
Jewish community about whether
uhmldbegivmmthenck_

support
.son-Vanik amendment, which drew a

e

nﬁplmnacy
. in which we would offer to rescind

‘link between trade beneﬁts

ted by the United States and a
country’s emigration policies. The
amendment was approved, but what-
ever might have been said about its ef-
fectiveness then, it clearly has no rele-

vance today,
Put bluntly, Jm-\’nnlkismt
authorities have

. relamn !mm

can tions without Jew-
m’rhereémwmldbe

a sign of good-

.'will that challenges the Russians to

ruspmdtnkmd.'l‘othatmd,lwwm

. conducted

thrwghdnme.!sofquiet

Jackson-Vanik in exchange for assur-
ances that Moscow would enlarge the

rights of Jews to leave the Soviet,

. Union and to practice their religion
' within the Soviet Union. ~

. volved here is not a unilateral give--

It should be stressed that what is in-

. away. If private assurances are not

fulfilled, there is little doubt that their
betrayal would be met with a public
outcry. Moreover, asa
ter, nobody, least of all the Russians,
believes that in the absence of Jack-
son-Vanik there would simply be busi-
ness-as-usual with the United States

- while the plight of Soviet Jews re-
mained

unchanged. ;
There is a natural tendency in the
world toward advancing one's self-in-
terest, and this poses the problem of
how to reconcile competing interests
in an efiort to achievé the common

Edgar M. -Bronfman is president of
the World Jewish Congress.

practical mat-

To Help

oviet ~

" Yews

selves. But the Russians do have.
Q‘s«. IE.‘MJ&WWJ:}

By Edgar M. Bronfman

pnd.lwmldmbm:tﬂmeishume :

answer: maximizing the benefits to

all parties without betrayal of basic

principles of morality or decency.
But someone has to take the first

step — a step that might not only im-

wethe&olm:lewsbm.muz
bmadly to a general easing
and, conceivably, significant

The main our

principle underlying
dmlhaswlththe&det Union shonld - .
..be & desire to create a more favorable

environment. And as a Jew who per-
force is particularly concerned with
the fate of Soviet Jews, I adhere to
these same principles. We cannot re-
sign ourselves to a second cold war.

What is required is a new basis of rela- .

umfmmwh:lchbothsldmmper-
ceivebenefit., -

One man who bas lived- lung and
who has achieved much wisdom on
the way knows that there is cne over-
riding agenda confronting humanity.
That agenda is arms control, the less-
ening of tensions, peaceful co-exist-
'enee, and, finally, world peace. Aver-

ell Harriman, at the age of 81, has just
returned from a voyage to Moscow
whmehecmrenedwnh Yuri V. An-
dropov. He went as a privite ditizen.
He went because he feels deeply that
peace is possible and that the alterna-
tive is the apocalypse. .

I am quite sure that Mr. Andropov
feels that the message he delivered to

increasingly
inured to the hazards of the arms race

" and the steady growth in East-W

E

he:eandhamhmmsiuntheremm{
give way to cooperation — and soon. A
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David Singer

David Harris
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Polling

I have been asked by Billy Keyserling, Director of the Washington
Office of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry, whether AJC

is planning any national polling surveys in the near future. If
so, NCSJ would like to propose the inclusion of one or two
questions on attitudes to arms control, trade and human rights
and the linkage therein. If a poll is planned, Billy would very
much appreciate the possibility of talking with you directly to
discuss the matter more fully.

/cc: Marc H. Tanenbaum
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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE
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February 28, 1986
Marc Tanenbaum
Allan Kagedan

Meeting with Soviet national employed by the UN

Yesterday, George Gruen and I met with the Soviet national employed

by the UN with whom we have been meeting occasionally over the past two
years. During our conversation, he made the following points:

1'

Regarding Soviet Jewish emigration, the official repeated the point
made in an earlier meeting that nothing dramatic would happen
soon. He was keenly interested in what the reaction of the Jewish
community would be to the Communist Party Congress. He expressed
anxiety over the potential impact of a visit to the West by Anatoly
Shcharansky, fearing it would provoke heightened "anti-Soviet"
feeling. The point was made to him that while it would be natural
for the American media to focus on Scharansky as a dramatic symbol
and heroic personality, and while it was equally natural for the
Jewish community to use any visit here by him as an opportunity to
express its concern for Soviet Jews, this did not presage an abrupt
shift in general or Jewish on attitdues toward the Soviet Union.

On the Middle East, the official expressed great interest in the
prospect of an international peace conference on the Middle East,
which would include the Soviet Union. He said, however, that the
hopes had dimmed for the resumption of diplomatic relations between
Israel and the Soviet Union, which some consider to be a necessary
precondition for the inclusion of the USSR in a peace conference.
He said, furthermore, that the Soviet Union supports a united PLO,
under Arafat's leadership, despite the fact that both Jordan and
Syria have expressed misgivings about him. Furthermore, Soviet

—specialists expected Syria and Jordan to draw more closely to-

/’—

gether; whether this would have a positive or negative affect on

the prospects for peace was unclear. The official mentioned that

there might soon be a European initiative on the Middle East,
and he referred to the _1982 F = fam—initiative as a
precedent.

In response to a question, the official said that Mr. Isakov was
the number two man in the Soviet embassy in Washington; he shared
this deputy ambassadorial rank with one other official. The
official said that Ambassador Dobrynin may be leaving at the end of

WiNnpueJouwawl
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this year, as part of the general trend toward more frequent
rotation of diplomatic assignments. As for other personnel
changes, Soviet UN ambassador Troyanovskiy will be leaving and will
be replaced by Dubinin, the former Soviet ambassador to Spain.
Finally, Mr. Primakov, a leading Soviet Middle East specialist (who
was mentioned to us as a possible contact) has been promoted to
head the Institute on World Economy.

More generally, the official pointed out that General Secretary
Gorbachev had strongly criticized the letter on arms control sent
to him recently by President Reagan. He also expressed interest in
and concern about the new magazine called The Catalyst, which
brought together Evangelical Christians and Jews. The repeated
concern expressed about the Evangelicals verifies that our contact
with them can enhance our leverage.

In response to a question regarding the degree to which such trade
restrictions as the denial of MFN to the Soviet Union was seen as a
serious barrier to Soviet trade aspirations, the official responded
that this indeed was taken very seriously, despite the fact that
currently, most Soviet goods which the US imports are raw materials
or semi-finished goods with low tariff requirements. He speci-
fically asked whether there would be any "good news" on the
Jackson-Vanik Amendment, to which it was replied that the Jewish
community had indicated that it was prepared to be flexible on
Jackson-Vanik in response to increased emigration levels.

On the issue of German relations with the Soviet Union, the
official said that relations were good, that Moscow sees Germans as
pragmatic, and that fewer trade barriers exist between the two
countries than between the US and the USSR. He predicted increased
trade in the near future.

9466-1RD(6)
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Crisis in Soviet Jewry
DAVID A. HARRIS

ceased. Harassment and imprisonment of Jewish

religious and, espema!ly, Hebrew-language activ-
ists have increased in the last year. Media attacks on
]ews Judaism, and Zionism continue. And the net ef-
fect is that we in the West are today witnesses to a delib-
erate Soviet policy to bring about the gradual disap-
pearance of 15 percent of world Jewry, or some two mil-
lion Jews. Yet our response has not been commensurate
to the catastrophic dimension of the problem. How
could this be in a post-Holocaust period in which we ex-
plore, analyze, and study the lessons of that tragedy on
an almost daily basis, agonize over our own inability to
influence the course of events, and pledge “never
again” to let history repeat itself?

When Soviet Jewry emerged on the world scene asan
issue in the late 1960s and early 1970s, it captured the
imagination and galvanized a substantial segment of the
American Jewish community. A genuine miracle had
occurred and we were privileged witnesses to it. Fifty
years after the establishment of Soviet power, cut off
from the rest of world Jewry, deprived of the means to
learn, transmit, and develop a religion and culture, sub-
jected to inordinate pressure to deny their identity, the
voices of Soviet Jews could be heard. Some whispered,
others shouted, but the message was clear: “We are jJews
and we want to live as Jews in our historic homeland,
Israel. Help us for we cannot do it alone.” And an ex-
traordinary chapter in history unfolded. A small group
of modern-day Maccabees, employing nothing more
than the age-old strength of their beliefs and the knowl-
edge that theirs is a just cause, yet adhering to the letter
of Soviet law, challenged the most powerful totalitarian
state on earth. And we in the West demonstrated, peti-
tioned, fasted, adopted Soviet Jewish families, con-
tacted our public officials, and involved academic, reli-
gious, labor, scientific, and civil rights colleagues. The
results were there for all to see. Large-scale emigration
began in 1971 and thousands of Soviet Jews seized the
opportunity. And despite the tragedy of the prisoner
and refusenik cases and unrelenting Soviet anti-
Semitism, we felt we had become successful historical
protagonists; to some extent at least, it was within our
power to help shape Jewish destiny. :

Emigration from the Soviet Union has all but

Today. however, our mood seems different. Less than
1,150 people emigrated in 1984, compared to 51,000
DAVID A. HARRIS is Deputy Director of the Department of International
Relativns of the American Jewish Commitiee, .

just six years ago, yet where is thé flood of appeals to our
public officials, where are the massive public demon-

‘strations, where are the letters and phone calls and holi-

day messages to an increasingly isolated and fearful So-
viet Jewish community? At the time of the November
summit there was a limited flurry of activity, but in
many parts of our community the bad news is met with
apathy and indifference. Why? What has happened
over the years to explain the decline in our enthusiasm
and involvement? I would suggest a number of possible
explanations:

1. Soviet Jewry has been a major agenda item for 15
years and promises to continue so for years to come. Re-
markably, an extraordinary group of American Jewish
communal activists have persisted in the struggle, some
since the founding of the American Conference on So-
viet Jewry in 1964 and even before. Yet, for many, the
issue is one-dimensional, requiring an almost obsessive
single-mindedness of purpose. How else does one grap-
ple with the inherent frustration of the issue? And even
among the best-intentioned, “compassion fatigue” may
setin.

2. Theissueis regarded by some today as beyond the
influence of the Jewish community. Whereas in the ear-
ly 1970s the conventional wisdom was that the Soviet
Union was mindful of its public image and thus sensi-
tive to world public opinion, the prevailing view now is
that the Soviet Union is more often than not indifferent
to the pleas of the West on human rights questions, or at
least to the public at large if not to governments. What
purpose is thus served in writing to Soviet officials and
demonstrating in front of Soviet embassies and consu-
lates? Further, there are many who view the issue as in-
extricably linked to the ebb and flow of Soviet-
American relations, a pawn in a cynical and ruthless So-
viet geopolitical strategy, beyond, therefore, the reach
of the individual in our community. The only
alternative, in this view. is to seek to influence American
foreign policy in the belief that a return to détente, or at
least a movement in the direction of improved relations,
is in the interests of Soviet Jewry. But to do so is to risk
positioning the American _]emsh community in a dan-
gerous domestic political situation; to appear to put the
interests of Soviet Jewry ahead of our country’s is a
potentially dangerous strategy. Thus, the irreducible
conclusion for many is to leave the issue to our govern-
ment in the belief that only at that level can any success
be achieved. _

3. Our community has become anesthetized to de-
scriptions of the Soviet Jewry condition as “critical,”




“the worst in years,” “facing impending disaster,” etc.
“With each arrest, each decline in emigration, each ap-
pearance of an anti-Semitic book or article, the call for
immediate action has gone out, to the point, perhaps,
where people are no longer able to distinguish a minor
from a major crisis, a drop in emigration from a precipi-
tous decline, or the appearance of an anti-Semitic arti-
cle from a new wave of anti-Semitism. '
4. Whereas the issue seized the hearts and minds of
national agencies, cdmmunily leader;hip, and the rab-
binate in the early days of the struggle, the response re-

cently has been more sporadic. Of course, there are

many individual exceptions, but, to some degree at
least, these principal players in our community have
been dealing with Soviet Jewry in fits and starts, notina
sustained manner as 2 high priority item; nor with ap-
propriate programming, over the years.

5. The drop-out issue has seriously and negatively
affected attitudes towards Soviet Jews among many
American Jews who regard the increasing rate of non-
Israel-bound emigration, reaching as high as 80 per-
cent in recent years, as having undermined a funda-
mental premise of this movement, namely, repatriation
to the historic Jewish homeland.

6. Many American Jews are disappointed with the
Soviet Jews they have met in this country. Expecting
refugees thirsty for Jewish life (even in an American Di-
aspora), like those who came from Russia at the turn of
the century, American Jews were unprepared and sur-
prised at the profile and behavior of arriving Soviet
Jews. Many newcomers did not act like refugees fleeing
a clear and present danger, did not immediately seek to
establish Jewish roots here, and did not, in most cases,
fit the image of the courageous and beleaguered Jewish
activists-who, it seems, are the only ones portrayed at
our Soviet Jewry rallies. The gap created by false expec-
tations on both sides (Soviet Jews, too, have mistaken
views of the United States and the Jewish community)
has had an adverse impact on attempts 10 motivate
American Jewry in the struggle in behalf of Soviet Jew-
ry. And the problems associated with absorption, reset-
tlement, and integration have created further negative
feeling in some circles.

7. The almost total absence of Soviet Jewish partici-
pation in the advocacy movement in the United States
has also created an impression among some that “if So-
viet Jews den’t care about those left behind, why should
we?" Of course, many Soviet Jews still fear participating
in public demonstrations and worry about the possible
repercussions for family in the USSR. Also, in many
American communities, no active effort has beeen
made to invite Soviet Jewish participation, either be-
cause of the divisiveness of the “drop-out” question or
to avoid the appearance of creating an emigré organiza-
tion that might not be as effective in the public arena (or
towards the Soviet Union) as an American Jewish move-
ment. -

Crisis in Soviet Jewry

8. Our movement relied for too long on a number of -
loyal and active non-Jewish friends. The many years of
this struggle have taken their toll on some of them, and
their numbers have not been easily replaced, much less
augmented.

I have worked over the last 10 years on virtually every
phase of Soviet Jewry —in Rome, Vienna, Washington,
and New York. 1 believe in the Soviet Jewish movement
as fervently as I did when 1 first became involved, in-
deed more so, despite the difficulties we have experi-
enced. The positive experiences have been so many and
so rich that they dominate my memory, and my meet-
ings with refuseniks in the USSR were among the most
significant experiences of my life. I believe we are not
Jjust witnesses to but participants in history, in one of the
most extraordinary chapters in modern times.

Emil Fackenheim, a Judaic scholar from Toronto
who now lives in Jerusalem, drafied a 614th command-
ment: “After Auschwitz, thou shalt not give Hitler post-
humous victory."” It is, unquestionably, our sacred duty
to remember the Holocaust and to memorialize its vic-
tims, and to transmit the painful lessons of that tragedy
to our children, but our responsibilities go much fur-
ther. We must respond to Jews wherever they may be
threatened. And today they are threatened as never be-
fore in the Soviet Union.

Survivors of the Holocaust recall two enduring fears
during the dark years: first, that the world was unaware
of what was happening to them, and. second, a far
greater fear — that the world was aware of what was
‘happening to them but was not sufficiently moved to re-
act. Soviet Jews know that many care, indeed that is a
lifeline that sustains them, but, they ask, are we doing all
we can? What will our children and children’s children
one day ask about our response to the current situation?
Will there be any among us who even dare suggest that
we did not know the extent of the problem or under-
stand its significance in light of Jewish history?

Shcharansky, Begun, Nudel, Lerner. and countless
other Jewish heroes have sought to establish new livesin
Israel. These people, who have fought tenaciously in
behalf of us all for their right to live as Jews, deserve our
steadfast support. Are all Soviet Jews like the activists?
No, of course not, but every Soviet Jew who seeks to re-
main a Jew in the USSR has taken a courageous step and
cannot survive alone,

When 1 visited the homes of refuseniks in Moscow
and Leningrad, 1 listened to the parents but looked at
the children. In the eyes of Soviet Jewish children, I saw
no choices — neither as free human beings nor as Jews.
Even if the parents managed a good education and
found work, perhaps not at the level they merit but still
in a professionally challenging atmosphere, what future
is there in a country where anti-Semitic taunts begin in
kindergarten and continue for a lifetime: where higher

7
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educational opportunities are increasingly limited;
where professional advancement for young Jews en-
tering the job market is ever more restricted; where op-
portunities to study one’s culture and religion are virtu-
ally non-existent; and where Zionists are portrayed as
collaborators with the Nazis?

What should our response be? Are the Soviets
testing our staying power, hoping that if we encounter
no success in our advocacy efforts that the press of other
issues will draw us away from attention to Soviet Jewry?
If so, we must continue to show that they have senously
misread our resolve.

Our demonstrations; letters to Soviet officials; meet-
ings with the administration and Congress; contact with
refusenik families; Bar and Bat Mitzvah twinnings;
travel to the USSR; letters to the editor and op-ed
pieces; outreach to other groups and to the press; edu-
cation of our youth; and the myriad other efforts
undertaken in ‘our community must be continued,
broadened, and intensified, just as we must press the
search for new strategies and tactics. We must enlist en-
thusiastic newcomers to interact with experienced activ-
ists in reviewing existing programming and proposing
new ideas. The goals of these efforts should continue to
be: 1) increased contact with individual Soviet Jews,
2) vigorous protest to Soviet officials, 3) requests for
stepped-up action from our political leaders (as well as
frequent acknowledgment of their effort and support),
and 4) heightened public awareness in the U.S. of the
condition of the Soviet Jewish community.

Does our involvement make any difference? I believe
it does. It often cannot be measured in easily quantifi-
able ways, but the Soviet Union is not totally insensitive
to world public opinion, particularly if it is thunderous
and reflects the views of both Jews and non-Jews in this
country and abroad. And if it strengthens the resolve of

Soviet Jews to remain Jews, keeps people like
Shcharansky alive, reduces the term of a prison sen-
tence or keeps others out of prison, or results in an exit
visa, then it has had a significant impact.

As difficult as the situation is today, it could only have
been more difficult in 1964 when but a few visionaries
believed, against all the odds. in a possible reawakening
of Soviet Jewry. The subsequent emigration of 265,000
Jews was tangible proof of the importance of the efforts
of the world Jewish community. Without our voices,
who in the West would have spoken for two million So-
viet Jews? Who would have lobbied the administration
and Congress> Who would have approached other
Western governments? Who would have enlisted the in-
terest of academic, religious, and other key commun-
ities? Who would have offered hope to otherwise isola-
ted Soviet Jews? Indeed, without our support, one can
only speculate whether there would have been any emi-
gration and what further tragedies might have befallen
Soviet Jews.

We must forge greater unity in the advocacy effort.
We must put aside differences over such issues as the
“drop-out” question, especially when virtually no one is
even arriving in Vienna. If Soviet Jews are sometimes
difficult to resettle, it is worth reviewing the resettle-
ment experience of East European Jews at the turn of
the century. It was not an easy process then either. And
if many Soviet Jews are cut off from Judaism, et us try
to understand whence thev come; and let us remember
that in 20 years Jews in the USSR will be still more cut
off from their roots.

Ours is a race against the clock. We have no moral
right to apply any kind of “Jewish standard” to other
Jewsas a determinant for whether or not we become ad-
vocates for them. And let us not forget that more than
160,000 Soviet Jews have resettled in Israel where they
have had a beneficial impact on every aspect of Israeli
life. ' |

Midstream—March, 1986
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> Report on <

Conference on the Condition of Minorities in the Soviet Union
under International Law

> By auan jaacoan/

'The Conference on the Condition of Minorities in the Soviet Union, held
t

March 19-21 gn Bon&nd. cosponsored by the American Jewish Committee

chmﬂmﬁﬁ Redh

<a-rrﬂ'the Institute on East European Law of the University of Cologn;[ and

funded by grants from thegE‘i?o’n_a)nd Volkswagen Foundations, was designed
with several goals in mind. These included: to cement ties between
American Jews and thel German academic and governmental community on a
subject of common interest; to foster broader public interest and
awareness in West Germany bf the plight of Soviet Jews and Germans; to
conduct pioneering research in the comparison of the statuses of these
two groups in the USSR; to identify their legal status and basis for
advocacy on their behalf in bilateral and multilateral settings; to
propose remedial measures for these groups; and finally, to lay the
basis for future joint ventures between American Jews and Germans on

this and other topics.

The Cohference's adoption of a final statement, as well as the praise
that the meeting received from the cosponsors, from participants, and
from the West German and American governments testify to its success in
building support for the cause of Soviet Jews and Germans. The Confer-
ence also made a significant scholarly contribution in several areas.
This brief report will touch on some of the highlights of the papérs

presented in Bonn.



Socio-Cultural Condition

The Jewish and German groups, respectively the 16th and 14th largest

r
. ethnic groups in the USSR, both suffer from a lack ofaviable territorial

unit. This deficiency helps to explain their relatively low levei of
ethnic language retention (Jews 14%, Germans 57%), and why they have
difficulty. participating in their ethnic cultures, even to the degree

permitted other territorially-based nationalities.

Societal attitudes towards members of both groups are negative. Indeed,
in the media and in literature, Jews and Germans are often depicted as
alien, suspicious, sinister. This mistrust breeds a climate where it is
easy to deny equal opportunity to Jews and Cermans in employmént and

education.
Status under Soviet Law

Constitutionally, of the USSR's 101 groups, 58 have territorial units

named|for them; it is within these units that cultural rights are

exercised. Jews have a nominal unit -- Birobidzhan -- Germans have
none. The Soviet regime, since the 1920s, has neglected non-territorial

ethnic groups.

Soviet citizens do not possess the right to learn or use their own
languages; what they do possess, formally, are rights to receive the

texts of laws in these languages and to use their language in the
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courts. But in the key-and burgeoning-area of administrative law,
citizens have no language guarantees. In fact, ethnic language use is
permitted in the various nationality republics, but Jews and Germans,

who are without viable units, can not benefit from this.

The right to speak Hebrew is not protected under Soviet law. Hebrew is
defined as a religious language, not a native language of a group, and
therefore it is as falls under the Church-state separation decree, and
can not be taught in the schools. This per se should leave the door open
to private Hebrew language education. But even here, Soviet authorities
can suppress the teaching of a subject by declaring it to be contrary to

the "interests of state and society."
Status under International Law

The principal guarantee.of minority rights in international law is
Article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,
which confers on "persons belonging to [/ ethnic, religious or linguis-
tic] minorities...the right...to enjoy their own culture, to profess
and practice their own religion, or to use their own language." Other
instruments, including the Genocide Convention, the UNESCO Convention
against Discrimination in Education, and the Convention on the Elimina-

tion of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, also include minority rights

provisions.

Since 1978, efforts have been underway to draft ‘a declaration on




minority rights, that would clarify and interpret Article 27's terms.
Thus far, a working group of the UN Human Rights Commission has been
able to agree only on a preamble for a declaration, even here with
phrases not agreed on. With the scholarly community's help, a minority

rights declaration can be achieved.

Soviet Jews and Germans would clearly fall under the definition of
minorities prepared by Judge Jules Dechenes of Canada, currently under
consideration. Furthermore, international law provides a basis for
condemning Soviet policy toward the Hebrew language, inasmuch as this

policy represents an effort at forcible assimilation.

Freedom of Movement

Historically, freedom of movement reached its acme by World War-I;
respect for this right declined precipitously thereafter. A major
factor in this change is Soviet policy towards emigration, a policy
replicated in Marxist-Leninist regimes on every continent. The USSR and
its friends resort to sealed borders because as regimes believing in the

unity of the individual and the state and pursuing collective goals,

‘they are hostile to those who wish to opt out. This amounts to a re-

}ection of rule by consent.

Significantly, the restriction of emigration on the purported
grounds of the loss of intellectual talent or "brain drain" is made not

by truly needy countries, but by those with a collectivist agenda.



There afe good reasons.for enlightened regimes to reverse their
no-emigration policy: releasing the discontented can lead to greater
soclal stability, promote international communication, advance a feeling
of cooperation rather than coercion in a society. Indeed, blocking free
movement seems to harm the interest of society as a whole -- let aloné
many individuals -- and this can serve only the interest of a particular

ruling group.

In inter;ational law, current efforts in the UN to draft a declaration
on the right to leave offers the best opportunity in decades to focus
international attention on, and adopt more precise standards regarding,
this right. Such a declaration should include, first, a reassertion of
the primacy of the right itself, and second, make clear that, in
1ntérpreting.this right, states cannot impose limitations based‘on
- dcfivity 1tsélf protected by provisions of the Covenant on Civil énd

Political Rights, and other international instruments.

Specific provisions of the declaration might include: that statutes or
administrative regulations governing the right be made public and
available to applicants; a time limit for processing an application,
normally not exceeding three months; denials of applications shéuld be
accompanied by written notification detailing the reasons for refusal; a
requirement of appeal procedures publicized; refused applicants should
have recourse to judicial or other iﬁdependent tribunal; foreign
‘'exchange or other limits should not have the effect of prohibiting

‘travel or emigration; emigration should not be grounds for denationaliz-

-
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ation; applications for emigration should be renewable at reasonable

inter#als, without prejudice.
East-West Relations

Western efforts to aid Soviet Jews and Germans can succeed most feasibly
regarding emigration. The Soviet leadership, reluctant to permit exif,
would be even more recalcitrant regarding suggestions for changing the
internal condition of these minority groups. In an atmqsphere of
general negotiation over arms and other matters, negotiation over

emigration is also possible.

One means of encouraging a more liberal emigration policy on the part of
Communist regimes was the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, enacted by the US
Congreés in 1975. This measure, which has clearly beneficial efforts

with regard to Romania and other Soviet bloc states, has also estab-

~lished a link in the minds of Soviet leaders between possible trade

benefits to them and freer emigration. This linkage, which survives the

vicissitudes of one foreign policy development and has had a beneficial
impact with respect to individual cases, may encourage broader policy
changes in the future.
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PRESS RELEASE ' i MAY 30, 1986

The following organizations today released a statement expressing their support for
continuation of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment in the struggle for Soviet Jewry, and
opposing proposals for change:

National Conference on Soviet Jewry Conference of Presidents of Major

Union of Councils of Soviet Jewry American Jewish Organizations

Center for Russian Jewry with Coalition to Free Soviet Jews (NY)
Student Struggle for Soviet Jewry World Jewish Congress

National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council

STATEMENT ON JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT

The Jackson-Vanik Amendment, which is known as the Freedom of Emigration Amendment
to the Trade Reform Act (1974), reflects US commitment to the fundamental principle
of free emigration, a principle on which American society was built. The Amendment
denies favorable trade status and commercial credit to the Soviet Union and other com-
munist countries which restrict emigration. The Amendment provides that its restrictions
may be waived, year by year, if the President and Congress find that there is a significant
change in these restrictive policies. The Amendment remains the clearest and most
effective expression of that commitment as it pertains to the rights of Soviet Jews
and others.

The campaign for and passage of the Freedom of Emigration legislation was instrumental
in the release of many tens of thousands of Soviet Jews. Frequent Soviet complaints
about the Amendment demonstrate that it remains a key lever for future progress on
behalf of these human rights.

Jackson-Vanik imposes no limit or ceiling on US-Soviet trade. Furthermore, any financial
disadvantages the Soviets incur by reason of less favorable tariffs and lack of credits
can be suspended by Presidential waiver, earned annually., The Amendment permits
US trade concessions to flow, so long as the emigrants flow.

Hence, Jackson-Vanik enshrines as law the flexibility that its opponents have argued
can be achieved only through modification or repeal. It ensures a continuing incentive
for the granting of emigration rights. . '

Despite some well-publicized cases affording freedom to a small number-of individuals,
there has been no sign of any change in the repressive policies of the Soviet Union.
In fact, emigration of Soviet Jews diminishes while persecution of Jewish cultural acti-
vists and would-be emigrants increases. We vigorously reiterate our support for the
principles and the policies represented by the Jackson-Vanik Amendment and affirm
that we would strongly oppose any legislétive effort to repeal or modify it. The Soviet
Union must be shown that unless and until it has complied with the terms of the
Amendment, US policy will remain as it is. There is no room for unilateral gestures
until the Soviets show that they are willing to abide by the rules protecting these human
rights to which they gave their pledge at Helsinki. We look for significant changes,
including major steps to resolve the refusenik and Prisoner of Conscience issues, ending
the present harassment of emigration applicants and study group participants and, of
course, a very substantial climb in yearly levels of emigration as envisioned by Senator
Jackson.
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“To? International Relations Department
From; Wives Tox
Subj: BSoviet Jewry Jonference -- Paris, Septexber 13-12, 1985

A number of old timers at the three day conference last week left
saying "same'people, same dissensions, same conclusions...5ut nore
white hair.” The array of organization presidents certainly was

impressive, causing one reporter to say "'There are only presidents

here!?" ZRut to more serious matters.

Though the problem of noshira surfaced several times, it was void
of the bittzrness and accusations of past debates. It renmained an
underlying theme, however, by inplication; and especially through
the often made point that one speak of repatriation, return to the
honeland, rather than reunification of families.

This last recurrent distinction request was introduced immediately

in Arie -Dulzin's opening of the conference speech: 'Ve are not strug-
gling for Jews to exnigrate from the USSR. UYe are struggling for the
Jews to.leave for Israel, for repatriation. This is the moral and
idsological base.™ - '

A sacond repeated theme of dissent was that of uniting the Jewisk with
other causes.  This not because anyone seriously raised the issue.
Rather, as a result of either strange misunderstandings or purposeful
distortions of what one speaker said, leading to aggressive responses
and time consuming debate to demolish an argument that was never given
in the first place. Tor example: the most reasonable suggestion made
by Kenneth 3ialkin that Jewish bodies augment forces by including
friendly non-Jevish bodies, particularly for the envisaged mass de-
monstration in Washington at summit time, possibly on other occasions
as well, was taken by several to mean inclusion of other causes.
Another example of this type of distortion and argumentation ensued
when Shcharansky mentioned the thanks due to Sakharov —- in the context
of thanks to President Reagan and President Mitterrand -- for the several
courageous interventions he had made over years on behalf of Soviet
Jews, as meaning. thac the liberation of Sakharov should become part of
the battle for Soviet Jewzy.
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Also causing much ado was the suggestion that one way to fight the Soviet
Union might be its "South Africanization" and this in the sense of making
it unacceptable to democratic nations. This aroused contradictory stances,
leading to plain foolishness, and then was just dropped.

Much time was spent on the proposition for a huge mass demonstta%m%n/tlme
Washington of at least 400,000 persons (never discovered the whys of this
arbitrary figure, unless it was meant to match the number of Jews who wish

to leave). Whatever, there were those who insisted that this was impossible
and those who said it could be done; and those who suggested that perhaps
there will be no summit (with Daniloff in mind), or not in Washington (per-
haps in Camp David); or that it might be planned for a day with an unexpected
snow storn, with housing and food for such a number and at such a time of
the year giving more than serious problems. At any rate, the project is on,
with a call to Europeans to participate and thus strengthen President Reagan's
position vis—a-vis the Russiéins and for whatever maximum number of partici-
pants can be gathered, Jews and non-Jews.

Perhaps the moment of total madness was,reached when a suggestion, directly
following yet another go at the noshira question, was made that the US be

. persuaded to close its doors to Soviet Jewish emigration. You can well ima-

gine the reaction of the Americans -- almost each making a point forcefully
rejecting the very thought, and getting on the record as it were on this even
after the matter seemed dropped and forgotten.

It was the presence of Eliyahu Eassas and Anatoli Shcharansky that created
greatest expectations and interest. Two very different personalities indeed,
be it in looks -- Essas tall, quite youthful, with a long beard and wearing

a yarmulka, slow, soft spoken, never loeing sight of the target he has set for
himeelf; Shcharaasky short, stocky, bold and bareheaded, quite aware that what
he had to say may not please everyone yet saying it clearly and directly.

Both symbols of Soviet Jewry and the struggle on its behalf, recent arrivals
bringing information, with views that converged and diverged, but always
cogent and sharp. Essas the mathematician who became the religious and
spiritual leader among activists in the USSR, a contrast to Shcharanski's
cybernetic expertize and human rights activism to the point of martyrdom.

Speaking first, Essas described efforts among Jews in the Soviet Union toward
Jewish education and identity as they wait and fight for emigration. For him
there is a potential of half a million Jewish emigrants, most passively waiting,
in Moscow and Leningrad but also in small towns all over the USSR. Of these,
some do not apply because they are afraid, some may or may not be ready to
leave immediately; but all are potential emigrants, who follow international
affairs via radio and press, but also via letters from abroad, and reach
opinions. It is therefore important, he says, that good absorption and
settlement conditions be found in Israel; and noshrim have a devastating in-
fluence, their letters do not inspire departure for Israel.

There are also several thousand refusniks. They too are waiting, especially
in small towns, and little is known about their efforts. But particularly
in the small towns, KGB pressure is high. Finally, there are the activists,
whom we know and are in touch with. He defines them as 'too impatient to
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wait, and therefore active.” The problem among this group is that during
the past 15 years of Jewish emigration possibilities visas for activists
have been refused year after year. They are worn out. He remembered dis-
cussing this weariness ten years ago with Sepak, when Slepak was in his
fifth year of being a refusnik and Essas only in his second. Now, after -
10, 15 and more years of waiting, lassitude and hopelessness are taking
over. It is this phenomenon and this group that must be thought of first
in present approaches, for with emigration virtually nil the tiredness ef-
fect is multiplied.

Another point Essas stressed was the acquisition of good Jewish education by
more recent activists in the large cities. This is new, and if it continues,
he says, the new leaders will be religious, most speaking fluent Hebrew and
playing a decisive role in this direction, with possible snowballing results
attracting others. For the sake of greater understanding of them and by

them, he urged that visitors contacting them also be at least as knowledgeable
because the religiously ignorant are bound to shock this group.

Among refusniks, says Essas, there is a silent majority which wants to go to
the West and not to Israel. They distort the situation, are less Jewish and
a possible danger to the movement because they may become activists and
leaders without a Jewish identitysﬂﬁore difficult to deal with and help.

Essas believes it is important to follow changes in the activist situation, to
know who are the tired ones and what they are thinking. For Soviet Jews no
longer are what they were 15 years ago, he cautioned, and one is faced with

a third generation deprived of a Jewisgknvironment and understanding of the
Jewish world outside, though more imbueéd with Judaism. He felt that long time
refusniks should be brought out first, though this may make growth of activism
harder to predict; but he seemed confident that the development of Jewish
religiosity and tradition would bring about new leaders.

As for the small group of prisoners of Zion, the problem is even greater:
there is no way to get them free, and at the present rate of one every blue
moon it could take 45 years for the 15 prisoners and former prisoners to
get out.

Anatoli Shcharansky, who spoke much later at the meeting, was, as said above,
a contrast, both in looks and ideas. But he too, using his case as an example
of not giving up and believing in miracles, agreed that time for getting
Soviet Jews out of the USSR was growing very short: assimilation, long

waits and harsh puhishment threats each took a heavy toll. In ten years, he
said, the problem of Soviet Jewry will be gone, "so we must work fast."

He viewed present action on their behalf as responding to events, but lacking .
a real strategy. Because of his notoriety, he said, he had just had a lot

of interviews with the press. In France no journalist asked him about

Soviet Jews: "What do you think about terrorism?'" was the main question

(not unnatural presently, in France). But he had no problem in focusing

his answers to the plight of Jews in the USSR, explaining that hostages

were used as leverage for blackmail and terror exactly in the same way as

the KGB uses refusniks and activists. In other words, don't let up, every
occasion can and should be aimed toward keeping the problems of Soviet Jews
alive.
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Strongly opposed to the case by case approach —- 'this is the way for one
side to give in on major items for a handful of hostages" -- he fears the

US leaders are ready to accept it, and urged that Jews continue fighting

for their over 2 million brethren, of which 400,000 wish to leave and a

few thousand are refusniks. But it was not enough to just speak: conditions
must be set out, linkages made. For the KGB and Soviet authorities are very
patient and ready to wait us out. Therefore linkage, all across the board;
and therefore though they know what we do, our weaknesses, our disagreements,
the question for us is to know their interests. (This truly is Shcharanskg's
constant reminder, he used it by organizing a demonstration over the possible
Soviet. consgar delegation visit to Israel insisting that nothing be given
without reciprocity.)

Picking up the "South Africanization'" expression used in the debate before, k&
chamged the Soviets as being worse than South Africa. Yet, if congressmen and
leaders of important organizations in the US are happy to be arrested in demon-
strations against South Africa, they are less happy and willing to go to the
Soviet Embassy. And if many are in favor of disinvestment, none invokes
economic measures against the USSR, Why are there no hearings held showing

up Soviet society? All this proves that the masses are not behind the Jewish
movement in the USSR, and that linkage with the Hensinki meetings is not being
used. As a result, the case by case situation makes ever greater inroads,
helping to make more impossible for the Soviets even to envisage the principle
of an open door policy.

At the risk of being again told he is not a Zionist ("I knew I was in Israel
when I heard this from people and read it in the press") Shcharansky declared -
that he wanted all the Jews to go to Israel, that he agreed neshira was a
danger, but not because the USSR says that it is this that prevents departures.
"I am happy to be in Israel, but not among people who say they were forced to
come.’’ ;

Concerning the forthcoming summit and planned demonstration in the US and
its possible effects, Shcharansky pointed out that Gorbatchev understands
the weakness of his system. Much as one should distrust him, he does under-
stand more than his predeceéssors, knows that he must stop star wars, find

a way to limit arms and work on economic development. This is why President
Reagan must be able to say to him that public opinion (namely a very large
demonstration) in the US will not permit negotiations with the Russians
until the human rights situation there improves.

Shcharansky said he was still idealistic enough to believe new ways can and
will be found to get a large number to a demonstration in Washington. It
was important to make Jews aware of the basic bond between them all over

the world and to show this by joining in the manifestation. "I am ready to
leave my pregnant Avital after 12 years of separation for this purpose.
Surely those on the spot can do as much. The summit offers an occasion that
may not present itself again for many years."

Leverage used must not be anti-Soviet, he warned; but the cause of Jewry is

unique, should not be mixed with other causes, valid as they may be, he
concluded.
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David Bartov kept a low profile throughout the meeting (with such as Essas
and Shcharansky there was not much he could add) with a brief initial sum-
mary of the present situation, which he succinctly described as ''we are back
to square one." He asked that official visits from various countries might
be coordinated; that contact with refusniks also be coordinated, so it could
be spread out and not concentrated on the few known names; that every event
should be used -- cultural exchanges, trade, etc. —— to forward the cause

of Soviet Jews. He believed Soviet denial of a Jewish problem in the USSR
(stated by Gorbatchev and echoed by all other Soviet officials) to be a bad
sign, leaving room for action only on behalf of few, individual cases.
Obviously one must fight for all those who wished to leave and not for
individuals whose departure could give the Soviets a good conscience with

a premium of good public relations added. He called upon all the represent-
atives at the conference to find a formula for cooperation, for dividions
are not only harmful but also a waste of resources. (Bartov's appeal for
cooperation and coordination partly responded to complaints among the Europeans
at the meeting that Israel did not cooperate and, to some extent stifled
action in Bern. The Eumopeans feel they have much to contribute but are
not kept informed and not taken into account; they understood Israel's
stance.in Bern as being predicated by hope of advancing in the matter of
renewed diplomatic relations with the USSR, and support this; but also feel
that it need not interfere with their actions and projects.)

Finally, Bartov said there were 3,236 families presently refused permission
to leave, a total of 11,376 persons; and 15 prisoners of Zion. He pressed
that until the summit is over everyone speak of 390,000 wishing to leave

and having asked for invitations from Israel. Of course, he also asked that
emphasis be given to repatriation and not reunmion of families.

Morris Abram's intervention was very well received. In his view there were
dire enough Soviet problems -- of social and economic nature -- to offer
leverage through the Stevenson and Jackson Vanick amendments. A formula was
needed to maintain US interest on the Jewish emigration problem. At the
Geneva summit the linkage was made for credibility on the Helsinki accords.
For the second summit, he said, "we must fit like hand in glove with
President Reagan's position.” Ee pointed out that & linkage with arms
control could boomerang: "if a superb arms agreement was offered President
Reagan could not reject it." Thereforenegotiations must stay nmultipronged,
as they were on the Geneva agenda -- arms, human rights, regional problems --
even though the Soviets are interested only in the arms issue. 7o keep to
this goal he believed cultural exchanges must be used (though opposition to
them must not take any violent form--tear gas, stink bombs, etc.). The
Soviets also must be told that stunts like the Intourist advert are hazardous
for them. Abrams favored a mass demonstration just before the sugmit, and
he too called upon Europeans for strong support, with a show of their banners
along the American ones, coming of European parliamentarians, and demands

for Helsinki compliance by all.

He informed the conference that he had a 30 minute appointment set with
Secretary Shultz for this September 17, with Michael Pelavin, Edgar 3ronfman
and Kenneth Bialkin also participating, and during which a request to include
Soviet Jewry in the summit agenda would be made. Pressed by Essas on what
could be expected for 1987? for 19887 what could the US give up since star
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wars were not for bargaining, Abrams thought one possibility was to wave

the Stevenson and Jackson Vanick amendments in return for clearly enforceable
Jewish emigration agreements, set up on an institutionalized basis for a
decade or so,making sure that a one time 2-3000 departure follcwed by
nothing could not occur.

Of course, everyone at the meeting had a chance to have their say, and much
of what each had to say was repetitive -— both of past meetings and at the
meeting itself. Note: Israel Singer did respond after one of the appeals
for repatriation to homeland and not reunification. He called a differentia-
tion between the two a sham, but in any case felt that one was not exclusive
of the other. The choice of Israel was an ideological one, and ideally all
Jews should go there; but reality was different and that was that.

Shcharnasky too responded to some criticism over his intervention. He re-
peated that a moral debt was owed to Sakharov, and for him a personal one
as well. (And for sure one does not intimidate a Shcharansky, for he
later acted on this conviction and spoke of Sakharov at the public meeting

in the Cirque d'Hiver.) He also reiterated that while he did not favor neshira
he preferred it to emforced choice. Having listeg for hours to organizational
squabbles and differences, he also declared that this type of competitiveness
harmed the cause rather than helped it; and again pledged to continue fighting
the KGB, much as he had been counselled to stay away from conferences and

live a peaceful and quist life.

If the purpose of the conferencd was to set up a detailed plan of action and
new ideas on ways to increase emigration from the Soviet Union, this was not
achieved. But there was some re—-fanning of enthusiasm to continue the
struggle and do a maximum. One may well believe in miracles, as Shcharansky
says, but they are not easy to ecreate or find, as Shcharansky well knows.

As for the November 4 meeting. of the CSCE in Vienna: the committee reviewed
the situation and agreed to further efforts for involving smaller commu-
nities like Spain, Portugal, Austria, Italy, Sweden (yes, this too was a
complainql; to set up a regular exk system of exchange of information among
all. An office will be available in Vienna (agreed to with the Austrian
delegate at the meeting) with a permanent secretary. The usual rotating
system of experts will be applied, beginning two weeks before the Conference
starts, and with Steve Roth taking the first "watch' in mid-October. Alan
Rose, David Harris and others are being ccunted upon for relays during the
first two months. Ideally there should be one person throughout the Confe-
rence that would make for sustained work.and continuity, but apart from the
need for. funding, it would be difficult to find a qualified person able to
stay for the duration. Steve Roth announced that the "Blue Book" is just
about ready for distribution; and also told the meeting that Senator d'Amato
will be the US delegate in Vienna.

Though future action, other than the demonstration in Washington, was not
quite spelled out, it is being planned: the Europeans, who had several
separate sessions, distributed a fairly impressive list of projects they
are confident will be carried out; and of course the National Conference
for Soviet Jewry and other US bodies working on this question will hardly
be inert.
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The Conference resolution was voted (along with a message to Soviet Jews):
and the first was criticized somewhat for not being specific enough. Its
drafters argued that a resolution could not spell out everytaing and there
was enough implied for those who read carefully to understand quite well.

Coverage of the Conference by the press (a press conference was called to
take place immediately after adjournement) was not too good, and under-
standably so, with headlines and pages taken over by the frequent terrorist
attacke in Paris just then..

As after every ome of these meeting, there was a measure of dissatisfaction,
disappointment and disillusion; equally, organizations, committees and com-—
missions everywhere will continue to do what they can and help to reinvigorate
a cause that, to some extent, alas, suffers from the same lassitude and
fatigue that affects the many waiting Jews in the USSR.
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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

date October 1, 1986
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to Marc H. Tanenbaum 3
from David Geller VQ(/
subject Emergency Meeting re Soviet Jewry - October 1st

The meeting was chaired by Morris Abram. Aryeh Dulzin was also present
having attended the dinner on the previous evening.

The meeting was called to discuss two groups of suggestions... one group -
developed at a meetmg between Jerry Goodman and Jewish organization
representatives in Washington, and a second by Al Chernin and the NJCRAC
staff. The "Washington' suggestions consisted of the following:

* Continue our planned activities for Summit II

*# QOrganize petition in Cbngress- addressed to President Reagan

* Organize delegation of Congressional leaders to meet with the
President

* Organize "'send-off' to the President
* Qrganize delegation to Iceland of European Jewish leaders
* Organize delegation to_ Iceland of American Jewish leaders

* Ads in Washington Post and Icelandic newspapers; (Mort Yarmon's
cousin is married to an editor of one of them) -

* Convene emergency publiE: meeting in Washjngtoﬁ on Thursday with press
conference prior to meeting

% Solicit appearance of Jewish and Chrlstlan clergy in Wash.mgton plus
statements

The NJCRAC recommendations are attached.



Emergency Meeting .

During the discussions that followed both groups of sSuggestions were accepted
with the following additions:

1.

The emergency assembly in Washington will be conducted on Wednesday
rather than Thursday because the President may be leaving on Thursday.

Attempts will be made to get prominent speakers with important
credentials, such as Sen. Lugar, Dante Fascell and/or other Con-
gressional members of comnittees dealing in foreign relations, and there
would also be an attempt to invite a former Secretary of State.

It has been estimated that $40,000 is needed to fund the various
activities and constituent agencies of the NCSJ and the Presidents’'
Conference will be asked for emergency contributions.

Because preliminary reports indicate that there is little hotel space
in Iceland and that bookings on the regular cammercial airlines are
probably no longer available, an appeal was made to Max Fisher who
said that he would be able-to get five private planes to be put at
our disposal.

Israel Singer cautioned the group about planned demonstrations in Iceland.
He said that the government has strict regulations regarding such
demonstrations and we would have to be careful that we are not plan-.
ning some activity that the Icelandic Government will not allow us to
implement. Accordingly, it was suggested that someone be delegated

to travel to Iceland on Thursday or Friday and report on the actual
situation.

A special effort will be made to have a group of rabbis conduct a
special prayer service in Washington. In addition there would be an
attempt at an interfaith activity of some kind.

On another but related issue, the attached statement by Morris Abram regarding
. the release of Yuri Orlov was distributed. It was unfortunate that the first.
sentence in the release was not included in the quote cited by The New York
Times which made it seem as if the NCSJ was ignoring or not overly concerned

about Orlov because he was not a Jewish dissident.

DG/es

Enclosures

cC:

David A. Harris



October 1, 1986

Washington Mobilization Cammittee

FROM: Al Chernin

NJCRAC Recommendations for Programming Prior to Iceland Summit

Operating on the premise that the Iceland Summit is indeed preparatory to a
Summit in the United States as well as what realistically can be achieved in
the next 10 days, NJCRAC has come up with programmatic suggestions that seek
to seize the moment. The underlying theme of this one-week campaign is to
convey to the President our deep conviction that he shares our commitment
about the plight of Soviet Jewry, and that our concern is that it be treated
seriously as a major item on the agenda in Iceland and the Summit in the
United States. Therefore, we propose the following (presented out in chrono-
logical order of implementation):

1.

2.

During Rosh Ha'Shana services, rabbis should make impassioned appeals to
members of their congregation to send to the President telegrams which set
forth our concerns. Our goal should be to send to the White House no less
than 50,000 telegrams in a concentrated period between October 6-8. Such
a voluminous number received in those two to three days cannot but have an
effect on the White House. This is where we could demonstrate national
grass roots concern, even in the absence of a massive demonstration in
Washington.

A subcommittee of agency professionals should draft a letter to the

‘President from Morris Abram on behalf of the organized Jewish community of

the United States in which we set forth in definitive terms of ideally
what we would want to be achieved in a Summit Conference between the
President and Gorbachev on the subject of Soviet Jewry. We have in mind
the type of demands that were being shaped in 1979 in consultation with the
White House when we were looking for a key to permit the President to
invade the waiver in Jackson-Vanik. We were seeking not only large num-
bers permitted to immigrate from the Soviet Union (as in 1979), but fair,
equitable, published standards for determining who may emigrate The charge
on the subcommittee would be to draft such a letter that would go beyond
the demand of "let my people go."

On Wednesday, October 8th, a national leadership assembly should be held
in Washington, DC which would comprise the presidents of every national
Jewish organization that is a member of either the National Conference or
the Presidents Conference, presidents and chairmen of every federation,
CRC and mobilization task force as well as their staff, and rabbis. The
program should be geared to bringing out the points that will have been
developed in the letter to the President. Thus the ideal would be to have
personalities that might include one or two former secretaries of state;
key members of Congress; prominent members of the "cloth" who are par-
ticularly identified with human rights, and, possibly, spokesmen for the
Administration. The theme of such a day would not be simply to call
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attention to the issue. The issue itself is widely recognized; we have
achieved public conscicusness of the issue. Now we have to go beyond it
by pressing for the hard negotiations of the principle that are required
to fulfill the demands of "the refuseniks."

4. On that day, October 8, an ad should be published in the Washington Post
signed by the type of individuals who again would underscore the defini-
tive demands set forth in the letter. Thus we would propose that the
letter be signed by overseers of American foreign policy, such as, mem-
bers of the Senate Foreign Relations Cammittee and the House
International Cammittee. '

S5 On Thursday morning, October 9, we should launch daily shuttles to
Iceland, going and coming the same day. Because hotel rooms and space
on regular airlines are already fully booked, we propose to try to
enlist the assistance of those Jewish leaders who have private jets
which have the capability of flying to Iceland. We know of at least
four planes, each of which can hold about 10 people. What we would seek
is a group of 10 people going each day on Thursday, Friday, Saturday and
Sunday to carry the message to the media and to the extent possible, key
officials comprising the American delegation. Each group would have a
different character. For example, on Thursday we might send over
mothers and children or refuseniks who may be in the United States (we
know of saome who are already in the United States.) On Friday, perhaps,
we could prevail on a small group of members of Congress to fly in and
out. On the weekend we should utilize Christian clergy who would empha-
size their presence is out of concern for Soviet Jewry and also their
sense of obligation to Jews who are at hame for Shabbat Shuva and Yam
Rippur. Another plane might also include a group of praminent Soviet
experts. By these different casts we would seek to provide the media
with a different story each day. While we are not calling for Jewish
leaders to fly to Iceland, we believe it would be desirable for a few
prominent Jewish leaders to be present at same time during those four
days, suwch as, for example, Morris Abram. Also, each planeload should
include at least two professionals, one who would have expertise on
Soviet Jewry and the other, public relations.

What we are proposing is a formidable program; admittedly hard to implement,
but we also believe it can be effective because it is a program responsive to
an exceptional situation. Thus we should bend our efforts to achieve it. We
have to make decisions on these and other programmatic decisions today and to
assign the responsibilities among the various agencies. As a first step, a
very small steering committee should be established to oversee the total
program.

ADC:e]j
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IS NEW/S RELEASE

CONTACT: Deborah/Jerry Strober FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
(212) 679-6122 : -

STATEMENT BY MORRIS B. ABRAM, CHAIRMAN
NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON SOVIET JEWRY .

NEW YORK, September 30. . .We welcome the news that Yuri Orlov will be
released. A longtime advocate of human rights, and founder of the Moséow Helsinki :
Group, he has suffered grea_tly in prisons, labor camps and Siberian exile.

We are deeply disappointed, however, that the :Soviet Union has refused to make
any sig\nlﬁca’nt- géstures to ease the plight of Soviet .fews. Hundreds of refuseniks
continue to live in limbo. Others suffer unjustifiably in labor camps.

We hope therefore that progress toward a summit will be made dﬁring the pre-
éummlt meeting in Iceland, ‘and that all the undel;brush will be cleared away. We have
confidence that the Administration is proceeding on its promise to press the issue of |
Jewish rights a;nd emigration at the surﬁnﬂt and .to help' secure the immediate tranﬁit
of Ithose hundreds of thousa:nds of Jews 'th) .wish to be repatriated to Israel, and to

‘join their families.



" NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON SOVIET JEWRY
' 10 East 40th Street, Suite 907
New York, New York 10016

SOVIET JEWS:. THE CASE FOR EMIGRATION

Soviet Jews, numbering officially 1.8 million and more likely 2.5 million, have a distinct
human rights claim because they have no homeland in the USSR, and are systematically
denied the combined rights of their ancient language, culture, and religion, granted
to other minorities. The purpose of these Soviet policies is to extinguish Jewish identity
and permanently sever the Soviet Jewish population from history. The effect is to stimu-
late the desire to emigrate.

Millions of Americans are determined that the Jewish people, 1/3 of whom were annihi-
lated in the Hitler Holocaust, will not stand alone in their determination that I/5 of
world Jewry today (who live in the USSR), will not be lost in the memory hole of history.

The claim of Jews to emigrate, and be reunited with their kin, is grounded in international
agreements to which the USSR has agreed, namely Article 13 of the Universal Declaration
on Human Rights, Article 12 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political nghts,
and Principle 7 of Basket I and Basket 111 of the Helsinki Final Act.

From 1968 to June 1986, 648,824 Soviet Jews were sent the necessary personal affidavits
of invitation, submitted by Israeli citizens and registered in the Israeli Forelgn Office.
(This is the first step for Jews in the emigration process.) Durmg the same period,
266,059 Jews left the Soviet Union with Israeli visas.-

Therefore, there remain well over 330,000 who, at grave risk to their personal status,
have taken the initial step to leave. In this group we can identify 3,200 families com-
prising over 11,000 "refuseniks," who have repeatedly been refused an exit visa, many
for 10 years or longer. Among the "refuseniks" are those Jews who, because of their
struggle for human rights, are now in labor camps or internal exile, nearly half of whom
were sentenced since Mikhail Gorbachev came to power.

The claims of Soviet Jewry to emigrate is gradually becoming an outstanding moral
issue in America's political dialogue comparable in scope, albeit not yet in intensity,
to opposition to the South African policy of apartheid. The only debate arlses over
how America should respond -- and the dlfferences are narrowing.

Soviet practices in this field, because they are inconsistent with the Helsinki Accords,
give currency, to those who argue that the USSR cannot be trusted to comply with any
agreement -- especially one affecting its vital interest such as armaments. Therefore,
the Pres;dent is not only morally right to insist on change in Soviet policy in these areas;
he 'is stating the political reality that new agreements are implicitly lmked by trust
as tested by experience with existing agreements.

The claims on humanity by Soviet Jews have galvanized an overwhelming majority of
the US Congress and millions of ordinary citizens. The Jackson-Vanik Amendment,
linking trade concessions to emigration, is but one expression of their concern. More
are expected to follow if conditions for Soviet Jews do not improve, especially the figures
of those permitted to leave.

On the other hand, responsible Americans would welcome -- and be electrified -- by
a real change in Soviet emigration policies -- a change which would find a reciprocally
favorable response, especially within the Congress.
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We recognize that priorities may be established within a responsible emigration policy.
At the beginning exit visas should be granted to those waiting over ten years, followed
by visas to those refused for five to ten years. In addition, exit visas should be given
within two years to those who have received a refusal; Jewish Prisoners of Conscience
should be released (according to an agreed. timetable), and visas given to former prisoners
who have applied to go to Israel, but are still waiting. Those refused on security grounds
should be granted visas within 5 years after the end of the security job, in compliance
with Mikhail Gorbachev's promises in Paris, last year, that "this is not a problem."
Finally, exit for all applicants should .be seen as part of an institutionalized process
which allowed more than 50,000 Jews to exit in 1979.

October 8, 1986
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STATEMENT BY MORRIS B. ABRAM
CHAIRMAN NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON SOVIET JEWRY

REYKJAVIK, ICELAND
Friday, October 10, 1986

We, representing the organized American Jewish Community, have come to Reykjavik,
Iceland in support of President Reagan's determination to press at this pre-summit for
the internationally recognized rights of Soviet Jews to live as Jews within the USSR,
to be repatriated to their homeland in Israel, and to be reunited with their families.

We regard this as a critical moment in the history of our people and the fight for human
rights within the Soviet Union.

For the next two days the spotlight of the world will be focused expectantly on this
island. -We have flown here overnight to return today. And we are prepared to go any-
where at any time, and for as long as necessary, until the Soviet Union lives up to its
human rights obligations under (at least three) specific international agreements,
guaranteeing the right to emigrate. '

We also wmh to. express our appreciation to the people and government of Iceland for
the reception of our delegation.

This -may. be an appropriate time to recall that in 1947, Thor Thors, the Icelandic Amb-
assador to the United States and Canada played a key role in the birth of Israel. Amb-
assador Thors was the Raporteur of the U.N. Political Committee seized with the then
Palestine question. It was Thors, over Arab opposition in November 1947, who reported

~ that "All possibility for agreement has been exhausted," sending the issue of the founding
of Israel to.the UN General Assembly, which voted for the birth of the Jewish State.

We come here to stand behind our Presldent who said to some of us at the White House,
earlier this week, that he would "make it amply clear to Mr. Gorbachev that unless
there is real movement on human rights we will not have the kind of political atmosphere
to make. Iasting progress on other 1ssues.‘_'

The Preszdent also stated: "There has been much speculation that our up coming meetmg
in Reykjavik will focus on arms control. But true peace requires respect for human
rights and freedom as well as arms control. Our agenda at Reykjavik will deal not only
with arms control but. Sovlet human rights violations, military intervention by the Soviets
and their proxies in regional conflicts and broadening contacts between our two peoples.”

These views were confirmed in a meeting we had with Admiral Poindexter, the President's
National Security Advisor, on that same day, :

The folIowing day Secretary of State George P. Shultz, speaking to 400 Jewish leaders
in the Department of State elaborated on the Administration's position:

Mo & ;pur message to the Soviéts is simple. Token gestures or short
term lowering of barriers will not suffice. What the American
people want to see is a genuine and lasting improvement in the

National Office: 10 East 40th Street; Suite 907, New York, N.Y. 10016 = (212) 679-6122/Cable Address: AMCONSOV, N.Y. e Telex: 237311 NCY
Washington Office: 2027 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036  (202) 265-8114 Eon
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situation of Soviet Jews as part of a broader commitment on the
part of Soviet authorities to allow their citizens to exercise basic
human rights, including freedom of movement. This goal cannot
be detached from any of the others on the agenda, including bilateral
issues and arms control. . .we need to let them (the USSR) see
that the continuation of this behavior means that they pay a price.
They pay a heavy price. . .we will always keep after this issue and
will have it right up as a top priority in our discussions."

This then is the Administrations position.

This President, and his delegation at this meeting, is the best prepared and most
motivated group who have ever met with the top Soviet representatives on this issue:

1 The Secretary of State has received from the National Conference on Soviet
Jewry a comprehensive up to date set of papers covering the plight of Soviet Jewry
which he has described as "well organized with references to (its) documentations."”

2. We have furnished the Secretary substantiation of the fact that over 300,000
Soviet Jews who have completed the first step in the emigration procedure have not
had their applications processed.

3. We have handed the Secretary the names of the Jewish Prisoners of Conscience,
nearly one half of whom have been jailed or sent to internal exnle since Gorbachev came
to power. ‘

4. We have provided Adm. Poindexter, at his request, the names of 11,000 refuseniks,
many of whose applications to emigrate (filed at great personal risk) have been turned
down several times over many years.

Some of us met with the President on September 9, 1985 before the first Geneva Summit
and stated a proposition which has been accepted as a truism by the Administration
and all levels of American opinion, including the Congress.

"At the outset of the talks (in Geneva) the Soviet Union should be informed that it is
very unlikely that the American people will trust the Soviets or new agreements on
arms affecting the vital security interests of both countries while they persist in violating
the merely humane provisions of the Helsinki Accords."

Secretary Shultz referred this week to the Helsinki Accords, quoting a section reaffirming
Articles 13, paragraph 3, of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which states:
"Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own and to return to his
country."” Then the Secretary, dramatically pointing to a copy of the Accords, said:

"l turn to the back of this document and I see here the signature
of Mr. Brezhnev. And 1 believe that we have a right and a duty
to monitor adherence to these provisions and insist that they be
complied with."

We have provided our negotiators the priorities that may reasonably be established
within a responsible Soviet Jewry emigration policy:

"At the beginning exit visas should be granted to those waiting
over ten'years, followed by visas to those refused five to ten years.
In addition, exit visas should be given within two years to those
who have received a refusal, Jewish Prisoners of Conscience should
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be released (according to an agreed timetable), and visas given
to former prisoners who have applied to go to Israel but are still
waiting. Those refused on security grounds should be granted visas
within five years after the end of the security job, in compliance
with Mikhail Gorbachev's promises in Paris, last year, that "this
is not a problem." Finally, exit for all applicants should be seen
as part of an institutionalized process which allowed more than
50,000 Jews to exit in 1979."

We say to the Soviet authorities that we and all American would welcome -- indeed
we would be electrified -- by a real change in Soviet emigration and human rights policies
-- changes which would find a reciprocally favorable response, especially within the
Congress.

We come to Iceland in support of our President and with expressions of genuine good
will to the Soviet people. We seek peace and friendship which, together with respect
for human dignity, are the goals of the struggle for human rights.

These are the motivations of millions of American who are determined that the Jewish
people, one-third of whom were annihilated in the Hitler Holocaust, will not stand alone
in their determination that one-fifth of world Jewry (who live in the USSR) will not
now be lost in the memory hole of history. .

May G-d at this season, so sacred to the Jewish people, grant wisdom to the leaders
who convene here. May these days between Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur, known
as the Days of Awe, yield a blessing to all mankind.

* %k Xk ¥

National Conference on Soviet Jewry Leadership Delegation to Reykjavik, Iceland,
Friday, October 10, 1986: Morris B. Abram, Chairman, National Conference on Soviet
Jewry and Chairman, Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations;
Jerry Goodman, Executive Director, National Conference on Soviet Jewry; Theodore
R. Mann, President, American Jewish Congress and Immediate Past Chairman, National
Conference on Soviet Jewry; Seymour D. Reich, President, B'nai B'rith International;
Michael Pelavin, Chairman, National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council;
Albert D. Chernin, Executive Vice Chairman, National Jewish Community Relations
Advisory Council; Alan Pesky, Chairman, Coalition to Free Soviet Jews and_Ruth Popkin,
President, Hadassah. f '

JG/D5/009



fNational Confer_encc onSovietlewry

DATE: - October 15, 1986

TO: Member Agencies & Board of Governors
CRC & Federation Executives
Interested Parties

FROM: Morris B, Abram, Chairman
Jerry Goodman, Executive Dlrector

The Meeting in Reykjavik

As the developments in Reykjavik continue to be analyzed, some have already suggested
that the cause of Soviet Jewish emigration received a setback because of the failure
of the United States and the Soviet Union to reach an arms control agreement. While
we share the President's disappointment that no final accord on arms was reached that
would have also permitted the issuance of a statement on human rights and Jewish
emigration, one thing is clear: There can never be another summit at which human
rights issues, including Jewish emigration, are not central.

In his briefing to the White House press on Sunday, October 12, Secretary of State George
P. Shultz was asked if the issue of human rights got lost in the discussion on SDI (Strategic
Defense Initiative) at Reykjavik. He answered:

"The issue of human rights was brought up on a number of occasions
and some very significant material was passed to the Soviet Union,
which they accepted, that stated not only our views but in detail
things about Jewish immigration, the numbers of people who have
signified their desire to leave, lists of people and things of that
kind. So all of that was covered. And in what might have been
a statement coming out of the meeting dealing with this issue,
the subject is explicitly referred to, and perhaps at some point
there is a prospect of setting up some kind of systematic basis
for discussing it. But of course that remains to be seen."

We are encouraged that, as a result of the Reagan Administration's determination to
raise the issue in lceland, some progress in the area of human rights and Jewish emi-
gration appears to have been made. When a delegation from the National Conference
on Soviet Jewry flew to Reykjavik (see attached details), we understood that the meeting
between President Ronald Reagan and General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev was expected
to be a "pre-summit" encounter, with little likelihood of any formal agreements.

Nevertheless, the Soviet Union did accept the Administration's proposal to discuss the
easing of certain emigration restrictions. A basic hurdle was overcome when it was
agreed to create a working group at Reykjavik to deal with humanitarian issues, including
emigration and the reunion of families. Thus, Moscow has acknowledged that the issues
are discussable, representing a shift away from prior policy which had insisted that
they were not a matter for bilateral discourse. The Soviet Union has now recognized
that there is proper jurisdiction at summit meetings, as well as in other bilateral
encounters, to deal with human rights -- a position long held by the Administration.

- over -

National Office: 10 East 40th Steet, Suite 907, New York, N.Y. 10016 ° (212) 679-6122/Cable Address: AMCONSOV, N.Y. * Telex: 237311 NCSJ
Washington Office: 2027 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 » (202) 265-8114 @n
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For this achievement, we should express our gratitude to President Reagan and Secretary
Shultz. Never have American leaders gone to a summit meeting so thoroughly briefed
on the issue of human rights in the Soviet Union, especially emigration, and so determined
to raise it. The President and the Secretary pledged publicly that human rights would
be one of four major agenda items to be dealt with in Reykjavik, in addition to
disarmament, regional issues, and bilateral questions. They fulfilled that pledge and
apparently were on their way toward reaching an understanding with the Soviets.

That measure of success heartens us in the belief that, with the continued commitment
of this administration, the continued support of the American people and the Congress,
and the continued and unremitting effort by the American Jewish community, we shall
overcome the violation of human rights on the part of the Soviet Union, and what the
President called their "refusal to let people emigrate from Russia so they can practice
their religion without being persecuted."

A Mobilized Jewish Community

When a NCSJ delegation (Morris B. Abram, Jerry Goodman, Seymour D. Reich, Kenneth
Bialkin, Michael Pelavin, and Malcolm Hoenlein) met with Secretary of State George
P. Shultz on September 17, in preparation for a series of meetings with Foreign Minister
Eduard Sheverdnadze, we intensified our effort to position the issue of Soviet Jewry
for consideration at a summit, which we assumed would take place in the winter. The
commitment of the administration to press the issue of human rights, specifically matters
related to the Jewish minority -- notably emigration -- was vigorously reinforced by
the Secretary. As part of the process we presented him with well prepared briefing
materials and a basic position paper (copies of which have already been circulated).

As soon as the Iceland meeting was announced, we convened a special consultation for
the next day. The reaction was marvelous. Among those who participated were our
membership groups, especially the major coordinating agencies: the Conference of
Presidents, the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council, the Council
of Jewish Federations, the Synagogue Council of America, and the American Zionist
Foundation; as well as the various specialized agencies, notably the United Jewish Appeal,
the Coalition to Free Soviet Jews, the Union of Councils for Soviet Jews, the Student
Struggle for Soviet Jews (with the Center for East European and Russian Jewry), and
the Wiesenthal Center. Other agencies indicated their commitment, after the meeting,
in a series of telephone conversations and agreed to lend immediate support.

At that initial meeting, aﬁd the next day, we approved various proposals, and
responsibilities were parcelled for immediate implementation.

1. We sent Gerry Strober to Iceland to check on logistics and media arrangements,
and to remain throughout the meeting. He was then joined by Deborah Hart and NCSJ .
Associate Director, Myrna Shinbaum, who went on to facilitate the presence in Iceland
of many relatives of refuseniks. '

A press conference, convened by the NCSJ and the Conference of Presidents, with the
Coalition to Free Soviet Jews and NJCRAC, was held on Friday morning, October 3.
You may have seen some of the press reports, which announced our expectations and
efforts for the Iceland meeting and beyond. Our plans for a projected major summit
were also clarified, knowing that the President had reaffirmed support for such an
encounter, and that Moscow had done the same.

2. Plans were set in motion to transport people to Iceland, with the realization
that there is a limited regular flight schedule, and that most private planes were barred.
The NCSJ, however, did charter a plane and was represented in Reyjkavik (see attached
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statement with list), with the cooperation of the government, which gave us special
permission and helped us arrange our press conference. Joining us were several relatives
of refuseniks, including Alex Goldfarb, Alexander Slepak, Elana Fridman (Ida Nudel's
sister), Vladimir Magarik, Zeva Shtemler, and representatives from the Israeli "Mothers
for Freedom" (Vanda Osnis and Faina Lemberg).

3. We were represented at a small meeting with the President, when he welcomed
Yuri Orlov to the White House on October 7. This was an opportunity to raise the question
of the inclusion of human rights issues in the talks at Reykjavik. While the President
and his key advisors did not need any convincing, we thought it was important to keep
reminding those who would be meeting the Soviet delegation.

4. An emergency leadership assembly was called for Wednesday, October 8, at the
State Department. Nearly five hundred national and community leaders were briefed
by Secretary of State George P. Shultz (see enclosed speech) who pledged to carry forth
the Administration's commitments. He also referred, generously, to the NCSJ briefing
materials given to him earlier, on September 17.

Others who joined with us later for a special session on Capitol Hill, chaired by Robert
Loup, NCSJ Vice Chairman and Treasurer of the United Jewish Appeal were AFL/CIO
President, Lane Kirkland, Rabbi Haskel Lookstein, the author of "Were We Our Brother's
Keeper?", Ruth Daniloff, Rabbi Gilbert Klaperman, Vice President of the Synagogue
Council of America, Leonid Slepak, and Rabbi Mark Staitman, who recently returned
from the Soviet Union. NJCRAC Chairman, Michael Pelavin, and Jacqueline Levine,
Chairperson for the projected Washington Mobilization, handled the session on community
organization for the summit with great skill.

In a tremendous out-pouring of solidarity nearly 50 members of Congress joined with
us. The speakers were Senators Bill Bradley (D-NJ), John C. Danforth (R-MO), Dennis
DeConcini (D-AZ), Frank R. Lautenberg (D-NJ), and Paul S. Sarbanes (D-MD), as well
as Representatives William H. Gray (D-PA), Steny H. Hoyer (D-MD), Jack F. Kemp
(R-NY), and Lynn Martin (R-IL).

7 With NJCRAC and the Coalition to Free Soviet Jews, an effort was launched
to secure thousands of messages of support to the President, in the expectation that
the Administration's commitment to human rights and the rescue of Soviet Jews would
be pressed vigorously in all forthcoming meetings with Soviet officials. These were
sent to the White House and the American Embassy in Finland. The messages were
not meant to preclude the completion of the national petition campaign, whose target
is "1,000,000 plus" by November 10th. That campaign must go forward, for the petition
addresses itself to any future meetings between President Reagan and Secretary
Gorbachev, as well as to fundamental issues affecting Soviet Jews.

In the days following the announcement of the Reykjavik meeting, the phones kept ringing
in our New York -and Washington offices. QOur staff was under constant pressure to
keep the larger process in motion, while answering individual calls from the press, our
member agencies, local CRC's and Federations, members of Congress, and hopeful
relatives of Jews still in the Soviet Union. Professional and lay leaders from our member
agencies, as well as unaffiliated individuals, called and offered tlme, resources and
money.

While it was an exhilarating and fatiguing week, we proved that we can cooperate,
coordinate, and act for the common good. This lesson should be kept in mind as we
move beyond the Iceland meeting for the continuing campaign for Soviet Jews.

We take this opportunity to wish you, your colleagues, and your families the best for
the coming year.
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RobertS Rifking - 1 am pleased to invite you to a luncheonl/on Monday, December 1, 12:45 PM,

oy with Dr. Angelo Ribeiro of Portugal, recently appointed UN Special Rapporteur
Aasciats Tremsurer on Religious Intolerance.

Mimi Alperin
Chair, Executive Comminee

This position, conceived by Ambassador Richard Schifter, U.S. Representative
to the UN Commission on Human Rights, was created last March by resolution

Vice-Presidents

David B. Fieeman

i gf that body. It empowered the Commission's Chairman to appoint 'an indiv-
Bulfalo idual of recognized international standing," initially for one year, as

e Special Rapporteur with a mandate 'to examine incidents and governmental
Charlotte G. Holstein  actions in all parts of the world which are inconsistent with' the 1981

Ann P Kaufman UN Declaration on the Elimination of Intolerance and Discrimination Based
= N on Religion or Belief, and ''to recommend remedial measures including,

Weshingiue 3 appropriate, the promotion of dialogue between religious communities and
Dallas their governments.' The Chairman's choice, made in consultation with the
Bruce W1, Raiiogs Commission's bureau (steering committee), was Dr. Ribeiro, the Portugese
Jerome J. Shestack government's ombudsman.

Richard L. Weiss

o ks’ ~ The texts of the Commission resolution, the 1981 Declaration and Dr. Ribeiro's
Columbus bio are attached. '

Hanorary Presidents

Morris B. Abram AJC joined recently in establishing a Committee on Religious Liberty for

Howard I. Friedman

Arthur J. Goldberg the specific purpose of bringing Dr. Ribeiro to the U.S. to meet with

Philip E. Hoffman religious and other interested non-governmental organizations, to obtain
Siched Mamss. their suggestions on issues to address, sources to consult and methods to
Maynard I. Wishner apply in carrying out his assignment. He will be in this country December
Honorary Vice-Presidents 1-12 for meetings in New York, Chicago and Washington, D.C. Our meeting
Nathan Appleman on December 1 will be his second, following one with Freedom House.
xsatfgls.%aonlfdard Obvi . f . - ' ) d

Abdret Coodrash viously, in the short time available at the luncheon, we can only touch
Raymond F. Kravis on highlights of our concerns and activities in matters of religious intol-
b erance. A main purpose of the luncheon should be to register AJC's indentity
Shirley M. Szabad in Dr. Ribeiro's awareness so as to facilitate subsequent contacts and

Max M. Fisher input of our concerns and data, which are both particularist and universal.

Honorary Chair, .
National Executive Council

Exaciitive VicecPs e Kindly let me know (extension 316) if you plan to attend the luncheon on
John Slawson DeceTnber 1 I hOpe yOU can. /

Bertram H. Gold | !
u\‘ ek e g?
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United States Dc_partment of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

Resolution on Religious Intolerance Adopted at the 42nd Session

~of the United Nations Commission on Human Rights (Geneva, 1986)

The Commission on Human Rights,

Recalling the Declaration on the Elimination of all Forms of
Intolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief,
which was proclaimed without a vote by the General Assembly in
its Resolutlon 36/35 of 25 November 1981,

Bearing in mind that the General Assembly has, most recently in
Resolution 40/109 of 13 December 1985, repeatedly requested the
Commission on Human Rights to continue its consideration of
measures to implement the Declaration,

Seriously concerned by frequent, reliable reports from all
parts of the world which reveal that, because of governmental
actions, universal implementation of the Declaratlon has not
yet been achleved

Determined to promote full implementation of the existing
guarantees under the relevant international instruments of the
right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion, including
the freedom of everyone to have a religion or whatever belief
of his choice without fear of intolerance or discrimination,

Recognizing the value of constructive dialogue on the complex
and serious questions of intolerance and of discrimination

“based on religion or belief, and that the problem of such

intolerance and dzscr1m1nat10n requires sensitivity in its
resolution,



Recognizing the valuable nature of the study undertaken by Mrs.
Odio Benito, the Special Rapporteur of the Sub-Commission on
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities, on
the root causes and current dimensions of the general problems
of intolerance and of discrimination on the grounds of religion
or belief, including recommended educational and other specific
measures to combat these problems,

Convinced also of the need to deal urgently with questions of
intolerance and of discrimination based on religion or belief -
by prometznq implementation of the declaration. _

1. Expresses its deep concern about reports of 1nc1dents and
governmental actions in all parts of the world which are
inconsistent with the provisions of the declaration on the
elimination of all forms of intolerance and of discrimination
based on religion or belief,

2. Decides therefore to appoint for one year a Special
Rapporteur to examine such incidents and actions and to
recommend remedial measures including, as appropriate, the
promotion of dialogue between rellglous communities and their
governments,

3. Requests the Chairman of the Commission, after
consultations within the bureau, to appoint an individual of
recognized international standing as Special Rapporteur,

4. Decides further that the Special Rapporteur in carrying out
his mandate shall seek credible and reliable information from
governments, as well as specialized agencies, intergovernmental
organizations, and non-government organizations, including
religious communities and groups of believers,

5. Requests the Secretary-General to appeal to all governments
to cooperate with and assist the Special Rapporteur in the
performance of his dutles and to furnish all information
.requested,

6. Further requests the Secretary-General to provide all
necessary assistance to the Special Rapporteur,
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7. Invites the Special Rapporteur, in carrying out his
mandate, to bear in mind the need to be able tec respond
effectively to credible and reliable information that comes
before him and to carry out his work with dlscretlon and
independence,

8. Requests the Special Rapporteur to_submit'a report to the

Commission at its forty-third session on his activities
regarding questions inveolving implementation of the
declaration, including the occurrence and extent of incidents
and actions inconsistent with the provisions of the

declaration, together with his conclusions and recommendations,

- 9. Decides to consider this question again at its forty-third
session under the agenda item "Implementation of the
Declaration on the Elimination of all Forms of Intolerance and
of Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief."
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/ DECLARATION O THE ELINMINATION
"OF ALL FORMS OF INTOLERANCE AND
OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON
RELIGION OR BELIEF

(Excerpi from compilation of
documents published by the
United Nations). -

A\

-

17. Declarstion on the Elimination of All Forms of
. Imtolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion
"ot Bellef

Freclaimed by the Geocrol Assembly of the Usnhed Natless
&2 25 Novembar 1981 (rwolaticn 34/55)

The General Assembly,

Considering thst one of the basic principles of the
Charter of the United Nations is that of the dignity and
equality inherent in all human beings, and that all Member
Ststes have piedged themseives io take joinl and separate
action in co-operation with the Organization to promote and
encourage universal respect for and observance of human
rights and fundamental freedoms for all, without distinction
as to race, sex, language or religion,

Considering that the Universal Declarstion of Human
Rights and the International Coverants on Human Rights
proclaim the principles of pon<discrimination and equality
before the .law and the right to freedom of thought,

_m&mu. religion and belief,

Considering that the disregard and infringement of
Buman rights and fundamental freedoms, in particular of
the right to freedom of thought, conscience, religion or
whatever belief, have brought, directly or indirectly, wars
and great suffering to mankind, especiﬂly where they
serve as a means of foreign interference in the internal -

‘8ffairs of other States and amount hndlmg hatred

between peoples and nations, -

« Considering that religion or behe!‘ for a.nyone who
pmfesses either, is one of the fundamental elements in his
conception of lif= zod that freedom of religion or behcf
should be fully respected and guaranteed,

Considering that it is essential w promote understanding,
tolerance and respect in maters relating to freedom of
religion and belief and to ensure that the use of religion or
belief for ends inconsistent with the Charter of the United
Nations, other relevant instruments of the United Nations
&nd the purposes and principles of the present Declaration
is insdmissible,

Convinced that freedom of religion and belief should also
eontribute to the attainment of the goals of world peace,
social justice and friendship among peoples and to the
elimination of ideclogies or practices of colonialism md
raciz] discrimination,

Noting with satigfaction the adoption of several, and the
coming into force ¢f some, conventions, under the aegis of
the United Nations and of the specialized agencies, for the
elimination of various forms of discrimination,

Concerned by manifestations of intolerance and by the
existence of discrimination i matters of religion or belief
gtill in evidence in some areas of the world,

Resolved 1o adopt all pecessary measures for the speedy
elimination of such inwlerance i all its forms and
manifestations and o prevent and combat discrimination ca
the ground of religion or belief,

Proclaims this Declarstion co ti¥e Eliminstion of All

 Forms of Intolerance and of Discrimination Based on

Religion or Belief:
Article |
1. Everyone shall have the right to freedom of thought
conscience and religion. This right shall include freedom to



- phave a religion or whatever beliel of his choice, and

* freedcm, either indivuiually or in community with others
and in public or privalr, to manifest his religion or belief in
worship, observance, practice and teaching.

2. No one shall be subject to coercion which would
impair his freedom o have a religion or belief of his choice.

3. Freedom to manifest one’s religion or beliefs may be
subject only to such limilations as are prescribed by law and
are pecessary 1o protect public safety, order, health or
morals or the fundamental rights and freedoms of others.

. Article 2

1. No one shall be subject to discrimination by any State,
institution, group of persons, or person on grounds of
religion or other beliefs.

2. For the purposes of the present Declaration, the
expression “intolerance and discrimination based cn
religion or belief* means any distinction, exclusion,
restriction or preference based on religion or belief and
baving as its purpose or as its effect pullification or
impairment of the recognition, enjoyment or exercise of
buman rights and fundamental freedoms on an equal basis.

Article 3

Discrimination between bhuman being on grounds of
religion or belief constitutes an affroat to human dignity and
a disavowa! of the principles of the Charter of the United
Nations, and shall be condemned as a violation of the
buman rights and fundamental freedoms proclaimed in the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and enunciated in
detail in the International Covenants on Human Rights, and
as an obstacle to friendly and peaceful relations berween
nstions,

Article 4

1. All States shall take effective measures to prevent
and eliminate discriminstion on the grounds of religion or
belief in the recognition, exercise and enjoyment of human
rights and fundamental freedoms in all fields of civil,
economic, political, social and cultural life.

2. All States shall make all efforts to enact or rescind
legislation where necessary to prohibit any such discrimi-
nation, and to take all appropriate measures to combat
intolerance on the grounds of religion or other beliefs in

this matter,

Article 5

1. The parents or, as the case may be._ the lq_.l
guardians of the child have the right to organize the life
within the family in accordance with their religion or belief
and bearing in mind the moral education in which they
believe the child should be brought up.

2. Every child shall enjoy the right to have access to
education in the matter of religion or belief in accordance
with the wishes of his parents or, as the case may be, legal
guardians, and shall not be compelled to receive teaching
on religion or belief against the wishes of his parents or
legal guardians, the best interests of the child being the
guiding principle.

3. The child shall be protected from any form of
discrimination on the ground of religion or belief. He shall
be brought up in a spirit of undcnlmding, olerance,
friendship among peoples, peace and universal brother-
bood, respect for freedom of religion or belief of others,
and in full consciousness that his energy and wlents
should be devoted to the service of his fellow men.

4. In the case of a child who is not under the care either
of his parents or of legal guardians, due account shall be
taken of their expressed wishes or of any other proof of
their wishes in the matter of religion or belief, the best
interests of the child being the guiding principle. ~

5. Practices of a religion or beliefs in which a child is
brought up must pot be injurious te his physics! or mental
health or to his full development, taking into sccount
article 1, paragraph 3, of the present Declaration.

Article 6
In accordance with article 1 of the present Declaration,
and subject to the Frovisons of article 1, paragraph 3, the

right to freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief
shall include, inrer alia, the following freedoms:

(a) To worship or assemble in connection with a
religion or belief, and to establish and maintain places for
these purposes; ’

(5) To establish and maintain appropriate charitable or
humanitarian institutions; )

(¢) To make, acquire and use to an adequate extent the
pecessary articles and materials related to the rites or
customs of a religion or belief :

(d) To write, issue and disseminste relevant

lications in these areas;

(€) To teach a religion or belief in places suitable for
these purposes;

(/) To solicit and receive voluntary financial and other
contributions from individuals and institutions;

(¢) To train, appoint, elect or designate by succession

sppropriate leaders called for by the requirements and
standards of any religion or belief;

(k) To observe days of rest and to celebrate holidays
and ceremonies in accordance with the precepts of one's
religion or belief;

(i) To establish and maintsin communications with
individuals and communities in matters of religion and
belief at the national and international levels.

pub-

Anticle 7

The rights and freedoms set forth in the present
Declaration shall be accorded in national legislation in
such a manner that everyone shall be able to avail himself
of such rights and freedoms in practice.

Article 8

Nothing in the present Declaration shall be construed as
restricting or derogating from any right defined in the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the
International Covenants on Human Rights.
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Angelo Vidal d'Almeida RIBEIRO

DATE OF BIRTH s 1921
PROFESSION 2 Member of Lisbon Bar since 1943
PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES: Held many positions in Portuguese

Law Association of which he was
Chairman for three years
(1972-1974);

In 1974, member of Commission
which drew up electoral law for
Portugal's initial elections
after return to democracy;

Now holds the position of
Ombudsman for Portugal, to which
he was elected by the Portuguese
Parliament; assisting citizens in
redressing violations of
bureaucratic regulations, laws
and human rights;

HUMAN RIGHTS ACTIVITIES: President of Portuguese Chapter
. of International Commission of
Jurists;

Chairman of Portuguese delegation
to United Nations Human Rights
Commission, 1978-1981;

Chairman of Portuguese League of
Human Rights, 1976-1977;

Representative of Portuguese
Ministry of Justice at
International Congress on the
Teaching of Human Rights, in
Vienna, 1978.



Allan Kagedan

Conference Possibilities
. for discussion with
.- the Institut Fuer Ostrecht

I. ReligianiniEastern Europe

A conférence on the foundations of, and recent developments in,

i Soviet bloc policy toward religion. Analysis and comparison of condi-
tion qf m;jot religious groups, in iight projected Papal visits to
Poiaﬁa;land possibly the U.S5.5.R., in 1988. Focus could be on countries

with significant Jewish populations -- USSR, Hungary, Romania, and also

Poland.
II. Religion in the USSR

Against the backdrop of the 1000th anniversary of the arrival of
Christianity in Russia (1988) and possible Papal visit to the USSR, the
conference would focus on Soviet policy toward religious groups, the
responses of these groups (official religion and unofficial), énd assess

the significance of legal and doctrinal shifts in the Corbachev era.

sor III. Religion and East-West Relations

Little attention has been paid to the official and unofficial

contacts between religious groups in East and West. This conference
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would outl'i‘ne these and study how they might be used to enhance the
situation of religious believers in the USSR. ‘Among the relationshilps
that could be surveyed: international ties of the Russian Orthodox
Church; World Council Of‘C_hurches; Béptist Churéh ties; Jewish Rabbinic

ties; non-official Christian and Jewish relations, Western religious

broadcasts, Vatican-Kremlin ties.

IV. Western Broadcasting to the USSR

A number of Western countries, including the US, FRG, Britain,
'Canada, l-:rance, Sweden, Israel broadcast regularly to the USSR. American
broadcasts have attracted public and congressional attention over the
past two decades in light of alleged anti-Semitic and anti-democratic
broadcasts by the Munich-based Radio Liberty. A conference could
analyze the extent and nature of the broadcasts; what messages they are
conveying to the Soviet pobulation; and what their cultural, religious,

human rights content is.

* * ¥ *
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