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Many recent developments have fostered speculation that American Jews are 
becoming alienated from Israel. The hard-line posture of the Begin government, 
the rise to public prominence of Sephardic Israelis, recurrent Jewish and Arab 
violence. on the . West Bank, the 1982 war · in Lebanon, arid highly publicized 
disagreements between American and Israeli officials all have prompted some to 
suggest that the once-strong cultural, spiritual and political connections between 
American Jews and Israel are weakening. 

If true, such a development would have far-fe·aching consequences, 
particularly in two areas . First, the commitment of American Jews to Israel has 
undoubtedly helped generate a strong pro-Israel American foreign policy stand, and 
a perceived dampening of American Jewish enthusiasm for Israel could eventually 
translate into reduced U.S. economic, military, and diplomatic support for the 
Jewish state. Second, for more than three decades, and especially since 1967, 
Israel has been a major element of American Jewish group identity. Support for 
Israel has been central to many philanthropic and other communal endeavors , and 
Israel has figured prominently in the spiritual life of American Jewry. Any changes 
in these attitudes and actions are likely to have profound consequences for 

. contemporary Jewish identity and institutional life. 

To increase understanding of how American Jews feel about Isra_el, and why, 
the Institute on American Jewish-Israeli Relations commissioned this nationwide 
study of American Jewry. The study investigated such issues as the depth of 
psychic attachment to Israel, the extent of involvement in pro-Israel activities , 
perceptions about Israelis, conflicting attitudes toward Israeli foreign policy and 
public figures, and anxieties about general American attitudes toward Jews and 
toward Israel. 

This study -- the most in-depth and extensive analysis ever conducted 
regarding American Jewish behavior and attitudes .toward Israel -- benefits from 
two less comprehensive studies of American Jewry .commissioned by the American 
Jewish Committee in 1981 and 1982. By comparing the findings of all three studies 
we can deta·il the complex set of images, · beliefs, and behaviors pertaining to Israel 
prevailing among American Jews, and, in many instances, understand how those 
phenomena have changed over periods before, during, and after the war in Lebanon. 
Moreover, this study reports on not only the responses of the general American 
Jewish public, but also those of a select Jewish leadership group, highlighting both 
where the views of the Jewish communal leadership parallel those o.f its putative 
constituency and where these two sets of views diverge; 

The Surveys 

As noted, this study consists of two surveys, ·one of a representative 
nationwide sample ·of American Jews, the other of board members of five 
prominent Jewish communal organizations. 

The public sample survey data collection was conducted by A.B. Data 
Corporation of Milwaukee, a firm that condUcts direct marketing campaigns of 
Jewish communities. In the last year, A.B. Data compiled approxiniately 80,000 



2 

Distinct ive Jewish Names (DJN) which it applied against lists of the country's 70 
million telephone subscribers to yield w~1l over a million househol9s with a high 
probability of containing a Jewish member. Using this list, the survey was initially 
sent (in June, 1983) to a sample of 1600 households. About a quarter of these, in 
turn, were ineligible or unreachable (non-Jewish, deceased, moved with no 
forwarding address, etc.). Of the remaining 1200 or so, about half (N=640) 
eventually returned the questionnaire. ' Many had received as many as fi ve 
mailings: an introductory letter, the first Questionnaire, a postcard reminder, a 
second and a third questionnaire, as· well as a follow up reminder phone calL. The 
survey's last respondents replied in late July 1983. 

Previous research has compared DJN and non-DJN Jews drawn from random 
samples secured through Random Digit Dialing and other high-cast techniques. 
That research found few differences, all of which were minor and in conflicting 
directions, between Jews with_ Distinctive Jewish Names and those without such 
names. In ather words, it is safe to assume that DJNs are neither mare nor no less 
Jewishly committed than non-DJN Jews. The selectivity in returning mail 
questionnaires might well pose a greater problem. Previous research on returned­
mail questionnaires indicated lower response rates among the lesser educated, the 
geographically mobile, the elderly, and those with less interest in the subject 
matter. However, a comparison of this survey's respondents with those of more 
sophisticated (and costly) Jewish population studies revealed only small differences 
(see Appendix B). Slightly more of the present respondents are married; they are 
slightly more affluent, mare Israel-oriented, and more denominationally affiliated 
than the others. In general , the differences between them and respondents in other 
studies total about 5% or less. 

The leadership sample consists of board members from five national 
organization~: the American Jewish Committee, · the American Jewish Congress, 
the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, the International B'nai Brith, and the 
United Jewish Appeal. Again, about half of the eligible respondents returned the 
questionnaire (N=272). Results below are reported collectively for the five 
organizations. 

The Findings 

Psychic Attachment to Israel 

By all measures, American Jews reported a deep attachment to Israel (see 
Table 1). About three-quarters said that "Caring about Israel is a very important 
part of my being a Jew," and as many agreed that "If Israel were destroyed, I would 
feel as if I had suffered one of the greatest personal tragedies in my life ." 
Meanwhile, over 9 in 10 classified themselves as ~'pro-Israel" or "very pro-Israel" 
and the rest were mostly "neutra!." Conversely, only about 1 in 10 reported that 
they were "sometimes uncomfortable about identifying my~elf as a supporter of 
Israel." 

Clearly, the vast majority of American Jews not only claim to care deeply 
about Israel, they are nat ashamed to say so in public . (This finding IS all the more 
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I 
impressive in light of fairly widespread images they have of American anti­
Semitism and hostility to Israel reported below.} 

Comparisons with earlier studies (the questions on "personal tragedy" and 
"pro-Israel" were asked in 1982 and 1981) demonstrate a small, but noticeable 
change over the three studie~l. The prqportion who said they were "very pro-Israel" 
dipped slightly between December, 1981 and August, 1982 (during the war in 
Lebanon), but has returned to the pre-war level since then (43%, 36%, and 43%). 
Moreover, over the three surveys, the proportion 'answering affirmatively to the 
"personal tragedyll question has held virtually steady (83%, 83%, and 77%). , 

I 

On all measures of psychic attachment td Israel the leadership sample 
somewhat exceeded the general Jewish public . More leaders (90% versus 78%) said 
caring about Israel was important to their Jewi~hnessj more felt that Israel's 
destruction would be a personal tragedYi fewer fe(t sometimes uneasy identifying 
as a supporter of Israel; and more termed themselves "very pro-Israel" (63% versus 
43%). That the leaders scored higher on these m~asures is, of course, not at all 
surprising in light of their involvement in Jewish ! communal life at the highest ' 
levels, and of their derivative experiences, socialization and peer pressures. 

, 
In brief, broad psychic attachment to Israel is still widely felt among 

American Jews, be they leaders or the larger public . The findings suggest little or 
no erosion in the most fervent and passionate support for Israel. Caring for Israel 
still tanks with attending a Passover Seder and lighting Hanukkah candles as among 
the most popular and widespread contempc;>rary e~pressions of American Jewish 
commitment. ' 
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TABLE 1 

Indicators of Psychic Attachment to Israel 

"Caring about Israel is a very important part 
of my being B Jew." 

"If Israel were destroyed, I would feel as if I 
had suffered one of the greatest personal 
tragedies in my life." 

"I am sometimes uncomfortable about identifying 
myself as a supporter of Israel." 

"Feelings about Israel" 
Very Pro-Israel' 
Pro-Israel 
Neutral 
Anti-Israel 
Very Anti-israel 

Public 

78% 

77 

10 

43 
43 

6 
2 
1 

Leaders 

90% 

83 

4 

63 
35 
o 
2 
o 
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Personal Involvement with Israel 

American Jews not only feel a strong attachment to Israel, they manifest it 
in several ways (see Table 2). Almost all (93%) reported paying special attention 
to newspaper and magazine articles about Israel (in fact, the proportion actually 
exceeds those attending a Passover Seder, the most popular Jewish religious ritual 
in the United States). Moreover, three-quarters (75%) claimed they ".often talk 
about Israel with friends and relatives," while aver half (56%) considered 
themselves "very well-informed about Israel." 

As with psychic commitment, ~he leaders outscored the public in terms of 
pers.onal involvement, in particular in terms of .often discussing Israel with friends 
and family (97%) and a self-image of being well-informed about Israel (93%). 
Again, given the na.ture of their communal involvement,"these results are perfectly 
understandable •. 

Clearly, by every measure examined, I~rael plays a · prominent · part in the 
cognitive and emotional lives of a vast majority of American Jews. Indeed, as the 
next table shows, a large minority of the sample also reported having direct 
personal contact, communication and connection with the Jewish State and society. 

Contact and ComrTUlication with Israel and Israelis 

Several previous studies of American Jews reported that about 38% of 
American Jews said they had visited Israel and 15% had been there twice or more. 
The figures reported in Table 3 (40% and 17%) are slightly higher and may reflect 
an actual small growth in the proportion who had visited Israel (in fact, 4% 
reported having visited Israel in 1982 and 3% said they had already visited in the 
first half of 1983). 

It should be understood that not all 40% who have visited Israel did so out of 
a deep sense of Jewish commitment. A national study conducted in 1981 for the 
Israel Government Tourist Office found that not only had 38% of Amerfcan Jews 
visited I~rael, but that -- in the same sample -- almost as many (35%) had been to 
Italy. For many American Jews, Israel's attraction as a tourist destination is not 
all that different from other historically interesting vacationlands. However, in 
this and other studies, those who have travelled twice or more to Israel (17%) 
scored SUbstantially higher on several measures of Jew!sh commitment; the repeat 
travellers are largely visiting Israel -out of a sense of commitment to their 
Jewishness and to the Jewish State: It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that 
between l-in-S and 2-in-5 Jews share a very deep personal connection with Israeli 
society. 

Similar conclusions may be drawn from the frequent reports of family and 
friendship connections between American Jews and Israelis. About a third of the 
public sample reported they had family in Israel and as many said they had 
I!persona~ friends in Israel.1! Interestingly, in a parallel study of Israelis conducted 
simultaneously by the Institute, an even larger proportion of Israelis reported 
having been to the U.S., and having family and friends here . These results suggest 
that a very substantial minority of both Jewish communities--the one in Israel and 
that in the United States--has a deep personal investment in the other community. 
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TABLE 2 

Indicators of Personal Involvement with Israel 

Pay special attention to newspapers and magagine 
articles about Israel 

"Often talk about Israel with friends and relatives." 

"Consider yourself very well-informed about Israel." 

Public 

93% 

75 . 

56 

Leaders 

99% 

97 

93 
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TABLE 3 

Indicators of Contact and Communication with Israel 

Public Leaders 

Visited Israel 

Once or More 40% 94% 

Twice or More 17 78 

"Have any family in Israel." 34 35 

"Have any personal friends in Israel." 35 69 

( "Ever seriously considered living in Israel." 17 17 
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The leaders in the surveys reported even more extensive contact with Israel 
than the Jewish public at large. Although they are no more likely than the general 
respondents to have family in Israel or to h~ve considered living there, they are 
much more likely to have been to Israel and, as a result, man.y more of them have 
developed personal friends there. Almost all the leaders (94%) have been to Israel 
and over three-quarters (78%) have been there at least twice; moreover, more than 
two-thirds (69%) reported personal friends in Israel. 

Thus, it is clear that the ties of American Jewry to Israel go weB beyond 
ethnic or religious symbolic concerns (powerful as these may be). When many 
American Jews think of Israel and worry about her future they are thinking not 
merely of some abstract distant image, but of real places they have seen, and real 
people who are close and dear to them. 

Images of Israelis 

Respondents were asked to comment on how accurately they thought various 
descriptions applied to most Israelis (see Table 4). About half or even more 
thought that five descriptions characterize "most Israelis .•• to a great extent": 
industrious, aggressive, heroic, peaceioving, and progressive. The sample largely 
rejected three characterizations: intolerant, religious, and conservative. And it 
was ambivalent about the remaining four modifiers: idealistic, arrogant, secular, 
and materialistic. 

In all likelihood, informed observers of Israeli society would be considerably 
more prepared than were the respondents to describe Israelis as intoiera.nt, 
religious, and conservative. 

This discrepancy derives from a certain idealization of the Israeli in the eyes 
of American Jews. In particular, American Jews like to think of Israelis as akin to 
themselves, and to project their own self-images onto the Israelis. 

This phenomenon of course only partially explains the results in Table 4. The 
high scares for "aggressive" and "heroic," descriptions that few American Jews 
would probably apply to themselves, suggest the special place Israelis hold in 
American Jewish imagery. With "peaceloving," these descriptions suggest the 
image of ~n embattled society heroically struggling to achieve true peace and 
security. 
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TABLE 4 

To What Extent Do You Think Each Of The Following 
Descriptions Applies To Most Israelis?" 

"To A Great Extent" 

Industrious 

p..ggr,?ssive 

HeroiC 

Peace loving 

Progressive 

Idealistic 

Arrogant 

Materialistic 

Secular 

Intolerant 

Religious 

Conservative 

"Generally I feel closer kinship wi th Israeli 
Ashkenazim tha~ Israeli Sephardim." 

Public 

81% 

68 

66 

53 

50 

30 

29 

21 

20 

13 

12 

8 

59 

Leaders 

69% 

71 

66 

75 

44 

14 

29 

19 

41 

14 

4 

6 

55 
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As noted, communal leaders travelled to Israel and had more extensive 
contact with Israelis than the Jewish public as a who~e. As a result, although most 
of their images of Israelis were consonant with those of the public sample, the 
leaders were more likely to characterize Israelis as "peaceioving"· and "secular." 
Their experience of meeting with them in their own land probably heightened their 
sense of the many hardships Israelis are enduring because of their ongoing conflict 
with their Arab -neighbors. Those hardships, and the anxieties they produce, 
readily apparent to anyone who gets to know Israelis on a personal level, may well 
inGrease one's image of Israelis as IIpeaceloving." Similarly, direct contact with 
Israelis tends to dispel idealized images of a largely religious society and to make 
cle(;!r that many Israelis--especially the Ashkenazim--have developed a Jewish 
culture in a thoroughly "secular" mold. 

That many American Jews see Israelis in part as extensions of themselves is 
evident in the majority (59% of the public; 55% of the leaders) who openly agreed 
with what for some must have been a very delicate statement: "Generaly I feel a 
closer kinship with Israeli Ashkenazim than Israeli Sephardim." The sense of 
common (European) communal origins serves for many American Jews as a tie 
bridging the two communities separated both by great geographical and cultural 
distance. This finding suggests a potential for misunderstanding and alienation as 
Israeli Sephardim come into increasing prominence in Israeli public life. While 
some American Jews who now feel closer with Israeli Ashkenazim will in time also 
come to feel close to the Sephardim, .as they are exposed to them, other~ may well 
feel slightly less connected with Israel because of di fferences they sense between 
themselves (largely Ashkenazim) and the emerging Israeli leadership. 

Support for Israel Activities 

The widespread Jewish psychic attachment to Israel and the considerable 
personal contact and communication many Jews have with the country and society 
translates into a large minority of American Jews active in Israel's support (Table 
5). Almost half the sample (46%) reported giving charity directly to Israeli 
educational or charitabie institutions while over a third reported contributing $100 
or more to the UJA (the Israeli-oriented central communal philanthropic drive) in 
the past year. Almost a third reported having "contributed money to a political 
candidate" within a year of the survey because "he/she would support Israel." 
About a fifth said they had "written a newspaper or elected official in support of 
Israel" in the last 12 months. 

Previous research has demonstrated the phenomenon of people over-reporting 
or exaggerating socially approved behavior. Nevertheless, on the basis of other 
more sophisticated surveys of American Jews, it is safe to assume that at least 
three-quarters who reported a UJA contribution of $100 actually gave that much. 
In any event, roughly a third of American Jews view themselves --accurately or 
inaccurately -- as active supporters of Israel, both philanthropically and politically. 

Just as the leaders reported greater attachment and involvement with Israel, 
so too did they report con.siderably more charitable and political support for Israel. 
As generally wealthy Jews involved in Jewish life, virtually all of them contributed 
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TABLE ~ 

Reported Acts of Support for Israel 

"Contribute directly to Israeli educational 
or charitable institutions." 

Have given the UJA/Federation $100 or more in 
the last 12 months 

"Contributed money to a political candidate" in the last 
12 months because "h~/she would support Israel" 

"Written a newspaper or elected official in support 
of Israel in the last 12 months." 

Public Leaders 

46% 94% 

34 97 

3D 76 

20 70 
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both to the UJA and directly to Israeli institutions. For similar reasons, it is not at 
all surprising to learn that over three-quarters (76%) reported contributing to a 
pro-Israel political candidate in the last year and almost as many (70%) said they 
had written pro-Israel letters to a newspaper or elected official. 

In short,iarge numbers of American Jews act out their commitment through 
political and philanthropic activities. 

Images of American Society and Its Orientaticn to Jews and Israel 

As a result of deep commitments to both Israel and the United States, 
American Jews firmly reject the notion that a commitment to one in any way 
contradicts a commitment to the other. Over 9 in 10 affirmed that "U.S. support 
for Israel is in America's interest," while fewer than 1 in 4 agreed that "There are 
times when my devotion to Israel comes into conflict with my devotion to 
America" (Table 6). 

In fact, the devotion of American Jews to the United States and to Jewish 
life here has been so thoroughgoing, that many observers have suggested that 
American Jews are pro-Israel but not Zionist -- as least in the classic way the term 
has been used. In this sample where almost all said they were "pro-Israel," only a 
substantial minority (39%) considered themselves Zionists and an even smaller 
number (17%) said they had ever seriously considered settling in Israel. Over 4-in-
5 implicitly rejected central tenet of classical Zionist thinking .. - the imperative to 
make aliyah (settle in Israel).. Earlier studies revealed other repudiations of 
classic Zionism: the vast majority of American Jews believes that American 
Jewish life has a bright future and rejects the proposition that "Israel's future is 
secure." Interestingly, findings in the Institute's parallel study of Israelis, revealed 
that they hold converse views: consistent with Zionism's pessimistic prognosis for 
Jewish life in the Diaspora, most Israelis agreed that American Jewry is on the 
road to assimilation and that-Israel is chiefly responsible for maintaining American 
Jewish continuity. 

Although American Jews regard American and Israeli interests as ultimately 
consistent, they are--to put it mildly--not convinced that other Americans see 
things that way. Three questions designed to tap American Jewish concern about 
continued U.S. support for Israel demonstrate that about half of all American Jews 
are deeply worried about whether that :support will continue. Thus, less than half 
(47%) agreed that "Most Americans think that U.S. support for Israel is in 
America'S interest," and more than half expressed fears about the solidity of 
America's commitment to Israel's security. Most (54%) agreed that "When it comes 
to the crunch, few non-Jews will come to Israel's side in its !)truggle to survive" and 
said (55%) they were "worried the U.S. may stop being a firm ally of Israel." The 
attachment to Israel, the concern for her security, and the anxiety over American 
support for the embattled state lead almost three-quarters (73%, the same as in 
the 1981 study) to agree that -"Jews should not vote for candidates .... unfriendly to 
Israel." 

To some outsiders, .;Jews' anxiety about U.S. support for Israel may appear 
misplaced, if not downright ludicrous. After all, for many years , U.S. economic 
and military. aid has amounted to about $2 billion a year and more. The U.S. can be 
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TABLE 6 

Israel, American Jews, and the Larger Society 

"U.S. Support for Israel is in America'S Interest." 

"There are times when my devotion to Israel comes 
into conflict with my devotion to America.1I 

ConSider self a Zionist 

"Most Americans think that U.S. support for Israel 
is in America's interest. II -

"When it comes to the crunch few non-Jews will come 
to Israel's side -in its struggle to survive." 

"I am worried the U.S. may stop being a firm 
ally of [srae!." 

"Jews should not vole for ~andidates unfriendly 
to Israel." 

"Anti-Semitism in America may, in the .future, become 
a serious problem for American Jews." 

"Anti-Semitism in America is currently not a serious 
problem for American Jews." 

"Virtually all positions of influence in America 
are open to Jews." 

Public 

91% 

24 

}9 

47 

54 

55 

7} 

69 

}7 

27 

Leaders 

96% 

17 

50 

60 

41 

48 

66 

55 

64 

44 
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counted on to veto U. N. Security ¢ouncil resolutions voicing one-sided criticism of 
Israel; in fact, the voting records : of Israel and the U.S. in the U.N. agree an 
extraordinary 85% of the time. In light of these and several other indications of a 
strong U.S. support for Israel, why are American Jews s~ anxious over that 
support? 

Part of the reason may lie with their anxieties over the security of their own 
position in the American society. Despite notable advances in politics, the media, 
business, academe, and ·other prest:igious or powerful spheres of American society, 
Jews still feel potentially threatened by American anti-semitism. Over two-thirds 
(69%) agreed . that "Anti-Semitism ~n America may, in the future become a serious 
problem for American Jews." OnlY lone third or so gave answers expressing lack of 
anxiety over the Jewish position in!America. Thus, only a third (37%) agreed that 
"Anti-Semitism is currently not a: serious problem for American Jews," and a 
simileI' number (27%) agreed with ~he _mildly worded statement that "Virtually all 
position of influence in America are open to Jews." , 

In most respects, the findings reported for the leaders and the public in Table 
6 are very similar. However, in one area the two views diverged notably; Leaders 
were much more likely to downplay the contemporary importance of American 
anti-semitism. Almost two-thirds '(64%) agreed that it is currently not "a- serious 
problem," compared with about one-third (37%) of the wider Jewish public. 
Moreover they were much more likely to agree (44% to 27%) that, "Virtually all 
positions of ,influence ... are open t9 Jews." As successful business leaders and as 
leaders who are concerned with a w,ide var'iety of Jewish communal problems, these 
individuals are less likely than the typical American Jew to e'xperience personal 
anti-se!'Tlitism and more likely to be concerned with other commt.mal issues. 

In this context, it is worthwhile to examine whom American Jews see as 
their -friends with respect to Israeli, and whom they see as adversaries (see Table 
7). Respondents were asked to ch~racterize several American groups as "generally 
friendly, mixed or neutral, or generally unfriendly to Israel~u The results are 
reported in the farm of a "friendly index,1I that is, the percentage seen as 
"generally friendly" minus the percentage seen as "generally unfriendly." They 
suggest rather distinctive pattern~ in American Jewish perceptions. Four groups 
were seen as especially "friendly": IDemocrats, liberals, Congress, and labor unions. 
In cont'rast, President Reagan and five groups were characterized as predominantly 
"mixed or neutral" although slightly more. friendly than unfriendly. 

In the "mixed or neutral" : grouping, in addition to the President, the 
respondents listed Republicans, : the military, conservatives, "mainstream" 
Protestants, and Evangelical Protestants. A few groups were seen as mildly hostile 
to Israel: Catholics, the news med.ia, and, in particular, the State Department and 
corporations. One group -- blacks ,-- emerge in the sample's collective mind, as the 
most unfriendly to Israel. 

Several factors obviously he)p shape American Jewish perceptions of their 
friends and adversaries. As a liberal community and with historical memory of 
liberalism, American Jewry belie~es its friends are found in established liberal 
groups and institutions. Moreover, ithe Democratic Party, liberals, Congress. and 

I 
I 
i , 



15 

TABLE 7 

Are each of these "American Groups ... generally friendly, 
mixed or ~eutral! or generally unfriendly to Israel?" 

• • Friendly Index 

Public Leaders 

Democrats 60 76 

Liberals 46 44 

Congress 38 76 

Labor Unions 33 58 

President Reagan 16 55 

Republicans 14 42 

The Military 12 24 

Conservatives 10 27 

"Mainstream" Protestants 8 10 

Evangelical Protestants 3 63 

News Media -3 -20 

Catholics· -5 9 

State Department -11 -53 

Corporations -15 -29 

Blacks _41 -58 

a. Fr:iendly Index = (the difference between the % who answered "Generally Friendly" 
and the % who answered "Generally Unfriendly ," 
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labor unions are all · places where Imany American Jews feel truly accepted on a 
personal as well as a political leveH As a result, they view them as more friendly 
to Jews and more inclined to suppor't Israel. 

To American · Jews the groups listed in the middle of Table 7 constitute 
"America's social and political power structure." The President, Republicans, the 
military, conservatives and Protestants not only control America, they believe, but 
haven't fully accepted American J~ws. Thus, one must be vigilant and ultimately 
skeptical of their professed friendliflBss toward Israel. 

All the groups seen as hostile are, in one way or another, viewed as 
competing with American Jews for the support of the general public on a variety of 
issues. Jews and Catholics often conflict around Church-State and some social 
issuesj the news media, especially · after the war in Lebanon, were seen by many 
Jews as biased against Israel; the ·State Department has long been considered by 
American Jews as dominated by Arabists, patriotic diplomats who sincerely believe 

. that America's long-range interests lie with the oil-rich and populous Arab worldj 
the word "corporations" conjures 4P images of businesses still intoler~nt of Jews, 
which act in an amoral fashion to ;maximize profits, and which, as a result, have 
cast .their lot with the economi~ally profitable Arab world. 

The extraordinary frequency ~ith which Jews see blacks as unfriendly toward 
Israel bears special mention. In other surveys Jews have made clear that they 
share a common domestic agenda with blacks and support large-scale social 
spending to benefit blacks, other minorities, and all" needy Americans. 
Nevertheless, Jews have been cha.stened by the apparent collapse of the once­
strong Black-Jewish civil rights alliance, the urban confrontations of the last two 
decades, and the involvement of several prominent black community leaders with 
the PLO. Thus, while Jews remaib sympathetic to black domestic concerns, they 
are very suspicious of blacks when they act in the international arena. 

, 
In most but not all ways, tlJe perceptions of the leaders regarding various 

groups in U.S . society paralleled those of the public sample. Generally, the leaders 
had more definite or extreme vie,-,!,s about whether groups were friendly or hostile 
towards Israel; thus, groups which. the public rated as friendly were usually even 
more postively rated by the leaders, and the converse was true for groups rated 
hostile. i 

Three of the larger discreparcies between public and leaders' views include 
Congress, the President, and Republicans. On these and several other political 
groups and institutions, the leaders perceived much greater friendliness, probably 
because of their greater access to public officials and their greater command of 
specialized information .. 

In two other instances sophisticated knowledge undoubtedly shaped leaders' 
views. They saw the State Department and Evangelical Protestants as respectively 
much more hostile and much more friendly to Israel than did the public. The image 
of a pro-Arab State Departn'lf~n~ h~s been especially vivid among Jewish communal 
leaders for decades. Similarly; the pro-Israel stance of many Evangelical 
Protestant leaders surprises many Jews whose conventional images of 
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fundamentalist Christians are of religiously inspired anti-semitism. Only those 
Jews especially· attentive to intergroup relations and to the images of Israel among 
the American public are likely to know much about the pro-Israel sympathies of 
many Evangelical Protestants. 

Leaders also tended to see most American groups and institutions as more 
friendly toward Israel than did the general Jewish public. Since the perception of a 
hostile environment generally feeds reluctance to take risks and compromise, the 
public may be expected to have less conciliatory or "dovish" views on the: Middle 
East conflict than the communal leaders. That this indeed is the case may be seen 
in comparing the two groups' views on Israeli security policies. 

Divergent Opinions About Israeli Security Policies 

Although American Jews are substantially united in their concern for Israeli 
security, they, like Israelis, hold diverse views about how Israel should best pursue 
its search for peace and security (Table 8). Pragmatism and concern for security 
are . two themes which run through American Jewish thinking about the ~rab-Isr<:leli 
conflict. 

A plurality of the public (42% to 29% with 30% undecided) preferred that 
Israel "maintain permanent control over the West Bank." But, for many, this view 
does not translate into outright annexation of the West Bank. By roughly similar 
margins (42% to 34% with 23% undecided) the sample endorsed Israel offering "the 
Arabs teritorial compromise ••• for credible guarantees of peace," and favored (51% 
to 28% with 21% not sure) suspending the "expansion of settlements in ... the West 
Bank ••• to encourage peace negotiations." 

Previous AJC studies have shown that American Jews overwhelmingly (by 
about 5 to 1) support Israel's refusal to negotiate with Palestinian leaders 
committed to Israel's destruction. But in this most recent study, that stance is 
revealed as primarily a response to feelings of threat and vulnerability. Were the 
PLO to "recognize Israel and renounce terrorism," the vast majority of the sample 
(70% to 17%) agreed that Israel should talk with the PLO. By almost 2 to 1 (48% to 
26% with 27% undecided) they also endorsed the right of Palestinians to a 
"homeland on the West Bank and Gaza, so long as it does not threaten Israel." 

That threat and vulnerability are at the heart of American Jewish attitudes 
toward the conflict can be seen in a number of ways. First, responses to the same 
question -- on "territorial compromise" -- in the three AJC surveys may be 
compared. In December 1981, the sample was evenly split (41% to 41%) on the 
question; during the Lebanon war, in August 1982, when Israel was engaged in 
active military operations and appeared to be under attack by· the American media, 
the sample rejected territorial corripromise by a wide margin (31% for, 52% 
against), Now, after hostilities have diminished, a slight majority favors territorial 
compromise. Similarly, the minority of the Jewish public that opposed open 
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TABLE 8 

Opinions About Israeli Security Policies 

Public Leaders 

Not Not 
Ves No Sure Ves No Sure 

"Israel should maintain permanent control 
over ... the West Bank." 42 29 30 21 59 20 

"Israel should offer the Arabs territorial 
compromise in .•. the West Bank and Gaza 
in return for credible guarantees of peace." 42 34 23 74 16 10 

"Israel should susp~nd the expansion of 
settlements in ... the West Bank ... to 
encourage pea~e negotiations." 51 28 21 55 25 20 

"Israel should talk with the PLO if the 
PLO recognizes Israel and renounces 
terrorism." 70 17 13 73 . 17 II 

"Palestinians have a right to a hQmeland 
on the West Bank and Gaz8, so long as 
it does not threaten Israel." 48 26 27 51 28 22 
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criticism of Israeli policies .by American Jews was lowest in this last survey. Thus, 
the number opposing criticism started at 33%.in December, 1981; it grew to 43% in 
August, 1982; and it has fallen to its lowest level of 31% in this study (see Table 
11). 

The third demonstration that Jewish attitudes are influenced by their 
perceptions of Israeli vulnerability lies in the findings .drawn from an index of 
perceived hostility toward Israel. The index was created by adding "pOints" for 
seeing groups as IIgenerally . unfriendly to Israel" and subtracting points for seeing 
groups as IIgenerally friendly." The third of the sample that saw more American 
groups as anti-Israel was some 20% less likely to endor~e "dovish" points of view 
than was the third of the sample who considered the American public more friendly 
toward Israel. 

If the American Jewish public tends to lean toward a "dovish" posture on 
Israeli policies, the communal leadership does more so. By about 2 to 1 (55% to 
25%) the leaders endorsed suspension of West Bank settlement expansion, and the 
right of Palestinians to a homeland which does not threaten Israel (51% to 28%). 
By mor!=! than 4 to 1 (73% to 17%) they endorsed the position that Israel should talk 
with the PLO provided the PLO renounces terror and recognizes Israel. On these 
three questions the leaders were only slightly more conciliatory than the public at 
large. However, on the two questions in Table B pertaining to territories (and in 
two others reported in Table 10), leaders were significantly more eager for Israel 
to relinquish control 'of the territories than were respondents in the public sample. 
Thus they rejected by 3 to 1 (59% to 21%) the notion th_Bt "Israel should maintain 
permanent control over ••• the West Bankll; and by the much larger margin of over 4 
to 1 (7'4% to 16%) they er:'ldorsed the proposal to offer territorial compromise for 
"credible guarantees of peace." 

Several interrelated factors may account for the conciliatory views of most 
com,munal leaders. ,Previous studies of American Jewish public opinion identified 
several factors 'associated with sut;h thinking. Those who were better educated, 
more politically liberal, younger, 'and less communally affiliated were more likely 
to hold dovish views (and these results hold up for this survey as well). These 
variables should be -inte.rpreted not in their own right, but as indicators of some 
underlying ·concept. (I have suggested that they all betoken cosmopolitanism -­
being oriented and involved in 'thinking and groups beyond. the exclusively Jewish 
sub-culture.) 

Thus, even though the leaders share few of the distinctive socio-demographic 
ch~racteristics which predispose the larger public to take 8 dovish stance, they 
have Deen exposed, by virtue of their leadership responsibilities, to the 
perspectives and values of influentials who are neither Jewish nor Israeli. 

The leaders' pQint of view, moreover, makes for some interesting paradoxes. 
Gener~lIy, those in the larger Jewish population who care more deeply and are 
more politically and financially supportive of Israel, and have greater-contact and 
communication with Israelis are slightly more "hawkish" than their less Israel­
involved counterparts. On the other hand, the communal leaders who exhibit 
commitment to, and involvement with, Israel at levels far above the larger Jewish 
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population, are decidedly more dovish than one would anticipate on the basis of 
such high involvement. These contradictory tendencies could make for intra­
organizational tension, with broad-based membership groups' local chapters leaning 
in a more hawkish direction while the top national leadership exhibits a more · 
dovish view. 

Perhaps the key aspect that prediposes the top leaders toward more 
conciliatory attitudes is their direct contact with a large number of Israeli 
influentials, many of whom strongly oppose the present government position and 
support other views. As Jewish communal leaders learn to appreciate distinctions 
between Israeli leaders and policies, they also come to recognize that expression of 
their more conciliatory foreign policy instincts is not necessarily heretical or 
disloyal. 

Ratings of Israeli Political Leaders 

We asked respondents to indicate whether they had ' a "very favorable , 
somewhat favorable, somewhat unfavorable, very unfavorable ll impression of six 
well known contemporary Israeli political leaders, or "no impression" at all of any 
of them. (Table 9) 

Abba Eban -- a figure held in modest esteem by Israelis and well-known in the 
United St,ates since his service as a UN Ambassador during the Six Day War (1,967) 
-- emerged as the most popular figure among American Jews, Ariel Sharon -- now 
in disrepute in Israel for his bellicosity and individualism during the war in Lebanon 
-- was the least popular. The four other figures -- Rabin, Navon, Begin and Peres 
-- had fairly similar, intermediate favorability scores. 

Past Israe li President Yitzchak Navon was the least well-known figure (44% 
had no impression). Of those who claimed to know about him, almost all gave him 
favorable ratings; among these, he was as popular as Eban. Labor Party leader 
Shimon Peres and Prime Minister Begin elicited quite different levels of feeling. 
About half of those with an impression of the Pritne Minister thought of him as 
either "very favorable" or "very unfavorable"; whereas :5 out of 4 who rated Peres 
put him in either the "somewhat favorable" or "somewhat unfavorable" categories. 
Apparently, as among Israelis, Shimon Peres excites neither enthusiastic support 
nor diehard opposition. 

The leaders' evaluations of Israeli leaders differ from those of the public 'in 
fairly predictable ways. Leaders were considerably less likely t9 report "no 
impression" of any of the six leaders. As a result , they were more likely to think 
favorably of Yitzchak Navon. Their views of Labor Party leaders Peres and Rabin 
were similar to those of the public sample; however, their' views of Prime Minister 
Begin and former Defense Minister Sharon were decidedly less favorable than those 
of the public. The leaders were split down the middle on Men:achem Begin and 
clearly unfavorably impressed with Sharon. Begin's popularity among the leagers is 
far behind that · of the four Labor Party personalities. Their views of Israeli 
political leaders, then, are consistent with their views of which policies would best 
bring about peace and security for Israel. Just as they endorse Labor Party 'style 
policies, so too are they more comfortable with Labor Party personalities. 
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TABLE 9 

Favorability Ratings of Six Israeli Political Leaders 

Public .Leaders 

Favorability Favorability 
RatingS %No. Impression RatingS 

Abba Eban 72 9 

Yitzchak Rabin 41 29 

Yitzchak Navan 36 45 

Shimon Peres 31 23 

Menachem Begin 31 3 

Ariel Sharon 5 7 

a. Favorability Rating _ 1 X (% "Very Flivorable" - % "Very UnfavQrable") 
+ 0.5 X (% "Somewhat Favorable" - % "Somewhat Unfavorable") 

72 

45 

57 

32 

6 

-39 

%No. Impression 

0 

4 

14 

6 

0 

0 
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Clearly, American Jews distinguish among various Israeli political leaders as 
well as alternative foreign policies, and afe also generally willing to express 
implicit criticism of certain Israeli policies when given the opportunity to do so, 

Criticism of Israeli Policies and Leaders 

That many Amer~can Jews afe uncomfortable with some' aspects of current 
Israeli foreign policy is evident. By almost 2 to 1 (48% to 29% with 23% unsure) 
the respondents affirmed (Table 10) that they were "often troubled by the policies 
of the current Israeli government." Aside from differences with Israeli leaders on 
how to pursue peace and security (refer back to Table 8), the sample by a 2 to 1 
margin expressed concern with the way the Israeli government has been handling 
relations with the, U.S. They agreed (50% to 24% with 26% undecided) that "Israeli 
leaders have sometimes been unnecessarily tactless in their dealings with American 
officials"; ~nd, by a similar margin (50% to 24%; 26% not sure) they assented to the 
view that Israeli government policies "have hurt Israel in the U.S." 

Apparently criticism of the adverse impact of Israeli policies on U.S.-Israeli 
relations is, in a sense, "fair game" among American Jews, as is support for more 
dovish policies. However, more direct attacks on current leaders and policy 
directions received the support of only substantial minorities. Thus, by a slim 
margin (38% to 35%) the sample rejected the notion that Prime Minister Begin's 
policies ,"have damaged Israel." By margins of about 2 to 1 (52% to 24%;-42% to 
28%, and 50% to 22%) they also rejected three statements which directly expressed 
lack -of faith in Israel's democracy or continuity as a viable Jewish state. Thus, 
they rejected the suggestion of a · recent erosion in "Israel'S commitment to 
democratic values," as well a,s the idea that the West Bank occupation will erode 
Israel's democratic, humanitarian or Jewish character. 

As one would expect, the leaders were in substantial agreement with the 
public on these ' issues, but they were even more critical of the present Israeli 
government and its policies. Thus, many more said they were "troubledll by the 
government's policies (70% agreed, only 21% disagreed), and there was a near 
consensus that the government has hurt U.S.-Israel relations unnecessarily. By 
over 4 to 1 (68% to 15%) the leaders agreed that Prime Minister Begin's policies 
"have hurt Israel in the U.S." and even more (81% versus 10%) agreed that Israelis 
"have sometimes been unnecessarily tactless in their · dealings" with American 
leaders. 

Consistent with these highly critica~ views, a plurality (43% to 32%) agreed 
that the present government's pOlicies "have damaged Israel." And while they were 
more hesitant.than the public to declare that Israel's "commitment to democr:atic 
values has eroded in recent years," they were clearly more ready to express their 
fears for Israel if occupation of the territories were to continue. Pluralities (47% 
to 33% and 43% to 36%) agreed that continued occupation will "erode Israel'S 
democratic and humanitarian characterll and her "Jewish character" as well. These 
views, of course, echo those expressed frequently by Israelis themselves. With 
their greater familiarity with the issues surrounding the occupation and with 
indigenous Israeli anxieties about those policies, communal leaders are more likely 
than the larger Jewish public to feel uneasy with those poliCies. 
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TABLE 10 

Expressions of Overt Criticism of Israeli Policies and Leaders . 

Public Leaders 

Not Not 
Ves No Sure Ves No Sure 

"I am often troubled by the policies of 48 29 23 70 21 9 
the current Israeli government."B 

liThe policies of Prime f'v!inister Begin and 50 22 28 68 15 18 
his government have hurt Israel in the 
U.S." 

"Israeli -leaders have sometimes been 50 24 26 81 10 9 
unnecessarily tactless in their 
dealing with American officials." 

"The policies of Menachem Begin and his 35 38 27 43 32 25 
government have damaged Israel." 

"Israel's commitment to democratic 24 52 24 22 64 14 
values has. eroded in recent years." 

"Continued Israeli occupation of the West 28 42 31 47 33 20 
Bank will erode Israel's democratic and 
humanitarian character.1I 

"Continued Israeli occupation of the West 22 50 27 43 36 21 
Bank will erode Israel's Jewish character." 

a. Answers to the first question only are "Agree," "Disagree," "Not Sure" 
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The respondents from both samples, then, were willing to take issue with 
certain aspects Of Israeli political decision.making, but they were resolute in their 
commitment to a certain idealized vision of her society. Just as they made 
distinctions over the substance of permissible criticism, so too did they distinguish 
between those who may, and those who may not, express criticism of Israeli 
policies. 

Thus, the sample overwhelmingly supported the right of Israelis to criticize 
their own government and, by inference, they suggested such criticism was a good 
thing. By a 4 to 1 margin (70% to 17% with 12% not sure) they rejected the 
proposition (se~ Table 11) that !lIsraelis who strongly criticize" some of the 
government's polides "are bad for Israel." They were slightly less ,enthusiastic 
about AmQrican Jewish criticism, but even here they were largely supportive. By 
roughly 2 to 1 margins they assented to the view that "American Jewish 
organizations should feel free to criticize" (60% to 27%), and they rejected the 
notion that "American Jews should not criticize the government of Israel's policies 
publicly" (57% to 31%). In contrast, the sample implicitly rejected the right of 

. non-Jews to take Israel to task. By a 67% to 15% majority, respondents disagreed 
with the view that "non-Jews should hold Israel to higher standards of conduct than 
other countries," even as they affirmed 52% to 37% that American Jews had the 
righ~ to make such a distinction. . 

From these results it would seem that American Jews believe some forms of 
. criticism of Ierael t by s~me people, on some issues and of some personalities, is 
acceptable. But criticism is acceptable only if it is internal to the group, and the 
more internal the better. Thus, the sample saw Israelis themselves a8 the most 
accepted critics, followed by American Jewish organizations and American Jewish 
individuals. Criticism by non.,.Jews -- whose views and motives are always st.!spect 
-- of the Jewish State, her leaders, policies, and society is not acceptable. (Non­
Jews can, perhaps~ IIget away" with regretting U.S.-Israel tensions, but not with 
blaming Israel for causing those tensions.) 

Finally, the loyalty of potential Jewish critics to the group is s~en as a. sine 
qua non. By more than 3 to 1 (61% to 20%), the sarflple rejected the view that · 
"Those who stop giving to UJA because they oppose Israeli government poliCies are 
right to do so." Clearly, criticism has its limits, and the decision to stop givin'g to 
the centrel pro-Israel communal philanthropic drive is' seen by the vest majority of 
American Jews 8S transcending those limits. 

In many respects, the leaders' views of who may acceptably criticize parallel 
those of the larger p'ublic, and perhaps they were more sharply defined. Thus, they 
were more resolute than the public in support of Israelis who criticize their 
government and they were also more definite in rejecting the right of non-Jews to 
hold Israel to higher standards than other countries . . And their opinions about 
American Jews -'- as individuals --critiCi~ing Israel virtually replicated those of 
the public sample. 
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TABLE 11 

Attitude Toward Criticism of Israeli Policies 

' ; . ; " 

Public Leaders 

Dig- Not Ois- Not 
Agree agree Sure 'Agree agree Sure 

"Israelis who strongly -criticize some of 
the governnient's policies .are bad for 
IsraeI." 17 70 13 7 85 7 

"American Jewish organizations should feel 
frel!! to publicly criticize the Israeli 
government and" its policies." 60 27 1~ 42 37 21 

"American Jews should not criticize the 
government of Israel's policy publicly." 31 57 11 31 57 12 

"Jews should hold Israel to high~r 
standards of conduct -then other 
countries." 52 37 11 50 .39 10 

"Non-Jews should hold Israel to higher 
standards 'of conduct than other countries." 15 67 19 12 79 9 

"Those who stop giving to UJA because they . 
oppose Israeli government poliCies 
are right t~ do so." 20 61 19 10 · 78 13 
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The one major difference between Jewish leaders and the public in this 
sphere entailed attitudes toward Jewish organizations publicly criticizing the 
Israeli government. The public respondents were equally comfortable with 
organizational and individual criticism. However; among the leaders, only a slim 
plurality (42% to 37%) endorsed organizational criticism. As one would expect, 
leaders take the role of their organizations more seriously than the public. They 
value their pronouncements and may believe their official positions are more 
consequential, and potentially more damaging to Israel, than the expression of 
individual views. For if Jewish organizations who are committed to Israel's 
security criticize the government, others, whose lTlotives are more suspect, feel 
greater license to take Israel to task. 

In short, the reluctance of many Jewish communal leaders to Issue 
organizational statements critical of certain Israeli policies does not derive from 
their concurrence with these policies, since the leaders are, in fact, more opposed 
to the present government and its policies than are Jews generally. R~ther, the 
communal leaders' sense of their responsibilities as leaders inhibits them from 
collectively and officially expressing the views of Israeli policies they hold as 
individuals. 

A Spectrum of American Jewish Views on Israel's Polic.ies 

From the results of these surveys it is possible to construct a composite 
portrait of the American Jewish opinion on Israeli security-related policies. 

Utilizing the terms "doves" and "hawksll as a shorthand, American Jews may 
be divided into three broad groups. About 45% may be seen as doves; that is, 
roughly, the proportion that support territoral compromise, favor suspending 
settlement activity, and are willing to consider a Palestinian homeland on the West 
Bank and Gaza that does not threaten Israel. In fact~ much more than 45% 
supported a formula for talking with the PLO (it must recognize Israel and 
renounce terrorism). In addition, over. 45% affirmed the right of American Jews 
loyal to Israel and Israelis (especially) to criticize the government. 

About 30% may be seen as "hawks." This is roughly the proportion that 
rejected territorial compromise; somewhat more wanted permanent Israeli control 
of the West Bank and somewhat fewer rejected even a non-threatening Palestinian 
homeland; and roughly this ·number also rejected the propriety of American Jewish 
criticism of Israeli policies. Between the doves and the hawks were the roughly 
25% who were ambivalent or inconsistent about the major policy issues. 

The "doves" and "hawks" in turn may be divided into roughly equal halfs, that 
is, between strongly and weakly committed segments. Strongly committed doves 
(about 25% out of the 45%) consist of those who openly voice the fear, shared by 
Israel's Peace Now activists, that Israel's · democratic, humanitarian, and Jewish 
character is now in jeopardy. The ·remaining 20% constitute weakly committed 
doves who prefer a Labor-oriented foreign policy, but refrain from publicly 
questioning Israel's major directions. As for the hawks, the 17% who would not talk 
with even a peace-oriented PLO suggests that the hawks too divide into 8" more 
extreme and a more moderate wing. 
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In sum, while commitment and attachment to Israel are matters of consensus 
among American Jews, the findings suggest a leaning among American Jews toward 
a dovish posture coupled with considerable fluidity in their thinking. They also 
exhibit wide diversity of views regarding Israel's current leaders and policies. 

Using the same criteria, the leaders c a n be classified according to the same 
schema. Since from 51 % to 74% assented to dovish positions, it is reasonable to 
infer -that about 60% would qualify as doves; and since between 16% and 28% 
rejected those views, about 25% may be called "hawks." The remaining 15% may 
be seen as ambivalent or inconsistent. Among the doves, roughly 35% expressed 
views .harshly criticai of current policies (strongly committed) leaving 25% weakly 
committed; and among the hawks, 17% rejected talks with a PLO which recognized 
Israel and renounces terrorism (strongly committ~d) leaving 8% weakly committed. 

Reasonable people may of course differ on how one defines such 
classifications ''hawk'' and "dove." But that the communa.! lead~rs are considerably 
more dovish .than the larger Jewish public is indisputable. 

Summary of Findings 

1. Almost all American Jews e xpress deep attachment and caring for Israel. 

2 . A substantial minority are in close touch with Israel and Israelis. About 
2-in-5 have been to Israel and l-in-6 have been there twice or more; over a 
third have family and friends in Israel.. 

3 . A substantial minority of American Jews support her with political and 
charitable contributions. 

4. Most are anxious about continued U.S. support for Israel as well as about 
American anti-semitism and the acceptance of Jews in the U.S. 

5. Most believe the liberal-left (Democrats, liberals, Congress, labor unions) are 
pro-Israel; that the Establishment (President Reagan, Republicans, the 
military, Protestants) are mixed toward Israel; and that certain political 
actors (the State Department, corporations, and especially Blacks) are anti­
Israel. 

6. The American Jewish public tilts toward preferring a "dovish" Israeli foreign 
policy. Pluralities or majorities favor territorial compromise, suspension of 
settlements, talks with the PLO provided the PLO . renounces terror and 
recognizes Israel, and a Palestinian homeland if it would not threaten Israel. 

7. Labor Party leader.s are more popular than Mr. Begin or Mr. Sharon. 

8. Criticism of Israeli government policies by Israelis and American Jews is 
acceptable. 
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9. Leaders differ from the pu!:>1ic in two significant ways: 

a. They are even more· deeply' involved with Israel: they tr~vel th!i're more 
often., have mo.re Israeli frie"nds, and are much more active in ' political 
and charitable affairs. . 

b. They are more "dovish." In particular, they are much mor~ eager for 
Israel to eventuaUy relinguish control of the territories for re~1 peace, 
and a~e more likely to see continued occupation of the territories as 
jeopardizing Israel's democratic, huma.nitarian, and Jewish character. 

Steven M. Cohen, . Senior F~llow at the Center for Modern Jewish Studies at 
Bran.deis University, is author of American Modernity and Jewish Identity 
(Tavistock, 1983). He is spending the next two years 8S 8 Visiting Scholar at the 
Hebrew University. 
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Appendix A: Demographic and Social Olaracteristics 

The method of. data collection used in this s~udy -- mailing que.s.tionnaires to 
Jews with Distinctive Jewish Names nationwide -- offers an important advantage 
over other methods: it is extraordinarily low-cost . Its principal disadvantage, 
though, is that it may produce biased, or somewhat unrepresentative results. To 
determine the extent: to which this sample " is indeed representative of American 
Jewry; Table 12 compares selected social and demographic characteristics of the 
1983 National Survey of American Jews with the largest recent survey of A.meriea.". 
Jews, the 1981 Greater New York Jewish Population Study conducted by Paul 
Ritterband and myself for New York's UJA Federation. This study interviewed 
over 4.500 Jews living in eight counties containing about a third of all American 
Jewry. 

In many respects the two samples are, if not virtually identical, quite similar. 
The median age, proportion of households married, the household size and many of 
the ritual . activities are very close. The national sample reported slightly higher 
income, owing in part to inflation over the last two years, and in part to the higher 
concentration of working-class Jews in New York, relative to the rest pf the 
country. For similar reasons, educational attainment in the national sample was 
also higher. 

The national sample does appear . to over-represent Orthodox and 
Conservative Jews, and as a consequence it may under-represent the Reform or. 
unaf~i~iated. In part, these. differences are due to the slightly greater motivatiori 
of more Jewishly committed individuals to complete and return the study. In 
contrast, the friendship results point in the opposite direction: fewer of the 
national respondents (61 % .ver:stis 70%) .reported only Jewish close friends than did 
resporidents in the Ne~ York study. 

In sum, then, some characteristics of the national sample differ . in small 
measure from the standard for represerltativeness derived from' the more 
sophistica.ted arid more costly New York study. However, none of these differences 
are large. enough to serio~sly impugn the substantive inferences drawn in ~his study. 
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TABLE 12 

Appendix B: SOGiiil and Demographic Characteristics 

198} 1981 198} 
Public Greater N.v.a Leaders 

Median Age 48 49 58 

% \V1arried 70 65 90 

t-.(tean Household Size 2.6 2.5 2.6 

%B.A. 62 5} 90 

Median Income $37,000 $31,000 $135,000b 

Denomi"nation 

Orthodox 15 13 8 
Conservative 44 }6 }4 
Reform 29 29 50 
Oth~r 12 2} 8 

100 100 100 

Seder 89 90 95 
Chanukah Candles 77 76 81 
Yom Kippur Fast 59 68 61 
Sa"bath Candles }4 }7 42 
Separate Dishes 22 }O 16 
Christmas Tree 11 12 

% 3 Closest Friends Jewish 61 70 79 

% Currently intermarried 
(of those married) 17 11 4 

B. Paul Ritterba:nd and Steven M. Cohen, 1981-4 Greater N.Y. Jewish Population Study, 
Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of N.Y. 

b. Approximate calculation, 69% of the leaders reported incomes in ~xcess of $100,000. 
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1983 NATIONAlL §UIRVlEY OF AMlER][CAN JflEW§ 

AMERICAN ISSUES 

,1. Which of these best descri bes your usual stand on politica l issues? (Circle number in this and all other questions) 

RADICAL, SOCIALIST 2 LIBERAL 36 MIDDLE-OF-THE-ROAD 38 
CONSERVATIVE 23 VERY CONSERVATIVE ] 

2. Do you usually think of yourself as Republican , Democrat or Independent? 
REPUBLICAN 11 DEMOCRAT 59 INDEPENDENT 30 OTHER 1 

3 . Do' you vQte in most elections? (Circle nu.mber) YES 90 NO 10 

4. Did :you happe~ ~o vote in the 1982 election? . YES 90 NO 10 

'-', 

ISRAEL 

5. Have you been 'to Israel? NO, NftVER 57 YES. ONCE 25 YES, TWICE OR MORE 18 
19 Pre ' 69:13, 69-71:9. 72.,..74:17. 

15 11:12. 78-80:24. 81-83:25 
YES 86 NO 4 MIXED 11 

6. (IF YES) When was the last time you were t~ere? (YEAR ): 
7. (IF YES) Was your impression of Israel mostly favorable? 

YES NO 

8. Have you ever seriously considered living in Israel? IGircie numberl 17 83 

9. Do you have any family in Israel? (Circle nu.mber) .. ........ .. .. ... .. .. .... ............. . 34 66 
10. Do you have any personal friends in Israel? (Circle number) ................ ......... . 3J 65 
il . In the last 12 months, have you contributed money to 'a political candidate 

because you believed he/she would support Israel? (~ircle nl.lmber) ... ..... ..... .. 30 70 

20 80 
12. In the last 12 months, have you written to a newspaper or elected 

official in support of Israel? (Circle number) .. ...................... .... ............... .... ......... .... ..... ... ..... . 

13. Do you often talk about Israel with friends and relatives? (Ci rcle number). 75 25 

14. Do you pay special attention to articles about Israel when you read 
newspapers or magazines. (Circle number) .... ... ...... .. .. .. ... . ........... ... ... ......... ... ..... . 93 7 

15. Do you consider yourself very well-informed abouf Israel? 54 46 
16. Do you consider yourself a Zionist?, (Circle numberJ.. .......... .. .. . 39 61 

17. Do you like Israel more now, less now, or the same as the last few years? 
MORE NOW 22 LESS NOW 15 THE SAME AS THE LAST FEW YEARS 63 



32 

Please indicate whethe ... you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: 

18. Car ing about Israel is a very important part of·my being 
a J ew. (Citc1e' number) .............. , .. ..... .... ..................... .... ............... ..... .. ..... . 

19. If Israel were destroyed , I would feel as if! had suffered one of the 
greatest personal tragedies in my life. ... . .. ........ . . 

20. Generally, I feel a closer kinship with Israeli Ashkenazim (those of 
European lineage) than IsraeJi.Sephardim (those of Asian or African lineage), 
(C ircle number) ....... .... .. .. .................... ................... ...... ............... . . 

21. Jews should hold Israel to higher standards of conduct than other 
countr ies. (Circle number)........ . ... .. , ... .... .............. . 

22. Non..Jews should hold Israel to higher standards of conduct than other 
countries. (Circle number) . . ............................................. . 

23. I am often troubled by the policies of the cu~rent Israeli government. 
(Circle number).... ..................... ............ .. . .......... .. ........................... . 

24. There are ti mes when my devotion to Israel comes into conflict with 
my devotion to America. (Circle number) .............. ....... ..... ............. ..................... .... . 

25. U.S. support of Israel is in America's interest. (Circle number) .............. ........... . 
26. Most Americans th ink that U.S. support for Israel is in America's interest. 
~~'. (Circle n.um.ber) ..... ... : ..... : .. . ~... . ........ . .. 

27. I am worried the U.S. may stop 'being a 'firm' a lly ofIsrael. 
(Circle number).. ....... .. .......... ....... .. .. .. . . ............ ... .. : ........... . 

28. J ews should not vote for candidates who are unfriendly to Israel. 
(Ci rcle number).. . ..... ... .. .......... . 

29. The policies of· Prime Minister Begin and his government have hurt 
Israel in the U.S. (Circle number).. ........... ... .. ... .. .. ... .. .. ..... .. 

30. I am sometimes unc'omforlaple about identifying myself as a supporter 
of Israel. (Circle number}...... ................ . ........ ........... . 

31. American J ewish organizations should feel free to publicly criticize 
the Israeli government and its policies. (Circle number) .. 

32. American Jews should not cr iticize the government of Israel's 
policies publicly. (Circle number) ......... ...... .. ........ .... ..... ........... : .. ......... ..................... . 

33. Generally. Jews who oppose certain Israeli government policies are made 
to feel unwelcome in most Jewish organizations. (Circle number).. ............. . 

34. When it comes to the crunch, few non.Jews will come to Israel's side 
in its struggle to survive . (Circle number).. ..... . .......................... . 

35. Israelis who emigrate and settle in other countries are doing 
something wrong. (Circle number) .... ...... ... ....... .... .. ... . . 

36. Those who stop giving to UJA because they oppose Israeli government 
policies are right to do so. (Circle number).. ... ... .. .. .... ...... .. . ....... .. .......... .. . 

37. Anti·Semitism in America, may in the future, become a ser ious 
problem for American Jews. (Circle numberl.. 

3~. Anti·Semitism in America is currently not a serious problem for 
American Jews. (C ircle number) .. 

39. Virtually all positions of influence in America are open to Jews. 
(Circle number). ... ........... ..... .. ... .. ... ........... .......... . ............ . . 

AGREE 

78 

77 

59 

52 

15 

48 

24 

91 

47 

55 

73 

50 

10 

60 

31 

22 

54 

16 

20 

69 

37 

27 

DIS­
AGREE 

9 

10 

22 

37 

67 

29 

65 

3 

22 

31 

15 

22 

85 

27 

57 

31 

24 

66 

61 

11 

43 

55 

NQTSURE 

l3 

13 

19 

11 

19 

23 

11 

6 

31 

14 

12 

. 28 

6 

13 

11 

47 

22 

18 

19 

20 

20 

18 

. .... ~" , . 
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Do you believe each of the several American groups and institutions below is generally friendly, mixed or neutral, generally 
unfriendly towards Israel? (Circle number) 

GENERALLY MIXED OR GENERALLY NO 
Towards Israel, this grO!lP is: FRIENDLY NEUTRAL UNFRIENDLY IMPRESSION 

40. o "Mainstream" Protestants .. 20 47 12 22 
41. Evangelical ·Protestants .. 23 28 20 29 

42. Catholics 14 50 20 17 . ......................... 

43. Blacks .. .... 7 31 48 14 
44. State Department ............ .. 22 37 33 9 
45. The military ................... . ........ ...... ...... . 31 36 19 15 

46. Liberals . ............................. 53 30 7 11 

47. Conservatives . .................. 25 49 15 11 

48. Corporations. 12 45 27 16 

49. Labor unions . . ................ 37 39 7 17 

50. News media . ..................... 21 51 24 5 

51. Congress 44 44 . 5 7 .......................... ........... , ....... , 

52. Presiden t Reagan 33 44 17 6 
53. Democrats ....................... ...................... 62 30 2 7 
54. Republicans 26 53 12 9 

What i~. your impression of each of ~he following.Isr~eli ,leaders? (Circle numbe~s) 

VERY " SOMEWHAT ' . "SOMEWHA'F VERY NO 
FAVORA!3LE FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE IMPRESSION 

55. Abba Eban ... 61 27 3 

56. Ariel Sharon .. 22 3(' 20 
57. Menachem Begin .... 34 34 20 
58. S,himon Peres. 19 42 13 

59. Yitzchak Navon ...... . 22 30 2 

60. Yi"tzchak Rabin :. 26 38 7 

Below are positions often articulated by 'some of Israel's principal political leaders and 
parties. Please indicate whether you agree with those : Israelis advocatirig' each of the 
following positions. (Circle number) 

61. 

62. 

Israel should ofTer the Arabs territorial compromise in Judea and Samaria 
(the West Bank) and Gaza in return for credible guarantees of peace. 
(Circle number) .. 

Israel should maintain permanent control over Judea and Samaria 
(the West Bank). (Circle number) ................................. ... .. ............... ' 

63. Israel should suspend the expansion of settlements i,n Judea and Samaria 
(the ',vest Bank) in order to encourage peace negotiations. . .. ......... .. 

1 8 

21 7 
10 3 

3 23 
1 45 

1 28 

DO YOU AGREE WITH 
ISRAEUS HOLDING 

THIS VIEW? 
YES NO NQT SURE 

42 34 23 

42 29 30 

51 ' 28 21 
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DO YOU AGREE WITH ISRAELIS 
HOLDING THIS VIEW? 

YES NO NOT SURE 

64. Israel's ~ommitment to democratic values has eroded i~ r~cent years .. " 24 52 24 

. 65', Israel should talk with th~ PLO if the PLO recognizes Israel and renounces 
terrorism. ...... .. ....... ....... .... ... . ........... .. .. ... .......... . 70 17 13 

Israel should grant Conservative and Reform rabbis. the same status 
as Orthodox rabbis. ..... ....... ............. ... ... ...... ... ........ ........ . 

66. 
79 9 13 

67. Continued Israeli occupation of the West Bank will erode Israel 's 
democratic and humanitarian character .... . ... ... .. .. ........... .. .. ....... . . 28 42 3' 

68. Continued Israeli occupation of the West Bank will erode Israel's 
Jewish character ............................. .... ... ...... . _" ............... . ........... .. . . 22 50 27 

69. Palestinians have a right to a homeland on the West Bank and Gaza, so long 
as it does not threaten Israel. ... .............. .. ................................ . 48 26 27 

70. The pOlicies of Menachem Begin' and his government have damaged Israel. 35 38 27 
71. Israeli leaders have sometimes been unnecessarily tactless in their dealings 

'with American officials ........................ .. ......... .-.... . ................... .. 50 24 26 

72. Israelis who strongly criticize SOme of the government's policies 
are bad for Israel. ...................... ... ..... ........................................ . 17 70 13 

73. In general how would you characterize your feelings about Israe l? Please circle one number on-the scale below. 

To 

VERY ANTI· 
ISRAEL 

1 

what extent do you think 
each of the following descrip' 
tions applies to most Israelis? 
(Circle numbers) 

74. Idealistic .... 

75. Arrogant ...... 

76. Secular .. .. . . .. ........... 
77. Materialistic ........ ....... ... 
78. .. Conservative . ................ . 
79. Peaceloving .. ..... ........ 

80. Industrious 
8l. Aggressi ve .. 

82. Heroic .................... . 
83. . Intolerant .......... . ............. 
84. Religious ........ .. ...... .... ....... 
85. Progressive ... . .. ................ 

ANTI­
ISRAEL 

2 

TO A GREAT 
. EXTENT 

30 
29 
20 
21 
8 

53 
81 
68 
.66 
13 

12 
50 

NEUTRAL . 

6 

TO SOME 
EXTENT 

50 
48 
51 
47 
.42 

36 

15 
25 
26 
56 

55 
37 

PRO· 
ISRAEL 

I 
48 

HARDLY 
AT ALL 

7 
10 

9 
18 
24 

4 
1 
2 
1 

18 

24 
4 

VERY PRO· 
ISRAEL 

43 

DON'T KNOW, 
NOT SURE 

13 

14 
20 
14 
26 

7 
4 

5 
7 

14. 

9 
8 
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JEWIS~ BACKGlt()UND . 

86. What was the main type of formal Jewish education yOll received as a child? (Circle number) 

NONE 14 SUNDAY SCHOOL 18 HEBREW SCHOOL OR OTHE~ PART-TIME 55 

DA Y SCHOOL, YESHIVA, OR OTHER FULL·TIME 9 OTHER 4 

87. Of your three closest friends, how many 
aTe Jewish? (Ci"rcie number! ....... 0-8 1-11 2-21 3-61 

88 . . Do you belong to a synagogue? 
(Circle number) .. .... .... .. YES 59 NO 41 

89. (IF YES) Is it: .... ........... ... .. : ..... ........ ORTHODOX 2~ CONSERVATIVE45 REFORM 27. OTHER 3 

90. I think of myself as (Cirde number) ... .. .. . ... .... ORTHODOX 15 CONSERVATIVE 44 REFORM 29 OTHER 12 

91. In what religion were you raised? .. ..... . JEWISH 94 CHRISTIAN 3 OTHER 0 NONE 

92. In what religion was your spouse raised? ........ JEWISH 84 CHRISTIAN 13 OTHER 0 NONE . 
93. What is your spouse's religion now? ... .... . JEWISH 84 CHRISTIAN 8 OTHER 1 NONE 

94. In what religion willlhave/did you raise(d ) 
your child(ren )? ... .... .. .. .......... .. ..... JEWISH 89 CHRISTIAN .3 OTHER 2 NONE 

95 What did your parents consider themselves? Orthodox, Conservative, Reform; something else, or non,)" ewish? 
(Circle nu mber) 

3 

4 

7 

6 

ORTHODOX 39 CONSERVATIVE 35 REFORM ~8 . ~THER JEWISH , 7, . NON-JEWISH 2 

YES , NO 

96. Do you take part in a Passover seder at home or elsewhere? .... .. .... . 89 n 
9? Are Chanuka candles lit in your home? (Circle num/JfrL. .... 77 23 

98. Do you fast on Yom ~ippur? (Circle number).. .... .. .... .. ... .. .. .. . . 59 41 

99. Are Sabbath candles lit in your home? (Circle number ) .... . 34 66 

22 78 
100. Do you use separat e dishes for meat and dairy products 

in your home? .(Circle number) ... . . .... ...... .... .. ... . . 

101. Do you belong to a Zionist organization? (Circle number) . 20 80 

44 56 
102. Do you belong to another Jewish o'rganization as~de from a synagogue 

or synagogue-related group? (Circle numberl..... . . ... ... .... ... ... .. ... ...... .. 

103. Do you usually give to the UJA/Federation? (Circle number). 64 36 

33 67 
104. Did you happen to give the UJAfFederation $100 or more in 

the last 12 months? (Circle numberl... .... .. ... . .... ..... ..... ..... .. ... .. .. ...... . 

45 55 
105. Do you contibute directly to Israeli educational or charitable 

institutions? (Circle number) .. ... .... ....... .. ..... .. .. ... .. .. ............ .. ....... .. .. .. ...... .. . 

106. At Christmastime, do you have a tree in your home? (Circle number) . 11 89 
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DEMOGRAPHIC BACKGROUND 

107. Your sex: (Circle number) . MALE 65 . FEMALE 35 

Median: 
108. Your age: SJ years. 

110. Your zip code: ______ _ 

115. Marital status: NEVER MARRIED 12 MARRIED 76 DIVORCED 'OR SEPARATED 5 

116. "How many people live in your home? 1 ... ] 7 3-13 

117. How many children have you had? o-'2f 1<=14 

lUI. Do. you have any children living at home? YES 39 NO 62 

119. What is the highest level of education you (and your spouse) have completed? 
(If you are not currently married, disregard the column for spouse,) (Circle number) 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE OR LESS ...................................................... . . 
SOME COLLEGE .................. .... .. ............ . ........................................................ . 
COLLEGE DEGREE ..... . 
POST-GRADUATE DEGREE .. 

YOU 
20 
18 
26 
36 

WIDOWED 7 

YOUR' 
SPOUSE 

29 
18 
29 
24 

121. Finally, what was your approximate family income from all sources, before taxes, in 1982? (Circle number) 

Rev. '2 4183 

LESS THAN $10 ,000 5 

tl0,OOO TO $19,999 11 

$20,000 TO $29,999 19 

$30,000 TO $39,999 16 

$40,000 TO $49,999 14 

$50,000 TO $59,999 9 

560,000 TO $74 .999 12 

.:75,000 TO $99,999 6 

$100,000 AND OVER 8 
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TH E AM ERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE Institute of Human Relations, 165 E. 56Sl, New York, NY 10011, (111) 751-4000 

The American Jewish Committee, founded in 1906, is the pioneer human-relations 
agency in the United Slates. It protects the civil and re ligious rights or Jews here 
and abroad, and advances the cause o f improved human relations .. lof all people. 

MORTON YARMON, Director 01 Public Relations 

FOR n.f.1EilIATE RELEASE 

NEW YORK, May 27 . .. The latest Gallup poll on American attitudes toward Jews 

and the State of Israel reveals that these attitudes have not varied 

significantly in the past four and a half years. 

This conclusion was based on a comparison of the new poll, whic:f:1 was 

conducted from' last March 12 to March 22, with four similar surveys conducted 

by the Gallup organization at various times in the four and a half year period. 

All five po~ls were done on behalf o~ the American Jewish Conmittee. 

The March 1982 poll, involving interviews with a representative sample of 

1,580 adults over the age of 18, dealt with three specific subjects: the 

perception of Jews as wielders of influence or power in the United States ; the 

perception of their loyalty to the United States in r elation to their" feelings 

toward ,Israel; and the degree of sympathy felt by the survey respondents toward · 

Israel and toward the Arab nations in the hypothetical EWez:tt that war broke 'out 

between them. 

The poll revealed that Americans do not see Jews as eXcessively powerful 

in comparison to other special interest groups . Only nine percent of respondents 

said they believed Jews .had too nruch influence . In contrast, 43 percent named 

l abor unions r 42 percent lnlsiness corporations, 24 percent Arab interests, and 

12 percent named Blacks as having too nruch influence. At nine p~rcent, Jews were 

tied with· Born Again Christians and Evangelical Protestants . The nine percent 

figure is a slight decrease from the responses given in a November 1981 poll, 

when 11 percent of respondents felt that Jews had too much influence . 

.. more ... 

Ma~nard I. Wishne r, Pr~sident; Howard I. Fr iedman, Chairman, Board oj Governors; Theodore EI1enoif, Chairman, National Elecutive Co unci l; Robe rt 1. Pelz, Chairman, Board of Trustees. 

Be rt ram H. Gold, uecutive Vice President 

WHhington Office, 818 18th St ., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006 • [ urope hq., -I Rile de fa 6ie"fa i »nc~, 7500S rdf l~, france . Israe l hq., 9 Ethiopia St., Jerus~lem . 95149 Israel 

South Am erica hq.: (tem~rary office) 165 E. 56 St., New York, N.Y. 10022 • Mexico·Central Amerita hq.: Av. E. Natio nal ;33, Muico 5 D.F ' 

CSAf 1707 
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on the matter of loyalty, a majority of Americans continue to believe Jews 

to be more loyal to the United States than to Israel. 'As past studies indicated, 

those Who hold this view are apt to come from certain demographic categories --

college graduates, professional and business people, families with income over 

$20,000 a year~ young, and white . 

The question about support in a ', .hypothetical Mideast war revealed that more 

than five times as many Americans would support Israel in such a war than would 

support the Arab nations. 

Founded in 1906, Th.e American Jewish Coomittee is this cOtmtryts pioneer 

human relations organization. It combats bigotry, protects the civil and religious 

rights of Jews at home and abroad, and seeks improved human relations for all 

people everywh~e. 

INNINN 

5/27/82 
#82-960-184 
EJP, REL, NC~IS, A 
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On many fundamental issues, Israelis and American Jews hold 

common views. But a number of questions of deep concern to both 

.. communities are ~erceived quite differently among Israelis than they 

are among their American counterparts. And in both countries, per-

ceptions of Israel's basic political dilemmas and options playa 

major role in shaping attitudes towards many ot4er issues that affect 

the lives of Jews. 

These were the major findings in recent public opinion polls 

.• < commissioned by the American Jewish Committee's Institute on American 

Jewish-Israeli Relations. The two polls, . conducted simultaneously 

in the u.s. and Israel in the summer of 1983,. were the first to pose 

many identical questions to respondents in both countries, permitting 

a more direct comparison of Israeli and American Jewish attitudes and 

perceptions than was heretofore possible. 

Perhaps the strongest agreements were evident in areas dealing 

with relations between Israel and the United States. Eighty-six 

percent of the American Jews polled and 79 percent of the Israelis 

agreed with the formulation that ·U.S. support for Israel is in 

America's national interest." Despite this conviction, however, 

a majority of the respondents in both countries expressed concern 

about the depth of the u.s. commitment to Israel and a fea~ that 

America's s"upport could not be fully counted upon. 

Nearly two-thirds of both groups acknowledged the possibility 

that anti-Semitism could become a problem for American Jews; but 

they offered" quite different evaluations of the curr~nt situation. 

Two-thirds of the Israeli respondents rejected the suggestion that 

anti-Semitism was a current problem in the U.S.# and roughly "60 

percent felt "virtually all positions of influence in America are 
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open to Jews." In response to a question asked only in the Israeli 

:poll, a large majority of Israelis indicatec;i t "hey believed that 

American ~ews have a strong influence on u.s. foreign policy and 

control important branches of the American economy. 

By contrast, a plurality-of the American Jews polled said anti-

Semitism con~titut~d a serious . problem in the. U.S. today, and only 

one-third ·"said it did not. Only about oJ:?e quarter of the American 
. 0 

respondents 'believed that Jews had full access to all positions of 

power and influence in their" country, and.a clear majority of 

American Jews (but fewer Israelis) said that non-Jews could not be 

~epended on to ' support Israel "in a crunch ... .. 

Regarding. attitudes toward Israel, . both groups tended to 

evaluate ·~ey American institut~ons in .. a . simi~a.t;" light. They judged 

the U.S. Congress to be most . ~riendly to Israel, perceived President 

Reagan and the U.S. ·military as neutral to somewhat friendly, and 

saw the State Department and the news m~dia as leaning aga~nst Israel. 

Thirty-eight percent of the I .sraeli respondents lfere convinced . that 

the .. V .5.· medi~ are unfriendly to Israel . More than· 70 percent feit 

that when Israel is·· sme!ired, . u.S. Jews are also hurt • . 

Thouqh most Israelis would like all ·American Jews to. em~grate to 

Israel, they also recogni~e that the overwhelming majority of 

American Jews consider America their home. And while many Israelis 

feel Americans lead a · good life, nearly three quarters of those polled 

felt assimilation and the weakness of Jewish educ~tion were ·eridanger·-

ing the survival of Judaism in the u.s. 

Other immigration issues also divided the American and Jewish 

~espondents. Seventy percent of the Israelis, but only l~ percent 
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of the Americans, felt tha~ Israelis who emigrate are doing some­

thing bad. ' And Israelis also felt strongly that Russian Jewish 

emig·res are wrong to .go anywhere but Israel; a view that most 

American respondents rejected. 

Another · controversial issue concerne~ rel~gious pluralism . 

American Jews . supported over'wh,elmingly the . right .of Conservatl,ve 

and Reform rabbis to be 9ranted equa'l status with Orth0d:0x .. r~bbis 

in Israel, a view rejected by. virtually all the Orthodox Israalis, 

.though approved by a plurality of 47 to 29 percent among the respon-

dents asa .whole. 
/ 

There was obviou.sly greater c fidence that the ituation would 

within a ge11·~ration 
/ 

ercen.t)/ saw the 

fu re. A clea m~CI'f":':' 

a generat· and 

'~hS.a/Afr ca origin. 

, , ' ' 

16 percent 

"f" . 

. As in third 

Israelis of 
" 

wo though the "rity in these groups 

expressed hope . that 

On' most of .. political questi.ons, ~he s~arpest di~i'ions . were 

evident not between Israelis and Americans, but among the Israelis 

themselves. Thus, while the Israeli respondents , as ' a whole were 
. .. . 

about equally divided over whether Prime Minister Beginl~ policies 

hurt Israel in the ' U.S., only 19 percent of those who supported the 

Begin coalition aqreed with that pro~osition, as against 74 ,percent 

~ of those supporting the opposition. And the same strong differences 
,.' 
~:. marked questions on territorial compromise for peace, suspension 
" 
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of settlement expansion, permanent co~trol of the West Bank and 

"talks with the P.L.O., as s.h~wn by the percentages agreeing with 

the" statements below. 

. O'.lestion 

Policies of Begin government have 
hurt Israel. " 

Israel should suspend s~ttlements 
in Judea and Samaria to 
encourage peace negoti.ations. 

Israel sho~ld offer territorial 
compromise in return for 
crer:lible gu.ar.antees for, peace. 

Israel should talk with the P.L.C. if 
the P.L.D. recognizes Israel 
and renounces terrorism. -

Continued Israeli occupation of Judea 
and Samaria will erode Israel's 

-democratic and humanitarian 
character. 

Agree 

Government 
Supporters 

17% 

" 28% 

18% 

34%, 

16% 

opposition 
Supporters 

72% 

74% 

65% 

65% 

On most 9£ these is~ues, the American Jewish respondents · were 

also divided, 'but ·less sh~rply; and in a number of their answers 

they teaded to lean toward the "dovish" view. · Forty-six---percent 

said . they would suspend expansion of West. Bank settlements to 

encout:age peace; only 26 ·percent said they wo.uld not. ·Forty-four 

percent· ·said they .: ~ould g,ive the Pales~inians the right t? a home­

land if it did not threaten Israel; only 24 percent said they would 

not. (Israe'lis overall rejected this proposal by 56 to 33 percent.) 

And 65 percent of the American respondents felt Israel should talk 

.with the P.L.O. if it renounces terroris~ and recognizes Israel. 

(Israelis as a whole are fairly evenly divided on this.) Further- . 
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more, American Jews disagreed very strongly with those Israelis who 

supported the coalition view that public disagreement by Israelis 

with their government is bad for Israel. American Jews and Israelis 

also have different favorites among Israeli leaders. Abba Eban 

headed the list among the Americans polled, followed by Yitzhak Rabin, 

Yitzhak Navon and Shimon perez, with Prime · Minister Begin and Ariel 

Sharon both trailing. Navon was most fa~red by the Israeris, and 

Rabin was next; Begin won the backing of the coalition supporters 

while Perez garnered few supporters overa~l. 

Just as Israelis expressed greater faith in the security of 

American Jews than the latter did themselves, American Jews expressed 

greater confidence in the strength of Israeli democracy than the 

Israelis themselves. But both agreed that the ties between the 

two Jewish communities were strong and lasting, and that despite 

any short-range differences between them, their future was inextri-

cably linked • 
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The American Jewish Committee, founded in 1906, is the pioneer human-relations 
agency in Ihe United Stales. It protects the civi"r and religious rights 01 Jews here 
and abroad, and advances the cause of im proved human relations for aJl people. 

MORTON YARMON, Director 01 Public Relalions 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

NEW YqRK, Feb. I ... Two hundred teenagers and young adults whose 

parents were the subjects of a lan~mark study on Jewish-Christian 

intermarriage are taking pa-rt in a fol.low-up study that is "expected 

to break as much new ground as "its predecessor did. The new research, 

which will be conducted before the end of the year, 1S ;xamining the 

effects of .intermarriage on Children ', and is the first full-scale 

survey to address its questions directly to the children of mixed 

marriages rather than to their parents. 

The American Jewish Committee, sponsor of the current study, als~ 

ini tiated and financed the first one, which was published in, 1979. 

Both surveys were designed by Dr. Egon Mayer. Associate Professor. 

of Sociology at Brooklyn College. 

XII of the respondents have one parent who was born Jewish and 

one who was born Gentile. Some of the born-Gentile parents converted 

to Judaism, either before or after they married, but most did not, and 

very few of the Jewish spouses converted to Christianity. 

The goals of the pres~nt investigation, according to Dr. Mayer,. 

are to asses? the respondents' fee~ings of religious and ethnic identity 

and to examine the quality and quantity of their ' kinship ties and . 

their general feelings of emotional well-being. 

Among the questions being asked are: 

# If you could be born again, would you want to be Jewish? 

# Which religious group do you identify with.? Which religious 

group does your (mother, father) identify with? 

-more-
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It How much time do you spend with your (mother, . father, brother, 

grandmother, etc.)? How much do you ' enjoy- the time spent 

in (his, her) company? 

It How much has your (mother, father, etc.) influenced your 

ideas about religion, education, politics, anti-Semitism, caree~s, 

friends? 

# Are your friends and dating partners mostly Jewish, mostly 

non-Jewish, evenly mixed? 

# Do you attend synagogue services? Church services? 

.# Do you find family occasions a source of warmth? 

# Do you feel well-liked by those you really care about? 

# Do you have confidence about your own future? 

It Do you have a sense Df being at peace'? 

The first AJC intermarriage study, which focused on the inter­

married spouses, was widely hailed for its .insights by social sCientists, 

family counselors, and intergrqu"p TE~:-l.ations specialists. Among its 

major findings were that: 

(1) Most of the ·born-Jewish spouses affirmed a Jewish identity, 

but did little to act on this affirmation. 

(2) Families in which the born-Christian spouse had converted 

to Judaism had a higher degree of Jewishness than did 

other intermarried families and seeme4 to be more 

consciously Jewish in terms of religious practices and 

affilia·tion than most familie.s in which both spouses had 

been born Jewish. 

(3) Most born-Gentile spouses did not identify strongly with 

the religion of their birth and. did not place any religious 

pressure on the Jewish spouse. 

(4) Differences of religious background did not seem to contribute 

to estrangement f~om parents or to conflic·ts in family 

decision-making. 

Explaining AJC's reasons for conducting the new study, Yehuda 

Rosenman, .Director of the AJC Jewish Communal Affairs Department, 

said: 

"A very large proportion of American Jews -- approximately 

one .third· of them, according to the hoest available data - - are now 

marrying non-Je·ws. Consequently, the impact of intermarriage on the 

religious and cultural identity of the children is of the utmost importance, 

-more-



-3-

since the children will determine Jewish continuity or discontinuity. 

"There has been much heated debate," continued Mr. Rosenmqn, 

"on th~ 's very question: whether intermarr iage will lead ul tima te ly 

to the assimilation and disappearance of the Jewish people. We 

therefore think that studying the actual" attitudes and behaviors of 

children of intermarriage -- which has never been done before --

is a most tangible and scientific way of tryiI:lg "to bring light to 

this debate instead of heat." 

Founded in 1906, the : American Jewish Committee is this country's 

pioneer human r.elations organization._ It combats .bigotry, protects· . . . 

the civil and reli~ious rights of Jews at home and abroad, and seeks 

improved human relations· for all p~op~e everywl:Iere. 

8H960-18 
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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE 

date November 30. 19B1 

10. SAC 

from Mil ton Himmelfarb 

subject Three enclosu r es 

1. Nathan Glazer. "lone of Destruction." a review of Peter 

D. Salins. The Ecology of Housing Destru~tion: Economic Effects 

of Public Intervention in the Housing Market. 

This illustrates better ~ worse, with special reference to 

hou'sing in New York City. 

2. "What Does the 1980 Census Show?". Public Opinion, August/ 

September 1981. ' 

Note e?pecial1y the discussion of the new ethnicities. and 

Daniel Levine's apprehension about official r ewards for ethnicity. 

3. rhe 1981 National Survey of American Jews. 

This is something that Steven Cohen of Qbeens College and 

CUNY is doing for us. The xerox gives percentages for the fir s t 

group of responses received. totalling about 350. A follow-up 
is in the mail. 

Note particularly: 

a) Question 25. which shows concern about antisemitism in 

America almost tied with ~oncern about the security of Israel, and 
. . 

3 out of 5 disagreeing that virtually all positions of importance 

in AmerIca " are open to Jews. 

b) Question 66, with 29 per cen't)fa"nswers reporting annual 

income of $50,000 or more. 

MH:rg 
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Major changes took place ill this coun­
try during tlrf! 19705, according to tJew 

census data. Bemuse dem~lgrilphics play 
an influential role in tlu formatioll of 
public opinion, the t!ditors thollg.ht it 
would be flseful to bring samt' of the 
'lew material to our readus' ot/elllion. 

In milil-AlIsrrsl, they intcn';ewed Dall­
iel Levine, Acting Director of the 
rp"~,,c RllrpatJ . R,urp rlll.nmll". ni,pr_ 

tor Desigllate of tile CelJsus Bureau, 
and Richard Enster/in, economist (md 
author of Birth and Fortune, a provocn­
five work 011 t'conol11ic and delllogmph­
ie cycles. The editors (11';0 asked ea,l! of 
the parriciplll1ts for th .. ir views 011 atti­
tudes tou.>ard work, the theme af this 
issue. 

Ben Wattenberg: Let 115 ask each of yot! 
what are tile maior demograp/tic stories 
of the demde. Danny, you are the vet­
eran at the Census Bureau, would you 
begin? 
D.aniel Levine: The rapid and extensive 
movement of the popu!.ltion from the 
Northeast and the North Central states 
to the South and the West is one of the 
biggest demographic stories of the sev­
enties. Half or more of the population 
now live in the South and West. This 
significant shift in population hJ.s re­
sulted in a political shift of seventeen 
congre5sion.ll sea ts in the same south­
westerly direction. Another major de­
velopment is the ch,mge in household 
composition. Therc hJS been a tremen­
dous increase in the number of sinf;le 
person household'S, households in which 
women are primarily present, 1'10 males 

present. The changing age structure of 
the baby boom and the result in!!; shift in 
the age pyramid are also significant. The 
baby boom was followed by a period of 
lower fertility resulting in an echo ef­
fect as the women of the baby boom 
are beginning to have children. 
Wattenberg: Does this meal1 the fertit­
ify rates are going up or are there more 
hnhip" hPrtfU~P thp~p a~p mn~'" "ntl'"tinI 

mO:.~~rs? 

Levine: The fertili ty rate has Aattened 
out, and recently moved upward a little. 
but there hasn't been a dramatic change. 
With many more women in the prime 
child-be.ulng age group, even if they 
have fewer babies or have the same 
number, they will produce a big echo 
effect in years to come. It's going to 
affect our schools once again. 

Another m .. jor change is that median 
and family income. adjusted for infla­
tion, has been Virtually Rat during the 
decade of the seventies. In the sixties 
we had a tremendous increase. 
Wattenberg: Aren't Americans living 
better? After all, the size of families is 
smaller, al1d the families are younger. 
Is"'t there an il1crease in real income 
per person i" a family? 
Levine: Insofar as you have Rat median 
income with the size of family going 
down, you have more income available 
per family member. But if you look 31 

the distribution and the growth of 
groups such as the aged living alone, or 
female-householder fami lies, you get a 
different impression. The medi.m in­
come of some groups in the popul.ltion 
h.ts improved, but others haven't been 
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so lucky. It's actually gotten worse for 
women who have divorced i!.nd live with 
young children. The age structure of the 
population also has an impact here. The 
situation is not as bad for older Ameri­
cans .. whose benefits are inde:w;ed. 
Karlyn Keene: Bruce, do you have Ild­
difions? 
Bruce Chapman: No, but I would like 
tn phhnrAtp nn thp nnpc n~nnv rnpon_ 

tioned. For example, flat incom; distri­
bution is putly a reRection cf the infla­
tion we went through in the last d{'cade, 
particularly in the later years of the dec­
ade. A recent Census Bureau study 
shows over 3 5 percent reduction in 
real income for the median family over 
the last year. 
Levine: The recession in 1979 and 19BO 
is going to be reflected in the change in 
median income between 1978, 1979, and 
1980. The impact also shows up in 
terms of the poverty population. But 
these are shifts in the short run. I was 
referring to flatness over the decade. 
Chapman: Another key der!\ographic 
development we should mention is the 
c»ntinuing population shift from the 
central cities to the su burbs and beyond, 
despite all the public policy emphasis 
placed on improving city living. 
Richard Easterlin: In the area of fer­
tility there's been a dramatic decline 
which has leveled off in the last few 
years .tnd maybe edged upward a little. 

In the area of death rates there's been 
a really striking development. It's two­
fold. After a long period of stJbility 
from 195..\ to 1968, the refined measures 
of mQrtality now show a very rapid de-



cline in death r.ltes comparable to thJI 
which occurred before 1954. In con­
tr,lsl to the Nrlier period, when the de­
clines at younger ages exceeded in per­
«nlage lerms those of older ages, the 
declines at older ages now are compara­
ble to those of very youn!'; ages. The 
6ftecn-to-thirty-four-year-old group is 
a notable exception. In thai group the 
death rates are moving upward. Th.is is 
attributable to a rise in vi01ence, the 
principal cause of death among young 
people. Accidents, homicides, and sui­
cides are the principal sources of that. 

Dan covered the principal points in 
tenns of internJl migration, the move­
ment to the Sun belt ilnd to non-metro­
politan areils. In external migration or 
immigration, the striking development 
is the continuiltion in the seventies of 
the dramatic shift in the composition 
of migration. latin America and Asia 
now account for an overwhelming pro­
portion of the immigration-undocu­
mented as well as legal aliens. The 
groups coming to this country as legal 
immigrants are much more skilled than 
was historically the case. The undocu­
mented aliens are more like the un­
skilled migration before World War I. 
Wattenberg: There was a sense in this 
country for a while, in the sixties and 
early seventies, that the age of great im­
migration was over. You surely do not 
have that sense now. Every time you 
pick up a paper, there are Cubans or 
Haitians or Vietnamese arriving. 
Easterlin: Relative to population, how­
ever, it's smaller than in the past. The 
fact that fertility is at such low levels 
means that this migration is a larger 
source of population growth. Migration 
accounts for about ;it third of current 
population growth. 
Chapman: Immigration has a definite 
and noticeable effect on city composi­
tion. Cities are shrinking because white 
middle-class families are moving into 
the suburbs or out into the country. But 
there is a counter-move of Hispanics 
and some Blacks into the center of the 
city. New York, which lost 800,000 peo­
ple in the decade, increased its Black and 
Hispanic population by 300,000 during 
that same period. Most of that increase 
is a natural increase for Blacks and it is 
both high fertility and immigration for 
Hispanics. In any event, it hasn't leveled 
off. That changes the center city picture. 
Wallenberg: We'ue always said that we 
lUe a unique nation because we come 
from everywhere. In fact, we don't 
come from everywhere. We come from 

a few places, from Europe, from black 
Africa. Blit we llre gc!tin.c: close to a 
point where in a few years you could 
say of America we've come from every­
where. Tllcre has been great third world 
immigration. 
Levine: According to the census figures 
we had no Vietnamese population to 
speak of in 1970. 

Wauenbt!rg: We were a country that 
said we were a melting pot . .. 
levine: I don't see us as a melting pot 
anymore, Ben, certainly not now. Based 
on our experiences in dealing with var­
ious groups during the census, what I 
see developing is a confederation of mi­
norities. The immigrant streams had 
different problems, they had adjustment 
problems. But, as I remember my his­
tory, there just wasn't the vociferous­
ness, the demand for immedi.lte politi­
cal representation there is today. 

The social legislation of the sixties 
and seventies, though well-intended, is 
in part responsible. Somebody said the 
census now deals with two little words, 
"money" and "votes." Everyone wants 
his share. 
Chapman: I agree with Danny. But 
there are some exceptions. For example, 
the newly arrived Vietnamese are not 
notably politicized yet, nor are the Hai­
tians or the newer Cuban arrivals. Also, 
while there are plenty of spokespersons 
for the Mexican-American community 
very few if any, obviously, are them­
selves undocumented aliens although 
they may speak to the interests of that 
group. 
Wattenberg: One of the blessings of the 
American historical experience is that 
we're all mixed up. There are few, if 
any, large areas composed of all one 
~thnic, racial, or religious minority_ We 
don't have much "ethnic purity" beyond 
the neighborhood level. The.~e are areas 
of high concentration, b!lt there still is 
dispersion. You can't say of the United 
States what you say of the Basque re­
gion of Spain, or the French in Quebec, 
or of the Kurds or the Armenians. 

If one projects the Hispanic numbers 
in the Southwest, is there a threat we'll 
experience the same problems th~ Can­
adians nato have in Quebec? 
Chapman: There is a threat if the gov­
ernment continues policies that pre­
vailed in the seventies. These policies 
tended to discourage assimilation. But 
that isn't necessarily the case now in the 
federal government. I also see a con­
tinuing trend against separatism in pub­
lic opinion. 
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Daniel Levine 
Acting Director, The Census Bureau 

Bruce Chapman 
Director Designate, 
The Census Bureau 
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Richard Easterlin 
Economist and author 
of Birth and Fortune 
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The current Hispanic immigration 
wave doesn't necessarily lend itself to 
separatism; it's different from other hig 
waves in that it is not einnic.llly homo-­
genous or even distinguish.J.ble. You've 
got a feal problem. for insta.nce. if yOu 
try to designate Cubans as white or 
black, b«ause they may he either. 
Puerto RicAns and Mexicans all speak 
Spanish in the (irst generations. but 
,after thai, the universality of the Span­
ish language becomes questionable. 
There are large numbers of people with 
various amounts ot ~pani5n~r His­
panic-blood who have absolutely no 
contact with their ancestors' culture 
after a generation or two. I expect ac­
ceptance and a5similation of the His­
panics may come a lot fasler than it hols, 
for example. for the blacks. 
Easterlin: The last point is very impor­
tant. Immigrant minorities in the past 
and in the present adopt the values of 
mainstream American culture. The ~ec­
ond generation is increasingly assimi­
lated into the mainstream. 
keene: Will that happen in the Hispan­
ic ar~a5 in California, Teras, and Ari­
zona? 
E.tsl~rlin: It is happening. The political 
representation in these areas, if any­
thing. has developed more rapidly than 
was characteristic in the historic past 
and it wiU assure assimilation. These 
lroups are going to see that the schools 
in the cities ilre not destroyed. They are 
going to make sure that their children 
let an education so that they will gain 
access to the main .lv'enues of advance­
ment in American society. 
Wattenberg : St), "QuebeciZAtion" is not 
in the cards? 
Chapman: No. 

I don't see us as a metting'pot any­
more •••• What I see developing is a 
confederation of minorities. 

LEVINE 

levine: I have mixed feelings, Ben, 
Wattenberg: Earlier you re ferred fa a 
confederation of minorities. What does 
it mean? 
Levine: Our history shows that people 
can be assimilated fairly quickly. What 
bothers me at this point is recent legis­
lation fostering the confederation I'm 
talking about. Bilingual educat ion is an 
example. The very fact that we have 
passed legislation recognizing that these 
people are disenfra nchised, recognizing 
that these people may hi've been dis­
criminated against, encourages just 
what we don't want to happen. When 
you start passing legislation that says if 
you're Hispanic you get this type of 
program participation or you get this 
benefit, you've escalated the situation 
lYhere people now are going around and 
saying, "make sure you save your cul­
tural heritage and affinity because it 
benefits our particular group." I'm 
hopeful that we will arrive at Dick's 
and Bruce's vision of the future, but I'm 
concerned about it. It's not as clear as 
it was in the past. 
Wattenberg : What about tke movement 
of blacks into suburban areas in this 
last decade. Doesn't that work against 
what you are saying~ 
levine: It works agJ.inst it to some ex­
tent. The question is, when blacks move 
into the suburbs, are you creating new 
ghettos7 
Wattenberg: Yes, but if they're only 10, 
12,15,20 percent of the jurisdiction . .•. 
levine: Sure, that makes a difference. 
The real question is does J.ssimilation 
happen as quickly as it would have 
without the legislative impediments, or 
is it slowed down by the process. 
There are cross-currents, Ben. We don' t 
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have Balkanization, so to speak. Take a 
look at some of the earlier results. It 
looks like Hispanics have moved aU 
over the country as have Koreans and 
Vietnamese. Nonetheless. you do have 
huge concentrations of these popula­
tions in California, in Texas, and in 
New York. They are going to become 
increasingly important parts of the ur­
ban communities in these areas as the 
whiteslea"'e the dty. 
Chapman: We have had concentrations 
throuKhout au!' histo~. Tc:hv ::ct: :::::.::; 
go to communities that are predomi­
nantly Danish, or in my home state, 
Swiss or Dutch, You wiU always have a 
certain affinity among like peoples 
which is fine. Throughout our history, 
first-generation immigrants have col­
lected in central cities. One thing is dif­
fe rent today though. George Gilder, 
talks about it in Wealth and Poverty. 
Today the government has a whole sys­
tem set up to organize people, to pro­
vide community action for people-­
supposedly to help them assimilate. In 
fact, these efforts create barriers to af­
similation. Gilder says, somewhat iron­
ically, that an immigrant is lucky if he 
doesn't speak English because then the 
welfare advocates have trouble recru it­
ing him, getting him into a welfart sys­
tem from which he can't escape. If he 
is lucky, he doesn't speak English. he 
goes to work and in a few years, he is 
able to climb the ladder and become 
self-sufficient. 
Wa.ttenberg: Then he appears on one of 
those IBM commercials and his son 
says, "See, my father just bought /I. 

computer and . .. " 
Chapman: Yes, and then the grand­
children appear in Pan Am commercials 

" 
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There is a threat [that we will experi­
ence the same problems the Canadi­
ans have in Quebec] if government 
continues policies that •.. discourage 
assimilation. But that isn't neces­
sarily the case now. 

CHAPMAN 

as they are flying back to visit the old 
counlry. 

But when there's intense political or­
ganization of an ethnic group, an other· 
wise valuable heritage can tend and 
sometimes will tend to become alienat· 
ing. Individuals left to their own de­
vices can still have that sense of ethnic 
identity and wind up becoming very 
staunch advocates of traditional values. 
Easterlin: Traditional American values. 
o,apman: ... Traditional American 
values or traditional values that happen 
to coincide with traditional American 
values. Look at the Mexican Americans 
and their love of family. That certainly 
runs against some of the Iiberationist 
1970s values that have been fashionable 
in this country. Look at the strong fam­
iJy identification of the Southeast As· 
ians, Look how they have pulled togeth­
er alter coming here. The assumption 
that immigrants are going to become a 
radical force or even a liberal force in 
this country is an overstatement. 
Wattenberg: I'm confused. Bruce w.as 
saying thaI Ihe policies of this new ad· 
ministration are reversing this trend to­
ward gheltoization or a con"tederation 
of minorities, You are saying that go,,­
emmental policies are fosten'ng it. Is 
there an inconsistency here? 
l.evine: There is no inconSistency. 
We're talking about time. The real ques­
tion is how much of the well-intended. 
but potentially destructive efforts to re­
tain these group identities has been in­
stitutionalized. Will there be a residual 
effect and will it take much longer to 
overcome? Eventua1iy you are going to 
have assimilation. 
Easlerlin: In my view government poli­
CH ve not a very substantial factor, 

! , 

I 
I.. 

pro or can. in assimilation of these mi­
nority groups. The overridin g forces are 
those that have always been there: 
namely. the tremendous economic 
changes in the United States, the im· 
provements in the standard of living 
which shape people's aspirations. It's 
happening more rapidly than in the past 
because of the media. 
Chapman: There is also a sense of be· 
ing a real Amerkan. Teddy Roosevelt 
called it an "unhyphenated American." 
That's what most people want to ·be. 
They may want to retJin some cultural 
identincation with the old country, but 
they also want to be unhyphenated 
Americans. When I was secretary of 
state in Washington state, federal law 
required us to print election ballots in . 
Spanish because we ha ..... e a certain num· 
ber of Hispanics. But in some areas, 
when we asked voters if they would like 
a Spanish ballot, many were insulted. 
"What do you mean? Are you trying to 
make a: second·class citizen out of me 
by making me vote on a Spanish ballot? 
Why are you calling attention to the 
fact that I have a Spanish. surname?" 
Of course, ' there are other; for whom 
the Spanish bi llot is necessary, but 
that's a short·term phenomenon among 
immigrants. 
Levine: Let me be a devil's advocate for 
a minute. When we finished the 1910 
census, there seemed to be a general 
consensus that the time was right to do 
away with race as an identifier in fed­
eral records and other classification sys­
tems. Blacks were supporting "getting 
rid of race," They felt like hyphenated 
Americans. As we got" closer to the 1950 
census, with mote and more attention 
focused on programs such as revenue 

Government policies are not a \'ery 
substantial factor pro or can, in as­
similation of these minority groups. 
••• The overriding forces have al­
ways been there, namely the eco­
nom'k changes in the U.s. which 
shape people's aspirations. Assimi­
lation is happening more rapidly 
than in the past because of the 
media. 

EASTIRLIN 

sharing, block grants-on which rest 
billions of dollars of federal money­
the pressure built tremendously, not 
only to retain race but to expand that 
list of races infinitely. J am concerned 
about that. 
Wattenberg: You ain't seen nothing un· 
til you go to a meeting of the Demo· 
cratic NQtionaI Committee. [Laughter.l 
Levine: I'm a little less sanguine. It may 
be a short-run phenomenon. I hope so. 
But it's going to take more time than it 
has in ·the past. 

Wattenberg: On my lisf of changes is 
the shift in population 10 areas outside 
the metropolitan areas, away from 
cities, and suburbs. For the first time, 
Ihe greatest growth has occurred out­
side these urban areas. 
Chapltlan: That's a very important 
story. The move from the rural areas to 
cities to the suburbs, as Ed Banfield de· 
scribed it in The Unheavenly City has 
been an unvarying trend in this coun· 
try for many years. But the depopula­
tion of the rural areas stopped between 
1910 and 1980. Now there is a danger 
that people will start to see the d!popu­
lalion of the cities as another inevitable 
trend. 
Keene: Why are people leaving the 
SMSAsl 
Levine: It's too ~arly to say. Part of it is 
statistical. Obviously a number of the 
counties that are adjacent to, but not 
considered metropolitan counties te­
day, will bealme part of metropolitan 
areas. Television and better roads are in 
part responsible . .you can get all the 
amenities in these areas now. Cable 
television has been a real boon. Others 
have decided that the urban rat race is 
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BIG STORIES 
* Dl.le largely to migration from the Northern regions, the 
proportion of national popl.llation in the South and West 
increased from 48 percent to 52 percent. 

* Due largely to past fluctuations in fertility, the rale 01 
population change in certain keyage groups di11ered 
greatly Irom the national rate. 

Total 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Pe-rcentincrease, 
1970·1980 

11 .4 
0.2 
4.0 

roo 
23.9 

Percent of total 
population 

1970 1980 
100.0 

24.1 
27.8 
30.9 
17.1 

100.0 
21.7 
26.0 
33.3 
19.1 

Tolal, all ages· 
Elemenlary school ages (5--13) 
Prime college ages (18-24) 
Prime household-forming ages (25-34) 
Elderly (65 and over) 

Perce-nt change, 
1974-1980 

+11 
-15 
+25 
+49· 
+27 

* In a reversal of an historical trend, the population of 
nonmetropolitan areas (as defined· in 1981) grew more 
rapidly than the population of melropolitan · areas; how­
ever. the metropoli tan . proportion 01 to tal population 
dropped by less than 1 percentage point. 

* Mortality rates, after leveling orf or increasing in most 
adult age groups in the 1960s, resumed their long-term 
decline. 

Total, all ages 
15 to 24 

Death rate per 1,000 popUlation 
1960 1970 1979 

9.5 9.5 8.7 

Total 
Metropolitan 
Nonme!ropolilan 

too much for them. 

Percent increase, 
1970·1980 

11.4 
10.2 
15.1 

Wattenberg: Spenl.:ir:g of the rat race, 
past, present and future, Dick, YOll re+ 
cently wrote a book which may help to 
explain some of these things. Could y011 

describe the the!'is of Birth and Fortune? 
Easterlin: T he bilsic thesis is that the 
welfare of individl.lo"lIs in the period 
since World War JI is importantly af· 
fected by the size of their generation. 
By that I mean how large the bi!"th rate 
was in the year they were born. Those 
generations that arO! small have been 
relatively prosperous over the long run 
and havt tended to have large fam:Jies . 
They have been characterized by less 
economic and psychological stress. Gen­
erations that come from periods when 
the birth rate is high tend to have the 
opposite characteristics. They are under 
greater economic stress. They have 
more unemployment, and rebtively 10\ .... + 
er earnings. They tend to have smaller 
families. Their psychological Slrf'SS and 
family disruption are greater. 
Keene: Is it self-perpetuating? Can you 
get out of this cycle? 
Easterlin: I'm not claiming that genera­
tion size explains all of an individual's 
personal experience. "Vha! I am talking 
about is one of various forc('s that shape 
peopl("s welfare. Over the past forty 
years the effect of generation size has 
not b('en generally recognized. 
Wattenberg: Doe$ this mean that the 
bnbies born in tIle depression era do 

Percent or Iolal 
population 

1970 1980 
100.0 

75.6 
24.4 

100.0 
74.8 
25.2 

25 to 34 
35 to « 
45 to 54 
55 to 64 
65 to 74 

well comptired to !he rest of the popula­
tion, alld thai tllose born in the baby 
boom years hm'e a IIIr/ell torlg.111!f go of 
it? 
Easterlin: Yes. To revert to the statistic 
Dan quoted earlier, the stability in me­
di-il n family income over the past decade 
illustrates the precess I'm lalking about . 
If you look at th{' trend by age, persons 
forty-five to fifty-four years old would 
show impro\'('men: in real income over 
this decade. Among those in their early 
twenties, there ',·ould he a decline. The 
disparity between younger and older 
households has widened aga inst the 
background of a generally lev€,! average. 
""attenberg: Does this «:·count for an­
otller of the hiS s~ories we haven't dis­
cllssed yet-the substantial increase in 
two-Ulmer fami1:ej? h that why wom­
el'l are ·going bn,k into the labor force? 
Easterlin: In my \·iew, yes. One of the 
big sources of :he striking rise in the 
labor force participation of younger 
women is the fact that these younger 
adult cohorts ue under greater financial 
pressure than their parents were. 
Keene: So yOIi see the trelld toward ill­
creased pllrtici;J:"t/ion of women in the 
work .force as (1/1 economic one, nnd no/ 
a concern by som e women for more flll+ 
filling lives! 
Easterlin: It 's ha rd to find evidence in 
the opinion polls that the search for a 
more meaningful life is the principal 
reason that most young women .He en-
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1.1 1,3 1.2 
1.5 1.6 1.4 
3.0 3.1 2.3 
7.6 7.3 5.9 

17.4 16.6 13.7 
38.2 35.8 29.2 

tering the labor force. M05~ young 
women are telling the pollsters they 
want two children. Most of them would 
prefer not to be in the labor force when 
they have children of preschool age. 
Most aspire to the same types of occu­
pations that have been typically female 
occupations in the past. This combina· 
lion of attitudinal data suggests that 
women don't have a different image of 
themselves, but rather are flooding the 
labor force as a response to the pres- . 
sures they feel by virtue of the general 
deterioration in the earning abilities of 
younger households. 

• • • 
Wattenberg: We have heard a great 
deal about the dedine of the work ethic. 
Yet we have never had a greater per­
centage of the people in the · labor force. 
ls the diminishment of the work ethic 
a real story? OT is it media hype? 
Chapman: It is a changing 5i tuation to 
some degree. Tn the sixties and well into 
the seventies, people expected the econ+ 
amy to get better and betler indefinitely. 
That assumption evaporated in recent 
yeJ rs, and we Jre beginning to sec evi­
dence . that people realize they have to 
work hard to make a living. T here is 
less sentimenta1ity about work satisfac­
tion, for example. It just isn't talked 
about as much. Attitudes change with 
the economic picture. 
Easterlin: I have serious doubts whether 
the work ethic has diminished Jt all. 
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Of THE DECti.!DE 
* Minority group populations had growth rates exceed­
ing the national average and thus increased as a percent­
age of total population. althougn it should be noted that 
in some caSeS, Ihe inereases are due partly to changes in 
how people reported race or origin. 

* The proportion of households headed by married cou. 
pies dropped as most of the growth in households was 
accounted for by persons living alone. 

Percent distribution 
1970 1980 

Pereent of tolal popul;!tion Total 100.0 100.0 
1910 1980 Marii~d couple households 

One person households ' . 
70.5 60.9 

Tolal 
Black 
Spanish origin 
Asian and Pacific Islander 
American Indian (includmg 

Eskimo and A.leut) 

100.0 
11.1 
'.S 
0.8 

0.4 

100.0 
n .7 
6.4 
1.S 

0.6 

17.1 22.5 
Other households ' 12.4 16.6 

* There was a small net in-migration 01 blacks 10 metro­
politan areas which was comprised 0 1 a net out-migration 
from central cities and a net in-migration to the balance 01 
metropolitan areas. 

* Med ian family income (adjusted for inllation) rose only 
5 percent. due partly to Ihe decreilsed proportion 01 r:"IaT­
ried couple households; however. due to the decline in 
average household size. average income per family mem­
ber increased by 18 percent. 

Percent 
Increase 

1969 1979 1969·1979 
(constant 1979 dollars) 

Nellnternal migration, 
1970-1979 

Median family income: 
total $18.700 $19,700 5 

Total 
Metropolitan areas 

Central cities 
Outside central cities (suburban) 

Nonmeuop~1itan areas 

Moreover, the work views of many of 
the new immigrants make the Amerie.ln 
work ethic look Iik~ small potatoes. 
levine: You have to defin~ wh.lt you 
mean when you say work ethic. Are you 
bIking about job satisfaction Of work 
ethie7 The work ethic hasn't chang~d . 
You hav~ to work to mak.e a livi ng and 
people's aspirations have chang~d , sO 
more of th~m work to .Ichiev~ those as­
pirdions. Maybe that's one of the 
causes for two-worker families. 

Television and the: media have rais~d 
expectations for all people. They want a 
better style of living. That goes along 
with some of th~ things that Dick just 
said. There is a diff~rence, though, be­
tween work ethic and work soltis faction. 
According to the studi~s l'v~ seen many 
people today just aren't satisfied having 
a job and putting in eight hours a day. 
They w.lnt to deriv~ something beyond 
that from th~ job. Satisf.lction may be 
a problem, but the work ~thic hil5n't 
changed at all. 

Tlw:r~ are a couple of points 1 want to 
milke. getting back to some of th~ 
things Dick said earlier. The number of 
women going to college is much higher 
today than it ever wu befo~. Women 
d.on't go to college solely to sit at home 
and have children. But many do feel 
that when they h.lve young children 
they want to stay home with those chil­
dren.. They don't plan to stay hom~ for­
ever. Young women tCKby .ire better 

Married couple 
families $19,800 521.500 9 +142,000 

-714.000 
+856.000 
-t42.0oo 

Female householder S 9.~OO $ 9,900 4 
Average ineom~ p~r 

I famity member 

trained than their prede!:essors. They 
have opportunities and they take ad­
vantage of them. You are going to se~ 
some shift in the occupational distribu­
tion of women. It migh t not be as dra­
matic as you exped. Women will move 
into managerial jobs. 

I tt-unk Dick wouio agre~ Inal som~ 
of the data we have which suggest 
women are postponing having children 
suggest that there is a conRicl. Dick" 
would say that it is strictly Konomii: 
in origin. I'm not so certain. Obviously, 
the big growth during the 19705 decade 
was the number of women ..... ith school­
age children in the work force. In addi­
tion, during the (.1s t couple of years we 
have seen a substantial movement up­
ward in the number of women with 
very young children entering the labor 
market. That may be a function of Ko­
nomics. I'm not sure. Th.lt's one of the 
things the crystal baH won't teU us until 
.I number of years go by and we can 
see how the cyd~ ch.lnges. 
Easterlin: The cohorts ' now re.lc~ing 
young adulthood ar~ indeed th~ onH 
most seriously disadvantaged. Economic 
pressures are th~ most severe on young 
.Idults in the period of the late 1910s 
and early 1980s. I would like to come 
back to the question of the relation be· 
tween the education of women .Ind their 
occupations and make a couple of ob­
servations. The first is that in terms of 
women going to colleg~ there wu a 

$ 5,800 ~ 6.800. 18 

much greater increase in the two dec~ 
~dH before 1960 than in th~ two dec­
~d~s from 1960 to 1980. Yet, younger 
women in that earlier period d:d not opt 
to go into the labor force at the nles 
they are now. It's not ne1:~ss.lrily the 
case that more col1eg~-educated women 
ano greater occupauona i asvitai ivns ~~ 
together. One (ould argue that the na­
ture of education has changed. I'm not 
indined to argue pro or (on. But it's 
important to recognize that the per:od 
before 1960 was one of dramati"c edu­
cational improvement. more than the 
period since 1960. 
Levine: Would you agree that ther~ has 
been a change in the distribution of the -
types of degrees women are talting and 
the opportunities available to them? 
Eastulin: To some ~xtent, yes. 

That's the other point I want to make. 
You see fewer women going into teach­
ing today. The opportunities have de­
teriorated. It's not. dear that a lot of 
them .ire going into alternative occupa­
tions on~ would think of as men's occu­
pations. The improvement in the pro­
portion of women in managerial jobs as 
you know, has been quite small 
L~vi.n~: Ther~'s .I time lag there. I won't 
disagree. 
Easterlin: Nevertheless, the number go­
ing into these occupations remains 
sm.lU. There's Virtually no change in 
the proportion of women in some male 
.occupations, or there is an actual de~ 
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dine. In some occupations, such as bank 
tellers, there ~s · been a 'hig improvement. 
But that occupation~because it is large­
ly computeri%ed~has become" an un­
skilled occupation. Many educated 
women are still taking jobs that make it 
possible for them to leave the labor 
force and then reenter. Computer pro­
gramming is that kind of job. I agree 
with Dan that they tend to reenter and 
will tend to reenter after their children 
get in school. But, they are interested 
chiefly in jobs that can be combined 
with the raising of children. The fact 
that fewer women are going into tradi­
tional teaching jobs doesn't mean they 
are opting for the traditional male types 
of jobs. They are 'seeking substitute jobs 
where they can come in and out the 
way they did in the past. 

• • • 
Wattenberg:' Dick, much of your work, 
much of the work the Census .Bureau 
tries to do is to project and predict-to 
look into the future through the use of 
this demographic material. Putting our­
selves at this table in the year 2000, let 
me ask each of you first, are you opti­
mistic or pessimistic? And, second, if 
you were looking back from the year 
"2000 to today or to the decade of the 
,;I!uenties what wouid you say has 
changed in the nature of our national 
being? 
Chapman: I am an optimist. If I were 
looking back from ' 2000 I would say 
that in the sixties and in the early seven­
ties,· we had a loosening ' up of a num­
ber of different standards followed by 
a tightening up. The pendulum swung. 

In education you .are going to see a 
reev.aluation. The 1980s approach of 
educational institutions will be more 
sophisticated because it is going to be 
harder to get students. There are going 
to be fewer children, particularly teen­
agers, and a shrinkage in the number of 
students available to colleges. They are 
going to have to be competitive. There 
are going to .be. more and more of us 
who stretch the idea of education past 
childhood and young .1.dulthood. 

In terms of mjgration, you will see 
more rural growth which necessari Iy 
means a reevaluation of what cities do 
and how they operate, and w~.1.t makes 
people want to live in them. 

The issue of .crime is going to con­
tinue to be very important. People ~re 
less tolerant about crime th.1.nthey were 
a decade .1.go. 

In terms of the economy, .1.S the baby 
boom generation matures .1.nd gains c)(-

perience, it will help fuel economic pros­
perity and anum ber of other brea'k­
throughs in the eighties. I was :born in 
1940 and I've been suifi~g-- at the head 
of the crest of the baby boom all my 
life. We were constantly being told, this 
is the first generation to do this and the 
first generation to do that, the first Mc­
luhan generation, the first generation 
to see technology as a means of devel­
opment. Th.1.t sense of expecting change 
and creating change wilI have a tremen­
dous economic effect. You are going to 
see more thirty-or-forty-year-old people 
starting novel technological companies. 
Easterlin: To take your second question 
first, it seems to me that looking back 
from the year 2000 to the present, one 
would tend to emphasize the continuity 
of tr.1.ditional American values, and see 
that the notion of ever-rising economic 
aspirations and improving standards of 
living continued to .be!'l goveming fac~ 
tor in people's hehavior .. This is con­
tr.1.ry to the anticipations that arose in 
the late 1960s and e.1.rly 19705, when 
there was much talk about communal 
living and similar radical lifestyles. 

Family values, the nuclear family as 
the ideal, will continue. There are going 
to be some modj(;r.~ t ;{'!'!.~ . ~~::: ~;:.::; 

been a relaxation of sexual standards. 
Unmarried couples living together as a 
prem.1.rital .1.rr.1.ngement will probably 
continue tb grow. Some of the barriers 
to women in the marketplace will break 
down, and therefore, there will be a 
modest improvement in the kinds of 
jobs they do. 

My views about the importance of 
generation size in shaping individual 
welfare, would imply an optimistic out­
look for the coming two decades be­
C.1.use the baby bust generations of the 
last twenty years will be reaching adult­
hood. The scarcity of young .1.dults will 
be increasingly pronounced. For this 
reason, I am inclined to feel that the 
economic circumstances of young adults 
in terms of employment and income, 
relative to their parents' situation will 
show by 2000 a marked improvement 
compared "with the present situation. Be~ 
cause of this, there will be some move­
ment toward early marriage again, 
though this will be tempered by the 
trend' toward growing college educa­
tion. This may mean larger families 
among young households by the year 
2000. The gcneral rise in divorce rates 
will be considerably moderated over the 
next twenty years. The psycholqgical 
sJress young adults have been evidenc-
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ing-the figures I mentioned on mortal 
ity among young adults due to violenc 
are 'good indicators-is likely to tak~ 
turn for the better. Crime rates amonj 
the young are not likely to continue I, 
rise .1.5 'they have. Reports of aJienatiol 
among the young are likely to decline 
so that the general improvement in !hI 
circumst'lnces of the young wiU con· 
tribute to a happier economic and so­
ci.1.l environmerit over the next twen!) 
-years, just as in the last twenty years il 
has contributed to a. deterioration anti 
the feeling of social malaise--that 
things are going to heIl. 
Levine: I am an optimist, which is un­
usual for me bec.1.use on most things, 
I'm not. 'But as far as the country is 
concerned, I am a real optimist. I differ 
a little with Dick. Looking back from 
the ·year 2000, you are going to see 
signific.1.nt changes in the position of 
women; it is going to be dramatic, much 
more dramatic th.1.n Dick predicts. The 
birtl~ rates are going to stay down. 
Women are still going to have difficul­
ties adjusting to the dual role of want­
ing to participate in the labor market 
and also wanting children and fam.i1ies; 
That is going to be a problem in the 
Ydt 20uQ. But women are going to 
make signific.1.nt inroads into male­
dominated occupation groups. I am still 
concerned about what r called the grow­
ing confederation of minorities. That's 
the one big problem from my view. 
Will they assimilate fast enough; will 
the economic ·situation .allow 'them to 
assimilate? 

I .1.gree with the others' assessment of._ 
traditional factors. We are not going to 
become a hedonistic society completely, 
with wild sexual mores, or anything 
el5e. We are going to have significant 
changes in our industrial base and the 
way our economic base is organized. A 
lot of this is going to be outside our 
control. It's going to be .1.ffected by 
what happens in the test of the world. 
We won't be able to compete in the 
manufacturing sector to the S.1.me ex­
tent we once did. We are going to see 
significant changes in economic ofga.ni­
zations which will bring about, through 
technology, tremendous changes in .oc­
cupations and industries, and in the way. 
we service the rest of the world. We are 
going to be more e~temally oriented in _ 
the y,ear 2000. . . 

looking back, those will be the major 
changes. Overail, I .1.m an optimist. r ex­
pect good things for the country, both 
economically and SOCially'. 13" 
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THE 1981 NATIONAL SURVEY OF AMERICAN JEWS 

AMERICAN ISSUES Al'ID POLITICS 

1. Whom did you vote for or favor in the last presidential election? 

.:l. I . 1 ANDERSON 
~ 1- 2 CARTER 
3 Y 3 REAGAN 

J 4 ANOTIlER CANDIDATE 

(Circle number) 

1 123 

1/1 
2/ 
8/ 

2. Which of these best describes your usual stand on political issues? (Circle number) 9/ 

;;! 1 RADICAL 
!>" 2 LIBERAL 
'11 3 MODERATE 

16 4 CONSERVATIVE 
I 5 VERY CONSERVATIVE 

Below are several policy choices facing the American .people_ 
What is your stand on each question? (Circle number) NOT 

~ 

3. Should the u.s. substantially increase defense spending? 

4. Should the government pay for abortions? 

5. Should school children be bused when other means of inte­
grating schools have failed? 

~ 6. Should the government give aid to non-public schools? 

1. Should the death penalty be abolished? 

8. Should affirmative action be ·used to help disadvantaged 
groups? 

X 9. Should quotas be used to help disadvantaged groups? 

10. Should the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) be passed? 

11. Should declared homosexuals be allowed to teach in the 
public schools? 

In 2~ 3rT­

lSY 2 39 3 1 

1..1.:? 2 G. 3 1'1 

lilt 216 3 1 

1~~ 2 '3 3 ~ 

1 ~1 2 J.-=I J;'O 

1 " 261 J IY 

11> 2/131 0 

12. Should the government use stronger measures against illegal 
immigration? 113 2/1, J IJ. 

13. Should the U _ S • substantially cut·· spending on social 
welfare? 136 251 J 1 

14. What is your political party preference? (Circle number) 

(,6 1 DEMOCRATIC 

// 2 REPUBLICAN , 3 OTHER PARTY 
;).3 4 INDEPENDENT OR NO PARTY PREFERENCE 

13. a. 
15. Are you a registered voter? (Circle number) 1 YES 2 NO 

16. Did you vote in the 1980 election? (Circle number) 1 YES 2 NO 

9.1 9 
- ._:.:....:....:.- _ . . _._- . -. ~.-- ......... - .. 

10/ 

11/ 

12/ 

13/ 

14/ 

15/ , , , , 
16/ ' 

• 
17/ 

18/ 

19/ 

20/ 

21/ 

22/ 

23/ 

"-
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17 e In the last 12 months, have you or other members of your household belonS!;ed to 
~ ~ active in any of the types of organizati.ons be 1o",? Check all that apply: 

fs L-_7 Labor union 

3V [-_7 Professional association 

1 L--1 Business ass'o, Chamber of 

1,/ [] PTA 

'19 L J A synagogue 

:{1 L-_7 A synagogue-related group 
__ ' (e.go,. men's .. club, sisterhood) 

Courmerce 6 L J NAACP J Urb:an League, other 
civil-rights groups 

Ii L-J NOW or other feminist groups 

24/ 

26/ 

28/ 

30/ 

113 L-J Block, tenants, neighborhood groups ~ L-J Sierra Club or other environ.. 32/ 
__ mental groups 

I ~ L-J YMHA, Jewish conmr .. mity center 10 L _, A campaign for public office 34/ 

6 L J Country Club -31 L-J CUltural group (e.g., museum, 
ballet. public 'IV. opera) 

.'!1!!!. MIDDLE EAST 

18. In general, do you think Israel's poliCies in its dispute with the Arabs bav"e 
been: (Circle number) 

;{S" 1 TOO "HA'W'RISH" 
7 3 2 ABOUT RICHT: NOT TOO "HAWKISH" OR TOO "DOVISH" 

.l. 3 TOO "DOVISH" 

36/ 

39/ 

Below are different statements about the dispute between Ierael and her Arab neigh­
Dors. For eacn stateJllt:ni:. p:i..t::cL~c:. .i.uy..i. ... d.~C: ... :,c:~:-.c~ y.:;-,;, a.i~';',:, vr >!:!.;;<=.£;-:,.:..::.. {~!.=;:!;: 

number) DIS- NOT 
AGREE AGREE SURE 

19. Israel is right not to agree to .lit down with the 
Palestine Liberation Organization (FLO), because the 
PLO is a terrorist organization that wants to destroy 
Israel. 

20. If the alterna'Cives are permanent Israeli annexa'cion 
of the West Bank or an independenc PalesCinian state, 
tben an independe~t Palestinian state is preferable. 

21.. If the ~. ~st Bank became an independent Palestinian 
state, it would probably be used as a launching pad 
to endanger Israel. 

22. If Israel could be assured of peace and secure borders, 
she should be willing to return to Arab control most of 
the " territories she has occupied since 1967. 

23. In general, how would you characterize your feelings about 
Israel'l" Please circle one number on the seale below 
ranging from. "Very anti-Israel" to "Very pro-Israel. II 

Very anti Anti- Pro-" 
Israel Israel Neutral Israel 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

~1 

2 'f 3 'l 

133 2'f1 

1 {'l 
2 " 3 :l.1 

1 ~S 2 3i 3 1'1-

Vety pro­
Israel 

8 

:l,O 

41/ 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

45/ 



25, 

26. 

- 3 -

JEWISH CONCERNS ~~ ACTIVITIES 

How important 1s each of the following issues or problems confronting American Jews? 
Please answer the question on a scale from one (1) to five (5) by Circling the number 
of your answer. VERY 

IMPORTANT 
Assimilation ¥3 1 '12 

Antisemitism in America bJ 1 ,,02 

Security of Israel & , 1 ~. 2 

Quality of Jewish education jf 1 ~J 2 

Sovle t Jewry 3J, 1 :U2 

'1~ 
Do you belong to a 
(IF YES) Is it: 

il,' 1 
At!>1 2 

synagogue? (Circle number) 1 YES 

ORTHODOX 
CONSERV A'IIVE 

,,-1>'3 
I h. 4 

n.!- -

REFORM 
OTHER TYPE 

SOMEWHAT NOT 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 

J,' 3 '14 1/5 

11.3 34 2.5 

93 -<4 15 

]..b3 g4 '15 

;,n /1 4 3 5 

Sf 
2 NO 

47/ 

49/ 

51/ 

53/ 

55/ 

561 
57/ 

27. What was the main type of formal Jewish education you received as a child . (Circle number ) 
'9 1 NONE 58/ 
].., 2 SUNDAY SCHOOL OR OTHER ONCE A WEEK 
~ 1. S liEu~" :;:::l~!..) !'8L!~!!~'L~, }".!:~!:~., 0? !)~E. PAP.'!-'!!...l.!E 

J 4 . YESHIVAH, DAY SCHOOL OR OTHER FULL-TIME 
~ 5 PRIYATE nrrOR 

) .1 ~ 
28. Have you been to Israel? (Circle number) 1 YES 2 NO 

{I:,., S t-tl1.y 
Please lnd~cate whether you agree or disagree with 
(Circle number) STRONGLY MS- 5 fRU:GL't dIDT' $ r t1... 

59/ 

each of thf following statements. 

AGREE AGREE AeRES DISAGREE .sU'FE OI~4GP.Ei4 
{I 29. There is a bright future for Jewish :zi life in Ame rica. 1 '0 2~~ 3 IS 411- 5 60/ 

30. American Jews should not criticize 
Israel's policies publicly. 1 1/ 2 ·U 3 , 4 '1J.. 5 J> 61/ 

3l. Yirtually all positions of influence in 
America are open to Jews. 1 ~ 2 ~f 3 '1 4 ¥, 5 /1.- 62/ 

32. Israel's future is secure . 1 .1. 2 S 3 '1 4 'Ii 5 <.f 63/ 
33. Each American Jew should give serious 

thought to settling in Israel. 1 J 2 r ' 3 , 4 ,'/ 5 J'" 64/ 
34. I often talk about Israel with friends 

and relatives. 1 

" 
2 S.J. 3' 3 4 ~1 5 6 65/ 

35. 'l1lere are times when my' devotion to 
Israel comes into conflict with my de-

1 fj 'I /1'1 :n- 66/ votion to America. 1 2 3 4 5 
36. u.S. support for Israel 1s in America's 

interest. 1'5'1 2 38 3 b 4 t 5 I 67/ 

. - . - --- _. ---- _ .. - .. -. ----. --.-. . .. ---_ .. -
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37. Most Americans think that U.S. support 
for Israel is in America's interest . 1 S 

38. Jevs should not vote for candidates who 
are unfriendly to Israel. 1 3, 

39 . If Israel were destroyed~ I would feel 
as if 1 had suffered one of the greatest 
personal tragedies in my life. 

40. I think of myself as a/an: (Circle number) 

A 
2 3$ 

2 'II 

2 30 3 & 

, 1 

3'2 
3 J 3 

ORTHODOX JEll 
CONSERVATIVE JEW 
REFORM JEll 

~,{4 SECUlAR JEll 
15 ANOTHER TYPE OF JEW 

41. How many of your closest 
11.1 ALL 
~ 5 2 ALMOST ALL J' 3 MOST 

friends are Jewish? (Circle · number) 
1 J 4 ABOUT HALF 

1- 5 FEWER THAN HALF 
I 0' 6 FEW OR NONE 

4 IS" 5 3 

4 /0 5 ~ . 

68/ 

69/ 

70/ 

71/ 

72/ 

42. Below are things that some Jews do. Please indicate which you do now, which you did 
ten years_a~o, and which were dane in your home when you were a child. (Check you~ 
answers L_' in the appropriate columns) 

I DO THIS I DID THIS MY PARENTS 
DID THIS 

Attend a Passover Seder 

Light Hanukkah candles 

Regularly light Sabbath candles 

Fast on Yom Kippur 

Attend services on Yom Kippur 

Attend services on Rosh Hashana 

NOW 
·n LJ 

(.1 [J 

J..J. [J 
5.1 [J 
~o [J 

5> [J 
Attend Sabbath service,s once a month or more I b 1-J 
Attend Sabbath services weekly 

Belong to a Jewish organization other than 
a synagogue 3g L~J 

Give· to the UJA Federation every year 

Rave different dishes for meat and dairy 
products 

Subscribe to a Jewish periodical 

Fast at least part of the day on Tish'ah 
be-Av 

Refrain from shopping or working on the 
Sabbath 

. . - . __ . _. 

IS [J 

F/ [J 

S- [J 

6 [J 

TEN YEARS AG 0 

53 -­LJ 
.?1 [J 
~S [J 

~rrJ 

SLL~J 

:l3[J 

11-[J 

30 [J 
32.[J 

/1.- [J 
1-0 [J 

G[J 

· S[J 

"1' LJ 

'f[J 
S"~[J 

62-L7 
,'J..[J 
GL[J 

3"1[J 

J.~ [J 

'12. -­LJ 
35 [J 

'il [J 
~~[J 

IK [J 

2,>[J 

73/ 

j6/ 

.8/ 

11/ 

14/ 

17/ 

20/ 

23/ 

26/ 

29/ 

32/ 

35/ 

38/ 

41/ 
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BACKGROUND 

44. Your sex: (Circle number) Lt6 1 MALE 5~ 2 FEMALE 

45. Your present marital status: (Circle 
:<' 1 NEVER MARRIED , 4 
(. I 2 MARRIED 9 5 WIDO\IED 
~ 3 DIVORCED 

, ~ 
46. Were you ever widowed? (Circle number>- 1 YES 

,~ 

47. Were you ever divorced? (Circle number) 1 YES 

~I 

2 NO 
1'1 

2 NO 

48. Bow old were you When you first married? (If never married, skip) 
I MARRIED FIRST AT AGE ____ M cAN " :!. 't. > 

49. How many children do you have in each age group? 
(If none~ write "0" in each appropriate space) 

UNDER 6 YEARS OF AGE f. -'-.>-; 19 TO 24:=;;-_ 
6 TO 12 ~" 1JL 3 25 AND OVER, __ 
13 TO 16 UK> 

0 ~ 
fO .. 1 

'3 , I "b 
so. Your present age: ___ YEARS /Va e.-,\N ': '-If 

SI. Including yourself, how many adults (age 18 and over) live in your household? 
..t !:. t! 
~6 5f g 

52. How many children (age 17 and under) live in your household? 

53. Your ZIP code: _____ _ 

55. 

56. 

57. 

56. 

•• _ ",,~ q, t. u ....... 1 ...... ",. l.._. ______ '- __ _ 
__ .. --~D •• - .... J ...... ...... c .. yvut: \,;ucc~ni: aodress? ____ Y= rlt=.,,,, .. 

How long have you lived in the community or neighborhood i:o- which you are 
living now? ____ YEARS MEAN: ,t.O 

Do you own your ovn home or apartment? (Circle number) 

Were you born in the United States? (Circle n~her) 
1 YES 90 
~ NO (SPECIFY COUNTRY OF BIRTII: ______ ~) 10 

Were both your parents born in the United States? (Circle number) 

61 
2 NO 

~~ 
1 YES 

,> 
2 NO 

59. Bow many of you.r grandparents were born in the U .5.? (Circle number) 

60. 

o 1 2 3 4 
77 r 9 · '1" 3 

If you are not currently married, in the questions that follow, disregard the 
column for spouse. 

Highest level of education you (and your spouse) have completed. (Circle number) 
YOU YOUR SPOUSE 

SOME HIGH SCHOOL OR LESS b -I- I " HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE IJ 2 2 " S(IiE COLLEGE .I.~ 3 3 ·n 
COMPLETED COLLEGE U 4 4 2.0 

MA, MBA, MSW, OR EQUIVALElfI '0 5 5 If 
lAW DEGREE ~ 6 6 • PH.D., ED.D., OR EQUIVALENT 'I 7 7 $". 
/'I f). -- V. ~3. 3 3 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

45/ 

46/ 

46/ 
SO/ 
52/ 

53/ 

57/ 

62/ 

64/ 

66/ 

67/ 

69/ 

70/ 

71/ 

72/ 

~-
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" Your 
6l. Current religion: (Circle number) .!!!!'. Spouse 73/ 

JEWISH 'l~ 1 1 13 ' 74/ 
PROTESTANT I 2 2 • CATHOLIC 0 3 3 ~ 
OTHER • 4 4 I 
NONE 5' 5 5 1-

62 . Religion in which you were raised: (Circle nuMber) 75/ 
JEWISH ~, 1 1 n 76/ 
PROTESTANT 2 2 I 0 

CATHOLIC • 3 3 ~ 

OTHER D 4 4 I 
NONE 2- 5 5 r 

63. Employment: (Circle number) .!!!!'. Your Spouse 77/ 
EMPLOYED EULL-TIME S6 1 ~I 1 78/ 
EMPLOYED PART-TIME tI 2 .0 2 
FULL-TIME HOMEMAKER ID 3 1'1 3 
FULL-TIME STUDENT 3 4 1- 4 
UNEMPLOYED, LOOKING FOR, WORK 3 5 • 5 
RETIRED 11 6 I ~ 6 

64. Type of main occupation: Bel~ are several descriptive characteristics of jobs and 
occupations. With respect to the main job or occupation(s), please check all the 
descriptions below which apply: -

YOUR MAIN JOB YOUR SPOUSE' S MAIN 1/3 
DESCRIPTION OR OCCUPATION JOB OR OCCUPATION 

Self-emp loyed ., tt [J /5 [J 8/ 
"- $) Salaried -. [J [J 10/ 

Professional 30 [J '30 [J 12/ 

Businessman/woman 11 [J .:1..1 [J 14/ 

65. Which of the following types of Jewish education are you giving (did you give/wi11 
you give) your child{ren)? (Circle the number of the main £orm of Jewish schooling) 

66. 

11.. 1 I EXPECT NO CHILDREN 17/ 
l 2 I DO NOT EXPECT TO RAISE MY CHILDREN AS JEWS 

I D 3 NO FORMAL JEWISH EDUCATION 
") 4 BAR/BAT MITZVAH LESSONS 

'" 5 SUNDAY SCHOOL OR OTHER ONCE A WEEK 
~T 6 HEBREII SCHOOL OR OTHER AFTERNOON 

f 7 YESHIVAH, DAY SCHOOL, OTHER FULL-TIME 

Finally, ~hat was your approx~te family income · from all 
19801 (Circle number) 

S 1 LESS THA.~ $10,000 
10 2 $10,000 TO $14,999 
S 3 $15,000 TO $19,999 
If 4 $20,000 TO $24,999 

f 5 
H 6 
If 7 

$25,000 TO $29,999 
$30,000 TO $39,999 
$40,999 TO $49,999 

THANK YOU 

sources, before ta.xes, in 18/ 

13 8 $50,000 TO $74,999 
11 9 $75,000 TO $99,999 
l 10 OVER $100,000 
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THE IlU\iiIEIl'IICI4~ ..JEWISH COi\iiIMilITTEIE 

~a'll8 December 14, 1981 

to 

lrom 

Bertram H. 'Gold r . ('/ , ~ , 
Geraldine Rosenfiel~~ 

subjecl Gallup poll, November 1981 

From November 20 to 24, 1981 the Gallup organization, on 

behalf of the American . Jewi'sh Committee, asked s'ix questions on 
atti tudes toward Jews' and Israel. These 'particular questions 

were selected as a means of asses;:;ing the public mood following 

the weeks of discussion and the vote 'on the sale of AWACs to 

Saudi Arabia. The discussion sometimes appeared to have an 

antisemitic component . 

Preliminary results of the poll are attached. A final re­

port and more detailed analysis will be forthcomi~g . 

& quick reading 
Americans rec~gnize Israel is of vital interest to the United 

States. Many m,ore are sympathetic to Israel than to Arab countries, . 

but over a third are uncommitted in their feelings . 

Attitudes about the loyalty of Jews to the United St.ates hav~ 
not changed visibly since the Gallup poll in August 1979 . About 
half the population feel Jews are more loyal to the u.s . American 
Jews are not considered to have "too much" influence compared to 
other groups. A slight downward trend in the number seeing Jews 
as "tool! influential can be seen · from po.lls in 1976 and 1979. 

GR:rg 
81 / 180/13 



GALLUP, December 1981 

Question I 

guestion II 

Many people believe tha't the Uni ted States 

has a vi tal ,inter·est in certain areas of the 

world and not in other areas. That is, cer­

tain countries of the world are important to 

·the U.S. for political, econ'omic" ·or security 

reasons. I am going to read a list of coun­

tries. For each, tell me wheth:er. you feel 

the U. S. does or does not ha've a vital in­

terest in that country? 

Does 

Canada 77 . 5 
Egypt 78.1 

Israel 80 , 6 

Saudi Arabia 84.4 

Do"es 
not 

Per· c'eni -- ---
14 . 1 

11 . 4 
10.3 

6.8 

Do'n't 
know 

8.4 

10.5 
9 . 1 

8.9 

Here are some countries and · groups that . tJJ,e 

United .States frequently deals with. Do you 

think· L- _7 has too much inf.luence 

in United State:s poli.cy? 

Japan 

Israel 

South Aftica 

OPEC--Th. Organization of 
Oil Producing Countries 

Canada 

Saudi Arabia 

Does 

46. ·7 

53.0 
16.8 

82.3 

19.5 

64.4 

Does 
not 

Per cent -----
41. 3 
35..7 

63.8 

9.5 

70.0 

23 . 0 

Don 't 
know 

12 . 0 
11. 2 

19.3 

8.7 

10.5 

12.6 



Question III--Half sample (Al 

Which, if any', of the groups listed 

below do yOll feel has too much 

political i~fluen~e ,in the U.S.? 

Oil companies 

Labor unions 
Blacks 

The Catholic Church 

Born Again/Evangelical 
Protestants 

Jews 

Arab interests 

Zionists 

None of these 

Don I t know 

Question IV--Half sample (Al 

Per cent 

70.2 

46 . 2 

14.4 

9.3 

9 . 8 

10.5 

29.9 

4 . 1 

4 . 4 

8.9 

If war broke out between Israel and 

Saudi Arabia, with whom would your 

sympathies lie?-

Israel 
Saudi Arabia 
Don I t know 

Sym'pa thy wi th 

Per cent 

50 . 8 

14.0 

35.1 

2. 



Question V--Half sample (8) 

Please tell .me whether you agree or 

disagree '!'lith the followi!lg statement: 

most American Jews are more loyal to 

Israel than to the United States. 

Agree 

Disagree 
Don't" know · 

Per cent 
33.7 

49 . 5 

16.8 

Que~tion VI--Half ~ample (B) 

If war broke out between Israel 

and the Arab nations '" wi th whom would 

your sympathies lie? 

, Israel 

Arab nations 

Don't know 

Sympa thy wi th 
Per cent 

49 .. 2 

12.4 
38.4 

Geraldine Rosenfield 
12/81 
81/180/ 14 
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Present 

Bertram· Gold, Chainman 
Harold Applebaum · 
Evan -Bayer 
Eugene DuBow 
Milton Himmelfarb 
Selma Hi rsh 
Sonya Kaufer 
Haskell Lazere 
Seymour Samet 
Phil i p Shami s 
Phy11 i s She.rman 
Adam S;rruns-
Wi 11 i am Trosten 
~1orton ' Vannon 

THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE 

STAFF ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Meetingof November 30, 19B1 

,Surnnary 

Absent · 

Abe . Kariikow 
Irvi~g Levine 
Marilyn · Rothman 
Yehuda Rosenman 
Marc Tanenbaum 

I . ,ASK FORCE ON URBAN/SUBURBAN PROBLEMS 

, '. 

Seymour Samet said that the Task Force paper gave the following 
as the rationale for Jewish concern about the ·problem: (1) . 58% of Jews 
live in the Northe&st, mostly in urban. areas; (2) t~e most vuln~rabl~ 

... Jews are"the poor and aged who live in the central cities, as well 'as 
the Orthodox; (3) Jews have major investment" in urban areas; (4") the break­
up ,of · 01 der nei ghborhoods means the breakdown 'Qf ~enters 'of Jew; _sh. 1 i fe; 
and (5) despite a move to the right, Jews are still predominantly Democratic 
and liberal and committed to social justice. 

The problems of the urban crisis include : (1) the shift of population 
with a decline of the Northern cities and the growth of the South and West 
which also has tended to disperse the Jewish population in America, (2) the · 
dimi ni shi ng fi sea 1 . resources of .mos t urban areas (i n 1;hi s regard the reduc.ed 
size of Northern cities may not necessarily be bad) ,. (3) fewer jobs for 
unskilled workers (often blacks), (4) growing demand for government services 
to replace those previously provided ·by family, e.g . , child care· for working 
or single parents , care for the elderly an.d sick. 

The writer of the Task Force report, Bernard J . Frieden, recommeii"ded 
focus on the issues of: (1) poverty and raci ali nequa 1 i ty, (2) changIng 
neighborhoods and population mobility, including help to maintain viable 
neighborhoods through, among other~ measures~ support of neigh~orhood .re­
investment efforts,. (3) mediating institution~ to help provide necessary 
services at a time when the government · is pulling.dollars out of social 
programs . The Task Force felt that these issues were bigger than ethnic 
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' ,' 
interests and that the ' ~ewish community 'should not go into them purely 
for J~wish needs. ', Social stability is threatened by inadequate attention 
to the PeQr and disadvantaged. The Task Force also recommended that block 
~r-~nt;s be lJIonitored and guidelines, provided for them. 

Th~ p~per provides for two different: k,in~s , of scenarios for the- end of 
the 19&Os. If there is a goo~ economy. the central cities will h~ve fewer 

,people but '",ore in the middle class and there will be a ' lower concentration 
of al~C;~$ and Hispan;'cs. There will be mor.e housing ' accoITITIOdati6ns, safer 
streetS as ~ result of the decline in teenage population. The suburbs will 
be more self,..supporting . . This will result in lesser commuting to the cities 
anq less congestion in urban areas. Jews will be more dispersed but most 
will still :live in Jewish neighborhoods and there ' will be greater demands 
on Jewish service organizations. . 

If there is a bad economy and if the government turns its back on the 
disadvan~aged then we will see: intergroup confrpntation, flight of the 
middle ~lass, growing class separation, heightened political confli~ts and 
ov~rconcentr~tion of poor and pensioners in urban areas. AJC's work, it 
w~s felt, should focus on the economic agenda and social policy"the use of 
resources at the state government level t and the development of contacts 
wi~h Hispanics and other potential coalitional partners. 

DAD will focus on helping to preserve the democratic process , and social 
j~s~i'G.~ in '" plural'ist society, as welL as attempting- to help secure 
ec;ono,mic stability for women, labor and ' the di.sadvantag,~d. Education and 
crime are urgent areas for DAD. . , 

~n ' th~ discuS~iQ~ that followed Mr. Samet's presentation, ~t was 
pointed out that the packaging of the urban-suburban program does not do 
justice tQ ;,ts cqntent, nor does it give a symbolic message about AJC"s 
universal concerns, It was felt that the program should be recast to 
e,mphasiz,e t~e sq~i~l justice agenda and our work to preserve, the democr.ati.c 
proce:~s and social stability. 

In C!4d,ition .. to qur long-term work, 1_t was a-lso recognized that. we, need, 
to deal wit,h what is happening in , the mea'ntime, namely, th~' debates ,in. 
Congress on bud'get cut,s.t the futur~ of socia 1 wel fare programs: and how they 
can, be rep,laced where, possib:le by pro.grams in the priVate sector.. 

Ther~ was agreement that our leadership must be reminded about the. 

• 

dangers of real economic disparity and, why we are in the· social justice agenda. 
We need, to raise and uplift the issu,es in terms of Jewish fnterest. In this 
cQrm~ction, it was, recolTlTlend_ed that discussfo~ guides for ' our chapters should 
be provided,. 

II,., GOOD AND WELFARE 

~.ge_~cx. , ~~b 1 ~_catjon's , 

$QPya, Ki\ufer is to, consult with each of the department' to ascertain 
t~eir , schedul~ for publications for the, coming year. Concern was expressed 

• 

, . ' 

I 
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by Mr. Gold about the diminishing numbet of publications coming out of 
the departments during. the past year. ' 

Anti-Semitism 

There was a brief discussio~ abbut the interpretation of the Yankelovich 
study on anti-Semitism and the proposed conference on anti-Semitism to be held 
by AJC in conjunction with Columbia University 

Cults 

Sames Rudi n and Sam Rabi nove are prepari n9 a backg,rounder on cults to 
be us.ed by a newly formed interdepartmental. committee on cults which will 
be chaired by .M,iles Jaffe. 

Hispan-ic-Jewish National Task Force 

An interdepartmental task force is also being formed to review AJC's 
program .i n thi s a rea. 

lnunigration 

Gary Rubin is preparing a pro-con statement for consideration by the 
Board of Governors on the issues of employer sanctions and permanent 
identification. 

PHS :mb 

81-900-130 



Present 

Bert Gold, Chairman 
Harold Applebaum 
lee Billig 
Eugene DuBow 
Inge Gibel 
George Gruen 
Abe Karlikow 
Sonya Kaufer 
Haskell Lazere 
Irving. levine 
Marilyn Roth·man 
Seymour Samet 
Philip Shamis 
Phyll i 5 Sherman 
Marc Tanenbaum 
Will iam Trosten 
Morton Yannan 

I. MIDEAST DEVELOPMENTS 

THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE 

STAfF ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Meeting of December 21, 1981 

SUrmlary 

Absent · 
Selma Hirsh 
Milton Himmelfarb 
Yehuda Rosenman 

SAC spent considerable time discussing what AJC's response should be to 
recent Mideast headline news events; the annexation of the Golan Heights . 
by Israel; the suspension by the U.S. of the strategic agreement between 
Israel and the United "States; and the subsequent statement by Prime Minister 
Begin, accusing the Reagan administration of treating Israel lHe a "vassal 
state" and stating that the American ·Jewish community has "a .right and a duty" 
to support . Israel. SAC considered the public ·relations implications of the 
exchange between the two governments as well "as the substantive issues raised 
by it. 

On th~ iSsue ·of whether or not to i ssue a public statement in response 
to Begin's statement of December 20, SAC, after consi"derable discussion, felt 
that a statement was necessary. Several different ·kinds of .formulations were 
proposed andit was-finally· decided that the Foreign Affairs Department in 
consultation with others ·would prepare an AJC statement along the following 
lines: (1) a call for both the U.S . and Israel to "cool" the rhetoric and de­
escalate the dispute, welcoming the Haig statement to this effect and (2) an 
expression of understanding -- without condoning -- .U.S. and Israeli action. 
(On December 18. AJC issued a statement which dedared that whatever one's 
views on Israel's ·action in annexing the Golan Heights, the U.S . . should not 
have reacted by suspending the U.S. Memorandum of Understanding, s·ince this 
undercut U.S. efforts to deter threats from the Soviet Union to the area. J 

In addition. it was decided that FAO ·would .preparea backgrounder on the 
Golan Heights issue. Both the statement and the backgrounder are to be ready 
within 24 hours for distribution to the field staff along with "talking points" 
on other aspects of the exchange deliberately left out of the statement, namely 
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Beg; n I s reference to the "duty" 'of the AIDer; can .Jew; sh cOlTBllun; ty to su pport 
Israel. SAC felt that there would be a very .different perception with 
respect to Begin I s December 20 statement amQng Jews a,nd non-Jews and that 
this will have to be dealt with by the Interre1 igious Department and IPGI, 
in particular. as well as by the f.1 .el~. 

I I. POLISH CRISIS 

Irving Levine felt that while AJC's statement on the Polish cr,s,. 
was quite adequate~ it was not enough . He reported that a successful ml;llt,l­
ethnic response . to the Polish crisis was orchestrated in Chicago with the 
help of AJC. This;s an issue he thought held much promise for multie,thnic 
coalition building. 

SAC was agreed that AJC should issue a 
Semitism by the Polish military government. 
be a mistake to focus Jewish involvement in 
on this aspect of the problem. particularly 

statement on the use of ant.i.-' 
But it thought that it wou·1d 

the cause of the Polish people 
in building multiethnic .. c;oalit.ions. 

It was also decided that IPGI would pull together a meeting of AJC's 
Polish-Jewish dialogue leadership to discuss what more AJC can do in this· 
area. In addition to the internal meeting, an AJC meetin.g with Polish 
American leadership, including leadership in the Cattiolic Church, wa·s 
recorrmended. 

, . .:,; 

I I I. PROGRAM PRIORITI ES 

In, a. r:evi ew of ·agencY ·pri orit; es. no · new .prio.ri ti es were .added by -:SAC 
and none·:of the existing .p.ri.orities were deleted. 1.n. a number of cases" 
however. ~ ... they, are to be recast ·with so~hat different empha·ses. 

Th.ere, was. some ·di scu;s .i~.n as to the · for~t of .the· '-' Priori·ties Doc.ument . " 
CSO was of the view that the priority programs shou·ld be subsumed under fi.ve 
niajor categories: Mideast, defending Jewish cOlTlTlunitiesov.erseas., promoting 
American .Jewish. security; promoting social jus·tice and pluralism, and en- · 
hancing Jewish· identity •. ' .Some .others i·n ·the ·group felt that this ·might ·tend 
to d·iminish ·the importance.of 'individual ,pr:ior.ities. T<here :was·' no definite 
decision made as ,to whether .or· not there should be a new ·format, ;.p.ending · 
the preparatio·n of a trial draft . . Har.old Applebaum, Phyllis Sherman~ 
Sonya· Kaufer and .·tee. Billig a·re to meet .. to set the process in motion. 

It was decided that each of the. :department heads .wou1d submit by the 
end of next week a ·s tatement ; coveri-ng the ,pri ori..ttes withln ·their . purvi ew, 
indicating new emphases ·a·s needed·. In· addH·:ion, ·they :were ·asked to prepare 
an out1i.ne of. how thei·r pri.or.; ty programs would fit under the five ·suggested 
rubrics mentioned·,earlier ,in these ·minutes :· :Tlle ·:Executive .Committe.e, at 
its meeting on January 13, will be asked to r.evi·ew the priorities and may · 
be consul te.d ·as to -the. format . for. the ·document. 
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IV . HILDA BLAUSTEIN STAFF INSTITUTE 

There were very brief and "impressionistic ll reports on the Staff 
Institute. It was felt that on the whole it had gone quite well. although 
~here were some problems with aspects of the sessions and the overall concept 
of the meeting. The new field staff seemed to desire more "skills training" 
than was provided for and this may have resulted from a confusion on their part 
as to the purpose of the Institute . 

PS:mb 

81-900-126 



Present 

THE AMERI CAN JHIISH COMMITTEE 

STAFF ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Meeting of November 23, 19B1 

5uITII1ary 

Absent 
Bertram H. Gold~ Chairman Eugene DuBow 

Marilyn Rothman 
Marc Tanenbaum 

Harold App"lebaum . 
Inge Gibe1 
Milton Himmelfarb 
Selma Hirsh 
Abe Kar1ikow 
Sonya Kaufer 
Haskell Lazere 
Yehuda Rosenman 
Seymour Samet 
Philip Shamis 
Phyllis Sherman 
Will iam Trosten 
Morton Yarman 

Guest 
Francis Rosensteil 

I. COUNCIL OF EUROPE PRESENTATION BY MR, ROSENSTEIL 

Francis Rosensteil, a delegate to the Council of Europe spoke 
about the deterioration of attitudes and pol icy toward Israel within 
the Council . . He said that there were significant problems in all of the 
zones of Jewish interest: Soviet Jewry, representation of .Arab states 
in the Council, linkage of racism and anti-Semitism, terrorism, human 
rights, and "Middle- East policy. ~Iith respect to representation by Arab 
states. he , urged AJC to ·he 1 p exp 1 a into our gavernment tha tit woul d nat ,. 
be in .American interest to. allaw representatian by non-demacratic govern-
ments in a parliamentarY assembly specific~lly designed to. include only 
Western democratic countries. He then went on to. list same issues an 
which pressures might be maunting, ';nc,:luding human rights in the occupied 
lands, Jerusalem, anq. settlement of the Lebanon situation. He urged the 
Jewi s h NGOs to beco.me m9re deeply i nvo 1 ved ; n the affa i rs of the Counei 1 
of Europe and recommended that AJC coaperate with the World Jewish Congress 
in systematically informing Jewish co.mmunities around the world of the 

"trends in European parliamentary co.uncils, and particularly to. see to. 
it that the Jewish .cammunities keep their o.wn governments au courant with 
these deve 1 opm~nts. . 
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II. MEETING WITH THE ·ADMINISTRATION: . REPORT BY BERT GOLD 

Mr. Gold reported that approximately 30 Jewi.sh leaders met at the 
White House with the President and members of his staff on Thursday 
afternoon November 19, 19B1.The meeting was called by the White House 
and fo1lowed a meeting held earl .ier that'day with approximately 30 Jewish ' 
Repu.bl ieans. Nate Perlmutter, Rabbi Joseph Sternstein, Ivan Novick and 

, Mr. Gold met a week earlier. with Jack St~in and Elizabeth Dole in Washington. 
Mrs. Dole informed them that the meeting was being planned and asked for 
their advice about agenda. 

The meeting with the President lasted from 3:30 P.M. until 5:00 P.M. 
The group met with Elizabeth Dole, Ed r·1eese~ and Richard Allen until ' 
about 4:10 P.M., at which time they were joined by Vice President Bush. 
The President arrived at 4:20 P.M. and stayed for the remainder of the 
session. The group was welcomed by Jack Stein and then Mrs. Dole .said 
that the meeting was to be one of many she hoped would be held in ·the 
future so as to avoid the misunderstandings that had occurred during the 
AWACS controversy. She invited those present to get in touch with ·her any 
time they .felt the need to do so. 

~1r. Allen was introduced and he stated that he was aware that the 
AWACS sale had been of major concern to the Jewi sh communi ty. Although 
he didn ' t want to go into the deta·i1s again, he stressed that the sale 
was conditional and that AWACS woul d no~ b.e ·. delivered for four .years; . 
The residue of ill feeling about the Al~ACS vote occurr.ed in ~our are·a~ 
which h~ outlined: (-1) Manifestations ·of anti-Semitism. He. said the 
Administration will take whatever steps are'necess8rY to counteract it. . 
If there were any statements made by the Administration that were unseemly. 
the Administration would do everything Jt could to make· amends : (2) Con­
cern about the depth of commitment of the Adminis·tration to the Camp David · 
peace process. ·Mr. Allen said that Camp David is the only peace track 
and the Administration w·ill vigorously ·pursue it. (3) The PLO and 
terrorism. The United States insists upon the PLO's recognftibn of UN 
Resolution 242, that it acknowledge Israel's existence and that it give 
up its te~rorist activity, or the PlO cannot be a participant in Migeast 
peace discussions. (4) The Administration's relationship to Isr.ael. 
Mr. Allen said he believed that Israel is of key importance to the U.S. 
as the on 1 y democracy in the Mi deas t and .orneri ca 's 1 a-st i ng fri end. He 
l ooked forward ·to a continuation of the strategic partnership discussions 
being held with the Israelis. 

~1r. ~leese reiterated that the President's commitments to Israel had 
not changed. Reports that the Administration will retaliate against 
those who had voted against the AWACS were untrue, and the Camp David 
peace. process will continue to be one of the major components "of Am~r;can 
foreign policy. 
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Howard Squadron then made a statement in which he des~r~bed t~e ~eaction 
of the Jewish community to what it perceived to be.the Admlnlstratl0n 5 
encouragement of anti-Semitic feelings. ~nd . ex~res~10ns of dual loyalty. . 
There were questions from the floor durlng WhlCh ,t was recommenged that 
the President "make a strong statement denouncing such behavior, prefera~ly I 

to a 'non-Jewish group, to which there seemed to be agr~e~ent • . The .Presldent ~ . 
staff once again stressed the great concern of the Adm1n1stra~'o:n ,about· 
anti-Semitism-and Allen added that the Administration was trylng to be 
responsive to such issues a~ Soviet Jewry. 

Concern was expres sed by the Jew; sh 1 eaders about the m; ~ i tary . bU;,l dup 
given by the Department of Defense to Saudi Arabia. Meese sald that the 
President makes foreign policy not the Defense De~ar~ent. and he stressed 
that the Saudis had been helpful in the peace ma~lng.'n L~banon. In . 
response to a question, Meese said that the Saudl pnce rlse,after the 

(

AWACS sale ·was actually an important step for the West ma~e 1n orde~ ~o 
decrease prices by other OPEC countri:~s ~:· Moreover, ~e ~ald the Admlnlstra­
tion has not embraced the Fahd plan. However~ he sa,d lt does represent 
some progress. 

Vice President Bush then was given the floor and he made an eloqu~nt 
statement on the dual loyalty and anti-Semitism issue, He said if the 
Administration had made tact i cal mistakes 1n the AWACS process they would 
try to rectify them. He citeQLHy Bookbinder's letter as one illustration 
of the expressions of anguish receiVed it am many in the Jewish community. 
He pleaded for the Jewish community to be prepared to ·change their ·per­
ceptions of the Saudis, reminding us that no one would have imagined that 
there could be peace between Egypt and Israel. Our perceptions of Sadat were 
that he was an implacable enemy of Israel.. After further exchange and 
comments by Meese and Allen, the President arrived. He spoke without notes 
for some 10 to 15 minutes. The following is a general outline of his remarks. 

He s·aid he knew how the group felt with regard to the AI4ACS situation. 
He reported that he told Mr. Begin when he was in Washington that it was 
terribly important for there to be peace in the Middle East and that in 
order to achieve this we had to involve the moderate Arab states. The 
President reassured him about U.S. control over the AwACS and Mr. Begin 
said that he would continue to express opposition to the sale. The · 
President said, however, he didn't believe that Begin was overly alarmed. 
The President told Begin that the U.S. has an abiding commitment to Israel 
and that it is a two-way street in that Israel is a block to Soviet 
encroachment in the Middle East. The President said he used the term 
alliance with the Prime Minister for the first time that that phrase had 
been used in this context. 

President Reagan said that he had told the Senators that the Administra­
tion would never allow Israel's military edge to be eroded but that Israel's 
security really depended upon peace in the Middle East and moderate Arab 
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countries ~ere i.mportant to that ·peace . He then told the story abqut . 
the assistance of the young Saudi p~;nce in ~elp;1"!9 to achieve peace i.n · 
Lebanon. After s orne further references to the multi nat i ana 1 force . ; n ··the 
Sinai, he .said that Reagan vs. Begin was a misinterpretation -arid .that he 
was simply telling the .press that they were overemphasizing this .element 
of the ' deba teo He sa i d he was go; n9 ' to do everythi ng he. 'caul d to stamp 
out bigotry and anti-Semitism and that hi"s position on this was -well known . . 

Mr. Squadron then rna.de a very thoughtful and cogent speech on behalf of 
the group, citing their COf')cerns direc:tly and simply and then he .aske4 
the President whether the things that ':the President had stood for in the 
past, such as a unified J~rusalem under Israel i control, ·his position on 
the PLO and terrpi"'i sm, etc., cou 1 d not' be g; ven grea ter emptias is. The 
President seemed to ,agree to this. He said in resflonse to a question that 
Soviet Jewry would be made a part of any summit talks he might have with 
Brezhnev.; . 

Ill. GOOD AND WELFARE 

It was r~p6rted that AJC will conduct a study on teenage culture ~nd 
violence. 

81-900-122 
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INTROOUCTION 

This· is the fourth in a· series of studies conducted by The Gal­
lup Organization 7 Inc. on behalf of The American · Jewish Carnnittee 

designed to measure attitudes of the general public toward fsrael 

and tmvard Jews. ~tore specifically, in the period just prior to i?­
terview.ing, there -was sane concern that recent political events might 

have had an impact on public c,ttitudes toward Israel and Jews. These 

political events included the assassination of Anwar Sadat, the de­
cision to sell Al'l<\Cs planes to Saudi Arabia, and the statement made 

by President Reagan in reference to Begin IS position on the AWAf;.s 

sale" that no foreign government tvould set U.S. policy. 

, 

For this study, personal intervie1 .... s were conducted with a nation­

ally representativ~ sample of 1,508 adults. The survey used a repli­
cated sample design; selected questions were asked of all respondents 

while other questions i'iere asked .of on~y half of the respondents. All 

interviei .. s were conducted bet1,'een Novenber 20 and November 30, 1981. 

- i -



SUMMARY 

TIle survey results indicate that recent pOlitical events have not had 

a dramatic l..illpact on ,publi'c attitudes to ..... ard Israel or trn.,rard J~ws. In 

October 1980) 10% felt Jevs or Zionists exerted too much influence on the 

l' S . in tbe mITW! slInrev this figure , .... as u't (EhlS Increase IS not sta­

tistically significant at the 95% level of confidence). Similarly, the 

relative number who feel the u.s. has a vital interest in Israel, Saudi 

.,. Arabia, and Egypt has Trained Unchanged since 1978. Althou,gh there has 

been an increase betwee October 1980 and 1981. in the proportion who agree 
\.nth the statement that most .American JCH'S aTe more loyal to Israel than, to 

the United States, this in~ase wdS only f_ei~v~e~p~ercentage points, and the 
1981 figure is equal to the -'pril 1980 figure. 

hhen 'we analyze the 1981 survey results without regard to the trend, 

several conclusions can be drawn. !\o'!ost .~ericans dQ not feel that Pmeri-
. ~ 

can Jews are more loyal to Israel than to the U.S. t and most do not feel 

that J~iS or Zionists have too much political· influence in this country. 

I;- fact t more ftmericans feel Arabs exert too much influence than feel this 

- ; i -
-.... 
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perceived Political Influence of Various Groups 

The Question: (HAND CARD) Which~ if any~ of the gpoups listed on 
this aard do you. feel _ has too much political influ­
ence in the U,S.? Just read or! the nwnber in front 
of the groups which you feel have too much influence. 

Relatlvely few Pmericans feel that Jews (11%) or Zionis'ts C4U exert un­

due political influence in the U.S. Giv~ a lIsE 6£ eIght RrOUPS aion~ with 
the category ''none of these," only 13% of those surveyed select~ either Jews 

or Zionists as a group wielding too ITU..lch political influence . . A signifi· 

( 

cantly larger number feel too ~ influence is exerted by Arab interests 

(30%), which ranked third of the eight groups. 
. . 

Oil companies (70%) and labor unions (46%) were the pressure groups that 

the largest numbers feel exert too much political influence. The other t,~"() 

religious grcups rncluded on the list (Born Again/Evangelical Protestants and 

the Catholic CllUrch) were each selected by about one in ten respondents. 

Blacks were chusen by a slightly greater proportion (14%) than these indivi-

dual religious groups. 

Groups 

Oil canpanies 

Labor lh1ions 

- Arab Interests 

Blacks 

Jews/Zionists (Net) 
Je,.,s 
Zionists 

Born Again/Evangelical Protestants 

The catholic Clurch 

None of These 

Don't Know 

Total 

Number of Interviews 

Percent Hho feel 
Each Grouo has 

Too Much Influence 

70 

46 

30 

14 

13 

% 

10 

9 

4 

9 · 

11 

4 

191' 

(746) . 

*Total excedes 100% because of multiple responses. 

1. 
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Perception of Various Countries as Vital Interests to the United States 

The Question: Manypeopte believe that the united States has a 
vital. interest in certain lD'eaB of the world and 
not in other areas. That i8~ certain countries 
of the world are important to the u.s. fO!" poli­
ticaZ~ economic1 or> seeuPity ~asons . I am 'going 
to read a 'List of countries. (IncZwled in list: 
Canada~ Egyp't~ Israel" Saur1:i Arabia.) If Por each3 
ten me ,whethe1' you fee! the u.s. doe,. 01' doe. 
not have a vital interest in the OOwttlY. 

2. 

Roughly equal numbers of Jvnericans believe the U.S. has a vital interest 

in Canada, Egypt, Israel, and Saudi Arabia. Looking at the three Hid~le 

Eastern cotmtries, the highest proportion believes the US. has a vital inter-

/' est in Saudi Arabia ~%), followed closely by Israel (~) and Egypt (l!%) . 

Although the number feeling each country is vital to U.S . interests has in­

creased Slightly since the January 19i9, Gallup survey, their relative posi­

tion remains unchanged. The increasing tendency of flrnericans to character­

ize a country as vital to our interests is borne out by their attitudes 

toward Canada--78% now believe canada is a vital interest to the U.S., cam-

pared to 69% who held that view in January 1979. 

Saudi 

Represents a Vital Arabia Israel E!!l2t Canada 

Interest to ' the U.S. 1978 1981 1978 1981 1978 1981 1978 19R1 

% % .% % % % % % 

Does 80 84 78 ' 81 75 78 69 78 

Does Not 8 7 8 10 10 11 19 14 · 

Om't Know 12 9 14 9 15 11 12 8 

Number of Interviews (775) (1508) (775) (1508) (775) (1508) (1546) (1508) 

* The question used for canparison in the text and tabular p~sentation that 
follows was included in the January . 1979 r,allup survey conducted for the 
Chicago Cotmcil on Foreign Relations. Although the question wording was 
identical, the list of camtries on the Olicago Council on Forei.gn Relations 
survey was longer, and a different list was provided for each of the two 
subsamples. canada appeared on both lists; along with Israel, Egypt, and 10 
other countries an the first and along with Saudi Arabia and 12 other c~­
tries on the second. 



Opinion Whether Various Countries or Groups Have Too Much Influence in United 
States Pol icy 

The Question: Here are some countries and groups that the United­
States frequently deals with. po you think (name 
of countroy) has too much influence in lJtl:i.~ed States 
policy. 

Although slightly more than half (53\) of the flmerican public feels · 

that Israel has too 11D..lCh influence over U.S . . policy J an even greater rrumber . . 

(64%) feel this way abrut Saudi Ar"':'ia .• and a substantial majority (821) feel 

OPEC exerts too much influence. -,,\lrnost half (47%) believe Japan exerts too 

much influence, and substantially fewer feel Canada (19%) and South Africa 

(17%) have too much influence. 

Has Too Much Influence 
in United States Polfc~ Ntim"ber of 

Yes No Don I t Know Total Interviews --
% % % % 

OPEC - The Organization 
of Oil Producing"Coun-

C9 (1508) tries 10 8 100 

Saudi Arabia V 23 13 100 (1508) 

Israel C0 36 11 100 (1508) 

Japan 47 41 12 . 100 (1508) 

canada 19 70 11 100 . (1508) 

South .4.:frica 17 64 19 100 (1508) . 

3 • . 
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Where Sympathies Would lie' if War Broke Out Between Israel and Saudi Arabia 
or Israel and the Arab Nations 

The Questions: If!Jar broke out betlJeen Israel and Saudi Arabia. 
JJith whom UJOUld your 3JP11Pathies "Lie? (ASKED "OF, 
SUB-SA!ofPfE Ai 

If lJar broke out bef:bJeen I s rue l and the bah na": . 
tians~ lVith whom t.1ouZdyour sympathies tie? 
(ASKED OF SJJB-SAMPLE Bi 

Given t -he hypothetical situation of war breaking out between Israel· and. 

Saudi Arabia. about half (51%) of the American public Would side With Israel; 

if Israel's opponent is generalized as "the Arab natiOns," virtually the same 

percentage (4'9%) would support Israel. Regardless ~f the way the que~tion is 

aksed, only about one in eight of those surveyed wruld sympathize with Is­

rael's opponent. A significant m.unber of ftmeric,ans, mare than-one in three, 

'cannot or will not choose either side. If respons~s to this question are re­

percentaged based on all with an opinion, rou~hly eight in ten-would-,suppoTt: 

Israel. 

lolar Between Israel 'War Retwetm Israel 
If War Broke Out in Middle and Saudi Arabia arid Arab Nations 
Ea st. Sl:)1l~a thi es WouT d li. Ilith: . (SamoT. A) (SamoTe B) 

• ~ n ' 

Israel 51 49 
Other Side 14 12 
Don't Know 35 39 
Total IOlf IOlf 

~Umber of Interviews (746) .. (762) 

Based on Tota 1 Making a Choice : 

War Between Israel War Retween Israel 
If War Broke Out in Middle and Saudi Arabia and Arab' Natiqns 
East~ S~E!athies Would lie \olith: (SamoTe A) (Sam~Te B) 

S S 

Israel 78 80 
Other Side 22 20 

Number of Interviews (493) (481) 

4 ; 

" 
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5. 

Agree/Disagree: Most American Jews are More loyal to Israel 

The Question: Please -ten me whether you agree or disagree !A1it;h the 
folZO/JJing statement; most American tTefiJ8 are more 
z<,yaZ to Is1'08Z than to the Tlnited State.. (ASKED OF 
SUB-5,JMPLE B ONLY) 

As in August 1979, most ftmericans do not feel that .... erlean Jews are 

more loyal to Israel than to the United States. me in three (34%) agree 

with the statement that most klerican Jews are more loyal to Israel than to 

the United States, 49% disagree with the statement, and 17% have no opinion. 

Responses to this question have not varied a .~at deal since the q~stion 
was first asked in 1979. 

Channe in 
Most /lmerican Jews August April October November Percentate Points 
More Lo~a1 to Israel 1979 1980 1930 1901 Oct. '80-Nov. 'R1 

% % % % 

Jlgree 29 34 29 34 +5 

Disagree 50 47 46 49 +3 

Don't Know 21 19 25 17 -8 

Total 100 100 100 100 

Number of Interviews (799) (l571) (1593) (746) 



1Wo groups in particular shOlO{ a high percentage of agreement with the 

statement : those who feel Israel has too much influence in United States 

policy and those who would s}lIlpathize \<lith the Arab nations rather than with 

Israel in a ~tiddle East war. 

All flho Fe.l: 

Most American Jews Total Israel has Too Sympathies More 
More LOlal to Israel Sam~ie Much Influence with Arab Nations 

% % % 

Agree 34 42 46 

Disagree 49 4S 44 

Don't Know 17 13 10 

. Total 100 100 100 

Number of Interviews (762) (399) (98) 

\ ' 

6. 
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In general. the percentage who do not feel American Jews have ~ater 

loyalty to Israel than to the United States is greater among upper than IO""er 

socioeconanic grcups. This la.test survey confirms the differences found 

across denogTaphic categories in previws soundings of plblic opinicm. 

• 71\ disagree among college graduates vS. 32% disagree anong peo-
ple without a high school degree. . 

• 56% disagree among people with a family incane of $20,000 or more 
vs. 45% disagree- among low incane families. ' 

• 61\ disagree among professional and business hruseholds v'S. 40% 
disagree among manual laborers. 

• 52\ disagree among whites vs. 3U disagree amon~ nonwhites. 

7. 
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Y esteryear's ragtag muckrakers, who tirelessly 
championed the little guy against powerful in­

siders, have become insiders themselves. Newsmen 
have long cherished the vantage point of the outsiders 
who keep the insiders straight. But now, leading jour­
nalists are courted by politicians, studied by scholars 
and known to millions through their bylines and tele­
vised images. In short, the needs of a society increas-
• •• ~., " , . .. • . ,'I ... L • .J , • • L. 
UIl'>lY UUIL!!;lY LVJ J!lJV1U' ..... VU '"IVe .... v." ......... " ... 'V ."'-

rise of a national news network-the new media elite. 
Leading figures within this network <!ore anything 
but the low-Bfes and ambulance chasers mythologized 
in The Fronf Page. Instead they constitute a new leader­
ship group that competes for influence alongside more 
traditional elites representing business, labor, govern­
ment, and other sectors of society. 

As columnist Joseph Kraft writes, "in the past two 
decades, those of us in the press have undergone a 
startling transformation. We are among the principal 
beneficiaries of American life. We have enjoyed a huge 
rise in income, in status, and in power . ... We have 
moved from the sidelines to the center of the action.'" 

Eric Sevareid, in his final CBS commentary, put it 
even more succinctly: "We are no longer starvelings 
and we sit above the salt. We have affected our times:': 

The influence of the press is based not on money or 
political power but on the information and ideas they 
transmit to other social leaders, as well as to the general 
public. Even those who question the media's power to 
persuade grant their ability to help set the agenda for 
discussions about social policy. Bernard Cohen notes, 
"the mass media may not be successful in telling us 
what to think, but they are stunningly successful in 
telling Us what to think about.'" 

As part of a larger study on elites, we surveyed 
members of the national media elite during 1979 and 
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1980.· We wanted to discover their backgrounds, atti­
tudes, and outlooks toward American society and their 
own profession. We conducted hour-long interviews 
with 240 journalists and broadcasters at the most 
inAuential media outlets, including the New York 
Times, the Washington Post, the Wall Street Journal, 
Time magazine, Newsweek, U.s. News and World 
Report, and the news departments at CBS, NBC, ABC 
.. .. ...: r'I!!:;, ... :oroi; · .. ."i.l"L 'iLAj.:;. p-;;.blic b;"v.::..d,;:;.:;ti .. ,; :;~;::t:::;:-.:::.' 

Within each organization, we selected individuals 
randomly from among those responsible for news con­
tent. In the print medium we interviewed reporters, col­
umnists, department heads, bureau chiefs, editors and 
executives responsible for news content. In the broad­
cast medium we selected correspondents, anchormen, 
producers, film editors, and news executives. A very 
high proportion of those contacted, 76 percent, com­
pleted the interview. The response rate was high enough 
to insure that our findings provide insight into the com­
position and perspective of this new elite. 

To provide comparisons with a more traditional 
leadership group, we also surveyed executives at sev­
eral major corporations. We interviewed at seven For­
tune 500 companies, ranging from a multinational oil 
company and a major bank to a public utility and a 
nationwide retail chain. We chose randomly from upper 
and middle management at each company and -com­
pleted 216 interviews, or 96 percent of those contacted. 
The focus of this article is, of course, the media elite. 
At appropriate pOints, however, we will compare their 
at titudes to those of the successful and influential lead­
ers in the business world. 

• Tn; • • tudy I, dir.ctod by Rothman and lichter, und .. tho aUl plcu of th~ 
Resu«h [n,titute On [ntun~tiona[ Chan!;e ~t Columbia Un;v ... ity. Tn. 
, ul'W'Y" of modia and busine., loaden ",en supervised by R.' pollOe Analy'i', 
a lurwy ..... a ... h organiution. 



Who Are the Media Elile? 

The social and personal backgrounds of the media elite 
are summarized in table 1. In some respects, the jour­
nJlists we interviewed appear typical of leadership 
groupS throughout society. The media elite is composed 
mainly of white males in their thirties and forties. Only 
ortle in twenty is nonwhite; one in five is female. They 
,ule highly educated, well-paid professionals. Ninety­
three percent have college degreesJ and a majority (55 
percent) attended graduate school as well. These figures 
reveal them as one of the best educated groups in Amer­
ica. They are also one of the better paid groups, despite 
journalism's reputation as a low paying profession. In 
1978, 78 percent earned at least $30,000, and one in 
three had salaries that exceeded $50,000. Moreover, 
nearly half (46 percent) reported family incomes above 
S50,000. 

White 
Mate 

Table 1 
Backgrounds of the Media Elite 

From northeast or north central states 
From metropolitan area 
Father graduated college 
Father occupation "professional" 
College graduate 
Postgraduate study 
Income $30.000+ 
Family income $50.(lOO+ 
Political liberal 
Religion "none" 

95% 
79 
68 
42 
40 
40 
• 3 
55 
78 
46 
54 
50 

GeographicallYJ they are drawn primarily from 
northern industrial slates, especially from the northeast 
corridor . Two-fifths come from three states: New York, 
New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Another 10 percent hail 
from New England, and almost one in five was raised 
in the big industrial states just to the west-Illinois, 
Indiana, Michigan and Ohio. Thus, over two-thirds of 
the media elite come from these three clusters of states. 
By contrast, only 3 percent are drawn from the entire 
Pacific coast, including California, the nation's most 
populous state. 

Journalism is a profession associated with rapid 
upward mobility, yet we found few Horatio Alger stor­
ies in the newsroom. On the contrary, many among the 
media elite enjoyed socialiy privileged upbringings. 
Most were raised in upper-middle-class homes. Almost 
half their fathers were college graduates, and one in 
four held a graduate degree. Two in five are the chil­
dren of professionals-doctors, lawyers, teachers, and 
so on. In fact, one in twelve is following in his fa­
ther's footsteps as a second generation journalist. An­
other 40 percent describe their fathers as businessmen. 
That leaves only one in five whose father was employed 
in a low status blue or white collar job. Given these up­
per status positions, it is not surprising that their fami­
lies were relatively well off. Forty-five percent rate their 
famUy's income while they were growing up as above 

average, compared to 26 percent who view their early 
economic status as below average. 

In sum, substantial numbers of the media elite 
grew up at some distance from the social and cultural 
traditions of small town "middle America." Instead, 
they were drawn from big cities in the northeast and 
north central states. Their parents tended to be well off, 
highly educated members of the upper middle class, es­
pecially the educated professions. 

Social and Political Attitudes 

All these characteristics might be expected to predis­
pose people toward the social liberalism of the cosme­
politan outsider. And indeed, much of the media elite 
upholds the cosmopolitan or anti-bourgeois social per­
spective that Everett Ladd has termed the "new Iib­
eralism."~ 

A predominant characteristic of the media elite is 
its secular outlook. Exactly 50 percent eschew any re­
ligious affiliation. Another 14 percent are Jewish, and 
almost one in four (23 percent) was raised in a Jewish 
household.6 Only one in five identifies himself as Prot­
estant, and one in eight as Catholic. Very few are 
regular churchgoers. Only 8 percent go to church or 
synagogue weekly, and 86 percent seldom or nev~r at­
tend religious services . 

Ideologically, a majority of leading journalists de­
scribe themselves as liberals. Fifty-four percent place 
themselves to the left of center, compared to only 19 
percent who choose the right side of the spectrum. 
When they rate their fellow workers, even greater 
ditterences emerge. i=iiry-six peru:tti: ~"Y "!.e .,.:.,.-1.: 
they work with are mostly on the left, and only 8 per­
cent on the right-a margin of seven-te-one. 

Table 2 
Presidential Voting Record of Media Elite 

1964-1976* 
Percent 

Percent YoUng 

1964 
Goldwater 6 (62) 
Johnson 94 

1968 
Nixon 13 (67) 
Humphrey 87 

1972 
Nixon I. (74) 
McGovern 81 

J976 
Ford 

" 
(82) 

Carter 81 
·Pe ..,~nl~.S based on Ihose who vot~d for malor patty cllIIdldalls. 
Third Pill'tY voll never exceeded 2 perClnl. 

These subjective ratings are borne out by their vot­
ing records in presidential elections since 1964, sum­
marized in table 2. (The interviews were conducted 
before the 1980 elections, 50 our most recent data are 
for 1976.) Of those who say they voted, the proportion 
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Table 3 
Media Elite Attitudes on Social Issues 

Economics 
Big corporations shoul d be publicly owned 
People with more ability should earn more 
Private e:'\lerprise is fair 10 workers 
Less regulation of business is good for USA 
Government should reduce income gap 
Government should guarantee jobs 

Politicsl Alienation 
Structure of society causes alienalion 
Institulions need overhaul 
All political systems are repressive 

Socia'·Culturai 
Environmental problems are nol serious 
Strong affirmative action for blacks 
Government should not regulate sex 
Woman has right to decide on abortion 
Homosexuality is wrong 
Homosexuals shouldn" teach in public schools 
Adultery is wrong 

Foreign Policy 
U.S. exploits Third World, causes poverty 
U.S. use of resources immoral 
West has helped Third World 
Goal of foreign polley is to protect U.S. businesses 
CIA should sometimes undermine hostile governments 

To what countries should we sell arms? 
1.:. - _ .. .... ------ -~ 

of leading journalists who supported the Democratic 
presidential candidate never dropped. below 80 percent. 
In 1972., when 62 percent of the electorate chose Nixon, 
81 percent of the media elite voted for McGovern. This 
does not appear to reRect any particular personal aver­
sion to Nixon, despite the well-publicized tensions be­
tween the press and his administration. Four years later, 
leading journalists preferred Carter over Ford by exact­
ly the same margin. In fact, in the Democratic landslide 
of 1964, media leaders picked Johnson over Goldwater 
by the staggering margin of sixteen-to-one, or 94 to 6 
percent. 

Most significant, though, is the long-term trend. 
Over the entire sixteen-year period, less than one-fifth 
of the media elite supported any Republican presiden­
tial candidate. ln an era when presidential elections are 
often settled by a swing vote of 5 to 10 percent, the 
Democratic margin among elite journalists has been 30 
to SO percent greater than among the entire electorate. 

These presidential choices are consistent with the 
media elite's liberal views on a wide range of social and 
political issues, as table 3 reveals. They show a strong 
preference for welfare capitalism, pressing for assist­
ance to the poor in the form of income redistribution 
and guaranteed employment. Few are outright social­
ists. For example, they overwhelmingly reject the prop­
osition that major corporations should be publicly 
owned. Only one in eight would agree to public owner-
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Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Dlsagr" 

4% .% 23% 65% .. 38 10 4 
17 53 20 I. ,. 47 24 13 
23 45 20 13 
13 3' 33 ,. 
12 37 32 2. ,. 18 31 42 
4 24 2. 46 

1 18 27 54 
33 47 ,. 4 
84 13 3 1 
7. n 5 5 

• , . 31 45 
3 12 31 54 

15 32 34 20 ,. 40 25 2. ,. 38 27 ,. 
• ,. 50 25 

12 39 28 22 
2. ,. 36 ,. 

D.moc-
H .... r.cles Friends Anyone ,. 29 48 4 
.. _----_ .. - -_i 

ship of corporations, and two--thirds declare themselves 
strongly opposed. Moreover, very few sympathize with 
Marx's doctrine, "from each according to his ability, to 
each according to his needs." Instead, they overwhelm­
ingly support the idea that people with greater ability 
should earn higher wages than those with less ability. 
Eighty-six percent agree with this fundamental tenet of 
capitalism. Most also believe that free enterprise gives 
workers a fair shake, and that deregulation of business 
would be good for the country. Seventy percent agree 
that private enterprise is fair to working people, and 
almost as many, 63 percent, say that less regulation of 
business would serve the national interest. 

Despite this basic support for private enterprise, 
we should not expect the media elite to lead the cheer­
ing section for Reagan's economic policies. Leading 
journalists may subscribe to a capitalist economic 
framework, but they are equally committed to the wel­
fare state. Sixty-eight percent, about the same propor­
tion that praise the fairness of private enterprise, also 
agree that the government shouJd substantially reduce 
the income gap between the rich and the poor. They are 
almost evenly divided over the issue of guaranteed em­
ployment. Forty-eight percent believe the government 
should guarantee a job to anyone who wants one, while 
a slight majority of 52 percent oppose this principle of 
entitlement. 

Of course, there is no necessary contradiction be-



,,,'ern praise for private enterprise and calls for gov­
trtlment action to aid the poor and jobless. These atH­
tu.les mirror the traditional perspective of American 
h~r.tls who--unlike many European social democrats 
_accept an essentially capitalistic economic framework, 
t\'cn as they press for expansion of the welfare state. 

Despite their acceptance of the economic order, 
many leading journalists voice a general discontent with 
thl." social system. Virtually half, 49 percent, agree with 
the statement, "the very structure of our society causes 
people to feel alienated." A substantial minority would 
like to overhaul the entire system. Twenty-eight percent 
agree that America needs a "complete restructuring of 
its basic institutions." The same proportion generalize 
their criticism to include all modern states. They hold 
that all political systems are repressive, because they 
concentrate power and authority in a few hands. 

It seems that a substantial portion of the media 
elite accept the current economic order, yet remain 
dissatisfied with the social system. Indeed, it is today's 
divisive "social issues" that bring their liberalism to 
the fore. Leading journalists emerge from our survey 
as strong supporters of environmental protection, af- ' 
firmative action, women's rights, homosexual rights, 
and sexual freedom in generaL 

Fewer than one in five assents to the statement, 
"our environmental problems are not as serious as peo­
ple have been led to believe." Only one percent strongly 
agree that environmental problems are overrated, while 
a majority of 54 percent strongly disagree. They are 
.,,, ... ..::; ... ; · .. .:h.:rr,.:~~ :..~ ~~.:::- ::".!rr:::::-~ f::::! ~ff!.!!!'_~ t~,,~ :I_t:'­

tion, an issue that has split the traditional liberal con­
stituency which favored civil rights measures. Despite 
both the heated controversy over this issue and their 
own predominantly white racial composition, four out 
of five media leaders endorse the use of strong affirma­
tive action, measures to ensure black representation in 
the workplace. 

In their attitudes toward sex and sex roles, mem­
bers of the media elite are virtually unanimous in op­
posing the constraints of both government and tradi­
tion. Large majorities oppose government regulation of 

DOONESBURY 

sexual activities, uphold a pro-choice position on abor­
tion, and reject the notion that homosexuality is wrong. 
In fact, a majority would not characterize even adultery 
as wrong. 

When asked whether the government should regu­
late sexual practices, only 4 percent agree, and 84 per­
cent strongly oppose state control over sexual activities. 
Ninety percent agree that a woman has the right to 
decide for herself whether to have an abortion; 79 per­
cent agree strongly with this pro-choice position. Three­
quarters disagree that homosexuality is wrong, anq. an 
even larger proportion, 85 percent, uphold the right of 
homosexuals to teach in public schools. (A mere 9 per­
cent feel strongly that homosexuality is wrong.) Finally, 
54 percent do not regard adultery as wrong, and only 
15 percent strongly agree that extramarital affairs are 
immoral. Thus, members of the media elite emerge as 
strong supporters of sexual freedom or permissiveness, 
and as natural opponents of groups like the Moral 
Majority, who seek to enlist the state in restricting sex­
ual freedom. 

In addition to these social and cultural issues, we 
inquired about international affairs, focusing on Ameri­
ca's relations with Third World countries. Third World 
representatives to UNESCO have argued that the Amer­
ican press serves the interests of capitalism by "present­
ing developing countries in a bad light and suppressing 
their authentic voices:n as a recent New York Times 
article put it. Such charges are supported by media crit­
ics like Herbert Gans, who claims that "conservative 
dirtatorc;. . are apt to be treated more kindly (by the 
press) than socialist ones."! We cannot address these 
questions of media coverage. But we can assess the . 
sympathies of the elite press on several of the contro­
versial issues raised by these critics. Among these are 
U.S. arms sales, CtA. activity, and alleged American 
exploitation of developing countries. 

In most instances, majorities of the media elite 
voice the same criticisms that are raised in the Third 
World. Fifty-six percent agree that American economic 
exploitation has contributed to Third World poverty. 
About the same proportion, 57 percent, also find 

by Garry Trudeau 
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"America's heavy use of natural resources to be "im· 
moral." By a three-to-one margin, leading journalists 
soundly reject the counterargument that Third World 
nations would be even worse off without the assistance 
they've received from Western nations. Indeed, precise· 
Iy half agree with the claim that the main goal of our 
foreign policy has been to protect American b)Jsiness 
interests. 

Two issues dealing more directly with American 
foreign policy elicit a similar division of opinions. A 
majority of 55 percent would prohib.it the etA, from 
ever undermining hostile governments to protect U.s. 
interests. The question of arms shipments produces an 
even split of opinion. Forty-eight percent would ban 
foreign arms sales altogether or restrict them to demo­
cratic countries. Forty-seven percent would supply .arms 
to any "friendly" c~untry, regardless of the regime. 

. Only 4 percent would be willing to sell · arms to · all 
comers. 

Thus, in several controversial areas of U5.·Third 
World relations, the media elite is deeply divided, with 
slight majorities endorsing some key Third World criti­
cisms of America.9 We noted earlier that many leading 
journalists criticize the American system from within, 
as "alienating" and in need of an overhaul. It appears 
that even larger numbers extend their criticisms to the 
international arena. About half charge America with 
economic exploitation and seek to limit C.I.A. activity 
and arms sales as instruments of our foreign polic.y. 

TI'IW!:n'd th~ Cnnd Sodety 

Thus far we have examined elite journalists' opmlOns 
on the great and small issues of the day. By charting 
their responses to numerous social issues, we try to .gain 
an intuitive feel for their general perspectives on society 
and politics~ The results can be deceptive. They create 
the impression of a broad ideological portrait of the 
media elite without ever asking journalists to "deal with 
the "big picture." Their attitudes toward issues like 
abortion, affirmative action and arms sales provide us 
with benchmarks for understanding tl!.eir outlook, 
since most of us have opinions on such pressing and 
hotly debated questions. But they do not address some 
of the most basic underlying issues of political life: 
What direction should American society take? What 
groups exert the most influence over social goals and 
political processes? How much influence should be 
wielded by such forces as business, labor, minorities, 
and the media? 

These issues are as old as political philosophy. But 
it is not only philosophers who grapple with questions 
lik~ "who should rule?:' and "what is the good society?" 
Most people have ~nswers to these questions, even if 
they haven't consciously arrived at them. Their answers 
express basic attitudes that underlie their transient 
opinions on current social issues. . 

In the interviews, we tried to tap these · funda­
mental predispositions · of political thought. First, we 
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asked journalists about the goals America should pur­
sue during the next decade. From a list of eight choices, 
we asked them to select the most important, second 
most important, and least important goaL The list, cre­
ated by .. political scientist Ronald Inglehart, includes: 
• Maintaining a high' rate of economic growth 
• Making sure that this country has strong defense 

forces 
• Seeing that the people have more say in how things 

get decided at work and in their communities 
• Try'ing to make our cities a.nd. countryside more beau­

tiful 
• Maintaining a stable economy 
• Progressing toward a l.ess impersonal, more humane 

society 
• The fight against crime 
• P.rogressing toward a society where ideas are more 

important than money 
He classifies these choices as either "instrumental" and 
"acquisitive" values, on one hand, or "expre'ssive" and 
"post-bourgeois" values, on the other.'o In this list, the 
"post·bourgeois" choices are those dealing with par­
ticipation, a humane society, beautiful cities, and plac­
ing ideas above money. On the basis of their other 
opinions, we would expect the media elite to be relative­
ly supportive of these types of social goals . . But relative 

'to whom? Unlike standard polling items, these choices 
are not presented periodically to cross-sections of the 
Am.~rican public. This is where our sample of business 
leaders comes in. As archetypal representatives of a 
:"uU:~!S",u;~I":;vci"i)", .:,;,:), ~l,v;,.,lJ bc uri'::lIicu iVV'iiliU '1lore 
conservative "acquisitive" values like a strong economy 
and· national deferise. Thus, they provide an appropriate 
comparison group for the media elite. 

We found that substantial segments of the media 
elite endorse the "post-bourgeois" value orientation that 
Inglehart calls a "silent revolution" transforming the 
political culture 'of advanced industrial sodety. The 
results are shown in table 4. Only one in eight business 
leaders picks any of the "expressive" values as Ameri­
ca's ·most pressing concern. By contrast, one in three 
journalists deems citizen participation, a humane so­
ciety, or a society less oriented toward money as our 
most important goal-more important than either eco-­
nomic well-being or national defense. 

Even among the journalists, a slight majority fa· 
. vor economic stability as the most important value. 
However, almost half of the media elite {:49 percent) 
pick post-bourgeois xalues as their second choice, com­
pared to 30 percent oLthe business elite. Forty percent 
of these .leading journalists select..a humane society as 
either their first or second priority, more than double 
the proportion among business l~.aders. Conversely, the 
businessmen list national defense more than twice as 
often as do the new~meJ).. Finally~ the journalists are 
almosnwice as likely as the executive's to choose acquis.: 
itive val~es as the least important for America to pur­

. suc. (Continued on page 59) 



Lichter/Rothman 
(Continued from page 46) 

Overall. the media elite shows a clear preference 
for post-bourgeois goals, relative to the business elite. 
For many leading journalists, liberal views on contem­
porary political issues apparently reflect a commitment 
10 substantial social change in pursuit of the good so­
ciety, as they visualize it. Such a commitment would 
.1lign them with emerging forces of social liberalism 
which are pitted against more established leadership 
groupS. Therefore, as the final focus of our inquiry, we 
shall examine the media elite's evaluation of its com­
petitors for social influence. 

Who Should Rule? 

Beyond inquiring about the direction our society should 
IJke, we asked a more pointed question; Who shou ld 
direct it? Specifically, we asked the journalists to rate 
seven leadership groups in terms of the influence each 
wields over American life. Then we asked them to rate 
the same groups according to the amount of influence 
they should have. Each group was assigned a rating 
(rom "1," meaning very little influence, to "7," repre­
'Scnting a great deal of influence. 

The seven groups rated represent a cross-section 
of the major competitors for social power in contem­
porary America. They include black leaders, feminists, 
consumer groups, labor unions, business leaders, and 
the news media. The journalists' perceptions of these 
groups' influences are pictured in figure 1. They see four 
of the groups as relatively disadvantaged in the compe­
tition for o;nri",lnnwpr . ]:pminio;to; ilrp lpilo;t nnwf'rfnl fnl_ 

lowed closely by black leaders, intellec~als and ·con­
sumer groups. All fOUf are clustered tightly together, 
however, well below the big three of labor, business, 
::!nd the media. The unions rank third, leaving the media 
close on the heels of business leaders, who are perceived 
.1S the most powerful social group in America. 

Thus, the media elite recognizes its own pOSition of 

- . . ~ .. -.. 

Figure 1 
Media El i te's Perceptions of 

Influence among Leadership Groups 

Very Little 
In!luon<:e 

AL\ Unions 

~min ists SI"'cks Consumer Groups 

Great De",1 01 
Inlluence 

• • 

J.\ 
Business 

power, viewing itself as more influential than any other 
leadership group except the business community. It 
places itself between business and labor, traditionally 
the leading contenders for influence, and pictures the 
emergent forces of consumers, intellectuals, blacks, and 
feminists as playing a decidedly subordinate role. 

When members of this elite are asked their prefe.r­
ences, this picture changes drastically, as figure 2 il­
lustrates. They would strip both business and labor of 
their current perceived power, while raising the status 
of all the other groups. In the media elite's preferred 
social hierarchy, business leaders fall from first to fifth 

. Figure 2 
Media Elite's Preferences for 

Influence among Leadership Groups 

Very Little 
' "IIUenCIit 

Unions 

Great Deal of 
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Business Consumer Groups 
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Table 4 

Media and Business Elites' Choices of Most Important Goal 
for America in the Next Decade 
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po~ition, and unions drop to t~e very bottom of the 
ladder. Feminists move up only slightly, but blacks, in­
tellectuals· and consumer groups would all have more 
influence than either business or labor. Emerging at the 
top of the heap, as the group most favored to direct 
American society, are the media . 

There is a certain irony in the media elite's choice 
of itself as preeminent in the race for inAuence. The 
press is traditionally ambivalent about its power, and 
journalists often· either deny or decry the growing real­
ity of a powerful media elite. In a 1976 study of elites 
conducted by the Washington Post and Harvard Uni­
versity, the media leaders were the only group to claim 
they want less influence than they already have." In 
fact, one could say the same of our subjects, but it 
would be a decep tive interpretation of our findings. In 
absolute terms, these journalists would assign them­
selves a lower influence rating than they now nave. On 
the other hand, they would assign even lower ratings 
to all the other groups, thereby leapfrogging themselves 
from the second position, as they perceive it, to·the ·top 
spot they would prefer. 

The business leaders, by the ·way, return the com­
pliment. They perceive the media as far and away the 
most powerful influence on American sodety, with labor 
a distant second and b~siness only third, followed by 
the four emergent groups. Not surprisingly, they, too, 
would prefer to sit atop the influence hierarchy, while 
burying the media well back in the pack in fifth posi­
tion, precisely where the media elite w9uld place them. 
Inoeed, the hostility these two elites seem to feel toward 
eac·h of her is rather striKing. ousin~!is :..: .. J.d:. ·i".::i. ... d 
the media as the most powerful group of those listed · 
and would reduce the power of journalists more than 
any other group. Media leaders perceive business lead­
ers as the most powerful group and would likewise 
strip away most of their influence. One might speculate 
that these elites view each other with such mistrust, 
precisely because each attributes great power to the 
other. In the ongOing struggle over the direction of our 
society, each appears wary of the other as its strongest 
competitor. 

, , ' . 
The pointed vi~ws of the national media elite are 

not mere wishes and opinions of those aspiring to 
power, but the voice of a new leadership. group that 
has arrived as a major force in American society. Cos...· 
mopolitan in their origins, liberal in their. outlooks, 
they are aware and protective of their col1ective influ­
ence. The rise of this elite has hardly gone unnoticed. 
Some· hail them as the public's tribunes against the 
powerful-indispensable champions of the underdog 
<md the oppressed. Others decry them for <!-Uegiance 
to an adversary culture that is chiseling away at tradi­
tional values. 

While we advocate exploring the attitudes of ·the 
national media elite, we side with neither their extollers 
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'ODoo't let It bua you. clowo. These are tougb 

times for authority figures." 

ReptiritN by pe,,,, 'ss;...,. C 1917 N~ 1m::. 

"nr rrit i,.c; in . d.Pc.l"ring" wha t kind of role· the media do 
cr should play. Tne crucial task that remains is to dis­
cover what relationship, if any, eltists between how 
these individuals view the world and how they presept 
that world to the public. This is the next key step to 
understanding how the evolution of the media elite has 
transformed American society. 13' 
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by Martin Plissner and Warren Mitofsky 

F ew power centers in American politics have been 
so little studied as the national Committees of the 

two major parties. For much ·of their history, this ne­
glect has been deserved. Until recently, little power has 
been centered in either. 

In the past twenty years, however, and especiaUy 
in the last ten, the Republican and Democratic National 
Committees have grown considerably in their ability 
to inAuence events. The Democratic party's increasingly 
complex rules for nominating its presidential candidates 
have given its national Committee significant leverage 
over state and local parties. The power to- seat or not to 
seat convention delegates has become the power to in­
fluence how and when primaries and caucuses are held. 
The leverage of the Democratic National Committee 
(ONC) extends even to how and when local party office­
holders are picked. 

At the Republican National Committee (SNC), the 
checkbook, not the rule book, has paved the road to 
power. Adroit financial strategies have created a na­
tional headquarters and staff with a forty-million-dol­
Jar-a.-year cash Bow. Cash, expert consul~ants, and high 
technology flow daily from the national headquarters 
to state and local candidates and party organizations. 
Candidates at all levels look to the Committee for 
training programs and help in raising money. Pollsters, 
media consultants, and other campaign specialists look 
to the Committee for steady work, retainers, and re­
ferrals. 

Three years ago, in an early effort to formulate 
policy at the Committee level, Republican National 
Chairman Bill Brock successfully advanced the Kemp­
Roth tax cut as the party's major issue in the 1978 
campaign. It is now law, only slightly altered, and the 
RNC can claim a major role in moving it forward. 

For years, political scientists and others have stud­
ied the operations of the party system in Congress and 
the White House. Since the 1950s, there has been a 
steady stream of studies of the political elites found at 

national nominating conventions. In an effort to hring 
the same kind of attention to the increasingly activist 
national Committees, CBS News surveyed about 90 per­
cent of the members of both Committees by telephone 
this spring. We interviewed 324 of the 369 DNC mem­
bers and 159 of the 168 officers and members of the 
RNC. To obtain some measure of the degree to which 
these party leaders reflect the thinking of ordinary party 
members, we asked them a number of questions on pub­
lic issues and general philosophy-the same questions 
asked in the most recent CBS News/ New York Times 
poll of the general public. 

The Democrats 

On the Democratic National Committee, conservatives 
are genuine oddities. Among ordinary Democrats, they 
are almost a third. The largest share in both groups 
chose to be called moderates, but professed liberals are 
much more common among Committee members. Both 
groups, however, are less liberal than the delegates to 
the 1980 Democratic National Convention. Though that 
convention rejected the more liberal candidate, Edward 
Kennedy, the largest bloc of delegates called themselves 
liberal. 

The disparities between rank-and-file Democrats 
and Committee members are especially striking when 
such issues as food stamps and increased military spend-

Table 1 

1980 
Democratic Democratic 

Rank-and- National National 
file Committee Convention 

Democrats members delegates 

liberal 24% 36% 46% 
Moderate 42 51 42 
Conservative 29 4 6 
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ing are discl.i'ssed with them. (See table 3.) The differ­
ences are ev~n more pronounced on the overall Reagan 
tax and budget ctits. No issue provided so striking a 
contrast between rank-and-file Democrats and the na­
tional Committee members as did the question about a 
constitutional amendment to pennit prayer in schools. 

On a few issues, Committee members were closer 
to rank-and-file Democrats. These were ali issues on 
which ordinary Democrats take what is generally con­
sidered the liberal position. The proportions favoring 
the liberal positioIJ. were, however, considerably higher 
·among Committee members. BoUl groups, for example, 
support the .Equ"al ·Rights Amendment, but Committee 
members do sri by a far wider margin. 

The Republicans 

On balance, Democratic National Committee members 
are more liberal than rank-and-file party members, but 
more conservative than recent convention delegates .. In 
the Republican party, Committee members are more 
conservative than both the convention delegates and 
the rank-and-file Republicans. 

Table 2 

1980 
Republican Republican 

Rank-and- National National 
file Committee Convention 

Republicans qtembers delegates 

Liberal 11% 1% 2% 
'Moderate 33 31 3. 

Conservative 51 .3 58 

As might be expected, Republican National Committee 
members from the South are even more likely than ,the 
rest of the Committee to identify themselvs as conserva­
tive: 79 percent of the southern members think of them­
selves that way. 

On specific issues, Republican National Committee 
members generally take the same conservative position 
as rank-and-file Republicans, but to a greater degree. 
(See·table 3.) 

National Committee members-whether Demo­
cia'ts or Republicans-are not known for their defiance 
of incumbent presidents of their own party. The cur­
rent Republican National Committee is no exception. 
Ninety-nine percent approved. of Reagan's budget cuts; 
97 percent approved of his tax cuts. The latter figure 
contrasts strikingly with the CBS/New York Times pre­
convention poll of the party's national convention dele­
gates, in which only 59 per-cent supported essentially 

. the same tax proposal. 
The all but unanimous Committee backing of Rea­

gan's budget and tax plans was shared by the ordinary 
Republicans who h<!-d opinions about the measure when 
polled this spring.' Nearly half of them, however, had 
.not made up their minds at that time. 
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Deviations iQ the conservative consistency of both 
Committee and everyday Republican thinking appeared 
on the so-called "women's issues." A majority of both 
groups believe that if a woman wants to have an abor­
tion and her doctor agJ;"ees to it, she should 'be allowed 
to have it. In this instance, they seem to be oi"similar 
mind with the delega tes to last year's Republican con­
vention. A majority of delegates polled by CBS and the 
New York Times opposed a constitutional amendment 
to prohibit abortion even though the convention, voting ' 
under a dosed rule on a Reagan-backed platform, en­
dorsed a plank supporting such an amendment. 

Committee"members, like last year's'~convention 
delegates, opposed the Equal Rights Amendment by 
about two-to-one. Rank-and-file Republicans, how­
ever, when polled by CBS News and the New York 
Times, were as likely to support the amendment as not. 

Prayer in public schools evoked a .sharp disparity 
between average Democrats and National Committee 
members. The same was true for .the .Republicans. In 
both parties, there was overwhelming rank-and-file sup­
port for a constitutional amendment permitting prayer 
in schools. Unlike their · Democratic -counterparts, Re­
publican Committee members do not oppose the amend­
ment outright. They do, however, support it by only a 
very narrow margin--<ompared to·a ·huge margin (five­
to-one) among Republicans in general. 

The Committees and the Future of the Parties 

. The CBS News surveys were conducted at 'a time of par­
ticularlv e:ood feeline:s ·at tn*'! RNC. ·nnt.n1.lit~ t.h .. t::~C;1!" ~t 

the ONe:. Not oni; _ were the r:i~~o~~~ts ~s'tiii g"etting 
adjusted. to a Republican White . House and Senate, but 
the Republican " ad~inistration had just w~;m the first 
of a series of coalition victories on its budget in the 
nominally Democratic House. Worst of all, perhaps, 
public opinion polls';were showing something that had 
not accompanied previous pet;iods of Democratic dis­
tress: the public's long-standing Democratic margin 
in partisan leanings had slipped seriously. CBS News 
asked members of both Committees for their explana­
tion of this development. Republicans were twice as 
likely as Democrats to attribute ~he shift in party loy­
alties to a conservative trend in the country. Democ.rats 
were twice as 'likely as Republi-cans to attribute it to the 
popularity of Ronald Reagan. 

Asked what could help the Democrats recover their 
lost support, Democratic organization leaders, not sur­
prisingly, called for .their own specialty: organization. 
Unlike Capitol Hilt where Democrats talk a good deal 
about new ideas andnew ·directions, only one in ten of 
the Committee members thought recovery might de­
pend on a change in the party's way of looking at things . 
As many -called for greater stress on traditional Demo­
cratic issues. After. organization, the most often-cited 
basis of" h~pe for the party was---':"fingers crossed-

. :Repul;>lican mistakes. 
Republican Committee members were asked what 



Republicans could d~ to promote further growth in 
pOpular support. The members were clearly in no mood 
to ex:pcriment. The most c9mmon answer was to stress 
the party's trad~tional position~. Commuflicating these 
positions m'ore e~ectively came next. What was it mOst . 

impor~nt not to do? The leading answer was not to 
change what Republicans were doing .. Only a handful 
wanted to look for new· issues. They like the ones they 
have. . 

Looking-toward"1982, GBSNews asked Committee 

Table"3 
Issue Profile" 

GOVERNMENT SPENDING ON .. '. 

MILITARY/DEFENSE 
INCREASE' 
DECREASE 
KEEP SAME 

FOOD STAMPS 
INCREASE 
DECREASE 
KEEP SAME 

AID TO THE ARTS 
INCREASE 
DECREASE ·.· 
KEEP SAME 

lOB PROGRAMS/ CET A 
INCREASE 
DECREASE 

. KEEP SAME 

REAGAN'S TAX CUT 
APPROVE ' 
DISAPPROVE 
NOT SURE 

REAGAN'S BUDGET 
APPROVE 
DISAPPROVE 
NOT SURE 

PRAYER AMENDMENT 
FAVOR 
OPPOSE 

E.R.A. 
FAVOR 
OPPOSE 

TOO MUCH GOVERNMENT 
REGULATION OF BUSINESS 

AGREE 
DISAGREE 

ALLOW ABORTIONS WITH 
DOCTOR'S CONSENT 

SHOULD 
'" . SHOULD NOT 

DEPENDS 

REPUBLICANS 

RNC 

89% 
1 
7 

2 
71 
19 

3 
65 
Z6 

3 
66 
'22 

.97 

3 

99 ". 

1 

46 
41 

29 
58 

98 
1 

52 
13 

. 23 

RANK-AND­
FILE ' 

60% 
5 

31 

9 
63 
2. 

6 
41 
47 ' 

19 
39 
39 

44 
5 

51 

48 
3 
4~ 

81 . 
15 

46 
44 

55 "" 
::'.30 
' 11 

DEMOCRATS . 

DNC 

22% 
18 
51 

16 
14 
64 

17 
17 
58 

39 
13 
44 

17 
73 
10 

10 
80 
10 

10 
65 

92 
4 

35 
49 

80 
8 
8 

RANK-AND­
FILE 

48% 
. 13 
36 

16 
40 
37 

7 
33 
52 

40 
17 
31 

26 
14 
60 

. 23~ 

22< 
55 

70 
16 

62 
29 

· 59 
30 
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members of b9th parties about" a number of potential 
influences upon next years congressional elections. 
Once again, the responses from the two Comm~tlees 
were quite different. Ninety-two percent 'of the Republi­
cans expected Ronald Reagan's "record to help Repub­
licans run.ning in their states_ Only a third of the Demo­
crats were concerned about Reagan hurting Democrats. 
They were much more worried about conservative p0-

litical action committees (PACs) and the Moral Major­
ity-three or 'four times as many as were concerned 
about Reaga.n's popularity. 

Democrats lose sleep over right-wing PACs and 
preachers; Republicans are much more divided over 
whether these forces actually help them_ Though three 
out of four of the Democrats worry about the PACs, 
only about half the Republicans think they help. And, 
while a majority of the Democrats worry about the 
Moral Majority hurting Democrats, only a fifth of the 
Republicans think this group helps them. 

Party Favorites for 1982 and 1984 

One asset which party officials normally value is the 
relative handful of leaders who enjoy national fame-­
whose appearance on behalf of local candidates can 
generate large turnouts of 'supporters and contributors, 
and attention from the local media. On the Democratic 
Committee, only two Democrats were named, un­
prompted, by more than a few members when they 
were asked who they .would like to see campaigning in 
their state next year, They were Walt~r Mondale '(29 
pc,,:::c.,:) aiid Ed-,~·u.rd !(;:ii:;.:dj- .{!J pcr':::':::;1t). Of th~ ';2'! 
Committee members interviewed, only one chose for ­
mer President Carter. The member who did so repre­
sents the territory of Guam. 

Republican Committee members were asked who, 
other than President Reagan, they would most like 
to have campaign in their states next year. Sixty per­
cent chose Vice President Bush. Far I?ehind, ranging 
from 9 to 4 percent, were Jack Kemp, Howard Baker, 
David Stockman, and Paul Laxalt. 

Most Republican Committee members want and 
~xpect President Reagan to run for reelection. If he 
do.esn't, by far the largest bloc on the Committee favors 
Bush (41 percent). Far behind (both under 10 percent) 
were Kemp and. Laxalt. 

On the Democratic side, Mondale with 20 percent, 
and Kennedy at 10 percent are again the first and sec­
ond choices of those members of the Committee who 
had an opinion. Sixty percent did not. This group's pref­
erence for Mondale should be viewed in light of its 
members' 1980 'allegiances. By a three-te-one margin, 
th.ey supported Carter over Kennedy. The margin 
among delegates to last year's convention was three-to­
two. 

What the Parties Stand For 

If the national" Co~mitt~e ~e~be~s, especially ' the 
Democrats, often seem at odds with the view of ordi-
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nary" partisans, their responses were very similar (and 
greatly different from the other party's) when asked 
~.bout the princip.al difference _ be~ween the two parties. 
Neariy half -of~' the Democratic Committee members 
said that the chief difference was that Democrats are 
conce'rned about the poor and the Republicans ·about 
the rich. The next largest response from DemOCratic 
Committee members was-that their party, as opposed to 
the Republican, was for "the people_" 

Not surpJj.singly, Republican Committee members 
had an entirely different set of answers. Over half cited 
contrary attitudes toward the size and cost of govern­
ment; the next .largest bloc , cited ideol.ogical differences 
(e.g. conservative versus liberal). In both cases, the 
responses of rank-and-file party members were remark­
ably dcise to those cif the Committee 'profes'sionals. 

Speculations 

Findings ' from this' single survey are inconclusive on 
many points, but the CBS News study does invite the 
following speculations: ' 
1. The proce'sses, local and national, by which the DNe 
membership is chosen appear to Biter' out most of the 
many Democrats in the' general population who regard 
themselves as conservatives. 
2. A similar process appears to weed out the much 
smaller number of liberals in the Republican party. 
While the Democratic National Committee is consistent­
ly to the left of rank-and-file Democrats on the. issues 
e~plot"ed by CBS' News, and the Republican National 
C=x;;::'tt.:;:;, . .;~:::~:;:.lh· ' !~. !~.= ~.:c;~t =:f !"a;!':~;:l.~::!-fi!:: , . P'~­
publicans, the. differences ,on the Democratic side ·are 
much more pronounced. 
3. Whether they are national Committee members or 
just ordinary partisans, Democrats and Republicans 
seem to have reached a consensus among themselves 
about what distinguishes. the parties. Democrats see the 
parties primarily in terms of the class interests they 
serve._ Republicans see. themselves. as. representing dif­
ferent views of the role of government. 
4. Neither Committee is aflame with bold new ideas - " .' 

or, for" that matter, even a sense of needing them. The 
Republican COI1).lnittee members were understandably 
content with tneir: current leader and his programs, 
then ·at a very· high level of personal popularity ·and 
legislative success. They attribute their 1980 victories 
largely to a conservative drift in the country, and are 
not inclined to alter their own course. 
5. Democratic Committee,: members are less sure that 
any great upheaval has taken place in the minds of the 
people. They are inclined to blame Jimmy Carter for 
Demo'cratic losses-and to credit Ronald Reagan for 
R~publican gains rather than to reco.snize a victory 
of one set of. principles over another. Many continue 
fa think the traditional goals and values of the party 
are · v~iid. '~Better;; for them means ·better leaders, bet­
ter ' org.anization; and; best of- all perhaps, "Repu.bllcan 
mistakes. [g> 
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fW.. ~ ''''( ..... AT,~: 

''''f. t~e" M..c. ... atl . 
AMERICAN ISSUES AND POLITICS C&ItII't.. .. ,., J"c'Oo/ .... ~~"'1'1 . 4~1J7 

H W .,:. Sf'. • 
_'i" ~.'1. 100)& 

1. Whom did ' you vote for or favor in the last presidential election? (Circle number.) 

,~ ANDERSON 
3, CARtER 
31 REAGAN 
3 ANOTHER CAlIDlIlI.tE 

1/1 
2/ 
8/ 

2. Which of these best de8crl~es your usual. stand on political issues? (Circle number) 9/ 

.2. RADICAL ([i) CONSERVATIVE ® LIBERAL I VERY CONSERVATIVE 
~ MODERATE 

Below are several policy choices facing the American people. 
\~t 1s your stand on eacb question? (Circle number) NOT 

§l!!!! 

3 . Should the U.S. substantially increas.e defense spendiD8? 

&t 
n 
/0 4. Should the govermnent 'Pay for abortions? 

s. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12 . 

13. 

Should school children be bused when other means of inte­
grating schools have failed? 

Should the 

Should the 

government give "aid to non-public schools? 

death peoalty be ab0l1Shed?!~ 4~ ~ 1 

Should affirmative action be used to help disadvantaged 
groups? . 

Should quotas be used to help cl1saclvantaged groups? 

Should the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) be passed? 

IP:% 
.H '1 12, 

. It CJi) 1 

I~ .® 9 
@~1 If 

.zo @ I~ 
(1i) '1 I' 

Should declared homosexuals be allowed to teach in the ~. ,..,. .,~ Jf) 
public schools? 1 T ~~ 

Should the gcwernment use stronger measures against lllega 1''1 13 13 
i.Dmlgratlon? 

Should the U.S. substantially cut spending on social ~s 9 i 
welfare? c::..;; 

14. What is your political party preference? (Circle number) 

b" DEMOCRATIC 
/' RE!.'IJlILICAN 

OTHER PARTY 
2.3 INDEPENDENT OR NO PARTY PREFERENCE ,¥ 

15. Are you a registered voter? (Circle number) 1 YES 
Eo 

2 NO 

16. Did you vote 1D -the ~980 eleetiCXl? (Circle number) 1 YES 

9~ 

2 NO 

r 

10/ 

11/ 

12/ 

13/ 

14/ .. 

15/ 

16/ 

17/ 

18/ 

19/ 

20/ 

21/ 

22/ 

23/ 
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17. In the last 12 months, have you or other members of your household belonged. to 
.2£ l!!!!!. active in any of the types ~f organizations below? Check all that apply: 

18 .• 

19. 

lO. 

Zl. 

22. 

Z3. 

19£.7 Labor union (ffiU A :;"ago8'19 24/ 

JJ!! Professional association Lljl A synagogue-related. group 26/ 
(e.g., men's club, sisterhood) 

1-17 Business asa'o, Chamber of Ccmerce 1-5.7 NAACP, Urban League, other 28/ 
civil-rights groups 

[il.l PTA L-'fj NOW or other feminist groups . 30/ 

1'"SJ.7 Block, tenants, neighborhood groups 

17!7 YMHA, Jewish c~1ty center 

[ii Country club 

L-'ij Sierra Club or other envirou­
__ mental groups 

~
I A campaign for public office 

13£ CUltural group (e.g., museum, 
ballet, public TV, opera) 

1m MIDDLE !!o\!!I 

In general, do you think Israel' 8 policies in its dispute with the ~ab8 have 
been: (Circle number> Ire- Li ·S. ~ 4"- CO- 7P7: ...;. JI:<>~ 

~ l 1 1'00 "IIAIIKISR" 
19 2 ABOUT RIGHT: Not TOO ,"BAWKISB" OR '1'00 "DOVISJI" 

') 3 'roO "DOVISH" 

32/ 

34/ 

36/ 

39/ 

Below are different stataaenta about the dispute between Israel and her Arab nei&h­
bors. For each statement please indicate whether you agree or disagree. (Circle 
DUIIIber) DIS- NOT 

AGREE AGREE SURE 
Xsrael 18 rt.ght not to agree to ait down with the 
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), because the 
PLO is a terrorist organization that wants to destroy 
Xsrael. 

Xf the al.ternatives are pemanent Israeli !,nnexat.1on 
of the West Rank or an independent Pale8c.l~an 8tate, 
then an 1ndepende~t Palestin1aD state is preferable. 

If the l-I. ~8t Bank became an 1nd.epeDdent Palest1D1aD. 
state, it would probably be used as a launching pad 
to endanger Israel . 

If Israel could be assured of peace and se~e borders, 
she should be willing to return to Arab control most of 
the territories sbe has occupied since 1967. 

In general, haw would you characterize ·your ·feelings about 
Israel? Please circle one DUmber on the scale below 
ranging from ''Very anti-Israel" to liVery pro-Israel." 

Very anti Ant1- Pro-
Israel Israel Neutral Israel 
1234567 
I ...I I 

So 
.. ~ 

1"'1-

II 

'Ii '10 

Very pro­
Israel 

8 
L 

I~ 

9 

41/ 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

45/ 
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JEWISH CONCERNS AND ACTIVITIES 

i • . How important is each of the following issues or problems confronting American Jews? 
Please answer the question on a scale from. one (1) to ,five (5) by circling the number 
of your answer. 

Assimilation 

Antisemitism in America 

Security of Israel 

Quallty ~f Jewish education 

Soviet Jewry 

I . Do you belong' to a synagogue? 
(IF YES) Is it : 

/6 ORTI!ODCIl 
S¥ CONSERVAXIVE 

VERY 
IMPORTANT 

~o 

is 

61 

3' 
H 

(Circle IlUlllber) 

~~ REFO\IlI 

19 ., 
I, 

~. 

;U 

~1 

1 YES 
51 

OTHER TYl'E 

SOHEWIIAT NOT 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 

:I.l. , I-

13 1 I , .1. 

.:{lo r S 

=I, II If 

47/ 

49/ 

51/ 

53/ 

55/ 

56/ 
57/ 

' . What was the main type of formal Jewish education you received as a child. 
.Ib NONE 

(el,rele number) 
58/ 

,. SUNDAY SCHOOL OR OTHER ONCE A WEEK 
>J. HEBREW SCHOOL, PIlL1tSHULE, REDER, OR OTHER PART-TIME 
~ YESHIVAH, DAY SCHOOL OR OTHER FULL-TIME 
i PRIV An: TU'l'OR 

I. Have you been to Israel? (Circle number) 
31 

1 YES 
'3 

2 NO 

Please inchcate whether you agree or disagree with each of' the following 8 tatement.s .. 
(Circle number> " STRONGLY DIS.. STRONGLY NOT 

AGREE AGREE AGREE DISAGREE SUII!: 

I. 'lbere is a bright future for Jewish 
life in America. 

•• American Jews should not " criticize 
Israel's policies publicly. 
Virtually all positions of influence in 
America are open to J~s. 

1 Iarael' s future" is secure. 
I. Each American Jew should give serious 

thought to settling in Israel. 
~ . I often talk about Israel with f.riends 

and relatives . 
I. There are times when my devotion to 

Israel comes into conflict with my de­
votion to America. 

I . U.S. support for Israel is in Ameri"ca's 
interest. 

Sf 

:IS 

.U 
/b 

1 

o 

3 

S 

59/ 

60/ 

61/ 

62/ 
63/ 

64/ 

65/ 

66/ 

67/ 
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37. Host Americans think that U.S. support 
"for Israel 1s in America's interest. • 

38. Jews should not vote for candidates:-m0 15 
are unfriendly to Israel. 

39. If Israel were destroyed, I would feel 
as 1f I had suffered one of the greatest 
personal tragedies in my life . . 1)2 

40. I think of myself as a/an: (Circle number) 

A II 
H 

y< ,6 

11 II 

& ORTHOOOX JEW SECVI.\R JEW "\ 31 
ANOTHER TYPE OF JEW ~ ~, CONSERVATIVE JEW 

n REFORM JEW 

)3 

41. Bow many of your closest 
/I ALL 

friends are Jewish? (Circle number) 
~~ ABOUT HALF 

",I ALMOST ALL 
:/. .. MOST 

I FEWER 'IlIAII HALF 
1 FEW OR NONE 

.§.!l. 

L 

3 

!!§. 

" ~ 

5 

·68/ 

69/ 

70/ 

71/ 

72/ 

42. Below are things that SOllIe Jewa do. Please indicate wbich you do now. which you did 
ten years_aB.0, aDd which were done in_ your home when you were ,a child. (Check your 
answers L _, in the appropriate columns) 

I DO mrs I DID mrs . MY PARENTS 
NOW TEN 'tEARS AGO DID THIS 

Attend a Passover Seder [iI/ LrrT i6rl 73/ 

Light Haaukkah candles [ljl [511 JJg 76/ 

Regularly light Sabbath candles L~ L~ LSij 8/ 

Fast on Yom Kippur isff iW Lb5 ll/ 

Attend services OD. Yom Kippur L6ljJ i~£.1 il,!i 14/ 

Attend services on Rosh Hashana i5fi L1.ff ilU 17/ 

Attend Sabbath services once a month or more LTiJ L2!i [iii 20/ 

Attend Sabbath services weekly CJJ DiJ 1.1§i 23/ 

Belong to a Jewish organization other than 
a synagogue i'Ii! Llil LiT§] 26/ 

Give to the UJA Federation every year L1iij [iff liP 29/ 

Have different dishes for meat and dairy 
LTV Fg L~I products 32/ 

Subscribe to a Jewish periodic:al [f.g [/11 1'3§ 3S/ 

Fast at least part of the day on Tish' ah 
[!7 [0 L7(i be-Av 38/ 

Refra:l.n from shopping or working on the 
[V [~I L2.ii Sabbath 41/ 



·44. Your sa:: . (Circle llUIIIber) 

45. Your preseDt marital status: 
l.t NEVEll MABRIm 
6J,. MAnum 
g D1VOIlCED 
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BACKGROUND 

1 IIALE 
53 

(Circle Dlllllber) 
, SEP'RATIm 
f WIDOIIED 

46. Were you ever wieloweel! (Circle Dlllllber) 
'l 

1 YIIS 
,~ 

1 'lES 47. Were you ever elivorced? (Circle Dllllll>er) 

'3:1. 
2 NO . 

2 ik 
48. IiDw ole! were you ""eo you first marrieel? (If aever married, skip) 

I MABBIED PIlST AT AGE .. fIJIA'" =. ~., 

49. IiDw IIISDy children elo · you have ill each ase _? 
(If DOUe, . write "(11 1D each appropriate space) 

1INIlEJ. 6 1!EAIIS OF aGE ~'l. 19 1"0 24 '~7. 
6 1"0 12 '7. 25 ARD DVEll HI. 
13 1"0 18 ,l'. 

51. lDc1uc1i1lg ~elf. haw _ adults (ase 18 8DcI ewer) live ill your househo1e1! 

421 

431 

441 

451 

461 

481 
501 
521 

531 

, hog,; = ~ . 5'j1 

52. IIDv _ chilclreo (age 17 8DcI uncler) live ill your houaehole!? ~" . 'I .. ,.", 

53 . Your ZIP code: ___ .,-_ 

54. Bow lema have you been .liviDa at your' current addre •• ? · ___ YEAllS "'ElI"AJ~1 

55. IiDw 10Dl have you lived ill the c mf ty or neigbhorhoocl ill which you a:re 

561 

571 

621 

livillg DOW! 1!EAIIS kel'AN ='" 641 
Sf 

S6. Do you 0WIl your ow. hcaie or apart:ment? (Clrcle number) 1 'lES 

57. Were you born ill the United States? (Circle 1IIJIIIber) 
/. 1 'lES '0 2 NO (SPECIPY COUN'lItY OF Bntm: ) 

~" 2 NO 

,~ 5S" 

661 

671 

58. Were both your pa:reota born ill the United State.? (Circle Dlllllber) 1 YIIS 2 NO 691 

59. Bow IIIIIDy of your graadpa:reota were born ill the U.S.? (Circle Dllllll>er) 

60. 

o 1 2 3 4 
11 7 '0 ~ 3 

If you are n,ot currently married, 1n the questions that follow, disregard the 
column for spouse. 

Jlighest level of education you (~ your spouse) 

SOME mea SCHOOL OR LESS 
mea SCHOOL GBADUAlE 
SOHE COLLEGE 
COIIl'LETED COLLEGE 
MA, MBA, MSW, Oil EQUIVAlENT 
lAW DE~BEE 
PH.D., ED.D . , DE EQU1VALENT 
M. D., OR D.D . S. 

have cCDpleted. (Circle Dllllll>er) 
YOU YOUR SPOUSE 
""T 9 ,. 
11 
oS ., , 
V 
F 

• • 3 

.701 

711 

721 



61. Current religion: (Circle number) 
. JEl/ISII 

PRO'lESTAN"X 
CATHOLIC 
O'lllER 
Nam 

62. Religion .1o which you were raised : 
JEWlSlI 
PROlESTAN"X 
CAl'IIOLIC 
0'lllER 
NONE 

63. Ellployment: (CUcle JlUIDber) 

EIIl'LOYED PULL-'llIIE 
EIIPLO'lEIi PARX-'llIIE 
FULL-TIllE IlOMEIWD!R 
FULL-TIllE Sl'UDI!lIT 
1lIIElIPLO!EIl, LooKING POR WOIIIt 
RETIRED 

- 6 -

Your 
~ SeOUS8 
~, IS' , .5 

~ 
q 

3 , 
(Circle number) 

~~ n 

• · 1 

You 

51. 
Ib 
'r 
~ 
~ 

'I 

! , 
'" 

Your S;eouse 
S> 
11 

'1 
1 

I~ 

64. Type of maiD. occuP4ltlcm: Below are several descriptive characteristics of jobs and 
occupat.10l18. With' respect to the main job or occupatlon(a) t please check all the · 
descriptions below which apply: 

YOtlIt MAIN JOB YOOR Sl'OUSE' S MAIN 
DESCRIPTION OR OCCUPATION JOB OR OCCUPA:rIOH 

Self-employed LiJJ [V 

73/ 
74/ 

75/ 
76/ 

77/ 
78/ 

1/3 

8/ 

Salaried LlU Lifj 10/ 

Profe881oDa1 Lv.! Li'.:7 12/ 

BU8iDeSSWJD/WaIIJAD iJq [iJ 14/ 

65. Which of the following type. of .Jewish edueatiOll are you giving (di4 70U give/will 

66. 

you give) your chlld(ren)l (Circle dae _or of .the main fcmzi of Jev18h achooUna) 

" I EXPECT NO CHILDREN 17/ 
1. I DO Nar EXPECT TO BAISE MY CHILDREN AS JllliS 

I J. NO POBMAL JEWISH BDUCATlOli 
, BAR/BAT lIITZVAlI lESSONS 

I r SUNDAY SCHOOL OR arHER ONCE A WEEK 
l' HEBREIl SCHOOL OR OTHER AFTERIIOON . 
r '1ESHIVAlI, DAY SCHOOL, OTHER POLL-'llIIE 

Finally, what was your approximate family income fram all 
19801 (Circle number) 

, LESS nIAII $10,000 
g $10,000 TO $14,999 
'3 $15,000 TO $19,999 
II $20,000 TO $24,999 

,. $25,000 TO $29,999 
I~ $30,000 TO $39,999 
'I $40,999 TO $49,999 

'l'IIAIIlt YOU 

sources, before taxes, 1n 18/ 

11 $50,000 'II) $74,999 
. .. $75,000 TO $99,999 
\~ OVER $100,000 



tABLE 7 - 1 

DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESPONSES TO SELECTED PUBLIC OPINION QUESTIONS : 

COMPARISONS OF THE 1981 NATIONAL SERVEY OF AMERICAN JEWS WITH DATA 

FROM COMPARABLE QUESTIONS ON RECENT. NATIONAL SURVEYS OF AMERICAN ADULTS 

Presidential Preference 1980 Election 

Anderson 

Carter 

Reagan 

Other 

Political 'Orientation (self-described) 

Liberal (and Radical) 

Moderate 

Conservative (and Very Conservative) 

.Liberal Opinions 

Defense spending - against increasing 

Social, spending - against decreasing" 

Affirmative actton - favor 

Quotas; special treacnent - favor '­

ERA - favor 

Abolish death penalty . 

Homosexual ' school teachers - okay 

Bu~ing for integration - okay 

Government pay for abortions - okay 

Toughen action. against 1lnmigration - oppose 

Party Preference 

Democratic 

Republican 

Independent; other 

19 

38 

39 

4 
100 

33 

48 

19 

45 

56 

55 

W> 
72 

c!D 
@ 
22 

50 

13 

65 

12 

25 
100 

Other Surveys 2 

7 

43 

49 

l
a 

100 

21 

36 
43b· 

(43)c 

(28)d 

66" 

10f 

4.sg ;52h 

20i 

45 j 

12k 

401·40m . . 

47 

27 

26n 

100 



TABLE 7 - 2 

SELECTED l!EASURES OF JEWISH· .IDENTIFICATIONBY RITUAL OBERSERVANCE SCALE 

RITUAL OBSERVANCE : 

Items Used to Construct Scale' 

Passover Seder 

Hannukah candles 

Fast Yom Kippur 

Rosh Hashanah -services 

Sabbath candles 

Meat/dairy dishes 

Belong to a synagogue 

Other Items 

Yom Kippur ~erv1ces 

Sabbath 'services-monthly 

Sabbath services-weekly 

Jewish organization member 

UJA dortor 

"No Sabbath shopping 

Jewish per1odi~al 

T1sh '·.all Be-Av 

Most "friends Jewish 

Self-description 

Orthodox 

Conservative 

Reform 

Other 

SECULAR 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

10 

1 

o 
o 
7 

21 

o 
13 

1 

26 

1 

2 

H 

76 

100 

"',IJ, k .... l.. 
l:ltt'ae'flvt!! 

79 

58 

. 39 

32 

6 

4 

15 

40 

1 

i 
26 

35 

3 

22 

1 

63 

2 

27 

32 

39 

100 

kUE"'''T'i 
Ae'fPlE OBSERVANT 

99 

85 

72 

86 

16 

5 

100 

92 

28 

8 

56 

66 

1 

49 . 

2 

71 

4 

51 

33 

12 

100 

98 

100 

98 

99 

83 

65 

100 

100 

48 

22 

67 

75 

22 

71 

21 

77 

18 

60 

14 

8 

100 

ALL 

78 

66 . 

54 

55 

23 

16 

52 

60 

17 

7 

39 

49 

6 

37 

. 5 

64 

6 . 

37 

27 

30 

100 



TABLE 7 - 3 

PUBLIC OPINION QUESTIONS BY RITUAL OBSERVANCE SCALE 

RITUAL OBSERVANCE: 

Presidential Preference (1980 Election) 

Anderson 

Carter 

Reagan 

Other 

Political Orientation (se1f-described) 

Liberal (and Radical) 

Moderate 

Conservative ' (and Very Conservative) 

Liberal Oplnionsa 

Defense spending 

Social · spending 

Affirmative action 

Quotas 

ERA 

Death penalty 

Homosexual teachers 

'Busing 

Abortions 

Immigration 

Party 

Democratic 

Republican 

Independent; other 

SECULAR 

9 

43 

44 

4 

100 

36 

39 

24 

100 

42 

54 

45 

17 

68 

19 

57 

26 

42 

12 

45 

24 

31 

100 . 

INACTIVE 

18 

47 

30 

4 

100 

40 

48 

12 

100 

49 

58 

. 59 

23 

80 

23 

74 

26 

60 

16 

70 

7 

23 

100 

a See Table 7-1 and text for description of liberal opinoD items. 

ACTIVE 

23 

33 

42 

2 

100 

26 

54 

20 

100 

40 

56 
59 

13 

69 

12 

70 

14 

49 

12 

67 

12 

21 

100 

OBSERVANT 

23 

24 

50 

_3 

100 

25 

48 

27 

100 

4·4 

51 

49 

21 

62 

16 

57 
22 

41 
8 

69 

12 

19 

100 



TABLE 7- 4 

LIBERALISM
3 

AND SUPPORT FOR ~ANb BY GENERATION, AGE , EDUCATION, 

INCOME" AND RITUAL OBSERVANCE (MULTIPLE CLASSIFiCATION ANALYSIS) , 

GENERATION 

First 

Second 

Third 

Young foreign born 

AGE 

Under 35 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

65 and over 

N.A. 

EDUCATION 

High School or less 

Some · College 

B.A. 

M. A . or more 

N.A. 

INCOME 

Under $15,000 

$15,000-$24 , 999 

$25,000- 39,999 

$40,000- 74,999 

$75,000 or more 

N.A. 

RITUAL OBSERVANCE 

Secular 

Inactive 

AI:; tive 

Observant 

LIBERALISM 

UNAOJUSTED 

30 

38 

51 

58 

47 

, 41 

38 

33 

31 

31 

45 

58 

45 

44 

36 

36 

50 

50 

38 

51 

39 

36 

' ADJUSTED 

42 

41 

45 

48 

44 

44 

42 

36 

31 

30 

44 

59 

52 

46 

34 

35 

48 

58 

38 

49 

40 

39 

I 
SUPPORT FOR REAGAN 

UNADJUSTED 

33 
:38 

39 

, 37 , 
36 

, 45 

, 41 
i 37 

44 
, 47 

40 

30 

! -

22 

30 

46 

, 46 

34 

51 ' 

, , 
I 43 , 

30 

42 

SO 

ADJUSTED 

31 

35 

42 

43 

35 

40 

38 

36 

54 

48 

36 

25 

18 

27 

48 

SO 

37 

SO 

45 

30 

43 

47 

N 

30 

234 

230 
, 20 

138 

61 

88 

HO 

H3 

4 

101 

llO 

123 

170 

10 

76 

101 

113 

116 

44 

64 

78 

205 

134 

97 

aLibera11sm= 1 if S . ar more · !'Liberal" responses to political orientation and 9 of 10 public 
b~Plnion' iteDl!!!(a.ll. , ~cept. rI.Quotas"·--as -I·isted inTable~1-1) ; ~ O otherwise. 

Support- for Reagan = 1 if favored R9nalg. Reagan in 1980 .~resident1al e::lection;" 0, if favored 
other -candidate; includes voters arid non-voters . 



TABLE 1 - 5 
• I 

SELECTED MEASURES OF JEWISH IDENTIFICATION, LIBERALISM, AND SUPPORT FOR 

REAGAN BY RITUAL OBSERVANC,E AND PROPORTION" 9F ' CLOSEST<FRIENDS WHO ARE JEWiSH 

RITUAL OBSERVANCE SECULAR . ~I"IM~~ fr44?0'Mn: OBSERVANT 
Less Less 

JEWISH FRIEND S : Than ~ Jfulf Than ~ Half Most Half Most Most 

Belong to' a. synagogue 0 11 7 24 13 10·0 100 ... 100 

Jewish orga~ization . memb.er 3 10 3 12 36 52 5B 75 

UJA donor' 13 25 10 34 40 62 68 84 

Jewish periodical reader O · 10 20 18 24. 38 .51 . .7 5 

SELF-DBBCRIBKD DENOMINATioN 

Orthodox 0 5 0 2 2 4 5 22 

Conservative 4 6 j(} 20 ·30 50 52 57 

Refo1'1D. 14 30 23 39 32 39 31 13 

Other 82 65: 47. ·39 36 7 12 8 

Liberalism 41 45 66 63 42 ·38 39 38 

Sup'port for Reagan 55 40 · 27 . 24 32 38 .46 52 

. (Approx.) R= 29 20 30 49 . i25 29 94 73 

I . 



TABLE 7 - 6 

SUPPORT FOR REAGAN BY LIBERALISM AND RITUAL OBSERVANCE 

CONSERVATIVES MODERATES LIBERALS 

RITUAL OBSERVANCE 

Secular 68 30 
(38) (23) (17) 

t-\ ..... J .... (1.\ . 49 32 5 

(71) (72) (62) 

MCI.(h .. t~j 64 35 0 

(61) (52) (21) 

Observant 76 29 

(51) (34) (12) 

All 63· 32 4 

(221) (181) (112) 



Table 8-1 

Distribution of Responses to Pro-Israel Questions and Related 
. Items, 1981 National Survey of American Jews 

Classical Zionism 
Each American Jew should give serious thoughts to 

settling in Israel. 
There is a br~ght future for Jewish life in America 

(Disagree) 

a 
Percent Agreeing 

'- - - -
Concern or Caring for Israel , 

If Israel were destroyed, I would feel as if I had 
suffered one of the greatest personal tragedies in my life. 

Jews should not vote for candidates who are un-friendly 
to Israel. 

I often talk about Israel with friends and relatives. 
How important is each of the following issues or prob-

lems confronting American Jews? ("Very Important") 
Security of Israel 
Antisemitism in America 
Assimilation 
In general, how wouid you characterize your feelings 

about Israel? 
Very pro-Israel 
Pro-Israel 
Neutral or Anti-Israel 

Support for Israel's Policies 
- - - - - - -' - - ,- - - - - -

Israel is right ' not to agree to sit down with the 
Palestine Liberation .Organization (PLO), because the 
PLO is a terrorist organization that wants to ' destroy 
Israel. 74% 

If the West Bank became an independent Palestinian 
state, it would probably be used, as a launching pad to 
endanger Israel. 64% 

If the alternatives are permanent Israeli annexation 
of the West Bank or .an independent Palestinian state, then 
an independent Palestinian state 1s preferable. (Disagree) 41% 

If Israel could be assured of peace and secure 
borders, she should be willing to return to Arab control 
most of the territories she has occupied since 1967. 
(Disagree) 40% 



Table 8-1 (continued) 

In general Isr~el' s policies in its disputes 
with the Arabs- have been : 

Too "Hawkish" 
About right 
Too "Dovish" 

Israel and America 
U.S. , support for Israel is in America's interes. 
There are times when my devotion to Isr~el comes 

in confl·ict· with my devotion to America. (Disagree). 
Most American think U.S. support for Israel is 

in America's interest. 
American Jews should not- criticize Israel's policies 

publicly. 

Percent Agreeinga 

24% 
.13% 

3% 

93% 

71% 

45% 

39% . 

a Most figures refer to "agree.lI . responses; other responses ~r~ ' indirected for . 
particular qustions . · 

2b 



Table 8-2 

Concern for Israel and Support for Israeli Policies 
by Age~ Education, Income, Ritual Observance and 

.Libera1ism (1981 National Survey of American Jews)a. 

Concern for Israel SUE:E:0rt for Policies 
UnadjD Adj Unadj Adj 

N 

~ 
18-39 32 37 52 57 214 
40-59 46 45 66 63 185 
60<- 53 47 73 70 184 

Education 
H.S . or 1es's 59 55 74 70 103 
Some col. 49 47 71 68 124 
B.A. 37 38 65 68 149 
M.A. or more 34 37 49 51 137 
N.A. 10 

Income 
Under $15,000 . 46 42 64 61 80 
$15,000-24,999 40 40 57 56 119 
$25 , 000-39,999 41 44 65 68' 129 
$40,000-74,999 38 39 61 63 129 
$75,000<- 35 39 66 70 52 
N.A. 62 57 69 .64 74 

Ritual Observance 
Assimilated 16 17 . 46 . 46 78 
Inactive 40 41 61 64 244 . 
Active 50 51 · 67 .65 209 
Observant 58 56 75 71 133 

Liberalism 

a 

Cons-Mod 46 .44 70 68 241 
Lib 43 41 66 65 209 
Left-Lib 38 45 45 50 133 

See Chap·ter 7 for descriptions of ritual observance and liberalism indiCes. 
the concern for Israel index consists of five items relating to (a) reactions 
to the hypothesized destruction of Israel; (b) not voting for anti-Israel can­
didates; (c) talking about Israel with friends. The support for policies. index 
is also built with five items: .(a) 'policies are hot "too hawkish," (b) no 
talks with the PLO (c) Palestinian state would ~e a danger (d) annexation is 
preferable to a Palestinian state (e) and lands should not be touched for 
assurance of peace . . See text (this chapter and ta~le .8-1) for more precise details . 

b Unadjusted figures refer to simple bivariate relationships between either pro­
Israel index and each of the five independant variables. Adjusted columns con­
tail figures adjusted by Multiple Classification Analysis where the effects 
of each variable is reported controlling (a'djusting)for the ·other four. 



Table 8-3 

Travel to Israel by Age·, Education, Income, Ritual Observance, 
and Liberalism (1981-2 National Survey of American Jews) 

Unadjusted Adjusted 

Age . 
18-39 33 31 
40-59 38 33 
60+ 47 54 

Education 
R. S. or less 27 21 
Some college 38 33 
B.A. 42 45 
M.A. or· more 45 47 
N.A. 

Income 
Under $15,000 24 31 
$15,000-24,999 36 38 
$25,000-39,999 40 40 
$40,000-74,999 42 38 
$75,000+ 50 50 
N.A. 75 42 

Ritua1 Observance 
Assimilated 21 19 
Inactive 32 32 
Active 46 46 
Observant 58 59 

Liberalism 
Cons-Mod 37 38 
Lib 40 38 
Left-Lib 40 43 
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THE AMERICAN . .... EWISH COMMITTEE 

date Oc.tober 6, 1981 

to Staff Advisory Cammi ttee 

from Geraldine Rosenfield 

subject Reactions of the Jewish press to the Yankelovich study: 
~'lf it's good news, you must be lyi~g" 

. .. 
The Yankelovich study 'on antisemitism. which was the subject 

of the American Jewish Committee's pres~ conference on July 28, 

1981, was reported as a straight news story in the general press, 

with some editorial comment. Typical of general reaction to the 

Yankelovich study ' is the statement appearing in the New York Daily 

News (8/2/81): "The finding gives us hope that, wi-th the passing 

of time, 'the curse of bigotry will be lifted from the nation- -not 

only the prejudice against Je~s, but all the ignorant hostilities 

based 'on race. creed or color." The Jewish press, on the other 
. . 

hand, saw no cause f.or optimism, d~spit~ the fact that the principal 

finding of the study was that antisemitii opinion has ' dec1~ned sig-

nificant1y since 1964. 

The Yanke10vich staff conducted over 1,200 in-depth interviews 

in February and Narch 1981, and then compared its findings , ... ith 

those of a similar proje~t condu6ted by social scienti$ts at the 

Universi ty of California in 1964. The Yankel'ovich 'people found 

attitudes that seem consistent with what we know from experience, 

obs enr~ tion, and repea ted s ta ii s tical 's tudies: Americ<;m J e, ... s can 

*A notable exception was the Baltimore Jewish Times, - which 

handled the Yankelovich report as a straight news story. 
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and ia enter , neighborhoods, scho61s., professions, politics, etc~, 

with little f~ar of discrimination. Th~ report "also tells us 

bad :p-.ews, that abo'ut one- third of the" 'papula tion is prejudiced 
. . 

and harbors anti-Jewish and, most likely, other xen"ophobic 

feelings . 

The Jewish press inqignantly repudiates reports of improved 

attitudes toward American Jews' as individua.ls and as a community. 

Norma:1.1y it is the bearer of bad tidi!lgs who must fear for his 

life . With the Jewish press, it is the bearer of good tidi!lgs 

who mllst be afraid. 

Take, for example, the . Seven Arts subsidiary of the Jewis,h 

Telegraphic Agency. In ' a commentary widely used . by papers s~rving 

Jewish 'communi ties ' around the country, . the· '''ri.ter claims that the 

Yankelovich stu.dy "presents illusions by · s~ggesting a decrease in · 

antisemitism." He warns American Jewry that "numbers are decep-

tive and in this time of sociai disarray ·and economic instability 

the fuel is there for those who seek scap~goats." · The writer adds 

that "the . analysis and . conclusions of surveys. and reports may be· 

interpreted in ~ny fashion. This · one should be read with outr~ge. 

The next report should explai,! , .. hy the number of overt ·acts have 

increased and what can be done to . get to .the root <;au~es to stop 

this creeping gangrene . " 

JTA's columnist David Friedman pronounces that Yankelovich's 

finding of decreased antisemitism and or9inary people's perception 

of rising antisemitism are both co!rect, and he implies that evi­

den·c. ;:; for · the one is no more solid than evidence for the other. 
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"People are more willi!lg to make anti-Jewish remarks," he says. 

This· is espec.ially true in the black community ... ,'I 

S"everal papey? carried an interview with Shifra Hoffman 

of. t:1.e ·Jewish Identity Center, \vhd c:;ountered Ya!lkeloyich by 

citing vandal.ism and thefts in Lon"g Island synagogues and local " 

activities of Nazi - like groups. The Jewish Identity Center . is 

connected with the Israel Aliyah Center. 

The publisher of t h e New York Jewish Week mistrust~ the 

Yankelovich findings because, he says, "It is an unwarranted " 

assumption that " people who answer questions designed to elicit " 

the innermost thought~ of people ... tell the truth about their 

feelings." 

Finally, there is almost comical misunderstanding. The 

Jewish Floridian asks: "What does the publication of this com-

pulsive, doubtf~lly accurate testing accomplish?" The editorial­

ist suspects that publication of "announcements · that antisemitism 

has increased {sicJ] in themselves encour~ge i .t to increase. II 

And about attitl,1des toward Israel he asks, "What group gives 

such a commodious theatre as do American Jews to discovering 

thro~gh a public opinion poll whether· or not a partic~lar country 

should ~ontinue to exist?" 

The aver!lge educational· level of American Jewry has risen 

dramatically in the past gene.ration. The level of our press 

does not seem to have risen correspondingly. 
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, 1 he Institute is an increasr opportunities (or 
American-centered consultation and collaboration 
enterprise that seeks to between these two largest and 

r~d constructively 10 the most important Jewish 
complex and changing ~mmunjties in me world. 

Whatisthe 
The Instinlle was founded on 
these premises: 

Institute on 1. The Americanjewish 
community is a healthy, creative 

American and viable community with 
a positive future in the 

Jewish- United Stales. 

Israeli 2. Americanjewry's 
commilmeOllo Israd's security 

Relations? and survival is sU'Ong and 
irrevocable; for many, lsraei 
is a major ingredient of their 
}ewi:lh Identity. 

relationshiPs between American 
Jewry and the people of Israel. 3. Israelis have come to 
Itunde~esprogr.unsand recognize the importance ofthc 
activities in America and Israel Americanjewisb communiry's 
designed 10 enhance"the economic, political and moral 
quality of the interaction and support as weU as the potential 

for jolnl acilon between Israelis 
and American)ews on issues of 
common concern. 

4. Events thai affect one 
community are liktly to affect 
the other as weU, and 10 impaci 
on the status and future of)ewish 
communIties dK world over. 

I' 

r 
I , 

i 
I 
II 

.. ~.Nsrl1UTE ON 
IIl'II'lUCAN JEWlSH-
ISMELI RElATIONS 

Bertram H. Gold, Director 

American AdYiso!y IIoanI 
CbaIr.Stllart E. Eizensut, Washing/on 

Mottis. B. Abram, New ytri 
Michael A.dler, MiDml 

Morris H. Bergreen, New York 
Hudy Boschwlll, Washing/em 
MJtthcw Brown, BoJlon 
Gerson D. Cohen.New)brlt 
Leonard Davis, New I-\"Jrt 
Theodore Ellenolf, New York 
Raymond Epstein, Chicago 
Max M. Fisher, Oetrol/ 
joseph H. Rom,N .. I-brll 
Howard I. Friedman, Lmllngeles 

Leonud Garment, Wrublnglon 

E. Roberl Goodltind, New York 
Alfred Gottschalk, Clncilinatf 
Irving B. Hanis, CblaJ8o 

Rita E. Hauser, New Yorl/ 
Richud).L Herson, New Yorl/ 
Philip E. HoIJman,£ Omn~Nj 
~ri M.joseph, Mill_polis 
Muvinjosephson, New I-\"Jrt 
Max M. Kampelman, If~(ng/on 
Irean Kirkland. Washington 
Norman lJImm, Nelli )brl.> 

Esther R. Landa,Soft WeCfty 
Frank R. uUlcnberg, If'iublngton 
Richard Muss, WbllePIQ(ns, NY 

Theodore R. Mann, Pbflade/pblo 
Newton N. Mlnow. Cbialgo 
Alfred H. Moses, W/Ubillg/on 

Ikss MyttSOn. New furl 
Rob(n l. felz,New Yorl/ 

Manin Peretz, Washington 
Arnold M. Picker, Goldm 8nu;b, Fl 

Roben S. Rifkind, New Yfri 
David Rose.New tM 
Irving SChneider, New Yort 

Ruth Septce, PblludeipblD 
Ira D. Silverman, Pbll(ldelpblo 
jacob Stein, HkksvIllt, NY 
l.aurencc A.. TiSCh, New lbrli' 
Barbl We!nb(rg, BevwlyH1I1s 
Elmer l. Winlcr,MllcwuRre 
Maynard J. Wishner, Chlmgo 
Daniel Yanktlovich, New)bnl! 

Sldn!"), R Yales. WMhlnglon 
Gordon Zacks. C~/umbus 
Hattiet M. Zimmerman, IIlIan/D 

Israel AdYiso!y IIoanI 
Cbtllr. S. Zalman Abramov JenISD/em 
Meir .... mll. Rilma/Gan 

Mordechai 8ar·On,Jenl.Ul/em 
Rivka Bar Yosc:f·Welss,JtfWfl/em 
Slmcha Dlnitz,jtrU.Ul/em 
S.N. Elsensladt,ftnlSDlem 
Erntlm Evron, Tdllvfv 
Abraham Hannan,jerllSll/em 
EsUler HuHtz, TelAlllv 
Yosd Kukla,jenlStdem 
Arthur Low, Htn'ltyD 
Emanuel Rackman, felllviv 

A1rxaooer Raf.lell ,jf'f1/Sl:lfenr 
Shalom Rosenfeld, Tel Aviv 
Daniel RosoliI, WI!5/mlGDlllee 
Nalan ROIenslrCich,jenwlenr 
.... vraham Shavll. Te/llviv 
Penlna Thlmon,JtrUWfem 
Dan Tolkowsky, Tel Aviv 
A.h.aron Varlv, Tel A!!tll 

cnnsullDnls 
Mordechal Gazll,jl!7'Ulalem 
M. Bernard Rcsnlkolf,Jl'PII.<D/em 

'lire Am:RlrAN JfWISH COPlJllrIrnr: 

I A-r.:'"smurn ON 
i RICAN JEWlSH-
1, ISMt:LI KfIATIONS 

'lire Am:RICAN JEWISH COPIJIII1ffJ': 



S incetheStateoflsraelwas 
founded, there has 
developed an extensive 

network of AmericanJewlsh 
organizations and diverse 
patterns of institutionalized 
3C1lvlties to further relationships 
between the Amerlcan)ewish 
community and Israel. Most of 
these efforts, however, focus on 

The 
Challenge 
buUding support for the young 
State, and on helping American 
Jews 10 understand Israel 's 
needs, problems, hopes and 
aspintions. 

There are, on the other hand, 
few systematic efforts 10 provide 
Israelis with a realistic 
concrption ofJrwish life in 
America - though such insights 
are e.ssc:ntialto under.ltanding 
the true nature ofthe 
partnership between Israel and 
American Jewry. Too often, 
distorted perspectives bom of 
different historic and 
contemporary experiences have 
imJXded communicalion and 
limited the possibilities for 
coruU'UctiVt cooperation. 

The virtual isolation of Israel 10 
the international community 
and its almost lotal dependence 
on th~ Unit~d Stat~s (or its 
security and ~conomic viabUity, 
place a heavy responsibUity on 
Americanjewry. At the same 
time, recurrent strains between 
the American government and 
Israel often cause tensions 
and confllcts within the 
AmericanJewish community, 
and between AmericanJews and 
other Americans. 

There is thereCore a great need 
to develop new perspectives on 
issues o( mutual concem, to 
examine aU available options 
and to propose new and 
independent Initiatives to help 
the ArnericanJewish community 
achieve effective interaction 
with Israel not only in times of 
crisis but day by day, well into 
the future. 

T he Institute plans a 
many·pronged program 
including research as a 

basis for action, policy studies, 
publications, dialogues and 
coUoquia In Israel and America, 
and visits to America (or young 
potential Israeli leaders to 
learn about America and 
Americanjews. 

The following are merely 
illustrative of programs under 
way or planned for the near 
future: 

~ Studies o( American jewish 
attitudes toward Israel and 
braelis, and parallel studies of 

The Program 
of the 
Institute 
Israeli attilUdes toward America 
and Americanjewry, 10 probe 
and correct murual 
misconceptions. 

.. Analyses of major themes and 
recommendations growing out 
of the many dialogues and 
colloquia that have bun 
conducted between Isradis and 
Americanjews in recent years, 
to help chart educational 
programs in Israel and in 
America. 

.. Policy srudJes on current 
issues rdatlng to Israel that 
impact directly on American 
jewry - on American·Israeli 
economic relations, reUgious 
pluralism In Israel, the nature of 

Jewish identity and Jewish 
education in Israel, the issue of 
dissent among Amerlcanjews, 
and so on. 

~ Occasional newsletters from 
and about Americanjews 
addressed to Israeli public 
officials, educators, opimon 
moulders, joumaIlslS and others 
In various walks of life. 

.. An ongoing program of visits 
to America to give potential 
leaders of Israel intensive 
exposure to the American 
jewish community. Following 
such visits the Israel office will 
maintain conttnu ing contact and 
carry on a sustained program of 
education with these future 
leaders. 

~ An ongoing program 
developed for Israelis on 
sabbaticals or other short ·tenn 
assignments in America, to 
acquaint them with American 
jews and help them to 
understand the American jewish 
community and American 
SOCiety. 

~ Occasional publications, such 
as a newly prepared annotated 
bibliography on Israel·Diaspora 
relations (or use by American 
and Israeli scholars; and a 
"reader,~ in preparation, on the 
integration of Oriental and 
Sephardijews into Israell 
SOCiety, for distribution 
in the U.S. 

T he Institute is an arm of 
the AmericanJewish 
Committee, located In 

its headquaners at 165 East 56th 
Street, New York City. As such it 
has ready access to the 
Committee's resources and 
faciU[ies both nationally and in 

How the 
Institute 
fUnctions 
the communities. It is 
professionally directed by 
Bertram H. Gold, Executive Vice· 
President Emeritus of the 
American jewish Committee 
assisted by Selma Hirsh, formerly 
Associate Director of the 
Committee. Morris Fine, fonner 
Director of Aje's Foreign Affairs 
Department ~rves as a special 
consultant, and David Sidorsk)', 
Pro(essor of Philosophy at 
Columbia Univt:rsity, chairs an 
academic resource panel. 

Mordechai GallI serves as a 
special consultant to the 
Instirute, working out of the 
Committee's office in jerusalem. 
Mr. Gazil is a fonner Director of 
Israel's Fore ign Affairs Office, 
and formerly senred as secretary 
to the Israel cabinet and as 
Israel's Ambassador to France. 

Srum Elzenstat chairs the 
InstiMe's American Advisory 
Board, which inciudes 50 
distinguished AmericanJews 
representing diverse interests 
and points ofview. The offi~rs 
and many current leaders of the 

Arnerlcanjewish Committee 
serve on the AdviSOry Board 
which meets several times a year 
to review and approve the 
Institute's program and oversee 
its operations. Small ad hoc 
committees of Board membt:rs 
are convened as necessary to 
advise 011 specific programs. 

The Institute also has an Israeli 
Advisory Board, chaired by S. 
Zalman Abramov, fonner Deputy 
Speaker of the Knesset, and m:lde 
up o( approximately two dozen 
prominent Israelis who share the 
Institute's Interests and concerns 
and who are able to bring the 
Israeli persp«tivc to its 
program. joint meetings and 
periodic exchanges of views on 
specific issut:S are conducted 
between the two Boards as the 
need arises. 

The initla] phase of the 
Instirute was made 
possible by grants from 

interested Individuals and 

The Need 
foundations. To ensure 
continuity for the vital programs 
getting under way, and to sustain 
and develop the significant work 
oCthe lnstitute, substantial new 
resources, in both annual gifts 
and endowments are required. 
Contributors may choose to 
become FeUowsofthe Institute 
or to support a specific program 
with the designation of the 
benefactor. 

Such tax·exempt gifts may be 
made to the Arnericanjewish 
Committee and earmarked for 
the Institute on American 
jewish·lsraeli Relations. 




