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The Return Migration of American

Olim

and American Jews whoimmi-

grated to Israel, “made
aliya,” since 1967, it is widely estimated
that at least one-third, or some twenty
thousand, have returned to the United
States.! One obvious reason for this high
rate of return is the very fact that Ameri-
can olim are free migrants, mostly of the
innovative type, who retain their Ameri-
can citizenship and passports, and can
readily pick up and return should they
so decide. )

Although American immigrants in
Israel have been widely studied, there
has been a distinct paucity of empirical
research on those who have returned to
the United States. Particularly since
theyv are such a large proportion of the
American olim, and they are now, once
- again, part of the American Jewish com-

I f the approximately sixty thous-
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munity, the experiences of those who
have returned are of particular interest.

Previous Research

The first empirical study of return olim
was by Gerald Engel.2 He madean analy-
sis of the responses to self-administered
questionnaires sent to 443 adult Ameri-
can olim in Israel and 256 returnees who
had lived in Israel for at least a year prior
to 1967, His general conclusion was that
those who stayed did so because of ideo-
logical convictions, whereas those who
left did so for practical reasons. “Job
opportunities, housing, and cost of liv-
ing were practical considerations for
leaving. The desire to live in the Jewish
state, experience a religious environ-
ment, and enjoy a cultural life were
ideological motives for staying.”

In 1970-71 Harry L. Jubas conducted
an extensive study of a random sample
of 1,178 American olim in Israel who had
immigrated between 1967 and 1971
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and he included a series of questions to
measure the relative importance of a
variety of factors in their hypothetical
consideration of returning to the United
States.’ The factor that was most fre-
quently cited as an important one, by as
many as 70 percent, was “red-tape and
bureaucracy in Israel.”’¢ From his data
Jubas suggests that there is a basic dis-
tinction between the American who
came to Israel with a commitment to
stay and the one who came on a trial
basis. Where the latter constantly com-
pares “the efficiency of America with
the seeming incompetence of Israeli
bureaucracy,” the former “chooses to
make light of the annoyances and says
as does the Israeli, ‘there is no choice.’
He adjusts to this aspect of the new way
of life with the optimistic hope of helping
to change the system someday.””
Jubas’s study was of Americanolimin
Israel, however, and does not provide
any information on those who actually
returned. It may well be that most Amer-
ican olim complain about Israeli bureau-
cracy and even imagine this to be a
major consideration for American olim
to return to the United States. But that
does not necessarily mean that it is, in
fact, a major factor in the decision-
making process of those who return,
In 1978 Mario Blejer and Itzhak Gold-
berg analyzed a sample of Western olim
in the continuous longitudinal survey
that has been conducted by Israel’s Cen-
tral Bureau of Statistics since 1969, in
which more than one-third of the sample
were from North America8 Utilizing a
theoretical framework within which
return migration is caused by the failure
of expectations to materialize, Blejer and
Goldberg found that one of the strongest
determinants of return is unexpected

unemployment. Also, those unemployed 3

workers who get discouraged and with-

draw from the labor market are even~

more likely to return. When housing - = |
conditions are poorer than had been -
expected, there is also a propensity to -

return. Younger immigrants are more

likely to return than older ones because .~ |

the younger ones expect to feel the
impact of the gap between expectations
and reality for a longer period of time.

Not surprisingly, when the cost of - el

return is measured by family size, it has
a negative effect on return. Finally, the
researchers suggest that the more
knowledge the olim had of Israel and its
language, Hebrew, before they immi-
grated, the less the probability that they
would return, “presumably because
they reduce the gap between expecta-
tions and reality.”™

There are, however, several limita-

tions of this study for our purposes. It
findings are based on a sample in which
Americans are only a minority and we
cannot, therefore, know whether the
findings would be different if the sample
were only Americans. Also, the authors,
being economists, began with a theoreti:
cal framework that assumed that eco-
nomic variables relating to expectations
and reality were the most significant

.unes, and they tested the data for those.

But there may have been other factorsat
play in thedecision to return that did not
show up in these data because they were
not explored.

The most comprehensive and syste-
matic study of American returnees from
Israel is that of Dashefsky and Lazer-
wifz.1® On the basis of data from the
Israel Immigrant Absorption Survey
(IIAS), conducted monthly by the Israel
Central Bureau of Statistics, they com-
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pared the characteristics of American
olim still in Israel three years after their
arrival with those of olim who had
already left. Their findings refine the

‘conclusions of Engel and Jubas. At first

glance, they point to the importance of

the religicus factor in distinguishing

hetween the two groups. As Dashefsky
and Lazerwitz put it, “Consistently,
those who stayed were more religious
and had more Jewish education than
those who left,”!

When subjected to numerous statisti-
cal procedures for measuring causality,
however, the significance of the reli-
gious factor was found to be much
weaker. In fact, analysis of thedata indi-
cated that only about 20 percent of the
difference between those who stayed
and those who returned could be
explained by this variable. Rather, the
only factor that had any significant pre-
dictive value was confidence of staying.
In line with the earlier suggestion of
Jubas, Dashefsky and Lazerwitz found
that those who were more confident of
staying after having heen in Israel either
two months or one vear (depending on
which survey was used for the sample)
were more likely to still be in Israel after

three years.12 Although the data suggest .

that those with higher education and
those with weaker or less active Jewish
commitment tend to return, no mean-
ingful causal relationship could be
established between the characteristics
of the returnees and their decision to
return. We are, thus, still left with the
problem of understanding why Ameri-
can olim return, It is precisely this ques-
tion to which the study at hand was
addressed. .

This chapter presents an analysis of
return aliva or, as some might call it,

American yerida, based on data gathered
through telephone interviews conducted
for the American Jewish Committee’s
Institute on American Jewish-Israel
Relations with a group of seventy-one
return olim. A “snowball” sample was
generated in the tristate New York, New
Jersey, and Connecticut area during the
summer of 1983. Respondents were
located through personal contacts or
through their responses to advertise-
ments placed in Jewish communal news-
papers. At the conclusion of each
interview, respondents were asked to
suggest names of others who might be
contacted. Obviously, subjects selected
in this manner do not constitute a ran-
dom or representative sample of return-
ing olim, nor does such a small sample
allow for broad generalization of find-
ings. Still, their responses suggest the
rough profile of American Jews who stay
in Israel for some time and then return
to the United States. The responses also
allude to some of the critical variations
in their decision to return.

All of the respondents had gone to
Israel in 1967 or later, had stayed there
at least one year, and had seriously con-
sidered permanent settlement during
their stay. Their ages at the time they
arrived in Israel ranged from sixteen to
fifty-seven years, with a median age of
twenty-four years. Their median age at
the time of their return to the United
States was twenty-nine vears, with a
range of twenty to sixty-four years. At
the time they were interviewed, their
ages ranged from twenty-nine to sixty-
seven vears, and their median age was
thirty-five years.

Upon their arrival in Israel, forty-four
respondents were never married,
twenty-three were married, and four
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were divorced. By the time they
returned to the United States, only
twenty-three were never married, forty-
one were married, and six had been
divorced. And at the time of the inter-
views, ten respondents were never mar-
ried, fifty-two were married, and five
were divorced.

Fifty respondents had no children
upon arrival in Israel; at the time of
return thirty-eight still had none, whe-
reas eight respondents each had one
child. Ten respondents each had two
children when they left for Israel and
thirteen respondents each had twochild-
ren by the time they returned. Three
respondents each had three children
when they left for Israel, and four had
families of three when they returned.
Four respondents who left for Israel
with four or more children returned
with families of the same size.

Since the Israeli government includes

in its return aliya statisticsonly arrivals

who entered the country as new immi-
grants or potential immigrants, or those
who change their visa status within two

TABLE 1

months of their arrival in Israel, almost. -

half of the repsondents in this survey

would not be included in the returnaliya. " |
figures computed by the Israel Central. == |
Bureau of Statistics. But they are. = |
included here and are called olim. -

because, despite their initial intentions:
and their visa status, the overwhelming -
majority, 84 percent, had obtained visas

as immigrants or potential immigrants

by the time they left the country. The =

mean duration of theirstayinIsraelwas.
‘3.9 years. Although thisfigureisskewed
by several respondents: whose stay =~ . -
exceeded ten years, it appeared probable. - . |
that most of them actually considered =

aliya at some point during their resi- -

dence in Israel.

A significant proportion of the.
respondents were oriented toward the. .
professions, as shown in Table 1. Infact, =
before they went to Israel, 43.6 percent . '
‘of them had held professional occupa-
tions. By the time they returned to =
America, however, the proportionof pro-. = "
fessionally employed individuals had: -
risen to 62 percent, and to 69 percent at-

Occupational Status Before, During, and After Stay in Israel

Before [First Job Last Job When
Occupation Aliva  in Israel Before Return  Interviewed
Professional* 436 479 62.0 69.0
Student 38.0 14.1 5.6 5.6
Homemaker 9.9 5.6 4.2 12.7
Clerical worker 7.0 12.7 8.5 7.0
Other 14 4.2 28 4.2
Kibbutz worker - 12,7 99 -
Unemployed . 2.8 7.0 14
Total 99.9 100.0 100.00 99.9

*Includes teaching and human services.
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the time of the interviews, Thirty-eight
percent were students at the time of
their arrival in Israel; that percentage
dropped dramatically by the time they
returned to the United States. This
change is probably related to the life-
cycle process, but it also suggests that
many students obtained their first pro-
fessional jobs in Israel, and others com-
pleted their education there.

The structured interviews, which
were conducted over the telephone,
included questions about the respond-
ents’ motives for going on aliya, their
reasons for returning to the United
States and the differences between their
current Jewish affiliations, practices,

and attitudes and those they reported for
the period preceding their aliya. Ques-
tions - also touched on their attitudes
toward Israel.

Findings
Aliya

As mentioned, the respondents in the
sample arrived in Israel with a variety of
goals. Some came for a year’s study, oth-

. ers for temporary employment, and still

others to immigrate. As Table 2 shows,
less than half of the sample considered
themselves olim upon their arrival in
Israel.

TABLE 2

Intentions upon Arrival (%)

Aliva
Explore aliya

No aliya intention

Total

479
282
239

100.00

An examination of their visa status
when arriving in Israel supports their
self-defined reports. As shown in Table

3, 55 percent expressed an intent to
make aliya by using either an immigrant
or potential immigrant visa.

TABLE 3
Visa Status upon Arrival (%)
Immigrant 99
Potential immigrant 45.1
Tourist’ 36.6
Student 56
Other 28
Total 100.00

All of this suggests that at least a
majority of the respondents arrived in
Israel with aliya as a possibility, though
they did not come exclusively for that

purpose. They then went through a
serious decision-making process con-
cerning aliya during an extended stayin
the country. Whatever their initial
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plans, almost all of the respondents had
at least initiated the process leading to
permanent residence in Israel. Their
responses indicate a pattern of motiva-
tions for aliya that differs somewhat
from that found for post-1967 American
olim in general. Jewish and Zionist con-
siderations dominate. The respondents
left for Israel with a commitment to Jud-

TABLE 4

.Reasons for Aliva
Rated as “Very or Somewhat Impor-
tant” (%)
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aism and a desire to participate in a Jew-

ish society. In these ways théy are: =
similar to other American olim. But the.
religious factor that was found to he:
important to increasing numbers of:
post-1967 American, was even less
important to these respondents than
their desire for general change and their
minority status in the United States.

Potential for fuller Jewish

life in Israel
Zionist convictions
Desire for change

Minority status as Jews

in U.S,

Potential for fuller religious

life in Israel
Assimilation in .S,

85.9
81.7
57.7

53.5

42.3
32.4

Return
In their theoretical guidelines for the
sociology of migration, Mangalam and
Schwarzweller suggest that “if those
deprivations that led to migration per-
sist after relocation, and if high value
continues to be attached to thosedesired
ends, then adjustment difficulties
{manifested by a second migration or a
‘return migration’) can be antici-
pated.”13 It was cogent, therefore, to
determine whether the return migration
of our respondents was motivated by a
perception that Israel did not fulfill or
live up to their Jewish expectations.
The respondents in this study were
presented with two different sefs of
questions dealing with their reasons for
returning to the United States. They

were first asked to name the primary
and second most important reasons for
their own return. Later, they were pres- . |
ented with a list of possible reasons for.
their having returned and were asked to
evaluate each.

The pattern of responses is strikingly
similar to those of previous studies,
namely, although Jewish issues were
among the most salient in the respond-
ents’ initial move to Israel, they were not
salient in the decision to return. When
asked to give primary and second most
important motivations for return, they
did not mention Jewish considerations
at all (see Table 5), and when specifically
asked to evaluate “Jewish life in Israel”
as a reason toreturn, only a small minor-
ity evaluated it as very or somewhat
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important (see Table 6). Rather, as
Tables 5 and 6 show, economic and
familial considerations were strong
influences, as were professional oppor-
tunities, difficulties of daily life, and
criticism of or estrangement from cer-
tain aspects of Israeli society.

Other researchers who asked their

respondents to list hypothetical reasons
for returning report similar findings.
Harry Jubas, for example, found that
complaints about bureaucracy, lower
living standards, lack of occupational
opportunities, and separation from fam-
ily were mentioned most frequently.
Similarly, Engel found that job oppor-
tunities, housing, cost of living, and
familial problems ranked highest. Engel
also pointed ouf that olim who returned
to the United States were more critical
of certain aspects of job satisfaction,
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income, and standard of living than
were those who remained in Israel.
Return, based on both past studies and

. the findings in this study, can indeed be

described as motivated by “daily life con-
cerns swirling around one’s family and
institutional needs.”®

But a somewhat different picture
emerges from a closer look at the motiva-
tions for return suggested by the
respondents themselves, as shown In
Table 5. Although still among the more
important reasons listed, family reunifi-
cation ranks considerably lower than
other factors. But the most dramatic dif-
ference lies in the degree of importance
ascribed to Israeli bureaucracy. Bureau-
cracy has been reported as the most dis-
tinctive and common problem
experienced by American olim in their
adjustment to Israel and as the meost

TABLE 5
Reported Reasons for Return (%)
Reason Primary  Second Most
Important

Professional opportunities 194 8.5
Societal criticisms 18.1 16.9
Economics 139 85
Personal 3.0 4.2
Family reunification 97 1565
Educational opportunities 83 42
Housing 5.6 -
Commitment, end of

immigrant rights 2.8 4.2
Social problems 28 28
Political criticisms 2.8 -
Bureaucracy 1.4 -
Desire for change 1.4 85
Army service - 28
Children’s adjustment 1.4
No answer . 225
Total 1000 100.0
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TABLE6

Reasons for Returning the 1.S.
Rates as “Very or Somewhat Important” (%)

FORUM.-B2

Familial*
Reunification
Spouse’s adjustment
Children’s adjustment

Instrumental*
Income
Bifficult daily life
1sraeli bureaucracy
Living quarters

Expressive*
Sense of foreignness
Belonging in U.S.
Language difficulties
Size limitations of Israel
Difficulty making friends
Jewish life in Israel

Security*
General security tensions

Time commitment to Israel army

86.2 . -

442

16.6
Overall mean 42.3

45.1
45.1
40.8
28.2
Overall mean 39.8

45.1
310
25.3
21.1
12.7
12.7
Overall mean 20.9

18.3
11.2
Overall mean 14.8

*Categorization follows that of Dashefsky and Lezerwitz, “Role of Religious

Identification.”

important reason for hypothetically con-
sidering returning to the United States
among American olim; it also ranked
very high in the present lists of evalu-
ated motivations for return (Table 6). It
was, however, very low on the list of
primary reasons offered by the respond-
ents in this survey and was not menti-
oned at all in their list of second most
important reasons (Table 5).

The discrepancy in the relative impor-
tance ascribed to Israeli bureaucracy in

the two tables may result from differen- = -
ces in the way the questions were formu- !
lated and the responses tabulated. Table @
5 summarizes the responses to open- "
ended questions in which the respond-: . -
ents were asked to identify the twomost =~
important reasons for their return, whe- -

reas Table 6 reports the respondents’ =
evaluations of a present list of possible:

reasons. Thus, Table 6 tends to high-

light the pervasiveness of certain prob- =
lems, whereas Table 5 tends to indicate: .
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which problems were most acute.

Israeli bureaucracy and the desire for
familial reunification are both chronic,
widespread problems; hence their high
showings in Table 6. Nevertheless, they
are not acute difficulties; they are less
important than those that actually
prompted return, as Table 5 shows. A
similar pattern was reported by Anto-
novsky and Katz in their study of pre-
1967 American olim. Although
bureaucracy was the issue about which
the olim most commonly complained, it
was found to be less significant than
standard-of-living and health issues as
the most serious problem.16

The respondents also distinguished
hetween economic difficulties and pro-
fessional opportunities. The latter, a
reflection of the relative size and modern-
ization of Israel, was cited by slightly
more respondents than was economic
difficulties. Although Engel and Jubas
present similar distinctions among the
important hypothetical reason for
return, the relative importance of the
two factors is not consistent among the
studies.

Another important discrepancy
between Tables 5 and 6 concerns the
impact of criticism of Israeli society on
the decision to return. This emerged in
Table 5 as a significant reason for
returning, ranking high both in the lists
of primary and second most important
reason for returning. Perhaps “a sense
of foreignness in Israel” (Table 6) incor-
porates those criticisms of Israeli
society, and it ranks high even though it
was classified in the expressive category
among comparatively low-ranking moti-
vations. Moreover, the reasons listed in

the instrumental category may also

have implied general criticisms of Israeli
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society. The four categories used in
Table 6 — familial, instrumental,
expressive, and security — follow dis-
tinctions introduced by Dashefsky and
Lazerwitz, who observed that among
their small sample of forty-six returned
olim, stated reasons for return clustered
around these four themes. This pattern,
with the same approximate importance
attributed to each of the categories,
repeated itself in the data presented
here.

The shift from the Jewish concerns
that seem to have inspired the respond-
ents’ aliva to the familial, economic, pro-
fessional, and societal diffculties that
appear to have impelled them to return
was probably accompanied by a reeva-
luation of their lives in Israel. As shown
in Table 4, among their reasons for aliya
those that place the locus of motivation
in the United States (minority status,
assimilation) are less important than
those that place the locus of motivation
in Israel (Jewish life, Zionism, religious
life). When it came io their return, how-
ever, the locus of motivation was in the
country of emigration (Israel) rather
than in that of immigration {the United
States). A large plurality of the respond-
ents (40.8 percent) stated that problems
in Israel weighed more heavily in their
decision to return than did attractions to
the United States (21.1 percent). This is
in contrast with motivations of the more
typical Israeli emigres, yordim, for
whom “whatever the range of ‘push’fac-
tors ... the ‘pull’ of America retains iis
historical efficacy and strength.”'? The
finding, however, is consistent with that
reported by Dashefsky and Lazerwitz in
their study of American returnees.!®

The interpretation that push factors
have more significance than puli factors
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TABLE 7

Distribution of Push and Pull Factors
in Decision to Return

Problems in Israel 408
Attraction of U.S. 21.1
Equal influence 14.1
No answer 239
" Total 99,9

in the return is reinforced by comparing
the preparations the respondents made
prior to having left the United States for
Israel with those made prior to having
returned to the United States from
Israel. As shown in Table 8, over 60 per-
cent of the respondents said they had

made serious arrangements for employ-
ment or study in Israel prior to leaving
the United States. By contrast, nearly
three-fourths (73.2 percent) reported
that they had not made any arrange-
ments for the United States at the time
of their departure from Israel.

TABLE 8

Arrangements Before Israel and Return (%)

Arrangements Leaving for Israel Returning to U.S,
Did nothing 35.2 732
Enrolled in education program 39.4 2.8
Made contacts, had job 21.1 239

No answer 42

Total 99.9 99.9

Preparations and the perceived push/
pull factors highlight the different
approaches the respondents took to their
two moves. Since their initial migration
to Israel as motivated by pull factors,
they made plans for their future in
Israel. Their return to the United States,
on the other hand, was motivated by
push factors and, therefore, there was
more of an urgency in leaving and less
time toplan what todo upon their return
to the United States.

It may, however, be that the dif-
ferences between their planning for the
move to Israel and their lack of planning

for their return are due to the fact that
they were Americans who had been
socialized in American society and cul-

ture. They may have felt that in moving .
to Israel, a new society and a new cul-

ture awaited them and, therefore, they
had to plan carefully for their successful
integration into that environment. In
contrast, they may have felt sufficiently
familiar with conditions in the United
States to be able to postpone planning
until after they were back.

What about the considerations that
played such an important role in the

initial decision of many American Jews
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who go on aliya — the desire to fulfill
their self-identities in a Jewish environ-
ment? Few of the returnees expressed
dissatisfaction with Israel in this
regard. How have their attitudes toward
Judaism and Israel changed? Has there
been a basic shift in the way they per-
ceive and manifest their identity? Kevin
Avruch has argued that American Jews
who go on aliya, place primary emphasis
on the Jewish component of their iden-
tity, and both he and others suggest
that, once in Israel, they become much
more conscious of themselves as Ameri-
cans.! Does their return to America sug-
gest, therefore, that their experience in
Israel displaced Jewishness as the prim-
ary component of their identity? If so,

does this process continue after they
return to the United States? How do the
returnees fit into the American Jewish
community?

The data in this study indicate that
the personal religious and Jewish com-
munal commitments of the respondents
increased somewhat after returning to
the United States, As shown in Table 9,
synagogue affiliation increased gener-
ally, particuarly among the Conserva-
tive and Havurah?® affiliates, although
there was some decline among the
Reform affiliates. Likewise, synagogue
attendance increased, most notably
among those who attended services at
least once a week.

(See table 10).

TABLE 9

Synagogue Affiliation
Before and After Israel (%)

Before After
Orthodox 296 29.6
Conservative 28.2 324
Reform 5.6 14
Other 1.4 11.3
None 36.2 25.45
Total 100.00 100.1

TABLE 10
Frequency of Synagogue Attendance
Before and After Israel (%)

Before After
At least weekly 254 36.6
At least monthly 18.3 155
5 to 10 times per year 19.7 141
High Hoelidays 16.9 211
Never 19.7 12.7
Total 100.00 100.0
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A further indication that the retur-

nees maintained, if not intensified, their -

commitment to Judaism after their
Israel experience can be seen in the patt-
erns of Jewish education of their child-
ren. The high priority the returnees
place on the Jewish education of their
‘children is evident in the fact that more
than 60 percent of them stated that they
now, or plan to, enroll their children in
Jewish day schools, and almost 30 per-

cent stated that they now, or plan to,
enroll their children in supplementary
Hebrew schools (Table 11). This is in
sharp contrast to the general American
Jewish patterns of Jewish education in
which some 60 percent of school age
children receive no formal Jewish educa-
tion, and of the 40 percent who do, 26.3
percent attend day schools and 49.2 per-
cent attend supplementary schools.2!

Although these patterns conform

TABLE 11

Planned or Current Jewish Education
of Children of Returnees (%)

Day School 60.6
Supplementary school 296
Unsure 7.0
No answer 2.8
Total 100.00

with the report of Dashefsky and Lazer-
witz, who found that 53 percent of their
respondents consider themselves more
involved in the American Jewish com-
munity after their return from Israel 22
the present survey does not provide suf-
ficient evidence to conclude that this is
the case, or that, where it is, the change
was the direct result of the Israel expe-
rience. What respondents report at a
later date about their previous values,
beliefs, and behavior is not a reliable
basis for any firm conclusions. and even
if it is assumed that the respondents are
accurate in their reports of their pre-
vicus Jewish commitments and that, in
fact, those commitments have intensi-
fied, this does not necessarily mean that
they were influenced solely by their
Israel experiences. These commitments
may have intensified as part of the life-

cycle process, as is typical for American
Jews in their twenties. It is not unreaso-
nable to assume that these same
respondents might have had more inten-
sified Jewish commitment even if they
had never immigrated to Israel.
Questioned as to their relative com-
fort as Jews in America since their
return, as compared to how they felt
before their aliya, approximately 45 per-
cent reported no change, and the other
55 percent was virtually split between
those who now feel more comfortable
and those who now feel less comfortable.
The same factor, Jewish identity,
played a role both for those who said
they now feel more comfortable and
those who said they now feel less com-
fortable as Jews in the United States.
Those who reported feeling more com-
fortable added that their participation in
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TABLE 12

Jewish/Israel Activities and Feelings
Before and After Israel

More Same Less An Answer Total

Comfort as Jew in U.S. 282 45.1 26.8 100.1
Attention to Israeli

news items 63.4 338 1.4 1.4 100.¢
Positive attitude

toward Israel 43.7 36.6 18.3 14 100.0
Centrality of Israel to

own life 57.7 18.3 239 99.9

the American Jewish community was
enhanced and that their pride in their
Jewishness had become more resolute.
Those who reported being less comforta-
ble said that they miss the Israeli envi-
ronment and they experience more
intense pressures in their effort to main-
tain their ethnic and religious life in
America. For both groups, the apparent
consequences for their Jewishness were
similar: a heightened Jewish self-
consciousness after their experience in
Israel.

Despite the respondents’ positive atti-
tudes toward their Jewishness, it might
have been expected that they had
become somewhat disenchanted with
Israel, as was the case with many of the
yordim, emigres from Israel, interviwed
by Zvi Sobel.? On the contrary, as Table
12 shows, for a majority (57.7 percent)
Israel appears to have become more cen-
tral to their lives than before they left for
Israel, because they had made personal
friends in Israel and because Israeli cul-
ture continues to influence their lives.
Only a small minority (18.3 percent)
indicated a less positive attitude toward
Israel after their return. Respondents
were also twice as Hkely as before to
follow Israeli news closely. This may

simply be the result of their familiarity
with Tsrael, and not necessarily an affir-
mation of Israel’s greater centrality in
their lives. But in the context of all their
other responses and statements, it does
seem that their increased attention to
Israeli news reports is part of the large
impact Israel has had on them.

The respondents said that their con-
tributions to the United Jewish Appeal
and their purchases of Israel Bonds have
increased. Whereas only 57.7 percent
had given to these organizations before
making aliya, 73.2 percent became con-
tributors after their return to America.
Again, this may be more a function of the
life cycle than a result of their expe-
rience in Israel. When gueried about the
extent of their Zionist identification, a
larger percentage than hefore consi-
dered themselves Zionists, though only
slightly fewer viewed themselves as
“strong Zionists.”

An overwhelming majority (87.3 per-
cent) believed that the American Jewish
community should support aliya. And
although over half disagreed with the
statement “Every Jew should at least try
living in Israel,” the 40.8 percent who
stiil held this view reflected a continued
commitment to Israel. Asked what the
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TABLE 13

Zionist Self-identification
Before and After Israel (%)

Before After
Strong Zionist 36.6 338
Zionist 38.0 50.7
Non-Zionist 21.1 12.7
No opinion 42 28
Total 99.9 100.00
TABLE 14
Probability of Reattempting Aliva
Probability %
None 16.9
Less than 50-5¢ 352
More than 50-50 26.8
Definite 16.9
Unsure 4.2
Total 100,00
TABLE 15
Agreement or Disagreement with Aliva-Related Statements (%)
Not
Statement Agree Disagree Applicable

The American Jewish

community should

support aliva. 87.3 9.9 2.8
Every Jew should at

least try living in

Israel. 40.8 549 4.2
I would discourage a
friend from making
aliva. 12.7 80.3 7.0
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chances were that they would again
move to Israel in the future, 52.1 percent
replied that there was either no chance
or less than a fifty-fifty chance that they
would do so. On the other hand, 43.7
percent stated that they were either cer-
tain of attempting aliva again or there
was more than a fifty-fifty chance that
they would do so.

Despite their own experiences, the vast
majority of the respondents remained
supportive of the value of aliya. Only a
small minority (12.7 percent) stated that
they would personally discourage others
from going on aliya. On the other hand,
fully 87.3 percent stated that they felt
the Amerian Jewish community should

support aliya.

The data from this survey and others
suggest that there are major weaknesses
in the existing organized aliya efforts.
Some are related to promoting and sup-
porting aliya within the American Jew-
ish community, whereas others are
related to the retaining of American olim
in Israel, that is, reducing the return
rate of American olim. Before that, how-
ever, the issue of separation from family,
which was cited as one of the major rea-
sons for return migration, has another
significant aspect to it, namely, that
from the perspective of the parents in
the United States whose children have
not and may not be contemplating
return migration.
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PETER DAVID HORNIK

Notes From Not Far From The
Border

1

1l my friends for whom I cosigned on loans have, one by one, left the country.

I'm not angry at them. Each of them thought he was the only one, didn’t

know about the others; and I can certainly understand their desire toescape.
But with all these loans to pay off, I've had to give up my flat and my lectureship at
the university, and move fo this small village out here in the desert.

It’s a village of a few hundred, each family in a little cottage with a tiny vard. Some
of them also have plots where they raise vegetables and turkeys and the like; but
Ariela and I have never been the farming type. Ariela, in fact, wasn't too happy about
having to come here at all; and not least because of having her vibraphone relegated
to a cramped and not very private room. Myself, I haven’t been doing much of
anything yet; since there’s virtually no rent we’ve been able to get by, and at this
distance from the city and the university I find my academic interests have lapsed.

2

Finally at dusk you can step out of your cottage and stand and breathe in the sudden
and magical cool. The desert hills have become soft silver hulls; the first Bedouin
campfires twinkle from them.

The author is the executive editor of the Leonard Davis Institute for Internationat Relations,
Hebrew University. He has published in many Jewish periodicals and his last appearance in
FORUM was two issues ago.
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