
















































































American Independence day marked the 10th anniversary of Shcharansky's
marriage to Avital Shtiglitz. She had received her exit visa for the day
after their wedding, and he had been assured that he could follow her to
Israel within a few months. Avital left Moscow on 5 July 1974. But
Shcharansky continued to be refused his exit visa.

More than a decade has now passed since husband and wife were last
together, on that bright Moscow morning, as she boarded the aeroplane for
Vienna.

Of all the Prisoners of Zion, Shcharansky is the best known to the world's
journalists, and the most championed by Western statesmen. At his trial,
Shcharansky did not defend himself alome: he also defended the right of
every Soviet Jew to go to Israel. When challenged with the evidence of his
'Zionist activity', he replied with a short historical lecture. 'There is’',
he explained to his accusers, 'a growing Jewish national movement, Every
nation goes through a atage of development of its natural growth, and now
Zionism is a manifestation of the growth of Jewish nationalism'. It was a
fact, he added, "that there is a Jewish state',

Calmly and with dignity, Shecharansky told the court: 'Five years apo, 1
submitted my application for exit to Israel. Now I am further than ever
from my dream. It would seem to be cause for regret, But it's absolutely
otherwise. T am happy. I am happy that I lived honestly, in peace with my
conscience. I never compromised my soul, even under the threat of death'.

Shcharansky ended his defence: 'For more than 2,000 years the Jewish people
my people, have been dispersed. But wherever they are, wherever Jews are
found, each year they have repeated, "Next year in Jerusalem". Now, when

I am further than ever from my people, from Avital, facing many arduous years
of imprisonment, I say, turning to my people, my Avital: "Next year in
Jerusalem!" And I turn to you, the court, who were required to confirm a
predetermined seatence: to you I have nothing to say'.

Neither before, during, nor after his trial, did Shcharansky denounce

Soviet Jewry's national aspirations, which he so courageously shared and
upheld. Nor did the other leading activists turn their backs on the movement,
or on their colleagues, when they too were arrested, interrogated and tried.

Shcharansky and his fellow Prisoners of Zion know that they are not forgottenm,
that they are not alone: that their friends and relatives fight for them:

that the Jewish world, with Israel at its core, cares for their fate and
future, and awaits their return to their nation and their people. But the
hardships of their punishment are real, and severe: their isolation is intense.
Uncertainty is a cruel weapon used against them, and cruellest of all is

the constant assertion of the Soviet authorities that they are alone, that
nobody cares about them, that their western champions are silent.

During World War II, Martin Buber pleaded with the Jews of Palestine to
practise a permanent grief, a daily alarm. For the Prisoners of Zion today,
this plea 1is being answered by their many and devoted supporters in Israel,
in Western Europe, in Britain and in the United States. For Shcharansky,
Buber's plea is answered above all by Avital.

Those who see Avital Shcharansky's efforts on her husband's behalf can only
marvel at her stamina and faith. He too, in his prison cell, knows of her
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struggle. Early in 1983, in a letter which he was permitted to send her
only after the fourmonths'hunger strike which greatly weakened him, he
wrote: 'What doesmy tireless traveller do now? In what kibbutz does she
take her rest?’

A shy and private person by nature, Avital drives herself to the verge of
exhaustion, and is reluctant to rest, believing : that each day's exertion
way lead her to her husband's release a day earlier, As she completed a
mission to France, Britain, Holland and Sweden in January 1984, she
commented: 'Maybe with this last push we can succeed',

The conditions under which Shcharansky and his fellow Prisoners of Zion are
held in prison and labour camp has always been one which alarms those who
fight for them in the West, as well as exercising the concern of their
friends inside the Soviet Union. Frequently, the monthly visit permitted to
a wife, or in Shcharansky's case to his 75 year old mother is cancelled. The
limited correspondence allowed by Soviet prison regulatioms is also often
curtailed,

Several Prisoners of Zion, as wall as Jews being held in detention, have
resorted to hunger strikes in order to obtain their basic rights, as laid
down by the Soviet Union's laws and practices. When Dr Yuri Tarmopolsky,
serving three years in labour camp, discovered that his meeting with his

wife due in January 1984 had been cancelled, he warned the camp administration
that the would declare a hunger strike unless the meeting was allowed. The
meeting remained cancelled, and Dr Tarnopolsky began his hunger strike on

| February 1984. Three days later he was sent to solitary confinement for
seven days.

In a letter which he sent to his wife on 2 April 1984, Tarnopolsky described
something of the conditions in the punishment cell, 'a small concrete room
with a concrete floor'. Tarnopolsky explained: "An especially powerful heater
heated the air to an unbearable temperature. There was absolutely no inflow
of fresh air. During the day the heating was turned off and the heat turned
into a freezing cold. During those days the temperature fell to -39 degrees
centigrade. The wooden bunk was lowered only during the night for sleeping.
One could only sit on concrete inclined pedestals constructed in that way in
order to make them uncomfortable to sit on. Omne could only lie on the floor,
in a layer of iecy air. Warm underwear was taken away from me (although it
was not taken away from other prisoners) and I was only wearing a pyjama
type shirt. I was thus held in the exact kind of conditions which, as the
doctors knew, I found especially hard to bear and which were detrimental to
my health'.

Inside the Soviet Union there are Jews who maintain links with the prisoners
and seek to transmit their basic needs. But the names of most of the
prisoners are unknown to Jews in the free world, except among the dedicated
but small groups of active campaigners. Nor does the sentencing of new
prisoners make any real impact beyond these activist circles, Between
January and June 1984 at least three Soviet Jews were sentenced to prison
terms, but it is doubtful whether even their names will be known to most
readers of this article, however alert, intelligent and caring.

One of these prisoners, Moshe Abramov, is only 26 years old. A religious

teacher in Samarkand, he was sentenced on 6 January 1984 to three years in a
labour camp on the routine charge of "hooliganism'.
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Like many prisoners and refuseniks, Abramov has been refused permission to
join his close relatives in Israel: in his case his three brothers. Indeed
the Soviet authorities have specifically stated that no more families remain
to be reunited, at a time when there would actually appear to be more than
a thousand such families, part of whom are already in Israel, and part of
whom are refused permission to leave the Soviet Union.

Another prisoner, Simon Schnirman, who had been sentenced in January 1983,
had been refused permission for more than five years to join his father,
David Schnirman, in Israel. At the beginning of 1984, as Schnirman entered
the second year of a three year labour camp sentence (his second labour camp
term in 5 years), his father died in Israel.

Certain trials and sentences, such as those on Shcharansky in 1978 and Begun
in 1983, are widely publicised by the Soviet authorities themselves and held
up for Soviet citizens, Jewish and non-Jewish, as an ezample and as a
deterrent, But many other trials take place in complete secrecy, and Jews
are sent to prison and labour camp without any knowledge of this reaching
the West at the time of the trial,

During 1983 several such cases came to light where Jews had been sentenced
in the previous year. This pattern continued in 1984, For example, at the
beginning of May 1984 it became known in the West, for the first time, that
Mark Ocheretyansky, who had first applied for an exit visa in 1979, been
given permission and then had his permission rescinded, had been sentenced
in October 1983 to one year in labour camp.

Mark Ocheretyansky thus became a Prisoner of Zion for Western Jewry more than
six months after he had become a prisoner in reality.

Among the many signals which the Soviet authorities had given since 1982,
to discourage any further applications for exit visas, and to demoralise
those who have already applied and been refused, is the keeping back in the
Soviet Union of all prisoners who have already served their term and been
released. Before 198!, every released prisoner could expect to receive an
exit visa within months, and even within weeks of completing his or her
sentence.

The arrival of each released prisomer at Vienna was a cause for rejoicing,
not only to those who had campaigned for their release in the West, but also
for those prisoners and other activists still in the Soviet Union. For ten
years, every prisoner could survive the harsh conditions of incarceration in
the confident knowledge that once the ordeal was over he and his family would
be on their way out of the Soviet Uniom.

No such confidence has existed since 1980. Former prisoners like Ida Nudel,
herself the 'guardian angel' of dozens of those who had been in prison,
labour camp and exile, has served her term but continues to be refused her
exit visa. Not only is she not allowed to leave the Soviet Union, to join
her only living relative, her sister Ilana Friedman, who lives in Israel,
but she is confined, without any legal justification, to the remote town of
Bendery in Soviet Moldavia.

Another released prisoner, Kim Fridman, back in Kiev since 1982 having
served a year in labour camp, is not allowed to join his wife Henrietta, his
daughter Victoria, or his grand-daughter, born in Haifa in 1981; he first
applied to leave in 1972.
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Another former prisomer, Mark Nashpits, released in 1979 after five years in
exile, is still not allowed to leave the Soviet Union, although he first
applied for his exit visa more than twelve years ago. Nor was Dr Victor
Brailovsky given an exit visa aftar having completed a 5 year sentence of
exile in remote Razakhstan, far from his wife Irina, and their 2 children,
Leonid and Dalhia, who remained in Moscow.

The fifty year old Viadimir Slepak, eventually allowed back into Moscow after
a 5 year exile in Siberia, received not an exit visa, but yet another
refusal. 'We will let you go when it suits us', he was told. He and his
wife Masha have baen waiting since 1971 for their exit visa, to Join her
sister Henrietta in Israel.

Even less publicised than the plight of the prisoners and former
prisoners, but no less distressing, is the plight of those Soviet Jews who
have never been sentenced on a triminal charge, but who have served another
sort of sentence. These are the Jews who have been refused exit visas for
more than a decade.

For these long term refuseniks, deprived of any chance of work in their
professions, denied the basic human right of emigration, cut off from the
National Home they have so long ago applied to join, the 'dull luxury of
time', as one of them described it to me, has turned into a prison sentence
of its own.

The long term refuseniks ask for an internationally accepted plan whereby,
rather like the demobilisation plan of war-time armies, the principle: of
"first in, first out' can apply. Under such a plan, those in refusal since
before 1974 would be given their exit visas now. Those in refusal since
before 1976 would receive their exit visas a year later. Those in refusal
since 1978 would receive their exit visas a year after that,

Such a scheme, the refuseniks note, would offer the Soviet authorities a
"controlled, rational' emigration, and would offer the refuseniks themselves
a finite prospect of seeing their Promised Land.

Once such a scheme had led to the release of the long term refuseniks, a
maximum time could thenm be set for all other Jews in refusal, between their
first application and their exit visa. Something like 5 years could be made
the outside period before an exit visa was granted.

Among the ten year and more refuseniks are many men and women who long ago
paid the penalty for having been active in the Jewish movement; men like
Pavel Abramovich, Vladimir Prestin and Yuly Kosharovsky in Moscow, Aba
Taratuta and Lev Shapiro in Leningrad. They have been forced to give up
their contributions to Soviet society long ago. They only ask to be allowed
to take their talents elsewhere, to the land of Israel for which they have
given up so much; and to give at least their childrem the opportunities

so long denied to them. The long term refuseniks have seen their own
creative years pass by without their being allowed to fulfil their
capabilities, even inside the Soviet Union.

Among those who still wait for exit visas in Moscow are Professor Alexander
Lerner, now in his.thirteenth year in refusal, and umable to join his daughter,
Sonia in Rehovot; Natasha Khassina, who continues Ida Nudel's work on behalf
of the prisoners, and whose husband Genady was refused permission to go to

his mother's funeral in Israel in 1983; Abe Stolar, in his seventies, an
American citizen, who in 1975 was given his exit visa but them had it taken
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away Erom him at Moscow airport,as he was about to board the aeroplane;
Michael Rremen, both of whose parents have died while he has been in
refusal; and Judith Ratmer—Bialy, badly hurt in a car crash in Moscow,
vhose father died in TIsrael, and whose mother still awaits her there.

Another long term refusenik couple, Ben and Tanya Bogomolny, who live in
Moscow, have been in refusal since 1966, a fact which has earned them a
place in the Guinness Book of Records. Ben Bogomolny is now 38. His
parents and his three sisters, have lived in Israel for more than a decade,
Of the entry in the Guinness Book of Records, his wife Tanya has writtem:
'Surely this is the kind of record no country would wish to keep for a long
time!'

When the struggle to go to Israel seems, for the long term refusenik, to be
a struggle without end, it can be 2 demoralising one. A Jew who had just
entered his fifth year of refusal wrote from Leningrad in December 1983:

'We refuseniks live neither on the earth mor in the sky, but somewhere
between them, not much comfortable. Those, who are weaker, gave up tha

idea to get their visas and don't apply for them any more. Some people have
already died while waiting for their turn to leave. Some are getting mental
disorder or cancer or other illnesses on the ground of uncertain life. Only
the stromger continue the struggle for their rights, against anti-semites,
or find themselves in Hebrew teaching, cultural activity or religion; and
nobody can predict what will be tomorrw'.

Soviet Jews are isolated from the outside world, and denied open access to
anything that might teach them about Jews, Judaism or Israel. Nevertheless
they make enormous efforts to find out the sort of things that Jews in the
West can so easily learn by a visit to a library, a bookshop, a Hebrew
class or a lecture,

Throughout the Soviet Union, individual Jews, and Jewish families, struggle
to keep their faith and culture alive, while awaiting the exit visas which
are now denied them. These Jews are neither enemies of the Soviet State,

nor dissidents who seek to change Soviet society from within, but devoted
Jews, whoe wish only to be united with their national centre and their
national home; with their people. It is the Soviets, not they who

inseribed the word 'Jew' as a nationality in their internal passport;
granting them in law the national status which they deny to them in practice.

In Moscow and Leningrad, religious classes such as those given by Ilya Essas
and Girgory Vasserman, both Jews by 'mationality', draw a growing number

of Jews back to their religious roots and practice. Hebrew classes, and
discussion of all things Jewish are in evidence every day in private
apartments throughout Moscow and Leningrad. The standard of Hebrew
speaking among refuseniks can be a source of shame to the Jewish visitor
from the West who cannot match it, or even come near it.

No-one who has been to a Jewish 'event' in the Soviet Union will ever forget
the inspiration of shared enthusiasm amid adversity. How well I remember

in the winter of 1983, sitting in on a Hebrew lesson in a remote Moscow
suburb, as the eager, laughing pupils discussed, in Hebrew, such issues as
the Lebanese War, the Kahan Report, and 'Who is a Jew?'

In Tbilisi, in the Soviet Republic of Georgia, the Goldstein brothers,

Isai and Girgory, also Jews by 'nationality' continue their long, hard,
harrassed struggle for Jewish culture, and for emigration, with a humour
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which deserves a better reward than the reiterated refusals of the last 13
years.,

In Minsk, a group of young men, likewise Jews by 'nationality' play and sing
Yiddish songs, and seek through these songs to absorb as much as possible

of Jewish culture. Recently they went to the nearby city of Kovno to play
these songs at a Jewish wedding. Many of the listeners wept. 'Tears are all
that is left to us', one of the singers wrote to me, If they could find a
Hebrew teacher, these Jews would plunge eagerly into the language of the State
in which they wish to live.

Even when emigration was at its height, many Jews in the Soviet Union had tried
to equip themselves with a basic knowledge of Jewish culture. Under the active
guidance of Grigory Kanovich, the Jews of Leningrad had established a Seminar
in which historie, cultural and religious aspects of Judaism were the theme

of weekly discussions, held of course, in private apartments. At first all
seemed to bode well for these Seminars. Indeed, three of the main lecturers
were given permission to leave the Soviet Union, Alexander Kot and Lev Utevsky
in 1980, and Kanovich himself in 198!, but not before the windows of his
apartment had been smashed by 'persons unknown' during a lecture on the
'Compilation of the Talmud'.

Beginning in April 1981 all those who came to the Leningrad Seminars had their
documents checked. In may 1981, the police stopped anyone entering the
apartment at which a seminar was to be held in commemoration of Israel
Independence Day. A week later, at what was to have been a seminar to discuss
'The Meaning of the Sabbath' the police burst into the apartment as the seminar
was about to start and arrested one of those present, Evgeni Lein, who was

held in prison, charged with striking a policeman, and sentenced to a year in
Siberia 'working for the national economy'. Lein is now among the growing
number of prisoners who have served their term but are still not allowed their
exit visas.

The pressure against the Leningrad Seminar continues to mount. In July 1981
another of the Seminar leaders, Pavel Astrakhan, was told by the Leningrad
Prosecutor that gatherings were only allowed 'if they do not lead to public
disorder', but that gatherings of a hundred people 'inevitably do lead to
public disorder'. One much smaller meeting that was broken up in September
1981 took place in Kiev, at the Babi Yar massacre site. Pavel Astrakhan and
Mikhail Elman were among a group of Leningrad Jews who had travelled to Babi
Yar. As they tried to put flowers near the monument to the victims of the
war-time masgsacre, they were arrested. Both received a ten day prison sentence
for 'petty hooliganism'.

The authorities now moved against all efforts to continue with Jewish teaching
in Leningrad. On 23 September 1981 they searched the apartment of one of the
Hebrew language teachers, Roald Zelichonok, c¢onfiscating Hebraw dictionaries,
text books and prayer books, as well as books by Saul Bellow, Eli Wiesel and
Isaac Bashevis Singer and an album of paintings by Modigliani. On 15 October
1981 the authorities invited Zelichonok for questioming. That evening, after
his return home, the window of his apartment was smashed by a heavy stome thrown
from the street,

Roald Zelichonok, who holds a Doctorate in Electrical Engineering, was first
refused permigsion to emigrate in 1978. He was then 41 years old. The
threats to his teaching did not deter him from what he believed to be a need
and an obligation. Nor did similar threats deter Leonid Kelbert, a former
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film director whose films had won international acclaim for the Soviet
cinema, He too had first applied to go to Israel in 1978, when he was
35 years old,

A graduate of the State Institute of Cinematography, Leonid Kelbert knew
nothing about Jewish culture, spiritual heritage, or traditions. Having
been refused permission to emigrate, he found himself drawn to these Jewish
values: 'plunged into all of this', as he later recalled, 'greedily because
the lack of real spiritual food was an important component of my creative
dissatisfaction'.

Leonid Kelbert began his new 'Jewish' life by lecturing on Jewish topics.
He had six themes: Heinrich Heine, Judaism and Christianity, being mainly
the genesis of Christianity; Jews and the Christian world, up to the
seventeenth century; the Spanish period, the gemesis of the culture and the
interaction of Hebrew and Arabic cultures in philosophy and poetry; the
texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls; and the history of the Jewish Theatre in the
Soviet Unionm.

Arising out of these interests, Kelbert began to stage short plays in the

apartments of friends. The presentation of these plays arose, he later wrote
because of 'my own strong wish and the desires of two enthusiasts to act and

to direct; an interest in Jewish Drama, which appeared to be strikinglyinteresting &
real', reflecting the mentality of the young Jews around him, with their

search for 'the ethical principle of the World and of Man'.

The first experiments were Purim plays. Later, Kelbert produced a play called
'The Lot', the story of the Jews trapped on Masada by the Roman Legions.

Early in 1982 he decided to perform one of his plays in Riga. But when a
friend of his, Boris Devyatov, travelled to Riga to find an apartment for the
performance, he was stopped in the street and told: 'Boris Ivanovich, you may
return to Leningrad., Your friends will not come to Riga. Riga is a hospitable
city, but not for all’.

A few days later, on 13 February 1982 Kelbert accompanied two French visitors
to tha Metro. His wife, Maria, who remained at home, was eight months
pregnant. After being accosted in the street, Kelbert was accused of striking
a bystander, and sentenced to 15 days in detention. He served his 15 days, and
then returned to his wife, and to his theatricals.

Shortly after his release, Kelbert gave his twentieth performance. All those
entering the apartment were stopped at a police picket and forced to show
their documents. The policeman in charge of the picket was Captain Semenov,
the officer who had led the raid on the seminar at which Evgeni Lein had been
arrested nine months earlier.

To those whose documents he checked, Captain Semenov made a sign with his
fingers, the sign of crossed bars, asg if to signify, 'all you will be
imprisoned', And yet, as Leonid Kelbert himself stresses, 'my theatre (if it
can be called so) is not only Jewish but first of all, a purely cultural
undertaking., It is not anti-Soviet, nor pro-Soviet but unofficial theatre,

a natural continuation of old traditions of folk theatres’'.

In this, as Kelbert calls it, 'theatre without any stage', the response of

the audience became 'a kind of self identification’ with their Jewish souls.
"For most of our audience', Kelbert noted, 'it was the first meeting with their
history, with their culture - and unexpectedly, it appeared that the circle

of the problems was far wider than individualistic'. They were the same
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problems, he reflected, 'which were not solved by our fathers and
grandfathers, and which we have to solve: to be a Jew or not to be a Jew".

Hundreds, even thousands of young Jews, in all the Soviet Union's principal
cities, have made the decision 'to be a Jew', even with the many risks
involved. Shortly after Leonid Kelbert had been released from detemtion, in
February 1982, three Leningrad Jews, Grigory Vasserman, Yakov Gorodetsky and
Abram Yatzkevich, appealed to the Leningrad Municipality, and to the

Leningrad Party Committee, to stop the persecution of Jewish cultural activity.
The three Jews were told that they were trying to revive the 'anti-Soviet
tradition' of the pre-revolutionary Jewish Socizl Democratic party, the Bund,
and that no 'non-Russian activity' would be permitted in Leningrad.

The three Jews replied that before the Second World War there had been Yiddish
schools in Leningrad, operating legally. This, they were told, was a
consequence of the fact that 'Soviet Democracy had not yet developed its full
measure - at that time'.

As pressure grew, the young Jews of Leningrad decided to form a Leningrad
Society for the Study of Jewish Culture. An organizing committee was set up
headed by Yakov Gorodetsky and Eduard Erlich. On 19 July 1982 the committee
held its first meeting. About 50 young men and women had already asked to
join the Society.

Determined not to break any laws, Gorodetsky and Erlich asked the Leningrad
Regional Executive Committee to give their Society its imprimatur., On 2
September 1982 Gorodetsky was invited to the Lemingrad City Department of
People's Education and told that his attitude was not in accordance "with
the moral image of a Soviet teacher', Gorodetsky was at that time teaching
mathematics at a city adult education evening class.

Erlich, too, was warned against pursuing such activities as Leningrad Jews
regard as their preparation for life in Israel, Seized by the KGB, and
driven off to a museum, he was taken into the room devoted to the Jewish
Autonomous Region of Birobikjan, and told: 'This is where we are going to send
you. Not to the Zionist~Fascist State, but here’.

The pressures against Jewish culture mounted, reaching the attention of the
Soviet public on 23 Qctober 1982, when an article in the Soviet government
newspaper, lzvestia, attacked the study of Hebrew, and of Jewish culture,
as 'only fig leaves, covering unlawful actions'.

This article went on to attack the activity of 'Zionist emissaries' reaching
the Soviet Union from the United States in the guise of tourists, bringing
'instructions for renmegades'. In their turn, the article alleged, these
'renepgades' had agreed to supply those who had sent the tourists with
'slander and tendentious materials' against the Soviet Union.

Within 2 few days of the publication of this article, several Jewish activists
in Leningrad had their telephonas disconnected, That winter, Gorodetsky
was sacked from his adult education teaching job.

The Lemingrad Society for the Study of Jewigh Culture had no anti-Soviet or
anti-Communist aspect. Its aim was to give Jews some knowledge of their past,
just as every other Soviet nationality is taught, and indeed encouraged to
learn, about its history. But the authorities would not accept this
initiative, or this argument. 'Your Society', the organizers were told,

'does not exist, and will not exist',
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Most of those who had signed the application for official recognition

were summoned to a local Communist Party committee, and urged to withdraw
their signatures. They replied that elsewhere in the world, even under the
most severe dictatorship, Jewish communities and societies existed. Why then,
in Leningrad, was such a Society as their'ss dangerous for the State? Only
Arab countries, so the refuseniks argued, deprived the Jews of their 'intermal'
life. Even in the Communist countries of Eastern Europe, with Jewish
populations 'hundreds of times smaller' than in the Soviet Union, such as

the 8,000 Jews of Bulgaria or the 5,000 Jews of East Germany, or the 30,000
Jews of Rumania, 'they have their own cultural life, clubs, societies, etc.'’

The authorities hesitated to declare the Leningrad Society to be an illegal
one, 'Judicially our Society exists', one of its members commented, 'because
we received no written reply to our application for a whole month’'.

Unfortumately, as the refuseniks know only too well, the gap between legality
and reality is a vast one. When Gorodetsky was invited to the KGB on 1 March
1983 and told to stop all cultural activities, 'or else', he resigned at
once. Two days later, Leonid Kelbert was warned that no Jewish cultural
activities, 'legal or illegal' would be allowed. Kelbert was also told that
whereas, in the past, he and other activists could expect 15 days detention
as a mild punishment, henceforth a 'eriminal file' would be prepared, and
anyone involved in such 'illegal' cultural activities could face the serious
eriminal charge of 'anti-Soviet activities',

The Jews against whom these pressures are imposed want only to be allowed to
leave the Soviet Union. Deprived of this goal, they find themselves forced
to fight for rights and fair dealing in a land they had long ago wished was
far behind them. Of the activists in the Leningrad Society, only one, Edward
Ehrlich had received his exit visa by the summer of 1984.

Soviet Jews 'in refusal' search for some means of persuading the authorities
to let them go. During 1983 several, among them Evgeni Lein, renounced

their Soviet citizenship in an attempt to signal their determination to leave.
At the same time, they sought, and were granted, Israeli citizenship.

On the last day of March 1983, the Soviet authorities launched an Anti
Zionist Committee of the Soviet Republic a body made up entirely of 'regime
Jews', one of the declared aims of which was to show that Soviet Jews were
'an inseperable part of the Soviet people'. Soviet Jewish activists refused
to be intimidated. On 4 April 1983, six Moscow Jews, all of them refuseniks,
wrote an open letter to General Dragunsky, one of the members of the Anti
Zionist Committee, and a Jew, 'What right do you have', they asked, 'to
declare in the name of all the Jews who are Soviet citizens that they do

not want to leave the Soviet Unien? How is it that you have not noticed

the 300,000 Jews who, in spite of enormous  difficulties managed to leave
the Soviet Union during the last 12 years? Among them was, by the way, your
newphew, Boris Dragunsky. How is it that you do not see the tens of
thousands of Jews who in vain are trying to get permission to emigrate to
Israel?’

The Anti-Zionist Committee insisted that Soviet Jews had no need of outside
'defenders': that their rights inside the Soviet Union were such that they
needed no defenders at all. 'Yes, we need to be defended’, the six Jews
declared. 'We have no other defenders besides our brothers who call
themselves Zionists, brothers from whom you want so much to isclate Soviet
Jews'. The six Jews added: 'You say we are an inseparable part of the
Soviet people. But we say we are an inseparable part of the Jewish people’.
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The six Jews ended their letter: 'We will struggle for our return to
Israel. We will be reunited with our own people’.

Following the establishment of the Anti Zionist Committee, no week passed
without substantial pressures and accusations against those Jews who

wished to go to Israel, or who were active in the struggle to maintain some
vestige of Jewish cultural activity and of Jewish identity. On 17 April
1983, two days before General Dragunsky's interview was published, eleven
Leningrad Jews, among them Mikhail Salman, took a home-made Israeli flag

to a picnic area in one of the woods outside the city, intending in this
private way to celebrate Israel Independence Day. They were immediately
arrested and questioned for four hours. Then, after the flag, and every
piece of paper bearing Hebrew writing on it, had been taken from them, they
were allowed to return home, That same evening they sent a telegram to the
Israeli President, Yitzhak Navon, 'with congratulations on this holiday'.

Two days after this incident in the Leningrad woods, the city's primcipal
newspaper published an article covering 30 columns, in which the demand by
Leningrad Jews for cultural facilities was denounced as "mothing but a
smoke screen for Zionist infiltration’,

Among those singled out for criticism in this article was one of the
organizers of the Leningrad Society for Jewish Culture, Yakov Gorodetsky,

a man who, according to the article 'treads the path of Nationalism', Another
Jew named in the article was Aba Taratuta, who was described as 'a tool of
foreign emmisaries'. Taratuta was abused for receiving a foreign visitor,

in this case a leading Western campaigner for Soviet Jewry, Lynn Singer,
President of the Washington-based Union of Councils for Soviet Jews. 'Of
course', the article noted, 'we have to suggest that both of them were not
talking about the unsettled Leningrad weather because she can't afford to
waste time and Taratuta wasn't inclined to talk about the weather:'

In provincial towns throughout the Soviet Union, the pressures on Jews who
have sought to go to Israel have been considerable. One such sequence of
pressures took place in Odessa, on 4 May 1983. That evening, six people,

one of them in police uniform, the others declaring that they were

'concerned citizens', entered the home of Yakov Mesh, a refusenik of

several years. A number of Moscow refuseniks who were visiting Mesh had their
names taken, and several items were confiscated from his home. Half an hour
later, in another part of Odessa, another policeman searched the home of

the Niepomniashchy family, taking away books, cassettes and tape recorders.

At the age of 20, the Niepomniashchys' daughter, Yehudit, is one of the
leading lights of the Odessa refusenik community. Visiting her that

evening was a Moscow refusenik, Mikhail Kholmiansky, his wife Ilana and their
teenage son. Mikhail Kholmiansky, a Hebrew teacher, was arrested on the
following day, and sentenced to 15 days detention for being in Odessa
'without permission’.

Following the Odessa raids, several local refuseniks who had been with
Yakov Mesh on the evening of 4 May were 'invited' for questioming. In

the following week, an Odessa newspaper described him and Yehudit
Niepomniashchy as among those ' dealing in Zionist propaganda'., The writer
of the article declared that Mesh had committed a further 'crime' in
receiving foreign visitors.

Of Yehudit Niepomniashchy, the article stated: 'It is known that she

invites young people to her flat in order to spread Zionist propaganda'.
Not Zionist propaganda, however, but the strong spirit of Judaism, is
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Yehudit's unique contribution to her friends in Odessa. Imn April 1983,

a Western visitor to Odessa was struck by what he described as her
'incredible strength of character'. Asked when she and her family had

last applied for am exit visa, she replied: '"We don't bother to ask for
permission to leave., Why should I go crawling on my hands and knees to the
authorities? I'm a proud Jeweas., Why should I go crawling to them? They
know we want to go'.

In an attempt to challenge the pressures and disappointments which pursued
them throughout 1983, a number of Soviet Jews decided to make their
protests in a series of outspoken letters. These letters were signed
collectively, and sent openly to the Soviet authorities. At least seven
such letters were sent in the first three months of 1984, each of them
signed by a number of Jews, by name, and with their addresses attached.

One of these open letters, signed by 50 Leningrad Jews, protested at the
sacking of Yaakov Gorodetsky from his post as a teacher, because of his
involvement in setting up the Leningrad Society for the Study of Jewish
Culture. The 'only crime of our friend Gorodetsky' the signatories wrote
'is that he is a Jew who desires openly, hiding nothing, to take an interest
in the culture of his people'. Their letter ended: 'We declare that we, who
are Jews, just like the representatives of any other people, are fully
entitled to develop our own national culture and are not obliged to account
to anybody for the reasons for our interest in the fate of our own people'.

A second letter, signed by 18 Jews from Ripa and Leningrad, was sent to the
editor—in—chief of Izvestia, rebuking him for recent anti-Israel articles
about the Middle East. ‘hese articles, the protesters wrote, are
'deliberately intended to sow seeds of mistrust, dislike, hostility and
national discord towards the Jews'. Current Middle East reporting inside
the Soviet Union, they write, contains 'many obvious twistings and jugglings
of the truth and suppression or distortion of historical facts'.

The signatories note that 1984's articles in Izvestia on the events of 1948,
go entirely against what Soviet leaders, including Mr Gromyko, said in 1948,
when the State of Israel was established. Then, scores of times, Soviet
spokesmen referred to the 'apgressioms, interventions, and attacks by the
Arabs against the State of Israel'. To write now of 'Israeli apgression'

in 1948, the 18 signatories claim, is counter to Article 36 of the Soviet
Constitution, which makes any advocacy of 'racial or national exclusivity,
hostility or disparagement' punishable by law.

The signatoriés go on to ask whether the editor-in-chief of Izvestia did
not consider that 'tendentious reporting' on the Middle East contributed
'to the centuries-old cultivated hostility towards the Jews'.

The 18 sipnatories included one non-Jew, Ivan Martynov, who had earlier
resigned as a contributor to a Leningrad magazine, in protest against an
article in the magazine which alleged that the figure of 6,000,000 Jewish
dead in the holocaust was "two to three times exaggerated'.

A third letter was signed by 52 Jews, It criticized a specific article

in Izvestia which stated that only 'dowmright hooligans' would want to study
Jewish culture and religion. The article had gone on to state that such
studies were encouraged by 'international Zionism', and were undertaken
only by the 'unwitting accomplices of World Zionism'.
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According to 52 signatories; 'to see the intrigues of international Zionism
in the desire of the Jews to study their history and culture is just as
absurd as seeing 'the hand of Moscow' on any organized demonstration of
workers in the West'.

A fourth open letter, signed by 40 Jews, and sent to, among others, the
General Prosecutor of the USSR, described the three year sentence against
Moshe Abramov in January 1984 as a 'juridical mistake' which, they added,
'may be considered as religious persecution'.

A fifth letter, signed by 32 Jews, was also sent to the General Prosecutor
of the USSR, in protest against the foreible feeding and 'violence' against
a young Leningrad Jewess, Nadezhda Fradkova, during her humger strike, in
protest against the refusal of the authorities to grant her an exit visa.

A sixth letter was signed by 20 Jews, and was sent to the Praesidium of the
Supreme Soviet in Moscow. Each of the signatories having sought an exit
visa to Israel, has been accused in the Soviet Press of 'nationalism'. 'It
is unreasonable to accuse us of nationalism', they argued. 'Our nationalism
is no more than that of other people who have sovereign states'. Their
desire to go to Israel was not as divided families, but as candidates for
national repatriation. 'The desire to repatriate', they insisted, 'is

the need for a home’,

The 20 signatories of this letter stress that they 'feel no hostility to
the Soviet State'. But their desire to emigrate is, they pointed out,
'intensified' by the recent spate of anti-Sewitic articles in the Soviet
press.

These six letters — and there are almost certainly several more which have
not yet reached the West - serve as a focus of unity for Jews who, denied
an exit visa, remain determined to give up neither their search for a visa,
nor their rights as Jews to cultural and religious expression.

Signing such letters is not without risk. One of the signatories of the
last letter cited here, Zahar Zunshein from Riga, was arrested on 6 March
1984, On 20 April, while still being detained, he celebrated his 33rd
birthday. In a courageous attempt to have him released, his mother, his
wife and his sister protested outside the Latvian Supreme Court. All three
were then arrested, and detained for several days. Twice, Zunshein's wife
Tatiana travelled to Moscow to demand her husband's release. Zahar Zumshein
had first applied for an exit visa in 1981, when it was already clear that the
gates of emigration had been shut. This had not deterred him either from
applying to leave, or from demanding for himself and for his fellow Jews

in Riga, the right of repatriation.

On 28 June 1984, Zahar Zunshein was tried in Riga. His sentence: three
years in prison.

On 31 March 1984, while Zunshein was still being held in Riga, a group of
nine activists (as they are sometimes called) met in Moscow. At their
fieeting they discussed the worsening situation, and tried to set out certain
parameters for thought and action. The first speaker stressed the need for
negotiations with the Soviet authorities to 'reopen the gates'. Such
negotiations, he argued, now superceded in importance the overseas
demonstrations of sympathy and outgide campaigns which had undoubtedly
helped to obtain exit visas in the 1970s. It was not that the demonstrations
were counter~productive. 'Morale was very important', he stressed, and
'helps us to feel we are not alone', But by themselves, demonstrations
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would mot influence the authorities. Such outside support, another of those
present commented, 'helps us survive, but does not solve the main problem’.

There was a general feeling during the discussion that private meetings,
between Soviet and Western officials and scientists, and also private

trade between the Soviet Union and the West could be used as a part of the
"bargaining lever' between the Soviet Government and Western Governments
willing to "help in the struggle of Soviet Jews for their exit visas'.

It was also felt that simply to wait upon an improvement in relations
between the Soviet Union and the United States would be wrong. If one
relied upon this, one refusenik commented, 'it's a long way to Tipperary',
and he added: 'In the present situation, the European Govermments can do
much more', Europe, he explained is now an important place in international
relations, and, therefore, countries that in the past were.not in the

first line of importance have now become so, and the Soviet authorities are
more sensitive to them than in the past’.

Several of thése present at the meeting stressed the Soviet Union's need for
trade with the West, and the extent to which a change in emigration policy
could be wade a factor in the improvement of trade relations. If the

Soviet Union wished for improved trade relations, it could send, as one of
its signale, an eaging up of the halt to exit visas.

Several activists expressed their deep concern at the decision of a majority
of the Jews who left Russia during the final four years of the 'miracle'
decade of emigration to go to the United States rather than to Israel,
Throughout the years of emigration, they pointed out, the only country for

which the Soviet Union was willing to issue exit visas for Jews. As one of the

activists remarked: 'to leave, but not to go to Israel, is not cricket,
It doesn't fulfil the rules of the game. It undermines the movement and
insults the prestige of the Soviet Union'.

It was felt by all of those present that the pates of 'emigration' might
be re—~opened all the more quickly if henceforth the problem should be seen
in terms of 'repatriation', the return of the Jews to their National Home,
and the Jews themselves show, by the direction of their journey, that they
did not intend to go elsewhere, at least in their initial choice of
destination.

The Moscow discussion of 3! March 1984 also highlighted the growing Soviet
propaganda against Jewish national aspirations, including recent lectures
for school children on the subject of Jewish emigration. These lectures
stressed that Jewish emigratiom, to whatever destination, was proof that
the Jews were not loyal citizens. Such propaganda, one speaker commenteds
had the effect of polarising the feeling of Soviet citizens 'some people
become more and more anti semitic, while the more educated people become
less'. Another speaker, a distinguished Hebrew teacher, described the
current definite process of pushing Jews as an ethnic group out of different
activities'. This now seemed to be an accelerating process. In many
enterprigses, this speaker pointed out, 'the Administration won't promote
the Jew and he makes himself more vulnerable for accusations of incorrect
national attitude'.

It was this very stress by the Soviet authorities on the alleged 'national'
disloyalty of the Jews that has made so many activists feel.the need. ta
assert far more strongly the 'national' basis of their own aspirations to
leave, rather than to argue their case on the basis of human rights igsues
such as the right to leave or the re-unification of divided families, both
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agreed upon in theory by the Soviet Union, in its signature of the Helsinki
Agreements of 1975, 1In practice, however, the Soviet authorities, deny the
right to leave, and ignore the divided families. But on the issue of
national repatriation, so many activists feel, Soviet policy could yet be
made more flexible.

In the past, repatriation has been accepted by Moscow for Poles, Germans
and Spaniards living within the Soviet Union. The activists at the meeting
of 31 March 1984 feel that the Jews, with their existing National Home in
Israel, could likewise be considered a people seeking not human rights,

not reunification, not even emigration, but repatriation.

As the debate continues among the Jews of the Soviet Union, the year 1984
has confronted them with a situation both demoralizing and, it might
appear, without hope. But Soviet Jews have enormous powers of resilience,
and great reserves of courage built up over many years of tribulations and
set-backs. Recently I wrote to one of those who was present at the Moscow
meeting of 1 March 1984, asking him Lenin's question: 'What is to be dome?’
He answered: 'Don't despair of success, don't cease your activities. After
all, we have been waiting for 2,000 years, if need be we have to wait ome
or even two generations more. The most important thing now is to keep the
hope and the will to wait'.

'However', my friend added, 'to keep their hope, people must know
definitely that they are not forgotten by their brethren'.
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REVIEWS

THE RAW MATERIAL QF HISTORY by Ben Helfgott
Review of: The Chronicle of the Lodz Ghetto, 1941-44. Lucjan Dobrosaycki.

Thig first English edition is an abridgement. It marks the culmination of

30 years devoted effort by Dobroszycki, a native of Lodz and a survivor of the
second largest, and longest establighed, ghetto in Poland. His introduction
to the Chronicle shows great insight but does not go far enough.

He is too even handed with the "Eldest of the Jews", Chaim Rumkowski, and
does not appraise the behaviour and attitude of the Jewish police and the
various other officials. He could have speculated on such questions as why
did more Jews survive in the Lodz ghetto than in the Warsaw ghetto in spite
of the fact that the Lodz ghetto was hermetically closed? How much was this
due to Rumkowski's collaboration?

It was prescient of Rumkowski to authorise the creation of the archives which
gave rise to the chronicle. It was intended, as defined by Henryk Naftolin,
"to be & basis of source materials for future scholars, studying the life of
a Jewish society in ome of its most difficult periods."

The chroniclers, well known historians, scholars, and journalists, (of whom
only one survived) were employees of the Judenrat and, mindful of the Nazi
threat, had to restrict themselves to bare facts.

They also refrained from criticism of the Judenrat and presented Rumkowski
in a favourable light which was contrary to the general opinion of the ghetto
dwellers. Nevertheless, the chronicle, which comprises about a thousand
bulletins, is of universal significance. It remains a powerful and eloquent
testimony to the vicissitudes of ghetto life; a life that was ruled by the
spectre of calamity and marked by heroism and cowardice, weakness and
strength. It is all vividly described; the resettlements, births and deaths,
weddings, religious observance, starvation, disease, epidemics, suicides,
struggle against vermin, prices on the black market, smuggling, cultural
activities, population counts, workshops and Rumkowski's exhortations that
work would save lives.

From the day the ghetto was closed on April 30th 1940, with its 163,177 Jews,
it became an island with 31,721 old flats, most of them ome room, without
plumbing and with limited gas and electric supply. Ninety five per cent of
the dwellings had no teilets, water or sewer connections. '

The average person living in relative comfort and security reading "The
Chronicle of the Lodz Ghetto" must find the story as it unfolds beyond
comprehension. Can one imagine the state of mind of a person who in exchange
for two loaves of bread and one kg, of sugar goes forth into bondage, into
uncertainty and perhaps death?

On the other hand, during the resettlement people went into hiding preferring
to remain "in the utterly bleak and hopeless condition of the ghetto. People
refused to leave hell because they have become accustomed to it." Accustomed
to what?

Seven workdays a week, starvation, degradation, humiliation, daily beatings

and during the summer being eaten up by bugs! And how does one react to this
description? "Right after the incidents and during resettlement actions the
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populace was obsessed with everyday concerns, getting bread ratioms - so
forth. Is this some sort of numbing of the nerves, an indifference or a
symptom of an illness that manifests itself in atrophied emotional reaction?
After losing those nearest to them people talk constantly about rations,
potatoes, soups, etc."

The "banality of evil" as Hannah Arendt referred to the Nazi outrages is
strikingly portrayed in the pages of the chronicle and this in spite of
their official nature. From time to time questions are asked, as on

August 30th 1942. "The decentralisation of the ghetto by means of mass
resettlement remains to this day unexplained and the fact the Jews are being
resettled here, from small towns in the vicinity as well, defies reason.
What is the determining factor here? What influences this situation? Why
do omens of improvement so often end up worse and vice versa? These are
questions that disturb the entire population and for which no answer can be
found before the war is over!"

We now know that this was a plot, a deception to demoralise the Jews in the
ghetto before they were sent to their death,

The sad story of about 20,000 German and Czech Jews who arrived at the Lodz
ghetto is illuminating., When they first appeared they showed preat disciplinme,
fortitude, pride and compsoure but within six months their metamorphosis was
unimaginable. "From being well fed and beautifully attired, they became
ghosts, skeletons, with swollen faces, extremities, ragged and impoverished,
stripped from their European finery". Many committed suicide rather than opt
for further resettlement.

The chronicle ends on July 30th 1944. Within a few weeks the remmants of the
ghetto, 68,561 inhabitants, with the exception of 970, were deported to
Auschwitz, It has been estimated that out of a pre-war Jewish population of
225,000 Jews a mere six thousand survived.

The chronicle provides a wealth of information not normally available in other

literature. Those concerned with the multifarious facets of human behaviour
will be amply rewarded by reading this book.
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OBITUARIES

GRETA LEVENT (nee DAWIDOWICZ)

Greta Levent (nee Dawidowicz) passed away on Saturday 14 July 1984, after
a prolonged and serious illness.

Greta was born in Czestochowa, Poland, and, being a member of our Societys

spent the war years in ghettoes and concentration camps in Poland and Germany.

She arrived in England in October 1945 with the 'Southampton Group'.

On her arrival in Londom, Greta lived in the Cazanove Road Hostel, where we
becama close friends.

On leaving the hostel, we both shared 'digs' in Golders Green. Among her
friends she was known for haer dry humour and forthrightness, which she
never lost, not even after the death of her husband in QOctober 1965, She
was like a breath of the 'old country', with her Yiddish sayings and homely
virtues, She is survived by two children, a son, Howard, and a daughter,
Estelle.

Greta was very popular and attracted a large circle of loyal and devoted
friends, We shall all miss her sadly, and extend our sympathy to her
children. God rest her soul.

Charlotte Benedikt.
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MEMBERS' NEWS

In the April 1977 issue we decided to expand this Section by "...including
news of what might be called our Members' public or social achievements".
Apart from an item in that issue, we had one more item in the May 1979 issua.
That item related to John Fox - brother of Barery -~ and we wondered "how

many families can boast of having among their members a successful Trades
Union leader and a highly successful businessman? " It gives us much
pleasure to reproduce below a tribute to John Fox. The tribute appeared in
the programme for the dinner at which John Fox was honoured, The dinner
took place on 23rd September 1984 in the Ballevue-Stratford Hotel,
Philadelphia.

Just in case any of our readers have forgotten they might be reminded that
John and Harey Fox came to England with the Widermere group and subsequently
lived at the Loughton Hostel. At that time their first names were Jeneh
and Chaim~Aszer respectively; however, unlike some others, they did not
change the meaning of their surname, which at that time was Fuchs! (8d).

"The American Trade Union Council for Histadrut proudly presents its
Distinguished Service Award to John Fox, Co-Manager of the Philadelphia
Joint Board and International Vice-President, Amalgamated Clothing and
Textile Workers Union, AFL-CIO, in recognition of his outstanding
contribution and unstinting dedication to his Union and to
humanitarian causes...

Arriving in the U.S. in 1956, he worked for ten years in the clothing
industry and then joined the Union staff as a business agent.

From the very first days that John Fox has been connected with the
Amalgamated he has combined in his manifold activities a concern for
improving the quality of life and working conditions of his union
members with a deep understanding and awareness of the needs of the
general community in which the Union lives and works. Social justice,
equal opportunity for all, the progress of education and of philanthropic
activities - to all these objectives he devotes his time, energy and
effort.

In the spirit of his great union, it is also natural that his interests
should include the future of the State of Israel and of Histadrut, its
labor movement, which maintains such close contacts with the AFL-CIO
in the common struggle to broaden the frontiers of freedom and ensure
the right to a free life for every individual and natiom.

An activist in the best sense of the word, John Fox was elected Co-
Manager of the Philadelphia Joint Board in 1981 and was recently re-
elected to a second term as an International Vice President of ACTWU.
In addition to his duties at his Unien, John Fox is Co-Chairman of
the American Trade Union Council for Histadrut; a member of the
Executive Board of the National Trade Union Council for Human Rights;
a Co-Chairman of the Philadelphia Jewish Labor Committee and National
Chairman of its Administrative Commitee., He is a former Vice
President of the Negro Trade Union Leadership Council; Member of
Delaware Valley Labor Committee for Full Employment; Trustee and Vice
President of Sidney Hillman Medical Center and the Sidney Hillman
Apartments; Chairman, Memorial Committee for the Six Million Martyrs.
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John Fox joins an impressive list of Trade Unionists of distinction
who have received this honer. We are proud to bestow upon him our
1984 Award."

MEMBERS' NEWS AS REPORTED FROM LONDON
(Compiled by Kitty Dessau)

FEBRUARY 1984

JACK and MARGARET GLIKSOHN's daughter JUDY had a baby boy (first grandchild)
ISRAEL.

MAY

ANNA and DAVID TUREK's son got engaged to SARA MILSTON.

MOLCK and ANNA ZAMEL's second son ALBERT/ got married., (BRAZIL).
JUNE

JEANETTE and ZIGGY SHIPPER's daughter, LORRAINE, married DAVID STERN.
PEARL WEDDING of SHEILA and RAY (CARY) WINOGRODSKI.

WARREN, son of MR and MRS MAURICE VEGH, got married in Long Beach,
New York. '

JULY
PEARL WEDDING of CAROL and FRANK FARCAS.

ANITA and CHARLES SHANE's son MICHAEL and his wife LINDA, had a baby
girl. (Second grandchild).

DOREEN and HARRY WAJCHENDLER's son,:LESLEE, anid his wife, SANDRA, had a
baby girl, (Fifth grandchild),

Wedding of RABBI and MRS CHEMIA KLEINMAN's daughter, AVIVA, (USA).
SEPTEMBER

BAR MITZVAH of ARZA and BEN HELFGOIT's son, NATHAN.

WEDDING of MARIE and BOB OBUCHOWSKI's son IVOR, to LORI SYVIER.

WEDDING of PAT and ICKY STEIN's son ARON to LYNN.

WEDDING of RINA and ZVI BRAND's second son AVI to VARTI, (ISRAEL).

WEDDING of JULIE and STEVE PEARL's daughter, KIM to BRUCE FLEMING.

WEDDING of RABBI and MRS SIMCHE LIEBERMAN's son, YAAROV, to TOHBE. (ISRAEL).

ROBERT, son of MR and MRS MAURICE VEGH, got engaged.{ibng Beach, New York).
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OCTOBER

Birth of the first grandchild for MR and MRS MOTKE LEWENSTEIN, a girl.
{ISRAEL).

DECEMBER

Birth of the SIXTH grandchild, a boy, for FAY and MONIEK GOLDBERG (USA).

JANUARY 1985

Engagement of GLORIA and KRULIK WILDER's son, PAUL to SUZANNE,
Sad death of PAULINE SPIRO's father.

FEBRUARY

Wedding of ANNA and DAVID TUREK's son JEREMY to SARA MILSTON.
Wedding of JOAN and JACK BAJER's son, DAVID to MARYSSE,

Baby boy born to LINDA, daughter of HENRY and LILLY KOHN, and her husband VICTOR.

ACHIEVEMENTS

JUNE 1984
MR and MRS GEDDY's son PAUL qualified as a DOCTOR.

MR and MRS JOHN FOX's daughter recently passed the PENNSYLVANIA BAR
EXAMINATION and is now a PRACTISING LAWYER in PHILADELPHIA, USA.

The same MR and MRS FOX also became grandparents of JONATHAN born
SEPTEMBER 1983. (Whose achievement was that? Ed.)

MEMBERS' NEWS AS REPORTED FROM MANCHESTER
(Compiled by Louise Elliott)

SCHOLASTIC ACHIEVEMENTS

HARVEY SAMSON son of NAT and DORCA passed the TAX INSTITUTE examinatioms.
WARREN son of MARITA and MAURICE GOLDING qualified as a DOCTOR.

MICHAEL son of JOE and ALICE RUBINSTEIN passed his ACCOUNTANCY examinationm.
ENGAGEMENTS

ADRIAN son of SAM and SHEILA GONTARZ.

WARREN son of LILY and MAYER BOMSZTYK,

BIRTHS

DORCA and NAT SAMSON another granddaughter born to their daughter HELENA
and her husband EDWARD.

LOUISE & HERBERT ELLIOIT first grandchild - a girl to their son STEVEN and
his wife LINDA.
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LILY and MAYER BOMSZTYK first grandchild - a girl borm to their daughter
Jacqueline and her husband Rodney.

CAROL and BEREK WURZEL a first grandson to their daughter MICHELLE and
her husband STEVEN.

SAM and HANNAH GARDNER another grandson to their daughter MARILYN and
her husband HARRIS.

E%SSSL and MARIE BEALE another grandson to their daughter TANIA and her husband
EUNIC& and JERRY PARKER another granddaughter.

BARMITZVAH

ROBBIE son of SAM and SHEILA GONTARZ,

WEDDINGS

SIMONE, daughter of EDNA and CHARLIE IGIELMAN.

FIONA, daughter of MYRA and IZEK ALTERMAN.

ELATNE, daughter of MYRA and IZEK ALTERMAN.

PEARL WEDDING

MIKE and AMELIA FLASZ.

COMING OF AGE

21 years - BRENTON son of ELAINE and SAM WALSHAW,

FIONA, daughter of MYRA and IZEK ALTERMAN,

45



FORTHCOMING EVENTS

The ninth Leonard G Montefiore Lecture will take place on Monday lst April

1985 at 8.00pm at the Stern Hall, 33 Seymour Place, London Wl. The speakerwill
be the  Rev. Isaac Levy 0.B.E, T.D., Ph.D. and the topic, "The Effect of the
Holocaust on Christian—Jewish Relations".

1985 REUNION

The Reunion to mark the 40th Anniversary of our Liberation will take place
on?

Sunday 28th April 1985
5 for 6 pm
at the KENSINGTON TOWN HALL
HORNTOR ST., W8

For tickets please contact the Ticket Chairmen DAVID HERMAN: 01~458 7959 -
MICK ZWIREK: 01-550 9426,

REUNION BRCCHURE

HARRY BALSAM 959 6517

DAVID HERMAN 458 7959
JACK KAGAN 435 4677
HARRY SPIRO 203 4836
DAVID SOMMER 061 773 5080
MANCHESTER

THE BROCHURE PRICES ARE:

GOLD PAGE 100.00
SILVER PAGE 75.00
FULL PAGE 50.00
HALF PAGE 35.00
QUARTER PAGE 25.00
CHILDREN'S NAME 2,00
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ON THE OCCASION OF THE COMMEMORATION OF THE 40TH ANNTVERSARY OF OUR LIBERATION

WE APPEAL TO YOU TO HELP US IN OUR FUND RAISING EFFORTS.

EXHIBITION AT THE WIENER LIBRARY

"LIBERATION OF THE CONCENTRATION CAMPS"
APRIL 24TH - MAY 12TH

4 DEVONSHIRE ST. LONDON Wl

VE DAY COMMEMORATION

The Board of Deputies of British Jews have arranged to commemorate the 40th
Amniversary of the Defeat of Nazism at 1lam on WEDNESDAY MAY 8TH, at
THE HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL IN HYDE PARK,

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PROGRAMME FOR THE
WORLD ASSEMBLY TO COMMEMORATE THE
40TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE DEFEAT OF NAZI GERMANY

ISRAEL MAY 5TH - 9TH 1985

The official registration fee is $175 per couple. However participants from
the United Kingdom will pay only £50 per couple and a sponsor will cover the
difference between that sum and the official registration fee. It is
imperative that the repistration fee be paid if the participants wish to
benefit from the facilities the Istaeli organisers will provide. The
registration fee should be paid to:

WEST END TRAVEL, MR DAVID SEGEL, BARRATT HOUSE,
341 OXFORD STREET, LONDON WIR 1HB.

Tel: 629 6299

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PROGRAMME FOR
THE WORLD ASSEMBLY

SUNDAY MAY 5 1985

All Day - Registration, Briefings, Distribution of Material, Group
Meetings ~ at the JERUSALEM HILTON HOTEL.

MONDAY MAY 6 1985
DAY ONE: IN GATHERING AND IN DEDICATION
Morning -  YAD VASHEM:

Ceremony of Solitude

Unveiling of Statue of Victory
Plantings for the Righteous of the Natioms
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'45 AID SOCIETY' - A CALL TO THE 2ND GENERATIQN

SUMMER INSTITUTE, YAD VASHEM, JERUSALEM

1. Up to three awards of at least £500 each are to be granted to enable the
recipients to participate inThe Summer Institute on Modernm Jewish Life
and History to be held in Jerusalem 4th = 31st July 1985.

2, The Institute will be held under the Auspices of the Yad Vashem Hebrew
University and W.Z.0.

3., The subjects to be studied are indicated below and additional details of the
course and arrangements are available from the '45 AID SOCIETY'.

4, Applications for the awards are invited from childrem of those survivors
of concentration camps who arrived in the U.K. in 1945 or thereafter.

5. The overall cost of the course is likely to be between £700 and £800.
In cases of need, the full cost will be covered for successful
applicants,

6. Successful candidates will be expected, on their return, to take an
active role in Educational and Youth Work with a view to conveying and
expounding to others their experience, perceptions and understanding.

7. Application should be by letter to the '45 AID SOCIETY', c/o 46 AMERY
ROAD, HARROW, MIDDX., and contain information on personal and parental
background, present activities, aspirations and motivation for wishing
to attend this course, Applications should be received not later than
4th April 1985,

8. During April there will be personal interviews with a Panel under the
Chairmanship of Judge Israel Finestein Q.C. and it is hoped that the
successful candidates will be announced at the '45 AID SOCIETY
40TH Anniversary Reunion on Sunday 28th April 1985.

THE SUMMER INSTITUTE

The Institute offers a thorough investigation of the subjects of the Holocaust
and Antisemitism which will equip the participants with the historical
information, conceptual frameworks and alternative didactic methods.
Participants in both courses attend all the general lectures together but
separate into their respective study groups in order to further their
particular focus of interest.

The general lectures address the following subjects:

*  FRuropean Jewry on the Eve of World War II

%  Growth of Antisemitism

*  The Nazi Rise to Power

% The Ghetto: Daily Life of Jewish Leadership under the Nazis; Art
and Literature; Religious Responses

% The Final Solution: Planning and Implementation

*  Jowish Resistance

*  Rescue Attempts During the Holocaust

* Aftermath of the Holocaust and the Birth of Israel
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Impact of the Holocaust on Contemporary Jewish Life
Holocaust Literature

Theological Responses to the Holocaust
Antisemitism and anti-Zionism today.

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

The teaching of the Holocaust course, offered for a sixth year, places an
emphasis on methodologies and techniques for the teaching of this subject.
It is primarily directed to educators who are actively involved in teaching
adolescents and adults in formal or informal educatiomal environments.

The Studies in Antisemitism course encompasses additional topics and themes
not covered in the general lectures. This course is directed towards
community leaders, clergy and interested lay people.

GENERAL INFORMATION

FACULTY

Professors: Shlomo Aronson, Yehuda Bauer, Eliezer Berkowits, Shmuel Ettinger,
Emil Fackenheim, Martin Gilbert, Yehoshaft Harkabi, Gideon Hausmer, Simon
Herman, Franklin Littell, George Mosse and other distinguished scholars from
Israel and abroad.

LECTURERS

Sunday through Thursday 8,30 - 15.00
Several evening sessions are also held.
Friday and Saturdays are free,

A study-tour will be held each week.

CREDITS

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem offers six credits at either undergraduate
or graduate levels. Students wishing to receive undergraduate credits will be
required to pass a final exam; graduate credits will require, in addition to
the exam, a research paper to be submitted before December 31, 1985,

A separate fee of $120 is to be paid directly to the Hebrew University for
course credit.

LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION : ENGLISH

Participation in these courses is limited; acceptance is based on qualifications
and suitability.

49



