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Introduction
The array of complex relations between the state of Israel and world Jewry communities (the largest of which is in the U.S.) has given rise to questions regarding its trends and future for quite some time. Nevertheless, a comprehensive, in-depth, and long-term strategy has yet to be formulated for this fundamental issue, which is not only a basic aspect of the nature of the state of Israel, but also an irreplaceable element for its political, national, and moral fortitude. As a matter of fact, many believe that with every passing decade the disparities between Jewish communities have increased, and that the ways in which each community constructs its ideological, religious, moral, communal, and social languages are gradually becoming disconnected from the others. Whether due to disinterest or profound ignorance, the Israeli discourse on world Jewry ranges from questioning its legitimacy as a “diaspora” in the first place and pessimism regarding its future existence, to serious consideration of the state of Israel’s necessity, let alone obligation, to preserve this alliance. 
Although any desire to create a sustainable strategic roadmap for this issue warrants an attentive, accommodating, and tolerant dialogue between the communities, it first and foremost requires that each community examine itself with incisive, unprejudiced integrity. Given the limited scope of this paper, which dictates a generalized view of issues that require in-depth and complex analysis, it will focus on a conceptual mapping of the Israeli discourse on this topic, and in its light, propose an effective platform for relations between Israel and world Jewry in the twenty-first century. It should be noted that both this paper’s non-academic format and its avoidance of references to the impact of related political discourse, past and present, are deliberate and serve to encourage a meaningful public discourse on the issues addressed. 
 
Zionist Ideology, the State of Israel, and World Jewry: Two Departure Points for Discussion	Comment by Author: Consider shortening
As a Jewish state aimed to fulfill the two-thousand-year-long Zionist ideal, from its early years of statehood, Israel faced a reality that forced upon it an inherent dilemma and ambivalence regarding its attitude towards world Jewry. This reality, and consequent ambivalence, were engraved, for all eternity, in the generalized and cautious language of Israel’s Declaration of Independence: “We appeal to the Jewish people throughout the Diaspora to rally round the Jews of Eretz Israel in the tasks of (1) immigration and upbuilding and (2) stand by them in the great struggle for the realization of the age-old dream—the redemption of Israel” (author’s enumeration). We need to consider two significant points in this short passage, the first of which touches upon the state of Israel’s status and obligation towards the entire Jewish nation. In calling upon diaspora Jews not only to immigrate to and settle in the newborn state, but also to “stand by them in the great struggle for the realization of the age-old dream—the redemption of Israel,” the Declaration bestows upon the state a historically, ideologically, and morally fundamental quality: the state of Israel is the national project of all Jewish people—not only those residing in Zion.                                                 	Comment by Author: infuses
The second point refers to the inherent paradox in the motivating rhetoric of the Zionist ideal, on the one hand, and the reliance on its reversal for the fulfillment of that ideal, on the other. From the early years of the state, its leaders understood that the official Zionist vision, which aspired to the ingathering of exiles from all corners of the world, did not accord with reality, and that circumstances required a distinction between communities that would be associated with part (1) of the quoted section of the Declaration (“immigration and upbuilding”) and those associated with part (2) (“stand by them in the great struggle...”). From this viewpoint, it is clear that while on the rhetorical-ideological level, the Zionist ideal aimed to “eradicate the exiles of Israel,” on the pragmatic level, there was an unfathomable difference between communities, the first of which we will call “of the first order.” These communities were less prosperous, deprived, persecuted, and/or nurtured by a religious-romantic affinity with the land of Israel and therefore refer to part (1) of the statement—communities that immigrated during the first decades of the state from Arab countries, North Africa, and the Balkan countries, and later, during the nineteen-eighties and nineties, from Ethiopia and the former Soviet Union. Jewish communities “of the second order” were well-established, assimilated, and socially, economically, and politically integrated in their countries of residence, and therefore refer to part (2) of the statement. Thus, for example, an article in Maariv (August 30, 1966), titled “Eshkol calls upon Western Jews to immigrate to Israel,” quotes Israel’s third prime minister’s address to delegates—including approximately one hundred from Western countries—at the opening session of the Conference of Jewish Communities held in Jerusalem. In his address, Eshkol said that much to his dismay, “since the founding of the state only 100,000 immigrants came from Western countries,” stressing further “that since it is expected that in the coming years, the flow of immigrants from other countries [= first order] will continue until it comes to an end, measures should be taken to increase aliya from the Western countries [= second order].” Obviously, one would not have expected the prime minister to employ any other than the official rhetoric; indeed, this was the stated Zionist doctrine, which aimed to eradicate exile and encourage aliya. At the same time, there was an undeniable, albeit implied, recognition of the fact that Western Jewry would remain a diaspora—an acknowledgment reflected later in Eshkol’s speech: “the Jews of the state as well must expand and deepen their knowledge of the Jewish communities in exile, in order to strengthen the mutual relations between Israel and the diasporas.” To this significant statement, which acknowledges not only the fact of the continued existence of the established diaspora but also the necessity of maintaining ties with it as a means to stabilize the national fortitude of the Jewish people and Israel, we will return later in this paper.                                                 	Comment by Author: We could not find a conference under the Hebrew name online.
Indeed, there was not only acknowledgment, or acceptance, of the fact that second-order communities would continue to exist, but rather acknowledgment of the necessity for this continued existence, given that the rebirth of the Jewish state was in itself reliant on the growing prosperity of that very same established, strong, and enrooted diaspora. From its early days, the Yishuv (pre-state Jewish population) understood that its ties with these communities was vital for its rebirth and existence as a national homeland, and turned to them for help in raising the resources necessary to fulfill the Zionist ideal. As in the case of the Zionist movement, in the early days of the state, its leadership relied on American Jewry and other large Jewish communities for political support and crucial financial aid, which facilitated the absorption of entire first-order communities, as well as laying the foundations for state institutions, security forces, and the IDF’s military power. 
The two points mentioned above—the unique nature of the state of Israel as the national enterprise of the entire Jewish people, and the acknowledgment of the diaspora’s essential role in fulfilling the Zionist vision—are central to the analysis of the historical relations between the communities on the level of strategic thinking and in terms of translating this thinking into a basis for discourse and action between Israel and Jewish communities around the world today. 
The Romantic-Pragmatic Stage
From its beginning, the relationship between the young state of Israel and world Jewry was characterized by the construction of a narrative that was advantageous to both in that it preserved not only their individual internal fortitudes but also their relations with their sister overseas. Each community drew its strength from the other and cooperated in creating the romantic image that the other bestowed upon it, given that the implications of this image were fundamentally pragmatic. From the outset, the imaging of the state of Israel and its burgeoning Israeliness as a fascinating mosaic combining aspects of identity that elicited both pride (Sabra, dignified, fighter, sovereign) and empathy (limited economic capability, surrounded by enemies, sacrifices its life) faithfully fulfilled its role on both sides of the ocean. As far as Israel was concerned, this romantic narrative contributed to the formation of the image of the “old-new state”—the rebirth of the Jewish nation in its land, as a Jewish, democratic, and sovereign state validated by its “natural and historical” claim to the Land of Israel—and to the evolving Israeliness, which presented a bold, fighting, resilient, and proud alternative to the figure of the “diasporic Jew,” persecuted as a minority in exile for two thousand years, not to mention the trauma of the Holocaust which it endured prior to the establishment of the state. However, the new state and Israeli, notwithstanding their pride, sovereignty, and confidence, were still lacking the means to independently realize the Zionist dream, and it was against this context that the central axis in the relations between Israel and second-order diaspora communities was set in motion. The combination between a powerful romantic narrative and the pragmatic means to fulfill its objectives had a considerable effect, given that what the reborn Israeli lacked most, that is, material resources and communal-political support, were readily available to the established Jewish diaspora, without removing it from its comfort zone in terms of maintaining its status as a community outside of Israel.                                                 	Comment by Author: consider rephrasing	Comment by Author: consider rephrasing.	Comment by Author: Consider rephrasing. Also consider expanding on this sentence.	Comment by Author: Consider: “without threatening the stability of its status as..”
The image of the reborn Israeliness in a sovereign Jewish state also impacted the perception of diasporic Jewry, both in its own eyes and in the eyes of the Israeli public, and in this sense, it too made a considerable pragmatic contribution. From the viewpoint of the Jewish community in the diaspora (significantly in the U.S.), this combined image prompted a sense of its crucial role for the fulfillment of the vision of the establishment, strengthening, and preservation of the state. Thus, it whole-heartedly adopted the image of the “rich uncle from America” attributed to it in the Israeli discourse—despite the fact that this “uncle” was somewhat naive, sentimental, and romantic. The opening of the “warm Jewish heart and deep Jewish pocket” was indeed expressed in terms of political, ideological, and broad financial support, and undoubtfully has contributed significantly to the state of Israel’s fortitude and strength from its earliest days till today. On the other hand, this narrative not only fulfilled the deep desire for Jewish unity amongst communities in the diaspora—minorities living in non-Jewish environments and scarred by the memory of the Holocaust—but also made a substantial contribution to the stabilization of their own institutions and to the preservation of their resilience regarding their support of Israel, its achievements and needs alike. This “remote” financial and political support was a particularly “comfortable cushion” in that it was a relatively accessible and plentiful resource, which at the same time imparted upon the Jews in the diaspora a sense of partnership in the realization of the Zionist project without undermining their own authorities and without challenging, in ideological and moral terms, their continued existence and prosperity as a diaspora. 	Comment by Author: Consider ‘newborn Israeli’ – or consider rephrasing – image is not compatible with Israeliness	Comment by Author: Consider expanding on this
Nonetheless, the acknowledgment of the ongoing existence of the Jewish communities in the diaspora did not affect the classic Zionist momentum regarding the status of the state of Israel as the center of gravity for the multiple varieties of Jewish existence and experience. On the contrary, for Jews residing in Zion, the strength of the established Jewish diaspora was significant and vital in terms of its financial support and political lobby, even though it demanded a high price in terms of the fortitude and immunity of its Jewish soul. Given that the economic and political power of Western Jewry (mainly in the U.S.) was a result of its integration into the gentile majority, it was a type of double-edged sword whose price was assimilation, mixed marriages, and the loss of identity, national memory, knowledge of and association with Judaism. Consequently, the ideology according to which diasporic Jewry could not sustain its spiritual, productive, philosophical, religious, educational, and cultural vitality, was entrenched, and as a result, it was the moral and ethical obligation of the state of Israel to take charge of preserving the “Jewish embers” in the diaspora. In his previously mentioned speech, Levi Eshkol summarized this approach in saying that “there is cause for fear in face of the expanding abyss of Jewish vapidity, and we must face the breach and arouse and nurture in the Jewish youth in the diaspora its complete and full identification with the fate of its people, and deepen amongst these youths the intellectual curiosity and longing to delve deep into the secret of eternal Israel.” 	Comment by Author: Consider rephrasing: the foremost center/site	Comment by Author: Consider rephrasing.
This view, which leans on a fatalistic narrative in regard to the ability of the diaspora to sustain its Jewish principles, led to an ideological tactic which, while clearly based on moral and ethical principles, was at the same time centralistic and unilateral. According to this model, the established diasporic Jewry was indeed a substantial factor for the existence of the “flesh and blood” Jewish people in Zion, but at the same time, Israel was indispensable for sustaining, if not rescuing, its “Jewish spirit and soul.” Of course, this mandate reinforced both the classic Zionist narrative and the sense of Israel’s central position as a significant, if not the only, nurturing force that could sustain Jewish life wherever it may be. This approach was expressed both in the rhetoric of the political, social, and educational leadership in Israel, and in the conceptual foundations upon which infrastructures designed to rescue the diaspora from the “abyss of Jewish vapidity” have been constructed in Israel throughout the years till today. To implement this mandate, several projects for diaspora Jews were established both in Israel (Jewish community delegations, educational-tourism for children and teens, summer camps, short-term participation in formal and informal education systems, etc.) and on behalf of Israel in the diaspora communities themselves, particularly by means of long and short-term shlichut (Israel’s emissary program) and its various designated branches (aliya, education, and community; major Jewish organizations; summer camps abroad; youth movements, etc.). Although Jewish leaders in the diaspora did not necessarily agree with the fatalistic ideology concerning their communities’ current and future states, in many ways they fully cooperated with mechanisms espoused from this ideology, and this, of course, for pragmatic purposes. Throughout the years, these mechanisms had a significant impact on the diasporic communities, both by integrating Israel into their world of experiences and by becoming entrenched in their communal, educational, and youth programs.    

The Stage of Disillusionment
The biggest challenges to the realization of any vision lie in wait not with its failure, but with its success—and the vision of the renaissance of the Zionist ideology in the form of a Jewish democratic and modern state is no exception. Without getting into the thick of things, we can say with certainty that the Zionist vision materialized and that the state of Israel does not only constitute a recognized and accepted reality in the world, but also a reality which has made valuable contributions in many areas on a global level. Israel’s achievements in terms of absorbing first-order communities, gradual economic growth, consolidation of its national security (all the more so in terms of existential threats), and its transition into a regional, perhaps even global, superpower in many fields, has situated it in an undeniably positive light. At the same time, as a result of Israel’s growing strength and stability, the romantic narrative affixed to it during its first decades began to change, and this change affected the relations between Israel and world Jewry communities on three major levels: political-geopolitical, economic-financial, and the level of religion-identity. For purposes of this discussion, we will mark the beginning of the stage of disillusionment in the mid-nineteen-eighties, that is, prior to the 1982 Lebanon War.                                                 
On the political-geopolitical level, Israel’s military fortification and its overall capability in face of its enemies, both in the military and political arenas, provided many Jews around the world with a sense of great satisfaction. For others, however, this very same reality challenged their sense of political and moral identification. Israel, which in its early years was perceived as “the boy David against Goliath,” had evolved in time into a metaphorical “King David,” and for some, even a regional “Goliath.” The situation was similar on the economic-financial level: on the one hand, Israel’s economic growth was a source of immense pride, a palpable manifestation of the vision of a sovereign life in the state, while on the other hand, it generated a dissonance that called for a reevaluation of the “needy state” narrative of its first fifty years. The religious issue also became one of the most impassioned topics of discourse, particularly between the American Jewish community and Israel, with the former demanding of the latter a more formal and respectful attitude towards the ways in which it chose to consolidate its Jewish identities. Over time, this issue became a point of conflict which has since significantly impacted the nature of these relations.  
The ongoing weakening of the romantic-pragmatic narrative, combined with internal challenges, led world Jewry to reexamine its needs and goals. While support of Israel remained a top priority, its nature began to shift from “blind” to “discerning,” that is, designated and critical. The international Jewish community’s involvement increased, both in terms of selecting objectives in Israel in need of support and in the manner in which these resources were utilized, and in allocating increasingly larger resources for its own internal-communal needs and reinforcing the discourse, involvement, and contribution to the non-Jewish society of which it was part—sometimes “at the cost” of money which in the past had been used to support Israel. 	Comment by Author: Did you mean “supervised” 	Comment by Author: Consider “unpacking” this sentence.
Also in terms of Israel’s attitude towards the world Jewish communities, we witness a change and weakening of the romantic-pragmatic narrative. Although Israel’s consolidation and maturation led to a situation in which the public gradually stopped perceiving itself as needy, in the sense that it had in the early years of the state, in practice, it did not affect its reliance on Jewish philanthropy in multiple areas. During the nineteen-nineties, two popular books were written in Israel on this issue, both of which reflected the mood in the Israeli discourse concerning Israel-world Jewry relations. The first, Matti Golan’s With Friends Like You. What Israelis Really Think About American Jews (1992), featured an expanded version of the author’s conversations with Nobel Peace Prize winner and Holocaust survivor Eli Wiesel. In this book, the author vehemently criticizes the status of diasporic Jewry, its unstable religious identities, its capacity for self-preservation, and its legitimacy to interfere, as a diaspora, in the state of Israel’s policy-making. This approach—despite its superficiality, determination, and its perpetuation of the polarity between the communities—articulated the undeniable feelings of the Israeli public, which increasingly began to focus on its own agendas and challenges, while remaining considerably uninformed as to the various aspects, assets, and challenges of American Jewry. In 1999, then minister Yossi Beilin voiced a different opinion in his book His Brother’s Keeper: Israel and Diaspora Jewry in the Twenty-first Century, calling for a shift in paradigm in terms of the nature of the relations between diaspora Jewry and Israel, and for a reexamination of the interfaces between them. Beilin urged to divert the focus of the discourse from financial support to personal brotherhood and a deep familiarity between the communities (later termed “Jewish peoplehood”). Amongst other things, these ideas led to the foundation of the Taglit project, which since its establishment in 1999 has brought over 650,000 Jewish youngsters from the diaspora to Israel on an educational tour. 	Comment by Author: Consider deleting	Comment by Author: Consider deleting, or explain in more detail
However, such intellectual dilemmas regarding the future of Israel-world Jewry relations did not generate a substantial change in the Israeli public discourse. In fact, appeals for one shift in focus or another, sprung from the dominant ideological terrain, according to which Israel is the exclusive center of the Jewish experience, while world Jewry is perceived as disadvantaged and in need of support. The various features of diaspora Jewry, not to mention its assets and active ability to contribute to changing this relationship paradigm, were not at all on the agenda. Despite the fact that today there are burgeoning signs in the Israeli public of a more open attitude towards the importance of the Jewish diaspora, the predominant standpoint is still largely based on the classic Zionist discourse in terms of which the diaspora is headed towards extinction if it does not immigrate to Israel or rely on Israel for the preservation of its Jewish spirit and nature. It thus becomes clear that Levi Eshkol’s statement of over fifty years ago that “the Jews of the state as well must expand and deepen their knowledge of the Jewish communities in exile in order to strengthen the mutual relations between Israel and the diasporas” is still pertinent, and therefore warrants bold and profound consideration today.
Just as Israel’s considerable contribution to instilling the legacy of the Jewish people and its homeland in the diaspora is indisputable, so too is the fact that diaspora Jewry faces difficult challenges in terms of its preservation and future existence. At the same time, the somewhat simplistic and unilateral equation according to which Israel is the sole solution for constructing Jewish identity in the diaspora—and which neglects to factor world Jewry’s assets and ability to make a cultural contribution to Israel—calls for comprehensive examination. In this regard, the Israeli discourse must face, with integrity, two additional points that concern us as Israelis: first, we must acknowledge the fact that large parts of the Jewish public in Israel have little, if no, knowledge of and or affinity with Judaism. The very fact of life in Israel guarantees neither knowledge of the Jewish literary heritage and the treasures of Jewish spirituality and philosophy, nor an affinity with the history of the Jewish people and the state of Israel, community life, and the Jewish religion. In this context, it is worth mentioning the report of the Shenhar committee, titled “Nation and world: Jewish culture in a changing world,” which was presented in 1994 to former Minister of Education, Prof. Amnon Rubinstein, and which examined the causes for the decline in Jewish Studies in the public education system (elementary, junior high, and high school). The committee chairperson, Prof. Aliza Shenhar, later wrote an article that focused on the ramifications of the decline of Jewish Studies in the institutions of higher education. In this article, titled “Crisis in Jewish Studies—the academic world is silent,” Shenhar argued that the crisis in Jewish Studies may constitute a real danger and generate an identity crisis in the secular Jewish space to the point of “doubts about the justification of Zionism and [of] the state of Israel,” and as a result, cause “severe damage to the Israeli-Jewish collective unity” (Kivunim Hadashim 16, June 2007, p. 77). While more than two decades have passed since the publication of the Shenhar report, the need to embed within the Israeli discourse and public education system the foundations of the dynamic Jewish experience, its nuances, values, beliefs, and spiritual assets and texts, still lacks a proper response (to clarify, I am not referring to the Jewish experience from a purely religious perspective). For example, in a contemporary op-ed titled “Give my secular children a Jewish education,” Dana Sandler-Mulla (who identifies herself as secular) demands that the public education system provide tools that will encourage pupils to see themselves “not only as Israelis, [but] also as Jews,” and implores to set a higher standard in providing “education and knowledge to the Jewish-Israeli pupil in the history and legacy of their people, the Jewish people.”                                                 
Although these deficits are very different in terms of their structure, causes, and contexts from those facing the Jewish diaspora, our maturity as a society calls for a humbler attitude, and recognition of our obligation to rethink and cast the foundations for enhancing the Jewish experience, in all its manifestations, amongst Jews in Israel, by presenting the very fact of residing in Israel as a solution for the issue of Jewish knowledge and experience. The realization of the Zionist ideology in the state of Israel was, and remains, a necessary step in the history of Israel and the rebirth of the Jewish people, however it is not one that preserves identity by the mere force of inertia. In other words, Levi Eshkol’s warning that “we must face the breach and arouse and nurture in the Jewish youth in the diaspora its complete and full identification with the fate of its people, and to deepen amongst these youths the intellectual curiosity and longing to delve deep into the secret of eternal Israel” is relevant, to a large extent, also to Israel, although from different perspectives and in different contexts. This is evident in the fact that most agents responsible for educational frameworks that connect Israeli youths with youths from the diaspora, whether through activities in Israel or abroad, are well aware of the deep Jewish impact these experiences have, especially on Israeli youngsters. Many Israeli youths have said that for them, these encounters were a profound first exposure to the cultural, literary, communal, social, and even religious treasures of Judaism, and that for the first time in their lives they began to scrutinize, from a more critical perspective, their identities as Jews, “not only as Israelis.”                                                 	Comment by Author: Consider rephrasing. This seems to contradict what you said earlier. 
Against this context, we should note the awakening in recent decades amongst large sections of the Israeli public of a renewed bond with various ideological, spiritual, and even ritualistic assets of the Jewish world. This trend—which re-acknowledges the depth of Jewish thought and values throughout the generations and strives to integrate them in a contemporary, significant, and sustainable Israeli context—has materialized in grassroots organizations, such as Panim-The Israeli Judaism Network; secular yeshivas, such as Alma, Elul, and Bina; study and discussion groups with secular and religious participants, such as Gesher; conferences on Jewish community and experience, like Limud (in its Israeli format), and hundreds of other social-educational-communal initiatives. This blessed trend is indicative of the fact that life in Israel is not in itself an adequate resource for instilling knowledge of, and participation in the multi-faceted Jewish experience, and that there is a need to construct designated frameworks for imparting this discourse in a fruitful, tolerant, and respectful manner in Israel. 	Comment by Author: Consider unpacking this sentence	Comment by Author: Consider: welcome, positive
Nevertheless, this awareness has yet to find its appropriate expression in regard to the Israeli discourse with diaspora Jewry, and this is the second point we need to consider. While increasingly expanding parts of the Israeli public acknowledge what they lack in terms of their affiliation with the Jewish world and are changing this reality from their perspective in a positive, respectful, and educated manner, in terms of the Jewish diaspora the Israeli public has nearly no knowledge base or accessibility to this great community’s multifariousness, character, vitality, assets, power, and challenges—not to mention, its capacity to contribute to the Jewish discourse in Israel. A study conducted by Regev Ben-David and Hagit Hacohen-Wolf from the Sapir Center for Jewish Culture and Education, titled “Programs for Israel-Diaspora encounters: mapping and analysis” (2018) verifies this claim in its observation that “in Israel throughout the years less educational and cultural efforts were invested to expose Israeli Jews to Jews and Jewish communities around the world,” and that “the absence of a reaction on the part of the Jewish public in Israel to crises [in Israel-world Jewry relations] reflected, at best, its indifference, or alienation towards issues related to diaspora Jewry. This picture underscores the need to expose Israeli Jews to diaspora Jewry.” 
Ben-David and Hacohen-Wolf take a somewhat delicate tone. We need to acknowledge that the Israeli public in general was and remains significantly unknowledgeable regarding our brothers and sisters abroad. In this context, it is worth noting Shira Roderman’s short and apt article “You know nothing about American Jews” in which she argues: 
We, the Israelis [...], do not learn about American Jewry, and many of us have never met American Jews face-to-face. The official curriculum of the Ministry of Education does not include the history of Jewish immigration to the U.S., it does not tell the story of the immense success of this community and its impact on American society, on Israel, and on the entire world, [and] it does not deal with the challenges and transitions it is experiencing as a society. 
This statement is true verbatim not only for American Jewry but for all diaspora communities. 
The points I have made so far are crucial for establishing an appropriate roadmap for relations between Israel and world Jewry in the twenty-first century. The understanding that life in Israel is not in itself a natural guarantee for a rich Jewish life, and that those of us living in Zion have much to learn on this subject, is a basic aspect of the social-moral self-examination, which we need to conduct. Second, in the spirit of these words from Proverbs, “The beginning of wisdom is this: Get wisdom,” we must deepen our knowledge of the Jews of the world before spreading hollow slogans regarding its status, fortitude, and future, and the Israeli state and society must develop, together with the diaspora, a significant educational-social framework for learning about and establishing mutual relations with it. These changes are not only a national need of the state of Israel, but our moral and ethical obligation as a Jewish nation committed to the unity, and not necessarily the uniformity, between its different sectors.                                                 

The Third Era
The stage of disillusionment, which led to the fading of the romantic-pragmatic narrative, left a void that requires a response in the form of a new and relevant paradigm for Israel and world Jewry relations in the twenty-first century. It is clear to all that given the reality in which the majority of world Jewry is comprised of second-order communities, Israeli thought needs to focus on the formation, preservation, improvement, and strengthening of the interfaces between them and Israel in a different context than that of the past. Ben-David and Hacohen-Wolf define this as a transition from the “classic Zionist” paradigm to the “[Jewish] peoplehood” paradigm, a term that began to be enrooted in research, education, and Jewish discourse at the beginning of this century. This notion of “Jewish peoplehood,” which deserves further clarification, aspires to reinforce the sense of collectivity amongst Jews around the world and to promote a variety of common infrastructures between them for the long-term preservation of the Jewish people’s fortitude. In the Israeli context, this notion requires, first and foremost, an important change of consciousness in terms of the nature of the state of Israel as the state of the Jewish nation in its entirety. 	Comment by Author: Consider deleting
In its discussion on this topic, a study from the Reut Group, which was presented in March 2017 (version A), notes that action should be taken to “create a conscious foundation in Israel that recruits a broad variety of individuals and organizations committed to the preservation of the unity of the Jewish people in the long-term,” and which requires for its implementation two crucial steps. First, 
The state of Israel must [aspire] to develop a broad consciousness amongst the Jews living in it, which leans on the assumption that the state of Israel is the state of all Jewish people. [The focal points for constructing consciousness in Israel play a central role] in invigorating the Israeli consciousness and creating a collective Jewish consciousness, which will be shared by Jews in and outside of Israel. These focal points include, in particular, institutions of formal and informal education, both in and outside of Israel. This transition requires a process of deep investigation as to what is the value of the state of Israel for diaspora Jews.
This first stage is very important, but it is not enough. “[Deep] investigation as to what is the value of the state of Israel for diaspora Jews,” is still derived from the classic and unilateral presumption that Israel is the contributor and the diaspora, the recipient. In order to anchor a paradigm that casts genuine meaning into “creating a collective Jewish consciousness that will be shared by Jews in and outside of Israel,” the Israeli consciousness must perceive the diaspora not only as a recipient of Jewish experience, in all its forms, but also as contributing, in practice, to the Israeli discourse on these matters. Accordingly, in terms of the second stage, the Reut Institute argues that “moreover, it is fitting that Israeli society ask itself today how it can learn from diaspora Jewry, from the wealth, variety, history, and cultures of Jewish communities around the world, and how it may actively connect to these communities.”	Comment by Author: Consider rephrasing
From a general perspective, therefore, the paradigm proposed in this article presents three stages which are derived from one another and which require both an increase in awareness and the development of relevant infrastructures: the first is the genuine recognition of the nature of the state of Israel as the national homeland of the entire Jewish people, not only the Jewish people in Israel. The second is a transition from a unilateral to a bilateral perception, that is, a deep and respectful knowledge of diaspora Jewry—its assets, powers, and challenges—not  only as a valuable community for Israel on the financial or political levels, but as a significant partner in the discourse that defines the life of the Jewish people, both within and outside of Israel. The third stage is the establishment of interfaces between communities that learn and nurture one another in a consistent and reciprocal manner, from the standpoint of a genuine acknowledgment of each community’s essential role in deepening the other community’s intra-communal discourse and for the reinforcement of all aspects of its Jewish experience. 
An example that illustrates the potential of these proposed changes is the institution of shlichut, which we mentioned briefly earlier. Despite both its significant and widespread contribution to the relations between Israel and world Jewry, and the important transitions that occurred within it over the years, in its essence, the institution of shlichut can be seen as an ideological and operational branch of the classic Zionist narrative, in the proverbial sense of “for out of Zion shall go forth the law.” Given that the peoplehood paradigm identifies in each community strengths and challenges that can contribute to the discourse and to the positioning of the fortitude of the Jewish people in the long-term, the conceptual shift here proposes the establishment of an institutionalized framework which I will call “inter-communal shlichut”: cooperation between Israel and Jewish communities around the world, in which each community trains a group of shlichim that will become integrated in the educational, communal, and social institutions of the other and will introduce its insights, contributions, and challenges into the community’s discourse and operational circles. This system is founded not only on mutual familiarity, but on mutual recognition, responsibility, purposefulness, and willingness and obligation to give, receive, and learn from one another. This type of framework will reinforce the value of each one of the communities by leveraging its sense of contribution to its sister on certain topics, as well as by refining its ability to evaluate alternative ways of thinking and operating based on its sister’s insights. Inevitably, in order to implement this (and other) ideas, the establishment of a Ministry for Israeli Affairs, for instance, will be considered within each one of the diaspora communities. This “ministry” will operate parallel to and in cooperation with the Ministry for Diaspora Affairs in Israel (and parallel centers in the different diaspora communities) and will manage initiatives of this sort from a comprehensive and common strategic perspective.	Comment by Author: Consider another word: perhaps, sister-community

Conclusion
The realization of the state of Israel as the fulfillment of the Zionist dream in the form of a democratic Jewish state in the land of Israel faced many challenges from its establishment, including its complex relations with world Jewry. The maturation and overall consolidation of the state naturally entailed both a shift in narrative and capacity for self-criticism, which Israeli society must boldly take advantage of now to reevaluate its ties with its brothers and sisters abroad. 	Comment by Author: Consider rephrasing
[bookmark: _GoBack]While on the rhetorical level this process is strewn with fissures and obstacles, Israel’s moral obligation to this process stems from the very idea of its existence as the national homeland for the entire Jewish people. The fulfillment of this vision requires resources and infrastructures that will enable the public in Israel to become familiar with world Jewry in a comprehensive, in-depth, and appropriate manner, to familiarize itself with the contribution of world Jewry to the realization of the Zionist project in the spirit of the Declaration of Independence, and to acknowledge the diaspora’s role as a respected partner in all aspects of the Jewish discourse in Israel, present and future. Although the challenges involved in this concept are many, I believe that circumstances have ripened in Israeli society to take a brave, honest, and unbiased look at it.                                                   
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