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Times journalist Thomas Friedman saw “groups of young men in their twenties
and thirties who had been lined up against walls, tied by their hands and feet, and
then mowed down gangland style.””® Radio communications among Israeli
military commanders were monitored in which they talked about carrying out
“purging operations” in the refugee camps. While the actual killing was done by
Lebanese Christians supported by Israel, the Israeli army kept the camps sealed
for two days while the slaughter went on. The Kahan Commission, an Israeli
commission formed to investigate the incident, concluded that Sharon was
indirectly responsible for the massacre, and it went on to say that Sharon bears
personal responsibility.”’

The reaction to the election of Sharon in the U.S. media has been subdued to
say the least. No trade embargoes were threatened, no ambassadors were
recalled. The Los Angeles Times dutifully printed a column in which Sharon was
portrayed as having “learned from his mistakes.”® In June, 2001, Sharon was
indicted as a war criminal in Belgium on the basis of affidavits provided by
survivors of the slaughter. It is also noteworthy that Rehavam Zeevi, a close
associate of Sharon and Israel’s Minister of Tourism as well as a member of the
powerful Security Cabinet until his assassination in October, 2001, described
Palestinians as “lice” and advocated the expulsion of Palestinians from Israeli
controlled areas. Zeevi said Palestinians were living illegally in Israel and “We
should get rid of the ones who are not Israeli citizens the same way you get rid
of lice. We have to stop this cancer from spreading within us.”

Another indication of the very large Jewish influence on the U.S. media is the
very large difference between coverage of the Mideast conflict in the U.S. and
other parts of the world. Eric Alterman, writer for The Nation, notes that “in most
of the world, it is the Palestinian narrative of a dispossessed people that
dominates. In the United States, however, the narrative that dominates is Israel’s:
a democracy under constant siege.” (“Intractable Foes, Warring Narratives”;
www.msnbc.com/news/730905.asp; March 28, 2002). A critical source of
support for Israel is the army of professional pundits “who can be counted upon
to support Israel reflexively and without qualification.” Alterman lists
approximately 60 prominent media personalities in this camp (including a long
list of Jewish writers: William Safire, A. M. Rosenthal, Charles Krauthammer,
Martin Peretz, Daniel Pipes, Andrea Peyser, Dick Morris, Lawrence Kaplan,
William Kristol, Robert Kagan, Mortimer Zuckerman, David Gelertner, John
Podhoretz, Mona Charen, Yossi Klein Halevi, Sidney Zion, Norman Podhoretz,
Jonah Goldberg, Jeff Jacoby, Seth Lipsky, Irving Kristol, Ben Wattenberg,
Lawrence Kudlow, Alan Dershowitz, David Horowitz, Jacob Heilbrun, Uri Dan,
Paul Greenberg). These writers have access to virtually all of the major media in
the United States.

This contrasts with a much smaller group of 5 columnists “likely to be
reflexively anti-Israel and/or pro-Palestinian regardless of circumstance.” These
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include Patrick Buchanan, Christopher Hitchens, Edward Said, Alexander
Cockburn, and Robert Novak. Three of these columnists are associated with the
far left journal, The Nation (Cockburn, Hitchens, Said), and only Novak is
presently affiliated with a major media organization (The Washington Post).
Following the attack of September 11, Novak wrote that “Unlike Nazi
Germany’s and Imperial Japan’s drive for a new world order, . . . the hatred
toward the U.S. by the terrorists is an extension of its hatred of Israel rather than
world dominion” (New York Post, Sept. 13, 2001). Norman Podhoretz responded,
expressing his “disgust” at “one of the most shamefully perverse statements that
has been made in the last few days.” “Not even the bloodiest attack on American
soil in our history could distract Novak from his animus against Israel and his
solicitude for the Muslims whose hatred of us he blames on our relations with the
Jewish state (New York Post, Sept. 14, 2001). As of this writing (April 2002), 1
rather doubt that any rational observer would deny that Muslim animus toward
the U.S. is linked to U.S. support for Israel.

Alterman points to another small group classified as “columnists likely to
criticize both Israel and the Palestinians, but view themselves to be critically
supporters of Israel, and ultimately would support Israeli security over
Palestinian rights.” This group includes the editorial Boards of The New York
Times and The Washington Post. Another columnist who should be included in
the intermediate category is Michael Lind, who noted the following in a column
in Newsweek International (April 3, 2002): “What passes in the United States as
an evenhanded stance is perceived, not only in the Middle East but in Europe and
throughout the world, as unquestioning American support of bully tactics by
Israel. . . . For more than a decade, U.S. policy toward Israel has been shaped as
much by domestic politics as by grand strategy: the pro-Israel lobby is the most
powerful one in Washington. This support for Israel—mo matter what its
policies—has given license to Israel’s hard right to employ savage means of
oppression against the Palestinians, and even against their own Arab citizens.
While it is rarely noted in the American media, Israel has now occupied
Palestinian lands for 35 years, denying 3 million people rights, and ruling over
them with brutality.”

There can be little doubt that the U.S. media is dominated by a pro-Israeli
perspective ultimately deriving from Jewish influence on the media. What is
perhaps most interesting is the long list of non-Jews who are in the first
category—those who support Israel reflexively and without qualification. These
include George Will, William Bennett, Andrew Sullivan, Allan Keyes, Brit
Hume, Bill O’Reilly, Michael Barone, Ann Coulter, Linda Chavez, and Rush
Limbaugh. The fact that reflexive support for Israel is not characteristic of non-
Jews in other societies with less Jewish influence on the media strongly suggests
that unconditional support for Israel is a critical litmus test of acceptability by the
major media in the U.S.—that prospective pundits “earn their stripes” by
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showing their devotion to Israel (and, one might infer, other Jewish issues, such
as immigration; none of these pundits is a critic of massive non-European
immigration into Western societies, and several are noted for their strong support
of this policy). After all, reflexive, uncritical support for anything is rare enough
for any issue, and we know that the media in other countries are not so one-sided.
So it seems difficult to explain the huge tilt toward Israel as the result of
individual attitudes in the absence of some enormous selective factor. And there
is the obvious suggestion that while the Jews on this list must be seen as ethnic
actors, the non-Jews are certainly making an excellent career move in taking the
positions they do. This litmus test for prospective opinion makers is further
supported by the fact that Joe Sobran was fired from National Review because he
argued that U.S. foreign policy should not be dictated by what’s best for Israel—
a position that resulted in Norman Podhoretz labeling him an “anti-Semite” (see
Buckley 1992; Podhoretz, 1986).

JEWISH ORGANIZATIONS AND CENSORSHIP OF
THE INTERNET

In CofC (Ch. 8) I wrote, “one may expect that as ethnic conflict continues to
escalate in the United States, increasingly desperate attempts will be made to
prop up the ideology of multiculturalism . . . with the erection of police state
controls on nonconforming thought and behavior.” As noted above, there has
been a shift from “the culture of critique” to what one might term “the culture of
the Holocaust” as Jews have moved from outsiders to the consummate insiders in
American life. Coinciding with their status as an established elite, Jewish
organizations are now in the forefront of movements to censor thought crimes.*’

The Internet is a major gap in control of the major media, but Jewish
organizations have taken the lead in attempting to censor the Internet. The Simon
Wiesenthal Center (SWC) distributes a compact disc titled “Digital Hate 2001”
that lists over 3000 “hate sites on the Internet.” Both the Simon Wiesenthal
Center and the ADL have attempted to pressure Internet service providers (ISP’s)
like AOL and popular websites like Yahoo into restricting subscriber access to
disapproved websites. Recently Yahoo removed 39 Internet clubs originally
identified as “hate sites” by the SWC.*' Internet auction sites have been subjected
to protests for selling Nazi memorabilia.*? Amazon.com and Barnesandnoble.com
have come under fire for selling Hitler’s Mein Kampf. The ADL also published a
report, Poisoning the Web: Hatred Online, and has urged the U.S. Congress to
initiate a “comprehensive study of the magnitude and impact of hate on the
Internet.”*
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Online services in the U.S. are also under pressure from foreign governments,
including France, Germany, Austria, and Canada, where there are no
constitutional guarantees of free speech. For example, a judge in France ruled
that Yahoo was violating French law by delivering Nazi material to people in
France via the company’s online auctions, even though the service is based in the
United States. Yahoo was acting illegally, the judge said, even though the
company has created a separate French site that, unlike the broader Yahoo
service, follows French law. The company was ordered to use filtering
technology to block politically sensitive material from appearing on computers in
France or face fines equivalent to $13,000 a day. In Germany, a court found that
German law applies even to foreigners who post content on the Web in other
countries—so long as that content can be accessed by people inside Germany. In
this case, the court ruled that an Australian citizen who posted Holocaust
revisionist material on his Australian website could be jailed in Germany.
Theoretically it would be possible for Germany to demand that this person be
extradited from Australia so that he could stand trial for his crime.**

Jewish organizations have been strong advocates of laws in European
countries that criminalize the distribution of anti-Jewish material. For example,
the ADL pressured the German government to arrest a U.S. citizen who
distributed anti-Jewish materials. Gary Lauck was arrested in Denmark and
extradited to Germany on the warrant of a Hamburg prosecutor. He was
sentenced to four years in jail, served his sentence, and was deported.*’

This sort of government-imposed censorship is effective in countries like
France and Germany, but is not likely to succeed in the United States with its
strong tradition of constitutionally protected free speech. As a result, the major
focus of the Jewish effort to censor the Internet in the United States has been to
pressure private companies like AOL and Yahoo to use software that blocks
access to sites that are disapproved by Jewish organizations. The ADL developed
voluntary filter software (ADL HateFilter) that allows users to screen out certain
websites. However, while AOL—the largest ISP by far—has proved to be
compliant in setting standards in line with ADL guidelines, the ADL notes that
other ISP’s, such as Earthlink, have not cooperated with the ADL, and
independent web hosting sites have sprung up to serve websites rejected by
AOL.*

The ADL and the SWC have an uphill road because the Internet has long been
touted as a haven for free speech by the high-tech community. One senses a
certain frustration in the conclusion of a recent ADL report on the Internet:

Combating  online  extremism  presents enormous
technological and legal difficulties .. .. Even if it were
electronically feasible to keep sites off the Internet, the
international nature of the medium makes legal regulation
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virtually impossible. And in the United States, the First
Amendment guarantees the right of freedom of speech regardless
of what form that speech takes. As a result, governments,
corporations and people of goodwill continue to look for
alternative ways to address the problem.*’

Clearly Jewish organizations are making every effort to censor anti-Jewish
writing on the Internet. They are far from reaching their goal of removing anti-
Jewish material from the Internet, but in the long run the very high political
stakes involved ensure that great effort will be expended. I suspect that in the
U.S., if pressuring existing ISP’s by organizations like the ADL and the SWC
fails, these companies may become targets of buyouts by Jewish-owned media
companies who will then quietly remove access to anti-Jewish websites. AOL
has just recently merged with Time Warner, a Jewish-controlled media company,
and it had already merged with Compuserve, a large, nation-wide ISP. As
indicated above, AOL-Time Warner has complied with pressures exerted by
Jewish activist organizations to restrict expressions of political opinion on the
Internet.

I suppose that the only option for prohibited websites will be to develop their
own Internet service providers. These providers—perhaps subsidized or
relatively expensive—would then fill the niche of serving people who are already
committed to ethnic activism among non-Jewish Europeans and other forms of
politically incorrect expression. The situation would be similar to the current
situation in the broadcast and print media. All of the mainstream media are
effectively censored, but small publications that essentially preach to the
converted can exist if not flourish.

But such publications reach a miniscule percentage of the population. They are
basically ignored by the mainstream media, and they mainly preach to the choir.
The same will likely happen to the Internet: The sites will still be there, but they
will be out of sight and out of mind for the vast majority of Internet users. The
effective censorship of the Internet by large corporations does not violate the
First Amendment because the government is not involved and any policy can be
justified as a business decision not to offend existing or potential customers.

THE QUESTION OF BIAS

I have several times been called an “anti-Semite” for the tone of some of my
writings, both in CofC and my comments on various Internet discussion lists. To
be perfectly frank, I did not have a general animus for organized Jewry when I
got into this project. I was a sort of ex-radical turned moderate Republican fan of
George Will. Before even looking at Judaism I applied the same evolutionary
perspective to the ancient Spartans and then to the imposition of monogamy by
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the Catholic Church during the middle ages (see MacDonald 1988a, 1995b).
There are quite a few statements in my books that attempt to soften the tone and
deflect charges of anti-Jewish bias. The first page of my first book on Judaism, 4
People that Shall Dwell Alone (MacDonald 1994), clearly states that the traits I
ascribe to Judaism (self-interest, ethnocentrism, and competition for resources
and reproductive success) are by no means restricted to Jews. I also write about
the extraordinary Jewish 1Q and about Jewish accomplishments (e.g., Nobel
prizes) in that book. In the second book, Separation and lIts Discontents
(MacDonald 1998a), I discuss the tendency for anti-Semites to exaggerate their
complaints, to develop fantastic and unverifiable theories of Jewish behavior, to
exaggerate the extent of Jewish cohesion and unanimity, to claim that all Jews
share stereotypically Jewish traits or attitudes, especially in cases where in fact
Jews are over-represented among people having certain attitudes (e.g., political
radicalism during most of the 20" century). And I describe the tendency of some
anti-Semites to develop grand conspiracy theories in which all historical events
of major or imagined importance, from the French Revolution to the Tri-lateral
Commission are linked together in one grand plot and blamed on the Jews. All of
this is hardly surprising on the basis of what we know about the psychology of
ethnic conflict. But that doesn’t detract in the least from supposing that real
conflicts of interest are at the heart of all of the important historical examples of
anti-Semitism. Most of this is in the first chapter of Separation and Its
Discontents—front and center as it were, just as my other disclaimers are in the
first chapter of A People that Shall Dwell Alone.

It must be kept in mind that group evolutionary strategies are not benign, at
least in general and especially in the case of Judaism, which has often been very
powerful and has had such extraordinary effects on the history of the West. I
think there is a noticeable shift in my tone from the first book to the third simply
because (I’d like to think) I knew a lot more and had read a lot more. People
often say after reading the first book that they think I really admire Jews, but they
are unlikely to say that about the last two and especially about CofC. That is
because by the time I wrote CofC I had changed greatly from the person who
wrote the first book. The first book is really only a documentation of theoretically
interesting aspects of group evolutionary strategies using Judaism as a case study
(how Jews solved the free-rider problem, how they managed to erect and enforce
barriers between themselves and other peoples, the genetic cohesion of Judaism,
how some groups of Jews came to have such high 1Q’s, how Judaism developed
in antiquity). Resource competition and other conflicts of interest with other
groups are more or less an afterthought, but these issues move to the foreground
in Separation and Its Discontents, and in CofC 1 look exclusively at the 20™
century in the West. Jews have indeed made positive contributions to Western
culture in the last 200 years. But whatever one might think are the unique and
irreplaceable Jewish contributions to the post-Enlightenment world, it is naive to
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suppose they were intended for the purpose of benefiting humanity solely or even
primarily. In any case I am hard pressed to think of any area of modern Western
government and social organization (certainly) and business, science, and
technology (very probably) that would not have developed without Jewish input,
although in some cases perhaps not quite as quickly. In general, positive impacts
of Jews have been quantitative rather than qualitative. They have accelerated
some developments, for example in finance and some areas of science, rather
than made them possible.

On the other hand, I am persuaded that Jews have also had some important
negative influences. I am morally certain that Jewish involvement in the radical
left in the early to middle part of the last century was a necessary (but not
sufficient) condition for many of the horrific events in the Soviet Union and
elsewhere. (About this, of course, one can disagree. I am simply saying that I find
the evidence compelling.) But the main point is that I came to see Jewish groups
as competitors with the European majority of the U.S., as powerful facilitators of
the enormous changes that have been unleashed in this country, particularly via
the successful advocacy of massive non-European immigration into the U.S. 1
found that I was being transformed in this process from a semi-conservative
academic who had little or no identification with his own people into an
ethnically conscious person—exactly as predicted by the theory of social identity
processes that forms the basis of my theory of anti-Semitism (see MacDonald
1998a). In fact, if one wants to date when I dared cross the line into what some
see as proof that [ am an “anti-Semite,” the best guess would probably be when I
started reading on the involvement of all the powerful Jewish organizations in
advocating massive non-European immigration. My awareness began with my
reading a short section in a standard history of American Jews well after the first
book was published. The other influences that I attributed to Jewish activities
were either benign (psychoanalysis?) or reversible—even radical leftism, so they
didn’t much bother me. I could perhaps even ignore the towering hypocrisy of
Jewish ethnocentrism coinciding as it does with Jewish activism against the
ethnocentrism of non-Jewish Europeans. But the long-term effects of
immigration will be essentially irreversible barring some enormous cataclysm.

I started to realize that my interests are quite different from prototypical Jewish
interests. There need to be legitimate ways of talking about people who oppose
policies recommended by the various Jewish establishments without simply
being tarred as “anti-Semites.” Immigration is only one example where there are
legitimate conflicts of interest. As I write this (November, 2001), we are bogged
down in a war with no realizable endgame largely because of influence of the
Jewish community over one area of our foreign policy and because of how
effectively any mention of the role of Israel in creating friction between the U.S.
and the Arab world—indeed the entire Muslim world—is muzzled simply by the
cry of anti-Semitism. And at home we have entered into an incalculably
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dangerous experiment in creating a multi-ethnic, multi-cultural society in which
the intellectual elite has developed the idea that the formerly dominant European
majority has a moral obligation to allow itself to be eclipsed demographically and
culturally—the result, at least at its inception and to a considerable degree
thereafter, of the influence of Jewish interest groups on immigration policy and
the influence of Jewish intellectual movements on our intellectual and cultural
life generally. As noted above, the rise of Jewish power and the disestablishment
of the specifically European nature of the U.S. are the real topics of CofC.

I agree that there is bias in the social sciences and I certainly don’t exempt
myself from this tendency. It is perhaps true that by the time I finished CofC 1
should have stated my attitudes in the first chapter. Instead, they are placed in the
last chapter of CofC—rather forthrightly I think. In a sense putting them at the
end was appropriate because my attitudes about Jewish issues marked a
cumulative, gradual change from a very different world view.

It is annoying that such disclaimers rarely appear in writing by strongly
identified Jews even when they see their work as advancing Jewish interests. A
major theme of the CofC is that Jewish social scientists with a strong Jewish
identity have seen their work as advancing Jewish interests. It is always amazing
to me that media figures like the Kristols and Podhoretzes and foreign policy
experts like Paul Wolfowitz and Richard Perle do not feel an obligation to
precede their remarks on issues affected by their solicitude for Israel by saying,
“you should be wary of what I say because I have a vested ethnic interest in
advancing the interests of Israel.” But the same thing goes for vast areas of
anthropology (the Boasian school and racial differences research), history (e.g.,
obviously apologetic accounts of the history and causes of anti-Semitism or the
role of Jews in the establishment of Bolshevism), psychology (the Frankfurt
School, psychoanalysis), and contemporary issues (immigration, church-state
relations). The point of CofC that really galls people is the idea that we should
simply acknowledge this bias in (some) Jewish researchers as we do in others.
There are a great many books on how Darwin and Galton were influenced by the
general atmosphere of Victorian England, but writing of a Jewish bias
immediately results in charges of “anti-Semitism.”

But the deeper point is that, whatever my motivations and biases, I would like
to suppose that my work on Judaism at least meets the criteria of good social
science, even if I have come to the point of seeing my subjects in a less than
flattering light. In the end, does it really matter if my motivation at this point is
less than pristine? Isn’t the only question whether I am right?
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CONCLUSION

CofC is really an attempt to understand the 20™ century as a Jewish century—
a century in which Jews and Jewish organizations were deeply involved in all the
pivotal events. From the Jewish viewpoint it has been a period of great progress,
though punctuated by one of its darkest tragedies. In the late 19" century the
great bulk of the Jewish population lived in Eastern Europe, with many Jews
mired in poverty and all surrounded by hostile populations and unsympathetic
governments. A century later, Israel is firmly established in the Middle East, and
Jews have become the wealthiest and most powerful group in the United States
and have achieved elite status in other Western countries. The critical Jewish role
in radical leftism has been sanitized, while Jewish victimization by the Nazis has
achieved the status of a moral touchstone and is a prime weapon in the push for
large-scale non-European immigration, multi-culturalism and advancing other
Jewish causes. Opponents have been relegated to the fringe of intellectual and
political discourse and there are powerful movements afoot that would silence
them entirely.

The profound idealization, the missionary zeal, and the moral fervor that
surround the veneration of figures like Celan, Kafka, Adorno, and Freud
characterize all of the Jewish intellectual movements discussed in CofC (see Ch.
6 for a summary). That these figures are now avidly embraced by the vast
majority of non-Jewish intellectuals as well shows that the Western intellectual
world has become Judaized—that Jewish attitudes and interests, Jewish likes and
dislikes, now constitute the culture of the West, internalized by Jews and non-
Jews alike. The Judaization of the West is nowhere more obvious than in the
veneration of the Holocaust as the central moral icon of the entire civilization.
These developments constitute a profound transformation from the tradition of
critical and scientific individualism that had formed the Western tradition since
the Enlightenment. More importantly, because of the deep-seated Jewish hostility
toward traditional Western culture, the Judaization of the West means that the
peoples who created the culture and traditions of the West have been made to feel
deeply ashamed of their own history—surely the prelude to their demise as a
culture and as a people.

The present Judaized cultural imperium in the West is maintained by a
pervasive thought control propagated by the mass media and extending to self-
censorship by academics, politicians, and others well aware of the dire personal
and professional consequences of crossing the boundaries of acceptable thought
and speech about Jews and Jewish issues. It is maintained by zealously
promulgated, self-serving, and essentially false theories of the nature and history
of Judaism and the nature and causes of anti-Semitism.

None of this should be surprising. Jewish populations have always had
enormous effects on the societies where they reside because of two qualities that
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are central to Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy: High intelligence
(including the usefulness of intelligence in attaining wealth) and the ability to
cooperate in highly organized, cohesive groups (MacDonald 1994). This has led
repeatedly to Jews becoming an elite and powerful group in societies where they
reside in sufficient numbers—as much in the 20"™-century United States and the
Soviet Union as in 15™-century Spain or Alexandria in the ancient world. History
often repeats itself after all. Indeed, recent data indicate that Jewish per capita
income in the United States is almost double that of non-Jews, a bigger
difference than the black-white income gap. Although Jews make up less than 3
percent of the population, they constitute more than a quarter of the people on the
Forbes magazine list of the richest four hundred Americans. A remarkable 87
percent of college-age Jews are currently enrolled in institutions of higher
education, as compared with 40 percent for the population as a whole
(Thernstrom & Thernstrom 1997). Jews are indeed an elite group in American
society (see also Chapter 8).

My perception is that the Jewish community in the U.S. is moving
aggressively ahead, ignoring the huge disruptions Jewish organizations have
caused in the West (now mainly via successful advocacy of massive non-
European immigration) and in the Islamic world (via the treatment of
Palestinians by Israel). Whatever the justification for such beliefs, U.S. support
for Israel is by all accounts an emotionally compelling issue in the Arab world. A
true test of Jewish power in the United States will be whether support for Israel is
maintained even in the face of the enormous costs that have already been paid by
the U.S. in terms of loss of life, economic disruption, hatred and distrust
throughout the Muslim world, and loss of civil liberties at home. As of this
writing, while Jewish organizations are bracing for a backlash against Jews in the
U.S. and while there is considerable concern among Jews about the Bush
Administration’s pressure on Israel to make concessions to the Palestinians in
order to placate the Muslim world (e.g., Rosenblatt 2001), all signs point to no
basic changes in the political culture of the United States vis-a-vis Israel as a
result of the events of 9-11-01.
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This book is the third and final volume developing an evolutionary
perspective on Judaism. The first book, 4 People That Shall Dwell Alone:
Judaism as a Group Evolutionary Strategy (MacDonald 1994; herafter PTSDA)
presented a theory of Judaism within an evolutionary framework, and the second
book, Separation and Its Discontents: Toward an Evolutionary Theory of Anti-
Semitism (MacDonald 1998a; hereafter SAID) presented an evolutionary theory
of anit-Semitism. Ethnic conflict is a recurrent theme throughout the first two
volumes, and that theme again takes center stage in this work. However, whereas
in the previous works ethnic conflict consisted mainly of recounting the
oftentimes bloody dynamics of Jewish-gentile conflict over the broad expanse of
historical time, the focus here is much more narrow. The emphasis shifts to a
single century and to several very influential intellectual and political movements
that have been spearheaded by people who strongly identified as Jews and who
viewed their involvement in these movements as serving Jewish interests.
Particular attention will be paid to the Boasian school of anthropology,
psychoanalysis, leftist political ideology and behavior, the Frankfurt School of
Social Research, and the New York Intellectuals. In addition, I will describe
Jewish efforts to shape U.S. Immigration policy in opposition to the interests of
the peoples of non-Jewish European descent, particularly the peoples of Northern
and Western Europe.

An important thesis is that all of these movements may be seen as attempts to
alter Western societies in a manner that would end anti-Semitism and provide for
Jewish group continuity either in an overt or in a semi-cryptic manner. At a
theoretical level, these movements are viewed as the outcome of the fact that
Jews and gentiles have different interests in the construction of culture and in
various public policy issues (e.g., immigration policy).

This project has obviously been quite wide-ranging and I have profited a
great deal from the comments of a number of scholars in the areas of
evolutionary biology, psychology, and history, including Hiram Caton, Paul
Gottfried, John Hartung, Ralph Raico, J. Philippe Rushton, Frank Salter, Glayde
Whitney, and David Sloan Wilson. Regrettably, there are others who have made
helpful comments but whose names cannot appear here. I also wish to thank
Melissa E. Keller for her encouragement in this project and for her help in
preparation of the manuscript and for his role in the publication of this volume.
And finally, I thank James Sabin, Director, Academic Research and
Development at Greenwood Publishing, who has seen this very difficult project
through to its conclusion.
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Jews and the Radical Critique of Gentile
Culture: Introduction and Theory

For 1,500 years Jewish society had been designed to produce
intellectuals... Jewish society was geared to support them...
Rich merchants married sages’ daughters; ...Quite suddenly,
around the year 1800, this ancient and highly efficient social
machine for the production of intellectuals began to shift its
output. Instead of pouring all its products into the closed circuit
of rabbinical studies, ...it unleashed a significant and ever-
growing proportion of them into secular life. This was an event
of shattering importance in world history. (4 History of the Jews,
Paul Johnson 1988, 340-341)

An important theme of Separation and Its Discontents (hereafter SAID) was
the manipulation of ideology in the service of rationalizing specific forms of
Judaism, interpreting history, and combating anti-Semitism. The present volume
is in many ways an extension of these phenomena. However, the intellectual
movements and political activity discussed in this volume have typically
occurred in the wider intellectual and political world and have not been designed
to rationalize specific forms of Judaism. Rather, they may be characterized in the
broadest sense as efforts at cultural criticism and at times as attempts to influence
the wider culture of the society in a manner that conforms to specific Jewish
interests.

There is no implication here of a unified Jewish “conspiracy” to undermine
gentile culture, as portrayed in the notorious Protocols of the Elders of Zion.
Since the Enlightenment, Judaism has never been a unified, monolithic
movement, and there has clearly been a great deal of disagreement among Jews
as to how to protect themselves and attain their interests during this period. The
movements discussed in this volume (Boasian anthropology, political radicalism,
psychoanalysis, the Frankfurt School of Social Research, and the New York
Intellectuals) were advanced by relatively few individuals whose views may not
have been known or understood by the majority of the Jewish community. The
argument is that Jews dominated these intellectual movements, that a strong
sense of Jewish identity was characteristic of the great majority of these
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individuals, and that these individuals were pursuing a Jewish agenda in and
participating in these movements.

Thus there is no implication that Judaism constitutes a unified movement or
that all segments of the Jewish community participated in these movements. Jews
may constitute a predominant or necessary element in radical political
movements or movements in the social sciences, and Jewish identification may
be highly compatible with or even facilitate these movements without most Jews
being involved in these movements. As a result, the question of the overall
effects of Jewish influences on gentile culture is independent of the question of
whether most or all Jews supported the movements to alter gentile culture.

This distinction is important because on the one hand anti-Semites have often
implicitly or explicitly assumed that Jewish involvement in radical political
movements was part of an overarching Jewish strategy that also included wealthy
Jewish capitalists, as well as Jewish involvement in the media, the academy, and
other areas of public life. On the other hand, Jews attempting to defuse the anti-
Semitism resulting from the fact that Jews have played a predominant role in
many radical political movements have often pointed to the fact that only a
minority of Jews are involved and that gentiles are also involved in the
movements. Thus, for example, the standard response of the American Jewish
Committee (hereafter AJCommittee) during the 1930s and 1940s to the
predominance of Jews in radical political movements was to emphasize that most
Jews were not radicals. Nevertheless, during this same period the AJCommittee
undertook efforts to combat radicalism in the Jewish community (e.g., Cohen
1972).** The AJCommittee was implicitly recognizing that statements that only a
minority of Jews are radicals may indeed have been true but were irrelevant to
whether (1) Jewish identification is compatible with or facilitates involvement in
radical political movements, (2) Jews constitute a predominant or necessary
element in radical political movements, or (3) influences on gentile society
resulting from Jewish predominance in radical movements (or the other Jewish
intellectual movements reviewed in this volume) may be conceptualized as a
consequence of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy.

Similarly, the fact that most Jews prior to the 1930s were not Zionists, at
least overtly, surely does not imply that Jewish identification was irrelevant to
Zionism, or that Jews did not in fact constitute a predominant influence on
Zionism, or that Zionism did not have effects on gentile societies, or that some
gentiles did not become ardent Zionists. Political radicalism has been one choice
among many available to Jews in the post-Enlightenment world, and there is no
implication here that Judaism constitutes a monolithic unified group in the post-
Enlightenment world. That Jews have been more likely than gentiles to choose
radical political alternatives and that Jews have been a predominant influence in
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some radical political movements are therefore facts highly relevant to the
present project.

That some gentiles were involved in these movements is not surprising
either. At a theoretical level, my thinking is based once again on an evolutionary
interpretation of social identity theory (see SAID, Ch. 1). Gentiles may be
attracted to the political and intellectual movements that attract Jews and for
many of the same reasons, that is, reasons related to social identification and
ingroup-outgroup competition. For example, African American intellectuals have
often been attracted to leftist intellectual movements and environmentalist
explanations of racial group differences in IQ at least partly as a reaction to their
perceptions of white animosity and the consequent implications of genetic
inferiority. In the same way, | argue that anti-Semitism has been a motivating
force for many Jewish intellectuals. Recall the motivating role of self-esteem as a
theoretical primitive in social identity theory. A great many people who, for
whatever reason, feel victimized by a particular sociopolitical system are
attracted to movements that criticize the system, blame others for their problems,
and generally vindicate their own positive perceptions of themselves and their
ingroup as well as their negative perceptions of outgroups. In each of the
intellectual and political movements I review, Jewish identification and a concern
to combat anti-Semitism were clearly involved.

Moreover, once Jews have attained intellectual predominance, it is not
surprising that gentiles would be attracted to Jewish intellectuals as members of a
socially dominant and prestigious group and as dispensers of valued resources.
Such a perspective fits well with an evolutionary perspective on group dynamics:
Gentiles negotiating the intellectual status hierarchy would be attracted to the
characteristics of the most dominant members of the hierarchy, especially if they
viewed the hierarchy as permeable. Writer William Barrett, a gentile editor of
Partisan Review, describes his “awe and admiration” of the New York
Intellectuals (a group of predominantly Jewish intellectuals discussed in Chapter
6) early in his career. “They were beings invested in my eyes with a strange and
mysterious glamour” (in Cooney 1986, 227). Partisan Review was a flagship
journal of this very influential intellectual movement and had a decisive
influence on success or failure in the literary world. Leslie Fiedler (1948, 872,
873), himself a New York Intellectual, described a whole generation of American
Jewish writers (including Delmore Schwartz, Alfred Kazin, Karl Shapiro, Isaac
Rosenfeld, Paul Goodman, Saul Bellow, and H. J. Kaplan) as “typically urban,
second-generation Jews.” The works of these writers appeared regularly in
Partisan Review, and Fiedler goes on to say that “the writer drawn to New York
from the provinces feels...the Rube, attempts to conform; and the almost parody
of Jewishness achieved by the gentile writer in New York is a strange and crucial
testimony of our time.”
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Almost one-half of Kadushin’s (1974, 23) sample of elite post-World War II
American intellectuals was Jewish. The sample was based on the most frequent
contributors to leading intellectual journals, followed by interviews in which the
intellectuals “voted” for another intellectual they considered most influential in
their thinking. Over 40 percent of the Jews in the sample received six or more
votes as being most influential, compared to only 15 percent of non-Jews (p. 32).
It is therefore not surprising that Joseph Epstein (1997) finds that during the
1950s and early 1960s being Jewish was “honorific” among intellectuals
generally. Gentile intellectuals “scoured their genealog[ies] for Jewish ancestors”
(Epstein 1997, 7). By 1968 Walter Kerr could write, “what has happened since
World War II is that the American sensibility has become part Jewish, perhaps as
much Jewish as it is anything else... The literate American mind has come in
some measure to think Jewishly. It has been taught to, and it was ready to. After
the entertainers and novelists came the Jewish critics, politicians, theologians.
Critics and politicians and theologians are by profession molders; they form ways
of seeing.” In my personal experience, this honorific status of Jewish intellectuals
remains common among my colleagues and is apparent, for example, in
Hollinger’s (1996, 4) recent work on the “transformation of the ethnoreligious
demography of American academic life by Jews” in the period from the 1930s to
the 1960s.

Finally, a major theme is that gentiles have often been actively recruited to
the movements discussed here and given highly visible roles within these
movements in order to lessen the appearance that the movements are indeed
Jewish-dominated or aimed only at narrow Jewish sectarian interests. From the
standpoint of social identity theory, such a strategy aims at making gentiles
perceive the intellectual or political movement as permeable to non-Jews and as
satisfying gentile interests. As indicated in SA/D (Chs. 5, 6), the rhetoric of
universalism and the recruitment of gentiles as advocates of Jewish interests have
been recurrent themes in combating anti-Semitism in both the ancient and
modern world.

It is also important to keep in mind that the effectiveness and historical
importance of Jewish involvement in the movements discussed in this volume
were undoubtedly far out of proportion to the actual number of Jews involved.
For example, even though in particular historical eras Jews may have been only a
numerical minority within radical political or intellectual movements, they may
well have been a necessary condition for the effectiveness and historical
importance of these movements. Jews who became radicals retained their high
1Q, their ambitiousness, their persistence, their work ethic, and their ability to
organize and participate in cohesive, highly committed groups (see PTSDA, Ch.
7). As Lindemann (1997, 429) notes about Jewish Bolsheviks, “citing the
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absolute numbers of Jews, or their percentage of the whole, fails to recognize
certain key if intangible factors: the assertiveness and often dazzling verbal skills
of Jewish Bolsheviks, their energy, and their strength of conviction.” Jews tend
to be far above average on these traits, and these traits have been central to
Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy throughout history.

Writing of American Jewish radicals, Sorin (1985, 121-122) notes
particularly their hard work and dedication, their desire to make a mark on the
world, and their desire to rise in the world, engage in personal promotion, and
achieve public acclaim—all traits that lead to upward mobility in any walk of
life. These activists therefore became a more powerful, effective force than
similarly proletarianized groups of gentiles. “A Jewish proletariat, conscious of
its class interest and its cultural identity, grew, and with it grew activism and
organization” (Sorin 1985, 35). Sorin (1985, 28) accepts the claim that half the
revolutionaries in Russia in 1903 were Jews and notes that Jewish labor militancy
as calculated by number of strikes and lost work time was three times that of any
other working class in Europe between 1895 and 1904 (p. 35). Within leftist
circles, Jews were viewed as the vanguard of the movement. Once this critical
mass of Jews had become radicalized, it is not surprising that there would be
important repercussions throughout Europe and North America. In addition to
being radicals, these Jews were a very talented, intelligent and committed group
of people. Similarly, Hollinger (1996, 19) notes that Jews were more influential
in the decline of a homogeneous Protestant Christian culture in the United States
than Catholics because of their greater wealth, social standing, and technical skill
in the intellectual arena.

A major theme, therefore, is that the Jews who originated and dominated the
movements considered in this volume were characterized by intelligence,
persistence, and the ability to be part of cohesive, cooperative, and highly
focused groups. These groups may therefore be conceptualized as secular
versions of historical Jewish groups not only because of the high levels of Jewish
identity characteristic of group members, but also because these groups retained
the essential characteristics of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy. Because
of these characteristics, these groups were extraordinarily effective in achieving
their aims. Collectively, the case studies discussed here provide yet another
indication that highly disciplined, cooperative groups are able to outcompete
individualist strategies. Indeed, an important thread in the following chapters is
that Jewish intellectuals have formed highly cohesive groups whose influence to
a great extent derives from the solidarity and cohesiveness of the group.
Intellectual activity is like any other human endeavor: Cohesive groups
outcompete individualist strategies. The fundamental truth of this axiom has been
central to the success of Judaism throughout its history whether in business
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alliances and trading monopolies or in the intellectual and political movements
discussed here (see especially PTSDA, Ch. 5).

Another major theme of this volume is that Jewish intellectuals have
developed intellectual movements that have subjected the institutions of gentile
society to radical forms of criticism. The converse of this is that gentile-
dominated societies have often developed hegemonic ideologies intended to
explain and rationalize the current institutions of society. This presumably has
been the case for the major religions of the world, and more recently, ideologies
such as communism, fascism, and liberal democracy appear to perform a similar
function. Judaism, because of its position as a minority group strategy committed
to its own worldview, has tended to adopt ideologies in which the institutions and
ideologies of the surrounding society are viewed negatively.

Such a result follows directly from social identity theory. Particularly striking
are the negative views of gentiles apparent in Jewish religious writings. The Law
of Cleanness regards gentiles and their land as intrinsically unclean. Gentiles are
typically likened to beasts capable of the worst debaucheries, as in the writings of
Maimonides where heathen women are suspected of whoredom and heathen men
of bestiality (The Code of Maimonides, Book V: The Book of Holiness, XXII,
142). Jews conceptualize themselves as descendants of Jacob, represented in
Genesis as smooth-skinned, delicate, and contemplative. Gentiles are represented
by Esau, Jacob’s twin brother, the opposite of Jacob—hirsute, coarse, and brutal.
Whereas Esau lives as a hunter and warrior, Jacob lives by intelligence and guile
and is the proper master of Esau who has been commanded by God to serve
Jacob. Lindemann (1997, 5) shows that these stereotypes remain salient to Jews
in contemporary times.

Judaism may come to be viewed as subversive when Jews attempt to
inculcate negative perceptions of gentile culture among gentiles. The association
of Judaism with subversive ideologies has a long history. Noting the association
between Jews and subversive ideas in Muslim countries, Lewis (1984, 104) states
that the theme of Jewish subversion is also familiar in “other times and places.”
Johnson (1988, 214-215) finds that beginning in the Middle Ages converted
Jews, especially those forced to convert, were “a critical, questing, disturbing
element within the intelligentsia... [Thus] the claim that they were intellectually
subversive had an element of truth.” The title of a recent book on Jewish art in
the Middle Ages expresses this theme well: Dreams of Subversion in Medieval
Jewish Art and Literature (M. M. Epstein 1997). Epstein comments that “One
can sense the anger Jews of the late Middle Ages must have felt when they called
for the destruction of Christendom” (p. 115).

In the ancient world through the Middle Ages negative views of gentile
institutions were relatively confined to internal consumption within the Jewish
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community. However, beginning with the Converso turmoil in fifteenth-century
Spain these negative views often appeared in the most prestigious intellectual
circles and in the mass media. These views generally subjected the institutions of
gentile society to radical criticism or they led to the development of intellectual
structures that rationalized Jewish identification in a postreligious intellectual
environment.

Faur (1992, 31ff) shows that Conversos in fifteenth- and sixteenth-century
Spain were vastly overrepresented among the humanist thinkers who opposed the
corporate nature of Spanish society centered around Christianity. In describing
the general thrust of these writers, Faur (1992, 31) notes that “Although the
strategy varied—from the creation of highly sophisticated literary works to the
writing of scholarly and philosophical compositions—the goal was one: to
present ideas and methodologies that would displace the values and institutions
of the ‘old Christian.’... The urgency of reviewing the values and institutions of
Christian Spain became more evident with the first massacre of conversos
perpetrated by the old Christians in Toledo, in 1449.” Similarly, Castro (1954,
557-558) notes that works of “violent social criticism” and “antisocial rancor,”
including especially social satire, were originated during the fifteenth century by
Converso writers.

A prime example is The Celestina (first edition dating from 1499) by
Fernando de Rojas, who wrote “with all the anguish, pessimism, and nihilism of
a converso who has lost the religion of his fathers but has been unable to
integrate himself within the compass of Christian belief. Rojas subjected the
Castilian society of his time to “a corrosive analysis, destroying with a spirit that
has been called ‘destructive’ all the traditional values and mental schemes of the
new intolerant system. Beginning with literature and proceeding to religion,
passing through all the ‘values’ of institutionalized caste-ism—honor, valor,
love—everything is perversely pulverized” (Rodriguez-Puértolas 1976, 127).

This association of Jews with subversive ideologies continued during and
after the Enlightenment as Jews were able to participate in public intellectual
debate in Western Europe. Paul Johnson (1988, 291-292), writing of Baruch
Spinoza, terms him “the first major example of the sheer destructive power of
Jewish rationalism once it escaped the restraints of the traditional community.”
Similarly, Heinrich Heine is “both the prototype and the archetype of a new
figure in European literature: the Jewish radical man of letters, using his skill,
reputation and popularity to undermine the intellectual confidence of the
established order” (Johnson 1988, 345).

This “sheer destructive power” of the Jewish intellect was an important
aspect of the pre-National Socialist era in Germany. As indicated in SA/D (Chs.
2, 5), a prominent feature of anti-Semitism among the Social Conservatives and
racial anti-Semites in Germany from 1870 to 1933 was their belief that Jews
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were instrumental in developing ideas that subverted traditional German attitudes
and beliefs. Jews were vastly overrepresented as editors and writers during the
1920s in Germany, and “a more general cause of increased anti-Semitism was the
very strong and unfortunate propensity of dissident Jews to attack national
institutions and customs in both socialist and non-socialist publications” (Gordon
1984, 5 1).49 This “media violence” directed at German culture by Jewish writers
such as Kurt Tucholsky—who “wore his subversive heart on his sleeve” (Pulzer
1979, 97)—was publicized widely by the anti-Semitic press (Johnson 1988, 476-
477).

Jews were not simply overrepresented among radical journalists,
intellectuals, and “producers of culture” in Weimar Germany, they essentially
created these movements. “They violently attacked everything about German
society. They despised the military, the judiciary, and the middle class in
general” (Rothman & Lichter 1982, 85). Massing (1949, 84) notes the perception
of the anti-Semite Adolf Stoecker of Jewish “lack of reverence for the Christian-
conservative world.”

Anti-Semitism among university professors during the Weimar period was
partially fueled by the perception that “the Jew represented the critical or
‘negative’ aspects of modern thought, the acids of analysis and skepticism that
helped to dissolve the moral certainties, patriotic commitment, and social
cohesion of modern states” (Ringer 1983, 7). Reflecting this perception, National
Socialist propaganda during the period claimed that Jews attempted to undermine
the social cohesion of gentile society while remaining committed to a highly
cohesive group themselves—an intellectual double standard in which the basis of
social cohesion among gentiles was subjected to intense criticism while the Jews
“would retain their international cohesiveness, blood ties, and spiritual unity”
(Aschheim 1985, 239). Viewed from this perspective, an important goal of
Jewish intellectual effort may be understood as attempting to undermine cohesive
gentile group strategies while continuing to engage in their own highly cohesive
group strategy. This issue reemerges in the discussion of Jewish involvement in
radical political movements and the Frankfurt School of Social Research in
Chapters 3 and 5.

This phenomenon was not restricted to Germany. Gilson (1962, 31-32), in
discussing his Jewish professors at the turn of the century in France, states:

The doctrines of these university professors were really quite
different from one another. Even the personal philosophy of
Levy-Bruhl did not coincide exactly with that of Durkheim,
while Frederic Rauh was going his own way... The only element
common to their doctrines is a negative one, but nonetheless real
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and very active in its own order. One might describe it as a
radical defiance of all that which is social conceived as a
constraint from which to be liberated. Spinoza and Brunschvieg
achieved this liberation through metaphysics. Durkheim and
Levy-Bruhl through science and sociology, Bergson through
intuition.

Jews have also been at the forefront of the adversarial culture in the United
States, England, and France since the mid-1960s, especially as defenders of the
adversary culture in the media and the academic world (Ginsberg 1993, 125ff;
Rothman & Isenberg 1974a, 66-67).° Stein (1979, 28; see also Lichter et al.
1994; Powers et al. 1996) shows that his sample of predominantly Jewish writers
and producers of television shows in the 1970s had very negative attitudes
toward what they viewed as a gentile-dominated cultural establishment, although
their most negative comments were elicited in informal conversation rather than
during formal interviews. Television portrayals of gentile establishment figures
in business and the military tended to be very negative. For example, “the writers
clearly thought of military men as clean-shaven, blond, and of completely WASP
background. In the minds of a few of the people I interviewed, these blond
officers were always a hair’s breadth away from becoming National Socialists.
They were thought of as part of an Aryan ruling class that actually or potentially
repressed those of different ethnic backgrounds” (pp. 55-56).

Indeed, Glazer and Moynihan (1963/1970) credit the emergence of the
adversary culture in the United States as a triumph of the New York Jewish
cultural-political perspective. Jewish writers and visual artists (including E. L.
Doctorow, Norman Mailer, Joseph Heller,”! Frederick Wiseman, and Norman
Lear) were disproportionately involved in attempts to portray American society
as “sick” (Rothman & Lichter 1982, 120). A common technique of cultural
subversion “involves an attack upon genuine inequities or irrationalities. Since all
societies abound in both, there is never an absence of targets. However, the attack
is generally not directed at the particular inequity or irrationality per se. Rather,
such inequities or irrationalities are used as a means for achieving a larger
purpose: the general weakening of the social order itself” (Rothman & Lichter
1982, 120).

In this volume I will concentrate on Jewish involvement in movements
opposed to evolutionary, biological, and genetic findings in the social sciences,
radical political ideology, psychoanalysis, the Frankfurt School of Social
Research, and the New York Intellectuals. These movements are not specifically
Jewish in the sense that they are not intended to rationalize specific aspects of
Judaism such as cultural and genetic separatism. A major point will be that Jews
were vastly overrepresented in these movements, that a strong sense of Jewish
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identity characterized the great majority of these individuals, and that all
involved alienation from and rejection of gentile culture.

The discussion therefore reflects Sorkin’s (1985, 102) description of
nineteenth-century German-Jewish intellectuals as constituting an “invisible
community of acculturating German Jews who perpetuated distinct cultural
forms within the majority culture.” The Jewish cultural contribution to the wider
gentile culture was therefore accomplished from a highly particularistic
perspective in which Jewish group identity continued to be of paramount
importance despite its “invisibility.” Even Berthold Auerbach (b. 1812), the
exemplar of the assimilated Jewish intellectual, “manipulate[d] elements of the
majority culture in a way peculiar to the German-Jewish minority” (Sorkin 1985,
107). Auerbach became a model, for secular Jewish intellectuals, of the
assimilated Jew who did not renounce his Judaism. For the most part, these
secular Jewish intellectuals socialized exclusively with other secular Jews and
viewed their contribution to German culture as a secular form of Judaism—thus
the “invisible community” of strongly identified Jewish intellectuals. This
cultural manipulation in the service of group interests was a common theme of
anti-Semitic writings. Thus, Heinrich Heine’s critique of German culture was
viewed as directed at the pursuit of power for his group at the expense of the
cohesiveness of gentile society (see Mosse 1970, 52).

In several of the movements discussed in the following chapters it is of
considerable importance that their propagators have attempted to clothe their
rhetoric in the garb of science—the modern arbiter of truth and intellectual
respectability. As White (1966, 2) notes with respect to the Boasian school of
anthropology, the aura of science is deceptive: “They would make it appear and
would have everyone believe that their choice of premises and goals has been
determined by scientific considerations. This is definitely not the case... They are
obviously sincere. Their sincerity and group loyalty tend, however, to persuade
and consequently to deceive.”

The comment is an excellent illustration of Robert Trivers’s (1985)
evolutionary theory of self-deception: The best deceivers are those who are self-
deceived. At times the deception becomes conscious. Charles Liebman (1973,
213) describes his unselfconscious acceptance of universalist ideologies
(behaviorism and liberalism) in his work as a social scientist and suggests that he
was engaged in self-deception regarding the role of Jewish identification in his
beliefs: “As a behaviorist (and a liberal) I can testify to having been quite
unselfconscious about my academic methodology, but I suspect that this would
have to be the case. Otherwise I would be defeating the very universalism I
espouse.”
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CONCEPTUALIZING THE JEWISH RADICAL CRITICISM
OF GENTILE SOCIETY

The foregoing has documented a general tendency for Jewish intellectuals in
a variety of periods to be involved with social criticism, and I have hinted at an
analysis in terms of social identity theory. More formally, two quite different
types of reasons explain why Jews might be expected to advocate ideologies and
political movements aimed at undermining the existing gentile social order.

First, such ideologies and movements may be directed at benefiting Jews
economically or socially. Clearly one of the themes of post-Enlightenment
Judaism has been the rapid upward mobility of Jews and attempts by gentile
power structures to limit Jewish access to power and social status. Given this
rather conspicuous reality, practical reasons of economic and political self-
interest would result in Jews being attracted to movements that criticized the
gentile power structure or even advocated overthrowing it entirely.

Thus the czarist government of Russia enforced restrictions on Jews mainly
out of fear that Jews would overwhelm gentile Russians in free economic
competition (Lindemann 1991; S4ID, Ch. 2). These czarist restrictions on Jews
were a prominent rallying point for Jews around the world, and it is not at all
unreasonable to suppose that Jewish participation in radical movements in Russia
was motivated by perceived Jewish interest in overthrowing the czarist regime.
Indeed, Arthur Liebman (1979, 29ff) notes that Jewish political radicalism in
czarist Russia must be understood as resulting from economic restrictions on
Jews that were enforced by the government in the context of considerable Jewish
poverty and a very rapid Jewish demographic increase. Similarly, well into the
1930s the Jewish socialist labor movement in the United States aimed at bettering
the working conditions of its predominantly Jewish membership (Liebman 1979,
267).

Another practical goal of Jewish political and intellectual movements has
been to combat anti-Semitism. For example, Jewish attraction to socialism in
many countries in the 1930s was motivated partly by communist opposition to
fascism and anti-Semitism (Lipset 1988, 383; Marcus 1983). The general
association between anti-Semitism and conservative political views has often
been advanced as an explanation for Jewish involvement with the left, including
the leftist tendencies of many wealthy Jews (e.g., Lipset 1988, 375ff). Combating
anti-Semitism also became a prime goal of Jewish radicals in the United States
after Jews had predominantly moved into the middle class (Levin 1977, 211).
Rising anti-Semitism and consequent restrictions on Jewish upward mobility
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during the 1930s also resulted in an attraction of Jews to the left (Liebman 1979,
420ff, 507).

It will be apparent in Chapter 2 that the cultural determinism of the Boasian
school of anthropology functioned to combat anti-Semitism by combating
racialist thinking and eugenic programs advocated mainly by gentiles.
Psychoanalysis (Ch. 4) and the Frankfurt School (Ch. 5) have also been
instrumental in developing and propagating theories of anti-Semitism which
attribute anti-Semitism to irrational projections of gentiles. In the case of the
Frankfurt School, the theory also functioned to pathologize gentile group
allegiances as a symptom of a psychiatric disorder while ignoring Jewish group
cohesion.

Second, Jewish involvement in social criticism may be influenced by social
identity processes independent of any practical goal such as ending anti-
Semitism. Research in social identity processes finds a tendency for displacement
of ingroup views away from outgroup norms (Hogg & Abrams 1988). In the case
of Jewish-gentile contact, these outgroup norms would paradigmatically
represent the consensus views of the gentile society. Moreover, individuals who
identify themselves as Jews would be expected to develop negative attributions
regarding the outgroup, and for Jews the most salient outgroup is the gentile
power structure and indeed the gentile-dominated social structure generally.

Jewish ingroup status vis-a-vis the gentile world as an outgroup would be
expected to lead to a generalized negative conceptualization of the gentile
outgroup and a tendency to overemphasize the negative aspects of gentile society
and social structure. From the social identity perspective, the Jewish tendency to
subvert the social order is thus expected to extend beyond developing ideologies
and social programs that satisfy specific Jewish economic and social interests and
extend to a general devaluation and critique of gentile culture—"the sheer
destructive power of Jewish rationalism once it escaped the restraints of the
traditional community” (Johnson 1988, 291-292).

The social identity perspective also predicts that such negative attributions
are especially likely if the gentile power structure is anti-Semitic or perceived to
be anti-Semitic. A basic finding of social identity research is that groups attempt
to subvert negative social categorizations imposed by another group (Hogg &
Abrams 1988). Social identity processes would therefore be intensified by Jewish
perceptions that gentile culture was hostile to Jews and that Jews had often been
persecuted by gentiles. Thus Feldman (1993, 43) finds very robust tendencies
toward heightened Jewish identification and rejection of gentile culture
consequent to anti-Semitism at the very beginnings of Judaism in the ancient
world and throughout Jewish history. In Lord George Bentnick: A Political
Biography (1852, 489), the nineteenth-century racial theorist Benjamin Disraeli,

12


http://www.a-pdf.com

IA-PDF Split DEMQ

The Culture Of Critique

who had a very strong Jewish identity despite being a baptized Christian, stated
that “persecution... although unjust may have reduced the modern Jews to a state
almost justifying malignant vengeance. They may have become so odious and so
hostile to mankind as to merit for their present conduct, no matter how
occasioned, the obloquy and ill-treatment of the communities in which they dwell
and with which they are scarcely permitted to mingle.” The result, according to
Disraeli, is that Jews would perceive gentile society in extremely negative terms
and may attempt to overthrow the existing social order:

But existing society has chosen to persecute this race which
should furnish its choice allies, and what have been the
consequences?

They may be traced in the last outbreak of the destructive
principle in Europe. An insurrection takes place against tradition
and aristocracy, against religion and property...”> The people of
God co-operate with atheists; the most skillful accumulators of
property ally themselves with communists; the peculiar and
chosen race touch the hand of all the scum and low castes of
Europe! And all this because they wish to destroy that ungrateful
Christendom which owes to them even its name, and whose
tyranny they can no longer endure. (Disraeli 1852, 498-499)

Indeed, Theodore Herzl espoused socialism in the 1890s as a Jewish
response to continuing anti-Semitism, not because of its political goal of
economic leveling, but because it would destroy the anti-Semitic gentile power
structure: “From outcasts of society they [Jews] will become enemies of society.
Ah, they are not protected in their civic honor, they are permitted to be insulted,
scorned and on occasion also a bit plundered and maimed—what prevents them
from going over to the side of anarchy?” Jews “no longer have a stake in the
state. They will join the revolutionary parties, supplying or sharpening their
weapons. They want to turn the Jews over to the mob—good, they themselves
will go over to the people. Beware, they are at their limit; do not go too far” (in
Kornberg 1993, 122).

Similarly, Sammons (1979, 263) describes the basis of the mutual attraction
between Heinrich Heine and Karl Marx by noting that “they were not reformers,
but haters, and this was very likely their most fundamental bond with one
another.” The suggestion, consistent with social identity theory, is that a
fundamental motivation of Jewish intellectuals involved in social criticism has
simply been hatred of the gentile-dominated power structure perceived as anti-
Semitic. This deep antipathy toward the non-Jewish world can also be seen in
sociologist and New York Intellectual Michael Walzer’s (1994, 6-7) comment on
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the “pathologies of Jewish life,” particularly “the sense that ‘all the world is
against us,” the resulting fear, resentment, and hatred of the goy, the secret
dreams of reversal and triumph.” Such “secret dreams of reversal and triumph”
are a theme of the treatment of Jewish radicals in Chapter 3 and Freud and the
psychoanalytic movement discussed in Chapter 4.

Indeed, intense hatred of perceived enemies appears to be an important
psychological characteristic of Jews. It is remarkable that Schatz (1991, 113)
finds that while all Polish communists in the interwar period hated their enemies,
Jewish communists had more perceived enemies and hated them more intensely.
As described more fully in Chapter 3, these communist groups were actually
highly cohesive ingroups entirely analogous to traditional Jewish groups in their
structure and psychological orientation. The proposal that Jewish communists
had more intensely negative feelings toward their enemies is highly compatible
with the material in PTSDA (Ch. 8) and SAID (Ch. 1) indicating that Jews may be
viewed as having hypertrophied social identity systems and an exaggerated
proneness toward collectivist social structures. The greater intensity of Jewish
hatred toward outgroups and perceived enemies may be simply an affective
manifestation of these tendencies. Indeed, in PTSDA (Ch. 7) I reviewed evidence
indicating that Jews were highly compartmentalized in their emotional lives—
prone to alterations between positive social interactions (paradigmatically
directed toward members of a perceived ingroup) and intense interpersonal
hostility (paradigma-tically directed toward members of a perceived outgroup).

Social identity theory also predicts that Jewish intellectual activity will be
directed at developing ideologies that affirm their own social identity in the face
of the social categories developed by anti-Semites. Historically this has been a
common theme in Jewish religious apologia (see SA/D, Ch. 7), but it also occurs
among Jewish secular writers. Castro (1954, 558) describes attempts by New
Christian intellectuals to “defend the Hebrew lineage” from anti-Semitic slurs
during the period of the Inquisition. The Converso bishop of Burgos stated, “Do
not think you can insult me by calling my forefathers Jews. They are, to be sure,
and I am glad that it is so; for if great age is nobility, who can go back so far?”
The Jew, descended from the Maccabees and the Levites, is “noble by birth.”
Castro (1954, 559) also notes that a theme of the New Christian literature of the
period was that of “esteem for socially inferior man marginally situated in
society.” The category in which Jews see themselves is regarded in a positive
light.

Interestingly, the Converso humanist ideology stressed individual merit in
opposition to the corporate nature of gentile Christian society (Faur 1992, 35).**
Reflecting the salience of Jewish-gentile group conflict during the period, Old
Christians viewed individual merit as deriving from religious affiliation (i.e.,
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group identity) rather than from individual effort: “In the sixteenth century the
scale of values became ever more unbalanced, resulting in the concept that it was
more important to establish who the person was rather than evaluate his capacity
for work or thought” (Castro 1971, 581; italics in text). The ideology of
individual merit as the basis of value promoted by the Converso intellectuals may
thus be seen as an instance of combating categories of social identity in which
one is devalued.”

The other side of the coin is that Jews have often reacted quite negatively to
Jewish writers who portray Jewish characters as having negative or disapproved
traits. For example, Philip Roth has been extensively criticized by Jews and
Jewish organizations for portraying such characters, or at least for portraying
such characters in America, where his work could be read by anti-Semites (see
Roth 1963). While the ostensible reason for this concern was the possibility that
such portrayals might lead to anti-Semitism, Roth (1963, 452) suggests also that
“what is really objected to, what is immediately painful... is its direct effect upon
certain Jews. ‘You have hurt a lot of people’s feelings because you have revealed
something they are ashamed of.”” The implication of Roth’s critics is that the
ingroup should be portrayed in positive terms; and indeed, the most common
type of Jewish literary activity has portrayed Jews as having positive traits (Alter
1965, 72). The quote also reflects the discussion of Jewish self-deception in SAI/D
(Ch. 8): The shame resulting from awareness of actual Jewish behavior is only
half-conscious, and any challenge to this self-deception results in a great deal of
psychological conflict.

The importance of social identity processes in Jewish intellectual activity
was recognized some time ago by Thorstein Veblen (1934). Veblen described the
preeminence of Jewish scholars and scientists in Europe and noted their tendency
to be iconoclasts. He noted that the Enlightenment had destroyed the ability of
Jewish intellectuals to find comfort in the identity provided by religion, but they
do not therefore simply accept uncritically the intellectual structures of gentile
society. By engaging in iconoclasm, Veblen suggests, Jews are in fact subjecting
to criticism the basic social categorization system of the gentile world—a
categorization system with which the gentile, but not the Jew, is comfortable.
The Jew “is not... invested with the gentile’s peculiar heritage of conventional
preconceptions which have stood over, by inertia of habit, out of the gentile past,
which go, on the one hand, to make the safe and sane gentile conservative and
complacent, and which conduce also, on the other hand, to blur the safe and sane
gentilseé’s intellectual vision, and to leave him intellectually sessile” (Veblen 1934,
229).

Indeed, Jewish social scientists have at least sometimes been aware of these
linkages: Peter Gay (1987, 137) quotes the following from a 1926 letter written
by Sigmund Freud, whose antipathy to Western culture is described in Chapter 4:
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“Because I was a Jew, I found myself free from many prejudices which limited
others in the employment of their intellects, and as a Jew | was prepared to go
into opposition and to do without the agreement of the ‘compact majority.”” In a
later letter, Freud stated that to accept psychoanalysis “called for a certain
measure of readiness to accept a situation of solitary opposition—a situation with
which nobody is more familiar than a Jew” (in Gay 1987, 146).”

There is a sense of alienation vis-a-vis the surrounding society. The Jewish
intellectual, in the words of New York Intellectual and political radical Irving
Howe, tends “to feel at some distance from society; to assume, almost as a
birthright, a critical stance toward received dogmas, to recognize oneself as not
quite at home in the world” (1978, 106).

From Solomon Maimon to Normon Podhoretz, from Rachel
Varnhagen to Cynthia Ozick, from Marx and Lassalle to Erving
Goffman and Harold Garfinkel, from Herzl and Freud to Harold
Laski and Lionel Trilling, from Moses Mendelssohn to J. Robert
Oppenheimer and Ayn Rand, Gertrude Stein, and Reich I and II
(Wilhelm and Charles), one dominating structure of an identical
predicament and a shared fate imposes itself upon the
consciousness and behavior of the Jewish intellectual in Galut
[exile]: with the advent of Jewish Emancipation, when ghetto
walls crumble and the shfetlach [small Jewish towns] begin to
dissolve, Jewry—Ilike some wide-eyed anthropologist—enters
upon a strange world, to explore a strange people observing a
strange halakah (code). They examine this world in dismay, with
wonder, anger, and punitive objectivity. This wonder, this anger,
and the vindictive objectivity of the marginal nonmember are
recidivist; they continue unabated into our own time because
Jewish Emancipation continues into our own time. (Cuddihy
1974, 68)

Although intellectual criticism resulting from social identity processes need
not be functional in attaining any concrete goal of Judaism, this body of theory is
highly compatible with supposing that Jewish intellectual activity may be
directed at influencing social categorization processes in a manner that benefits
Jews. Evidence will be provided in later chapters that Jewish intellectual
movements have advocated universalist ideologies for the entire society in which
the Jew-gentile social category is reduced in salience and is of no theoretical
importance. Thus, for example, within a Marxist analysis social conflict is
theorized to result solely from economically based conflict between social classes
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in which resource competition between ethnic groups is irrelevant. Social identity
research predicts that the acceptance of such a theory would lessen anti-Semitism
because within the universalist ideology the Jew-gentile social categorization is
not salient.

Finally, there is good reason to suppose that minority perspectives are able to
have a strong influence on the attitudes of the majority (e.g., Pérez & Mugny
1990). Social identity research indicates that a minority viewpoint, especially
when possessing a high degree of internal consistency, is able to have an impact

because it introduces the possibility of an alternative to the
taken-for-granted, unquestioned, consensual majority
perspective. Suddenly people can discern cracks in the facade of
majority consensus. New issues, problems, and questions arise
which demand attention. The status quo is no longer passively
accepted as an immutable and stable entity which is the sole
legitimate arbiter of the nature of things. People are free to
change their beliefs, views, customs, and so forth. And where do
they turn? One direction is to the active minority. It (by
definition and design) furnishes a conceptually coherent and
elegantly simple resolution of the very issues which, due to its
activities, now plague the public consciousness. In the language
of ‘ideology’..., active minorities seek to replace the dominant
ideology with a new one.” (Hogg & Abrams 1988, 181)

A critical component of minority group influence is intellectual consistency
(Moscovici 1976), and an important theme in the following will be that Jewish-
dominated intellectual movements have had a high degree of internal group
cohesion and have often been typified by high levels of ingroup-outgroup
thinking—a traditional aspect of Judaism. However, because these movements
were intended to appeal to gentiles, they were forced to minimize any overt
indication that Jewish group identity or Jewish group interests were important to
the participants.

Such a result is also highly compatible with social identity theory: The extent
to which individuals are willing to be influenced depends on their willingness to
accept the social category from which the divergent opinion derives. For Jews
intent on influencing the wider society, overt Jewish group identity and overtly
stated Jewish interests could only detract from the ability of these movements to
influence their intended targets. As a result, Jewish involvement in these
movements was often actively concealed, and the intellectual structures
themselves were phrased in universalist terms to minimize the importance of the
social category of Jew-gentile.
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