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morally superior movement—the “light of the nations” theme that has repeatedly 
emerged as an aspect of Jewish self-identity since antiquity and especially since 
the Enlightenment (SAID, Ch. 7). Thus Fuchs (1956, 190-191) suggests that the 
Jewish involvement in liberal causes stems from the unique moral nature of 
Judaism in inculcating charity towards the poor and needy. Involvement in these 
causes is viewed as simply an extension of traditional Jewish religious practices. 
Similarly, Hertzberg (1985, 22) writes of “the echo of a unique moral sensibility, 
a willingness to act in disregard of economic interest when the cause seems just.” 

As indicated in PTSDA (Chs. 5, 6), there is every indication that traditional 
Jewish concern for the poor and needy was confined within Jewish groups, and in 
fact Jews have often served oppressive ruling elites in traditional societies and in 
post-World War II Eastern Europe.85 Ginsberg (1993, 140) describes these 
putative humanistic motivations as “a bit fanciful,” and notes that in different 
contexts (notably in the postrevolutionary Soviet Union) Jews have organized 
“ruthless agencies of coercion and terror,” including especially a very prominent 
involvement in the Soviet secret police from the postrevolutionary period into the 
1930s (see also Baron 1975, 170; Lincoln 1989; Rapoport 1990, 30-31). 
Similarly, we have seen that Jews were very prominent in the domestic security 
forces in Poland (see Schatz 1991, 223-228) and Hungary (Rothman & Lichter 
1982, 89). 

Pipes (1993, 112) theorizes that although it is “undeniable” that Jews were 
overrepresented in the Bolshevik party and the early Soviet government as well 
as communist revolutionary activities in Hungary, Germany, and Austria in the 
period from 1918 to 1923, Jews were also overrepresented in a variety of other 
areas, including business, art, literature, and science. As a result, Pipes argues 
that their disproportionate representation in communist political movements 
should not be an issue. Pipes couples this argument with the assertion that Jewish 
Bolsheviks did not identify as Jews—an issue that, as we have seen, is 
questionable at best. 

However, even assuming that these ethnically Jewish communists did not 
identify as Jews, such an argument fails to explain why such “de-ethnicized” 
Jews (as well as Jewish businessmen, artists, writers and scientists) should have 
typically been overrepresented in leftist movements and underrepresented in 
nationalist, populist, and other types of rightist political movements:86 Even if 
nationalist movements are anti-Semitic, as has often been the case, anti-Semitism 
should be irrelevant if these individuals are indeed completely deethnicized as 
Pipes proposes. Jewish prominence in occupations requiring high intelligence is 
no argument for understanding their very prominent role in communist and other 
leftist movements and their relative underrepresentation in nationalist 
movements. 
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Social identity theory provides a quite different perspective on Jewish 
radicalism. It stresses that perceived Jewish group interests are fundamental to 
Jewish political behavior, and that these perceived group interests are importantly 
influenced by social identity processes. If indeed radical politics resulted in a 
strong sense of identification with a Jewish ingroup, then Jewish involvement in 
these movements would be associated with very negative and exaggerated 
conceptions of the wider gentile society, and particularly the most powerful 
elements of that society, as an outgroup. In conformity with this expectation, 
Liebman (1979, 26) uses the term “contraculture” to describe the American 
Jewish left because “conflict with or antagonism toward society is a central 
feature of this subculture and… many of its values and cultural patterns are 
contradictions of those existing in the surrounding society.” For example, the 
New Left was fundamentally involved in radical social criticism in which all 
elements that contributed to the cohesive social fabric of mid-century America 
were regarded as oppressive and in need of radical alteration. 

The emphasis here on social identity processes is compatible with Jewish 
radicalism serving particular perceived Jewish group interests. Anti-Semitism 
and Jewish economic interests were undoubtedly important motivating factors for 
Jewish leftism in czarist Russia. Jewish leaders in Western societies, many of 
whom were wealthy capitalists, proudly acknowledged Jewish overrepresentation 
in the Russian revolutionary movement; they also provided financial and political 
support for these movements by, for example, attempting to influence U.S. 
foreign policy (Szajkowski 1967). Representative of this attitude is financier 
Jacob Schiff’s statement that “the claim that among the ranks of those who in 
Russia are seeking to undermine governmental authority there are a considerable 
number of Jews may perhaps be true. In fact, it would be rather surprising if 
some of those so terribly afflicted by persecution and exceptional laws should not 
at last have turned against their merciless oppressors” (in Szajkowski 1967, 10). 

Indeed, at the risk of oversimplification, one might note that anti-Semitism 
and economic adversity combined with the Jewish demographic explosion in 
Eastern Europe were of critical importance for producing the sheer numbers of 
disaffected Jewish radicals and therefore the ultimate influence of Jewish 
radicalism in Europe and its spillover into the United States. Jewish populations 
in Eastern Europe had the highest rate of natural increase of any European 
population in the nineteenth century, with a natural increase of 120,000 per year 
in the 1880s and an overall increase within the Russian Empire from 1 to 6 
million in the course of the nineteenth century (Alderman 1992, 112; Frankel 
1981, 103; Lindemann 1991, 28-29, 133-135). Despite the emigration of close to 
2 million Jews to the United States and elsewhere, many Eastern European Jews 
were impoverished at least in part because of czarist anti-Jewish policies that 
prevented Jewish upward mobility. 

A-PDF Split DEMO

http://www.a-pdf.com


 
Jews and the Left 

82 

As a result, a great many Jews were attracted to radical political solutions 
that would transform the economic and political basis of society and would also 
be consistent with the continuity of Judaism. Within Russian Jewish 
communities, the acceptance of radical political ideology often coexisted with 
messianic forms of Zionism as well as intense commitment to Jewish nationalism 
and religious and cultural separatism, and many individuals held various and 
often rapidly changing combinations of these ideas (see Frankel 1981). 

Religious fanaticism and messianic expectations have been a typical Jewish 
response to anti-Semitic persecutions throughout history (e.g., Scholem 1971; 
PTSDA, Ch. 3). Indeed, one might propose that messianic forms of political 
radicalism may be viewed as secular forms of this Jewish response to 
persecution, different from traditional forms only in that they also promise a 
utopian future for gentiles as well. The overall picture is reminiscent of the 
situation in the late Ottoman Empire, where by the mid-eighteenth century until 
the intervention of the European powers in the twentieth century there was “an 
unmistakable picture of grinding poverty, ignorance, and insecurity” (Lewis 
1984, 164) in the context of high levels of anti-Semitism that effectively 
prevented Jewish upward mobility. These phenomena were accompanied by the 
prevalence of mysticism and a high-fertility, low-investment parenting style 
among Jews. In the long run the community became too poor to provide for the 
education of most children, with the result that most were illiterate and pursued 
occupations requiring only limited intelligence and training. 

However, when presented with opportunities for upward social mobility, the 
strategy quickly changes to a low-fertility, high-investment reproductive strategy. 
In nineteenth-century Germany, for example, the Jews were the first group to 
enter the demographic transition and take advantage of opportunities for upward 
social mobility by having fewer children (e.g., Goldstein 1981; Knode 1974). At 
the same time, poor Jews in Eastern Europe with no hope of upward mobility 
married earlier than their Western European counterparts, who delayed marriage 
in order to be financially better prepared (Efron 1994, 77). And the resurgence of 
Ottoman Jews in the nineteenth century resulting from patronage and protection 
from Western European Jews brought with it a flowering of a highly literate 
culture, including secular schools based on Western models (see Shaw 1991, 
143ff, 175-176). Similarly, when the oppressed Eastern European Jews emigrated 
to the United States, they developed a high-investment, low-fertility culture that 
took advantage of opportunities for upward mobility. The suggestion is that the 
overall pattern of the Jewish response to lack of opportunity for upward mobility 
and anti-Semitism is to facultatively adopt a low-investment, high-fertility style 
of reproduction combined at the ideological level with various forms of 
messianism, including, in the modern era, radical political ideology. 
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Ultimately this population explosion in the context of poverty and politically 
imposed restrictions on Jews was responsible for the generally destabilizing 
effects of Jewish radicalism on Russia up to the revolution. These conditions also 
had spill-over effects in Germany, where the negative attitudes toward the 
immigrant Ostjuden contributed to the anti-Semitism of the period (Aschheim 
1982). In the United States, the point of this chapter is that a high level of inertia 
characterized the radical political beliefs held by a great many Jewish immigrants 
and their descendants in the sense that radical political beliefs persisted even in 
the absence of oppressive economic and political conditions. In Sorin’s (1985, 
46) study of immigrant Jewish radical activists in America, over half had been 
involved in radical politics in Europe before emigrating, and for those 
immigrating after 1900, the percentage rose to 69 percent. Glazer (1961, 21) 
notes that the biographies of almost all radical leaders show that they first came 
in contact with radical political ideas in Europe. The persistence of these beliefs 
influenced the general political sensibility of the Jewish community and had a 
destabilizing effect on American society, ranging from the paranoia of the 
McCarthy era to the triumph of the 1960s countercultural revolution. 

The immigration of Eastern European Jews into England after 1880 had a 
similarly transformative effect on the political attitudes of British Jewry in the 
direction of socialism, trade-unionism, and Zionism, often combined with 
religious orthodoxy and devotion to a highly separatist traditional lifestyle 
(Alderman 1983, 47ff). “Far more significant than the handful of publicity-
seeking Jewish socialists, both in Russia and England, who organized ham-
sandwich picnics on the fast of Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement, were the 
mass of working-class Jews who experienced no inner conflict when they 
repaired to the synagogue for religious services three times each day, and then 
used the same premises to discuss socialist principles and organize industrial 
stoppages” (Alderman 1983, 54).87 As in the United States, the immigrant 
Eastern European Jews demographically swamped the previously existing Jewish 
community, and the older community reacted to this influx with considerable 
trepidation because of the possibility of increased anti-Semitism. And as in the 
United States, attempts were made by the established Jewish community to 
misrepresent the prevalence of radical political ideas among the immigrants 
(Alderman 1983, 60; SAID, Ch. 8). 

Nevertheless, economic interests are not the whole story. While the origin of 
widespread political radicalism among Jews can be characterized as a typical 
Jewish response to the political and economic adversity of late-nineteenth-
century Eastern Europe, radical political ideology became dissociated from the 
usual demographic variables not long after arrival in the United States, and it is 
this phenomenon that requires another type of explanation. For the most part, 
American Jews had far less reason than other ethnic groups to wish for an 
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overthrow of capitalism because they tended to be relatively economically 
privileged. Surveys from the 1960s and 1970s indicated that middle-class Jews 
were more radical than working-class Jews—a pattern opposite to that of non-
Jewish radical students (Rothman & Lichter 1982, 117, 219;88 Levey 1996, 
37589). Lower percentages of Jews than members of other religions believed that 
supporting a Democratic candidate would further their economic interests, but 
Jews nevertheless tended overwhelmingly to vote Democratic (Liebman 1973, 
136-137). 

The gap between economic interests and political ideology dates at least from 
the 1920s (Liebman 1979, 290ff). Indeed, for the entire period from 1921 to 
1961, Jews on the Central Committee of the CPUSA were much more likely to 
have middle-class, professional backgrounds and tended to have more education 
than their gentile colleagues (Klehr 1978, 42ff). They were also much more 
likely to have joined prior to the economic difficulties of the Great Depression. 
Further, as indicated above, New Left radical students came disproportionately 
from highly educated and affluent families (see also Liebman 1973, 210). 

Even successful Jewish capitalists have tended to adopt political beliefs to 
the left of the beliefs of their gentile counterparts. For example, German-Jewish 
capitalists in the nineteenth century “tended to take up positions distinctly to the 
‘left’ of their Gentile peers and thus to place themselves in isolation from them” 
(Mosse 1989, 225). Although as a group they tended to be to the right of the 
Jewish population as a whole, a few even supported the Social Democratic Party 
and its socialist program. Among the plausible reasons for this state of affairs 
suggested by Mosse is that anti-Semitism tended to be associated with the 
German Right. Consistent with social identity theory, Jewish capitalists did not 
identify with groups that perceived them negatively and identified with groups 
that opposed an outgroup perceived as hostile. Social identity processes and their 
influence on perception of ethnic (group) interests rather than economic self-
interest appears to be paramount here. 

The association between Jews and liberal political attitudes is therefore 
independent of the usual demographic associations. In a passage that shows that 
Jewish cultural and ethnic estrangement supersedes economic interests in 
explaining Jewish political behavior, Silberman (1985, 347-348) comments on 
the attraction of Jews to “the Democratic party… with its traditional hospitality 
to non-WASP ethnic groups… A distinguished economist who strongly 
disagreed with [presidential candidate Walter] Mondale’s economic policies 
voted for him nonetheless. ‘I watched the conventions on television,’ he 
explained, ‘and the Republicans did not look like my kind of people.’ That same 
reaction led many Jews to vote for Carter in 1980 despite their dislike of him; 
‘I’d rather live in a country governed by the faces I saw at the Democratic 
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convention than by those I saw at the Republican convention,’ a well-known 
author told me.” 

The suggestion is that in general Jewish political motivation is influenced by 
non-economic issues related to perceived Jewish group interests, the latter 
influenced by social identity processes. Similarly in the politically charged area 
of cultural attitudes, Silberman (1985, 350) notes “American Jews are committed 
to cultural tolerance because of their belief—one firmly rooted in history—that 
Jews are safe only in a society acceptant of a wide range of attitudes and 
behaviors, as well as a diversity of religious and ethnic groups. It is this belief, 
for example, not approval of homosexuality, that leads an overwhelming majority 
of American Jews to endorse ‘gay rights’ and to take a liberal stance on most 
other so-called ‘social’ issues.” A perceived Jewish group interest in cultural 
pluralism transcends negative personal attitudes regarding the behavior in 
question. 

Silberman’s comment that Jewish attitudes are “firmly rooted in history” is 
particularly relevant: A consistent tendency has been for Jews to be persecuted as 
a minority group within a culturally or ethnically homogeneous society. A 
discussion of the political, religious, and cultural pluralism as a very rational 
motivation for American Jews will be highlighted in Chapter 7, which discusses 
Jewish involvement in shaping U.S. immigration policy. The point here is that 
the perceived Jewish group interest in developing a pluralistic society is of far 
more importance than mere economic self-interest in determining Jewish 
political behavior. Similarly Earl Raab (1996, 44) explains Jewish political 
behavior in terms of security issues related in part to a long memory of the 
Republican Party as linked to Christian fundamentalism and its history of being 
“resolutely nativist and anti-immigrant.” The pattern of supporting the 
Democratic Party is therefore an aspect of ethnic conflict between Jews and 
sectors of the European-derived Caucasian population in the United States, not 
economic issues. Indeed, economic issues appear to have no relevance at all, 
since support for the Democratic Party among Jews does not differ by social 
status (Raab 1996, 45). 

Nevertheless, there is evidence that recent Jewish voting behavior 
increasingly separates the traditional economic left-liberalism from issues related 
to cultural pluralism, immigration, and church-state separation. Recent polls and 
data on Jewish voting patterns indicate that Jews continue to view the right wing 
of the Republican Party as “a threat to American cosmopolitanism” because it is 
perceived as advocating a homogeneous Christian culture and is opposed to 
immigration (Beinart 1997, 25). However, Jewish voters were more supportive of 
conservative fiscal policies and less supportive of government attempts to 
redistribute wealth than either African Americans or other white Americans. 
Recent Jewish political behavior is thus self-interested both economically and in 
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its opposition to the ethnic interests of white Americans to develop an ethnically 
and culturally homogeneous society. 

In addition to the pursuit of specific group interests, however, social identity 
processes appear to make an independent contribution to explaining Jewish 
political behavior. Social identity processes appear to be necessary for explaining 
why the Jewish labor movement was far more radical than the rest of the 
American labor movement. In a passage that indicates Jewish radicals’ profound 
sense of Jewish identity and separatism as well as complete antipathy to the 
entire gentile social order, Levin (1977, 213) notes that “their socialist ideas… 
created a gulf between themselves and other American workers who were not 
interested in radical changes in the social order. Although Jewish trade unions 
joined the AFL, they never felt ideologically at home there, for the AFL did not 
seek a radical transformation of society, nor was it internationalist in outlook.” 
We have also noted that the New Left completely abandoned the aims and 
interests of the lower middle working class once that group had essentially 
achieved its social aims with the success of the trade union movement. 

Again, there is the strong suggestion that social criticism and feelings of 
cultural estrangement among Jews have deep psychological roots that reach far 
beyond particular economic or political interests. As indicated in Chapter 1, one 
critical psychological component appears to involve a very deep antipathy to the 
entire gentile-dominated social order, which is viewed as anti-Semitic—the 
desire for “malignant vengeance” that Disraeli asserted made many Jews “odious 
and so hostile to mankind.” Recall Lipset’s (1988, 393) description of the many 
Jewish “families which around the breakfast table, day after day, in Scarsdale, 
Newton, Great Neck, and Beverly Hills have discussed what an awful, corrupt, 
immoral, undemocratic, racist society the United States is.” These families 
clearly perceive themselves as separate from the wider culture of the United 
States; they also view conservative forces as attempting to maintain this 
malignant culture. As in the case of traditional Judaism vis-à-vis gentile society, 
the traditional culture of the United States—and particularly the political basis of 
cultural conservatism that has historically been associated with anti-Semitism—is 
perceived as a manifestation of a negatively evaluated outgroup. 

This antipathy toward gentile-dominated society was often accompanied by a 
powerful desire to avenge the evils of the old social order. For many Jewish New 
Leftists “the revolution promises to avenge the sufferings and to right the wrongs 
which have, for so long, been inflicted on Jews with the permission or 
encouragement, or even at the command of, the authorities in prerevolutionary 
societies” (Cohen 1980, 208). Interviews with New Left Jewish radicals revealed 
that many had destructive fantasies in which the revolution would result in 
“humiliation, dispossession, imprisonment or execution of the oppressors” 
(Cohen 1980, 208) combined with the belief in their own omnipotence and their 
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ability to create a nonoppressive social order—findings that are reminiscent of 
the motivating role of revenge for anti-Semitism among the Jewish-dominated 
security forces in communist Poland discussed above. These findings are also 
entirely consistent with my experience among Jewish New Left activists at the 
University of Wisconsin in the 1960s (see note 13). 

The social identity perspective predicts that generalized negative attributions 
of the outgroup would be accompanied by positive attributions regarding the 
Jewish ingroup. Both Jewish communists in Poland and Jewish New Left radicals 
had a powerful feeling of cultural superiority that was continuous with traditional 
Jewish conceptions of the superiority of their ingroup (Cohen 1980, 212; Schatz 
1991, 119). Jewish self-conceptualizations of their activity in developing an 
adversarial culture in the United States tended to emphasize either the Jew as the 
historical victim of gentile anti-Semitism or the Jew as moral hero, but “in both 
cases the portrait is the obverse of that of the anti-Semite. Jews lack warts. Their 
motives are pure, their idealism genuine” (Rothman & Lichter 1982, 112). 
Studies of Jewish radicals by Jewish social scientists have tended to gratuitously 
attribute Jewish radicalism to a “free choice of a gifted minority” (Rothman & 
Lichter 1982, 118) when economic explanations failed—yet another example 
where Jewish group status appears to affect social science research in a manner 
that serves Jewish group interests. 

Moreover, a universalist utopian ideology such as Marxism is an ideal 
vehicle for serving Jewish attempts to develop a positive self-identity while still 
retaining their positive identity as Jews and their negative evaluation of gentile 
power structures. First, the utopian nature of radical ideology in contrast to 
existing gentile-dominated social systems (which are inevitably less than perfect) 
facilitates development of a positive identity for the ingroup. Radical ideology 
thus facilitates positive group identity and a sense of moral rectitude because of 
its advocacy of universalist ethical principles. Psychologists have found that a 
sense of moral rectitude is an important component of self-esteem (e.g., Harter 
1983), and self-esteem has been proposed as a motivating factor in social identity 
processes (SAID, Ch. 1). 

As was also true of psychoanalysis, leftist political movements developed 
redemptive-messianic overtones highly conducive to ingroup pride and loyalty. 
Members of the Russian Jewish Bund and their progeny in the United States had 
intense personal pride and a powerful sense that they were “part of a moral and 
political vanguard for great historical change. They had a mission that inspired 
them and people who believed in them” (Liebman 1979, 133). 

This sense of ingroup pride and messianic fervor is undoubtedly a critical 
ingredient of Judaism in all historical eras. As Schatz (1991, 105) notes in his 
description of the underground Jewish communist revolutionaries in Poland 
during the interwar period, “The movement was… part of a worldwide, 
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international struggle for nothing less than the fundamental change of the very 
foundations of human society. The joint effect of this situation was a specific 
sense of revolutionary loneliness and mission, an intense cohesion, a feeling of 
brotherhood, and a readiness for personal sacrifice on the altar of struggle.” What 
distinguished Jewish communists from other communists was not only their 
desire for a postrevolutionary world without anti-Semitism, but also their 
“distinct [emotional] intensity with roots in messianic longings” (Schatz 1991, 
140). As one respondent said, “I believed in Stalin and in the party as my father 
believed in the Messiah” (in Schatz 1991, 140). 

Reflecting traditional Jewish social structure, these Jewish radical groups 
were hierarchical and highly authoritarian, and they developed their own private 
language (Schatz 1991, 109-112). As in traditional Judaism, continuing study and 
self-education were viewed as very important features of the movement: “To 
study was a point of honor and an obligation” (p. 117). The discussions 
replicated the traditional methods of Torah study: memorization of long passages 
of text combined with analysis and interpretation carried out in an atmosphere of 
intense intellectual competition quite analogous to the traditional pilpul. In the 
words of a novice to these discussions, “We behaved like yeshiva bukhers 
[students] and they [the more experienced intellectual mentors] like rabbis” (p. 
139). 

As expected on the basis of social identity theory, there was also a high level 
of ingroup-outgroup thinking characterized by a lofty sense of moral rectitude 
among the ingroup combined with an implacable hostility and rejection of the 
outgroup. In the period after World War II, for example, the Polish-Jewish 
communists viewed the new economic plan “in truly mystical terms. [It was] a 
scientifically conceived, infallible scheme that would totally restructure societal 
relations and prepare the country for socialism” (Schatz 1991, 249). The 
economic difficulties that befell the population merely resulted in transferring 
their hopes to the future, while at the same time they developed “an 
uncompromising attitude toward those who might not be willing to accept the 
hardships of the present and a merciless hostility toward those perceived as the 
enemy. Thus the burning will to produce general harmony and happiness was 
married to distrust and suspiciousness regarding its objects and a hatred toward 
its actual, potential, or imagined opponents” (p. 250). 

Clearly, to be a communist revolutionary was to develop an intense 
commitment to a cohesive authoritarian group that valued intellectual 
accomplishments and exhibited intense hatred against enemies and outgroups 
while having very positive feelings toward an ingroup viewed as morally and 
intellectually superior. These groups operated as embattled minorities that 
viewed the surrounding society as hostile and threatening. Being a member of 
such a group required a great deal of personal sacrifice and even altruism. All 
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these attributes can be found as defining features of more traditional Jewish 
groups. 

Further evidence of the importance of social identity processes may be found 
in Charles Liebman’s (1973, 153ff) suggestion that leftist universalist ideology 
allows Jews to subvert traditional social categorizations in which Jews are 
viewed in negative terms. The adoption of such ideologies by Jews is an attempt 
to overcome Jewish feelings of alienation “from the roots and the traditions of 
[gentile] society” (p. 153). “The Jew continues his search for an ethic or ethos 
which is not only universal or capable of universality, but which provides a 
cutting edge against the older traditions of the society, a search whose intensity is 
compounded and reinforced by the Gentile’s treatment of the Jew” (Liebman 
1973, 157). Such attempts at subverting negative social categorizations imposed 
by an outgroup are a central aspect of social identity theory (Hogg & Abrams 
1988; see SAID, Ch. 1). 

The universalist ideology thus functions as a secular form of Judaism. 
Sectarian forms of Judaism are rejected as “a survival strategy” (Liebman 1973, 
157) because of their tendency to produce anti-Semitism, their lack of intellectual 
appeal in the post-Enlightenment world, and their ineffectiveness in appealing to 
gentiles and thereby altering the gentile social world in a manner that furthers 
Jewish group interests. Indeed, while the universalist ideology is formally 
congruent with Enlightenment ideals, the retention of traditional Jewish 
separatism and patterns of association among those espousing the ideology 
suggest an element of deception or self-deception: 

 
Jews prefer to get together with other Jews to promote 

ostensibly non-Jewish enterprises (which assist Jewish 
acceptance), and then to pretend the whole matter has nothing to 
do with being Jewish. But this type of activity is most prevalent 
among Jews who are the most estranged from their own 
traditions and hence most concerned with finding a value that 
supports Jewish acceptance without overtly destroying Jewish 
group ties. (Liebman 1973, 159) 

 
The universalist ideology therefore allows Jews to escape their alienation or 

estrangement from gentile society while nevertheless allowing for the retention 
of a strong Jewish identity. Institutions that promote group ties among gentiles 
(such as nationalism and traditional gentile religious associations) are actively 
opposed and subverted, while the structural integrity of Jewish separatism is 
maintained. A consistent thread of radical theorizing since Marx has been a fear 
that nationalism could serve as a social cement that would result in a compromise 
between the social classes and result in a highly unified social order based on 
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hierarchical but harmonious relationships between existing social classes. This is 
only this type of highly cohesive gentile social organization that is fundamentally 
at odds with Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy (see Chs. 5, 7, 8). Both the 
Old Left and the New Left, as noted, actively attempted to subvert the 
cohesiveness of gentile social structure, including especially the modus vivendi 
achieved between business and labor by the 1960s. And we have seen that the 
Jewish-dominated Polish communist government campaigned actively against 
Polish nationalism, and they campaigned against the political and cultural power 
of the Catholic Church, the main force of social cohesion in traditional Polish 
society. 

Finally, as emphasized by Rothman and Lichter (1982, 119), Marxism is 
particularly attractive as the basis for an ideology that subverts the negative 
social categorizations of the gentile outgroup because within such an ideology 
the Jewish-gentile categorization becomes less salient while Jewish group 
cohesion and separatism may nevertheless persist: “By adopting variants of 
Marxist ideology, Jews deny the reality of cultural or religious differences 
between Jews and Christians. These differences become ‘epiphenomenal,’ 
compared to the more fundamental opposition of workers and capitalists. Thus 
Jews and non-Jews are really brothers under the skin. Even when not adopting a 
Marxist position, many Jews have tended toward radical environmentalist 
positions which serve a similar function” (p. 119).90 

Such a strategy makes excellent sense from the standpoint of social identity 
theory: A consistent finding in research on intergroup contact is that making the 
social categories that define groups less salient would lessen intergroup 
differentiation and would facilitate positive social interactions between members 
from different groups (Brewer & Miller 1984; Doise & Sinclair 1973; Miller, 
Brewer & Edwards 1985). At the extreme, acceptance of a universalist ideology 
by gentiles would result in gentiles not perceiving Jews as in a different social 
category at all, while nonetheless Jews would be able to maintain a strong 
personal identity as Jews. 

These features of Jewish radicalism together constitute a very compelling 
analysis of the role of social identity processes in this phenomenon. The last 
mechanism is particularly interesting as an analysis of both the tendency for 
Jewish political overrepresentation in radical causes and the Jewish tendency to 
adopt radical environmentalist ideologies noted as a common characteristic of 
Jewish social scientists in Chapter 2. The analysis implies that the Jews involved 
in these intellectual movements are engaged in a subtle process of deception of 
gentiles (and, perhaps, self-deception), and that these movements essentially 
function as a form of crypto-Judaism. 

In the language of social identity theory, an ideology is created in which the 
social categorization of Jew-gentile is minimized in importance, and there are no 
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negative attributions regarding Jewish group membership. The importance of 
ethnic group membership is minimized as a social category, and, because of its 
lack of importance, ethnic self-interest among gentiles is analyzed as 
fundamentally misguided because it does not recognize the priority of class 
conflict between gentiles. Jews can remain Jews because being a Jew is no longer 
important. At the same time, traditional institutions of social cohesiveness within 
gentile society are subverted and gentile society itself is viewed as permeated by 
conflicts of interest between social classes rather than by commonalities of 
interest and feelings of social solidarity among different social classes. 

Rothman and Lichter (p. 119ff) support their argument by noting that the 
adoption of universalist ideologies is a common technique among minority 
groups in a wide range of cultures around the world. Despite the veneer of 
universalism, these movements are most definitely not assimilationist, and in fact 
Rothman and Lichter view assimilation, defined as complete absorption and loss 
of minority group identity, as an alternative to the adoption of universalist 
political movements. Universalist ideologies may be smoke screens that actually 
facilitate the continued existence of group strategies while promoting the denial 
of their importance by ingroup and outgroup members alike. Judaism as a 
cohesive, ethnically based group strategy is able to continue to exist but in a 
cryptic or semi-cryptic state. 

Corroborating this perspective, Levin (1977, 105) states, “Marx’s analysis 
[of Judaism as a caste] gave socialist thinkers an easy way out—to ignore or 
minimize the Jewish problem.” In Poland, the Jewish-dominated Communist 
Party decried worker and peasant participation in anti-Semitic pogroms during 
the 1930s because such individuals were not acting on behalf of their class 
interests (Schatz 1991, 99), an interpretation in which ethnic conflicts result from 
capitalism and will end after the communist revolution. One reason little anti-
Semitism existed within the Social Democratic movement in late-nineteenth-
century Germany was that Marxist theory explained all social phenomena; Social 
Democrats “did not need anti-Semitism, another all-embracing theory, to explain 
the events of their lives” (Dawidowicz 1975, 42). The Social Democrats (and 
Marx) never analyzed Judaism as a nation or as an ethnic group but as a religious 
and economic community (Pulzer 1964, 269). 

In theory, therefore, anti-Semitism and other ethnic conflicts would disappear 
with the advent of a socialist society. It is possible that such an interpretation 
actually served to lower anti-Semitism in some cases. Levy (1975, 190) suggests 
that anti-Semitism was minimized among the gentile working-class constituency 
of the German Social Democrats by the activities of party leaders and socialist 
theoreticians who framed the political and economic problems of this group in 
terms of class conflict rather than Jewish-gentile conflict and actively opposed 
any cooperation with anti-Semitic parties. 
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Trotsky and other Jews in the Russian Socialist Democratic Labor Party 
considered themselves as representing the Jewish proletariat within the wider 
socialist movement (see note 4), but they were opposed to the separatist, 
nationalist program of the Russian Jewish Bund. Arthur Liebman (1979, 122-
123) suggests that these assimilationist socialists consciously conceptualized a 
postrevolutionary society in which Judaism would exist, but with a lessened 
social salience: “For them, the ultimate solution of the Jewish problem would be 
an internationalist socialist society that paid no heed to distinctions between Jews 
and non-Jews. To hasten the establishment of such a society, it became 
necessary, in the view of these assimilationist socialists, for Jews to consider 
ethnic and religious distinctions between them and non-Jews as irrelevant.” 

Similarly, after the revolution, “Having abandoned their own origins and 
identity, yet not finding, or sharing, or being fully admitted to Russian life 
(except in the world of the party), the Jewish Bolsheviks found their ideological 
home in revolutionary universalism. They dreamt of a classless and stateless 
society supported by Marxist faith and doctrine that transcended the 
particularities and burdens of Jewish existence” (Levin 1988, 49). These 
individuals, along with many highly nationalist ex-Bundists, ended up 
administrating programs related to Jewish national life in the Soviet Union. 
Apparently, although they rejected the radical Jewish separatism of either the 
Bundists or the Zionists, they envisioned the continuity of secular Jewish national 
life in the Soviet Union (e.g., Levin 1988, 52). 

This belief in the invisibility of Judaism in a socialist society can also be 
found among American Jewish radicals. American Jewish socialists of the 1890s, 
for example, envisioned a society in which race played no part (Rogoff 1930, 
115), apparently a proposal in which Jews and non-Jews would remain in their 
separate spheres in a class-based workers movement. In the event, even this level 
of assimilation was not attained; these organizers worked in a completely Jewish 
milieu and retained strong ties with the Jewish community. “Their actions 
continued to be at variance with their ideology. The more deeply they moved into 
the field of organizing Jewish workers, the more loudly they insisted on their 
socialist universalism” (Liebman 1979, 256-257). 

The gap between rhetoric and reality strongly suggests the importance of 
deception and self-deception in these phenomena. Indeed, these socialist labor 
organizers never abandoned their universalistic rhetoric, but actively resisted 
incorporating their unions into the wider American labor movement even after 
the decline of Yiddish among their members left them without any excuses for 
failing to do so. Within the unions they engaged in ethnic politics aimed at 
keeping their own ethnic group in power (Liebman 1979, 270ff), actions 
obviously at odds with socialist rhetoric. In the end, the attachment of many of 
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these individuals to socialism declined and was replaced by a strong sense of 
Jewish ethnicity and peoplehood (Liebman 1979, 270). 

The result was that the veneer or universalism covered up a continued 
separatism of radical Jewish intellectuals and political organizers: 

 
[Gentile intellectuals] really are not totally accepted into 

even the secularist humanist liberal company of their quondam 
Jewish friends. Jews continue to insist in indirect and often 
inexplicable ways on their own uniqueness. Jewish universalism 
in relations between Jews and non-Jews has an empty ring… 
Still, we have the anomaly of Jewish secularists and atheists 
writing their own prayer books. We find Jewish political 
reformers breaking with their local parties which stress an ethnic 
style of politics, and ostensibly pressing for universal political 
goals—while organizing their own political clubs which are so 
Jewish in style and manner that non-Jews often feel unwelcome. 
(Liebman 1973, 158) 

 
Universalism may thus be viewed as a mechanism for Jewish continuity via 

crypsis or semi-crypsis. The Jewish radical is invisible to the gentile as a Jew and 
thereby avoids anti-Semitism while at the same time covertly retains his or her 
Jewish identity. Lyons (1982, 73) finds that “most Jewish Communists wear their 
Jewishness very casually but experience it deeply. It is not a religious or even an 
institutional Jewishness for most; nevertheless, it is rooted in a subculture of 
identity, style, language, and social network… In fact, this second-generation 
Jewishness was antiethnic and yet the height of ethnicity. The emperor believed 
that he was clothed in transethnic, American garb, but Gentiles saw the nuances 
and details of his naked ethnicity.” 

These remarks indicate an element of crypsis—a self-deceptive disjunction 
between private and public personas—”a dual posturing revealing one face to the 
outer world and another to the tribe” (Horowitz 1997, 42). But this pose has a 
cost. As Albert Memmi (1966, 236), notes, “The Jew-of-the-Left must pay for 
this protection by his modesty and anonymity, his apparent lack of concern for all 
that relates to his own people… Like the poor man who enters a middle-class 
family, they demand that he at least have the good taste to make himself 
invisible.” Because of the nature of their own ideology, Jews on the left were 
forced to deemphasize specifically Jewish issues, such as the Holocaust and 
Israel, despite their strong identification as Jews (Wisse 1987). It is precisely this 
feature of the Jewish leftist intellectual movements that are most repellent to 
ethnically committed Jews (see, e.g., Wisse 1987). 
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Ethnic identification was often unconscious, suggesting self-deception. 
Lyons (1982, 74) finds that among his sample of Jewish American communists,  

 
evidence of the importance of ethnicity in general and 
Jewishness in particular permeates the available record. Many 
Communists, for example, state that they could never have 
married a spouse who was not a leftist. When Jews were asked if 
they could have married Gentiles, many hesitated, surprised by 
the question, and found it difficult to answer. Upon reflection, 
many concluded that they had always taken marriage to someone 
Jewish for granted. The alternative was never really considered, 
particularly among Jewish men. 

 
Moreover, there were conscious attempts at deception directed at making 

Jewish involvement in radical political movements invisible by placing an 
American face on what was in reality largely a Jewish movement (Liebman 
1979, 527ff). Both the Socialist Party and the CPUSA took pains to have gentiles 
prominently displayed as leaders, and the CPUSA actively encouraged Jewish 
members to take gentile-sounding names. (This phenomenon also occurred in 
Poland [see above] and the Soviet Union [see p. 97].) Despite representing over 
half the membership in both the Socialist Party and the CPUSA during some 
periods, neither party ever had Jews as presidential candidates and no Jew held 
the top position in the CPUSA after 1929. Gentiles were brought from long 
distances and given highly visible staff positions in Jewish-dominated socialist 
organizations in New York. Jewish domination of these organizations not 
uncommonly led gentiles to leave when they realized their role as window 
dressing in a fundamentally Jewish organization. 

Liebman (1979, 561) notes that New Left radicals often took pains to ignore 
Jewish issues entirely. The New Left deemphasized ethnicity and religion in its 
ideology while emphasizing social categories and political issues such as the 
Vietnam War and discrimination against blacks which were very divisive for 
white gentiles but for which Jewish identity was irrelevant; moreover, these 
issues did not threaten Jewish middle-class interests, especially Zionism. Jewish 
identity, though salient to the participants, was publicly submerged. And as noted 
above, when the New Left began adopting positions incompatible with Jewish 
interests, Jews tended to sever their ties with the movement. 

In a remarkable illustration of the perceived invisibility of the group 
dynamics of Jewish involvement in radical political movements, Liebman (1979, 
167) describes 1960s student activists as completely unaware that their actions 
could lead to anti-Semitism because Jews were overrepresented among the 
activists. (Liebman shows that in fact other Jews were concerned that their 
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actions would lead to anti-Semitism.) From their own perspective, they were 
successfully engaging in crypsis: They supposed that their Jewishness was 
completely invisible to the outside world while at the same time it retained a 
great deal of subjective salience to themselves. At a theoretical level, this is a 
classic case of self-deception, considered in SAID (Ch. 8) as an essential feature 
of Jewish religious ideology and reactions to anti-Semitism. 

In the event, the deception appears to have generally failed, if not for the 
New Left, at least for the Old Left. There was a general lack of rapport between 
Jewish radical intellectuals and non-Jewish intellectuals within Old Left radical 
organizations (C. Liebman 1973, 158-159). Some gentile intellectuals found the 
movement attractive because of its Jewish dominance, but for the most part the 
essentially Jewish milieu was a barrier (Liebman 1979, 530ff). The Jewish 
commitment of these radicals, their desire to remain within a Jewish milieu, and 
their negative attitudes toward Christian gentile culture prevented them from 
being effective recruiters among the gentile working class. As David Horowitz’s 
communist father wrote while on a trip through Colorado in the 1930s, “I have 
feelings… that I’m in a foreign land. And it strikes me that unless we learn the 
people of this country so thoroughly so that we won’t feel that way, we won’t get 
anywhere. I’m afraid that most of us aren’t really ‘patriotic,’ I mean at bottom 
deeply fond of the country and people.” Similarly, former communist Sidney 
Hook (1987, 188) noted, “it was as if they had no roots in, or knowledge of, the 
American society they wanted to transform.” A similar situation occurred in 
Poland, where the efforts of even the most “de-ethnicized” Jewish communists 
were inhibited by the traditional Jewish attitudes of superiority toward and 
estrangement from traditional Polish culture (Schatz 1991, 119). 

And once in the party, many non-Jews were repelled by its highly intellectual 
atmosphere and dropped out. As expected on the basis of social identity theory 
on the hypothesis that radicalism was fundamentally a form of secular Judaism, 
there are indications of an anti-gentile atmosphere within these organizations: 
“There was also present among Jewish intellectuals and leftists a mixture of 
hostility and superiority toward Gentiles” (Liebman 1979, 534). There was also 
an ethnic divide between Jewish and black Communist Party workers resulting at 
least partly from “a missionary and patronizing attitude” of the Jewish organizers 
(Lyons 1982, 80). 

 
Encounters between Blacks and Jews always seemed to 

involve Jews reaching out and “helping” Blacks, “teaching” 
them, “guiding” them. Many Black intellectuals ended their 
flirtation with the Communist Party bitter not only at the 
communists but at Jews they felt had treated them 
condescendingly. “How can the average public school Negro be 
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expected to understand the exigencies of the capitalist system as 
it applies to both Jew and Gentile in America…since both groups 
act strangely like Hitlerian Aryans…when it comes to colored 
folks?” asked Langston Hughes, bitter after a feud with Jewish 
communists. (Kaufman 1997, 110) 

 
This sense of condescending superiority of Jewish radicals in the civil rights 

movement has been identified as a source of the current upsurge of anti-Semitism 
among African Americans. 

 
 

CONCLUSION 

It is of some interest to attempt to understand the ultimate fate of Judaism in 
situations where society became organized according to a politically radical 
universalist ideology. In the Soviet Union, individual Jews “played an important 
and sometimes decisive part in the leadership of the three main socialist parties,” 
including the Bolsheviks (Pinkus 1988, 42; see also Rothman & Lichter 1982; 
Shapiro 1961). Jews “dominated” Lenin’s first Politburo (Rapoport 1990, 30). 
(Lenin himself had a Jewish maternal grandfather [Volkogonov 1995] and is 
reported to have said that “an intelligent Russian is almost always a Jew or 
someone with Jewish blood in his veins” [in Pipes 1990, 352].) Jews made up a 
greater percentage of other Russian revolutionary parties than they did the 
Bolsheviks (Lindemann 1997, 425ff). Indeed, there is some evidence for a 
Jewish-gentile schism between the Bolsheviks and the more internationally 
minded Mensheviks, whose ranks included a much larger percentage of Jews. 
(Recall also the internationalism of the Jewish Bolsheviks; see above.) 
Nevertheless, Jews were prominently represented as leaders of the Bolsheviks 
and within the Bolshevik movement “citing the 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” (p. 429). Jewish Bolsheviks were also 
more highly educated than non-Jewish Bolsheviks and more likely to be 
polylingual. (As noted in Chapter 1, American Jewish radicals were highly 
intelligent, hard working, dedicated and upwardly mobile—traits that 
undoubtedly contributed to the success of their organizations.) Four of the top 
seven leaders were ethnic Jews (not counting Lenin, who, as Lindemann notes, 
was one-fourth Jewish and therefore Jewish enough to have come under 
suspicion in Nazi Germany; Lenin was widely regarded as a Jew), as were 
approximately one-third of the top fifty. 
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Moreover, Lindemann points out that several of the top gentiles in the 
Bolshevik movement, including Lenin, might be termed “jewified non-Jews”—
”a term, freed of its ugly connotations, [that] might be used to underline an often 
overlooked point: Even in Russia there were some non-Jews, whether Bolsheviks 
or not, who respected Jews, praised them abundantly, imitated them, cared about 
their welfare, and established intimate friendships or romantic liaisons with 
them” (p. 433). For example, Lenin “openly and repeatedly praised the role of the 
Jews in the revolutionary movement; he was one of the most adamant and 
consistent in the party in his denunciations of pogroms and anti-Semitism more 
generally. After the revolution, he backed away from his earlier resistance to 
Jewish nationalism, accepting that under Soviet rule Jewish nationality might be 
legitimate. On his death bed, Lenin spoke fondly of the Jewish Menshevik Julius 
Martov, for whom he had always retained a special personal affection in spite of 
their fierce ideological differences.” 

Citing Paul Johnson’s (1988) important work, Lindemann notes Trotsky’s 
“paramount” role in planning and leading the Bolshevik uprising and his role as a 
“brilliant military leader” in establishing the Red Army as a military force (p. 
448). Moreover, many of Trotsky’s personality traits are stereotypically Jewish: 

 
If one accepts that anti-Semitism was most potently driven 

by anxiety and fear, as distinguished from contempt, then the 
extent to which Trotsky became a source of preoccupation with 
anti-Semites is significant. Here, too, Johnson’s words are 
suggestive: He writes of Trotsky’s “demonic power”—the same 
term, revealingly, used repeatedly by others in referring to 
Zinoviev’s oratory or Uritsky’s ruthlessness.91 Trotsky’s 
boundless self-confidence, his notorious arrogance, and sense of 
superiority were other traits often associated with Jews. 
Fantasies there were about Trotsky and other Bolsheviks, but 
there were also realities around which the fantasies grew. (p. 
448) 

 
Vaksberg (1994) has a particularly interesting presentation. He notes, for 

example, that in a photomontage of the Bolshevik leaders taken in 1920, 22 of 
the 61 leaders were Jews, “and the picture did not include Kaganovich, 
Pyatniksky, Goloshchekin, and many others who were part of the ruling circle, 
and whose presence on that album page would have raised the percentage of 
Jews even higher” (p. 20). In addition to the very large overrepresentation of 
Jews at these levels, there were “a plethora of Jewish wives” among the non-
Jewish leaders (p. 49), which must have heightened the Jewish atmosphere of the 
top levels of the government, given that everyone, especially Stalin, appears to 
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have been quite conscious of ethnicity. (Stalin himself went to great lengths to 
discourage the marriage of his daughter to a Jew and disapproved of other 
Jewish-gentile marriages [Vaksberg 1994, 139].) For their part, anti-Semites 
accused Jews of having “implanted those of their own category as wives and 
husbands for influential figures and officials” (in Kostyrchenko 1995, 272; italics 
in text). This point fits well with Lindemann’s description of gentile Bolsheviks 
as “jewified non-Jews.” 

Among gentile Russians there was a widespread perception that “whereas 
everybody else had lost from the Revolution, the Jews, and they alone, had 
benefited from it” (Pipes 1993, 101), as indicated, for example, by official Soviet 
government efforts against anti-Semitism. As in the case of post-World War II 
Poland, Jews were considered trustworthy supporters of the regime because of 
the very great change in their status brought about by the revolution (Vaksberg 
1994, 60). As a result, the immediate postrevolutionary period was characterized 
by intense anti-Semitism, including the numerous pogroms carried out by the 
White Army. However, Stalin “decided to destroy the ‘myth’ of the decisive role 
of the Jews in the planning, organization, and realization of the revolution” and 
to emphasize the role of Russians (Vaksberg 1994, 82). Just as do contemporary 
Jewish apologists, Stalin had an interest in deemphasizing the role of Jews in the 
revolution, but for different reasons. 

Jews were highly overrepresented among the political and cultural elite in the 
Soviet Union throughout the 1920s (Ginsberg 1993, 53; Horowitz 1993, 83; 
Pipes 1993, 112) and, indeed, into the 1950s era of the purges of Jews from the 
economic and cultural elite (Kostyrchenko 1995).92 I interpret Vaksberg’s (1994) 
thesis regarding Stalin as implying that Stalin was an anti-Semite from very early 
on, but that because of the powerful presence of Jews at the top reaches of the 
government and other areas of Soviet society as well as the need to appeal to 
Western governments, his efforts to remove Jews from top levels of government 
developed only slowly, and he was forced to engage in considerable deception. 
Thus Stalin mixed his measures against Jews with overt expressions of philo-
Semitism and often included a few non-Jews to mask the anti-Jewish intent. For 
example, just prior to a series of trials in which 11 of the 16 defendants were 
Jewish, there was a widely publicized trial of two non-Jews on charges of anti-
Semitism (p. 77). In the trials of the Jews, no mention was made of Jewish ethnic 
background and, with one exception, the defendants were referred to only by 
their (non-Jewish sounding) party pseudonyms rather than their Jewish names. 
Stalin continued to give honors and awards to Jewish artists during the 1930s 
even while he was removing the top Jewish political leaders and replacing them 
with gentiles (see also Rubenstein 1996, 272). 

The campaign to remove Jews from administrative positions in the cultural 
establishment began as early as 1942, again accompanied by prizes and awards to 
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prominent Jewish scientists and artists to deflect charges of anti-Semitism. Full-
blown state-sponsored anti-Semitism emerged in the post-World War II era, 
complete with quotas on Jewish admission to universities that were harsher than 
in czarist times. However, it was not merely Stalin’s personal anti-Semitism that 
was involved; rather, anti-Semitism was motivated by very traditional concerns 
about Jews relating to economic and cultural domination and loyalty. 
Kostyrchenko (1995) shows that ethnic Russians seeking to dislodge Jews from 
dominant positions among the Soviet elite were an important source of pressure 
on Stalin. Purges of disproportionately Jewish elites were made in the areas of 
journalism, the arts, academic departments of history, pedagogy, philosophy, 
economics, medicine and psychiatry, and scientific research institutes in all areas 
of the natural sciences. There were also widespread purges of Jews at the top 
levels of management and engineering throughout the economy. Jewish 
intellectuals were characterized as “rootless cosmopolitans” who lacked 
sympathy with Russian national culture, and they were regarded as disloyal 
because of their open enthusiasm for Israel and their close ties to American Jews. 

Jews were also highly overrepresented as leaders among the other communist 
governments in Eastern Europe as well as in communist revolutionary 
movements in Germany and Austria from 1918 to 1923. In the short-lived 
communist government in Hungary in 1919, 95 percent of the leading figures of 
Bela Kun’s government were Jews (Pipes 1993, 112). This government 
energetically liquidated predominantly gentile counterrevolutionaries and the 
ensuing struggle led by Admiral Horthy eventuated in the execution of most of 
the Jewish leadership of the communist government—a struggle with clear anti-
Semitic overtones. Moreover, Jewish agents in the service of the Soviet Union 
featured prominently in Western communist parties: “Even within the various 
and often violently contending factions of the nascent communist parties of the 
West, ‘foreign Jews, taking orders from Moscow’ became a hot issue. It 
remained mostly taboo in socialist ranks to refer openly to Moscow’s agents as 
Jewish, but the implication was often that such foreign Jews were destroying 
western socialism” (Lindemann 1997, 435-436). 

Jews thus achieved leading positions in these societies in the early stages, but 
in the long run, anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union and other Eastern European 
communist societies became a well-known phenomenon and an important 
political cause among American Jews (Sachar 1992; Woocher 1986). As we have 
seen, Stalin gradually diminished the power of Jews in the Soviet Union, and 
anti-Semitism was an important factor in the decline of Jews in leadership 
positions in Eastern European communist governments. 

The cases of Hungary and Poland are particularly interesting. Given the role 
of Jewish communists in postwar Poland, it is not surprising that an anti-Semitic 
movement developed and eventually toppled the generation from power (see 
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Schatz 1991, 264ff). After Nikita Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization speech of 1956 
the party split into a Jewish and anti-Jewish section, with the anti-Jewish section 
complaining of too many Jews in top positions. In the words of a leader of the 
anti-Jewish faction, the preponderance of Jews “makes people hate Jews and 
mistrust the party. The Jews estrange people from the party and from the Soviet 
Union; national feelings have been offended, and it is the duty of the party to 
adjust to the demands so that Poles, not Jews, hold the top positions in Poland” 
(in Schatz 1991, 268). Khrushchev himself supported a new policy with his 
remark that “you have already too many Abramoviches” (in Schatz 1991, 272). 
Even this first stage in the anti-Jewish purges was accompanied by anti-Semitic 
incidents among the public at large, as well as demands that Jewish communists 
who had changed their names to lower their profile in the party reveal 
themselves. As a result of these changes over half of Polish Jews responded by 
emigrating to Israel between 1956 and 1959. 

Anti-Semitism increased dramatically toward the end of the 1960s. Jews 
were gradually downgraded in status and Jewish communists were blamed for 
Poland’s misfortunes. The Protocols of the Elders of Zion circulated widely 
among party activists, students, and army personnel. The security force, which 
had been dominated by Jews and directed toward suppressing Polish nationalism, 
was now dominated by Poles who viewed Jews “as a group in need of close and 
constant surveillance” (p. 290). Jews were removed from important positions in 
the government, the military, and the media. Elaborate files were maintained on 
Jews, including the crypto-Jews who had changed their names and adopted non-
Jewish external identities. As the Jews had done earlier, the anti-Jewish group 
developed networks that promoted their own people throughout the government 
and the media. Jews now became dissidents and defectors where before they had 
dominated the state forces of Orthodoxy. 

The “earthquake” finally erupted in 1968 with an anti-Semitic campaign 
consequent to outpourings of joy among Jews over Israel’s victory in the Six-Day 
War. Israel’s victory occurred despite Soviet bloc support of the Arabs, and 
President Gomulka condemned the Jewish “fifth column” in the country. 
Extensive purges of Jews swept the country and secular Jewish life (e.g., Yiddish 
magazines and Jewish schools and day camps) was essentially dissolved. This 
hatred toward Jews clearly resulted from the role Jews played in postwar Poland. 
As one intellectual described it, Poland’s problems resulted essentially from 
ethnic conflict between Poles and Jews in which the Jews were supported by the 
Russians. The problems were due to “the arrival in our country… of certain 
politicians dressed in officer’s uniforms, who later presumed that only they—the 
Zambrowskis, the Radkiewiczes, the Bermans—had the right to leadership, a 
monopoly over deciding what was right for the Polish nation.” The solution 
would come when the “abnormal ethnic composition” of society was corrected 
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(in Schatz 1991, 306, 307). The remaining Jews “both as a collective and as 
individuals… were singled out, slandered, ostracized, degraded, threatened, and 
intimidated with breathtaking intensity and… malignance” (p. 308). Most left 
Poland for Israel, and all were forced to renounce their Polish citizenship. They 
left behind only a few thousand mostly aged Jews. 

The case of Hungary is entirely analogous to Poland both in the origins of the 
triumph of communist Jews and in their eventual defeat by an anti-Semitic 
movement. Despite evidence that Stalin was an anti-Semite, he installed Jewish 
communists as leaders of his effort to dominate Hungary after World War II. The 
government was “completely dominated” by Jews (Rothman and Lichter 1982, 
89), a common perception among the Hungarian people (see Irving 1981, 47ff). 
“The wags of Budapest explained the presence of a lone gentile in the party 
leadership on the grounds that a ‘goy’ was needed to turn on the lights on 
Saturday” (Rothman & Lichter 1982, 89). The Hungarian Communist Party, with 
the backing of the Red Army, tortured, imprisoned, and executed opposition 
political leaders and other dissidents and effectively harnessed Hungary’s 
economy in the service of the Soviet Union. They thus created a situation similar 
to that in Poland: Jews were installed by their Russian masters as the ideal middle 
stratum between an exploitative alien ruling elite and a subject native population. 
Jews were seen as having engineered the communist revolution and as having 
benefited most from the revolution. Jews constituted nearly all of the party’s 
elite, held the top positions in the security police, and dominated managerial 
positions throughout the economy. Not only were Jewish Communist Party 
functionaries and economic managers economically dominant, they also appear 
to have had fairly unrestricted access to gentile females working under them—
partly as a result of the poverty to which the vast majority of the population had 
descended, and partly because of specific government policies designed to 
undermine traditional sexual mores by, for example, paying women to have 
illegitimate children (see Irving 1981, 111). The domination of the Hungarian 
communist Jewish bureaucracy thus appears to have had overtones of sexual and 
reproductive domination of gentiles in which Jewish males were able to have 
disproportionate sexual access to gentile females. 

As an indication of the gulf between ruler and ruled in Hungary, a student 
commented: “Take Hungary: Who was the enemy? For Rákosi [the Jewish leader 
of the Hungarian Communist Party] and his gang the enemy was us, the 
Hungarian people. They believed that Hungarians were innately fascist. This was 
the attitude of the Jewish communists, the Moscow group. They had nothing but 
contempt for the people” (in Irving 1981, 146). The comment illustrates a theme 
of the loyalty issue discussed in SAID (Ch. 2): Jewish disloyalty to the people 
among whom they have lived is often exacerbated by anti-Semitism, which itself 
is linked to the other common sources of anti-Semitism. Moreover, ethnicity 
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continued to be a prominent factor in the post-revolutionary period despite its 
theoretical unimportance. When Jewish functionaries wanted to penalize a farmer 
who failed to meet his quota, gypsies were sent to strip the farmer’s property 
because other townspeople would not cooperate in the destruction of one of their 
own (Irving 1981, 132). Here the party functionaries were taking advantage of 
the same principle Stalin and other alien rulers have recognized when they used 
Jews as an exploitative stratum between themselves and a subject native 
population: Foreign ethnics are relatively willing to exploit other groups. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that the Hungarian uprising of 1956 included elements of a 
traditional anti-Semitic pogrom, as indicated by anti-Jewish attitudes among the 
refugees of the period. In this regard, the uprising was not unlike many anti-
Semitic pogroms that occurred in traditional societies when the power of the 
alien ruling elite who supported the Jews diminished (see SAID, Ch. 2; PTSDA, 
Ch. 5). 

As with all experiments in living, leftist universalist ideology and political 
structure may not achieve the results desired by their Jewish proponents.93 On the 
basis of the data presented here, the eventual failure of political radicalism to 
guarantee Jewish interests has been a prime factor in Jews’ abandoning radical 
movements or attempting to combine radicalism with an overt Jewish identity 
and commitment to Jewish interests. In the long run, it would appear that 
ideologies of universalism in the presence of continued group cohesion and 
identity may not be an effective mechanism for combating anti-Semitism. 

In retrospect, Jewish advocacy of highly collectivist social structure 
represented by socialism and communism has been a poor strategy for Judaism as 
a group evolutionary strategy. Judaism and bureaucratic, statist socialism are not 
obviously incompatible, and we have seen that Jews were able to develop a 
predominant political and cultural position in socialist societies, as they have in 
more individualistic societies. However, the highly authoritarian, collectivist 
structure of these societies also results in the highly efficient institutionalization 
of anti-Semitism in the event that Jewish predominance within the society, 
despite a great deal of crypsis, comes to be viewed negatively. 

Moreover, the tendency for such societies to develop a political monoculture 
implies that Judaism can survive only by engaging in semi-crypsis. As Horowitz 
(1993, 86) notes, “Jewish life is diminished when the creative opposition of the 
sacred and the secular, or the church and the state, are seen as having to yield to a 
higher set of political values. Jews suffer, their numbers decline, and immigration 
becomes a survival solution when the state demands integration into a national 
mainstream, a religious universal defined by a state religion or a near-state 
religion.” In the long run, radical individualism among gentiles and the 
fragmentation of gentile culture offer a superior environment for Judaism as a 
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group evolutionary strategy, and this is indeed an important direction of current 
Jewish intellectual and political activity (see Chs. 5-7). 

In this regard it is interesting that many neoconservative Jewish intellectuals 
in the contemporary United States have rejected corporate, statist ideologies as a 
direct consequence of the recognition that these ideologies have resulted in 
corporate, state-sponsored anti-Semitism. Indeed, the beginnings of the 
neoconservative movement can be traced to the Moscow Trials of the 1930s in 
which many of the old Jewish Bolsheviks, including Trotsky, were convicted of 
treason. The result was the development of the New York Intellectuals as an anti-
Stalinist leftist movement, parts of which gradually evolved into neoconservatism 
(see Ch. 6). The neoconservative movement has been fervently anti-communist 
and has opposed ethnic quotas and affirmative action policies in the United 
States—policies that would clearly preclude free competition between Jews and 
gentiles. Part of the attraction neoconservatism held for Jewish intellectuals was 
its compatibility with support for Israel at a time when Third World countries 
supported by most American leftists were strongly anti-Zionist (Rothman & 
Lichter 1982, 105). Many neoconservative intellectuals had previously been 
ardent leftists, and the split between these previous allies resulted in an intense 
internecine feud. 

Similarly, there was a trend towards a libertarian and individualist 
perspective by Converso intellectuals consequent to corporate, state-sponsored 
anti-Semitism during the period of the Inquisition. Castro (1971, 327ff) 
emphasizes the libertarian, anarchist, individualistic, and anti-corporate strand of 
Converso thought, and attributes it to the fact that the Conversos were being 
oppressed by an anti-libertarian, corporate state. These intellectuals, oppressed by 
the purity of blood laws and the Inquisition itself, argued that “God did not 
distinguish between one Christian and another” (Castro 1971, 333). 

When an experiment in ideology and political structure fails, another 
experiment is launched. Since the Enlightenment, Judaism has not been a unified, 
monolithic movement. Judaism is a series of experiments in living, and since the 
Enlightenment there have been a variety of Jewish experiments in living. There 
has clearly been a great deal of disagreement among Jews as how best to attain 
their interests during this period, and certainly the interests of Jewish radicals 
conflicted at times with the interests of wealthy Jews (often their Jewish 
employers [Levin 1977, 210]). The voluntary nature of Jewish association since 
the Enlightenment has resulted in relative fractionation of Judaism, with 
individual Jews drawn to different “experiments in Jewish living.” In this sense, 
Jewish radicalism must be viewed as one of several solutions to the problem of 
developing a viable Judaism in the post-Enlightenment period, along with 
Zionism, neo-Orthodoxy, Conservative Judaism, Reform Judaism, 
neoconservatism, and Judaism as a civil religion. In the following chapter we 
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shall see that psychoanalysis has played a similar role among a large number of 
Jewish intellectuals. 
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4 

Jewish Involvement in the Psychoanalytic 
Movement 

 
 

The familiar caricature of the bearded and monocled 
Freudian analyst probing his reclining patient for memories of 
toilet training gone awry and parentally directed lust is now an 
anachronism, as is the professional practice of that mostly empty 
and confabulatory art. How such an elaborate theory could have 
become so widely accepted—on the basis of no systematic 
evidence or critical experiments, and in the face of chronic 
failures of therapeutic intervention in all of the major classes of 
mental illness (schizophrenia, mania and depression)—is 
something that sociologists of science and popular culture have 
yet to fully explain. (Paul Churchland 1995, 181) 

 
The thesis of this chapter is that it is impossible to understand psychoanalysis 

as a “science,” or more properly as a political movement, without taking into 
account the role of Judaism. Sigmund Freud is a prime example of a Jewish 
social scientist whose writings were influenced by his Jewish identity and his 
negative attributions regarding gentile culture as the source of anti-Semitism. 

The discussion of Jewish involvement in the psychoanalytic movement was 
until recently, “as though by tacit agreement, beyond the pale” (Yerushalmi 
1991, 98). Nevertheless, the Jewish involvement in psychoanalysis—the “Jewish 
science”—has been apparent to those inside and outside the movement since its 
inception: 

 
History made psychoanalysis a “Jewish science.” It 

continued to be attacked as such. It was destroyed in Germany, 
Italy, and Austria and exiled to the four winds, as such. It 
continues even now to be perceived as such by enemies and 
friends alike. Of course there are by now distinguished analysts 
who are not Jews… But the vanguard of the movement over the 
last fifty years has remained predominantly Jewish as it was 
from the beginning. (Yerushalmi 1991, 98) 
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In addition to constituting the core of the leadership and the intellectual 
vanguard of the movement, Jews have also constituted the majority of the 
movement’s members. In 1906 all 17 members of the movement were Jewish, 
and they strongly identified as Jews (Klein 1981). In a 1971 study, Henry, Sims 
and Spray found that 62.1 percent of their sample of American psychoanalysts 
identified themselves as having a Jewish cultural affinity, compared with only 
16.7 percent indicating a Protestant affinity and 2.6 percent a Catholic affinity. 
An additional 18.6 percent indicated no cultural affinity, a percentage 
considerably higher than the other categories of mental health professional and 
suggesting that the percentage of psychoanalysts with a Jewish background was 
even higher than 62 percent (Henry, Sims & Spray 1971, 27).94 

We have seen that a common component of Jewish intellectual activity since 
the Enlightenment has been to criticize gentile culture. Freud’s ideas have often 
been labeled as subversive. Indeed, “[Freud] was convinced that it was in the 
very nature of psychoanalytic doctrine to appear shocking and subversive. On 
board ship to America he did not feel that he was bringing that country a new 
panacea. With his typically dry wit he told his traveling companions, ‘We are 
bringing them the plague’” (Mannoni 1971, 168). 

Peter Gay labels Freud’s work generally as “subversive” (1987, 140), his 
sexual ideology in particular as “deeply subversive for his time” (p. 148), and he 
describes his Totem and Taboo as containing “subversive conjectures” (p. 327) in 
its analysis of culture. “While the implications of Darwin’s views were 
threatening and unsettling, they were not quite so directly abrasive, not quite so 
unrespectable, as Freud’s views on infantile sexuality, the ubiquity of 
perversions, and the dynamic power of unconscious urges” (Gay 1987, 144). 

There was a general perception among many anti-Semites that Jewish 
intellectuals were subverting German culture in the period prior to 1933 (SAID, 
Ch. 2), and psychoanalysis was one aspect of this concern. A great deal of 
hostility to psychoanalysis centered around the perceived threat of 
psychoanalysis to Christian sexual ethics, including the acceptance of 
masturbation and premarital sex (Kurzweil 1989, 18). Psychoanalysis became a 
target of gentiles decrying the Jewish subversion of culture—”the decadent 
influence of Judaism,” as one writer termed it (see Klein 1981, 144). In 1928 
Carl Christian Clemen, a professor of ethnology at the University of Bonn, 
reacted strongly to The Future of an Illusion, Freud’s analysis of religious belief 
in terms of infantile needs. Clemen decried the psychoanalytic tendency to find 
sex everywhere, a tendency he attributed to the Jewish composition of the 
movement: “One could explain this by the particular circles from which its 
advocates and perhaps, too, the patients it treats, principally hail” (in Gay 1988, 
537). Freud’s books were burned in the May 1933 book burnings in Germany, 
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and when the Nazis entered Vienna in 1938, they ordered Freud to leave and 
abolished the Internationaler Psychoanalytischer Verlag. 

In the United States, by the second decade of the twentieth century Freud 
was firmly associated with the movement for sexual freedom and social reform, 
and had become the target of social conservatives (Torrey 1992, 16ff).95 As late 
as 1956 a psychiatrist writing in the American Journal of Psychiatry complained, 
“Is it possible that we are developing the equivalent of a secular church, 
supported by government monies, staffed by a genital-level apostolate 
unwittingly dispensing a broth of existential atheism, hedonism, and other 
dubious religio-philosophical ingredients?” (Johnson 1956, 40). 

Although he rejected religion, Freud himself had a very strong Jewish 
identity. In a 1931 letter he described himself as “a fanatical Jew,” and on 
another occasion he wrote that he found “the attraction of Judaism and of Jews so 
irresistible, many dark emotional powers, all the mightier the less they let 
themselves be grasped in words, as well as the clear consciousness of inner 
identity, the secrecy of the same mental construction” (in Gay 1988, 601). On 
another occasion he wrote of “strange secret longings” related to his Jewish 
identity (in Gay 1988, 601). At least by 1930 Freud also became strongly 
sympathetic with Zionism. His son Ernest was also a Zionist, and none of 
Freud’s children converted to Christianity or married gentiles. 

As expected by social identity theory, Freud’s strong sense of Jewish identity 
involved a deep estrangement from gentiles. Yerushalmi (1991, 39) notes “We 
find in Freud a sense of otherness vis-à-vis non-Jews which cannot be explained 
merely as a reaction to anti-Semitism. Though anti-Semitism would periodically 
reinforce or modify it, this feeling seems to have been primal, inherited from his 
family and early milieu, and it remained with him throughout his life.” 

In a revealing comment, Freud stated “I have often felt as though I inherited 
all the obstinacy and all the passions of our ancestors when they defended their 
temple, as though I could throw away my life with joy for a great moment” (in 
Gay 1988, 604). His identity as a Jew was thus associated with a self-concept in 
which he selflessly does battle with the enemies of the group, dying in an act of 
heroic altruism defending group interests—a mirror-image Jewish version of the 
grand finale of Wagner’s Nibelungenlied that was an ingredient in Nazi ideology 
(see SAID, Ch. 5). In terms of social identity theory, Freud thus had a very 
powerful sense of group membership and a sense of duty to work altruistically 
for the interests of the group. 

Gay (1988, 601) interprets Freud as having the belief that his identity as a 
Jew was the result of his phylogenetic heritage. As Yerushalmi (1991, 30) notes, 
his psycho-Lamarckianism was “neither casual nor circumstantial.” Freud 
grasped what Yerushalmi (1991, 31) terms the “subjective dimension” of 
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Larmarckianism, that is, the feeling of a powerful tie to the Jewish past as shaped 
by Jewish culture, the feeling that one can not escape being a Jew, and “that often 
what one feels most deeply and obscurely is a trilling wire in the blood.” In the 
following passage from Moses and Monotheism, the Jews are proposed to have 
fashioned themselves to become a morally and intellectually superior people: 

 
The preference which through two thousand years the Jews 

have given to spiritual endeavour has, of course, had its effect; it 
has helped to build a dike against brutality and the inclination to 
violence which are usually found where athletic development 
becomes the ideal of the people. The harmonious development of 
spiritual and bodily activity, as achieved by the Greeks, was 
denied to the Jews. In this conflict their decision was at least 
made in favour of what is culturally the more important. (Freud 
1939, 147) 

 
Freud’s sense of Jewish superiority can also be seen in a diary entry by 

Joseph Wortis based on an interview with Freud in 1935: Freud commented that 
he viewed gentiles as prone to “ruthless egoism,” whereas Jews had a superior 
family and intellectual life. Wortis then asked Freud if he viewed Jews as a 
superior people. Freud replied: “I think nowadays they are… When one thinks 
that 10 or 12 of the Nobel winners are Jews, and when one thinks of their other 
great achievements in the sciences and in the arts, one has every reason to think 
them superior” (in Cuddihy 1974, 36). 

Further, Freud viewed these differences as unchangeable. In a 1933 letter 
Freud decried the upsurge in anti-Semitism: “My judgment of human nature, 
especially the Christian-Aryan variety, has had little reason to change” (in 
Yerushalmi 1991, 48). Nor, in Freud’s opinion, would the Jewish character 
change. In Moses and Monotheism, Freud (1939, 51n), referring to the concern 
with racial purity apparent in the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah (see PTSDA, Ch. 
2), stated, “It is historically certain that the Jewish type was finally fixed as a 
result of the reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah in the fifth century before Christ.” 
“Freud was thoroughly convinced that once the Jewish character was created in 
ancient times it had remained constant, immutable, its quintessential qualities 
indelible” (Yerushalmi 1991, 52). 

The obvious racialism and the clear statement of Jewish ethical, spiritual, and 
intellectual superiority contained in Freud’s last work, Moses and Monotheism, 
must be seen not as an aberration of Freud’s thinking but as central to his 
attitudes, if not his published work, dating from a much earlier period. In SAID 
(Ch. 5) I noted that prior to the rise of Nazism an important set of Jewish 
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intellectuals had a strong racial sense of Jewish peoplehood and felt racial 
estrangement from gentiles; they also made statements that can only be 
interpreted as indicating a sense of Jewish racial superiority. The psychoanalytic 
movement was an important example of these tendencies. It was characterized by 
ideas of Jewish intellectual superiority, racial consciousness, national pride, and 
Jewish solidarity (see Klein 1981, 143). Freud and his colleagues felt a sense of 
“racial kinship” with their Jewish colleagues and a “racial strangeness” to others 
(Klein 1981, 142; see also Gilman 1993, 12ff). Commenting on Ernest Jones, one 
of his disciples, Freud wrote “The racial mixture in our band is very interesting to 
me. He [Jones] is a Celt and hence not quite accessible to us, the Teuton [C. G. 
Jung] and the Mediterranean man [himself as a Jew]” (in Gay 1988, 186). 

Freud and other early psychoanalysts frequently distinguished themselves as 
Jews on the basis of race and referred to non-Jews as Aryans, instead of as 
Germans or Christians (Klein 1981, 142). He wrote to C. G. Jung that Ernest 
Jones gave him a feeling of “racial strangeness” (Klein 1981, 142). During the 
1920s Jones was viewed as a gentile outsider even by the other members of the 
secret Committee of Freud’s loyalists and even though he had married a Jewish 
woman. “In the eyes of all of [the Jewish members of the committee], Jones was 
a Gentile… [T]he others always seized every opportunity to make him aware that 
he could never belong. His fantasy of penetrating the inner circle by creating the 
Committee was an illusion, because he would forever be an unattractive little 
man with his ferret face pressed imploringly against the glass” (Grosskurth 1991, 
137). 

Early in their relationship Freud also had suspicions about Jung, the result of 
“worries about Jung’s inherited Christian and even anti-Jewish biases, indeed his 
very ability as a non-Jew to fully understand and accept psychoanalysis itself” 
(Yerushalmi 1991, 42). Before their rupture, Freud described Jung as a “strong 
independent personality, as a Teuton” (in Gay 1988, 201). After Jung was made 
head of the International Psychoanalytic Association, a colleague of Freud’s was 
concerned because “taken as a race,” Jung and his gentile colleagues were 
“completely different from us Viennese” (in Gay 1988, 219). In 1908 Freud 
wrote a letter to the psychoanalyst Karl Abraham in which Abraham is described 
as keen while Jung is described as having a great deal of élan—a description that, 
as Yerushalmi (1991, 43) notes, indicates a tendency to stereotype individuals on 
the basis of group membership (the intellectually sharp Jew and the energetic 
Aryan). Whereas Jung was inherently suspect because of his genetic background, 
Abraham, was not. Freud, after delicately inquiring about whether Abraham was 
a Jew, wrote that it was easier for Abraham to understand psychoanalysis 
because he had a racial kinship [Rassenverwandschaft] to Freud (Yerushalmi 
1991, 42). 
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Freud’s powerful racial sense of ingroup-outgroup barriers between Jews and 
gentiles may also be seen in the personal dynamics of the psychoanalytic 
movement. We have seen that Jews were numerically dominant within 
psychoanalysis, especially in the early stages when all the members were Jews. 
“The fact that these were Jews was certainly not accidental. I also think that in a 
profound though unacknowledged sense Freud wanted it that way” (Yerushalmi 
1991, 41). As in other forms of Judaism, there was a sense of being an ingroup 
within a specifically Jewish milieu. “Whatever the reasons—historical, 
sociological—group bonds did provide a warm shelter from the outside world. In 
social relations with other Jews, informality and familiarity formed a kind of 
inner security, a ‘we-feeling,’ illustrated even by the selection of jokes and 
stories recounted within the group” (Grollman 1965, 41). Also adding to the 
Jewish milieu of the movement was the fact that Freud was idolized by Jews 
generally. Freud himself noted in his letters that “from all sides and places, the 
Jews have enthusiastically seized me for themselves.” “He was embarrassed by 
the way they treated him as if he were ‘a God-fearing Chief Rabbi,’ or ‘a national 
hero,’” and by the way they viewed his work as “genuinely Jewish” (in Klein 
1981, 85; see also Gay 1988, 599). 

As in the case of several Jewish movements and political activities reviewed 
in Chapters 2 and 3 (see also SAID, Ch. 6), Freud took great pains to ensure that a 
gentile, Jung, would be the head of his psychoanalytic movement—a move that 
infuriated his Jewish colleagues in Vienna, but one that was clearly intended to 
deemphasize the very large overrepresentation of Jews in the movement during 
this period. To persuade his Jewish colleagues of the need for Jung to head the 
society, he argued, “Most of you are Jews, and therefore you are incompetent to 
win friends for the new teaching. Jews must be content with the modest role of 
preparing the ground. It is absolutely essential that I should form ties in the world 
of science” (in Gay 1988, 218). As Yerushalmi (1991, 41) notes, “To put it very 
crudely, Freud needed a goy, and not just any goy but one of genuine intellectual 
stature and influence.” Later, when the movement was reconstituted after World 
War I, another gentile, the sycophantic and submissive Ernest Jones, became 
president of the International Psychoanalytic Association. 

Interestingly, although recent scholarship is unanimous that Freud had an 
intense Jewish identity, Freud took pains to conceal this identity from others 
because of a concern that his psychoanalytic movement would be viewed as a 
specifically Jewish movement and thus be the focus of anti-Semitism. Whereas 
his private correspondence is filled with a strong sense of Jewish ethnic identity, 
his public statements and writings exhibited a “generally guarded, distanced 
tone” (Yerushalmi 1991, 42), indicating an effort at deception. Freud also 
attempted to downplay in public the extent to which Judaism pervaded his family 
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