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Foreword

Michael Berenbaum

In a letter dated August 18, 1790 to the Newport (Rhode Island) Hebrew
Congregation, President George Washington wrote:

The Citizens of the United States of America have a right to applaud
themselves for having given to mankind examples of an enlarged and lib-
eral policy—a policy worthy of imitation. All possess alike liberty of con-
science and immunities of citizenship. It is now no more that toleration
is spoken of as if it were the indulgence of one class of people that another
enjoyed the exercise of their inherent natural rights, for, happily, the
Government of the United States, which gives to bigotry no sanction, to
persecution no assistance, requires only that they who live under its pro-
tection should demean themselves as good citizens in giving it on all
occasions their effectual support.!

Cherished by American Jews, Washington’s letter mirrored the Congregation’s
invitation to him and gave the presidential imprimatur to a Jewish vision for
the newly established country. Our first president envisioned a government
of the United States of America that accorded its Jewish citizenry the “natural
rights” of citizens of the state, a state in which all possessed “alike liberty of con-
science and immunities of citizenship.” He rejected a policy of mere toleration
and wrote of the inherent natural rights of citizens.

Thus began the Jewish experience in this country. Unlike other nations
where society had to undergo a process of emancipation before Jews were
granted the rights of citizenship, Jewish rights were granted ab initio—from
the inception of the nation and with them came a new possibility of Jewish
existence.

As with many of the lofty ideals of the United States, there was a gap—
often a huge gap—between the enunciated principles of this country and
their realization in practice. Despite our first president’s pronouncement,
many years passed before the United States was able to close that gap regard-
ing American Jews.

1 George Washington, “From George Washington to the Hebrew Congregation in Newport,
Rhode Island, 18 August 1790.” Founders Online, National Archives, http://founders.archives
.gov/documents/Washington/o5-06-02-0135 (accessed 25 September, 2014).


http://founders.archives

XII FOREWORD

One can also read the words “all possess alike” with a certain measure of
outrage when considering the historical reality of US slavery, woman'’s inequal-
ity and discrimination against gays. Each group of Americans has experienced
the gap between the ideal and the real; each has had to overcome barriers of
law and of society and yet each can also point to genuine triumphs as America
repaired itself from abhorrent laws and policies, social customs and societal
norms. Each group can point to milestones in their quest to realize the vision
articulated by President Washington. For African Americans one can point
to the Civil War, the Emancipation Proclamation, the integration of Baseball,
President Truman’s desegregation of the armed forces, the Supreme Court
decision in Brown versus Board of Education, the Freedom Riders, the March
on Washington, the Voting Rights Bill and the election of Barack Obama. There
were setbacks along the way and the anthem of the movement has been “We
Shall Overcome,” a statement of hope and an agenda of work that remains to
be done. Women and gays, Roman Catholics, Hispanics, and Americans with
disabilities can point to their milestones, to achievements made and to tasks
that still remain.

American Jews also can point to milestones including the “Jew Bill” of 1825
in Maryland and to when—in New Hampshire in 1867—the last legal barrier
to elected office fell. American Jews can also point more generally to the dra-
matic transformation in their status within the United States. In 1923, the
great Jewish philosopher Harry A. Wolfson, then an undergraduate at Harvard,
wrote in the Menorah Journal “some are born blind, some are born lame and
some are born Jewish.” Jewishness was viewed as a handicap, a blemish, an
obstacle to be overcome. Ninety years later, the provocative Pew Survey (2013)
of the Jewish population in the United States found that more than nine out of
ten Jews are proud of being Jewish.2

Jews in the 1950s, even committed Jews, were afraid of appearing, behav-
ing and being labeled as too Jewish. In the postwar years, most Jews felt con-
strained by the “glass ceiling.” Certain law firms were still closed to them; so
were certain banks, the presidencies of universities, top positions in the larg-
est corporations. But in the past half century all those barriers have been bro-
ken. Politically, Jews were elected to office even in states with small Jewish
populations. Minnesota, Wisconsin, and California had two Jewish Senators.
A self-identified Orthodox Jew, Joseph Lieberman, ran on the national ticket
and introduced to the American people the concept of working 24/6, that is,

2 “APortrait of Jewish Americans,” Pew Research religion and Public Life Project, October 1, 2013,
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/jewish-american-beliefs-attitudes-culture-survey/
(accessed 25 September 2014).
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taking off the Jewish Sabbath. That ticket won a plurality of votes and only lost
in the Electoral College after a Supreme Court decision. With the exception
of Cornell, all the Ivy League Colleges have now had a Jewish President, some
more than one, and Jews have chaired the Federal Reserve since the days of
Alan Greenspan.

In their work Microtrends, Mark Penn and E. Kinney Zalesne found that
Judaism was the most popular religion in the United States, or perhaps more
accurately the least unpopular. Evangelicals and Liberal Protestants are divided
one against the other. Secular Americans are hostile to the Evangelicals and the
Roman Catholic Church has been stung by its sexual abuse scandals and oppo-
sition to freedom of choice. With Islam yet to gain full acceptance, Judaism
won the complex distinction, almost by default.3

Haunted by the past and anxious of the future, American Jews—despite
their achievements—are still insecure. The great Jewish scholar Gershom
Scholem wrote of the German-Jewish monologue where German Jews in the
interwar years of the 20th century told each other how German they were. Could
American Jews, despite the research data, be deceiving themselves? Could 17
happen here? I don't have to tell the reader what 17 is!

Years ago Will Herberg wrote that Jews constituted 3% of the population
but a third of America’s religious experience.* Today, American Jewish reli-
gious life has serious concerns.

* There is a significant Muslim population in the United States: will these
Muslims assimilate and, like most other Americans, come to regard Jews as
an integral part of American life or will they be more responsive to the anti-
semitism that pervades Muslim life in the Middle East and Europe?

* A growing Hispanic population is less familiar with Jews. Their participa-
tion in American life will only increase. How will they relate to Jews?

* What about the Asians who meet Jews at elite universities and compete
with Jews for jobs in science and technology as well as in business?

* Whatwill be the consequences for Jews of the estrangement of the American
left from Israel?

3 Mark Penn and E. Kinney Zalesne, Microtrends: The Small Forces behind Tomorrow’s Big
Changes. (New York: Twelve Books, 2007). See, also, Robert D. Putnam and David E. Campbell,
American Grace: How Religion Divides and Unites Us. (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2010).

4 Will Herberg, Protestant, Catholic, Jew: A Study in Religious Sociology. Reprint edition.
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1983).
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* What of the growth of a Christian Right that regards the United States as a
Christian country? How will this impact on the Jewish future in this
country?

 Can the United States really resist the trends that we see in Europe and the
Middle East, including the rise of a radical Islam that is anti-West, anti-Israel
and anti-Semitic? This movement has reanimated the Blood Libel accusa-
tion, the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, and other antisemitic themes that
were rejected in post-Holocaust Europe

* Will Muslims in the United States regard opposition to the policies and/or
existence of the State of Israel as license to attack local Jews as do some of
their European co-religionists?

* Can Israel continue to enjoy American political support if it means a con-
frontation with Iran, or if the so-called “strategic alliance” is no longer
strategic?

In the 1980s, Jewish community relations sage Earl Raab wrote of the dispar-
ity between the research data indicating antisemitism was declining and the
feeling among Jews that it was on the rise. He hypothesized that in the postwar
years following Holocaust antisemites had constrained their expressions of
antisemitism. But in the late 1960s and early 1970s, confrontation became nor-
mative and open expressions of antisemitism were more apparent—despite
statistical declines. With the introduction of the Internet, the same experience
may be recurring. Despite annual statistics of decreased antisemitic attacks,
Internet sub-communities connect with one other and their websites become
megaphones to the world.

One must welcome this book in part because it covers the whole of the
American experience, including Canada, Mexico, the Caribbean, and other
areas, in addition to providing a detailed consideration of the United States of
America. One also must welcome it because it represents serious scholarship
and learning.

So read this book and ponder whether United States exceptionalism with
regard to the Jews is self-delusion, fragile reality, or built into the fabric of the
nation, its culture and its Constitution. Ask, also, whether the Jewish situations
that exist in the United States can be seen in other parts of the Americas.
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The Situation in the United States






CHAPTER 1

How to Interpret American Poll Data on Jews,
Israel and Antisemitism

Neil]. Kressel

Despite its evident imperfections, the vast majority of American Jews view the
United States as a uniquely hospitable host in the history of a diaspora fraught
with nearly endless discrimination.! Yet, for many, this positive assessment has
always coexisted with a concern that matters, even in this “golden medina,
could get far worse on the turn of a dime.2 With this historically-understandable

1 Leonard Dinnerstein, Anti-Semitism in America (New York: Oxford, 1994), and others have
documented how America from the beginning offered Jews a far more hospitable environ-
ment than what they had left behind in Europe, though the encounter with antisemitism
frequently remained a part of Jewish life in the New World. Dinnerstein and others docu-
ment the growth of anti-Jewish hostility in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries followed by its rapid and marked decline after World War 11. Nathan Perlmutter (former
National Director of the Anti-Defamation League) and Ruth Ann Perlmutter, in The Real
Anti-Semitism in America (New York: Arbor House, 1982), 281, describe the United States as a
land “. . more hospitable to us than to anti-Semitism.” Nathan C. Belth, another writer spon-
sored by the Anti-Defamation League, concluded his study, A Promise to Keep: A Narrative
of the American Encounter with Anti-Semitism (New York: Schocken, 1979), 284, by noting:
“The nation is a better place today than it was at the turn of the century, before the First
World War or the Second; a better place than in the 1930s or 1950s. For all its faults, today
it is a kinder, more decent society for all its citizens. Will it still be so tomorrow? The evi-
dence of two hundred years of history would seem to dictate a hopeful answer.” William D.
Rubinstein also notes, correctly, that: “Throughout the English-speaking world, the forces
of liberalism were sufficiently strong to marginalize and minimize serious or violent anti-
semitism...” The English-speaking world generally offered unparalleled opportunities for
Jewish success and achievement, and rarely if ever ranked among those actively persecuting
Jews—indeed, have mostly ranked as a place of refuge and protection for them.” William D.
Rubinstein, “Antisemitism in the English-Speaking World,” in Antisemitism: a History,
Albert S. Lindemann and Richard S. Levy, eds. (New York: Oxford, 2010), 164. Yet those who
buy into the flawed notion that America has always been an idyllic “golden medina” might do
well to revisit accounts of the early years of mass immigration, including Michael Gold’s Jews
Without Money (New York: Public Affairs, 2009, originally published in 1930), an ideologically-
driven (Marxist) yet expertly-drawn portrait of Jewish life on New York’s Lower East Side.

2 Leonard Dinnerstein, “Is There a New Anti-Semitism in the United States?” Society (January/
February 2004), 57, cites a 1988 poll in which 77% of American Jews expressed the belief

© NEIL J. KRESSEL, 2016 | DOI:10.1163/9789004307148_002
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc BY-NcC 4.0 license.



4 KRESSEL

anxiety has come a preoccupation with the state of American sentiments. Thus,
mainstream American Jewish organizations, notably the Anti-Defamation
League and the American Jewish Committee, have for decades sponsored sci-
entific research to monitor the pulse of the American public with regard to Jews,
antisemitism, Israel, and other matters deemed vital to Jewish safety, such as
civil rights for all and the separation of church and state. Back in the decades
following the Second World War, the efforts of Jewish organizations to under-
stand these issues produced major contributions to social science.® Then, as
now, quantitative surveys of American public attitudes toward matters of par-
ticular Jewish concern generally adhered to high methodological standards. As
we shall see, the polls during the past half century have brought—mainly—
what seems, at least on the surface, to be good news on all fronts.

Still, many Jews persist, to varying degrees, in worrying about whether the
American public can really be trusted to remain friendly to Jews, Jewish con-
cerns and Jewish interests. Indeed, several essays in this volume bear witness
to an enduring conviction that a nervous vigilance remains the only wise ori-
entation, even in the United States.

For some commentators, including more than a few Jews, “collective Jewish
paranoia” provides the most convincing explanation of heightened Jewish fears
about the possibility of increased antisemitism. While most acknowledge that
this so-called obsession has a genuine historical foundation, such analysts
also maintain that there is no longer much realistic basis for Jewish anxiety
and that, by now, it has become largely dysfunctional.# Thus, for example, the
once-prominent Israeli politician Avraham Burg has written a book titled
The Holocaust is Over; We Must Rise from its Ashes in which he denounces what
he perceives to be a dangerous Jewish tendency to dwell on victimhood.® Even

that anti-Semitism could become a severe problem in the near future. See also, for example,
Dinnerstein’s essay in this volume and evidence in Gary A. Tobin & Sharon L. Sassler, Jewish
Perceptions of Anti-Semitism (New York: Plenum, 1988).

3 See, for example, Theodor W. Adorno, Else Frenkel-Brunswik, Daniel J. Levinson, and Nevitt
Sanford, The Authoritarian Personality (New York: Harper and Row, 1950); Charles Y. Glock
and Rodney Stark, Christian Beliefs and Anti-Semitism (New York: Harper and Row, 1966);
Gary T. Marx, Protest and Prejudice: A Study of Belief in the Black Community (New York:
Harper and Row, 1967; Gertrude J. Selznick and Stephen Steinberg, The Tenacity of Prejudice:
Antisemitism in Contemporary America (New York: Harper and Row, 1969); Charles Herbert
Stember et al., Jews in the Mind of America (New York: Basic Books, 1966).

4 See, for example, Yoav Shamir’s film, Defamation, Anti-Semitism: The Movie (New York: First
Run Features, 2009), DVD.

5 Avraham Burg, The Holocaust Is Over; We Must Rise from its Ashes (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2008).
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noted antisemitism historian Leonard Dinnerstein writes in this volume that
“What the future may bring is impossible to know but what might be said
about the climate of bigotry in the United States today is that antisemitism is
too minor an issue to think about.”

In its extreme form, the “paranoia” argument holds that Jewish concern
about the potential for virulent and destructive antisemitism is unjustifiable
even with regard to the situation in other nations around the world. As I have
argued elsewhere, this position can be sustained with regard to large parts of
the Muslim world only by ostriches that bury their heads in the sand and fail to
perceive abundant and readily available evidence of dangerous bigotry. Anti-
Jewish (and not “merely” anti-Israeli) hostility can be easily documented in
the words of many influential Muslim secular and religious leaders as well as
for large segments of the publics in some Muslim-majority countries.® For sev-
eral nations in Europe as well, the data from attitude surveys clearly support
serious concern about rising hostility toward Israel, of course, but also con-
cern about the possibility of a resurgence of European antisemitism supple-
mented by the importation of new forms from Muslim-majority countries.”
In 2014, the Anti-Defamation League released the results of a well-funded and
extensive survey of global attitudes toward the Jews. 53,100 people from more
than one hundred countries were interviewed in 96 different languages. On
the basis of this study, the ADL concluded that more than one billion people
in the world held beliefs that were clearly antisemitic. Even if one questions
some of the methodological decisions made by the researchers, one cannot
dismiss the overwhelming finding that antisemitism remains a globally signifi-
cant problem.® Thus, those who attribute Jewish concerns about rising global
antisemitism to paranoia are, in my view, arguing against the facts.

However, there is much stronger support for the position that anxiety about
American public attitudes toward Jews is wrongly-directed or excessive. One
could, in fact, interpret research conducted in recent years as documentation

6 Neil J. Kressel, “The Sons of Pigs and Apes”: Muslim Antisemitism and the Conspiracy of Silence
(Washington, Dc: Potomac books, 2012), 65.

7 See, for example, ADL, Attitudes toward Jews in Seven European Countries (New York:
Anti-Defamation League, 2009), http://www.adl.org/Public%20ADL%20Anti-Semitism%20
Presentation%z20February%202009%320_3_pdf (accessed January 24, 2013) and ADL,
Attitudes toward Jews in Ten European Countries (New York, 2012), http:/[www.adl.org/Anti_
semitism/adl_anti-semitism_presentation_february_zo012.pdf (accessed January 24, 2013).
See, also, Denis MacShane, Globalising Hatred: The New Antisemitism (London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 2008).

8 ADL, ADL Global 100 (New York: Anti-Defamation League, 2014), http://globalioo.adl.org/
about (accessed January 30, 2015).
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that the vast majority of the American people like Jews a great deal, show very
low levels of antisemitism, support Israel through thick and thin, and exhibit
few signs of moving away from powerful support for civil rights and the sep-
aration of church and state. According to this perspective, those who worry
about American antisemitism are possibly confusing the predicament of Jews
in some other parts of the world with their situation in the United States. Such
worriers fail to grasp that if people in the rest of the world thought and acted
like Americans, there would indeed be a firm basis for optimism.

As Alan Dershowitz wrote in 1997 regarding the orientation of some Jews in
the United States:

Like an individual victim who sees his assailant around every corner, the
Jewish people have been traumatized by our unrelenting victimization at
the hands of Jew-haters. It is impossible for anyone who did not person-
ally experience the Holocaust, or the other repeated assaults on Jewish
life throughout our history, to comprehend what it must have been like to
be victimized by unrelenting persecution based on primitive Jew-hating.
We continue to see antisemitism even where it has ceased to exist, or we
exaggerate it where it continues to exist in marginalized form.®

Though he worries about the impact of assimilation on the Jewish people col-
lectively, he suggests that—as individuals—American Jews “
been more secure, more accepted, more affluent, and less victimized by dis-
crimination or anti-Semitism.”0

More recently, Edward S. Shapiro—an expert on Jews in America—
opined that:

...have never

The fears of American Jews regarding domestic anti-Semitism are con-
tinually being stoked by organizations whose very survival is at stake
should American Jews come to believe that American anti-Semitism has
become a marginal phenomenon. Without the existence of domestic
anti-Semitism, much of the raison détre of organizations such as the Anti-
Defamation League of B'nai B'rith would be called into question. This is
not to say that these organizations have outlived their usefulness. Anti-

9 Alan M. Dershowitz, “Assimilation Is a Greater Problem than Anti-Semitism for American
Jews,” in Anti-Semitism, ed. Laura K. Egendorf (San Diego, CA: Greenhaven Press, 1999), 94,
excerpt reprinted from Alan M. Dershowitz, The Vanishing American Jew (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1997).

10 Ibid., 85.
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Semitism is a growing phenomenon in Great Britain, Italy, Norway,
France, and other European countries, encouraged mainly by immigra-
tion from Arab countries, Pakistan, and Turkey. And Jewish “defense”
organizations also do valuable work in fostering better relations among
America’s many ethnic, religious, and racial groups. But certainly
these same organizations have inflated the reality of American
anti-Semitism.!

One need not reject entirely the insights of Dershowitz and Shapiro in order
to argue that there may yet be data-based and political foundations for real-
istic concern, even if summary statistics suggest that the problems of Jews
in the United States are relatively benign compared to those in other parts
of the world and other historical eras. Possibly, Shapiro exaggerates reports of
the death of American antisemitism and, at the same time, Jewish organiza-
tions do inflate the dangers associated with the remaining residual bigotry.
One need not deny that—from a Jewish standpoint, at least—the United
States has, now more than ever, largely lived up to its billing by Lincoln as “the
last best hope of earth.” Yet, one could still suggest that the costs of a type 11
error (i.e., missing an incipient antisemitic movement when one is present)
are very high because—if something goes wrong here—the gig is up. Jews,
worldwide, would be in very big trouble. American support for egalitarian
principles (including their application to Jews) has been an important con-
tributor to whatever good fortune the Jews have experienced even in other
nations. Moreover, in view of worldwide indifference, neutrality or hostility
toward Israel, it is relatively easy to envision scenarios in the not-too-distant
future where the survival of the Jewish state and, possibly, millions of its Jewish
inhabitants would depend on active American support. And Israel, despite the
views of its detractors, remains an essential insurance policy for Jews facing
irrational bigotry in many other nations. The Right of Return was designed
in response to antisemitism and it remains necessary at least so long as the
peoples of many countries retain their ambivalence or ill-will with regard to
the Jewish people. Thus, continuing American sympathy for Israel amounts
to more than a luxury for Jews who are concerned about antisemitism; it is a
necessity.

Lastly, as we shall see, American public opinion is, despite its favorable cen-
tral tendencies, far from unanimously positive on any matters of vital concern

11 Edward S. Shapiro, “The Cognitive Dissonance of American Jews,” Society 49: 6 (December
2012), 549. http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s12115-012-9601-5/fulltext.html

(accessed January 24, 2013).
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to Jews; minority positions could evolve into majority positions, rendering the
future far from bright. In the study of public opinion as in the study of eco-
nomic trends and stock market prices, it is not hard to predict future trends
based on the past. But whether such projections will be accurate is an entirely
different matter.

The chapter has two main purposes: 1) to summarize briefly the evidence
from public opinion polls concerning American attitudes toward Jews and
Israel, and 2) to consider the extent to which this these data justify concern.
To address this latter question, the chapter will assess historical trends, demo-
graphics, and the limitations of opinion polls as measures of public sentiments.

Needless to say, public opinion data on Jews and the Middle East can be
analyzed from many vantage points—for example, from that of people who—
for whatever reason—want American support for Israel to diminish or, even,
from the perspective of those who want antisemitism to increase. Some may
also object that the inclusion of a discussion of anti-Israel attitudes anywhere
in the vicinity of a discussion of antisemitism is inherently biased, in that it
implies that the two may somehow be connected. These sorts of issues will
not be resolved here. It is worth noting, however, that the connection between
anti-Israel attitudes and antisemitic ones is, in fact, a partly empirical matter
which has been studied—though not altogether resolved—in the published
literature.!?

One might additionally ask why it is important to study public opinion polls
in the first place. After all, some question the extent to which polls tap gen-
uine trends; they may, instead, be measuring changes in what people deem
acceptable to tell pollsters. Thus, the frequently-observed correlation between
tolerance and education may reflect something fundamental about the
nature of the educational process, or it may simply show that educated people
have absorbed different rules about what is and is not socially acceptable to
share in public discourse.!® Moreover, some have doubted whether there exists
much clear linkage between public opinion and policy. Laws and policies—
especially foreign policies—indeed derive from many sources unrelated to

12 See, for example, Florette Cohen, Lee Jussim, Kent D. Harber, and Gautam Bhasin,
“Modern Anti-Semitism and Anti-Israeli Attitudes,” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 97, no. 2 (2009): 290—306; Edward H. Kaplan and Charles A. Small, “Anti-Israel
Sentiment Predicts Anti-Semitism in Europe,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 50 (2006):
548-561; Steven K. Baum and Masato Nakazawa, “‘Anti-Semitism Versus Anti-Israel
Sentiment,” Journal of Religion and Society 9 (2007): 1-8, http://moses.creighton.edu/JRS/
pdf/2007-31.pdf (accessed August 12, 2010).

13 See, for example, Selznick and Steinberg, Tenacity of Prejudice.
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public attitudes and much of the time popular sentiment takes a backseat to
more direct sources of foreign policy.!* Still, to deny that public opinion in a
democracy plays any role at all strikes me as an extreme position. In a general
sense, few would doubt that (1) public opinion polls provide at least one useful
measure of what the public really thinks and feels about the Jews, Israel, and
related matters, and (2) that these attitudes, in turn, play some part in deter-
mining future policies and events. So it hardly seems a wise option to ignore
the huge and detailed body of data that has been so carefully assembled over
so many decades.

Public Opinion Data: Jews

When Al Gore named Connecticut Senator Joseph Lieberman as his run-
ning mate in 2000, some pundits wondered whether anti-Jewish attitudes in
the United States might hurt the Democratic ticket. Yet, by 1999, 92% of the
American people were telling pollsters that they would vote for a Jew for presi-
dent, up from 46% in 1937 and 62% in 1958. Still, as political scientist Jeffrey E.
Cohen notes, a minority of Americans did buy into anti-Jewish stereotypes at
the time of the nomination.!®> What Cohen’s research found, however, was that
such beliefs did not turn out to reduce the likelihood of many people to vote
for the Gore/Lieberman ticket. Moreover, the majority of Americans seemed
warmly and positively disposed toward both Jews and Lieberman, who—not
incidentally—was religiously observant and publicly proud of his heritage.
Many people, of course, did not support the Connecticut senator in his bid for
the vice-presidency, but Cohen’s quantitative analysis traces these decisions,

14 See, for example, the excellent—though somewhat dated—discussion in Bernard C.
Cohen, The Public’s Impact on Foreign Policy (Boston: Little-Brown, 1973). In addition, it
is important to keep in mind that polls provide a standard against which policies may
be judged; in this sense, they may be used by partisans and lobbyists to legitimate their
own direct attempts to influence policymakers. Also, although public opinion polls cor-
relate imperfectly with other sources of domestic influence on foreign policy, there is
empirical evidence that they usually provide some sense of trends in newspaper coverage
and elite opinion—if better data is lacking. Polls also influence politicians’ perceptions
of what is popular. Finally, polls would be most likely to a have a large impact on policy
if they revealed a great disparity between public opinion and public policy. See Neil J.
Kressel, “Elite Editorial Favorability and American Public Opinion: A Case Study of the
Arab-Israeli Conflict,” Psychological Reports 61 (1987): 303—313.

15 Jeffrey E. Cohen, “Religion and the 2000 Presidential Election: Public Attitudes toward
Joseph Lieberman,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 35, no. 2 (June 2005): 389—402.
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largely, to political orientations; in other words, reactions to the candidate,
appropriately, seemed to derive in large part from reactions to his politics and
other typical factors. To the extent that attitudes toward Jews played a part,
Cohen argued, it was because those who held favorable attitudes toward Jews
were somewhat more likely to develop favorable attitudes toward Lieberman
than one would otherwise have expected based upon their politics.

Another perspective on the American public’s feelings about Jews comes
from some startling comparative data collected by the Pew Global Attitudes
Project. In 2008, researchers asked samples from around the world whether
they had a very favorable, somewhat favorable, somewhat unfavorable, or
very unfavorable opinion of the Jews.16 A fairly large, though varying, percent-
age of respondents in every country said that they “didn’t know” or refused
to answer the question. Yet, in Muslim-majority countries or countries with
sizable Muslim minorities, large percentages were indeed willing to share
their opinions of Jews, saying that these were either “very unfavorable” or
“somewhat unfavorable.” The percentage who were very unfavorably inclined
toward Jews was 68% in Turkey, 92% in Egypt, 94% in Jordan, 89% in Lebanon,
65% in Pakistan, 36% in Indonesia, 22% in Nigeria, and 21% in India. In most
countries with smaller Muslim populations, the numbers usually looked a bit
better—but generally were not good. Thus, the percentage who were either
“somewhat unfavorable’ or “very unfavorable” in their opinion of Jews was:
44% in Japan (including 9% “very unfavorable”), 41% in South Korea (includ-
ing 8% “very unfavorable”), 50% in Brazil (including 14% “very unfavorable”),
46% in Mexico (including 23% “very unfavorable”), 55% in China (including
17% “very unfavorable”), 46% in Spain (including 18% “very unfavorable”), 34%
in Russia (including 12% “very unfavorable”), and 25% in Germany (including
4% “very unfavorable”).

Against these figures, the people of the United States—often maligned
around the globe and in international forums for their non-progressive atti-
tudes—scored lowest in the world in unfavorable opinions of Jews with only

16 Pew Global Attitudes Project, “Unfavorable Views of Jews and Muslims on the Increase
in Europe,” Report Prepared by the Pew Global Attitudes Project of the (Washington, pc:
Pew Research Center, Washington, Dc, September 17, 2008), http://www.pewglobal.org/
files/2008/09/Pew-2008-Pew-Global-Attitudes-Report-3-September-17-2pm.pdf (accessed
January 24, 2013). See, also, Pew Global Attitudes Project, “Muslim-Western Tensions
Persist,” Report Prepared by the Pew Global Attitudes Project of the (Washington, pc: Pew
Research Center, Washington, D¢, July 21, 2011), http://www.pewglobal.org/files/2011/07/
Pew-Global-Attitudes-Muslim-Western-Relations-FINAL-FOR-PRINT-July-21-2011.pdf
(accessed January 24, 2013).
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2% “very unfavorable” and 5% “somewhat unfavorable.” (Based on this Pew
study, Australians, British, and French were not far behind the Americans.)
Viewed as a whole, the 2008 Pew data—and similar findings obtained in other
recent Pew studies—support rather strongly the contention that much of the
world remains a very hostile toward Jews. However, the locus of the problem,
at least according to these (admittedly incomplete) data sets is certainly not in
the United States where Jews are very well-regarded by most of their neighbors.

Another conclusion that might surprise some—but that squares well with
the Pew studies and Professor Cohen’s research on Senator Lieberman—
was reached by authors Robert D. Putnam and David E. Campbell in their
well-received book, American Grace: How Religion Divides and Unites.'” They
reviewed a large number of public opinion studies and conducted their own
surveys, concluding—as one of many provocative findings—that Jews are
the most broadly liked religious group in the United States—more popu-
lar than mainline Protestants, Roman Catholics, Evangelical Protestants,
Mormons, Buddhists, and Muslims. Reflecting on the book in 2012, historian
Edward Shapiro notes that: “Religion is highly respected in America, and it is
not surprising that Americans give high marks to Jews when they are viewed
mainly as members of a religion ... Whether Americans would give such high
marks to Jews if they were viewed as a religio-ethnic group is another matter.”'8
Notwithstanding that he offers other methodological reasons why the news for
the Jewish people may not be quite as superb as Putnam and Campbell report,
Shapiro still accepts the main thrust of their conclusion.

He is, in my view, right that positive American feelings toward Jews should
not be ignored, dismissed, downplayed, or explained away. But neither
should we ignore that there remain a substantial number of Americans who
do accept anti-Jewish stereotypes and a smaller number who openly admit to
what we might reasonably classify as old-time antisemitism. To understand
such numbers in proper context, we might start by looking at historical opin-
ion trends in the United States.

Poll data on American antisemitism dates back to the 1930s. We are best
able to assess time trends by looking at similar questions asked repeatedly over
the years. A number of competent researchers have paused at several times to
review trends in these data. Nearly always, they concluded that the proportion
of the American public buying in to negative beliefs had declined since last
assessed.

17 Robert D. Putnam and David E. Campbell, American Grace: How Religion Divides and
Unites (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2012).
18 Shapiro, “Cognitive Dissonance,” 550.
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Thus, in 1966, sociologist Charles Herbert Stember concluded his compre-
hensive review of public opinion data, saying: “One fact emerges from our
analyses: Anti-Semitism in all its forms massively declined in the United States
between the prewar or war years and the early 1960s. This conclusion is strik-
ingly illustrated by . .. those issues for which we have data spanning all or most
of the period under study.””® He later notes that: “In both feeling and behavior
toward Jews, our society has undergone a profound change within the span of
one generation.”?? Thirteen years later, in 1979, political scientist Harold Quinley
and sociologist Charles Y. Glock concluded: “While anti-Semitism in America
was once virulent and open, such is no longer the case today...Extreme
hatred and loathing of Jews have all but disappeared... Attitudes of this kind
are sometimes found within political fringe groups, but they are rejected over-
whelmingly by the public at large.”?!

A few years later, Geraldine Rosenfield of the American Jewish Committee
analyzed polls from the 1960s until the early 1980s, finding evidence of
continued decline in antisemitism. However, she also noted that “...in one
context or another, a small but varying proportion see Jews as being more loyal
to Israel than to the U.S., as unscrupulous, aggressive, or too powerful.”?2 Then,
in 1996, Tom W. Smith, the director of the prestigious General Social Survey
at the National Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago, reviewed
the data from more than 140 studies of antisemitism. Smith reported that
“images of African, Asian, and Hispanic Americans are decidedly more nega-
tive than views of Jews on the dimensions of industriousness, self-sufficiency,
intelligence, wealth, and not being violence-prone. In fact, on these dimen-
sions, Jews were the only minority group rated more positively than whites
in general”2® However, Smith did not ignore a potential downside to this col-
lective image, explaining: “It can help stoke the traditional stereotype of Jews
as powerful manipulators who, through a combination of wealth, cunning
and both shrewd and unscrupulous business practices, control the economy

19 Charles Herbert Stember, “The Recent History of Public Attitudes,” in Jews in the Mind of
America, ed., Charles Herbert Stember (New York: Basic Books, 1966), 208.

20  Ibid,, 217.

21 Harold E. Quinley and Charles Y. Glock, Anti-Semitism in America (New York: Free Press,
1979), 185.

22 Geraldine Rosenfield, “The Polls: Attitudes toward American Jews,” Public Opinion
Quarterly 46 (1982), 432.

23 Tom W. Smith quoted in “Anti-Semitism Decreases but Persists,” Society 33, no. 3 (March/
April 1996): 2. See, also, Tom W. Smith, “The Religious Right and Anti-Semitism,” Review
of Religious Research 40, no. 3 (March 1999): 244—258; Tom W. Smith, “Anti-Semitism in
Contemporary America: a Review;” Research in Micropolitics 5 (1996 ): 125-178.
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and the government.”?* Even after noting the marked decline of antisemitism,
Smith reported that one in five Americans still believed in the mid-1990s that
Jews had too much power and influence in some spheres of American life.

One frequently-used way of measuring antisemitic attitudes is a scale devel-
oped by the Anti-Defamation League; it is based on items assessing the extent
to which people believe things like whether Jews:

« Stick together more than other Americans,

¢ Always like to be at the head of things,

 Are more loyal to Israel than to America,

* Have too much power in the business world,

* Have too much influence on Wall Street,

* Have lots of irritating faults,

* Have too much power in the U.s. today,

* Are more willing to use shady practices,

* Are so shrewd that others don’t have a fair chance to compete,
* Don't care what happens to anyone but their own kind,
 Are not as honest as other business people.25

Studies using this ADL scale classified 29% of Americans as hardcore antisem-
ites in 1964, 20% in 1992, and 12% in 1998. If the scale had been used during the
1930s or during the war years, one would presume—based on existing survey
results from those times—that a much higher percentage of Americans would
have been classified as antisemitic than the 29% from 1964.

24 Smith quoted in “Anti-Semitism Decreases,” 2.

25  This scale is discussed in many places, including Selznick and Steinberg, Tenacity of
Prejudice; Quinley and Glock, Anti-Semitism in America; Dinnerstein, “Is There a New
Anti-Semitism,” 56. The basic idea is that respondents are classified as relatively more
antisemitic based on the number of antisemitic statements with which they agree. To
some extent, there, classification as an antisemite is not a “yes” or “no” matter, and must
be somewhat arbitrary. David Kremelberg, “Sources and Targets of Anti-Semitism in the
United States,” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Connecticut, 2009), 35-83, includes a fac-
tor analysis of several items commonly used in antisemitism scales. Kremelberg identi-
fies three distinct dimensions of American antisemitism which he names, “denigration,”
“status degradation,” and “aversion.” The denigration factor involves vilification of Jews
along a broad range of dimensions. The status degradation factor refers to casting asper-
sions on Jews relating to their presumed power, influence, and wealth. The aversion factor
refers to a dislike of contact with Jews. Kremelberg argues that scores on these factors
might lead to a better way of studying antisemitism in survey research.
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After 1998, it becomes harder to discern a clear downward trend in anti-
semitic attitudes. In 2002, for example, the ADL scale yielded 17% hardcore
antisemites—up 5% from 1998. In 2005, the number was 14%; in 2009 it was
down to the low of 12% but in 2011 it was up again to 15%. It is hard to know
the extent to which the slight movements upward and downward in this index
represent real changes as opposed to blips due to sampling artifacts and day-
to-day random variance. In this sense, one might counsel against headlines
proclaiming antisemitism to be on the rise when the number moves upward
only slightly.

One recent snapshot of American antisemitism comes from a 2011 ADL
poll.26 Fairly large percentages of Americans did buy into some negative beliefs
about Jews. For example, almost half of the respondents agreed that Jews “stick
together more than most Americans.” Nearly one-third agreed that “Jews were
responsible for the death of Christ,” and about the same percentage said Jews
“always like to be at the head of things.” About one American in four thought
Jews talk too much about what happened to them during the Holocaust. About
15% agreed that Jews were too shrewd, too shady in business practices, or in
possession of too much power in the United States.

However, in an imperfect world, many people can possess some unfavor-
able beliefs about a group without being overall bigots. While nobody should
be comfortable with the percentages of people in the United States holding
anti-Jewish beliefs, it is—after all—a judgment call, say, just how much talk
about the Holocaust is appropriate, and it is hard to know just what individual
respondents were thinking when they agreed that Jews were responsible for
the death of Christ. Perhaps—to give them the benefit of the doubt—some
meant “a few Jews back then.” Agreement with the “responsibility for the death
of Christ” item does not necessarily imply a willingness to blame contempo-
rary Jews for the presumed role of a few of their distant ancestors. If, however,
one accepts several or many negative aspects of the antisemitic stereotype,
classification as a bigot becomes more reasonable. And that is how ADL makes
the call.

Recent American antisemitism is found more in some groups than in
others. Of those who did not go further in their education than high school,

26 See “ADL Poll: Anti-Semitic Attitudes on Rise in USA,” Jerusalem Post, March 11, 2011, http://
www.jpost.com/LandedPages/PrintArticle.aspx?id=244326 (accessed January 24, 2013);
Anti-Defamation League (ADL), A Survey of American Attitudes Toward Jews in America
(New York, ApL, 20mu), http://archive.adl.org/anti_semitism_domestic/ADL-2011-Anti-
Semitism_Presentation.pdf (accessed January 24, 2013).
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twenty-two percent can be classified as hardcore antisemites; this is more than
double the nine percent of antisemites among college graduates.

The worst news in the study, however, concerns African-Americans and
Latinos. Twenty-nine percent of African-Americans hold views that can be
classified as hardcore antisemitic, a number that has been holding fairly steady
in recent years. The percentage of Latinos in whom some antisemitism can be
found is much higher among those born outside of the United States than those
born in the country (42 percent to 20 percent). One might speculate, then, that
as Latinos become Americanized, they also become less antisemitic. On the
other hand, African-Americans and Latinos, according to projections, will con-
stitute a larger part of the general population in the future, and—unless their
antisemitism levels decline—this might lead to an increase in prevalence of
anti-Jewish sentiment in the American public as a whole.

Still, when data are viewed in the aggregate, Jews appear more welcome
in the United States now than they have been anytime, anywhere else in the
Diaspora. In order for this to change fundamentally, as many have pointed
out, America would need to cease being the America we know today. This is
not impossible. Catastrophic change can happen. But this is also not on the
horizon.

If such an interpretation is correct, one might simply advance the historic
agenda of American Jews to preserve and extend American values of toler-
ance, respect for diversity, freedom of religion, and the like. Beyond that, the
fight against antisemitism domestically would amount to a mopping up opera-
tion, a monitoring of fringe groups, cooperation with law enforcement, and a
requirement for vigilance.

But, as I shall argue shortly, the fight against antisemitism is somewhat
more complex, primarily because it takes place in a global context. To under-
stand this point, we first need to review the data on American public attitudes
toward the state of Israel.

Public Opinion Data: Jewish State

Barry Rubin, the prominent American-born Israeli expert on the Middle East
and terrorism, titled his March 2010 assessment of United States public opinion
data: “Americans Love Israel Even More than You Think.”27 Rubin, of course,

27 Barry Rubin, “Americans Love Israel Even More Than You Think,” Gloria Center article,
Herzlia, Israel, Marchg, 2010, http://www.gloria-center.org/2010/03/americans-love-israel/
(accessed January 24, 2013).
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was very far from naive about the sources of American foreign policy; he noted
that “International relations is not a popularity contest.” Nations often act to
promote their perceived interests, even when such actions run counter to pub-
lic sympathies. Moreover, various influential elites and lobbyists with differing
perspectives can successfully promote policies that do not necessarily reflect
the preferences of most Americans. Still, Rubin suggested, public opinion polls
can be useful in fighting “myths” and “examining the impact of policymaker,
elite, and media campaigns on the masses.” And, to the extent that mass public
opinion does constrain policy, Rubin assigned those points squarely and firmly
to the supporters of the state of Israel.

Looking at a 2010 Gallup Poll that measured how Americans feel about dif-
ferent countries, we observe that Americans’ favorites are two English-speaking
democracies—Canada and the United Kingdom—followed by Germany and
Japan, two countries whose political systems were partly created by the United
States.?8 Next in the affections of Americans comes Israel. Sixty-seven per-
cent of Americans have a favorable impression of the Jewish state, compared
to 25 percent who have an unfavorable impression. But about ten percent of
Americans—a sizeable segment of the anti-Israel group don’t seem to like any
other countries, and only a total of six percent of Americans are very hostile
to Israel.

Some additional comparative perspective is useful. Israel’s favorability rat-
ing is very slightly above those of India and France. Russia at 47 percent favor-
ability and China at 42 percent favorability score somewhat lower.

If we examine American feelings toward Arab and Muslim nations in this
pre-“Arab Spring” poll, we find considerable variability in the way particular
countries are perceived. Egypt, before “Arab Spring,” is not far below Israel with
a 58 percent favorability rating, while Saudi Arabia—always an uncomfortable
ally—registers 35 percent favorability with 58 percent of Americans viewing
the monarchy unfavorably. The Palestinian Authority scores 20 percent favor-
able (against 70 percent unfavorable) and Iran is at the bottom of the pack—
below North Korea—with only 10 percent of Americans having a favorable
opinion of the Islamic Republic; 85 percent hold an unfavorable one.

The data set does contain information less comforting to supporters of
Israel. It turns out that country ratings are not consistent across political
party identifications. Thus, Republicans are much more likely than Democrats
to have a favorable impression of Israel (80 percent versus 53 percent);

28 Lydia Saad, “In u.s., Canada Places First in Image Contest; Iran Last,” Gallup Politics,
Washington, D¢, February 19, 2010, http://www.gallup.com/poll/126116/Canada-Places-
First-Image-Contest-Iran-Last.aspx (accessed January 24, 2013).
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Republicans also rate Egypt, the Palestinian Authority, and Iran less favorably
than do Democrats. Although the ordering of preferences for foreign nations is
fairly consistent across age categories, the 18-34 age group has a relatively less
favorable impression of Israel than the 55 and older group; the younger group
also has a relatively more favorable image of the Palestinian Authority, Yemen,
Pakistan, Iran, and Egypt. In the 18-34 age group, for example, pre-“Arab
Spring” Egypt even achieved a slightly higher favorability rating than Israel. We
will return to the impact of age, party identification, and other variables later.
But, first, we should place contemporary opinion data in historical context.

The central tendency of American public support for Israel in the Arab-
Israeli conflict dates back to the pre-independence years, although at that
time and now, large percentages of the public expressed no clear preference
for either side. The topic has been heavily polled and—as in the case of studies
of antisemitism—reviews of survey data have been compiled at many times
over the past 65 years.

Widespread Jewish support for the new state of Israel in1948 could have been
interpreted as evidence of clannishness, dual loyalty, or warmongering for self-
ish interests by an American public that was still fairly antisemitic. However,
for the most part, this did not occur. Although most Americans remained
without opinions on the Arab-Israeli conflict, those who had them decisively
favored the Jews. From the Fall of 1947 until the Spring of 1949, over a third
of the American people consistently favored Israel while only about a sixth
favored the Arabs. After independence, according to Charles Herbert Stember
and Benjamin B. Ringer who reviewed the poll data carefully, Israel quickly
became “accepted by the American public simply as one foreign nation among
many—an understandable reaction, considering the dispatch with which the
United States government proceeded to normalize its relations with the new
country.”?® Although Americans wanted their government to cooperate with
Israel, they also wanted to maintain good relations with the Arab states, and—
in some polls in the 1950s—Israel did not have much advantage in American
public support. To some extent, fluctuations in public attitudes in the fifties—
and also more recently—have corresponded to heavily-covered media events
from the Middle East and to perceptions of American government policy
favorability toward countries in the region.3°

29  Charles Hebert Stember and Benjamin B. Ringer, “The Impact of Israel on American
Attitudes,” in Jews in the Mind of America, 191.

30 Cite Neil J. Kressel, “American Public Opinion and Mass Media Coverage of the Arab-
Israeli Conflict, 1948-1982,” Ph.D. dissertation (Harvard University, 1983), 257—-258; Kressel,
“Elite Editorial Favorability and American Public Opinion.”
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By the time of Israel’s 1967 victory in the Six Day War, Americans had grown
considerably more sympathetic to the Jewish state; 56 percent of Americans
supported Israel against 4 percent supporting the Arabs. This represented more
than a doubling of support levels for Israel from 1964, although it is unclear
whether the change stemmed in some way from Israel’s victory or from a more
complex web of circumstances, including changing perceptions of Israel’s
accomplishments and its difficult predicament.

Many Israel supporters worried that Israel’s less impressive military per-
formance at the beginning of the 1973 Yom Kippur War—coupled with newly
effective Arab wielding of the oil weapon and heightened media attention to
the plight of the Palestinians—would reduce American public sympathy for
Israel; still, a 1977 review of 27 polls conducted since the Six Day War, found no
discernible decline in support by that year. Political scientists Seymour Martin
Lipset and William Schneider reported that, to that date, there had “never been
a poll that found more support for Arabs than Israelis, no matter how the ques-
tion has been asked.”3! Support for Israel ranged between 35 and 56 percent
while support for Arabs fluctuated between 1 and g percent.” Demographically,
Lipset and Schneider found support for Israel associated with high socio-
economic status. The lowest support for Israel was among Blacks, but even
Blacks were more sympathetic to Israel than to the Arab states.

About a decade after the Lipset and Schneider study, Israeli political sci-
entist Eytan Gilboa conducted the most extensive published review of polls
to that date. He reached several conclusions in 1987: First, “General American
feelings for Israel have remained consistently favorable since the inception of
the Jewish state in 1948. Various polls, utilizing different methods and mea-
surements, have revealed relatively high percentages of national samples stat-
ing that Israel is a close, strong, or reliable ally of the United States. This pattern
hasremained constant even in times of tension and disagreement between the
two governments and during controversial events, such as the 1982 Israeli war
in Lebanon.”®2 When asked to select adjectives describing parties to the Arab-
Israeli dispute, Israel and Israelis have consistently been described with more
favorable terms than those used to describe the Arab parties. Gilboa in 1987
also found that quite a few Americans, a fairly large minority, claimed to care

31 Seymour Martin Lipset and William Schneider, “Carter vs. Israel: What the Polls Reveal,”
Commentary 64: 5 (1977): 21-29; Seymour Martin Lipset, “The Polls on the Middle East,”
Middle East Review (1978): 11; William Schneider, “Is Israel Losing Popular Support: The
Evidence of the Polls,” Politics Today (March/April, 1979): 14-16.

32  Eytan Gilboa, American Public Opinion toward Israel and the Arab-Israeli Conflict (Lexing-
ton Books: Lexington, MA: 1987), 306.



HOW TO INTERPRET AMERICAN POLL DATA 19

deeply about Israel’s fate; the numbers made clear that this minority obviously
included many American non-Jews.

Generally, between 1967 and 1987, there was substantial fluctuation in the
margin by which Israel was favored over the Arabs. On a few occasions, the per-
centage of the public supporting Israel dropped to as low as a third—once, for
example, after a temporary breakdown in Israeli-Egyptian peace negotiations
early in 1978 and once in September 1982 after news of the bloody massacres
in Lebanon of Palestinians at the Sabra and Shatila camps by Arab Christian
militias allied with Israel.

On first inspection, it appears that from 1987 to the present—despite many
major, potentially opinion-defining events in the Middle East—relatively little
has changed in the overall orientation of the American public’s thoughts and
feelings regarding Israel and the Arab-Israeli conflict. If true, this is remarkable
because that quarter-century included several Middle Eastern wars involving
the United States, the ebb-and-flow of a frustrating “peace process,” two intifa-
das, the rise of Hamas and Hezbollah, the fall of Communism, 9/11, a global war
on terror, “Arab Spring,” a global financial crisis, and much more.

Two good reviews of poll data appeared recently, one by Eytan Gilboa in
2009 and another by Israeli political scientist Amnon Cavari in 2012. According
to Gilboa in 2009, “frequent surveys have shown remarkable and stable sup-
port for Israel in American public opinion;” he finds this result “even more
impressive when compared to the very negative opinion of Israel registered
in democratic liberal countries such as members of the European Union.”33 To
document this new negativity in the European orientation toward Israel, he
cites—among other evidence—a November 2003 poll where respondents in
fifteen nations of the EU perceived Israel to be “the greatest threat to peace
in the world.”3# (It is worth noting in this regard that, during the 1950s, Israel
often found more public support in Western Europe than in the United States,
perhaps owing to the different policies of European governments in those
days, the relative weakness of Muslim influence in world affairs, different
demographics of the European population, and the freshness of memories of
the murder of six million Jews during the Holocaust.)

Despite European developments, Gilboa reports that in the United States:
“...on the average, since 1996 about two-thirds of Americans held favorable
opinions of Israel while about one-third held an unfavorable opinion. This

33 Eytan Gilboa, “The Public Dimension of us-Israel Relations: A Comparative Analysis,”
in us-Israeli Relations in a New Era, eds. Eytan Gilboa and Efraim Inbar (New York:
Routledge, 2009), 54.

34  Ibid., 72.
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represents a more positive impression of Israel than ever before, although sup-
port for the Arab side has also increased in recent decades. (Both sides have
drawn supporters from the previously unaware and/or undecided.) The high-
est favorability ratio in recent years, 69 percent to 25 percent, was registered
in 2005, while the lowest, 58 percent to 35 percent, was registered in January
2002."3% Interestingly, elites were often found to favor Israel by a greater mar-
gin than the general public. Looking at a 2007 poll, for example, Israel held
a 63 percent to 30 percent advantage in the general public, but a 63 percent
to 14 percent edge among the elite public. (In this study, elites were a fairly
large and diverse group, defined by possession of a college degree, a house-
hold income of at least $75,000, high media usage, and a self-declared inten-
tion to vote).36 More specific, better-defined, and higher-level elites, of course,
may have altogether different orientations toward the Arab-Israeli conflict, but
their attitudes cannot be readily identified from mass opinion surveys.

The general American public, however, has been very likely to view Israel
as a reliable ally. In a July 2006 poll, for example, Israel—along with Canada,
the United Kingdom, Australia, and Japan—was most likely to be seen as
close American allies (among a list of 25 countries that were studied.)3” While
Americans, as a whole, seem to have mixed feelings about some recent Israeli
leaders, the American public overwhelmingly (65-75%) believed—at least in
2006 and 2007—that Israeli leaders were very serious about wanting to reach a
peace agreement with the Palestinians.®® The American public also shared the
Israeli leadership’s view that Iran constituted a major threat to world peace.?®
Even on matters related to foreign aid, about which the American public gen-
erally lacks enthusiasm, there is consistent support for aid to Israel.*°

Cavari'’s review of survey data generally confirms Gilboa’s findings, though
he attends more to fluctuations in support over time.* He also points out that,
although a majority of Americans continue to endorse support for Israel, the
level of support for Israel in June 2010 was 58 percent, which was 5 points lower
than a year earlier. A month later, support dropped to 51 percent. Such num-

35  Ibid,, 56.

36 Ibid,, 56, 72.
37  Ibid, 59.
38 Ibid, 62.
39 Ibid, 63.
40 Ibid., 62.

41 Amnon Cavari, “Six Decades of Public Affection: Trends in American Public Attitudes
toward Israel” in Israel and the United States: Six Decades of Us-Israeli Relations, ed.
Robert O. Freedman (Boulder, co: Perseus/Westview, 2012), 120.
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bers still greatly exceeded support for the Arab side and remained high by his-
torical standards, yet Cavari mentioned a possible downward trend. Still, by
February 2012 and after Cavari’s chapter went to press, support for Israel was
back up to 61 percent, and was still at 59 percent in November of that year,
after Israel started an operation in Gaza. Support for the Palestinians, at that
time, stood at 13 percent. Thus, Israel’s support in 2012 exceeded its support
in the days following the dramatic victory in 1967 (56 percent)—a time that
some erroneously look back to as the high point in American sympathy for the
Jewish state.*2 Various polls taken during the 2014 Gaza campaign showed that
overall support for Israel remained high, though perhaps a bit lower than the
2012 peak.*3

In analyzing contemporary public support for Israel, it is important to look
beyond overall trends. Cavari suggests that “.. . the aggregate support [for Israel
in its early years] may have been mostly due to the support of Democrats...”
However, he notes that—since the 1990s—“public opinion toward Israel has
taken on a [new] partisan dimension that did not exist before.”#* A break-
down of responses to the sympathy question by party identification shows
that, during the past fifteen years, Republicans have been consistently and
considerably more supportive of Israel than Democrats have been—though
affiliates of both parties supported Israel more than the Arab nations or the
Palestinians.*> A 2012 poll, for example, showed 78 percent of Republicans sup-
porting Israel versus the Palestinians, compared to 56 percent of Independents
supporting Israel and 53 percent of Democrats.#6 The partisan split shows up
in another way. Although 66 percent of respondents in one 2010 survey felt that
the American president should be a strong supporter of Israel, only 34 percent
of Americans thought that (Democratic) President Obama was a strong sup-
porter while 42 percent thought he was not.4”

42 Mitchell Bard, “American Public Opinion Toward Israel,” (Jewish Virtual Library, December
2012), http://www,jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/US-Israel/American_attitudes_toward_
Israel.html (accessed January 24, 2012). See, also, Elizabeth Mendes, “Americans Continue
to Tilt Pro-Israel” Gallup Politics, March 2, 2012, http://www.gallup.com/poll/153092/
Americans-Continue-Tilt-Pro-Israel.aspx (accessed January 24, 2012).

43 Adam Taylor, “Is It True that American Support for Israel is Waning?”, Washington
Post World Views, July 29, 2014, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/
wp/2014/07/29/is-it-true-that-american-support-for-israel-is-waning (accessed
February 4, 2015).
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Another importer predictor of support for Israel is age, with younger peo-
ple, those aged 18—34, less supportive of Israel than older ones, aged 65 and
up. Gilboa has an explanation for the age difference, suggesting: “Younger
Americans...who are subjected to constant aggressive manipulations and
intimidation of Arab and Muslim organizations and radical left-leaning groups
on college campuses are prone to adopt a highly distorted view of Arab-Israeli
relations and American-Israeli relations.”*8 Blacks and Latinos are generally
more supportive of Israel than of the Arabs or Palestinians; however, their level
of support is typically lower than that of whites and non-Latinos.*® Surveys
have also identified a substantial gap between Protestant Christian conserva-
tives (evangelicals) who typically number among the strongest supporters of
Israel and mainline Protestants (especially liberals) who are less supportive.>°

One final point is critical. Despite American sympathy for Israel—some-
times manifested by as much as a 4 or 5 to 1 edge in the percentage that support
Israel versus the Arabs—about three-quarters of the public say that America
should take neither side in the Arab-Israeli conflict. The ones who would take
a side are nearly unanimous that America should side with Israel (32 percent
to 1 percent for the Palestinians in a 2011 poll). Still, most Americans—despite
their sympathies—prefer not to take sides. Moreover, three-quarters of the
American people also believe that Palestinian-Israeli “peace” is either “impor-
tant” or “very important” to the United States.?! Still, only 34 percent of respon-
dents in a 2007 poll believed there would come a time when there would be
such peace; 63 percent disagreed.>?

When fighting has erupted in recent years—against Hezbollah in 2006
and several times in Gaza—about one American in four usually arrives at

48 Gilboa, “The Public Dimension,” 71.

49 Cavari, “Six Decades,” 1mm1-119. Perhaps African-Americans have been influenced by
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nearly-50-of-hispanic-americans-believe-u-s-too-supportive-of-israel-1.352409 (accessed
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the conclusion that Israel has “gone too far” When bodies begin to pile up,
even more Americans may deem Israeli actions unjustifiable—as many as
four in ten during the Summer 2014 Gaza campaign. But this number does not
approach the seven in ten who consider Hamas’ actions to be unjustifiable. All
in all, Americans like Israel, but they like peace more. Thus, even when Israel
becomes embroiled in a war with Hamas which is committed to its destruction,
a fairly large segment of Americans are apt to direct a portion of the blame in
its direction—even though most of these people assign a greater share of the
blame to Hamas and many retain some affection for the Jewish state.53

Making Sense of It All: Antisemitism

Around the world there is plenty of bad news—not only for Israel’s supporters
but also for those who genuinely oppose old-fashioned antisemitism. Yet, if
one is speaking solely about the United States, the most reasonable conclusion
is that the country is—now more than ever—a singularly hospitable abode for
the Jews. America emerges without irony as a beacon on a hill, a nation that
is, at least with regard to the Jews, living up to its lofty promise. The United
States sometimes finds itself fighting against a current of world opinion but,
even so, it has to date stood by its principles more consistently than is typical
for nation-states. In the battle against antisemitism, the UsA has some allies
that seem sincere, especially in parts of Europe. In confronting unjustifiable
anti-Israel hostility, the United States more and more frequently stands alone
or almost alone. If there is a criticism to offer of America’s behavior from the
perspective of those who oppose antisemitism, it is that the nation has not
always spoken loudly, consistently, and frequently enough about the failure of
other nations to live up to the standards by which Americans live at home. Yet
even this criticism must be tempered by a sense of the complexities of fighting
antisemitism in a world where the United States must balance many interests
and values.

There is relatively little basis at present for worrying about imminent dete-
rioration in overall tolerance for Jews in the United States. Despite occasional
blips in measures of antisemitic incidents and opinions, Americans on the
whole are not becoming more antisemitic. The old anti-Jewish stereotypes
retain some of their potency, with nontrivial segments of the American public
still believing that Jews are too powerful, crafty, corrupt in business, interested
only in their own kind, responsible for the death of Jesus, and disloyal to the

53  Taylor, “Is it True?”
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United States. But those who buy wholeheartedly into this vision are relatively
few, and lacking in power and major media access. Most Americans express
tolerant and positive feelings about Jews; they have no problem voting for
Jews, living near Jews, and supporting the Jewish state.

In spite of all this, there are several problems worth monitoring:

e Polls reveal that African-Americans, recent Latino immigrants, and the
uneducated remain disproportionately committed to antisemitic view-
points. While most members of these groups are not antisemitic, and many
have positive feelings about Jews, the cultural taboo against expression of
Jew-hatred does not appear as strong among African-Americans, recent
Latino immigrants, and the uneducated as it does in American culture as a
whole. The difficulty in eradicating antisemitism from the African-American
and Latino communities may become increasingly important as these
groups will probably constitute a larger proportion of the American public
in the future.

* Pockets of relatively extreme antisemitism exist among groups too small to
show up on national surveys. Research is needed to identify, understand,
and better combat these groups. A particularly hateful antisemitism exists
among some parts of the very far right and there still persists a fair amount
of religious antisemitism in a few Christian groups. As a rule of thumb, lib-
eral Christian groups tend to be more hostile than the general public to
Israel, though sometimes less antisemitic. Conservative Christian groups
tend to be more sympathetic to Israel than the general public, though per-
haps somewhat more antisemitic. But few people in mainstream Christian
groups are overtly antisemitic, at least by the standards that prevailed sev-
enty-five years ago. The most extreme Jew-hatred is found among very small
pockets of extremists who rant and rail against zog, the so-called Zionist-
occupied government. At present, there is probably less of a threat that such
groups will proselytize large segments of the American public, but possibly
a greater danger that they will radicalize and carry out bloody acts of terror
against Jewish targets.

* In light of the prominence of antisemitic ideology in many parts of the
Muslim world, it is important to monitor the extent to which such mindsets
have crossed into the American Muslim community.>* Polls, thus far, have
not provided much good information about this issue. With the Internet,
media from Muslim majority countries are consulted frequently by native
speakers from those countries. Some research has found substantial

54  Kressel, “The Sons of Pigs and Apes,” 22—55.
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evidence of radicalization among young American Muslims, with one rea-
sonably well-designed study—for example—showing that about one
in four young Muslims supported suicide bombing under some
circumstances.’® For the most part, mainstream Muslim organizations
reject direct expressions of old-fashioned antisemitism, although they may
support various overseas organizations that espouse extreme ideologies. On
occasion, direct antisemitism has emerged in the American Muslim com-
munity, as for example when a Paterson New Jersey newspaper published
an Arabic translation of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Better data is
needed to assess the extent to which the antisemitism that prevails in
Muslim-majority countries has carried over into public opinion in the
American Muslim population. In addition, we need to know more about
the extent to which Muslim political positions on the Middle East carry over
into delegitimation, demonization, and double standards regarding the
Jewish state—all of which can be considered antisemitic under the official
definition now used by the United States Department of State. When think-
ing about small enclaves of extreme antisemitism in the Muslim commu-
nity—as in the case of extreme right-wing antisemitism—it is important to
understand that even a handful of radicalized haters can do a great deal of
damage if they engage in terrorist violence.

* A very different concern is that the American public may feel more
comfortable with Jews as individuals of a different religious faith and
less comfortable with Jews acting as a Jewish people supporting its interests,
for example, expressing concern about the Holocaust, the state of Israel,
Muslim antisemitism, etc. This vague discomfort may show up in responses
to various poll questions, including the frequently-asked one about Jewish
disloyalty. This tendency to reject Jewish peoplehood, to the extent that it
can be reliably documented, needs to be monitored and further studied, lest
it turn into something more dangerous. This matter is important because
many American Jews now view their Jewish identity as based at least as
much in ethnicity as in questions of religious belief.

* Finally, we may also need to heed, at least partly, the caveat about the inabil-
ity of polls to reveal fully the content of souls. It is certainly possible that
some Americans have not changed their truest and deepest feelings about
Jews so much as the rules have changed about which views may be expressed
in public. I think, however, that this argument grows weaker over time; in
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any case, the openness to Jewish political candidates, Jewish neighbors, and
Jewish coworkers implies that something important and real has changed.
Moreover, considerable social psychological evidence establishes that if you
can modify the behavior of people, their hearts and minds will likely
follow.56

It remains directly in the Jewish interest and consistent with liberal Jewish val-
ues to oppose prejudice-based intolerance of any group in the United States.
Intolerance of any group can readily lead to intolerance of other groups. These
days—as Chelsea Schafer and Greg Shaw recently reported in a roundup of
polls on tolerance in the United States—tolerance has been increasing toward
most groups in the country. Gay and lesbian people have probably experienced
the greatest increase in public acceptance in recent years, but the authors also
speak of “...broad patterns of growing acceptance of people whose ethnicity,
beliefs, and lifestyles are unlike their own.”>” Two groups are not faring so well,
according to the authors’ reading of the poll data. There is growing distrust
of Muslims and increasing intolerance toward immigrants. Regarding both of
these groups, I think, some of what Schafer and Shaw call intolerance, arguably,
reflects legitimate disagreements concerning policies and differing judgments
about of the acceptability of ideologies perceived as intolerant or opposed to
the public interest. However, some of what the polls are tapping is genuine big-
otry and intolerance.’® Thus, as the ADL and other mainstream Jewish organi-
zations have long suggested, fighting intolerance and bigotry against Muslims
(and other groups) should be a key part of the agenda of the Jewish commu-
nity and those who care about it.

Right now, in the United States, antisemitism seems to function mainly
as a normal prejudice, and this in itself is very unusual. Viewed historically
and globally, antisemitism has behaved differently from most other forms of

56  Perhaps a bigger long-term risk concerns the potential for cynicism to arise concerning
the overextension of political correctness rules, prohibiting thoughts and speech regard-
ing various groups. For the most part, changing norms about what can and cannot be
said about minority groups have been constructive. When people change their linguistic
behavior, there is at least some evidence that they ultimately change their internal atti-
tudes. But enforcement of these norms are best when they come from peers, when they
are not too rigid, when they don't stifle legitimate debate, when they don’t infringe of the
important first amendment principles, and when they do not make interactions between
people in different groups too awkward and uncomfortable.

57  ChelseaE. Schafer and Greg M. Shaw, “The Polls—Trends: Tolerance in the United States,”
Public Opinion Quarterly 73 (2009), 429.

58  Thave attempted to sort these issues out in Kressel, “The Sons of Pigs and Apes,” 134-139.
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prejudice. Thus, German scholar Clemens Heni calls it—a “specific phenom-
enon” and Israeli historian Robert Wistrich calls it—*a lethal obsession.”>°
Hostility toward the Jews has assumed many forms in different times and
places, and some of these have been similar to other forms of prejudice. Yet
antisemitism draws its potency from several unique aspects:

1)  Jews have been charged with deicide in the Christian tradition and Jews
have been accused of perpetual treachery in the Islamic tradition. These
are difficult stains to cleanse.

2)  Jews were officially-approved targets of expulsion and mass murder (i.e.
the Banu Qurayza Jews) in the founding tradition of Islam and many
saints in the Christian tradition have reinforced the doctrinal importance
of keeping the Jews down (e.g. St. Augustine, St. Thomas Aquinas).

3)  As adherents to a pre-existing, non-universalizing faith, Jews have fre-
quently been portrayed as evil or ignorant in order to establish the need
for a new religious tradition seeking to convert everyone.

4)  The very longevity and cross-cultural pervasiveness of Jew-hatred seems
to add to its perceived legitimacy. How, the antisemite asks in every gen-
eration, could so many people with so many different outlooks have been
wrong in opposing the Jews? So much smoke must mean fire.

5)  Unlike many (though not all) targets of other prejudice, Jews have typi-
cally been hated not because of their perceived inferiority but because of
their perceived potency and cleverness. Thus, envy has often been more
important than disdain in the genesis and perpetuation of Jew hatred.

For all the above reasons, antisemitism has had a peculiar and dangerous
capacity to inspire murderousness in many lands over a great period of time.
Even in the United States, some parts of the uniquely pernicious antisemitic
mindset can be detected in the poll data.

Yet, all in all, as antisemitism currently manifests in the United States, it
is somewhat different—but not worse—than other prejudices against white
ethnic groups. Indeed, hostility toward Jews in the United States seems less
intense and widespread, at present, than that experienced by some other
groups, including—probably—Muslim-Americans, Mormons, immigrants,
and various nonwhite groups. Those with an awareness of the long history
of ebb and flow—but never the disappearance—of powerful and deadly

59  Clemens Heni, Antisemitism: A Specific Phenomenon (Berlin: Edition Critic, 2013). Robert S.
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antisemitism will argue for alertness and vigilance. For now, however, we may
cautiously conclude that the United States remains one principal bastion of
genuine tolerance and liberal virtue with regard to the Jews. Other nations
around the world still have much to learn from its example. Nonetheless the
rise of antisemitism always has indicated severe core problems in a host soci-
ety. If antisemitism were to rise in the United States, it would be the canary in
the coal mine, the sure sign of more fundamental problems in the nation, of
broader disasters to come.

Making Sense of It All: Israel

American public opinion findings on Israel and the Arab-Israeli conflict
shed important light on the vociferous and angry critics of the Israel lobby
(or as some—including Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel—have inappro-
priately called it, “the Jewish Lobby.")6? There are, of course, numerous lob-
byists attempting to influence American policy in the Middle East, including
three important ones that claim to be supportive of Israel in different ways.5!
J-Street, for example, often finds itself at odds with the Israeli government,
although it sees itself as pro-Israel. But, to the extent that ATPAC, the largest
and most mainstream pro-Israel lobby, influences American policy towards
support of Israel, it is largely making such policy more responsive to the will
of the American people. There are many other official and unofficial lobby-
ists who attempt to influence American policy in the Middle East. Some of
these are supported by oil companies, anti-Israel Americans, Middle Eastern
nations, religious groups, and others who see conflicts in the region from a
variety of vantage points. AIPAC can be successful, largely, because it has
a sizable segment of non-Jewish public opinion behind its principal goals.
For those who contend that such public opinion supports Israel only because
Jewish money, power, and media manipulate the hearts and minds of America,
I suggest a reality check. This hardly seems plausible, given the diversity of
media and other forces bearing on the formation of political attitudes. Beyond
that, I would urge a careful reading of the Czarist-forged Protocols of the Elders
of Zion, wherein such antisemitic canards of Jewish manipulation find one of
their earliest, clearest, and most influential expressions. Fears of Jewish money

60  See, notably, John J. Mearsheimer & Stephen M. Walt, The Israel Lobby and u.s. Foreign
Policy (New York: Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 2007).

61 Dov Waxman, “The Pro-Israel Lobby in the United States: Past, Present, and Future,” in
Israel and the United States, 79—99.
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pushing around congressmen against the public will turn out to be little more
than bigotry, madness, and gross misperception masquerading as analytic the-
ory, albeit sometimes under the cover of professorial robes.

In any event, according to the polls, public support for Israel in the United
States is very strong. Despite differences in levels of support, it is—for the most
part—bipartisan; it also cuts across categories of race, class, gender, and—
mostly—religion. In few American demographic groupings is sympathy ever
greater on any matter for the Arab side than for Israel.

As in the case of antisemitism, challenges to the public standing of the Jewish
state do not come from large and clearly-defined segments of the general public.
Instead, the greatest challenge comes from certain elite intellectual groupings
in the media and academia—those charged with shaping the next genera-
tion, critiquing American policy, and framing the terms of the debate regard-
ing the Arab-Israeli conflict. Again, data are limited, but one ADL study shows
that—although 79% of college faculty members are without prejudice—over
60% possessed an “unfavorable impression of the current Israeli government”
in 2002.62

Still, we should be cautious in over-interpreting this finding (and others
like it) as an unfavorable impression of an Israeli government is hardly the
same thing as an anti-Israel position overall. Another study found that 20.9%
of faculty sympathized more with Israel and 10.7% more with the Palestinians;
51.3% said “both” and 17.1% “neither.”63® While still supportive of Israel, these
findings indicate somewhat less sympathy for the Jewish state than one would
find in the general American public. In all likelihood, the support for Israel
would be substantially less in elite academic institutions and among social sci-
ence faculty, as these groups possess a larger share of radicalized professors.5+
Thus far, careful quantitative evidence about the disparity between the gen-
eral American public and the social science faculty at elite academic institu-
tions is lacking. But anecdotal and other forms of support exist, including—for
example—Martin Kramer's study, vory Towers on Sand: The Failure of Middle
Eastern Studies in America.®5 If Kramer’s thesis is correct, and I believe it is,

62 Dinnerstein, “Is There a New Anti-Semitism,” 54.
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2007, http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2007/10/08/politics#ixzz2MzBjFqNz (accessed
March 7, 2013).
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(Washington: Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 2001). See, also, continuing dis-
cussion of the issues Kramer raises at www.campus.watch.org.
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those professors charged with teaching the next generation about the Middle
East will be doing so from a perspective that is much less supportive of Israel—
if not openly hostile—when compared to the standard of the American public
or the mainstream American political parties.

The potential problem for Israel’s friends is less that Americans are at risk of
changing sides in the foreseeable future, although this is not impossible. The
more likely problem is that even a relatively small loss of enthusiasm for Israel
can have major consequences, as America is almost singlehandedly backing
Israel. If Americans come to see the Arab-Israeli conflict as nuanced, foggy,
complex, or unclear, America could decide to weaken its support at some criti-
cal juncture in the future.

Moreover, given the tendency of American public attitudes to follow
American government policy, support for Israel could be especially vulnerable
to a president whose political agenda involved a radical change away from sup-
porting Israel. One can envision this possibility in part because few Americans,
regardless of their personal sympathies, vote for president on the basis of poli-
cies toward the Middle East. In addition, a “pitch” arguing for “peace over par-
tisanship” would be likely to have the greatest emotional appeal particularly if
it could overcome Americans’ skepticism about its chances for success.

Another key problem for supporters of Israel is that the issue may be start-
ing to lose its bipartisan characteristics. Democrats remain very supportive
of Israel, but Republicans are clearly more supportive these days. In Israel’s
early years, Democrats were more supportive. Now, young Democrats—and,
probably, left-wing Democrats and those educated at elite institutions—are
the least supportive. Some of these groups may even be more sympathetic
to the Palestinians than to the Israelis—although conclusive quantitative evi-
dence on this point is lacking. Among Republicans, the Christian right may be
the most supportive group of all. It will not be a good thing for Israel’s friends
if support for Israel becomes a feature of Republican but not Democratic
platforms. The danger of this happening will be increased if the left-wing of
the Democratic Party is ascendant; it will be reduced to the extent that cen-
trist Democrats remain powerful. It is hard to predict the impact of any Jewish
abandonment of the Democratic Party, of which they have been a key part for
decades. So far, however, despite many predictions to the contrary, Jews have
remained firmly Democratic and—nonetheless—Republicans have grown
increasingly pro-Israel.

Back in 1978, Harvard professor Nadav Safran wrote that the evolution of
American relations with Israel “... took place within the framework of a “spe-
cial” American connection with Israel based on an interplay between a general
American moral interest in and sympathy for that democratic Jewish state and
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the particular attachment to it and concern for its welfare on the part of the
near totality of America’s 6 million Jews. This “special connection” has secured
for Israel a modicum of American support even when that seemed to be a bur-
den on the perceived American political-strategic interests, and has encour-
aged a higher level of support when Israel seemed to be playing a useful role in
the context of the perceived American ‘real’ interest.”86 This is a fairly accurate
description of the situation in 1978, emphasizing the general American sympa-
thy for Israel and the role played by the American Jewish community while—
at the same time—showing the ultimate dominance of realpolitik. Nowadays,
general American sympathy for Israel is—if anything—stronger than when
Safran wrote, and while the American Jewish community no longer uniformly
supportive of Israel, it is still far more supportive than not. The real ques-
tions are: 1) Will the radical left in parts of academia and the media succeed
in changing the moral calculus of the American people regarding the Arab-
Israeli conflict? 2) Will the American Jewish community remain sufficiently
committed to Israel to play the role ascribed to it by Safran? 3) To what extent
will Americans correctly or incorrectly continue to calculate their interests as
aligned with those of the Jewish state?

Many Americans currently show signs of an isolationist tendency, or at least
a latent one. Whatever their sympathies, Americans apparently desire more
than anything else to avoid messy overseas entanglements, of which the Middle
East has recently provided many. Also, one needs to ask whether the “modi-
cum” of support for Israel, even when it appears to be a burden (which was
described by Safran) would be enough to sustain the state in a crisis.

We hear often that the Jewish community exaggerates antisemitism, and—I
think—this is true for some American Jews who speak about imminent dangers
coming from the American people. What should be more important for those
concerned with eliminating or weakening prejudice around the world are the
propagandistic and ideological reasons for downplaying global antisemitism
and, more particularly, its extreme manifestations in the Islamic world. Those
who argue that we need not worry about attitudes in America misunderstand
or reject the critical role played by America in delegitimizing antisemitism
and extreme anti-Israeli sentiment worldwide. Given how sympathetically
most Americans feel toward the Jews, it is perhaps not surprising that so many
find it difficult to grasp the extent of the irrational hatred for Jews and for the
Jewish state in some other parts of the world. As I have argued, antisemitism
is usually by its nature a different kind of bigotry, stubbornly resistant to mea-
surement, assessment, containment, and eradication. Yet, the greatest failure

66  Nadav Safran, Israel: The Embattled Ally (Cambridge: Harvard, 1978), 571.
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of the well-intentioned American public may be its failure to grasp the extent
to which Jew-hatred in many parts of the world retains its traditional nature as
a dangerous “specific phenomenon” and a resilient “lethal obsession.” And the
greatest physical threat to Jewish safety in the United States is undoubtedly
the anti-Jewish terrorist risk posed by the radicalization of very small numbers
of antisemitic operatives who fall beneath the radar of public opinion polls.



CHAPTER 2

Esau Hates Jacob: What’s New About the New
Antisemitism?

Jerome A. Chanes

It is unbelievable that we are still addressing the foul topic of antisemi-
tism. Historian Victor Tcherikover famously said that there are few things in
human history that have a history of 2000 years; antisemitism is one of them.
And indeed, in our own day the taxonomy of antisemitism yet includes reli-
gious and secular varieties, political and cultural varieties, theological and
ideological varieties. The antisemitism of the right still blames the Jews for
modernity—not realizing that this is a compliment. The antisemitism of the
left—seeking shelter, most recently, in anti-globalization—still trots out old
New Left dogmas about capitalism.

And anti-Zionism—the newest version is the most dangerous, since it
denies the legitimacy of a normal life for Jews. But yet I begin with a seem-
ingly counter-intuitive assertion: The Jewish condition in 2013 is one not of
antisemitism but of security. I say this in full awareness—possibly a greater
awareness than most—of outbreaks of antisemitism in Europe in 2002, thence
in the first half of 2004, and sporadic outbursts since; of jihadist Jew-hating
maniacs in many Arab lands and in the West as well; of the current atmosphere
in many corners of the academy, especially in Europe, in which anti-Zionism
is quite the vogue. My assertion derives from a basic analysis of the verities of
postwar Jewish history.

Leon Wieseltier has argued that the conclusion of the Second World War
marked also the conclusion of the European age of Jewish history. The destiny
of the Jewish people has at last left Europe, and the two-millennium European
melodrama about “rights”—rights which could be granted, and therefore
could be, and often were, taken away. The strategy therefore was one of “quiet-
ism,” very different from the activism that has characterized American Jewish
activity in recent decades.

The fate of the Jews is and will be determined elsewhere, in Israel and in the
United States. There is a friendly competition between the Israeli dispensa-
tion, in which Jews enjoy the protections and privileges of sovereignty, and the
American dispensation, in which Jews enjoy the protections and privileges of
a pluralist democracy. Both of these realities regard the old European system
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of “rights” as inadequate, and obsolete. In Israel and America—very different
from one another—the common characteristic is that rights are axiomatic.
We will analyze America and Europe in due course. But first, we need con-
text. A story, variously attributed to Sholem Aleichem and to Y.L. Peretz, is illus-
trative and instructive.
Three Jews are on a train, in pre-World War 1 Eastern Europe. As they get to
know each other, one Jew asks the other,

“Funvanen kumt a Yid?—Where are you from?”

“From Kasrilevke.”

“Oh, Kasrilevke. And how many Jews are there in Kasrilevke?”
“Two hundred.”

“Two hundred. And how many non-Jews, Goyim?”

“We have fifty goyim in Kasrilevke.”

They turn to the second Jew, and ask, “And you, reb Yid: where are you from?”

“I'm from Visneh.”

“Oh, Visneh. And how many Jews are there in Visneh?”
“We have five hundred Yidn in Visneh.”

“And how many goyim?”

“One hundred goyim.”

They turn to the third Jew, and ask him, “Nu, and where are you from?”

“I'm from Minsk!”

“Minsk? Ooh! Ah! And how many Jews are there in Minsk?”

“We have one hundred thousand Jews in Minsk!”

“One hundred thousand! And how many goyim?”

“We have two hundred fifty thousand goyim in Minsk.”

The two Jews look at each other, and then at the Jew from Minsk.
“What do you need so many goyim for?”

This story tells us all that we need to know about how Jews viewed non-Jews,
and defined for Jews an antisemitism that inhered in history. In a phrase, Eisav
sonei es Yaakov—"Esau hates Jacob.” But as I have it in the title of this chapter:
“Eisav sonei es Yaakov?” suggests a number of questions. First, of course, is the
most basic question: what is antisemitism? How do we explain this phenom-
enon of Jew-hatred? Is antisemitism just another form of group-prejudice, and
therefore explicable by the protocols of social science? Or is it sui generis, an
eternal part of the Jewish experience, almost normative in nature: the traditional
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Jewish rabbinic formulation: “Halacha hi bvadai: Eisav sonei es Ya'akov.” “An
established normative principle: Esau hates Jacob” is the classic representation
of antisemitism: Babylonia, Rome, Christendom as “Edom”—the antisemitic
descendants of Esau. This formulation suggests antisemitism incarnate, anti-
semitism universal, antisemitism eternal, antisemitism immutable.

The question: Is antisemitism indeed immutable? This approach to anti-
semitism, that antisemitism is an eternal historical reality, rests possibly on an
underlying assumption that attitudes don’t change.

There have been many efforts aimed at defining antisemitism, includ-
ing the elaborate formulations reflected in attitudinal surveys. There is, of
course, the classic one-liner, an elaboration of the “Esau-hates-Jacob” locution,
that an antisemite is one who dislikes Jews more than is absolutely necessary.
And even this tired old saw tells us something about the nature, irrationality,
and unpredictability of hatred of Jews. But I have always liked historian David
Berger's stark definition: antisemitism is all forms of hostility manifested toward
the Jews as a group throughout history, which results from no legitimate cause.

It is difficult to define antisemitism with precision. Sometimes the best
approach—paraphrasing former United States Supreme Court Justice Potter
Stewart in his comment about obscenity—is “I can't define it, but I know
it when I see it.” This approach, however, poses one problem: all too often
incidents or expressions are characterized as antisemitism when they are
not. The “gut feeling” is important; it tells us something about perceptions.
However, gut reactions are not the same as hard data.

However one defines antisemitism, two points must be kept in mind: first,
antisemitism presupposes that the Jews are radically “other.” This simple central
point is a universal, timeless characteristic of antisemitism.

There is one other point to be made about antisemitism: Antisemitism is
not a Jewish problem; it is a non-Jewish problem. There is nothing that Jews can
do about antisemitism, other than monitor it and do some little counteraction.
I will return to this matter later in the discussion.

As we are well into the new Millennium, antisemitism continues to con-
found and puzzle American Jews. There is a profound paradox—*“the riddle of
the defensive Jew”—that plays itself out within the American Jewish commu-
nity. On the one hand, well over go percent of Jews, when questioned, consis-
tently aver that they feel “comfortable” in America. This “Feeling Thermometer”
is always a good indicator of security. Yet some eight or more out of ten
American Jews believe that antisemitism is a “serious” problem in the United
States. In 1985, in the San Francisco Bay Area, more than one-third of those
questioned said that Jewish candidates could not be elected to Congress from
San Francisco, citing anti-Jewish bias or prejudice. Yet three out of the four
congressional representatives from that area—as well as the two state senators
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and the mayor of San Francisco—were, in fact, well-identified Jews at the time
the poll was conducted. Moreover, the population of San Francisco in 1985 was
approximately 97 percent non-Jewish, mirroring the national average.

Antisemitism in the United States? Conventional wisdom amongst many,
perhaps most, American Jews has it that the antisemites are at the gates; the
next pogrom is about to begin. But we need to look, not at “conventional
wisdom,” but at hard data and the rigorous interpretation of those data.
Interpretation of data is often a Rashomon-like exercise. Here Machiavelli is
spot-on: “Others will tell you how things should be; let me tell you how they
really are”

A number of questions guide our discussion:

First, what do we know? What are the current available data on the nature
and extent of antisemitism? What is happening out there, and—just as impor-
tant—what is not happening?

Second, and indeed salient, is how do we explain perceptions within the
American Jewish community of an antisemitism ascendant, even as data
along a broad range of evaluative criteria tell us that antisemitism in America
has declined and continues in its decline? How can nine out of ten Jewish
Americans in the 1990’s and into the 2000s say they “feel home in America’—as
they in fact do—in a country they believe is rife with antisemitism?

In 1983, in a survey conducted among American Jews by the American
Jewish Committee, approximately one-half of the respondents disagreed with
the statement “Antisemitism is currently not a serious problem for American
Jews.” By 1988, the proportion had risen to 76 percent. And the National Jewish
Population Surveys of 1990 and 2002 showed that from 83 to go percent of
American Jews either are “strongly” or “somewhat” agreeing that antisemitism
is a serious problem in the United States. The numbers in 2013 hover between
85 and go percent. How can nine out of ten Jewish Americans say they “feel
at home in America” in a country they think is rife with antisemitism? What
accounts for the perception among most Jewish people that antisemitism is a
serious problem in America, and that the status and security of Jews is at risk
while all available data show that antisemitism has declined dramatically in
this country?

If things are so good out there, why do so many American Jews think that
things are so bad?

Third, and related to the previous question: when Jews say that antisemitism
is a serious problem, what do they mean? What are they talking about? What
do the attitudinal surveys show—and what do they not show? How should
social scientists interpret the polls?

Fourth, what are the new realities of antisemitism in Europe? There has to
be more to say about the “new antisemitism” other than “The Muslims hate us.”
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Finally, what about the counteraction of antisemitism?

The question about antisemitism in America, writ historically, is not why
there has been so much antisemitism in the United States, but why there
has been so little? For one thing, the traditional Zionist analysis of American
Jewish circumstances is wrongheaded. America is not just another address for
Jews “on the run,” another safe haven for persecuted Jews. The Usa is in its phil-
osophical foundations and political practices structurally hospitable to Jews.
Pluralism ensures for us that Fichte’s antisemitic observation about “a state
within a state” is no longer a slur but a way of positioning oneself in American
society as an American. Diaspora is not exile. I adduce four basic historical
dynamics for American exceptionalism and uniqueness.

1. The separation of church and state tautologically meant that Jews were not
living in a “Christian” society—or in any kind of religious society. It was church-
state separation that lifted pluralism from being a conceptual or philosophical
ideal and made it a legal obligation. In the United States, from the very begin-
ning of the American polity, the public sphere was viewed, by legal fiat, as being
a neutral place. Church-state separation therefore asserted that Jews (and other
minorities and individuals) would not be merely tolerated but accepted.

Maintaining a firm line of separation between church and state, therefore,
is central to religious voluntarism and to religious freedom; by extension, it
fosters the distinctive survival and creativity of religious groups, including
Jews.

2. American society was a post-Emancipation society from its very beginnings.
This reality was crucial in ensuring that political antisemitism of the kind that
arose in nineteenth-century Europe did not come to be in the United States.
Before the late eighteenth century, Jews everywhere in Europe were legally
defined as outsiders in society, and therefore alien to the polity. The opening for
Jews to become citizens came as a result of the Enlightenment—with the French
Revolution acting as the engine for Enlightenment ideas—with the result that
Jews began entering the mainstream of European societies.

America did not carry the European pre-Enlightenment baggage—the bulk
of American Jewish history begins after the Declaration of Independence and
the Constitution were drafted—with the result that Jews no less than any oth-
ers were entitled to equal status in the body politic.

3. The United States was a new nation—a frontier society—made up of
people of diverse backgrounds without “insiders” and “outsiders.” In contrast,
in Europe, Jews had to cope with the fact that the nation-states in which they
were citizens as result of the Emancipation had historical memories, deriving
from a Christian context, going back centuries; they, the Jews, were not part of
these memories except as aliens and enemies.
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4. The United States, as a nation of immigrants, was inherently pluralist.
Indeed, even when the ideology of choice was the “melting pot,” the reality was
always cultural and democratic pluralism, and pluralism became a uniquely
American way of positioning oneself as a member of American society, even
as that person (or group) retained religious and ethnic identity. An important
bi-product of a pluralist society was that it removed the onus under which Jews
had been compelled to live in many other societies.

The story of Jew-hatred in America is different from the story of Jew-hatred
in Europe. Clearly these four principles informed a society in which antisemi-
tism was not embedded in the institutions of power—often the formal institu-
tions of power—the way in which antisemitism inhered in the institutions of
power in Europe, especially in the early decades of the twentieth century. A tad
of perspective is called for. When my mother, reflecting fifty years later on her
own experiences with university discrimination, said, “Jews denied admission
to Yale? That's terrible, it'’s a scandal—but a quota is not an expulsion and a
quota is not a pogrom.”

So how is the current state of antisemitism in America to be understood?

First, on the question of the nature and extent of antisemitism in the United
States, there are some fairly concrete data. To paraphrase political scientist Ben
Wattenberg, the good news is that the bad news isn't all bad. There are two
kinds of antisemitism—two kinds of anything, when it comes down to it, fol-
lowing the “Merton model”—behavioral and attitudinal. There is a crucial rela-
tionship between what people think and what people do, between attitudinal
and behavioral antisemitism. Antisemitism of both kinds is assessed along a
broad range of evaluative criteria. The data on antisemitism, along these crite-
ria, indicate that both behavioral and attitudinal antisemitism have declined
in the United States over the past sixty-plus years, even as there may be recur-
ring danger signals. This finding, of course, is no great revelation, and is amply
confirmed by evidence both anecdotal and research-generated. Nonetheless,
the finding calls for some analysis in terms of both behavioral and attitudinal
manifestations.

Behavioral antisemitism is manifest, of course, in different ways—from
swastika daubing to political rhetoric. The reality is that behavioral antisemi-
tism “where it counts” is simply no longer a factor in American life. Such behav-
ioral antisemitism includes large-scale discrimination against Jews; the cynical
use of antisemitism in political rhetoric in order to achieve political gains,
arguably the most virulent form of antisemitism; and most important, the
inability or reluctance of the Jewish community to express itself on issues of
concern because of anti-Jewish animus. This kind of antisemitism—the kind
that makes a difference in terms of the security and status of American Jews—
has declined steadily and dramatically over the past four decades and more.
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I propose therefore that the issue is not antisemitism; it is Jewish security. In
any analysis of antisemitism in the United States, a crucial distinction is made,
a distinction that probably cannot be made in Europe of 2013, nor could it be
made in the America of 1933. We distinguish between antisemitism—which
does exist and must be monitored, repudiated, and counteracted—and Jewish
security, which is strong. Jewish security is the ability of Jews to participate in
the society, individually and collectively, without the fear of antisemitic ani-
mus compromising that ability. Jewish security in the United States is strong
largely because of a history and tradition of constitutional protections and
institutions that inform democratic pluralism, as noted above. Antisemitism
and Jewish security are, to be sure, concentric circles and therefore obviously
related; yet the distinction between them is important when discussing the
issue in the context of America in the 2011. This is the first era of history in
which the discussion of the security of the Jewish polity ought not to be one
of antisemitism.

Attitudinal antisemitism is a more nuanced matter, and it is the discussion
of attitudes that the issue of data interpretation is best addressed, and some
exploration is called for. It comes a surprise to many that attitudinal antisemi-
tism in the United States has been a relatively little-studied phenomenon over
the past three decades. In an age when social scrutiny seems to extend into the
most obscure corners of our experience, we learn that antisemitism—an
enduring of social phenomenon and, needless to say, one of special significance
in our own time—has received scant attention from America’s social scientists
until relatively recently. Most comprehensive, indeed landmark, studies were
conducted during the 1960s. Notable among these were the Anti-Defamation
League’s “Patterns of American Prejudice’—the “Berkeley Studies”—which
developed a scale of antisemitic beliefs of non-Jews and articulated the now-
classic reverse correlation that the higher the education level, the less likely are
non-Jews to hold antisemitic beliefs.

Attitudinal antisemitism is boiled down to one question: What do
Americans think about Jews? On this fairly narrow question there are fairly
conclusive findings. The cumulative data of attitudinal surveys conducted by
a range of researchers over the years have consistently substantiated the view
that the level of conventional antisemitic beliefs has continued in its forty-year
decline. Simply put, there are fewer Americans nowadays who profess unfavor-
able images of Jews than there used to be.

The usual explanation for this transformation is generational. It is not that
the antisemites are being converted, but that each succeeding age-group tends
to display fewer antisemitic attitudes than the preceding generation of that
age group. Put simply: “Your father was an antisemite; you are not.” Something
happened in the society to effect this change. What happened was that social
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and economic conditions improved over the decades, with a concomitant
decrease, across the board, in prejudice. Committed antisemites are swayed
to virtue neither by events nor by prejudice-reduction programs. Jewish com-
munal analyst Earl Raab puts it best: antisemites do not fade away; they simply
die. Research findings clearly, strongly, and consistently suggest that a younger,
better educated, more affluent population is less antisemitic. This pattern, a
negative correlation of education level and antisemitism, obtains across the
board, including among blacks.

There have been five sets of studies over the past thirty years: the University
of Chicago’s National Opinion Research Center (NORC) 1990 General Social
Survey, a comprehensive survey of 58 ethnic groups commissioned by the
American Jewish Committee and conducted by NORC’s Tom W. Smith; a
1992, 1998, 2002, and 2009 surveys of American attitudes toward Jews con-
ducted for the Anti-Defamation League by Marttila and Kiley and the Marttila
Communications Group; a 1992 intergroup relations study of New York City,
done by the Roper Organization for the American Jewish Committee; a 1993
ADL/Marttila and Kiley survey on racial attitudes in America; and, most
recently, a 1994 comprehensive study (commissioned by the American Jewish
Committee) by NORC’s Tom W. Smith confirming and synthesizing the find-
ings of previous studies.

It is instructive to analyze and compare the AJc/NORC and ADL/Marttila
studies. (The American Jewish Committee Intergroup Relations Survey of New
York, while containing valuable data, is a local study; and the Marttila racial-
attitudes survey addresses the question of prejudice in America generally, and
calls for its own discrete treatment.)

The National Opinion Research Center 1990 General Social Survey (Gss)
provided data on 58 ethnic groups—including, amusingly but tellingly, one
fictitious group, the “Wissians”; NORC found that significant numbers of
Americans hold negative attitudes toward the “Wissians.” The Gss data were
“massaged” by NORC’s General Social Survey director Tom W. Smith for the
American Jewish Committee in order to elicit specific information about anti-
Jewish attitudes.

NORC analyzed data related to six areas. Some of AJC/NORC’s general find-
ings, entirely relevant yet in 2013: first, and most generally, antisemitism and
negative attitudes are at a low point. Specifically, only few members of certain
minority groups harbor some negative attitudes toward Jews, and that con-
flict between Jews and non-Jews is less serious than are clashes between many
other ethnic groups. NORC told us also that latent sources of antisemitism
are not closely connected, and therefore are not likely to sustain one another.
And the behavioral antisemitism that does exist in one area is almost always
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unconnected to that in another area. These were important findings, suggest-
ing a pattern vastly different from that which existed in America sixty and sev-
enty years ago.

Particularly intriguing were AJC/NORC’s findings on Israel and antisemi-
tism. It has long been known that anti-Israel and antisemitic attitudes are
linked, that antisemitic attitudes are more common among those with nega-
tive attitudes toward Israel, and that anti-Israel attitudes are stronger among
those with antisemitic beliefs. According to NORC this linkage is not especially
strong. Attitudes toward Israel may be related to causes other than antisemitic
attitudes—oil, Arabs, a particular world-view, and so on.

Also instructive is the question of how Jews were perceived, in terms of
social standing, relative to other groups. Among religions, Jews came in tenth
of twenty religious groups, below “Protestants” and Catholics, but above
Mormons, Greek Orthodox, Christian Scientists, Unitarians (!), Spiritualists
and Jehovah’s Witnesses.

A most significant area of the Ajc/NORcC study—as in any poll of attitudes
toward Jews—is that of perceived power and influence. The “Jewish-power”
question is one to which significant import is given; it therefore merits analysis.

There are three approaches to the “Jewish-power” question. The way in which
the question is asked makes a difference. If the question is open-ended—as in
“Which groups have too much power?”—]Jews will consistently come out at
the low end of the spectrum. If the question is closed-ended and contextual—
“Which groups from the following list have too much power?”—Jews still come
out relatively low. If the question is completely closed-ended—*“Do Jews have
too much power in the United States?”—the numbers are significantly higher.

The “Jewish-power” question was asked by NORC not as “Do Jews have too
much power in the United States?”—it should never be asked in this way,
because the data do not tell us much. It was asked, however, as it ought be
asked: as a contextual question: “Which of the following groups (twenty-three
were listed: Arab oil nations, the media, labor unions, Orientals, blacks, the
Catholic Church, the banks) have too much influence and power?” The Jews
come out way down; the only significant group lower than the Jews were the
Hispanics.

Seymour Martin Lipset, the eminent political scientist, and others suggest
that with regard to this issue, people are not antisemitic, they are anti-power.
That is, the issue is power, not Jews. People think that many groups have too
much power in this society. But even this requires further nuance, which is
illuminated in the Marttila poll, discussed below.

Antisemitism in America is neither virulent nor growing, concluded the
American Jewish Committee/NORC study, consistent with the data from
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earlier polls. But NORC cautioned that antisemitism in America is not a spent
force, that Jews are yet recognized as an ethnic or religious out-group and are
often accordingly judged and treated in a distinctive manner. Antisemitism
has not disappeared; it has become dormant, and latent antisemitism does
have the potential to become actualized. And antisemitic incidents do occur.
Furthermore, antisemitic political groups may exist as isolated entities in the
lunatic fringe. “Fringe” elements are tautologically “fringe,” and rarely enter
the mainstream. But lunatics can be dangerous.

Surveys conducted by the polling firm Marttila and Kiley for the Anti-
Defamation League in 1992,1998, 2002 and 2009 prove significant as well, but in
a different way than the Ajc/NORC study was. For NORC, Tom Smith massaged
general data in order to generate information about attitudes toward Jews. The
ADL/Marttila studies is the first comprehensive study, specifically of attitudes
toward Jews, since the Yankelovich poll of 1981, and used once again the crite-
ria for antisemitism (the “index”) first developed by the Berkeley Studies and
used by Yankelovich. These criteria are a problem. Moreover, Marttila’s meth-
odology suggests a number of significant questions about attitudinal surveys
in general that are of import to social scientists.

ADL/Marttila’s recent findings: twelve percent of Americans are “Most” or
“Unquestionably” antisemitic. This number compares with seventeen percent
in 2002. ADL/Marttila generally corroborated everything that we have known
for many years, and most things that we have suspected, about attitudinal
antisemitism. Marttila’s central investigative device consists of an eleven-item
scale—the “Index of Antisemitic Beliefs"—made up of questions designed to
detect antisemitism. Six or more “Yes” answers make a person “most antise-
mitic”; two to five result in a rating of “middle”; one or two “Yes” answers: “not
antisemitic.”

The survey results show a continuing pattern of decline, albeit a slow decline,
along a range of antisemitic beliefs. The negative correlation, “education and
other social/economic indicators up, antisemitism down,” holds for all groups
in the society, including blacks. Age is a factor: Americans over 65 are twice as
likely as those under 65 to fall into the “most antisemitic” category. Important
data in ADL/Marttila were those linking antisemitism and racism. Individuals
who are “most racist” are likely to be “most antisemitic,” and vice versa.

Perhaps the most surprising finding in the ADL/Marttila survey was the ref-
utation of conventional wisdom that the more contact a person has with Jews,
the less antisemitic that person will be. It is not so, says Marttila. This finding
requires further study.

One other fascinating finding of the Marttila polls is that criticism of Israel
is no predictor for antisemitic attitudes. Indeed, many critics of Israel are well-
educated and embrace tolerant, pluralistic attitudes.
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The ApL/Marttila polls are valuable, even though they do not tell us that
much that was new. Indeed, arguably, social scientist and Jewish “defense”
agencies may wish to think about getting off the antisemitism-polling fix and
to explore other areas. Political scientist Seymour Martin Lipset, to cite one
example, would prefer that social scientists study philosemitism. Why do some
people have an unusual affinity for—like or love—]Jews? But with respect to
data analysis and interpretation ADL/Marttila serves us well as a case study
for data analysis. It is in this respect that there are four questions about the
ADL/Marttila poll, questions that illumine issues about the study of antisemi-
tism in general:

The first question has less to do with the study and everything to do
with the way in which data on antisemitism are presented and interpreted.
“Twenty percent of Americans are strongly antisemitic,” asserted an Anti-
Defamation League press-release when it released the Marttila findings in
1992. Bad news or good news? Although 20 percent is hardly a trivial number—
30 million antisemites out there is nothing to be laughed at—it would appear
that the news was not all that bad. The first questions any social scientist asks
about any such assertion are: “Compared to when, and compared to what?” The
20 percent reported was down from the 29 percent of the 1964 ADL/Berkeley
Studies. Further, with respect to the “compared to what?” question, ample
data exist from any number of sources that indicate that twenty percent—or
more—of any group hates any other group. So: good news or bad?

Second, some of the questions in the index may not have been perceived
by respondents as reflecting negatively on Jews; they indeed may not measure
antisemitism. A classic example of this type of flaw in questioning is illustrated
in the 1986 poll of evangelical Christians in America conducted by the Anti-
Defamation League. At the height of what was known as the “Christianization
of America,” the ADL asked the whether fundamentalists were more antise-
mitic than the general population. Was it antisemitism that informed their
agenda? And—no great surprise—the ADL found that Fundamentalists factor
out in levels of antisemitism about the same as everyone else, approximately
20 percent.

In the course of the survey, the ADL in effect asked the following question:
“Are Jews tight with their money?” A significant percentage of the respondents
answered, “Yes, Jews are tight with their money.” Antisemitism! But then, in
a question that was brilliant in a post-facto way, the follow-up question was
asked: “Is this good?” Answer: “Yes, this is a good trait; Jews are thrifty, etc”
Antisemitism? The lesson: a number of questions in the “Index of Antisemitic
Beliefs” may not be measuring antisemitism, but some other beliefs or feelings
that may indeed represent some anti-Jewish animus, or may in fact be reflec-
tive of positive attitudes toward Jews. Along the same line, attitudes that fairly
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and reasonably might have been antisemitic in 1964 might not, fifty years later,
be reflecting anti-Jewish animus. “Jews stick together”? And so what?

Third, and more serious, attitudes are much more nuanced than the three
groupings: “most antisemitic,” “middle,” “not antisemitic.” There is a basic ambi-
guity in most responses that needs to be noted. A respondent who answered
“yes” to six or seven (some of which questions may in fact not measure anti-
semitism, as we just noted) has been just fine on four or five. (And even some
of these questions may not measure antisemitism, as we have noted.) Even
among the “Most antisemitic,” therefore, there exist identifiable pro-Jewish
attitudes. (Among the “Not antisemitic,” the reverse is true: they may very well
hold anti-Jewish attitudes.) A more sophisticated conceptual scheme is clearly
needed, one that takes into account these ambiguities.

Fourth, and most troubling: ADL/Marttila—indeed, attitudinal surveys in
general—are leading Jews toward a new definition of antisemitism: attitudes
toward Jews that Jews find distasteful; attitudes that Jews wish “they,” namely
non-Jews, would not have; rather than the classic definition of antisemitism as
expressed hostility toward Jews.

For example, the increase in numbers on the “Jewish-power” question
is indeed troubling. But consider: Jews in America are a power group. Is it
unreasonable for some people to ask whether Jews have too much power?
The question is: how do individuals who hold such views act on those
views? The fundamental question in antisemitism anywhere, at any time: what
is the relationship between attitude and behavior?

There are, of course, inherent problems with any survey data. Respondents
may be disingenuous: “I may think it; I can’t say it.” Or questions may be flawed,
or not sufficiently probing, or without good follow-up. Recall the ADL ques-
tions of the Fundamentalists.

In sum: notwithstanding the problems with comparing the two large sur-
veys owing to the many differences between them, some conclusions with
respect to broad trends are called for. There is a steady, albeit slow, lessening of
expressed negativity toward Jews, with a possible exception of the stereotypes
of Jewish power. A smaller percentage of the population scores as antisemitic.
There is a more widespread acceptance of positive statements about Jews.
The dual-loyalty numbers may have remained more-or-less constant over the
years, but other statistics, exhibiting positive attitudes, have evidenced dra-
matic change: in 1958, 61 percent of Americans said they would vote for a Jew
for President; in 1987, 89 percent of Americans said they would so vote. The
number in 2013 is well into the nineties.

We are living in an era in which, in the United States—in the Western world
generally—the legitimacy of antisemitism has been repudiated. Unlike in



ESAU HATES JACOB 45

previous times—indeed not that long ago—it’s not the Jews but bigotry against
Jews that is the anomaly.

Further, cogent lessons ought to be learned about antisemitism from experi-
ences in the public agenda. It is not what happened that often matters, but what
did not happen. One way of measuring antisemitism is by looking at responses
to “conflict” situations—situations that could tend to polarize society, with the
expectation that antisemitism will increase. When the whole range of conflict
situations over the past six decades are observed—from the Rosenbergs in the
1950s to the oil crises of 1973—74 and 1979 (remember the “Burn Jews, Not Oil”
bumper stickers that nobody saw?), the Iran/Contra affair, with its Israeli con-
nection; the conviction during the 1980s of Jewish public officials in New York
and Maryland; the Ivan Boesky insider-trading case; the farm crisis in the mid-
1980s; the Intifada; most dramatically, the Pollard spy case, invoking clearly
the question of “dual loyalty”; and conflicts in the Middle East in the 1990s
and 2000s—situations all that everyone confidently expected would trigger
expressions of antisemitism. In fact, none of these resulted in an increase of
antisemitic expression or attitude in the United States. The response to “con-
flict” situations is most instructive.

While the response over the years to conflict situations has been fairly stan-
dard, as not resulting in increased antisemitic expression, mention ought be
made of two events in the 1990s that suggest that some inhibiting factors may
have been weakening somewhat. At his September 12, 1991, news conference
then-President George Bush, referred to pro-Israel activists who had converged
on Washington to press for loan guarantees, and characterized the Jewish grass-
roots advocacy as “powerful political forces.” Those comments were a direct
response to a conflict situation, and were very troubling to many American
Jews. Was it antisemitism? In my view, the answer is no. Was it on the margin,
signifying the breakdown of a taboo against political antisemitism? Certainly.

Serious concern was expressed as well over the 26th August 1990 (and sub-
sequent) remarks of columnist Patrick J. Buchanan: “There are only two groups
that are beating the drums of war in the Middle East—the Israeli Defense
Ministry and its ‘amen’ corner in the United States.” Buchanan’s “amen’-
corner” remarks—characterized by New York Times columnist A.M. Rosenthal
as a “blood libel’—was in direct response to a conflict situation, namely the
then-developing Gulf Crisis, and were very troubling.

The context of Buchanan’s remarks, of course, was the journalist’s ques-
tionable history with respect to Jews, very different from that of George Bush,
whose remark might be considered sui generis. In both his syndicated columns
and on television, Buchanan had evidenced significant hostility to Israel and to
many Jewish concerns over the years. He questioned the validity of continued
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American support of the Jewish state, proclaimed the innocence of sus-
pected Nazi war criminal John Demjanjuk, and supported the presence of the
Carmelite convent at the Auschwitz/Birkenau death camp.

How is the gap between the perception of antisemitism by American Jews
and the reality of antisemitism’s decline? First, it is necessary to understand
what Jews are saying when they say that antisemitism is a serious problem. On
this question there are some data. A study conducted by Brandeis University’s
Perlmutter Institute for Jewish Advocacy revealed that, when asked about
specific areas of “seriousness” of the antisemitism they were reporting, most
respondents did not pinpoint economic, power, or political areas, but rather
incidents of vandalism or Israel-related activity. Or they are saying “I heard
from my neighbor that he heard on the radio...

So what explains the perception gap between the Jewish grassroots and the
data? At bottom, it is clear that much of the anxiety felt by many American
Jews is obviously related to the historical experience of the Jews, particularly
the Holocaust. History has made Jews unusually sensitive, and it is a sensitivity
worth maintaining. This gut reaction—the “kishka” factor—is a response not
to antisemitism but to a foreboding of latent antisemitism possibly turning into
actual. We recall the classic one-liner: What'’s the definition of a Jewish tele-
gram? “Start worrying. Letter follows.” The 8o to go percent who are responding
“Yes” to the question “Is antisemitism a serious problem?” are responding not
to antisemitism, but to the Jewish telegram.

Earl Raab, who has articulated much of the vocabulary of the Jewish com-
munity-relations field, has written about this foreboding at length. Raab sug-
gests that the foreboding felt by most Jews is that of an antisemitism that is
latent among many in the society, requiring some radical social dislocation
to cause its actual expression. This foreboding is useful. It keeps Jews on their
toes, and it should be held on to. But Raab suggests that it will not help us
much if we just see anti-Israel activity as the latest version of atavistic Jew-
hatred. At best, the foreboding does lead to an understanding that the best
fight against latent antisemitism is the fight to strengthen positive American
self-interest attitudes toward Jews.

But there is more to the gap between the perception of antisemitism and
the reality of Jewish security than just the foreboding of latent antisemi-
tism. Social scientists should pay attention to their own numbers. Sociologist
Steven M. Cohen has found that more than half of all American Jews continue
to hold traditional negative stereotypes of non-Jews. Whatever the data on
antisemitism’s actual decline, these negative images resonate in the percep-
tion of an antisemitism re-emergent. And this dynamic reinforces itself: the
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perception that non-Jews are hostile may very well lead Jews to avoid non-Jew-
ish intimacies and associations. In turn, the absence of such contact sustains
the negative image of the non-Jew and reinforces Jews’ fear of non-Jews.

Further, the perception of antisemitism found among many American Jews
may be a vestige of a time when antisemitism in America was very real and
when every Jew was insecure vis-a-vis non-Jews. If these outmoded social
and cultural perceptions of the non-Jew persist, it may be too soon to use the
reactions of American Jews to questions about Jewish security as an accurate
measure of the true state of Jewish security.

Further, there is the inevitable intrusion of issues from the public-affairs
agenda into the consciousness of many American Jews. For example, consider
the Christian “religious right” and the notion of America as a “Christian nation,”
a concern in the 1980s, as well as the related attack on the separation of church
and state as a quick fix for the dearth of values in the “public square."—These
potential threats to Jewish security suggest to some Jews a renewed wafting
of antisemitic odors. In addition, the controversy over the sometimes strange
assertions found in the writings of the Reverend Pat Robertson, leader of the
Christian Coalition, portraying a worldwide conspiracy of international bank-
ers, communists, and freemasons—code-words all for classic antisemitica—
further suggests that there remains a reservoir of antisemitism that may have
informed much of the activity of the “religious right.” At the very least, the
apocalyptic vision that underlies much of the support of the “religious right”
for the State of Israel is in essence conversionary and not especially friendly to
Jews. (Robertson expressed his “sincere regrets” for his statements. But what-
ever one makes of his apology, it is certainly true that Pat Robertson chose to
fish in some very dirty waters.)

There are additional obvious influences on the perceptions of American
Jews of antisemitism. Antisemitic activity in Europe has a psychological effect
on Americans. American Jews also cannot discount the effects of traumas
such as black-Jewish tensions in Crown Heights. Most important is the effect
of intergroup tensions in general in the United States. The source of anxiety
for most American Jews may not be antisemitism. Tt is the rise of intergroup
conflict across the map. The relationship of intergroup tension to antisemitism
in America is an area that requires significant study.

Finally, there is the contemporary phenomenon of Israelophobia and “Zionism
Equals Racism.” If there is indeed any such thing as a “New Antisemitism,” it is
“new” in the sense that it does not fit the pattern of ancient antisemitism, which
was primarily cultural in nature. It also is not Christian antisemitism, which was
religious. Nor is it the racial antisemitism of the 19th and 2o0th centuries.
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So where does anti-Zionism and Israelophobia fit—if it does at all? And how
do these fit into our definitional formulation? Is it “new”? The question, of course,
goes to the nature of anti-Israel rhetoric and other expression. Is this antisemi-
tism? Indeed, there is a vigorous debate that has developed around this question.

First, there is the question that goes to the core of our definitional dilemma:
At what point does anti-Israel rhetoric become antisemitism—if ever? The
“if ever” part is important, and we shall come back to it. How does the stan-
dard definition of antisemitism work with anti-Zionism? This is clearly a
“threshold” question, and is therefore subjective. My threshold: criticism
of the policies of the government of the State of Israel—indeed harsh criti-
cism—is entirely legitimate. The Israeli polity is itself deeply divided over the
peace process and, beyond this, over its relations today and tomorrow with
the Palestinians. The point at which such attacks become antisemitism is the
point at which the legitimacy of the Zionist enterprise or the State of Israel is
questioned, because it is at that point that the legitimacy of Jewish peoplehood
is questioned. This, tautologically, is antisemitism.

What about that crucial clause in the definition cited at the beginning
of this chapter, namely “..that results from no legitimate cause” (emphasis
added)? Public-affairs analyst Earl Raab indeed argues for the necessity of
distinguishing Israelophobia, or “anti-Israelism,” from antisemitism. Let’s not
confuse these, argues Raab. Anti-Israelism is a concerted prejudice against
Israel, birthed in large measure by Leftist anti-globalist politics, but without
a discernible hatred of Jews. Oppression and liberation, oppressors and
oppressed—it’s another riff on the political rivalries that characterized much
of ancient anti-Judaism. Is there a specifically anti-Jewish bias here? Perhaps
what motivates the Israelophobes is antisemitism. Perhaps it is not. But to
unfairly tar all critics of Israel with the brush of antisemitism is unfair, so the
argument goes, and may be counterproductive, in that it is the first principle of
community relations that counteraction of an activity should be premised on
what is the motivating factor of that activity.

I note in this respect that one of the more important observations to be
made about the flap some years ago over the late Tony Judt's now-infamous
New York Review article, in which Judt called for a bi-national state—effec-
tively calling for Israel’s destruction—and the response to Judt in the pages
of The New Republic and elsewhere, is that Judt does not come out of the aca-
demic “Left,” whence we expect his kind of analysis and rhetoric. Rather—as
is clear from Judt’s many writings on and about Europe—he is a centrist histo-
rian. This is once again the danger: the “mainstreaming” of anti-Zionism and
Israelophobia moving from its home in the Left to perches elsewhere.
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Antisemitism is historically linked to the political contours of each era,
and of each country during a given era. The physiognomy of European anti-
semitism in any given era is a function of the primary political challenge fac-
ing Europeans in that time and place. (This, by-the-bye, is Hannah Arendt’s
unique insight in Volume 1 of The Origins of Totalitarianism.) These historical
contexts include nationalism in the nineteenth century, racialist antisemitism,
Augustine’s anti-Aristotelian Christianity, religious antisemitism, and so on.

As the primary political challenge for Europe today is that of moving
beyond the nation-state—that is, the problem of European integration—a
problem that is framed in the clash between nationalism and post-national-
ism (with progressive or “good” opinion very much on the side of the latter),
it comes as no surprise that Israel (and America) are reviled for acting like
the nation-states they are. Israel, as the product of 19th-century European
nationalism, acts as the ideology of nationalism suggests sovereign states do
and should act: it is ready to employ the force of arms to defend the nation’s
interest. This behavior is what drives the Europeans crazy. It strikes their post-
nationalist sensibilities (and it is important to note that the word “post” in its
political and historical usage always means “contra”) as retrograde and rac-
ist. Israel squares off against the Arabs in the same benighted manner as the
French used to against the Germans, and so on. Hence, European antisemi-
tism, and—a fortiori—anti-Americanism as well.

One ought to add that Zionism, the darling of the Left 70 years ago, became
successful—created a nation-state—precisely at a time when the nation-state
fell out of fashion. It's one of the great ironies of history.

What follows is what is maintained as being the “new” international/political
antisemitism. “What's new” are three things: First, the collective expression
of antisemitism, with Israel as a focal point, rather than the individual ani-
mus of the past. This leads, of course, to the claim of distinguishing between
anti-Israelism and antisemitism. Second, the center of gravity of antisemitism
is now in the Islamic world. Finally, what is new is also very old: the “double-
standard.” This refers to the assertion that Jews may not defend themselves as
may any other people or person. If this be the case, then—by extension—the
legitimacy of a Jewish historical particularism, a Jewish historical identity, is
challenged. Deriving from this, of course, is the isolation of the State of Israel
and the relegation of Israel to the status of “pariah state.”

So what's “new”? Nothing, really.

No standard evaluative criteria have yet emerged for determining what
antisemitism is and what it is not. An important new caution is for analysts
to think about the “no legitimate cause” provision. Any geo-political analysis
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leads us to either (1) the same old hatreds; or (2) a set of political animosities
expressed by the leftist intelligentsia in Europe that may not be antisemitism.

Having said this, the reality is that in the twenty-first century, whatever
antisemitic manifestations there may be, there is no regime or government
in Europe that has an agenda of the murder of Jews. Indeed, the only regimes
today that do believe in an ideology and pursue a program of Jewish destruc-
tion are in the Arab world.

As a general proposition, the conditions for successful counteraction of
antisemitism have never been better. The historical context in this regard is
crucial. As noted earlier, the destiny of the Jews has, after many centuries, left
behind the European legacy of “rights.” While antisemitism and other forms
of bigotry can and do exist in an American pluralist society, the conditions of
pluralism are necessary for successful counteraction of antisemitism.

It is useful to place contemporary counteraction of antisemitism in the con-
text of responses to antisemitism in history. There were three historical models
of Jewish responses to antisemitism.

First, in the “pre-modern” period, there was no concept of antisemitism
as humanly-fashioned ideology or as political problem. Anti-Judaism was a
reflection of God’s will and of Divine “Natural law,” and it was “natural” that
Jews were hated by non-Jews. Period. Not only was there no point in trying
to fight antisemitism, argued the Rabbinic leadership of the Talmudic era,
but there was something impious about any such effort. The overwhelming
Jewish belief was that inordinate Jewish suffering—all of the many calami-
ties of Jewish history going back to the destruction of the Temples and even
further back in history, and forward: the Crusades, the Inquisition and expul-
sions, and so on—were the consequence of sinfulness. This response—and
response it was, not to be confused with the “quietism” that was the norm in
the Modern period—was primarily theological and rooted in prayer, repen-
tance, and awaiting Divine salvation.

Second, during the period of the European Enlightenment, non-Jewish
hatred of Jews was identified by Jews as a social and political problem to be
addressed strategically by the Jewish community. Unfortunately, however,
even though the diagnosis of the causes and nature of antisemitism was radi-
cally different from that of the classical Rabbis—Divine Providence was no
longer part of the equation—there was yet the tendency to “blame the vic-
tim.” Many in the Jewish leadership in Western Europe—particularly those
who were influenced by Enlightenment thinking—were convinced that
non-Jewish hatred of Jews was the consequence of the behavior, dress, eti-
quette, and language of Jews. The prevalent view was that once Jews ceased to
stand out amongst non-Jews, the problem of antisemitism would wither and
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ultimately disappear. This “quietist” approach expressed itself as well as Jewish
dependence on “rights” being granted to Jews by sovereigns and parliaments
in Europe.

The third historical response to antisemitism, in the late 19th and 20th cen-
turies, emerged when it became clear that the first two responses were failures.
In the late 19th century it was evident that neither a purely religious response
to antisemitism, nor a quietist program of Jewish “improvement,” would allevi-
ate Jew-hatred. On the contrary, antisemitism in Europe was growing in inten-
sity, with new racialist ideologies and manifestations. A small group of Jewish
political visionaries realized that the only solution to the deepening problem
of European antisemitism was the removal of Jews from the lands in which
antisemitism was rife and the creation of a Jewish state. This approach was pro-
posed indeed by individuals who were mostly the products of an assimilation-
ist approach to the problem. It was clear to these thinkers that antisemitism
was an incurable spiritual disease of Europe, and that only the removal of the
Jews themselves from the unhealthy and unnatural environment of Europe to
their natural homeland could “cure” the hatred. The early Zionists were indeed
convinced not so much that Israel would serve to protect Jews against the vio-
lent designs of their enemies, but that the very existence of a Jewish national
homeland would dissolve antisemitism for once and all.

It is worth going into this level of detail on the history of the counteraction
of antisemitism, because all contemporary Jewish approaches to counterac-
tion (and for that matter, approaches to the counteraction of any prejudiced
or racist activity) are informed by the premise that “blaming the victim” is not
a legitimate approach to the problem. Moreover, contemporary counteraction
is influenced by the Zionist insistence that antisemitism must be dealt with
aggressively and decisively, using political means. In short in the contemporary
era—especially since the Holocaust—there is a consensus amongst Jews that
the victims of this most vile and ancient hatred need neither apologize for
their existence nor emasculated themselves in response to antisemitism, but
must take action—be that action political, legislative, or judicial —against it.

The means of counteraction of antisemitism are many. We identify the most
visible and efficacious.

Popular amongst Jewish “defense” agencies has been the use of a variety
of prejudice-reduction programs. Notable amongst these is the “World of
Difference” program of the Anti-Defamation League, although there are lim-
ited data that such programs result in the diminution of attitudinal antisemi-
tism amongst members of the broad population. The weight of the data suggest
that the lessening of prejudice is a result of generational changes in social,
economic, and educational status, rather than in the “conversion” of individual
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bigots. The national “defense” agencies in the Usa, which have invested sig-
nificant resources in prejudice-reduction programs for half a century, have not
paid attention to the data from their own studies. Having said this, prejudice-
reduction programs are useful in that they demonstrate that populations that
participate in the programs are committed to the diminution of prejudice.

Legislative and judicial remedies—“hate-crimes” laws, for example—
likewise are questionable in terms of their efficacy at reducing antisemitism; it
isnot clear that they prevent expressions of antisemitic bias. Such legislation is
nevertheless extremely important (assuming that the laws are crafted in a way
that do not inhibit legitimate freedom of expression, and thereby pass consti-
tutional muster) in that the laws send the message that the central institutions
of power in the society—in this case, government—will not tolerate bigoted
behavior.

The most efficacious counteraction of antisemitism, in the view of this
author, is the improving of social and economic conditions. The data, without
fail, assert that in any population, in any geographic area, at any time, in which
the conditions of society are improved—primarily economic and educational
conditions—bigotry and racism decrease.

Transcending all of these—and this goes, not to the question of antisemi-
tism, but to Jewish security—is the enhancement of the kinds of constitutional
protections taken for granted in the United States, and gaining currency in
some other countries. In the USA, these protections are chiefly those embodied
in the First Amendment to the Unites States Constitution, and most centrally
the separation of church and state. For American Jews there is no surer guaran-
tor of security than the strength of constitutional institutions. Any institutions
in society that strengthen and thereby enhance pluralism act as a preventative
to antisemitism.

Leon Wieseltier has written that the analysis of antisemitism must take
place somewhere between the indifference and the hysterical. The biggest
danger with respect to assessing antisemitism is an internal danger. The “cult
of victimization” is not attractive and it is coarsening. It was never true that
adversity was what held Jews together, that antisemitism was what kept Jews
“Jewish.” This fallacy has a long history. In our tormented history, we Jews did
not instill our torments at the heart of our identity. We were never reduced by
our suffering. Vitality, not morbidity, has been the Jewish characteristic. This has
been the Jewish way.



CHAPTER 3
My Assessment of American Antisemitism Today

Leonard Dinnerstein

In recent decades Jews have become the most successful, admired and
respected religious group in America. They have attained a place in society
and a level of security and success in the United States that would have been
thought unimaginable in the middle of the twentieth century. They are com-
fortable as citizens. They are hired for jobs based on their qualifications rather
than their faith. They can live almost anyplace that they can afford. They vaca-
tion where they will. Their children are educated at some of the finest schools
in the United States. That does not mean, however, that antisemitism has dis-
appeared—it has not.

Antisemitism is rarely a basis for discussion in most American venues and
if not for Jewish organizations that zealously look for it and publicize every
incident that comes to light, there would rarely be any media mention of anti-
semitism. Moreover, Jews, both as a group and as individuals, have power in
the United States and never hesitate exercising it. On some issues Jews con-
stitute a lobby that is respected in Washington and the various state capitals.
Almost all American Jews, except for recent immigrants and those who are old
enough to remember, or were victimized by, the Holocaust, are completely at
home in America.

Jewish power exists because Jews, and several organizations that represent
their interests, understand how to make use of First Amendment freedoms
such as the rights to contact their representatives and to express both privately
and publicly their opinions and beliefs. Moreover, Jews as a group have much
influence in the United States because their organizations are well run and well
financed, and people in government are aware of the huge percentage of them
who vote and make financial contributions to both major American political
parties. Moreover, some prominent Jews and organizations have the ear of
people in Washington who could be helpful in obtaining their goals. Jews gen-
erally support liberal positions and their financial support goes mostly to the
Democrats, but Republicans also fare well. For politicians Jews favor, and for
causes that they champion, their support is immensely valuable; few national,
state, or local politicians ignore Jewish concerns and remain in power past the
next election. Moreover, Jews are not only heard but they are catered to as well.

© LEONARD DINNERSTEIN, 2016 | DOI:10.1163/9789004307148_004
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At the present time the security of Israel is the major issue that binds most
American Jews. In March, 2012 in Washington, at the major annual policy
meeting American Israel Public Affairs Committee (A1PAC), both Republican
and Democratic leaders, including Vice-President Joseph Biden and President
Barack Obama spoke. The President reminded the almost 14,000 members in
attendance, that “at every juncture—at every fork in the road—we have been
there for Israel. Every single time.” This has not always been true but since the
1960s American support for Israel has been just about axiomatic. Polls show
that most Americans join with legislators and executives in endorsing this
position. As a writer for The National Review noted in 1995, “the happy fact is
that antisemitism in America has dramatically declined in the last fifty years.”

Jewish groups are concerned with the welfare of American Jews, and to a
lesser extent, others who suffer from economic deprivation and public dis-
plays of bigotry. Among the groups in the forefront of protecting Jewish inter-
ests and promoting congenial inter-group relations are the American Jewish
Committee (AJC), the American Jewish Congress, and the Anti-Defamation
League (ADL) of B'nai Brrith. In the past half century domestic issues regard-
ing prejudice and discrimination based on race, religion, and ethnicity, have
been brought to the attention of lawmakers who recognized the need to make
the United States a less bigoted nation. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 is the
prime example of the changes made. (Of course the Civil Rights movement
of the 1950s—1960s also influenced passage of that act.) More careful measure-
ment and analysis of American attitudes toward Jews is regularly recorded by
the ADL which collects annual statistics on antisemitic activities in the United
States and does a major in depth poll every few years which measures antise-
mitic attitudes of the general population. Since the early 1990s the results have
been fairly similar.

About eleven percent of Americans polled by the ADL hold deeply antise-
mitic views. In general, and in public, Americans are tolerant of the Jews in
their midst. The most well educated Caucasians have the fewest antisemitic
attitudes. About one-third of non-Jewish Americans believe that Jews were
responsible for the death of Christ, 30% suspect that Jews are more loyal to
Israel than to the United States, and about 20% think Jews “have too much
power” in this country. Alone, these ideas smack of bigotry but they do not
necessarily mean the individuals expressing such thoughts are antisemitic.
How often these ideas penetrate non-Jewish minds when they are not being
polled is difficult to say.

Despite the fact of the acceptance of Jews, their status and security are
always concerns of the leading Jewish organizations in the United States. As
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a consequence there are many Jewish community and public relations groups
reaching out and working together with other Americans for common goals.
Most Jews just want to be accepted as individuals who have a different reli-
gion but who are like other Americans in all other ways: they are Republicans
and Democrats, workers and home owners, and people who have independent
opinions on a variety of topics that Americans concern themselves. They are,
on average, wealthier and better educated than other Americans. They tend to
be much more involved with cultural activities like museum going, literature,
and classical music, and generally prefer occupations that require brains rather
than brawn. Moreover, their financial contributions to charities, the commen-
taries in their periodicals, and their voting records suggest that they are much
more involved than are other Americans in helping the downtrodden live bet-
ter lives. Most Jews are Democrats. Most other Caucasians in the United States
are Republicans. As a group, therefore, Jews are different from many other
Americans but they have no cause to worry about it. Yet many Jews absolutely
refuse to accept the fact that their status is secure and they are not part of a
marginal group simply waiting for the next pogrom. As Jerome Chanes wrote
in 2004: “the paradox [is] that as the number of antisemitic incidents declined
over more than two decades, Jewish perception of antisemitism rose.”
Nonetheless, antisemitism still exists among a minority of Americans and
to a greater extent among the two largest minority groups in the country:
Hispanics and African Americans. ADL polls have shown that about one-third
of the foreign born Hispanics, about twice the percentage of American born
Hispanics, have strong antisemitic feelings. The roots of Hispanic attitudes are
complex; those of African Americans less so. The distinguishing factor among
foreign born Hispanics is the influence of Catholic religious teaching preva-
lent in Latin America which is not mitigated by other aspects of their vari-
ous cultures. As a reporter for The Chronicle of Higher Education wrote in 2008:
“‘to meditate on antisemitism in the Hispanic world, and particularly in Latin
America, without invoking the victims of the Inquisition [mostly in 15th cen-
tury Spain], is to decontexturalize the phenomenon...
African Americans, about 80% of whom are Baptists are also a strongly

»»

religious group and the church has a much more important role in their cul-
ture than it does in most Caucasian subcultures in this country. As Holocaust
scholar Hubert G. Locke explained in 1992: “Educationally, socially, and cul-
turally, the Black church continues to be an institution around which the
movement activities of many Black Americans revolve as well as where many
of their attitudes, values, and outlooks are shaped.” Below are the findings of
recent ADL surveys for the two largest ethnic groups.
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Percent of antisemitism among Americans general population, African-Americans, Hispanics

Gen AAm Hispanic (us born/non-us born)
2005 14 36 19/35
2007 14 25 15/29
2009 12 28 18/35
2011 15 29 20/42
2013 12 - 14/36

The Anti-Defamation League of B'nai Brith (ADL) also keeps an annual record
of antisemitic incidents throughout the United States which it labels, “Audits.”
No other group tests public attitudes toward religious groups as frequently as
the ADL. An organization founded in 1913 to promote positive public images of
Jews and to expose and denounce those who displayed bigoted attitudes, the
ADL grew strongly in the 1930s and after World War 11 became one of the major
American defense agencies. By the 1990s almost everyone in the United States
who thought about the subject recognized that American antisemitism had
declined considerably from its high point somewhere around 1944-1946. It was
in1979, however, that the ADL inaugurated and began publishing an annual list
of antisemitic incidents in this country.

Aside from seeing whether the numbers and percentages of antisemitic
events go up or down from year to year, few insights may be garnered from
these figures. Without knowing context and details, the numbers of van-
dalisms, harassments, threats, assaults, and killings offer little in the way of
understanding the antisemitic aspects of these incidents. Since there are over
309 million people in the United States, the statistics listed below cover the
actions of only a fraction of 1% of the American population; and it cannot be
ascertained whether each incident was done by a different person or whether
some people engaged in more than one affront. Certainly, if one were to count
only the antisemitic incidents reported, collectively they would assume 99+%
of the population is not hostile to Jews. That conclusion would be absurd.
There are many more Americans who possess negative sentiments toward
Jews. The one thing that might be concluded from the audit numbers is that
for the past decade, antisemitic incidents in the United States have declined
from 1821 incidents in 2004 to 912 incidents in 2014.

Most of the incidents and events are little remembered however some
have received national attention: outspoken criticism of Israel on university
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campuses, Mel Gibson’s 2003 movie, The Passion of the Christ, and two schol-
ars’ assessments of the impact of the Israel Lobby on American foreign policy
decisions.

Although each of these items caused a great deal of concern, stress, and
fears of the beginning of a “new antisemitism,” within a year or two of their
occurrences, they were barely remembered. Nonetheless, some actions create
hysteria in parts of the Jewish world.

A review of some of the antisemitic incidents during the past fifteen years
suggests that they have had little impact on how Americans view Jews but
at the time of their occurrences they provoked much more anxiety than any
of the activities warranted. For example, on several university campuses in
the past decade or so, there have been public protests about Israel’s hand-
lings of Palestinian demands for its own homeland. Students have called
for boycotts of Israeli goods, have denounced Israeli leaders, and have even
physically attacked pro-Israel activists, while protesting Israeli policies toward
Palestinians. At some universities rocks have been thrown at buildings that
housed Jews, individuals have been called “Zionist pig” and worse, and on
occasion the police have been called out to prevent physical brutality from
escalating.

Protests calling for corporate divestment of investments in Israel have
occurred at Princeton, Columbia, mIT, Howard and the Universities of
California, Illinois, Michigan and Wisconsin, among others, but those are not
the campuses where most of the violence against Jewish students occurred. At
someschools, like the University of California-Irvine, Rutgers, and San Francisco
state, there were much more intense physical and verbal attacks. During these
various protests students, supporters of Israel, received assistance from secu-
rity guards attempting to quell violence inaugurated by pro-Palestinians. No
other administrative support came from these institutions which, when they
issued statements at all, denounced all forms of antisemitism.

Calling for a Palestinian state or denouncing the policies of Israel towards
Palestinians who are aggressively fighting to become independent, does not
constitute antisemitism although there can be no doubt that antisemites do
participate in these protests on American university campuses. But to equate
anti-Zionism with antisemitism would be a mistake. Many Jewish students,
as well as their elders, obviously not “self-hating Jews,” have also called for
reexamination of Israeli policies toward those wanting a separate Palestinian
state. And, according to the 2002 ADL survey, only 3% of university students
are antisemitic. This statistic is probably still accurate because there have been
few, if any, college graduates who have aligned with antisemitic organizations
once they graduated.
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Another event that caused a great deal of concern within some Jewish cir-
cles was the release of Mel Gibson'’s film, The Passion of the Christ in 2003. The
film depicts ancient Jews as arrogant, rich, cruel, hard-hearted, and instrumen-
tal in bringing on the Crucifixion. Many people at the ADL believed that the
“film could fuel hatred, bigotry and antisemitism,” but that was just a sign of
apprehensiveness. As Jerome Chanes noted in the American Jewish Yearbook
the following year, “there was no evidence that the film affected most people’s
attitudes toward Jews.”

A third concern about an antisemitic revival resulted from the 2006 pub-
lication in the London Review of Books, of an article and later a book called
The Israel Lobby. Written by two highly respected American political scien-
tists, John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt, the article basically argued that
American administrations’ policies towards Israel and other nations in the
Middle East reflected the views of members of the “Israel Lobby” and were
not necessarily in the best interests of the United States. The article received
a great deal of notice because no other respectable scholars had argued that
point before in public. It also generated attacks upon Mearsheimer and Walt as
antisemites. Several Jewish critics publicly dismissed both the article and the
authors as bigoted. The ADL denounced the essay as “a classical conspiratorial
antisemitic analysis invoking the canards of Jewish power and Jewish control,”
while the late former New York mayor Edward 1 Koch, argued almost the same
way by stating that the “underlying message of their paper appears to be no
more than the old canard that Jews are disloyal and dangerous.” Although
Jewish groups do have power and do influence American policies towards
Israel, they prefer that it not be discussed publicly. Despite their strong posi-
tion in the United States many Jews still see themselves as an embattled group
that will surely be victimized by Christians if it appears that Jews have “too
much power” Most Americans generally support existing governmental poli-
cies in the Middle East, but in 2010 one college student noted something about
his grandparents that is probably reflective of what tens of thousands of Jews
think. They believe, he wrote, that “the whole world is out to get us [Jews] and
the whole world is out to get Israel”

Ironically, the one American institution considered particularly antisemitic,
has made the great efforts to recruit and please Jewish students. Unlike the
19308, 1940s, and beyond, many colleges are now trying to recruit Jewish stu-
dents and have already employed Jews as Presidents. Included among those
seeking Jewish students are Vanderbilt, Allegheny College, and Franklin and
Marshall, while Princeton, Yale, Harvard, the University of Michigan and the
University of Cincinnati have already had Jewish presidents. Jewish studies and
Yiddish language programs have been inaugurated in universities throughout
the nation and several schools have installed kosher kitchens.
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Younger adult Jews are no longer embarrassed that their parents speak with
heavy accents, klezmer music has become popular, and new Yiddish theatres
have begun. None of these things would have happened had antisemitism
been on the rise in the United States. Jews under age forty are comfortable liv-
ing as Americans and as Canadians who are Jewish. Period. They fortunately
live in a world where antisemitism is not a daily factor in their own Jewish life.
They do not live in a world where their own identity is maintained through a
connection with the state of Israel.

The same may be said about the plague of antisemitism: most American Jews
don't see it, feel it, or fear it. What the future may bring is impossible to know
but what might be said about the climate of bigotry in the United States today
is that antisemitism is too minor an issue to think about.



CHAPTER 4

Religion, Theology and American Antisemitism

Steven Leonard Jacobs

People see what they want to see,

hear what they want to hear,

and remember what they want to remember; they are compelled by what
appeals to them emotionally.

Logic and reason have little power to change prejudices taught, often
unconsciously, from birth.

ROBERT MICHAEL!

The first manifestation of what the religious communities of Judaism and

Christianity may label antisemitism, simply defined as “active hatred of the

Jews and Judaism that manifests in behaviors,” makes its appearance in the sec-
ond book of the Hebrew Bible (Exodus 1:8-10):

Then a new ruler, to whom Joseph meant nothing, came to power in
Egypt. “Look,” he said to his people, “the Israelites have become far too
numerous for us. Come, we must deal shrewdly with them or they will
become even more numerous and, if war breaks out, will join our ene-
mies, fight against us and leave the country.” (New International Version)

The second manifestation, in some ways paralleling the first, appears in the
book of Esther (3:8-9):

Then Haman said to King Xerxes, “There is a certain people dispersed
among the peoples in all the provinces of your kingdom who keep them-
selves separate. Their customs are different from those of all other peo-
ple, and they do not obey the king’s laws; it is not in the king’s best interest
to tolerate them. If it pleases the king, let a decree be issued to destroy
them, and I will give ten thousand talents of silver to the king’s adminis-
trators for the royal treasury.”

1 Robert Michael, A Concise History of American Antisemitism (New York: Rowman and

Littlefield, 2005).
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Summarily, we may catalogue these “complaints” against the Jews. First, there
are too many Israelites present with the possibility of too many more in the
future. Second, they have questionable identities and loyalty. Third, they
choose to segregate themselves from the rest of the population. Fourth, their
customs are different from those of the majority. Fifth, they have disrespect for
the laws of the nation-state.

Tragically, the contemporary relevance of first and second charges finds
itself in the Nazi propaganda against the Jews of Germany prior to the Second
World War. They Nazis claimed that there were too many Jews resident in
Germany—when the reality was that Jews constituted only one-half of one
percent or 500,000 persons of the total population. The Nazis further main-
tained the infamous charge of Dolchstoflegende, that Germany’s defeat in the
First World War was a “stab in the back” and directly attributable to the Jews
who in reality were a “fifth column” aiding and abetting Germany’s enemies).

The third charge becomes both limitedly true and perversely prophetic.
Jewish safety and survival mandated self-segregation. Yet, after the fall of
Jerusalem in 70 CE (more on this below) and later, Jewish wandering primar-
ily towards and through Western Europe found Jews resident in ghettos not of
their own choosing and all-too-often, they found themselves at the very mercy
of the lords and priests. The fourth charge, while a true recognition of Judaic
difference, both ritually-ceremonially and morally-ethically, would become, in
the eyes of the Jews’ enemies, rationale for a continuous history of antisemitic
behaviors. Finally, the fifth charge was false and contrary to the later Judaic
principle of dina d'malchuta dina (Aramaic, “the law of the land is the law”);
yet this charge would be used repeatedly to question the Jews’ loyalty. In this
sense, the fifth charge can be viewed in part as a variant on the second.

Were these two textual/historical examples not enough, we could also find
too many examples within the New Testament to include here, which we may
term both anti-Judaic and antisemitic.2 These texts paint a portrait of first
century Jews in collaboration with an unrepresentative Jewish Sadducean
priestly leadership allied with the Romans; they were collectively portrayed as

2 This distinction between “anti-Judaic” and “antisemitic” is important because the earliest
followers of the dissident minority movement during the period of Roman oppression and
its immediate aftermath were by and large Jews, and thus the earliest New Testament texts
give evidence of an intra-Jewish debate wherein the minority paints a negative portrait of
the majority in its attempt to assert its own bona fides. Hence anti-Judaic. However, the later
generations of Christians were in the main gentiles (Hebrew, “goiim”) and, though they knew
little if at all of the process of Jewish debate, they tended to accept at face value these same
texts and would go on to use them against the original Jewish community. Hence antisemitic.
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responsible for the death of the Christ. Examples from what I would charac-
terize as the “litany of hate” in the Gospel of Matthew (23:13—33, with omis-
sions) include:

”

“Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, you hypocrites!...
“Woe to you, blind guides! ...
“You snakes! You brood of vipers! How will you escape being condemned

to hell?”

(Variants on this theme are also found in the Gospels of Mark, Luke, and John. )3
Such verses would be cited by generations of Christian preachers, initially
Roman Catholic and later Protestant, to ostracize, condemn, harm, and massa-
cre generations of Jews primarily on the European continent. Their scriptural
attacks would be further buttressed by a particularly Christian reading of the
destruction of the Temple by the Romans in 70 CE as proof of divine punish-
ment for the Jews’ failure to accept the “truth” of the reality of the Christ as the
one and only begotten son of God sent to redeem a sinful and evil humanity.#
Such in microcosm, then, is the story of the Middle Eastern and European his-
torical, Christian, religious and theological antisemitism. Post-Holocaust, how-
ever, a momentous sea change would occur with the passage of the Roman
Catholic document Nostre Aetate (Latin, “In Our Time”) in 1965, which both
“absolved” (?) the Jews for their involvement in the death of the Christ, and
condemned antisemitism, racism, and other forms of prejudice as contrary to

3 Itis somewhat perversely ironic that the Pharisees or the liberals of the day would have been
the very community or communities with whom Jesus himself would have been more com-
fortable even in debate, while the Sadducean leadership with whom Jesus would not have
identified were far more conservative and would have viewed this lower middle-class teacher
of humble origins as a threat to their own leadership a la the high priest Caiaphas and his
ilk, yet are almost absent from the various New Testament texts. Thus, those unknown edi-
tors who canonized these texts reveal their own ignorance of the structures of the organized
Jewish community and its own diversity and paint “the Jews” (especially in the Book of John)
with one sorry brush.

4 Early rabbinic texts, interestingly enough, fault the Jews themselves for the destruction of the
Temple rather than the Romans who did the actual deeds. Talmudically, the destruction of
the Temple was brought about by the sin of sin‘at hinom, which we may somewhat liberally
translate as “causeless and baseless hatred within the Jewish community.” [See Babylonian
Talmud Yoma, gb.]
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the Church; the document equally condemned the use of seemingly flawed
understandings of New Testament passages.

Yet these previous religious and theological underpinnings would not
prove to be the case, by and large, with the story of the Jews who first came to
America’s shores beginning in 1654. While various manifestations of antisemi-
tism would rear their ugly heads in ways similar to those found elsewhere—
from charges of “overpopulation,” cultural differences with presumed (false)
airs of superiority, self- and other-segregation, restrictions in employment,
residence, and profession—and various preachers would rely on both Old and
New Testament passages which with regard to the charge of deicide (“God-
killers”), sustained antisemitic behaviors with the sanction/approval of the
government would not and could not be sustained.

The American Jewish Story

For the last two hundred plus years, the wall of separation between church
and state, as it has come to be known, appears solidly built. This is true despite
various lapses which continue to find their ways into America’s courts, includ-
ing prayers and scriptural readings in public schools, distributions of religious
texts in those same schools, and displays of Christian nativity scenes and Ten
Commandments on public property. Moreover, those preachers who con-
tinue to condemn Jews in response to literalist readings of biblical texts—the
Reverend Fred Phelps and Westboro Baptist Church, for example—do not
inspire group violence in the main or illegal behaviors to excess. Additionally,
Jewish-Christian dialogue and now, slowly, Jewish-Christian-Muslim trialogue
have flowered in the United States more than anywhere else in the world.

Still, while the American story is significantly different, it, too, now sees a
resurgence of antisemitism which builds upon the ongoing Middle Eastern
conflict. Such antisemitism, rooted in anti-Zionism, sometimes condemns all
Jews, whether Zionists or not, for Israeli governmental and military policies
and practices. And since the origins of Jewish claims to the “Holy Land” (i.e.
Israel) lie within the Hebrew Bible/Old Testament, it is not uncommon to find
such attacks against Jews, Judaism, Israel, Israelis, Zionists and Zionism (and
even non-Zionists) wrapped in a quasi-theological language. Our understand-
ing of all of this can be enhanced by an assessment of the history of antisemi-
tism in the United States.

For purposes of this religio-historical analysis, then, we may divide the
American Jewish story into the following periodization:
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Beginnings to Nationhood (1654-1776)
Nationhood to Civil War (1776-1865)

Civil War to World War 1 (1865-1917)
World War 1 to World War 11 (1917-1945)
From ww 11 to the Present (1945—present)

SN

Beginnings to Nationhood (1645-1776)

Though the story of America’s Jewish beginnings is relatively well-known and
will be repeated here only in brief, it is well to keep in mind that the journey
begins with the antisemitism of the European past and continues to the pres-
ent day. After the expulsion of the Jews from Spain in1492, some Sephardic
Jews migrated successfully to the Netherlands which, while seemingly toler-
ant of others, was, at its base, part of the conservative Dutch Calvinist tradi-
tion. Others travelled to the New World of the Americas, in this case the Dutch
colony of Recife in Brazil. Forced to leave Recife in 1654 after its takeover by the
Portuguese, twenty-three Jewish individuals journeyed north to the seemingly
safe port of New Amsterdam, then governed on behalf of the Dutch West India
Company by Peter Stuyvesant. Initially denied landing rights and admittance,
Stuyvesant was prevailed upon to write home for affirmation of his refusal.
Much to his chagrin, so the story goes, he was upbraided for his refusal and
the Sephardic Jews were admitted into the colony. He did not know that Dutch
Jews were members of the Board of Directors of the Company! Attempting to
seek his revenge, he refused the Jews the right to bear arms in defense of the
colony, indicative of burgher rights and full participation as citizens. Here, too,
he lost in a court case won by one Asser Levy.

Reflecting on these initial events, scholar Michael N. Dobkowski would
write:

The situation of New Amsterdam’s Jews is a good illustration of how reli-
gious animosity could lead to prejudice and economic restrictions. The
twenty-three Jews who landed in the colony faced a series of restrictions
that stemmed from the colony’s general disapproval of other religious
practices and the specific anti-Semitism harbored by Governor Peter
Stuyvesant and the colony’s church officials. Jews were denied even the
most elementary economic and religious rights by the choleric governor
and the Dutch West India Company. By the time the Dutch flag was low-
ered a decade later, the Jews had achieved the right to settle and own
land, but it was not until the 169o0s, under British rule, that they were
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accorded the privilege of holding public worship and selling at retail.
Fortunately, the problems Jews faced because of the attitude of Governor
Stuyvesant were eventually overcome.>

While an inauspicious beginning, it is well to keep in mind the caveat of David
Gerber regarding the American Jewish story:

Throughout much of American history anti-Semitism has been less per-
vasive than hatreds and hostilities growing out of racial prejudice and
domination, intersectarian divisions among Protestants, Protestant-
Catholic animosity, and various ethnic tensions. In short, Jews have been
one target, and most of the time a relatively minor one, among many. In
addition, this pluralistic patterning of social hostilities has made it all the
more difficult for the enemies of the Jews to unite in common cause.b

One hundred years later, 1790, and relatively shortly after the American
Revolution of 1776, the Jewish population had “swelled” to approximately 3,000
persons.” Rather than an overall assessment, each of the original thirteen colo-
nies must be viewed separately regarding their own individual relationships to
“their” Jews. Following Robert Michael’s (2005) A Concise History of American
Antisemitism, we may summarize them (for ten colonies) as follows:

1. Connecticut: Founded in 1638-1639. Congregationalism state religion
until 1818. Equality for all inhabitants including Jews not recognized until
1843.
Delaware: Refused Jews admission until taken over by Dutch in 1655.
Massachusetts: Chartered in 1629. Informal toleration of Jews, though
repeated attempts at conversion.

4. Rhode Island: Jews invited to settle under the governorship of Roger
Williams. . .. Jews did not become full citizens until 1842.

5.  Virginia: Chartered in 1606. Jews officially excluded from the colony until
after the American Revolution.

5 Michael N. Dobkowski, The Tarnished Dream: The Basis of American Anti-Semitism (Westport,
cT: Greenwood, 1979), 12.

6 David A. Gerber, ed., Anti-Semitism in American History (Urbana, 1L: University of Illinois
Press, 1986), 17.

7 Ibid,, 22. Frederick C. Jaher, however, disputes this and places this figure at 1,650. See his
A Scapegoat in the Wilderness: The Origins and Rise of Anti-Semitism in America (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1994), 9.
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6.  Pennsylvania: Welcomed to settle but barred from holding public office
even after the Revolution.

7. South Carolina: Anglicanism official state religion as of 1704. Jews barred
from office as of 1721, though by 1841 saw themselves as citizens of the
state.

8.  Georgia: Founded in 1732. Repeated story of anti-Jewish attitudes and
behaviors.

9. New York: Became an English colony in 1664. As of 1777 Jews granted the
right to hold public office.

10. Maryland:...Jews achieved full equality only as 0f 1826.8

This pattern of discrimination against Jews was repeated in the remaining three
colonies—New Hampshire, New Jersey, and North Carolina—as well. Jews
were neither wanted nor welcomed, first for decidedly not being Christians
and second for continuing to carry the stains of the past, primary among which
was supposed responsibility for the death of the Christ.

Nationhood to the Civil War (1776-1865)

While a relatively insignificant part of the overall population, some Jews par-
ticipated in the Revolutionary War. The most well-known of these people,
perhaps, was Haym Solomon, the Sephardic New York banker and principal
financier of Washington’s Continental Army. Commenting on Jewish partici-
pation in both the Revolutionary War and the Civil War in a letter of concern
to Jacob Schiff regarding the pogroms in Kishinev, Russia, in 1903, President
Theodore Roosevelt wrote:

During the Revolutionary period they aided the cause of liberty by serv-
ing in the Continental army and by substantial contributions to the
empty treasury of the infant republic. During the Civil War, thousands
served in the armies and mingled their blood with the soil for which they
fought.®

During the years between independence and the Civil War, Jewish population
growth was steady, but not as significant as it would later become after the
Civil War. Small Jewish communities flourished to a greater or lesser degree
both in the North and the South, with social and economic integration.

8 Michael, A Concise History of American Antisemitism, 57—68.
9 Ibid., 128.
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Political acceptance was rarer. All in all, progress was uneven and the relation-
ship, as Robert Michael describes it, was ambivalent. The term “Christian” was
not solely confined to a religious understanding in the new American context,
but was also understood to mark one’s moral character as well. Thus, America
characterized itself as a “Christian nation”—understood as Protestant—and
all others (Roman Catholics, Jews, even Native Americans) were expected to
maintain a less visible profile and accept their status as less than equal citizens.

While Jewish population figures for this period are extremely difficult to
assess—partly because of name-changing and intermarriage—the following
estimates by scholarly investigators appears reasonably accurate.

1825 6,000
1850 15,000
1848 30,00010
1860 150,000

Thus, the Jewish population during this period dramatically increased in num-
bers. There remained difficult questions concerning assimilation and inte-
gration of a non-Protestant non-Christian population. Thus, in 1844, Daniel
Webster (1782—-1852) argued a case before the United States Supreme Court,
Vidal v. Gerard’s Executors regarding the disposition of a will. Writing for the
Court, Justice Joseph Story (1779-1845)!2 affirmed four fundamental “truths:”

=
~

Blasphemy against Christ or Christianity should be punished.
The truth of Christianity was a divine revelation.

N

The Christian religion is part of the common law.

w
NG

Only the New Testament teaches the purest, clearest, and most perfect
principles of morality.!3

~

10  Barry Supple (1957), “A Business Elite: German-Jewish Financiers in Nineteenth Century
New York,” The Business History Review, 31(2): 143-178.

11 Bertram W. Korn, American Jewry and the Civil War (Cleveland and Philadelphia: World
Publishing Company/Jewish Publication Society of America, 1951), 1. Given this dramatic
upsurge, we must assume that the overwhelming bulk of Jews were immigrants, parallel-
ing other European populations who journeyed to these shores during and after the vari-
ous crises which afflicted the European continent (e.g. the Irish “potato famine” of 1848).

12 A well-respected commentator on American jurisprudence, Story, already in 1833, had
addressed the question of the separation of church and state at the Federal level and saw
in the Bill of Rights protection against the imposition of religion on the nation-state as a
whole, but the responsibility for specific decision-making left to the states themselves.

13 Robert Michael, A Concise History of American Antisemitism, 8o.
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While such a perspective was not understood to be overtly antisemitic at least
by those who espoused and supported it, grounded as it was in religion and
theology, it typified the majority’s assessment of the nation.

More significant, perhaps, was the continuing negative portrayals of Jews
in American religious and secular literature throughout and following this
period, as Michael N. Dobkowski points out in his 1979 book, The Tarnished
Dream: The Basis of American Anti-Semitism. Most prominently, Sunday school
literature abounded with depictions of Jews as “Christ killers.” Witness the fol-
lowing examples:

1. 1813, Sunday School Lessons by prominent American educator Elizabeth
Peabody (1804-1894) spoke of the “conspiracy of the Jewish rulers against
Jesus Christ.”

2. 1846, Scripture Lessons for the Young (author unknown) spoke of the
Jews as having nailed the Christ to the Cross and reviled him in doing so.

3. 1855, The Prince of the House of David; 1859, The Pillar of Fire; and 1860,
The Throne of David, by Protestant Episcopal priest Joseph Holt Ingraham
(1809-1860), a popular trilogy which sold over five million copies was
written so that Jews would overcome their tragic past and come to accept
the light of Christ (i.e. convert).

4. 1860, A Pictorial Descriptive View and History of All Religions by
Congregationalist minister Charles A. Goodrich (1790-1862) depicted the
Jews as evildoers.

5. 1861, Judea in Her Desolations by Hannah W. Richardson faulted the Jews
for conspiring to kill the Christ.

6. 1868, An Illustrated History of the Bible, by J. Kitto repeatedly spoke of
perverse Jews who murdered Christ.'#

Thus, Jews remained a vulnerable minority during this period, a population
whose very vulnerability was further fueled by a decidedly Christian historical
reading of both the past and the present.

Civil War to World War 1 (1865-1917)
The great American conflict known as the Civil War (1861-1865), which saw an
increasingly divided nation-state threatened with being split apart, found

an increasingly growing Jewish community in arms on both sides of the

14  Michael N. Dobkowski, The Tarnished Dream, 14-15.
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struggle. British historian Sir Martin Gilbert, the acclaimed biographer of Sir
Winston Churchill, estimates the number of Jewish Union (Northern) soldiers
at 6,000; the number of Confederate (Southern) soldiers at 1,200.1%

The most prominent Southern Jew during the Civil War was Judah P.
Benjamin who served under Confederate President Jefferson Davis as Attorney
General, Secretary of War, and Secretary of State; he relocated to England after
the War and later to France where he died. For his Hebrew College Master’s
Thesis revised as “Anti-Semitism in the American Civil War” New Vilna Review,
Jack Kay of Eastern Michigan University notes

For his part, Benjamin was the subject of too many anti-Semitic attacks
over the course of the war to list or attempt to qualify by degree of egre-
giousness. It is sufficient to note that he shouldered the blame for
Confederate defeats on the battlefield during his tenure as Secretary of
War and for its diplomatic disappointments while Secretary of State.6

The most well-known antisemitic incident of the Civil War, however, was
General Ulysses S. Grant’s General Order #11, dated 1862, which Marc Wortman
calls “the worst official anti-Semitic act/incident in American history”” and
Grant’s own wife Julia called “that obnoxious order”:18

1. The Jews, as a class violating every regulation of trade established by the
Treasury Department and also department orders, are hereby expelled
from the Department [of the Tennessee] within twenty-four hours from
the receipt of this order.

2. Post commanders will see to it that all of this class of people be furnished
passes and required to leave, and any one returning after such notifica-
tion will be arrested and held in confinement until an opportunity occurs

15 Martin Gilbert, Atlas of Jewish History (New York: Macmillan, 1976), 81. Also cited in
Robert Michael, A Concise History of American Antisemitism, 88.

16 Jack Kay (2010), “Anti-Semitism in the American Civil War: Part 11" www.thenewvilnare-
view.com (September 15). See also Part 1 (September 7, 2010), and Part 111 (September
20, 2010). See also Daniel Brook (2012), “The Forgotten Confederate Jew,” www.tabletmag
.com. Accessed 17 July 2012.

17 Marc Wortman 2012), “What Happened When General Grant Expelled Civil War Jews,”
www.thedailybeast.com. For a much more carefully nuanced and scholarly assessment of
the entire incident, see Jonathan Sarna, When General Grant Expelled the Jews (New York:
Nextbook/Schocken, 2012).

18  John Simon (1984), “That Obnoxious Order,” Civil War Times Illustrated, 23(6): 13.
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of sending them out as prisoners, unless furnished with permit from
headquarters.

3. No passes will be given these people to visit headquarters for the purpose
of making personal application of trade permits.

That same day, Grant sent the following to Christopher Wolcott, Assistant U.s.
Secretary of War, explaining his reasoning:

Sir,

I have long since believed that in spite of all the vigilance that can be
infused into Post Commanders, that the Specie regulations of the
Treasury Dept. have been violated, and that mostly by Jews and other
unprincipled traders. So well satisfied of this have I been at this that I
instructed the Commanding Officer at Columbus [Kentucky] to refuse all
permits to Jews to come south, and frequently have had them expelled
from the Dept. [of the Tennessee]. But they come in with their Carpet
sacks in spite of all that can be done to prevent it. The Jews seem to be a
privileged class that can travel anywhere. They will land at any wood yard
or landing on the river and make their way through the country. If not
permitted to buy Cotton themselves they will act as agents for someone
else who will be at a Military post, with a Treasury permit to receive
Cotton and pay for it in Treasury notes which the Jew will buy up at an
agreed rate, paying gold.

There is but one way that I know of to reach this case. That is for
Government to buy all the Cotton at a fixed rate and send it to Cairo,
St Louis, or some other point to be sold. Then all traders, they are a curse
to the Army, might be expelled.

The Order itself was formally revoked one month later (17 December 1862—
17 January 1863)—reluctantly by Grant at the behest of President Abraham
Lincoln (1809-1865) after two meetings with representative members of the
Jewish community of Paducah, Kentucky. However, it does reflect a popular
mindset of Jews as economic exploiters and manipulators even in times of
war. Grant, however, would later step up far more positively and disavow the
Order itself. He argued that he signed it without reading it, though there were
previous communications from him in which complained about such Jewish
exploiters, specifically what he regarded as the illicit cotton trade.® Grant,

19  Jack Kay notes that “it seems clear that Grant thought that by getting rid of the Jews in
his department he would be stopping or at least slowing the cotton trade that he and
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later, would also appoint more Jews to high governmental positions than any
of his predecessors, and become the first Us President to attend a synagogue
dedication (Adas Israel Congregation, Washington, DC) in 1874.

Still, as Jack Kay argues, diaries written on both sides of the Mason-Dixon

Line provide insights into the general attitudes, mostly negative, towards Jews

during the Civil War. He concludes:

A summary of these. .. diarists with regard to Jews can be simply stated:
Whenever they thought to mention Jews in the general case, it was always
in some negative fashion, be it mild or virulent. The conclusion to be
drawn is that these people thought of Jews in what can only be described
as anti-Semitic terms. Upon closer inspection, it is noticed that all of the
Jews so characterized by these diarists are civilians, and most of them are
involved in business. Gerald Linderman has noted that for many people
of the time, military prowess was an Anglo-Saxon trait, while at the same
time business people were viewed with disdain.?0

Equally, Kay notes that such negative portrayals of Jews occurred on both
sides, and that such portrayals were found in the leading publications of the
day as well:

20

Most of the Civil War’s anti-Semitic condemnations centered about the
portrayal of Jews as greedy and unpatriotic business men, intent upon
making a profit from the war. The invective was as virulent on both sides
of the Mason Dixon Line....

Throughout the years of the Civil War, Vanity Fair, the New York
Ilustrated News, Phunny Phellow, Harpers Weekly, Frank Leslie’s Budget
of Fun, Frank Leslie’s [llustrated Newspaper, Yankee Notions, and several
others, published numerous cartoons and poems that were openly anti-
Semitic. The illustrations were rife with stereotypical Jewish features,
while the captions and poems referred to Israelites, Chatham Street [New

several of his subordinates, especially his close confident [William Tecumseh] Sherman
(1820-1891) so despised.” He also concludes, all thing considered, that “there can be no
question that Grant made the decision and wrote the order, and did so in as deliberate
and methodical a manner as he did anything else as a military commander.” Jack Kay
(2010), “Anti-Semitism in the American Civil War: Part 111,” www.thenewvilnareview.com.
Jack Kay (2010), “Anti-Semitism in the American Civil War: Part 11,” www.thenewvilnare-
view.com. See also Gerald F. Linderman, Embattled Courage: The Experience of Combat in
the American Civil War (New York: The Free Press, 1987), 287—288.
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York], and often using German-Jewish accented spelling. These Jews were
not only portrayed as the worst example of shoddy contractors, but also
as draft dodgers, Confederate spies, and wholly unsupportive of the
war effort.?!

What we see, then, throughout this period are European antisemitic tropes
come to America, both North and South: Jews as outsiders and/or foreign-
ers despite places of birth but most especially those born elsewhere, Jews as
non-Christians, Jews as disloyal non-citizens or questionable citizens, Jews
as possessing an uncanny business acumen and thus economically exploiting
and manipulating others. All of these tropes—oft-times without specifically
expressing such—take us back to Biblical texts.

After the Civil War, the American Jewish community would continue to
grow and forge ahead in the dual direction of both assimilation and integration.
Religiously, ten years after the conclusion of this War Between the States, 1875,
Cincinnati, 0H, would become the seat of an important event: the founding of
the Hebrew Union College (ordaining its first class in 1882) under the vision
of Rabbi Isaac Mayer Wise (1819—1900) who would also found both the Union of
American Hebrew Congregations (1873, and now called the Union for Reform
Judaism), and the Central Conference of American Rabbis (1889). Himself an
immigrant from Bohemia, Wise’s understanding of a liberalized version of the
Jewish religious tradition was coupled with an unsuccessful attempt to unite
all of American Jewry into one community. In the creation of his three insti-
tutions, however, he would establish the normative organizational pattern of
all religious streams of American Jewry. The Reform Movement in Judaism,
in addition, would go on to pioneering efforts in interfaith Jewish-Christian
relations, and its rabbis and laypeople would find themselves invested in
and involved in the various social movements which continue to be part of
the American fabric today (e.g. Civil Rights for African-Americans, and now
Hispanic-Americans, the Viet Nam War, anti-poverty and homeless coalitions,
and various forms of continuing non-discrimination activities against women,
gays, and others).

Yet, despite these advances, all was not well. In 1877, for example, Jewish
banker Joseph Seligman, who had turned down Grant’s offer to serve as
Secretary of the Treasury, was denied entry together with his family at the
Grand Union Hotel in Saratoga, Ny, by its owner Judge Henry Hilton who

21 Ibid.
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was said to have remarked “I don’t like Jews as a general thing, and don’t care
whether they like me or not.”?2

According to Robert Michael, “the period between the Civil War and the
end of the century saw the development of a strong Christian revivalist
movement and a concomitant growth in antisemitism”?® This understand-
ing led to a renewed understanding of America as a “Christian nation,” and
thus, by extension, excluding Jews and others from access to the corridors of
power, education, and economic and social mobility. (Roman Catholics, too,
though far larger in numbers, continued to face overt and public discrimina-
tion in these same arenas.) Michael cites the case of Supreme Court Justice
David Brewer whose influential 1905 book was entitled The United States: A
Christian Nation (Philadelphia: John C. Winston). For many, this issue of either
the “Christian” founding of the United States or its “Christian” direction still
remains unresolved.?*

The real issue, however, was that of immigration. By the turn of the 20th
century, America’s Jews now numbered more than 1,000,000. In 1891, the Us
Congress had already passed the Immigration Act designed to limit the number
of Jews coming from Czarist Russia.2> While significant European antisemitic
events continued to be covered in the American press—(e.g. the Damascus
Affair in Syria [1840], the Mortara Affair in Italy [1858] and the Dreyfus Affair
in France [1894-1906])—none resulted in anti-Jewish riots or violence to any
appreciable degree. Yet Jews remained in the minds of many as outsiders.

22 Stephen Birmingham, “Our Crowd:” The Great Jewish Families of New York (Syracuse:
Syracuse University Press, 1967), 142-145.

23 Robert Michael, A Concise History of American Antisemitism, 94.

24  For example, in June, 2012, the overseeing commission of Alabama Public Television
fired its Director, Alan Pizzato, and three members resigned “amid the possible addition
of Christian-themed historical shows” to the public airwaves. Those advocating for this
change want to use the DvDs of David Barton (b. 1954) of WallBuilders of Aledo, TX, a
conservative evangelical ministry. Barton’s reading of American history has been seri-
ously challenged in both religious and academic circles. Report in The Birmingham News,
16 June, 24 June, and 20 July 2012.

25  This practice of governmentally obstructing immigration into a country of immigrants
would have its most tragic consequences during the Second World War. See, for example,
Steven Leonard Jacobs (2010), “Breckinridge Long and Coming to America,” Journal for the
Study of Antisemitism, 2(1): 115-132.
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World War 1 to World War 11 (1917-1945)

During the initial period of the First World War (1914-1918), Jews would con-
front the second major antisemitic incident in American history: the false
conviction and illegal lynching of Leo Frank for the murder of Mary Phagan
in Atlanta, GA. The case itself would become something of an international
cause célébre reminiscent in the minds of some of the false conviction and
sentencing of French Army Captain Alfred Dreyfus (1859-1935) on charges of
espionage and treason resulting in a twelve-year ordeal (1894-1906) before his
ultimate vindication and reinstatement. While Southern prejudices against
Northerners (Frank was from New York) and upper-class businessmen and
industrialists (a holdover from the Civil War) was in evidence during the trial
and its aftermath, Robert Michael takes pains to point out that American
historian John Higham would comment in his (1984) book Send These to Me:
Immigrants in Urban America that “religious images of the Jew as corrupter
and despoiler of the innocent” were equally very much in evidence.26

World War 1, however, would find Jews enlisting in record numbers and
suffering disproportionate casualties. And while antisemitism was apparent
both at home and in the military itself, the numbers do reflect a positive inte-
gration of Jews in the United States. Indeed, as the American Jewish Committee
Office of War Records, World War 1 reports:

In all, about 250,000 Jewish soldiers served in the United States military
during World War 1, 40,000 of whom volunteered. About 3,500 Jews were
killed in action or died of wounds. Jews, who made up 3 per cent of the
United States population, contributed 5% to the entire death roll of
the u.s. Army. The number of Jews wounded was estimated at 12,000.27

Culturally, however, as Robert Michael notes, America’s literary establish-
ment was rife with antisemitic assessments of its Jewish population: ... the
work of most major American writers contains anti-Jewish material based on

26  John Higham, Send These to Me: Immigrants in Urban America (Baltimore: The John
Hopkins University Press, 1984), 173; Robert Michael, A Concise History of American
Antisemitism, 102.

27  Twenty-one boxes of these records are housed in the American Jewish Historical Society
at the Center for Jewish History, New York, Nv. The above quotation is taken from the
online summary prepared in 1995 by Brian Ferber and Elana Horowitz. [Note: The author’s
own grandfather, Samuel Buchler (d. 1929) served in the Allied Expeditionary Force (AEF)
in France during the conflict.]
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traditional Christian stereotypes. He then goes on to provide examples in the
writings of such literary icons as William Cullen Bryant (1794-1878), Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow (1807-1882), James Russell Lowell (1819-1891), Emily
Dickinson (1830-1886), Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882), Herman Melville
(1819-1891), Ambrose Bierce (1842-1913), Mark Twain (nee Samuel Langhorne
Clemens, 1835-1910), William Dean Howells (1837-1920), Stephen Crane (1871—
1900), Henry James (1843-1916), John Hay (1838-1905), Henry Adams (1838-
1018), John Greenleaf Whittier (1807-1892), Walt Whitman (1819-1892), and
Oliver Wendell Holmes, Sr. (1809-1894).28

Of more pointedly relevant importance during this same period were
four Christian clergy whose antisemitic messages reached large numbers of
the American populace prior to and early into the Second World War: Father
Charles Coughlin (Catholic 1891-1979), William Dudley Pelley (Methodist
[non-ordained] and spiritualist, 1890-1965), Gerald L.K. Smith (Disciples of
Christ, 1898-1976), and Gerald B. Winrod (Baptist, 1900-1957).2% Their extreme
American nationalism and their extreme isolationist positions even while flirt-
ing with Nazism were coupled with a conservative Christianity which equally
reflected historically antisemitic tropes of the Jews as Christ-killers, money-
changers and speculators, Communist fellow-travelers with world domination

28 Robert Michael, “The Jews in Literature,” A Concise History of American Antisemitism, 105~
u8. In this context, an important text is that of Nancy Harrowitz, ed., Tainted Greatness:
Antisemitism and Cultural Heroes (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1994). Her con-
tributors address the antisemitic component in the work of Martin Luther (Germany,
1483-1546), Gerhard Kittel (Germany, 1888-1948), Mircea Eliade (Romania, 1907-1986),
Cesare Lombroso (Italy, 1835-1909), Richard Wagner (Germany, 1813—1883), Martin
Heidegger (Germany, 1889-1976), Ezra Pound (United States, 1885-1972), Paul De Man
(France, 1919-1983), and Jean Genet (France, 1910-1986). The preponderance of those
addressed, coming as they do out of a German national and cultural environment, would
initially seem to support Daniel Jonah Goldhagen’s controversial idea of an “elimination-
ist antisemitism” as somehow embedded deep within the German psyche (Hitler’s Willing
Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1996).

29  With the exception of Winrod about whom no book-length study has yet appeared, the
others are all subjects of intense analysis, See for example Scott Beekman, William Dudley
Pelley: A Life in Right-Wing Extremism and the Occult (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press,
2005); Glen Jeansonne, Gerald L.K. Smith: Minister of Hate (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1988); Sheldon Marcus, Father Coughlin: The Tumultuous Life of the Priest
of the Little Flower (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1972); Donald Warren, Radio
Priest: Charles Coughlin the Father of Hate Radio (New York and London: The Free Press,
1996). As for Winrod, the only substantive text is the Master’s Thesis of Larry B. Sullivan,
Associate Professor of History at Manhattan Christian College, ks, entitled simply
“Gerald B. Winrod” (Fort Hays State University, kS, 1967).
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designs. With the exception of Coughlin who founded the National Union for
Social Justice (1934), “Christian” was very much front and center in the organ-
izations founded by the others: “Christian Patriots” and “Christian Party”
(Pelley, 1933 and 1936); “Christian Nationalist Party” (Smith, 1948); “Defenders
of the Christian Faith” (Winrod, 1925).

As World War 11 approached and America’s involvement in the great cata-
clysmofthe 20th century increased, their collective voices grew louder and their
attacks on Jews stronger. Ironically, however, once the United States entered
the War as a result of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7,
1941, their seeming collective influence waned considerably, and by war’s end
and America’s success, they were viewed as sorry figures best left alone and to
their own devices. Coughlin would ultimately be censured by his bishop and
spent his final years doing priestly ministry and little else. Pelley would semi-
retire and spend his final years fending off charges of securities fraud. Smith
would retire to Eureka Springs, AR, where he would raise funds for a 1,500 foot
statue on Magnetic Mountain known as the “Christ of the Ozarks” (where both
he and his wife would be buried adjacent to it), and would inspire an annual
Passion Play of the death of the Christ based on that of the antisemitic one
performed every decade in Oberammergau, Germany.3° Winrod would spend
his final years in relative obscurity in Wichita, ks. Their efforts drew large audi-
ences at rallies, on the airwaves, and for their publications.3! However, none

30 On this very dramatic presentation of the Christ’s death, performed since the 1600’s, and its
intensely antisemitic portrayal of the villainous Jews, see James Shapiro, Oberammergau:
The Troubling Story of the World's Most Famous Passion Play (New York: Vintage Books,
2001); and Helena Waddy, Oberammergau in the Nazi Era: The Fate of a Catholic Village in
Hitler’s Germany (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2010).

31 At some point, the works of these antisemites addressed the supposed veracity of the
notorious antisemitic forgery—about which there is a large volume of literature—known
as The Protocols of the (Learned) Elders of Zion. See, for example, Hadassa Ben-Itto, The
Lie That Wouldn't Die: The Protocols of the Elders of Zion (London and Portland: Vallentine
Mitchell, 2005); Stephen Eric Bonner, A Rumor About the Jews: Reflections on Antisemitism
and the Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000); Susan S.
Cohen, ed., “The Protocols of the Sages of Zion:” A Selected Bibliography (Jerusalem:
Hebrew University, 2006); Cesare G. De Michelis, The Non-Existent Manuscript: A Study
of the Protocols of the Sages of Zion (Lincoln and London: The University of Nebraska
Press, 2004. Translated by Richard Newhouse.); Will Eisner, The Plot: The Secret Story
of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 2005); Alex
Grobman, License to Murder: The Enduring Legacy of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion
(Noble: Balfour Books, 2011); Steven L. Jacobs and Mark Weitzman, Dismantling the Big
Lie: The Protocols of the Elders of Zion (Jersey City: Ktav Publishing House, 2003); Richard
Landes and Steven T. Katz, eds., The Paranoid Apocalypse: A Hundred Year Retrospective
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ever resulted in significant violence to Jews or synagogue desecrations to any
appreciable degree.

Finally, one cannot leave the pre-World War 11 period without reference to
the rise of the reborn Ku Klux Klan in 1915, in the aftermath of the Leo Frank
case, primarily in the American South. Relatively small and vulnerable Jewish
communities attempted by and large to keep a low profile to avoid physical
attacks and synagogue desecrations by an organization which saw itself as
defending a “Christian way of life” from Jews, Blacks, and Roman Catholics
as well as foreigners and outsiders of all stripes.

Equally notorious was the publication in the Dearborn [M1] Independent,
owned and sustained by automobile magnate Henry Ford, of a multi-part
series entitled “The International Jew,” an extensive running commentary on
The Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Ford was no friend of the Jews but would
later apologize for pragmatic reasons, to avoid a lawsuit and potential business
losses. It must not be forgotten that Ford, growing up in the suburban Detroit
(Greenfield Township, m1), very much saw himself as a conservative “Christian
gentleman” who accepted the negative portrayal of Jews as presented in the
New Testament.32

From ww II to the Present (1945-)

American historian Solomon Grayzel estimated that approximately 500,000—
550,000 Jews served in the various branches of the armed forces, 11,000 of
whom were killed in action. Three received the Medal of Honor, 157 received
the Distinguished Service Medal, more than 1,600 received the Silver Star, and
more than 52,000 were awarded other medals (e.g. Purple Hearts, etc.).33 As

on The Protocols of the Elders of Zion (New York and London: New York University Press,
2012); Binjamin W. Segel, A Lie and A Libel: The History of the Protocols of the Elders
of Zion (Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska Press, 1926/1995. Translated by
Richard S. Levy); Esther Webman, ed., The Global Impact of The Protocols of the Elders of
Zion: A Century-Old Myth (London and New York: Routledge, 20m1).

32 See, for example, Neil Baldwin, Henry Ford and the Jews: The Mass Production of Hate (New
York: Public Affairs, 2001); Albert Lee, Henry Ford and the Jews (New York: Stein and Day,
1980); Victoria Sacker Woeste, Henry Ford's War on Jews and the Legal Battle Against Hate
Speech (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2012).

33  Solomon Grayzel, A History of the Jews: From the Babylonian Exile to the Present
(Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1968), 786.
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was the case surrounding the First World War, various kinds of incidents of
antisemitism occurred both inside and outside of the military.34

As the revelations of what the Nazis were doing to the Jews of the various
European nation-states they conquered became known, it became readily
apparent that the American Jewish community was reluctant to make its con-
cerns known dramatically and publicly. There were two exceptions. Orthodox
rabbis marched on Washington on October 6, 1943 to protest Nazi treatment
of Jews. Earlier, on March 27, 1933, there was a rally in Madison Square Garden,
NY, advocating a boycott of German goods. Once the United States entered the
war in 1941, however, Jewish fears of isolationist antisemitism coupled with a
desire to avoid labeling the conflict a “Jewish war,” and a somewhat reluctant
agreement with then-President Franklin Delano Roosevelt that the best way to
help bring the “Jewish catastrophe” to a swift conclusion was to end the war.
This orientation lessened Jewish public protest.

A second increasingly obvious understanding was the reluctance of the
allies to come to the aid of the Jewish dispersed and grant refugee status to
those whose lives were threatened by the Nazis. Breckinridge Long (1881-1958),
Under Secretary of State responsible for Visas and a personal friend of the
President, successfully created the bottleneck which found 80% of all avail-
able slots left vacant.3%

After the defeat of the Nazis in 1945 and the increasing awareness of what
happened to the Jews during the Holocaust/Shoah, as well as the re-founding of
the State of Israel in 1948, antisemitism in the United States, while not entirely
erased, began a downward spiral which continues to the present day—despite
momentary glitches. Even the so-called “War on Terror” as proclaimed by

34  The author’s own father, Ralph Albert Jacobs (1921-1981) related one such incident in
which he was involved in a physical confrontation with a fellow soldier: In a stateside
mess hall prior to going overseas, one of his compatriots remarked that “Hitler had the
right idea and should kill as many Jews as he could.” A refugee from Germany who lost
both his parents, he could not abide the comment which resulted in both soldiers land-
ing punches on the other. My father was hauled before the Commanding Officer (co),
told him what had happened, was given a verbal dressing down, but nothing more, and
returned to his base assignment the same day.

35  See Arthur Morse, While Six Million Died: A Chronicle of American Apathy (New York:
Overlook Press, 1998); David Wyman, The Abandonment of the Jews: America and
the Holocaust 1933-1945 (New York: New Press, 2007); Steven Leonard Jacobs (2010),
“Breckinridge Long and Coming to America,” Journal for the Study of Antisemitism, 2(1):
n5-132. Of personal note, the author’s own grandparents—Ella and Leo Jacob—were
among those denied visas to the United States, were incarcerated and ultimately mur-
dered by the Nazis in late 1941 or early 1942.
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then-President George Bush which has resulted in the Iraq and Afghanistan
incursions has not resulted in any appreciable increase in antisemitism—this,
too, despite the erroneous claim of some that the former was engineered in
Us government circles by Jewish neo-conservatives.36 The defense agency the
Anti-Defamation League, New York, continues to report a downward spiral of
recorded antisemitic incidents annually.3”

All would, therefore, appear well on the “religious antisemitic front.” Yet
the ongoing Israeli-Arab/Muslim conflict in the Middle East appears to be the
latest battleground in the antisemitic wars. At their conferences, the United
Methodist Church and the Presbyterian Church in the United States, for exam-
ple, consider labeling the State of Israel as apartheid similar to South Africa and
calling for economic divestment from companies doing business with Israel.
They take these steps and others in part because both have constituencies
in Arab countries and are genuinely and legitimately concerned about their
present and future fate. Moreover, they have consistently passed resolutions
condemning antisemitism as inimical to the very idea of Christianity. To the
present moment, Jewish and Israeli advocacy organizations in the United
States (e.g. American Jewish Committee, Anti-Defamation League, and others)
in conversation with church leaderships have thus far successfully countered
the passage of most—but not all—such resolutions. Anti-Israel resolutions
that have not passed may yet resurface until the conflict is resolved.38

On balance, however, the American Jewish community, numbering some-
where in the realm of 6,000,000 children, women, and men, appears more at
home and freer from the dangers of overt and active antisemitism than any-
where else in the world, including the State of Israel. One significant factor
that must always be taken into consideration in this context is the earlier-
mentioned hardy wall of separation between church and state as a hallmark

36  This most egregious claim was put forth by John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt
in their highly-specious and faultily-argued text The Israel Lobby and U.s. Foreign Policy
(New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 2007), as well as others of that ilk.

37  For their reports, see www.adl.org.

38  In this context, too, it must also be acknowledged that various evangelical Christian com-
munities support the state of Israel commensurate with their reading of both the Hebrew
Bible and the New Testament (e.g. Genesis 12:3: “I will bless those who bless you and those
who curse you will I curse.”). However, the theological future welcoming of Jews into
acceptance of the Christ remains conflictual. One such example would be conservative
Pastor John Hagee of Cornerstone Church, San Antonio, TX, founding leader of Christians
United for Israel (CUFTI), an organization of political and financial support for the State of
Israel, and which holds massive conferences and brings untold numbers of Christians to
the “Holy Land.”


http://www.adl.org

80 JACOBS

of the distinctiveness of this relatively new country and grand experiment
we continue to call the United States of America. And while the past—most
especially the differences from the European past—is no guarantor of safety
in either the present or the future, it is not wholly unreasonable to suggest that
antisemitism, especially religious and theological antisemitism, will continue
to diminish especially as the Jewish population becomes less and less a signifi-
cant factor in America’s overall growth.



CHAPTER 5

The Growth of Anti-Israeli Sentiment
in the American Intellectual Community:
Some Cautionary Tales

Asaf Romirowsky*

Doomed To Repeat the Past

Harry Truman once said that the only new history is the history that we
have forgotten. This is especially true of the Palestinians, whose history has
been forgotten by many. When the 1948 war between Israelis and Arabs is
bathed in the color of a Palestinian “nakba” (catastrophe), few remember
that the United Nations in November 1947 by a 33—12 vote adopted Resolution
181 that called for the creation of a Jewish state and a Palestinian state. The
650,000 Jews in British Palestine declared independence in May 1948 and won
their battle for statehood. The United States and the Soviet Union immediately
recognized Israel, followed by leading European countries. In 1949, Israel—
by an even larger 37-12 vote—was admitted to the UN General Assembly, and
in 1950 Muslim Turkey and largely Hindu India recognized Israel. Today 160
states recognize Israel. By contrast, the Palestinians were the only people who
ever turned down statehood. They joined with five Arab states to try to destroy
the new Jewish state. Why did they do this? Lacking a strong national con-
sciousness, they followed the Arab League. As the Jews lacked an army, tanks,
airplanes or cadre of professional officers, had a vulnerable g-mile waist and
no history of martial valor, this seemed to be a safe bet. The victories of the
Arab forces from December 1947 to March 1948, the numerous British bases
handed over to Arab forces as the British evacuated Palestine, British weap-
ons sold to Jordan and Iraq and professional British military leadership of the
Jordanian Legion reinforced these notions. Too, 1.2 million Palestinian Arabs
greatly outnumbered 650,000 Jews. The Arabs also knew that most experts
(including Field Marshal Bernard Montgomery) believed that Arab victory was
inevitable. Arab rejectionism, long a part of Palestinian identity before 1948,
was reinforced by the refugee camps after the defeat in 1948. During the fall of

* Portions of this chapter were previously published and are reprinted here with permission,
co-authored with Jonathan Adelman.
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1949 an American Friends Service Committee (AFScC) staffer reported a large
sign in a refugee camp that read: “1. Send us back home. 2. Compensate us.
3. Maintain us until we are refreshed.” This is the epitome of Palestinianism
at large. From 1948 to 1967, during Egyptian rule of Gaza and Jordanian rule
of the West Bank and East Jerusalem, there was no serious Arab effort to cre-
ate a Palestinian state. Except for Jordan, the Palestinians were denied citizen-
ship, discriminated against by Arab states and often maltreated in the refugee
camps. After the Israeli victory in the Six-Day War, up to 150,000 Palestinians in
the occupied territories crossed the border to work and traveled freely in Israel.
This ended with the first intifada (1987-1991) and second intifada (2000—2005).
By 2005 the Israelis withdrew from Gaza, which two years later came under the
control of radical Hamas.

The Arab world, seeing Palestinians as potentially disruptive of their politi-
cal order, has done little for the Palestinians. Egypt and Jordan, which signed
peace treaties with Israel in 1979 and 1994 respectively, saw national concerns
trumping political concerns. Most aid for the Palestinians has come from the
European Union and the United States, not the Arab states.

And what about the Palestinians who remained in Israel after 1948? During
the first period of Israeli rule (1948-1965), the Palestinians were not treated
well under military rule. Freed from military rule in 1965, there remains sig-
nificant job discrimination and a condescending Israeli attitude. But there
has also been significant progress. The 156,000 Israeli Palestinians of 1948 have
grown to 1.6 million people. The average Palestinian, who had two years of
education in 1948, today has 11 years of education. Fully 12% of Israeli univer-
sity students are Palestinians. Israeli Palestinians are Israeli citizens with pass-
ports, access to Israeli hospitals, schools, social welfare and courts. Palestinian
life expectancy of 79 years is almost 10 years higher than life expectancy in
the Arab world while Palestinian income per capita ($15,000/capita) is 50%
higher than in the Arab world. There are a dozen Palestinians in the 120-seat
Knesset (Israeli parliament), several in the Israeli foreign service and one on
the Israeli Supreme Court. Progress has been slow but real. Polls show that
most Israeli Palestinians, like East Jerusalem Palestinians, would stay in Israel
rather than move to a Palestinian state once created. The reality, both good and
bad, turns out to be much more complex than the simple picture often posited
as the history of the Palestinians.

Biased Scholars and the Study of Israel

The eminent doyen of Middle East Studies Bernard Lewis noted that the
success of Edward Said’s book, Orientalism, was in being able to transform a
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term that had always referred to an area of academic specialty focusing on
societies and cultures of the Middle East, North Africa and Asia into an expres-
sion of political abuse.! As Lewis prophesied, shortly after its publication,
Said’s Orientalism began changing the face of Middle East studies across North
America for the worse, most especially in the way many Middle East scholars
began teaching the Arab-Israeli conflict purely through a pro-Palestinian lens.
Today, the environment is worse than ever.2

An open and true debate on Israeli society and Israel’s quest for peace
would be marked by true intellectual balance between the speakers. It would
be understood that there is no fitting use of terrorism, or any acceptable notion
of eliminating a living, breathing state like Israel. But balance in debates now
means bringing in Israeli faculty members who advocate for a pro-Palestinian
position—and they are meant to argue the Israeli side of the issue!

Some Israeli academics have built their reputations on scholarship that
is critical of Israel and Israel’s existence. These are the academics who are
given center stage by the Association for Jewish Studies and Middle East
studies centers, which frequently host them for conferences or provide vis-
iting professorships. This gives the chosen Israeli scholars the visibility they
seek while allowing their hosts to claim balance in presenting an “Israeli point
of view”

Given the extent and saturation of this type of “scholarship,” which has even
begun to trickle down to our high schools, Philadelphia has begun two new
initiatives in an attempt to create a systemic change in the way we teach about
Israel. The first is a newly formed partnership between the Jewish Federation
of Greater Philadelphia and the Center for Israel Education, directed by
Professor Kenneth Stein of Emory University, a leading scholar in the field.
The gist of the partnership is a three-year project where Stein’s c1E will work
with the Federation and its community partners—namely Gratz College,
ACAJE and the synagogues throughout the city—to help improve the way we
teach and talk about Israel, in addition to bolstering how we infuse Jewish edu-
cation with material about Israel. The growing distance between American
Jewry and Israel, especially among members of the younger generation, under-
scores the need to fill this void and show the importance of making “Jewish”
and “Israel” go hand in hand.

1 Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: Vintage, 1979).
2 Bernard Lewis, “Other People’s History,” American Scholar vol. 59, no. 3 (1990), 397.
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The American Studies Association BDS Resolution

The American Studies Association (AsA) adoption of a BDS resolution in
December 2013 garnered a significant backlash from over 250 American
university presidents and academic umbrella organizations announcing their
rejection of the AsA boycott resolution. Additionally, more than 130 lawmakers
in the House of Representatives signed a bipartisan letter condemning the
ASA’s “blatant disregard for academic freedom.”® New York State assembly-
men have proposed a measure that would forbid state funding to academic
institutions that “support boycotts, resolutions or any similar actions that are
discriminatory and limit academic opportunities.” These measures indicate a
strong political consensus in opposition to the AsA and the idea of boycotts,
even if their ultimate disposition is uncertain.

Shortly after passing the resolution, the Asa bemoaned what it labeled a
“campaign of intimidation against the AsA” and blamed the “Israel Lobby” for
orchestrating the negative reactions. Despite the criticism the ASA received
since they voted on their BDS policy, not to mention the lack of critical self-
examination by individuals who pride themselves on true inquiry as to why
support the boycott of Israeli scholars and institutions, the Asa added insult
to injury with their fund raiser entitled the American Studies Middle East
Initiative Fund. According to their website, “The AsA International Initiative
has represented the Association’s desire for greater interaction with interna-
tional scholars. The Association’s decision to endorse a Palestinian-led boycott
of Israeli academic institutions underscores in particular the need for a deeper
engagement with the constitutive history of us policies and practices not only
in Israel/Palestine but also across the entire region, including Iraq and Syria.
This Fund will defray the cost of travel for scholars across the Middle East
to attend our Annual conference, as their participation is invaluable to our
understanding of the Us and the region.” To summarize, the AsA seeks “deeper
engagement” across the Middle East but advocates boycotting Israel and Israeli
scholars. The AsA sees the need to examine “constitutive history” but has effec-
tively removed Israel from the Middle East and Middle Eastern history.

The stated aims of the BDS movement are nothing short of the dissolution
of Israel and its replacement with a bi-national, majority Palestinian entity.
That the BDS movement and its supporters, endorsed by the Asa, continue
to embrace to a platform to single out Israel as absolutely the worst society on
earth is distressing and is nothing less than a “ready-made conclusion” of the

3 See Council Resolution on Boycott of Israeli Academic Institutions, December 4, 2013,
American Studies Association website.
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extreme sort. On the positive side, some in the AsA’s own membership, such
as the Eastern American Studies Association (EASA) and its California coun-
terpart, have rejected the general call for boycott within the Asa. Members of
the asa will continue to stand up against the polemists in the organization.
One has to wonder what kind of outcry would have erupted from the Asa and
their Middle East Initiative Fund had a small minority of their membership
called for Palestinians to be boycotted on the basis of their racist, homopho-
bic and misogynist society, or Syria, because of its murderous totalitarianism,
or Turkey for its century-long repression of Kurds and unacknowledged exter-
mination of Armenians. The outrage would have been immense and entirely
proper. The EASA got it right when they made it clear that “above all, EASA is
an inclusive organization, open to scholars from all over the world. For this rea-
son, the Eastern American Studies Association will not comply with and does
not support the American Studies Association’s Council Resolution on Boycott
of Israeli Academic Institutions” endorsing “a boycott of Israeli academic insti-
tutions.” Before the Asa starts creating funds under the guise of “constitutive
history,” it should look inward and demand the kind of inclusiveness it suppos-
edly calls for.

Token Jews and the Hiring Practices of Middle East
Studies Departments

Israeli-Palestinian conflict long ago spilled over into America’s education
departments of Middle East studies. In an attempt to appear balanced in the
face of charges of anti-Israel biases, some departments or programs of Middle
East studies have added Israeli scholars to their ranks—a move that at first
glance appears welcome. Yet many of these Israeli academics have built their
reputation on a scholarship that is harshly critical not only of Israeli policy,
but of Israel’s very existence. Anti-Israel scholars who hail from Israel are cited
favorably by the entire range of Israel’s critics. These range from pro-Palestinian
groups like the Committee to Stop Demolition of Houses in Palestine, the
Committee to Stop Torture and Breaking the Silence to Jewish anti-Zionist
groups like the American Council for Judaism. They also include neo-Nazis and
Islamists. The international standing of such scholars received a boost in the
mid-1980s with the rise of the so-called “new historians” in Israeli universities.
These scholars sought to debunk what they claim is a distorted “Zionist nar-
rative” in Israeli historiography. In practice, they twisted the history of Israel’s
rebirth by dismissing the efforts of Arab states to destroy the newborn Jewish
state as a Zionist myth, and claiming that Israel is built on ethnic cleansing
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and brutality toward the Palestinians. Given this hostility to Israel’s very exis-
tence, Middle East studies departments in the United States are tempted to
hire anti-Israeli Israelis. They inoculate the employer against charges of anti-
Semitism while seemingly legitimizing their claims of ideological balance
gained through presenting an Israeli viewpoint. All this is achieved without
changing the radical, anti-Israel, Arabist prejudices of their departments.

This problem is noted by leading Middle East historian Efraim Karsh, who
in his book Fabricating Israeli History observes that propaganda in the field of
Middle East studies has become the accepted norm.# In other disciplines, this
would have created a serious crisis of credibility. Yet, Mr. Karsh notes, this is
not so in contemporary Middle East studies. For such is the politicization of
this field that the new historiography’s partisanship has been its entry ticket
into the Arabist club and its attendant access to academic journals, respected
publishing houses and the mass media. Today, these “new historians” teach at
many North American and European universities. In practice, it ensures that
students are taught an ahistorical, one-sided interpretation of the Arab-Israeli
conflict. Some recent examples illustrate the problem: Ilan Pappe, formally of
Haifa University and now with the University of Exeter in England, was one
of the driving forces behind the academic boycott movement against Israeli
academics that began in the United Kingdom. Mr. Pappe believes that Zionism
is a genocidal, racialist movement. Here he describes the founding years of the
Jewish state: “As resistance to colonialism strengthened, the Zionist leader-
ship became convinced that only through a total expulsion of the Palestinians
would they be able to create a state of their own. From its early inception and
up to the 1930s, Zionist thinkers propagated the need to ethnically cleanse the
indigenous population of Palestine if the dream of a Jewish state were to come
true.” Neve Gordon of Ben-Gurion University of the Negev was a visiting profes-
sor at the University of Michigan this academic year. Mr. Gordon believes that
Israel is not a democracy and that Israel controls the Palestinian population in
the occupied territories without giving them political rights. Accordingly, the
notion that the occupation is provisional or temporary should be considered
an illusion concealing the reality on the ground. Oren Yiftachel, a geography
professor at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev and a Diller Visiting Professor
at the University of California at Berkeley, states that: “The failed Oslo proc-
ess, the violent intifada and—most acutely—Israel’s renewed aggression and
brutality toward the Palestinians in the occupied territories, have cast a dark
shadow over the joint future of the state’s Palestinian and Jewish citizens.” He
also says that actual existence of an Israeli state (and hence citizenship) can

4 Efraim Karsh, Fabricating Israeli History (New York: Frank Cass, 2000) xix.
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be viewed as an illusion, and that Israel has ruptured, by its own actions, the
geography of statehood and maintained a caste-like system of ethnic-religious-
class stratification.

Sanford and Helen Diller endowed Mr. Yiftachel's position at Berkeley.
Helen Diller admits that she was motivated by the pro-Palestinian activism
on campus: With the protesting and this and that, we need to get a real strong
Jewish studies program in there, she said, expressing the hope that it will be
enlightening to have a visiting professor and that it would calm down the situ-
ation on campus. Her comments, though well intentioned, illustrate the core
mis-assumption that the presence of an Israeli scholar guarantees ideologi-
cal balance in a department. Sanford Diller has noted the risks involved in
trusting the university to fulfill his and his wife’s wishes, and stated that it was
never their foundation’s intent to supply a platform at Berkeley for someone
of Mr. Yiftachel’s views, to which he and his wife are strongly in disagreement.

In Middle East studies, politicized writing and teaching have displaced
scholarship, and academic freedom has been redefined as the liberty to dis-
pense with academic standards. Hiring token Israeli Jews who share these
views eliminates debate while providing the illusion of balance.

Self-Defeating Aspects of the American Jewish Community

More and more, we hear from faculty and students about the need to have an
“open tent” or a “big tent,” of ideas and opinions specifically, when it comes to
the Arab-Israeli conflict. While the nature of public discourse demands express-
ing a multitude of ideas and opinions, the kind of openness espoused by this
big tent idea is in fact myopic and limiting in its own narrow scope. The notion
is sold as a non-binding position, when in reality those that sell it are simply
uncomfortable or unwilling to take a firm position. The big tent thus gives the
impression of openness, but actually only caters to left-of-center views.

The genesis of this in the American Jewish community lies in our need to
be open and pluralistic, which is generally a good thing but can become self-
destructive. While the Diaspora Jewish community is hardly monolithic when
it comes to Israel, Israelis or Israeli policies, mainstream Jewish groups and
organizations since 1948 have adopted the line of “supporting the democrati-
cally elected government of Israel—Left, Right or Center—and ensure the
safety and security of its citizens.” Of course not blindly, but under the belief
that a strong, united front benefits the Jewish community at large.

This is the line organizations such as Federations, AIPAC, AJC, ADL and oth-
ers have adopted to show bi-partisan support for the democratically elected
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government in Israel. Yet, we are seeing today how this policy has been inter-
preted as a so-called right-of-center agenda. That is, support for Israel is per-
ceived as a right-wing agenda.

Those who make these claims have gone to extreme measures, even to a
point of adopting the Palestinian narrative, as if to say that if we (Jews)
will become more Palestinian than the Palestinians, peace in the Middle
East would come about. Thus, the extreme Jewish Voice for Peace (jvP) has
made ] Street seem relatively moderate. As Isaac Deutscher formulated in his
“non-Jewish Jew” regarding the State of Israel, “on a deeper, historical level
the Jewish tragedy finds in Israel a dismal sequel. Israel’s leaders exploit in
self-justification, and over-exploit Auschwitz and Treblinka; but their actions
mock the real meaning of the Jewish tragedy.” This has become the founda-
tion for the adaptation and revisionism of the Arab-Israeli conflict among the
Jewish Left, who feel the need to put aside their Jewishness to underscore their
pluralism and openness.

Of late, these very issues were challenged by Hillel at Swarthmore College,
where the students attempted to question Hillel's own stance on the Arab-
Israeli conflict. Hillel's newly-appointed international president and CEO Eric
Fingerhut held his ground and made some red lines clear to Swarthmore, stat-
ing: “Your resolution [Swarthmore] further includes the statement: ‘All are wel-
come to walk through our doors and speak with our name and under our roof,
be they Zionist, anti-Zionist, post-Zionist, or non-Zionist.’ This is simply not the
case. Let me be very clear—‘anti-Zionists’ will not be permitted to speak using
the Hillel name or under the Hillel roof, under any circumstances. Hillel rec-
ognizes, of course, that ‘organizations, groups or speakers that as a matter of
policy or practice’ violate these guidelines may well be welcomed on campus,
according to the policies of the particular college or university. The Hillel on
campus, however, may not partner with or host such groups or speakers. This is
entirely within our discretion as an organization, and we have clearly stated our
intention to make these important decisions to protect our values and our criti-
cally important mission. Just as the university decides who will teach classes,
and what organizations it will allow on campus, so Hillel will decide who will
lead discussions in programs it sponsors and with whom it will partner.”

Consequently, Hillel was criticized for limiting the debate on Israel—as if
debating Israel’s existence as a Jewish sovereign state fell within the realm of
serious discourse. We have witnessed how the self-proclaimed “pro-Israel pro-
peace” organization J Street has attempted to sell its agenda as the alternative
to the “mainstream” and demand that the tent of the Jewish community
stretch to include its views. The Jewish community for the most part opened
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itself to J Street—at least, until an aggressively anti-Israel, pro-boycott agenda
began demanding to be in the “big tent.”

Now we see the even more extreme anti-Israel so-called Jewish Voice for
Peace demanding inclusion under the tent via its “Open Hillel” campaign.
Where does it stop? Does the “big tent” allow those who wish to burn it down in,
with flammable liquids and lit torches? The core of the problem regarding the
“big tent” philosophy is that it has no red lines; everyone should be included,
even at the expense of Jewish identity and survival of the Jewish state.

Israelis who live and breathe in Israel are hardly uniform in their views;
however, even those in leftist circles believe that Israel has the right to exist
as a state in some capacity, within the 1949 or post-1967 borders. As such, one
can understand why Israelis do not fully understand what is happening in the
Diaspora with regard to these matters, as they have never faced the challenge
of debating Israel’s legitimacy in the environment we find on North American
college campuses and many Jewish leftwing circles. This is not to say that diver-
sity of opinion and academic freedom should not be exercised. The difference
is that there needs to be differentiation between criticism and delegitimiza-
tion, between open discussion and self-inflicted annihilation.

Many, in their naiveté, have no grasp of how they fuel the anti-Israel groups
on college campuses, groups like Jews for Justice in Palestine, the Muslim
Studies Association and others who use this message to validate their own
agendas. What is even more problematic are those groups within the Jewish
community who believe that this kind of “discussion” will further peace
between Israelis and Palestinians.

Finally, making a case for Israel becomes increasingly more difficult when
Israelis and Jews decide to adopt a Palestinian agenda that detracts from the
real issue behind the conflict: Mutual recognition of one another. Above all,
mainstream Jewish groups have a responsibility to their stakeholders to estab-
lish clear lines that they will uphold while affording their constituents a wide
range of opinions that fall within the realm of legitimate debate and public
discourse.

What Type of Zionism is Acceptable?

Among the most pernicious consequences of the Boycott, Divestment, and
Sanction (BDS) movement has been the wedge driven between Israel and liberal
Americans, including liberal American Jews. The relentless misappropriation
of human rights and anti-racist discourse, the slanderous talk of Israeli “ethnic
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cleansing” and “genocide,” and the bitter, ad hominem attacks against Israelis,
their international supporters, and the peace process itself have taken a severe
toll on American civil discourse. It is therefore especially dismaying to see
the new call by leading American Jewish figures of the academic left, most
prominently Michael Walzer of Princeton University, Todd Gitlin of Columbia
University, and Alan Wolfe of Boston University, for sanctions against right-
wing Israeli politicians whom they deem “annexationist.” These academics, 14
in all, are members of the “Scholars for Israel and Palestine,” a subgroup of
the leftist pro-Israel, anti-BDS organization called “The Third Narrative.” They
state that these views are their own, not The Third Narrative’s as a whole. In
their declaration, these intellectuals calls for the u.s. and European Union to
implement “personal sanctions” on “a cluster of Israeli political leaders and
public figures who lead efforts to insure permanent Israeli occupation of the
West Bank and to annex all or parts of it” These sanctions, namely asset sei-
zures and visa restrictions, are aimed specifically at Naftali Bennett, Uri Ariel,
Moshe Feiglin, and Ze'ev Hever, who “promote these unjust, unlawful, and
destructive policies in their most extreme and dangerous form.” Specifically,
“These four explicitly support policies of permanent occupation and unilateral
annexation. They reject efforts to negotiate peace and actively sabotage U.s.-
led efforts to promote them. They advocate and implement unilateral actions
designed to preclude a negotiated peace. They are therefore legitimate targets
for personal sanctions by the u.s. and the EU.”

The call for annexing the West Bank is controversial, above all in Israel. The
settlement enterprise as a whole is also contentious. But nowhere in its call
for sanctions does the Third Narrative distinguish between settlement blocs,
supported by the vast majority of Israelis, and territory deeper within the
West Bank. What about Israeli politicians who advocate retaining some settle-
ments and not others? Are they to be sanctioned as well? The Third Narrative
does not specify the borders of what it regards as acceptable versus unac-
ceptable Israel.

This BDS-style call for official censure is, above all, an attempt to crimi-
nalize ideas. One may find the idea of an Israeli one-state solution unwork-
able, ill-advised, or even reprehensible, but to sanction its advocates rather
than debate them openly is hardly liberal or tolerant. The Third Narrative’s call
is evidence that it regards the issue of annexation as above debate and above
politics; they are unwilling to trust in Israel’s deeply flawed democracy and
demand, as so many have done before, that Americans and Europeans inter-
vene. Need it be said that American Jewish intellectual opprobrium is unlikely
to influence the Israeli electorate positively? Quite the opposite will result. But
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perhaps real political traction is not what is sought here, so much as moralistic
posturing.

The callis also dramatically one-sided; no parallel call to sanction Palestinian
politicians who advocate a one-state solution has been heard, from this group
of intellectuals or anyone else. Indeed, a list of Palestinian politicians who
reject the existence of Israel and who wish to “annex” it would include most
of the Palestinian Authority and the pLO, all of Hamas, and, if polls are to
be believed, most of Palestinian civil society. And if such a call to ostracize
Palestinian annexationists were to be raised by, say, American Jewish intellec-
tuals, the din would be immense. They would be accused of censorship, crimi-
nalization, and a slew of other evils both immediately and vociferously. Asset
seizures were not proposed as a remedy even for the vast siphoning-off of
foreign aid by Yassir Arafat and his successors, yet these intellectuals demand
such measures be used against Israeli politicians, merely because they dared to
suggest something unlikeable.

Nor have we heard calls to ostracize or otherwise sanction Palestinian advo-
cates who incite to homicide or celebrate the murder of Israelis, or those who
glorify the “martyrdom” of Palestinian murderers. This list, too, encompasses
virtually every member of the Palestinian elite. Such activities are arguably
more destructive to peace, and life, that Israeli calls to annex the West Bank or
to limit Palestinian sovereignty.

But the unwillingness to look seriously at Palestinian politics and discourse
is one of the fatal flaws of the Western liberal view, and the American Jewish
intellectual view, on the Arab-Israeli conflict. But a significant portion of the
Israeli electorate has disenthralled itself, through close examination and bad
experience, of the view that they are the only moral agents, indeed, the only
actors at all, in what is self-evidently a multi-sided affair. What sort of Israeli
policies flow from this conclusion—that Palestinians are unwilling if not
unable to make serious compromises, much less coexist peacefully—is a ques-
tion still unanswered. At the very least, condemning those who have reached
that conclusion, however unpalatable one finds it, shuts down democratic
discussion.

At another level, the American Jews demanding sanctions on Israeli politi-
cians are blind to the strategic goal of the BDS movement whose methods they
imitate: to eliminate Israel by stages. By adopting these tactics, they validate
the larger movement’s methods, if not its goals. By endorsing sanctions, they
create the implication if not the expectation that ever-increasing sanctions
on Israel might be justified—and thus, by extension, that if Israel becomes
unsatisfactory enough, its very legitimacy and existence may be questioned. Of
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course, this is precisely the goal of the BDS movement, and one for which no
supporters of Israel—as Third Narrative claims to be—, however appalled by
its policies or politicians they may be, should provide cover.

Though conceived by Palestinians, the Western BDS movement is an unholy
alliance of far left organizations and foundations (like the u.s. Campaign
to End the Israeli Occupation, the u.s. Campaign for the Academic and
Cultural Boycott of Israel, the wespac Foundation, and the American Friends
Service Committee, among many others), and Muslim Brotherhood backed
Islamists, notably Students for Justice in Palestine and its supporting organi-
zation, American Muslims for Palestine. These latter organizations grew out
of the network of Muslim Brotherhood organizations in America, above all
CAIR, the Islamic Society of North America, and the North American Islamic
Trust. The Islamist view on the Arab-Israeli conflict is uncompromising.

Convincing Jews that the path to higher morality is to anathematize other
Jews has been one of the BDs movement’s signal successes. This project has
been made easier by the cadre of Quislings, notably Jewish Voice for Peace, a
full partner to the Islamists, who have played on Jewish sensitivity to “social
justice” and Jewish guilt to call for Israel’s demise through sanctions and, even-
tually, the Palestinian “right of return.”

But arguably the unstated object of the BDS movement has been to mobi-
lize American Muslims’ solidarity regarding the Arab Israeli conflict in order
to bring them into the Islamist fold. There is a growing emphasis on “anti-
normalization” from Students for Justice in Palestine and its supporting
organization, which demand that no Muslim or Arab engage in any way with
poisonous Israelis or even Jews, lest the cause of restoring a wholly Muslim
Palestine be compromised. Even interfaith dialogues have been criticized.

This demand for ideological purity takes the exclusion of Jews to entirely
new levels. It effectively puts Hamas'’s view that Palestine is sacred Muslim ter-
ritory above debate in America, and mandates that true Muslims, American
Muslims especially, support that view unswervingly. Inculcating this religious
viewpoint among college students and American Muslims is a part of the
Islamist BDS strategy.

Now, American Jewish intellectuals have placed other Jews in the same cat-
egory, of people who cannot be debated or remain unpunished for their views.
Moreover, the Jewish double standard still applies—Jewish organizations like
Hillel must include anti-Israel voices or be deemed intolerant or racist. Jewish
intellectuals must engage in dialogues with BDS representatives or other
Palestinian advocates who demand the ethnic cleansing of Israel, lest they be
called cowards, and in the process be subjected to insults. And now, leading
American Jewish intellectuals have adopted the rhetoric and methods of BDS,
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to be applied to Jews only. Perhaps the next step is to follow the Palestinian
lead again and call for certain Israelis to be charged in international courts. If
nothing else this would demonstrate fealty to the secular religion of “interna-
tional law.”

The Third Narrative splinter group has declared that Bennett and other
Israeli “annexationists” must be effectively excluded from civil discourse
and civil society, at least among Jews. The divide between American Jews and
Israeli Jews has thus been enlarged. So the American Jewish intellectuals of
the Third Narrative group have given their tacit blessing to the tactics of the
racist and eliminationist Students for Justice in Palestine, American Muslims
for Palestine, and the Muslim Brotherhood. But at least these liberal American
Jews may now feel safe inside the cocoon of their sanctimony. Perhaps that is
the real goal.?

5 Portions of this chapter were previously published and are reprinted here with permission,
co-authored with Alex Joffe.



CHAPTER 6

The Modern Antisemitism—Israel Model (MASIM):
Empirical Studies of North American Antisemitism

Florette Cohen-Abady, Daniel Kaplin, Lee Jussim and Rachel Rubinstein

Antisemitism is perhaps the most enduring form of religious or ethnic preju-
dice in human history. No single, well-defined reason can explain its strength
in the past or present. At times hatred of Jews has derived from territorial con-
cerns, social group rivalries, superstition, legend and fantasy. As we shall see,
the reasons antisemites offer as justification for their enmity are far-reaching,
illogical and contradictory.!

This chapter defines antisemitism, taking care to differentiate it in the pres-
ent day form from principled opposition to the state of Israel. Next, the chapter
reviews major polls addressing antisemitism in recent years as well as various
contemporary reports of antisemitism and opposition to Israel. Finally, the
chapter applies the Modern Antisemitism-Israel Model (MASIM) in order to
investigate the discrepancy between levels of antisemitism observed in United
States and Canada and those observed in much of the rest of the world.

The term, “antisemitism” was coined in 1879 by German antisemitic
Wilhelm Marr in order to provide a more intellectually acceptable alterna-
tive to the crude, blunt and religiously-based “hatred of Jews.” Marr and other
late-nineteenth-century antisemites sought a term that lent legitimacy to their
belief that the Jews needed to be opposed because of their so-called racial
characteristics. Nowadays, few social scientists see much explanatory value
in the concept of a Semitic grouping of peoples, although they still speak of
Semitic languages. In common parlance, “antisemitism” continues to be used
to describe Jew-hatred of all varieties. Some Arab nationalists spuriously argue
that the term antisemitism cannot apply to Arabs although both groups share
a common Semitic ethnicity. We will employ the well-established term anti-
semitism referring it solely to prejudice against Jews.2

1 Robert S. Wistrich, The Longest Hatred (New York: Schocken, 1991).

2 As new forms of antisemitism emerge, so do definitional problems. For the latest skirmish
in the ongoing semantic and political war, see Kenneth L. Marcus, The Definition of Anti-
Semitism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015).
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The justifications for Jew-hatred shift radically from era to era and from
location to location.? Jews have at times experienced a double-bind: “damned
if they do and damned if they don't”* They have been criticized for being
aloof, and for trying to assimilate. Jews have been condemned for being radi-
cal Communists, and for being avaricious capitalists. Fascists in Nazi Germany
and 1980s Argentina accused their nations’ Jews of having hidden loyalties to
socialist regimes, the Soviet Union, on the other hand, regularly persecuted its
Jews for harboring secret sympathies for the capitalist West.® Jews have been
chastised as corrupt cosmopolitans and as insular traditionalists, as hereti-
cal free-thinkers and as mystical obscurantists.® They are portrayed as being
weak, ineffectual, and effete, but also plotting, tyrannical, and seeking global
domination.”

Jews have been seen as inherently evil throughout much of history in many
parts of the world—the hate defying logic or explanation with periodic rises to
mass killing and genocide. From the time the Romans expelled most Jews from
Israel in 135 CE until the formation of Israel in 1948, Jews experienced expul-
sions, forced conversions, property confiscations, pogroms, humiliations, and
mass executions across dozens of countries.®

In recent decades, antisemitism has been joined by disturbing and overt
expressions of hostility towards Israel that go beyond mere opposition to spe-
cific Israeli policies. The frequency of attacks on Jews in Europe seems to vary
based on the presence and intensity of fighting in Gaza.® Muslim clerics and
Islamicheads of state regularly call for the killing Jews and destroying the Jewish
state.]9 Hamas and Iranian leaders have called for the elimination of Israel;

Bernard Lewis, “The New Antisemitism.” The American Scholar, 75 (2006): 25.

Robert K. Merton, “The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy.” Antioch Review, (1948): 193.

Paul Johnson A History of the Jews (New York: Harper & Row, 1987).

Wolfgang Frindte, S. Wettig, and D. Wammetsberger “Old and New Anti-Semitic attitudes
in the context of Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation Two Studies in

[o2 I <) G SNRNGN]

Germany. Peace and Conflict 11, (2005): 239.

7 Steven K. Baum Antisemitism Explained. (Lanham MD: UPA, 2012).
Robert S. Wistrich Antisemitism: The Longest Hate (New York: Schocken, 1991).
Tel Aviv University’s Kantor Center documents the pattern of increased anti-Semitic
attack with Israeli military incursions. See Antisemitism Worldwide 2014, European Jewish
Congress, http://mfa.gov.il/mfa/foreignpolicy/antisemitism/documents/kantorreportan
tisemitismz2014.pdf (accessed 1 June 2015).

10  Speech by Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad, October 16, 2003, ADL web site, http://
archive.adl.org/anti_semitism/malaysian.html#.VX7-L_IVhuA (accessed 12 June 2015).
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this reflects well-established principles in the Hamas Charter.!! Perception of
economic tensions has been linked to hostility of Israel, suggesting that this
perception provides an “emotional trigger for the scapegoating of Jews.”2

Opposition to Israel may reflect antisemitism, at least in correlational
studies.!® Yet one cannot infer antisemitism from all opposition to Israel. One
can oppose or condemn particular Israeli actions on the basis of moral prin-
ciples that one applies to all groups equally. If one does so—or even attempts
in good faith to do so—then one is not an antisemitic. On the other hand, if
one is antisemitic, it seems likely that one would tend to oppose, criticize, and
attempt to erode support for Israel. Opposition to Israel, whatever its motiva-
tion, may be disguised in the language of rights, liberation, oppression, etc.
And legitimate criticism of Israel may also on occasion invoke such language.
Thus, in practice, it often is difficult to distinguish moral opposition to Israeli
actions and policies from antisemitism masquerading as moral concern for
victims of oppression. How, then, can antisemitism that has little connection
to Israel, antisemitism resulting from Israel, and opposition to Israel that has
nothing to do with antisemitism be distinguished?'#

The answer to this question may have political implications, but it also
involves fundamental psychological issues. All prejudices, including anti-
semitism are, after all, social and psychological phenomena. And social psy-
chologists have spent decades attempting both to understand the nature of
prejudice, and to distinguish honest and fair views of minority groups or indi-
viduals from views steeped in prejudice. Therefore, the next sections draw
heavily on the social psychological principles and findings.

Polls, News Reports and Incident Data

Blatant antisemitism is easily recognizable. Physical attacks on persons and
property, verbal slurs, and discrimination reveal obvious prejudice. Although

11 Faydra L. Shapiro “Taming Tehran: Evangelical Christians and the Iranian threat to Israel”
Studies in Religion, 39, (2010): 363.

12 Amy Lee Modern Antisemitism and the Economy: An examination of Jewish stereotypes
through financial transgressions (Honors Thesis). College of Staten Island, New York, New
York, 2013.

13 See, for example, Steven K. Baum, “Christian and Muslim antisemitism,” Journal Contem-
porary Religion, 24, (2009): 137; Edward Kaplan and Charles Small “Anti-Israel Sentiment
Predicts Antisemitism in Europe.” Journal of Conflict Resolution, 50, (2006): 548.

14  Rusi Jaspal Antisemitism and Anti-Zionism (Burlington vT: Ashgate, 2014).
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it is well known that Jews have long been subject to such forms of discrimina-
tion, what may be less well-known is that Jews continue to be victimized by
relatively high levels of blatant antisemitism in much of the world.

In most parts of the democratic West, Jews enjoy the religious and political
freedoms and equality granted other citizens. Nonetheless, evidence over the
last fifteen years or so suggests that antisemitism is not only alive and “well,”
but that it is experiencing resurgence even in parts of North America. For
example, rates of antisemitic incidents in nearby Canada have jumped from
approximately 300 at the turn of the millennium to 829 antisemitic incidents
in 2005. Two years later, the annual number of incidents jumped to 1,042 and
two years later to 1,264. Since that time the annual antisemitic incident rates
are hovering at or about 1,300.15

By contrast, there has been a recent downward trend (or at least fluctua-
tion) in the number of antisemitic events in the United States In 2005, there
were 1,757 documented antisemitic incidents. The figures were 1,460 for 2007,
1,211 for 2009, and 1,080 for 2011, dropping to the low goo’s by 2015.16

The Anti-Defamation League also administers polls that examine attitudes
toward, and beliefs about, Jews in the United States. The polls include an
eleven-item antisemitism index of respondents who agreed with 6 or more
stereotyped versions of Jews of the 11 items. By 2007, 15% of Americans were
classified as antisemitic. In 2009, the rate of antisemitism in the United States
was 12%. In the 2011 ADL pol], findings indicated that 15% of Americans were
antisemitic. The current rates of antisemitism in Canada are similar to those in
the United States ranging between 12-13%.17

Cultural or ethnic differences occur within North American samples.
French Canadians report more unfavorable opinions than English Canadians
(2007: 7% vs. 23%) though Catholics generally evince greater antisemitism. Of
greater concern were the earlier ADL polls showing elevated antisemitism rates
for African-Americans, rates that did not did not decline with more education,
and for Hispanic-American immigrants.

Respondents have agreed with stereotypes at approximately the same rate
in many polls. This is also the case regarding the stereotype of dual loyalties,

15 B’nai Brith Canada Annual Audit of Antisemitic Incidents, http:/ /bnaibrith.ca/wp-content/
uploads/2014/04/Audit-2013-English.pdf (accessed 1 June 2015).

16 See ADpL Audit, Anti-Defamation League, http://la.adl.org/2015/03/30/adl-audit-anti-
semitic-incidents-up-in-california-and-across-u-s/ (accessed 12 June 2015). Links are
available to prior audits.

17 See ADL Audit and Annual Audit of Antisemitic Incidents B'nai Brith Canada.
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that Jews are more loyal to Jewish than to national interests, e.g., those of the
United States.!8

Since 1964, the ADL polls have found that about 30% of Americans believe
this stereotype. In addition, the percentage of respondents who agreed with
each of the stereotypes was about constant across the 2007, 2009, and 2011
polls. One characteristic of these findings was that many people in the United
States who were classified as antisemitic agreed with the stereotypes that Jews
hold too much financial and other power in the United States. For example,
in 2011, 78% of these respondents answered, “probably true,” to the statement
that “Jews have too much power in the business world,” in contrast to 20% of
all Americans. In addition, the 2007 and 2009 polls found that more men than
women were antisemitic, people who were 65 or older were more likely to be
antisemitic than were younger Americans, and less education was associated
with more antisemitism.!?

The European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights/FRA reviewed antise-
mitic incidents in 27 European countries. For example, in 2011 a local Flemish
newspaper published an article with antisemitic content, referring to the “yid-
dos of Belgium.” The article compared Jews and Israelis to Nazis. Related Polls
by Human Rights First and Pew all paint the same picture of intolerance.2°

France is seething with Muslim hatred to the point where the 500,000 citi-
zens are leaving. French antisemitic incidents occur almost daily and are com-
paratively the most violent. In 2001, there were 219 antisemitic actions and
threats reported in France. Incidents have more than doubled in 2005, 2007,
2008, and 2010, tripled in 2003 and 2006, and quadrupled in 2002, 2004, and
2009. These range from the Muslim perpetrated arson at Paris HaTorah Jewish
school in Paris in November 2003 to the looting pogroms in the Summer of 2014
to Charlie Hebdo—Kosher Market assassinations in January 2015. It is not lim-
ited to France, In Turkey, synagogues were bombed; in Belgium the Jewish Gan
Hai day-care center was ransacked, and visiting Israelis killed in a museum;
in Russia, a grenade was thrown at a synagogue. In Austria, a Jew was beaten

18 Robert J. Brym, William Shaffir & Morton Weinfeld, The Jews in Canada (Don Mills,
Ontario: Oxford University Press, 2010).

19  American Attitudes toward Jews in America, Anti-Defamation League, October 2009,
http://archive.adl.org/anti_semitism/poll_as_2009/anti-semitism%z20poll%z202009.pdf
(accessed 12 June 2015).

20 EU Agency for Fundamental Rights, Anti-Semitism, http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/
files/fra_uploads/811-Antisemitism_Update_2010.pdf (accessed 12 June 2015). The PBs
documentary Antisemitism in the 2ist Century: The Resurgence provides an excellent
primer for understanding modern antisemitism.
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with his abuser shouting, “Hitler should have finished the Jews off; Israelis are
child-murderers. Antisemites justify their acts through making no distinction
between military—civilian, Middle-East-West and Jews—Israelis.”

The 2009 ADL poll found that 15% of respondents in seven European coun-
tries agreed with all four of the following statements: Jews are more loyal to
Israel than to this country; Jews have too much power in the business world;
Jews have too much power in international financial markets; Jews still talk too
much about what happened to them in the Holocaust with 32% endorsement
of 3 items. By 2012, 14% of respondents in ten European countries agreed with
all of the statements, and 31% agreed with three of the statements. When ADLs
massive telephone survey of 53,100 people in one hundred nations were com-
pleted, an estimated 26% Global 100 had backed six of eleven negative beliefs
about Jews.

* have too much business—financial power
* have too much global affairs power

* have too much media power

* have too much control power

* care only about Jews

* think they are better than others

* talk about the Holocaust too much

* are more loyal to Israel,

* they are hated because of their behavior.!

Prevailing economic tension is always involved in antisemitic surges. In stud-
ies that examine the rate of antisemitic responses to statements about finan-
cial blame—e.g., “Jews have too much power in the international financial
markets”—results were similar to overall rates of antisemitism, while rates of
antisemitic responses to other items, e.g., “Jews still talk too much about what
happened to them in the Holocaust,” were higher than rates of antisemitic
responses to items related to Jews’ financial influence and to overall rates of
antisemitism.

Methodology may factor into different findings for different settings. In the
North American surveys, stereotype agreement on six out of eleven items con-
stitutes antisemitism; in Europe, respondents were labeled antisemitic after
agreeing with three out of four stereotypes. It is possible that the greater pro-
portion of antisemitic stereotypes that had to be agreed with on the European

21 ADL Global 100 Index, Anti-Defamation League, http://globalioo.adl.org/public/ADL-
Global-100-Executive-Summary.pdf (accessed 1 June 2015).
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survey for the respondent to be classified as antisemitic had the potential to
require that the participant be more strongly antisemitic, for them to meet the
threshold for antisemitism in Europe (75%), than in the United States (55%).
Alternatively, the fact that respondents had to agree with a greater number of
antisemitic stereotypes on the survey that was used in the United States (six
items) for them to be classified as antisemitic may have made it less likely that
respondents in the United States would be categorized as antisemitic relative
to the European survey (3 items). This ambiguity decreases the ability to com-
pare of the results of the European surveys and those of the surveys conducted
in the United States.

The situation in the Middle East is altogether different, where the lack of
antisemitism is unique. The results of a 2009 poll of residents of Middle Eastern
countries indicated that 98% of Lebanese respondents, 97% of Jordanian
respondents, 97% of respondents from the Palestinian territories, 95% of
Egyptian respondents, 78% of Pakistani respondents, 74% of Indonesian
respondents, 73% of Turkish respondents, and 44% of Nigerian respondents
held unfavorable opinions of Jews. One exception to this trend were Israeli
Arabs, where 56% of respondents reported favorable opinions towards Jews
compared with 35% who held unfavorable opinions towards Jews.?2

Additionally, Middle Eastern newspapers regularly run antisemitic and anti-
Israeli cartoons. Many of these cartoons are reminiscent of the pre-Holocaust
era in central Europe. In many of them, Jews are frequently depicted as beasts
and insects or as cannibalistic. Jews are depicted as seeking world domination:
both Nazi-era and modern Arab cartoons show Jews and Israel, respectively,
as an octopus whose tentacles are encircling the entire globe. Despite the fact
that many of the Nazi-era cartoons were presented at the Nuremberg trials
as evidence of the extent to which Nazi-propagandists inspired Jew-hatred
among the citizenry, the blatantly antisemitic cartoons common to the mod-
ern Arab press have, so far, evoked neither protest, nor even much response,
from Western journalists and intellectuals.

One rarely sees this type of blatant antisemitic rhetoric in the democratic
West. Instead, we argue that one finds something far more subtle: attempts
to stigmatize, censure, and sanction Israel for acts and policies that cause far
less harm than those of other countries. For example, British academic unions
have periodically voted or considered voting to boycott Israel; and both British
and American churches have voted or considered votes to divest resources
from Israel. Given the at least comparable, and often far greater suffering

22 Pew Global Attitudes and Trends 2009, http://www.pewglobal.org/2009/11/02/chapter-
6-opinions-of-ethnicand-religious-minorities/ (accessed 1 June 2015).
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and oppression perpetrated by regimes such as China, North Korea, Saudi
Arabia, and Burma; the “occupations” in places such as Kashmir, Northern
Ireland, and Tibet; and the vastly greater death perpetrated in conflicts occur-
ring in Chechnya, the Congo, Sri Lanka, and Sudan than in the Arab-Israeli
conflicts, the failure of these same unions and churches to advocate for similar
sanctions against other, non-Jewish countries, at least raises the specter that
the desire to punish Israel might spring from something other than sincere
concern for human rights.

Even with its history as one of the least antisemitic countries in the world,
American Jews are proportionately subject to more hate crimes than are other
ethnic and religious minorities, including African-Americans, Latinos, and
Muslims. This pattern is based on data collected by the FBI, the us Census,
and a variety of private polling agencies. Jews are the only group victimized
more than once for every ten thousand members of the population. African-
Americans are proportionately the next most frequent target of hate crimes,
subject to hate crimes at about half the rate of Jews in the United States.?3

The above findings were consistent with the conclusions reached by the
State Department’s “Contemporary Global Antisemitism”.

Over the last decade, U.s. embassies and consulates have reported an
upsurge in antisemitism. Antisemitic crimes range from acts of violence,
including terrorist attacks against Jews, to the desecration and destruction of
Jewish property such as synagogues and cemeteries. Antisemitic rhetoric, con-
spiracy theories, and other propaganda circulate widely and rapidly by satel-
lite television, radio, and the Internet. Classic antisemitic screeds, such as The
Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion and Mein Kampf, remain commonplace.
Jews continue to be accused of blood libel, dual loyalty, and undue influence
on government policy and the media, and the symbols and images associated
with age-old forms of antisemitism endure. Antisemitism has proven to be an
adaptive phenomenon. New forms of antisemitism have evolved. They often
incorporate elements of traditional antisemitism. However, the distinguish-
ing feature of the new antisemitism is criticism of Zionism or Israeli policy
that—whether intentionally or unintentionally—Israel’s perceived faults to its
Jewish character.24

23 Uniform Crime Reports: Hate Crimes, Federal Bureau of Investigation, http://www.fbi.gov/
news/stories/2014/december/latest-hate-crimestatistics-report-released (accessed 1 June
2015).

24  U.S. Deptaartment of State, Contemporary Global Antisemitism, http://www.state.gov/
documents/organization/102301.pdf (accessed 1 June 2015).
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Human Rights First’'s brochure had headings that were always foretelling.
The section headings serve as a wake-up call to anyone who has interpreted
Jewish economic success as a reason for complacency:

Extreme Violence—including incidents in Russia, France, and the United
States; Everyday Harassment and Intimidation—violence and discrimi-
nation, a routine of often low-level threats and abuse, continues to be the
norm for many European Jewish communities; Attacks on Jewish
Institutions and Property—including incidents in Canada, the Ukraine,
the United Kingdom, the United States and Austria.?5 Consistent with
all the above Pew’s 2015 poll documenting the apogee with rates of global
antisemitism at a seven-year high.26

Expanding Antisemitic Discourse

Antisemitism was also promoted throughout much of Europe through Internet
and other media connected to Middle Eastern and other Muslim countries that
promoted hatred of Jews as a part of a political message intended to delegiti-
mize Israel. An example is Antisemitism as Public Policy, e.g., Iran’s Holocaust
denial conferences and Resurgent Antisemitism in Central and Eastern Europe.

One well-known statement by a major political leader is, of course, former
Iranian President Ahmedinajad’s genocidal call for Israel to be “wiped off the
map.” Lesser known are a variety of other events, statements, declarations, etc.
that reflect a similar virulent and irrational hostility to things Jewish includ-
ing, but not restricted to, the state of Israel. For example, a major Egyptian
newspaper, Al-Usbu, speculated that Israeli nuclear testing may have caused
the 2004 tsunami that led to massive death and destruction in Indonesia, and
conspiracy theories suggesting that Israel was responsible for the Sept 11, 2001
attacks abound in the Arab world.

If one believed, however, that such claims and rhetoric were restricted to
Arab countries on the frontlines of the conflict with Israel, one would be woe-
fully misinformed. For example, ranking with Ahmedinajad’s statement is the
speech by a former prime minister of Malaysia that included (among many
other antisemitic statements) the following:

25 Human Rights First, http://www.humanrightsfirst.org/resource/remarks-elisa-massimino-
un-general-assembly-informal-session-anti-Semitic-violence (accessed 1 June 2015).

26 Pew Research Center, Latest Trends in Religious Restrictions and Hostilities, http:/ [www
.pewforum.org/2015/02/26/religious-hostilities/ (accessed 1 June 2015).
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The Jews.. .. invented and successfully promoted Socialism, Communism,
human rights and democracy so that persecuting them would appear to
be wrong, so they may enjoy equal rights with others. With these they
have now gained control of the most powerful countries. . .2”

In addition, supporters of Israel have long claimed that the United Nation sub-
jects Israel to standards and scrutiny that it rarely applies to other countries. Of
course, partisans often see the world as biased against them which raises the
possibility that such complaints reflect the bias of those complaining rather
than any real disproportion in the UN’s treatment of Israel versus other coun-
tries. Therefore, we performed an archival study of UN records to examine
whether the UN really does pay disproportionate attention to Israel.28

We needed to operationalize the terms “attention” and “disproportionate.”
Attention was relatively easy. The United Nations website has an easy search
mechanism which anyone can use to locate all human rights documents per-
taining to any member country. Therefore, we operationally defined “attention”
quantitatively as the total number of UN documents on Israel for the period
1990—2007. Next, we needed to define “proportionate”. How does one com-
pare, e.g, Israel constructing a security fence that unjustifiably cuts through
Palestinian homes and communities with Saudi Arabia’s denial of women the
right to vote or drive? How does one compare, e.g., the human rights viola-
tions that occurred during Israel’s 2006 war with Lebanon to Russia’s 2008 war
with Georgia? The answers to these questions are not obvious, and reasonable
people may disagree. Therefore, we opted to use as quantitative and objective
a standard as possible: Number of civilian deaths inflicted as a result of war
or government policy. Civilian death, especially when intentional, as it is in
many conflicts, is the ultimate human rights violation. Furthermore, numbers
of dead are quantitative, objective and readily comparable across countries,
ethnicities, religions, and cultures. Although in some conflicts, the exact num-
ber of civilians killed may not be knowable, we purposely chose conflicts where
estimates have converged within a fairly narrow range, and we generally took

27 Speech by Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad. See, also, “Explanation of Jewish infil-
tration, their influence and plan for world domination,” https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=UGW]7tVr470 (accessed 1 June 2015).

28 See UN Watch web page, http://www.unwatch.org/site/c.bdKKISNGEmG/b.1277549/k
.D7FE/U_Watch__Monitoring_the_UN_Promoting Human_Rights.htm (accessed 12 June
2015). See, also, “UN to Review its Bookstore’s Anti-semitic Selection after Complaint by
UN Watch,” http://www.unwatch.org/site/apps/nlnet/content2.aspx?c=bdKKISNqEmG&
b=1314451&ct=1666381 (accessed 12 June 2015).


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UGWJ7tVr47o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UGWJ7tVr47o
http://www.unwatch.org/site/c.bdkkisnqemg/b.1277549/k.d7fe/U_Watch__Monitoring_the_UN_Promoting_Human_Rights.htm
http://www.unwatch.org/site/c.bdkkisnqemg/b.1277549/k.d7fe/U_Watch__Monitoring_the_UN_Promoting_Human_Rights.htm
http://www.unwatch.org/site/apps/nlnet/content2.aspx?c=bdkkisnqemg&b=1314451&ct=1666381
http://www.unwatch.org/site/apps/nlnet/content2.aspx?c=bdkkisnqemg&b=1314451&ct=1666381
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the midpoint of those estimates. For comparison to Israel, we purposely chose
a diverse group of conflicts occurring on five different continents, and con-
flicts with widely varying degrees of civilian death in order to obtain a broad
view of the relationship between civilian death and UN scrutiny. The countries
included Rwanda, North Korea, Sudan, Serbia, Colombia, and Israel.

Several results are quite striking. First, the civilian death toll in this period
is, in absolute terms, the lowest for Israel—and the figure for Israel includes
Israeli civilian deaths as well as Arab civilian deaths. Second, the UN scrutiny
is actually highest in absolute terms; on average, across the five comparison
countries; the UN produced about four documents for every 10,000 civilian
deaths (726 documents for 1,639,000 deaths). For Israel, the ratio is about one
document for every nine deaths (752 documents for 7100 deaths). Put differ-
ently, the UN produced more documents regarding Israel than for all five of the
comparison countries combined. Also, the UN is about 239 times more likely
to produce a document resulting from a civilian death involving Israel than it
is to produce one for the other five countries we examined.??

These data, therefore, do not support the claim that supporters of Israel
overstate or exaggerate the extent to which the uN disproportionately scruti-
nizes Israel. Instead, they support the claim that, in fact, the UN does indeed
scrutinize the Israeli human rights situation far more than it does other coun-
tries. This data highlights one of the more subtle ways that antisemitism can
manifest in Western, democratic countries.

Numerous real world events seem to reflect the uniquely hostile reactions
people often have towards Israel. One disturbing example may be found in
modern political cartoons in which Israel and Israelis are depicted as animals,
insects, or cannibals. On their face, such cartoons seem to reflect the virulent
type of loathing that often characterizes deep-seated bigotries. Vicious anti-
Israel imagery appears in mainstream presses from a variety of countries. Many
such cartoons have a haunting similarity in substance, style, and motif to Nazi-
era cartoons depicting Jews in a manner widely recognized as reflecting the
most virulent form of antisemitism. We are not claiming that the authors of
the modern cartoons are Nazi-sympathizers. The vile nature of these cartoons,
however, does suggest that antisemitic attitudes may run wide and deep, and
they raise the possibility that these cartoons reflect more than mere opposition
to Israel. Because we have not performed a full-scale international scientific
survey of political cartoons, it is of course possible that other countries, cul-
tures, or peoples are similarly depicted as widely and as frequently in such a

29  Anne Bayefsky, “Anne Bayefsky Speaks at the UN about UN Antisemitism,” https://www
.youtube.com/watch?v=DoZ4mA2XrTY (accessed 12 June 2015).
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revolting manner. Nonetheless, these real world examples are also consistent
with our perspective suggesting that hostility to Israel may be expressed with
such virulence that it is most likely powered, at least in part, by antisemitism.

When taken together—hate crimes in North America, rising international
antisemitism, harsh and disproportionate bigoted rhetoric by some political
leaders, churches and unions considering sanctioning Israel, and the UN’s
bizarre record of attention to Israel—these factors strongly suggest that, after
lying mostly dormant for a few decades immediately after World War 11, anti-
semitism is on the march once again. On the other hand, however, it is very
difficult to pin down causality using real-world data. That is, perhaps things
other than antisemitism caused some or all of the social phenomena discussed
so far. For example, perhaps Jews report hate crimes more than do others.
Perhaps issues of power, oil, and alliances, as much or more than antisemitism,
underlie the UN’s record on Israel. Although the real world is where the bigotry
really counts, to gain more insights into the causal mechanisms underlying
some of these phenomena, we have performed a series of experiments, which
are discussed next.

The Psychology of Antisemitism

Over the last several years, we have been engaged in a program of research
based on the Modern Antisemitism-Israel Model (Mmasim), formerly called
the New Antisemitism-Israel Model. The MASIM combines elements of Terror
Management Theory and modern prejudice theory to better understand anti-
semitism. Specifically, the present set of studies tested the hypothesis that
uniquely human fears of death serve to perpetuate expressions of antisemi-
tism and anti-Israeli sentiment.30

According to Terror Management Theory, human beings, like all other ani-
mals, are driven to survive. However, because of their complex cognitive capa-
bilities, specifically the ability to think abstractly and symbolically, culminating
in explicit self-consciousness, humans are uniquely aware of the inevitability
of death and the ever-present potential for lethal experiences. This awareness
creates the potential for paralyzing terror. Terror is the emotional manifesta-
tion of the self-preservation instinct in an animal intelligent enough to know
that it will someday die.

30 Florette Cohen, Lee Jussim, Kent D. Harber and Gautam Bhasin, “Modern Antisemitism
and Anti-Israeli Attitudes.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97, (2009): 290.
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Terror management theory posits that to ‘manage’ this potentially debilitat-
ing terror, humans created cultural worldviews: symbolic conceptions of reality
shared by individuals in a group. Cultural worldviews minimize death anxiety
by imbuing the world with order, meaning, and permanence. They provide a
set of standards of valued behavior that, if satisfied, confers self-esteem and
ultimately, death transcendence through symbolic and/or literal immortality.
Thus, from the perspective of terror management theory, individuals manage
their terror by maintaining faith in the cultural worldview and living up to the
standards of value that are part of that worldview.

Though the cultural worldview is treated as absolute reality by those who
subscribe to it, it is actually a fragile social construction requiring continual
validation from others in order to be sustained, especially when confronted
with reminders of mortality.3!

This validation occurs mainly through the process of social consensus.
Thus, the mere existence of people with similar worldviews bolsters the indi-
vidual’s faith in the validity of his or her own worldview, thereby increasing
its effectiveness as an anxiety-buffer. Likewise, the mere existence of people
with dissimilar worldviews threatens the individual’s faith in his or her own
worldview, thereby undermining its effectiveness as an anxiety-buffer. As such,
people generally prefer ideas and people that conform to their worldviews and
derogate ideas and people that deviate from them.32

To date, hundreds of experiments around the world have established the link
between death fear and increasing punishment of those who transgress mor-
ally as well as those who criticize the national identity; there is also increasing
positivity toward upholders and valuators of the worldview. Mortality remind-
ers have induced a heightened tendency in participants to endorse false posi-
tive feedback, to demonstrate the self-serving attribution bias, and to extend
extra effort in domains relevant to their self-worth.

Threats to participants’ cultural belief systems, including their religion, have
increased the accessibility of death-related cognitions on a word-completion
task. These studies strongly suggest that investment in a cultural worldview,
and obtaining a strong sense of self-esteem by meeting standards of value
within that worldview, shelters people from death concerns; and, conversely,

31 Jeff Greenberg, Tom Pyszczynski, and Sheldon Solomon, “The Causes and Consequences
of a Need for Self esteem: A Terror Management Theory,” in Public Self and Private Self, ed.
Roy Baumeister (New York: Springer-Verlag, 1986). 189.

32 Jeff Greenberg, S. Sullivan and J. Arndt, “A Basic but Uniquely Human Motivation: Terror
Management,” in Handbook of Motivation Science eds. ].Y. Shah & W.L. Gardner (New York:
Guilford Press, 2008), 114.
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that mortality salience motivates people to bolster self-esteem and defend
their worldviews.

Mortality salience effects are driven by heightened accessibility of death-
related cognitions outside of focal awareness, which signals the potential for
death-related anxiety.

Furthermore, these effects have been replicated using numerous different
inductions designed to increase the accessibility of death-related thought, and
those effects compared to a variety of aversive and non-aversive control condi-
tions ranging from dental pain to social exclusion; suggesting convergent and
discriminant validity for mortality salience effects.33

Terror management theory may be particularly useful for understanding
antisemitism because outbreaks have often occurred following major social
disruptions—military defeats, epidemic lethal disease, and massive economic
deterioration. Either death, or some threat to people’s most cherished beliefs,
or both have become salient. Terror management theory suggests that, under
such circumstances, many people will attempt to protect themselves by affirm-
ing their core values. Jews’ survival, their financial success and their unique
religious beliefs threaten the worldview of others. This threat can be parried
by denigrating Jews.

The basis for predicting cultural hostility towards Jews, therefore, includes all
the well-established reasons for outgroup hostility; there are also some unique
reasons, over and above the usual laws of culturally determined behavior.
Outgroups might not share the same attitudes and beliefs as ingroups. They
compete for resources and are perceived as more different from ingroups
than they really are. Also, outgroups are often seen as less deserving of trust than
are ingroups. Much research over decades attests to these processes. Generic
outgroup hostility begins to explain why Jews are potentially threatening.3+

In support of this view, Greenberg et al. demonstrated that, consistent with
terror management theory predictions, when Christians thought about their

33 H. McGregor, ].D. Lieberman, Jeff Greenberg, Sheldon Solomon, Jamie Arndt, L. Simon,
Tom Pyszczynski, “Terror Management and Aggression: Evidence that Mortality Salience
Motivates Aggression against Worldview Threatening Others,” Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 74, (1998): 590.

34  Marilynn Brewer “Ingroup Bias in the Minimal Intergroup Situation: A Cognitive Motiva-
tional Analysis,” Psychological Bulletin, 86, (1979): 307; Henri Tajfel “Cognitive Aspects of
Prejudice.” Journal of Social Issues, 25 (1969): 79; Milton Rokeach, “Prejudice, Concreteness
of Thinking, and Reification of Thinking, Journal of Abnormal & Social Psychology, 46,
(1951): 83.
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own death (mortality salience) their trait ratings of fellow Christians became
more positive and their trait ratings of Jews became more negative.3

Across all measures, the Christian was rated more positively than the
Jew only in the mortality salient condition. Similarly, mortality salience led
American college students to increase their agreement with the statement that
“the Holocaust in Nazi Germany was God’s punishment for the Jews”.36

Additionally, subtle reminders of death have been shown to generate physi-
cal aggression toward those who threaten cultural worldviews.37

After a mortality salience or control induction, liberal or conservative col-
lege students were given an opportunity to administer a quantity of their
choosing of very hot salsa to a student who wrote an essay condemning
either liberals or conservatives, and who claimed to dislike spicy foods. Hot
sauce administration in this study was used as a direct measure of physical
aggression. Results indicated no differences in hot sauce allocation for similar
and dissimilar others in the control condition; however, following mortality
salience, participants administered twice the amount of hot sauce to different
others than they did to similar others.

Such defensive reactions to mortality salience are not limited to non-Jews.
Studies conducted by researchers at Bar Ilan University three months before
the Israeli pullout from the Gaza Strip and the Northern West Bank examined
whether reminders of death would lead right-wing Israeli Jews to endorse vio-
lent resistance against the disengagement plan. Reminders and invocations of
death led to greater support for violent resistance, particularly among partici-
pants high in denial. It would appear that when the threat of death is manifest,
people are often prone to violent defenses. From a terror management theory
perspective, the straightforward explanation for antisemitism is simple—
when focused on their own mortality and in need of the protections that their
worldviews provide, non-Jews may become more hostile towards Jews; this
is because Jews represent a challenge to their worldviews by being outgroup
members.38

35  Jeff Greenberg, Tom Pyszczynski, Sheldon Solomon, Abram Roseblatt, Mitchell Veeder,
Shari Kirland, and Deborah Lyon, “Evidence for Terror Management Theory: 11. The
Effects of Mortality Salience on Reactions to Those Who Threaten or Bolster the Cultural
Worldview,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58 (1990): 308.

36 Greenberg, Sullivan and Arndt, “A Basic but Uniquely Human Motivation,” 114.

37  Cohen et al.,, “Modern Antisemitism and Anti-Israeli Attitudes,” 29o.

38 Gilad Hirschberger and Tsachi Ein-Dor, “Defenders of a Lost Cause: Terror Management
and Violent Resistance to the Disengagement Plan,” Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin 32, (2006): 761.
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The tenor of most terror management theory research suggests that remind-
ers of death will increase prejudice and hostility toward different others.
However, although blatant forms of antisemitism do exist, prejudice in general
is often stigmatized. As such, people may often try to deny or hide their preju-
dices. Although a person may appear friendly and tolerant, hostility may be
lurking not far from the surface. The terms “modern” or “symbolic” racism were
developed because people stopped saying, “Blacks are despicable and should
not be allowed in our schools or restaurants.” Instead, they simply opposed
government policies to promote racial equality, and they opposed candidates
supporting those policies.3?

Just as some people veil their racism and anti-Black prejudice (e.g., by oppos-
ing busing and affirmative action), people may similarly veil their antisemitism
by opposing Jews’ national aspirations. If one is a racist, opposing affirmative-
action is a safe way to express it; if one is an antisemitic, opposing Israel is a
safe way to express it. That is, even when criticisms of Israel do stem from anti-
semitism (and not all do), one can rhetorically attempt to claim the “high road”
by hiding behind: “I am not an antisemitic; I just oppose Israeli violence and
oppression.”+0

The Modern Antisemitism-Israel Model (MASIM)

Cohen’s Modern Antisemitism-Israel Model (MASIM) combines key elements
of terror management and modern prejudice theories. The model predicts that
when mortality is salient, Jews may be more commonly perceived as threat-
ening to one’s worldview because they are different than non-Jews in their
beliefs and behaviors. This, in turn, leads to antisemitism which can manifest
overtly in verbal slurs, defamation, or harm. Alternatively, because prejudice
(antisemitism) is stigmatized, the manifestation may be covert through the
application of double standards, demonization and delegitimization of Israel,

39  Donald R. Kinder and Tali Mendelberg, Individuals Reconsidered: Principles and prejudice
in contemporary American opinion (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 44; John
B. McConahay, “Modern racism, Ambivalence, and the Modern Racism,” in Prejudice,
Discrimination, and Racism Scales, eds John F. Dovidio and S.L. Gaertner (San Diego:
Academic Press, 1986), 91; John B. McConahay and J.C. Hough, “Symbolic racism,” Journal
of Social Issues, 32, (1976): 23.

40  Wolfgang Frindte, D. Wammetsberger, and S. Wettig, “A New Type of Anti-Semitism in
Germany. Is reconciliation possible?” in Democratization, Europeanization, and Global-
ization Trends, eds, Russell Farnen, Henk Dekker, Christ’l de Landtsheer, Heinz Siinker,
Daniel B German (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2005), 277.
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the Jewish state. As such, those who harbor antisemitic attitudes may show
increased hostility to Israel. The model predicts that mortality salience leads
to increased antisemitism, and that increased antisemitism leads to decreased
support for Israel. In addition, however, data suggests that hostility to Israel
can feed back to increase antisemitism Thus, the model also predicts that
antisemitism may partially mediate effects of mortality salience on attitudes
towards Israel.

Such mediation, however, is predicted to be only partial because the model
also predicts that mortality salience can increase opposition to Israel for
reasons having nothing to do with antisemitism, that is, via a different path.
This is because Israel, as a combatant for over sixty years, may be regarded
as perpetrating human rights violations. Mortality salience activates world-
view defenses, and worldviews typically include moral codes. For these rea-
sons, mortality fears lead to more punitive attitudes towards those committing
moral transgressions. Mortality salience, therefore, may decrease support for
Israel due to heightened moral sensibilities, rather than to the arousal of latent
antisemitism.

The model also posits that a reverse causal path exists. Although concern for
human rights violations may lead to reduced support for Israel for reasons hav-
ing nothing to do with antisemitism, it may then actually trigger an increase in
antisemitic prejudices via yet another path.* Three experiments conducted by
Cohen et.al. demonstrated that:

— participants expressed significantly greater levels of antisemitism and lower
levels of pro-Israeli sentiment, when reminded of their mortality and when
told that they would be caught in the act of lying;

— antisemitism partially mediated the effects of mortality salience crossed
with bogus pipeline manipulation on opposition to Israel;

— mortality salience increased the perceived size of Israel, but not that of
other countries, and;

— mortality salience increased opposition to Israeli oppression more than it
increased opposition to Russian or Indian oppression.#?

The first study included 151 participants from a Rutgers University psychology
class (99 females, 52 males; 9 African-American, 30 Asian-American, 18 Latino,
77 White, 26 “other”; 96 Christian, 3 Muslim, 2 Buddhist, 19 Hindu, 28 “other”
all of whom were given extra credit for their participation. A mortality salience

41 Ibid, 277.
42 Cohen et al., “Modern Antisemitism and Anti-Israeli Attitudes,” 2go.
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(mMs) manipulation was crossed with a “prejudice obvious/bogus pipeline”
manipulation. In the Ms condition, participants responded to two open-
ended questions relating to their own mortality, which read as follows: “Please
describe the emotions (in writing) that the thought of your own death arouses
in you.” And, “Write down as specifically as you can, what you think will hap-
pen to you physically when you die.”

Exam salience (control) participants responded to parallel questions regard-
ing taking an upcoming exam, as follows: “Please describe the emotions that
the thought of your next important exam arouses in you.” And, “Write down
as specifically as you can, what you think will happen to you physically as you
take your next important exam and when it’s over” Exam salience provided
an apt control condition among college students because, as demonstrated in
previous terror management theory studies, exams are an unpleasant as well
as anxiety-provoking yet non-lethal event.

The instructions provided to participants in the Prejudice Obvious condi-
tion explicitly stated on the cover page that prejudice towards various groups
was being measured. The Bogus Pipeline Condition led participants to believe
that any deception on their part (“lying to appear unprejudiced”) would be
detected by sophisticated methods developed by psychologists.

Three questionnaires were used to assess blatant expressions of antisemi-
tism, anti-Israeli sentiment and anti-Palestinian sentiment. The antisemitism
(A-S) scale was a revised version of Levinson and Sanford’s original measure
modified to sample anti-Jewish attitudes with 23 contemporary, and less bla-
tant, attitude items such as, “Jews still think of themselves as God’s Chosen
People,” “Jews are more willing than others to use shady practices to get what
they want,” and “Jews are just as honest as other businesspeople” (reverse
coded). The attitudes towards Israel scale consisted of 10 questions assessing
participants’ levels of pro-Israeli sentiment such as, “I strongly support the
Israeli cause”. The attitudes towards the Palestinians scale consisted of 10 ques-
tions assessing participants’ levels of pro-Palestinian sentiment. Most items
were highly similar to the Attitudes towards Israel scale items, such as “The
Palestinians have been oppressed by Israelis for decades,” “I strongly support
the Palestinian cause, and “The Palestinians deserve a homeland.” Questions
for each scale were scored on a five-point Likert scale. Responses were com-
bined and averaged to create a composite score for each of the three scales.#3

Results revealed that antisemitism was negatively correlated with sup-
port for Israel (r = -.42), and that mortality salience significantly increased

43 Daniel J. Levinson and R. Nevitt Sanford, “A Scale for the Measurement of Antisemitism,”
Journal of Psychology 17, (1944): 339.
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self-reported antisemitism but only in the bogus pipeline condition. Mortality
salience had no effect on support for Palestinians (p > .1). One implication of
this pattern was that people recognize that hostility to Israel stems from anti-
semitism. If not, why the need to hide it?

The second study employed 161 participants from a Rutgers introductory
psychology class (99 female, 62 male; 8 African-American, 34 Asian-American,
15 Latino, 81 White, 23 “other”; 98 Christian, 13 Hindu, 7 Muslim, 1 Buddhist,
39 “other”), and tested the prediction that mortality salience would increase a
subtle measure of antisemitism. Prior research had shown that fear and preju-
dice leads people to overestimate the size and power of minority groups.**

More recent evidence showed that a Gallup poll found that after the us
and Pakistan, Israel was named the greatest threat to world peace, alongside
Afghanistan, Iran, North Korea.4>

Therefore, we investigated determinants of the perceived size of Israel and
six other countries. Following a reminder of death or of an important exam,
people were given seven maps and asked to estimate the size of Israel and
each of these six other countries. As predicted, mortality salience significantly
increased the perceived size of Israel, but had no significant effect on the per-
ceived size of any other country.

The third study was designed to rule out some alternative explanations that
remained after the earlier research, namely that mortality salience increased
hostility towards Israel because it provokes hostility to any nation perceived
as committing obvious human rights violations, and that prejudice against
Jews has something to do with the fact that the principal experimenter was
Jewish, the study was done in a Jewish professor’s lab, and the research obvi-
ously assessed feelings about Jews.

In order to increase the generalizability of this research, this study did
not examine college students. Rather, an Indian research assistant surveyed
235 patients—and those accompanying them; average age 45; 155 female, 8o
male; 6 African-American, 6 Asian American, 19 Latino, 196 White, 8 “other”;
200 Christian, 3 Muslim, 4 Buddhist, 26 “other” of a local non-Jewish Indian

44  Sheldon Solomon and Jeff Greenberg, The Worm at the Core (New York: Random House,
2015).

45  See “Happy new year? The world’s getting slowly more cheerful,” BBc NEWS December 30,
2013, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-25496299 (accessed 1 June 2015). Gallup Inter-
national Association surveyed 66,000+ people across 65 nations and found 24% of all
respondents say the United States “...is the greatest threat to peace in the world today
followed by Pakistan (8%); China (6%); and at 5% At 5% all are tied for third place—
Afghanistan, Iran, North Korea, Israel.
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physician, while they were in a waiting area of her two offices. Participants
were randomly assigned to either a mortality salience or an aversive pain
control induction condition and were asked to recommend punishments
of Russia, India or Israel for (identical) human rights violations. Mortality
salience increased willingness to punish Israeli moral transgressions more
than it increased willingness to punish Russian or Indian transgressions.
Furthermore, despite the fact that an Indian ran the study in an Indian doc-
tor’s office and assessed attitudes towards India, post hoc analyses showed that
mortality salience had no effect on India. Taken together, these studies pro-
vided preliminary empirical support of the model.

Based on the finding of Cohen, it seems likely that hostility towards Jews
and Israel in response to reminders of death will often be expressed in
subtle and indirect ways that are plausibly interpretable as something other
than prejudice.6

One way to unveil modern antisemitism has come to be known as the “3D”
test—double standards, demonization, and delegitimization.*” The results of
the Cohen et al. study showed that mortality salience increases the application
of double standards to Israel by showing it increases support for punishing
Israeli transgressions more than those of other countries.

Three follow-up studies tested the model by examining demonization and
delegitimization. Demonization is the classification of a person or group as
evil, thereby justifying or legitimizing either verbal slurs or physical violence.
Once demonized, the individual or group is denied humane behavior and
human respect. Types of demonization include dehumanization, (e.g., depic-
tion of the group as savages, insects, beasts, or monsters), negative trait char-
acterization (e.g., aggressors, idiots, lazy); out-casting (e.g. violators of social
norms, murderers or terrorists) and use of rejected political labels such as
Nazis, communists, socialists.

Throughout history, demonization has been used by groups and nations as
a tool of exploitation and to justify aggression. For example, the perpetrators
of genocide often created a political atmosphere supportive of mass murder by
demonizing their intended victims.*®

The 2009 Cohen studies specifically examined whether mortality salience
increased support for demonizing Israel. Borrowing from Bar-Tal’s definition,
delegitimization is the denial of some entity’s right to exist because that entity

46 Cohen et al., “Modern Antisemitism and Anti-Israeli Attitudes,” 290.

47  Nathan Sharansky “3D Test of Antisemitism: Demonization, Double Standards,
Delegitimization.” Jewish Political Studies Review, 16, (2004): 3.

48  Steven K Baum, The Psychology of Genocide (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008).
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is inherently immoral. Delegitimized groups are seen as transgressors of basic
human norms or values, and are therefore characterized as bad and ultimately
evil. Demonization is often used in the service of delegitimization—if “they”
are merely beasts or insects, or if “their” behavior is sufficiently revolting or
immoral, then “they” do not deserve the right to exist. Mortality salience was
examined with regard to delegitimization.**

In the first study, a mortality salience (Ms) manipulation was again crossed
with a “bogus pipeline” manipulation. Study 1 replicated Cohen et al’s find-
ings using 171 college participants (86 females; 85 males; 15 African-American,
48 Asian-American, 14 Latino, 77 White, 16 “other”; 100 Christian, 20 Hindu,
12 Muslim, 7 Buddhist, 32 “other”): mortality salience increased explicit forms
of antisemitism, but only when participants believed they would be detected
if they misrepresented their responses.5°

As a direct measure of delegitimization, participants answered four ques-
tions on a 7-point Likert scale assessing the degree to which people believed
thatIsrael should cease to exist. Questions included: “How much do you believe
Israel to be a threat to world peace?” “Israel has been accused of violations
against humanity. Given the severity of Israel’s transgressions how strongly do
you believe they should lose their status as a United Nations member?” “How
strongly do you believe that the world would be a better place if Israel ceased
to exist?” and “How strongly do you believe that it is in the United States best
interest to ensure that Israel continues to exist?”

Mortality salience increased support for delegitimizing Israel, an effect that
occurred regardless of whether there was also a bogus pipeline. Consistent with
the hypothesis, those who were more antisemitic also demonstrated higher lev-
els of delegitimization towards Israel, [r (147) = -.42, p < .001]. The strength of this
correlation is worth noting in its own right. It places the relationship between
antisemitism and levels of delegitimization toward Israel among the largest 25%
of effects found in social psychology and are nearly double the average effect size
obtained in work on social cognition, attitudes, and intergroup relations and is
consistent with recent findings obtained in several European countries in which
antisemitism and anti-Israeli attitudes have been shown to be related.>!

49  Daniel Bar-Tal, “Delegitimization: The Extreme Case of Stereotyping and Prejudice,” in
Stereotyping and Prejudice: Changing Conceptions, ed. Daniel Bar-Tal (New York: Springer
Verlag, 1990). Study one replicated Cohen et al’s 2009 study one.

50 Cohen et al., “Modern Antisemitism and Anti-Israeli Attitudes,” 2go.

51 ADL Audit of Anti-Semitic Incidents 2008-2013, Anti-Defamation League, http://www.adl
.org/press-center/press-releases/antisemitismusa/adl-audit-anti-semitic-incidents-2013
.html (accessed 1June 2015).
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Cohen speculated that the bogus pipeline was not needed to reveal dele-
gitimization of Israel in this study because such delegitimization is not read-
ily recognized as blatant antisemitism. The second study tested the model
through the hypothesis that expressions of hostility towards Israel will be mag-
nified by a mortality salience induction even in the absence of bogus pipeline
conditions. Therefore, demonization of Israel was assessed through obtaining
participants’ impressions of two political cartoons. Political cartoons typically
use visual metaphors and caricatures to draw attention to important social and
political issues with a humorous or emotional picture.

Political cartoonists in the Arab media sometimes depict non-Arab coun-
tries and their leaders as exterminators of the Muslim world. And in a Western
media outlet, a popular British cartoon that depicts former Prime Minister
Ariel Sharon eating babies is a form of demonization. This cartoon draws heav-
ily on the medieval Jewish blood libels in which Jews were accused of murder-
ing non-Jewish children in order to use their blood to prepare Passover matzos.
There are many other examples of modern political cartoons portraying Israel
and Israelis as Nazis, animals, insects, or cannibals.52

While it is possible that other countries, cultures, or peoples are similarly
depicted as widely and as frequently in such a revolting manner, these real
world examples are also consistent with the perspective suggesting that hostil-
ity to Israel may be expressed with such virulence that it is most likely pow-
ered, at least in part, by antisemitism. Thus, one purpose of this study was to
assess whether mortality salience increases support for the anti-Israeli politi-
cal cartoons more than for those of another country. The third study therefore
tested the hypothesis that expressions of hostility towards the Jewish state
would be magnified by a mortality salience induction even in the absence of
bogus pipeline conditions.

One-hundred and fifty-two Rutgers University students (97 females, 54 males;
10 African-American, 26 (non-Chinese) Asian-American; 17 Latino, 82 White,
12 “other”; 104 Christian, 12 Hindu, 5 Muslim, 1 (non-Chinese) Buddhist,
29 “other”) assessed a subtle expression of antisemitism and anti-Israel senti-
ment and opposition to Israel in the form of demonization. Participants first
read a short vignette discussing either Israeli brutality towards Palestinians or
Chinese brutality towards a group of monks. Vignettes read as follows:

52  Joel Kotek, Cartoons and Extremism (Portland: Vallentine Mitchell, 2009); Salo Aisenberg
Hate Mail (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 2013); Jerome J. Forman, Graphic
History of Antisemitism (Atglen: Schiffer, 2014).
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Violence against Palestinians/Tibetan by Israeli/Chinese security forces
is not new; it has accompanied the occupation for many years. Recently,
however, a significant increase in the number of beatings and instances
of abuse has occurred, in part because of increased friction between
Palestinians/Tibetan and Israeli/Chinese security forces. According to
many testimonies given to human rights organizations, the security
forces use violence, at times gross violence against Palestinians/Tibetans
unnecessarily and without justification.

Participants were then shown impressions of two offensive political cartoons
depicting the Israeli leader eating Palestinian babies (See Figure 12) and a Jew
atop the world with a bleeding Arab surrendering beneath (See Figure 13). Two
parallel cartoons of the Chinese leader eating Tibetan babies (See Figure 12) and
a Chinese man atop the world with a bleeding Tibetan surrendering beneath
served as the control conditions. Participants were asked to indicate on a scale
of 1-5 how “justified” they thought each cartoon was. Results showed that mor-
tality salience in conjunction with a bogus pipeline manipulation increased
perceived justification for offensive political cartoons of Israel but not China
for both the Leadership cartoon and the World cartoon. That the bogus pipe-
line was needed to reveal this effect suggests that, in fact, a cartoon of Ariel
Sharon eating babies is a relatively obvious assessment of antisemitism.

Cohen examined the possibility that Jews may be uniquely threatening to
people’s worldviews. In her third study, participants completed scales assess-
ing explicit antisemitic attitudes and prejudicial attitudes towards Blacks
and Asians.

Two hundred and ninety-eight Rutgers University students (138 females,
160 males; 12 African-American, 145 Asian-American, 25 Latino, go White,
26 “other”; 175 Christian, 49 Hindu, 19 Muslim, 11 Buddhist, 44 “other”) partici-
pated in two (Mortality Salience: Death v. Exam) crossed with two (Bogus pipe-
line: camouflage vs. bogus pipeline) experimental designs.

Questions included:

— Jewish businessmen are so shrewd that other people do not have a fair
chance at competition;

— Over the past few years, the government and news media have given more
attention to African-Americans than they deserve;

— In order to get ahead of others, Asian Americans can be overly competitive.

Mortality salience increased antisemitism scores, but not prejudice scores
towards Blacks or Asians This result contrasts with some previous terror
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management theory studies which have shown that mortality salience
increases derogation of many out-groups.>?

To our knowledge, however, prior research on terror management theory
and prejudice has only examined attitudes towards a single group at a time. If,
as the MASIM predicts, Jews are more threatening than other ethnicities, then,
derogating them is more a priority. It would seem that Jews constitute the most
threatening cultural threat for the subjects studied and thus derogation of Jews
was enough to assuage death concerns.

The notion of Jews as threat is shared by many others, with ongoing calls for
antisemitism to be recognized as a unique form of prejudice. Not surprising to
Anne Bayefsky, UN Watch, and other United Nations (UN) monitors who have
identified the unbalanced, abusive voting record sanctioning all things Israeli,
is the following. When the declaration equating racism with antisemitism was
put to a UN vote in January 2015, it did not pass. The UN failure to pass and lack
of media coverage is telling.>*

Conclusion

As noted above, antisemitism has occurred for several millennia for many dif-
ferent and sometimes contradictory reasons. After the Romans destroyed the
second temple, many Jews found refuge by migrating to different geographical
regions throughout Europe, Asia, Northern Africa, and so forth. At times, Jews
were received. More often than not, they faced discrimination, persecution,
and death.

With the creation of the State of Israel in 1948, a new form of antisemitism
became possible. As highlighted above, Israel is sanctioned and scrutinized by
the United Nations at disproportionately greater rates than any other country
and this, in our view, signifies subtle antisemitism. Moreover, the anti-Israel

53 Solomon and Greenberg The Worm at the Core; Brian L. Burke, Andy Martens, and Erik H.
Faucher, “Two Decades of Terror Management Theory: A Meta-Analysis of Mortality
Salience Research, Personality and Social Psychology Review 14, no. 2, (2010): 155.

54  Anne Bayefsky’s “How the UN Mixes Antisemitism, the Holocaust and Israeli War Crimes.”
Jewish Center for Public Affairs #605, Feb 5, 2015, http://jcpa.org/article/un-mixes-anti
semitism-holocaust/ (12 June 2015). See, also, Bernard-Henri Levy, Keynote Speech, at
United Nations General Assembly Meeting on the Rise of Anti-Semitism, January 22, 2015,
http://webtv.un.org/watch/bernard-henri-levy-keynote-speech-at-the-general-assembly-
meeting-on-the-rise-of-antisemitism/4005232588001 (12 June 2015); Robert S. Wistrich
“Waging War on Judeophobes Old and New,” Haaretz, August 1, 2003, http://www.haaretz
.com/waging-war-on-judeophobes-old-and-new-1.95897 (accessed 1 June 2015).
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political cartoons presented in Arab and Western newspapers highlight this
newer form of antisemitism. More specifically, criticism of Israel is some-
times used to exhibit antisemitic attitudes in a form that is less obviously
reprehensible.

This statement has been supported both on theoretical and empirical bases.
The masiM model has shown a bi-directional relationship between anti-
semitism and anti-Israel views. That is to say, individuals who possess tradi-
tional antisemitic attitudes frequently report anti-Israel views. Additionally,
anti-Israel views can develop into traditional antisemitic attitudes. These prej-
udices increase significantly when faced with or thinking of one’s own death
also referred to as mortality salience. Bigotry and intolerance cannot be per-
mitted to exist against any culture, race, ethnic, or religious group.

This chapter highlights the more traditional, modern, subtle, and overt
forms of antisemitism. While it is disconcerting to note that antisemitism
continues to exist in the 21st century, it is essential to understand the various
ways it manifests because awareness is the first step towards promoting a more
inclusive environment. In closing, our hope is to fulfill ideas attributed to Rev
Martin Luther King, Jr.: “Darkness cannot drive out darkness: only light can do
that. Hate cannot drive out hate: only love can do that.”5®

55  Some controversy has arisen about whether Martin Luther King was the originator of
several quotes, including this one. See, for example, Megan McArdle, “Anatomy of a Fake
Quote,” Atlantic, May 3, 2011, http://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2011/05/anat
omy-of-a-fake-quotation/238257/ (accessed 1 June 2015).
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PART 2

Canada, Mexico and the Caribbean






CHAPTER 7

Antisemitism in Mexico and Latin America:
Recurrences and Changes

Judit Bokser Liwerant and Yael Siman

Latin America’s recent resurgence of antisemitism stems from a complex
combination of geopolitical shifts and trends. An examination of such chang-
ing patterns reveals several of the less obvious social and political forces,
and permits enhanced conceptualization of Mexico and Latin American
antisemitism—its development, transmission and staying power. It is the
intention of the authors to provide such analysis.!

Serious concern is often voiced about the strong emphasis given to anti-
semitism as a permanent characteristic of Latin America. While the focus on
antisemitism in Latin America may not be surprising given its historical leg-
acy and foundational experience e.g., Inquisition; the conquest/nationalism
binomial, this chapter shows that simplistic and reductionist approaches to
the region should be avoided, and instead replaced by more nuanced inter-
pretations showcasing differences in time, place and forms of expression.
An understanding of the different conditions that favor antisemitism as well as
its manifestations emerges as a sine qua non when accounting for its extent—
potential or actual. Particular attention is placed on its historical socio-political
expressions and on its symbolic representations—in the conventional media
and, more recently, in the social networks—and the ways it is produced and
reproduced discursively.?

While we witness a greater conceptual awareness of the complexity of
antisemitism, we still need more clarity when analyzing related contempo-
rary expressions of prejudice, exclusion and, specifically, anti-Zionism (in
its heterogeneous composition); critiques of Israel; and even anti-Israelism.
Antisemitism, anti-Zionism and anti-Israelism are singular yet overlapping
phenomena at the meaning-making level. Criticism of Israel, for example, is

1 For an earlier version of this chapter, see Judit Bokser Liwerant, “Approaching Recurrences
and Changes of Anti-Semitism in Latin America: the Case of Mexico,” http://juditbokserliw
erant-unam.mx/capli/cap33.pdf (accessed 1 June 2015).

2 Martin Reisigl and Ruth Wodak, Discourse and Discrimination: Rhetorics of Racism and
Antisemitism (New York: Routledge, 2001).
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not necessarily antisemitic in essence or motivation. However, both overlap if
prejudiced rhetoric or images borrowed from old myths and old/new stereo-
types, such as the blood libel or conspiracy theories are used.3

A discursive tool may be the use of double standards when making judg-
ments regarding Israel’s policies towards the Palestinians. Tools may also
include the representation of Israel’s policies as evil, racist or genocidal. Such
approaches lead to the demonization and delegitimation of Israel with signifi-
cant, even dangerous, implications.

Antisemitism, historically, has been nourished by religious beliefs, myths,
socio-economic motives, xenophobic sentiments and certainly racism. In our
time, racism is not exclusively associated with so-called biological inferiority;
veiled attitudes culturally channel attacks against national, ethnic and reli-
gious groups, preferably minorities, thereby isolating, excluding and segregat-
ing them. Such attitudes allegedly support cultural difference. However, their
underlying assumptions point to fixed and naturalized traits that are largely
attributed to social groups and confined to a pseudo-psychological culturalism.

Interactions between historically recurrent and emerging new forms of
antisemitism find expression in complex conceptual elaborations. Thus, it
has been argued that a “new antisemitism” stems from the Left, the Right, and
radical Islam and tends as a rule to converge on its opposition to the existence
of Israel as a Jewish State.* This new expression is nourished by convergent
interests of otherwise opposed political actors that run from the Left ie., strong
adherents to the Palestinian cause, to the Right i.e., nationalists who view the
Jew as the eternal foreigner, and Islamic religious fundamentalists ie., Muslims
who immigrated to Europe carrying their hatred of Israel and of the Jews.?
The new antisemitism of the Left presents a number of parallel tracks that
symbolically converge to include both Jews and Israel and therefore, the terms
Jew, Zionist and Israel are increasingly interchangeable in contemporary dis-
course at the global level.6

3 Robert Chazan, Medieval Stereotypes and Modern Antisemitism (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1997).

4 Bernard Lewis, Semites and Anti-Semites (New York: Norton, 1986); Pierre-André Taguieff,
Rising from the Muck (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2008).

5 Jack R. Fischel, “What’s New About the New Anti-Semitism?” Virginia Quarterly Review 81,
(2005): 225.

6 Ben Cohen, “The Persistence of Anti-Semitism on the British Left,” Jewish Political Studies
Review 16 (Fall 2004): 3; Samuel Edelman, “Antisemitism and the New/Old Left” in Not Your
Father’s Antisemitism, ed. Michael Berenbaum (St. Paul: Paragon House, 2008); Daniel
J. Goldhagen, The Devil That Never Dies (New York: Little, Brown, 2013); Alvin Rosenfeld,
Resurgent Anti-Semitism: Global Perspectives (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2013).
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While classical antisemitism involved discrimination against the per-
sonhood of Jews, the new antisemitism involves discrimination against the
statehood of Jews. Both assault the core of Jewish self-definition. This line
of thought underscores antisemitism’s uniqueness in that classical anti-
semitism denies Jews the right to live as equals in society and the new
antisemitism denies Jews the right to live as equals in the family of nations.
Some proponents of the concept of new antisemitism argue that criticism
of Israel and Zionism is most often disproportionate in degree and unique
in kind when compared to attitudes toward other foci of conflict worldwide.”

In the current debate, some observers downplay the significance of the
new antisemitism, or, for that matter, antisemitism altogether. They posit that:
1) those people of goodwill who support the Palestinians resent being wrongly
accused of antisemitism; 2) supporters of the Jewish state exploit the stigma of
antisemitism to silence legitimate criticism of Israel’s policy; 3) accusations
of antisemitism based on anti-Israel opinions lack credibility; and 4) a “reason-
ably informed” person thinks that Israel shares the largest part of responsibil-
ity for the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.8

Other perspectives point to new sources of antisemitism. Pierre André
Taguieff contends that antisemitism is no longer based on racism and national-
ism but, paradoxically, on anti-racism and anti-nationalism. It equals Zionism
and racism; resorts to Holocaust denial; borrows a Third-World discourse, and
the slogans of anti-imperialism, anti-colonialism, anti-Americanism, and
anti-globalization; and disseminates the myth of the intrinsically “good
Palestinian"—today’s innocent victim par excellence. Thus, while Jews may
not suffer discrimination, they are often victims of stigma, threats, physical

7 Irwin Cotler, New Anti-Jewishness: Sounding the Alarm (Jerusalem: Jewish People Policy
Planning Institute, 2002); Lawrence N. Powell, Troubled Memory: Anne Levy, the Holocaust,
and David Duke’s Louisiana (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000).

8 Brian Klug, Robert S. Wistrich, “Correspondence between Prof. Robert Wistrich and Brian
Klug: When is Opposition to Israel and Its Policies Anti-Semitic?” (Jerusalem: sicsa—
Hebrew University, 2006), http://sicsa.huji.ac.il/klug.html (accessed 1 June 2015); Earl Raab
“Antisemitism, Anti-Israelism, Anti-Americanism” Judaism, 51 (2002): 387; Steven Zipperstein,
“Historical Reflections of Contemporary Antisemitism” in Contemporary Antisemitism:
Canada and the World, eds Derek ]. Penslar et al. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2005).
For an extended review of the diverse appraoches to anti-Semitism and its expressions cfr.
Eliezer Ben Rafael, Confronting Allosemitism in Europe. The Case of Belgium Jews (forthcom-
ing); for comparative and global analyses ingrained in new anti-Semitism approach, Alvin
Rosenfeld (ed), Resurgent Antisemitism: Global Perpsectives, 2013; on past and current expres-
sions, Michael Berenbaum, Not Your Father’s Antisemitism. Hatred of the Jews in the 2ist
Century, 2008.
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violence and even the media, which endorses radical anti-Zionism. On its
part, judeophobia or neo-judeophobia results in anti-Jewish violence incited
by radical Islamists. It becomes a cultural given on a public scene mechani-
cally and unanimously supportive of the Palestinian cause, and transcends the
boundaries between Left and extreme Left. Its anti-Israelism, coupled with
anti-Americanism, permeates all parts of Right-wing opinion. Judeophobia
accuses the Jews of being “too community,” too religious, and nationalist, as
well as too cosmopolitan. The defense of Palestinians as victims of Zionism is
the ideological core mode of legitimation for contemporary anti-Jewish vio-
lence. This awakens old accusations of “ritual murder,” aka the blood libel.?

For his part French sociologist Michel Wieviorka emphasizes the mul-
tiple sources of antisemitism: far-right and far-left circles, given milieus
in the Muslim population, youngsters of disadvantaged educational contexts
or the spin-offs of the Middle-East conflict, and the sympathy awakened by
the Palestinian cause among educated strata. Nevertheless, Wieviorka views in
antisemitism only one aspect of many others of a general societal malaise, and
not a major crisis in its own right.1

In a new era that poses unprecedented challenges—both conceptual and
policy oriented—scholars such as University of London sociologist David
Hirsh take a different stance by asking if criticism of Israel is necessarily anti-
semitic. In his view, the difficult argument for some “critics of Israel” to deal
with is that criticism of Israel is often expressed by using rhetoric or images
that resonate as antisemitism: holding Israel to higher standards than other
states, and for no good reason; articulating conspiracy theories; using demon-
izing analogies; casting Jews in the role of oppressors; formulating criticism
in such a way as to pick a fight with the vast majority of Jews; using the word
criticism but meaning discriminatory practices against Israelis or against Jews.

Hirsh adds that the recurrence of antisemitism does not mean witnessing
the same phenomenon, but one that may bring old elements while acquiring
new expressions, responding to different logics and framed by distinct individ-
uals and groups. In this sense, one problem with the “Hydra” explanation!! is

9 Taguieff, Rising from the Muck.

10  Michel Wieviorka, The Lure of Anti-Semitism (Boston: Brill, 2007).

11 Hirsh refers to the view of antisemitism as a many-headed “hydra” or sea monster, always
lurking under the surface of the water while putting up different heads in different places
and times. That is, this ahistorical model conceives different expressions of antisemitism
as an ever present underlying phenomenon, an ever-present fact of human history. Thus,
the difference between a time or a place where it is visible and one where it is not is
purely contingent. David Hirsh, Anti-Zionism and Antisemitism. Cosmopolitan Reflections,
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that while each form of anti-Judaism draws on and replicates older forms, “they
are also hugely different phenomena. They arise and they become widespread
in radically different times and places. They have different manifestations,
are employed by different social forces, they make use of different narratives.”
Such differences are as striking as the commonalities, among the Spanish
Inquisition, Christian antisemitism in nineteenth century Poland, the socialist
one in Germany at the time of August Bebel, Right wing anti-Bolshevism, Nazi
racist genocidal antisemitism, understated and gentlemanly English exclusion,
contemporary anti-imperialist anti-Zionism and Jihadi antisemitism. Anti-
Zionism is indeed defined as a form of antisemitism because it denies the right
of Jewish self-determination while defending self-determination for all other
nations.!?

In this sense, an academic boycott of Israel is antisemitic because it aims
to punish Israeli academics by applying standards that are different from
those applied to academics elsewhere. Even if antisemitism does not motivate
that boycott, it is nevertheless antisemitic in effect. Some circles, which con-
sider themselves as Left, act upon their belief that Israel is a unique evil. As a
result of their activism, these ideas permeate the mainstream discourse and
are no longer marginalized. The ideological novelty is that hatred of Jews is
now expressed in the language of the “fight against racism” or “human rights.”
Racism also takes a new form as anti-Islamophobia.

Jews have always been a target of special attention and feelings, in so many
different circumstances. Addressing this issue, Zygmunt Bauman incorpo-
rates the notion of allosemitism, which implies the notion that Jews’ plights
in society are radically different from any other social entity and require spe-
cial concepts to be described and analyzed.!® Jewishness may attract hate or
love, but always feelings that are extreme and intense. The object indicated by
allosemitism is “unfamiliar” or “strange” in its essence: it does not comply with
the general order of things, nor does it fit into any other category or phenom-
ena. Furthermore, the attitude toward its object is extra-temporal and extra-
spatial: it consists of a permanent interrogation resulting, each time, from the

Working Paper. Institute for the Study of Global Antisemitism and Policy (New York:
ISGAP, 2007).

12 David Matas, Aftershock (Toronto: Dundurn Press, 2005).

13 Zygmunt Bauman, “Allosemitism: Premodern, Modern, Postmodern,” in Modernity,
Culture and ‘the Jew’, eds. Bryan Cheyette and Laura Marcus (Cambridge: Polity, 1998), 143;
Leonardo Senkman “Anti-Zionist Discourse of the Left in Latin America: An Assessment,”
in eds. Eliezer Ben-Rafael, Judit Bokser Liwerant, and Yosef Gorny, Reconsidering Israel—
Diaspora Relations (Boston: Brill, 2012), 22.
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interplay of continuous historical developments and actual circumstances.
In Bauman’s view, modern antisemitism or hate of Jews targets “Jewishness”
rather than Judaism. For the antisemite, whatever they do, Jews possess their
own inimitable Volkseigentiimlichkeit ak.a. people peculiarities. It is in this
sense that one may effectively speak of Jews as a “special species.”

The permanent foreignness of the Other—the Jew as the historical Other—
converts it into a threat to the identity and integrity of the majority society.
Facing social, political and cultural transformations that recover old patterns
of rejection while expressing new forms, exclusion is based on diversity, and
not necessarily on race. In the introduction to the anthology Theories of Race
and Racism, editors Les Back and John Solomos remind us that a highly reli-
able prediction of the 20th century, albeit dramatic, was formulated by the
civil rights activist and NAACP co-founder W.E.B. Du Bois in 1903, when he
characterized the problem of the 20th century as the line of color that would
run across race relations worldwide. Perhaps with that in mind, Stuart Hall
would claim almost a century later that the “capacity to live with difference
is the main challenge of the 21st century” insofar as contemporary societies
experience the increasing diversity of subjects, social experiences and cultural
identities in a continuous process of change.'* Contrasting both characteriza-
tions reveals the changing meanings given to the concept of race vis-a-vis the
concepts of ethnicity and culture, as well as the historical transformations of
reality: while for Du Bois the line of color was part of his quotidian environ-
ment, based on institutional patters of racial domination, in our time, racism
takes new dimensions, as well as a different content and meaning.'>

The complex interaction between historic recurrences and changes, as well
as between different referents of collective belonging—culture, ethnicity, lan-
guage, religion, and history—are expressed in antisemitism in singular modes.
Antisemitism precedes and surpasses racism. Its racial formulations were pre-
ceded by cultural and religious modalities. Additionally, religious, racial and
cultural factors frequently have coexisted with social, economic and political
motivations.

Today’s Latin American antisemitism is marked by diverse sources and
strands. Mutually reinforcing antisemitic (and later anti-colonial and anti-
imperialist) meanings get transferred, and reinforce each other through a his-
torical and now trans-regional and trans-national cultural/ideological code

14  Les Back and John Solomos, Theories of Race and Racism: A Reader (London: Routledge,
2009).

15 Stuart Hall, Race, the Floating Signifier, Media Education Foundation, 1997, https://www
.mediaed.org/assets/products/407/transcript_407.pdf (accessed 5 June 2015).
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that characterizes wide sectors of intellectuals, public figures and the media.'®
Thus, antisemitism has become a transnational phenomenon that in some
instances gets expressed through criticism of Israel as the embodiment of
collective Jewry. Anti-Zionism connects people across countries, regions and
continents, operating through the political agenda of social movements at the
local, regional and global levels.

Already in the 1960s and 1970s, anti-Zionist discourse served in the United
States and Western Europe as a cultural code among the “New Left” that sug-
gested belonging to the camp of anti-imperialism, anticolonialism and a new
sort of anticapitalism. In North and South America, anti-Zionist charges—
with their frequent anti-Jewish twists—initially were not an independent
issue among the prevalent political and social views of the Left, but instead a
code for more important matters other than the Israel-Palestine conflict. The
cultural contours of this code displayed its struggle against the overall set of
values and norms typical of the imperialist West, such as authoritarianism,
paternalism, machismo (male pride) and the legacy of colonialist conceit
vis-a-vis the Third World.

Nevertheless, as Shulamit Volkov points out, following many years of an
unsettled Israel-Palestine conflict, today’s opposition to Israel can hardly be
regarded only as a code for some other evil. Together with a more open anti-
semitism by right-wing xenophobic groups, but not only by them, the subcul-
ture of the Left, even of the center-Left, cannot be seen in its position towards
Israel as a side-issue, ripe to serve as a cultural code.l” Increased hostility
towards Israel is globally coordinated, transcending the national boundaries
of countries and standing at the center of the New Left’s anti-imperialist and
anti-globalization discourse. It is a “transnational ideological package” that
symbolizes the struggle against globalization and us hegemony.!®

Given the historic pattern of recurrence and change, the non-linearity of the
interactions and mutual influences between antisemitism and anti-Zionism
add complexity to it. In this sense, even radical voices point to the danger that
anti-Zionism—which does not necessarily begin as antisemitism but emanates
from criticism of human rights abuses by the State of Israel—may “normalize”

16 Judit Bokser Liwerant, El Movimiento Nacional Judio. El Sionismo en México 1922-1947
(México City: UNAM, 1991).

17 Shulamit Volkov, “Readjusting Cultural Codes: Reflections on Antisemitism and Anti-
Zionism,” in Antisemitism and Anti-Zionism in Historical Perspective—Convergence and
Differences, ed. Jeffrey Herf (New York: Routledge, 2007), 39.

18 Leonardo Senkman, “Anti-Zionist Discourse.”
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hostility towards Israel and the Jews, thereby setting new thresholds of what
becomes understandable, acceptable and even legitimate.

The impact of new technologies which allow for the instantaneous, massive
and largely anonymous circulation of anti-Zionist and anti-Israel arguments
transcending national borders challenge local particularities. As will be ana-
lyzed, similar to other regions, in Latin America, antisemitism, anti-Zionism,
critiques of Israel and anti-Israelism are singular phenomena that have histori-
cally overlapped. This can be seen in the political discourse that has accom-
panied particular local or international governmental positions, in the press
and the social networks. Anti-Zionism and antisemitism are global phenom-
ena, and yet anchored in diverse local realities. We are thus compelled to avoid
abstract universalisms that could dilute the specificity of space, actors and
societies. Within Latin America, Mexico stands out with its singularity but not
in isolation from other countries in the region or the rest of the world.

It is our contention that analyses of contemporary antisemitism need to
account for multiple connections between particular actors, ideas and symbols
through national, regional and global circuits and levels. A multi-dimensional
perspective, which does not view the borders of the Nation-State or even the
region as the only referents, contributes to robust explanations of its structural
manifestations and modes of expression, historical and cultural legacies, and
subjectivity.

The chart below shows that antisemitism, anti-Zionism and anti-Israelism
are particular, but overlapping phenomena; they also reinforce each other.
Among the causal factors that may drive their overlapping are hatred of Jews,
prejudice towards Israel, the rejection of the self-determination of Jews, as well
as geostrategic or political interests. Possible outcomes include normalization
of hostility towards Israel and/or Jews, radicalization of discourse, new thresh-
olds of acceptance/rejection, delegitimation of Israel, the emergence of radical
political and social movements viz., including transnational ones, and violence
both symbolic and physical. These outcomes become particularly acute in our
times given the transnationalization of prejudice a.k.a. de-territorialization,
the globalization of hatred, the prevalence of new technologies, and the recon-
figuration of social arrangements leading to new convergences between seem-
ingly different and even opposing actors. Legitimate criticism of Israel is largely
based on human rights violations and different from the former in both its
causality of origin—ethical, universal, cosmopolitan—and outcome—public
pressure, international accountability.

This chapter analyzes the manifestations of antisemitism in Mexico
throughout the 20th Century and the first decade of the 21st Century. It focuses
on three historic moments:
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1) the 1920s—1940s, with the arrival of Jewish immigration, when Otherness was
socially represented as foreignness amid an immigration debate that resulted
in restrictive policies towards Jewish immigration and Jewish refugees; 2) the
1970s-1990s, when antisemitism changed in response to developments in the
Third World block and the internationalization of the Middle East conflict,
and 3) the beginning of the 21st century, characterized by democratization,
pluralism, the widening of the public sphere, the transition from the printed
press to the Internet-social networks, and the resulting radicalization of dis-
cursive antisemitism.

By examining the different historic moments we trace the local roots and
routes of antisemitism within a wide spectrum of interconnected processes—
at the local, regional and global levels. The in-depth analysis of Mexico as our
case study also shows that complex phenomena need to be situated in the par-
ticular socio-cultural and political context in which they develop (nationally,
regionally and globally), and approached through multi-causal explanations.
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Regional Considerations

Antisemitism’s impact on the social representation of the Other is both sub-
jective (stereotypes, myths, attitudes, among others) and behavioral (actions,
practices, institutional arrangements). These two interacting but also autono-
mous levels are particularly relevant in countries that had difficulty dealing
with their inner cultural diversity but recently underwent profound trans-
formations resulting in the legitimate expression of difference in the public
sphere.

If we trace back anti-Jewish prejudice in Latin America, we find that it has
historically been veiled and structural, diffuse and latent. Contemporary pro-
cesses of social and political change such as democratization in multicultural
settings still exhibit contradictory dynamics. Therefore, the particular history
and evolution of prejudice need to be contextualized largely in light of the
regional and the national political culture.

Latin America has historically been one idea and a region with different
realities. When the renowned French historian Fernand Braudel was asked
to dedicate an issue of his review Les Annales to Latin America, he titled it
“A travers les Ameriques Latin,” in the plural, emphasizing the diverse nature
of its countries and cultures. The region’s economic and political diver-
sity, with deep historic roots, may be best understood today in terms of the
ethno-cultural make-up of its populations. In Euro-America (with countries
such as Argentina or Uruguay), where mass immigration changed the socio-
ethnic profile of the population, multi-ethnic societies were built with a
de facto tolerance towards minorities, counterbalancing the primordial, terri-
torial, and religiously homogeneous profile that the State aspired to achieve.
In Indo-America—i.e., Mexico, Peru or Ecuador—the original ethnic com-
position of the population enhanced the unified and homogeneous national
profile.!® Countries such as Mexico rooted their conception of national identity
on an ethnic-religious cultural model—mestizaje—based on fusion, assimila-
tion and the merging of Spanish-Catholic and indigenous populations. As a
resource for identity-building and national integration, this model became a
central criterion for evaluating the full incorporation of minorities.

19 Shmuel N. Eisenstadst, “The Construction of Collective Identities in Latin America Beyond
the European Nation State Model,” in Constructing Collective Identities and Shaping
Public Spheres, eds. Luis Roniger and Mario Sznajder (Brighton: Sussex Academic Press,
1988), 245; Haim Avni, “Presentacién de las Comunidades Judias de América Latina” in
Encuentro y alteridad: vida y cultura judia en América Latina, eds. Judit Bokser Liwerant
and Alicia Gojman de Backal (Mexico City: Fondo de Cultura Econémica, 1999), 15.
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Cultural specificity influenced the various ways in which Modernity devel-
oped. However, modern institutions were also central in granting citizenship,
pluralism and democracy. Insofar as the public sphere and civil society became
constitutive pillars of modern forms of collective life, and Modernity’s legacy
was seen as a world of values and institutions that generated the capacity of
social criticism and democratic integration, the region had to cope with incom-
plete achievements and enormous challenge.?° In the modern West, Latin
Americans were the first group of citizens to fail at reconciling social equality
with cultural differences, thereby resulting in a public life that is socio-eth-
nically fissured.?! In turn, many values and institutional arrangements were
cultural hybrids. Thus, while religion was structurally embedded in social life,
the internalization of Catholicism also implied its conversion into a civic cul-
ture. Civic Catholicism opened the possibility of creating new meanings and
codes thus advancing secularization in the public sphere. However, it simul-
taneously set its own limits. Together with the central place of the Catholic
Church, European corporate traditions led to difficulties when dealing with
religious and ethnical diversity, thereby projecting encounters with Otherness
as contradicting realities of social diversity and homogeneous narratives.??

A de facto collective coexistence allowed the development of Jewish life,
including the definition of its communal contours and borders in light of com-
plex dynamics between social integration and group autonomy. In the region,
Jews were often seen as unwanted others, as a source of risk to national identity.
However, they never had to fight for Emancipation.?3 The struggle for religious
tolerance was also conceived and presented as necessary in order to attract
European immigration waves. Strengthening society as a means to achieve
national development, progress and modernization required capital, abilities,
and talent that were sought among European populations. Immigrants were
therefore seen as necessary, both in their human and material capacities.

Nevertheless, the prevailing ideal image of national society led to the defi-
nition of selective immigration policies towards different groups. In light
of such immigration policies and laws, the Jews were assigned an identity
vis-a-vis the national population, thereby reflecting the ideal conception of
national societies, its pragmatic requirements, and the changing correlation

20  Jeffrey Alexander, The Civil Sphere (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).

21 Carlos A. Forment, Democracy in Latin America: 17601900, I (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2003).

22 Judit Bokser Liwerant, ed., Identities in an Era of Globalization and Multiculturalism: Latin
America in the Jewish World (Leiden: Brill, 2008).

23  Haim Avni, “Presentacion,” 15.
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of political forces. While freedom and equality were granted, restrictions to
immigration fostered ambivalences towards this minority. This has certainly
been so in countries with limited immigration or restricted migration policies.

Otherness and Immigration: Between Acceptance and Rejection

In Mexico, national thought defined the collective self-image and the concep-
tual margins of the Other. In the interplay between identity and Otherness, the
externally assigned image, the social representation, and the identity ascrip-
tion of the Jew vis-a-vis the national community has not been one-dimen-
sional. Like all imagined communities, a nation is not merely an extended web
of relationships between people; it also involves criteria of belonging including
ethnicity. Historically there have been sequential attempts to define the public
sphere based on a national/ethnic identity, which expresses the permanence
of national narrative shaping social representations and imaginaries.

The real and symbolic meaning of the founding project of mestizaje
expressed the nation’s ethnic and political dimensions. While it called for an
ethnic-socio-cultural encounter between the indigenous and the Hispanic-
Christian components, its primordial features had limiting effects on the social
construction of diversity. Thus, not every group and culture was a foundational
layer of the nation, or perceived as such, while, at the same time, the Jewish
collective sought integration into the nation without ethnic assimilation.

The construction of the Other/Foreign accompanied the intellectual Criollo
who, on the one hand, in his quest for autonomy from Spain identified with the
indigenous population, but on the other hand, remained reluctant to lose his
ancestors’ privileges.?* The Criollo faced this dilemma through the successive
reformulations of the national project until the Revolution. Indigenismo was
articulated as a native claim and, thus, benefited from the new socio-ethnic
category: the mestizo. At the same time, the latter became the rising political
actor in the national scene. Paradoxically, its producer, the Criollo, was disqual-
ified as a foreigner.

In the latter half of the 19th century, the complex relationship between
liberalism and the political national project resulted from their divergent

24  Francisco Bulnes, “La Personicacién del Criollo,” Nexos, September 2002, http://www
.nexos.com.mx/?p=10571 (accessed 1 June 2015); David Brading, Mito y Profecia en la
Historia de México (Mexico City, Vuelta, 1988); Luis Villoro. El Proceso Ideolégico de
la Revolucién de Independencia (Mexico: Secretaria de Educacion Publica, Coleccion:
Cien de México, 1986).
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ideological and political premises. Liberalism sought to found the nation
based on a rupture with its colonial and indigenous past and, therefore,
the conceived “Other” acquired a new meaning. Yet, for reasons external
to the domestic philosophical debates, Mexico did not become a country of
immigration. Its structural social and economic profile could not compete
with other immigrants’ destinations, both in the North of the continent and in
the Southern Cone. Although Liberalism denounced fanaticism and the sequel
of religious intolerance as a legacy of the Inquisition, the encouraged one to
immigrate to Mexico was the Protestant European, not the Jew.25

Positivism subsequently enhanced existing difficulties to relate to the
“Other” The unfulfilled efforts of Porfirio Diaz’s regime to attract European
immigration to Mexico reinforced socio-ethnical splits in the public sphere.
The foreigner, however, continued to operate as a permanent referent in
ambiguous ways. The criteria for being national remained selective, and the
construction of a transnational identity was not yet seriously considered. For
the intellectual elite, the Cientificos, the perception of the Jew was highly prob-
lematic; the European debate surrounding the Dreyfus Affair was transplanted
and reframed in a prejudiced way.26

The Mexican Revolution was preceded by the search for the Mexican col-
lective identity as a requisite to build a new political and social order. From
Justo Sierra to Molina Enriquez, from Antonio Caso to José Vasconcelos, the
“We” was configured in terms of ethnicity and race. The mestizo became
the emblematic protagonist of the national endeavor.

As national identity and culture were historically regarded as the main
bases for unity, Jews—Ilike other minorities in Mexico—developed their com-
munal life without a corresponding visibility in the public sphere; thus they
lack recognition as a legitimate collective component of the national chorus.
Limited integration, together with autonomy to preserve cultural, religious and
social particularities, further reflected and reinforced the Jewish community’s
boundaries and its social differentiation from the majority society.

The events of the 1930s and processes developed during that decade had
important consequences for the encounter between Mexico and the Jews.
Revolutionary regimes consolidated in light of a complex dynamic of both

25  Judit Bokser Liwerant, El Movimiento Nacional Judio. El Sionismo en México; Judit Bokser
Liwerant, El México de los afos Treinta: Cardenismo, Inmigraciéon Judia y Antisemi-
tismo, in Xenofobias y Xenofilia en la Historia de México Siglos 18 y 19 ed Delia Salazar
(Mexico: Direccién de Estudios Histdricos, 2006), 379.

26  Claudio Lomnitz, E[ Antisemitismo y la Ideologia de la Revolucién Mexicana (Mexico:
Fondo de Cultura Econémica, 2010).
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continuity and rupture. Identity building involved the national integration of
diverse elements. If the Mexican revolution did not have a defined program
or a unified ideology, the nationalism of the 1930s came to occupy a central
role in discovering and creating an “authentic Mexican.” Nationalist programs
engaged all aspects of life and thereby created a certain “mysticism” that
enhanced Mexican nationalism.?”

The focus on national identity among post-revolutionary Mexican regimes
enhanced the importance of the ethnic dimension and had severe repercus-
sions for the problematic binomial “national-foreign.” The concept of miscege-
nation/mestizaje set the parameters for national inclusion.

Mexico’s antisemitism at this time, especially that surrounding immigration
policies, started during the previous decade and was not the sole possession
of any particular political party or movement. The 1929 world crisis reinforced
the importance of economic considerations in defining immigration policies.
Protective policies of national workers were formulated and a related tempo-
rary prohibition imposed on the influx of foreign workers, a stance that became
absolute after the Second National Migration Convention in 1931. The 1930
Law of Immigration aimed to regulate the selection of immigrants according
to their possibilities of assimilation into the national population. Specifically,
article 60 of such law stipulated:

The individual or collective immigration of healthy foreigners capaci-
tated for work, who exhibit good behavior and pertain to races that are
easily assimilated in our context, is considered to be of public benefit
for both the species and the economic conditions of the country. The
Ministry of Interior is hereby empowered to place this law into effect by
whatever means he deems convenient, and also to remove those require-
ments of the Law when the Secretary considers certain immigrants to be
both beneficial and of intention of permanent settling in the country.28

Regarding who was a suitable immigrant candidate, the Law of Immi-
gration (June 1932), along with subsequent proposals, regulations and legis-
lations reflected an ongoing search for the means to achieve homogeneous
national integration. This search turned progressively problematic. During the

27 David A. Brading, Mito y Profecia en la Historia de México.

28  Even if this law maintains a tendency to consider collective immigration necessary, it
conferred on the Ministry of Interior (according to article 64) the right to restrict or select
immigration according to its discretion. Law of Immigration, August 30, 1930, Official
Diary of the Federation, Vol. Lx1.



ANTISEMITISM IN MEXICO AND LATIN AMERICA 135

government of President Lazaro Cardenas, national and international politi-
cal developments created additional problems. Prejudice was widely shared
by different social sectors and antisemitic associations that aimed to curb Jew-
ish immigration for economic, ethnic and social reasons. It was expressed in
attitudes, stereotypes and prejudices, and projected into norms and practices
with a strong impact on the immigration policies and the immigrant popula-
tion residing in the country. 29

A reactionary nationalism gained power in Mexico. Partly, this stemmed
from national political developments, post-revolutionary nationalism, and a
reaction to a progressive and popular Cardenismo. Through its various orga-
nizations and affiliations, the nationalist movement led to the consolidation
of rightist sectors. Economic and racial motives were intertwined and gradu-
ally, the racial theme became dominant, especially amidst Right-wing groups.
The Anti-Chinese and the Anti-Jewish National League, founded in 1930,
and the Honorable Traders, Industrialists and Professionals lobbied the gov-
ernment to restrict the immigration of Jews.30

The League expressed the view that:

With the goal of definitively minimizing the cruel and damaging effects
that foreign elements have imposed on the country, especially those
regarding Jews and Asians: the first by destroying our commerce and
almost all of our economic activities; the latter by destroying our race,
our commerce, and our homes.3!

For its part, the anti-Jewish League engaged in a “patriotic duty” to “support
the imminent nationalist labor” that president Ortiz Rubio (1930-1932) set in
motion.3? This argument was then incorporated into the National Campaign

29  Judit Bokser Liwerant, “Cardenas y los Judios. Entre el Exilio y la Inmigracién,” in Entre la
Aceptacion y el Rechazo, América Latinay los Refugiados Judios del Nazismo, ed. Abraham
Milgram (Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 2003), 248.

30  Judit Bokser Liwerant, “El México de los afios Treinta: Cardenismo, Inmigracién Judia y
Antisemitismo,” in Xenofobias y Xenofilia en la Historia de México Siglos 18 y 19, ed Delia
Salazar (Mexico: Direccién de Estudios Histdricos, 2006), 379; Alicia Gojman de Backal,
Camisas, Escudos y Desfiles Militares: los Dorados y el Antisemitismo en México, 1934-1940
(Mexico: Fondo de Cultura Econémica, 2000).

31 Letters from the National Anti-Chinese and Anti-Jewish League to the President of the
Republic, the Minister of Interior, and the Minister of Industry and Commerce, October
23,1930, A.G.N. Gob., 2—360 (29), 8105.

32 Memorandum of the Anti-Chinese and Anti-Jewish League to the President of the
Republic, December 9, 1930, A.G.N. Gob., 2—360 (29)-51.
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of 1931. Therein, the consumption of national products and the displacement of
Chinese and Jewish immigrants from the realm of commerce were presented
as key to combating unemployment and overcoming the devastation of the
economic crisis. Rafael Melgar, the president of the Revolutionary Block of
the Deputy Council, presented the project of the Campaign, which was
approved in mid-1931, and united the defense of the national economy with
xenophobic and antisemitic measures. The latter manifested from the onset
as an essentialist disqualification of the “pernicious, agitating, and subversive”
character inherent to the foreigners.33

Other organizations that united businesspeople from different states within
Mexico heralded nationalist objectives and mottos to rectify what was con-
sidered disloyal competition and the displacement of nationals. The press
became an additional and complementary platform from which the Jewish
presence in Mexico was de-legitimized.3* Anti-Jewish attacks were largely
justified on economic grounds. The expulsion of 250 Jewish merchants from
the Lagunilla market in May of 1931 had a similar impact. The proclamation
of the National Day of Commerce on June 1 of that same year, likewise a strike
against foreign commerce, elevated the expressions to a particularly critical
point. At this time, different commercial and industrial groups were also mag-
nifying the Jewish national presence, calling it an invasion and countering it on
the grounds of being ruinous for national economic development.35

While the expulsion of the Jewish merchants from the Lagunilla market
encouraged the continuing activity and pressure exerted by the League, the
greatest agitation emerged from specifically commercial and industrial organi-
zations that based their arguments on the defense of the alleged national eco-
nomic interest. The Nationalist Campaign and the subsequent mobilization
of popular sentiment in defense of the nation accompanied the Federal Labor

33  Letter by storekeepers of the state of Sinaloa to the Governor, June 30,1931, A.G.N. Dept. of
Labor, 2-360 (21)2; Letter by the Industrial Union of Workers of Durango to the Secretary
of Governance, August 9, 1932, A.G.N. 2—360 (7)-8034. Vid. José Manuel Lépez Victoria,
The National Campaign, Mexico, Ed. Botas, 1965.

34  Vid. A.G6.N., 2-360(1)1. “No mas Judios Inmigrantes,” E{ Nacional Revolucionario, México,
March 2, 1931; “El Mago de los Suefios Negros,” ibid., May 8, 1931.

35  The president of the Federation of Small Business and Industrialists of the Republic
disqualified the Jewish residents of Mexico for constituting a mafia that operated based
on violence [toward] and bribery [of] the economy’s nationals, “La Ruinosa Invasion de
Israelitas,” El Nacional, México, April 20,1932; Vid. “El Peligro Israelita,” Grdfico, México,
Nov. 9, 1932; “Campaiia Antisemitica en Nuestro Pais,” Excélsior, México, Mayo 28, 1933;
“Pidese la Expulsion de Todos los Judios que no son Labriegos,” La Prensa, México,
Now. 21,1933.
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Law (August 1931) and precipitated antisemitic attitudes and practices in the
country, ranging from spreading stereotypes to instigating acts of aggression.36
These incidents took place across the country; their proclaimed defense of
the national economy diluted or confused the general public opinion and the
views of the Jewish community in the country.

Other Right and Left wing organizations spread. The Mexican Revolutionary
Action, founded in 1934, operated through its paramilitary units, the
Golden Shirts. The antisemitic Pro-Race Committee and the Middle Class
Confederation exerted pressure on the government and waged antisemitic
campaigns that reached their peak in 1938—9. Rightist sectors gained support
from the nationalist-populist sectors in the country, which they in turn also
reinforced. Given the anti-Jewish tenor in the country, it is worth noting that
none of the speeches given by the Golden Shirts ended without first condemn-
ing “international Judaism,” and demanding the restriction to Jewish immigra-
tion, the removal of Mexican citizenship from Jews, the prohibition of Jewish
participation in national politics, and the call for expropriation of Jewish prop-
erties. Likewise, the Pro-Race Committee contacted the authorities on various
occasions, requesting legislation that would provide a “frank and depend-
able protection to Mexican commerce, industry, and capital.”3” Branches of
these organizations extended their activity throughout the entire country.38
Alongside concurrent antisemitic and xenophobic arguments, they used anti-
communism to call for disqualifying Jews from comprising the national fabric.39

Moreover, possibilities were reduced for Jews to avoid immigration restric-
tion based on professional considerations—*“regardless of the nationality to
which [the Jew] pertained.”#? Trade unions and Left-wing labor organiza-
tions also became a platform for antisemite expressions, related mainly to

36  Vid. Rosenberg, Moisés, “Los judios de Tacubaya sufrieron un susto,” Der Weg (The way),
México, Oct. 28, 1931.

37  Letter from the Pro-Race Central Committee to the Secretary of Governance, August 4,
1936, ibid., 2.360 (29)/8103.

38  “Nuestras Calamidades: el Judaismo en México,” La Prensa, June 2, 1936; “Los Tentaculos
del Judaismo Envuelven a las Actividades Econdémicas de Nuestro Pais,” Ibid., June 4, 1936.

39  “Los Judios son Propagadores Comunistas,” Ibid., June 11, 1936.

40 Ibid. The restrictions were sent confidentially to the Mexican consulates overseas. The
extreme tenor of the restrictions directed at the Jews caused the Mexican Ambassador
to the United States, Francisco Castillo Néjera, to express his concern regarding a poten-
tial conflict that could arise should the American government learn of these measures.
Confidential Letter by Ambassador Castillo Najera to the Secretary of Foreign Relations,
July 25,1935, AREM.
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immigration and exile policies.*! Throughout this period, discussions regard-
ing national immigration policies emphasized whether the incoming group
could be assimilated, as well as whether it will compete economically.#

Pressures on the government to restrict immigration systematically
increased. A wide spectrum of sub-groups from the Right found certain cohe-
sion within the Confederacién Patronal de la Republica Mexicana. With the
support of German Nazis, this Confederation became the principal financ-
ing source for the rightist secular radical sectors.*3 The presence of German
Nazi elements, rooted in the country’s Embassy (including, for example, the
Community of the German People in Mexico) largely supported the activities
of the rightist radical sectors as extensions of spy webs, conferring on them
great influence.** In 1937, the anti-Jewish lobby voiced its fear that Mexico
would provide a haven for the Jews, renewing pressure on the government to
prohibit Jewish immigration.4

Antisemitism reached the forefront of public discourse and nourished
policy decisions after 1938, due to the complex interaction between Otherness
and prejudice regarding the refugee issue, migration and exile. Thus, while
it was stipulated that the policy of the Ministry of Interior was to stimulate
the immigration of all foreigners considered beneficial to the country, it vigi-
lantly guarded against “that immigration that not only did not produce the
awaited benefits, but that would induce situations of unbalance, be it due to
inherent qualities of the presuming immigrants or due to the specific circum-
stances of the country”#6 Complex national and regional factors played a key
role in defining restrictive immigration policies, and antisemitic stereotypes
reinforced them. Antisemitism and Nazism were fostered in international fori
where the question of Jewish refugees was discussed and became transmission
channels of prejudice.

41 Ibid.

42 Gilberto Loyo, La Politica Demogrdfica de México (Mexico: Institute of Social, Political and
Economic Studies of the National Revolutionary Party—PNR, 1935).

43 Hugh Campbell, La Derecha Radical en México 1929-1949 (Mexico: Sep-Setentas, 1976).

44  Brigida Von Mentz, Verena Radkau, Daniela Spenser and Ricardo Perez Montfort,
Los empresarios alemanes, el Tercer Reich y la Oposicion de Derecha a Cdrdenas 1
(Mexico: CIESAS, 1998).

45  Excélsior, México, December 13, 1937; “Grave Amenaza Contra México: Viene con Destino
a Veracruz un Barco Francés Cargado con Judios,” Ibid., December 23, 1937.

46  Communication concerning the criteria that ought to regulate immigration, sent from
the Ministry of Interior to the Ministry of Foreign Relations, México, March 23, 1939,
AREM, Refugee Branch 111-1246-9-1.
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Social representations of Jews as outsiders invoked images of permanent
foreignness, Jews were seen as immigrants devoid of virtue. This becomes clear
when we consider the following arguments:

By placing aside the humanitarian and generous sentiments that pro-
pelled our country to offer asylum to those persecuted by totalitarian
regimes, we must remain vigilant of the national interest. It is well-known
that the elements that seek refuge involve groups that cannot be assimi-
lated, and that the experience of other countries has demonstrated that
in the long run, when the number of Jews reaches substantial numbers,
they form exclusive castes, [which then become] dominant and power-
ful, without developing any ties to the country in which they established
themselves. They then frequently become the cause of national prob-
lems. If we must admit them, may it be in the smallest number possible,
selecting them with the utmost care, and only then if they would not
constitute an economic or ethnic problem for the country.4?

Alongside the preeminent role that national interests took over humanitar-
ian considerations, the definition of the strictly economic and occupational
conditions that applied to those seeking asylum does not appear to carry a
discriminatory condition; however, when we consider the growing imperative
of refuge for Jews at this time, their possibility of immigration to Mexico was
indeed restricted.*®

Given the immediate need of Jewish immigration, claims such as the “lack
of discrimination” took on a new meaning. Moreover, if we consider the inter-
national system during the Cardenista period, as well as the extensive influ-
ence of the Mexican regime on immigration policies and national attitudes
toward the Jewish refugees, the convergence between national and foreign pol-
icies becomes visible. President Cardenas determined foreign policy while the
Ministry of Interior defined immigration policy. In the midst of the regime’s

47  Communication regarding the Intergovernmental Committee, sent from G. Luders de
Negri to the Secretary of Foreign Relations, London, August 31, 1938, AREM, Refugee
Branch 111-1246-9-1 (342.1(44)/10974).

48 Liwerant, “Cardenas y los judios,” 248; Judit Bokser Liwerant, “El México de los Afos
Treinta;” Daniela Gleizer, El Exilio Incomodo. México y los Refugiados Judios, 1933-1945
(México: El Colegio de México—Universidad Auténoma Metropolitana-Cuajimalpa,
201); Felipe Pozo Bloch, “México en Evian: Propuestas Tedricas, Realizaciones Practicas”
(Mexico: Universidad Iberoamericana, 1984).
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political crisis, President Cardenas allowed the question of Jewish immigration
to be limited to the realm internal immigration policy.*?

Despite the ambivalences that emerged at the Evian Conference, the gov-
ernmental disposition to an eventual opening of the nation’s doors intensified
an avalanche of anti-Jewish protests, openly expressed by the Mexican public
and the national press. As Luis Gonzalez has previously indicated, these pro-
tests did not emanate only from the Right; antisemitism also included centrist
and leftist sectors.5% One example of the widespread nature of anti-Jewish sen-
timent is the March 1937 National Confederation, the Left’s initiative presented
to the President regarding the declaration of a “Jewish quarter,” referring to an
area in the center of Mexico City, and justified on the grounds of economic
competition as well as “patriotic considerations.”>! In 1938, the same group
expressed its concern regarding Jewish asylum and its effect on the interests of
Mexican working classes.5?

For German and Austrian Jewish refugees, the context was complicated. The
complexity can be attributed to fascist antisemitic demonstrations, national-
ism and restricted immigration policy. This complexity was further enhanced
by Cardenas’s recovery of mestizaje as a fundamental ethnic-political national
category that collectively affected the Jews as a group that could not be assimi-
lated. This conception may explain the Cardenista welcoming policy towards
the Spanish exile, thereby opening the country’s immigration doors to mem-
bers of the International Brigade and a large number of Spanish Republican
refugees, in spite of the opposition of some nationalist groups and the radi-
cal religious Right.?3 In fact, the Mexican reception of a massive Spanish exile
remains one of the stellar moments of the Cardenista regime.>*

Antisemitism and Nazi influence certainly reached various sectors of soci-
ety. While hard-core elements remained within the Right, as historian Luis

49  Theimmigration quotas that started in 1938 progressively increased; for the year 1939 they
were even more extreme. While the immigration of all Latin Americans remained unre-
stricted, that of immigrants originating in Germany, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
France, Holland, England, Italy, Japan, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland was reduced
from 5000 to 1000, and to 100 those of the remaining countries. Those “without a country
and those who had lost their citizenship” would only be admitted according to explicit
consent granted directly by the Minister of Interior.

50  Luis Gonzalez Historia de la Revolucién Mexicana 1934-1940, Los Artifices del Cardenismo
(Mexico: El Colegio de México, 1981).

51 “Un‘Gueto’ en esta Capital,” Excélsior, México, March 29, 1937.

52 Vid., A.G.N., Serie Lazaro Cdrdenas (S.L.C.), 546.6/16.

53 Letter of the National League to the President, December 20,1938, A.G.N., 8.L.C.546.4/48.

54  Luis Gonzalez, Historia de la Revolucion Mexicana.
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Gonzalez affirms, the impact of these phenomena was felt across the ideo-
logical spectrum. Indeed, the pro-Nazi attitude of many Mexicans, which
differed from a pro-Allie position by the majority of the nation’s leaders,
“admits a multitude of explanations: the previous fascist propaganda ... the
petroleum issue, the anti-Yankee and anti-British phobia, popular sadism,
the desire to annoy national leaders and everyone they wished.”>> Following
her analysis of the actions of fascist and Nazi groups in Mexico, journalist Betty
Kirk called the period that spans December 1938 to December 1940 “the second
revolution.”>¢

Several national figures and groups that had Nazi and Falangist support
shaped the contour of cultural legitimacy of antisemitism. One of these was
undoubtedly the journal Hispanidad, which sought to define Hispanic identity
according to the union of race, culture, language and religion, and which con-
tributed to the ongoing victimization of Jews, rendering them the object of per-
manent aggression. The journal Timdn, which was directed by the renowned
intellectual José Vasconcelos, disseminated pro-Nazi, anti-liberal and antise-
mitic editorials, essays and articles. Its virulent racist content was directed
against Mexico’s Jews who were stigmatized. It circulated weekly from March
to July of 1940 until it was officially banned. Given Vasconcelos’s centrality to
the post-revolutionary cultural and political landscape, his pro-Nazi thought
has been largely downplayed, being attributed to political disenchantments
and temporal factors. However, this aspect of his political thought combined a
romantic tradition with his intention to consolidate Mexico’s national identity,
thereby “reaping the national harvest” of philosophical idealism.5”

Afterwards, anti-Jewish demonstrations were exacerbated by the presiden-
tial succession in which Right-wing groups made efforts to organize them-
selves in the electoral realm. General Juan Andrew Almazan united the various
rightist sectors, even though his political support was not restricted to them.
The electoral race instigated the intensification of anti-Jewish propaganda
and gave way to disturbances and attacks.5® Likewise, the National Union of
Veterans of the Revolution, the Nationalist Vanguard and the National Party

55  Ibid.

56  Betty Kirk, Covering the Mexican Front. The Battle of Europe Versus America (Oklahoma:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1942), 233.

57  David Brading, Mito y Profecia en la Historia de México; Enrique Krauze, Caudillos cultura-
les de la Revolucién Mexicana (Mexico: Secretaria de Educacion Publica, 1976).

58  Confidential Notice A-3, about the German Activities in Mexico, sent by the Under-
Secretary of State to President Cardenas, A.G.N., S.L.C., 704.1/124.1.
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of Public Salvation incorporated explicitly antisemitic views into their activi-
ties and programs.>®

The latter comprised former revolutionaries with aspirations to eliminate
communists from official posts and expel Jews from the country. In a fundrais-
ing event for Presidential candidate Manuel Avila Camacho (February 1939),
militants such as colonel Adolfo Le6n Ossorio, Bernardo Mena Brito, and Luis
del Toro committed themselves to the expulsion of Jews from the country.6°

The new regime headed by General Avila Camacho and the constitution
of a government of national unity departed from the socialist character of
Cardenas’ regime and minimized antisemitic actions and reactions. It also
sought to ally with the belligerent democracies and distance itself from the
initial ties with the Axis that had been strategically pursued by the Cardenista
regime.

Responding to the sinking of the Mexican ships Potreros del Llano and Faja
de Oro, Mexico declared war on the Axes powers in May of 1942. This decision
reduced the pro-fascist and pro-Nazi protests in the country, and likewise rein-
forced the anti-fascist elements from the Left, which had maintained a discon-
certing silence throughout the period involving the German-Soviet pact. Even
though the immigration policy did not substantially change during the subse-
quent time period, Mexico’s entry to the war signaled to the country’s Jewish
community the beginning of a new era, which led Jews to create bridges with
anti-fascist sectors of society, which in turn provided a platform to develop
new ties with society.

Critical Juncture: Zionism, Racism, Regionalization

During the 1970s, the national, regional and global scenarios were reconfigured
and antisemitic expressions gradually catalyzed through new political codes
that brought together Israel and Zionism. This process reached its climax
with UN’s Resolution 3379 that equated Zionism with Racism, a resolution that
Mexico supported—thereby entering the international dynamics of attack
on Zionism and Israel while projecting entrenched stereotypes to the Jewish
community.6!
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Delegitimation of Zionism implies the elaboration of ideological and sym-
bolic referents questioning Zionism’s foundations and aims as incompatible
with the international community’s beliefs and values system. A severe criti-
cism of the State of Israel as a political entity was also voiced. Both formula-
tions shared antisemitic elements, thereby projecting themselves on the life of
Jewish communities in Latin America and elsewhere in the diaspora.

Through radical elaborations, anti-Zionism was formulated in new terms
that recovered old antisemitic referents, thus combining the hard nucleus
of prejudice with changing motivations and functions. Symbolic violence—
which calls for hatred and enables discrimination—became intertwined
with referents of ascription such as the national, the foreigner and the Other.
Accusations of double loyalty were heard frequently.

Mexico’s vote was related to the radical positions and alleged progressive
stance of the government, whose domestic policies aimed to incorporate dis-
sent and opposition, mainly of intellectual sectors.

Relations with the United States were relevant. The bilateral economic rela-
tion with the us, and the worsening economic conditions of Mexico moti-
vated, since 1971, a change in the prevailing patterns in the economic and
international arenas and the reformulation of world alliances. The most sig-
nificant change in Mexico’s foreign policy may be seen in light of the growing
tension that developed with the United States, which initially resulted from us
domestic economic measures.%2

The difficulty of maintaining a “special relationship” with the United States
led Mexico to search for compensatory markets for the global exchange of
technology and investments. Simultaneously, the basic assumption and expec-
tation were that the organizations regulating international relations could
be the forum that would promote the redefinition of the relations between
domestic markets and the United States. In the international context of the
mid-1970s, such beliefs nourished an ideology and a discourse that brought to
the forefront the Third World as actor. The drafting of the Charter of Economic
Rights and Duties of States and the establishment of an Economic System for
the Third World, the proposals to reorganize participation in international

62  The economic crisis that the United States experienced at the beginning of the 1970s was
expressed in protectionist policies that affected bilateral trade with Mexico. Nixon’s deci-
sion in August 1971 to add a 10% tax to regulated imported goods had a direct impact on
the “special relation” and “preferential treatment” that the economic dependency model
reinforced. This measure, together with the reduction in the national economic growth
and the significant increase of the deficit of the current account, led to new paths in for-
eign policy.
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organizations, i.e., Organization of American States and the United Nations
Security Council, constitute some of the emblematic moments of the new
political-ideological foreign policy. In effect, an economic project for the Third
World would encompass a collective bargaining power and the examination
of specific programs of economic, financial, industrial and technological
cooperation.3 It also highlights an interest to strengthen the United Nations,
which for some implied taking a proactive stance towards the Arab-Israeli
conflict. Israel’s expulsion from the UN would have led to the weakening of
this international organization and increased tensions with the United States.
Thus, the goal of assuming a mediating function through several actions: the
implementation of international resolutions, the evacuation of Israeli troops,
the guarantee of integrity and sovereignty for all states, and the adoption of
adequate measures to grant freedom to the Palestinian people.5*

Consequently, the political priority became the elimination of “economic
colonialism”; the enhanced role of Latin America in the Third World; the
strengthening of the Third World’s solidarity and the coordination of shared
actions. Paralleling these changes, the condemnation of any form of discrimi-
nation and racism and the need to intensify the fight against all forms of impe-
rialism, racism and colonialism took shape.

Together with the economic and political goals, the personal political praxis
has to be considered: the Third World leadership role that President Echeverria
sought to achieve by becoming General Secretary of the un. While visiting
Egypt, President Echeverria met Yasser Arafat on August 5, 1975, and immedi-
ately afterwards announced his intention to officially recognize the PL0.5% One
month later, a PLO delegation led by Faruk Kaddumi, head of the organiza-
tion’s political division, visited Mexico and was welcomed by Echeverria, a step
that formalized the opening of the pLO’s local office.56

One needs to analytically account for another dimension—the meaning
that Mexico’s vote acquired in the domestic realm: the same regime that con-
demned Zionism was the promoter of an incipient project of democratization.

63  Declarations of President Echeverria in Gira de trabajo del Presidente Luis Echeverria
Abvarez México, s.R.E., 1975, and the Presidential Report, September 1, 1976.

64 Judit Bokser Liwerant, “Fuentes de Legitimacion de la Presencia Judia en México.”
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August 30, 1975.
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Aiming to incorporate Left-wing academics and intellectuals and, more gener-
ally, progressive sectors that had distanced themselves from the government
in the aftermath of the 1968 repression of the student movement, President
Echeverria implemented international “audacious stands.”®” This was clearly
exemplified by the integration of figures like Carlos Fuentes and Octavio Paz
in Mexico’s diplomacy.

Actions taken regarding the regime of Allende in Chile and the break-up
of relations with Spain were also partly for domestic consumption. The first
one was related to an episode of domestic repression and the second one to
the closure of the independent newspaper Excélsior in 1975. These two cases
were gradually interpreted as progressive and democratizing actions; many in
the public viewed the vote against Zionism as an equally progressive measure.
Mexico was the setting of the World Conference for the International Woman'’s
Year, a significant precedent of resolution 3379. It incorporated a condem-
nation of Zionism together into the fight against colonialism, thus equating
Zionism with Apartheid and other forms of racial discrimination.®

To this condemnation, one can add Resolution 77-x11 adopted by heads of
State and Government of the Organization for African Unity also in 1975 and
the Declaration of Politics and Strategy to Strengthen Solidarity and Mutual
Aid between Non-Aligned Countries in Lima promulgated in the same month.
These were important precursors of the United Nations equation of Zionism
with Racism.

Following Mexico’s vote against Zionism, the Us Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger declared that his government would retaliate against those coun-
tries that voted in favor of the resolution, even before it would take any action
against the UN. In this context, the Jewish community in the Us announced
its decision to cancel any touristic trips to Mexico. Its justification was that
“Americans make more business and touristic trips to Mexico than to any of
the other 71 nations that voted against Zionism.”69

67  Olga Pellicer de Brody, “Cambios Recientes en la Politica Exterior Mexicana,” Foro
Internacional13, (1972):139; Soledad Loaeza, “La Politica del Rumor: México, Noviembre-
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en el Sistema Politico Mexicano, 1928-197 (Mexico: El Colegio de México, 1978), 121.

68  Inits paragraphs 24 and 26, the Declaration conceived the condemnation and the elimi-
nation of such ideologies and regimes as principles that regulated international behavior,
to achieve equality, development and peace.

69  Declaration by David Weinberger in a letter sent to Ambassador José Joaquin de Olloqui,
according to declarations of the consultant to Mexico’s embassy in Washington. Enrique
Buj Flores, Excélsior, November 25, 1975.



146 LIWERANT AND SIMAN

The interplay between discourse and practice developed in complex ways
given that the Mexican regime attempted to “rectify the vote” through argu-
ments intersecting different moments: the vote against Zionism, the tourism
boycott and the attempt to amend Mexico’s position at the UN. In this way,
critiques of any one dimension did not prevent critiques of the other issues;
on the contrary, they further interactively nourished them. The boycott func-
tioned as a pressure mechanism. “Rectifying measures” that aimed to clarify
the “misunderstandings” associated with the vote included the visits of high-
level politicians to Chicago, Los Angeles and New York where meetings with
Jewish leaders were held, as well as the Foreign Minister’s trip to Israel.”0
Foreign Minister Rabasa asserted on several occasions that Zionism was not
Racism, that there was no discrimination in Israel—exemplified by a floral
offering at Herzl's grave—and that given the clarifications of the matter, the
“misunderstanding was forgiven and forgotten.””!

In the reception offered to the delegation of Jewish leaders from the us and
Canada that traveled to Mexico (December 12), President Echeverria asserted
that he did not at all identify Zionism with Racism, and that his government’s
vote at the UN did not seek to convey such message. The president added that
Mexico’s vote aimed at creating a dialogue between the people of the Middle
East, even if it had not been achieved.”2

However, Mexico’s initial position at the UN and its later amendments led to
a severe criticism of the regime’s inconsistent policy;” this criticism continued
through the argument of Mexico’s distancing from its traditional international
trajectory.”* The alleged loss of autonomy in regards to Mexico’s sovereign

70 “Los malos entendidos,” El Universal, México, December 6; “Comunicado emitido al tér-
mino de la visita del Canciller Emilio Rabasa,” El Nacional, México, December 11; Excélsior,
México, December 11.

71 “Lleg6 Rabasa a Tel Aviv," Excélsior, December 5; “Ofrenda de Rabasa,” El Nacional,
December 6; “Completa tolerancia religiosa,” El Nacional, December 8.

72 “Confianza judia de que se encuentre una solucién al voto de México,” El Nacional,
December 13.

73 Manuel Moreno Sanchez, “Nuestro voto sobre el sionismo,” El Universal, November 17;
Jorge Aymani, “EL sionismo, Washington y la diplomacia mexicana,” El Dia, December
16; Hernando Pacheco, “Israel y el Tercer Mundo: sionismo y racismo,” Ibid., December 8;
Gustavo Ortiz Hernén, “EL sionismo no es racista,” Siempre, December 20.
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exercise of power and its giving way to external pressures, were underscored.”
In other words, the clarification and “apology” by Foreign Minister Rabasa was
seen as a response to external pressure and the loss of an independent politi-
cal stand.

In light of an official discourse that sought to differentiate between the con-
demnation of Zionism and antisemitism,”® critiques of Zionism also included
anti-Jewish prejudice in particularly acute ways. Thus, Zionism was seen not
only as expansionist and colonialist,”” but also as a “doctrine based on ethnic
motivations, relentless, messianic, discriminatory and even brutal,”’® or as the
“combination of a religious fanaticism and an exclusionary nationalism, both
equally racist.” It was further defined as an ideology that reflected the belief of
God'’s chosen people; as if Jews segregate, have pride and believe to be superior
to other races.””

The resignation by Minister of Foreign Affairs Rabasa, on December 29,
detonated by his declarations of an alleged forgiveness and forgetting by the
Israeli government and followed by the president’s assertion: “I prefer to die
before asking another country for its forgiveness,”8? reinforced the symbolic
connection between Jewish pressure, aka Jewish lobby, and loss of autonomy.
Thus, the Jewish community of Mexico was questioned in regards to the boy-
cott’s unjust nature given that the country had offered asylum to persecuted
Jews and where the Jewish community had developed in conditions of freedom

Una diplomacia erratica” Excésior, December 8; Miguel Angel Granados Chapa, “Cinco
hipétesis. Diplomacia sin rumbo,” Ibid., December 9; Guillermo Martinez Dominguez,
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and “prosperity.”$! This argument was advanced by intellectuals and academics
who viewed the boycott as a lack of understanding and loyalty by Jews towards
Mexico, thus leading to the twofold questioning of the Jewish collectivity
in Mexico and Zionism. They stated that such measures would “tomorrow lead
the Mexican Jewish community to face its government under the banner and
for the defense of Zionism.” The radicalized prejudice emerged: that the boy-
cott confirmed its racist and imperialist attitude.82 The argument that Jews
were a powerful and alien group—an argument that gave birth to Modern anti-
semitism—reappeared in the Mexican context.

In 1975 the UN resolution 3379 also received the supportive vote of Brazil.83
Because of the increasing pro Palestine stance among Latin American coun-
tries, Chile and Brazil included, both under military anti-Communist dictator-
ships, the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) gained considerable political
and diplomatic clout via the introduction of liaison and information offices in
Brazil and Mexico City (1976), Lima (1979), Managua (1980), La Paz (1982), and
Buenos Aires (1985). Following the PLO proclamation for Palestinian statehood,
in December of 1988, the UN General Assembly approved Resolution 43/177,
viz. Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, Mexico, Nicaragua,
Panama, Peru, though at that time, only Nicaragua and Cuba formally recog-
nized a Palestine State.3*

The impact of the equation of Zionism with Racism transcended the spe-
cific national, regional and international political scenarios and correlation of
forces. The radical questioning of the whole paradigm can be read in terms

81 Antonio Armendariz, Op. Cit.; Abelardo Villegas, “;México antijudio? Una diplomacia
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contra México por parte de los judios norteamericanos,” Revista de la Secretaria del
Trabajo, December g.
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of complex interactions between an ideological discourse, social representa-
tions and political conflicts. Symbolic violence surpassed the precise context
even when its root and causes got transformed. This is precisely what could be
seen in Mexico during the Gulf War. Fed by fifteen years of an international
effort and mediated by the invasion of Lebanon—as well as the events of Sabra
and Shatila—the initial anti-Zionist discourse was projected as a delegitima-
tion of the Zionist paradigm.

The 1991 Gulf War also illustrates the consolidation of an intellectual
atmosphere that censored Israel as an instigator of the war and a spearhead
of Western imperialism. Moreover, argumentative inversions of victimizer-
victim, which were widespread in the seventies were further reinforced.5 It
is important to acknowledge that while some previous processes got a new
spin or turn, in the early 1990s, the national scenario was radically different
from the mid-1970s. The government of Carlos Salinas de Gortari (1988-1994)
implemented a neo-liberal economic project of privatization and reduction
of the State, while committing to modernization and an increasing identifica-
tion with a First World economic model of development and industrialization.
This would completely distance it from the Third World discourse and strategy
followed by Echeverria. In terms of its international insertion, salinismo self-
ascribed to North America, which required redefining bilateral relations with
the United States, both in conceptual and practical terms. Notwithstanding, it
was impossible to prevent a discourse that recovered the vision of Zionism as
Racism. The Gulf War found its alleged ultimate cause in the State of Israel and
Zionism; they were the essential factors that provoked events in the region.
Following different models of historical and temporal de-contextualization
of the conflict, a vicious argumentation led to prejudiced analyses. In effect,
this conflict posed a series of analytical challenges because it incorporated,
among other things, issues such as the participation by the great powers, the
strategic importance of the region, and the role of its natural resources in
the definition of its global socio-political significance. Similarly, the ques-
tioning of the limits of international organizations and renewed uncer-
tainty regarding the impact of religion on national and international politics
appeared as key spheres for comprehension of the conflict. Instead, however,
biased reductionism prevailed.

A paradigmatic example is the recurrent argument that the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict stood at the center of the critical situation that led to the Gulf
War. This thesis originated in an attempt to equate Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait

85  Luis Roniger, “Latin American Jews and Processes of Transnational Legitimization and
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and Israel’s occupation of Gaza and the West Bank. While it initially seemed a
didactic resource based on similarities—and which was first used on August 12,
1990, ten days following the Iraqi invasion—it gradually led to the dilution of
one problematique by underscoring the other. This explains why when Saddam
Hussein’s regime declared at the United Nations—in early December—that
the Palestinian question was key to solving the Persian Gulf conflict, the
Mexican national press was already a fertile soil for such biased reading.

Insofar as the Palestinian-Israeli question became the ultimate cause, the
complexity of the situation in the Persian Gulf, the convergence of different
regional conflicts and the participation of multiple actors were all neglected.
Israel was continuously seen as the most aggressive country that systematically
“violated” the UN’s accords, that maintained its presence in the Palestinian
territories where it committed daily assassinations,®6 and which provoked
violence in the region.8” Gradually, Israel was further conceived as a mili-
tary power, invader and oppressor, with a war prone and expansionist spirit.88
“Intransigent” and “aggressive” were thoroughly and unilaterally applied to
Israel throughout the different stages of the conflict. In this way, with the out-
break of the war, the Palestinian question remained a substratum that was
intertwined with new formulations. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict was used
to highlight the alleged double standards of the UN and the Us towards Israel
and the Arab countries; specifically, Iraq.8°

Given that Israel was seen as a military power that was “paranoid by nature
and which set as its main objective the displacement, and even.. .. the destruc-
tionof ... the Arab race,” it was asserted, “dispossession was followed by expan-
sionism and genocide.”®° The dialectic victim-perpetrator was inverted, thus
projecting the Nazi Holocaust into relations with the Palestinians, arguing
that the Jewish people “[have] always raised the suffering of the diaspora and
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the Holocaust around the world.” Israel, however, was the perpetrator of a new
Holocaust as they (Jews, Israelis) had “learned from their own Nazi killers,
the use of violence to impose their own interests.”®! This evil inversion was
also expressed in the questioning of Israel as an entity that was “doing to the
Palestinians what Hitler did to the Jews,”92 “playing the eternal role of attacked
victim given that it has benefited from it over time,”®3 and succeeding given
their economic power in turning the Holocaust “into the massive crime more
widely publicized in the history of humanity” in contrast to the Palestinians
who lack the means to broadcast their own genocide.%*

Anti-Zionism was further expressed in a global questioning of the State of
Israel and its ideological paradigm, surpassing criticism of a particular govern-
ment, the army’s actions, or the political platform of a ruling coalition. Israel
was recursively seen as a “racist country that operated outside any legal frame-
work” and as the soil for “the movement of international gangsters.”95

Moreover, discourse tried to differentiate between Zionism and progres-
sive Judaism, while arguments referred to the permanent foreignness of Jews
and the lack of loyalty to the country.%¢ Respected intellectuals, whose posi-
tion before 1975 had been favorable towards Israel and the Jews, modified their
attitude expressing anti-Zionism fifteen years later. Their position was fur-
ther reinforced by hard-core anti-Jewish prejudice and was expressed in 1991
through arguments such as the “historical intransigence of the Jewish people”
that resulted from its self-perception as chosen by God.%”

The Left played an important role in anti-Zionism. Ideologically influ-
enced by the political conditions of a bipolar world, and trying to recover the
redemptive and revolutionary vision of the past, such position was expressed
as a radical opposition to the Gulf War and a complaint regarding imperialist
interests in the region, where Israel seemed the main spearhead. Certainly, the

91 Op-Ed., La Jornada, January 16, 1991; Leopoldo Zea, “Israel en el conflicto del Pérsico,”
Novedades, November 6, 1990; Op-Ed., El Dia, December 12, 1990; Eduardo Segovia,
“Palabras de México en la filosofia y en la oNU,” El Dia, February 27, 1991.

92 Eduardo Galeano, “Preguntitas,” La Jornada, January 15, 1991.

93 Gonzalo Martre, “La tormenta debe seguir,” El Universal, January 22, 1991.

94 Halive Herndndez Ascencia, “Scuds: los que van a morir te saludan,” El Sol del Mediodia,
February 1, 1991.

95  Ugo Pippitone, “El Golfo,” La Jornada, January 24, 1991.

96  Mauricio Gonzalez de la Garza, “Y los palestinos,” El Sol de México, January 21, 1991, and
“Carta a Saddam Hussein,” Siempre, March 13, 1991.

97 A paradigmatic figure of this change is Leopoldo Zea, Vid. “Israel en el Conflicto del
Pérsico,” Novedades, November 6, 1990, and “Urgente reunion de la Asamblea General,”
Ibid., February 12, 1991.
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Left’s loss of important spaces in the national arena explains the functionality
of its anti-Zionist discourse. The Gulf War was a resource to broaden and dis-
place the object of critique, simultaneously addressed towards Zionism, Israel
and the United States’ foreign policy. Nevertheless, on this occasion, the politi-
cal Left did not exclusively endorse an anti-Zionist discourse; more primitive
antisemitic stereotypes appeared as well. Thus, the Jew was portrayed as arro-
gant, exclusionary, of questionable morality and a money lover.%8 The Jew was
also seen as someone who lacks the possibility to exercise a “non-prejudiced
and autonomous thought. .. ."9°

This chapter in Mexico’s history shows how delegitimation of Zionism,
whether as a motivation or an outcome, created a situation where anti-
Zionism and antisemitism were mutually reinforced, thereby inferring a per-
manent and complex relation among ideas, discourses and social conflicts.
Moreover, expressed as symbolic violence, they temporarily surpassed the
initial conditions that originated them, thereby acquiring great autonomy and
efficacy.

Anti-Zionist expressions have historically fluctuated with the develop-
ment of events in the Middle East: Six Day War (1967), Yom Kippur War
(1973), Lebanon War (1982), First Intifada (1987-1993), Gulf War (1991), Second
Intifada (2000—2005), Cast Lead (2008—2009), Flotilla Incident (2010), cross-
border attacks by Egyptian and Palestinian militants (2011), Pillar of Defense
(2012) and Protective Edge (2014).

Following polarization towards the Palestinian-Israeli conflict during the
1970s-1980s, the end of the Cold War led to normalization of relations with
both the Palestinians and the Zionist state, although founded on an equidis-
tance basis. Motivated by the signing of the peace Oslo accords (1993), formal
diplomatic missions of the new Palestine Authority opened in Chile (1992),
Brazil (1993), Mexico (1995), Argentina and Colombia (1996), and Peru (1998).

A few years after the signing of the Chilean-Palestine Memorandum for
Scientific Technical, Cultural and Educative Cooperation (June 1995), Chile
opened in Ramallah the first diplomatic Latin American representation (April
1998). But we should recall that simultaneously anti-Zionism, as an ideologi-
cal stance among the diplomacy of Latin American countries, lost its viru-
lence as a resource to rhetorically attack Israel and was replaced instead by
pragmatic considerations in countries such as Brazil, Mexico, and Nicaragua.
With the exception of Cuba, all Latin American countries voted in favor of

98 Roberto Garcia Jaime, “El judio,” Uno Mds Uno, February 4, 1991.
99  Ibid.
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UN resolution 46/86 on December 16, 1991 reversing the infamous Zionism is
Racism declaration.!00

Not surprisingly, years later, the main ALBA countries, i.e., Venezuela, Bolivia,
Ecuador, Nicaragua and Cuba, cut diplomatic relations with Israel. They were
first led by Hugo Chavez and Evo Morales in January 2009 to protest over the
military offensive in Gaza. In June 2010 Nicaraguan President Daniel Ortega
followed suit, voicing a harsh opposition of Israel Zionism. Unlike other ALBA
members, Ecuadorian President Rafael Correa did not break diplomatic ties
with Israel, although Iranian economic and political relations strengthened.

In a reconfigured world system, the Venezuela regime under Hugo Chavez
(1998-2013) became a Latin American proxy of the Iranian State and its hatred
of Jews. It is plausible that beyond the strong antisemitic motivations of close
advisers to Chavez, viz. Argentine nationalist intellectual Norberto Ceresole
played an important part in making both Zionism and Israel Venezuela’s ene-
mies. Chavismo has since aligned with Iran to battle Us imperialism. In this
way, Chavez positioned himself on the world stage as opposing American for-
eign policy, and thus Israel, its military partner. The regime has tried to estab-
lish itself as a global player and a regional leader in a multi-polar international
system. As part of this strategy, he developed regional oil initiatives such as
Petrocaribe and Petrosur geared towards providing oil through “soft” financing
and bankrolling. While Chavez’s government has declared his unwillingness
to foster xenophobic hatred, its political dynamic and its polarizing rhetoric
coupled with a strategic alignment against the United States reinforced chau-
vinistic attitudes identifying Jews as allies of the “anti-people” and of enemy
countries.

Parallel discursive processes and practices defaming the State of Israel gave
way to antisemitic acts, e.g., Caracas Tiferet Israel Sephardic synagogue vandal-
ized on January 31, 2009. In part, Chavez's animosity towards Jews might have
responded to his aim to win favor from Teheran.!?! This explanation also seems

100 See Cecilia Baeza, 2012. “América Latina y la cuestion palestina (1947-2012),” Araucaria.
Revista Iberoamericana de Filosofia, Politicay Humanidades, Afio 14, No 28, 111-131; Barrata,
Robert Thomas, 1989. “The PLO in Latin America,” in August R. Norton and Martin
Greenberg (org.) The International Relations of the Palestine Liberation Organization,
Southern Illinois University Press, Carbondale/Edwardsville, 166-195; Cecilia Baeza and
Elodie Brun, “La diplomacia chilena hacia los paises érabes: entre posicionamiento estra-
tégico y oportunismo comercial,” Estudios Internacionales, No 171, enero—abril 2012, 61-86.

101 Luis Roniger, “Anti-Semitism, Real or Imagined? Chavez Iran, Israel, and the Jews,” ACTA
30, (Jerusalem: sicsa—Hebrew University, 2010). Relations between Venezuela and Israel
acquired a low point in 2006, via President Hugo Chavez's convictions regarding the
Israel-Lebanon conflict, and pro-Iranian ties. In the wake of the next Israel-Gaza conflict


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Presidents_of_Venezuela
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hugo_Ch%C3%A1vez
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2006_Israel-Lebanon_conflict
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2008%E2%80%932009_Israel%E2%80%93Gaza_conflict
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to hold when analyzing the anti-Zionist position of the ALBA countries, the
anti-Us bloc led by Chavismo.192 The process involving the problematic social
representation of Israel has become a new shared pattern in Latin America,
although with regional variations.103

Discursive Antisemitism Changes: From the Printed Press to the
Social Networks

Recurrences, changes and ruptures need to be seen from a perspective that
traces the past while focusing on the present, even more so given that antisem-
itism does not occur in a vacuum. Social and political life cannot develop with-
out recognition and rationalization, without having its objectives commented
upon and justified, without facing groups and institutions, just like political
power, as the object of a discourse of legitimation and delegitimation. Thus,
we can affirm that collective life permanently evolves in two levels: the sym-
bolic, and the practical. While antisemitism has been discursively conveyed
through the media mostly in the printed press, following a global trend it has
also moved to the local Internet-based social networks. Both expressions can
be explored in the new century.

The Mexican press has been highly sensitive to the ebbs and flows of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, as seen by the substantial increment of articles
and editorials published when the conflict erupts. We find that preceding the
Flotilla Affair of May 31, 2010 or Operation Cast Lead of December 2009-January
2010, there were a few mainstream news items or editorials regarding the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

However, the number of articles, editorials, photographs and cartoons pub-
lished significantly increased when war broke out. In fact, negative mentions

(2008), Venezuela broke all diplomatic ties with Israel and formalized relations with the
Palestinian Authority on April 27, 2009. Post Chavez Nicolas Maduro administration has
kept the same anti-Israeli stance.

102 Luis Roniger, “Latin American Jews and Processes of Transnational Legitimization and
De-Legitimization,” Journal of Modern Jewish Studies 9 (2010): 185.

103 Yael Siman and Manuel Férez, “La Construccion de Realidades de Conflicto: La Cobertura
de la Prensa Nacional Mexicana Sobre el Conflicto entre el Movimiento Islamista HAMAS
y el Estado de Israel. Una Visién desde América Latina,” in El Conflicto en Gaza e Israel,
2008-2009, ed. M. Férez (Mexico: Senado de la Republica, 2009); Judit Bokser Liwerant
and Yael Siman, “El Medio Oriente Hoy. Nuevas Tendencias e Interrogantes” in Medio
Oriente y Norte Aﬁ’ica ¢Reforma, Revolucién o Continuidad?, ed. M. Férez and E. Ballesté
(Mexico: Senado de la Republica, 2o11).
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in the Mexican press in 2011—2012 were closely connected to events in the
Middle East, signaling what may be a consistent pattern. A large number of
Op-Eds questioned the long-term and entrenched Israeli policy of occupa-
tion, and immorality towards the Palestinians, i.e., Alejandro Saldivar’s editori-
als blaming the conflict on Israelis and their war-prone attitude and military
apparatus.104

When Operation “Defense Pilar” occurred in November 2012, 105 negative
articles (based on Tribuna Israelita’s categorization) were published mainly in
Leftist newspapers La Jornada and Unomdsuno. In light of critical events in
Palestine/Israel, the debate broadened and included more mainstream news-
papers and voices.

Discursive expressions, be they antisemitic, anti-Zionist or anti-Israel, have
significant and concrete implications on the process of delegitimation specifi-
cally when we observe the recovering of old arguments, prejudices and nega-
tive images. Some of them are reformulated following new logics while others
maintain the old ones.

A look at 20102011 data, viz. Tribuna Israelita,!°5 finds an overall reduction
in the number of published notes related to Jewish issues and Israel (—38.21%
from 2009 to 2010, —-8.33% from 2010 to 2011). This is also the case for news
reports, editorials, cartoons, reviews, reproductions, photographs, interviews,
and classified letters (—41.74% from 2009 to 2010, —5.16% from 2010 to 2011).196
This seems to be related to the lower impact on Mexican public opinion that
events in the region e.g., the “Flotilla Affair,” had in comparison to the impact
of “Operation Cast Lead,” a finding consistent with the 2010 World Report by
the Stephen Roth Center at Tel Aviv University. Using the same data for the
same period, “negative” articles and editorials far outnumbered “positive” ones.

But it is also observed that the number of negative news reports—31 in 2010
and 27 in 2011—was significantly smaller than the number of Op-Eds—313 and
277—respectively. That is, negative news regarding Jews and/or Israel had a

104  Alejandro Saldivar, “Siembra de judios” in Proceso. 03/01/2011.

105 There is no comparable data in the 2012 report.

106 Tribuna Israelita Annual Reports. The number of annual incidents remained below 100
(67 in 2010, 88 in 2011, 65 in 2012), mostly harassment actions: verbal aggressions, painted
signs and propaganda (demonstrations, conferences, distribution of books, flyers and
objects). A limited number of actions included electronic messages, physical aggression
(generally with low levels of violence), threats, and a few incidents in the media (other
than newspapers).
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significant and disproportional impact on Mexican public opinion. Those clas-
sified as “neutral” represented the largest number.197

TABLE 7.1

2010 2011
Positive 48 32
Negative 442 407
Neutral 3408 3248

Thus, for the period analyzed, the printed press in Mexico shows a spectrum
of qualitatively differentiated arguments. Negative arguments include overt
antisemitic positions. When looking at these arguments closely, one also
finds anti-Zionist arguments underlined by a questioning of Israel’s existence,
e.g,, claims that equate Israel with racism or Nazism, or Holocaust inversion,
as well as claims that imply a more covert prejudiced position towards Jews.
Anti-Zionist positions generally omit historical contextualization, present sim-
plistic or binary representations of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, and are gen-
erally one-sided. In the last decades the overlapping antisemitic, anti-Zionist
and anti-Israel arguments have gained appeal.

It has to be stressed that Tribuna Israelita also codes as “negative” argu-
ments that are highly critical of Israel’s policies towards the Palestinians. Some
of them overlap with anti-Israel positions.1°8 “Positive” arguments include the
questioning of anti-Jewish prejudice and/or simplistic generalizations regard-
ing Israel-Palestinian dynamics, Jews or both. “Neutral” arguments are gener-
ally descriptive rather than value-laden—although in some instances they
may be underlined by more subtle prejudiced assumptions.

107 These include Op-Eds, news reports, newspaper editorials, cartoons, reviews, reproduc-
tions, photographs, interviews and classified letters. Each category separately shows only
few exceptions.

108 Luis Bassets begins with a critical argument regarding Netanyahu's policy towards
the democratic transition in Egypt, which he argues would make it more difficult for
Netanyahu to advance his strategic vision of a continuous expansionist State. Luis Bassets,
“Al fin despierta Israel” (Finally Israel wakes up) in El Pais. 03/02/2011.
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The gamut of arguments that appeared in the printed press in 2010 epit-
omizes what we have been stating. Among the most common positions we
observe Israel’s conducting “war crimes” in Lebanon and Gaza; Israel’s “ter-
rorist” traits and its implementation of “massacre,” “genocide” and “collective
punishment” in Gaza to a million and a half Palestinians; the building of a Wall
in the West Bank that seeks to “exterminate” 4.5 million Palestinians; Israel’s
“violation” of international law in the occupied territories and worldwide; the
Zionist Jewish State as a racist one on nationality and citizenship issues; and
Israel as an “apartheid” State.!%° But covert prejudice towards Israel may also
be revealed by omission of relevant information or the use of double stan-
dards. While it differs from explicit prejudice, it also has a meaningful impact.

Further overlapping at the meaning making level between anti-Israelism
and anti-Zionism can be observed through analogies, parallels and metaphors
that point to Holocaust inversion: the West Bank Wall was conceived out of a
great strategic plan, the slow and sustained “extermination”; “This time, with-
out gas chambers”!'0 The nagba as Israel’s “expulsion” of 700,000 Palestinians—
which was preceded by “ethnic cleansing”—has a straightforward parallel
with the Holocaust: the word nagba denotes the “oldest and most prolonged
Holocaust” in contemporary History as a result of the creation of an “illegal
Zionist State.™! Nazi-fascist wall locked up Palestinians alive in “ghettos”
(The author uses the term within quotation marks). As part of the anti-
American and anti-Imperialist discourse that emphasizes the alliance between
the us and Israel, the walls at the West Bank and at the usa-Mexico border
were compared, though only the former was seen as a “genocide wall.”12 This
requires analytical differentiation between anti-globalization and anti-Zion-
ism; it also questions the political discourse of both international civil society
organizations and partisan anti-global movements.!3

109 Andrés Pascoe Pierce, “La década del Terror” in Crdnica. January 2, 2010; Xavier Caflo
Tamayo, “Sobre una bomba de violaciones de derechos humanos” in Rumbo de México.
January 4; José Steinsleger, “; Cuando caerd el muro?” in La Jornada. January 6, 2010; Héctor
Delgado, “ONU monosabia, ignora la autodeterminaciéon” in Uno mds uno. February 1,
2010; Manu Dorberier, “El que se somete a la infamia, se convierte en infame” in E/ So/
de México. February 20, 2010; Newspaper Editorial. “Lula en Israel” in La Jornada. March,
2010; José Steinsleger, “;Israelies o judios?” in La Jornada. April 21, 2010; Juan Gelman,
“Prohibido y ya” in Milenio Diario. May 29, 2010.

110 José Steinsleger, “;Cuando caera el muro?” in La Jornada. January 6, 2010.

111 José Steinsleger, “Palestina: origenes de la nakba” in La Jornada. May 5, 2010.

112 Héctor Delgado, “{Bienvenida Sefiora Michelle Obamain Uno mds uno. April 15, 2010.

113  Seethe two articles discussing the Israel/Palestine conflict and the charge of antisemitism,
Brian Klug, “A Plea for Distinctions: Disentangling anti-Americanism and anti-Semitism
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Similar to the period that followed Operation Cast Lead, the Flotilla Affair
increased anti-Zionist expressions.!# Israel’s negative image reached an apex
in this episode, conveying its “genocidal” and illegitimate code of action.!’®
However, this episode reflects the diversity of arguments: critiques of Israel’s
policy, positions that deligitimate Zionism and Israel, and more objective rep-
resentations of the conflict. Writing in Proceso, the academic Olga Pellicer
wrote a critical piece on Israel’s attack of the humanitarian flotilla, which in
her view showed the aggressiveness of the Israeli military forces and the intol-
erable situation created by the Israeli blockade.!® In a more radical tone on
the same incident, Luis Gutiérrez Esparsa called for the condemnation of the
assault by Israel of the Flotilla of Freedom, in which 750 unarmed civilians
traveled, because it constitutes “one more brutal” act by Israel, an “arrogant,”
“expansionist” power that resorts to “impunity” and that makes “ethnic cleans-
ing” one of its priorities and “persecutes implacably” the Palestinian people for
more than sixty years.!'” Thus, Israel was equated to paradigmatic evil, expan-
sionist and racist; a state that commits genocidal policies and ethnic cleans-
ing. For his part, Rubén Cortés presents a very different interpretation of the
Flotilla Affair, questioning the view that the six ships that were “intercepted”
by Israel were “pacifists” or looked for freedom. Instead, they supported only
one of the parties involved in this war, that is, “terrorist” Hamas, an organiza-
tion that controls Gaza with an “iron fist."!8

In contrast to the two episodes analyzed above, a smaller number of edi-
torials in 2011 and 2012 explicitly referred to Jewish issues and so anti-Jewish
prejudices were limited.'® This may be seen as consistent with the fact that
the links of the Jewish community with Israel and other Jewish centers have
gained legitimacy in the public—sphere—reinforced by the visible recogni-
tion of the existence of a Mexican Diaspora—and have, thus, diminished the
questioning of the transnational character of Jewish life. In contrast to the past,
arguments critical of the nexus between the Jewish community and Israel or

today,” and the response of Tamar Meisels, “Is It Good For the Jews? A Response to Brian
Klug’s ‘A Plea for Distinctions: Disentangling Anti-Americanism From Anti-Semitism,”
Tink 20, Vol. 7, The Royal Institute of Philosophy, Winter 2008, pp. 69—90.

114 Esteban Beltran, “El asfixiante bloqueo de Gaza” in E/ Pais. June 1, 2010.

115 Héctor Delgado, “Israel asesina marinos civiles en Gaza” in Uno mds uno. June 1, 2o10.

116  Olga Pellicer, “Las tareas de Sisifo” in Proceso. June 7, 2010.

117 Luis Gutiérrez Esparsa, “Gaza y la Flotilla de la Libertad” in Excélsior. June 2, 2010.

118 Rubén Cortés, “Exceso israeli vs. pacifismo terrorista” in La Razén. June 2, 2010.

119 See Jestis Michel Narvéez. “iClaro que duele!” in El Sol de México. 15/02/2011, Angel
Guerra Cabrera. “Egipto ayer y hoy” in La Jornada. o7/02/2011, and Matias Pascal. “Un
Subsecretario de SHyCP Socio de Banca Patito Mifel” in UnomasUno. 21/07/2011.
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the North American Jewish community have been largely absent in the pub-
lic discourse. Furthermore, traditional stereotypes such as the control of the
national or international financial system or the self-segregated group tropos
have been minimal, though some political episodes awakened the argument of
the particular interest over the national well-being.!20

Thus, the media discourse shows continued patterns and changing trends.
In recent years, we observe transnational circuits through which particular
meanings get transferred. One must assess the impact on the national media
of the transnational dynamics and sources that feed information. Specifically,
La Jornada and UnomdsUno systematically reproduced editorial articles of
The Guardian and Independent and their own editorial articles reinforced this
stand. Articles by authors such as Ilan Pappe, Noam Chomsky and Robert Frisk
are periodically reprinted in newspapers with important circulation in Mexico
such as El Pais and La Jornada.

The mainstream news media, e.g., Milenio, El Financiero and Excélsior, has
an increased number of articles critical of Israel’s settlement policy.!?! We
may also point to the building of the transnational cultural code we analyzed.
Zionism, identified with Racism, Colonialism and Imperialism, became an
implicit argument of the major focus, namely, that the State of Israel is bel-
ligerent and war-prone, oppressive and expansionist.!?? In this sense, Naief
Yehya establishes a parallel (of immorality) between the American and Israeli
military, both imperialists that in old or new forms destroy or displace entire
peoples.1?3 Human rights violations gained an increased presence among the
critical arguments. The Arab-Israeli conflict continued to be portrayed as part
of the clash between the imperialist West and the Arab and Muslim Third
World.

As with previous periods of escalation of violence, the Mexican press widely
pits the Israeli Defense Forces against Hamas and Islamic Jihad in Gaza. Singular
but overlapping arguments can also be found between reporting practices.

120  Bokser Liwerant, “Being National, Being Transnational: Snapshots of Belonging and
Citizenship,” in Shifting Frontiers of Citizenship: the Latin America Experience, eds.
M. Snzajder, L. Roniger and C. Forment (Leiden and London: Brill, 2013), 343-365.

121 Emilio Menéndez del Valle, “Imponer la paz en Palestina,” E/ Pais, April 9, 2010.

122 See Alfredo Jalife Rahme. “Israel y Estados Unidos provocan disturbios religosos en
Egipto” in La Jornada. 03/07/2011. In this article the writer argues that Israel and the us
seek to control the region. In an article by Enrique Dussel, he calls Israeli and Us policies
fundamentalist, violent and militarist. See “;Estado de rebelidn egipcia?” in La Jornada.
03/02/2011.

123 Naief Yehya, “Destruir una casa para salvar a un pueblo: vieja-nueva filosoffa imperialista”
in La Jornada. 30/01/2011.
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According to Tribuna Israelita, there were 105 published negative notes. Anti-
Zionist positions develop from initial criticism of Netanyahu'’s policy to destroy
the military and political infrastructure of both Islamic movements.12+

Holocaust inversion was used to question not only Netanyahu'’s decision,
but also Israel’s illegal occupation of Palestinian land. Similar to previous epi-
sodes, one editorial also equated Israel’s policy to both Nazism and Fascism:
“The most recent killing against Palestinian Arabs in Gaza committed by
the Nazi fascist Israeli militarism is a provocation against the peoples of the
world.!?5 In an even more radical tone, another Op-Ed noted:

While the behavior of the Tel Aviv government towards the Palestinians
has increasingly become similar to that of the Nazi perpetrators towards
their ancestors in Europe ... it is more adequate to characterize it as an
extermination camp, to which the Hebrew State only allows to enter
water and food that are scientifically calculated as necessary for the sur-
vival of the (Palestinian) inhabitants.126

The metaphor of the ghetto was also used in this case perhaps to mobilize
moral outrage for the “imprisonment” of the Palestinians.’?” In “negative”
Op-Eds, historical context when provided is generally one-sided with respect
to Israel’s “colonization” of the West Bank and East Jerusalem, “violation” of
international law and “destruction” of Palestinian daily life.!?® Some stressed
the disproportionate force used by the perpetrators (Israelis) against the vic-
tims (Palestinians).129

Positive editorials are also identified for the 2010-2012 period: they ques-
tioned Hamas’s strategy to eliminate Israel and also Iran’s support of the
Islamist regime, they pointed to Israel’s economic and technological achieve-
ments, they distinguished between Israel as a Zionist entity and its particu-
lar governments, and they advanced a principled rejection of Hamas’ and

124  See Editorials by Héctor Delgado (Unomésuno), Angel Guerra Cabrera (La Jornada), Fran
Ruiz (Crénica) and Gabriel Moyssen (EI Financiero).

125 Héctor Delgado, “Israel: Nazifascism and genocidal apartheid”. Unomasuno, 19/11.

126 Angel Guerra Cabrera, “Gaza, Prison no, extermination camp”. La Jornada, 22/11.

127 Héctor Delgado, “;Todos somos Gaza!”. Unomasuno, 21/11. A parallel between Gaza and
the ghetto is found in Fran Ruiz, “The most stupid war of the world”. Crénica, 23/11.

128 De la Fuente Editorial. “Gaza: Assymetric Violence. La Jornada, 16/11.

129 DelaFuente Editorial. “Gaza: Assymetric Violence”. La Jornada, 16/11. See also Nizar Dana,
“Gaza under fire,” La Razo6n, 23/11; Fran Ruiz, “The most stupid war in the world.” Crénica,
23/11; De la Fuente Editorial. “Stop to the killing of children and women in the Gaza Strip.
Unomadsuno, 21/11.
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Hezbollah'’s refusal to accept Israel as a legitimate state. Some Op-Eds also
questioned dominant prejudices in Mexico towards Jews and Israel.130

Paralleling these trends, a pattern of radicalization in the social net-
works developed. It included prejudices previously used though increasingly
aggressive, as evidenced by the presence of Holocaust denial arguments and
hate speech towards Jews. This phenomenon may signal new dynamics via
“interactive social web” (Web 2.0).131

Users as opposed to publishers are able to create content, share it and react
to it beyond national boundaries legitimizing multiple narratives or render-
ing credibility to relativism.!32 The shift in sources—from accountable to largely
anonymous ones—are key to understanding the impact of non-institutional-
ized social character minimizing public resistance—what David Hirsch calls
“unmediated opinions.” A potential implication is the widespread acceptabil-
ity of the new modalities of prejudice and exclusion (including antisemitism,
anti-Zionism and anti-Israelism) in the web, particularly among the young,
ending in a blurring of boundaries of public discourse.

Social networks vary in their impact. According to the global traffic moni-
toring group Alexa, Facebook remains the most popular social media, with
monthly visits nearing a billion; the users are younger and are part of a com-
puter cohort; other social forums continue to outpace each other, e.g., Twitter,
by which millions tweet daily traveling into other linked Internet platforms,
such as YouTube or Facebook.133

130 Miguel Aleman V, “Yitzak Rabin” El Universal. February 24, 2010; José Penhos, “Hombre
clave de Hamas.” Siempre! March 8, 2010; Javier Santiso, “Israel: ejemplo de innovacién
econoémica.” El Universal. May 16, 2010; Bernard Henri Levy, “Porqué firmé la ‘llamada a la
razon.’ El Sol de México. May 24, 2010; David Harris, “;1947 0 1967?” El Pais. June 15, 2010;
José Antonio Aguilar Rivera, “Democratismo y Fanatismo.” El Universal. July 10, 2010.

131 According to a survey conducted by Mitofsky in December 2011, Twitter is largely used by
the young, educated people and those of higher socio-economic class. The Twitter user’s
profile: 60% are between 18 and 30 years old, and 95% live in urban areas.

132  Andre Oboler, April 1, 2008, “Online Anti-Semitism 2.0. ‘Social Anti-Semitism’ on the
‘Social Web. Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. http://jcpa.org/article/online-anti-
Semitism-2-o0-social-anti-Semitism-on-the-social-web/ (Accessed on January 7, 2014).

133 While the fastest-growing age group for Facebook is the 25+ group, an August 2006 study
showed that 33.5% of Facebook users were in the 35-54 age range; only 34% were aged
18-24 Facebook’s original target audience. One example is the group proclaiming “‘Israel’
is not a country!... delist it from Facebook as a country!” It has 32,596 members. If one of
its members has an average of 150—200 friends, this group could be advertised to about
4.9 million people. http://newsroom.tb.com/Key-Facts (accessed June 1, 2015). In addition
to these forms of interactive web, Web 2.0 includes sites such as Google Earth, Flickr,
Digg, Del.icio.us, Blogger, Reddit, Beebo, Wikipedia, Myspace, and some would include
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In Mexico, antisemitism in the social networks reached a high point in 2012.
Tweets and electronic messages appear to mirror each other in terms of radi-
cal content and language, in contrast to the printed press published notes and
editorials. This seems related to different accountability mechanisms available
in each case. The number of electronic messages is generally small but their
tone is more violent and extreme. It includes antisemitic representations of
Jews as foreigners, Christ killers or exploiters of the local labor force delivered
via institutional emails or Jewish websites.

For example, the electronic Jewish newspaper Enlace Judio received emails
questioning the contributions, assimilation status and loyalty of Mexicans
since they are “taking over key positions in the government to create their own
government within the Mexican State.”’3* Some electronic messages sent to
Tribuna Israelita endorsed Hitler and Nazism. The central agency of the Jewish
community also received an email that expressed an anti-Israel position. While
few, there were some antisemitic emails sent directly to Mexican personalities
of Jewish origin or anonymous hate emails that circulated among the Mexican
public.

Emails sent to Jewish institutions in Mexico have also been channels
to express negative positions towards Jews-Israel through symbolic repre-
sentations of Israel as a terrorist state and a Jewish-Israel axis of immoral
collaboration.!3% For instance, on February 23, 20u1 Tribuna Israelita received
an email by Peace In the World. Originating in Canada, the page advocated

Ebay and Amazon. Many online newspapers that allow comments where antisemitism is
tolerated, e.g.,, The Guardian’s “Comment Is Free.” Huntington Post, eMarketer (accessed
1January 2014). See “Twitter Company Statistics.” http://www.statisticbrain.com/twitter-
statistics/ (accessed 1 June 2015).

134 September 19, 2012, hombrelibreig6z@gmail.com. Some emails incorporated the phrase
Heil Hitler and repeatedly called for Jewish genocide. On August 21, 2010, the well-
known historian Jean Meyer received an email from Fernando Espinoza de los Monteros
(femsz1@yahoo.com.mx). Titled as “Those who Work for Israel in our Nation,” this mes-
sage used forged Protocols of the Elders of Sion. In August, 2010 an anonymous email cir-
culated widely. It was entitled: “The Jewish Problem in Mexico” (Signed: Cuernavaca,
February 2010).

135 Two emails sent in May and June, 2010 to Tribuna Israelita used the slogan Heil Hitler and
called for the destruction of Jews. The first one was signed by Josue “N” (rk@hotmail.com)
followed by Lebanese Husein (libanes_mex@yahoo.com.mx). Two years later, another
email sent to Tribuna Israelita underscored the idea of rightfulness by the Nazis against
the Jews. Source: email sent by “Indio mexicano” (huelofeo@yahoo.com) in 2012. On June
1, 2010, Tribuna Israelita received another email from Fran Ruiz (fran@cronica.com.mx)
that stated that Israel, like Iran, Birmania, Cuba, North Korea, and Sudan was a terrorist
state.
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the liberation of Palestine and accused Israel of routinely violating interna-
tional laws, committing war crimes and killing Palestinians. Immediately
following its criticism of Israeli policies—without presenting any historical
contextualization—the email criticized the “support of illegal Israeli occupa-
tion” by the “Jewish people in Mexico.” Extreme statements on the “purity of
the Jewish race” and Holocaust denial also found expression in electronic mes-
sages.!36 Additionally, a few incidents were documented in blogs and Twitter.!37
In Uruguay and Argentina, political hostility towards Us “economic imperial-
ism,” combined with an increasing ideological hostility at neo-liberal global-
ization, yielded an anti-Zionist discourse among some leftist social networks.

To fully appreciate the nature and scope of antisemitism/anti-Zionism in
the social networks, our analysis will focus on three paradigmatic episodes:

a) First, the chain of prejudices derived from the verbal and physical attack
of a valet parking employee by a business man of Jewish origin, Miguel Moisés
Sacal Smeke (January 2012). In this case, the indexing of antisemitic attacks
under the hashtag!®® #GentlemandelasLomas (upscale Mexico City neigh-
borhood) obtained the status of Trending Topic on January 10, reaching more
than 10,000 references. Examining the number of tweets (95 tweets registered
between January 10 and 11, 2012) referring to this lamentable though indi-
vidual case, one finds that “negative” tweets outnumbered the “neutral” ones
(48 vs. 25), while “positive” tweets had the lowest number (22) (although it
was similar to those classified as neutral). This contrasts with the general trend
found in the printed press, as previously shown. But those tweets marked as
favorite show a slightly different situation: the majority were negative (94) fol-
lowed by positive (78) and then by neutral (58). Tweets posted in two days
show large numbers (52) underscore Miguel Sacal’s Jewishness. E.g., references
to Sacal as a Jewish businessman or Miguel Sacal, the Jew. A smaller number
(8) establish a connection between his aggressive actions and his Jewish ori-
gin while a few others (6) posit that stating his Jewish origin does not equal

136 In one of the emails the Holocaust was called “Holocuento” (Holostory). See “Libre”
(hombrelibreig63@gmail.com) in Tribuna Israelita’s 2010 report.

137 OnJuly 8, 2010, for instance, several messages in Twitter blamed the Mexican Jews for the
creation of buildings, commercial centers, study houses and allegedly a clothing store,
thus impacting the neighborhood’s use of land in one of Mexico city’s neighborhoods
where Jews live. “@vecinodeteca, @diantp seguro la fabrica es de uno de esos judios que
invadieron teca primero centros comerciales ahora fabricas?? @Vecinodeteca @Alexferca
@alfredodelmazo @jupeatzh #Huixquilucan ha de ser algin miembro de la comunidad,
ya ves que se vuelven intocable$$$.”

138 On social media such as Twitter, it is a word or phrase preceded by a hash or pound sign
used to identify messages on a specific topic.


mailto:hombrelibre1963@gmail.com
http://twitter.com/vecinodeteca
http://twitter.com/diantp
http://twitter.com/Vecinodeteca
http://twitter.com/Alexferca
http://twitter.com/alfredodelmazo
http://twitter.com/jupeatzh
http://twitter.com/search?q=%23Huixquilucan

164 LIWERANT AND SIMAN

antisemitism. However, a number of tweets (17) used coarse and virulent anti-
Jewish language when referring to Sacal. Among the “positive” (18) tweets one
finds arguments that put into question anti-Jewish prejudice and the advanced
simplistic generalizations. At the same time, some addressed reveal histori-
cally rooted stereotypes of Jews (e.g., Jewish = money/success).

b) A second chain of prejudiced comments was detonated by Dr. Alfredo
Jalife Rahme, a journalist, analyst, academic of the National Autonomous
University (UNAM), Mexico, and head of the Center for Geostrategic Studies
at UAM, Xochimilco. Paradoxically, as a result of a sustained request to limit
his anti-Zionist/antisemitic outbursts in the press, Jalife has acquired a strong
presence in social networks such as Facebook and Twitter (mainly since May
2012), particularly writing on political national and international topics. In con-
trast to the previous case, Jalife put anti-Zionism at the center of his discourse.

Jalife’s statements on the powerful Zionist-US axis, the financial Zionist
power (conspiracy of the Zionist-Anglo-Saxon banking system) or the mas-
sive colonization of Palestine by (foreign-Soviet) Zionists, have been repli-
cated from Jalife’s articles in Left-wing newspapers into his tweets, although
with more openly radicalized positions and offensive language. Many of his
assertions emphasize the Jewish origin of prominent individuals and their
favorable position regarding Israel. Zionists are portrayed as “messianic,” busi-
ness figures and companies are represented as “Zionist bankers” or “Mossad
shooters.” Similar to the previous case, Jalife also frequently uses the sign $
(“ashkeNa$is,” “zoo$ioni$tas”). Jalife’s Twitter account, which reached 21,000
followers, mobilized public opinion, facilitated the circulation of prejudice,
and escalated Israel’s symbolic delegitimization. Jalife’s antisemitic com-
ments and the controversy that followed in the press also revealed existing
tensions between Mexico’s legislation against discrimination and the right for
speech freedom, highly valued in any democracy. Our reference to this par-
ticular instance underscores the interaction between the printed press and the
social networks, as well as the fact that the extremism, antisemitism and anti-
Zionism of this public figure have found space among the Leftist sectors and
in La Jornada.

c¢) Another incident concerns the intervention in January 2013 of a university
professor, Raquel Rodriguez, at an academic forum of solidarity with Palestine
that was co-organized by the Graduate Program in Human Rights (University
of Mexico City, uAcM), the pro-Palestine organization “Palestina ya,” and the
government of Mexico City. Rodriguez explicitly denied the Holocaust, saying
it was a “great lie,” and drew upon other old antisemitic notions. In this case,
however, local Jewish journalists (Enlace Judio) published a report and filed a
complaint to the Council Against Discrimination in Mexico City (COPRED).
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The Council investigated the episode and reached the conclusion that it was an
expression of antisemitism against the Jewish community in Mexico; this led
to demanding a public acknowledgement by the individual and institutions
concerned, and the organization of an open forum to discuss the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict.139

All in all, current expressions of anti-Zionism are much more than an
ideational-cultural struggle for equality and human rights. In contrast to the
past, social and political actors with anti-Zionist stands are not confined solely
to political parties and organizations of the Left. A large array of local social
movements, NGOs, international organizations and a heterogeneous groups
formed by institutions of the transnational civil society, are making use of anti-
Zionist discourse on a global scale; this suggests the formation of new coali-
tions, which some scholars refer to as a key trait of the “new” antisemitism.

In Latin America today, a joint anti-Zionist and anti-Israel discourse of
social movements does not play merely a cultural role as an ideological code
to indicate belonging to the camp of anti-imperialism as part of the national
politics of each country. In contrast to the 1960s, in the new millennium, anti-
Zionism has become a mobilization call for anti-globalization action in both
local and transnational public spheres. Additionally, transnational social
networks emerging from civil society advocate legitimacy of the Palestinian
state while instilling through their discourse and attempting to delegitimize
Israel. Opposition by the Latin American Left to Israel’s policies towards the

139 Onsocial media such as Twitter, Jew is a word or phrase preceded by a hash or pound sign
to identify messages on a specific topic. Some examples: “Miguel Sacal! One more Jew
who in a piece of soap would produce less damage and more benefit,” “When Hitler comes
to life again we need to invite him to Mexico to cook in his ovens every other bastard
Jews such as Miguel Sacal Smeke,” “The Jewish businessman Miguel Moisés Sacal makes
offensive statements. Has he forgotten Nazi racist antisemitism and the Holocaust?”.
See “;Seré “antisemita” de verdad?,” La Jornada, December 28, 2008; “El lavado de dinero
del canciller israeli Avigdor Lieberman,” La Jornada, April 20, 2011; “La opinién publica de
los paises drabes detesta a EU, segtin encuesta estadounidense,” La Jornada, July 20, 2011.
In his Tweets, Jalife sent antisemitic libels about “financial and speculative Jewish power”
or the “powerful financial corridor” that runs from Wall Street and Chabad to Mexico
(June 1st, 2nd and 6th, @Alfredo]alife). Jalife also refers to Israel as “racist and genocidal”
(June 5th). In his tweets, Jalife equates Zionism with Nazism (June 1st). He self-defines
himself as follows: “I am not antisemite. I am a—semite—referring to his Lebanese
ethnicity. I am not Jew hater (judedéfobo). I am anti-Zionist for the same reasons that I
am anti-Nazi” (June 7th). All Jalife’s tweets were monitored by Tribuna Israelita. Local
political figures called “Zionist sympathizers” include Claudia Sheinbaum—from the
Leftist party PRD. A series of businessmen and Jewish prominent personalities were also
attacked by Jalife—documented by Tribuna Israelita.
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Palestinians, even among center-Left and liberal organizations in the region,
can hardly be regarded as a side issue. This has become a major and persistent
concern for Latin American policy makers.

The globalization of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict will likely continue
if certain conditions are present, such as the continued stagnation of the
peace process, the eruption of new cycles of violence in the Middle East,
the strengthening of Islamic radical groups in countries that now experience
political turmoil, the presence of neo-populist governments in the region,
and the particular interaction between strategic decisions of international,
regional, and national and local activists.

Going Global: New Circuits, Channels and Routes of Antisemitism

In a globalized world of instantaneous transmissions, prejudice acquires bor-
derless fluidity. At the same time, it is grounded and expressed locally, in the
terms of different sub-cultures, and among diverse groups in particular coun-
tries. Local, national, regional and global logics interact in complex ways while
the porosity of national borders leads to the deterritorialization of interrela-
tions and social arrangements.

Adding to the national and regional current processes of change, democ-
ratization plays a key role. New institutional channels have opened to civic
participation. This points to new thresholds of acceptance-rejection. The
recognition of difference, the politics of identity and the emphasis on hetero-
geneity have increasingly widened the public sphere’s scope. Socio-cultural-
political parameters and limits to diversity are subject to transformations.

Recognition of difference, a new identity politics and the emphasis on
heterogeneity, act as a substratum that enhances and reinforces pluralism.
“Struggles for recognition” and “identity/difference movements” propel cul-
tural identity issues to the forefront of the public political discourse. In light of
the general processes, Jews, as other minorities, find new paths of recognition
and collective expression in the public sphere and its wider scope.14°

An increasingly expansive force of democracy has also emerged between
global cycles of economic crises and social conflicts. The region’s changing real-
ity reflects the expansive force of democracy as well as its recessions, regres-
sions, and reconfigurations. Latin America has incorporated global cycles of
political opportunities and social conflicts in contradictory ways, as evident
in democratization and de-democratization; centralization; civic citizenship

140  Charles Taylor, Multiculturalism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994).
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and ethnic allegiances; collective affirmation and individualization of rights.
Multiculturalism and new claims for recognition of primordial identities seek
inclusion based on essentialism, even though they reinforce exclusion on
ethnic grounds. While the scope for diversity broadens, Latin American societ-
ies also face serious risks of fragmentation and even de-structuring processes.1#!

Neo-liberal and growingly institutionalized citizenship regimes coexist with
corporatist and populist political forms, social mobilization and plebiscitary
democracy. Thus, the region experiences contradictory trends: an increasing
civic participation of social and political actors is threatened by exclusionary
initiatives. The prevalence of historically complex relations with the United
States and widespread dissatisfaction with the effects of globalization opened
new opportunities for radical movements in the region. In this context of non-
linear trends, antisemitism acquires new modalities of expression.

Mexico'’s consolidation of democracy is still an ongoing process. Essential
vectors such as rule of law, transparency, and accountability need to be fully
established. In the realm of human rights, the country experienced both signif-
icant progress and setbacks. National and State Commissions of Human Rights
have gained progressive presence. In April 2010, the Mexican Senate unani-
mously approved reforms that give human rights a constitutional status, widen
their recognition and protection, and give the National Commission on Human
Rights faculties to investigate grave violations to individual rights. However,
according to this agency a high percentage of its recommendations were not
implemented within the deadlines specified and/or were not accepted by pub-
lic officials because of weaknesses that characterize the judicial system. The
World Economic Forum (2012) warned that the cost of corruption in Mexico
equals 9% of the national gross domestic product (a.k.a. PIB), while businesses
need to spend 10% of their income on bribes.'*? Transparency International
annual’s Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI, 2011) also shows that despite gov-
ernment attempts to tackle corruption, Mexico still obtained a low score of 3.0
(close to Brazil’s score of 3.8).143 The so-called war against drugs and organized

141 Judit Bokser Liwerant, “Los judios de América Latina: los signos de las tendencias. Juegos
y contrajuegos,” in Pertenencia y alteridad. Judios en/de América Latina: Cuarenta arios
de cambios, eds. H. Avni, ]. Bokser, S. DellaPergola et al., (Berlin and Madrid: Editorial
Iberoamericana, 2011), 115-164.

142  Source: World Economic Forum on Latin America. Regional Transformation in a New Global
Context, Puerto Vallarta, Mexico, April 2012. http://www3.weforum.org/docs/LA12/WEF_
LA12_Report.pdf (Accessed: April 17, 2014).

143 Source: “The cost of corruption to Latin America’s competitiveness.” Americas Market
Intelligence.  http://americasmi.com/en_US/expertise/articles-trends/page/the-cost-of-
corruption-to-latin-americas-competitiveness (Accessed: April 17, 2014).
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crime has resulted in a spiral of violence that has not been directly connected
to ethnic or religious motives.

In pluralistic Latin American societies, a widened public sphere and a
stronger civil society facilitate the emergence of new actors. Different social
movements attract vast middle-class sectors, including Jews and the Jewish
community, as civic participants of the national arena. This has been further
enhanced by liberal democratic policies. Indeed, Jewish individuals have
increasingly entered the political sphere and assumed high rank public roles.
Resulting from increased top-to-bottom citizenship participation, organized
Jewish communities have reached prominent roles. Thus, the twofold complex
process of erosion of a national ethnic narrative and the increased recognition
of minorities based on religious and ethnic grounds render increasing visibility
and legitimacy to communities.!##

Paralleling these developments we should look at the fragmented integra-
tion of Latin America into the international economic system. In light of grow-
ing inequalities, inclusive political entities coexist with exclusionary trends
that hinder democracy. Economic crises have also impacted Jewish communi-
ties, although in differentiated ways. As Mexico was not hit as harshly as the
Southern Cone, e.g., Argentina, its economic conditions led to radical changes
in the organized Jewish life. Globalization processes, for instance, deteriorated
the economic standing of some while boosting higher and middle classes into
advantageous positions in international commerce, high technology, services,
the sciences, academia and its institutions, and the financial sectors. This
resulted in a wider interaction between the Jewish community and diverse
sectors of Mexican society.

In the case of Argentina, the recovery of democracy granted Jews the pos-
sibility of becoming active citizens in the public sphere without being exposed
to ethnic or religious discrimination. At the same time, a solid civil society took
shape. The infrastructure for community and grassroots activism also widened
and was further strengthened by the work of international NGos that focus
on rights, identity, education and civic responsibility. The more pluralistic and
democratic Argentina’s civil society has become, the greater its rejection of
antisemitism, although it will hardly disappear any time soon. Additionally,
as more Jewish institutions participate in the public sphere demanding jus-
tice, e.g, the terrorist attacks of the Israeli embassy (1992) and AMm1A/Jewish
Community Center (1994), the greater the appreciation towards Jews as

144 Judit Bokser Liwerant, “Los Judios de América Latina: Los Signos de las Tendencias Juegos
y Contrafuegos,” in Pertenencia y Alteridad. Judios en de América Latina: Cuarenta Arios de
Cambios (Madrid: Editorial Iberoamérica, 2011), 115.
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citizens committed to democracy. Nevertheless, Argentina faces major chal-
lenges such as its own vulnerability and lack of security. Furthermore, despite
this new spirit of inclusiveness and re-democratization, social exclusion still
exists. Indeed, during the political re-democratization process most citizens
were increasingly losing trust in liberal institutions and especially the judi-
cial system. This loss of popular confidence coincided with a sharp increase
in crime and violence during the 1990s in Argentina’s large cities. The lack of
a clear process of investigation of the antisemitic attacks has enhanced the
deficit in trust.

Venezuela is a contrasting case. As previously stated, shifting political forces
and changing relations between the Venezuelan state and international actors
has made the Jewish community subject of great constraints. However, the
influence of Chavismo in spreading anti-Zionism in Latin America has been
less dangerous than the increasing impact of international social movements
and transnational networks fighting against imperialism, neo-liberalism and
racial discrimination including also Zionism and Israel. While Chavez’s regime
might have not intended to promote a systematic atmosphere of hostility
towards Jews, its radical and polarizing rhetoric, coalitional dynamics and stra-
tegic international positioning have narrowed the legitimate public space of
the Jewish collective.

This has certainly impacted the massive emigration by Venezuelan Jews
mainly to Southern Florida. According to estimates, by the 1990s the number
of Venezuelan Jews reached 35,000, but today they number about 9,500 in a
national total population of 29,300,000. The above contrasts with the more sta-
ble Jewish community of Mexico which numbers 39,200 and national total of
114,800,000. Argentina has the largest Jewish population: 181,800 in a national
total of 40,500,000.14°

In Mexico, different extreme Right organizations have diminished their
public visibility and the intensity of their activities. Organizations such as
LaRouche inspired Mexican Labor Party (Partido Laboral Mexicano), Anti-
Communist Federation (Federacién Mexicana Anticomunista) and Los Tecos,
have assumed a latent existence, the exception being the Peoples Council of
Mexican Eagles (Partido de las Aguilas Mexicanas).146

With an ideology dubbed as “neo-Mexicanism,” an idealized image of
Mexico’s Indian past scorns Europe’s role in forging the national identity. Its

145 Sergio DellaPergola, World Jewish Population, Berman Institute, #7, 2012, http://www
Jjewishdatabank.org/studies/details.cfm?StudyID=632 (accessed 5 June 2015).
146 Stephen Roth Institute, Antisemitism Worldwide, http://humanities.tau.ac.il/roth/2012-

09-10-07-07-36 /antisemitism (accessed 1 June 2015).
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open activity has declined and the Tribunal Federal Electoral (Tribunal Federal
Electoral) denied its petition to be registered. The Federal Electoral Institute
(Instituto Federal Electoral) issued an open letter condemning the group’s anti-
semite, racist and intolerant views.

In other parts of the region, Latin American Jews have been exposed to
grassroots antisemitic attitudes promoted by small nationalistic groups, and
not sanctioned by the authorities. Such attitudes were of particular concern to
Jews in times of social and political unrest, particularly in the 1960s and 1970s,
when forces of both the right and left alleged that Jews’loyalty to their countries
of residence was compromised by an attachment to Israel. In some instances,
this was politically exploited, either by fringe elements or during the escala-
tion of repression, as happened in Argentina under military rule between 1976
and 1983, when antisemitic violence was unleashed. But popular antisemitism
led by Right-wing associations—as in Argentina—seems to be unique to this
country. In Venezuela, these trends were less visible until the end of the 1990s
when, as stated, the country experienced important transformations.

In some instances, this was politically exploited, either by fringe elements
or during the escalation of repression, as in Argentina’s military rule (1976—
1983), when antisemitic violence took place. But popular antisemitism led by
Right-wing associations seems to be unique to this country. In Venezuela, these
trends were less visible until the end of the 1990s when, as stated, the country
experienced important transformations. However, even in Venezuela, assimi-
lation of Jews was expected, and social suspicion existed along with the ability
to freely organize communal institutions.!4

At the same time, it is important to mention that the transition towards
multicultural and pluralistic definitions of citizenship in the region have paved
the way for a series of constitutional reforms and laws that penalize discrimi-
nation. Examples include laws enacted in Brazil and Mexico—where antisem-
itism has been defined as a crime with mandatory sentencing. In Mexico, legal
changes included an intense debate that culminated in the decision to main-
tain the explicit mention of antisemitism as a form of discrimination.

When incorporating a comparative perspective, it is noteworthy that Europe
has seen the reemergence of different antisemitic movements and parties. A
Muslim radical youth is mobilized by extremist rhetoric that locates the Middle
East conflict in a continent with renewed interests in the Arab world. Of par-
ticular importance is the role of the extreme Right, profoundly antisemitic and
also anti-Muslim. But antisemitism has also been associated with Left-wing

147 Luis Roniger, “Latin American Jews and Processes of Transnational Legitimization and
De-Legitimization.”



ANTISEMITISM IN MEXICO AND LATIN AMERICA 171

sectors, among which anti-American positions are intertwined with attitudes
against globalization.!*® In places where prejudice and political violence have
acquired a central place, antisemitism has become the lingua franca—explicit
or latent—of exclusive political sectors and platforms.

Globalization processes have generated new collective identities and have
given new relevance to ethnic identities in the territorial and geopolitical reor-
dering. Primordial identities strengthen in a context of global virtual spaces
where identities get separated from territorial or geographical spaces, and
built by intense networks of supra-national social interactions. The loss of the
State’s monopoly in different realms and the erosion of its influence in build-
ing political imaginaries, the crisis of capitalism and its impact on economic
and social spheres, the uncertainty generated by rapid and intense global
fluxes have all turned ethnic identities into a resource to confront insecurity
and instability in uncertain scenarios.!#9

Expressions of antisemitism linked to Israel are on the increase in different
regions. Anti-Zionist antisemitism found fertile soil. Certain positions magnify
the political and economic power of the Jews, or stress the ethnic or religious
dimension of the actors involved in the Middle East conflict. These orienta-
tions minimize the political dimension of peaceful negotiation that may gen-
erate nuanced outcomes with no absolute winners or losers. Other positions
do not question the objectives to destroy the Jewish State.

Arguments have multiplied: Israel is a source of disorder for the neighbor-
ing countries; the cause of the dictatorships in the Middle East; the greatest
threat to world peace; the Nazis of our time; it inspired the war against Iraq;
it controls U.s. policy; it foments hatred toward the Americans and the West; it
perpetrates genocide against the Palestinians; it murders Palestinian children.
Israel’s policy of sexual non-discrimination was called “pink-washing,” on the
grounds that the attitude of respect toward gays, as opposed to the persecution
of them in Muslim countries, is purely used for propaganda purposes.’5°

In contrast to Europe, extremist political parties have not become an inte-
gral part of national politics in Latin America. But even if we observe the pres-
ence of radical Right-wing parties are currently marginal, they should not be
neglected in their risk and impact. Indeed, cell organizations have found fertile
soil in some countries in the region. Any links between neo-Nazism and funda-
mentalist Islamic (transnational) groups if they exist, are still unknown.

148  See Paul Iganski and Barry Kosmin, The New Antisemitism (London: Profile, 2003).

149 Judit Bokser Liwerant-Salas Porras, “Globalizacion, identidades colectivas y ciudadania’,
Politicay Cultura, 12 (Winter 1999): 25-52.

150 Daniel Goldhagen, The Devil That Never Dies.
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Finally, while the overall trend toward increased presence of Jewish life
in Mexican and Latin American societies is gaining momentum and it has
acquired growing levels of legitimacy, thus weakening the risk of antisemitic
outburst, new challenges arise from several fronts derived from the new articu-
lation between the local and the global. On the one hand, a strong and autono-
mous civil society has developed, thus widening potential allies in the fight
against antisemitism. However, the transnational mobilization against global-
ization of certain international civil society organizations increases the sig-
nificance of anti-Zionism as a political strategy and a standardized ideological
code in multiple contexts.

We not only see the transmigration of old myths into new social realities but
the transnational mobilization against globalization of certain international
civil society organizations that explore the usage of anti-Zionism as a politi-
cal strategy and a standardized ideological code in multiple contexts. These
social movements have influenced effectively on the political elites in the
Latin American states to promote the recognition of the Palestinian state at
the UN, as happened with the political initiative of Lula in December 2012. This
move was not anti-Zionism, but an integral part of the international struggle to
develop political, social and economic alternatives that enhance justice, equal-
ity and sovereignty of the peoples.

At governmental level, one has to point to the fact that Iran is involved in
an active quest for allies in the region in order to countervail the international
community’s pressure against its development of nuclear capabilities. In the
last years, given the elections of new leaders in the region, Iran advanced in
its efforts to find sympathetic governments to its cause. Benefiting from the
anti-American climate and discourse as well as from the recurrent search of a
realignment in the region, Iran has extended its trade and energy ventures to
create increasingly strategic relations with Latin American governments.!5!

The analysis of the Mexican case reveals singular and common traits of a
global antisemitism in the 21st century. It also sheds light on historical recur-
rences and changes; past and present expressions and modalities; ways in
which old elements are reformulate with new meanings, responding to differ-
ent logics, contexts and social, political and cultural circumstances. The rela-
tions between historic permanence and transformation, as well as between
different referents of collective belonging—culture, ethnicity, language,
religion, and history—are expressed as antisemitism in singular and diverse
modes.

151 Venezuela represents the extreme and evident case where convergences in bolstering oil
prices by controlling production volumes has projected itself into the political arena.



ANTISEMITISM IN MEXICO AND LATIN AMERICA 173

This case shows the complexity embedded in antisemitism, anti-Zionism
and anti-Israelism as interacting and overlapping social realities and categories
for analysis in a globalized and transnational world. In Latin America today,
mutually reinforcing antisemitic, anti-colonial and anti-imperialist meanings
get transferred, and reinforce each other, through a historical—and now trans-
regional and trans-national—cultural substratum. Thus, in a wider spectrum,
antisemitism has become a transnational phenomenon of global concern that
in some instances gets expressed through criticism of Israel as the embodi-
ment of collective Jewry. Thus, anti-Zionism connects people across countries,
regions and continents, operating through the political agenda of social move-
ments performing at the local, regional and global levels.

The in-depth analysis of three moments in contemporary Mexico has
underscored how prejudices and policies, perceptions and behaviors were dif-
ferentially displayed so that complex phenomena need to be contextualized
(nationally, regionally and globally) and approached through multi-causal
explanations. Thus, prejudices and geopolitics, national settings and regional
changing logics, social structures and agency, widen the frameworks to explain
how historical experiences and symbolic narratives create and recreate
meanings.

Therefore, it becomes particularly important to point to new concep-
tual and methodological tools that need to be developed to help clarify and
distinguish—as well as connect—among discourses, motivations and out-
comes. Even with respect to antisemitism, claims may differ qualitatively in
their argumentative structure and underlying assumptions. In this regard, it
becomes key to focus on the interaction between quantitative indicators and
qualitative traits. Thus, the challenge we still face is to elaborate robust mea-
surement criteria, as well as precise indicators and categories that are not
mutually exclusive while equally relevant for analyses of text and context, of
potential or actual political and ideological undercurrents.



CHAPTER 8
Antisemitism—Canadian Style

Steven K. Baum and Anita Bromberg

(Scene #1) Canada

Student Do you have any books on Judaism?

Librarian Yes—over there. I was wondering if you are, you know,
(lowers voice) Jewish?

Student Yes, (lowers voice) ... are you?

(Scene #2) USA
Student#1  Are you Jewish?
Student#2  Yes, but why the hell are you whispering? Are you ashamed
of your religion? You know what I say? Be proud, get loud,
and if anyone starts up, get in their face!

The above scenes occurred several decades ago, but speak to the Jewish expe-
rience in Canada. The student in the first scene is one of the authors (Baum)
on the first day of undergraduate studies at the University of Western Ontario.
The second exchange also involves Baum, occurring during graduate school
at the California School of Professional Psychology. The exchange in the first
scene occurs with a Jewish librarian; the second conversation is with fellow
graduate student Peter Gillman. Peter hails from New York City and exudes
directness, very different from Baum’s reserved and restrained manner.

Peter had no idea why people, Jews included, might lower their voices when
disclosing religious and ethnic backgrounds. Others would announce their
ethnicity without giving it a second thought. Why should Jews be different?
And, of course, he was right. But was there a deeper meaning in the exchange,
one that went beyond individual differences and revealed something impor-
tant about the Canadian-Jewish experience?

Cultural identity is a curious thing. Scientists remain unclear about its for-
mation, influence and interaction with personal identity. The New Yorker and
the Canadian were, of course, different individuals, but cultural factors were
importantly at work as well.

Canada’s British North American Act did not guarantee equality for all as did
the u.s. Constitution. American Jews had arrived several generations earlier
their Canadian counterparts, eager to assimilate, and establishing themselves

© STEVEN K. BAUM AND ANITA BROMBERG, 2016 | DOI:10.1163/9789004307148_009
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc BY-NcC 4.0 license.



ANTISEMITISM—CANADIAN STYLE 175

in all walks of life. By the 1930s, they appeared in film or on television. They
spoke of the American Dream with the same sense of entitlement and pride
as, say, Italian or Irish Catholic immigrants and their offspring. And, there were
a lot more American Jews than there were Canadian Jews.

A Hollywood film or television show would end and the production cred-
its would begin displaying numerous Jewish names. But in Canada the visible
names were McPherson, Reid or Smith. A doctor’s office often displays a list
of providers. If the office is in New York, New Jersey or Florida, many of those
names are Jewish. Canadian Jews rarely see this. Greater Philadelphia and its
adjacent Southern New Jersey area has a Jewish population of approximately
300,000—about the same number of Jews as Canada’s national total but spread
throughout its total land mass.

At three hundred and twenty thousand, Canada is home to the planet’s
fourth largest Jewish population. Jews are not scarce, but their Jewishness
is. There is a lack of Jewish presence Canadian Jews somehow learned that
Jewishness is best served beneath the surface; they do not broadcast their
ethnic identity but rather behave in the socially acceptable, quiet, reserved
Canadian manner. In this way, Canadian Jews reflect attitudes more similar to
those of British Jews than to Americans.

“Think Yiddish, Act British” may have been the compromise Anglo-Jews
struck in a nation that had its share of antisemitism, including centuries
long expulsion, tenuous resettlement (1656) and delayed citizenship (1858).
Anthony Julius’s Trials in the Diaspora terms British antisemitism “the back-
ground noise against which we make our lives.”!

The voice and identity of a Canadian Jew is not as audible as that of his or
her American cousins. An article in a popular Canadian magazine may serve
to illustrate why. It seems that in a number of ways, someone’s Jewishness
remains culturally invisible or it is sanitized and shaped to fit Christian expec-
tations. Or it is simply not mentioned at all.

Comedians Johnny Wayne and Frank Shuster were hosts to the Canadian
Broadcast Corporation popular television show “Wayne and Shuster Hour”
One of us, (Baum) recalls watching the entertainers for hours on end but never
hearing the borscht belt style comics make reference to anything Jewish. For
that matter we never heard much from Leonard Cohen, but no one would have
imagined The Band’s Robbie Robertson lighting Friday night candles and recit-
ing the Sabbath blessings in Hebrew. Then again, he at least looks somewhat
Jewish when compared to Toronto Maple Leafs hockey center Trevor Smith.
And so on. Canada’s Jews seem to have in common a non-Jewish presence.

1 Anthony Julius, Trials in the Diaspora (New York: Oxford University Press 2010), xvi.
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Along these same lines lies Canada’s weekly national magazine MacLean’s.
The magazine remains a staple because its content is almost exclusively
Canadian and is almost always judenfrei, or at least free of visibly-Jewish Jews.

One MacLean’s article stands out as a good example of the invisible Jew.
The article begins by introducing the reader to the work of cognitive scientist
Steven Pinker with an angle on how his Canadian identity created career suc-
cess. One sentence is particularly telling. “In person and on a lecture stage,
Pinker is endearingly Canadian: polite, soft-spoken, attentive to what others
say."? In real life, scientific accomplishments derive to some extent from one’s
background and genetics, i.e., genes, personality, family influence, innate curi-
osity. Years later Steven Pinker reflected on the conditions that nurture scien-
tific achievement, suggesting that: “Thanks to genes and chance, some people
are born with a dose of the requisite talent and temperament: curiosity about
the natural world, mechanical and mathematical aptitude, a tilt toward intel-
lectual compared to physical and social forms of amusement.”

Conspicuous by omission is reference to any aspect his religious upbring-
ing, Jewish culture, Jewish family and friends. Missing as well were reference to
family history, his grandparent’s 1920s emigration from Poland and Bessarabia.
There was no mention of hardships the family endured when they chose
Montreal as their new home. One wonders if he or anyone experienced taunts
or slurs of “sheenyman,” or “Pinky the Jew.” Missing also from the popular mag-
azine, of course, is any reference to the greatly disproportionate number of
Jewish professors who lecture, write books or achieve eminence. Elsewhere,
Dr. Pinker spoke of an intellectual richness in his household, an inherited
sense of curiosity, and an openness to learning, all encased in a thriving Jewish
community in Montreal.# Instead of exploring any of the above, the magazine
tries to find something in his early Canadian years. Jewishness is pushed into
the background and remains invisible—not a word of opposition whispered.

In this chapter, we will examine Jewish Canadian experience starting with
a brief overview, Jewish immigration and the waves of antisemitism that
followed.

2 Robert Sheppard, “How We Think” Maclean’s May 1, 2000 43. The omission of Jewishness is
noteworthy. Dr. Pinker’s “endearingly Canadian traits” are inconsistent with what is known
or expected of Jews. One can better imagine the article description as wholly opposite—the
endearingly Jewish traits described as “rude, loud and too driven to attend to what others say.”

3 Steven Pinker, “How We May Have Become What We Are” in Curious Minds ed. John
Brockman. (New York: First Vintage, 2005), 83.

4 1bid,, 86. Pinker: “I was born into the Jewish community of Montreal.”
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Jewish Canada—A Brief Overview

Several French Canadian, Acadian, and Cajun surnames appear to reflect
Sephardic Jewish ancestry. Some are thought to have landed via Bayonne and
Bordeaux, France. To date, scholars remain uncertain as to how or why Jews
entered “Catholic Only” New France (Quebec).

The first Jew to arrive in Canada may have been a Jewess. Bordeaux’s Esther
Brandeau is documented as immigrating in Quebec disguised as a Catholic boy
named Jacques Lafargue (1738). Soon discovered, she was admitted to Hopital
General de Quebec to be “culturalized” into Catholicism. When she refused,
deportation back to France was the response. Soon another Bordeaux resident
was recorded as having arrived. Merchant Abraham Gradis is credited with
being the first established Jewish person in Canada. Due to commercial suc-
cess and political eminence his Jewishness was exempted and he was granted
permanent residency in 1748. The next group of settlers would not arrive for
over a decade and had worked there already. As French Jewish soldiers fight-
ing the British during the Seven Years War, their efforts were honored with
an option of residency. The British takeover of New France translated to new
tolerance and Canadian residency for several high ranking military officers
e.g. Emmanuel de Cordova, Aaron Hart, Hananiel Garcia and Isaac Miramer
known to be Crypto-Jews.

Jews were starting to migrate into Ontario with Germany’s Samuel Liebshitz
taking a leadership role founding Kitchener Ontario (originally Jewsburg)
and several small enclaves between Kitchener and metropolitan Toronto. Yet
Canada’s total Jewish population would remain tiny for the longest time with
less than five hundred residents established by 1850.

Some Jewish families became community leaders such as Abraham Jacob
Franks arrived in Quebec City 1850 and settled there superseded by his son
Abraham Joseph. Continental Army office David Franks ne Salisbury became a
leader to the Montreal Jewish community. The first Jewish cemetery was dedi-
cated 1853, coinciding with the first Jewish house of worship. The first census,
held in 1871, reported a total of 1,115 Jews residing in Canada.

Initially Jewish merchants landed in Western Canada providing Gold Rush
prospectors with gear; they expanded from there. By 1860, Victoria became
home to the second largest Jewish community in British North America. Both
Victoria and Vancouver witnessed a number of Jewish firsts—the first Western
synagogue (1862), the first Jewish mayor (1886), the first Jewish Member of
Parliament (1871), the first Jewish judge (1914), the first Jewish university chan-
cellor turned provincial Jewish chief justice turned Jewish provincial premier
(governor)—Nathan Nemetz.
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By 1911, Jewish communities were established throughout Canada’s major
cities. Jewish organizations such as the B'nai Brith (1875) and Canadian Jewish
Congress (1919) were established. By 1915, there were approximately 100,000
Canadian Jews. By 1930, Canada’s Jewish population stood at 155,000. According
to Statistics Canada National Household Survey latest figures, Canada’s
Jewish population as of 2015, is 329,500*—Iess than 1% of Canada’s 35.7 million
total population.®

One the earliest recorded displays of antisemitism involved politician
Ezekiel Hart. Hart was admitted to the Quebec legislature on April 111807 and
by February 20, 1808 he was expelled. Voicing concerns for legislature delays
e.g. Jewish Sabbath and uncertain of a Jew’s loyalty, in a less than close vote of
35 to 5, the Quebec Assembly decided: “Ezekiel Hart Esq, professing the Jewish
religion cannot take a seat, nor sit, nor vote, in this House.”® The cumbersome
process of admitting Jews to the Legislative Assembly of Lower Canada was
superseded by the more pressing need of Jewish emancipation.

Though he voted previously to expel Samuel Hart, this time was different for
Assembly Speaker Louis-Joseph Papineau, MP (Montreal) who pushed the bill
through passing the 1832 Jewish emancipation giving Jews equal rights with
Christians even though educational rights would not be granted for six more
decades.

One of the more blatant examples of antisemitism is known simply as
Plamondon. Joseph Plamondon was a Quebec City notary who in 1910 lectured
at Jeunesse Catholique church. His lecture was so antisemitic and incendiary
that it incited listeners to attack nearby Jewish businesses.” Within a decade,
Pulaski Tennessee based Ku Klux Klan had worked its way north establishing
Western Canadian positions in Saskatchewan where they won several seats in
a runoff election of 1929. Other anti-Jewish groups included the Social Credit
Party, the Orange Order and the Native Sons of Canada, Blue Shirts, the White
Shirts, Nationalist State Party, Canadian Union of Fascists and Canadian Nation-
alist Party. Antisemitic protests and rioting unfolded in pre-War Montreal.

5 Statistics Canada, http://www.statcan.gc.ca/start-debut-eng.html (accessed 3 April, 2015).

6 Alan T. Davies, Antisemitism in Canada (Waterloo: Wilfred Laurier University 1992), 14.

7 Joseph Edouard’s Plamondon’s March 30, 1910 lecture at Jeunesse Catholique alleged that
Jews were morally debased, parasitic, and a threat to Christians. He called for their massacre.
The Québec City Jewish community was later vandalized and assaulted. They filed a defama-
tion suit. Plamondon’s counsel argued that he repeated other authoritative works on the
Jewish faith and exercised his right to freely speak on a national issue. A judge dismissed the
action with costs, as an accompanying pamphlet did not sufficiently target any Jews by name.
The Quebec Court of Appeal unanimously overturned the trial decision citing Plamondon’s
failure to prove any of the accusations and that individual Jews were harmed.
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“Incidents” aka antisemitic protests occurred at the Universite de Montreal in
1934, 1935 and 1936 involving in one case Catholic medical interns protesting an
acceptance letter of a Jewish intern. The Jewish intern withdrew.®

Canada’s most famous display of antisemitic hate occurred on a hot August
evening in in 1933. Today, the Beaches region of Toronto is populated with
latte sipping café dwellers unaware of the events that made for the Canada’s
worst outbreak of antisemitic violence. On the first evening in August 1993,
approximately 150 Christie Pit club (aka gang) members embraced a new ide-
ology called Nazism and marched down the town’s main boardwalk singing
antisemitic songs, posting swastikas and provoking all who were in their path.
Mayor William Stewart issued a reprimand, negotiated a name change and
hoped for the best. But on August 16, 1933, two rival baseball teams (Jewish
Harbord vs Christian St. Peter’s) took the bats to each other when the gang
members unfurled a blanket displaying the swastika. Jewish fans joined the
players aided by Italians and other “ethnics.” The Nazis jumped in and joined
St. Peters as did white fans. A crowd of ten thousand formed and exploded into
ethic violence sending unknown numbers to areas hospitals throughout the
night. Fortunately such violence was rare.”

Though violence was rare, keeping Jews from joining social club member-
ships was not. In the 1960s, a “guest only” policy prevented Jews, women and
others from joining an array of Canadian societies, social groups, country clubs,
and sport clubs for curling, golf and sailing. Founded by Confederation fathers
Sir John A. Macdonald and Sir George-Etienne Cartier, Ottawa’s Rideau Club
blackballed Jewish applicants for over a century. By the mid-1960s, Jews were
admitted as members, followed in the 1970s by women and persons of color
allowing membership to those who would have one time been rejected such
as Prime Ministers i.e., Kim Campbell, Governor-Generals Adrienne Clarkson
and Attorney Generals Irwin Cotler.8

Armed with a “Christians Only” sign, one Montreal resort had employees
“walk along the beach with a megaphone, politely inquiring whether there
was a Jew present and asking him to leave as quickly as possible.” Toronto’s

8 Populist antisemitism foreshadowed the events to unfold years later at Toronto’s Christie
Pits. Alan Parker, “5 Things You Probably Don't Know About Toronto,” Toronto Sun,
July 9, 2009, http://blogs.canoe.ca/parker/general/5-things-you-probably-dont-know-about-
toronto/ (accessed 1 March 2015).

9 One Montreal resort had employees “walk along the beach with a megaphone, politely
inquiring whether there was a Jew present and asking him to leave as quickly as possible. Ira
Robinson A History of Antisemitism in Canada (Waterloo: Wilfred Laurier University, 2015)
Lita-Rose Betcherman Swastika and the Maple Leaf. (Don Mills: Fitzhenry & Witeside, 1975), 65.
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St. Andrews Golf Club displayed a sign that said: “This course is restricted to
Gentiles only. Please do not question this policy.”®

Advertising limits set by the Ontario Racial Discrimination Act of 1944 pro-
hibited public discrimination. No longer permitted to use the “Gentiles Only”
designation, vetting for Jewishness soon took the euphemistic “restricted” “dis-
tinguished,” or “exclusive.”

By 1960, a Canadian Jewish Congress test survey found 30 of 106 Ontario
summer resorts had Jewish “discriminatory practices.” Studies examined dis-
crimination by mailing requests for reservations for hotels and resorts. The
only thing that differed was the last name as Jewish sounding or non-Jewish
sounding.

Requests for reservations were submitted to 48 of Ontario’s 117 and Quebec’s
17 summer resorts. Each request was identical except for the letter’s salutation
revealing a Christian sounding surname viz., Lockwood or Jewish sounding
surname viz., Greenberg. Canadian Jewish Congress (cjc) researcher Sydney
Wax collected the data and published his findings in time for the summer edi-
tion of the cjc’s social research periodical. A breakdown of resort reservation
responses accepting or rejecting applicants appears below. In matters as sim-
ple as summer vacationing, Wax concluded, “the statement that about 30% of
the resorts discriminate appears to be borne out by actual investigation.”¢

As an investigative journalist, celebrity commentator Pierre Berton had
been assigned by MacLean’s magazine to examine mailing requests to 29 sum-
mer resorts altering only the surname Marshall or Rosenberg. Marshall’s accep-
tance rate was twice that of Rosenberg’s. Other responses informed Rosenberg
of room unavailability or there was no response.!!

Institutional antisemitism pervaded several markets e.g. housing and job
markets. Up until the 1950s, segregated housing continued unabated. It was
not unusual for real estate agents to steer away customers from the good (i.e.,
Christian) neighborhoods. Special contracts, clauses and covenants were
drawn up when Jews were suspected of purchasing as in the 1950s provincial
Supreme Court of Canada case of Annie Noble vs Bernard Wolf resolved in
provincial Supreme Court as a restrictive covenant drawn in 1933 contained

10  “Thirty Summer Resorts in Canada Indicate Anti-Jewish Discrimination.” Jewish
Telegraphic Agency, August 31, 1960, http://www.jta.org/1960/08/31/archive/thirty-
summer-resorts-in-canada-indicate-anti-jewish-discrimination (accessed 5 June 2015).

Seymour Lawrence Wax, “A survey of restrictive advertisings and discrimination by
summer resorts in the province of Ontario.” Canadian Jewish Congress Information and
Comment (1948), 48.

11 cJc Sunset of Summer Resorts 1947,” Ontario’s Labour Committee Papers, 39,1950
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Survey of Discriminative Practices by Summer Resorts

(Open) Inquiry Accom No Accom No Reply
Greenberg 49 27 11 11

Lockwood 49 47 - 02

(Restricted) - - - -

Greenberg 48 09 15 24

Lockwood 48 46 2 -

the clause that the land “should never be sold to any person of the Jewish,
Hebrew, Semitic, Negro or coloured race or blood and that the restriction
should remain in force until August 1, 1962.”2

Paying for the house was affected by one religious choice. Major credit rat-
ing firms i.e., R.G. Dun and Company warned made notions giving a heads up
that the applicant was a “Jewish businessman.” Insurance companies made
Jewish customers pay higher premiums prices alleging “greater risk.” Though
blatantly antisemitic, each covenant was registered with the court and was
legally binding in a court of law. Canadian antisemitism was in keeping with
Canadian style—quiet, unassuming, making certain Jewish voices were held
to a whisper.

Vocational discrimination was not unknown. Using resort reservation meth-
odology, Maclean’s journalist Pierre Berton examined antisemitism among
job applicants. In the second study, identical job applications were submit-
ted to employers altering only the surname Grimes or Greenberg. Almost all
returned mail invited Grimes for a job interview. Greenberg received about
half where there was no returned response or where he was told that the posi-
tion had been filled. Inquiring as to the reason rejection, Berton was told that
Jews “did not have the right temperament,” “didn’t know their place” and were
persons “we don’t employ."3

Certain trades and guilds and voluntary service i.e., miners, loggers and
fishermen were not available to Jews. The National Selective Service discrimi-
nated against Jews when assigning workers to munitions factories or volun-
tary service in the armed forces. Until the reforms of the 1960s, Canada’s top

12 Noble v. Wolf, accessed April 3 2015, https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/sce-csc/en/
item/3691/index.do (accessed 3 April 2015).
13 Pierre Berton, “No Jews Need Apply” Maclean’s, November 1,1948.
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two medical schools McGill and the University of Toronto used quotas as part
of admission standards ensuring that Jewish composition never exceed ten
percent of the graduating class. Hospital internships and fellowships limited
Jewish applicants as well as allowing for established family lineage with good
Christian last names. Until the 1960s, Bernstein, Schwartz or Rosenblum were
not nametags commonly worn by nurses, teachers, architects, engineers or
accountants. Jewish applicants applying for transit positions and police work
were routinely rejected.

Social networking between religious and political antisemites had been
fashionable long before the Internet. Quebecois and Catholic nationalist
priest, Abbe Lionel Groulx routinely used the Church’s imprimatur to blame
the Jews for Quebec Catholic woes editing LAction nationale and heading the
Achat Chez Nous / Buy from Us [Not Jews] campaign.

Montreal journalist Adrian Arcand extensively published antisemitic news-
papers—Le Goglu, Le Miroir, Le Chameau, Le Patriote, Le Fasciste Canadien and
Le Combat National. By 1934, he founded the fascist National Social Christian
Party (1934) and led the National Unity Part of Canada in 1938. Arcand organ-
ized rallies, initiated anti-Jewish boycotts, and disseminated pamphlets cul-
minating in a 1940 arrest for plotting government overthrow. With his fascist
National Unity Party banned, and internment until the war ended some five
years later, he could be seen sitting on a throne rambling about his rule in
Canada waiting for Hitler to come liberate him.!#

Fleeing Nazism, European Jews again looked to the New World for safety.
Governor General Vincent Massey, Quebec MP Ernest Lapoint, Prime Minister
William Lyon McKenzie and his appointee Immigration Director Frederick
Charles Blair hold the dubious honor of rejecting the most Jewish immigrants.
Even when the Canadian Jewish Congress allocated funding for 10,000 refu-
gees, the Canadian immigration officials found excuses to reject their proposal.

Prime Minister King along with Immigration General appointee Frederick
Blair, Quebec Member of Parliament Ernest Lapointe and Governor General
Vincent Massey are credited with creating immigration obstacles for Jews
fleeing the Nazis and looking to Canada for help. “No country should open its
doors wide enough to take in the hundreds of thousands of Jewish people who
want to leave Europe: the line must be drawn somewhere,” stated Blair. It was
also Blair whose response “None is too many,” and intentions became when
asked off the record “How many Jews should be allowed into Canada?”

14  Toronto’s Massey Hall hosted Arcand’s 1938 National Fascism Convention. See Josh
Tapper, “Facing a New Wave of French Canadian Nationalism, Quebec’s Jews Stand Their
Ground,” Tablet, April 7, 2014, http://tabletmag.com/jewish-news-and-politics/168662/
montreal-jews-say-non (accessed 3 April 2015).
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He was successful. Globally the second largest land mass and per capita
among the lowest land to people ratio, Canada permitted 4,000 Jews to immi-
grate—the lowest on record of any Western nation. According to historians
Abella and Trouper, culpability ultimately resided with prime minister’s office.

Not to accept refugees was a political decision not a bureaucratic one. It
was Mackenzie King, liberal prime minister throughout most of the 1920s
and again after 1935 and his cabinet ministers who in the final analysis
were responsible for keeping Jews out of Canada.!®

Of course, “the people” were unlikely to complain of less immigrant Jews.
A Canadian Institute of Public Opinion poll released in 1946 found 49% of
Canadians approved of the exclusion of Jews from Canadian immigration. In
1943 and 1948, Pew polls documented that Japanese immigrants were the least
preferred immigrants, followed next, or in third place by Jews.1617

Contemporary Canadian Antisemitism

According to Parliamentary Senior Analyst Phillip Rosen, the distribution
of hate propaganda and the activities of racist groups washed ashore in two
identifiable waves by the 1960s. He observed the distribution of hate propa-
ganda and racist group activities in two waves since the 1960s. By mid-Sixties,
anti-Jewish and anti-black hate propaganda was widespread in Ontario and
Quebec. During that time, U.S. based neo-Nazi and white supremacist groups
came of age and began to agitate triggering the 1965 government investiga-
tion of the Cohen Committee. The Cohen Committee’s noted legal deficiencies
regarding group defamation, genocide advocacy, incitement to hate likely to
breach of the peace amended by the Post Office Act, Customs Act, and Section
319 of the Criminal Code.!8

15  Irving Abella and Harold Troper, None is Too Many. (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 2012; Claude Bélanger, “Why Did Canada Refuse to Admit Jewish Refugees in the
1930's?” http://faculty.marianopolis.edu/c.belanger/quebechistory/readings/Canadaand
JewishRefugeesintheiggos.html (accessed 3 April 2015).

16  Canadian Institute of Public Opinion poll cited in Abella and Troper, None Is Too
Many, 323.

17 Also, see Berton, “No Jews Need Apply.”

18  Philip Rosen Hate Propaganda (Ottawa: Library of Parliament, 2000), http://www.parl
.gc.ca/Content/LOP/researchpublications/856-e.htm (accessed 3 April 2015).
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Jews had served in American cabinet positions since 1906, but only in Prime
Minister Pierre Trudeau’s administration did Jewish appointees fill cabinet
positions. Despite Trudeau’s lead, the French Nationalist Parti Quebecois won
the 1976 provincial election advocating succession from the rest of Canada and
reasserting a Catholic antisemitic agenda. Seagram co-chair Charles Bronfman
called the Parti Quebecois (PQ) “a bunch of bastards who are trying to kill us.”
For the following two decades, Montreal’s Jews relocated to Toronto with few
returning even as the 1995 Quebec separation referendum failed. Consistent
with their tone is Premier Jacques Parizeau explanation of the defeated
referendum—a defeat caused by those known for their undermining ways, a
loss due to “money and the ethnic vote.”?

The Age of Aquarius may have ushered in harmony and understanding
but in Canada it marked the next formidable period hallmarked by organized
hate’s recruiting and propaganda advancement and the rise of Western Guard
Party, Heritage Front, Aryan Nations, Edmund Burke Society, Nationalist Party
of Canada and the Ku Klux Klan. The psychology of hate was being understood
as a serious societal problem often disguised as scholarship e.g. historical revi-
sionism and communicated in multiple forms including the Internet.

Now the policymakers were paying attention and began to fight back with
proposed legislative changes. Key reports were considering the recommenda-
tions from several sources: the 1982 Vancouver Symposium on Race Relations
and the Law, the 1984 Report of the Special House of Commons Committee
on Visible Minorities (Equality Now!), the 1984 Report of the Canadian Bar
Association’s Special Committee on Racial and Religious Hatred, the 1985
Report of the Special Committee on Pornography and Prostitution in Canada
(Fraser Committee) and the Law Reform Commission of Canada’s 1988 Report
on the Recodification of the Criminal Law.

The Seventies ushered in key legal decisions. i.e., Donald Andrews, Robert
Smith convicted of intentionally communicating hatred in violation of s. 319(2)
of the Criminal Code: convictions that were upheld by the Supreme Court of
Canada. For instance, John Ross Taylor and the Western Guard Party were
twice found in contempt of court for refusing to comply with a Human Rights
Tribunal order under sections. 13 of the Canadian Human Rights Act that
they cease communicating hate messages by telephone; the Supreme Court
of Canada upheld this provision. There have been other cases under both the
Criminal Code and the Canadian Human Rights Act.

19 Clyde H. Farnsworth, “Quebec Vote Bares Latent Ethnic Anger,” New York Times November 5,
1995, http://www.nytimes.com/1995/11/05/world/quebec-vote-bares-latent-ethnic-anger
.html (accessed 12 June 2015).
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Toronto printing business owner Ernst Zundel was charged with manufac-
turing and internationally distributing Holocaust denial and other antisemitic
propaganda. Convicted and deported to back to Germany, Zundel was imme-
diately arrested and charged with Holocaust denial. His conviction of willfully
spreading false news by publishing “Holocaust denial” literature in violation
of s. 181 of the Criminal Code: was later struck down by the Supreme Court of
Canada. A Human Rights Tribunal began investigating Zundel’s Internet
Website leading to the Internet Service Provider closing down in April 1998.
In 2007, Zundel was convicted and sentenced to five years in prison but was
released on March 1, 2010 and is monitored by German authorities. He resides
in the Black Forest region, now struggling with the discovery that his mother
was Jewish.

In Eckville, Alberta, a high school teacher named James Keegstra expected
his students to reproduce what he taught and graded accordingly—even if he
was educating Holocaust denial and international Jewish conspiracy theory.
He was charged under the anti-hate law and in 1984 convicted of willfully pro-
moting hatred against an identifiable group. That conviction was overturned
in 1991 by the Court of Appeal, and reinstated (reconvicted) in 1992 by the
Supreme Court of Canada.

During this period Justice Jules Deschenes published a report exploring
policies and procedures for admitting Nazis into Canada. Examining 1,700
instances, he recommended investigating 250 cases that would deny safe
haven for suspected or convicted war criminals via blocking their entry or
revoked citizenship.20

New groups enter but rarely leave the world of antisemitism. Surprising to
most Canadians was the 2002 speech made by Native Canadian leader David
Ahenakew to his Saskatchewan tribe beginning with “The Second World War
was started by the Jews and the Third World War—whatever it is, is between
Israel and the Arab countries.” When a reporter later asked for clarification of
his remarks, he replied,

The Jews damn near owned all of Germany prior to the war. That's why
Hitler came in. He was going to make damn sure that the Jews didn’t take
over Germany, or even Europe. That's why he fried six million of those
guys, you know. Jews would have owned the goddamned world. And look
what they're doing now, they’re killing people in Arab countries.?!

20  Cited in Rosen, Hate Propaganda.

21 “Ahenakew acquitted of willfully promoting hate.” cTv NEws, February 23, 2009, http://
www.ctvnews.ca/ahenakew-acquitted-of-wilfully-promoting-hate-1.373059 (accessed 5
June 2015).


http://www.ctvnews.ca/ahenakew-acquitted-of-wilfully-promoting-hate-1.373059
http://www.ctvnews.ca/ahenakew-acquitted-of-wilfully-promoting-hate-1.373059

186 BAUM AND BROMBERG

By June 2003, the Saskatchewan Attorney General formally charged the award
winning tribal leader with hate incitement. The decision was overturned in
June 2006 on the grounds that the trial judge failed to consider the context
of confrontation with a reporter. In doing so, the angry confrontation would
not meet the standard of hate’s “willful” promotion. Supporting the previous
decision, a Provincial Court Judge acquitted Ahenakew in 2009, citing that the
defendant failed to meet the legal standard of “intention” to incite hate.

The League for Human Rights of B'nai Brith 1994 annual audit documented
290 annual antisemitic incidents. The number of antisemitic attacks in Canada
had been relatively steady for some time and so were the perpetrators. Up to
that point, hate crime perpetrators were almost all young, male, white and of
a Christian denomination. By 2004 the annual recorded 857 incidents. By 2012,
number of events reached a peak of 1,334. There was a slight declined the fol-
lowing year e.g. 1274 and since that time, the annual number of attacks has
ranged between those two figures.??

Islamist disdain for the West is the most recent identifiable phase of the
Canadian hate scene. Beginning in the 1990s and paralleling increased num-
bers of Muslim immigrants, led to an influx of antisemitic beliefs. These beliefs
led to a dramatic increase in Muslim perpetrated attacks on Jewish Canadians.

While some Muslim individuals and groups work towards mutual co-exis-
tence, condemning antisemitism and all racist activity e.g. Muslim Canadian
Congress, others have not. This includes activists for Israeli Apartheid Week,
BDS, Muslim Student Association, Students for Justice in Palestine. Or the
recently defunct Canadian Islamic Council never offered an explanation for
any number of the Muslim perpetrated antisemitic attacks made on Canadian
soil. One time president Engineer professor and one time president Mohamed
Elmasry instead made inflammatory statements such as this one televised
October 19, 2004.

They (Israelis) are not innocent if they are part of a population which
is...(the) total population of Israel is part of the army...even if they
have civilian clothes. .. The same if they are women in the army... any-
body above 18 is a part of the Israeli popular army.23

The above quote exemplifies one of four new antisemitism forms. It is the
state-sanctioned incitement to genocide found in Hamas’s Charter and no

22 Bnai Brith Canada Annual Audit (Toronto, B'nai Brith 2014), http://bnaibrith.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2014/04/Audit-2013-English.pdf (accessed 3 April 2015).

23 Rosie Dimanno, “Elmasry Hanged by his Own Words,” Toronto Star, October 27, 2004,
http://www.montrealmuslimnews.net/dimanno.htm (accessed 3 April 2015).
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different if a head of state called for Israel to be “wiped off the map.” Other
forms of the new antisemitism include 2) demonization—attributing all
the world’s political evils—racism, imperialism, apartheid, ethnic cleans-
ing/Nazism to Jews and the State of Israel. Such endeavors would maximize
the chances of the self-identified morally good to eradicate the morally bad
3) deny only to Jewish people the same rights permitted to all others e.g. rights
to determination and 4) advance anti-Israeli and anti-Jewish agendas using
lawfare e.g. international criminal court or the banner of moral good e.g. rac-
ism prevention, human rights, NGO mission, racism prevention.?*

Since September 2002, anti-Israeli campaigns have made campus life diffi-
cult for Canadian Jewish students. Below is a partial list of the incidents occur-
ring at Canadian campuses. At Concordia University in 2002, Israeli Prime
Minister Netanyahu was prevented from speaking due to violence. Activists
violently kicked Canada-Israel Committee past president Thomas Hechtas;
they also spat at and punched Rabbi Howard Joseph and Norma Joeseph.
Activists sprayed attendees with ketchup, had pennies thrown at them.
knocked skullcaps off, and smashed windows and furniture. Riot police tear-
gassed the crowd.

In 2009, there was a disturbing incident at the University of Toronto. There
were posters and fliers with antisemitic themes, but at one event Toronto
alumnus Isaac Apter was assaulted by guards hired by an anti-Israel speaker.
He was grabbed from behind and smacked and told “You shut the fuck
up!” He had dared to ask a question. Another person at the event reported
being assaulted by security and told “Shut the fuck up or I'll saw your head off”

At York University in 2008, Israeli politician Natan Sharansky—formerly a
renowned human rights activist and refusnik in the Soviet Union—had his
lecture disrupted by a heckler screaming: “you are bringing a second Holocaust
upon yourselves. You genocidal racist!” In 2009, approximately one hundred
pro-Palestinian York Federation of Students and Students Against Israeli
Apartheid, shouting “Zionism equals Racism, Die Jew, Die bitch—go back to
Israel” forced Jewish students to barricade themselves for safety.

At the University of Manitoba during Israel Apartheid Week in 2009, posters
showed a hooked-nosed Hasidic Jew with a star of David pointing a bazooka
at slingshot bearing Palestinians; fighter planes and helicopters with stars of
David attacked a baby stroller. (On a positive note, in April 2013, the Students

24 Irwin Cotler, “Irwin Cotler: We Are Witnessing a New, Sophisticated, Virulent, and Even
Lethal Anti-Semitism,” National Post, March 5, 2015, http://news.nationalpost.com/
full-comment/irwin-cotler-we-are-witnessing-a-new-sophisticated-virulent-and-even-
lethal-anti-semitism (accessed 12 June 2015).
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Union at the University of Manitoba banned Israel Apartheid Week and
stripped membership status of Students Against Israel Apartheid.)

Responding to Muslim perpetrated antisemitic assaults, the Canadian
Parliamentary Coalition to Combat Antisemitism was founded in 2009. The
Panel pointed up the notion of Israel as a criminal state is used to further tra-
ditional antisemitic themes and made recommendations for increased train-
ing to immigration and law enforcement, holding counter-events to Israeli
Apartheid Week.25

“Those who would hate and destroy the Jewish people would ultimately
hate and destroy the rest of us as well,” observed Canadian Prime Minister
Harper, as the first signatory of the Ottawa Protocol. During his 2014 visit, he
went became the first Canadian Prime Minister to address Israeli parliament
reaffirming his position. “Canada supports Israel because it is right to do s0.26

With the advent of globalization came a globalized version of antisemitism
that attacked the Jewish state. Avoiding racist labels, the new antisemitism jus-
tified Jewish discrimination making Israelis into colonial lords, siphoning off
the resources, exploiting the people and usurping democratic governance that
ensure basic rights. Initiated by Arab and Muslim propagandists, the global-
ized version defames and delegitimizes in order to dissolve. Endowing Israel
with all classic antisemitic motifs, and denying any state legitimacy, the Jewish
State’s right to exist is not tolerated.

In February of 2015, Canada’s House of Commons held a debate regarding
the rise of global antisemitism. The speech followed Paris’s Charlie Hebdo
HyperCacher assassinations a month earlier and the less publicized Muslim
led attacks at the Nice Jewish Community Center and a Copenhagen Bar
Mitzvah. Citing a litany of global attacks including the July 2014, pogrom
and fire bombings of eight French synagogues, former Attorney General and
Liberal MP Irwin Cotler.”

We are witnessing a new, sophisticated, virulent, and even lethal
antisemitism...

25 Canadian Parliamentary Coalition to Combat Antisemitism, “Factsheet: The Canadian
Parliamentary Coalition to Combat anti-Semitism (cpcca),” http://www.cjpmo.org/
DisplayDocument.aspx?DocumentID=758, (accessed 3 April 2015). See, also, Scott Reid and
Mario Silva eds. Tackling Hate (Oakville: Mosaic Press, 2014); Kady O'Malley “Inside Politics
Blog” cBc News, http://www.cbc.ca/newsblogs/politics/inside-politics-blog/2010/11/for-
the-record-the-full-text-of-the-ottawa-protocol.html (accessed 3 April 2015).

26  Michael Taube, “Stephen Harper & Israel” National Review, February 6, 2014, http://
www.nationalreview.com/article/370440/stephen-harper-israel-michael-taube (accessed
3 April 2015).

27  Op Cit Irwin Cotler National Post, March 5, 2015.
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Canada has not been spared. In its 2013 report, Bmai B'rith found a 48%
increase in antisemitic incidents in this country since 2004. Chants of “kill
the Jews” and “Hitler was right” had been heard on the streets of Calgary and
cars in the parking lot of a Montreal apartment building were vandalized with
swastikas, accompanied by threatening messages.

Owing to the work of Canadian law professor Anne Bayefsky, documenta-
tion is now available addressing the disproportional censuring of Israel in the
United Nations. There are more sanctions against Israel, than against those
nations who perpetrated genocides in Sudan, Bosnia and Rwanda combined.
Canada should be world leader in heeding the call of the recent UN forum
to renew efforts to combat antisemitism and to promote mutual respect and
tolerance.?8

Canada and democratic nations now face the most virulent strain of anti-
semitism ever known. This bigotry launches attacks and then retreats. It is chi-
meric and changes its form as you advance toward it. It moves at lightning
speed attainable by texting, the click of a mouse or social groups. Employing
every trick in the book, the battle lines are drawn.

The recently folded Canadian Islamic Council president once called for
war’s legitimate targets of “anybody above 18.” In all fairness to him, he was
speaking of Israelis, but then again, he might consider Canada’s 20,000+ Israeli
Canadians fair game or Christian Zionists and eventually include Canadian
Jews rationalizing that they are able to secure an Israeli passport.

This most recent wave of Canadian antisemitism differs dramatically from
all previous incarnations. Jews are being attacked, assaulted literally and
figuratively by a bully that does not understand democratic values or cher-
ish individual rights. There is only good and evil, the pious whose fate will
be determined on judgment day and those who all others, the Muslim and
the infidel, apostate, dhimmi. Today our response to the librarian might be the
same as Peter Gillman’s.

Librarian Yes—over there. I was wondering if you are, you know
(lowers voice) Jewish?
Student Yes, but why the hell are you whispering? Are you ashamed

of your religion? You know what I say? Be proud, get loud,
and if anyone starts up, get in their face!

28  Dedicated to Peter B. Gillman (1953-2014), http://vimeo.com /67470562 (accessed 3 April
2015).
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CHAPTER 9
Teaching Islamic Antisemitism in Toronto

Andrew G. Bostom

The minarets are our bayonets, the domes our helmets, the mosques our
barracks and the faithful our army.

Z1YA GOKALP, Turkish Nationalist

In 2012, a complaint filed by Friends of the Simon Wiesenthal Center prompted
an investigation of the East End Madrassah an Islamic school which operates
out of a Toronto public high school. As reported by the National Post and posted
on its website, the East End Madrassah’s level 8 curriculum was found to con-
tain invocations for jihad warfare and Jew-hatred.! What was not addressed
was that the calls for jihad and Jew-hatred were drawn in context from the
Koran, and Sunna—Islam’s most important, sacralized canonical sources.
Failing to identify, let alone elaborate upon the canonical Islamic references is
entirely consistent with the coverage of similar stories in recent years includ-
ing New York and Fairfax, Virginia.

Initially, representatives of the Jewish community reacted with shock and
indignation. Avi Benlolo, President and CEO of the Friends of the Simon
Wiesenthal Centre stated.

To think that this is happening right here in Canada, in our backyards, in
our own country where we promote tolerance, diversity, understanding,
human rights, and bringing those types of concepts over the from the
ancient world if you will, it’s just unbelievable.?

In a press release of May 7, 2012 David Spiro, Greater Toronto Co-Chair of The
Centre for Israel and Jewish Affairs, added,

1 Stewart Bell, “Police Investigating Islamic School Over Curriculum Comparing Jews to Nazis,”
National Post, May 7, 2012, http://news.nationalpost.com/news/canada/toronto-islamic-
school-removes-parts-of-curriculum-casting-jews-as-treacherous-akin-to-nazis ~ (accessed
29 May 2015).

2 Ibid.
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Using religion to promote hatred among youth is not just offensive and
abhorrent—it shows a stunning disregard for Canada’s basic values of
decency and tolerance.?

In response, the East End Madrassah’s press release of May 7 2012, highlighted
their length of time “in existence for almost 40 years,” number of students
“graduated thousands of Muslim students,” and their teachings “taught to
respect and value other faiths, beliefs and to uphold Canada’s basic values of
decency and tolerance.”

Moreover there was an “unreserved apology” to the Jewish community
for the alleged “unintentional” offense of the “item” i.e., an entire curriculum
developed by imam Sayyid Muhammad Rizvi reputed to be a moderate cham-
pion of interfaith dialogue (Rizvi condones death for “apostates,” child mar-
riage and Islamic supremacism.) As well, he has preached anti-American and
Anti-Zionist views in a 9/23/11 sermon addressing the corrupters citing Koran
211 “and when it is said unto them: make not mischief in the earth, they say: we
are peacemakers only”.

Despite this background, the curricular materials in question are a straight-
forward rendition of mainstream Islamic teaching re: jihad and sacralized
Jew-hatred. For instance, p. 70, the curriculum, “The Purpose of Jihad” an invo-
cation of a verse from the second sura (chapter) of the Koran 2:216

... fighting (in the cause of Allah) is ordained unto you and it is hateful
to you, and perchance you hate a thing whereas it is good for you, and
perchance you love a thing whereas it is bad for you; and verily Allah
knoweth while you know not.

A mainstream exegesis on this verse from the most respected and widely used
single volume Koranic tafsir (commentary), Tafsir al-Jalalayn, elucidates the
unequivocally aggressive bellicosity 2:216 is meant to inspire:

Fighting against the unbelievers is prescribed and hereby made obliga-
tory for you even if it is hateful to you and it is disliked because it entails
hardship. It may be that you hate a thing when it is good for you and it
may be that you love a thing when it is bad for you...So it is you may
dislike fighting, but it is good for you: either through winning victory and
gaining booty or by gaining martyrdom and its reward.*

3 Ibid.
4 Tafsir al-Jalalayn: Complete English Translation by Aisha Bewley (London: Dar al Taqwa Ltd.,
2008).
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The great Muslim jurist and polymath Ibn Rushd, (known in the West as
Averroes) confirmed that after Muhammad emigrated to Medina, Muhammad
“imposed fighting [on] them [the Muslims],” as per Koran 2:216, specifically,
stating:

According to the majority of scholars, the compulsory nature of the jihad
is founded on Koran 2:216.5

Under the heading The Purpose of Jihad the curriculum (p. 71) states in accord
with classical, mainstream Islamic doctrine the totalitarian nature of jihad is to
impose this oppressive religio-political system universally, by force, if required.

Islam is a dynamic, comprehensive school that aims at the rectification
of the social and economic systems of the world in a special manner.
Unlike the beliefs of the ancient Romans, the Jews, and the Nazis, Islam
is not restricted to a certain community of a certain race, but is for all
human beings and aims at human prosperity and salvation. This divine
faith requires all Muslims, guided by the holy precepts and instructions
of Islam, to endeavor to rescue the oppressed masses to establish peace
and justice, and to acquaint the unaware people of the whole world
with Islam and Islamic rules and regulations. Did Islam prevail by the
force of the sword? As a matter of fact, through jihad, the Muslims have
mainly meant to establish connections with the people who are under
the oppressive rule of tyrants, so the oppressed masses would become
acquainted with Islamic rules and precepts and so they would compre-
hend the glory and genuineness of independence and salvation.®

Citing the Koran 59:7, the curriculum later describes (on p. 132) how lands con-
quered by jihad are to be divided and incorporated permanently into the “Dar
al Islam,” or “House of Islam.”

According to the rules of Islam, the lands conquered through war and
military power are the property of all the Muslims and their adminis-
tration lies with the ruler of the Muslims. However, those lands that are
submitted to the Muslims without war, as in the case of Fadak, belong

5 Averroes, “Bidayat Al-Mudjtahid,” in The Legacy of Jihad, ed. Andrew G. Bostom (Ambherst,
NY: Prometheus, 2005), 147.

6 Diniyat Level 8 Curriculum, http:/ [www.scribd.com/doc/92694966/Diniyat-Level-8 (accessed
29 May 2015).
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to the Holy Prophet (S) and after him, to the Holy Imam (A) of the time.
They have the right to distribute such properties as they see fit. This is
evident from the following verse: “Whatever God has bestowed on His
Prophet from the people of the towns is for God and the Prophet and
his relatives and the orphans and the needy and the wayfarer, so that
it may not circulate among the rich ones of you...” Hashr, 59: 7(Part)
[Koran 59:7]7

The East End Madrassah’s curricular materials also include an overview of
Islam’s conspiratorial Jew-hatred, as elaborated in the Koran, Koranic com-
mentaries, and Sunna.

For instance, the East End Madrassah curriculum’s statements (pp. 111-112)
under the heading “End of Jewish Plots and Treacheries”:

Ever since the Prophet’s entry into Medina, the treacherous Jews had
vehemently opposed him and his Islamic call, evoking memories of their
hostility to the previous Prophet, Jesus Christ, half a millennium ago. The
crafty Jews entered into an alliance with the polytheist Quraish in a bid
to stamp out Islam. They conspired to kill Prophet Muhammad despite
the fact that he was lenient towards them and had treated them kindly,
hoping to convince them of Islam’s truth. But eventually as Jewish plots
and aggressions increased, he had no choice other than to take up arms
against them, in order to protect Islam and the Muslims. At the battle
of Khaybar which is famous for Imam Ali’s heroic exploits, the Prophet
defeated them ending Jewish intrigues and conspiracies in Arabia.8

The poisoning of Muhammad by a Khaybar Jewess (p. 131):

The Jews however, did not forget their humiliation at the hands of the
Muslims. After their defeat, a Jewish woman by the name of Zainab
brought some lamb meat as a gift for the Holy Prophet (S). The meat was
poisoned and the Holy Prophet (S) ate only a little bit, but that poison
had an effect on his health in the long term and when he was on his death
bed a few years later, he said that his illness was partly due to the poison
he had been given at Khaybar.®

7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
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My examination of the East End Madrassah’s curricular materials demon-
strates how the inculcation of Jew-hatred remains an essential part of main-
stream Islamic education for Muslim children. The consequences of which if
not soon reversed, will be a progression from dangerous to tragic.

Post-Script

The National Post’s Stewart Bell published reports on November 8 and 9, 2012,
following the conclusion of a six-month investigation by the York Regional
Police hate crimes unit which, appropriately, did not result in criminal charges,
but identified “concerns” about the East End Madrassah. Detective Brett Kemp
opined in an interview:

To demonstrate the thoroughness of our investigation we found it impor-
tant to articulate that there are portions in there that clearly are not crim-
inal, but perhaps from a pluralistic standpoint don’t necessarily appear to
be the types of teachings that you would hope to see in an open forum.!°

Regarding the analysis of the Madrassah’s textbooks, Detective Kemp
commented,

That review looked at the content in its entirety and there were some
we thought, “This isn’t a police issue, this is non-criminal, however to be
more reflective of Canadian core values it perhaps needs to be revisited
and perhaps needs to be taught in a slightly different way."!

Noting that “The antisemitic hate contained in the curriculum of Toronto’s East
End Madrassah was blatant,” Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center President
and CEO Avi Benlolo stated,

It is frightening to learn that this revolting content...is being taught to
young children; their minds are being poisoned and I cannot imagine

10 Stewart Bell, “Our teachings embrace and celebrate Canadian values’: Toronto Mosque
condemns criticism of Islamic school,” National Post, November 9, 2012. http://news.
nationalpost.com/news/canada/east-end-madrassah-mosque (accessed 29 May 2015).

11 Ibid. See police report: See police report, York regional Police, East End Madrassah: Hate
Propaganda Investigation, http:/ [www.friendsofsimonwiesenthalcenter.com/downloads/
news_110812.pdf (accessed 29 May 2015).
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how these youngsters will one day become grown-ups capable of func-
tioning as tolerant and respectful adults in a multicultural society.!?

On November 8, 2012 Mosque president Aliraza Rajani expressed regret at the
“rush to judgment and harsh comments” but was exonerated of all charges
declaring: Our teachings embrace and celebrate the Canadian values of toler-
ance, understanding and harmony.!3

12 Rachel Hirshfeld, “Police: Jihad School Teachings Do Not Warrant Criminal Charges,” Arutz
Sheva, November 11, 2012, http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/161936#.
VWjIuMgVhuA (accessed 29 May 2015).

13 Stewart Bell, “Toronto Islamic school will not face charges over anti-Jewish curricu-
lum: police,” National Post, November 8, 2012, http://news.nationalpost.com/2012/11/08/
toronto-islamic-school-will-not-face-charges-over-anti-jewish-curriculum-police/
(accessed 29 May 2015).
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CHAPTER 10

Where Have All the Caribbean Jews Gone?

Florette Cohen-Abady

It is no simple matter to mark the arrival of the first Jewish settler to the
Caribbean. No single center was created to document immigrant arrivals as
had been the case in Colonial Virginia, Mexico, and Canada. In addition, many
of the immigrant arrivals had been forced to convert to Catholicism, making it
unlikely that they would have disclosed anything of their Jewish past or con-
tinuing practice.

Some have claimed that the Crypto Jews who accompanied Columbus’
first expedition—]Juan de Cabrera (Pinto), Rodrigo de Triana (Nina), and his
interpreter Luis de Torres (Santa Maria)—should be counted among the first
Jewish arrivals to the New World. Luis de Torres is favored, being one of 39 crew
members who remained at Hispaniola’s La Navidad settlement for more than
a year. The first functioning Jewish community (1649) was probably that of the
Sephardim who made their home in the coastal region of Paramaribo in Dutch
Guiana, today’s Suriname.

It is usually the case that wherever Jews go, antisemitism lags not far behind.
However, Tel Aviv University’s Kantor Center issues an annual report docu-
menting Jew-hatred and it has yet to document a single incident of Caribbean
antisemitism since its inception several years ago.! Even if some hate crimes
were unreported, it begs the question as to why today’s Caribbean Jews experi-
ence less social tensions during a time period when few nations are exempt
from antisemitic and anti-Israeli hate. The minute number of Jewish Caribbean
residents may only provide partial answers. Social scientists have long held
that rates of antisemitism have been frequently high in cultures where few or
no Jews reside.?

This chapter has several goals. It offers an historical overview of Jewish
migration to the Caribbean Islands. Like the cultural anthropologist, I try to
understand Island culture and context. Thus, there are interviews with the
Jewish residents. The lack of global anti-Israeli based antisemitism is juxta-
posed with that of the rest of the world where, with few exceptions, attacks

1 Kantor Center, Antisemitism Worldwide 2014 http://mfa.gov.il/mfa/foreignpolicy/antisemi-
tism/documents/kantorreportantisem