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Thesis Abstract

P~

This thesis re-evaluates the emergence of the neoconservative critique of American
post-war liberalism from 1945 to 1980. Its original contribution to the scholarship on
neoconservatism lies in the claim that a particular understanding of Jewishness
fundamentally shaped the neoconservatives’ right turn, as well as neoconservative
ideology. Few scholars have recognised the primacy of Jewish identity politics in the
evolutionary history of neoconservatism. Those who have, have done so inadequately
and unmethodically. Therefore, my thesis systematically analyses the Jewish dimension
of early neoconservatism by placing particular focus on its two principal mouthpieces,
Commentary and The Public Interest, while drawing on autobiographical writings,
personal papers and oral interviews.

Reconsidering neoconservatism from this angle also contributes to a re-
evaluation of modern Jewish political history by debunking the myth that the American
Jewish community is governed by consensus based on political identification with
liberalism. My thesis shows that neoconservatism not only contributed to the rise of
conservatism and the fall of liberalism on a national level, but also played an important
role in post-1945 Jewish intra-communal contentions about which political affiliation
best expresses modern Jewish American identity. Accordingly, it demonstrates that
Jewish political culture is more diverse than is wusually appreciated and that
neoconservatives draw on a tradition of Jewish conservatism, which has so far received

little attention from scholars of modern Jewish history.
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Introduction

—~

In 1988, the traditionalist conservative Russell Kirk predicted that, “within a very few years
we will hear no more of the Neoconservatives™.! A couple of years later, the self-professed
“godfather” of neoconservatism, Irving Kristol, seemed to agree. Kristol claimed that
neoconservatism had been but “a generational phenomenon”, which had been “absorbed
into a larger, more comprehensive conservatism” by the mid-1990s.> Similarly, in March
1996, one year after he had stepped down as editor-in-chief of the “neocon bible”
Commentary, Norman Podhoretz, “the mandarin general” of neoconservatism, wrote,
“neoconservatism is dead...it no longer exists as a distinctive phenomenon”. Yet he also
warned the liberal “enemies” of neoconservatism that this was not cause for celebration,
since the legacy neoconservatives had left behind would “continue to plague them for a
very long time to come”.?

With the World Trade Center bombings of September 2001 and the subsequent war

on terror, neoconservatism found a new lease on life.* In the years following 9/11 the term

! Russell Kirk, “The Neoconservatives: An Endangered Species”, Heritage Lecture 178 (Washington, D.C.:
The Heritage Foundation, 1988, http://www.heritage.org/Research/PoliticalPhilosophy/HL178.cfm (accessed
August 30, 2009).

2 Irving Kristol, “Neoconservatism: An Idea Whose Time is Now”, Esquire, February 13, 1979, 23-42; Irving
Kristol, Neoconservatism: The Autobiography of an Idea (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1995), 40.

? Max Boot, “What the Heck Is a ‘Neocon’?” Wall Street Journal, December 30, 2002,
http://www.opinionjournal.com/editorial/feature.htm1?id=110002840 (accessed June 18, 2009); Sidney
Blumenthal, The Rise of Counter-Establishment: From Conservative Ideology to Political Power (New Y ork:
Union Square Press, 2008), 121; Norman Podhoretz, “Neoconservatism: A Eulogy”, Commentary, March
1996, 19.

4 Until September 11, 2001, neoconservatives were junior players in the Bush administration. John
Micklethwait and Adrian Wooldridge, The Right Nation: Why America is Different (London: Penguin, 2005),
200. Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay show that the neoconservative influence on the Bush
administration’s policies has been greatly overstated. America Unbound: The Bush Revolution in Foreign
Policy (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 2003); James Mann, Rise of the Vulcans: The History
of Bush’s War Cabinet (New York: Penguin, 2004).



experienced a revival as pundits rushed to characterise as neoconservative the Bush
administration and the group of thinkers who allegedly provided Bush with the rationale for
regime change and pre-emptive military action. There was talk of a revolution in U.S.
foreign policy, supposedly instigated by a cadre of policy intellectuals, who had emerged
from conservative think tanks such as the Hudson Institute, the now defunct Project for a
New American Century (PNAC), the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and also the
world of magazines, such as Commentary, The Public Interest (PI), and The Weekly
Standard to manipulate the president into implementing their ideas for ‘remaking the
world’.’ Prominent neoconservatives within the Bush administration included Paul
Wolfowitz, Douglas Feith, Richard Perle and Elliot Abrams. If one believes most
commentators as well as neoconservatives themselves, they were highly successful in their
effort to “whisper in the ears of the powerful”.®

While Wolfowitz, Feith, Perle, Abrams and others were correctly identified as
neoconservatives, the usage of the term itself often bordered on the anachronistic with a
tendency towards exaggerating neoconservatives’ power by neoconservatives and critics
alike. The terminology was not only applied to define its legitimate legatees, but in many
cases extended to include George W. Bush, Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, Condoleezza

Rice, and Colin Powell - all of whom neither accepted the label nor objectively qualified

for it. Moreover, neoconservatism was often described in terms implying a hard-line Zionist

> Joshua Micah Marshall, “Remaking the World: Bush and the Neoconservatives”, Foreign Affairs,
November-December 2003, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59380/joshua-micah-marshall/remaking-
the-world-bush-and-the-neoconservatives (accessed November 9, 2009).

% Shadia B. Drury, “Saving America: Leo Strauss and the Neoconservatives”, Evatt Foundation, September
10, 2003, http://evatt.labor.net.au/publications/papers/112.html (accessed June 17, 2009).



conspiracy out to subvert American interests in the name of Likkudnik, Greater-Israel
ideology.’

Neoconservatives certainly hold a partial responsibility for the failures of the
disastrous Iraq adventure — and yet recent coverage often misrepresented them, announcing
once again, the death of neoconservatism, as the Bush administration was preparing to
leave office. This recurring need to eulogise neoconservatism is itself an interesting
phenomenon, which not only testifies to the emotionality and divisiveness that surrounds
discussions of neoconservatism, but also highlights its continued relevance to contemporary
American political discourse. Yet the recent debates have shown that our current
understanding of neoconservatism is marked by misrepresentations and misconceptions,
which this thesis seeks to correct. Moreover, a reconsideration of its evolutionary history
demonstrates that even though contemporary neoconservatism may appear divorced from
its original intent and has undergone a number of changes since its inception, in essence
and style it still remains very much the same. Ruth Wisse describes its development as a
process by which, over a period of forty years, “certain things were coming into the
foreground and others receding into the background”.®

A historical re-evaluation of neoconservatism’s genesis, of its original ideas and the
main factors actuating it, will therefore be the aim of this thesis. While taking into
consideration a number of variables, which led to the emergence of neoconservatism, this
thesis primarily seeks to determine the extent to which a particular perception of Jewish
identity and interests informed the birth of neoconservative ideas. Even though

neoconservatism was and is not an exclusively Jewish rationale, its main early proponents

7 Stephen J. Sniegoski, The Transparent Cabal: The Neoconservative Agenda, War in the Middle East, and
the National Interest of Israel (Norfolk, Va.: THS Press, 2008).
¥ Ruth Wisse, interview with author, Cambridge, Ma., April 11, 2008.



were all Jewish. Moreover, it was indeed the gradual reclaiming of their Jewish identity,
defined in ethnic terms that fundamentally shaped the political right turn of these
intellectuals - a fact few scholars have recognised. Reconstructing the history of
neoconservatism from this perspective allows for an improved appreciation of
contemporary events and demonstrates that neoconservative ideas emerged at a much
earlier time than is generally understood. Moreover, it complicates the evolutionary history
of neoconservatism, qualifies traditional interpretations of modern American Jewish
political culture and revises the role played by disenchanted Jewish liberals in the formation
of modern American conservatism during the 1970s and 1980s.

At the present time, the term ‘neoconservatism’ is generally used as pejorative,
referring to an ideological tendency within conservatism, which promotes an ‘imperial’
foreign policy and a hyper-nationalist approach to American power. Yet, upon closer
inspection, it becomes clear that neoconservatism evades simple characterisation. Most
neoconservatives speak of an intellectual orientation or political tendency, infused with
internal differences, constituted of a few core members and many vague sympathisers.
Podhoretz described neoconservatism as “a movement...fed by various strands”, while
Kristol referred to it as a “persuasion” whose adherents were anti-communist liberals
“mugged by reality”.” Midge Decter defined a neoconservative as “a special kind of
conservative, one who has arrived at conservatism from the left, and whose politics are far
more in the head than in the local precinct or even national political party”.'” Timothy Noah

characterised a neoconservative as a liberal “who has been seduced by the notion that

° Norman Podhoretz, Lecture at “Neo-Conservatism” conference, Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, September 3-6,
1981, Transcript, 1, Box 4, Interviews and Speeches January to November 1982, Norman Podhoretz Papers,
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., cited hereafter as NPP.; Kristol, Neoconservatism, ix.

10 Midge Decter, “A Neocon Memoir”, American Jewish History 87, no. 2/3 (June-September 1999): 183.



America is in steep decline and must reassert itself as a moral and military force in an
otherwise corrupt world”.!" While all of these definitions capture one or another aspect of
neoconservatism, none grasp it in its entirety, reflecting the elusiveness and the
polymorphous nature of the matter.

Most original neoconservatives were radicals in their youths, many of them children
of eastern European immigrants, and belonged to the New York intellectuals, a loose circle
of self-professed public thinkers. Having felt alienated from American mainstream as well
as from Jewish culture, a number of them began a simultaneous reconsideration of their
American and Jewish heritage through the prism of the Second World War and the
Holocaust after the war.'” In the process of reasserting these identities, they reinterpreted
not only the American tradition of liberalism, but also Jewish political culture in narrow
and highly defensive terms. As adherents to the liberal Cold War consensus from the late
1940s onwards, future neoconservatives began to argue that a perverted liberalism had
taken over mainstream politics by the middle of the 1960s, one which was anti-middle-
class, anti-American and anti-Jewish in nature. Hence they began to develop a rationale
with which the perceived destructive tendencies of the new liberalism could be thwarted.
By 1980 neoconservatives were an integral part of Reagan’s New Right and embraced a

jingoistic patriotism and Jewish ethnocentrism.

1 Timothy Noah, “Fathers and Sons”, The New York Times, January 13, 2008,
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/01/13/books/review/Noah-t.html (accessed November 12, 2009).

"2 For the history of the New York intellectuals see: Alan M. Wald, The New York Intellectuals: The Rise and
Decline of the Anti-Stalinist Left From the 1930s to the 1980s (Chapel Hill, N.C.: The University of North
Carolina Press, 1987); Alexander Bloom, Prodigal Sons: The New York Intellectuals And Their World (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1986); William Phillips, 4 Partisan View: Five Decades of the Literary Life
(New York: Stein and Day, 1983); William Barrett, The Truants: Adventures Among the Intellectuals (New
York: Doubleday, 1982); Terry A. Cooney, The Rise of The New York Intellectuals: ‘Partisan Review’ and Its
Circle, 1934-1945 (Madison, Wisc.: University of Wisconsin Press, 1986); Ruth R. Wisse, “The New York
(Jewish) Intellectuals”, Commentary, November 1987, 28-38; Irving Howe, “The New York Intellectuals: A
Chronicle and a Critique”, Commentary, October 1986, 29-51; Irving Howe, 4 Margin of Hope: An
Intellectual Autobiography (San Diego: Hartcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1982); Neil Jumonville, ed., The New
York Intellectuals Reader (New York: Routledge, 2007).



This re-evaluation focuses on the years 1945 to 1980. Beginning their journey into
mainstream American society and the intellectual establishment after the Second World
War, neoconservatives had by 1980 instituted themselves as conservative critics of
liberalism and risen into positions of political power within and outside the Reagan
administration. Throughout these years, neoconservative thought did not develop in a linear
manner, but rather as a bundle of ad-hoc, often fragmented, contradictory and highly
individualistic responses to events and developments, as they were unfolding on the
communal, national and international stage. This is demonstrated by a systematic
evaluation of both Commentary, founded under the auspices of the American Jewish
Committee (AJC), and, as of 1965, PI, a brainchild of Irving Kristol and Daniel Bell.

While future neoconservatives also published in Encounter, The New Leader,
American Scholar, Harper’s Magazine, The New York Post, and The Washington Post, this
thesis places a particular focus on Commentary and PI as the two principal mouthpieces of
early neoconservatism. The contiguous analysis of both Commentary and PI discredits
those interpretations of neoconservatism that assess it almost exclusively either from a
foreign policy standpoint, such as John Ehrman’s The Rise of Neoconservatism, or from a
domestic policy perspective, such as Peter Steinfels’s The Neoconservatives."” These
approaches disregard the fact that the domestic and international spheres were intricately
interconnected in early neoconservatism and part of a comprehensive critique of modern
American liberalism. Finally, this thesis also draws on under-used autobiographical

writings, personal papers and oral interviews.

" John Ehrmann, The Rise of Neoconservatism: Intellectuals and Foreign Affairs, 1945-1994 (New Haven,
Ct.: Yale University Press, 1995); Peter Steinfels, The Neoconservatives: The Men Who Are Changing
America’s Politics (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1979); see also: Garry Dorrien, Imperial Designs:
Neoconservatism and the New Pax Americana (New York: Routledge, 2004); Stefan Halper and Jonathan
Clarke, America Alone: The Neo-Conservatives and the Global Order (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 2004).



The main proponents of early neoconservatism were Norman Podhoretz, Irving
Kristol, Nathan Glazer, Daniel Bell, Sidney Hook, Milton Himmelfarb, Midge Decter and
Getrude Himmelfarb. Some of the younger and/or less central neoconservatives whose
voices nevertheless played a minor part in re-evaluating neoconservatism’s rise are Lucy
Dawidowicz, Ruth Wisse, Joshua Muravchik, Irwin Stelzer, William Kristol, Neal
Kozodoy, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, James Q. Wilson, Ben J. Wattenberg, David Brooks,
and Michael Novak, to name but a few. While others contributed to the emergence of
neoconservatism, the above-mentioned actors constituted the core group of thinkers who
developed the ideas that gave rise to the neoconservative rationale.

Neoconservatism has received little comprehensive and serious treatment. Much of
the literature consists of essays, newspaper articles, and essay collections. Moreover, many
studies are driven by political agendas, either condemning or defending neoconservatism.
No one enjoys discussing neoconservatism more than neoconservatives and their
supporters. These publications are highly stylised canticles, such as Kristol’s
Neoconservatism: The Autobiography of an Idea or Norman Podhoretz’s numerous
autobiographical polemics, which interpret the rise of neoconservatism as an unavoidable
and heroic development, according to which neoconservatives remained true to ‘real’

liberalism in response to the rise of the New Left.'"* They generally disregard the

1 Kristol, Neoconservatism; Irving Kristol, On the Democratic Idea in America (New York: Harper & Row,
1972); Irving Kristol, Reflections of a Neoconservative: Looking Back, Looking Ahead (New York: Basic
Books, 1983); Thomas L. Jeffers, ed., The Norman Podhoretz Reader: A Selection of His Writings from the
1950s through the 1990s (New York: Free Press, 2004); Christopher DeMuth and William Kristol, eds., The
Neoconservative Imagination: Essays in Honor of Irving Kristol (Washington, D.C.: The AEI Press, 1995);
Midge Decter, The Liberated Woman and Other Americans (New York: Coward, McCann & Geoghegan,
1971); Midge Decter, Liberal Parents, Radical Children (New York: Coward, McCann & Geoghegan, 1975);
Irwin Stelzer, ed. Neoconservatism (London: Atlantic Books, 2004); Norman Podhoretz, Making It (New
York: Random House, 1967); Norman Podhoretz, Breaking Ranks: A Political Memoir (New York: Harper &
Row, 1979); Norman Podhoretz, Ex-Friends: Falling Out with Allen Ginsberg, Lionel and Diana Trilling,
Lillian Hellman, Hannah Arendt and Norman Mailer (New York: Free Press, 1999); Norman Podhoretz, My
Love Affair with America: A Cautionary Tale of a Cheerful Conservative (New York: Free Press, 2000);



polymorphous nature of neoconservatism and the extent to which early neoconservatism
was very much in tune with the emerging New Right. As examples of political biography,
these testimonials are valuable primary sources, which allow scholars to infer a sense of the
polemical atmosphere that surrounded neoconservatism’s emergence. However, they also
were “written for the benefit of posterity”, and as such “overlaid with intentions that are
inconsistent with strict regard for historical truth”." It is therefore essential to not to
approach them at face value.

A similar problem exists with those narratives, which try to politically discredit
neoconservatism.'® Leftist critics, such as Lewis Coser and Irving Howe, accused
neoconservatives to be “liberals who got cold feet”, whose gratitude to a system, which
enabled their social climb, turned into “a self-satisfied conservatism”.'” Bernard Avishai,
writing for Commentary’s leftist nemesis Dissent, cast Jewish neoconservatives as traitors,
having turned into spokespeople of the Jewish establishment and replaced the Jewish
commitment to social justice with Jewish jingoism.'"® According to conservative Paul
Gottfried, neoconservatism was too worldly, too issue-oriented and too little informed by

“permanent principles” of human nature, which organise society in terms of an ascriptive

Norman Podhoretz, World War IV: The Long Struggle Against Islamofascism (New York: Doubleday, 2007);
Norman Podhoretz, Why Are Jews Liberals? (New York: Doubleday, 2009); see also: Mark Gerson, The
Neoconservative Vision: From the Cold War to the Culture Wars (New York: Madison Books, 1997); Mark
Gerson, ed., The Essential Neoconservative Reader (Reading, Ma.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company,
Inc., 1996); Oliver Kamm, Anti-Totalitarianism: The Left-Wing Case for a Neoconservative Foreign Policy
(London: Social Affairs Unit, 2005); Douglas Murray, Neoconservatism: Why We Need It (London: Social
Affairs Unit, 2005).

"% John Tosh and Sean Lang, The Pursuit of History: Aims, Methods, and New Directions in the Study of
Modern History (Harlow, UK: Pearson Education Limited, 2006), 63-65, 119-122.

' Gore Vidal, “The Empire Lovers Strike Back”, The Nation, March 22, 1986, 350-353; Halper and Clarke,
America Alone; Patrick J. Buchanan, Where the Right Went Wrong: How Neoconservatives Subverted the
Reagan Revolution and Hijacked the Bush Presidency (New York: Saint Martin’s Press, 2005); Paul
Gottfried, “What’s In A Name? The Curious Case of ‘Neoconservative’”, VDARE.com,
http://www.vdare.com/gottfried/neoconservative.htm (accessed August 11, 2009).

7 Lewis Coser and Irving Howe, eds., The New Conservatives: A Critique from the Left (New York: The New
American Library, 1977), 4-5.

'8 Bernard Avishai, “Breaking Faith: Commentary and the American Jews”, Dissent, Spring 1981, 236-256.



social hierarchy in accordance with the belief in a superior force as the mainspring of all
things. Critics, both on the left and on the right, contended that neoconservatives were so
concerned with the interest of Israel, that it seemed as if, in the words of Kirk, “some
eminent Neoconservatives mistook Tel Aviv for the capital of the United States”.'
Moreover, Kirk believed that neoconservatives were busy “pursuing a fanciful democratic
globalism rather than the national interest of the United States”.”” While these approaches
offer an insight into the hard-fought ideological battles between the left and the right, as
well as within the right itself, they are extremely reductive and distortive and do not allow
for systematic insight into a subject.

The Jewish dimension of early neoconservatism is central to Murray Friedman’s
The Neoconservative Revolution and Jacob Heilbrunn’s They Knew They Were Right.!
While these studies concede that Jewish identity politics was central for the emergence of
neoconservatism, they overlook the central role played by early Holocaust consciousness
during the 1950s and early 1960s amongst future neoconservatives. The Holocaust and its
memory is conspicuously absent from Friedman’s narrative. Friedman’s explanation that it
was a heightened awareness of “totalitarianism and massive human suffering” as well as
“an unabashed proclivity for intellectualism” which gave neoconservatism a specifically
Jewish note, does not in itself explain the emergence of Jewish neoconservatism. As a

matter of fact, one comes away from Friedman’s study not really knowing what the Jewish

. . . .22
dimension of neoconservatism is.

¥ Kirk, “The Neoconservatives” (accessed August 30, 2009); Sniegoski, The Transparent Cabal.

¥ Kirk, “The Neoconservatives” (accessed August 30, 2009).

2 Murray Friedman, The Neoconservative Revolution: Jewish Intellectuals and the Shaping of Public Policy
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005); Jacob Heilbrunn, The Knew They Were Right: The Rise of
the Neocons (New York: Doubleday, 2008).

2 Friedman, The Neoconservative Revolution, 8.
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The same holds true for Heilbrunn who claims at the outset that the emergence of
neoconservatism was “shaped by the Jewish immigrant experience, by the Holocaust, and
by the twentieth century struggle against totalitarianism”, but never investigates the subject
in any meaningful and comprehensive way.*® Both studies discuss the issue in dissociation
from the larger Jewish intra-communal debates about the meaning of Jewish identity in a
post-Holocaust world, which were crucial in defining the Jewish character of early
neoconservative thought. Furthermore, neither Friedman nor Heilbrunn take into
consideration the impact the civil rights movement had on the Jewish self-perception of
future neoconservatives and their anti-progressive reaction to it. Finally, both studies
strongly base themselves on secondary sources and fail to draw sufficiently on the wealth
of primary sources to make their case.

Additionally, the Jewish dimension of neoconservatism is reduced often to a
hawkish support for Israel. According to Robert Wright “Critics murmur that
neoconservatism ‘is all about Isracl’”.** This thesis will show that while the defence of
Israel and the emergence of a hard-line pro-Zionist stance played an important role in the
intellectual genesis of neoconservatism, it was not initially a central driving force in its
emergence. While Israel’s security and its strategic importance to the U.S. are central
tenets, neoconservatism is primarily concerned with the state of American power and
democracy. Neoconservatism, in the words of Podhoretz, “would have been better named

neonationalism than neoconservatism”, since its main impulse was “a reaffirmation of the

* Heilbrunn, They Knew They Were Right, 10.
2 Robert Wright, “The Neocon Paradox”, The New York Times, April 24, 2007,
http://select.nytimes.com/2007/04/24/opinion/24wright.html (accessed November 13, 2009).
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liberal democratic virtues” of the American system and “of the culture of the West in
general”.”

Chapter 1 locates the emergence of Jewish neoconservatism within the context of
American Jewish political history of the twentieth century, which, since the late 1920s, has
been defined by a strong attachment to liberalism and the Democratic Party. As Jews
became fully integrated into American society after 1945, a new set of anxieties with
respect to Jewish life emerged, which according to future neoconservatives were no longer
to be remedied by liberalism but by a more conservative approach to politics. Chapters 2
and 3 show how this anti-progressive outlook began to develop during the 1950s and early
1960s with respect to issues of anti-communism and the budding civil rights movement. By
the early 1960s, those who would a decade later become known as neoconservatives began
to argue in the pages of Commentary that defending the civil liberties of communists and a
strong attachment to civil rights were no longer compatible with the Jewish interest and that
those Jews who promoted these issues were undermining Jewish group cohesiveness.
Chapter 4 introduces the other primary mouthpiece of early neoconservatism, PI. The
journal was founded with the proclaimed intent to focus on non-ideological social policy
analysis. Yet, as the chapter shows, P/ was an ideological undertaking from the beginning
and very quickly turned into a proponent of a value-driven conservatism, which believed
that governmental interventionism in the social realm created more problems than it solved.
Together with Commentary, PI mounted a full-blown attack against interventionist
liberalism and 1960s radicalism, and a defence of traditional cultural and social values.

Chapter 5 deals with the burgeoning alliance between neoconservatism and the New Right.

2 Podhoretz, Lecture at “Neo-Conservatism” conference, Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, September 3-6, 1981,
Transcript, 6, NPP.
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While neoconservatives had been closer to traditional conservatism throughout the later
1960s and early 1970s than is generally assessed, the alliance remained complicated. By the
1980s, however, they came to embrace the New Right candidate Ronald Reagan and, with
him, the neoconservatives moved into the realms of political power.

This thesis argues that the right turn of a number of Jewish intellectuals is seminally
informed by their rediscovery of their Jewish identity in the aftermath of the Second World
War and the Holocaust, as well as by a renewed appreciation of the American status quo.
This approach demonstrates that the emergence of neoconservatism was intricately shaped
by Jewish intra-communal debates relative to the lessons of the Holocaust, anti-
communism, civil rights and liberal politics generally. Informed by an existential angst and
an intertwining of neoconservatives’ insider status with an outsider memory, early
neoconservatives began to develop a particularistic interpretation of Jewish identity,
informed by ideas of Jewish group survivalism and an excessive pro-Americanism. This
mindset translated for example into an embrace of unqualified hard anti-communism and a
rejection of pro-active racial integrationist measures, such as such as busing and affirmative
action. Arguments made with respect to these issues show that neoconservatives
rationalised their distancing from progressive liberalism in the name of perceived Jewish
interests and that the emergence of neoconservative thought was intricately connected to
Jewish intra-communal debates about the essence of Jewish identity in a post-Holocaust
world.*

At the centre of neoconservative evolutionary history lay the idea that American

society was undergoing a crisis in values and authority, brought about by the perceived

%% Kirsten Fermaglich, American Dreams and Nazi Nightmares: Early Holocaust Consciousness and Liberal
America, 1957-1965 (Waltham, Ma.: Brandeis University Press, 2000).
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excesses of progressive liberalism, which not only undermined America’s original liberal-
democratic tradition, but also directly affected Jewish group interests and survival.
Podhoretz intricately connected the neoconservative defence of the American status quo “at
a time when America has been under moral and ideological attack” from liberal and radical
forces to the defence of “the Jewish people and the Jewish state”. To him there was “no
conflict or contradiction involved in defending this dual heritage by which I have been
formed”.”” By the late 1960s, neoconservatives believed that “new threats to Jewish
security” were no longer coming from the right, as in the past, but from the left.*® Part of
the neoconservative agenda was therefore a concerted effort to convince American Jews,
who continued to vote Democratic and identify with liberalism in great numbers, that their
security was no longer tied to forces of liberalism but rather to forces of conservatism.”
The investigation of the Jewish dimension of neoconservatism, therefore, partially
revises the traditional narrative according to which American Jews are congenitally
predisposed to be politically liberal. Indeed public opinion polls have repeatedly shown that
American Jews consider political liberalism to be the essence of American Jewish identity.
The idea that Jews are ‘by nature’ liberal has become so ingrained in popular Jewish
American culture that many American Jews have come to consider that “the contents of
liberal American and Jewish culture. ..as almost identical”.*® Revisionist scholars, however,
claim that conservatism is actually more emblematic of traditional Jewish thought than

liberalism. Jonathan Sarna, for example, has shown that there are ample, but under-

" Norman Podhoretz, “Editing Commentary: A Valedictory”, Commentary, June 1995, 19-20.

8 Norman Podhoretz, Interview for the William E. Wiener Oral History Library, December 2, 1980,
Transcript, 33, Dorot Jewish Division, New York Public Library, cited hereafter as Wiener Oral History
Library.

¥ Wisse, April 11, 2008.

3% Steven M. Cohen, The Dimensions of American Jewish Liberalism (New York: American Jewish
Committee, 1989), 33; Sylvia Barack Fishman, Jewish Life and American Culture (Albany, N.Y.: State
University of New York Press, 2000), 179.
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discussed, precedents within American history of Jews who embraced a politics defined by
ideas of a limited federal government on the one hand and by an emphasis on social
stability and moral authorities on the other.’’

While neoconservatives never argued explicitly from within a tradition of Jewish
political conservatism, they nevertheless denied the idea of an ‘organic’ connection
between liberalism and Jews. By revising this axiom, they contributed to creating patterns

(13

of political identification according to which Jewish conservatism was no longer “a
contradiction in terms”.’*> Neoconservatives rejected what they regarded as the “moral
solipsism” of Jewish liberal politics, according to which Jews had felt uncomfortable
throughout their history with the acquisition and exercise of political power and tended,
both as a collective and as individuals, to pay greater attention to their own moral
performance rather than to the necessities of survival.”> While this thesis agrees with
revisionist historians that Jewish neoconservatives were not an aberration within broader
Jewish American political culture, it also shows that this culture has always been more
diverse and dynamic than either traditional or revisionist interpretations allow for. This
thesis demonstrates that while there are indeed precepts within Jewish religious and cultural
tradition from which rationalisations for political liberalism flow, the same holds true with
regard to political conservatism.

Lastly, this thesis reconsiders the role played by formerly leftist Jewish intellectuals

in the rise of modern American conservatism. While some, such as Stefan Halper and

Jonathan Clarke’s America Alone, consider neoconservatism as “little more than an

3! Jonathan D. Sarna, “American Jewish Political Conservatism in Historical Perspective”, American Jewish
History 87, no. 2/3 (June- September 1999): 113-122.

32 Friedman, The Neoconservative Revolution, 8.

3 Ruth R. Wisse, Jews and Power (New York: Schocken Books, 2007).
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aberration” within American conservatism and broader American political culture, most
analyses either describe the emergence of neoconservatism in isolation from the rise of the
New Right or suggest, as for example Friedman, an excessive influence of neoconservatism
within the modern American conservative movement.”* While Peter Steinfels’ The
Neoconservatives and Garry Dorrien’s The Neoconservative Mind, for example, render a
telling account of the alleged cultural crisis, which early neoconservatives diagnosed, both
focus heavily on the intellectual warfare of budding neoconservatives against the liberal
establishment. Steinfels described this conflict within the liberal intelligentsia in terms of
an updated version of the battles between the Stalinists and the anti-Stalinists of the 1930s
and 1940s, an interpretation, which reduces neoconservatism’s emergence to a personal
feud amongst policy intellectuals and avoids discussion of the ways in which
neoconservative ideas were in tune with and fed into the rise of modern American
conservatism.”

This thesis demonstrates that neoconservatives, together with New Right
intellectuals, contributed in important ways to redefining the idiom of populism, which had
historically been a language of reform or radical movements, into a language of the right.
This populism of the right was not intent on promoting social change but on stalling and
reversing it. Indeed, neoconservatism was not an aberration within the wider context of the
conservative movement or within American intellectual history, but fit in with a tradition of
anti-statist and anti-progressive intellectuals and contributed to the rise of the New Right by

connecting their fight against liberalism to popular ideas, such as republican virtue,

3 Halper and Clarke, America Alone, 7; Friedman, The Neoconservative Revolution, especially Chapter 8.

33 Steinfels, The Neoconservatives; Garry Dorrien, The Neoconservative Mind: Politics, Culture, and the War
of Ideology (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1993); see also: John Ehrman, The Rise of
Neoconservatism. Ehrman describes neoconservatism as a contemporary version of Cold War liberalism,
thereby ignoring the extent to which neoconservatives created a new ideology.
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individualism and equality of rights. According to Christopher Lasch, neoconservatives’
main contribution to the New Right was to redefine successfully the enemy of the
American people as the liberal establishment rather than Big Business.*®

Considering neoconservatism as an integral part of the rise of modern American
conservatism shows that it was not a force running counter to the emerging “silent
majority”, as often maintained by traditional interpretations of neoconservatism or
neoconservatives themselves. Moreover, Jewish neoconservatives, with their backgrounds
in the Jewish working-class milieu contributed to the creation of a conservative populist
identity, which appealed to working-class and middle-class white ethnics and constituted a
conservative alternative to leftist identity politics. Thereby they contributed to the creation
of a conservative ideology, which not only appealed to Jewish concerns, but also opened
the conservative movement to white ethnics and ultimately prepared the way for the rise of

so-called multicultural conservatives.’’

%% Christopher Lasch, The True and Only Heaven: Progress and Its Critics (New York: W.W. Norton, 1991),
512.

37 Matthew Frye Jacobson, Roots Too: White Ethnic Revival in Post-Civil Rights America (Cambridge, Ma.:
Harvard University Press, 2006), 182.
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Chapter 1
‘Unparalleled Opportunities’:
From Anxious Subculture
Into the Mainstream,
1932 - 1945

—~

Introduction

In 1936, Fortune magazine observed in a report on contemporary American Jewish life:
“Misgivings and uneasiness have colored the thinking of American Jews”. Moreover, it
noted, “the apprehensiveness of American Jews has become one of the important influences
in the social life of our time”. The article continued to show that, contrary to widespread
anti-Semitic stereotypes, Jews were not omnipotent. Simultaneously, the report denigrated
the excessive concern over anti-Semitism, calling on Jewish leaders to abandon their
“provocative...defense measures”.*®

The 1930s and early 1940s were indeed a period of mixed messages for American
Jews, which translated into widespread insecurity in relation to their position in American
society. American Jews, mainly children of eastern European immigrants who that had left
the Old World around the turn of the 19™ century, were moving up the socio-economic
ladder and beginning to enjoy the comforts of middle-class life in large numbers. By the
1930s, the majority of American Jews were “supremely modern, urban, educated and

secularised” — a condition that would intensify over the next two decades.’” Paralleling this

development were efforts to exclude Jews from certain elite universities and colleges, as

% Archibald McLeish, “Jews in America,” Fortune, February 1936. Published as monograph Jews in America
(New York: Random House, 1936), 71, 141.

%% Stephen J. Whitfield, American Space, Jewish Time: Essays in Modern Culture and Politics (Hamden, Ct.:
Archon Books, 1988), 100.
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well as residential areas, certain business sectors, and social clubs.*” Furthermore, anti-
Jewish sentiment was an integral part of public discourse at the time and increased as U.S.
entrance into the Second World War became more likely. Anti-interventionists, such as
Charles Lindbergh, capitalised on anti-Semitism in order to keep the country out of war.
Consequently, Americans Jews tended to segregate themselves even further - a trend, which
resulted in the emergence of what historian Jonathan Sarna has referred to as an “anxious
subculture”.*!

Nevertheless, integration continued to be the highest priority on the agenda of most
Jewish leaders and organisations. The question dominating Jewish discourse during the
inter-war years was just what integration should look like. Aware of the need and driven by
the desire to fit in with mainstream society, Jewish leaders sought to develop diverse
strategies with which American Jews could find full inclusion in American society, while
simultaneously retaining a distinctly Jewish identity. While a great majority of Jewish
leaders sought integration either by accommodation to the dominant patterns of gentile
society or by cultural transformation, it has to be noted that there was no single ideological
position that characterised a “normative” Jewish stance.*” Indeed, in his work on American
Jewish political culture Arthur Goren demonstrated that “Organizational diversity,
ideological ambiguity, and even contentiousness appear to be endemic to the communal

experience of American Jewry” at any given time.*’

* There was, for example, a sharp rise in newspaper advertisements during the 1930s, which specifically
cautioned Jews not to apply, especially for large corporations and chain stores. Jews were also systematically
denied teaching positions in colleges and universities. Gerald Sorin, Tradition Transformed: The Jewish
Experience in America (Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), 183.

4! Jonathan D. Sarna, American Judaism: A History (New Haven, Ct.: Yale University Press, 2004), 208.

2 Charles S. Liebman, “American Jews: Still a Distinctive Group”, Commentary, August 1977, 57.

# Arthur A. Goren, The Politics and Public Culture of American Jews (Bloomington, In.: Indiana University
Press, 1999), 29.
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It was primarily the alliance with Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Democratic Party, which
began to move large numbers of Jews into the centre of American society during the 1930s.
Until the early twentieth century American Jewish voting behaviour had been characterised
by a diversity of political positions and it was only with the advent of the New Deal
coalition that Jews affiliated themselves with the Democratic Party and political liberalism
in large numbers. Accordingly, a majority of Jewish leaders set out to renegotiate Jewish
American identity within the liberal paradigm during the 1930s and 1940s.**

The inclusive spirit of Rooseveltian liberalism rallied Jewish leaders behind the effort
to merge Jewish religious and cultural traditions with American values and political
liberalism into a unified entity.* Many Jewish leaders came to promote the idea that
American and Jewish values were congruent and that both cultures were based on the
values of equality, the rule of law and individual rights. In accordance with this
interpretation, Jewish commitment to liberal causes did not run counter to particularly
Jewish values and interests but reinforced it.** The Jewish identification with liberal ideas
and politics was seen as a way to embrace universalism, which contributed to bringing
America closer to its egalitarian ideals and making it more inclusive for Jews and other
minorities, while simultaneously offering a vehicle for expressing a particular Jewish

identity through affiliation with liberalism.*’” This rationale, which ignored conflicts and

* Marc Dollinger, Quest for Inclusion: Jews and Liberalism in Modern America (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2000).

* Jerold S. Auerbach, Rabbis and Lawyers: The Journey from Torah to Constitution (Bloomington, In.:
Indiana University Press, 1990).

* Milton R. Konvitz, Judaism and the American Idea (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1978).

7 Jewish liberalism has been the subject of many scholarly studies. For example: Lawrence H. Fuchs, The
Political Behaviour of American Jews (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1956); Lawrence H. Fuchs, “American Jews
and the Presidential Vote”, The American Political Science Review, 49, no. 2 (June 1955): 385-401; Lawrence
H. Fuchs, “Sources of Jewish Internationalism and Liberalism”, in The Jews: Social Patterns of an American
Group, ed. Marshall Sklare (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1960), 595-613; Werner Cohn, “The Politics of
American Jews”, in The Jews: Social Patterns of an American Group, ed. Marshall Sklare (Glencoe, Ill.: The
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contradictions between the two cultures, would eventually be questioned by a number of
Jewish intellectuals, first and foremost by neoconservatives.

Before taking a closer look at the emergence of neoconservatism and the extent to
which neoconservatives came to dominate certain agendas within intra-communal Jewish
debates, it is essential to explain how large numbers of Jews developed a strong attachment
to liberalism. The period of the 1930s and early 1940s was marked by intense bigotry and
some of the most concerted efforts of exclusion in the American Jewish history. At the
same time, a number of developments and events — first and foremost the success of
Rooseveltian liberalism and the experience of the Second World War - gave way to a
process of increased inclusion into mainstream American society. This chapter therefore
investigates the extent to which large numbers of American Jews connected their hopes for
the future with liberal political culture and how, in the process of which, they renegotiated
modern Jewish American identity.

Equating Jewishness with being politically liberal is an important master narrative of
American Jewish history, which is recounted by historians, community leaders and
laypeople alike. The belief that liberalism “has been bred into the bone of American
Jewry,” as Murray Friedman described it, is so widely held that it has become part of the
popular mythology of American Jewry.* According to this interpretation, Jewishness is not
exclusively measured by synagogue attendance and other formal religious and cultural
expressions, but also, and sometimes solely, in terms of affiliation with liberal politics.
Within this context, many American Jews came to understand their affinity for liberalism as

part and parcel of their American Jewish identity. Studies of voting behaviour during the

Free Press, 1960), 614-626; Steven M. Cohen and Charles S. Liebman, “American Jewish Liberalism:
Unraveling the Strands”, The Public Opinion Quarterly 61, no. 3 (Autumn 1997): 405-430.
48 Friedman, The Neoconservative Revolution, 3.
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last half century document that American Jews indeed have been and continue to be
overwhelmingly and consistently in support of liberal causes and Democratic candidates,
even long after a great majority of American Jews have ascended to a socio-economic
status normally associated with a conservative/Republican predilection.*’

According to the narrative of Jewish liberalism, Jewish conservatism is a
contradiction in terms. Yet, Jewish neoconservatives, who made Jewish concerns central to
their shift from political left to right, complicate the idea that being Jewish translates into
being politically liberal. Furthermore, it demonstrates that by drawing on traditional tenets
of Diaspora conservatism, conservative Jews are not an aberration from modern Jewish
history but an integral part of it. A number of scholars, such as David Dalin, Jerold
Auerbach and Jonathan Sarna, have in recent years echoed the constitutional lawyer,
community leader and lifelong Republican Louis Marshall, who claimed that “the Jew is
not by disposition a radical. He is essentially conservative, wedded to the ideals of his
forefathers”.”® These scholars have tried to debunk the myth according to which the Jewish
Diaspora experience has been dominated by political liberalism. While they do not deny the
fact that there is a strong tradition of Jewish liberalism in the U.S., they demonstrate that

there has always been a significant conservative Jewish tradition, rooted in Jewish religious

law, political philosophy and historical experience.”’

* After the presidential election in 1968, Milton Himmelfarb commented on the fact that Hubert Humphrey
received Jewish votes equal to those of blacks and chicanos, that “Jews are like Episcopalians in income, but
vote as if they were Puerto Ricans”. Quoted in Nathan Glazer, “The Anomalous Liberalism of American
Jews”, in The Americanization of the Jews, eds. Robert M. Seltzer and Norman J. Cohen (New York: New
York University Press, 1995), 133.

30 Quoted in: David G. Dalin, “Louis Marshall, the Jewish Vote, and the Republican Party”, Jewish Political
Studies Review 4, no.1. (Spring 1992): 55-84.

3! Auerbach, Rabbis and Lawyers; Jerold S. Auerbach, “Liberalism, Judaism and American Jews: A
Response”, in The Americanization of the Jews, eds. Robert M. Seltzer and Norman J. Cohen (New York:
New York University Press, 1995), 144-148.
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While Jewish neoconservatives are often considered an aberration within the larger
context of American Jewish political culture, Jonathan Sarna suggested that Jewish
conservatism in the U.S, while by no means widespread, was certainly more prevalent than
generally imagined. This conservatism based itself on central tenets regulating Jewish
political behaviour in pre-emancipatory times, which, in the prophet Jeremiah’s Letter to
the Exiles, called on Jews to “seek the peace of the city whither I have caused you to be
carried away captives, and pray unto the Lord for it; for in the peace thereof shall ye have
peace”.”” This and similarly religious tenets were over centuries worked into a political
philosophy, which considered a gentile government of laws, even if it was oppressive,
superior to social chaos and anarchy.” This also points to another principle of Jewish
political thought, namely that of “royal alliance,” according to which Jewish experience in
the Diaspora has taught that Jewish safety always depended on political and social stability
and consequently on the authorities who exercised legitimate power.”* A combination of
religious tenets, political philosophy and historical experience therefore generally
reinforced conservative, pro-authority behaviour amongst Diaspora Jewry.

This chapter contextualises the emergence of the Jewish neoconservative critique of
the liberalism many Jews grew so attached to within a framework of the larger forces that
shaped the American Jewish experience in the second half of the twentieth century. It will
assess the extent to which a number of national, as well as international developments from
1932 to 1945 reshaped American Jewish life and evaluate how these changes set the stage

for the rise of neoconservatism amongst a small but leading group of Jewish intellectuals in

>2 Prophet Jeremiah writing from Jerusalem to the Jewish community in Babylonia (Jer. 29:7)

53 Sarna, “American Jewish Political Conservatism in Historical Perspective”, 113-122.

> Ben Halpern, “The Roots of American Jewish Liberalism”, American Jewish Historical Quarterly 66, no. 2
(December 1976): 194-195.
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the 1960s and 1970s. While Jewish neoconservatives were partially successful in moving
the focus of intra-communal debates towards the right, it has to be acknowledged that they
are a minority amongst American Jews, who in large numbers continue to identify as liberal
up to the present day. In order to comprehend fully the driving forces behind this shift in
Jewish political culture and make sense of the conservative turn of intellectuals such as
Sidney Hook, Irving Kristol, Nathan Glazer, Norman Podhoretz, Midge Decter, and
Gertude Himmelfarb, it is important to take a closer look at a series of decisive events and
changes, which introduced what Norman Podhoretz referred to as the “Golden Age of

Jewish Security”.”

‘Still a Distinctive Race’: American Jewry in the 1930s

Jews occupied a complex and ambivalent position within the racialised atmosphere, which
characterised American society during the 1930s and 1940s. Like other ‘white ethnics’,
such as Italians and Irish, they were generally considered as a racial group distinct from the
‘white’ category. Anti-Semitic stereotypes, such as those of the overly influential and
powerful Jews reigned supreme in American discourse and were translated into
marginalising Jews in specific areas. Their ‘racial’ status, for example, excluded Jews from
the WASP-dominated elite institutions and organisations; housing patterns, induced by
housing covenants, in major urban centres like New York revealed a high degree of
segregation between Jews and non-Jews. This exclusion, in turn, created a sense of unease
and self-segregation on behalf of American Jews while simultaneously diminishing ethnic

and religious differences amongst them, as for instance those between Jews of German and

> Norman Podhoretz, “Is It Good For The Jews?” Commentary, February 1972, 14.
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Eastern European heritage. Many accepted the idea that they belonged to a ‘race apart’ -
some with pride, others in resignation - and even tried to turn it into a positive attribute.
Others, reacted with care to efforts to racialise Jewish identity; some even denied Jewish
difference altogether, racial or other.>®

Therefore, while Jewish identity became more homogenised during the 1930s,
American Jewish communal life was also characterised by divisive debates between
leading heads, on whether Jews should consider themselves as belonging to a race, a nation,
a cultural group, an ethnic group or a religious denomination. How should Jewishness be
defined in such an environment and how could Jews harmonise the demands of being
Jewish and being American? Many Jewish leaders countered exclusionary tendencies by
developing a rhetoric, which justified and/or legitimised racial difference and sought a
middle ground between the perceived racial distinctiveness of Jews and white Americans.’’

Comprehensive documentations of Jewish contributions to America and Western
civilisation, which represented the alleged Jewish distinctiveness as a positive force in
society, were part of an effort to develop ways with which the racial categorisation could be
positively embraced. Magazines, such as The American Hebrew and the Jewish Tribune,
regularly published articles about Jewish cultural, political, scientific and athletic
achievements. Books such as Mac Davis’ They All Are Jews: From Moses to Einstein

sought to illustrate Jewish accomplishments in various fields, interpreting them as the very

3¢ Nathan Glazer, “Social Characteristics of American Jews, 1654-1954”, in American Jewish Yearbook, ed.
American Jewish Committee (New York: American Jewish Committee, 1955), 14-20.

" Eric L. Goldstein, The Price of Whiteness: Jews, Race and American Identity (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2006), 178. See also Karen Brodkin, How Jews Became White Folks And What That Says
About Race in America (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1998); Eric L. Goldstein, “‘Different
Blood Flows in Our Veins’: Race and Jewish Self-Definition in Late Nineteenth Century America”, American
Jewish History 85, no. 1 (March 1997): 29-55.
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fruit of distinctiveness. Many contended, however, that Jewish difference had to be defined
in psychological rather than in purely biological terms.”®

Other voices warned of overusing the racial label with respect to Jewish identity. The
journalist Walter Lippman, for example, criticised the tendency towards self-segregation
and expressed concern that the racial label might easily be turned against Jews. Labour
activist Bertha Wallerstein called on Jews to fight for acceptance “as human beings without
making a whole romance of the race”.” Since the general American discourse of the time
stressed nativist conceptions of Americaness and often singled out Jews for allegedly
interfering with the stability of this perceived homogeneous construct, a number of public
Jewish figures urged Jews not to be too conspicuous about Jewish distinctiveness.®

Whether the concept of Jewish ‘racial’ difference was accepted or rejected often
depended on the social status, national heritage and/or ideological positions of respective
actors. The idea that Jews were in some way racially distinct resonated especially positively
with descendants of eastern European Jewish immigrants who had begun moving into the
organisational structures of the Jewish community and taking up leadership positions since
the 1920s. As opposed to Jews of central and western European descent, many eastern
European Jews understood Jewish identity primarily in terms of a ‘people religion’ - a

concept, which fit well into the racialised discourse of the time. While many American

> The American Jewish Historical Society was founded in 1892 partly with the implicit aim of documenting
the contribution Jews made to America. Much of the historiography on American Jewry produced up to 1945
was driven by a perceived need to point out the distinct and positive input of Jewish culture to American
history and often tended to mythologise and venerate the Jewish experience in America. Marc Lee Raphael,
“The Maturing of American Jewish Historiography”, Review in American History 1, no. 3 (September 1973):
336-342; Jonathan D. Sarna, “American Jewish History”, Modern Judaism 10, no. 3 (October 1990): 343-
365; Mac Davis, They All Are Jews: From Moses to Einstein (New York: Jordan Publishing Company, 1937);
Gdal Saleski, Famous Musicians of a Wandering Race (New York: Bloch Publishing Company, 1927); Max
Margolis, “The Truth About the Jews”, B ’nai B rith News, June 1924.

> John Morton Blum, ed., Public Philosopher: Selected Letters of Walter Lippman (New York: Ticknor and
Fields, 1985); Bertha Wallerstein, “The Jewish Babbitt,” The Nation, May 28, 1924, 603-604.

8 Goldstein, The Price of Whiteness, 132, 171-172; Sorin, Tradition Transformed, 184.
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Jewish leaders had previously often followed a policy of denying Jewish racial, or even
cultural identity, a new type of leadership was now increasingly claiming a group status
that went beyond merely religious elements and was heavily based on ethnic and cultural
features and principles.”’ Many spokespeople for a cultural or national definition of Jewish
identity were Zionists - labour, cultural, or political Zionists - who promoted a racial or at
least national understanding of Jewish identity. Louis Lipsky, head of the Zionist
Organization of America (ZOA), as well as Maurice Samuel and Ludwig Lewisohn, all
condemned what they saw as the assimilationist tendencies of American Jews and urged
them to embrace positively their Semitic origins.®*

Many others, who viewed Jewish distinctiveness negatively, sought to escape it by
embracing Marxist ideology and politics, which held the utopian promise of creating a
social order in which ethnic and religious particularism would be irrelevant. In many ways
substituting Judaism and Jewishness with Marxism and socialism in politics and
modernism in culture, these radicals broke with what they perceived as the confining
ethnocentric world of their parents, while at the same time articulating their alienation from
American mainstream culture and society. Refusing to differentiate between people on the
basis of nationality, ethnicity or race, they stressed a universalist ideology as a means with
which to deal with the issue of Jewish difference and anti-Semitism.*

This approach also characterised a group of anti-Stalinist leftist thinkers and writers
that became known as the New York intellectuals, which assembled around leftist journals

such as Partisan Review, The Nation, Menorah Journal and The New Republic. Even

%! Nathan Glazer, American Judaism (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1957), 62, 64. The “people
religion” concept signifies that the religious framework is not based on an explicit system of belief but rather
on rituals and symbols, which regulated the entirety of their lives in minute detail - the religion of a people.

62 Charles E. Silberman, 4 Certain People: American Jews and Their Lives Today (New York: Summit,
1985), 28-31.

% Whitfield, American Space, Jewish Time, 61-62.
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though not all of the New York intellectuals were Jewish, most core members were. First
generation New York intellectuals were for instance Philip Rahv, William Philips, Lionel
and Diana Trilling, Meyer Shapiro, Clement Greenberg, Eliot E. Cohen, Sidney Hook,
Alfred Kazin, and Lionel Abel. They felt estranged from Jewish as well as American
mainstream culture and found a home in modernist cultural criticism, as well as political
radicalism which offered a refuge form the perceived parochialism of established Jewish
and American culture, as well as from anti-Semitic forces. Due to their politics and to the
fact that they were largely excluded from the WASP-dominated intellectual establishment,
they looked upon American society with suspicion. According to Norman Podhoretz,
“They did not feel they belonged to America, or that America belonged to them”.**

Like a number of early New York intellectuals, a younger generation, such as Irving
Howe, Irving Kristol, Nathan Glazer, Daniel Bell, Seymour Martin Lipset, Gertrude
Himmelfarb, and Midge Decter, would eventually rediscover their Jewish, as well as
American heritage, and some of them would go on to become stern defenders of the
national status quo after the Second World War. During the inter-war period, however, this
self-conscious cadre of intellectuals existed on the margins of American and Jewish
society. In his autobiography, 4 Margin of Hope, Irving Howe expressed the ambivalence
many New York intellectuals felt with respect to their Jewish heritage, leading them “to
subordinate our sense of Jewishness to cosmopolitan culture and socialist politics”.
Accordingly, “We did not think well or deeply on the matter of Jewishness — you might say
we avoided thinking about it.” However, as opposed to what they wrote and discussed,

there was also “what we felt, and what we felt was rarely quite in accord with what we

64 Wald, The New York Intellectuals; Podhoretz, Making It, 117.
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wrote or thought”. With respect to everyday life, “the fact of Jewishness figured much more
strongly than we acknowledged in public”.®’

It was at City College of New York (CCNY), the “poor man’s Harvard”, that many of
them became involved with Marxism. CCNY was tuition-free and admitted students who
were otherwise excluded from mainstream and elite colleges. It afforded many children of
immigrants the opportunity to receive a college education and a ticket that would ultimately
open doors into American mainstream society. Many of the students attending CCNY were
of Jewish background, often burning with ambition and social resentment towards not only
the WASP establishment, but also the more integrated, upper class ‘German Jews’.®® The
only way out and up, they religiously believed, was education — much like Abraham
Cahan’s protagonist in The Rise of David Lewinsky, who described CCNY as “the
synagogue of my new life”. The college, he claimed, “appealed to me as a temple, as a
House of Sanctity, as we call the ancient Temple of Jerusalem”.®’

At the same time, the outsider status that characterised them translated into an
underlying sense of elitism and snobbery, which would inform much of the work of the
New York intellectuals and of future neoconservatives. This tenor found expression, for
example, in their anti-Stalinist leftism, which Howe compared to being a member of a
sect.”® Interested in culture and the arts, they felt an air of superiority towards what they
perceived as the vulgarity and pedestrian minds of their Stalinist co-students. According to

Gertrude Himmelfarb, Irving Kristol’s wife whom he first met at a meeting of the Young

People’s Socialist League (YPSL), she joined the Trotskyites at school because ‘“the

% Howe, A Margin of Hope, 251.

% It is estimated that about 80 to 90 per cent of the student population at CCNY as well as Hunter College
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Trotskyites were the smartest people around”.®” Furthermore, she claimed, “The Stalinists
were not intellectually serious”.”’ The theoretical discussions, central to Trotskyism, were
what most appealed to her: “There was something Talmudic and playful about the whole
thing, and that’s exactly the spirit in which I entered into it”.”!

The theoretical debates were also what drew Irving Kristol to Trotskyism.
Trotskyites, according to Howe, discussed politics “with an aura of certainty, quickness in
referring to Marxist texts, a pride in factional strife, a system of relationships resembling
the internal arrangements of a sect”.”> According to Kristol’s son, William, founder and
editor of the neoconservative publication The Weekly Standard, his father’s Marxism was
never very serious, however, having always been “somewhat of a bourgeois”.”” Kristol
himself wrote: “Trotskyist or no, radical socialist or no, I was a bourgeois to the core”.”*

A majority of American Jews tried to find a middle ground between extreme
positions - defining the issue of ‘race’ in ways that were not too dissonant with American
identity, while at the same time asserting a more pluralistic and tolerant vision of
Americanism. Some of these efforts were vaguely influenced by the works of scholars such
as Horace Kallen, Franz Boas, Julius Drachsler or Isaac Berkson, who all had aimed at
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developing new conceptions of group difference since the 1910s.”” Initially, their
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arguments for an extension of pluralism among European immigrant groups were based,
according to the dominant idiom of the time, on racial categories, which would shift to
categories of culture and ethnicity in due course. Even though ideas of cultural and ethnic
pluralism were not very influential before the Second World War, they eventually came to
shape the basic conceptions of group life and offer the possibility of a more positive
affirmation of Jewish identity in American society.”

The notion that Jews were a cultural rather than a racial group became popular in
Jewish intellectual circles associated with the Menorah Journal.”" One of its frequent
contributors, Mordecai Kaplan, would go on to become a major advocate of the idea that
being Jewish was more a cultural identity rather than a racial one. As the founder of the
Reconstructions movement, Kaplan described Judaism as an evolving religious civilisation,
encompassing not only religious beliefs but also “history, literature, language, social
organisation, folk sanctions, standards of conduct, social and spiritual ideals, and aesthetic
values”.”® Kaplan sought to adapt Jewish religion to fit into American society and held that
both cultures were congruent, since both were basically democratic and Hebraic.

However, since most Americans still resisted pluralist conceptions of society in the
1930s and continued to understand Jewish distinctiveness as an obstacle to the maintenance

of an allegedly homogenous white population, the decade was characterised more by

uncertainty for American Jews with respect to their status in American society than by the
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successful synthesis of Jewish and American identity. Moreover, even though the idea of
Jews as a cultural group was popular with intellectuals during this period, it originally
failed to convince the majority of ‘ordinary’ American Jews. According to Eric Goldstein,
the question that preoccupied American Jews most during the 1930s was not so much
“whether they were a distinct race” but rather “how strenuously to assert Jewish racial
distinctiveness”.” It can be assumed that this was especially so because no other concept
that the race concept seemed potent enough to defend against anti-Semitic charges of the
time. Only when the dominant society moved away from ideas of a distinctive Jewish race,

did it become possible for Jews to do so as well.

Franklin D. Roosevelt and the ‘Jew Deal’

While a majority of American Jews continued to understand themselves as a minority
group denied ‘equal footing’ throughout the 1930s and early 1940s, developments within
the national and international arena began to set the course for the fundamental changes in
social status American Jewry would undergo during the later 1940s and 1950s — changes
which would eventually lead to the development of new alternatives for defining collective
Jewish American identity. One driving force, which over time came to redefine the
relationship between American Jews and American society and culture, was the rise of
Rooseveltian liberalism.

Franklin D. Roosevelt was elected to the office of president in 1932 on a platform,
which transformed American liberalism from an ideology of limited government and free-

market economics to one, which was dominated by ideas of an interventionist and socially

7 Goldstein, The Price of Whiteness, 185.
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conscious federal government. Freedom within this framework came to connote stronger
federal protections for civil liberties and greater economic security for the largest amount of
people. This redistributive approach to wealth would eventually enable greater numbers of
previously marginalised Americans to enjoy the benefits of modern economic and social
progress.*® Moreover, during Roosevelt’s presidency the political system of the U.S.
underwent a significant realignment, which turned the Democratic Party into a grand
coalition party of farmers, industrial workers, reform-minded urban middle class, liberal
intellectuals, African Americans, ‘white ethnics’, and Southerners.

According to Stephen Whitfield, the New Deal era was also the beginning of “the
Jews’ modern political style”.*’ American Jews were amongst the minority groups
Roosevelt reached out to and many of them became enthusiastic supporters of his
interventionist liberalism and by extension the Democratic Party.** The fact that this
alliance has lasted until this day has puzzled many contemporary commentators of Jewish
political culture and is sometimes referred to as an anomaly, in light of the high levels of
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affluence enjoyed by large numbers of Jews.”” The affection many American Jews

developed for Roosevelt led New York Judge and Republican Jonah Goldstein to claim that
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American Jews have three worlds (Yidn hobn drei velten): Di Velt (this world), Yene Velt
(the other world) and Roosevelt. Leading neoconservative Norman Podhoretz illustrated the
deep admiration many Jews felt for FDR. Growing up in Brooklyn, New York, during the
1930s, he remembered that Roosevelt’s “name in my own household was always spoken in
a tone of hushed reverence and never without the title attached”.™

Since FDR, Jews have consistently and in large numbers (on average 70 per cent)
voted for Democratic candidates in national and to a somewhat lesser extent in regional and
local elections. This lasting alliance has been explained in a number of ways. According to
Stephen Whitfield, Jewish liberalism can only be understood by moving beyond material
considerations and political convenience and taking into consideration the Jewish historical
experience as well as the ethical dimension of politics. While vested interests played and
continue to play an important role in Jewish political culture, issues of social justice and
tolerance of difference also mark the Jewish approach to politics. Whitfield has shown that
the historical record holds ample evidence that “Jews are more susceptible than other voters
to a vision of human brotherhood, to ideologies and programs that can be packaged in
ethical terms”.®

Even though American Jews were on the whole somewhat less affected than other
groups by the collapse of the international economic system, the depression era as well as
Rooseveltian liberalism came to shape seminally their ideas about themselves and the U.S.
because it marked the first time, that Jews as a group (and as individuals) were given a
quantitatively and qualitatively significant part in American politics. Roosevelt’s inclusive

policy towards American Jews was path breaking in leading Jews into mainstream
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society.®® Beyond matters of material interest, Roosevelt’s liberalism also appealed to many
Jews because of its social justice concerns and the greater tolerance for those previously
excluded from mainstream American society. From Roosevelt onwards, to be “a good Jew”
became equated for many with being “a liberal on political and social issues” and to be
committed to “social equality”. According to a poll taken by the Los Angeles Times in
1980, liberalism was for a great majority of American Jews “a major component of their
understanding of what it mean to be a Jew”."’

Not only did Roosevelt receive massive support from American Jews in the voting
booth, but many of Roosevelt’s closest advisors were Jews, such as future Supreme Court
Justice Felix Frankfurter, Supreme Court Justice Louis D. Brandeis, labour leader Sidney
Hillman, advisor and speechwriter Judge Samuel Rosenman, his legislative craftsman
Benjamin Cohen and Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau, Jr. Some of the newly
created agencies, such as the Securities and Exchange Commission and the Departments of
Agriculture, Labor, and Interior employed Jews in leading positions. Hence it was during
the New Deal era that many American Jews for the first time in their history received
significant opportunities to work in the federal government.*®

However, this reaching out to Jews (and other minorities) by FDR was not always
appreciated by mainstream American society. Indeed, the fact that Jews figured

prominently in the Roosevelt administration led some anti-Semites to refer to the New Deal

as the “Jew Deal”, an epithet that surfaced in 1936 and stuck. A pamphlet by Robert E.
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Edmondson depicted Bernard Baruch, financier and presidential advisor, as the “unofficial
president”, Felix Frankfurter as the “director of the New Deal”, and Louis Brandeis as the
“father of the New Deal”, all of them members of what it alleged to be Roosevelt’s
“supreme council”. Tales began to circulate that Roosevelt not only preferred appointing
Jews to high positions, but also that he himself was a descendent of Dutch Jews by the
name of Rosenvelt.”

Roosevelt’s opponents claimed the close relationship between Roosevelt’s
administration and ‘the Jews’ of endangering the integrity of the government and the
nation. In this context, Jews were considered not only to be the root cause of America’s and
the world’s economic and social problems, but also responsible for the enactment and
failings of New Deal legislation. Irrational fears that Jews were about to take over the U.S.
and that Roosevelt was selling his country out to them was expressed in a letter addressed
to the president in 1934 that claimed, “the Jews are responsible for the continued
depression, as they are determined to starve the Christians into submission and slavery”.
Realisation of this plan was under way, the author claimed, because Roosevelt had “over
two hundred Jews, they say, in executive offices in Washington, and Jew bankers run the
government and [Bernard] Baruch is the real President”.”

The economic deprivation and social dislocation introduced by the economic
depression created the conditions in which anti-Semitism flourished. In a public opinion

poll taken in 1938, about 50 per cent of respondents held some form of negative view of
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Jews, and about 60 per cent agreed with the statement that Jews were by and large greedy,
dishonest, and aggressive.”' Anti-New Dealers and anti-Semites, such as Charles Coughlin,
William D. Pelley, Gerald L.K. Smith and Gerald B. Winrod contributed their share of fear
mongering as they instrumentalised anti-Jewish sentiment in order to undermine popular
confidence in the government and its policies. By charging Roosevelt to be a puppet of a
cabal of Jewish communists as well as Jewish bankers, his opponents sought to discredit his
politics. These opponents warned that Jews were subversive elements, who, in pursuing
their own interests, were threatening the established order of the American polity.”

Father Charles Coughlin, for example, was one of the more radical opponents of
Roosevelt and did not, unlike many upper-class opponents of the administration, shy away
from publicly espousing a virulent anti-Semitism. The Catholic radio priest was able to
attract an audience of about 20 to 30 million listeners, blatantly blaming the economic
suffering and social dislocation caused by the Great Depression on Jewish businessmen and
bankers as well as Jewish Communists.” Additionally, about 100 anti-Semitic
organisations, such as the Silver Shirts and the German American Bund, were founded
between 1933 and 1941 and, according to a Fortune survey, roughly half a million
Americans at least occasionally attended anti-Semitic rallies or meetings during this

period.”* Beyond rhetoric, which often declared open sympathy with the goals and methods
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of Nazi Germany, these organisations inspired gangs of rabble-rousers, to terrorise Jewish
institutions, such as synagogues and cemeteries, businesses and people. The journalist
Charles E. Silberman recalled, “brown-shirted members of the German-American Bund
used to sell their virulently anti-Semitic newspaper” when he was coming of age in New
York during the 1930s. Moreover, “the synagogue my family attended was frequently
defaced with swastikas and crosses; an elementary school classmate...had a swastika cut
into his hand with a penknife. These developments, he declared, turned being Jewish into
“a source of anxiety and discomfort”.”

In addition to the antagonisms encountered at home, American Jews were unsure how
to deal with the implications of the rise of the National Socialist Party in Germany and the
succinct establishment of a totalitarian dictatorship whose central enemy was world Jewry -
das internationale Judentum. Initially, a majority of American Jews tended to respond to a
heightened anti-Semitic climate in the U.S. and in Europe with intensified expression of
‘racial’ pride. Others, however, driven by the fear that German-style anti-Jewish policies
could take root in America, became increasingly concerned with the ultimate dangers
implicit in pushing the racial definition of Jewishness too far. In response to these

developments, many Jewish spokesmen started to call on American Jews to avoid any

action that would intensify anti-Jewish sentiment.”
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While FDR’s inclusive liberalism, New Deal rhetoric and programmes sought to
unite Americans behind their political leader and set out to promote a more inclusive
nationalism, the inter-war era also made it clear to American Jews that even though they
were formally becoming more accepted into mainstream society, they still remained not
quite as equal as everyone else. When times got bad, the conclusion went, Jews still
functioned as scapegoats upon which the anger and fears of others could be projected. Anti-
Semitism in the U.S. had reached new heights during the 1930s and early 1940s. Yet, at the
same time, it needs to be remembered that American anti-Semitism had to compete with a
whole range of prejudices and was at no point part of the national policy agenda. Despite
widespread antagonism towards Jews as a group, the large majority of them were well on
their way into the centre of American society and continued to make economic, social and
political headway.

Even more instrumental than New Deal liberalism in the process of moving Jews into
the American mainstream was the experience of the Second World War and the Holocaust.
Despite the fact that America’s entrance into the war — which was almost unanimously
supported by American Jews - was accompanied by a substantial amount of anti-Jewish
rhetoric and sentiment, Roosevelt’s more inclusive nationalism would eventually take hold
on the national psyche. In addition, the tendency towards greater inclusiveness was
accelerated by the swift recovery of the American economy once the U.S. had entered the
war.

In order to promote ideas of diversity and unity at home, the Roosevelt administration

launched a vigorous propaganda campaign that sought national openness by defining
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American values, especially those of tolerance and equality, as the antithesis of Nazism.
These policies, as well as the war experience itself, introduced widespread acceptance of
the two ideological foundations on which the move towards greater inclusiveness of
American Jews after the war would rest: the ideas of cultural (later ethnic) pluralism, as
well as the construct of the ‘Judeo-Christian’ tradition, which replaced a narrowly defined
‘Christian’ Americanism with what Will Herberg referred to as the more inclusive
“Protestant Catholic-Jew” model. In these terms, cultural (and later ethnic and racial)

intolerance as well as religious bigotry were officially declared to be “un-American”.””’

The Impact of the Second World War and the Destruction of European Jewry on American
Jews

In the aftermath of the Second World War, a majority of American Jews, perhaps for the
first time in their history, came to believe that they had never come closer to full inclusion
into the dominant society. This was especially the case in light of the near destruction of
European Jewry. The relationship between their Jewish and American identities was, many
Jews hoped, from now on to be one of symbiosis and no longer one of conflict and
ambivalence.

On the eve of the American entrance into the Second World War in December 1941,
however, even though American public opinion was generally pro-British and anti-German,
few Americans were willing to intervene, and even less for the sake of European Jewry.

The overall tone that had characterised Americans’ relations with the world since the end of
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the First World War had been one of disinterestedness and isolationism. In the late 1930s,
isolationist organisations began to feed into this prevailing mood, often capitalising on anti-
Semitism, as tensions between the U.S. States and Germany grew. Some Americans began
to voice their concern that America was on the verge of being drawn into the war by a cabal
of influential Jews.

Isolationists as well as pro-German forces used anti-Semitic rhetoric to discredit the
administration’s efforts to pursue a more activist and pro-British foreign policy and to boost
American military preparedness. A common theme that united both pro-German and
isolationist propaganda was the idea that Roosevelt’s foreign policy was the work of
influential Jews and was now being forced upon the nation against its will and against the
national interest. In a speech given on September 16, 1941, entitled “Who Are the
Agitators?”, the leader of the America First Committee, Charles Lindbergh, accused Jews,
the British and the Roosevelt administration of war mongering against the will and the
interest of the American people.”® He went on to state that the largest threat emanating from
American Jews “lies in their large ownership and influence in our motion pictures, our
press, our radio and our Government”.”

According to Leonard Dinnerstein, anti-Semitism in the U.S. reached its “high tide”
as the possibility of war increased and continued unabated as the U.S. finally entered the

war on December 8, 1941. The need for unity and closeness in the face of so formidable an
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enemy as the Germans and the Japanese, further heightened popular intolerance towards
“outsiders”.'” American Jews therefore felt even more dependent upon Roosevelt, while
his administration tried to avoid being too closely associated with Jews and often asked
Jewish advisors during the war years not to emphasise their ethnic and religious identity.
Additionally, the administration sought to distance itself from what could be seen as
specifically ‘Jewish causes’, especially when it was approached by proposals on how to
deal with the Jewish plight under Nazi rule.

The perceived need of the Roosevelt administration not to be too closely identified
with what could be considered ‘Jewish interests’ was to a large extent directly influenced
by the negative opinions of Jews that had been prevalent in public discourse throughout the
New Deal era and before and after the U.S.’s entrance in the war. As demonstrated earlier,
Jews were held responsible not only for the economic depression, but also for New Deal
policies and now also for pushing the U.S. into war. In addition, Roosevelt’s primary war
goal was to win the war as quickly as possible while retaining congressional support for the
establishment of a United Nations organisation. Fear of losing popular consensus for his
war- and post-war aims and upsetting the already fragile national sense of unity, led
Roosevelt to embrace a rather passive approach towards the issue of rescuing European
Jews.'!

Even though polling methods were still relatively underdeveloped, surveys of the
time continually revealed a widespread antipathy towards Jews. One poll taken in 1940

showed that nearly two-thirds of the respondents believed that Jews as a group had
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“objectionable traits” and more than 50 per cent of Americans thought that German anti-
Semitism stemmed either partially or wholly from the actions and behaviour of German
Jews themselves. When asked in 1944 which nationality, religious or racial group was
perceived as posing the biggest threat to Americans, 24 four per cent of the respondents
named Jews, 9 per cent the Japanese and 6 per cent the Germans. In a poll of 1945, 88 per
cent of Americans claimed that they believed that Jews had too much power in the U.S. In
addition, in the last two years of the war, Jewish leaders had to struggle with a public
unwillingness to believe the reports of extermination camps that had been filtering out of
Europe since August 1942.'

It is highly likely that the continued diatribes of such people as Father Coughlin,
Gerald Winrod and William Pelley further fuelled the persistence of widespread anti-
Jewish sentiment and consequently the reluctance of the government to help European
Jewry. Even though the Roosevelt administration tried to avoid any direct association with
Jewish interests, the urge for unity did force Roosevelt to take decisive action against
individuals and groups, who were perceived to threaten the war effort by undermining
national unity through racist rhetoric. Under the Espionage Act of 1917, many a
hatemonger was forced to restrain his activities during wartime. Winrod and Pelley, for
example, came under investigation by the FBI for sedition and undermining the war effort,

and Pelley was sentenced to 15 years in prison.'”
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Given the magnitude of American anti-Semitism and nativism at the time, Jonathan
Sarna claims that it is astonishing that U.S. did accept over 200,000 Jewish refugees, which
is more than any other country took in.'”* Pressure from non-Jewish and Jewish sources
eventually led Roosevelt to set up the War Refugee Board (WRB) in January 1944 by
Executive Order 9417, in order to coordinate efforts to rescue European Jews. While most
of the funds for the WRB came from the Jewish Joint Distribution Committee, any mention
of Jewish involvement was avoided for political reasons. It is estimated that the WRB
played an important role in saving about 200,000 Jews. However, the extent to which its
actions contributed to the survival of the persecuted remains unquantifiable. The problem
with the WRB, according to David Wyman, was that it was not set up too late, but also that
government agencies did not provide the cooperation legally required by Executive Order
9417.'%

Moreover, American Jewish leaders were divided on how to proceed with respect to
the persecution of European Jews. According to historian Gerald Sorin, the Jewish
community “was rent by various strategies and ideologies and kinds of religious
persuasion, as well as duplication and competition”.'”® Nevertheless, by 1943 every major
American Jewish organisation, except for the AJC and the Jewish Labor Committee, had

united under the umbrella organisation of the American Jewish Conference to coordinate

political and rescue activities and work for the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine.

organisation” and would after the war come to oppose the “Jew infested” United Nations. Dinnerstein,
Antisemitism in America, 134.

1% Congress was aware that, according to a 1938 survey, fewer than five per cent of Americans were willing
to raise immigration quotas to accommodate refugees. Sarna, American Judaism, 260.

195 Wyman, The Abandonment of the Jews, 209-287. For a critique of Wyman’s thesis that Roosevelt was
indifferent to the plight of European Jews and that the U.S. were partially complicit in the Holocaust: Lucy S.
Dawidowicz, “Could the U.S. Have Rescued the European Jews Form Hitler?”, 1-26, Box 48, Folder 2, LDP.
1% Sorin, Tradition Transformed, 190.
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As a result of anti-bigotry and “call for unity “ campaigns by the government and
Jewish organisations, as well as the experience of the war itself, the belief that anti-
Semitism was no longer compatible with Americanism started to register in the national
psyche towards the end of the war. As the shock about the Holocaust set in, Americans
realised that National Socialism had de-legitimised any public expressions of anti-Semitism
and introduced a change in attitudes towards Jews. Anti-Semitism became no longer
acceptable in the public realm. Pronouncements of anti-Semitism, which in the first half of
the 1940s were more virulent than at any previous time in American history, were by 1950
at an all-time low. Opinion polls of the time showed that anti-Semitism was receding from
mainstream society and driven to the fringes. One year before the election of John F.
Kennedy, for example, a poll revealed that more Americans claimed to be willing to vote
for a Jewish president then for a Roman Catholic.'”” Simultaneously, pressured by the
government, American universities began to repeal quotas for Jewish students, big
corporations opened more employment opportunities for Jews, and residential areas started
to drop restrictions against potential Jewish buyers.'*®

In this new climate, the traditional Jewish d