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MacDonald develops a theory of anti-Semitism based on an evolutionary
interpretation of social identity theory--a major approach to group conflict in
contemporary social psychology. Beginning in the ancient world, anti-Semitism
has existed under a variety of religious and political regimes. MacDonald explores
several theoretically important common themes of anti-Semitic writings such as
Jewish clannishness and cultural separatism, economic and cultural domination of
gentiles, and the issue of loyalty to the wider society.

Particular attention is paid to three major manifestations of Western anti-
Semitism: the development of institutionalized anti-Semitism in the Roman
Empire, the Iberian Inquisitions, and the phenomenon of Nazism. All of these
movements exhibited a powerful gentile group cohesion in opposition to Judaism
as a group strategy, and MacDonald argues that each may be analyzed as a reaction
to the presence of Judaism as a highly successful group evolutionary strategy.
Because of the repeated occurrence of anti-Semitism, Jews have developed a highly
flexible array of strategies to minimize its effects. These include: crypsis during
periods of persecution, controls on Jewish behavior likely to lead to anti-Semitism,
and the manipulation of gentile attitudes toward Jews. This controversial work
challenges prevailing views. Students and scholars involved with evolutionary
approaches to human behavior and Jewish Studies will be interested, as will social
scientists and historians in general.
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Preface to the First Paperback Edition

This is a reprint of the hardcover edition published originally
in 1998 by Praeger, an imprint of Greenwood Publishing. The
only changes are changes in formatting and pagination.

There is little that I would like to change at this point.
However, there are two issues that merit further discussion:
psychological mechanisms of ethnic conflict and a reply to Paul
Rubin. Rubin, an academic economist, published some negative
comments on the ideas contained in Separation and Its
Discontents in the journal Politics and the Life Sciences (Rubin
2000). These issues are discussed in the following. I am also
continuing to publish material relevant to other themes raised
in this book: Jewish ethnocentrism and self-deception
(MacDonald 1998/2002; 2003a), the effectiveness of Jewish
activism (MacDonald 2003a), anti-Semitism (MacDonald 2001,
2002a, 2002/2003), neo-conservatism as a Jewish intellectual
movement (MacDonald 2003b), and an evolutionary
perspective on Western culture (MacDonald 2002b).



Psychological Mechanisms Of Ethnic Conflict

Chapter 1 deals almost exclusively with social identity theory
as a way of understanding ethnic relations. I have come to
think that there are several mechanisms that are important;
this Introduction attempts to rectify this gap.

Ethnicity is not unique in calling for theoretical pluralism.
Pluralism of mechanisms devoted to solving the same adaptive
problem is common, especially, I suggest, for systems designed
to solve problems with very high potential costs or benefits to
the organism. For example, an adequate theory of aggression
must include universal adaptations whereby aggression is
triggered in specific contexts (e.g., sexual jealousy triggered by
signs of infidelity; threat to an ingroup; certain types of
aversive stimulation) (Berkowitz 1982; Buss 1999). However,
we also need theories that can account for sex differences,
individual differences, and group differences in aggression.
These imply the importance of genetic and environmental
influences on a variety of evolved systems, including
temperament/personality systems associated with aggression
(sensation seeking, impulsivity, and social dominance). Also
implicated are emotionality (related to the tendency to exhibit
anger and irritability) and sociopathy (related to the inability
to experience the emotions of sympathy, empathy, and love
[MacDonald 1995a]). Finally, learning mechanisms, such as
being exposed to successful aggressive models, and cognitive
mechanisms (e.g., tendencies to over-attribute hostile intent)
have also been implicated in aggression (Coie & Dodge 1998).



The following discusses four systems underlying the
phenomenon of ethnic identity: social identity mechanisms,
genetic similarity theory, a racial/ethnic human kinds module,
and domain-general problem solving mechanisms.



Social Identity Theory

The first chapter of Separation and Its Discontents emphasized
the fundamental importance of social identity theory for
understanding ethnic conflict. I recently came across the
following quotation from William Graham Sumner who,
writing in 1913, expressed all of the essential ideas that have
been verified by modern psychology:

Loyalty to the group, sacrifice for it, hatred and contempt for outsiders,
brotherhood within, warlikeness without—all grow together, common products
of the same situation. It is sanctified by connection with religion. Men of an
others-group are outsiders with whose ancestors the ancestors of the we-group
waged war...Each group nourishes its own pride and vanity, boasts itself superior,
exalts its own divinities, and looks with contempt on outsiders. Each group
thinks its own folkways the only right ones, and if it observes that other groups
have other folkways, these excite its scorn. (Sumner 1906, 13)

As noted in Chapter 1, social identity research indicates that
people in threatened groups develop a psychological sense of
shared fate. The fact that social identity mechanisms appear to
be highly sensitive to the presence of external threat to the
group is compatible with supposing that people continue to
track individual self-interest; in the absence of threat people
are more individualistic, and in times of threat, group and
individual interests increasingly coincide and group members
increasingly have a shared fate.

Shared fate in human groups is likely to occur during
situations such as military conflicts and other examples of
intense between-group competition in which defection is not
individually advantageous or is not an option at all. In
attempting to develop an evolutionary scenario for these
processes, I suggest that warfare is the most likely candidate to



meet these conditions. Warfare appears to have been a
recurrent phenomenon among pre-state societies. Surveys
indicate over 90% of societies engage in warfare, the great
majority engaging in military activities at least once per year
(Keeley 1996, 27-32). Moreover, “whenever modern humans
appear on the scene, definitive evidence of homicidal violence
becomes more common, given a sufficient number of burials”
(Keeley 1996, 37). Because of its frequency and the seriousness
of its consequences, primitive warfare was more deadly than
civilized warfare. Most adult males in primitive and pre-
historic societies engaged in warfare and “saw combat
repeatedly in a lifetime” (Keeley 1996, 174).

Shared fate would be likely in situations where potential
defectors were summarily executed or severely punished by
the ingroup, or in situations were survivors were summarily
executed by a conquering outgroup or lost access to women
and other resources. There is little evidence for high levels of
discipline and coercion in pre-state warfare, although it
occurred at least in some cases (Turney-High 1971).
Nevertheless, cowards were often shamed and courage was a
highly valued trait (Keeley 1996, 42-44; Turney-High 1971), so
that defection from the fighting group did indeed have costs as
a result of social pressure.

More important perhaps is that the slaughtering of
conquered peoples, especially males, has been a persistent
feature of warfare. In their rise to power, the Aztecs probably
“slaughtered those who opposed them, as all conquerors have
always done” (Keegan (1993, 114). In pre-state warfare, while
women were often taken as prizes of warfare, immediate death
was often the fate of women and children and the certain fate
of adult male prisoners: “Armed or unarmed, adult males were
killed without hesitation in battles, raids, or the routs
following battles in the great majority of primitive societies.



Surrender was not a practical option for adult tribesmen
because survival after capture was unthinkable” (Keeley 1996,
84).

There is reason to suppose, therefore, that situations of
intense between-group conflict have recurrently given rise to
shared-fate situations. Moreover, Boehm (1997) shows that
human hunter-gatherer groups are characterized by an
“egalitarian ethic” for an evolutionarily significant period—
long enough to have influenced both genetic and cultural
evolution. The egalitarian ethic implies that meat and other
important resources are shared among the entire group, the
power of leaders is circumscribed, free-riders are punished,
and virtually all important decisions are made by a consensus
process. The egalitarian ethic thus makes it difficult for
individuals to increase their fitness at the expense of other
individuals in the same group, resulting in relative behavioral
uniformity and relatively weak selection pressures within
groups. Mild forms of social control, such as gossip and
withholding social benefits, are usually sufficient to control
would-be dominators, but more extreme measures, such as
ostracism and execution, are recorded in the ethnographic
literature. By controlling behavioral differences within groups
and increasing behavioral differences between groups, Boehm
argues that the egalitarian ethic shifted the balance between
levels of selection and made selection between groups an
important force in human evolution.

Although social identity mechanisms are pan-human
universals, Chapter 1 argues that Jews have an intense sense of
group belonging that has sometimes resulted in martyrdom
rather than leaving the group. Such individuals are extremely
prone to a sense of shared fate to the point that defecting from
the group is not a psychologically available option. Particularly
striking is the account of Jewish martyrs during the Crusades



of 1096, when men killed their families rather be converted to
Christianity (see Ch. 1).

Martyrdom as a response to being required to betray
religious law is a recurrent theme of canonical Jewish religious
writings, beginning with the “binding of Isaac” in Genesis (i.e.,
Abraham’s agreement with God’s command to sacrifice his son)
and including several stories in the later portions of the
Hebrew Bible (Isa:40-55; the story of Shadrach, Meshach, and
Abednego in the Book of Daniel), the Apocrypha (e.g., the story
of Hannah and her seven sons in IV Maccabees), the writings of
Philo and Josephus, Midrashic commentaries, the Mishnah, and
the Talmud (Agus 1988; Droge & Tabor 1992). Individual well-
being in an afterlife was an important theme of these writings,
but there was also an ideology that martyrdom under certain
circumstances was critical to the success of the group,: “It was
through the blood of these righteous ones, and through the
expiation of their death, that divine Providence preserved
Israel, which had been ill-used (IV Macc. 17:22).

The discussion in the Babylonian Talmud (b. Sanhedrin 74a-
75a) provides conflicting opinions, with one group holding
that martyrdom is required to avoid committing
transgressions involving idolatry, incest, adultery, and murder,
while a stricter group held that if a Jew is publicly required to
transgress any law no matter how trivial (including the Jewish
custom of wearing white shoe straps rather than the black shoe
straps worn by the Romans), “one must be martyred even for a
minor precept rather than violate it.” Later, Maimonides (b.
1135) held that while heroic defiance of religious persecution
was “a normative ideal” and a “legitimate and noble act” for the
Jewish community (Halkin & Hartman 1985, 57, 66),
transgressions performed to avoid martyrdom were not
required except under certain circumscribed conditions and
transgressors could remain members of the community



despite past sins (Maimonides 1985, 25). Reflecting the
collectivist tendencies of Judaism, Maimonides’ criterion for
whether martyrdom or transgression was required was
whether the community as a whole would be better off with
one strategy or the other.

There is no reason to suppose that such an extreme level of
self-sacrifice is a pan-human psychological adaptation; not all
of us are so deeply attached to our groups. Indeed, Europeans
are much more prone to individualism and seem to generally
lack the profound sense of group identity that is so
characteristic of Jews (MacDonald 1998/2002). In any case, the
existence of significant numbers of people for whom desertion
from the group is not a psychologically available option shows
that between-group selection must be presumed to have
occurred among humans. Even so, the existence of such people
is not a necessary condition for groups being a vehicle of
selection. Even if all humans were entirely opportunistic and
fickle in their group affiliations so that group membership was
always contingent on individual self-interest, groups as a
vehicle of selection would still be required in order to
understand the behavior of coordinated groups (Wilson 2002).



Genetic Similarity Theory

Genetic similarity theory (GST) was also discussed briefly in
Chapter 1. My discussion was tentative and cautious, reflecting
the decidedly negative reception this theory has received
among many evolutionists. GST extends beyond kin
recognition by proposing mechanisms that assess phenotypic
similarity as a marker for genetic similarity (Rushton 1989).
These proposed mechanisms promote positive attitudes,
greater cooperation, and a lower threshold for altruism for
similar others. GST is the only way to account for the finding
that there is a correlation between the heritability of traits and
the degree of positive assortment for those traits by spouses
and best friends. A recent paper by Rushton (1999) shows that
people not only assort positively for a wide variety of traits, but
they do so most on traits that are more heritable.

Tooby and Cosmides (1989) argue that even if one could
imagine a mechanism that assessed genetic similarity on the
basis of phenotypic similarity, it would not be independent of
biological relatedness in the real world: “The probability that a
Pleistocene human during his lifetime would encounter a non-
relative who was substantially more ‘genetically similar’ than
the local population average was negligible.” But this is not the
critical issue. Pleistocene humans may well have been selected
to always favor their relatives (kin selection) but to also assort
preferentially in marriage, coalitions, and resource
transactions partly as a function of genetic similarity. As long
as groups consisted of more than immediate close relatives, it
is easy to see that this would be adaptive—for example, by
making one more related to one’s children and more
compatible with one’s spouse. I agree with Tooby and Cosmides



that such a mechanism would not lead to altruism, but it
would result in increased benefits for engaging in reciprocally
beneficial interactions. Such a mechanism could have evolved
as a result of kin selection—as a means of assessing ever more
distantly related kin. But there is no reason to suppose that
such a mechanism, once evolved, would be restricted only to
genes of common ancestry. Indeed, how could it? After all,
common genetic ancestry itself could not be assessed, but
phenotypic matching would still be a good cue to genetic
similarity, and much of what Rushton finds can be interpreted
in this manner. Tooby and Cosmides do not address three
critical findings that can only be explained by GST: assortative
mating, the very powerful effect of similarity that has been
documented in psychological research, and the fact that people
tend to assort with others on more heritable traits (i.e., there is
a correlation between the extent to which friends are similar
on a trait and the heritability of the trait).

GST has important implications for theories of
ethnocentrism. It implies that the continuum from phenotypic
and genetic similarity to phenotypic and genetic dissimilarity
is also an affective continuum, with liking, friendship,
marriage, and alliance formation being facilitated by greater
phenotypic and genetic similarity. This in turn suggests a
genetic basis for xenophobia independent of the theory of
groups—i.e., independent of social identity theory. It implies
that the liking and disliking of others facilitated by this system
is independent of whether the other is a member of a socially
designated (culturally constructed) ingroup or outgroup.

It is important to qualify these findings by noting that the
relationship between similarity and heritability occurs within
category—e.g., within the area of cognitive abilities, there is
greater similarity among spouses and friends for general
intelligence (h=.8) than for specific cognitive abilities (h=.5).



These data also support the importance of resource reciprocity
in relationships of marriage and close friendship, since, for
example, spouses and best friends are more similar in age,
attitudes and religion than they are on physical characteristics
even though the latter are more heritable. (Age, as opposed to
longevity, isn’t heritable at all.) Others who are similar in these
ways presumably provide one with more psychological
rewards; for example, similar interests and attitudes form the
basis of mutual attraction, and similar personality traits such
as sensation seeking promote common interests. A common
finding in the developmental literature is that friends establish
common ground. Children with vastly different interests and
attitudes really have nothing to be friends about. Friendship,
marriage and other voluntary alliances are fundamentally
relationships of reciprocity of valued resources (MacDonald
1996).

There are therefore two complementary evolutionary
theories of similarity in human relationships—one based on
attraction to genetic commonality in others (e.g., assortatively
marrying for intelligence and a variety of other genetically
influenced traits) and the other based on reciprocity in the
resource value of others (e.g.,, a beautiful, young woman
marrying a wealthy older man from a different ethnic group)
(Lusk, MacDonald & Newman 1997).

Because the similarity detecting mechanisms implied by
GST assess low levels of genetic relatedness, they would not be
expected to produce detectable levels of providing
unreciprocated resources to others (altruism), but to affect the
cost/benefit structure of self-interested behavior. There is no
psychological evidence that relative liking in relationships of
friendship, marriage, and alliances typically involves this sort
of altruism. Indeed, DeBruine (2002) found that subjects
showed greater trust of others in a two-person trust game if



the other person’s face resembled their own. However, despite
the greater trust in a phenotypically similar other, phenotypic
similarity had no effect on selfish betrayals of the partner’s
trust in a situation where the partner could not retaliate.

Relationships of marriage, friendship, and ethnic group
affiliation fundamentally involve reciprocity, and self-interest
is an obvious component of all of these relationships:
Assortative mating increases relatedness to children, so that
one receives a greater genetic payoff for the same parenting
effort. Successful alliances and successful friendships have a
greater payoff to self if genetically similar others succeed when
you succeed. Successful alliances of any kind with genetically
similar others have a lower threshold for trust (DeBruine 2002)
and a higher threshold for defection: It remains in one’s self-
interest to persevere in maintaining the alliance in the face of
other self-interested opportunities. These considerations fit
well with views that ethnic groups represent diluted reservoirs
of genetic self-interest (Johnson 1997; Salter 2002; van den
Berghe 1999).



Ethnic Groups Processed by a “Human Kinds”
Module

Gil-White (2001) argues that the human brain is biased toward
viewing ethnic and racial groups as biological kinds because
they superficially resemble animal species. This tendency is an
evolutionary accident—termed an “exaptation”: There was no
natural selection for viewing ethnic groups or races as
biological kinds, but the brain is fooled into supposing that
different ethnic groups and races are biological kinds because
they resemble natural kinds in several ways, including
normative endogamy (they marry each other), descent-based
membership, and the existence of culturally created
phenotypic markers (scarification, forms of dress) that make
different ethnic groups appear to be of a different kind.
According to Gil-White, ethnic groups become a useful
essentialist category supporting valid inferences not because
of any biological reality to ethnicity but because the cultural
markers peculiar to different ethnic groups lower the cost of
interactions within the group.

Hirschfeld (1994, 1996) provides several arguments against
such analogical transfer models in which human social
categories are analogized from naive biological categories (see
also commentary in Gil-White 2001). Hirschfeld notes that
developmental data indicate that knowledge of race does not
develop in coordination with knowledge of animal species as
predicted by the analogical transfer model. He argues for a
domain-specific module specific to human social kinds.
Hirschfeld posits an interaction between an innate domain-
specific module of intrinsic human kinds combined with



cultural input that race is the type of human kind that is
intrinsic—that it is inherited and highly relevant to identity,
more so even than other types of surface physical
characteristics like muscularity or occupation. People cannot
voluntarily join or leave such a social category. Even 4-year-old
children view racial categories as essentialized and natural:
“Young children’s thinking about race encompasses the
defining principles of theory-like conceptual systems, namely
an ontology, domain-specific causality, and differentiation of
concepts” (Hirschfeld 1996, 88). “But racial kinds are not
natural kinds (at least, not as they have classically been
conceived), and they certainly are not kinds whose existence is
triggered by external reality” (p. 197).

A third possibility is that we have a human kinds module
designed not simply to categorize people in essentialist terms
but to specifically categorize people in different racial/ethnic
groups in an essentialist manner—as highly relevant to
identity and not changeable by the person. Hirschfeld’s results
are consistent with such a model because they show that even
at very young ages children view race in more essentialist
terms than either occupation or body build, although of course
they are also consistent with his view that information about
race is provided by the culture.

It is noteworthy that part of Mongol folk psychology is that
people from other nearby ethnic groups look different and
would continue to look different even if they had adopted the
culture of another group. Thus Gil-White’s subjects suppose
that a Kazakh child adopted into a Mongol family would “not
look or behave anything like a Mongol” (Gil-White 2001, 523)
even though being reared in a Mongol culture. They suppose
that there is something “inside” that makes them different
from outgroups despite enculturation in the outgroup.



Gil-White’s subjects may be correct that at least some of the
physical and even behavioral differences between ethnic
groups (e.g., differences in size as between pygmies and non-
pygmies, or a reputation for fierceness or intelligence) would
occur even if individuals from those groups were reared in
another culture. Their essentializing tendencies may reflect an
adaptation sensitive to real genetically influenced differences
between the groups—an adaptive response to recurrent
encounters with other human groups that differed in
observable, genetically influenced traits. From this perspective,
the process of essentializing groups that differ only culturally
from one’s own group is a misfiring of an adaptive mechanism
designed to respond to real genetic differences between groups.

The argument for an adaptation specific to ethnic outgroups
is strengthened by evidence showing that our judgments about
ethnicity function like a cognitive adaptation—they exhibit
information encapsulation (restriction to particular types of
input), rapid, unconscious processing, and automaticity—all
characteristics that are notably absent from Gil-White’s
analysis (Rothbart & Taylor 2001). Implicit, unconscious, and
rapid processing are hallmarks of evolved cognitive modules
(Tooby & Cosmides 1992). Consistent with this modular
proposal, Hart et al. (2000) found that subjects did not report
any conscious differences in emotional reaction to racial
ingroups or outgroups. However, recordings from their
amygdalas tell a different story. Hart et al. (2000) found that
both Blacks and Whites showed differential amygdala
responses to photographs of racial ingroup and outgroup
members as assessed by Functional Magnetic Resonance
Imaging recordings. The amygdala is known to respond
subconsciously to facial expressions of fear and evolutionarily
prepared sources of fear such as snakes and spiders (Le Doux
1996; Ohman & Mineka 2001; Whalen et al. 1998). The greater



amygdala activation to outgroup faces noted by Hart et al.
(2000) occurred during later stimulus presentations; subjects
habituated to repeated presentations of ingroup faces but not
to outgroup faces. These findings are consistent with Whalen’s
(1998) proposal that the amygdala acts as a vigilance system
that monitors the environment for potentially threatening
stimuli and ceases responding when the stimulus is no longer
viewed as threatening. Several other studies show that subjects
respond differently to faces of racial ingroups and outgroups
(e.g., Fiske 1998). For example, subjects are better able to recall
the faces of racial ingroup members (Platz & Hosch 1988;
Bothwell et al. 1989).

It is noteworthy that these results are specific to facial
features rather than the culturally-imposed ingroup/outgroup
markers emphasized by Gil-White (2001). As noted above,
DeBruine (2002) found that subjects showed greater trust of
others in a two-person trust game if the other person’s face
resembled his or her own. Similarly, Heschl (1993) found that
politicians in the Soviet Union were more likely to support the
party leader if they showed facial resemblance to that leader.
These results suggest that people are sensitive to facial
similarity as a marker for genetic similarity.

Nevertheless, in the absence of data from cross-cultural
samples and from more closely related but different looking
ethnic groups, it is premature to conclude that there is an
evolved, domain specific module designed to categorize people
in different racial/ethnic groups in an essentialist manner. It
should also be noted that, unlike prototypical cognitive
adaptations, the human kinds module is not encapsulated,
since conscious beliefs and attitudes also influence responses
to racial and ethnic outgroups (e.g., van den Berghe 1981).
However, lack of encapsulation is not a critical problem. For
example, the amygdala is known to react to evolutionarily



significant sources of fear in a modular, domain specific
manner, but is also known to respond to experiential
influences, as in the case of learned fears (LeDoux 1996;
Ohman & Mineka 2001).

Arguments that humans possess a module the perceives
racial and ethnic differences as intrinsic natural kinds based
solely on genetically influenced physical features require that
human groups had repeated interaction with other races or
ethnic groups differing in their genetically influenced physical
features in the Environment of Evolutionary Adaptedness
(EEA)—the environment that humans evolved in. Such
arguments also require that there be valid inferences about
races or ethnic groups that could have selected for an
essentialist architecture specific to race or ethnicity as a
genetically influenced category, and that inferences about
ethnic groups or races had fitness consequences in the EEA (see
Barrett 2001, 12).

Regarding the first point, Harpending (2002) notes that long
distance migrations have easily occurred on foot and over
several generations, bringing people who look differently for
genetic reasons into contact with each other. Examples include
the Bantu in South Africa living close to the Khoisans, or the
pygmies living close to non-pygmies. The various groups in
Rwanda and Burundi look quite different and came into
contact with each other on foot. Harpending notes that it is
“very likely” that such encounters between peoples who look
different for genetic reasons have been common for the last
40,000 years of human history; the view that humans were
mostly sessile and living at a static carrying capacity is
contradicted by history and by archaeology. Harpending points
instead to “starbursts of population expansion.” For example,
the Inuits settled in the arctic and exterminated the Dorsets
within a few hundred years; the Bantu expansion into central



and southern Africa happened in a millennium or less prior to
which Africa was mostly the yellow (i.e., Khoisan) continent,
not the black continent. Other examples include the Han
expansion in China, the Numic expansion in northern Africa,
the Zulu expansion in southern Africa during the last few
centuries, and the present day expansion of the Yanomamo in
South America. There has also been a long history of invasions
of Europe from the east. “In the starburst world people would
have had plenty of contact with very different looking people.”

Finally, there was considerable overlap among various Homo
species and sub-species during human evolution, as for
Neanderthals and modern humans (e.g., Noble & Davidson
1996). The diffusion wave model for the spread of modern
humans posits that modern humans emerged as a sub-species
that had a selective advantage because of a co-adapted gene
complex with N homozygous loci (Eswaran 2002; Eswaran &
Harpending 2002). At intermediate values of N (~4-5) mating
between moderns and archaics is strongly selected against on
the assumption that individuals must have all of the “modern”
genes in order to benefit. Offspring of matings between
archaics and moderns would be heterozygous at these loci, and
only (1/2)N of the grandchildren of such matings will be
modern. This would provide strong selection pressure for the
evolution of a human kinds module specific to the genetically
influenced physical features of human kinds.

Within populations of modern humans, studies show
measurable genetic distance even between closely related
groups, as between English and Danes (e.g., Salter 2002).
Individuals have a greater genetic interest (inclusive fitness) in
their tribal and ethnic groups than outgroups and would
benefit by mechanisms that fostered discrimination between
ingroups and outgroups—the same evolutionary logic



underlying social identity theory (see below) or, indeed, Gil-
White’s exaptation model.

A putative evolved human kinds module would be expected
to exacerbate distrust and animosity between groups because
outgroups are viewed as composed of people who are
fundamentally and intrinsically different (Hogg & Abrams
1987). Social identity research has indicated that social mobility
(i.e., the extent to which group boundaries are permeable)
influences ingroup/outgroup attitudes. The perception of
permeability reduces perceptions of conflict of interest and
reduces the ability of the other group to act in a collective
manner, while perceptions of impermeability lead to group
strategies involving competition with the other group and
negative evaluations of the outgroup. Ethnic groups “tie their
differences to affiliations that are putatively ascriptive and
therefore difficult or impossible to change” (Horowitz 1985,
147). People are inclined to view those in outgroups as “of a
different kind” and therefore not potential members of one’s
one group, leading to greater conflict between groups.



Rational Choice Mechanisms

Evolutionary discussions of ethnicity often ignore the fact that
humans possess rational choice mechanisms able to make
cost/benefit calculations aimed at adaptively attaining
evolutionary goals in novel environments. In psychological
terminology, these are domain-general mechanisms, such as
the g (the general factor of mental ability), classical
conditioning, and social learning, that enable humans to make
rational, adaptive choices in novel, complex, and relatively
unpredictable environments (MacDonald 1991; MacDonald &
Chiappe 2002). Applied to the issue of group membership, such
mechanisms enable people to join or leave groups
opportunistically depending on immediate cost/benefit
calculations (see Goetze 1998), to efficiently monitor group
boundaries to prevent free-riding, and to regulate relationships
with outgroups (MacDonald 1994/2002).

For example, the promise of financial rewards might incline
a person to abandon one group for another (e.g., those who
converted to Islam during the Turkish occupation of the
Balkans). Jewish religious law has highly elaborated
regulations regarding Jews who inform on other Jews or
endanger the lives of other Jews; these laws were invoked in a
steady stream of cases against Jews who betrayed other Jews,
often for personal profit (Shahak & Mezvinsky 1999). Rational
choice mechanisms also underlie defining and pursuing group
interests in constantly changing environments, as, for
example, in navigating the institutional structure of modern
multi-ethnic democracies.

Discussions of general intelligence emphasize that it is
critical to solving novel problems. From an evolutionary



perspective, a critical function is the attainment of
evolutionary goals in unfamiliar and novel conditions
characterized by a minimal amount of prior knowledge (fluid
intelligence): “[Fluid intelligence] reasoning abilities consist of
strategies, heuristics, and automatized systems that must be
used in dealing with ‘novel’ problems, educing relations, and
solving inductive, deductive, and conjunctive reasoning tasks”
(Horn & Hofer 1992, 88). Research on intelligence has
consistently found that more intelligent people are better at
attaining goals in wunfamiliar and novel conditions
characterized by a minimal amount of prior knowledge.
Intelligence is “what you use when you don’t know what to do”
(C. Bereiter, in Jensen 1998, 111).

The general model is that human evolved motive
dispositions may be attained by a variety of mechanisms. It is
often noted by evolutionary psychologists that humans are not
designed as generalized fitness maximizers—that our
adaptations are geared to solve specific problems in specific
past environments (e.g., Tooby & Cosmides 1992). However,
the model adopted here—the model of domain-general
mechanisms aimed at attaining evolutionary goals in novel,
unpredictable environments—has quite different implications.
That is, humans are conceptualized as potentially flexible
strategizers (Alexander 1979) in pursuit of evolutionary goals
—ethnic groups as rational egoists (Tullberg & Tullberg 1997).

For example, in the ethnically divided societies of Asia and
Africa, ethnic groups typically form political parties in order to
advance their interests within the current institutional
structure (Horowitz 1985, 293ff). Behaving adaptively in this
institutional structure requires domain general problem
solving mechanisms—developing explicit plans based on
assessments of the current situation, making alliances,
rallying ingroup members, and obtaining resources. Similarly,



the interests of minority groups in contemporary Western
societies are typically advanced via knowledge of the political
and legal process: developing mechanisms for raising money;
utilizing and creating social science research to influence
media messages; rallying ingroup members and manipulating
ingroup and outgroup members; utilizing the internet, etc.
Obviously Jews, with their relatively higher mean IQ, greater
average wealth, powerful group ties, and overrepresentation in
the media and academic world, are the gold standard when it
comes to ethnic activism (MacDonald 2003). Because of the
linkage between IQ and economic success (Gottfredson 1997;
Lynn & Vanhanen 2002), groups such as the Overseas Chinese
in Southeast Asia and Jews, with a relatively high IQ—a domain
general ability—are able to attain relatively high levels of
economic success; they therefore have the resources to support
effective ethnic interest organizations and influence the
political process. Domain general abilities that evolved to solve
novel problems in constantly shifting environments are used
to advance evolutionary ancient goals.

Several theorists have argued that ethnic groups are not
natural entities but are socially constructed entities typically
aimed at achieving the political and economic interests of
ethnic leaders (and, I suppose, in at least some cases, their
followers). This perspective fits well with the domain-general
perspective developed here. Ethnies can indeed appear and
disappear; they coalesce and divide, and kinship relationships
may be manipulated in a self-serving manner (e.g., Anderson
1983; Horowitz 1985). There is the belief, if not always the
reality, of common descent. Nevertheless, there is every reason
to suppose that the coalescing and dispersing often reflects
evolutionarily comprehensible interests. As van den Berghe
(1999, 23) notes, “Ethnic relations always involve the interplay
of the objective reality of biological descent and the subjective



perception, definition and manipulation of that objective
reality.”

Given the importance of Dbiological descent for
understanding human interests and the flexibility provided by
domain general mechanisms to achieve those interests, we
may ask how one might in general develop a biologically
adaptive ethnic group given the evolutionarily novel
environment of large states with hundreds of millions of
people and with a myriad of genetic fault lines. Designing
adaptive strategies is nothing new. Among other things, the
Old Testament provides a clearly articulated strategy for
surviving and prospering economically while maintaining
genetic integrity of the ingroup and for specializing in
particular economic niches. There are other examples,
including the Spartans (MacDonald 1988, 1994/2002), and
several Christian groups that have emulated aspects of Old
Testament practices (e.g., Puritans, Mormons, Anabaptists)
(Miele 2000; MacDonald 1994/2002; Wilson 2002). Another
common pattern reflecting perceptions of rational self-interest
has been for ethnic groups to pursue strategies of assimilation
with closely related groups in order to increase their strength
in a multi-ethnic environment such as those typical of the
post-colonial era. For example, when Gabon became an
independent nation, the Fang “sensed that, in a political
conflict, their clan and dialect divisions were a disadvantage,
and they set about recreating their former unity. A prominent
part of the Fang revival was played by a legend of common
origin and migration, which rested on genuine genealogies but
also contained new elements, of dubious historical accuracy”
(Horowitz 1985, 70).

An obvious strategy for maximizing individual genetic
interests in the contemporary world would be to use domain-
general problem solving mechanisms to discover ideal patterns



of association with others depending on their genetic distance
from self. Ethnic groups are breeding populations; individuals
have genetic interests in ethnic groups by virtue of having a
greater concentration of inclusive fitness in their own ethnic
group than other ethnic groups (Salter 2002). For example,
population genetic studies show that the various European
populations are much closer genetically than continentally
separated races (Cavalli-Sforza et al. 1994), and that the
distances @ between  those  populations correspond
approximately to what a reasonably well informed historian,
demographer or tourist would expect. All things being equal,
Scandinavians have greater overlap of genetic interests with
other Scandinavians than with other Europeans, and
Europeans have a greater genetic interest in other Europeans
than in Africans.

The point is that whatever the fuzziness that characterizes
genetic distances, people can creatively decide how best to
strategize to promote their genetic interests in the current
environment. Reasoning about creating adaptive ethnic groups
in the novel environments present in the contemporary world
is a problem that is solvable with domain general mechanisms.
For example, Goetze (1997) notes that the optimal size of a
political unit varies as a function of context: Small states are
not viable in a world of hostile empires, and even in the
modern world, small states may be the victims of unfavorable
regional environments. An ethnic strategizer could look at the
map of European genetic distances and decide to promote,
organize, and identify with movements of his closest genetic
grouping. Thus a Swede might opt for the advancement of the
Swedish and Norwegian gene pool. Or such a person could look
at the larger map and promote, organize, and identify with the
Caucasoid group or could promote, organize, and identify with
an alliance between Caucasoids and Northeast Asians. How one



decides these issues is a pragmatic matter involving optimizing
long-term evolutionary interests best achieved via the
decontextualizing and abstraction functions characteristic of
domain-general mechanisms.

Given our current knowledge of human genetic distances
and human behavior, as well the need to cement powerful
alliances able to act effectively on the world stage, some choices
are obviously better than others. I suppose that it would be
foolish for a Scandinavian-American, for example, to promote
Scandinavian-American interests to the exclusion of larger
groupings, because larger groupings would have more political
clout, especially in a multi-ethnic context as in the United
States. I suppose the best strategy would be an analogy with
the model of inclusive fitness in which people participate in
ethnic groups as a function of genetic distance—at the extreme
teaming up with all of humanity against an alien invader.

Notice that there is no one natural place on this genetic
landscape where it is rational to direct one’s energy. Different
contexts demand different responses and even one’s best
choices are made under uncertainty. An effective response for a
Serbian living in Kosovo might be quite different than for a
Serbian living in the United States. The former feel threatened
by a cohesive, non-assimilating European ethnic/religious
group (the Albanians), while for the latter, feeling confronted
by a polyglot of many different ethnic and racial groups,
cooperation with larger divisions of European-derived peoples
in the United States might seem an obvious choice. But
whatever choices are made, domain general problem solving is
critical to the choices that are made.



Conclusion: The Importance of Genetic
Distance

Of the mechanisms discussed here, only GST and the putative
evolved human racial/ethnic kinds module imply a genetically
based assessment of genetic distance. Social identity
mechanisms are triggered by crowds of ethnically identical
people on opposing sides at football games or even arbitrarily
created groups as well as when the outgroup is a different race
or ethnic group. According to Hirschfeld and Gil-White,
essentialist thinking about race and ethnicity is not the result
of real, genetically influenced racial or ethnic differences. And
domain general rational choice mechanisms may be utilized in
the service of attaining any number of human goals (e.g., social
status) in addition to maximizing genetic interests by forming
optimal coalitions based on current scientific estimates of
genetic similarity.

I suggest that social identity mechanisms were adaptive in
the EEA because an important set of outgroups were groups
living in nearby areas that did not show detectable physical
differences in appearance while nevertheless being on average
less genetically similar than ingroups. That is, members of a
given tribe or band were more closely related to other members
of their ingroup than they were to other tribes or bands even if
there were no detectable differences in physical appearance. As
a result, mechanisms that result in discrimination in favor of
ingroup and against outgroups would also tend to benefit
people genetically. Obviously, in multi-racial, multi-ethnic
states, social identity mechanisms may often result in



maladaptive behavior because ingroups and outgroups can be
manipulated by the media, ethnic leaders, and other elites.

Mechanisms that do not assess genetic distance seem unable
to account for the extraordinarily stubborn continuity of
ethnic consciousness in many parts of the world. As van den
Berghe (1999, 31) notes, many ethnic groupings are
remarkably stable; the Flemings and Walloons of Belgium are
“almost exactly where their ancestors were when Julius Caesar
wrote De Bello Gallica. ” 1t is difficult to imagine how social
identity mechanisms could produce such stability given that
these mechanisms are triggered even in arbitrarily created
groups. Mechanisms for assessing genetic distance, as
proposed by GST and built into the putative racial/ethnic
human kinds module are the most reasonable candidates for
the persistence of the ethnic phenomenon. There is substantial
evidence for direct kin recognition mechanisms in a variety of
animals and plants (Pfennig & Sherman 1995). Assessing the
degree to which these genetically sensitive processes are
important in ethnic conflict is difficult because, in actual cases,
ethnic differences coincide with a variety of cultural markers,
such as language and religion, that would be expected to
trigger social identity mechanisms. As a result, it is difficult to
know the extent to which judgments of genetic distance are
actually relevant to the sense of being part of an ethnic
ingroup.

One can imagine a thought experiment in which people are
stripped entirely of their consciously held group identities
followed by assessment of the extent to which they assort on
the basis of genetic distance. The results of GST research
indicate that genetically similar others would be preferred as
spouses, friends, and as partners in alliances. Such a world is an
atomistic world, however; it is insufficient by itself to create
ethnic groups. To accomplish that, mechanisms of social



identity, including establishing and maintaining group
boundaries, are required. The results of social identity research
indicate that the boundaries may be drawn in a arbitrary
manner and still result in ingroup favoritism and
discrimination against outgroups. Nevertheless, the results of
GST predict that such groups would lack the rapport and
cohesion of ingroups that are more genetically similar
compared to the outgroups they are living among. Genetically
similar groups composed of similar appearing people would
also trigger the putative racial/ethnic human kinds module,
thereby leading to a natural sense of “we-ness.”

To that extent, ethnic groups composed of genetically
similar others are indeed natural groups, and it is mechanisms
of genetic similarity and, quite possible, a racial/ethnic human
kinds module that account ultimately for the staying power of
ethnicity as a human grouping.



Ethnic Conflict Can Pay: A Reply To Paul
Rubin

There is much to admire in Rubin’s (2000) analysis of ethnic
conflict. I agree that social controls can change the cost
structure of behavior within or between groups. Such social
controls are a critical aspect of group evolutionary strategies
(MacDonald 1994/2002) and are important supports for
monogamy in Western societies (MacDonald 1995b). Among
Jews, social controls were an important aspect of ingroup
economic behavior because they typically restrained Jews from
competing with each other in business dealings with
outgroups, thereby solving the free rider problem. I also agree
that humans are not restricted to a set of psychological
mechanisms that evolved to deal with recurrent past
challenges. As indicated in the previous section, humans are
able to use domain general mechanisms such as learning and
general intelligence to achieve our evolved motive dispositions
in complex, novel and uncertain environments (Chiappe &
MacDonald 2003; MacDonald 1991, 1994/2002).

Rubin dismisses my analysis of between-group hostility
because, from the perspective of economics, it “misses the key
point about increased gains from trade” (p. 64). However, the
key point of an evolutionary analysis is that at the
psychological level people did not evolve to be interested in the
welfare of the society as a whole or the welfare of other
members of the society (apart from relatives). Typically,
hostility is most common among those most in competition



with each other (MacDonald 1994/2002, Ch. 5). These findings
fit well with everything we know about evolved psychological
mechanisms (see above and Ch. 1). As a result, it is not in the
least surprising, for example, that indigenous merchants and
artisans in 20th-century Indonesia displaced by ethnic Chinese
or the Polish merchants displaced by Jews from the 16th-20th
centuries would have negative attitudes toward ethnic
outsiders perceived as compromising their individual interests
(MacDonald 1994/2002; Mackie 1988, 237). Their attitudes
would not be changed if they were told with absolute certainty
that the society as a whole benefited by them losing their
livelihoods or accepting a lowered social position. Their
hostility would only be amplified if the displacing agents were
people from another ethnic group because such a situation
would trigger social identity mechanisms of between-group
conflict (see Ch. 1).

Rubin ignores the issue of ethnic hierarchy. He presents an
idealized model of ethnic group interactions in which the
interests of the entire society are maximized by taking
advantage of specialization and the division of labor in an
atmosphere of free trade. One ethnic group would specialize in
making, say, hats and does so with great efficiency, while
another ethnic group specializes in making swords and
weapons. These two groups then benefit from trade and would
suffer from erecting trade barriers.

However, throughout history the most extreme, widespread,
and socially disruptive examples of ethnic hostility have
occurred when one group was seen as having an economically
dominant position in general—when they were perceived as
being on the top of the ethnic hierarchy, or they were
middlemen in exploitative economic systems in collaboration
with an alien elite dominating a subject population.
Perceptions of ingroup/outgroup competition are exacerbated



in situations where one group is higher in status, wealthier,
and far more likely to be in a supervisory role relative to the
other group (see Ch. 1). Such situations not only trigger social
identity mechanisms of ingroup/outgroup competition, they
also trigger evolved mechanisms of social status seeking. From
an evolutionary perspective, the motive of desiring high social
status evolved because of a strong association between wealth,
power, and reproductive success—associations that remained
important at least through the 19th century in much of Europe
and elsewhere (Betzig 1989; Lynn 1996; MacDonald
1994/2002, Chs. 5, 7).

Just as in the contemporary U.S., where there are chronic
struggles regarding affirmative action because some ethnic
groups are underrepresented in prestigious and lucrative
occupations, it was common throughout Eastern and Central
Europe prior to World War II to enact laws limiting Jewish
access to education and government jobs and to organize
boycotts of Jewish businesses (Hagen 1998). Similarly, ethnic
Chinese who had immigrated to Indonesia during the Dutch
colonial period displaced the nascent native traders by the
early 20th century and eventually came to dominate the
economy as a whole (Mackie & Coppel 1976, 5). Throughout the
20th century there was a great deal of tension between the
ethnic Chinese and the indigenous Indonesian communities,
including anti-Chinese riots and a variety of nationalist
economic policies and affirmative action policies that
attempted to assert the economic interests of the indigenous
population. It is possible that these actions damaged the
society as a whole (but see below); however, positive effects on
the society as a whole were irrelevant to understanding the
emotions of people whose path to upward mobility seemed to
be blocked by a cohesive network made up of members of a
different ethnic group.



Applying modern economic models showing the social
benefits of economic individualism and free trade to historical
data is deeply problematic because, quite simply, these models
do not describe economic relationships in many traditional
and in some contemporary societies. And it is exactly in these
situations that ethnic hostility has been most pronounced. In
many societies foreign ethnic groups have been imported by
ruling elites, especially alien ruling elites, to serve as economic
middlemen in exploitative relationships with indigenous
peoples. This is a prominent theme in Jewish history (see Ch. 2;
see also MacDonald 1994/2002, Ch. 5); it also occurred in
Southeast Asia where European colonial powers imported
Chinese traders and workers to serve as a middleman group
between themselves and indigenous populations (Mackie &
Coppell 1976, 5).

Beginning in the ancient world and extending down to the
20th century in Eastern Europe, the role of Jews as willing
agents of princely exploitation was a common theme of anti-
Semitism:

It was primarily because of the functions of the Jews as the king’s revenue
gatherers in the urban areas that the cities saw the Jews as the monarch’s agents,
who treated them as objects of massive exploitation. By serving as they did the
interests of the kings, the Jews seemed to be working against the interests of the
cities; and thus we touch again on the phenomenon we have referred to: the
fundamental conflict between the kings and their people—a conflict not limited
to financial matters, but one that embraced all spheres of government that had a
bearing on the people’s life. It was in part thanks to this conflict of interests that
the Jews could survive the harsh climate of the Middle Ages, and it is hard to
believe that they did not discern it when they came to resettle in Christian
Europe. Indeed, their requests, since the days of the Carolingians, for assurances
of protection before they settled in a place show (a) that they realized that the
kings’ positions on many issues differed from those of the common people and (b)
that the kings were prepared, for the sake of their interests, to make common
cause with the “alien” Jews against the clear wishes of their Christian subjects. In
a sense, therefore, the Jews’ agreements with the kings in the Middle Ages



resembled the understandings they had reached with foreign conquerors in the
ancient world. (Netanyahu 1995, 71-72)

It does not follow from the fact that certain functions are
needed (or unavoidable) that people in these positions do is
optimal from the standpoint of others in the society or the
society as a whole. Even if a particular economic niche, such as
trader, was in the public interest, the people occupying this
niche have conflicting interests with those who consume their
services. Many examples of ethnic hostility involved animosity
resulting from the oppressive nature of economic relationships
between the ethnic groups—from a perceived need for greater
reciprocity and less exploitation. Having merchants and
moneylenders may be necessary, but lowering the fraction of
total income of moneylenders and their aristocratic patrons
would be in the interests of debtors and may also conform to
normative notions of economic justice (especially if these are
well paid occupations).

Rubin ignores the historical context in which the
concentration of Jews in ethnic niches such as moneylending,
tax farming, and estate management generated in a great deal
of hatred toward them over the ages. In traditional societies
these activities were not part of a market economy but an
aspect of exploitation by elites. For example, Rubin treats
moneylending as a service to debtors benefiting the society as a
whole—on the model of buying a house in the suburbs or
starting a business by people with a predictable economic
surplus and paying 5-10% interest over a number of years.
However, in the Middle Ages and down to the 20th century in
much of Eastern Europe, the great majority of loans were made
to people living at or near subsistence and they were made at
exorbitant rates. There was often no free market in
moneylending; in many cases moneylenders obtained the right



to engage in these activities as a result of being granted a
franchise by a nobleman or a city which received a portion of
the profits. The moneylenders then charged whatever they
thought they could obtain from their customers, with the
exception that interest rates were sometimes capped because
of complaints by ruined debtors. In addition, the Church
typically acted on behalf of debtors against creditors.

Parkes (1976, 353) finds that interest rates in the Middle
Ages ranged from 22-173%. In northern France the rate was
capped at 43% in 1206, and compound interest was regulated
in an attempt to lower the prevalent rates of 65% plus
compounding (Baldwin 1986, 282; Chazan 1973, 84;
Rabinowitz 1938, 44). Moneylenders often exceeded legal
limitations on interest rates. For example, in Castile
moneylenders were allowed 33-1/3% interest “and the
constant repetition of these limitations and the provisions
against all manner of ingenious devices, by fictitious sales and
other frauds, to obtain an illegal increase, show how little the
laws were respected” (Lea 1906-1907, I, 97; see also Parkes
1976, 356).

Loans made at such interest rates are simply exploitative,
and there is little wonder that they caused hatred on the part of
ruined debtors and deep concern on the part of the Church.
Moneylending under these circumstances did indeed benefit
moneylenders and their aristocratic backers, but, like loan-
sharking today, it simply resulted in destitution for the vast
majority of the customers—especially the poorer classes
(Parkes 1976, 338; Mundill 1998, 247)—rather than economic
growth for the society as a whole. Loans were made to the
desperate, the unintelligent, and the profligate rather to people
with good economic prospects who would invest their money
to create economic growth; they were made “not to the
prosperous farmer...but the farmer who could not make ends



meet; not the successful squire, but the waster; the peasant,
not when his crops were good, but when the failed; the artisan,
not when he sold his wares, but when he could not find a
market. Not unnaturally, a century of such a system was more
than any community could stand, and the story of Jewish
usury is a continuous alternation of invitation, protection,
protestation and condemnation” (Parkes 1976, 360).

Towns often paid rulers for the privilege of expelling
moneylenders (Parkes 1976, 209)—presumably a recognition
that the presence of moneylenders did not benefit the
community as a whole. For example, the petition of the French
town of Villefranche to King Philip IV at the end of the 13th
century complained that moneylenders “are absolutely and
utterly destroying the town and district” (in Parkes 1976, 335).
When King Charles II of Sicily decreed expulsion of
moneylenders from his French possessions in 1289, he
acknowledged that he had “enjoyed extensive temporal
benefit” from them; in return for expulsion he obtained a tax
“as some recompense for the profit which we lose through the
expulsion of the aforesaid [moneylenders]” (in Mundill 1998,
283). The historical record seethes with hatred against
moneylenders independent of ethnicity. = However,
moneylenders from a different ethnic group or religion
provoked even more hostility, a reflection of the importance of
ethnicity as a social category triggering the psychological
mechanisms of group conflict discussed above in the previous
section.

Rubin suggests that the benefits to the society would accrue
even if there were monopolies or cartels maintained by the
minority group. He argues that any monopoly could be
effectively undercut by simply starting a business to compete
with the monopoly. Moreover, if the monopolies were efficient,
the society as a whole would benefit because the profit-



maximizing price of an efficient monopoly would be lower
than an inefficient non-monopoly.

This ignores some important historical realities. In
traditional societies, monopolies such as tax farming, estate
management, and many examples of moneylending were
typically created by franchises or leases and maintained by the
power of the state. As a result, there is no reason to suppose
that they would be efficient monopolies. Even when this was
not the case, there were often daunting hurdles to overcome in
breaking ethnic monopolies. For example, Jewish religious law
prevented Jews from challenging monopolies held by other
Jews, and these laws were observed (see MacDonald
1994/2002, Ch. 6). Moreover, it was not uncommon for Jews to
develop vertical monopolies, such as monopolies in raw
materials that reinforced monopolies in manufactured
products (MacDonald 1994/2002, Ch. 5).

The situation in Thailand shows how hard it is to break
ethnic monopolies. Beginning in the 19th century and
continuing into the present, the ethnic Chinese dominated all
retail trade, rice marketing and processing, and the
construction trades, while the Thai were mainly small peasant
farmers dominated by a numerically small aristocratic political
and military elite. The Chinese virtual monopoly on trade and
commerce has made it difficult for Thais to gain a foothold.
The close ethnic bonds among Chinese businessmen served to
lower their costs of doing business because there is greater
trust within the ethnic group than between ethnic groups
(Landa 1994). “The average Chinese business man is sure of
other Chinese business men; he is not quite so sure of the Thai”
(Coughlin 1960, 123). Thai retailers receive poorer terms from
Chinese wholesalers than do Chinese retailers—higher prices
and tighter credit. Because there are relatively few Thai



businessmen, they do not have a financial support system
when economic times are difficult.

Landa (1994) notes that in general ethnic Chinese traders
demand cash in business transactions with indigenous people
but accept credit terms from fellow Chinese (because ingroup
solidarity eliminates the risk of non-payment). From the
Chinese perspective, prospective traders were implicitly ranked
in terms of trustworthiness, ranging from near kinsmen,
distant kinsmen, clansmen, fellow-villagers, fellow dialect
speakers (e.g., Hokkien), non-Hokkien Chinese, and non-
Chinese. “The higher transaction costs of outsiders constitute
an entry barrier into personalistic markets” (Landa 1994, 108).
Obviously, the increasing trust associated with greater genetic
overlap reflects evolutionary expectations (see Alexander
1979).

First, the Chinese middlemen are able to appropriate profit expectations as
intangible assets with a high degree of certainty, thereby facilitating middleman-
entrepreneurship. Second, Chinese middlemen are able to reduce out-of-pocket
costs of private protection of contracts; this shifts the total transaction-cost curve
of a middleman firm downward. Third middlemen are able to economize on the
holding of commodity inventories and money by the creation of an efficient
forward market in goods and money within the boundaries of the Chinese
middleman economy. The result is the creation of “dual markets”: the existence of
forward markets and credit transactions within the Chinese middleman economy
side by side with spot markets and cash transactions within the indigenous
economy. (Landa 1994, 108)

This suggests that once in place, ethnic networks are difficult
to dislodge for purely economic reasons. Given the difficulties
in breaking monopolies held by ethnic networks, it seems
unlikely that they are efficient monopolies, especially when, as
in the case with historical Jewish monopolies, they were
protected against competition with other Jews and from
outside groups by the power of the crown. We do know that
ethnic monopolies have often been a source of hostility by



outsiders—presumably because of the tendency for
monopolists to raise prices (a failure of reciprocity), but also
because of the economically unbalanced relationship in which
an ethnic outsider has a superior position.

The Eastern European arenda system is a good example of an
inefficient monopoly; it was also a common source of hatred
against Jews. In the arenda system, a Jewish agent would lease
an estate from a nobleman. In return for a set fee, the
leaseholder would have the right to all the economic
production of the estate and would also retain control of the
feudal rights (including onerous forced labor requirements)
over its inhabitants:

In this way, the Jewish arendator became the master of life and death over the
population of entire districts, and having nothing but a short-term and purely
financial interest in the relationship, was faced with the irresistible temptation to
pare his temporary subjects to the bone. On the noble estates he tended to put his
relatives and co-religionists in charge of the flour-mill, the brewery, and in
particular of the lord’s taverns where by custom the peasants were obliged to
drink. On the church estates, he became the collector of all ecclesiastical dues,
standing by the church door for his payment from tithe-payers, baptized infants,
newly-weds, and mourners. On the [royal] estates..., he became in effect the
Crown Agent, farming out the tolls, taxes, and courts, and adorning his
oppressions with all the dignity of royal authority. (Davies 1982, 444; see also
Subtelny 1988, 124)

Such a system approximates slavery, the only difference being
that serfs are tied to the land while slaves can be freely bought
and sold. In such systems, there is little motivation to work,
and productivity is relatively low (e.g., Sowell 1983). Slave
economies are notably less productive than non-slave
economies (Sowell 1998 168). Moreover, temporary
leaseholders would also have no motivation to make capital
improvements because they are only temporary holders of the
property. It seems likely that such a system would not benefit
society as a whole compared to a society where there were free



markets in labor, and in any case, it is easy to see that such a
system would lead to anti-Jewish attitudes as well as hostility
to the non-Jewish elites who employed Jews in the manner.
These negative attitudes would be exacerbated because the
arendators were from a different ethnic group.

Rubin argues that anti-Semitism itself is maladaptive for the
society as a whole, using the Inquisition and Nazism as
examples. There are certainly cases where anti-Jewish actions
have damaged a society as a whole. The clearest examples are
situations where anti-Jewish actions have made enemies of
Jews who have then actively opposed the interests of the anti-
Jewish government. There are several important historical
examples. During the Inquisition, Spanish Jews actively
supported governments such as the Dutch who opposed
Spanish interests (Castro 1971, 244; Contreras 1991, 132). The
anti-Jewish policies of the Russian Czars in the late 19th
century provoked widespread anti-Russian activism not only
by Russian Jews but also by wealthy Jews and Jewish
organizations in Europe and the United States. For example,
hostility to Russia’s anti-Jewish policies provoked the American
Jewish Committee to lead efforts to abrogate a trade agreement
between the U.S. and Russia, and it motivated financier Jacob
Schiff to finance the Japanese war effort against Russiain 1905,
to lobby to prevent Russia from obtaining financing, and to
finance revolutionary movements that eventually toppled the
Czar (Goldstein 1990, 26-27; Szajkowski 1967). And, as Rubin
notes, Germany'’s anti-Jewish policies in the 1930s resulted in
the center of research in nuclear physics shifting from
Germany to the U.S. These policies also made enemies of
American Jewish organizations who called for a boycott of
German goods and formed one of the most important pressure
groups advocating U.S. entry into World War II against
Germany.



Rubin cites my comment that the Inquisition had a chilling
effect on intellectual inquiry in Spain to support his view that
anti-Semitism has negative effects on the society as a whole.
Intellectual stagnation may indeed have a negative influence
on society, but it is more difficult to show that, apart from the
actions of Jewish groups as described above, antiSemitism has
typically had negative economic effects, at least in the short
run. The early years of Nazi Germany were marked by what has
been termed an “economic miracle” that eliminated
unemployment without inflation and resulted in widespread
popular support despite state sponsored anti-Semitism. There
was a 60% increase in the gross national product from 1933-
1937, surpassing the pre-depression levels of 1929. By the eve
of World War II in 1939, the economy had increased by 124%
since 1933 (Haffner 1979, 27; Noakes & Pridham 1984, 296;
Peukert 1987, 69).

Similarly, the age of Spanish conquest and exploration began
soon after the Inquisition was launched in 1481 and extended
well into the 17th century. During this period, Spain became
the wealthiest and most powerful country in Europe.
Eventually, the main competitors with Spain were Western
European countries—especially England—that had expelled
Jews in the Middle Ages. One wonders what the history of
England would have been if the English Jews had not been
subjected to this radical form of ethnic hostility. Historians
have noted that Puritan family names indicate a
disproportionate number of tradesmen and craftsmen—names
such as “Chandler, Cooper, Courier, Cutler, Draper, Fletcher,
Gardiner, Glover, Mason, Mercer, Miller, Sawyer, Saddler,
Sherman, Thatcher, Tinker, Turner, Waterman, Webster, and
Wheelwright” (Fischer 1989, 26). Puritans were also especially
prominent in law and commerce (Fischer 1989, 49). If, as in
Eastern and Central Europe, Jews had won the economic



competition in most of these professions, the nascent middle
class of England may well have been suppressed as has
occurred in the last 150 years throughout Southeast Asia as a
result of competition with the Overseas Chinese. The result of
the suppression of the indigenous middle classes in Southeast
Asia and in Eastern and Central Europe resulted in chronic
conflict between ethnic groups; for example, in Poland in the
early 19th century, Jews dominated all areas of the economy
except for agricultural labor. Laws restricting Jews to certain
areas were aimed at giving non-Jews an advantage in trade,
manufacturing, and handicrafts (Mahler 1985, 172, 180). This
conflict continues in contemporary times in Southeast Asia,
often, as in Eastern Europe in the 19th century, with
accusations that the middleman minority group is disloyal
(MacDonald 1994/2002; Mackie 1988; Suryadinata 1997).

Because of the importance of ethnicity as a social category,
competition between ethnic groups inhibits the development
of market economies. Individualism is far more conducive to
optimal (individual) utility maximization, but is unlikely to
occur if people from one ethnic group fear losing in
competition with those from another ethnic group (see
MacDonald 1998, Ch. 5). The hypothesis that economic
individualism is incompatible with group-based conflict is
consistent with Ameérico Castro’s (1954, 497; see also Castro
1971) perspective that the Enlightenment could not develop in
a Spain fraught with ethnic conflict between Jews and non-
Jews, as occurred during the Inquisition: “From such premises
it was impossible that there should be derived any kind of
modern state, the sequel, after all, of the Middle Ages’
hierarchic harmony.”

In the contemporary world, there has been chronic conflict
in Southeast Asia between the great mass of indigenous people
with the ethnic Chinese who came to dominate the economy of



these nations. In this conflict, indigenous elites have tended to
side with the ethnic Chinese because they have benefited
individually, through so-called “cukong” relationships in
Indonesia and similar relationships in Thailand. These cukong
relationships essentially purchased protection as well as
exclusive access to government contracts and investment
credits (Mackie 1976, 138; Mackie 1988, 244)—obviously a
form of corruption benefiting the Chinese businessman and
his elite indigenous Indonesian patrons, but compromising the
interests of the great majority of indigenous Indonesians and
deleterious to the society as a whole.

These cukong relationships between Chinese businessmen
and elite indigenous government officials and military officers
are a common source of complaint among lower-status
indigenous people who are prone to blaming the collusion
between the government and the Chinese for their woes
(Dahana 1997). Because of their status as economically
dominant ethnic outsiders, the Chinese are always susceptible
to recurrent bouts of economic nationalism, affirmative action
policies of ethnic favoritism aimed at benefiting the
indigenous population, and resentment at manifestations of
ethnic Chinese cultural separatism. These tendencies have
been stronger in Indonesia, quite possibly because of the
individualistic tendencies of indigenous Thai culture and
because the Muslim religion of the indigenous Indonesians
exacerbates tendencies to have negative attitudes toward non-
Muslims. It is not far fetched to fear the re-emergence of
illiberal economic policies as ethnic competition escalates in
contemporary Western multicultural societies. Affirmative
action policies recently sanctioned by the Supreme Court are
definitely a step in that direction.



The Costs of Immigration and the Benefits of
Ethnic Conflict

Rubin’s economic analysis leads him to discount everything
except the benefits of trade. In his view, larger populations lead
to larger markets, greater specialization in production and
consumption, and greater technological innovation. And
because there are socially imposed costs to taking account of
ethnic differences and benefits from ignoring them, societies
can maximize these gains by increasing immigration of
different ethnic groups: “If population growth has slowed or
become negative, as is true for much of the developed world,
then the only way to realize these gains is to allow members of
different ethnic groups to join the society” (Rubin 2000, 64).

Whether replacement migration is needed as a solution to
the economic consequences of below-replacement fertility is
deeply controversial. The proposed economic benefits to a
constantly  expanding  population ignore  potential
environmental problems and problems related to long term
sustainability because of scarcity of energy, arable land, and
water resources (Abernethy 2001; Grant 2001). As Meyerson
(2001, 403) notes, “population decline has as many potential
advantages as disadvantages, including reduced expenditures
on infrastructure such as roads and schools, lower
consumption of natural resources, and decreased production
of greenhouse gases and other pollutants. In a future world and
human society that could be greatly challenged by climate
change or other environmental problems, countries with
declining populations are likely to have more options for
mitigation and adaptation.”



Immigration also lowers native birth rates (Macunovich
1999), implying a direct loss in fitness to the native population.
Moreover, as Borjas (1999) notes, immigration has different
economic costs and benefits for different groups in the society.
The economic benefits from current patterns of immigration
to the U.S. are trivial for the society as a whole; the presence of
well over 25,000,000 foreign-born increase the average income
of people in the U.S. by about 0.1%—Iless than $30 per native-
born person, and the main beneficiaries are employers rather
than employees (Borjas 1999, 91). The most important cost is
that immigrants drive down wages in sectors where
immigrants compete for jobs with natives (Borjas 1999). This
acts to reduce native fertility because rising wages and
economic optimism are signals to recent entrants into the
labor force to increase fertility (marry at a younger age and
have more children) (Abernethy 1999, 2001; MacDonald 1999;
Macunovich 1999). In addition, given that ethnicity remains a
potent force in political behavior, large-scale immigration of
non-native ethnic groups has long term political costs to
natives, especially as immigrant groups attempt to influence
the cost structure of ethnic conflict and discrimination by
favoring their own group (see below). At the individual level,
therefore, immigration can be a zero sum game where, under
current conditions, natives stand to lose.

Rubin is entirely optimistic that democracies are able to
minimize ethnic conflict by simply raising the costs of conflict
and discrimination, as has been done in the last 40 years in the
U.S. The chronic conflict in Southeast Asia suggests otherwise
—that indeed ethnic conflict is a major factor preventing
complete democracy and market economies. Ethnic conflict
continues in many parts of the world. Bookman (1998) shows
that strategies of ethnic conflict in the modern world include
manipulating the census, engaging in pro-natalist policies in



order to achieve force of numbers—a tactic that is especially
effective in democracies, assimilation (including forced
assimilation), population transfers (including various forms of
ethnic cleansing), boundary changes, economic pressures
(including discrimination in employment and education),
harassment, selective tax policies, different wage rates, and
different ability to own property.

Moreover, the very rapidity with which ethnic conflict has
been de-escalated in Western societies by changing its cost
structure shows that ethnic conflict may be quickly re-ignited
when it becomes profitable for one or more ethnic groups to
promote conflict. And the cost structure of ethnic conflict may
well change as the United States shifts from a country with a
large European-derived majority to a country where Europeans
are a nascent minority and thus in a much less powerful
political position.

An important issue is whether ethnic conflict pays in a free
market situation—that is, a situation in which the state does
not influence the cost structure of discrimination and conflict,
and in particular in the absence of punishment. According to
Rubin, even without punishment, ethnic conflict over land
would not pay off because “land is only one asset among many”
(p. 66) and because our psychological mechanisms did not
evolve to maximize our fitness anyway. Neither of these
arguments is convincing. Land is indeed only one asset among
many, but an ethnic group able to control an area of land is able
to organize the state in a manner to maximize ethnic group
interests. Ethnostates are able to regulate immigration policy
to ensure that they retain control over their territory; they can
encourage ethnic pride by influencing the educational system
and media messages; they are able to influence fertility by
encouraging a high birth rate, subsidizing families, and paying
for fertility treatments of citizens; they can discourage



intermarriage with people from other ethnic groups—partly as
a result of discriminatory immigration policy; they can
regulate scarce resources to favor their own people over ethnic
outsiders living as minority groups with the state; they can
develop close relationships with co-ethnics in other countries
to influence policies that affect them. Bookman (1998) shows
that all of these tactics are in fact used by ethnostates. (One
wonders whether Rubin would apply his ideas in the case of
Israel where his own ethnic group dominates; Israel has
adopted all of these policies.)

It is indeed the case that our psychological mechanisms did
not evolve to maximize our fitness, but, as Rubin himself notes,
we are not restricted to mechanisms that evolved to deal with
recurrent past challenges. As described in the previous section,
we are able to use domain general mechanisms such as
learning and general intelligence to maximize fitness in
complex, novel and uncertain environments. Even though we
did not evolve to maximize fitness directly, it does not follow
that fitness is not a worthwhile goal. Indeed, from an
evolutionary perspective, it is the only goal; fitness was an
indirect but necessary outcome of our evolved psychology
during our evolutionary past. In the modern world the relative
costs and benefits of adopting an ethnic group strategy may be
assessed using domain general mechanisms—the same
mechanisms used to design the cost structure of ethnic
discrimination in contemporary society.

This implies that an ethnic group may act to influence the
cost structure itself, i.e., it can design a system so that the
ethnic group would benefit from discrimination and conflict,
as in the example of Israel mentioned above. Similarly, in the
United States an ethnic group that had attained a majority as a
result of a cost structure that penalized ethnic discrimination
may then have enough power to alter the cost structure to



discriminate in favor of its own people—affirmative action
writ large.

Ethnic groups are breeding populations, and individuals
have genetic interests in ethnic groups by virtue of having a
greater concentration of inclusive fitness in their own ethnic
group than other ethnic groups (Salter 2002). Population
genetic studies show that the various European populations
are much closer genetically to each other than they are to
continentally separated races (Cavalli-Sforza et al. 1994). All
things being equal, Scandinavians have greater overlap of
genetic interests with other Scandinavians than other
Europeans, and Europeans have a greater genetic interest with
other Europeans than with Africans.

As indicated in the previous section, whatever the fuzziness
that characterizes genetic distances, people can creatively
decide how best to strategize to promote their genetic interests
in the current environment. Reasoning about creating adaptive
ethnic groups in the novel environments present in the
contemporary world is a problem that is solvable with domain
general mechanisms. Some groups are already organized
effectively to pursue their interests in the modern world. For
example, Jewish groups around the world maintain an
elaborate network of ethnic interest organizations aimed at
countering intermarriage, promoting the interests of Israel,
advocating self-interested positions on church-state relations,
immigration, etc. (MacDonald 1998/2002, 2003). The means
used to attain ethnic interests in contemporary post-industrial
societies utilize domain-general problem solving mechanisms
—knowledge of the political process, how to raise money, how
to utilize social science research to influence media messages,
how to utilize or censor the Internet, etc. Groups, such as Jews,
with a relatively high IQ—a domain general ability—are able to
attain relatively high levels of economic success; they thereby



have the resources to fund ethnic activist organizations and
influence political parties. Again, domain general abilities are
used to advance evolutionary goals.

Acknowledgement: I thank Edward Miller (Department of
Economics and Finance, University of New Orleans) for his
help on the reply to Paul Rubin.



Preface to the Praeger Edition

This book builds upon my previous work, A People That Shall
Dwell Alone: Judaism as a Group Evolutionary Strategy
(MacDonald 1994; hereafter PTSDA). While PTSDA focused on
developing a theory of Judaism within an evolutionary
framework, the present volume focuses on the phenomenon of
anti-Semitism. Judaism and anti-Semitism fairly cry out for an
evolutionary interpretation. Anti-Semitism has been a very
robust tendency over a very long period of human history and
in a wide range of societies with different forms of
government, different economic systems, and different
dominant religious ideologies. Many anti-Semitic episodes,
such as the Iberian inquisitions and the Nazi holocaust, have
been characterized by extraordinary intra-societal violence.
Moreover, antiSemitism has sometimes been characterized by a
very overt, self-conscious racialism—a phenomenon that
immediately suggests the relevance of evolutionary theory.

A principle concern of this work is therefore with ethnic
conflict. There is at present an incredible urgency for coming to
a scientific understanding of ethnic conflict. As I write this,
“ethnic cleansing” and the creation of ethnostates have torn
apart Yugoslavia, and there are deep-rooted ethnic conflicts in
Asia, the Middle East, and Africa. Opposition to liberal asylum
laws has given rise to violence in Germany, and, closer to home,
Los Angeles was recently shaken by large-scale urban violence
in which ethnic conflict was a prominent feature.

The basic thesis of this book can be summarized by the
proposition that Judaism must be conceptualized as a group
strategy characterized by cultural and genetic segregation
from gentile societies combined with resource competition
and conflicts of interest with segments of gentile societies.



This cultural and genetic separatism combined with resource
competition and other conflicts of interest tend to result in
division and hatred within the society.

Nevertheless, as Leslie White (1966, 3) wrote many years
ago in his discussion of the Boasian school of anthropology as a
politically inspired cult, “One who follows procedures such as
these incurs the risk of being accused of indulging in non-
scholarly, personal attacks upon whom he discusses. Such a
charge is, in fact, expectable and completely in keeping with
the thesis of this essay. We wish to state that no personal
attacks are intended.”

No personal or ethnic attacks are intended here, either.
Nevertheless, the charge that this is an anti-Semitic book is, to
use White’s phrase, expectable and completely in keeping with
the thesis of this essay. A major theme of this volume, found
especially in Chapters 6 and 7, is that intellectual defenses of
Judaism and of Jewish theories of anti-Semitism have
throughout its history played a critical role in maintaining
Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy. Parts of the book
read as a sort of extended discourse on the role of Jewish self-
interest, deception, and self-deception in the areas of Jewish
historiography, Jewish personal identity, and Jewish
conceptualizations of their ingroup and its relations with
outgroups. This is therefore first and foremost a book that
confidently predicts its own irrelevance to those about whom
it is written.



Overview

Chapter 1 presents a theory of anti-Semitism based on an
evolutionary interpretation of social identity theory—a major
approach to group conflict in contemporary social psychology.
A major conclusion of PTSDA was that in traditional societies,
and continuing well into the modern period, Jews have
appeared as a highly visible and impermeable group that has
segregated itself from the larger society. Moreover, there has
often been resource competition and other conflicts of interest
between Jews and gentiles. Social identity theory predicts that
such conditions will lead to group conflict as well as to a
number of psychological processes in which both Jews and
gentiles develop negative stereotypes of the other group. These
stereotypes need not be based on accurate information, and
they typically result in positive evaluations of the ingroup and
negative evaluations of the outgroup.

Chapter 2 describes the ideology and practice of anti-
Semitism. AntiSemitism has been a very common
phenomenon in many societies over prolonged periods of
history. Anti-Semitism was widespread in the ancient world,
and there is evidence that the priestly redactors of the Tanakh
anticipated that anti-Semitism would be a chronic problem in
the diaspora. Several theoretically important themes of anti-
Semitic writings are explored, including Jewish clannishness
and cultural separatism, economic and cultural domination of
gentiles, and the issue of loyalty to the other groups in the
society.

Chapters 3-5 focus on three critical examples of Western
anti-Semitic movements: the development of institutionalized
anti-Semitism in the Roman Empire in the 4th century, the



Iberian inquisitions, and the phenomenon of National Socialist
anti-Semitism in the period 1933-1945 in Germany. The
common denominator of these movements is that they
involved a powerful sense of gentile group cohesion in
opposition to Judaism, and it is argued that each of these
movements may be profitably analyzed as a reaction to the
presence of Judaism as a highly successful group evolutionary
strategy. It is argued on theoretical and empirical grounds that
powerful group strategies tend to beget opposing group
strategies that in many ways provide a mirror image of the
group which they combat.

Chapter 6 discusses various Jewish strategies for limiting
anti-Semitism during different historical eras. Jewish groups
have developed a highly flexible array of strategies in order to
minimize the effects of anti-Semitism. Here I emphasize the
strategies of crypsis during periods of persecution and
community controls emanating from within the Jewish
community proscribing Jewish behavior likely to lead to anti-
Semitism. I also describe attempts to obtain favorable policies
toward Jews by influencing the political process via lobbying
and by payments to, personal relationships with, and
performing indispensable services for gentile political leaders
or elites. I also discuss various image-management strategies,
including recruiting gentiles to support Jewish causes as well
as controlling the public image of Judaism via censorship of
defamatory materials and the dissemination of scholarly
material supporting Jewish interests.

Chapter 7 discusses the long history of rationalizations of
Judaism, particularly in the areas of historiography, religious
apologia, and the development of Jewish theories of Judaism.
Examples are provided indicating that Jewish religious and
secular ideologies are highly malleable and are thus able to
serve immediate needs for developing a positive



conceptualization of the Jewish ingroup. These ideologies
function to promote group allegiance among Jews as well as to
present a positive image of Judaism to gentiles.

Many of the rationalizations of Judaism mentioned in
Chapter 7 appear to involve deception and/or self-deception,
and these themes are continued in Chapter 8. Jewish self-
deception touches on a variety of issues, including personal
identity, the causes and extent of anti-Semitism, the
characteristics of Jews (e.g., economic success), and the role of
Jews in the political and cultural process in traditional and
contemporary societies. I argue that Jews, and especially those
who strongly identify as Jews, would be relatively prone to self-
deception by ignoring or rationalizing negative information
about themselves and their ingroup.

Finally, the concluding chapter discusses whether Judaism
has ceased to be an evolutionary strategy because of the
current levels of intermarriage among some groups of diaspora
Jews. Briefly, I argue that reports of the demise of Judaism—the
“ever-dying people”—are greatly exaggerated.

Much of this and the previous volume is preparatory to a
final book in this series, The Culture of Critique: An Evolutionary
Analysis of Jewish Involvement in Twentieth-Century Intellectual
and Political Movements. That book will provide a theoretical
analysis and a review of data on the phenomenon of the
widespread tendency among certain highly influential Jewish-
dominated intellectual movements to develop radical critiques
of gentile culture that are compatible with the continuity of
Jewish identification. These movements have the common
feature of attempting to combat anti-Semitism by advocating
social categorization processes in which the Jew/gentile
distinction is minimized in importance; also, there is a
tendency to develop theories of anti-Semitism in which ethnic
differences and resource competition are of minimal



importance. In some cases, these movements appear to be
attempts to develop a fundamental restructuring of the
intellectual basis of gentile society in ways conducive to the
continued existence of Judaism. Particular attention will be
paid to Boasian anthropology, psychoanalysis, leftist political
ideology and behavior, the Frankfurt School of Social Research,
and attempts to alter the ethnic composition of the United
States by influencing immigration policy.

This project has obviously been quite wide-ranging and I
have profited a great deal from the comments of a number of
scholars in the areas of history, evolutionary biology and
psychology at various stages in the preparation of this book,
including C. Davison Ankney, Hiram Caton, David Dowell,
Martin Fiebert, John Hartung, Peter LaFreniére, John Pearce,
Ralph Raico, J. Philippe Rushton, Frank Salter, and David Sloan
Wilson. Regrettably, there are others who have made helpful
comments but have asked that their names not appear here. I
would also like to give special thanks to Seymour W. Itzkoff, the
editor of this series, for his helpful comments on earlier
versions of the manuscript, and to James Sabin of Greenwood
Publishing for his handling of this project through difficult
times.



1. A Social Identity Theory of Anti-Semitism

And why is it forbidden to deliver a female animal to a heathen woman? Because
all heathen women are suspected of whoredom, and when her paramour comes to
lie with her, it is possible that he will not find her at home and will lie with the
animal instead. Indeed, even if he does find her, he may still lie with the animal.

( The Code of Maimonides, Book V: The Book of Holiness, XXI1, 142)

The theory of group evolutionary strategies described in A
People That Shall Dwell Alone: Judaism as a Group Evolutionary
Strategy (MacDonald 1994; hereafter PTSDA) argued that
Judaism may be understood mainly as a cultural invention,
maintained by social controls that act to structure the behavior
of group members and characterized by a religious ideology
that rationalizes ingroup behavior both to ingroup members
and to outsiders.

Although evolved mechanisms of group cohesion are also
important, it was shown that social controls acting within the
group were able to structure the group to facilitate ingroup
economic and political cooperation and resource competition
with outgroups, erect barriers to genetic penetration from
outside the group, and facilitate eugenic practices aimed at
producing high intelligence and high-investment parenting
ideally suited to developing a specialized ecological role within
human societies. Because of these traits, and particularly an IQ
that is at least one standard deviation above the Caucasian
mean, Judaism has been a powerful force in several historical
eras.

The proposal that Judaism may be usefully conceptualized as
a group evolutionary strategy suggests that anti-Semitism be
defined as negative attitudes or behavior directed at Jews
because of their group membership. This is a very broad
definition—one that is equally applicable to anti-Jewish



attitudes in any historical era. It is also consistent with a very
wide range of external processes contributing to anti-Semitism
in a particular historical era, and also with qualitative changes
in the nature of anti-Jewish attitudes or the institutional
structure of anti-Semitism at different times and places.

One type of evolutionary approach to anti-Semitism
considers the possibility that humans have mechanisms that
cause them to favor relatives or others who share genes. There
is little doubt that kin recognition mechanisms exist among
animals (see Rushton 1989), and some evolutionists (e.g.,
Dunbar 1987; Shaw & Wong 1989; van der Dennen 1987; Vine
1987) have proposed genetic mechanisms based on Kkin
recognition as an explanation for xenophobia, although others
have proposed that the genetic mechanism may well depend on
learning during development (e.g., Alexander 1979, 126-128).
Genetic Similarity Theory (GST) (Rushton 1989) extends
beyond kin recognition by proposing mechanisms (possibly
based on kin recognition mechanisms) that assess phenotypic
similarity as a marker for genetic similarity. These proposed
mechanisms would then promote positive attitudes and a
lower threshold for altruism for similar others. There is indeed
considerable evidence, summarized in Rushton (1989) and
Segal (1993), that phenotypic similarity is an important factor
in human assortment, helping behavior, and liking others,
although whether GST can account for these phenomena
remains controversial (see commentary in Rushton 1989).

Mechanisms based on kin recognition and phenotypic
similarity may have some role in traditional anti-Semitism,
since in traditional societies there would be much more
phenotypic similarity among gentiles than between Jews and
gentiles, due to differences in clothing, language, appearance
(e.g., hair style), and quite often their physical features.
Moreover, among Jews, there are anecdotal reports of very high



levels of rapport and ability to recognize other Jews which are
consistent with the existence of some sort of kin recognition
system among Jews.[1l] As Harvard sociologist Daniel Bell
notes, “I was born in galut and I accept—now gladly, though
once in pain—the double burden and the double pleasure of my
self-consciousness, the outward life of an American and the
inward secret of the Jew. I walk with this sign as a frontlet
between my eyes, and it is as visible to some secret others as
their sign is to me” (Bell 1961, 477). Or consider Sigmund
Freud, who wrote that he found “the attraction of Judaism and
of Jews so irresistible, many dark emotional powers, all the
mightier the less they let themselves be grasped in words, as
well as the clear consciousness of inner identity, the secrecy of
the same mental construction” (in Gay 1988, 601).

However, theories based on phenotypic similarity do not
address the crucial importance of cultural manipulation of
segregative mechanisms as a fundamental characteristic of
Judaism. Indeed, I would suggest that the segregative cultural
practices of Judaism have actually resulted in ethnic similarity
being of disproportionate importance for Jews in regulating
their associations with others. Because of the cultural barriers
between Jews and the gentile world, phenotypic similarity
between Jews and gentiles on a wide range of traits was
effectively precluded as a mechanism for promoting friendship
and marriage between Jews and gentiles, and there was a
corresponding hypertrophy of the importance of
religious/ethnic affiliation (i.e., group membership) as a
criterion of assortment.

Moreover, generalized negative attitudes toward dissimilar
others seem insufficient to account for anti-Semitism directed
against individuals because of their group membership. The
mechanisms implied by GST or proposed evolved mechanisms
of xenophobia postulate that each individual assesses others



on a continuum ranging from very similar to very dissimilar.
The important feature of Judaism, however, is that there are
discontinuities created by Jewish separatism and the
consequent hypertrophy of Jewish religious/ethnic (i.e., group)
status as a criterion of similarity. Fundamentally, what is
needed is a theoretical perspective in which group membership
per se (rather than other phenotypic characteristics of the
individual) is of decisive importance in producing animosity
between groups.

Creating a group evolutionary strategy results in the
possibility of cultural group selection resulting from between-
group competition in which the groups are defined by
culturally produced ingroup markings (Richerson & Boyd
1997). Boyd and Richerson (1987) show that ingroup markers
can evolve as an adaptive response to heterogeneous
environments. Groups mark themselves off from other groups
and thereby are able to remain reproductively isolated from
other groups and adjust rapidly to new and variable
environments. Judaism in traditional societies was indeed
characterized by a highly elaborated set of ingroup markings
that effectively set Jews off from gentile society ( PTSDA, Ch. 4).
The proposal here is that the process of creating ingroup
markings is central to understanding anti-Semitism.

The body of theory that I believe is most relevant to
conceptualizing anti-Semitism derives from psychological
research on social identity (Abrams & Hogg 1990; Hogg &
Abrams 1987 1993; Tajfel 1981; Turner 1987). Interestingly,
social identity theory was pioneered by Henri Tajfel, a Jewish
survivor of Nazi concentration camps who regards the group
conflict that shaped his own life as having a strong influence
on his research interests (see Tajfel 1981, 1-3).

Social identity theory proposes that individuals place
themselves and others in social categories (groups).[2] In the



case of Jews, the categories are Jew and gentile, and this
categorization into Jew and non-Jew is indeed a fundamental
aspect of the social world of Jews. One of Portnoy’s complaints
in Philip Roth’s (1969, 76) famous novel is that “the very first
distinction I learned from you, I'm sure, was not night and day,
or hot and cold, but goyische and Jewish.”

There are several important consequences of this process:

The social categorization process results in discontinuities such that people exaggerate
the similarities of individuals within each category (the accentuation effect). There is
a psychological basis for supposing that given the highly salient cultural
separatism that has often been characteristic of Judaism, both Jews and gentiles
would sort others into the category “Jew” or “gentile,” and that under conditions
of intergroup comparison they would exaggerate the similarity of members
within each category (Brewer 1993).

By this mechanism, people reconceptualize continuous
distributions as sharply discontinuous, and the effect is
particularly strong if the dimension is of critical importance to
ingroup distinctiveness. When intergroup conflict occurs, the
dimensions are likely to be imbued with great subjective
importance, so that, for example, Jews would be expected to
exaggerate the extent to which gentiles share characteristics
and gentiles would be expected to exaggerate the extent to
which Jews share characteristics. As T. W. Adorno notes, Jews
are perceived “through the glasses of stereotypy” (in Adorno et
al. 1950, 617) and even in the ancient world there was a strong
tendency among pagan writers “to make facile generalizations
about the Jews” (Feldman 1993, 45; italics in text). As indicated
below, similar stereotyping processes are evident in Jewish
perceptions of gentiles.

Moreover, people also place themselves into one of the
categories (an ingroup), with the result that similarities
between self and ingroup are exaggerated and dissimilarities
with outgroup members are also exaggerated. An important



result of this self-categorization process is that individuals
adopt behavior and beliefs congruent with the stereotype of
the ingroup.[3]

Finally, in situations where there are large proportionate
differences in group size (as is typical in cases of Jewish-gentile
group comparisons), there is a tendency for the minority group
to stand out, with the result that both minority and majority
group members tend to overestimate the consensus within the
minority group (Mullen 1991). Relatively small ingroups are
thus particularly likely to be perceived as homogeneous by the
majority group as well as by ingroup members. Thus both Jews
and gentiles are expected to be relatively prone to developing
stereotypes of Jews as a relatively homogeneous group.

Perceptions of Jewish group homogeneity are quite possibly
behind the very prominent theme of much anti-Semitic
writing that despite appearances to the contrary, Jews are
working together in a vast interlocking conspiracy to dominate
gentiles. Such “conspiracy” theories, some of which are briefly
described in Chapter 2, tend to overlook the extent to which
different elements of the Jewish community have adopted
different and even incompatible strategies vis-a-vis the gentile
community (see Chapter 6). Such attributions are readily
explicable within a social identity theory of anti-Semitism:
outgroup members are conceptualized as having a set of
stereotypically uniform negative qualities, and majority group
members tend to overestimate the consensus within the
minority group (Mullen 1991).

In some cases, at least, perceptions of group purpose also
occur among Jews, and, from the standpoint of social identity
theory, for the same reasons; i.e., as members of a very
psychologically salient ingroup, Jews tend to see other Jews as
members of a relatively homogeneous ingroup and as having
group rather than personal goals. (Nevertheless, there is also



evidence that in some cases Jews exaggerate the diversity of
ingroup attitudes and behavior; see Chapter 8). Thus Irving
Howe (1978) notes that Jewish group identification depends on
a powerful sense of shared experience and shared obligations
and memories. As a result, individual and group goals are often
not clearly separated, not the least because personal experience
is filtered through a powerful sense of being a Jew. As Abraham
Cahan (co-founder of the jewish Daily Forward) noted in a
discussion of Jewish emigration from Eastern Europe, “Every
Jew...came to feel he was part of an historical event in the life
of the Jewish people” (in Howe 1978, 95).

Indeed, at the extreme, when there is very powerful
commitment to the Jewish ingroup, the world becomes divided
into two groups, Jews and gentiles, with the latter becoming a
homogenized mass with no defining features at all except that
they are non-Jews. The prominent Zionist author Maurice
Samuel (1924, 150-151) makes the interesting comment that
“the unbelieving and radical Jew is as different from the radical
gentile as the orthodox Jew from the reactionary gentile. The
cosmopolitanism of the radical Jew springs from his feeling
(shared by the orthodox Jew) that there is no difference
between gentile and gentile. You are all pretty much alike[;]...a
single temper runs through all of you, whatever your national
divisions. The radical Jew (like the orthodox Jew) is a
cosmopolitan in a sense which must be irritating to you: for he
does not even understand why you make such a fuss about that
most obvious of facts—that you are all alike.” Similarly, the
Orthodox rabbi Mayer Schiller (1996, 59) states “Sadly it is...
the granting of humanity to the Gentile either as an individual
or as a people...that is so often lacking in Orthodox circles.
Suffering from a kind of moral blindness, we find it difficult to
see the non-Jew as anything more than a bit player in our own
drama.”



Social identity research indicates that the stereotypic behavior and
attitudes of the ingroup are positively valued, while outgroup
behavior and attitudes are negatively valued. The
homogenization of the perceived characteristics of ingroups
and outgroups has strong emotional overtones: people develop
favorable attitudes toward ingroup members and unfavorable
attitudes toward outgroup members. Consequently, Jews and
gentiles are both expected to develop highly negative attitudes
regarding the behavior of members of the other group and
generally to fail to attend to individual variation among
members of the other group. The ingroup develops a positive
distinctness, a positive social identity, and increased self-esteem
as a result of this process. Within the group there is a great deal
of cohesiveness, positive emotional regard, and camaraderie,
while relationships outside the group can be hostile and
distrustful. Moreover, there is evidence that where there are
proportionate differences in group size, individuals in minority
groups are generally more prone to ingroup bias than are
majority group members (Mullen 1991), suggesting that Jews
would be even more strongly inclined toward positive ingroup
evaluations than gentiles.

Social identity theorists propose that the emotional
consequences of these categorizations of ingroups and
outgroups result from the fact that people seek a positive
personal identity as a group member. Individuals maximize the
difference between ingroup and outgroup in a manner that
accentuates the positive characteristics of the ingroup. They do
so precisely because of this theoretically primitive need to
categorize themselves as a member of a group with
characteristics that reflect well on the group as a whole and
therefore on them individually. For example, Gitelman (1991,
8), describing Jewish identity processes in the Soviet Union,
notes that Jews developed a great curiosity about Jewish



history “not merely from a thirst for historical knowledge, but
from a need to locate oneself within a group, its achievements,
and its fate. It is as if the individual’s own status, at least in his
own eyes, will be defined by the accomplishments of others
who carry the same label. ‘If Einstein was a Jew, and I am a Jew,
it does not quite follow that I am an Einstein, but...” And
Marshall Sklare (1972, 34), writing of contemporary American
Jews, notes that “Jews still possess a feeling of superiority,
although more in the moral and intellectual realms now than
in the area of spiritual affairs. While the feeling of superiority
is a factor that has received comparatively little attention from
students of the problem, it is of crucial importance because it
operates to retard assimilation. Leaving the group becomes a
psychological threat: such a move is viewed not as an
advancement but as a cutting off from a claim of superiority.”

Moreover, the accentuation effect is greatest on precisely
those group characteristics that the ingroup perceives as most
critical to this positive evaluation process. Therefore, if, e.g.,
gentiles evaluated themselves as proportionately less involved
in moneylending and more loyal to their country than Jews,
and if these categorizations were very important to their
positive evaluation of their ingroup, there would be the
expectation that gentiles would develop a tendency to
exaggerate the extent to which Jews engage in moneylending
and are disloyal, even more than they would exaggerate Jewish
representation on traits that are more evaluatively neutral,
such as type of clothing.

Further, people very easily adopt negative stereotypes about
outgroups, and these stereotypes are both slow to change and
resistant to countervailing examples. Resistance to change is
especially robust if the category is one that is highly important
to the positive evaluation of the ingroup or the negative
evaluation of the outgroup. In terms of the above example, it



would be expected that gentiles would change their
categorization of Jews as having dark hair far more easily than
they would change their categorization of Jews as usurers or
potential traitors, because the former category is evaluatively
neutral.

Finally, the stereotypes tend to become more negative and
hostile in situations where there is actual intergroup
competition and tension. And, as indicated in the following,
intergroup competition is an exceedingly likely consequence of
the categorization process.

The result of these categorization processes is group behavior that
involves discrimination against the outgroup and in favor of the
ingroup; beliefs in the superiority of the ingroup and inferiority of
the outgroup,; and positive affective preference for the ingroup and
negative affect directed toward the outgroup. Although groups
may be originally dichotomized on only one dimension (e.g.,
Jew/gentile), there is a tendency to expand the number of
dimensions on which the individuals in the groups are
categorized and to do so in an evaluative manner.

Thus a Jew would be expected not only to distinguish
sharply between Jews and gentiles, but to view gentiles as
characterized by a number of negative traits (e.g., stupidity,
drunkenness), while Jews would be viewed as characterized by
corresponding positive traits (e.g., intelligence, sobriety).

These processes have been documented in traditional East
European Jewish shtetl life:

A series of contrasts is set up in the mind of the shtetl child, who grows up to
regard certain behavior as characteristic of Jews, and its opposite as characteristic
of Gentiles. Among Jews he expects to find emphasis on intellect, a sense of
moderation, cherishing of spiritual values, cultivation of rational, goal-directed
activities, a “beautiful” family life. Among Gentiles he looks for the opposite of
each item: emphasis on the body, excess, blind instinct, sexual license, and



ruthless force. The first list is ticketed in his mind as Jewish, the second as goyish.
(Zborowski & Herzog 1952, 152)

As expected, Zborowski and Herzog (1952, 152) found that this
world view would be confirmed by examples of gentile
behavior that conform to the stereotype, as when gentiles
suddenly rose up and engaged in a murderous pogrom against
Jews. Moreover, the attributes of the ingroup are superior
qualities, and those of the outgroup are inferior. Jews valued
highly the attributes that they considered themselves as
exemplifying and viewed the characteristics of the gentilesin a
very negative manner. There was a general attitude of
superiority to gentiles. Jews returning from Sabbath services
“‘pity the barefoot goyim, deprived of the Covenant, the Law,
and the joy of Sabbath..” ‘We thought they were very
unfortunate. They had no enjoyment...no Sabbath...no
holidays...no fun...’ ‘They’d drink a lot and you couldn’t blame
them, their lives were so miserable’” (Zborowski & Herzog
1952, 152; see also Hundert 1992, 45; Weinryb 1972, 96). Or as
World Zionist Congress President Nahum Goldmann (1978, 13)
stated regarding Jewish perceptions of Lithuanians early in the
century, “The Jews saw their persecutors as an inferior race...
Most of my grandfather’s patients were peasants. Every Jew felt
ten or a hundred times the superior of these lowly tillers of the
soil; he was cultured, learned Hebrew, knew the Bible, studied
the Talmud—he knew that he stood head and shoulders above
these illiterates.”

The negative attitudes were fully reciprocated. Both Jews
and gentiles referred to the other with imagery of specific
animals, implying that the other was subhuman (Zborowski &
Herzog 1952, 157). When a member of the other group died,
the word used was the word for the death of an animal. Each
would say of one’s own group that they “eat,” while members of



the other group “gobble.” “The peasant will say, ‘That’s not a
man, it’s a Jew.” And the Jew will say, ‘That’s not a man, it’s a
goy.” (Zborowski & Herzog 1952, 157).

Stories about the other group would recount instances of
deception (Zborowski & Herzog 1952, 157), and everyday
transactions would be carried on with a subtext of mutual
suspicion. “There is beyond this surface dealing...an
underlying sense of difference and danger. Secretly each
[Jewish merchant and gentile peasant] feels superior to the
other, the Jew in intellect and spirit, the ‘goy’ in physical force
—his own and that of his group. By the same token each feels at
a disadvantage opposite the other, the peasant uneasy at the
intellectuality he attributes to the Jew, the Jew oppressed by
the physical power he attributes to the goy” (Zborowski &
Herzog 1952, 67). Indeed, the supreme term of abuse within
the Jewish community was goyisher kop (gentile head) (Patai &
Patai 1989, 152): the ultimate insult for a Jew was to be at the
intellectual level of a gentile.[4]

These phenomena can be seen in contemporary America, as
indicated in the following passage from Charles Silberman,
who validates a generalization found in Philip Roth’s Portnoy’s
Complaint:

The attributes and values that Jews developed...—a distaste for physical combat,
for example, and a preference for academic over athletic prowess—were endowed
with moral superiority. At high school football games, Portnoy recalls, there was
“a certain comic detachment experienced on our side of the field, grounded in the
belief that this was precisely the kind of talent that only a goy would think to
develop in the first place...We were Jews—and not only were we not inferior to the
goyim who could beat us at football, but...because we could not commit our hearts
to victory in such a thuggish game, we were superior. We were Jews— and we were
superior. Indeed the only character in Portnoy’s Complaint who is crippled by
feelings of inadequacy is that rebel against Jewish particularism, Alexander
Portnoy himself. (Silberman 1985, 81)



Negative attitudes toward gentiles are also prominent in
Jewish religious writing (Hartung 1995; Shahak 1994),
particularly in the theory and practice of cleanness. There is
extensive writing from the ancient world on gentile
uncleanness dating at least from the first century B.C. and
appearing in the Mishnah, the Talmuds, Tosefta, the Books of
Judith and Jubilees, the Acts of the Apostles, and the writings
of Josephus.[5] Thus Tosefta Shabbat ix, (22) states that “it is
not permitted to suck either from a Gentile woman or from an
unclean beast, but if the child is in danger, nothing stands in
the way of saving life” (quote in Alon 1977, 153). Alon explains
the passage as indicating gentile defilement, and notes that
“the milk of a Gentile woman is likened to that of an unclean
beast” (Alon 1977, 153). Gentiles were viewed as intrinsically
unclean, not unclean by virtue of anything they did.[6]
Moreover, gentile uncleanness was not merely theoretical; it
restricted actual interactions with gentiles (Alon 1977, 148-
149).

These tendencies toward ingroup cohesiveness and devaluations of
the outgroup are exacerbated by real conflicts of interest (see also
Triandis 1990, 96). In a classic study, Sherif (1966) assigned
boys randomly to groups that then engaged in a series of
competitions. Under these circumstances, group membership
became an important aspect of personal identity.[7] The groups
developed negative stereotypes of each other and were
transformed into groups of “wicked, disturbed, and vicious”
children (Sherif 1966, 85). Competition was thus proposed as a
sufficient condition for the development of hostility and
aggression between the groups. Only the development of
superordinate goals (i.e., goals that required the cooperation of
both groups to achieve ends desired by all) resulted in lowered
animosity and the development of some cross-group



friendships. Historically, such superordinate goals have not
been typical of societies in which Jews have resided. Indeed, a
major theme of historical anti-Semitism has involved
accusations of Jewish disloyalty (see pp. 60-71).

Resource competition between Jews and gentiles has been a
highly salient feature of Jewish-gentile relationships in many
societies and in widely separated historical periods. In
congruence with the results of social identity research, anti-
Semitism is expected to be most prominent among those most
in competition with Jews and during times of economic crisis,
and least common among gentiles who are actually benefiting
from the Jews, such as aristocratic gentiles who often profited
from cooperation with them (see PTSDA, Ch. 5). As Jacob Katz
(19864, 7) notes regarding antiSemitism in post-emancipation
Germany, “If...one wishes to trace the development of hostility
toward the Jews...one ought to disregard its ideological
foundations and to concentrate on its goal. That goal...was
determined by the pace of the Jews’ entry into the positions
opened up to them. Protests and complaints coincided with the
Jews’ progress.”

A focus solely on “resource competition“ is perhaps too
narrow in its connotations. Humans compete over many
things besides simply economic resources. A general point of
this volume might be summarized by simply saying that Jews
are very good at whatever they do, and that anti-Semitism
arises when there are perceived conflicts of interest between
the Jewish community (or segments of it) and the gentile
community (or segments of it). Because of Jewish withingroup
cooperation as well as eugenic and cultural practices that have
resulted in an average IQ of at least 1 standard deviation above
the Caucasian mean ( PTSDA, Ch. 7), Jews are highly adept in
achieving their goals, whether the goals involve establishing a
homeland in the Middle East, developing business and



financial networks, competing for positions in prestigious
graduate and professional schools, leading political,
intellectual, and cultural movements, or influencing
immigration policy and the political process. The success of
these pursuits and the fact that these pursuits inevitably
conflict with the interests of groups of gentiles (or at least are
perceived to conflict with them) is, in the broadest sense, the
most important source of anti-Semitism.

Competition between groups is not a necessary condition for the
development of ingroup biases. Biases in favor of ingroups and
against outgroups occur even in so-called “minimal group”
experiments, where groups are constructed with no conflicts
of interest, or indeed any social interaction at all. Even when
the experimental subjects are aware that the groups are
composed randomly, subjects attempt to maximize the
difference between the ingroup and the outgroup, even when
such a strategy means they would not maximize their own
group’s rewards. The important goal seemed to be to
outcompete the other group. As Tajfel and Turner (1979, 39)
note, “Competitive behaviour between groups, at least in our
culture, is extraordinarily easy to trigger off.” Social
categorization by itself is thus a sufficient condition for
intergroup competition.

In the case of anti-Semitism, since Jews have throughout the
vast majority of their history appeared as a highly distinct
group, there is the expectation that this self-imposed cultural
separatism is a sufficient condition for developing negative
attitudes and competition between Jews and gentiles. Indeed,
to the extent that an important aspect of Jewish religious
practice and socialization was the inculcation of beliefs in
which cultural separatism was positively valued, these effects
would be likely to be much stronger among Jews than among



gentiles. Since the Jew/gentile categorization process was not
central to gentile socialization, except perhaps under
conditions of extreme Jewish/gentile group conflict, there is
the expectation that gentiles would be somewhat less invested
in this categorization process than Jews.

People tend to manipulate their social identity in ways that provide
positive self-evaluations. Social identity research has indicated
that social mobility (i.e., the extent to which group boundaries
are permeable) influences ingroup/outgroup attitudes. The
perception of permeability reduces perceptions of conflict of
interest and reduces the ability of the other group to act in a
collective manner, while perceptions of impermeability lead to
group strategies involving competition with the other group
and negative evaluations of the outgroup. As a result, it is often
in the interests of groups to foster the belief that their group is
permeable when in fact it is not (see Hogg & Abrams 1987, 56).
Jews have often appeared as an impermeable group, at least in
traditional societies, thereby exacerbating negative and
competitive attitudes toward them. Nevertheless, as discussed
in Chapter 6, Jewish groups have not uncommonly acted to
minimize surface appearances of impermeability in order to
defuse anti-Semitism.[8] Similar processes would occur among
Jews to the extent that the gentile world was perceived as
impermeable.

People readily adopt a group mentality and engage in collective
behavior of an often irrational, intensely emotional sort. In
periods of intense group conflict, there is a relaxing of normal
standards of appropriate behavior as individuals become prone
to act impulsively on immediate stimuli and emotions.
Individuals acting as members of groups therefore may
perform actions that individuals alone would be ashamed to



commit—what one might term a disinhibitory phenomenon.
Although there are other theoretical interpretations of this
phenomenon, social identity theorists interpret these
phenomena by proposing that members of a group adopt a
common social identification in which they accept and
conform to stereotypical ingroup norms (e.g., anti-Semitic
beliefs) and act collectively on the basis of these norms. These
findings are of obvious relevance to antiSemitism, because
they indicate that the behavior of groups of anti-Semitic
gentiles may well be impulsive, irrational, and relatively
disinhibited compared to the behavior of isolated individuals.

[2]

There is no requirement that beliefs regarding either the ingroup or
the outgroup be true. Irrational beliefs about the ingroup
function as “group uniforms” to maintain internal cohesion
and separation from outgroups (Bigelow 1969). The best
example of such an irrational belief about the Jewish ingroup is
the conceptualization of the Jews as a “chosen people” which
has been a staple of Jewish theology from its inception. This
very powerful idea has even found an important place in
contemporary Judaism as a civil religion, despite its
incongruity with contemporary intellectual currents (see
Woocher 1986, 140-146).

In the absence of tangible, obvious benefits (such as the
accomplishment of superordinate goals), cultural segregation
is expected to maximize perceptions of conflicts of interest
with the alien group, resulting in negative cognitive structures
regarding the alien group. These structures may “go beyond the
evidence” and may well be based on exaggerated or false
information.

The false and even contradictory nature of anti-Semitic
beliefs has long been apparent to writers on the subject.



Irrational religious beliefs about Jews may well have been a
potent source of anti-Semitism beginning in the late Roman
Empire (see Chapter 3), and similar processes are clearly at
work in the Jewish religious laws of the uncleanness of gentiles
summarized above. As Cecil (1972, 72) notes regarding themes
of anti-Semitic literature in Germany between 1870 and 1933,
“Exaggeration of Germanic virtues and Jewish vices created a
distorted picture of the two races [ sic] as representing
irreconcilable and contrasting cultures.” It is expected that
such beliefs would accentuate the differences between gentile
and Jew, thereby aiding each group in viewing the other as
alien and as having different interests. The cognitive structures
not only sharply differentiate Jews from gentiles but result in
negative valuations of Jews in general.

Such negatively toned cognitive structures would typically
be in the self-interest of the gentiles holding them. Describing
late-19th-century antiSemitic beliefs, Katz (1986a, 7) notes
that “for the most part these [anti-Semitic] ideologies employ
arguments of different sorts, often in a blend full of
contradictions. Their contentions do not, indeed, intend to
reflect Jewish realities but rather aim at combating Jewish
aspirations or gains already achieved. No argument that can
convince oneself or others is scorned here.”

Given the context of mutual suspicion and group
competition, individuals are ready to believe the worst about
the other group. Thus in describing the attitudes of Christians
toward Jews in 13th-century France, Jordan (1989, 257) notes
that “ordinary people did not necessarily agree with every
aspect of policy or every critical note sounded against the Jews
by popular preachers; but they usually had no vested interest in
gainsaying it.” Indeed they may have had a vested interest in
indiscriminately believing anything negative about the
outgroup. Fantastic beliefs about the Jews have been a staple of



anti-Semitic propaganda throughout history, particularly
during the medieval period (see Langmuir 1980).

One very important role of such negative cognitive
structures may well be fostering a sense of group identity
among gentiles that serves as the basis of a gentile group
strategy in competition with the Jewish group strategy. In
Chapters 3-5, I explore the possibility that gentile group
strategies having many of the same collectivist, authoritarian,
and exclusivist characteristics as did historical Judaism
developed as a reaction to the success of Judaism as a group
evolutionary strategy. One very clear concomitant of these
gentile group strategies is the development of ideologies in
which Jews (meaning all Jews or the vast majority of Jews) are
portrayed as the very embodiments of evil. The suggestion is
that these cognitive structures facilitate resource competition
with Jews by aiding in producing a sense of gentile group
solidarity and group interest in conflict with Jewish interests.
Clearly the actual truth of these ideologies is quite irrelevant to
their utility in facilitating resource competition.

In addition to completely fantastic or unverifiable beliefs
about Jews, another common aspect of anti-Semitic beliefs is
the exaggeration of the “grain of truth” in negative beliefs
about a subset of Jews. For example, Lindemann (1991) notes
that one of the more sophisticated theories of modern anti-
Semitism proposes that anti-Semitism resulted from the
irrational angers and frustrations of the losers of economic
competition and reorganization consequent to
industrialization or the development of capitalism. The “grain
of truth” in this case is the fact that Jews were indeed highly
overrepresented among the groups that were benefiting from
these transformations and actually displaced gentile groups
and lowered their place in society during this period. Other
examples are the overrepresentation of Jews among radical



political movements (e.g., Katz 1991) and the disproportionate
representation of Jews in stock market manipulations
(Ginsberg 1993, 189-199; Lindemann 1991), etc. The
disproportionate representation of Jews in these activities is
then viewed as an indictment of Judaism itself. As noted above,
the accentuation effect described by social identity research
would predict just such a tendency.

A slightly different variant of the “grain of truth” argument
provides a clear illustration of the adaptiveness of the
accentuation effect in group conflict. While there is good
evidence that a great many New Christians in 15th-century
Spain were in fact crypto-Jews (see Chapters 4, 6, and 7), some
of them were probably sincere Christians. However, several
modern scholars (e.g., Netanyahu 1995; Rivkin 1971; Roth
1995) as well as the 15th-century apologists for the New
Christians have argued that while there were some crypto-Jews
among this group, the vast majority were true Christians.
These scholars accuse the Inquisition of uncritically
generalizing the behavior of a few crypto-Jews to all New
Christians.[10] The logic of the Inquisition, however, was, in
the words of the associates of the Inquisitor General Thomas
de Torquemada, that “it is better to burn some innocents than
allow heresy to spread: ‘Better for a man to enter heaven with
one eye than go to hell with both’™” (in Johnson 1988, 227).
Similarly, Cohen (1967) maintains that the 15th-century rabbis
who evaluated the orthodoxy of the New Christians who had
emigrated from Spain or Portugal were inclined to err on the
side of assuming that they were genuine Christians, since such
a judgment coincided with their interests in maintaining
orthodoxy among their own constituents.

In the language of statistics, people in this respect behaved
as if attempting to minimize the probability of committing a
Type II error: In effect, gentiles were considering the null



hypothesis “New Christians are not crypto-Jews and do not
have group interests which conflict with gentiles.” They
behaved as if they were greatly concerned about making the
error of accepting this proposition when in fact it is false. They
placed less emphasis on making a Type I error, which is the
error of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true. In this
case, the Old Christians were rationally avoiding the possibility
of a Type II error: by assuming the worst about all of the New
Christians, there was less possibility of being deceived by them.

The general principle at work in these cases is that if one
knows that at least some members of a group are deceivers but
does not know exactly which ones, the safest policy is to
assume that all are deceivers, if this policy has no negative
consequences to self. In the case of the New Christians, the
belief that all New Christians were deceivers not only cost
nothing but also rationalized the expropriation of property
from the New Christians. Moreover, there is overwhelming
evidence that a large subset of New Christians, whatever the
sincerity of their belief in Christianity, continued to
intermarry predominantly among themselves and cooperate
economically and politically (see Chapters 4, 6, and 7). As a
result, the possible overattribution of religious heresy to the
New Christians was highly adaptive, since it facilitated
economic and reproductive competition with the New
Christians as an endogamous group whatever their actual
religious beliefs. In these cases even minimal evidence for
cultural separatism and competition between groups appears
to result in negative beliefs which are easily generalized.

In this regard, it is interesting that Ohman’s (1993)
evolutionary perspective on fear and anxiety emphasizes the
idea that the systems associated with these emotions have
evolved to respond to personal threat. The systems in both
animals and humans are biased toward a low threshold for



perceiving a situation as threatening, because false negatives
are potentially far more costly than are false positives. While
the latter represent only wasted energy and perhaps lost
opportunities, the overattribution of threat ensures that all
potential threats activate the system. And in the case of
gentiles vis-a-vis Jews in many historical societies, there is
every reason to suppose that potential losses due to false
positives were essentially nonexistent because gentiles had
nothing at all to gain by supposing that most Jews were
actually nonthreatening or nondeceivers, especially if it was
known that at least some Jews fit these descriptors. Under
these circumstances, it is not surprising that gentiles had a
very low threshold for assuming the worst about Jews.

Jews have been quite aware of this tendency for
overattributing the negatively perceived behavior of some Jews
to the entire group, and of the power of the “grain of truth” to
mobilize anti-Semitism. The Paris Sanhedrim, organized by
Napoleon in 1807, replied to the general accusation that Jews
were involved in usury as follows:

It cannot be denied that some of them are to be found, though not so many as is
generally supposed, who follow that nefarious traffic condemned by their
religion.[11]

But if there are some not over-nice in this particular, is it just to accuse one
hundred thousand individuals of this vice? Would it not be deemed an injustice to
lay the same imputation on all Christians because some of them are guilty of
usury? ( Transactions of the Parisian Sanhedrim;in Tama, 1807, 207)[12]

During the McCarthy era, when it was well known that Jews
were disproportionately involved in communism, there was a
tendency to generalize the Jewish/Communist connection to
all Jews, or at least it seemed that way to Jewish observers:
Arnold Forster, general counsel of the Anti-Defamation League,
stated that “there was an evident quotient of antiSemitism in
the McCarthy wave of hysteria. Jews in that period were



automatically suspect. Our evaluation of the general mood was
that the people felt that if you scratch a Jew, you can find a
Communist” (in Navasky 1980, 112).[13]

Undoubtedly as a result of this tendency, Jews have often
placed a very great importance on restraining behavior that
could result in negative stereotypes about Jews (see pp. 197-
201). Jews have been quite aware that gentiles are overly prone
to developing negative stereotypes of Jewish behavior on the
basis of a few exemplars of negatively evaluated behavior.

This overattribution of negatively perceived behavior has
probably been exacerbated during periods, such as during the
period of the Spanish Inquisition, when society itself was
organized in a corporate (group) manner. Faur (1992, 39) notes
that the punishment of groups rather than individuals was a
central feature of the corporate structure of medieval society.
This ideology was explicitly incorporated in the expulsion
order of 1492:

Because when a grave and horrendous crime is committed by a member of a
college or university [=corporation], it is reasonable that the [said] college or
university should be dissolved and annihilated, and that the young should be
punished on account of others. And that those who pervert the well-being and
honest living of the cities and villages, and who, by their contamination, may
harm others, must be expelled from the country. (In Faur 1992)

Though they often functioned in an adaptive manner, there are
circumstances in which negative attributions about a
strategizing outgroup may be maladaptive, and this can be the
case even if these attributions facilitate competition with the
outgroup. Thus if gentiles incorrectly perceive that Jews are
causing a specific problem (e.g., loss of a war or economic
malaise among the gentiles), successful anti-Semitic actions
facilitated by these attributions may have negative effects on
the Jews but would not be effective in solving the problem (the
scapegoating phenomenon). Opportunistic gentiles may be



able to benefit by coloring their opponents with the taint of
Jewish association, and individuals can be manipulated into
believing that a certain policy advocated disproportionately by
Jews was ipso facto against their interests.

This type of maladaptive anti-Semitism appears to have been
historically important. Anti-Semitism has often been a useful
weapon against liberal political movements with strong Jewish
involvement (see Ginsberg 1993, 56-57), as in the case of
opposition to socialism in pre-World War I Germany, at a time
when the founders and leaders of international socialism were
Jews (Pulzer 1964, 259). The facts that Judaism has tended to
thrive in individualistic, liberal societies (see also Ch. 5 and
PTSDA, Ch. 8) and that Jews backed liberal political views in
Germany during the Weimar period prompted the conservative
intellectual Edgar Jung to state that “the Jew needs only to get
hold of the party of enlightenment and individualism in order
to undermine from within the structure of the German social
framework” (in Pulzer 1964, 311).

In addition, there are cases in which novel ideas were
attributed to Jewish subversion in order to discredit them and
thus maintain the status quo. The Inquisition had a very
chilling effect on intellectual endeavor in Spain for centuries;
one of its common techniques was to discredit new ideas as
Jewish subversion. For example, Castro (1954, 637; 1971, 576)
describes the complaint of a biblical exegete in 1584 that any
nonstandard interpretation of the Bible was considered to be
Jewish subversion. The result was that “culture and Judaism
eventually became synonymous terms, and, as a result,
scientific research, study, and teaching became impossible or
fell into disuse in the seventeenth century” (Castro 1971, 576;
see also Haliczer 1989).[14] Intellectuals entered the fields of
jurisprudence or theology and avoided science in order to
evade all suspicion of Judaism (Castro 1971, 551). Copernican



astronomy remained prohibited as contrary to biblical
doctrine. Even in the late 18th century—more than 300 years
after the onset of the Inquisition, a prominent Spaniard stated
in opposition to a plea for scientific freedom, “Why does
anyone have to pay attention to any heretical dogs, atheists,
and Jews like Newton, who was a terrible arch-heretic..., [like]
Galileo de Galileis, whose very name implies that he must have
been an arch-Jew or proto-Hebrew, and others whose names
cause people to shudder?” (in Castro 1971, 577).[15]



An Evolutionary Interpretation of Social
Identity Processes and Collectivism

The empirical results of social identity research are highly
compatible with an evolutionary basis for group behavior.
Current evidence indicates that the minimal group findings
can be generalized across subjects of different ages,
nationalities, social classes, and a wide range of dependent
variables (Bourhis 1994), and anthropological evidence
indicates the universality of the tendency to view one’s own
group as superior (Vine 1987). Moreover, social identity
processes occur very early in life, prior to explicit knowledge
about the outgroup. An evolutionary interpretation of these
findings is also supported by results indicating that social
identity processes occur among advanced animal species, such
as chimpanzees. Van der Dennen (1991, 237) proposes, on the
basis of his review of the literature on human and animal
conflict, that advanced species have “extra-strong group
delimitations” based on emotional mechanisms. I would agree
and suggest that one emotional mechanism is in fact the self-
esteem mechanism proposed by social identity theorists. Other
emotional mechanisms that may be involved are the social
conscientiousness/guilt mechanism discussed in PTSDA (Ch. 7)
and the experience of psychological relief obtained by
individuals who join highly collectivist, authoritarian groups
(Galanter 1989a; see below). These latter mechanisms,
although not considered by social identity theorists, would
result in strong positive feelings associated with group



membership, and feelings of guilt and distress at the prospect
of defecting from the group.[16]

The powerful emotional components of social identity
processes are very difficult to explain except as an aspect of the
evolved machinery of the human mind. I have noted that the
emotional consequences of social identity processes are a
theoretical primitive in the system. As Hogg and Abrams
(1987, 73) note, this result cannot be explained in terms of
purely cognitive processes, and a learning theory seems
hopelessly ad hoc and gratuitous. The tendencies for humans
to place themselves in social categories and for these categories
to assume powerful emotional and evaluative overtones
(involving guilt, empathy, self-esteem, relief at securing a
group identity, and distress at losing it) are the best candidates
for the biological underpinnings of participation in highly
cohesive collectivist groups.[17]

An evolutionary perspective is also highly compatible with
the falsity and contradictory nature of many anti-Semitic
beliefs. Evolution is only concerned with ensuring accuracy of
beliefs and attitudes when the truth is in the interests of those
having those beliefs and attitudes (Krebs, Denton & Higgins
1988). In the case of anti-Semitism there is no expectation that
specific anti-Semitic beliefs will be accurate, but from the
standpoint of evolutionary theory, these beliefs may be
eminently adaptive in promoting evolutionary goals. Similarly,
truth is not a requirement for the effectiveness of the
rationalizations, apologia, and self-deceptions so central to
maintaining positive images of the Jewish ingroup throughout
history. These phenomena are the topics of Chapters 7 and 8.

Finally, the fact that social identity processes and tendencies
toward collectivism increase during times of resource
competition and threat to the group (see Hogg & Abrams 1987;
Triandis 1990 1991) is highly compatible with supposing that



these processes involve facultative mechanisms triggered by
between-group conflict. As emphasized by evolutionists such
as Alexander (1979) and Johnson (1995), external threat tends
to reduce internal divisions and maximize perceptions of
common interest among group members. Under conditions of
external threat, human societies expand government and there
is an increase in cooperative and even altruistic behavior. Such
changes presumably reflect a species-wide facultative strategy
of accepting higher levels of external authority and becoming
more group-oriented under conditions of external threat.
Students of anti-Semitism have often noted that anti-
Semitism tends to increase during periods of political and
economic instability. The suggestion is that during periods of
perceived external threat, gentiles are more prone to form
cohesive, cooperative groups directed against outgroups, and
especially against outgroups perceived as being in competition
with the ingroup. This will be a major theme of Chapters 3-5.
Much remains to be done in attempting to develop an
evolutionary perspective on mechanisms of between-group
competition. As is the case for many other psychological
adaptations (MacDonald 1991, 1995a; Wilson 1994), there
appear to be important individual differences in social identity
processes. Thus Altemeyer (1994) finds associations among
attraction to cohesive groups, authoritarianism, feelings of
ingroup superiority, hostility  toward outgroups,
ethnocentrism, a heightened concern for social identity, and
religious fundamentalism. Congruent with the present
perspective, there is evidence that Jews are high on
ethnocentrism. Using an instrument designed to measure
ingroup bias—an indicator of ethnocentrism, Silverman and
Case (1995) found that Jews had the highest bias toward their
own ethnic group among groups classified as White Anglo-
Saxon Protestants (WASPs), Asians, Italians, Other Europeans,



and Blacks, with the only significant difference between Jews
and WASPs.

The theory and data related to social identity are also highly
compatible with research on individualism and collectivism
(Triandis 1990, 1991). Individualism/collectivism constitutes
a dimension of individual differences, with group (cross-
cultural) differences in the trait resulting in differences
between societies in the extent to which emphasis is placed on
the goals and needs of the ingroup rather than on individual
rights and interests. For individuals highly predisposed to
collectivism, ingroup norms and the duty to cooperate and
subordinate individual goals to the needs of the group are
paramount. Collectivist cultures develop an “unquestioned
attachment” to the ingroup, including “the perception that
ingroup norms are universally valid (a form of ethnocentrism),
automatic obedience to ingroup authorities [i.e.,
authoritarianism], and willingness to fight and die for the
ingroup. These characteristics are usually associated with
distrust of and unwillingness to cooperate with outgroups”
(Triandis 1990, 55). Like social identity processes, tendencies
toward collectivism are exacerbated in times of external threat,
again suggesting that the tendency toward collectivism is a
facultative response that evolved as a mechanism of between-
group conflict.

The existence of such a mechanism implies that the group
has been the vehicle of selection, in Wilson and Sober’s (1994)
terms. It is an important theoretical question whether such
adaptations for between-group competition are compatible
with selection at the individual level. Given that these
mechanisms appear to be highly sensitive to the presence of
external threat to the group, they may also track individual
self-interest, since in times of threat, group and individual
interests increasingly coincide. One could conceptualize a



person as choosing between a self-sacrificial act that helps a
group with whom one shares a significant genetic overlap, and
a selfish act that is very unlikely to help an individual
confronted by a menacing group and would also be likely to
cause the group as a whole to fail. Under such circumstances, it
is better to hang together than hang separately. The unit of
analysis is the group, and the psychological mechanisms are
the result of between-group conflict. However, such a
mechanism is compatible with supposing that people have an
algorithm that attempts to balance the costs and benefits to
the individual of continued group membership with costs and
benefits to be gained by deserting the group and engaging in an
individualist strategy.

There appear to be examples of people who are so extremely
collectivist that defecting from the group is not a
psychologically available option. Especially striking has been
the phenomenon of individuals who readily undergo
martyrdom or mass suicide rather than abandon the group. We
see examples periodically in modern times, and there are many
historical examples, ranging from Christian martyrs in ancient
times to a great many instances of Jewish martyrdom over a
two-thousand-year period.

There is little doubt that Jews tend toward the extreme end
of the collectivism dimension, and Triandis (1990, 57) regards
Judaism as a collectivist culture. Indeed, it is instructive to
review the discussion of Jewish “hyper-collectivism” presented
in Chapter 8 of PTSDA. There it was noted that Jewish groups
have had a tendency to retain genetic and cultural separatism
even when cut off for centuries from other Jewish groups, and
even in the presence of prolonged intense anti-Semitism and
enforced crypsis. In the ancient world, Jews alone of all the
subject peoples in the Roman Empire engaged in prolonged,
even suicidal wars against the government in order to attain



national sovereignty. Many authors have noted the religious
fanaticism of the Jews in the ancient world and their
willingness to die rather than tolerate offenses to Israel or live
under foreign domination. For example, Josephus, the first-
century Jewish historian and apologist, stated that

[we face] death on behalf of our laws with a courage which no other nation can
equal. (Against Apion, 2:234)

And from these laws of ours nothing has had power to deflect us, neither fear of
our masters, nor envy of the institutions esteemed by other nations. (Against
Apion, 2:271)

Although not all Jews were willing to die rather than betray the
law, “story after story reveals that this generalization is true”
(Sanders 1992, 42). “No other nation can be shown to have
fought so often in defence of its own way of life, and the
readiness of Jews to die for their cause is proved by example
after example” (Sanders 1992, 239). Jewish political activity
against the Romans often included threats of martyrdom if
external signs of Roman domination were not removed from
Jerusalem and the Temple (Crossan 1991, 103ff). In recent
times, the members of the Zionist Stern Gang who fought the
British for control of Palestine “conceived of the final battle
with the British as an apocalyptic catharsis out of which they
could expect only death” (Biale 1982, 101).

It should also be noted that Hasidic and other ultra-
Orthodox groups (haredim) are a prominent and increasingly
powerful force within contemporary Judaism, amounting to at
least 650,000 Jews worldwide (see Landau 1993, xxi) and
representing 23 percent of the Israeli electorate in the 1996
elections. Historically, the type of social organization
represented by these groups has been far more the norm than
the exception, so that even in late-19th-century Poland the
great majority of Jews were organized in ultra-Orthodox



Hasidic congregations dominated by their rebbes (e.g. Litman
1984, 6). These groups are extremely collectivist in Triandis’s
(1990, 1991) sense. They rigidly adhere to traditional
exclusivist practices, such as dietary and purity laws, and have
very negative views of outsiders, including more liberally
inclined Jews. The authoritarian nature of these groups is
particularly striking: “A haredi...will consult his rabbi or
hasidic rebbe on every aspect of his life, and will obey the
advice he receives as though it were an halachic ruling”
(Landau 1993, 47). “The haredim’s blind obeisance to rabbis is
one of the most striking characteristics of haredism in the eyes
of the outside world, both Jewish and Gentile” (Landau 1993,
45). Famous rebbes are revered in an almost god-like manner (
tzaddikism, or cult of personality), and indeed there was a
recent controversy over whether the Lubavitcher Rebbe
Schneerson claimed to be the Messiah. Many of his followers
believed that he was; Mintz (1992, 348ff) points out that it is
common for Hasidic Jews to view their rebbe as the Messiah.

As an example of the intensity of group feeling among
traditional Eastern European Jews, Zionist leader Arthur
Ruppin (1971, 69) recounts his visit to a synagogue in Galicia
(Poland) in 1903:

There were no benches, and several thousand Jews were standing closely packed
together, swaying in prayer like the corn in the wind. When the rabbi appeared
the service began. Everybody tried to get as close to him as possible. The rabbi led
the prayers in a thin, weeping voice. It seemed to arouse a sort of ecstasy in the
listeners. They closed their eyes, violently swaying. The loud praying sounded like
a gale. Anyone seeing these Jews in prayer would have concluded that they were
the most religious people on earth.

Later those closest to the rabbi were intensely eager to eat any
food touched by the rabbi, and the fish bones were preserved by
his followers as relics.



Another measure of collectivism is community control over
individual behavior. Controls over individual behavior are a
highly salient feature of mainstream Judaism, apparent
throughout PTSDA. Shaw (1991, 65) provides a particularly
well-described example from Jews in the Ottoman Empire. The
community very precisely regulated every aspect of life,
including the shape and length of beards, all aspects of dress in
public and private, the amount of charity required of members,
numbers of people at social gatherings, the appearance of
graves and gravestones, precise behavior on the Sabbath, the
precise form of conversations, the order of precedence at all
social gatherings, etc.[18] The rules were enforced “with a kind
of police surveillance,” and failure to abide by the rules could
result in imprisonment or, at the extreme, in
excommunication.

The suggestion is that Jews tend toward hyper-collectivism.
Moreover, the reputation of Jews as willingly suffering
martyrdom rather than deserting the group suggests that
among Jews there is a significant critical mass for whom
desertion is not an option no matter what the consequences to
the individual. Consider, for example, the response of groups of
Ashkenazi Jews to demands to convert during the pogroms
surrounding the First Crusade in Germany in 1096. Behavior in
this instance was truly remarkable.[19] When given the choice
of conversion or death, a contemporary Jewish chronicler
noted, that Jews “stretched forth their necks, so that their
heads might be cut off in the Name of their Creator...Indeed
fathers also fell with their children, for they were slaughtered
together. They slaughtered brethren, relatives, wives, and
children. Bridegrooms [slaughtered] their intended and
merciful mothers their only children” (in Chazan 1987, 245).

It is very difficult to suppose that such people have an
algorithm that calculates individual fitness payoffs by



balancing the tendency to desert the group with anticipated
benefits of continued group membership. The obvious
interpretation of such a phenomenon is that these people are
obligated to remain in the group no matter what—even to the
point of killing their own family members to prevent the
possibility of becoming a member of the outgroup. Such
examples suggest that there are no conceivable circumstances
that would cause such people to abandon the group, go their
own way, and become assimilated to the outgroup.

I do not suppose that such an extreme level of self-sacrifice
is a pan-human psychological adaptation.[20] However, it may
well be the case that a significant proportion of Jews are
extremely prone to collectivism, to the point that they do not
calculate individual payoffs of group membership. The
proposed model is that over historical time, average group
standing on the trait of collectivism increases among Jews,
because individuals low on this trait (in this case, individuals
who do not conform to expected standards of group behavior)
are more likely to defect voluntarily from the group or be
forcibly excluded from it (see PTSDA, Chs. 7 and 8).

Given the importance of conformity to group norms for
Judaism, it would be expected that individuals who are low on
collectivism would be disproportionately inclined to abandon
Judaism, while successful Jews who are the pillars of the
community and thus epitomize the group ethic of Judaism
would be disproportionately likely to be high on group
conformity and also likely to be reproductively successful. For
example, Jordan (1989, 138) notes that Jews who defected
during the Middle Ages (and then sometimes persecuted their
former coreligionists) tended to be people who were “unable to
sustain the demands of [the] elders for conformity.”[21] This
trend may well have accelerated since the Enlightenment,
because the costs of defection then became lower. Israel (1985,



254) notes that after the Enlightenment defections from
Judaism, due ultimately to negative attitudes regarding the
restrictive Jewish community life, were common enough to
have a negative demographic effect on the Jewish community.

There has probably always been a selective process, such that
people who have difficulty submerging their interests to those
of the group are disproportionately likely to defect from
Judaism. Such individuals would have chaffed at the myriad
regulations that governed every aspect of life in traditional
Jewish society. In Triandis’s (1990, 55) terms, these individuals
are “idiocentric” people living in a collectivist culture; i.e., they
are people who are less group oriented and less willing to put
group interests above their own. It has often been observed
among historians of Judaism that the most committed
members of the group have determined the direction of the
group (e.g., Sacks 1993, ix—x); such individuals are also likely to
receive a disproportionate amount of the rewards of group
membership. It is likely therefore that there has been within-
group selection among Jews for genes predisposing people to be
extremely predisposed to collectivism, to the point that a
significant proportion is simply incapable of calculating
individual payoffs of group membership.

This hypothesis is highly compatible with the finding that
Jews have been overrepresented among non-Jewish religious
cults (Marciano 1981; Schwartz 1978). Recently there has
developed a fairly large literature on religious cults having
characteristics that illustrate the importance of social identity
processes and clearly place them on the extreme collectivist
end of the individualism/collectivism dimension. These
charismatic groups are highly cohesive, collectivist, and
authoritarian (e.g., Galanter 1989a,b; Levine 1989; Deutsch
1989). Within the group there is a great deal of harmony and
positive regard for group members, combined with negative



perceptions of outsiders. Psychological well-being increases
when the person joins the group, and individuals experiencing
dis-affiliation undergo psychological distress. Galanter (1989a)
finds that individuals who join cults experience a sense of relief
—a finding that I would interpret as resulting from the fact
that cult membership often satisfies a very deep emotional
need.

This emotional motivation may be increased by personal
feelings of threat prior to joining the cult. Many individuals
who join cults are not satisfied with their lives and feel
personally threatened (Clark et al. 1981)—a finding that I
interpret as resulting from the triggering of collectivist
mechanisms in a facultative manner as a response to external
threat. These perceptions of external threat may be nothing
more than subjective feelings of “not doing well” in life.
Galanter found that the individuals who experienced the
greatest relief upon joining cults were those who were most
distressed prior to joining, and case study material indicates
that many of these individuals were experiencing economic,
social, and/or psychological stresses (e.g., change of residence,
being fired from a job, illness of relatives [Galanter 1989a, 92]).
Sirkin and Grellong (1988) found similar associations in their
sample of cult members from Jewish families.

Galanter (1989a, 23) finds that 21 percent of the Divine
Light commune (organized by Maharaj Ji) were Jewish, despite
the fact that Jews represented only approximately 2.5 percent
of the U.S. population. Moreover, 8 percent of Galanter’s sample
of members of the Unification Church of Reverend Sun Myung
Moon were Jewish. This finding is compatible with the
proposal that Jews have a stronger tendency toward
collectivism in general. In addition, a very large percentage of
Jews are involved in specifically Jewish groups having many of
the features ascribed to these religious cults, including, I would



suppose, the haredim, Orthodox Jews, Conservative Jews, and
Zionist groups in the contemporary world. In traditional
societies, of course, all Jews were Orthodox.

Further, Sirkin and Grellong (1988) found that cult members
from Jewish families had a greater number of highly religious
relatives than contrast Jewish families. This occurred despite
the fact that the contrast Jewish families were actually more
religiously observant than the families of cult members. These
findings are highly compatible with the hypothesis that cult
membership is influenced by genetic variation: cult members
come disproportionately from relatively unobservant families
who nevertheless have a strong familial predisposition toward
membership in highly collectivist groups. The relative lack of
religious observance among these cult-involved families may
have resulted from their greater tendency toward intellectual,
cultural, and political activities that were seen as incompatible
with traditional religious observance. However, these cultural
activities failed to provide the psychological sense of intense
group involvement desired by the children, with the result that
the children were prone to joining religious cults.

Social identity processes, ethnocentrism, and the tendency
toward collectivism are clearly central to Judaism as a group
evolutionary strategy, but they have also been of critical
importance in the phenomenon of antiSemitism. In Chapters
3-5 I will argue that several historically important examples of
anti-Semitic movements have given rise to highly collectivist
gentile movements that were, in certain critical ways, mirror
images of Judaism.



2. Themes of Anti-Semitism




The Pervasiveness of Anti-Semitism

Let us go and make a covenant with the nations that are round about us; for since
we separated ourselves from them many evils have come upon us. (Program of the
failed assimilationist movement in pre-Hasmonean times: I Macc. 1:11)

Whenever the quantity of Jews in any country reaches the saturation point, that
country reacts against them...[This] reaction...cannot be looked upon as anti-
Semitism in the ordinary or vulgar sense of that word; it is a universal social and
economic concomitant of Jewish immigration and we cannot shake it off. (Chaim
Weizmann, Trial and Error, 1949, 90)

[Anti-Semitism] has demonstrated a remarkable ability to persist, to revive time
and again through the ages...(Albert S. Lindemann, The Jew Accused, 1991, 280)

The roots of antisemitism are universal in character and as incomprehensible as
they are deeply ingrained. (Henry Kamen, The Spanish Inquisition, 1965, 15)

Ultimately...the suffering of no other nation can compare with the uniqueness of
the Jewish experience, and not just in the Nazi period. This is true not simply
because of the amount of suffering entailed, but also because of its frightening
recurrence over time, which lends it the character of utter inescapability. (Jacob
Katz, “Misreadings of Anti-Semitism,” 1983, 44)

In 1936 Chaim Weizmann observed that “the world seems to
be divided into two parts—those places where the Jew cannot
live, and those where they cannot enter” (in Abella & Troper
1981, 51). Weizmann’s comment illustrates a remarkable
aspect of the Holocaust and the years leading up to it: the
pervasiveness of anti-Semitism throughout Europe, North
America, North Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America (e.g.,
the role of Cuba in the Saint Louis incident) was an important
contributing factor in condemning Jews to Nazi genocide



(Breitman & Kraut 1987). Public condemnations of Nazi
atrocities were perceived by many experts as carrying serious
political and military liabilities not only in Germany but also in
the occupied areas (where collaboration with the Nazis in their
efforts to eradicate Jews was common), as well as among
neutral nations and the Western allies. Anti-Semitism in
America was “virulent and pervasive” (Breitman & Kraut 1987,
80) during this period and was an important factor in severely
limiting Jewish immigration prior to and during the war. The
same can be said for Canada, as recounted by Abella and Troper
(1982) in their book None Is Too Many—the title coming from a
statement of a senior Canadian immigration official that aptly
summed up Canadian policy. The Nazis exploited this very
widespread anti-Semitism in their propaganda, e.g., by
informing the Muslims in North Africa of plans to settle Jewish
refugees there, and by insisting that any deal for allowing
Jewish children to leave the German sphere of influence require
them to go to England, not Palestine, and that the deal be
approved publicly by a resolution of the House of Commons.
Jewish pressure groups acknowledged the role of anti-
Semitism in motivating the rejection of Jews by, for example,
couching pro-refugee advertising in universalist terms and not
mentioning that the refugees would be Jews.

These incidents are rather remarkable examples of the
pervasiveness of anti-Semitism. The social identity theory of
anti-Semitism is highly compatible with supposing that anti-
Semitism will be a very common characteristic of human
societies, for the following reasons: (1) Jewish cultural
separatism results in both Jews and gentiles developing
stereotypically negative attitudes toward outgroup members
and the culture of the outgroup; (2) resource and reproductive
competition between groups has been a common component
of Jewish/gentile relationships; (3) because of Jewish within-



group cooperation and altruism, as well as eugenic and cultural
practices tending to result in high levels of intelligence and
resource acquisition abilities among Jews, Jews are highly
adept in resource competition with gentiles ( PTSDA, Ch. 5).
Also, they are adept at other activities, such as influencing
culture, developing political and intellectual movements, and
advocating specific policies, such as immigration policy, that
result in conflicts of interest with segments of the gentile
population.

This view of anti-Semitism runs contrary to an important
strand of Jewish historiography and apologetics that attempts
to show that antiSemitism is a peculiarly Western
phenomenon; or that it results from certain unique and
unfortunate aspects of Christian religious ideology; or that it
results from the peculiar social class profile of Jews in capitalist
societies; or even that it results from pathological parent-child
relations and sexual repressions. On the contrary, there is
evidence for anti-Semitism in a very wide range of both
Western and non-Western societies, in Christian and non-
Christian societies, and in pre-capitalist, capitalist, and
socialist societies. It has occurred even in the most cohesive
and well-functioning families.

The priestly redactors of the Pentateuch were well aware
that antiSemitism would be a pervasive feature of the Jewish
diaspora:

And the LORD shall scatter thee among all peoples, from the one end of the earth
even unto the other end of the earth...And among these nations shalt thou have
no repose, and there shall be no rest for the sole of thy foot; but the LORD shall
give thee there a trembling heart, and failing of eyes, and languishing of soul. And
thy life shall hang in doubt before thee; and thou shalt fear night and day, and
shalt have no assurance of thy life. In the morning thou shalt say: “Would it were
even!” and at even thou shalt say: “Would it were morning!” (Deut. 28:64-67)



The servant passages from Deutero-Isaiah have always been
interpreted by Jews as the suffering expected to be the fate of
Jews in exile (Neusner 1965, 27): “He was despised and rejected
by men; a man of sorrows, and acquainted with grief; and as
one from whom men hide their faces he was despised, and we
esteemed him not” (Isa. 53:3). Indeed, Peli (1991, 110), in
discussing Midrashic perceptions of anti-Semitism throughout
the ages, notes that “they treat Judeophobia as an inevitable
reality that Jews have to learn to live with without giving up in
despair on the one hand, or trying in vain to ‘correct’ its causes
on the other.”

Independent of their historicity, the events of the Book of
Exodus show a strong consciousness by the priestly redactors
of the Pentateuch that a numerous and powerful sojourning
group provokes hostility and concerns about loyalty. The
Israelites “were fruitful, and increased abundantly, and
multiplied, and waxed exceeding mighty; and the land was
filled with them” (Exod. 1:7). The Pharaoh then states, “Behold,
the people of the children of Israel are too mighty for us; come,
let us deal wisely with them, lest they multiply, and it come to
pass, that, when there befalleth us any war, they also join
themselves unto our enemies, and fight against us, and get
them up out of the land” (Exod. 1:9-10). The result is a series of
measures designed to reduce the population of Israelites in
Egypt, including servitude and infanticide for all male
children. Cultural separatism results in anti-Jewish behavior in
the books of Esther and Daniel, but eventually God rewards
steadfast Jews by taking his vengeance on their enemies or
providing the Jews with great material success.

Beginning in the 5th century B.C. at the Elephantine colony
in Egypt, there are many instances where popular anti-
Semitism occurred when Jews were intermediaries between
alien ruling elites and subject populations in the Seleudic,



Ptolemaic, and Persian empires (Bickerman 1988). Changes in
the political fortunes of the alien overlords often resulted, as at
Cyrenein 87 B.C., in anti-Jewish violence.

Official persecutions of diaspora Jews were rare during the
pre-Christian Roman Empire, but there is considerable
evidence for antiSemitism both in the writings of intellectuals
and in the deeds of the citizenry. Popular animosity was
particularly evident in Egypt, and most especially in
Alexandria, where Josephus ( The Wars of the Jews, 2:487) noted
“constant conflict” between Jews and gentiles from the time of
Alexander the Great (4th century B.C.). Tensions intensified in
the second half of the 2nd century B.C., presumably reflecting a
larger Jewish population, and finally reached a plateau in the
first century B.C (Gabba 1989, 636). Sevenster (1975, 169)
notes that “one gets the impression that often only the
slightest provocation was needed to discharge an ever-present,
latent tension.”

Generally the Roman government protected the Jews from
repeated upsurges of popular hostility throughout the empire
(Schiirer 1986, 132). However, during the Jewish rebellion of
A.D. 66-70, government controls on anti-Jewish behavior
lapsed temporarily; there were spontaneous slaughters of Jews
in several parts of Syria and Palestine, including twenty
thousand Jews killed by non-Jewish citizens in Caesarea. In
Alexandria a riot provoked by anti-Semites resulted in fifty
thousand Jewish dead (Feldman 1993, 118). After the rebellion,
the citizens of Antioch were denied repeated requests to expel
the Jews, and the citizens of Alexandria were denied their
request to deprive Jews of their citizenship rights. Finally, there
is evidence that popular, intellectual, institutional, and
government-sponsored antiSemitism increased dramatically
beginning in the 4th century (see Chapter 3).



Anti-Semitism has also occurred in non-Western societies.
Regarding ancient Persia, Baron (1952 II, 176; see also Johnson
1988, 163) notes that “on the whole, Jews were more favorable
to Persia than to Rome [during the Roman-Persian wars]...
There were not lacking, however, moments in which, suffering
desperately from Persian outrages, they sought the victory of
Rome.” (The comment also reflects an aspect of the disloyalty
theme to be discussed below.) Grant (1973, 288) notes that
after a period of tolerance in the early 5th century A.D., the
succeeding Persian kings were “very hostile” to the Jews,
resulting in large-scale emigration and temporary closing of
the Jewish academies.

There were repeated instances of anti-Jewish attitudes and
actions in Muslim societies from the time of Mohammed up to
the modern era. Jews were an officially sanctioned dhimmi,
which could live among Muslims but in a humiliated and
subservient status—“never anything but second-class citizens
in the Islamic social system” (Bosworth 1982, 49). “The
Qur’anic words dhull and dhilla, meaning lowliness,
abasement, abjectness, are often used by Muslim writers to
denote the humility that was felt to be appropriate for the non-
Muslim and more especially the Jewish subjects of the state”
(Lewis 1984, 32). Jews were subjected to pogroms and riots,
unpunished violence at the hands of individuals, sumptuary
laws, corvee labor, wearing of distinguishing garments,
compulsory ghettoization, walking barefoot in imperial cities,
confiscatory taxes, laws restricting the size of Jewish houses
and synagogues, curfews, signs of submission when near
mosques, and attitudes of “an omnipresent air of hostility
toward the ‘infidels’” (Stillman 1979, 73). There were also
several examples of “highly ritualized degradation of the Jews”
(Stillman 1979, 84).[22] In general, the low point was reached
in the period from the mid-18th century to the end of the 19th



century, when there was the “unmistakable picture of grinding
poverty, ignorance, and insecurity” (Lewis 1984, 164).[23]
During this period, there were a number of expulsions and
massacres of Jews throughout the Arab world.

Significantly, Lewis (1984, 33) characterizes the Muslim
attitude toward Jews as one of contempt, rather than hatred,
fear, or envy, presumably because the Muslim anti-Jewish
customs generally prevented Jews from attaining a position
that would result in envy, fear, or hatred. Violence against Jews
occurred when Jews were “acting above themselves” (p. 53),
indicating that contempt turned rather quickly to hatred if
Jews attempted to change their second-class status. Anti-
Jewish violence regularly followed the relatively brief periods
when Jews formed an intermediate layer between alien ruling
elites and oppressed native populations (see PTSDA, Ch. 5). For
example, apart from their period of ascendancy as
intermediaries between the Mongols and the Iranian subject
peoples, Jews were forced into a completely degraded existence.
When the Mongols converted to Islam, the fortunes of the Jews
declined as a result of native hostility. Attitudes of ritual
uncleanness of the outgroup were reciprocated: “Jews were not
merely infidels, to be despised and humiliated as such; they
were ritually unclean—people whose very touch brought
pollution” (Lewis 1984, 151).[24] Similarly, the fortunes of
Jews as intermediaries between an alien ruling elite and an
oppressed subject population in the Ottoman Empire declined
as the ruling elites became more assimilated to the native
population (Shaw 1991).

Moreover, the lifting of sanctions against Jews in modern
times sometimes resulted in Jewish ascendancy paralleling the
Jewish rise in post-emancipation Europe, and there was a
corresponding anti-Semitic reaction. Jews no longer hid their
wealth, and “the old servants and slaves have become the



masters of the Arabs, at least as far as business and finances go.
They, once scorned, occupy now honored positions in the
Government” (Stillman 1979, 418). The result was an increase
in anti-Semitism (Lewis 1984, 171, 184-185).

Thus, although Muslim anti-Semitism tended not to be
characterized by fear and hatred of Jews (except during periods
when Jews were allowed to compete economically), the long-
term effect of Muslim anti-Semitism was far more devastating
than Western anti-Semitism. Indeed, there may well be
qualitative differences between Western anti-Semitism and
Muslim antiSemitism (see also Cohen 1994) stemming from
the fact that Middle Eastern societies tend to be organized into
impermeable groups (e.g., Coon 1958, 153; Eickelman 1981,
157-174). Individuals in these societies have a strong sense of
group identity and group boundaries, often accompanied by
external markers such as hair style or clothing, and different
groups settle in different areas were they retain their
homogeneity alongside likewise homogeneous groups.[25] As
argued in PTSDA (Ch. 8), these “segmentary” societies
organized around discrete groups appear to be much more
efficient than Western individualistic societies at keeping Jews
in a powerless position where they do not pose a competitive
threat. Interestingly, Dumont (1982, 223) describes the
increase in anti-Semitism in Turkey in the late 19th century
consequent to increased resource competition. In many towns,
Jews, Christians, and Muslims lived in a sort of superficial
harmony, and even lived in the same areas, “but the slightest
spark sufficed to ignite the fuse” (p. 222). Segmentary societies
based on impermeable groups have certainly not been idyllic
places for Jews.

The individualism typical of Western societies is an ideal
environment for Judaism as a cohesive group strategy, but as
Jews become increasingly successful politically, economically



and demographically, Western societies have tended to develop
collectivist group structures directed at Jews as a hated
outgroup ( PTSDA, Ch. 8). In chapters 3-5 I discuss three
important episodes of Western anti-Semitism from this
perspective: the institutionalization of anti-Semitism in the
Roman Empire in the 4th century, the Iberian inquisitions
beginning in the 15th century, and the National Socialist
movement in Germany from 1933 to 1945.



Themes Of Anti-Semitism

As indicated in Chapter 1, the fact that anti-Jewish writings
have often been characterized by exaggerations and falsehoods
is quite compatible with an evolutionary perspective. A
particularly interesting example is the charge of ritual murder
of gentiles (the “blood libel”) which has reappeared in several
independent reincarnations throughout Jewish history. The
blood libel is a very ancient charge against the Jews, occurring
first in the 2nd century B.C. and becoming quite common
beginning in the first century B.C. (Gabba 1989, 644). Gabba
reasonably suggests that the charge may have functioned as a
concrete expression of Gentile perceptions of Jewish
misanthropy. This linkage is apparent, for example, in the
writings of the influential 15th-century anti-Converso
polemicist Alonso de Espina, who explained what he asserted
was the commonplace practice of Jews killing Christians as
motivated by Jewish hatred of Christians (Netanyahu 1995,
831). In addition, people who are anti-Jewish for other reasons
may be predisposed to believe this accusation. Lindemann
(1991, 52) suggests that during the 19th century such charges
often really reflected concerns about Jewish economic
domination.

More interesting here is the fact that there is a very long
history of anti-Jewish writings, the themes of which are
entirely comprehensible given the theoretical perspective on
anti-Semitism developed above. The remarkable thing about
anti-Semitism is that there is an overwhelming similarity in



the complaints made about Jews in different places and over
very long stretches of historical time. These complaints may be
seen as independent replications that together give credence to
the proposal that, while exaggerations and falsehoods may well
color these attitudes, several prominent themes of antiSemitic
writings have had a firm basis in the reality of Judaism as a
group evolutionary strategy.

The history of anti-Semitism is thus a sort of expanded
version of Harris’s (1994, 214) findings that although German
anti-Semitism underwent vast changes between 1850 and the
1920s in terms of political organization and external factors
that exacerbated or mitigated antiSemitism at particular
times, the complaints about Jews were remarkably the same.
These themes, including the “alienness” of Jews, Jewish
economic, political, or cultural domination, the idea that Jews
possess negative personality traits making them willing to
engage in unscrupulous economic exploitation of gentiles, and
Jewish disloyalty, continue to figure prominently in anti-
Semitism around the world (see, e.g., Anti-Semitism Worldwide,
1994). Despite the fact that these themes will be considered
separately here, they often co-occur, as in interwar Poland,
where Jews were widely perceived as “a ‘foreign’ economically
burdensome, superfluous and also morally destructive
element” (in Hagen 1996, 374).



The Theme of Separatism and Clannishness

Jews have often appeared as a separate and foreign group
within diaspora societies. Perceptions of separateness and
outgroup cohesiveness tend to be associated with anti-
Semitism, a phenomenon that is entirely to be expected on the
basis of social identity theory. A consistent finding in research
on intergroup contact is that making the social categories
which define groups more salient facilitates intergroup
differentiation and promotes negative social interactions
between members from different groups (see Brewer & Miller
1984; Doise & Sinclair 1973; Miller, Brewer & Edwards 1985).

Beginning in the ancient world, gentiles have consistently
had a negative perception of Jewish separateness and
clannishness. “With their special way of life they were a
strange element, even in the cosmopolitan capital. The
literature of the age reflects the partly contemptuous and
partly inimical attitude prevailing among the educated classes
in the imperial city” (Baron 1952, 11, 103).

Jewish separatism conflicted with the assimilative,
universalist trends in Greco-Roman society:

As Greek ideas about the one-ness of humanity spread, the Jewish tendency to
treat non-Jews as ritually unclean, and to forbid marriage to them, was resented
as being anti-humanitarian; the word “misanthropic“ was frequently used...The
Greeks saw their oecumene, that is, the civilized universe...where their ideas
prevailed, as a multi-racial, multi-national society, and those who refused to
accept it were enemies of man. (Johnson 1988, 133-134)

Beginning with the Egyptian historian Hecataeus of Abdera
(early third century B.C.) (who remarked that the Jews were
“misanthropic and hostile to foreigners” [in Gabba 1989, 629])),



there was a long list of Greco-Roman writers whose basic
criticisms centered around Jewish separatism, xenophobia, and
misanthropy, combined with a strong sense of internal
solidarity, although some writers (including Hecateus)
admired the Jews in other ways.

Perhaps the most famous anti-Jewish writings from the
ancient world are those of Tacitus, who viewed Judaism as
“opposed to all that is practised by other men” ( The History,
5.4,659).

Among themselves they are inflexibly honest and ever ready to show compassion,
though they regard the rest of mankind with all the hatred of enemies. They sit
apart at meals, they sleep apart, and though, as a nation, they are singularly prone
to lust, they abstain from intercourse with foreign women; among themselves
nothing is unlawful.[26] Circumcision was adopted by them as a mark of
difference from other men. Those who come over to their religion adopt the
practice, and have this lesson first instilled into them, to despise all gods, to
disown their country, and set at naught parents, children, and brethren. ( The
History, 5.5, 659-660)[27]

The theme of clannishness also appears in Cicero’s complaint
dating from 59 B.C. during the trial of Flaccus: “See how
unanimously they stick together, how influential they are in
politics” ( Pro Flacco, 66). Juvenal complained that Jews would
not show a wayfarer his road or guide the thirsty to a spring if
he were not of their own faith.[28] And to the 5th-century poet
Rutilius Manatianus, Jews were “the filthy race” ( gens
obscaena). “|T]heir heart is chillier than their creed” (in Wilken
1968, 64), another comment on Jewish treatment of outgroup
members.

Jewish writers of antiquity commented on the fact that the
Jews were often criticized for their “non-mingling” with
gentiles (e.g., 2 Macc. 14:38). Philo and Josephus provided
apologetic works directed at convincing gentiles to perceive
Jewish separatism in a positive light. For example, in The



Antiquities of the Jews Josephus (1989, XVI, 174) states that he
would inform others “that they ought not to esteem difference
of positive institutions a sufficient cause of alienation, but [join
with us] in the pursuit of virtue and probity.”

Cultural separatism, often combined with themes of
economic exploitation, has been a recurrent theme in
criticisms of Judaism throughout history. In the 15th century,
the Spanish Conversos were described by Fray Alonso, an
important instigator of the Inquisition, as crypto-Jews who
“had no conscience in usury, saying that they were spoiling the
Egyptians” (Lea 1906-1907,1, 152), a comment referring to the
behavior of the Israelites during the Exodus (Exod. 12:36) and
clearly indicating the perception of Jews as self-consciously
treating the Spaniards as foreigners. Kamen (1985) quotes the
historian Palencia, writing in the 15th century, as saying that
the Conversos acted “as ‘a nation apart’ and nowhere would
they agree to act together with the Old Christians“ (p. 20). The
15th-century historian Andrés Bernaldez added that not only
did the Jews treat the Christians as an exploitable outgroup,
they were very generous with their own kind: “They were a
very cunning people, and people who commonly lived on gains
and usuries at the expense of Christians, and many of the poor
among them became rich in a short time. They were very
charitable among themselves, one to another. If in need, their
councils, which they called aljamas, provided for them. They
were good masters to their own people” (in Walsh 1930, 368).

In Karl Marx’s Zur Judenfrage Jews were portrayed as a
clannish, asocial, and alien group engaged in economic
exploitation of gentiles. All of these elements were typical of
anti-Semitic writings throughout the 19th century (Rose 1990)
and could be found in public opinion in Germany in the period
from 1870 to 1933. For example, the philosopher Johann
Gottleib Fichte viewed Jewish separatism as indicating



“lovelessness”—a refusal to join history and love humanity.
Jews “are a people excluded by the strongest human bond of all
—by religion—from our meals, from our pleasures, from the
sweet exchange of good cheer from heart to heart” (in Rose
1992, 8). To the philosopher Schopenhauer, Jews “are and
remain a foreign, oriental race” (in Rose 1992, 92), who because
of their tribal consanguinity and solidarity could not be
integrated with other nations (see Katz 1986, 11). Although
often not overtly anti-Semitic, a major theme of 19th-century
German writing beginning with Kant and extending to the
Protestant biblical scholarship of the early 20th century (see
Chapter 7) was the contrast between the Jewish God,
characterized as tribal and nationalistic, versus the Christian
God of universalism and love.[29] Anti-Semitic racial theorists,
such as Curt Michaelis, also focused on Jewish clannishness,
attributing it to Jewish racial pride ( Rassenstolz) and exhibited
at the psychological level by the concept of Jewish chosenness.
Rassenstolz had become an inherited trait of Jews and was
responsible for anti-Semitism: “The Rassenstolz promoted race
hatred in its sharpest form—the consequence of which is
lasting race war...The Jewish people stands principally in battle
against the whole world; naturally, therefore, the whole world
[is] against the Jews” (in Efron 1994, 170). Similarly, in his
classic Jews and Modern Capitalism, the German economist
Werner Sombart (1913, 240) summarized Judaism as “a group
by themselves and therefore separate and apart—this from the
earliest antiquity. All nations were struck by their hatred of
others.”

Jews have often been characterized as “a state within a state”
(e.g., Beauvois 1986, 88, writing specifically of traditional
Poland). The German Paul de LaGarde (1827-1891) stated that
“we simply cannot tolerate a nation within a nation” (in
Krausnick 1968, 9). The view that Jews constituted an alien,



foreign nation residing in Germany was not restricted to
intellectuals: over 20 percent of the 1,723 petitions from
Bavarian communities opposing Jewish emancipation in 1849-
1850 emphasized the Volk im Volk theme, sometimes referring
to Jews as “oriental” or Asiatic and often using such phrases as
“foreign in morals, customs, and religion” or foreign in “blood,
speech, and religion” (Harris 1994, 137). (During this period
Richard Wagner described Jewish speech as a “creaking,
squeaking, buzzing snuffle” [in Rose 1992, 81]). Harris (1994,
123) describes the Bavarian petitions as “spontaneous,
extremely broad-based, and genuine”—in effect independent
replications of widespread negative attitudes toward Jewish
foreignness. Many petitions “stated flatly that Jews could never
assimilate” (p. 137). In Germany, the perception of foreignness
was particularly directed at Jewish immigrants from Eastern
Europe who retained their separatist practices of wearing
distinctive clothing, hair styles, and speaking Hebrew.

After emancipation in Germany, Jews continued to remain
separate, retaining their cohesiveness despite “an unwritten
contract of assimilation-in-return-for-emancipation” (Katz
1986b, 148). “The extraordinary degree of social cohesiveness
and mutual solidarity of Jews...was often observed and
commented upon, for the preservation of Jewish separateness
ran counter to the expectation that with access to at least some
social avenues the Jews would disperse and lose the character
of a sub-society, a state within a state (as the slogan had it)” (p.
148).[30] Thus Paul de LaGarde “with horror and envy...
identified the Jews as a proud, invincible nation...Jews
possessed that very unity that the Germans lacked, and it
enabled them to be ‘at least in Europe the masters of the non-
Jews” (Stern 1961, 60; inner quote from de LaGarde). Jewish
separatism and endogamous marriage were often criticized
not only by anti-Semites but also by respected gentile



intellectuals, including Theodor Mommsen, Heinrich von
Treitschke, and Willy Helpach, as well as such prominent Jews
as Walter Rathenau (Ragins 1980, 16-17, 77; Niewyk 1980,
97). Similarly, in Austria assimilated Jewish observers
commented on the “stubborn [Jewish] emphasis on racial
solidarity” (Rosenblit 1984, 8).

Reflecting the group solidarity of Jews, anti-Semites often
perceive Jews as working together for a common goal. In 1875
a commentator wrote that “bank, share and stock exchange
privileges are, as things stand, Jews’ privileges. They are
therefore protected and pushed with all their might by the
Jewish press, by Jewish scholars and Jewish deputies” (in Pulzer
1964, 88). The German anti-Semite Theodor Fritsch related the
experiences of a manufacturer negotiating military contracts
during World War I: “To his amazement, he met...Hebrews—
and more Hebrews...[SJurrounded by others of his tribe, sat Mr.
Walther Rathenau arranging things...[I]t was no surprise that
Jewish firms almost always received preference” (in
Lindemann 1997, 404).

It was common among anti-Semites to note the close
relationships between wealthy Jewish capitalists and Jewish
radicals (Mosse 1970, 48). In fact, American Jewish capitalists
like Jacob Schiff did finance Russian radical movements
directed at overthrowing the Czar and may well have had
considerable impact (Goldstein 1990, 26-27; Szajkowski 1967).
[31] Their activities were presumably meant more as an
attempt to end czarist antiSemitism than as an endorsement of
radical political ideology, but perceptions of collusion between
Jews with such differing political views depended for their
believability on Jewish overrepresentation among both groups:
“From emancipation onwards, the Jews were blamed both for
seeking to ingratiate themselves with established society, enter
in and dominate it; and, at the same time, for trying to destroy



it utterly. Both charges had an element of truth” (Johnson
1988, 345).

Similar perceptions of Jews were common in the United
States and England during this period. The following
remarkable description of the Jewish ghetto in New York City
by Henry James gives the impression of the intense energy of a
people crammed into a small space, the burgeoning number of
children, and their cohesive “racial group-consciousness,”
combined with a vague apprehension of their future influence:

There is no swarming like that of Israel when once Israel has got a start, and the
scene here bristled at every step, with the sights and sounds, immitigable,
unmistakable, of a Jewry that had burst all bounds...The children swarmed above
all—here was multiplication with a vengeance;...the scene hummed with the
human presence beyond any I had ever faced in quest even of refreshment;
producing part of the impression, moreover, no doubt, as a direct consequence of
the intensity of the Jewish aspect. This, I think, makes the individual Jew more of
a concentrated person, savingly possessed of everything that is in him, than any
other human, noted at random—or is it simply, rather, that the unsurpassed
strength of the race permits of the chopping into myriads of fine fragments
without loss of race-quality? There are small strange animals known to natural
history, snakes or worms, I believe, who, when cut into pieces, wriggle away
contentedly and live in the snippet as completely as in the whole. So the denizens
of the New York Ghetto, heaped as thick as the splinters on the table of a glass-
blower, had each like the fine glass particle, his or her individual share of the
whole hard glitter of Israel...they were all there for race, and not, as it were, for
reason: that excess of lurid meaning, in some of the old men’s and old women’s
faces in particular...could only be the gathered past of Israel mechanically
pushing through. The way, at the same time, this chapter of history did...seem to
push, was a matter that made the “ethnic” apparition again sit like a skeleton at
the feast. It was fairly as if I could see the spectre grin while the talk of the hour
gave me, across the board, facts and figures, chapter and verse, for the extent of
the Hebrew conquest of New York...Who can ever tell...what the genius of Israel
may, or may not, really be “up to”?...[W]hatever we shall know [of language in the
United States], certainly we shall not know it for English—in any sense for which
there is an existing literary measure. (James 1907, 131-132, 135, 139)

Vague forebodings that the arrival of large numbers of Jews
would have a profound transformative effect on American



society also appear to be behind the fairly submerged anti-
Semitism of other American 19th-century patricians,
including Henry and Brooks Adams and Henry Cabot Lodge
(Cunliffe 1965; Higham 1984, 109; Podhoretz 1986). The
prominent American sociologist Edward A. Ross (1914, 143)
was perhaps most explicit in his fears, noting that the Jews
“were united by a strong race consciousness” and that “already
[they are] ably represented at every level of wealth, power, and
influence in the United States.” On the opposite page from this
quote, Ross juxtaposed a picture of Hindus from India with a
picture of immigrant Russian Jews in order to emphasize the
outlandish appearance of the Jewish immigrants.[32]

In England in 1888 a Jewish newspaper editorialized as follows: If poor Jews will
persist in appropriating to themselves whole streets...drawing to their
peculiarities of dress, of language and of manner, the attention which they might
otherwise escape, can there be any wonder that the vulgar prejudices of which
they are the objects should be kept alive and strengthened? (In Alderman 1992,
138)

In 1905, A.]. Balfour, the Conservative prime minister summed
up widely held views during the period as follows:

A state of things could easily be imagined in which it would not be to the
advantage of the civilisation of the country that there should be an immense body
of persons who, however patriotic, able and industrious, however much they
threw themselves into the national life, remained a people apart, and not merely
held a religion differing from the vast majority of their fellow-countrymen, but
only intermarried among themselves. (In Alderman 1992, 133)[33]



The Themes of Jewish Economic, Cultural and
Political Domination

Resource Competition and the Theme of Economic Domination. As
a result of Jewish within-group cooperation and altruism, as
well as eugenic and cultural practices tending to result in high
levels of intelligence and resource acquisition abilities among
Jews, Jews are highly adept in resource competition with
gentiles. It is not surprising, therefore, that anti-Semitic
writing has often focused on issues of resource and
reproductive competition. However, issues related to economic
resource competition appear relatively infrequently in ancient
writings, and indeed it has been suggested that Jews were
generally seen as poor during the classical period at least until
the 4th century (Kraabel 1983, 453; Sevenster 1975, 88; but see
Feldman 1993, 172).

However, several scholars have suggested that ancient anti-
Semitism resulted from Jewish separatism combined with
demands for political rights (see especially Gager 1983). As
Schiirer (1986, 131) notes, the concept of “a division between
the spheres of religion and political life was utterly alien to
classical antiquity.” The Greeks would have respected the Jews’
attachment to their own cult but would have been intolerant
toward the Jews not recognizing the official cults of the city
(Hengel 1989, 185-186; see also Collins 1985, 175; Sevenster
1975, 171; Tcherikover 1959, 371-377). Political rights also
had at least some economic implications. Thus Hegermann
(1989, 161) notes that given a previously existing context of
hostility, the attempt by the Jewish community to have all of



its members declared citizens and thus avoid a tax on non-
citizens resulted in an “acute problem.”

Moreover, some anti-Semitic comments of the period can be
interpreted as involving economic conflict (Baron 1952, 1, 383;
Feldman 1993, 107ff; Kraabel 1983, 457). Although by no
means overwhelming, Feldman’s most convincing evidence is
the following: a fragment suggesting general hostility toward
Jews related to their role as moneylenders and to a specific
instance of a riot started by people attempting to rid
themselves of debts to Jews; the description of Jews in the
writings of Claudius Ptolemy as successful in trade,
unscrupulous, and treacherous; references to the wealth of the
Jews in Judea and especially the Temple; Tacitus’s comment (
Hist. 5.5) that the wealth of Jews was augmented by their
honesty and compassion toward other Jews; the comment of
Celsus (2nd century) that the Jewish God promises that Jews
will be rich, powerful, reproductively successful, and will
massacre their enemies.[34]

Reproductive competition may also have had a role in
ancient antiSemitism: “Above all...throughout the empire
there was widespread resentment of the ‘alien’ character of
Jews, raised to a high pitch by the growth of Jewish population”
(Baron 1952,1, 191). “The larger the masses of Jews were in any
one region and the more pronounced their confidence and
assertiveness became, the deeper was the resentment of the
Gentile peoples” (Baron 1952, I, 209). Tacitus also commented
on the Jewish “passion for propagating their race” ( Hist. 5.5,
660).

There also appears to have been some concern about Jewish
political influence in the Roman Empire, beginning with Cicero
in 59 B.C. and extending to the popularity in the third century
of the Acts of the Alexandrian Martyrs, a book described by
Feldman (1993, 175) as “viciously anti-Jewish” in its depiction



of Jewish domination and political influence. As discussed in
Chapter 3, there was an upsurge in anti-Jewish writings related
to resource and reproductive competition in the 4th century.

Themes of resource and reproductive competition were
common in anti-Jewish writing in the period prior to and
during the Spanish Inquisition. The 14th-century Spanish
historian Ayala bitterly criticized the king and even the bishops
for colluding to allow tax farming by the Jews “who are ready
to drink the blood of the poor Christians” (Baer 1961, I, 368).
Later, Andrés Bernaldez noted that the Conversos had risen “to
the rank of scholars, doctors, bishops, canons, priests and
priors of monasteries, auditors and secretaries, farmers of
Crown revenues and grandees. They had one aim: to increase
and multiply” (in Beinart 1981,21-22).

A common situation resulting in accusations of economic
domination was the tendency for Jews to be involved in
moneylending to gentiles. Although moneylending is now
viewed as having an important economic function, a very
potent source of anti-Semitic writing in traditional societies
(where a large percentage of borrowers lived at subsistence
level) has been the association of Jews with a profession
perceived as exploitative.[35] Jordan (1989, 28, 44) finds that in
general there was resentment at borrowing at interest in
premodern societies even if the parties were of the same ethnic
group or religion. As expected on the basis of social identity
theory, Jordan notes that these resentments would be even
more pronounced if, as in the case of Jews lending to
Christians, the lenders were from an ethnic group whose
separation from the borrowing class was obvious and many
members of which were engaged in this profession.

During the Middle Ages, the word “Judaize” meant to “act
like an outsider, to regard others not as brothers but under a
different set of rules that permitted forms of exploitation that



were forbidden to the circle of brothers and friends” (Jordan
1989, 45). Regarding the Jews of 13th-century Brittany, Jordan
notes that “they never successfully integrated themselves into
the local society. They were always conceived as strangers
involved in a business that was both extortionate and
perverse.” In the opinion of many medieval Christian thinkers,
the Bible should be interpreted as allowing taking interest only
from peoples one is at war with (e.g., Ammonites, Canaanites),
quoting Ambrose—“From him demand usury from whom it
would not be a crime to kill. Where there is a right of war, there
is a right of usury” (Stein 1959, 59). The view that taking
interest was fundamentally a hostile act—forbidden within the
ingroup but allowed with outgroup members—was also
embedded in authoritative Jewish writings beginning with
Deuteronomy 23. Although various subterfuges were
sometimes found to get around this requirement, loans to Jews
in medieval Spain were typically made without interest
(Neuman 1969, I, 194). Maimonides (12th century) stated that
“nesek (‘biting,” usury) and marbit (‘increase, interest) are one
and the same thing...Why is it called nesek? because he who
takes it bites his fellow, causes pain to him, and eats his flesh” (
The Code of Maimonides, Book 13 , The Book of Civil Laws, ch. IV,
1, 88-89). Some medieval Jewish authorities suggested that
charging interest to gentiles is a religious obligation for Jews
(Johnson 1988, 174; Stein 1955).[36]

Interest rates typical in the Middle Ages were high by
modern standards. Roth (1978, 106) finds a typical rate of
between 22 and 43 percent per annum in medieval England. In
northern France the rate was capped at 43 percent in 1206, and
compound interest was regulated in an attempt to lower the
prevalent rates of 65 percent plus compounding (Baldwin
1986, 282; Chazan 1973, 84; Rabinowitz 1938, 44).[37]
Subsequent regulation of Jewish moneylending attempted to



protect certain classes of borrowers, particularly “the weaker
classes”—those without property and ecclesiastical personnel
not having the permission of superiors, but there were also
laws aimed at preventing the depletion of the property of
landed property owners (Baldwin 1986, 232).

These rates included a portion taken by the king or other
aristocrats in taxes.[38] Nevertheless, moneylending by Jews
resulted in a major flow of resources from the gentile to the
Jewish community in the premodern period. Statements of
contemporaries indicate that moneylenders themselves
viewed their occupation as very lucrative compared to
artisanry or agriculture (Rabinowitz 1938, 113). On the other
hand, Christians perceived Jewish moneylending as resulting
in a Jewish “grip” on the Christian economy, including
ecclesiastical institutions, and indeed many ecclesiastical
institutions went bankrupt and were closed down as a result of
debts owed to Jews (Jordan 1989, 65; Luchaire 1912, 229ff).[39]

Another consistent theme of anti-Semitism in traditional
societies derives from the Jewish role of farming taxes for the
nobility. Tax farmers paid a fixed sum to the nobility for the
right to obtain as much in taxes as they could from the
Christian population.[40] The petition of 1449 by the rebels of
Toledo accused the New Christian tax farmers of having
“caused the [economic] ruin...of many noble proprietresses
(duenias, caballeros, and hijos-dalgo)” and of having “oppressed,
destroyed, robbed and depraved...most of the houses and
estates of the Old Christians“ (in Netanyahu 1995, 959).

As in many other traditional societies, outgroup status vis-a-
vis the rest of society made Jews ideal tax farmers: placing
gentiles in charge of tax farming would essentially place
payment of taxes under control of those in charge of collecting
them, while Jews (or in Spain, the New Christians after the



forced conversions of 1391) could be trusted to treat the
gentiles as an outgroup and maximize the king’s revenues:

It was primarily because of the functions of the Jews as the king’s revenue
gatherers in the urban areas that the cities saw the Jews as the monarch’s agents,
who treated them as objects of massive exploitation. By serving as they did the
interests of the kings, the Jews seemed to be working against the interests of the
cities; and thus we touch again on the phenomenon we have referred to: the
fundamental conflict between the kings and their people—a conflict not limited
to financial matters, but one that embraced all spheres of government that had a
bearing on the people’s life. It was in part thanks to this conflict of interests that
the Jews could survive the harsh climate of the Middle Ages, and it is hard to
believe that they did not discern it when they came to resettle in Christian
Europe. Indeed, their requests, since the days of the Carolingians, for assurances
of protection before they settled in a place show (a) that they realized that the
kings’ positions on many issues differed from those of the common people and (b)
that the kings were prepared, for the sake of their interests, to make common
cause with the “alien” Jews against the clear wishes of their Christian subjects. In
a sense, therefore, the Jews’ agreements with the kings in the Middle Ages
resembled the understandings they had reached with foreign conquerors in the
ancient world. (Netanyahu 1995, 71-72)

Since the role of Jews as tax farmers (as well as all of their other
roles in traditional societies) was dependent on the gentile
elite, anti-Jewish writers have often condemned the gentile
aristocracy for allowing Jews to exploit the lower orders of
society. A petition to King Enrique of the Cortes of Toro
(Castile) in 1371 complained that because of the power given to
Jews by the King and the nobles, Jews controlled the cities and
even the persons of the Spaniards (Netanyahu 1995, 118). In
the following century, Fray Alonso de Espina, the Fransican
friar who was instrumental in establishing the Inquisition,
condemned the “detested avarice of the Christian princes” and
“the temporal gains which they get from the Jews” (in
Netanyahu 1995, 731). On the other hand, Espina praised King
Philip Augustus, who “burned with the zeal of God” when he
despoiled the Jews and expelled them from France in



opposition to the pleas of the nobility and prelates and offers of
bribes from the Jews (in Netanyahu 1995, 831).

Emancipation often accentuated the importance of resource
competition as a source of anti-Semitism. Lindemann (1991,
17) notes that Jews in pre-emancipation Russia “were viewed
by the authorities and by much of the rest of population as a
foreign, separate, exploitative, and distressingly prolific
nation.”[41] The official Russian view was that emancipation
had resulted in Jews economically dominating and exploiting
the Slavic peasants (Judge 1992, 9, 11). The following passage,
from an article published in 1893 by M. Pierre Botkine, the
Secretary of the Russian Legation in Washington, was also
emphasized by Goldwin Smith (1894, 248) in his anti-Jewish
writing. It combines the issue of economic domination with
the loyalty issue discussed more fully in a following section:

The Hebrew, as we know him in Russia, is “the eternal Jew.” Without a country of
his own, and as a rule, without any desire to become identified with the country
he for the time inherits, he remains, as for hundreds of years he has been, morally
unchangeable and without a faculty for adapting himself to sympathy with the
people of the race which surrounds him. He is not homogeneous with us in
Russia; he does not feel or desire solidarity with us. In Russia he remains a guest
only,—a guest from long ago, and not an integral part of the community. When
these guests without affinity became too many in Russia, when in several
localities their numbers were found injurious to the welfare and the prosperity of
our own people as a whole, when they had grown into many wide-spreading
ramifications of influence and power, and abused their opportunities as traders
with or lenders of money to the poor,—when, in a word, they became dangerous
and prejudicial to our people,—is there anything revolting or surprising in the
fact that our government found it necessary to restrict their activity?...Is it just
that those who have never had to confront such a situation should blame us for
those measures?

Our peasantry has only recently been organized in their existing social
relations, and is not yet well educated, or well trained in the exercise of social
rights or obligations under their present system...If we take into consideration
the character of the Slavonian folk, it is easy to understand why our meek,
ignorant, and easy-going peasantry fell under the control of the Jews, who, as a
class, are far better educated and more thrifty, and have the aptitude for



commerce and for money making which distinguishes their race everywhere—
and who readily perceived and soon abused their superiority in those particulars,
after the emancipation of the serfs had deprived them individually of the
safeguards the old system of things had afforded them. This Jewish influence was
everywhere oppressive, and now and then became an unbearable yoke. The
peasants in some localities, having lost all patience, were guilty of violent
excesses, mobbed the Jews, and destroyed their property. (Botkine 1893, 613-614)

In 1881 a government document decried the failure of its
twenty-year-long campaign to fuse the Russian and Jewish
populations and perceived the problem to be “the exploitation
[by the Jews] of the indigenous population and mostly of the
poorer classes” (in Frankel 1981, 64). This was the view of
official American government observers as well (see Goldstein
1990, 36, 290), and it was also apparent in the Jewish
revolutionary socialist Hayim Zhitlowski (1972, 129):
“Whenever I turned my eyes to ordinary, day-today Jewish life,
I saw only one thing, that which the antisemites were agitating
about: the injurious effect of Jewish merchantry on Russian
peasantry. No matter how I felt, from a socialist point of view, I
had to pass a death sentence not only on individual Jews but on
the entire Jewish existence of individual Jews” (italics in text).
[42]

Gentile revolutionaries were also prone to anti-Semitic
pronouncements.[43] In 1869 the Russian anarchist Mikhail
Bakunin stated of the Jews that “their history, since well before
the Christian era, has imprinted on them a trait essentially
mercantile and bourgeois, which means, taken as a nation, they
are par excellence the exploiters of the work of others, and they
have a horror and a natural fear of the masses of the people,
whom, moreover, they hate, openly or secretly” (in Rather
1990, 178). The revolutionary party Narodnaia Volia took a
tolerant view toward the 1881 pogroms and issued the
following statement to the Ukrainian people:



The people in the Ukraine suffer worst of all from the Jews. Who takes the land,
the woods, the taverns from out of your hands? The Jews. From whom does the
muzhik [peasant], often with tears in his eyes, have to beg permission to get to his
own field, his own plot of land?—the Jews. Wherever you look, wherever you go—
the Jews are everywhere. The Jew curses you, cheats you, drinks your blood...But
as soon as the muzhiki rise up to free themselves from their enemies as they did
in Elizavetgrad, Kiev, Smela, the tsar at once comes to the rescue of the Jews: the
soldiers from Russia are called in and the blood of the muzhik, Christian blood,
flows...You have begun to rebel against the Jews. You have done well. Soon the
revolt will be taken up across all of Russia against the tsar, the pany [landowners],
the Jews. (In Frankel 1981, 98)[44]

The theme of economic and cultural domination in Russia did
not end with the Revolution and the establishment of the
Soviet Union. Beginning during World War II, there was
concern within high governmental circles over the
underrepresentation of ethnic Russians and the
overrepresentation of Jews in key areas of the economic and
cultural elite of the Soviet Union. These concerns were initially
concentrated in the cultural sphere (q.v. below), but they
rapidly spread to all areas of the scientific and economic
establishment. Purges of disproportionately Jewish elites were
made in the areas of journalism, the arts, academic
departments of history, pedagogy, philosophy, economics,
medicine and psychiatry, and scientific research institutes in
all areas of the natural sciences. There were also widespread
purges of Jews at the top levels of management and
engineering throughout the economy. At times Jews were
accused of obtaining predominance partly via ingroup
favoritism, as in the following report of 1950 by the Central
Committee on Jewish activities at an aircraft production
facility:

In a number of extremely important departments of the Central Aero-
Hydrodynamic Institute there are workers due to be substituted for political
reasons. They gather around themselves people of the same nationality, impose
the habit of praising one another (while making others erroneously believe that



they are indispensable), and force their protégés through to high posts. (In
Kostyrchenko 1995, 237)

Similar themes are apparent following emancipation in
Europe, where there was a decline in legislation restricting the
economic activities of Jews, but there was also a phenomenal
increase in Jewish wealth, political influence, and
representation in the professions and other positions of high
social status (Lindemann 1991; Krausnick 1968; Massing 1949;
Pulzer 1964). A common theme of the anti-Semitic writings of
the 19th and early 20th century concerned Jewish economic
domination of gentiles as well as the ancient charge of
misanthropy. These modern anti-Semites “charge Jews with
exploiting and cheating non-Jews, taking their jobs from them,
gaining control over the stock market, the press, and even the
state itself” (Lindemann 1991, 16). The “Anti-Semites Petition”
of 1880 to Reich Chancellor Bismarck complained about
economic domination but also emphasized Jewish foreignness
to the German cultural heritage:

Wherever Christian and Jew enter into social relations, we see the Jew as master,
the indigenous Christian population in a subservient position. The Jew takes part
only to a negligible extent in the heavy labor of the great mass of our nation...But
the fruits of his [the German’s] labor are reaped mainly by the Jew. By far the
largest part of the capital which national labor produces is concentrated in Jewish
hands;...Not only do the proudest palaces of our large cities belong to Jewish
masters whose fathers and grandfathers, huckstering and peddling, crossed the
frontiers into our fatherland, but rural holdings too, that most significant
preservative basis of our political structure, fall more and more into the hands of
the Jews... What we strive for is solely the emancipation of the German Volk from
a form of alien domination which it cannot endure for any length of time. (In
Dawidowicz 1976, 28-29)

The petition, signed by approximately a quarter of a million
people, demanded that Jews be excluded from government jobs
and from positions as teachers in primary schools, as well as



restrictions on Jewish employment in the judiciary and in
higher education.

As in Russia later in the century, a theme of the widespread
popular Bavarian opposition to Jewish emancipation in 1849-
1850 was fear of Jewish economic domination if Jews were
emancipated (Harris 1994, 132ff).[45] While references to
Judaism as a religion were rare, Jews were viewed as a foreign
people who were explicitly characterized as more intelligent
than gentiles, better than gentiles in business and trade, and
able to take advantage of gentiles. Several petitions noted that
“if Jews were emancipated, Bavaria would serve Jews; if
emancipated, Jews will ‘have us by the throats’; if they are
emancipated, we will become slaves; if emancipated they will
dominate” (p. 142). Petitioners often feared Jewish wealth and
dominance in financial affairs. Jews were perceived as hating
Christians, and proof of this could be found in the “shady,”
“tricky,” “dirty,” “unfair,” economic practices of Jews vis-a-vis
the Germans (p. 176).[46]

Many of the petitions had detailed examples, such as the
following from Hirschau:

If only a few Jewish families settle here, all small shops, tanneries, hardware
stores, and so on, which, as things stand, provide their proprietors with nothing
but the scantiest of livelihoods, will in no time at all be superseded and
completely crushed by these [Jews] such that at least twelve local families will be
reduced to beggary, and our poor relief fund, already in utter extremity, will be
fully exhausted within one year.

The Jews come into possession in the shortest possible time of all cash money
by getting involved in every business; they rapidly become the only possessors of
money, and their Christian neighbors become their debtors. (In Harris 1994, 254)

Anti-Semitism increased during the economic depression of
the 1870s because Jews were perceived as a powerful
competitive threat to the German lower and middle classes
(Massing 1949, 47). Although antiSemitism was also common



among the peasantry in the 19th century (Harris 1994; Levy
1975), the most virulent anti-Semitism occurred among
“teachers, students, white collar workers, petty officials, and
the free professions most threatened by Jewish advancement”
(Massing 1949, xiii; see also Pulzer 1964, 279ff). As Hagen
(1996, 365) notes, “pre-1939 German anti-Semitism arose to a
considerable degree from motives of economic competition
and accompanying real-life animosities felt toward the
German Jews.” “Taken as corporate groups, lawyers and
medical doctors in particular, but teachers, engineers, and
other highly trained technicians as well, seized with more or
less vehemence upon antiSemitism—especially in the Weimar
years—to improve their prospects of employment and upward
mobility, just as they also accepted Nazi policies of
‘Aryanization’ with equanimity or enthusiasm” (Hagen 1996,
379; see also Gordon 1984, 44). As an example of this “very
practical sort of mittelstandspolitik,” there was a dramatic
increase in public sector employment by Jews during the
Weimar period compared to the imperial period, but Jews were
expelled from these positions when the National Socialists
came to power. Jews were also expelled from professional life
and one-half of Jewish-owned businesses were liquidated. By
1939 the Jewish population was 60 percent lower thanin 1933,
and only 16 percent of the remaining German Jews were
gainfully employed, about half in low-paying jobs.

Indeed, a clear recognition of structural factors as involved
in antiSemitism was characteristic of Zionist writings of the
period. Theodor Herzl argued that a prime source of modern
anti-Semitism was that emancipation had brought Jews into
direct economic competition with the gentile middle classes.
Anti-Semitism based on resource competition was rational:
Herzl “insisted that one could not expect a majority to ‘let
themselves be subjugated’ by formerly scorned outsiders



whom they had just released from the ghetto” (Kornberg 1993,
183; inner quote from Herzl’s diary). “I find the anti-Semites
are fully within their rights” (in Kornberg 1993, 183). Herzl’s
remarks were particularly true of Austria-Hungary which had
experienced what may have been the most sudden and
spectacular rise of the Jews in modern times. Jews dominated
business, professions, and the arts, while gentiles were
disproportionately proletarianized (Lindemann 1997, 189). In
Germany, Zionists analyzed anti-Semitism during the Weimar
period as “the inevitable and justifiable response of one people
to attempts by another to make it share in the formation of its
destiny. It was an instinctive response independent of reason
and will, and hence common to all peoples, the Jews included”
(Niewyk 1980, 94).

Further highlighting the salience of economic issues is the
fact that what Mosse (1987, 403) terms the “Jewish sector” of
the German economy was a “clearly perceptible entity.”
Knowledge of the “ethnicity” of economic enterprises was
widespread in Germany during this period (Mosse 1987, 321).
[47] The ethnic composition of economic enterprises and
Jewish group solidarity were often commented on by anti-
Semites: for example, a writer noted in 1912 “not without at
least some measure of justification” (Mosse 1987, 398) that
Jewish capitalists, unlike gentile capitalists, seemed to
constitute a cohesive inner core surrounded by groups of
coreligionists dependent on them.

Finally, despite enormous economic and religious
differences between Germany, Poland, Hungary, and Romania,
during the 1930s all of these countries developed policies in
which Jews were excluded from public-sector employment,
quotas were placed on Jewish representation in universities
and the professions, and government-organized boycotts of
Jewish businesses and artisans were staged.



[Anti-Semitism was] a broad regional phenomenon rather than...[a] set of
nationally bounded histories. In this view, modern anti-Semitic ideology and
politics in both Germany and Poland figure as pathologies of middle-class
formation or, in an alternative formulation, as accompaniments of
embourgeoisement in a setting, unlike western and southern Europe, where a
relatively large (or very large) and economically very significant urban Jewish
population appeared to constitute an impediment to Christian advancement. In
both countries, anti-Semitism served to justify assaults on Jewish-owned or
Jewish-occupied business enterprises and medical, legal, and other professional
practices, as well as bureaucratic positions, which were widely seen to block the
path of upward mobility to non-Jewish aspirants to bourgeois respectability and
security. In both countries, more or less sporadic anti-Semitic violence fomented
by political organizations of the radical right, particularly in the 1930s, elicited
considerable popular support or acceptance, reflecting widespread though
normally mostly latent hostility to the Jews...Similar policies were also being
implemented in Hungary and Romania, the other major homelands of the central
European Jews. (Hagen 1996, 360, 361)

Jews as Having Negative Personality Traits. The theme of
economic domination has often been combined with the view
that Jews have certain negative personality characteristics. We
have already reviewed the common charge among the ancients
that Jews were misanthropes. In medieval France prior to the
expulsion, popular anti-Semitism was directed both at Jews as
“pitiless creditors” and at the rulers who protected them
(Luchaire 1912, 195). In Spain, the language of the Cortes of
Gerona in 1241 “breathes hatred and mistrust of the Jews and
repeatedly charges them with avarice” (Baer 1961, I, 148).
Andrés Bernaldez, the 15th-century defender of the
Inquisition, stated that “many of them acquired great wealth
through usurious and deceitful practices” (in Beinart 1981, 21-
22). A 15th-century Spanish satirist depicts an Old Christian as
asking the king for permission to act like a New Christian and
use “whatever subtleties, evil deeds, deceits and falsehoods, of
which all those of that race make use...without suffering any
punishment in this world” (in Netanyahu 1995, 513, 515-516).
Marcos Garcia, a leader of the Toledo anti-New Christian



rebellion of 1449, used a long list of negative traits in
describing his adversaries, including economic and sexual
exploitation of Christians, the latter characterized by adultery
and sexual lust for Christian virgins and nuns (Netanyahu
1995, 490, 491, 495). Vincent de Costa Mattos, a 17th-century
Portuguese, characterized Jews as “enemies of mankind,
wandering like gypsies through the world and living on the
sweat of others. They had possessed themselves of all trade,
farming the land of individuals and the royal patrimony, with
no capital but industry and lack of conscience” (in Lea 1906-
1907, 111, 272-273).

Similar charges have been a staple of anti-Semitic writing
since the Enlightenment. The philosopher Immanual Kant
stated that Jews were “a nation of usurers...outwitting the
people amongst whom they find shelter...They make the
slogan ‘let the buyer beware’ their highest principle in dealing
with us” (in Rose 1992, 7; italics in text). The Bavarian
petitions of 1849-1850 opposing Jewish emancipation often
emphasized that Jews were ordained by their religion to
deceive and cheat Christians, or that Jews encouraged theft
because they purchased stolen goods (Harris 1994, 133ff, 254).
In rural Poland before World War I, anti-Semitic writers
claimed that “the manner by which the Jews come into the
possession of their wealth is, more often than not, supposed to
be criminal” (Golczewski 1986, 101).

Beginning with the debates between Jews and Christians
during the Middle Ages (see Chapter 7) and reviving in the early
19th century, the Talmud and other Jewish religious writings
have been condemned as advocating a double standard of
morality, in addition to being anti-Christian, nationalistic, and
ethnocentric, a view for which there is considerable support
(see Hartung 1995; Shahak 1994; PTSDA, Ch. 6). For example,
the historian Goldwin Smith (1894, 268) provides a number of



Talmudic passages illustrating the “tribal morality” and “tribal
pride and contempt of common humanity” (p. 270) he believed
to be characteristic of Jewish religious writing. Smith provides
the following passage suggesting that subterfuges may be used
against gentiles in lawsuits unless such behavior would cause
harm to the reputation of the entire Jewish ingroup (i.e., the
“sanctification of the Name”):

When a suit arises between an Israelite and a heathen, if you can justify the
former according to the laws of Israel, justify him and say: ‘This is our law’; so also
if you can justify him by the laws of the heathens justify him and say [to the other
party:] ‘This is your law’; but if this can not be done, we use subterfuges to
circumvent him. This is the view of R. Ishmael, but R. Akiba said that we should
not attempt to circumvent him on account of the sanctification of the Name. Now
according to R. Akiba the whole reason [appears to be,] because of the
sanctification of the Name, but were there no infringement of the sanctification
of the Name, we could circumvent him! ( Baba Kamma fol. 113a)[48]

Smith comments that “critics of Judaism are accused of bigotry
of race, as well as bigotry of religion. The accusation comes
strangely from those who style themselves the Chosen People,
make race a religion, and treat all races except their own as
Gentiles and unclean” (p. 270).[49]

Werner Sombart (1913, 244-245) summarized the
ingroup/outgroup character of Jewish law by noting that
“duties toward [the stranger] were never as binding as towards
your ‘neighbor,’ your fellow-Jew. Only ignorance or a desire to
distort facts will assert the contrary...[T]here was no change in
the fundamental idea that you owed less consideration to the
stranger than to one of your own people...With Jews [a Jew]
will scrupulously see to it that he has just weights and a just
measure; but as for his dealings with non-Jews, his conscience
will be at ease even though he may obtain an unfair
advantage.” To support his point, Sombart provides the



following quote from Heinrich Graetz, a prominent 19th-
century Jewish historian:

To twist a phrase out of its meaning, to use all the tricks of the clever advocate, to
play upon words, and to condemn what they did not know...such were the
characteristics of the Polish Jew...Honesty and right-thinking he lost as
completely as simplicity and truthfulness. He made himself master of all the
gymnastics of the Schools and applied them to obtain advantage over any one less
cunning than himself. He took a delight in cheating and overreaching, which gave
him a sort of joy of victory. But his own people he could not treat in this way: they
were as knowing as he. It was the non-Jew who, to his loss, felt the consequences
of the Talmudically trained mind of the Polish Jew. (In Sombart 1913, 246)

Although not writing as an anti-Semite, pioneering German
sociologist Max Weber (1922, 250) also verified this perception,
noting that “As a pariah people, [Jews] retained the double
standard of morals which is characteristic of primordial
economic practice in all communities: What is prohibited in
relation to one’s brothers is permitted in relation to strangers.”
A common theme of late-18th- and 19th-century German
anti-Semitic writings emphasized the need for moral
rehabilitation of the Jews—their corruption, deceitfulness, and
their tendency to exploit others (Rose 1990). Such views also
occurred in the writings of Ludwig Borne and Heinrich Heine
(both of Jewish background) and among gentile intellectuals
such as Christian Wilhelm von Dohm (1751-1820) and Karl
Ferdinand Glutzkow (1811-1878), who argued that Jewish
immorality was partly the result of gentile oppression.
Theodor Herzl viewed anti-Semitism as “an understandable
reaction to Jewish defects” brought about ultimately by gentile
persecution: Jews had been educated to be “leeches” who
possessed “frightful financial power”; they were “a money-
worshipping people incapable of understanding that a man can
act out of other motives than money” (in Kornberg 1993, 161,
162). Their power drive and resentment at their persecutors



could only find expression by outsmarting Gentiles in
commercial dealings” (Kornberg 1993, 126). Theodor
Gomperz, a contemporary of Herzl and professor of philology
at the University of Vienna, stated “Greed for gain became...a
national defect [among Jews], just as, it seems, vanity (the
natural consequence of an atomistic existence shunted away
from a concern with national and public interests)” (in
Kornberg 1993, 161).[50]

Negative perceptions of Jewish personality traits were also
common in anti-Semitic writings in America during the 19th
and 20th centuries. Apart from the Japanese (another high-1Q
group [Lynn 1987]), the Jews were the only immigrant group
that was disliked because of its strength: “Unfavorable
stereotypes have pictured an overbearing Jewish ability to gain
advantage in American life,” and the contrast with other
immigrant groups was in fact based on reality (Higham 1984,
146). Jews were seen by both Jews and gentiles as “the
quintessential parvenu—glittering with conspicuous and
vulgar jewelry,...attracting attention by clamorous behavior,
and always forcing his way into society that was above him. To
treat this stereotype entirely as a scapegoat for somebody else’s
psychological frustrations is to overemphasize the irrational
sources of ‘prejudice’ and to clothe the Jews in defensive
innocence” (Higham 1984, 125).

Sociologist Edward A. Ross (1914) perceived Jews as having
some morally laudatory traits (e.g., intelligence and a lack of
physical brutality), but he also commented on a greater
tendency among Jewish immigrants to maximize their
advantage in all transactions, ranging from Jewish students
badgering teachers for higher grades to Jewish poor attempting
to get more than the usual charitable allotment. In addition,
“no other immigrants are so noisy, pushing and disdainful of
the rights of others as the Hebrews” (Ross 1914, 150).



The authorities complain that the East European Hebrews feel no reverence for
law as such and are willing to break any ordinance they find in their way...The
insurance companies scan a Jewish fire risk more closely than any other. Credit
men say the Jewish merchant is often “slippery” and will “fail” in order to get rid
of his debts. For lying the immigrant has a very bad reputation. In the North End
of Boston “the readiness of the Jews to commit perjury has passed into a proverb.”
(Ross 1914, 150)

During the same period there were also complaints about
Jewish perjury in Hungary, and in Russia a “liberal nobleman
widely recognized as friendly to the Jews” noted that judges
“unanimously declared that not a single lawsuit, criminal or
civil, can be properly conducted if the interests of the Jews are
involved” (in Lindemann 1997, 288-289). Jews were accused of
committing perjury to help other Jews commit fraud,
concealment of property, and usury.

Ross (1914, 150) also stated that “the fact that pleasure-
loving Jewish business men spare Jewesses but pursue Gentile
girls excites bitter comment.” There were similar complaints of
“Yiddish gorillas” exploiting gentile females in England. A
writer claimed “no Jew is more of a hero to his fellow
tribesmen than one who can boast of having accomplished the
ruin of some friendless, unprotected Christian girl” (in
Lindemann 1997, 380). Lindemann notes that “even among
Jewish observers the sexuality of Jewish males and their special
attraction to non-Jewish females have been perennial topics”
(p. 381). Accusations of sexual exploitation of gentile females
also occurred in Russia (see note 21) and in Spain during the
period of the Inquisition (see above); such concerns also figure
in the major antiSemitic movements discussed in Chapters 3-
5.

Negative stereotypes continued well into the 20th century. A
1938 survey found that “greed,” “dishonesty,” and
“aggressiveness” were the qualities Americans disliked most



about Jews. Forty-one percent believed that Jews had “too much
power in the United States” (in 1945, the figure rose to 58
percent [Dinnerstein 1994, 146]), and 20 percent wanted “to
drive Jews out of the United States as a means of reducing their
power” (Breitman & Kraut 1987, 88). A survey conducted by
the Jewish Labor Committee in 1945 indicated that the great
majority of an American working class sample perceive

the Jew as a cheating storekeeper, a merciless landlord or rental agent, an
unscrupulous pawn-broker, or an installment salesman and insurance collector
who will take away the collateral or let the insurance lapse at the first
delinquency. To this is added the idea that the Jews own all business and that at
least most Jews are in business. All this is so because the Jews are money-crazy,
selfish, grabby, take advantage of others, cheat, chisel, lie, are ruthless,
unscrupulous, and so on. (In Wiggershaus 1994, 368)[51]

The Theme of Cultural Domination. Closely related to economic
domination has been the idea that Jews have dominated the
culture of a society. A fundamental feature of human
adaptation is the manipulation of culture to achieve
evolutionary goals ( PTSDA, Ch. 1), but, for a variety of reasons,
different groups have different interests in the construction of
culture. Social identity theory predicts that Jews as an
outgroup would have negative attitudes about gentile culture,
especially if, as in the case of Christianity, that culture is
perceived as anti-Semitic or as leading to cohesive gentile
groups. Also, eugenic processes among Jews have resulted in
genetic tendencies for intelligence and high-investment
parenting, and Jews have their own highly developed cultural
supports for high-investment parenting. As a result, the
behavior of Jews is less dependent on traditional religious and
cultural supports than is the behavior of gentiles. A theme of
The Culture of Critique is that Jewish criticism of gentile culture
has contributed to the decline of cultural supports for high-



investment parenting among gentiles but has had little effect
on Jewish behavior.

The theme of cultural domination appeared in the post-
Enlightenment period as emancipated Jews entered the world
of secular intellectual activity, and it became a major theme of
anti-Semitism in Germany, France, and Austria. The following
is a description of the role of Jews as culture producers in
Weimar Germany, a time when Jews constituted 1 percent of
the German population:

Jews were responsible for a great part of German culture. The owners of three of
Germany'’s greatest newspaper publishing houses; the editors of the Vossische
Zeitung and the Berliner Tageblatt; most book publishers; the owners and editors of
the Neue Rundschau and other distinguished literary magazines; the owners of
Germany'’s greatest art galleries were all Jews. Jews played a major part in theater
and in the film industry as producers, directors, and actors. Many of Germany'’s
best composers, musicians, artists, sculptors, and architects were Jews. Their
participation in literary criticism and in literature was enormous: practically all
the great critics and many novelists, poets, dramatists, essayists of Weimar
Germany were Jews. A recent American study has shown that thirty-one of the
sixty-five leading German “expressionists” and “neo-objectivists” were Jews.[52]
(Deak 1968, 28)

Richard Wagner is perhaps the best known intellectual whose
antiSemitism focused on Jewish domination of culture.[53] In
Judaism in Music Wagner argued that the Jews had a very strong
influence on culture. Since Jews had not assimilated to gentile
culture, they did not identify with and merge themselves into
the deeper layers of that culture, including religious and ethnic
influences—the Volksgeist. In Wagner’s view, higher culture
springs ultimately from folk culture. In the absence of Jewish
influence, German music would reflect the deeper layers of
German folk culture.

Jewish cultural influence is viewed by anti-Semites as
entirely negative and as shattering the social bonds within the
gentile society. Heinrich Heine was viewed by the influential



intellectual Heinrich von Treitschke as “mocking German
humiliation and disgrace following the Napoleonic wars” and
as having “no sense of shame, loyalty, truthfulness, or
reverence” (Mosse 1970, 52-53).[54] Treitschke decried Ludwig
Borne’s “brazen manner of speaking about the Fatherland
irreverently, like an outsider who does not belong to the
Fatherland” (in Rose 1992, 85), and he condemned Heinrich
Graetz’s “deadly hatred of the purest and most powerful
exponents of the German character, from Luther to Goethe and
Fichte“ (in Lindemann 1997, 141). (Graetz had also written
that Borne and Heine had “renounced Judaism, but only like
combatants who, putting on the uniform of the enemy, can all
the more easily strike and annihilate him” [in Lindemann
1997, 141]). Moreover, “what Jewish journalists write in
mockery and satirical remarks against Christianity is
downright revolting.” On the other hand, “about the
shortcomings of the Germans [or] French, everybody could
freely say the worst things; but if somebody dared to speak in
just and moderate terms about some undeniable weakness of
the Jewish character, he was immediately branded as a
barbarian and religious persecutor by nearly all of the
newspapers” (in Lindemann 1997, 138-139). Similar
complaints were common in Austria (Lindemann 1997, 193).
Similar themes emerged in the conflict over Jewish cultural
domination in the Soviet Union. Beginning at least by 1942,
there was concern within high governmental circles with the
underrepresentation of ethnic Russians and the
overrepresentation of Jews in key areas of the cultural and
economic elite. The report noted that elite cultural institutions
“turned out to be filled by non-Russian people (mainly by
Jews)” (in Kostyrchenko 1995, 15). For example, of the ten top
executives of the Bolshoi Theater—the most prestigious Soviet
cultural institution—there were eight Jews and one Russian.



Similar disproportions were reported in prestigious musical
conservatories and among art and music reviewers in elite
publications. Higher Jewish IQ seems inadequate to account for
these disproportions, suggesting within-group collusion as a
factor.

Reports describing disproportionate representation of Jews
among the cultural elite continued to appear up to Stalin’s
death in 1953. In a campaign whose rationale is reminiscent of
the charges of Wagner and Treitschke, Jews were now purged
from the cultural elite as “antipatriotic stateless
cosmopolitans.” They were viewed as having no appreciation
for Russian national culture and as encouraging a “national
nihilism” toward the Russian people (Kostyrchenko 1995, 168).
Jewish predominance in the cultural establishment was often
viewed as facilitated by group ties. A group dominating the
Leningrad Institute of Literature (Pushkin House) of the
Academy of Sciences was accused by its opponents of being
welded together “by long-lasting relationships of families and
friends, mutual protection, homogeneous (Jewish) national
composition, and anti-patriotic (anti-Russian) tendencies” (in
Kostyrchenko 1995, 171).

As in the case of economic sources of anti-Semitism, Zionists
at times pointed to Jewish participation in the creation of
culture as an understandable source of anti-Semitism. Thus
the novelist Arnold Zweig wrote in 1927 that “the more
intensively the Jew assimilates himself, the more deeply and
rapidly he interferes with the nations’ spiritual life; his role in
poetry, politics, and the arts is widely acknowledged” (in
Niewyk 1980, 127). The result, Zweig claimed, is that even
though Jews fulfill their formal obligations to the state, a
mistrust is built up, and in times of stress it boils over into
violent anti-Semitism.



Anti-Semites have also complained that Jews use their
influence on the media to misrepresent and exaggerate anti-
Semitism. Goldwin Smith (1894) charged that anti-Semites in
Russia were portrayed in the Jewish-controlled media as
religious fanatics rather than motivated by economic and
social reasons: “The anti-Semites are supposed to be a party of
fanatics renewing the persecutions to which the Jews were
exposed on account of their faith in the dark ages, and every
one who, handling the question critically, fails to show
undivided sympathy with the Israelites is set down as a
religious persecutor. The Jews naturally foster this
impression...[T]he press of Europe is in their hands” (p. 241).

An important aspect of the cultural domination theme is
that Jews participate in the wider gentile culture while
continuing to identify strongly as Jews, and that their
contributions in fact reflect specific Jewish group interests.
This theme will emerge as a major aspect of the discussions of
Jewish involvement in radical political activities, Boasian
anthropology, psychoanalysis, and the Frankfurt School of
sociology in The Culture of Critique, but it is worth noting here
the generality of the phenomenon. Sorkin (1985, 102)
describes Jewish intellectuals in post-emancipation Germany
as constituting an “invisible community of acculturating
German Jews who perpetuated distinct cultural forms within
the majority culture.” The Jewish cultural contribution to the
wider gentile culture was therefore accomplished from a
highly particularistic perspective in which Jewish group
identity continued to be of paramount importance despite its
“invisibility.” Even Berthold Auerbach (b. 1812), the exemplar
of the assimilated Jewish intellectual, “manipulate[d] elements
of the majority culture in a way peculiar to the German-Jewish
minority” (Sorkin 1985, 107).[55] This cultural manipulation
in the service of group interests was a common theme of anti-



Semitic writings. Thus, Heinrich Heine’s critique of German
culture was viewed as directed at the pursuit of power for his
group at the expense of the cohesiveness of gentile society (see
Mosse 1970, 52).[56]

In America there is also a long history of overt or thinly
veiled antiSemitism directed at alleged Jewish domination of
the media and entertainment industry. The International Jew,
published by Henry Ford’s newspaper The Dearborn
Independent, charged that Jews in the media and entertainment
industries subverted gentile morals and viewed Jewish media
involvement as part of a highly orchestrated Jewish plot
described in the Protocols of the Elders of Zion.

Not only the “legitimate” stage, so-called, but the motion picture industry—the
fifth greatest of all industries—is also entirely Jew-controlled; with the natural
consequence that the civilized world is increasingly antagonistic to the
trivializing and demoralizing influence of that form of entertainment as
presently managed...As soon as the Jews gained control of the “movies,” we had a
movie problem, the consequences of which are visible. It is the peculiar genius of
that race to create problems of a moral character in whatever business they
achieve a majority. (Ford 1920, 48)

During the late 1930s isolationists blamed the Jewish-
controlled movie industry for attempting to push America into
the war against Germany. Charles Lindbergh stated that the
Jews’ “greatest danger to this country lies in their large
ownership and influence in our motion pictures, our press, our
radio, and our government” (in Gabler 1988, 345). During the
McCarthy era, there was concern that the entertainment
industry would influence American culture by, in the words of
an overt anti-Semite, Congressman John R. Rankin of
Mississippi, “insidiously trying to spread subversive
propaganda, poison the minds of your children, distort the
history of our country and discredit Christianity” (in Sachar
1992,624).[57]



The great majority of those stigmatized by the Un-American
Activities Committee of the House of Representatives (HUAC)
were Jews, many of them in the entertainment industry (e.g.,
Sachar 1992, 623ff; Navasky 1980, 109ff). A belief that “Jewish
Hollywood” was promoting subversive ideas, including leftist
political beliefs, was a common component of antiSemitism in
the post-World War II period, and indeed the push for the
HUAC investigation was led by such well-known anti-Semites
as Gerald L. K. Smith and Congressman Rankin (Platt 1978).
[58] For example, Smith stated that “there is a general belief
that Russian Jews control too much of Hollywood propaganda
and they are trying to popularize Russian Communism in
America through that instrumentality. Personally I believe that
is the case” (in Gabler 1988, 360).

The substantive basis of the opinion of Rankin and others
was that beginning in the 1930s Hollywood screenwriters were
predominantly Jewish and politically liberal or radical (Gabler
1988, 322ff)—a general association that has been typical of
Jewish intellectual history in the 20th century (see The Culture
of Critique). The American Communist Party (CPUSA), which
was under Soviet control during the period, sent V. J. Jerome
and Stanley Lawrence, both Jews, to Hollywood to organize the
writers and take advantage of their political sentiments.
Jerome argued that “agitprop propaganda was actually better
drama because Marxists better understood the forces that
shaped human beings, and could therefore write better
characters” (in Gabler 1988, 329). Writers responded by self-
consciously viewing themselves as contributing to “the Cause”
(p. 329) by their script writing. “But as much as the Hollywood
Communist party was a writers’ party, it was also...a Jewish
party. (Indeed, to be the former meant to be the latter as well)”
(p. 330).



Nevertheless, during this period the radical writers were
able to have little influence on the ultimate product, although
there is good evidence that they did their best to influence
movie content in the direction of their political views (see, e.g.,
Ceplair & Englund 1980; Jones 1972). Their failure was at least
partly because of pressures brought to bear on Hollywood by
conservative, predominantly gentile political forces, resulting
in a great deal of self-censorship by the movie industry.[59]
The Motion Picture Producers and Distributors of America,
headed by Will H. Hays, was created in 1922 in response to
movements in over thirty state legislatures to enact strict
censorship laws, and the Production Code Administration,
headed by Joseph I. Breen, was launched in response to a
campaign by the Catholic Legion of Decency. The result was
that producers were forced to develop projects “along the lines
of a standard Hollywood genre while steering clear of both the
Hays and Breen offices and the radical writer who may have
been assigned to the project” (Ceplair & Englund 1980, 303-
304).[60]

In addition, the HUAC investigations of the late 1940s and
early 1950s and the active campaigning of religious (Legion of
Decency, Knights of Columbus), patriotic (Daughters of the
American Revolution [DAR]), and educational (Parents and
Teachers Association) groups influenced movie content well
into the 1950s, including a great many anticommunist films
made as a rather direct response to the HUAC investigations.
The result was, in the words of one studio executive, that “I
now read scripts through the eyes of the DAR, whereas
formerly I read them through the eyes of my boss” (in Ceplair &
Englund 1980, 340). Particular mention should be made of the
American Legion, described by Cogley (1972, 118) as “the
prime mover” in attempting to eradicate “Communist
influence” in the movie industry during the 1950s. The list of



sixty-six movie personalities said to be associated with
communism published in the American Legion Magazine caused
panic in Hollywood and a prolonged series of investigations,
firings, and blacklistings.

By all accounts, Jews continue to be disproportionately
involved in the American media, especially the movie industry.
For example, as of this writing Jews head every major studio—a
situation that has not changed in over sixty years (see Ginsberg
1993, 1; Kotkin 1993, 61; Silberman 1985, 147). In a survey
performed in the 1980s, 60 percent of a representative sample
of the movie elite were of Jewish background (Powers et al.
1996, 79n13). Medved (1996, 37) notes that “it makes no sense
at all to try to deny the reality of Jewish power and prominence
in popular culture. Any list of the most influential production
executives at each of the major movie studios will produce a
heavy majority of recognizably Jewish names. This prominent
Jewish role is obvious to anyone who follows news reports
from Tinsel Town or even bothers to read the credits on major
movies or television shows.”

Anti-Semitic charges no longer focus on complaints by
isolationists and anticommunists, but reflect a continuing
concern with broad cultural issues. Recently media critic
William Cash (1994) describes the Jewish media elite as
“culturally nihilist,” suggesting that he believes Jewish media
influence reflects Jewish lack of concern for traditional cultural
values.[61] Pat Robertson (1994, 257), whose Christian
Coalition has emerged as a significant force in the Republican
Party, has stated that “the part that Jewish intellectuals and
media activists have played in the assault on Christianity may
very possibly prove to be a grave mistake...For centuries,
Christians have supported Jews in their dream of a national
homeland. But American Jews invested great energy in
attacking these very allies. That investment may pay a terrible



dividend.”[62] Podhoretz (1995, 30) defended Robertson
against charges of anti-Semitism resulting from these
comments, noting that it is in fact the case that Jewish
intellectuals, Jewish organizations like the American Jewish
Congress, and Jewish-dominated organizations such as the
American Civil Liberties Union[63] have ridiculed Christian
religious beliefs, attempted to undermine the public strength
of Christianity, or have led the fight for unrestricted
pornography.[64]

In comments reminiscent of those of Heinrich von
Treitschke, columnist Joseph Sobran has also raised the issue of
Jewish media control and how it shapes discussion of Jewish
interests versus those of the Christian Right:

The full story of [Pat Buchanan’s 1996 presidential] campaign is impossible to tell
as long as it’s taboo to discuss Jewish interests as freely as we discuss those of the
Christian Right. Talking about American politics without mentioning the Jews is a
little like talking about the NBA without mentioning the Chicago Bulls. Not that
the Jews are all-powerful, let alone all bad. But they are successful, and therefore
powerful enough: and their power is unique in being off-limits to normal
criticism even when it’s highly visible. They themselves behave as if their success
were a guilty secret, and they panic, and resort to accusations, as soon as the
subject is raised. Jewish control of the major media in the media age makes the
enforced silence both paradoxical and paralyzing. Survival in public life requires
that you know all about it, but never refer to it. A hypocritical etiquette forces us
to pretend that the Jews are powerless victims; and if you don’t respect their
victimhood, they’ll destroy you. It’s a phenomenal display not of wickedness,
really, but of fierce ethnocentrism, a sort of furtive racial superpatriotism.
(Sobran 19964, 3)[65]

Similarly, Kevin Myers, a columnist for the British Sunday
Telegraph (January 5, 1997) wrote that “we should really be able
to discuss Jews and their Jewishness, their virtues or their
vices, as one can any other identifiable group, without being
called anti-Semitic. Frankness does not feed anti-Semitism;
secrecy, however, does. The silence of sympathetic discretion
can easily be misunderstood as a conspiracy. It is time to be



frank about Jews.” Myers goes on to note that The Spectator was
accused of antiSemitism when it published the article by
William Cash (1994) referred to above. Myers emphasized the
point that Cash’s offense was that he had written that the
cultural leaders of the United States were Jews whose
Jewishness remained beyond public discussion.

A particularly striking example of anti-Semitic writing
related to the media control issue appeared recently in the
National Vanguard Book Service Catalog (no. 16, November
1995), a publication of William Pierce’s National Alliance. The
article combined anti-Semitic themes with a detailed
cataloguing of Jewish ownership or managerial control over
television, popular music, the print media, major newspapers
and chains of smaller newspapers, newsmagazines, and book
publishing in the United States.[66]

The article emphasized the ability of the media to create
boundaries of appropriate discussion, as in the case of
attitudes regarding Israel, and accused the media of promoting
the equality of races and the benefits of immigration and
multi-culturalism. The article concludes that

By permitting the Jews to control our news and entertainment media we are
doing more than merely giving them a decisive influence on our political system
and virtual control of our government; we also are giving them control of the
minds and souls of our children, whose attitudes and ideas are shaped more by
Jewish television and Jewish films than by parents, schools, or any other
influence...

To permit the Jews, with their 3,000-year history of nation-wrecking, from
ancient Egypt to Russia, to hold such power over us is tantamount to race suicide.
Indeed, the fact that so many White Americans today are so filled with a sense of
racial guilt and self-hatred that they actively seek the death of their own raceis a
deliberate consequence of Jewish media control. (page 22; italics in text)

Without emphasizing Jewish involvement in the media,
criticism of the role of the media elite in the production of
culture has been a common theme in national politics in recent



years. During the 1992 presidential campaign Vice President
Dan Quayle criticized the positive portrayals of single
parenting in the television show Murphy Brown.[67] The issue
also emerged in the 1996 presidential campaign as a result of
Bob Dole’s indictment of the entertainment industry for
turning out “nightmares of depravity” that threaten “to
undermine our character as a nation.” Newt Gingrich (1995)
complained that “since 1965...there has been a calculated
effort by cultural elites to discredit [traditional American]
civilization and replace it with a culture of irresponsibility that
is incompatible with American freedoms as we have known
them.”

There is, then, evidence of a continuing concern with the
cultural messages emanating from the media elite. This
concern often has antiSemitic overtones, because individuals
of Jewish background are disproportionately involved in the
creation of culture. While there remain doubts about the
extent to which the media influence behavior, Lichter et al.
(1994, 433) note that “the uneasiness many people feel about
television stems from the sense that the medium is changing
our lives in ways we cannot measure and may not even notice.”

Theorists of elites have often argued that that the creation
and dissemination of cultural symbols have assumed ever
greater power and influence in recent times (Powers et al. 1996,
2). There are conflicts among elites, and the result of this
conflict has been an increase in the relative dominance of the
information elites (national media journalists, television
writers, producers, and directors) and the relative eclipse of
traditional elites centered around religion, business, and the
military. “Hollywood films are the product of a highly
educated, affluent, and powerful leadership group that is vying
for influence in America with other more traditional groups.
The Hollywood elites do not seek power (for the most part) as



an end in itself. Rather they seek to persuade Americans to
create the kind of society that they regard as just and/or good.
In short, they seek to propagate an ideology that they believe
should be held by all decent people” (Powers et al. 1996, 2-3).

Historically, the forces of cultural conservatism centered
around religious and patriotic societies lost power after their
peak influence in the late 1940s and early 1950s. Since the
1960s the Hollywood creative community has disseminated
views on issues such as sex, marriage, and family very different
from those held by the majority of Americans and traditional
American elites (Lichter et al. 1994; Powers et al. 1996; Stein
1979). As will be discussed at several points in The Culture of
Critique, the decade of the 1960s represents a watershed in
American cultural and political history. A central theme is that
the changes inaugurated at this time are intimately linked to
the rise of Jewish power and influence. The character of the
American media is simply one example of this shift.

A substantial percentage of the Hollywood creative
community (which now includes the higher levels of control
over movie content rather than only the process of screen
writing) have self-consciously aimed at a complete
restructuring of America’s basic institutions in a left/liberal
direction (Lichter et al. 1994; Powers et al. 1996). “The elite was
[since the 1960s] and remains disproportionately anti-
Establishment in its social and political views and...remains so
even as a large segment of the American public continues to be
ambivalent, or opposed to the new social paradigms” (Powers
et al. 1996, 48). Moreover, the social and political messages
emanating from Hollywood have been impervious to election
returns, and “if anything, the ascendance of conservative
politics in Washington may have accelerated television’s
leftward tendencies by alarming and mobilizing the



predominantly liberal Hollywood community” (Lichter et al.
1994, 418).

The difference between the Hollywood elite and both the
traditional elites and the general public is clearest on what
Powers et al. term “expressive individualism”—a dimension
tapping ideas of sexual liberation (including approval of
homosexuality), moral relativism, and a disdain for religious
institutions.[68] The movie elite was also much higher on
“system alienation,” including beliefs that “the very structure
of our society causes alienation” (Powers et al. 1996, 64). The
movie elite is also more tolerant of unusual or deviant
lifestyles and of minority religions and ethnic groups (Prindle
& Endersby 1993). Broadly similar findings on the television
and print journalism elite were obtained by Lichter et al.
(1986).[69]

These findings are compatible with the general tenor of
Jewish intellectual movements in several historical eras: The
Culture of Critique reviews data indicating that predominantly
Jewish intellectual movements have subjected Western culture
to radical criticism, motivated at least partly by social identity
processes involving antipathy toward the culture of an
outgroup. These Jewish intellectual and political movements,
like the media elites, have generally been associated with the
political and cultural left. As Powers et al. (1996, 211) note, the
sensibility of the media elite derives from the 1960s
countercultural revolution. Its values include “a loss of faith in
the efficacy and legitimacy of the political system as well as a
loss of faith in the values of Western culture. At best, Western
culture is seen as but one of many expressions of the human
condition, albeit a failing one. At worst it is seen as sick and
morally inferior to alternate perspectives.” Moreover, although
the dissemination of this world view in the popular culture
coincided with the countercultural revolution of the 1960s,



these values were in fact characteristic of the Hollywood media
elite long before this period. Like the Old Left, the media elite
was successfully restrained by the forces of cultural
conservatism until the 1960s (Powers et al. 1996, 213).

Regarding specific Jewish interests, a major theme of The
Culture of Critique is that cultural pluralism has been a major
focus of 20th-century Jewish intellectual and political effort in
Western societies.[70] Powers et al. (1996, 207) characterize
television as promoting liberal, cosmopolitan values, and
Lichter et al. (1994, 251) find that television portrays cultural
pluralism in positive terms and as easily achieved apart from
the activities of a few ignorant or bigoted miscreants. On the
other hand, Powers et al. (1996) find that themes of racial
conflict resulting from white racism are more typical of the
movies: “Today, moviemakers seem preoccupied with exposing
and rectifying the evils of racism and are thus inclined to
convey a quite pessimistic view of race relations” (p. 173).

It was noted above that the dimension of expressive
individualism clearly distinguishes the movie elite from the
traditional elites and the general public. A theme of The Culture
of Critique is that Jews and gentiles have conflicts of interest in
the construction of culture. Jews, because of their genetically
influenced tendencies toward intelligence and high-
investment parenting, are relatively buffered from the impact
of the erosion of traditional Western cultural supports for
high-investment parenting (including religious institutions
and beliefs and controls on sexual behavior and expressions of
sexuality). The result is that the very substantial competitive
difference between Jews and gentiles is expected to be
dramatically increased by the erosion of cultural supports for
high-investment parenting among gentiles.[71]



The Theme of Political Domination. A theme closely related to
Jewish cultural influence is that Jews exercise disproportionate
political influence. Recently Ginsberg (1993) has brought
together data from a wide range of historical and
contemporary societies illustrating Jewish influence in
establishing or maintaining governments that promote Jewish
interests, ranging from absolutist governments in traditional
societies to liberal, radical, and even fascist governments (in
the case of Italy) in more recent times. This Jewish influence is
often obtained by financial contributions, manipulation of
public opinion via control of the media, and political activism
(see Chapter 6), but these activities then become the focus of
antiSemitic movements among gentiles who oppose the
government for a wide variety of reasons. Quite often the anti-
Semitic movements emphasize aspects of Judaism, such as
separatism and alienness, questionable loyalty, and
disproportionate economic, cultural, and political influence,
that are viewed as compromising the interests of gentiles.

A common pattern in the modern world is for gentiles to
view Jews as controlling liberal and radical political
movements—a perception not without ample historical
evidence. In the 1912 election in Germany, the prominent
Jewish involvement in the Hansa-Bund “contributed to the
unprecedented victory of the Left, to the fury of the right-wing
press. There the election was seen as ‘an attack by Jewry and,
more broadly, the Jewish spirit, on the fundaments of our
national and folk life, the result as entitling ‘the Jews to regard
themselves as our new leaders’” (Pulzer 1979, 95). The
perceptions that Jews are disproportionately involved in
controlling liberal and radical political movements thus
merges with the idea that Jews in effect become the rulers of
the gentiles, who vastly outnumber them. As the anti-Semite
Julius Langbehn wrote in a very popular work in the 1880s,



“Only German blood should rule over Germans; that is the first
and fundamental right of our people” (in Stern 1961, 142).[72]
Beginning in the 19th century, “Whatever their situation...
in almost every country about which we have information, a
segment of the Jewish community played a very vital role in
movements designed to undermine the existing order”
(Rothman & Lichter 1982, 110). The idea that Jews were a
dominant force in the Bolshevik Revolution was a widespread
source of anti-Semitism especially during the interwar years,
and continues to the present. Prominent examples include
Hitler and National Socialist theorist Alfred Rosenberg,
Woodrow Wilson, the French novelist Louis Ferdinand Céline,
and the English novelist Hilaire Belloc. Winston Churchill
(1920) wrote that Jews were behind a “world-wide conspiracy
for the overthrow of civilization.” The role of Jews in the
revolution “is certainly a very great one; it probably outweighs
all others.” Churchill noted the predominance of Jews not only
among Bolshevik leaders (Trotsky, Zinoviev, Litvinoff, Krassin,
Radek, and among those responsible for “the system of [state]
terrorism”), but also in revolutionary movements in Hungary
(Bela Kun), Germany (Rosa Luxemburg), and the United States
(Emma Goldman). Within Russia, the perception that Jews
dominated the revolution resulted in pogroms, and after the
revolution anti-Semitism resulted at least partly from the view
that only the Jews had benefited (Pipes 1993, 101). Pipes (1993,
258) links the Holocaust ultimately to the perception that the
Bolshevik revolution was dominated by Jews and was part of a
plan for Jewish world supremacy: “The Jewish Holocaust thus
turned out to be one of the many unanticipated and
unintended consequences of the Russian Revolution.”[73]
Recently, Jewish involvement in the Revolution has
reemerged as a theme of anti-Semitism in Russia. For example,
Igor Shafarevich (1989), a mathematician and member of the



prestigious U. S. National Academy of Sciences (NAS), argues
that Jews occupied many top leadership positions during the
Bolshevik Revolution and that their activities during this
period and later were motivated by hostility to Russians and
their culture.[74] Shafarevich claims that Jews were critically
involved in actions that destroyed traditional Russian
institutions, particularly in their role in dominating the secret
police and the OGPU (Unified State Political Directorate). He
stresses the Jewish role in liquidating Russian nationalists and
undermining Russian patriotism, murdering the Czar and his
family, dispossessing the kulaks, and destroying the Orthodox
Church. He views Jewish “Russophobia” not as a unique
phenomenon, but as resulting from traditional Jewish hostility
toward the gentile world considered as tref (unclean) and
toward gentiles themselves considered as sub-human and as
worthy of destruction—another example of the separatism and
misanthropy themes of anti-Semitism discussed above.
Shafarevich reviews Jewish literary works during the Soviet
and post-Soviet period indicating hatred toward Russia and its
culture mixed with a powerful desire for revenge. Reflecting
the cultural domination theme of anti-Semitism, Shafarevich
claims that Jews have had more influence on Russia than
perhaps any other country, but that discussion of the role of
Jews either in contemporary Russia or even in the theoretically
more open United States is prohibited in principle. Indeed,
Shafarevich states that any possibility that Jewish interests
conflict with the interests of others cannot even be proposed as
an hypothesis.



The Theme of Disloyalty

A third theme of anti-Semitic writing is the question of
disloyalty. As Katz (1986b, 151) notes, the loyalty issue is
related to the idea of international Jewish cohesion. The
psychological and practical importance of the worldwide
dispersion of Jews can be seen in the close business and familial
ties maintained among widely dispersed Jewish families and
other networks of coreligionists in all periods (see PTSDA, Ch.
6). Particularly revealing here is that familial marriage
strategies often took no cognizance of national boundaries in
the search for an appropriate Jewish mate (e.g., Mosse 1989,
170). To a considerable extent, the Jewish social world has
always been an international one comprising Jews wherever
they may happen to live at the time.

Given the importance of genetic and cultural separatism
among the Jews and the fact that they have tended to be more
closely related to other, widely dispersed, Jewish groups than
to the gentiles among whom they live, it is not surprising from
an evolutionary perspective that the question of loyalty has
been raised.

Moreover, social identity processes within the Jewish and
gentile community tend to result in the perception that Jews
have more similar interests with distant groups of Jews than
with their gentile fellow citizens, and this would be the case
even in the absence of a great deal of genetic commonality
among widely dispersed groups of Jews. Within the Jewish
community these perceptions are intensified by the traditional
ideology of the unity of the Jewish people in dispersion.
Genetic commonality is thus not a necessary condition for



supposing that loyalty issues would be an important aspect of
Jewish-gentile relationships.

In addition, a change of government may have very concrete
benefits for Jews, especially if Jews view their current situation
as oppressive. Given the widespread occurrence of anti-
Semitism, Jews have often viewed their situation as oppressive,
and Jewish disloyalty would be increased if Jews believed that
after the change of government they would be able to
dominate their former oppressors. For example, in the 8th
century, the Jews of Spain greeted the Muslims as “saviors from
intolerable oppression” (Netanyahu 1995, 56), aided them in
their military campaign, and after the invasion acted as
intermediaries between the Muslims and the conquered
Spaniards. And, as indicated below, Jews actively aided Muslim
invaders in both the Byzantine Empire and Spain, where they
had been subjected to antiSemitism during the eras of
Christian domination and subsequently acted as an
intermediary class between the new, alien ruling elites and the
conquered gentile population.

Similar examples have occurred in modern times. During
World War I, Russian suspicions that Jewish subjects favored
Germany in the war effort resulted in eviction of Jews from the
zone of combat (Pipes 1990, 231). Jewish sympathies with
Germany stemmed at least partly from official antiSemitic
policies of the czarist regime. Polish Jews also welcomed the
1939 Soviet invasion of Poland, because of perceptions of
Polish anti-Semitism combined with favorable opinions about
the treatment of Jews in the Soviet Union and the presence of
Jews in prestigious occupations in the USSR. After the war Jews
supported the Soviet occupation and the suppression of Polish
nationalist forces, because of the anti-Semitism of many Polish
nationalists (Checinski 1982; Schatz 1991).



On the other hand, beginning in the ancient world Jews have
often served as middlemen between oppressive ruling elites,
especially alien ruling elites, and native populations. In such
cases Jews were typically recruited for this status because of
their unquestioned loyalty to the regime—a loyalty deriving
from the fact that their status was entirely dependent on the
gentile elite. A 19th-century account of the entry of Jews into
England presents a very negative portrayal of William II that is
based partly on the way he and his father, William the
Conqueror, exploited the status of Jews as an intermediary
between the elite and the rest of the population:

In the wake of [William I] the Conqueror the Jews of Rouen found their way to
London, and before long we find settlements in the chief cities and boroughs of
England: at York, Winchester, Lincoln, Bristol, Oxford, and even at the gate of the
Abbot of St. Edmonds and St. Albans. They came as the king’s special men, or
more truly as his special chattels, strangers alike to the Church and the
commonwealth, but strong in the protection of a master who commonly found it
his interest to protect them against all others. Hated, feared, and loathed, but far
too deeply feared to be scorned or oppressed, they stalked defiantly among the
people of the land, on whose wants they throve, safe from harm or insult, save
now and then, when popular wrath burst all bounds, when their proud mansions
and fortified quarters could shelter them no longer from raging crowds who were
eager to wash out their debts in the blood of their creditors. The romantic picture
of the despised, trembling Jew, cringing before every Christian that he meets, is, in
any age of English history, simply a romantic picture. (Freeman 1882,1,160-161)

Finally, the disloyalty issue is tied up with the role of Jews vis-
a-vis possible gentile group strategies. At times gentiles have
attempted to wield together highly cohesive groups centered
around nation or religion.[75] Thus the persecution of the Jews
under the Visigothic kings in 6th- and 7th-century Spain was
motivated by the kings’ desire for an ethnically and religiously
united kingdom at a time of continuing conflicts between the
Visigoths and the previously dominant Hispano-Roman
peoples (Netanyahu 1995, 37ff). In the period between 1870



and 1914 in Germany, gentile intellectuals such as Heinrich
von Treitschke developed the idea of a monolithic German
culture based on Christianity (Ragins 1980, 16; see also
Carlebach 1978, 77). Jews should either join this culture
unreservedly or leave and attempt to establish their own state,
but they should not be allowed to persist as an unassimilated
national group within Germany. Even the liberal intellectual
Theodor Mommsen, while a critic of von Treitschke and
generally opposed to anti-Semitism, remained concerned that
continued Jewish separatism would prevent national
unification. This general attitude typified German liberal
Protestant circles, and a major response of liberal Jews to the
anti-Semitism of the period was to assert their patriotism. Jews
also attempted to dissociate themselves from Zionists and
their more traditional coreligionists, whose lack of patriotism
was viewed as a major source of anti-Semitism (Ragins 1980,
48).

Questions of disloyalty are by no means unique to Jews.
Zenner (1991, 24) notes that minority groups living in
diaspora conditions, including Chinese and Indian groups
living as minorities abroad, have often been charged with
disloyalty by the demographically dominant group. During
World War I, many German-Americans were reluctant to
support the Allied cause against Germany because of their ties
with their homeland.

In this regard, it is revealing that the immigrant German-
American-Jewish leaders of the American Jewish Committee
(AJCommittee) also favored Germany in World War I, but only
until the success of the Russian Revolution. They adopted this
position not because of their ties with Germany but rather
because of their ties with Russian Jews who they believed were
being oppressed by the czar, and because Germany was at war



with Russia (see below). Their primary concern was with other
Jews rather than the nation of their birth.

In the case of groups lacking a well-developed diaspora
ideology or a powerful sense of group identity or
ethnocentrism, ties to the native country gradually dwindle,
and there is a tendency toward cultural and genetic
assimilation, at least in Western assimilationist countries.
Thus German-Americans gradually became more assimilated
into American culture and intermarried with individuals of
other European ethnic backgrounds, so that by World War II
dual loyalty was no longer an issue for the great majority.
However, given the permanence of the diaspora condition, Jews
have repeatedly been in situations where their relationships to
Jews in other lands have conflicted with, or at least been
independent of, the interests of the great majority of the other
members of the societies they lived in.

The accounts in the books of Exodus and Esther show an
awareness that a powerful sojourning group will provoke
charges of disloyalty—the fear that “when there befalleth us
any war, they...join themselves unto our enemies, and fight
against us” (Exod. 1:10). Bickerman (1988, 243) also points out
that in the Book of Jubilees the Pharaoh is said to persecute the
Jews because their loyalty is to the land of Canaan; and the
author of the Book of Tobit “finds it natural for Sennecherib
[the Assyrian king] to take vengeance on the Jews of Nineveh
[the capitol of Assyria] for his defeat at Jerusalem.”

Josephus perceived the hostility of the people of Alexandria
toward the Jews as originating when the Jews of the region
assisted Alexander the Great against the Egyptians (Flavius
Josephus, The Wars of the Jews, 2:487-488). Feldman (1993, 89-
90) describes four other instances during the Greek and Roman
periods in which the loyalty of diaspora Jews to Jews in Judea
conflicted with the interests of the government, including one



in which the Egyptian ruler was dissuaded from attempting to
capture Judea because it would make enemies of the Egyptian
Jews.

“The Romans long distrusted Jewish loyalties” (Baron 1952,
II, 179). Jewish attitudes toward the Romans were far more
negative than those of any other subject group, ranging from
outright hostility (the great majority of the time) to a resigned
acceptance which emerged gradually following the defeat of
Bar Kochba (A.D. 140) (Alon 1989, 698). At the end, “[the Jews]
alone rejoiced at the calamities of the empire and welcomed its
fall” (Jones 1964, 950).

One source of lack of trust was that Jewish sympathies in the
diaspora remained centered on the welfare of the homeland.
For example, during the rebellion of A.D. 66-70 there were
Jewish uprisings in several cities of the diaspora, and during
the Bar Kochba War the sympathies of Jews in the diaspora
remained with the fate of their coreligionists in Palestine, even
though they did not actively join in revolt (Alon 1989, 617-
618). When Emperor Caligula threatened to place a statue of
himself in the Temple in Jerusalem, Philo threatened the revolt
of Jews throughout the Empire, noting that “everyone
everywhere, even if he was not naturally well disposed to the
Jews, was afraid to engage in destroying any of our
institutions” (in Sanders 1992, 144).

Later the Byzantines adopted such anti-Jewish policies as
forced conversion at times when they sought unity during
periods of national crisis. The Byzantine authorities correctly
feared that the Jews would actively assist the Persian and later
the Muslim invaders (Alon 1989, 16; Avi-Yonah 1976, 261ff).
Parkes (1934, 263) describes a “long list of betrayals and
treason, of hostility and massacre” by the Jews during this
period, connected ultimately to Jewish partisanship toward
Persia in the context of Byzantine anti-Semitism. In the early



5th century Jews were slaughtered after a Jewish attempt to
betray a city to the Persians was discovered (Parkes 1934, 257-
258). In the 7th century, the Jews came to the aid of Persian
invaders, and with the aid of the Samaritans were said to have
massacred a hundred thousand Christians (Grant 1973, 288).
After the area was retaken by the Byzantines, the Arabs
conquered the area with the “warm support” of the Jews (Grant
1973, 289; see also Jones 1964, 950). At the beginning of the
12th century, the Byzantine Jews “sprang rapidly to [the]
assistance” of the invading armies of Seljuk Turks (Shaw 1991,
25). Beginning in the 14th century the Jews supported the
invasions of the Ottoman Turks—the final entry into
Constantinople in 1453 occurring through a Jewish quarter
with the assistance of the Jews (Shaw 1991, 26). In gratitude
for their support, the sultan imposed Jewish economic
domination over his Christian subjects, and Jews immigrated
into the area from throughout the diaspora (Shaw 1991, 77).

In the 16th century, the elevated position of Jews as
intermediaries between the Turkish regime and native subject
populations gave rise to fears in Christian countries that Jews
would betray them to the Turks (Pullan 1983, 19; see also
Davidson 1987). The Turks were expanding during this period
into formerly Christian areas, and it was feared that their
efforts were being aided by Jews and crypto-Jews in the Iberian
peninsula and elsewhere. In Venice these fears focused on the
prominent role in the Turkish attacks on Cyprus of the
influential ex-Christian Duke J. Miquez Mendes, who was a
high-ranking advisor to the sultan and had strong family and
personal connections in the Marrano community of Venice.
There was also fear that Jewish fortunes made in Christian
countries would be transferred to the Ottoman Empire by
emigrating Jews.



A theme of anti-Semitic writers in Spain during the
Inquisition was that the Jews had schemed to have the
Moslems invade Spain, opened the gates of the cities to the
conquering armies, and served the new Muslim ruling elite in
dominating the Christians after the invasion (Amador de los
Rios 1875-1876, I; Castro 1954; Stillman 1979; Netanyahu
[1995, 56-57], who must be viewed as an apologist [see pp.
227-240], rejects the stories of Jewish scheming as mythical,
but notes that Jews rejoiced over the Muslim invasion and
aided the Muslims in administering the conquered country.)
Moreover, they did so not only because of previously existing
Christian anti-Semitism but also because at this period the
Muslims were still expanding and the Jews had an opportunity
to make an alliance with forces that appeared to be on the verge
of conquering Christian Europe. One can sense the animosity
that this behavior provoked even in the 19th-century historian
José Amador de los Rios, who wrote that “without any love for
the soil where they lived, without any of those affections that
ennoble a people, and finally without sentiments of generosity,
they aspired only to feed their avarice and to accomplish the
ruin of the Goths; taking the opportunity to manifest their
rancor, and boasting of the hatreds that they had hoarded up so
many centuries” (in Walsh 1930, 196).

Loyalty issues also emerged during the period of the
Inquisition. “As a ‘nation apart,’ despite their conversion, as a
nation united by common origin or race, the Marranos were
thus exposed to the evaluation of their group as an alien
national entity, whose fellowships with the people of the country
must be questioned, and whose preparedness to betray it could
be taken as likely even by moderate adversaries” (Netanyahu
1995, 996; italics in text). One criticism of the New Christian
merchants in the 1620s was that the former were crypto-Jews
who were “proven agents of Portuguese Jews in Amsterdam



and enemies of Spain and the Catholic religion” (Boyajian 1983,
20). In the 1640s the Portuguese New Christian financiers of
the Spanish monarchy were accused of intentionally
obstructing payments and were thus responsible for military
defeats and mutinies. These accusations were strengthened by
several instances in which crypto-Jewish financiers absconded
and then lived openly in Jewish communities. Lea (1906-1907,
I11, 280) states that notwithstanding some exaggeration, there
was “an undoubted substratum of fact” for charges that
Judaizing Portuguese actively helped the enemies of Spain and
Portugal during the 17th century, especially the Dutch (see also
Castro 1971, 244; Contraras 1991, 133). Indeed, a principal
objection to allowing the Conversos to emigrate was that they
would work against Spanish and Portuguese interests abroad.

After the European Enlightenment, “states embarking on
emancipation were prepared to absorb those Jews living within
their own borders; they were not prepared to acknowledge the
existence of a trans-national Jewry with a commonality of
interests other than religion” (Katz 1986b, 81). Goldwin Smith
in his essay “The Jewish Question” (1894) presents the issue as
follows:

[A Jew] may be a conforming and dutiful citizen of the community among which
he dwells as long as there is no conflict of national interest. But when there is a
conflict of national interests his attachment to his own nationality will prevail...
We see the governments of Europe bidding against each other for the favour and
support of an anti-national money power, which would itself be morally
unfettered by any allegiance, would be ever ready to betray and secretly paralyse
for its own objects the governments under the protection of which its members
were living, and of course would be always gaining strength and predominance at
the expense of a divided and subservient world. (Smith 1894, 279-280)

In 1807, at the very beginning of the post-Enlightenment
political world, Jewish loyalty was one of several concerns
presented by Napoleon at his conference of Jewish notables.



Napoleon was assured that French Jews were loyal only to
France, but Katz (1986b, 81) notes that Jews “continued to
retain a strong sense of group consciousness and coherence
transcending the national borders of their respective European
states.” Expressing a common fear among gentiles, the German
philosopher Johann Fichte wrote that “extending over almost
all the countries of Europe there is an enormous state...
engaged in an eternal war with all the others...[I]t is of course,
Jewry” (in Katz 1986b, 120).

The Damascus affair of 1840 marked a milestone in post-
Enlightenment concerns about Jewish loyalty. French Jews
successfully prevailed upon their government to abandon its
support of a charge of ritual murder leveled against the Jewish
community in Syria, with the result that territory reverted
from France to the Ottoman empire. Wealthy Jews cooperated
with Jewish communities in other countries, as well as with
gentile politicians in countries viewed as enemies of France,
and “many in France felt that their side had lost this particular
contest to Jewish interests, to an internationally linked group
of powerful Jews” (Lindemann 1991, 38), while Jewish
observers viewed it as a victory for Jewish solidarity. “What
was hailed as a new solidarity of Jews...appeared as the
reaffirmation or reemergence of a very old and ominous one to
other observers. For them Jews remained, as they had been for
centuries, a peculiar nation spread throughout the nations of
Europe. But now, in sharp and troubling contrast to the past,
that peculiar nation was able to exercise great power within
those nations” (Lindemann 1991, 38-39).

During the 19th century the establishment of the Alliance
Israélite Universelle in France, the Board of Deputies and the
Anglo-Jewish Association in England, and the Board of
Delegates of American Israelites and the AJCommittee (in
1906) in America as societies that advanced the interests of



Jews throughout the world was also perceived as evidence that
Jewish interests were not necessarily the same as national
interests. Thus regarding the Alliance, “scarcely another Jewish
activity or phenomenon played such a conspicuous role in the
thinking and imagination of antiSemites all over Europe...The
Alliance served to conjure up the phantom of the Jewish world
conspiracy conducted from a secret center—later to become
the focal theme of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion” (Katz 1979,
50). Russian Jews were strongly suspected of maintaining ties
with the Alliance, and anti-Semitic publications in the 1880s
shifted from accusations of economic exploitation to charges
of an international conspiracy centered around the Alliance
(Frankel 1981).[76]

From the late 19th century until the Russian Revolution, the
Jewish desire to improve the poor treatment of Russian Jews
conflicted with the national interests of several countries,
particularly France, which was eager to develop an anti-
German alliance in the wake of its defeat in the Franco-
Prussian War. Aware of these deep suspicions, the Jewish
community made public efforts to display affection for Czar
Alexander III, despite his persecution of the Jews, but the
suspicions of the anti-Semites remained (Johnson 1988, 384;
Lindemann 1991). This issue also resulted in a successful
attempt by American Jews to have their government abrogate
the Russian-American Treaty of Commerce and Navigation,
despite being told by the Secretary of State and the president
that such action would “harm vital American trade interests”
(Goldstein 1990, 1351f; see also Sachar 1992, 229fF).

In England during World War I, Jews who had immigrated
from Russia often refused military service because England
was allied with Russia. In Leeds a report to the Home Office
indicated that 26 of 1,400 Jewish aliens had joined the armed



forces and many more had fled to Ireland to avoid military
service (Alderman 1992, 236):

However just Britain’s quarrel with Germany might have seemed, it was not
perceived in immigrant circles as a Jewish quarrel; for Jew to kill Jew appeared
particularly profane...Jews liable for conscription who pleaded before military
tribunals they should be exempted because they did not wish to fight for the Tsar,
or because they feared that they would not be able to practise their religion in the
armed forces, obviously created a bad impression. A press campaign was whipped
up against them and—by extension—against “foreign” Jews in general. (Alderman
1992,237)

As a result of the concern over loyalty, some Jewish
immigrants of Russian origin who refused to be conscripted
into the armed forces were repatriated to Russia. However,
Alderman (1992, 239) notes that by this time the Russian
Revolution was in full swing, and many returned to Russia,
either voluntarily or involuntarily, to fight against the
remnants of the old regime.

Jewish attitudes toward Russia also figured in the Jewish
response to Balkan independence in the 1870s. Turkey had
committed atrocities on Bulgarian Christians, resulting in an
anti-Turkish political movement in Britain among the
opposition Liberal party. In addition to concern about Jewish
financial investments in Turkey, British Jews in common with
their co-religionists in Austria-Hungary, Germany, France, and
America, looked at the situation from the perspective of Balkan
Jewry. Turkish rule had allowed these Jews a greater degree of
tolerance compared to the situation under Orthodox
Christianity.

Jewish influence eventually delayed the independence of the
Balkans from Turkey until guarantees of Jewish rights were
provided and the influence of Russia minimized. The campaign
illustrated the ability of Jews to exert influence in other
countries as a result of the international structure of Judaism
—always a factor in the loyalty issue. Not only was Jewish



political influence brought to bear in England in support of
Prime Minister Disraeli’s policy, but the Viennese press was
pressured to support Turkey, and the Viennese branch of the
Rothschild family pressured the  Austro-Hungarian
government. Lionel de Rothschild, a British subject, also got his
German banking associate Gerson von Bleichroder to influence
Bismarck.

Accordingly, guarantees for Jewish rights were incorporated
into the treaty (Alderman 1983, 38). The result was a
considerable anti-Jewish backlash among many in the Liberal
Party, which up until that time had had the support of a large
majority of Britain’s Jews. Opponents capitalized on the ethnic
origins of Conservative Party leader Benjamin Disraeli, and W.
E.

Gladstone, the Liberal leader, decried “the manner in which,
what I may call Judaic sympathies, beyond as well as within the
circle of professed Judaism, are now acting on the question of
the East” (in Alderman 1983, 39).

The issue of disloyalty also came up as Jews were confronted
with an increasingly influential Zionist movement. Ironically
perhaps, Zionists and anti-Zionists charged each other with
engendering anti-Semitism because of loyalty-related issues.
Zionists often held the view that German Jews did in fact have
divided loyalties that justified the charges of anti-Semites (e.g.,
Mosse 1989, 60), while non-Zionists worried that the
aggressive Jewish nationalism of Zionists in the diaspora
would result in the perception that Jews in general had no
allegiance to Germany. These issues continued to raise concern
as the more established German-American Jews confronted the
rise of the Eastern European immigrant Jews in America
(Frommer 1978). The Eastern European Jews who founded the
American Jewish Congress were far more likely than their more
established coreligionists to be Zionists and to have a well-



developed view of Jewry as a nation and as a race with strong
ties to foreign Jews.[77]

Zionism did in fact lead to feelings among gentiles that Jews
were disloyal. In Mein Kampf, Hitler (1943, 56) used Zionism
and the fact that other Jews did not reject Zionists as (possibly
misguided) fellow Jews to argue that Jews were in fact a unified
nation and not merely a religion. In the Soviet Union, Stalin
regarded Jews as politically unreliable after they expressed
“overwhelming enthusiasm” for Israel and attempted to
emigrate to Israel, especially since Israel was leaning toward
the West in the Cold War (Schatz 1991, 375n.13). During the
fighting in 1948, Soviet Jews attempted to organize an army to
fight in Israel, and there were a great many other
manifestations of Soviet-Jewish solidarity with Israel,
particularly in the wake Jewish enthusiasm during Golda
Meir’s visit to the Soviet Union. Stalin perceived a
“psychological readiness on the part of the volunteers to be
under the jurisdiction of two states—the homeland of all the
workers and the homeland of all the Jews—something that was
categorically impossible in his mind” (Vaksberg 1994, 197).
There is also some indication that Stalin at the height of the
Cold War suspected that Soviet Jews would not be loyal to the
Soviet Union in a war with America because many of them had
relatives in America (Rubenstein 1996, 260).

Concerns about Jewish loyalty were acute during this period.
Kostyrchenko (1995, 144, 149) notes that one reason Stalin
began repressions against Jewish culture was that he was
concerned about the loyalty of Jews in the Jewish Autonomous
Region (Birobidzhan) on the Soviet Union’s Far Eastern borders,
particularly about possible contacts with American Jewish
organizations. The result was a Soviet campaign against Jewish
national and cultural institutions that spread throughout
Eastern Europe and ended only with Stalin’s death. Similarly, in



1967-1968 there was an anti-Jewish campaign in Poland
consequent to outpourings of Jewish joy over Israel’s victory in
the Six-Day War. The Soviet bloc had supported the Arabs in
this conflict; President Wladyslaw Gomulka condemned the
Jewish “fifth column” in the country, emphasizing among
other things Israel’s close ties with Poland’s main enemy, West
Germany (Rozenbaum 1978; Schatz 1991, 304).

The Zionist idea also conflicted with perceived American
foreign policy interests when the Balfour Declaration of 1917
was being negotiated and thereafter. The U. S. State
Department feared that a British protectorate in Palestine
would damage commercial interests in the region and that in
any case it was not in the interests of America to offend Turkey
or other Middle Eastern states (Sachar 1992, 256ff). While
President Woodrow Wilson sympathized with the State
Department position, he was eventually persuaded by
American Zionists to endorse the declaration; it was then
quickly approved by the British.[78]

Similarly, in England in the 1920s the Conservative press
campaigned against the Balfour Declaration on the grounds
that England was being taxed on behalf of Jewish interests that
were detrimental to England because they would result in the
alienation of the Muslim world (Alderman 1983, 103).In 1936
Nathan Laski, president of the Board of Deputies, deplored the
campaign style of a Jewish Zionist candidate who urged voters
to vote for him because he was a Jew. This “had done a great
deal of harm. It was still remembered and talked about, and it
was said that Jews were Jews first and Englishmen a long way
after” (in Alderman 1983, 114).

Perhaps the clearest conflict between Jewish interests and
British interests emerged after World War II, when the Labour
government failed to support the creation of a Jewish state.
Many British Jews gave generously to finance illegal activities



in the British protectorate, including arms and refugee
smuggling and financing Jewish military action against British
forces (Alderman 1983, 129). These activities led to
widespread anti-Jewish riots throughout England, and the
Labour government pointedly refused to outlaw anti-Semitism
during this period. During the late 1960s and 1970s charges of
dual loyalty appeared in the House of Commons among Labour
MPs, one of whom commented that “it is undeniable that many
MPs have what I can only term a dual loyalty, which is to
another nation and another nation’s interests” (in Alderman
1983,151). Alderman (1983, 151) comments that the charge of
dual loyalty “becomes harder to rebut when organizations or
individuals...try to persuade Jewish voters to cast their votes in
terms of their loyalty to Israel. Should such appeals meet with
even partial success, as they have done from time to time, the
accusation of ‘dual loyalty’ would seem to have been justified.”
Attitudes ranging from unenthusiastic ambivalence to
outright hostility to the idea of a Zionist homeland on the part
of presidents, the State Department, Congress, or the American
public continued right up until the establishment of Israel in
1948 and beyond. For example, in the post-World War II period
there continued to be a perception in the State Department that
American interests in the area would not be served by a Jewish
homeland but should be directed at securing oil and military
bases to oppose the Soviets. There was also concern that such a
homeland would be a destabilizing influence for years to come
because of Arab hostility (Goldmann 1978, 31; Lilienthal 1978,
50, 61; Sachar 1992, 580). Truman’s defense secretary, James
Forrestal, “was all but obsessed by the threat to [American
interests] he discerned in Zionist ambitions. His concern was
shared by the State Department and specifically by the Near
East Desk” (Sachar 1992, 597). In 1960 Senator J. William
Fulbright, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations



Committee, declared in response to attempts to coerce Egypt
into agreeing to Israel’s use of the Suez canal, “in recent years
we have seen the rise of organizations dedicated apparently not
to America, but to foreign states and groups. The conduct of a
foreign policy for America has been seriously compromised by
this development” (in Cohen 1972, 325).

Israel has actively sought to make its interests paramount
for American Jews, with possible implications for accusations
of disloyalty. Elazar (1980, 81), writing in the late 1970s, noted
that “to date organized American Jewry has acquiesced in these
demands without really examining their implications, some of
which could drastically change the relationship between Jews
and their fellow Americans.” Individuals who fail to support
Israel’s claims are “more or less written off by the Jewish
community and certainly are excluded from any significant
decision-making role” (Elazar 1980, 91). The potential for
perceptions of Jewish disloyalty are apparent in such a
situation, and indeed the loyalty issue over support for Israel
has cropped up in recent charges of anti-Semitism leveled
against writers and political figures of both the Left and the
Right in the United States (see Buckley 1992; Lind 19954,
1995b; Podhoretz 1986; Vidal 1966).[79]

Finally, loyalty issues are sometimes related to gentile beliefs
that Jews are actively working to undermine the institutions of
society. A major component of the Bavarian petitions of 1849-
1850 opposing Jewish emancipation was the view that Jews
had been major participants in the revolutionary activities of
1848 while the Christian peasants, for example, had remained
loyal (Harris 1994, 131). The overrepresentation of Jews
among the leftist revolutionaries in prerevolutionary Russia
(Goldstein 1990, 36) and in the 1920s in Germany was a potent
source of antiSemitism, even though in the latter case at least
most Jews did not support revolutionary activities (Gordon



1984, 22-23, 52). Gordon (1984, 14) links this left-wing
intellectual activity to anti-Semitism, noting that “a more
general cause of increased anti-Semitism was the very strong
and unfortunate propensity of dissident Jews to attack
national institutions and customs in both socialist and non-
socialist publications” (Gordon 1984, 51). These writers
“violently attacked everything about German society. They
despised the military, the judiciary, and the middle class in
general” (Rothman & Lichter 1982, 85). The leftist press was a
specifically Jewish phenomenon:

Apart from orthodox Communist literature where there were a majority of non-
Jews, Jews were responsible for a great part of leftist literature in Germany. Die
Weltbiihne was in this respect not unique; Jews published, edited, and to a great
part wrote the other left-wing intellectual magazines. Jews played a decisive role
in the pacifist and feminist movements, and in the campaigns for sexual
enlightenment.

The left-wing intellectuals did not simply “happen to be mostly Jews” as some
pious historiography would have us believe, but Jews created the left-wing
intellectual movement in Germany. (Deak 1968, 28-29)

Gordon also reviews evidence indicating that the ideology of
Social Conservatism was of some importance in the
development of anti-Semitism in Germany during the period
from 1870 to 1933, since this movement viewed Jewish
influences as alien to German culture and Jews themselves as
“undesirable harbingers of change” (Gordon 1984, 26). Jewish-
owned newspapers were intensely criticized for their lack of
loyalty to German causes. Thus the German nationalist press
and the highly influential antiSemite Houston Stewart
Chamberlain bitterly accused Jewish-owned newspapers, and
especially the Frankfurter Zeitung, of representing Anglo-
American financial and political interests to the detriment of
German national interests (Field 1981, 392). Chamberlain was
successfully sued for libel by the Frankfurter Zeitung, but the



issue remained a potent cause among anti-Semites (Field 1981,
392).



Factors Mitigating Anti-Semitism

It is also of interest to discuss cases where anti-Semitism has
been relatively mild. Lindemann (1991, 273; see also Lipset &
Raab 1995; Sachar 1992, passim) finds that anti-Semitism in
the United States has been relatively muted and non-
ideological, although there have been “sharp ups and downs.”
Lindemann also notes the following features of the United
States that have militated against anti-Semitism: the low
number of Jews; the fact that the great majority of American
Jews were not members of the Orthodox or Hasidic sects,
which emphasize external signs of separatism; the fact that
America already had successful, educated middle classes,
professionals, intellectuals, and entrepreneurs who were not
personally threatened by the rise of the Jews, so that between-
group resource competition was of lessened importance; and a
tradition of political and religious tolerance deriving from the
European Enlightenment, and particularly Britain.

All of these reasons are highly compatible with the present
theoretical perspective based on an evolutionary interpretation
of social identity theory. Mainstream American Jewish groups
have generally eschewed external signs of group identity, thus
decreasing the likelihood that the presence of Jews would
trigger social identity processes among gentiles that would
result in hostility toward Jews. I would also suggest that the
anti-Semitism expected on the basis of social identity theory as
a result of the separatist practices of some Jewish groups in
America (such as the Hasidim) is mitigated by the fact that



these Jews tend not to be economically successful (see Sachar
1992,697).

Meyer (1988, 226) makes the related point that Reform
Judaism was much more successful in America than in Europe,
partly because in Europe there was an enormous inertia
against change, deriving from the highly organized
community structure of Judaism that had persisted for
centuries in Europe. Even in Germany, the font et origo of the
Reform movement, the radical reform characteristic of
America was limited to one synagogue in Berlin, with the rest
being described as “moderate.” In Europe, the entire Reform
project of conceptualizing Judaism as having a special
universal ethical mission to the gentiles (see Ch. 7) seemed
unrealistic in light of the actual history of Jewish-gentile social
and economic relationships and the essentially medieval
communal structure of Judaism. Moreover, this highly
cohesive separatist structure was quite obviously still in
existence for a significant proportion of Jews, and not only
among recent immigrants from Eastern Europe (Lowenstein
1992). In Germany this ethical, humanist conceptualization of
Judaism was forced to compete with powerful, previously
existing attitudes that Jews were a hated and feared outgroup
that exploited gentiles economically (Harris 1994). Liberal
Judaism in the United States, on the other hand, was much less
burdened by its own past.

Regarding resource competition, historians have often noted
that economic downturns tend to be associated with increases
in anti-Semitism, while economic prosperity is associated with
declines in anti-Semitism (see, e.g., Mosse [1989, 223]
regarding fluctuations in anti-Semitism in Germany from 1800
to 1933). A major theme of Chapters 3-5 is the tendency for
gentiles to form cohesive group strategies in opposition to
Judaism, especially during periods of perceived resource



competition with Jews. On the basis of social identity theory,
economic or social adversity among the gentile population is
expected to result in increasing willingness among gentiles to
submerge themselves in group strategies. Judaism, as a highly
salient and oftentimes economically, politically, and culturally
successful outgroup, may then be perceived as an important
cause of gentile problems.

There are also historical examples where anti-Semitism was
significantly ameliorated because of powerful social controls
regulating Jewish economic activity (e.g., in early modern
Venice [Pullan 1983]). In addition, there has been a relative lack
of Jewish economic domination of America. For example, data
from the 1930s indicated that despite rather large
overrepresentation in retailing, the garment industry,
cosmetics, entertainment, mass media and publishing,
investment banking, and the professions, Jews had very little
representation in a very wide range of American industries and
were underrepresented even in banking (apart from
investment banking) (Editors of Fortune 1936; Sachar 1992,
341).In 1952, average Jewish family income was still less than
that of Presbyterians and Episcopalians.[80] Moreover,
although Jews did achieve the highest average family income of
any religious group by 1972, and despite an increasing
presence in a wide range of business (Sachar 1992, 647, 652ff),
the degree of Jewish economic power in America did not
approach the situation characteristic of the most virulent
examples of anti-Semitism in Eastern Europe, Germany, and
the Iberian peninsula.

Nevertheless, America has been by no means devoid of anti-
Semitism based on concerns about Jewish upward mobility
—“the urgent pressure which the Jews, as an exceptionally
ambitious immigrant people, put upon some of the more
crowded rungs of the social ladder” (Higham 1984, 141).



Beginning in the 19th century there were fairly high levels of
covert and overt anti-Semitism among patricians resulting
from the very rapid upward mobility of Jews and their
competitive drive. In the period prior to World War I, the
reaction of the gentile power structure was to construct social
registers and emphasize genealogy as mechanisms of exclusion
—“criteria that could not be met by money alone” (Higham
1984, 104ff, 127). Ross (1914, 164) writes of the gentile
resentment for “being obliged to engage in a humiliating and
undignified scramble in order to keep his trade or his clients
against the Jewish invader”—suggesting a rather broad-based
concern with Jewish economic competition. This same period
also saw the beginning of quotas on Jewish representation in
elite universities and professional schools. Attempts at
exclusion in a wide range of areas were increased in the 1920s
and reached their peak during the difficult economic situation
of the Great Depression (Higham 1984, 131ff). In general,
American anti-Semitism has occurred precisely when Jewish
competition disturbed the existing social order (Higham 1984,
127, 144).

Ginsberg (1993) notes that Jewish economic status and
cultural influence have increased dramatically in America
since 1960, with the result that increases in anti-Semitism
based on these issues is a distinct possibility. By 1988 Jewish
income was at least double that of gentiles. Shapiro (1992, 116)
shows that Jews are overrepresented by at least a factor of nine
on indexes of wealth, but that this is a conservative estimate,
because much Jewish wealth is in real estate, which is difficult
to determine and easy to hide. While constituting
approximately 2.4 percent of the population of the United
States, Jews represented half of the top one hundred Wall Street
executives and about 40 percent of admissions to Ivy League
colleges. Lipset and Raab (1995) note that Jews contribute



between one-quarter and one-third of all political
contributions in the United States, including one-half of
Democratic Party contributions and one-fourth of Republican
contributions.

As an example of recent anti-Semitic writing that
emphasizes these issues, Wilmot Robertson (1973) focuses on
themes of the overrepresentation of Jews on indexes of wealth
and of their political and cultural influence in the United States
as of the early 1970s, and he suggests that Jewish
overrepresentation on these indexes had still not plateaued. As
does Shapiro (who is not an anti-Semite), Robertson
emphasizes the Jewish effort to prevent issues of Jewish
overrepresentation in these areas from being publicly
discussed and to use the charge of anti-Semitism to prevent
examination of these issues: “Instead of submitting anti-
Semitism to the free play of ideas, instead of making it a topic
for debate in which all can join, Jews and their liberal
supporters have managed to organize an inquisition in which
all acts, writings and even thoughts critical of Jewry are treated
as a threat to the moral order of mankind.” (Robertson 1973,
180). More recently Joseph Sobran (1995, 4; italics in text) has
stated that

It’s permissible to discuss the power of every other group, from the Black Muslims
to the Christian Right, but the much greater power of the Jewish establishment is
off-limits. That, in fact, is the chief measure of its power: its ability to impose its
own taboos while tearing down the taboos of others—you might almost say its
prerogative of offending. You can read articles in Jewish-controlled publications
from the Times to Commentary blaming Christianity for the Holocaust or accusing
Pope Pius XII of indifference, but don’t look for articles in any major publication
that wants to stay in business examining the Jewish role in Communism and
liberalism, however temperately.

Social identity theory is also compatible with the idea that
anti-Semitism in America has been muted because Judaism has



been perceived by many as simply another of the many
religions tolerated in America. “Jews did not stand out as a
solitary group of non-conformists (Higham 1984, 156). As
Elazar (1980, 9) notes, contemporary American religious
Judaism is a “protective coloring” which de-emphasizes the
ethnic/national character of Judaism. The result is a
categorization process in which Judaism becomes viewed as a
benign, highly permeable religious (non-ethnic) group whose
differences with other groups are merely ones of personal
belief rather than ethnicity. As a result of this categorization
process, conflicts of interest between the Jewish community as
a strategizing ethnic group and the interests of other groups
are minimized. Within a social identity perspective, these
attributes are expected to lower group conflict, negative
stereotyping of outgroups, etc.

It follows also that ethnically and religiously pluralistic
societies are more likely to satisfy Jewish interests than
societies characterized by ethnic and religious homogeneity
among the gentile outgroup. In The Culture of Critique I review
data indicating that Jewish organizations have vigorously
promoted the ideology that America ought to be an ethnically
and culturally pluralistic society and that they have pursued an
open immigration policy with the aim of preventing religious
and ethnic homogeneity in the United States. A multicultural
society in which Jews are simply one of many tolerated groups
is likely to meet Jewish interests, because there is a diffusion of
power among a variety of groups and it becomes impossible to
develop homogeneous gentile ingroups arrayed against Jews as
a highly conspicuous outgroup.

While the foregoing indicates that Jews may benefit from
pluralistic, multi-ethnic societies, Judaism also thrives in
individualistic, atomized societies. The American tradition of
political liberalism is of great importance in understanding the



relative lack of anti-Semitism in America. A major theme of The
Culture of Critique (see also PTSDA, Ch. 8) is that social identity
theory and research on individualism/collectivism support the
idea that individualist societies are likely to be low on anti-
Semitism, because people in individualist cultures are less
aware of ingroup/outgroup boundaries and are less likely to
develop negative stereotypes of entire groups on the basis of
the behavior of some group members. The implication is that
Western individualist societies, including contemporary
liberal democracies as well as the Greco-Roman world of
antiquity, are less likely to develop negative beliefs about Jews
as a group than collectivist societies such as medieval
Christendom or societies such as 19th-century Germany and
Russia in which individualism and political liberalism were
relatively weak: “The Jew could flourish only in the sort of
classical Liberal society that existed in Western Europe and
that the late nineteenth century had introduced to Central
Europe” (Pulzer 1964, 327). As Higham (1984, 156) notes “The
American tradition of treating people as individuals...posed a
substantial obstacle to the creation of a new group ostracism”
against Jews.

Individualistic societies also fail to develop anti-Semitic
movements because of the difficulty of developing coalitions
among different, often opposing interest groups. Opposition to
anti-Semitic political parties among German conservatives in
the period 1870-1914 stemmed from the conservatives’
perception that anti-Semites were revolutionaries who
threatened existing property arrangements and were thus akin
to the liberals and Social Democrats (Levy 1975, 130ff). The
conservatives often held anti-Semitic attitudes and engaged in
other types of anti-Semitic political activity, such as excluding
Jews from public administrative positions. Levy suggests that a
primary reason for the failure of the anti-Semitic parties to



forge a government of national unity during the period was
due to conflicts of interest among the various anti-Semitic
constituencies; these conflicts included particularly, in my
terms, the individualistic tendencies of an important segment
of German conservatives. Similarly, the main support of
immigration restrictions in the United States Congress in the
period after 1910 came from the relatively rural West and
South and these efforts were often accompanied by more or
less overt anti-Semitism. However, at least in the period prior
to 1924 these efforts were not supported by industrial interests
wanting cheap labor, despite the fact that many among the
gentile elite discriminated socially against Jews.



3. Reactive Anti-Semitism in the Late Roman
Empire

Group strategies are very powerful in competition with
individual strategies within a society, and especially so in the
case of Judaism. The power of the Jewish group strategy has
derived from: (1) cultural and eugenic practices that produced
a highly talented, intelligent, and educated elite able to
improve the fortunes of the entire group; (2) universal Jewish
education resulting in an average resource acquisition ability
of the entire group above that of the rest of the society; and (3)
high levels of withingroup cooperation and altruism typically
enforced by social controls within the Jewish community.
There is good theoretical reason to suppose that a
heightened sense of group identity would be the response to
the presence of a group that is itself strongly ethnocentric.
From the perspective of gentiles, the social identity perspective
summarized in Chapter 1 implies that the presence of a
cohesive, distinctive outgroup (i.e., the Jews) would result in a
heightened salience of ingroup (i.e., gentile) identification and
corresponding devaluation of the outgroup. In situations of
external threat, group members close ranks and increase their
cohesiveness and group solidarity. Negative stereotypes
regarding the outgroup are developed, and there are cognitive
biases such that negative information about the outgroup is
preferentially attended to and points of disagreement
highlighted. Supporting this point, LeVine and Campbell
(1972) note instances in which feelings of ingroup loyalty and
outgroup hostility occurred only after the appearance of a
colonial power. The analogy with Judaism as a minority group
within a host society is clear: resource competition between



impermeable groups results in a situation where self-
justificatory racialist or other forms of separatist ideology
proliferate on both sides of the group divide.[81]

The extent to which such tendencies are influenced by
evolved mechanisms is an important question (see Chapter 1)
but not crucial to the issue. The point here is that the empirical
evidence clearly indicates that resource competition between
groups results in greater solidarity, cohesion, and group
identity among members of both ingroup and outgroup.
Indeed, it has often been observed that Jewish groups become
more cohesive and Jewish identification more powerful in
times of crisis to the group, and there is evidence that Jewish
groups become more authoritarian and collectivist during
times of stress or between-group resource competition (see
Chapter 1 and PTSDA, Chs. 7, 8). The implication is that gentiles
would react in a similar manner to perceived group conflict.

The development of a stronger sense of group identity
among gentiles then facilitates competition with the group
strategy of Judaism. Whereas previously the society was seen
as a relatively homogeneous whole, the society now comes to
be perceived as being made up of impermeable groups in
competition with each other. Group membership becomes
critical for individual success. Battle lines are drawn between
groups, with the result that individuals are seen primarily in
terms of whether they are members of one’s ingroup or an
outgroup. If it is not possible to out-compete the outgroup,
other means are used: quotas are imposed, restrictions on
entering occupations are legislated, or, in the extreme, there is
outright persecution, expulsion, or civil war.

It is an important proposition of this and the following two
chapters that these gentile groups come to resemble Judaism in
certain critical ways, that they become in effect mirror images
of Judaism. Under circumstances in which a genetically and



culturally segregated ethnic group engages in successful
resource competition, the only available means of competition
for outgroup members would be to abandon individualistic
strategies and become members of a cohesive, strategizing
group. Since the group strategy of Judaism has often been
perceived to be economically and culturally dominant, the best
means of advancing outgroup members’ interests may to adopt
a group strategy that resembles in critical ways the
fundamentally collectivist, exclusionary structure of Judaism.
Such a mirror-image gentile group strategy is therefore a
reactive process, since the heightened sense of group identity
among gentiles develops in reaction to the group strategy of
another group.

We have seen that Western societies, perhaps uniquely
among the stratified societies of the world, tend toward
individualism (Chapter 2; PTSDA, Ch. 8). Such societies tend
toward universalism and assimilation of ethnic groups. People
in individualist cultures show relatively little emotional
attachment to ingroups and are more likely to behave in a pro-
social, altruistic manner to strangers. People in individualist
cultures also tend to be less aware of ingroup/outgroup
boundaries and thus tend not to have highly negative attitudes
toward outgroup members (Triandis 1991, 80).

The expectation is that individualists will tend to be less
predisposed to anti-Semitism and more likely to blame any
offensive Jewish behavior on individual Jews rather than see it
as confirming negative stereotypes true of all Jews.
Individualist societies are therefore expected to be the ideal
environment for Judaism as a highly collectivist group
strategy.[82] The proposal here is that as Judaism becomes
increasingly successful, gentiles, even in Western societies, are
increasingly willing to abandon individualism and submerge
themselves in highly collectivist, authoritarian groups. These



cohesive, authoritarian, collectivist gentile groups then serve
as instruments of competition against Judaism.

In this chapter I will discuss the development of corporate
Catholicism in the late Roman Empire from this perspective,
and the following two chapters will continue these themes in
discussions of the Iberian Inquisitions and the rise of National
Socialism in Germany.



The Development Of Corporate Catholicism
In The Late Roman Empire

[Jews are] murderers of the Lord, assassins of the prophets, rebels against God,
God haters,...advocates of the devil, race of vipers, slanderers, calumniators, dark-
minded people, leaven of the Pharisees, sanhedrin of demons, sinners, wicked
men, stoners, and haters of righteousness. (St. Gregory of Nyssa; in Lazar 1991a,
47)

If you call [the synagogue] a brothel, a den of vice, the devil’s refuge, Satan’s
fortress, a place to deprave the soul, an abyss of every conceivable disaster or
whatever else you will, you are still saying less than it deserves. (St Jerome; in
Michael 1994, 120)

[Judaism is] ever...mighty in wickedness...when it cursed Moses; when it hated
God; when it vowed its sons to demons; when it killed the prophets, and finally
when it betrayed to the Praetor and crucified our God Himself and Lord...And so
glorying through all its existence in iniquity. (Hillary of Poitiers; in Michael 1994,
110)

Although such beasts [Jews] are unfit for work, they are fit for killing...fit for
slaughter. (1.IL.5)

[the Synagogue] is not merely a lodging place for robbers and cheats but also for
demons. This is true not only of the synagogues but also of the souls of the Jews.
(LIV.2)

Shall I tell you of their plundering, their covetousness, their abandonment of
the poor, their thefts, their cheating in trade? (1.VIL. 1) (St. John Chrysostom,
Adversus Judaeos)

The first of these putative gentile group strategies is the most
problematic. Nevertheless, it is worth considering the
possibility that antiSemitism played a prominent role in the
development of hegemonic, corporate Catholicism in the late
Roman Empire. Because of the scantiness of the historical



record, this evidence is by no means overwhelming, but it is
useful to describe the powerful overtones of anti-Semitism
that accompanied the establishment of the corporate,
collectivist social structure characteristic of the late Roman
Empire.

The view developed here is highly compatible with the
proposal of several historians that the establishment of the
Christian church represented a qualitative shift from the anti-
Semitism typical of the ancient world. The mutual hostilities
between Jews and gentiles in the ancient world involved the
“normal” mutual animosity between groups with differing
interests (Parkes 1976, 5; Ruether 1974). As expected in
individualist societies, antiSemitic violence in the ancient
world was sporadic and decentralized, resulting from
particular situations in particular areas. With the advent of the
Christian church, however, anti-Semitism became based on a
powerful, emotionally compelling ideology and was
institutionalized in an organization that aspired to and often
possessed a great deal of political power. I propose that the
Christian church in late antiquity was in its very essence the
embodiment of a powerful anti-Semitic movement that arose
because of gentile concern with resource and reproductive
competition with Jews.

Other views have been proposed. Feldman (1993, 383ff) and
Simon (1986, 232) interpret the intense anti-Semitism among
the 4th- and 5th-century Church fathers as resulting from
purely institutional competition between two universalist
religions competing for converts and social dominance—what
I will term the “institutional rivalry” hypothesis. These
authors dismiss resource and reproductive competition
between culturally and genetically segregated groups as
completely irrelevant. The implication is that but for a
completely inexplicable turn of fate (Constantine’s conversion),



Judaism rather than Christianity might have been
institutionalized within the Roman Empire.

The institutional rivalry argument depends on either of two
highly problematic propositions: (1) that there were large-scale
conversions of gentiles to Judaism in the 4th century, so that
Judaism was perceived by the Church as “a real and dangerous
rival” (Simon 1986, 271); or (2) that ecclesiastical anti-
Semitism was directed at large numbers of Christian
“Judaizers” who, though they did not necessarily become Jews,
showed “the power of Jewish beliefs, and especially of Jewish
rites, to draw an important minority of Christians from the
very bosom of the Church” (Simon 1986, 232).

Regarding the first proposition, the overwhelming picture
from the ancient world is one of Jewish ambivalence toward
proselytes and low numbers of actual proselytes (see PTSDA,
Ch. 4). Simon (1986, 279-280) himself comes up with only
eight names of gentile proselytes (seven of whom were
scholars) in the entire period from A.D. 135 to the end of the
4th century, and he is unable to mention the name of a single
Jewish missionary or missionary tract. He also acknowledges
that Jewish missionary activity was considerably less intense
and less effective than Christian missionary activity (p. 279).
Moreover, the material summarized below indicates that the
perception that the Jews were a biological descent group and
not simply a religion appears to have been common among the
Church fathers and is apparent in the wording of imperial
legislation. It is therefore unlikely that Judaism was perceived
as a universalist religion by gentiles during this period.

Pakter (1992, 716) points out that immediately prior to the
rise of Christianity as the state religion, it was Christianity, not
Judaism, that was viewed as a threat to classical Roman culture
(thus provoking the persecutions of Diocletian), because of the
aggressive proselytism of the former compared to the very



limited proselytism of the latter. Judaism was viewed as a
threat to the state only after the Empire became Christianized
—a finding that is consistent with the present interpretation
that anti-Semitism was fundamental to Christianity as it
emerged in the late Empire. The proposal that Judaism was an
aggressive, universalist rival of Christianity must argue that
Judaism suddenly became transformed in this manner after
Christianity had become the state religion. There is no
evidence for such a view.

Feldman (1993) has brought this argument up to date. His
most convincing data for the possibility of large-scale
conversions during this period is the “insistent and repetitive”
(p. 442) concern in the imperial legislation about Jews
converting and circumcising gentile slaves. There is no
question that Jews owned gentile slaves during this period—
indeed, Jews dominated the slave trade (Juster 1914). Feldman
points out that the circumcision of slaves was a Jewish
religious law at least partly for ritual reasons (circumcision
enabled slaves to perform their duties, such as handling food,
in a manner consistent with Jewish religious law) but
undergoing this procedure did not mean that the slaves had
been converted to Judaism.

It is interesting that the language of the laws shows a
concern that gentiles not be in a position of subordination to
Jews and perhaps, in the case of females, subject to sexual
exploitation. According to the Theodosian Code (16.9.5) (A.D.
423), “no Jew shall dare to purchase Christian slaves. For We
consider it abominable[83] that the very religious slaves should
be defiled by the ownership of very impious purchasers.” In his
Life of Constantine (p. 547), Eusebius never mentions the
conversion of slaves as a problem but emphasizes that “it could
not be right that those whom the Saviour had ransomed
should be subjected to the yoke of slavery by a people who had



slain the prophets and the Lord himself.” The manifest concern
is domination of Christians by a different people, not the loss
of Christians to a universalist Judaism. Referring to late Roman
legislation, Cohen (1994, 65) notes that “Christian sources
simmer with deep-seated fear of Jewish power over Christians
and of the Judaization of pagans or Christians come into the
service of Jews.”

Moreover, gentile slaves of Jews would not have been allowed
to contribute to the Jewish gene pool (see PTSDA, Chs. 2, 4) and
were not in fact full-fledged members of the Jewish
community. According to Jewish religious law, slaves would be
removed from the gentile community and be subjected to a
variety of Jewish religious practices, including circumcision,
without truly entering the Jewish community.[84] Christian
hostility toward Jewish enslavement of Christians is therefore
not reasonably interpreted as resulting from a concern that
these Christians would actually become Jews. Jewish practices
regarding slaves do not indicate that Judaism was a
universalist religion intent on adding these gentiles to the
Jewish community. Indeed, slavery presents an ideal
opportunity for one-way gene flow, from the Jewish to the
gentile community but not the reverse.

The prohibitions on circumcising slaves and owning
Christian slaves that emerged in the 4th and 5th centuries can
easily be seen as an aspect of the rising walls of separation
between Jews and gentiles during the period consequent to
increased resource and reproductive competition, rather than
as a sign that the gentile world as a whole was in danger of
becoming converted to Judaism. Similarly, in later periods it
was common for Jews to be prohibited from employing
Christians as domestic servants or wet nurses, at least partly
because of the possibility of sexual exploitation, but also
because such a situation would result in a position of Jewish



dominance over gentiles. Laws against Jews having Muslim
slaves, and especially female Muslim slaves, were also common
in the Muslim world (Patai & Patai 1989, 126), and there is
some indication that a source of group hostility in the period of
the Inquisition was gentile resentment that Jews and
Conversos had access to gentile women as servants, mistresses,
or concubines (see Appendix to Chapter 7). Indeed, concern
with Jews controlling gentile females is a recurrent theme of
Jewish-gentile group conflict throughout history, occurring
also in the Christian Middle Ages (see Ch. 4), National Socialist
Germany (see Ch. 5), and 19th-century Russia (Smith 1894).
Given the evidence for greatly increasing Jewish economic
power relative to the gentile community and the Jewish
domination of the slave trade during this period described in
the following, it is plausible to suppose that the legislation was
prompted because increasing numbers of Christians were
being enslaved by Jews.

This interpretation of the laws on slavery fits well with
enactments against intermarriage that date from the same
period. The Council of Elvira in Spain (ca. A.D. 300) and the
Council of Nicaea (A.D. 325)[85] prohibited marriages between
Jewish men and Christian women (DeClercq 1954, 42; Pakter
1992, 722). Given the sexual asymmetry of these regulations
and the fact that during this period Jews were far more likely to
own Christian slaves than the reverse, the suggestion is that
these laws were intended to prevent wealthy Jewish men from
having Christian concubines, and they may thus be seen as an
aspect of Jewish/gentile resource competition during the
period. As Synan (1965, 26) notes, “In the Christian Roman law,
concern was manifested for the faith of Christian women, and
the impression is that a woman was presumed to be incapable
of resisting the prestige of the faith held by her husband.
However this may be, the inferior status of slaves was certainly



the motive for legislation against the holding of a Christian in
bondage to a Jewish master.” Concubinage was not illegal
according to Jewish religious law and occurred commonly with
female Muslim slaves in the medieval period (Friedman 1989,
39), although Jewish religious authorities often discouraged
the practice. Gentile females had no right to marriage with an
Israelite, and the children took the status of the mother
(Mishna Qidd. 3.12). The descendants of such a union would
not have been able to marry within the Jewish community (see
note4,p.111).

The suggestion is that the lawmakers were attempting to
prevent wealthy Jewish males from engaging in concubinage
with Christian females. Since the offspring of these women
would not have been Jews, the general thrust of the legislation
of the period is best interpreted as a means not of preventing
the mass conversion of Christians to Judaism but of preventing
Jews from competing with Christian males for access to
Christian females, and of preventing a one-way flow of genes
from the Jewish to the Christian population. The data are
entirely compatible with the proposal that wealthy Jewish
males were siring Jewish heirs by Jewish women but were also
engaging in concubinage with female slaves, with the children
from these unions being lost to the Jewish community.[86]

The second hypothesis for explaining Christian anti-
Semitism during this period is that it was aimed at the gentile
“Judaizers,” i.e., gentiles who associated with Jews and were
attracted to Jewish rituals. Again, the proposed motive is the
purely institutional one of maximizing the number of
committed Christians and diminishing Jewish influence on
society. Judaizing may have been fairly common during this
period, and there is no question that Judaizers attracted the
hostility of the Church fathers, especially St. John Chrysostom,
who was an ardent anti-Semite.



It is of some importance to attempt to fathom the motives of
these gentile Judaizers. Simon’s treatment suggests that since
Christians and Jews had similar religious festivals, it was not
uncommon for Christians to engage in syncretism, for
instance, by resting on the Jewish Sabbath or celebrating
during Passover, without actually becoming converted.
Wilken’s treatment (1983, 67; see also Feldman 1993, 389) also
suggests that a motivating force may have been the celebratory
nature of such Jewish rituals as Passover. While St. John
Chrysostom’s account is hardly dispassionate, he implies that
Jewish celebrations attracted Christians interested in dancing,
theatre, magic and the party-like atmosphere of these
celebrations ( Adversus Judaeos 1.2:846-847). Consistent with
this interpretation, Feldman (1993, 376, 403) mentions a law
against giving Christians gifts or celebrating with Jews on
Jewish holidays, and there are indications that non-Jews were
invited to eat with Jews and received unleavened bread during
these celebrations. Church laws eventually prohibited
Christians from entering synagogues or celebrating Jewish
festivals (Wilken 1968, 62).

It would not be surprising to find non-members of an
organization participating in celebrations where they received
gifts and free food and may have been entertained with
dancing and other entertainment. Jews may well have
encouraged gentile participation in Jewish celebrations (but
not actual conversion) as a means of developing good will in
the gentile community—much like an “open house” in
contemporary organizational life. Indeed, such practices may
have become viewed as sound policy given the consistent
criticism of gentile intellectuals in the ancient world that Jews
hated the rest of humanity—their odium generis humani (see
Chapter 2). Ancient Jewish writers such as Philo and Josephus
were well aware of the charge of “non-mingling” with gentiles



and its role in ancient anti-Semitism, and it would not be
surprising if in later periods the Jewish community attempted
to ameliorate this criticism.

In this regard, it may be significant that nine of the fifty-four
Judaizers at Aphrodisias (the archeological site that most
clearly indicates the commonness of Judaizing) were city
council members—exactly the sort of wealthy, influential
gentiles it would be in the interests of Jews to cultivate
friendships with. Indeed, such individuals would be obliged to
participate in public cults by virtue of their position. The
finding is therefore best interpreted, as Goodman (1989, 177)
does, as indicating that Jews approved of gentiles who
worshipped other gods—not as support for large-scale
conversion by the gentile elite. Also, as Feldman (1993, 441)
points out, it would be in the interest of wealthy, powerful
gentiles to maintain good ties with the very prosperous and
influential Jewish community. In any case, there is little reason
to suppose that Judaizing represented an important halfway
position on the road to full conversion: Feldman bases his
discussion on the Aphrodisias site where there were apparently
three proselytes and fifty-four Judaizers.

There may be other reasons why the Jews attracted the
sympathies of some gentiles during this period.[87]
Nevertheless, by all accounts this gentile sympathy to Judaism
occurred at a time of increasingly intense antiSemitism at all
levels of the gentile society. One can easily interpret the
Christian reaction to Judaism during this period as an aspect of
an emerging group evolutionary strategy defined at its very
essence as opposed to Judaism. I will argue that the fervent
Christian opposition to Judaizing seen in St. John Chrysostom
and others may be seen as a reactive process to the
confrontation between gentiles and an increasingly successful
and salient threat represented by Jewish resource and



reproductive competition. Chrysostom’s intense anti-Semitism
may be seen as an aspect of the general raising of the walls of
separation between Jews and gentiles characteristic of this
period and expected on the basis of social identity theory
during periods of intensified group competition. The result of
the actions of such churchmen as St. John Chrysostom would
be an increasing identification of Christians as members of a
group for whose members anti-Semitism was an important
aspect of personal identity.

The proposal here is that in this period of enhanced group
conflict, anti-Jewish leaders such as Chrysostom attempted to
convey a very negative view of Jews. Jews were to be
conceptualized not as harmless practitioners of exotic,
entertaining religious practices, or as magicians, fortune
tellers, or healers, but as the very embodiment of evil. The
entire thrust of the legislation that emerged during this period
was to erect walls of separation between Jews and gentiles, to
solidify the gentile group, and to make all gentiles aware of
who the “enemy” was. Whereas these walls had been
established and maintained previously only by Jews, in this
new period of intergroup conflict the gentiles were raising
walls between themselves and Jews. And while Jews may have
been happy to attract the sympathy of elite gentiles by
encouraging Judaizing, Judaizing would be anathema to anti-
Jewish leaders, who would insist that the walls between groups
be high and that each person belong to only one group. During
this period of group conflict, there could be no half-way
commitment to either group. As Chrysostom himself said,
“Fortify one another.’ If a catechumen is sick with this disease,
let him be kept outside the church doors. If the sick one be a
believer and already 