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-026--[David M. Shribman] When Lieberman took to the stump, it was clear that the Connecticut senator was going to run as a Jew. And he did. He ran particularly hard in Florida, a state that, by all rights, Al Gore should not have found competitive. The governor of the state, after all, was the brother of George W. Bush; the Republican nominee. But Lieberman campaigned in Florida as if he were running for the state senate, visiting with the shrewd old bosses of the condo high-rises and talking the old-time religion, which is to say pride in country, integrity in Social Security, trust in Israel, and plenty of bagels and borscht afterward. He rallied the spirit, but most important he rallied the troops, and the result was clear on election day and on day after day after day as Florida's election went into triple overtime.

004--[Benjamin Ginsberg] Jewish political life in America poses a basic dilemma. Can the Jews succeed where others have failed and lead America while still remaining separate from it? On the one hand, Jews have risen to positions of influence and leadership in America far out of proportion to their numbers. On the other, leaders of the American Jewish community have struggled to maintain Jewish identity and distinctiveness in a nation that "melts" its ethnic groups—at least its white ethnic groups—into a barely distinguishable mass.

The importance of Jews on the American political scene dates from Franklin Roosevelt's New- Deal. Small numbers of Jews had achieved political prominence before FDR's administration: but, generally speaking, Jews began the 1930s handicapped by political isolation and social ostracism. During the ensuing years, however, Jews became politically powerful and won full access to social institutions, such as the elite universities that had systematically excluded them. Today individuals of Jewish origin serve on the Supreme Court, in the Senate and House, as cabinet secretaries, and in virtually every significant position in American government and political life. In 2000, of course, the Democratic Party nominated Connecticut senator Joseph Lieberman, as its vice presidential candidate. Lieberman became the first Jew named to a major party's national political ticket. Jews have also achieved positions of prominence in the media and professions, and in the universities, including service as presidents of schools that had been among the most restrictive—Harvard, Columbia, Dartmouth, and Princeton.

To achieve the status and win the opportunities they currently enjoy, Jews made use of the political process. Beginning in the 1930s, they were able to forge alliances with prominent politicians and major political forces and to become an important element of the leadership of national and state governing coalitions organized by the Democratic Party. Their leadership positions within these alliances permitted Jews to use governmental power to combat threats to their religious freedom, to further their educational, employment, and housing opportunities, to protect themselves from attacks by antisemitic groups: and to influence U.S. foreign policy in order to bring about the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine.

As the reach and power of American national government expanded, first during the New Deal era and again with the Great Society programs of the 1960s, Jews used their positions of importance in the Democratic Party and the national government to break down barriers to their full involvement in American life. As they did so, Jews not only served their own interests but also helped create a more inclusive America in which all groups could hope to achieve a piece of the American dream.

WHERE THE JEWS LED AMERICA: EQUALITY AND OPPORTUNITY

The Jew's unique contribution to America has been to force the nation to make good on its promise of liberty and justice for all. In the areas of education and employment opportunity, for example, Jewish groups made substantial use of both the national and state governments to end discrimination and to provide Jews and others with access to opportunities from which they had long been excluded. In 1944, several major Jewish organizations; including the American Jewish Committee (AJC), the American Jewish Congress (AJCongress), and the Anti-Defamation League (ADL), joined with a number of smaller groups to form the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council (CRC) to combat discrimination against Jews in employment, education, and housing.

Employment

The CRC was instrumental in securing enactment of legislation prohibiting discrimination in employment in a large number of states during the late 1940s and early 1950s and in monitoring compliance with that legislation. Corporations like AT&T, Pacific Gas & Electric, and major New York law firms (long bastions of discrimination) were compelled to open their doors to all job applicants.

During the 1960s, the AJC enlisted the support of the federal government in its campaign against employment discrimination. A 1965 executive order issued by President Lyndon Johnson in response to AJC efforts prohibited firms holding federal contracts from engaging in employment discrimination on the basis of religion or race. This policy was later extended to banks handling federal funds and to insurance companies serving as Medicare carriers.

Education

The AJC and the ADL launched major efforts to combat religious and racial discrimination in college and professional school admissions as well. At the turn of the twentieth century, many major American colleges and universities imposed Jewish quotas; drastically limiting the percentage of Jew's admitted to both undergraduate and professional programs, as a response to the growing number of children of recent Jewish immigrants seeking admission, especially to universities in the Northeast. Jewish enrollments declined sharply, particularly in the most prestigious colleges and in the top medical and law schools. For example, the beginning of the century nearly half the students enrolled in Columbia University's College of Physicians and Surgeons were Jews. By the beginning of World War II, less than 7 percent of Columbia's medical students were Jews. The Jewish enrollment in Cornell's School of Medicine fell from 40 to 4 percent between the world wars: Harvard's, from 30 to 4 percent.

During the 1940s and 1950s, Jewish organizations used the threat of legal action to compel universities to end overt discrimination against both blacks and Jews in their admissions policies. In 1945, for example; Columbia University altered its restrictive admissions procedures, when the AJCongress's Commission on Law and Social Action initiated a legal challenge to the university's tax-exempt status. Cohen and Orren show that other universities, including Yale, moved to preclude similar suits by modifying their procedures as well. Through these actions Jewish organizations allied themselves with blacks, although the number of African Americans seeking admission to elite universities in the 1940s was very small. By speaking on behalf of blacks as well as Jews, Jewish groups were able to position themselves as fighting for the quintessential American principles of fair play and equal justice, rather than the selfish interests of Jews alone. College admissions would not be the last instance in which Jewish organizations found that Jews and African Americans could help one another.

In New York, Jewish groups played a major role in persuading Governor Thomas Dewey to establish the commission whose work led to the creation of New York's state university system in 1948. At that time Jewish leaders despaired of ever completely ending discrimination against Jews in private college admissions. Moreover, New York City's Jewish residents had, for decades, sent their children to schools in the city's public college system. Indeed, many of the nation's most distinguished senior Jewish scientists, physicians, attorneys, and university professors earned their undergraduate degrees at the City College of New York because they were unable to break through the barriers barring most Jewish applicants to private universities. After World War II however, large numbers of New York's Jewish families moved to the Long Island suburbs, thus losing access to the city college system. Consequently, Jews fought for the creation of a public university that would provide educational opportunities for Jewish students on a statewide basis.

At the national level, Jewish organizations induced President Truman to create a number of panels to investigate discrimination in employment and education. The President's Commission on Higher Education recommended that university applications eliminate all questions pertaining to race, religion, and national origin. Similarly, the President's Committee on Civil Rights attacked Jewish quotas in university admissions. As colleges and universities were increasingly beginning to rely more heavily on federal funding, especially to pay for the staff and equipment needed to remain competitive in the physical sciences, higher education could not afford to ignore such federal guidelines.

Housing and Civil Rights

Jewish organizations also lobbied vigorously for state legislation prohibiting discrimination in housing. In 1948, the AJCongress and AJC submitted friends-of-the-court briefs to the United States Supreme Court in the case of Shelley v. Kramer, urging that restrictive covenants in housing be declared unconstitutional. In these endeavors to end discrimination in housing and employment, as in their campaign against restrictions on access to higher education. Jews continued to join forces with African Americans on the theory that they could be important allies in the struggle against bigotry. Gains achieved on behalf of one would serve the interests of both.

Throughout the 1960s, of course, Jews played a major role in the civil rights movement. Stanley Levinson, a Jewish attorney, was one of Martin Luther King's chief advisers. Kivie Kaplan, a retired, Jewish businessman, was one of his prominent fundraisers and contributors. Marvin Rich and Alan Gartner were important advisers to James Farmer, head of the Congress of Racial Equality. Attorney Jack Greenberg headed the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) Legal Defense Fund. And thousands of Jews participated in demonstrations, sit-ins, and freedom rides, including the "Freedom Summer" of 1964 when two young Jews, Michael Schwerner and Andrew Goodman, along with their black colleague James Chaney, were murdered by racist thugs in Mississippi.

Religious Freedom

Jews played a major role in the coalition that worked to end officially mandated school prayer and other forms of public (and almost always Christian) exercise of religion. The AJCongress, together with the AJC and the Anti-Defamation League, joined with the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and a Protestant group—"Protestants and Other Americans United for Separation of Church and State"—to initiate a series of federal court suits opposing school prayer. Fearing an antisemitic backlash, the three Jewish organizations were very anxious to diminish the visibility of Jews as opponents of school prayer. The AJC, for example, insisted that the ACLU find both a non-Jewish plaintiff and non-Jewish attorney for its ultimately successful attack on a New York state law providing for released time from school for religious instruction.

The ACLU complied with the AJC's Wishes. Ironically, the public generally assumed that plaintiff Tessim Zorach and attorney Kenneth Greenawalt—both Gentiles—in the 1952 case of Zorach v. Clausen were Jews. Similarly, according to Samuel Walker, in 1962, in Engel v. Vitale, challenging the constitutionality of New York's nondenominational school prayer, the New York Civil Liberties Union (NYCLU) assigned William Butler, the only non-Jew on the NYCLU lawyer's committee to the case.

Other Areas of Policy Leadership

As early as the 1930s, Jewish defense organizations such as the ADL began to secure the cooperation of federal and state law enforcement agencies in collecting information on antisemitic groups and activities. In recent years, the ADL has often worked in cooperation with the Southern Poverty Law Center's Klanwatch program to maintain extensive surveillance of the Ku Klux Klan and other neo-Nazi or racist groups. Information collected has been shared with law enforcement agencies and also used as the basis for civil litigation designed to undermine racist and antisemitic groups by forcing them to pay large damage claims.

Beginning in 1948, American Jews were also able to use their access to federal officials to exercise a substantial measure of influence over American foreign policy. During World War II, American Jews had been reluctant to intercede with the Roosevelt administration even to attempt to save the European Jews. After the war, some American Jewish groups unsuccessfully sought a revision of America's restrictive immigration laws to permit European Jewish refugees to enter the United States. Both the Displaced Persons Act of 1948 and the McCarran-Walters Act of 1952 continued the policy in effect since the Immigration Act of 1924, a "national-origins" quota system that favored immigrants from northern and western Europe and effectively held Jewish immigration to a trickle.

This failure was more than offset, however, by the greatest triumph of American Jewish organizations during the postwar period: recognition of the state of Israel. Despite the opposition of large segments of the British government and the U.S. State and Defense departments, American Jewish groups succeeded in securing President Truman's support for the creation of a Jewish state to house Jewish refugees from Europe. Over the ensuing decades, American Jews successfully urged the U.S. government to provide Israel with billions of dollars in American military and economic assistance. In recent years, Jewish groups have fought not only for aid for Israel but for American humanitarian intervention in other regions of the world as well.

HOW THE JEWS ROSE TO POWER IN AMERICA The New Deal

Before the New Deal, the American Jewish community was politically weak and its role in American society precarious. During the Roosevelt era, however, the government's needs and the capacity of Jews to serve them launched Jews on the path to political influence and social acceptance.

When he came to power in 1933, Roosevelt and the Democratic Party were opposed by much of the nation's established Protestant elite. As a result, Jewish attorneys, economists, statisticians, and other talented professionals became critical sources of leadership and expertise for the Roosevelt administration. Jewish labor leaders, most notably Sidney Hillman, president of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers, played an important role in Roosevelt's political campaigns. Geoffrey Ward claims that more than 15 percent of Roosevelt's top-level appointees were Jews—at a time when Jews constituted barely 3 percent of the nation's populace and were the objects of considerable popular antipathy. A majority of Jewish appointees were given positions in the new agencies created by the White House to administer New Deal programs. As these agencies came to prominence during the Depression, Jews came to constitute a large and highly visible group. The term New Deal itself was coined by one of Roosevelt's Jewish aides, Samuel Roseninan. For their part, Jews found the Roosevelt administration and New Deal programs to be a major route to power, status, and employment in a society that had subjected them to severe discrimination in virtually every occupational realm.

One Jew who achieved a position of considerable influence in the Roosevelt administration was Harvard law professor Felix Frankfurter. He was a key adviser—who played a central role in formulating New Deal programs and in channeling large numbers of bright young Jewish lawyers, known as "Frankfurter's happy hot dogs," to Washington to work in the New Deal. In 1939, Roosevelt appointed Frankfurter to the Supreme Court.

Among the most important of Frankfurter's protégés was Benjamin Cohen. Cohen was instrumental in writing major pieces of New Deal legislation, including the Securities Act of 1933, the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934, the Public Utility Holding Act of 1935, the Federal Communications Act, the Tennessee Valley Authority Act, the Wagner Act, and the Minimum Wage Act. Other Jews prominent in the Roosevelt administration included Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis, who advised the administration on ways of securing Supreme Court approval for its legislative enactments: Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau Jr., Abe Fortas, who joined the Security and Exchange Commission (SEC) and later served as undersecretary of the interior; Isador Lubin, who became head of the Bureau of Labor Statistics and was Roosevelt's chief economic adviser; Charles Wyzanski in the Department of Labor; White House special assistant David Niles, SEC Chairman Jerome Frank; TVA Chairman David Lilienthal; and Housing Administrator Nathan Straus.

For Jewish professionals, lawyers in particular, New Deal agencies were a critically important source of employment and a vitally important route to professional status and successful careers. Jews faced significant discrimination in the private sector and previously had few career options in the public sector. Talented Jews were more than able to hold their own against the Protestant elite in college, graduate school, and professional school but found that academic success did not give them access to remunerative jobs and high-status careers. Major law firms and law school faculties refused to hire Jews except under the most extraordinary circumstances.

Service with the Roosevelt administration conferred status and ultimately power on the many bright Jewish professionals who had few other options. Roosevelt, for his part, was happy to take full advantage of this pool of underemployed talent to develop programs and to staff his agencies. Thus, the New Deal provided Jews with opportunities and advantages and, by the end of Roosevelt's first term in office, most Jews had given the president and his party their allegiance. To this day, Jews largely remain in the Democratic camp as voters, activists, and financial contributors.


Jews and the "New Politics"

Despite the opportunities made available during the New Deal, Jews did not fully enter the American political mainstream until the 1960s, when they assumed prominent roles in the so-called "New Politics" or public interest movement, From the New Deal to the early 1960s. Jews served as advisers, political operatives, congressional staffers, "idea men," and powers behind the throne. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, Jews rose to political prominence in the civil rights and anti-Vietnam War movements. From the 1970s on, Jews led or were influential in most, though not all, of the political reform, feminist, consumer rights, gay rights, environmental, and other public interest groups and related foundations and think tanks that came to dominate the Democratic Party.

Today Jews play important roles in a diverse group of liberal, political and public interest organizations as Environmental Action, the Center for Democratic Renewal, the Center for Policy Alternatives, the Women's Legal Defense Fund, the Center for Science in the Public Interest, Common Cause, People for the American Way, the Judge David L. Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law, the National Organization of Women, the U.S. Public Interest Research Group, the Center for Law and Social Policy, the Children's Defense Fund, Save Our Security, the National Coalition against the Misuse of Pesticides, Citizens against PACs, the Institute for Policy Studies, and hundreds of others.

The various political reforms enacted during the 1970s gave these organizations arid issue-oriented liberal activists a greatly enhanced voice in the Democratic Party's presidential nominating process and in the nation's policymaking and administrative procedures. Jews had always been the most active of liberal activists—willing to invest incredible time, energy, and money in politics—and were thus particular beneficiaries of the Democratic Party reforms adopted in the 1970s.

In addition to the Democratic presidential nominating process, public interest groups and liberal activists became extremely important in the national congressional electoral arena. While American presidential races have become increasingly media contests, candidates in individual congressional districts continue to rely on volunteers and activists to register and mobilize voters. These individuals have a stake in the domestic expenditures and programs championed by the Democrats and have become the political army that leads the battle for Democratic causes and candidates.

These organizations and institutions, in alliance with congressional Democrats and the national media, form a kind of permanent government, providing the Democrats with a continuing ability to influence the nation's policies even when they do not control the White House. These same organizations, moreover, serve as the base from which liberal Democrats launch their congressional and presidential bids. For example, in 1992, many of the key staffers and policy advisers who organized Bill Clinton's presidential campaign had backgrounds associated with such public or quasi-public institutions. These include major universities and colleges (Robert Reich from Harvard, Stanley Greenberg from Yale), think tanks and public interest groups (Rob Shapiro from the Progressive Policy Institute), public programs (Mickey Kantor, a board member of the Legal Services Corporation), and liberal consulting firms (Ira Magaziner). These individuals, and a host of other Jewish advisers, became key Clinton staffers during the president's two terms in office.

Because of their political activism, their willingness to make major financial commitments to the Democrats, and the leadership role that they play in this complex of agencies and organizations and in turn the Democratic Party, Jews have come to play a major role in electoral politics and policymaking in the United States. In this way, in little more than a half century, Jews were able to move from social ostracism and political isolation to established positions of considerable power in American government and politics.

Jewish Liberalism

This historic background and the continuing relationship between Jews and the national government help explain one of the most notable characteristics of Jews in American politics: their strong adherence to liberalism, and especially to the Democratic Party, as loyal voters, leading activists, and major financial contributors. Geoffrey Brahm Levey has ascribed Jewish liberalism to the inherently humanistic character of Jewish values and traditions. This explanation seems somewhat fanciful, however, since in some political settings Jews have managed to overcome their humanistic scruples enough to organize and operate rather ruthless agencies of coercion and terror such as the infamous Soviet-era NKVD.

Like the politics of the Catholic Church, often liberal where Catholics are in the minority but reactionary where Catholics are in the majority, the politics of Jews varies with objective conditions. Jews have, at various times and in various places been republicans, monarchists, communists, and fascists, as well as liberals. In the United States, Jews became liberal Democrats during the 1930s because in the face of social discrimination, Jews found protection and opportunity in a political coalition organized by the Democrats around a liberal social and economic agenda.

This coalition greatly expanded the American domestic state, providing Jews with opportunities not fully available to them in the private corporate sector. Over the subsequent decades, Jews gained access to and positions of prominence in the public or quasi-public economy of government agencies, helping professions, private foundations, think tanks, and universities much more fully and rapidly than they did in the private corporate economy. This discrimination reinforced Jews' stake in the liberal ideologies that justify the role played by these institutions and in the Democratic Party that serves as the public economy's political champion.

The liberal, Democratic coalition also promoted and, to some extent, continues to promote principles of civil rights that serve the interests of Jews. Democratic civil rights policies have worked to Jews' advantage in a direct way by outlawing forms of discrimination that affected Jews as well as blacks. Equally important, these policies have served to expand the reach and power of the federal government (an institution in which Jews exercised a great deal of influence) relative to the private sector and sub-national jurisdictions (where Jews' influence was less).

Finally, membership in the liberal Democratic coalition has provided Jews with access to and favorable treatment from important social institutions that had excluded them. For instance, participation in the liberal Democratic coalition meant that Jews would now receive privileged treatment in the media. While it is clearly not true that Jews control the American news media, Jews and the liberal political coalition are closely tied to some of the nation's major organs of news and opinion. Beginning in the 1960s, these media declared antisemitic expression to be extremist and un-American and, at least for a time, banished it from mainstream political discourse. The benefits they have derived from membership in the liberal Democratic coalition explains why Jews continue to support liberalism and the Democrats even though, as has often been observed, Jews' financial success might seem to suggest that many should be Republicans.

To be sure, a number of prominent Jewish Republicans and Jewish donors are significant factors in GOP fund-raising endeavors. Most Jews, however, are Democrats. Membership in the Democratic coalition allows Jews to exercise considerable political influence and has provided them with access to important social institutions. Moreover, the Democratic Party defends the institutions that are part of or depend upon the public economy, such as universities, in which Jews have a major stake. Jews remain liberal Democrats despite their contemporary economic status and even though their affiliation may require them, at times, to support positions that run counter to their short-term class or communal interests.

JEWISH LEADERSHIP AND THE LEADERSHIP OF THE JEWS

For most American ethnic groups, success and assimilation have gone hand in hand. Though many Jews seem thoroughly Americanized and "marrying out" has become a major issue in recent years, some argue that Jews remain less assimilated than other American ethnic groups of European origin. The continuing identity and distinctiveness of the Jews is a tribute to communal leadership. Jews have helped lead America for a few decades, but this is but a brief moment in the extended history of Jewish leadership. For more than two long millennia, Jews have practiced and honed the leadership skills needed to maintain communal coherence in the Diaspora. Everywhere that a sizeable Jewish community has existed, Jews have also established a complex of religious, educational, and communal institutions that collectively serve as a Jewish government in exile, regulating the affairs of the Jewish community.

Often, these institutions were created or transplanted in response to antisemitism and discrimination. However, once established, as is true for any other government, this government in exile has a vested interest in maintaining itself by maintaining its constituency as a separate and distinct group. Whether or not Jews need Jewish institutions, these institutions certainly need Jews if they are to survive. The survival of Jewish institutions, moreover, depends on the continued existence of the Jews as a separate and distinct group. Hence, these institutions and their leaders have promulgated a doctrine of separatism beginning with a religion that emphasizes the uniqueness of Jews as God's "chosen people", and a version of history that emphasizes the danger posed by non-Jews.

The government-in-the-Diaspora is responsible for maintaining Jewish identity despite the temptation faced by Jews to defect. A complex of lay and religious leaders and institutions, making use of secular techniques of governance as well as religious rituals and laws, maintain the existence of a Jewish community. The Jewish philosopher, Ahad Ha-am, once observed; "More than the Jews kept the Sabbath: the Sabbath kept them." This observation could be expanded to assert that Jews do not create Jewish institutions so much as these institutions create Jews and work to ensure their continued existence. It is because of the continuing efforts of these institutions that there continue to be Jews in America.

Through the eighteenth century, European Jewish communities were governed by a communal authority, or kehillah [community], which regulated the community's religious, cultural, and political affairs on the basis of halakhah, the Jewish legal system based on the divine revelation of the Torah. The kehillah [community] was never established in the United States. However, even without the kehillah [community], contemporary Jewish communities support a complex of institutions that seek to preserve the Jewish community as an entity apart. Virtually all Jewish groups and organizations, secular as well as religious, are united on the overriding importance of this goal, though they sometimes differ on means. Indeed, even what might seem to be theological disputes among the different branches of Judaism are at heart really debates about how best to preserve Jewish identity. Orthodox Jews, for example, maintain that strict adherence to Jewish law and religious precepts is essential for maintaining the integrity of the community. The leaders of the Reform community assert that Jewish practice must be made more consistent with the secular life led by Jews in order to persuade them to remain in the community.

The Jews are undoubtedly the most, if not the best, organized communal group in the United States. At the heart of every Jewish community is a synagogue, presided over by a rabbi who usually serves as both its spiritual and secular leader. Many synagogues operate elaborate educational, cultural, and social programs catering to various segments of the Jewish community. Most synagogues also sponsor "sisterhoods" as a basis for women's activities and "men's clubs" for their husbands. Synagogues typically also arrange for the burial of their members in a Jewish cemetery or reserved section of a general cemetery.

Beyond the synagogue is a network of often overlapping and affiliated organizations and agencies that undertake religious, educational, cultural, social, economic, and political tasks. The American Jewish Yearbook lists nearly five hundred national Jewish organizations that each year collectively raise and spend as much as $2 billion for communal purposes. In addition, the American Jewish community supports some 180 local welfare boards, federations, or community councils; approximately 184 daily, weekly, or monthly periodicals focusing on Jewish issues; some 80 political action committees that, together, contributed nearly $5 million to candidates for political office in the most recent presidential and congressional elections, and last, but not least, a complex of schools that enroll nearly half a million students (one hundred thousand of these in Jewish day schools).

The most important Jewish organizations include the AJC and AJCongress, both of which concentrate on protection of the civil and religious rights of Jews throughout the world: the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, which focuses on combating antisemitism; the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations, which works to maintain American support for Israel; the National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council, which coordinates the eleven national and more than one hundred local Jewish community relations agencies; and the Simon Wiesenthal Center, which seeks to preserve the memory of the Holocaust and sponsors research and education on the Holocaust. Dozens of others could be listed.

In addition, each of the major Jewish religious groups and their numerous affiliates sponsor a variety of organizations to promote appropriate religious practices and to provide religious education and training. For example, the Jewish Reconstructionist Foundation coordinates the Federation of Reconstructionist Congregations and Havurot, the Reconstructionist Rabbinical Association, and the Reconstructionist Rabbinical College. At the other end of the Jewish spectrum; the Merkos L'Inyonei Chinuch (the Central Organization for Jewish Education) is the educational arm of the Lubavicher movement; it seeks to stimulate interest in Jewish education and observance and maintains a network of offices, schools, camps, and Chabad-Lubavitch Houses. The Rabbinical Alliance of America is an organization of Orthodox rabbis. The United Synagogue of America is an organization of 850 Conservative congregations throughout the United States.

This enormous complex of organizations and agencies asserts that they exist to serve the needs of the Jewish people. And, of course, they do. They work to combat antisemitism, deliver social services, provide educational opportunities, ensure religious training, resettle immigrants, and protect Israel's interests. However, the major goal of most, if not all these organizations, agencies, and institutions is what Jonathan Woocher has called "sacred survival." That is, they work to ensure the continuity of the Jewish people as a distinctive group both by struggling against enemies seeking to destroy the Jews and, at the same time, struggling to prevent the assimilation of the Jews into the larger society.

Moreover, on the one hand, Jewish organizations are forever vigilant against any and all manifestations of antisemitism, believing that the ultimate aim of every antisemite is the annihilation of the Jewish people. On the other hand, as frightening as annihilation may be, Jewish organizations are equally worried about the danger that Jews will disappear as a result of assimilation. Major Jewish organizations have made the fight against assimilation a primary goal. Through their cultural and educational programs Jewish groups emphasize three major points. First, Jews today have a debt to their ancestors to pass on their Jewish heritage to their children. To fail in this duty is to betray the millions of Jewish martyrs who fought and died for their faith and their people over the past four  thousand years. Second, Jews as a people have made an enormous contribution to civilization through the philosophical ideals and scientific principles they have introduced.  Thus, Jews have an obligation to humanity to maintain their distinctive identities, "because we are struggling to teach men how to build a better world for all men," as  woocher has said. Finally, only as self-conscious members of the Jewish community, the  Jewish leadership avers, can Jews lead meaningful lives.

Thus, the great key to Jewish survival over the centuries: a government in exile that has struggled to preserve the identity and integrity of its people; a government in exile, moreover, that has had centuries to perfect three instruments on which it relies in its fight  to maintain a Jewish community. These are law and religious practice, education, and communal mobilization.

Law and Religious Practice

A central precept of Jewish law and religion is the distinctiveness or "chosenness" of the  Jewish people. Jewish religious practice, moreover, serves to reinforce this distinctiveness by maintaining the unity of the community and separating it from the Gentile community. For example, Jews have their own rituals, their own holidays, their own dietary  codes. All these are justified as the special duties of Jews stemming from their special relationship with God. The effect of these practices is to remind the Jewish practitioner and the Gentile observer—that Jews are different and distinctive, in order to separate  Jews from the influence of Gentile society.

The notion of the Jews as a people chosen by God begins with God's covenant with Abraham in Genesis: "I will maintain My covenant between Me and you, and your off-spring to come, as an everlasting covenant throughout the ages, to be God to you and your offspring to come. I assign the land you sojourn in to you and your offspring to come, all the land of Canaan, as an everlasting holding, I will be their God." This covenant is renewed in Exodus, which suggests that the Jews, as God's chosen people  have a special mission. "You have seen what I did to the Egyptians; how I bore you on eagle's wings and brought you to Me. Now then, if you will obey Me faithfully and keep My covenant, you shall be My treasured possession among all the peoples. Indeed, all the earth is Mine, but you shall be to Me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation."

Chosenness implies a special mission. And what is the mission of a "kingdom of priests and a holy nation"? Jews were chosen to bring all of the people of the world to an acknowledgment of the sovereignty of God and to accept the values revealed by God.  Jews were chosen, according to Abba Hillel Silver, to work toward the establishment on Earth of a universal brotherhood under God. The chosenness of the Jews and their special mission, in turn, can require them to remain apart from other nations. "To carry out  successfully the task assigned to it," says Silver, "Israel found it necessary to live in the  world but apart from it" (75). As Balaam puts it in the Book of Numbers, "There is a people that dwells apart, not reckoned among the nations." Similarly, the Prophet Jeremiah compares Israel to an olive tree in that other liquids readily mix with one another,  while olive oil refuses to do so and keeps separate. From the beginnings of Jewish history, as Silver observes, Jews were admonished to separate themselves from the customs of the people around them and to follow their own moral precepts and way of life. As expressed in Leviticus, "You shall not copy the practices of the land of Egypt, where you  dwelt, or the land of Canaan, to which I am taking you; nor shall you follow their laws."

The injunction to Jews to keep themselves separate from the people around them  is an important component of Jewish law expressed in the Mishnah and later in the  Talmud. The Mishnah, a six-part code of laws formulated under the authority of Judah the Patriarch, the head of the Jewish community of Palestine at the end of the  second century A.D., lays out numerous provisions regulating and restricting the relations between Jews and Gentiles, warning Jews of the dangers inherent in associating with Gentiles. Similarly, according to Talmudic law, Jews were forbidden to eat food cooked by non-Jews, to engage in sexual relations with non-Jews, or to eat bread  baked by non-Jews. Needless to say, Jews were forbidden to marry non-Jews unless the latter submitted to a process of religious conversion.

Of course, in the contemporary world, most of these prohibitions are ignored by all but the most strictly Orthodox Jews. Indeed, most Jews are probably unaware of many of the prohibitions governing their relationships with non-Jews and cheerfully eat bread that has been baked by Gentiles and drink wine that has been handled by Gentiles. However, even if they do not deliberately refrain from associating with Gentiles, many particular and parochial elements of Jewish observance can serve to isolate Jews from their Gentile neighbors. The Jewish Sabbath and Jewish religious holidays take place on different days from Gentile religious holidays. Jews celebrate their religious beliefs when the community around them is engaged in its normal affairs. As all Jewish children who absent themselves from public school on Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur know, this distinction has the effect of reminding Jews that they are different from  their neighbors and of reminding those neighbors of the difference as well. As Hayim Halevy Donin puts it, "By staying out of school on these days, the child is taught to assign priority to his religious commitments and to assert his Jewish self-respect in an  overwhelmingly non-Jewish society" (123).

Similarly, Jewish dietary laws, if observed, inhibit social relations between Jews and  Gentiles. Observant Jews find it difficult to eat in their Gentile neighbors' homes, to attend business luncheons with Gentile colleagues, and to join Gentile friends or associates for dinner in restaurants, even if they have no personal desire to avoid Gentiles.

Some Jewish groups have sought for decades to eliminate public forms of religious expression precisely to diminish the discomfort and sense of difference that Jews feel when confronted with the Gentile community's religious observances. Ironically, their very success has reduced the overt sense of distinctiveness that Jews feel, and it has thus eroded the barriers to assimilation that many of these groups fear even more  than antisemitism.

Education

Every year, hundreds of thousands of Jewish children attend Jewish educational institutions, ranging from Jewish day schools, through afternoon Hebrew schools, to morning Sunday schools. These schools offer a variety of different curricula. In the Hebrew day schools, a great deal of instruction is offered in the Hebrew language and in Jewish law and history. In the afternoon Hebrew schools, some of which meet only once a week, the curriculum is abbreviated. In the weekly Sunday schools, with typically shorter sessions still, the curriculum is very limited.

The differences among these schools are instructive. As instructional time is reduced and curricular content abbreviated, training in the Hebrew language is usually the first subject to be eliminated. Next to go is the study of Jewish law. Next is training in prayer and ritual. What is left, then, when everything else has been dropped from the curriculum? The irreducible minimum, conceived to be more important than law, religion, or language, is the inculcation of Jewish national identity and loyalty. In other words, even where children are taught hardly anything about the substance of Jewish belief and practice, an effort is made to teach  them to identify themselves as Jews, to take  pride in their difference from other people.

Jewish identification and distinctiveness are also the themes of the three holidays that form the pillars on which the education of Jewish children is presently built: Passover, Purim, and Hanukkah. As is often pointed out by religious purists, these three celebrations are not the most  significant events in the Jewish religious  calendar. Yom Kippur, Rosh Hashanah, and several other festivals are more important. Nevertheless, it is Passover, Purim, and Hanukkah that are chiefly emphasized in the Jewish schools. Not only are these cheerful holidays, deemed likely to appeal to childish sensibilities, but these three holidays help teach three fundamental concepts to Jewish children. Passover teaches chosenness, Purim emphasizes the potential duplicity of Gentiles, and Hanukkah emphasizes the evil of assimilation.

A major impact of Jewish education is to stimulate a sense of communal identification among Jewish children. Obviously, a Jewish education does not guarantee that a child will forever identify with the Jewish community. However, in this as in so many other areas, Jews treated to several years of Jewish education can never fully escape its effects.

Communal Mobilization

The making of Jews does not end with religious practice and the education of Jewish  children. Organizations and institutions comprising the Jewish government in exile employ a third mechanism for maintaining the identity and distinctiveness of their followers. This technique, which could be called communal mobilization, involves the use of campaigns, meetings, books, rallies, and outright propaganda to present Jews with issues and problems that will remind them of their Jewish heritage and induce them to take part  in communal affairs—most important, by contributing time and money to the organizations charged with managing those affairs.

The two most important topics used for communal mobilization are Israel and the Holocaust. Indeed, these two matters have become the central features around which Jewish communal life, fund raising, political activity, and even, to some extent, religious observance have become organized. These are central to the efforts of Jewish institutions to create and maintain Jewish identity. In recent years, of course, both the state of Israel and the Holocaust have also become major topics in most Jewish schools and in Jewish religious observance as well.

Israel

Very few American Jews have ever been Zionists in the literal sense of the term; that is, few have ever seriously thought of emigrating to Israel. Indeed, few American Jews are fluent in Hebrew or know much about Israeli culture or politics. Hardly any subscribe to English-language newspapers, such as the Jerusalem Post, that provide day-to-day coverage of events in Israel. Nevertheless, most American Jews have a sense of kinship with Jews in Israel and a sense of commitment to Israel's well-being and survival. This support is based on tradition and identification and on Israel's martial prowess. For American Jews, Israel's military success is a refutation of the stereotype of the Jew as a coward and a draft dodger. American Jewish support for Israel is also, in part, based on something that Jews will admit to one another but seldom to non-Jews, a fear that, as has occurred so often in Jewish history, Jews just might some day

find themselves compelled to leave America and seek refuge elsewhere. Israel, to many Jews, represents a form of insurance policy against a major upsurge of antisemitism in the United States.

To American Jewish institutions, however, Israel has been more than a form of insurance. To the Jewish government in exile, Israel has been the key to survival in the present. In the period following World War II, American Jewish organizations supported the creation of a Jewish homeland to provide a place where Jewish refugees from Europe could be sent other than the United States. American immigration policy was too restrictive to permit the acceptance of more than a small number of homeless Jews, and American Jewish groups were not successful in liberalizing these policies. Moreover, American Jews were concerned that an influx of "unassimilated" Jewish refugees from Europe could heighten antisemitic sentiment in the United States.

Despite these reasons to support the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine, some American Jewish leaders and major organizations, such as the AJC, were less than enthusiastic about the enterprise. The existence of a Jewish state might raise questions in America about the loyalty of American Jews. Moreover, a Jewish state in Palestine might pose a threat to the primacy of the institutions forming the "Jewish state" in America. In a sense, the rebirth of a Jewish state in Israel represented as serious a threat to the leadership of the American Jewish community as the return of Christ represented to Dostoyevsky's Grand Inquisitor.

In the immediate aftermath of Israel's creation, a fierce struggle developed between the fledgling Israeli government and the American Jewish leadership over primacy in the Jewish world. David Ben-Gurion, Israel's first prime minister, in effect claimed leadership of the entire Jewish world by declaring that all Jews belonged in—and hence to Israel. Abba Hillel Silver, leader of the American Zionist movement, asserted that Jews everywhere had a special relationship to Israel and therefore had the right to exert influence over the decisions of the Israeli government. Silver's position implied that American Jewish organizations had a right to intervene in Israeli policies and politics. Ben Gurion's famous response was that no one "could sit in Cleveland and give directions to Tel Aviv." He invited Silver to move to Israel and exert as much influence as he could  through the Israeli domestic political process.

In the early 1950s, an accommodation was reached between the Jewish state in Israel and the Jewish state in America. The Israeli government agreed to stop embarrassing American Jews and undermining the American Jewish leadership with declarations that Israel was the only true home for a Jew. The American Jewish leadership, for its part, agreed to provide financial and political support for Israel but to refrain  from attempting to meddle in Israeli policies. In the aftermath of this accommodation, previously non-Zionist American Jewish organizations like the AJC became staunch supporters of Israel. The position developed by American Jewish organizations and given the blessing of Israeli leaders was that American Jews had a religious

and moral commitment to support Israel but no obligation to come to Israel to live.  Indeed, some prominent Jewish leaders in America argued that American Jews could best fulfill their moral obligation to Israel by remaining in America, where they could use their political influence and organizational strength to assure Israel of American  financial and military support.

In this way, the threat posed by the state of Israel to the Jewish "state" in America was defused and transformed into an opportunity. American Jewish vacationers, participating in guided tours arranged by Jewish organizations in the United States, began to visit Israel in large numbers and to return to America with a strengthened sense of Jewish consciousness and solidarity. This made them more willing to participate in and contribute to Jewish affairs in New York City, Chicago, Cleveland, and Baltimore. Through participation and charitable contribution, one could be a good Jew and still live comfortably in the United States.

Beginning in the late 1950s after Israel's victory over Egypt in the Suez War, and heightened after Israel's spectacular victory over all the Arab nations in the 1967 Israeli Arab War, Israel became the central focus of American Jewish life. Support for Israel became the major theme around which American Jewish institutions organized their communal, political, and fund-raising efforts. As Jews became less religious and more secular, Jewish institutions found that Israel, and especially pride in the military prowess and achievements of the Jewish state, was the most effective rallying point for their fund-raising and membership activities. Indeed, as Israelis often charged during the 1960s and 1970s, American Jewish organizations invoked Israel as a vehicle for fund-raising activities even though many of the funds raised were actually spent in the United States.  Over the past several years, however, the centrality of Israel has begun to diminish and to be replaced by other mobilizing themes.

The Holocaust

After the Likud bloc came to power in Israel during the mid-1970s and especially after the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, Jewish organizations began to feel American Jewish support for Israel weaken. In addition, during the 1980s and 1990s, as evidence of Israeli military superiority and chances for peace grew, American Jews felt less anxious about Israel's very survival. Thus, the importance of Israel as a motivating issue weakened. The response of Jewish organizations was to reduce Israel's role in their fund-raising activities and turn to other rallying points. Support for Israel has never been abandoned. However, to avoid alienating Jews on the political left who sometimes oppose the policies of the Israeli administration, Jewish organizations have sought to develop other,  less "controversial," mobilizing themes.

For example, through the 1960s and 1970s, the annual UJA spring fund-raising drive, conducted through direct solicitations and telethons in every Jewish community in the nation, had focused mainly on the need to help Israel. Solicitation letters and calls emphasized Israel's military needs, housing needs, desert reclamation, and children's programs. By the 1980s and 1990s, faced with some unease about Israel's right-wing political leadership and treatment of Arabs, the annual campaign moved toward a policy of reduced emphasis on Israel and greater emphasis on other issues such  as the Holocaust and antisemitism in Eastern Europe. The fund-raising letter sent to Jews in Ithaca, New York, in the spring of 1982, is a typical example: "It never seems to end. Threats to Jewish life are more ominous than ever. Periods of economic hardship ... bring anti-Semitic tendencies out of the woodwork and focus them into overt acts of violence and hatred.... Witness the pitiful remnant of Poland's Jews accused  ... of responsibility for Poland's food shortages; even more incredible witness the denial of the Holocaust! ... Throughout history Jews have acted on the premise that we all share a common destiny and a common fate.... That historical obligation has been voluntarily assumed by each generation in its turn and now falls upon us; it is an integral part of our consciousness as a people."

The letter goes on to describe the uses to which the funds raised will be put. Significantly, Israel is not mentioned, though there is a brief reference without explanation to  "Project Renewal," which is a program for urban redevelopment in Israel.

As the emphasis in this letter suggests, over the past twenty-five years, the Holocaust has become one of the most important vehicles for rallying support and raising funds in the Jewish community. Three major Holocaust museums have been built in the United States in recent years, and Holocaust history has become an important curricular focus for all levels of Jewish education.

While this acknowledgment of the tragedy that took place is important, during the actual Holocaust, unfortunately, American Jewish organizations were mainly silent,  more concerned with antisemitism at home than with the fate of millions of Jews in  Europe. For example, Leon Wells relates that when Joseph Proskauer became president of the AJC in 1943, his acceptance speech, which dealt with the problems American Jews were likely to face in the postwar period, made no mention whatsoever of the ongoing slaughter of European Jews or of any possible rescue efforts. Similarly, in Deafening Silence Medoff states that the "Statement of Views" adopted by the AJC's 1943 annual meeting has no mention of the Germans' ongoing efforts to destroy the European Jews, something that was already known by American Jewish  leaders at that time.

The silence of American Jews regarding Hitler's campaign of murder continued even in the years following the war. Jewish organizations for the most part were quiet about the Holocaust; the few survivors to reach America were typically made to understand that they should not speak about their experiences. Many American Jewish leaders were embarrassed about the cowardice these Jews had shown, eager to avoid charges of inaction, and never anxious to link themselves in any way to the Jews of Europe. One source of shame, of course, was the apparent absence of Jewish resistance to the Germans.  American Jews often felt contempt for their European brethren who, the Americans thought, had "allowed" themselves to be killed. The Americans resented being associated with people who seemed not only to confirm but to give new meaning to the stereotype of Jewish timidity. Jews, it appeared, had been too spineless to fight even when being herded toward the gas chambers. (My own parents, both Holocaust survivors, were  told by their relatives to "keep quiet" about their experiences when they arrived in the  United States. See Wells, chap. 9.)

During the 1970s, however, a new generation of American Jewish leaders emerged, men and women who had no complicity in the events of the war years and who could use the inaction during the Holocaust to discredit and displace the established leaders.  The story of the Holocaust, moreover, became a useful parable on the dangers of assimilation and the evil of which even the best Gentiles were capable. After all, had not the Jews lived in Germany for centuries? Did many German Jews not regard themselves as Germans first and Jews second? Did their German friends and neighbors not turn on the Jews in a murderous rage? During the 1970s, this version of the story of the Holocaust began to join or even to replace Bible stories as mechanisms through which to teach American Jews—especially American Jewish children—to be wary of identifying too  closely with the world of Gentile America.

As Jewish organizations began to make the Holocaust an increasingly central focus of their activities, Holocaust survivors were honored rather than told to be quiet. Holocaust studies became a major focus of activity for the young. Holocaust memorials and museums and commemorations became central parts of the agenda of all Jewish institutions. The Holocaust even entered the Jewish liturgy as a special day of prayer and remembrance; Yom Hashoah was added to the religious calendar by Conservative and Reform Jews, though usually not by the most Orthodox synagogues.

Rare today is the fund-raising appeal from a Jewish organization that does not remind the potential donor of the Holocaust and of contemporary efforts by neo-Nazi "revisionists" to claim that the Holocaust never took place. Rather than feel shame over the lack of Jewish resistance to the Germans, American Jewish organizations now celebrate the Warsaw ghetto uprising, which is said to have held the Germans at bay longer than the entire Polish army had been able to do in 1939.

The prominence currently given to the story of the Warsaw ghetto tragedy is especially ironic given the lack of a response among American Jewish leaders to the uprising when it actually occurred. In April and May 1943, as the ghetto was being liquidated by the Germans, Jewish resistance fighters made a series of dramatic broadcasts and desperate calls for help over their clandestine radio station. On April 22, the station told the world that "Gun salvos are echoing in Warsaw's streets. Women and children are defending themselves with bare hands. Come to our aid!" On May 25, the BBC reported monitoring a broadcast telling of Jews being executed by firing squads and being burned alive. Yet many American Jewish organizations had other priorities and gave little attention to the grim news from Warsaw. Only years later, when it became an important vehicle for communal mobilization, did the story of the Warsaw ghetto become a prominent focus of American Jewish concern.

A similar story could be told about another contemporary focus of Jewish organizations' mobilizing efforts—the discovery of the plight of the Russian Jews. When Stalin was actually murdering hundreds of thousands of Jews, little interest in this tragedy was expressed in the West. In the United States, as Paul Appelbaum has observed, "The few calls for concerted action [to help the Soviet Jews] were, for the most part, gently put and generally ignored" (614). Indeed, many left-wing American Jewish organizations and leaders denied that Jews were actually persecuted in the Soviet Union. In later years, however, when the utility of Israel as a rallying point for fund-raising and organizational activities was compromised, American Jewish organizations made much of the importance of saving the Russian Jews.

Communal mobilization has thus been the third instrument through which leadership has preserved the Jewish community in America. Religious practice, education, and communal mobilization have prevented the Jews from completely disappearing into America. Because of the community's leadership, the Jews continue to maintain a measure of cohesion and identity in a nation whose other European ethnic groups are now largely indistinguishable.

THE ENDS OF LEADERSHIP

Jews have had a twofold political response to the American experience. On the one hand, Jews have risen to high positions of leadership in the United States. At the same time, though, the leaders of American Jews have struggled to maintain the coherence and identity of the American Jewish community. How long can America's Jews simultaneously lead the United States and resist assimilation by it? The answer is not clear. Total immersion into American politics exerts enormous pressure on Jews' capacity to retain their ethnic and religious identification. Ironically, when Jews were the victims of discrimination, there was no problem. According to Alan Dershowitz, America forced Jews to remain separate. But how can a group fail to immerse itself fully in a country in which some of its leading lights serve as senators, high court justices, and cabinet secretaries?  The wonder is not that there is so much "marrying out" but that there is so little.

The other side of the coin, of course, is that if Jews insist on retaining their distinctiveness, their ability to retain a position of leadership in America is threatened. Would it really be appropriate for a future Jewish president to declare, "Next year in Jerusalem"  at the conclusion of the Passover Seder? This is the dilemma Jews face in America. It is, of course, a dilemma born of freedom, opportunity, and success, but a dilemma nonetheless. Should Jews choose to lead in America, risking their identity as a people, or should they focus upon their communal identity at the risk of diminishing their position in  America? Sooner or later, it becomes problematic to have it both ways.

032--[David G. Dalin] In appointing Oscar Straus the first Jewish U.S. minister to Turkey, President Cleveland established a precedent that every president—Republican and Democrat alike—would follow during the next thirty years. Presidents Cleveland, Benjamin Harrison, William McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, and Woodrow Wilson each appointed Jewish ministers (and; later, ambassadors) to Constantinople. American presidents recognized the symbolic importance of the Turkish embassy for American Jews, and especially for the growing number of Zionists within the American Jewish electorate, since the Jewish homeland of Palestine remained under the direct control of the Turkish government. During this era, the ambassadorship to Turkey came to be considered a quasi-Jewish domain.

033--[David G. Dalin] Throughout the nineteenth century, the few Jews who received presidential appointments were chosen because their personal connections to the presidents; they were asked to serve in posts deemed especially appropriate for Jews. While no Jews served in high-level administration posts, a number of Jewish leaders, including Joseph Seligman in the Grant administration, and both Oscar Straus and his older brother Isidor in the Cleveland administrations, were important presidential advisers. The movement of Jews from the periphery of executive branch power to the center awaited the turn of the century and the administration of Theodore Roosevelt.

035--[David G. Dalin] INCREASED PRESENCE IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH: FDR AND TRUMAN

During his twelve years in the White House, Franklin Roosevelt appointed more Jews to public office than had all previous presidents combined. Although he named only one Jew to his cabinet, according to Geoffrey Ward, more than 15 percent of Roosevelt's top-level appointees were Jews (254). Harvard law professor Felix Frankfurter, whom FDR appointed to the Supreme Court in 1939, was an important Roosevelt adviser and political confidant from the beginning of his administration. Not only did Frankfurter play a central role in drafting New Deal legislation and in formulating New Deal programs, but he also sent many of his brightest Jewish Harvard Law School students to Washington, where they found work in various New Deal agencies.

Benjamin Ginsberg claims that Jews were especially prominent in the Department of Interior (105). Upon the advice of Frankfurter, Nathan Margold was appointed Interior Department solicitor. Abe Fortas, who would be appointed to the Supreme Court by President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1965, began his public career in the 1930s as a young lawyer in the Interior Department, serving first as director of the department's Division of Manpower and later as undersecretary. Felix Cohen, a New York attorney, wrote the Interior Department's legislation concerning Native Americans.

Jewish attorneys were also appointed to influential positions in the Department of Labor, the Security and Exchange Commission, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and several other New Deal agencies. Among the several Jews who were appointed to ambassadorships by FDR, Jesse Isidor Straus, the nephew of Oscar Straus, was named ambassador to France, where he served from 1933 to 1936.

Franklin D. Roosevelt's closest Jewish friend and his one Jewish cabinet appointee was Henry Morgenthau Jr., who served as secretary of the treasury from 1934 to 1945. 
037--[David G. Dalin] Another close Roosevelt adviser was David K. Niles, who joined the White House staff as assistant to the president in 1942. Sometimes referred to as Roosevelt's "House Jew," Niles was the president's unofficial liaison to the Jewish community. According to Michael Cohen, he advised the president "which Jewish leaders to receive and which might be rejected politely without causing too much political damage" (76). He was the first of a series of special assistants assigned to liaison between the president and the Jewish community. Like Rosenman, Niles stayed on with President Truman after FDR's death. As a special assistant to the president, he had a major influence on Truman's decision to recognize Israel.

038--[David G. Dalin] DECREASED PRESENCE IN THE EISENHOWER YEARS

No Jews played prominent roles in the Eisenhower administration. Few of his top-level appointees and only one prominent member of the White House staff, Maxwell Rabb, were Jewish. Rabb was assistant to the president in charge of civil rights, immigration, and labor problems; he helped shepherd the Refugee Relief Act of 1953 through Congress. Rabb also served as secretary to Eisenhower's cabinet from 1956 to 1958. He continued the tradition of leaving a Jewish member of the White House staff serve as liaison to the Jewish community.

But the Jewish appointment that was most controversial in the Eisenhower administration was one that was never confirmed. Eisenhower had elevated Lewes Strauss, the Truman appointee, to the chairmanship of the AEC in 1953. For the next five years Strauss was the most influential shaper of U.S. atomic energy policy. On October 24, 1958, President Eisenhower nominated Strauss as secretary of commerce, the only Jewish Cabinet designee of this administration. Then the Strauss nomination was sent to Congress for confirmation in January 1959, however, it met the strong and unrelenting opposition of the Democratic-controlled Senate. The opposition was based on the public controversy, during Strauss's tenure as chairman of the AEC, over his prominent role in the revocation of the commission's security clearance to J. Robert Oppenheimer, father of the atomic bomb and one of the nation's most eminent physicists.

Oppenheimer had allegedly had past associations with communists: he was also suspect because of continued opposition to the development of the hydrogen bomb. At Strauss's urging, the AEC ruled that Oppenheimer was a security risk and denied him access to classified information on U.S. atomic energy policy. As chairman of the AEC, Strauss had also repeatedly failed to respond to the requests of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee for information. According to G. Calvin Mackenzie, Strauss had "so infuriated the Senate in this and his evasiveness at his confirmation hearing that it took the highly unusual step of refusing to confirm a nomination to the President's Cabinet" (143). In June of 1959, Strauss's nomination as secretary of commerce was defeated by a Senate vote of fort-nine to forty-six, the only Jewish cabinet nomination to he denied Senate confirmation. 

NIXON AND THE JEWS: A STUDY IN PARADOXES

The relationship between President Richard Nixon's personal view of Jews, on the one hand, and his appointment of several Jews to important positions in his administration, on the other, remains paradoxical. The more than four hundred hours of Nixon White House tapes, made public in the summer of 1999, reveal a level of antisemitic prejudice unique among American presidents. And yet, despite Nixon's uncomplimentary comments about Jews, his personal dealings with individual Jews were highly cordial, and he reached out to several Jewish appointees to serve in his administration.

044--[David G. Dalin] A growing number of Jewish Democrats, who had voted for Carter in 1976, were reassessing their support for the Carter ticket because of their dissatisfaction with the Carter administration's policies toward Israel. With the 1980 presidential election less than a year away, some political observers were already predicting that fewer Jewish voters would vote for the Democratic presidential candidate than in any election in recent memory; some said that President Carter might well receive less than 50 percent of the Jewish vote. The Carter White House, looking toward the campaign ahead, hoped that Klutznick in the cabinet, and thus part of the official presidential team, would reassure those Jewish Democratic voters who were wavering in their support for the president's reelection.

045--[David G. Dalin] CONCLUSION: THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION

During his eight years in the White House, Bill Clinton appointed more Jews to high-level positions than had any other president. Five Jews headed cabinet departments during Clinton's eight years; six others held portfolios with cabinet rank. The positions were of importance and covered the breadth of government activity. Robert E. Rubin and Laurence Summers each served as secretary of the treasury. Dan Glickman, formerly a nine-term Democratic congressman and a longtime member of the House Agriculture Committee; became secretary of agriculture, the first Jew ever to serve in that position. Robert Reich was secretary of labor, the third Jew in American history to head the Labor Department. Mickey Kantor became the third Jew to serve as secretary of commerce in a presidential cabinet; earlier he had served as special trade representative, with cabinet rank. In addition, Madeleine Albright, who was born a Jew but raised as a Roman Catholic, became secretary of state in 1997, after having served as United Nations ambassador (with cabinet rank) during the first Clinton administration.

After some controversy Richard C. Holbrooke assumed the cabinet-rank position of ambassador to the United Nations in October 1998. Samuel "Sandy" Berger served as special assistant to the president for national security affairs. Charlene Barshefsky succeeded Kantor as special trade representative. Alice Rivkin and Jacob Levy were each named director of the cabinet-level Office of Management and Budget, and Gene Sperling served as assistant to the president for economic policy, also with cabinet rank.

More Jews also served in prominent White House staff positions in the Clinton administration than at any time since the New Deal. Samuel (Sandy) Berger, who had served as deputy director of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff during the Carter administration, was appointed deputy assistant to the president for national security affairs. Following Clinton's reelection in 1996. Berger was elevated to special assistant to the president, thus becoming the third Jew to serve as the president's chief national security policy adviser on the White House staff. Three Jewish attorneys—Bernard Nussbaum, Lloyd Cutler, and former congressman and Federal Circuit Court Judge Abner Mikva—served on the White House staff as special counsels to the president. Numerous other Jews, including Rahm Emanuel, Ira Magaziner, Dick Morris, Ann Lewes, Maria Echaveste, and Sidney Blumenthal, served in a variety of advisory capacities on the White House staff. The number of Jews appointed to sub-cabinet positions or to ambassadorships is equally impressive.

In many respects, the 1990s were a historic—indeed, a golden-era for Jews in American politics and government. In that decade more Jews won election to the Congress and Senate than at any other time in American history. During the first four years of the 1950s, only one Jew was a member of the United States Senate; during the 1990s, eleven served at one time. For the first time in American history, a president, Bill Clinton, appointed two Jews to the United States Supreme Court. In the eight years of his presidency, Clinton appointed almost as many Jews to cabinet posts as had all of his predecessors combined. During the Clinton presidency, Jews received more ambassadorial appointments including the first appointment as ambassador to Israel, than in any other administration in American history. In 1997, President Clinton also appointed the first religiously Orthodox Jew—as an ambassador to an Arab country, Egypt. Soon after Ambassador Daniel Kurtzer arrived in Cairo, moreover, a kosher kitchen was installed for him at the Cairo embassy. And, in August 2000, Senator Joseph Lieberman, an Orthodox Jew—who does not campaign on the Sabbath, became the first Jewish candidate for vice president. Each of these developments would have been unimaginable during the 1950s. Collectively, they suggest that during the 1990s, as never before, Jews were politically at home in the United States.

Since the nineteenth century, American Jews have looked to the presidency and to individual presidents for political recognition and representation in the form of presidential appointments to cabinet and sub-cabinet positions, to the White House staff, and to diplomatic positions. And they have not been disappointed in their expectations of the White House. In the early years, the Jews who were appointed were friends and often financial supporters of their political benefactors. Often the positions to which they were appointed were those reserved for Jews. During the twentieth century, from President Theodore Roosevelt's historic appointment of Oscar Straus as secretary of commerce and labor in 1906 to the extraordinary and unprecedented number of Jewish appointments made by President Bill Clinton during the 1990s. American Jews have received ever-greater political recognition through presidential appointments, which have been one of the most important vehicles for Jewish representation and participation in American government and public life. Franklin D. Roosevelt named more Jews to appointive offices than any other president before him. The Jewish presence in the federal government grew enormously in the post-World War II era, and especially beginning with the Kennedy administration, as presidents appointed more and more Jews to cabinet and sub-cabinet positions and to positions on the upper echelons of the White House staff. Presidents Kennedy through Carter made no less than twelve Jewish cabinet appointments; while naming two Jewish assistants to the president for national security affairs, two Jewish chairmen of the Council of Economic Advisers, three Jewish special counsels to the president and, for the first time, a Jewish ambassador to the Court of St. James.

Although it has been hardly remarked on, a distinctive legacy of the Clinton presidency was the extraordinary number of Jewish appointees in important policymaking and advisory positions throughout the executive branch of the federal government. Indeed, through appointments to his White House staff, cabinet, and a variety of sub-cabinet and diplomatic posts, President Clinton brought more Jews into high-level positions in government than had any other president. Through these presidential appointments, American Jews have received an unprecedented degree of political recognition and influence in American government and public life that would have been unimagined in any earlier generation.

And a full path has been navigated. As we enter the twenty-first century, Jews in government have been appointed because of their qualifications to whatever posts they are deemed qualified. They are not appointed to represent Jews; they are appointed as Americans who happen to be Jewish. The degree to which the Lieberman nomination was accepted by the American public, despite some concerns expressed shortly after his selection by Jewish leaders who feared an observant Jew would provide a convenient scapegoat, is ample testimony that Jews within the executive branch are now accepted according to their abilities without concern for the faith they profess or the background of their ancestors.

050--[Connie L. McNeedy and Susan J. Tolchin] JEW'S IN THE SENATE

Jews have served in Congress since antebellum days. The first Jew in the Senate was David Levy Yulee, elected to the Senate as a Democrat from Florida; Yulee served from 1845 to 1851 and then again from 1855 to 1861. Ironically Yulee did not publicly frame his identity as Jewish, referring instead to his "Moroccan parentage." Furthermore, in marked contrast to his twentieth-century Jewish counterparts, Yulee, like many other southern Jews at the time, was adamantly in favor of slavery. He was known for his fiery rhetoric in the Senate in support of secession. There have been claims that he was responsible for hatching a conspiracy against the government of Abraham Lincoln (Stone, 556-58).

The second Jew in the Senate, Judah Benjamin, one of the most important figures in Jewish and American history, was elected from Louisiana in 1852 as a Whig. Also a secessionist, he served until 1861, when the Civil War broke out. Benjamin remained loyal to the Confederacy throughout the Civil War, serving first as secretary of war and later as secretary of state in the administration of Jefferson Davis. He later fled to England after Davis's capture and the defeat of the South. Like Yulee, Judah Benjamin did not invoke his Jewish identity. While acknowledging his Judaism however, Benjamin consistently claimed a closer affinity with America and the South than with the Jewish community. This "loyalty" did not spare him, however, from antisemitic criticisms 
from his opponents.


Only four more Jews served in the Senate from the time that Yulee and Benjamin left until 1949, when Herbert Lehman, a Democrat from New York and close ally of President Roosevelt, took office. During that nearly ninety-year period, there were long stretches of time—from 1861 until 1879, from 1885 until 1897, and for the thirty-six years after Republican Simon Guggenheim of Colorado left the Senate until Lehman took office—in which there were no Jewish senators. However, Jews became an important part of the New Deal coalition, contributing to the electoral success of Democrats, especially in states with relatively large Jewish populations, such as New York. In 1949, Lehman, a former New York governor who had run unsuccessfully for the Senate in 1946, became the first Jewish senator after that hiatus of nearly four decades when he won a special election over John Foster Dulles, who had been appointed by Republican Governor Thomas E. Dewey to fill a vacated seat. Lehman's special election victory allowed him to complete that un-expired term. He went on to win a full term in the election of 1950. Lehman was joined by Richard Neuberger (D-Oreg.) in 1955; after that time, the barriers against Jews in the Senate slowly eroded.

Twenty-one Jewish senators have served since Lehman was elected. (Three senators are excluded from this count: William Cohen [R-Me.],John Sanford Cohen [D-Ga.], and Barry Goldwater [R-Ariz.]. Although they are included in some studies of Jews in Congress because their fathers were Jewish; all three declared their allegiance to Christianity relatively early in their lives.) Reflecting Jewish political views generally, most of the Jews elected to the Senate in the last half of the twentieth century were Democrats. Only five—Jacob Davits (N.Y.), Rudy Boschwitz (Minn.), Warren Rudman (N.H.), Arlen Specter (Pa.), and Jacob (Chic) Hecht (Nev.)—have been elected as Republicans.

The career of Davits, who succeeded Lehman in the Senate and served until his defeat in 1980, deserves special attention, not only because of his prominence but also because of the difficult experiences he faced as a senator. For many of the years that he served, Javits was one of only two or three Jewish senators, and he suffered a fair measure of discrimination from some of his colleagues in the Senate. To cite one example, during a debate on the Senate floor on welfare formulas for New York, Senator John McClellan (D-Ark.) turned on Javits in fury and frustration: "We don't need your kind here," a thinly veiled reference to Javits's religion and ethnicity.

That someone as distinguished as Javits experienced such overt antisemitism on the Senate floor explains in part why relatively few Jews chose to seek elective office at the federal level for much of the twentieth century. Jews number only l to 2 percent of the population, however, when their influence has been disproportionate to their numbers, antisemitism has tended to emerge. Fearing this reaction, many politically active Jews have preferred, until very recently to exercise their power behind the scenes and not in the forefront of politics. More typically, Jews have occupied high-ranking positions as advisers, financiers, publishers, and media figures.

After the 1992 election, for the first time in history, the number of Jews in the Senate grew to ten, symbolically representing the first time that Jews in the Senate could form a minyan, the minimum number required for a "prayer quorum." The Jewish senators elected in the last quarter-century remain mostly Democrats, but they show an interesting geographic dispersion. Some, like Howard Metzenbaum (Ohio), Frank Launtenberg (N.J.), Charles Schumer (N.Y.), and Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein (both Calif.), are Democrats who represent traditionally liberal states with large Jewish populations. Others, like Edward Zorinsky (D-Neb.), Rudy Boschwitz (R-Minn.) and Paul Wellstone (D-Minn.), or Herb Kohl and Russ Feingold (both D-Wis.), represent states with very few Jews and either more conservative or mixed political traditions. It seems apparent in those cases that religion was not a significant factor in the eyes of the voters.

The most senior current member, Carl Levin (D-Mich.), was elected in 1978; the newest Jewish senator, Schumer, won his seat in 1998. Three of the newest members, Schumer, Boxer, and Ron Wyden (D-Oreg.), are the only three Jewish senators who rose to the Senate from seats in the House since Javits was elected in 1956, despite the fact that rising from the House to the Senate has been a common path for ambitious representatives. A tall, lanky man, Wyden says today that he is the "only Jewish Senator to have received a basketball scholarship" in college.

Two of the current senators, Feinstein and Boxer, are the first Jewish women to serve in that body. (As of 2000, California, Maine, and Washington each have two female senators.) Boxer, reflecting a new militancy about Jews and women in politics, talked about how religion and politics affected her campaign for the Senate in California when she and Feinstein were running for two seats that were open at the same time—and were competing with each other for attention and campaign contributions: "People would say; 'How could two women win in California?'" she recalled. "What they really meant was, 'How could two Jewish women win in California?' The pundits were wrong: they only thought that one of us would get elected. What you have to do with prejudice is turn it around. We should not stand still for one Jewish seat on the Supreme Court, or two Jewish women in California. That's [tokenism] all over. The momentum is continuing to build."

Boxer and Feinstein are interesting from several perspectives. Neither emphasized religion in the quest for office, and, for the most part, their religion turned out not to be much of a factor in their election from California—a large, heterogeneous state, with at least half a dozen large urban areas. Both are liberal: Boxer is slightly more liberal, rating 95 percent, according to the Americans for 
Democratic Action (ADA) rating, which ranks lawmakers on a liberal scale, while Feinstein received a 90 percent rating.

According to former Senator Howard Metzenbaum, "There is less prejudice against Jews now: no one would claim there is antisemitism now." But he added another example of the subtle antisemitism that Jews like Javits and himself had encountered. Before his retirement, Senator Ernest Hollings (D-S.C.) referred to him on the floor of the Senate as the "Senator from B'nai B'rith." Hollings "apologized, but not too well." recalled Metzenbaum. "The Jews from South Carolina still voted for him. The remark was unprovoked. There was no issue on the floor at that time."

Unlike the House of Representatives, Jews in the Senate have never formed an informal or formal caucus—although they might ally with each other on specific issues. In fact, the Senate mores discourage the formation of groups that advocate their own interests, because their very existence would violate the long tradition of comity and collegiality in the Senate. "There is no Jewish Caucus,"' emphasized Metzenbaum. "If there were, I would not have tolerated it. If they had separated us, I would have resented it."

Jews in the Senate do not stand out as an identifiable group. While most have been Democrats and many have come from 
states with large Jewish populations, others have been Republi
cans—and many have come from states with few Jews. Many of 
the Jewish senators have been liberals, as a group they have 
probably been more liberal than their partisan peers, but not 
overwhelmingly so. Of the senators elected in the last quarter century, few have emphasized the importance of their religion as a motivating factor for their commitment to public service or for the views that they have expressed and issues they have emphasized.

JEWS IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Since Lewis Charles Levin won his seat as an American Party candidate from Pennsylvania in 1844, only 155 Jews have served in the House of Representatives. Before the first large wave of Jewish immigration in the late 1840s, America had fewer than fifteen thousand Jews, and no distinct religious community existed as a political base from which potential Jewish lawmakers could get elected. Fewer than two-dozen Jews were elected to the House before 1900. Those who were elected developed political followings often independent of their religious affiliation. However, with the wave of immigration from Eastern Europe from the 1880s until after the turn of the century, distinct Jewish communities grew up in urban centers, these began to form the base of support for Jewish candidates seeking elective office. Twelve Jews were elected to the House in the elections between 1884 and 1900: half of these came from New York, some clearly the products of political organizations. In retrospect, those lawmakers were very brave to run openly as Jews in the face of the nativist, antisemitic, and anti-immigrant sentiments of the time. But they clearly represented their constituents in seeking a better life in America. Some of the Jewish candidates of this period brought their politics from Europe into the U.S. political arena. The first two Socialists ever to serve in the United States House of Representatives were Victor Berger, an Austrian Jew who was elected from Wisconsin in 1910 and served five (nonconsecutive) terms, and Meyer London, a Russian Jewish immigrant, who was elected from New York in 1914. Berger's iconoclastic, socialist, and pacifist views continually got him into trouble, he was indicted five times and was convicted and sentenced to twenty-five years in prison.

055--[Connie L. McNeedy and Susan J. Tolchin] Seventeen Jews served in Congress during the administration of Franklin Roosevelt. Ten of the eleven first elected during FDR's tenure were Democrats; the lone Republican, Daniel Ellison of Maryland, served only one term. These Jewish members of Congress reflected a party allegiance fostered by the New Deal that continued for the rest of the century. The candidacy and administration of FDR unified Jewish voters in their identification with the Democratic Party. In each of FDR's four presidential elections, he received between 80 and 90 percent of the Jewish vote. Jewish allegiance to Roosevelt and the Democrats can be attributed to his New Deal policies, to his leadership in waging war against Hitler, and to the visibility and prominence of Jews in his administration. It is clear that the Jewish members of Congress reflected many of these views.

After World War II, the number of Jews elected to Congress slowly increased. As in the Senate, the vast majority were Democrats, with many from large, heterogeneous urban districts that appeared more congenial to voting for Jewish representatives. A number of representatives in the New York City delegation have represented districts with large Jewish populations. 
058--[Connie L. McNeedy and Susan J. Tolchin] On a wide range of issues, including affirmative action and hate crimes, immigration, gun control, flag desecration, missile defense systems, and foreign aid to Kosovo, Jews have tended on the whole to vote to the left of center. All of the Jewish senators supported legislative initiatives relating to affirmative action and hate crimes. On two of the other issue, only one of the Jewish senators dissented from the others—Wellstone in the case of the missile defense system, and Wyden on a bill relating to temporary farm workers. On three of the issues—aid to Kosovo, the gun control vote, and the constitutional amendment on flag desecration—Specter dissented from the majority view. On two of those three votes Lieberman sided with Specter; on one of those two and one other, Feingold sided with Specter. The Jewish senators clearly did not vote as a bloc, and partisanship was not the only factor. In fact, the nine Jewish Democrats voted very much like the rest of their party on these issues, and Specter's record paralleled that of the other moderate Republicans.

The pattern of controversial House votes in the 105th Congress was remarkably similar. Benjamin Gilman, the lone Republican among the Jewish members of the House, dissented more frequently than any of the others from the majority view; but again, he was normally joined by a number of others who shared his stance. On six of the seven issues examined, the majority of the Jewish representatives voted on one side; only on the question of Internet gambling were they truly divided. On each of the issues the split or unanimity among the Democratic Jewish representatives reflected the extent of division within the Democratic caucus as a whole.

The issue that has most united Jews in Congress for most of the last half-century is American policy toward Israel. Their positions reflected the preferences of American Jews, in general, most of whom are strongly pro-Israel. Moreover, support for Israel among Jewish members is also compatible with Jewish members' identity as Americans, since Americans have traditionally supported the state of Israel—as the only true democracy in the Middle East. There is a clear nexus between the position that the Jews in Congress take as Jews, and the position they would also hold because support for Israel is seen as in America's strategic interest. The closeness of this connection—between interests as Jews and interests as Americans with certain views of geopolitical strategy—is reflected not only in the concern for Israel expressed by the Jews in Congress but also in their willingness, reflective of American views generally, to be critical of some specific actions of the Israeli government and of the views of some Israelis on how the peace process should evolve.

According to Sander Levin (D-Mich.), Jewish members have made it their business to keep themselves well informed on foreign policy relating to Israel and the Middle East. Among those most active today on Middle East issues are two California Democrats from Los Angeles, Henry Waxman and Howard Berman. Their California colleague, Democrat Tom Lantos, himself a Holocaust survivor, is the leading expert on legislative matters relating to the Holocaust. Yet Levin points out that Jewish members of Congress are not monolithic in their views or on their votes on Israel. In recent years when many members have not always agreed with the policies promoted by the government of Israel, they have not been hesitant to express their reservations.

061--[Connie L. McNeedy and Susan J. Tolchin] Moreover, over the last decade Republican legislators from areas of the country with few Jews have become somewhat more supportive of Israel because of the supportive Middle East stance of religious right. Federal Election Commission (FEC) data indicates that two-thirds of pro-Israel PAC dollars went to Democrats, in contrast to other political action committees, which tend to favor Republicans. In 1995, the National Jewish Democratic Council had created its own PAC to support Democratic candidates sympathetic to their issues. In 2000, the National Jewish Coalition announced the formation of its own Republican PAC at the same time that it decided to change its name to the Republican Jewish Coalition: the major function of this group is to raise money for Republican congressional and presidential candidates.

062--[Connie L. McNeedy and Susan J. Tolchin] Identity politics also led Jews in Congress to oppose politically right-wing groups, since they had traditionally harbored antisemites, many of whom advocated the Christianization of the United States. The rise of the Christian Right, which gained considerable ground in the United States in the 1980s and the 1990s, worried many Jewish legislators, who had traditionally downplayed their Judaism in Congress for fear of this group, among others. The possibility that David Duke, a former member of the Ku Klux Klan, would run for Congress, for example, triggered a reaction among Jewish members of Congress, as well as the American Jewish Congress (AJCongress), which called on the Republican National Committee (RNC) to expel him. The RNC eventually assured the AJCongress that Duke would receive no assistance from them.

Jews in Congress have always advocated strong hate-crime legislation; since Jews have suffered disproportionately in the categories of "religion-related" crimes and as targets of "religious hate" crimes. Data compiled in 1998 by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) showed that while 13 percent of all hate crimes were committed against Jews; 80 percent of those labeled "religion related", were directed at Jews.

Jewish lawmakers from both houses supported the Hate Crimes Prevention Act, first introduced in 1997. Despite the increase in hate crimes, including the vicious, homophobic murder of Matthew Shepliard in Wyoming, Congress has so far failed to pass legislation that would extend existing hate-crimes laws to those victimized by their gender…

066--[Robert A. Burt] Of the 108 justices who have served on the United States Supreme Court since its founding, seven have been Jews. President Woodrow Wilson appointed the first, Louis D. Brandeis, in 1917. Benjamin N. Cardozo, the second Jew, joined Brandeis on the Court in 1931, having been appointed by Herbert Hoover. When Cardozo died in 1939, Franklin Roosevelt appointed Felix Frankfurter, the third Jew, to replace him, though Brandeis still remained on the Court, he resigned just three weeks later. When Frankfurter left the Court in 1963, he was succeeded by Arthur J. Goldberg, the fourth, at John Kennedy's appointment; and when Goldberg resigned two years later, Lyndon Johnson appointed Abe Fortas, the fifth, in his place. From Fortas's resignation in 1969 until 1993, no Jew served on the Court. In 1993 and 1994, Bill Clinton appointed the sixth and seventh Jewish Justices: Ruth Bader Ginsburg was followed by Stephen G. Breyer.

067--[Robert A. Burt] Cardozo, by contrast, had a strong personal connection to Judaism. His family proudly traced itself to the Sephardic Jews who arrived in New York in 1654 during the last years of Dutch rule; born in 1870, Cardozo was bar mitzvahed in Congregation Shearith Israel, the synagogue founded by these early immigrants. The strength of this familial connection did not, however, sustain itself for Cardozo into his adult life; soon after his bar mitzvah, he abandoned any active religious practice, though he maintained his formal affiliation with Shearith Israel throughout his life.

Cardozo was not typical among American Jews in one obvious sense—he could trace his family's presence in this country back to the seventeenth century. By 1932, when Cardozo arrived at the Court, the overwhelming proportion of the three million American Jews had come here from Eastern Europe only after 1890. Cardozo was different, moreover, even among the American Jewish population immediately before this massive influx of Jewish immigrants. Of the three to four hundred thousand Jews then in America, all but about fifty thousand had emigrated from Germany after 1848. Cardozo's Sephardic background, as well as his extended American lineage, was entirely unrepresentative of American Jewry of his day.

When Brandeis came to the Court in 1917, his background was also unrepresentative of the numerical bulk of American Jewry. Even regarding the German Jewish community—a more highly visible segment of American Jewry than Cardozo's affiliations—Brandeis's connections were themselves somewhat unusual. Brandeis was in many ways a conventional product of that background: a well-educated, financially prosperous son of well-educated, commercially successful immigrants who had left Germany after the failure of the liberal revolutions of 1848. He was also representative of German American Jews in his connections to the Gentile community: he had a comfortable economic relationship with Gentiles (his law partner, in a firm established immediately following their graduation from Harvard Law School, was a member of a prominent Yankee Brahmin family); but he was more closely connected to fellow Jews (most of Brandeis's clients in the firm were commercially successful German American Jews), at the same time. Brandeis kept some visible distance from the Gentile community in activities such as club memberships and informal social gatherings.

Nonetheless, Brandeis was markedly—one might even say ostentatiously—different from members of the German-American Jewish community in at least one particular way: his passionate, highly visible public identification with Zionism. Most German American Jews were openly hostile to Zionism; they had found their Zion—their economic success and social comfort—in America. In their view, any threat to their status in American society came from the open expression of Jewish separateness as such, especially visible in the insistently "un-American" appearance of their co-religionists newly arrived from the self-contained shtetls of Eastern Europe. These new immigrants were not equipped for easy American assimilation by education or prior experience of commercial and social interactions with Gentiles. By 1917, most German American Jews strove to distance themselves clearly from their Eastern European co-religionists, while some among them engaged in philanthropic activities designed to promote assimilation among these new immigrants. In either case, one underlying social motivation was apparent among almost all German American Jews: to stand apart from any identification with a distinctive separateness as Jews and thereby to protect themselves against the mounting antisemitism increasingly evident among Gentile Americans in response to the new presence of these visibly alien immigrants.

Brandeis, however, characteristically charted his own course in his public identification with the Jewish separatism implicit in the Zionist movement and in his relationship, through Zionism, with Eastern European Jewish immigrants. As late as 1912, Brandeis had taken no part in Jewish communal or religious affairs; in that year, however, when he was fifty-six years old, he met Jacob DeHaas, whom Theodore Herzl had dispatched to the United States to bolster the weak Zionist movement there. In a brief conversation, DeHaas ignited Brandeis's imagination about Zionism. DeHaas's opening salvo was to invoke Brandeis's uncle Lewis, who, until his recent death, had been an early Zionist exponent. From that moment, Brandeis was converted to Zionism. In 1914, he accepted election as head of the American Zionist organization—not as a figurehead but as an intensely committed activist with national stature, extraordinary organizational skills and energy, and a network of devoted associates who followed him into Zionist activism.

When Brandeis came to it, American Zionism was a feeble enterprise. His new leadership was an extraordinary social and financial coup for Zionism. Brandeis's public stature appeared to solve the problem of "dual loyalties" for American Jews, if he—by his own description, "one of the most American of Americans"—could be a committed Zionist, then so could any American Jew. Brandeis's accession to the United States Supreme Court in 1917 gave even greater credence to this proposition, and after his Senate confirmation, Brandeis remained publicly active in the Zionist movement, though he severed ties with virtually all of his extensive other organizational involvements. The intensity of Brandeis's continuing engagement and his public significance for the Zionist movement can be measured by the fact that in 1920, he considered resigning from the Court to accept the presidency of the World Zionist Organization.

For Brandeis, the establishment of a Jewish national home was much more than a philanthropic gesture for needy Jews; the goal of Zionism, as he saw it, was to create a state that would honor the biblical injunction to be a "light unto the nations"—to embody a set of values that would inspire Jews and Gentiles alike. The specific values that he identified for Zionism were the mirror image of his critique of American society values of individual self-determination and self-respect that he saw threatened by the increasingly complex matrix of economic and social organization in America. Brandeis saw a realistic possibility in Palestine of a society based on small-scale economic activity, with special prominence for agricultural pursuits, which concretely exemplified his reformist vision for American society—his opposition to "bigness" in corporate and social life, his embrace of Jefferson's image of a nation of independent yeoman—farmers as the best and even only safeguard for democratic values. In ideological terms, this emblematic vision of Zionism permitted Brandeis to harmonize his "dual loyalty" to America. Brandeis believed that Palestine, organized on Jeffersonian principles, would serve as a beacon light for American democracy itself, recalling this country to its own best possibilities. As he put it in accepting the leadership of the American Zionist organization in 1914, "To be good Americans, we must be better Jews, and to be better Jews we must become Zionists" (quoted in Burt, 16).

However, just as he stood apart from mainstream opinion within the German-American Jewish community in embracing Zionism and by extension his Eastern European compatriots, Brandeis's vision of Zionism was too idiosyncratic for the leadership of the World Zionist Organization. In 1921, just one year after he turned down its presidency, a long-simmering conflict between the American and European Zionists publicly erupted, and Brandeis abruptly resigned from the entire enterprise (accompanied by the prominent American Jews who had been drawn into the organization by the force of his example). The specific issue in conflict was a seemingly trivial dispute about accounting procedures; but the deeper conflict was a different, and ultimately irreconcilable, vision of the goal of Zionism. For European leaders, the establishment of a Jewish national home had an all-consuming cultural and personal significance: its attainment necessarily implied the end of the Diaspora, the in-gathering of all Jews who truly viewed themselves as Jews. For Brandeis and his allies in the American organization, the goal of Zionism was to provide a home for those Jews who had no safe home elsewhere, for them, the Diaspora Alas not inherently unsafe or inappropriate for Jews, and America specifically could provide a home for Jews as Jews.

Brandeis and Cardozo were thus both hardly representative of American Jewry when each of them came to the Supreme Court. Brandeis's Jewishness was the basis for some considerable opposition to his nomination in 1917. There was much less opposition on this (or any) basis to Cardozo's nomination fourteen years later. The fact that Cardozo would join another Jew on the Court was apparently considered no more significant by President Hoover or his advisers than that Cardozo was a Democrat or that there were already two New Yorkers on the Court: that is, all of these elements were "problems" regarding Cardozo's nomination, but none were dispositive. And his Jewishness, in particular, did not appear to weigh more heavily than these other negative considerations. His considerable reputation for legal probity and personal integrity from his service on the New York State Court of Appeals counterbalanced all of these negatives, and were the basis for the virtually unanimous public approval of his nomination.

When both Brandeis and Cardozo joined the Court, the American Jewish community had no clear-cut, unitary public identity. The small group of "old family" Sephardic Jews and the larger group of prosperous, socially secure, "uptown" German-Jews had little in common, beyond their formal identification as "Jews," with the "downtown," Eastern European, recent Jewish immigrants. Those "uptown" Jews who, unlike Brandeis or Cardozo, invested their Jewishness with religious content, were most likely to express this investment through the deracinated observance forms of Reform Judaism, while the "downtown" Jews held fast to the demanding, time-honored rituals of Orthodoxy. The fact that Brandeis's Jewishness essentially found expression only through his Zionism and that Cardozo was affiliated (and more by birth than by active engagement) with a minority group among American Jews reflected the absence of a distinctive Jewish identity at the time. American Jewry was a community in flux, unsettled by the vast numbers of more recent Eastern European immigrants but not yet coherently shaped into a clear social identification with or by these numerically dominant newcomers. The concurrent service of the first two Jewish justices speaks to an indeterminacy, even an incoherence, in the very idea of Jewishness as a social category in their day.

073--[Robert A. Burt] At this same time, however, a new worry appeared for American Jews about the implication of a reserved place for Jews on the Supreme Court or anywhere in the higher reaches of American social status. By 1965, the black civil rights movement had taken a new turn—a turn that many Jews, who had been active allies in the campaign, found disturbing. In response to the stubborn white resistance to claims for an end to overt and covert racial segregation, many black leaders were demanding the adoption of race-based quotas in public and private enterprises: others ostentatiously embraced a new version of racial separatism, a voluntary turning away among blacks from the prior goal of inclusion in white social endeavors. These demands for social endorsements of racial categorization appeared to many Jews to be an abandonment of the ideological basis for their alliance with black aspirations: the new demands brought into sharp relief the extent to which this Jewish support had rested on the belief that Jews and blacks shared the same status (excluded from the American mainstream on the basis of racial or ethnic animosity) and therefore shared the same assimilationist strategies and goals (especially access to educational institutions for equal opportunities to develop and display their intrinsic merits). The new black demand for race-based social policies generally and racial quotas in particular also struck many Jews as a direct threat to their own social opportunities, numerically proportional representation in the higher reaches of American social life offered very little to Jews as such (a 3 percent participation, to be specific).

076--[Robert A. Burt] FROM THE INSIDE, OUT

If the Jewish seat as such once had but no longer has strong social leaning, the question remains whether Jewishness has had any intrinsic significance for its occupants in their conception of their social role as (Jewish) justices. Two sentimentalized claims are often made for such significance: that Jews are inclined toward the legal profession because of the rabbinic tradition of close talmudic reading, and that Jews are inclined toward protection of all vulnerable minorities because of the Old Testament injunction to "remember that you once were slaves in Egypt." The causal connection is not, however, convincing. The Hebrew Bible expresses conflicting admonitions: alongside commandments for empathy with other socially vulnerable groups, there are directives for narrow self-aggrandizement [Jewish power] as God's "chosen people" entitled to oust vulnerable others from divinely promised lands. The special affinity of Jews for the legal profession might well have some connection to rabbinic pursuits, but it is most plausible to see this Jewish concentration in the pursuit of professional credentials as "helpers" and "fixers" (whether in law, medicine, or accounting) as a secular strategy for self-protection and aggrandizement in a Gentile world offering limited social acceptance to Jews. It is less the rabbinic tradition than the hallowed social role of court Jew—as protected servant and financial facilitator of Christian kings in their struggles to exert centralized authority over feudal nobility—that marked the path leading so many American Jews to the legal profession (and seven of them to the Supreme Court).

It is, moreover, difficult in scanning the biographies of the seven Jewish justices to see ways in which their Jewishness definitively shaped their judicial philosophy or actions. From available documentary sources, at least four of the seven clearly did not view themselves as religiously engaged; even in a mild way. Brandeis was raised in an entirely secular home, with only a very remote connection to Jewish ritual through his uncle's religiosity, in his mid-fifties, as noted earlier, he described himself as "very ignorant in things Jewish." Cardozo was raised in a religiously observant family, but he self-consciously abandoned his family's observances immediately after his bar mitzvah. In his adult life he often referred to himself privately as a "heathen" and more gently in public as an agnostic. Frankfurter definitively rejected his observant upbringing, as noted, when he was a college student and found that Judaism "ceased to have inner meaning" for him. For Fortas, according to his biographer, "Judaism never had much spiritual meaning. . . . He always identified himself as a Jew; but he viewed his religion as a handicap to disclose rather than as a heritage to claim." Of all the Jewish Justices, Frankfurter took the most publicly adamant position that his Jewishness had no influence whatsoever on his judicial conduct. In a dissenting opinion to a Supreme Court decision that invalidated a local school board's requirement for Jehovah's Witness children to salute the American flag notwithstanding their religious objections, Frankfurter wrote: "One who belongs to the most vilified and persecuted minority in history is not likely to be insensible to the freedoms guaranteed by our Constitution. Were my purely personal attitude relevant I should wholeheartedly associate myself with the general libertarian views in the Court's opinion.... But as judges we are neither Jew nor Gentile, neither Catholic nor agnostic. We owe equal attachment to the Constitution and are equally bound by our judicial obligations whether we derive our citizenship from the earliest or the latest immigrants to these shores."
Notwithstanding this adamance—or perhaps as a reflection of this "too much"" protestation—Frankfurter's judicial conduct appeared to be more influenced by his Jewishness than any of the other Jewish Justices. This influence cannot be traced from the religious tenets but from the social significance of Judaism for Frankfurter, of what it meant to be Jew in America during his lifetime.

082--[Gerald M. Pomper and Miles A. Pomper] The characteristic forms of Jewish politics in America are also broadly related to Lawrence Fuchs's classic description of fundamental Jewish values. Fuchs argues that three basic values provide the sources of American Jewish liberalism: learning (Torah), charity (tzedakeh [charity]), and nonasceticism, a celebration of life's pleasures. The emphasis on Torah made Jews receptive to intellectual designs for social reconstruction. The duty of tzedakeh [charity] stimulated Jews to support efforts toward redistributive justice. The emphasis on worldly pleasures made Jews seek improvements in their earthly life rather than patiently await redemption in a heavenly paradise.

We admittedly stretch these terms in the following three-part analysis. In the first section, we examine machine politics, an expression of materialist values—another possible meaning of nonasceticism. What Fuchs defined as an emphasis on this-worldliness and the enjoyment of life here and now can become manifest in Jewish striving toward the machine's material rewards of money, prestige, and power. In the second section, we discuss reform politics as an expression of tzedakelt. The commitment to social Justice is particularly evident in socialist and other left-wing parties and can also be seen in reform movements both within and outside the major political parties. Another variety of reform is evident among contemporary neoconservative Jews. In the third section, we examine the group members leadership in national party organizations. This leadership may be considered an expression of the bent toward order and planning embodied in the Torah.

086--[Gerald M. Pomper and Miles A. Pomper] Jacob Arvey was a later, more prominent, and more honest machine leader, probably the most influential local Jewish machine leader in American politics. The son of immigrants from Poland, he began his political career in typical fashion, as a precinct party worker for the Democratic organization in a Jewish area on the western side of Chicago, quickly rising to the position of ward committeeman and city alderman. As Jewish support for Roosevelt and the Democrats rose, Arvey's ward produced the highest Democratic percentages of any local jurisdiction in the nation, and the party tradition continued even as blacks replaced Jews in the area.

Although he dropped out of high school, Arvey later resumed his education, completed college, earned a law degree, and became a commissioned lieutenant colonel in the army during World War II. Soon afterward, he was chosen to lead Chicago's Democratic machine, the Cook County Democratic Committee, which carried with it effective control of the state party and a leading national party role. He moved against the former party leader and mayor, Ed Kelly, who had become tainted by corruption. Soon, he groomed Richard B. Daley for the mayor's office and as his successor as county chairman. Under Arvey and then Daley, Chicago achieved both a fair measure of civic development and political longevity as the Democrats sustained the last of the powerful big-city machines.

By mid-century, Arvey's evident intelligence and skill made him one of the most respected local party politicians in the nation. He maintained the strength of the county and state party by selecting prestigious candidates to head the electoral ticket. His most notable success came in 1948, when he arranged for the nomination of Paul Douglas, a distinguished university economist, for United States senator, and Adlai Stevenson for governor. Arvey participated in the maneuverings that led to Stevenson's "draft", as the Democratic presidential candidate in 1952, after which Stevenson went on to unsuccessfully oppose Republican Dwight D. Eisenhower, and supported Stevenson's renomination in 1956. Four years later, however, the party organization spurned the former governor's try for a third nomination and threw its critical support to John F. Kennedy.

These individuals are not a full, or representative group, but they do suggest some general ideas about Jewish machine politicians. These machine leaders were rooted in their ethnic and religious communities, gaining support from fellow Jews and maintaining their connections to Jewish congregations and causes (although there surely were other Jews who were so thoroughly assimilated that they cannot be identified). Their Jewish heritage is reflected in some of their behavior.

At least two—Ruef and Arvey—of the more important citywide leaders show relatively high intellect, perhaps reflecting the basic Jewish value of learning and Torah. Perhaps, however, only Jews with exceptional intellect might have been able to overcome prejudices against their religion. Compared to other major examples of the species, leaders such as Arvey seem to approach politics with a somewhat greater theoretical understanding, a view broader than the mechanics of party organization or the pragmatic concerns of coalition building. While convicted of conventional corruption, Ruef also showed an unconventional intellectual approach to politics in his attempted creation of a social movement. Although Pollack was a more conventional machine leader, his devotion to the "political science" of party management also suggests a certain intellectual bent.

Perhaps the most notable feature of these politicians is the sheer scarcity of other Jewish party leaders at the top of urban machines. Beyond the three persons sketched here, it is difficult to name Jews who led the parties of major cities, even though millions of Jewish voters were often critically important at the polls. Many Jews held office in the big cities, including local and state legislators and representatives in Congress, and a disproportionate number of judges, as well as prominent policy advocates and generous campaign contributors. Yet, within the parties, Jewish activists rarely rose beyond positions in their home wards.

New York is conspicuous in this thinly populated portrait of big-city politicians. In the heyday of machines, New York had more Jewish residents than any city in the United States and possibly more than any city in the world. Jews, a fourth of New York's population, may have been the largest single ethnic group in the city. Yet no Jew of the time ever headed any of the five county Democratic organizations (although some were early county leaders of the minority Republican Party). In the Bronx, for example, where Jews were actually a majority of the total population, Irishman Ed Flynn ran the organization without challenge, while Jews were mollified by positions on a "balanced ticket" of nominees for public office. Only later, when the machines were in decline, did Jews rise to the top positions, including Stanley Friedman in the Bronx, Ruth Messinger in Manhattan, Claire Schulman in Queens, and Stanley Steingut and Sheldon Silver in Brooklyn.

The relative absence of Jewish machine leadership was probably not due to a lack of ambition or talent. Other reasons must account for this limited achievement among a population with a rich network of community organizations, where Jews strived mightily toward success in business, education, entertainment, and even in sports and crime. Jewish political success may have been undermined by the group's internal divisions, such as the conflicts of immigrants from Germany and Eastern Europe. A further explanation might be the diversion of Jewish political figures into radical politics and social causes. Combined with the disproportionate support of Jewish voters for these movements, third parties drew political talent that otherwise might have brought more Jews into leadership of the major party organizations.

089--[Gerald M. Pomper and Miles A. Pomper] Jews have been prominent in two different kinds of reform, ideological and organizational, although the goals of these two movements have often overlapped. Ideological reform includes efforts to promote a coherent policy agenda. For Jews this agenda has typically been of the left, toward liberalism, socialism, even communism—but modern conservatism also has prominent Jewish advocates.

Ideological reform of the left clearly stems from the basic Jewish values of tzedakeh [charity] and nonasceticism. The connection is underlined by the continuing Jewish identification of most leftists, who combined their political and religious faiths, rather than abandoning Judaism in their search for secular improvement. Liberalism and socialism, to many Jews, have been the worldly embodiment of the Yom Kippur admonition (Isaiah 58): "This is the fast I desire: To unlock fetters of wickedness. And untie the cords of the yoke. To let the oppressed go free; To break off every yoke. It is to share your bread with the hungry, And to take the wretched poor into your home; When you see the naked, to clothe him, And not to ignore your own kin."

The leftism of Jews was evident in their creation and leadership of trade unions for the Jewish immigrant masses, leadership that went beyond demands of the workplace and developed a broad political agenda. Samuel Gompers came out of this tradition; although, as he rose to leadership of the American Federation of Labor, he came to epitomize its more cautious "bread and butter unionism." The radical tradition continued strong in the needle trades, where unions were created, led, and politicized by such Jews as Alex Rose and David Dubinsky.

Women were also active in the socialist and union organizations, including Pauline Newman, Fannia Cohn, and Rose Schneiderman. They faced additional obstacles in their political efforts, beyond the poverty and low status they shared with men. Not only did they lack the vote before women's suffrage; but they also confronted a Judaic tradition that restricted women's activism outside the home, as well as male domination and disrespect even from radicals, in an American society that would not become familiar with feminism for another fifty years.

Until the New Deal, socialist parties won extensive votes from Jews, and two New York Jews. Morris Hillquit and Congressman Meyer London, were nationally recognized "socialist" (labor) leaders. Although Roosevelt captured much of this vote for the Democrats, the unions maintained their influence in New York by forming independent parties. 

090--[Gerald M. Pomper and Miles A. Pomper] Jewish proclivity for these parties of the left probably went beyond the implications of hedakeh. Surely considerable self-interest showed in promoting welfare programs for a working class that at the time included most Jews and in building third parties that gave independent power to Jewish politicians. Yet self-interest cannot explain why Jews continued to vote for, and to lead; these parties even as Jews rose to middle-class status and wealth. An additional reason might well be that the coherence and apparent logic of ideological programs spoke to Jewish values of learning and intellect. That rationalistic appeal may also explain the latter-day appeal of more conservative programs to contemporary Jewish ideologues of the right, such as Norman Podhoretz and William Kristol.

The second kind of reform has been directed toward change in the structure of government and political parties, including efforts to diminish political corruption, establish universalistic practices in government such as merit systems of civil service, and increase popular participation within the parties. These Jewish goals often have been combined with policy objectives, usually liberal in character.

Jews have long been active in local reform movements. Jacob Shiff and Oscar Straus, for example, were prominent among early anti-Tammany leaders, often allied with old-line Protestants against the Irish Catholic organizations. Their co-religionists were notable supporters of the city's most prominent reform mayor, Fiorello LaGuardia, himself of mixed Jewish descent. The same ethnic alliance was evident when John Lindsay, a Protestant, was elected twice as New York mayor. In his second candidacy, Lindsay no longer had the support of his own Republican Party, but he won as the nominee of the Liberal Party, still led by Jewish trade unionists.

A broader reform movement came with the development of local Democratic "amateur" clubs, most prominently in Chicago and Los Angeles, as well as in New York. These organizations attempted to go beyond sporadic defeats of the established machine to institutionalize reform within the party by winning control of the organization. The effort was led by Jewish politicians and drew its greatest support from Jewish residents in such areas as Fairfax in Los Angeles, the neighborhoods near the university of Chicago, and the West Side of Manhattan.

The New York reform movement was the most successful. It took over the party leadership, literally tore down Tammany Hall when it sold the organization's building, and eventually accomplished the nomination and election of Koch as mayor. Ideological leftism has remained strong, with the reform groups breeding such candidates as Bella Abzug, Jerrold Nadler, and Ruth Messinger.

These reform movements were dedicated to a liberal policy agenda, but their distinctive characteristic was the emphasis on change in the party's processes. Reformers sought more open participation within the party, giving more power to the enrolled membership and less to the leadership. The reformers argued that members should be recruited, candidates selected, contracts awarded, and officials appointed because of their professional qualifications and policy positions, not on the basis of patronage or personal loyalties.

Jewish support for these movements is, again, partially rooted in self-interest. Machine rule has often blocked the rise of Jewish politicians, and corrupt contracts—although not unknown to Jews—were more likely to be given to other ethnic groups with closer friendships to the established politicians. Universalistic standards such as merit promotions would probably work to the benefit of Jews, given their educational achievements, as fair contracting would probably aid assertive Jewish businessmen. Control of machines by Catholics, first Irish and then Italian, made natural allies of excluded Protestants and Jews.

Beyond self-interest, however, basic values also probably come into play. The Jewish respect for intellect had some effect, gaining the group's support for abstract principles of reform. A personal example of this appeal could be seen in 1960, when many reformers preferred Adlai Stevenson to John Kennedy as presidential nominee, even though Kennedy was arguably more liberal in policy terms. As James Q. Wilson explains Stevenson's appeal: "He was urbane and witty, he often uttered speculative rather than declamatory remarks, he keenly felt the ambiguity of the political situation and the complexity of public issues. He generalized and dealt in abstractions, and his generalities and abstractions were fresher, more polished, less obvious or chauvinistic, than those of his predecessors.... Beyond these elements was the belief he engendered that he was a true intellectual."

Another source of reform support came in Jews' apparent commitment to a "public-regarding" ethic, rooted in Torah ethics, and also reflected in Protestant conceptions of absolutist morality. According to this ethic, government should be structured to pursue policies that promote "the general welfare," however the term is defined, rather than the narrower self-interests of private groups. Jews often do show a willingness to vote against their particular interests, as in their support for redistributive social programs that will cost them taxes but provide little personal advantage: and often they will not reflexively vote for a Jewish candidate simply on the basis of his or her religion. Thus, Jews do ask Hillel's first question, "If I am not for myself, who will be?" But they also add his second question, "If I am only for myself, what am I?"

Reform activism by Jews also has extended to national politics, in both major parties and in both liberal and conservative ideological directions. Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) provides one important example of a group active in partisan politics. The group was founded in 1948 to provide a liberal but anticommunist voice, headlined by such prominent Democrats as Eleanor Roosevelt and Hubert Humphrey. Jews were among its most active founders, including Joseph Rauh, an early president, who was a distinguished labor and civil rights lawyer.

093--[Gerald M. Pomper and Miles A. Pomper] The Jewish impulse toward reform has not only been evident within the Democratic Party but also—a generation after Franklin Roosevelt—in direct opposition to it. In the social upheavals of the 1960s and 1970s, some Jews came to believe that the Democratic Party had been corrupted by narrow, special interests—too corrupted to be reformed. Dismayed by the weaknesses they perceived in the presidency of Jimmy Carter, they argued that the United States had lost its moral compass both internationally and domestically.

Inheritors of the ADA tradition on international issues, they came to believe that the Democratic Party was increasingly "soft" on communism, indifferent to the Soviet Union's persecution of Jews, and acquiescent to third-world countries' domination of the United Nations on such issues as the notorious 1975 United Nations resolution condemning Zionism as racism. At home, they began to react against such conventional liberal policies such as affirmative action. Racial preferences were seen as contradictory to Jewish ideals of merit-based achievement and objective academic advancement. Not insignificantly, these programs were also seen as harmful to Jewish self-interests.

These "neoconservatives" had actually been slowly moving to the Republican Party since the 1950s: a half dozen Jews were among the founding members of National Review, the leading magazine of the intellectual right. But two events accelerated their movement to the Republican Party, in the late 1970s: the defeat of their Democratic champion, Henry M. "Scoop" Jackson, in the 1976 Democratic Party presidential nomination and the emergence of Ronald Reagan as the GOP standard-bearer in the 1980 elections.

Reagan's moralistic voice in international relations struck a chord with these "neocon" Jews. They, too, regarded the Soviet Union as an "evil empire," and they welcomed Reagan's hard-line defense of Israel. More basically, Reagan's upbeat, optimistic view of the United States' role in the world resonated with these successful Americans, who felt that their fellow Jews had finally found a safe home in the United States, and angrily rejected the left's constant criticism. As one of their leaders, Irving Kristol, wryly said of American tolerance, Christians in the United States were less eager to persecute them than to have them marry their sons and daughters. Kristol's son, William, became an important player in GOP policy circles, serving as a key Republican strategist, editor of the Republican-leaning Weekly Standard, and as Vice President Dan Quayle's chief of staff.

The neoconservatives constituted a bridge between Jewish radical reform and contemporary conventional political involvement. Earlier, Jewish activists stood outside American society, often acting as virulent critics, such as 1960s Jewish radicals Jerry Rubin and Abby Hoffman. The newer Jewish intellectuals of the right accepted the worth of mainstream politics because they accepted the worth of American society itself. To them, foreigners, particularly communists, were the "other," the alien forces that merited criticism.

Norman Podhoretz personifies the change. In his recent book, My Love Affair with America, he traces his own personal journey from leftist social reformer to neoconservative as a reaction against the cultural left of the late 1960s and early 1970s. Podheretz's unique role as editor of Commentary, the magazine of the American Jewish Committee, gives this voyage a special resonance. Indeed, he links his current views to biblical tradition, remembering the Passover prayer of "Dayenu": "it would have been enough."

JEWS IN THE NATIONAL POLITICAL PARTIES

Podhoretz and Kristol were the intellectual vanguard of what has become a broader entry of Jews into Republican Party politics. For example, in the 2000 election cycle, GOP nominee George W. Bush boasted a Jew, Ari Fleisher, as his campaign spokesman, and Bush placed Jews in key policy roles from policy director to senior domestic policy adviser, as well as including them as his most prominent foreign policy advisers.

Yet, with a few exceptions, such as Senator Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania, who unsuccessfully sought the Republican presidential nomination in 1996, the Jewish role in GOP politics has been largely behind the scenes. But, aside from the major recent exception of Lieberman, that description is also true of the Democrats. In a role that harks back to the old "court Jew" tradition of hidden influence over political decisions and invokes Fuchs's description of Torah or "learning," Jews have served as key advisers to both political parties, using their intellect to influence leaders while largely remaining out of the limelight.

In, both the Republican and Democratic parties however, it is Jewish money and fund-raising ability, even more than intellect, that has spoken most loudly. For example, Matthew Brooks, executive director of the Republican Jewish Coalition, said he expected Republican Jews to raise $7 million for the Republican Party in the 2000 election cycle, and he noted that the finance chairman of the GOP, Max Sembler, was Jewish.

097--[Gerald M. Pomper and Miles A. Pomper] In addition to political smarts and fund-raising ability, Grossman said his interest in politics can be traced back to the Torah. In particular, he returns us to the prophetic promise of Isaiah (58:10) as the core of his political beliefs: "Then shall your light rise in the darkness, And your gloom shall be like noonday; The Lord will guide you always; You shall be like a watered garden; Like a spring whose waters do not fail."

100--[Jerome A. Chanes] American Jewish advocacy is a reality. Over the past half-century, virtually all of the institutions in American Jewish life—social service, religious, public affairs, cultural, educational—have performed some sort of advocacy function.

What is advocacy? In the Roman world advocare meant to summon to one's assistance. The word itself suggests a mission that is singularly suited to a society organized on the principles of democratic pluralism in which the agencies of the community conduct activity aimed at assisting the community. The natural extension of the delivery of direct services internally has been the relationships of Jewish groups with the external world in a communal effort to enhance the security and creative continuity of Jews, individually and as a community.

Jewish advocacy is viewed against the backdrop of the associational and voluntary nature of the American Jewish community. The associational base of the community, and its federated structure, have permitted and, indeed, have depended on affiliation—with a synagogue, a federation, a community relations agency, a Zionist organization—to a degree far greater than at any other time in Jewish history. Any and all connections with Jewish organizational life in the United States depend on some degree of voluntary association. As Daniel Elazar has shown, the sum total of these associations determines, defines, and informs American Jewry's organizational structure and its approach to advocacy.

THE JEWISH COMMUNAL AGENDA IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

What is Jewish "interest"? What makes any given issue an issue of concern to the organized Jewish community—the Jewish polity—that must be addressed as a priority? To get a sense of why issues are selected for action by Jewish groups, one should survey the nature of the Jewish communal agenda along a historical "time line," to look at what it was in the past.

From the early twentieth century through the early 1950s, the primary agenda of the Jewish community was combating antisemitism at home and abroad and the corollary of antisemitism, discrimination, which was pervasive. From the early 1950s to the mid-1960s, the Jewish communal agenda was the civil rights movement, on the assumption that Jews would only be secure if all groups in American society were secure: again, a single issue to the exclusion of virtually everything else. Civil rights were the Jewish agenda. The separation of church and state played a significant role during these years as well. The great landmark cases were decided during this period, with essential participation—indeed, leadership—of the Jewish community. But the first priority was civil rights.

Two events occurred in the mid-1960s that radically changed American Jewish priorities: the emergence of the Soviet Jewry movement in the United States in 1963 and the Six-Day War in 1967. The crucial impacts of these two developments were that they led American Jews to become preoccupied with Israel and Soviet Jewry and to move away from the broad range of domestic advocacy issues that encompassed social and economic justice concerns. Issues on the domestic agenda were yet on the Jewish agenda, but they were no longer the priority issues for advocacy. Almost overnight the Jewish advocacy agenda became more particularistic, more "Jewish."

Beginning around 1980, the Jewish community started moving back to the broader agenda. The first Reagan administration, and the rise of an aggressive "religious right," led many in the Jewish community to point to a potential crisis with respect to constitutional protections, and a fearful consensus that economic justice could be undermined by the administration's restrictive policies. The Jewish community again engaged in a reordering of its priorities.

Now, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, with radical changes in the communal agenda, American Jewry is once again reevaluating those issues it considers crucial to its survival and security. Levels of both behavioral and attitudinal antisemitism are very low, and in any case antisemitism poses no real threat to the ability of Jews to participate fully in the society. With the collapse of the Soviet Union a decade ago, the Soviet Jewry issue no longer constitutes an agenda for political and international advocacy but for social services. Finally, the Israel agenda, long the most critical for American Jews and Jewish advocacy groups, has changed radically. Whatever the serious problems and deep pitfalls in the peace process, the issues that have come to the fore are related more to the relationship between Israel and America's Jews than with the physical security of Israel.

The Jewish community, then, is clearly in a transitional period. One principle, however, remains the central organizing principle for issues on the public affairs agenda: The issues that the community addresses—that are "selected" for advocacy—are those in which there is a consensus of the community that they affect Jewish security. Debate grows within the Jewish community with respect to the parameters of the "Jewish security" rubric. I suggest that a set of concentric circles describes the priority of issues on the Jewish agenda.

At the center, some issues immediately and directly relate to Jewish security: antisemitism, Israel, and the security of Jewish communities abroad. These issues, tautologically "security" issues, lie at the core of advocacy.

We then move one concentric circle out. In the penumbra [outlying region] of Jewish concerns, the relationship to Jewish security remains absolutely central. The separation of church and state—the central guarantor of Jewish security in the United States—is the most obvious in this category. This circle includes First Amendment and other political freedom issues. Jewish communal leader Earl Raab suggests a construct: what government cannot do to an individual, and what one individual cannot do to another. Bill of Rights protections— the balancing of the interests of government, the state, the individual, majorities, and minorities—fall under this rubric [category].

The next level of concentric circles includes issues that, while they are located at the periphery of Jewish concerns, are clearly important to the health of the society and are therefore important to Jews as enhancing the health of American Jewish society. The questions are not of restraint, as are those of political and personal freedom, but of positive beneficence: what government can and should do for a person. Social and economic justice, the environment, and other such issues fall into this category.

As the agenda expands, the inevitable question arises: "Why is this issue a priority for Jewish advocacy?" Issues are priorities for Jews when they implicate Jewish security. To take one dramatic example, the Jewish community became involved in civil rights not out of liberal philosophies but out of Jewish self-interest. As discussed later in this chapter, it was not without vigorous debate within the Jewish community over the question as to whether "relations with Negroes" was central to Jewish security. The Jewish advocacy agenda, therefore, ought not be refracted through the prism of the "liberal agenda"—and it never was in any case. The conventional wisdom that the "old-time religion"' of 1950s and 1960s liberalism has driven the Jewish agenda is only partly right—and therefore mostly wrong. Jewish social and political tradition is neither liberal nor conservative; it is Jewish. American Jews have long understood that the advocacy agenda is the enabler of all of the other agendas of the community and is the vehicle which a contemporary realization of the traditional imperatives of kehilla (community) and tzedakeh (justice and charity) is expressed.

With the receding of ,the exogenous "security-and-survival" advocacy agenda, the concern of American Jews has turned increasingly inward, to its own values—indeed, to its very continuity. Concern over rates of intermarriage and massive Jewish functional illiteracy has brought about an agenda of identity. Jewish continuity, and Jewish "Renaissance." With the significant shift in priorities toward strategies aimed at guaranteeing Jewish continuity, Jewish advocacy organizations will be called on to rethink their missions and retool their operations. It remains to be seen whether the new emphasis on Jewish continuity can be effected without damage to the community's traditionally broad public-affairs advocacy agenda.

108--[Jerome A. Chanes] Until the 1930s and the Nazi threat, federations had been more or less content to satisfy the community-relations needs of their communities by allocating funds to the three "defense"' organizations: the AJC; the AJCongress, and the ADL. The viciousness of Nazi antisemitism, however, had an impact on every community and virtually every Jew, such that communities were no longer content to leave activity entirely to national organizations that rarely consulted with one another or with local leadership. The development of the local community relations council was the result.

Community relations councils (CRCs) have been for a half-century and more the central vehicles for advocacy in Jewish communities around the country. Contrary to a popular view, early CRCs were not spearheaded by the federations. Two parallel impulses were at work in the creation of CRCs: community councils were in large measure the outgrowth of grassroots democratic advocacy, and the view that each community should be able to respond immediately in the manner of a fire brigade, to antisemitism.
"Single-Issue" Advocacy: AIPAC as Paradigm

The American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), founded in 1950, has been over the years arguably the most influential voice in Washington advocating on behalf of the state of Israel. AIPAC is an officially registered lobby headquartered in Washington but maintains a network of regional offices, whose function it is to develop support for the state of Israel in the American government. Its activity includes research, legislative liaison, and public information. The weekly Near East Report, an autonomous publication, has very close ties to AIPAC. AIPAC's mission is a simple one: to lobby on behalf of legislation affecting U.S.-Israel relations and to make the case to Americans that a secure Israel is in America's interest. AIPAC, unlike most other Jewish organizations in America, is a single-issue agency. As is the case with a number of Jewish groups in the advocacy arena, however, AIPAC's activities, and its impact, have over the years moved beyond its original emission.

111--[Jerome A. Chanes] Political Action Committees: The World of the Pro-Israel PAC

While advocacy organizations such as AIPAC and the defense agencies in the early 1980s conveyed their pro-Israel messages to the White House and on Capitol Hill, many American Jews, eager for more influence on who would get elected in the first place, turned to political action committees (PACs). PACs are organizations established by businesses, trade unions, and other interest groups to promote the interests of these organizations, primarily by channeling financial contributions to political campaigns. PACs solicit contributions, pool funds, and make donations to the campaigns of candidates for office at every level. PACs often coordinate their contributions, resulting in more money coming from the same set of interests contributed to a candidate.

Pro-Israel PACs first made their appearance in the 1980 congressional elections and have been a significant feature of the political landscape ever since. The 1981 struggle to defeat the AWACS sale ignited even more interest among American Jews in PACs, as both individuals and groups saw a way to engage in political advocacy in a way that was both legal and effective. In 1982, pro-Israel PACs were instrumental in bringing about the defeat of Paul Findlay (R-Ill.), one of Israel's harshest critics in the House of Representatives. Two years later, funds were directed successfully at an even bigger target, Senator Charles Percy (R) of Illinois, who at the time chaired the Senate's Foreign Relations Committee. In the 1984 elections, more than seventy Jewish PACs contributed $5.6 million to congressional candidates.

With the proven success of the numerous individual PACs, inevitably a "national PAC" had to be considered. Indeed, the establishment in 1982 of NatPAC, a Washington-based, national pro-Israel PAC, raised concerns in many Jews, including some who had been instrumental in creating local PACs. Former AIPAC director Morris Amitav—the individual who was responsible for bringing AIPAC to a high level of visibility in the late 1970s—suggested that a national PAC would be counterproductive, indeed, serving as a whipping post for anti-Israel sentiment.

At present, most PAC money is directed not to defeat members of Congress deemed hostile to Israel but rather to elect or keep friends of Israel in office. Still, the question of how much impact pro-Israel PACs have is an important one. A high correlation between favorable voting records of members of Congress on Israel-related issues and the amount of financial support they receive from PACs and individual Jewish donors does suggest a connection. These lawmakers, however, may not necessarily be pro-Israel because of the contributions: their motivation probably has more to do with their perception of Israel's value to America's national interests, with Jewish financial support serving to reinforce these inclinations.

Other Advocacy Groups

On the international front, a number of agencies whose primary mission is social service continue to operate, but they have an advocacy function as well. Chief among these is the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee (JDC, or "The Joint").

Reflecting the dynamism of American democratic pluralism, the American Jewish community is constantly creating new agencies to respond to new advocacy needs. The New Israel Fund, which uses innovative approaches to Israel-based philanthropy and advocacy, the Coalition on the Environment and Jewish Life, and Americans for Peace Now are examples. Not "advocacy" groups per se, notable is the growing significance of Jewish "family foundations," providing financial assistance for a range of initiatives, many of which are issues related.

Finally, the role of American Zionist groups in advocacy has been much diminished over the past fifty years as their role has been taken over by the Presidents' Conference. AIPAC, the national "defense"' and community-relations agencies, and the JCPA. Most Zionist organizations are affiliated with Israeli political parties, either directly or through informal relationships.

115--[Jerome A. Chanes] WHAT HAS BEEN THE INFLUENCE AND IMPACT OF JEWISH ADVOCACY ON THE AMERICAN POLITY?

Although observers perceive the Jewish community, with its multiplicity of organizations, as being chaotic, the reality is that the disparate forces do in fact work together. The resultant voice of American Jewry is an effective one and has had a significant impact on the public affairs agenda of the American polity—indeed, on the shaping of American society. It was the collective voice of American Jews that ensured U.S. support for Israel over the last half-century and secured administration and congressional backing for a tough stand in favor of the emigration of Soviet Jews. This voice immeasurably improved American society, by helping shape the civil rights movement, to repeal the National Origins Quota System for immigration to maintain and to strengthen the separation of church and state, and to provide a model for social service.

116--[Jerome A. Chanes] Jewish groups hardly expressed unanimous support in the 1940s for making common cause with blacks. At an early NCRAC plenary session, the wisdom of coalition building with blacks caused stirring debate. Rabbi Stephen S. Wise, a leader in the AJCongress and National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), made the case for continued involvement based not on "liberal" principles (although the Jewish community was a decidedly liberal one) but on Jewish self interest. The Wise rationale, a rearticulation of the original reasons for involvement in civil rights issues, carried the day.

It was in the communities, with the growing Jewish community-relations council movement that the black communities were seen as natural allies. During the 1940s, the community-relations councils were spearheads of the techniques of coalition, and CRCs established local human relations councils and committees that pioneered the technique of coalition building and that served as the primary vehicles for black-Jewish relations. A new strategy, the use of law and social action, emerged to fight discrimination. This strategy was spearheaded by Jewish community-relations agencies (particularly the AJCongress) and was embraced by the NAACP and the NAACP Legal Fund. The Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, founded by the NCRAC and the NAACP and staffed by the NCRAC, exemplified the joint activity of the NAACP and the Jewish community. Community by community, during the 1950s, featured local versions of the Leadership Conference arose around the country. The first pieces of civil rights legislation—local and state fair-housing laws—resulted from activity by local NAACPs and JCRCs.

With the growing success of the civil rights movement, the character of the relationship changed. The coalition expanded, and other groups came in. The relationship on the national level (less so locally) began to change. The struggle became a movement. As issues became more complex, we saw disillusionment and frustration on the part of many blacks that their daily lives did not change as their hopes and aspirations were stirred by the great—indeed, revolutionary—victories of Brown v. Board of Educatio, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Fair Housing Act, and the Voting Rights Act of 1965. Furthermore, with the emergence of the "black power'" cry, black leaders rejected erstwhile allies, leading to a new perception that the ally was the enemy.

Whatever the causes and results of the broken alliance, the history is one of an alliance that was rooted in Jewish advocacy and—more to the point—national and local Jewish advocacy groups working together in a coordinated manner.

118--[Jerome A. Chanes] On the other hand, the Jewish community is not in danger of being "balkanized." Most Jews in America do not concede to any one organization the right to express their particular views: they may well look to a number of different organizations, and this dynamic is very important in shaping the voices of the community. American Jews are willing to accept a fair amount of elasticity on views and positions, as long as basic, elemental consensus positions (e.g., the security of the state of Israel) are at their core. These basic positions remain strong and secure.

Having said this, we might note that certain issues on the American domestic agenda, as we have entered the twenty-first century, could cause an unraveling of consensus. The funding of social welfare services is increasingly—and legitimately—a public sector function. The issues surrounding social service funding are likely to result in a widening gap between the federation world, which wants to protect the public funding to its facilities, even if many of those facilities are under sectarian auspices, and the community-relations sphere, which is committed to the pluralistic ideals of the separation of church and state.

The strength of the Jewish community—and by extension of Jewish communal advocacy—lies in the pluralistic structure of the community. The community does not seek unity merely for the sake of unity but in order for the community to achieve collectively its shared goals. One perception has it that the American Jewish community, with its multiplicity of agencies, is chaotic. The reality is that the community possesses the mechanisms that are capable of getting these disparate, often cacophonous, voices to work together. This collective voice—an effective one in terms of its impact on public policy, as we have seen—is the envy of other groups. The vitality demonstrated by this coordinated activity bodes well for the future of the American Jewish polity.

122--[Matthew R. Kerbel] From the beginning, the names of the people who witnessed and forged these changes were both Jewish and Gentile. They became publishers and editors, reporters and columnists—people with influence owing to their ownership of the press and those with influence owing to their skillful contributions to what was published and broadcast. For the Protestants among their ranks, it is safe to say that religious self-identification was not a universally important component of how they went about their work. But, for the Jews, it does not overstate the case to say that religious orientation—or, at least those cultural aspects of being Jewish in a Christian world—was of overriding concern. Even for those like Walter Lippmann, who steadfastly avoided all mention of his Jewish heritage, it was throughout his life the five-ton elephant in the middle of the room.

The issue is a familiar one: how to handle the countervailing pressures of fitting in and being different. For some, like Lippmann and publisher Joseph Pulitzer, the question was how to assimilate into a society that considered them Jewish despite their best efforts to leave their heritage behind. For others, like RCA founder David Sarnoff, the dilemma was how to maintain a Jewish cultural identity while still claiming full participation in the elite strata of American society. As baby boomers came to power in a more open social climate, the question was often like the one faced by artist-turned-mogul Steven Spielberg: how to deal with the ambivalence produced by dual Jewish and American self-identification.

134--[Matthew R. Kerbel] If these family and institutional cues pointed to assimilation, they were of a piece with Lippmann's religious upbringing. His family belonged to Temple Emanu-El, where successful nineteenth-century German Jews could distinguish themselves from their unassimilated and unsuccessful Russian counterparts living in less fortunate New York neighborhoods. Although Lippmann was confirmed, Steel asserts that he readily developed a perspective on religion as a "social convention" or an "act of bonding" that tied people of a class to one another and to the society at large. Lippmann's was a deft act of reasoning that masked deep ambivalence about his religious heritage. In a world where being Jewish in fact meant being kept apart, Lippmann rationalized that if one removed all that was religious from the practice of Judaism and experienced it as just one more component of an upper-class life, one would be free to live that life without prejudice. Lippmann wanted others to see the Jewish component of his background as a matter of class rather than religion, as the difference between Temple Emanu-El and the Lower East Side. But he lived in a Protestant world that was more inclined to see Jews as Jews; in a personal portfolio with all the right credentials, Lippmann's religion would be the one thing to mark him as an outsider. He would battle against this part of himself his entire life.

135--[Matthew R. Kerbel] When he did address Jewish issues, a rare phenomenon, it was in his private papers. In personal correspondence with the editor of the Menorah Journal, Lippmann blamed antisemitism on Jews who invited negative comment from Gentiles by virtue of their strange manners and ways. He had no sympathy for Jews who felt the bite of prejudice, and his recommendation to them was to assimilate as he had. Lippmann's was a cold, unfeeling sentiment, which stood in stark contrast to the public stand he had taken against the suffering experienced by other social groups as the editorial voice of Pulitzer's reformist World.

To harbor hostility toward and say little publicly about Jews makes sense in terms of Lippmann's personal strategy for dealing with his Jewishness. It explains why a commentator as worldly and prolific as Lippmann would ignore a group whose presence was so much a part of the events in his day. It speaks to his dilemma of trying to reconcile personal animosity with professional imperatives in an age when journalism was about ideas and influence, and Judaism was a delicate topic to approach.

Had Lippmann come of age later in the twentieth century when prejudice was less ferocious and overt, he might not have found the struggle with Jewish self-identification to be as tumultuous. But then he probably would not have found his far-reaching platform for the exercise of journalism as ideas. On both counts, he exemplified an era that began to change by mid-century.

146--[Ira N. Forman] The Jews of Jacksonian America were still a very small minority—but in the 1840s and 1850s, their numbers rose dramatically with an influx of German immigrants. Between 1820 and 1840, the Jewish population multiplied by a factor of five (3,000 to 15,000) and it grew to 150,000 by the outbreak of the Civil War. During this period, New York became the preferred destination for immigrant Jews, while Philadelphia, Boston, and Cincinnati also became centers of Jewish population. Most Jews in this period lived in the Northeast, but approximately 20 percent of American Jews lived in the South in the decades leading up to the Civil War.

160--[Ira N. Forman] At the same time, the Democratic Party has been the party of the "outs" throughout its over two hundred years of history. In the early nineteenth century, this meant that the party supported the then radical notion that all white males were entitled to political equality—even Irish, German, and Jewish immigrants. In the late twentieth century this circle expanded to include women and racial minorities. In contrast, the Federalist, Whig, and later Republican parties have had more significant nativist sentiment within their ranks.

Democratic Party notions of political equality have not always helped with the Jewish vote. Clearly the long Irish domination of northern urban Democratic Party machinery caused resentment among other immigrant groups, including Jews. Some Jews supported the institution of slavery up to and during the Civil War. But during the conflict, the South's unrepentant support for "the peculiar institution" hurt the Democrats for a generation among the vast majority of American Jews who had fled Germany after the failures of the democratic revolutions of the 1840s. Even more recently, Democratic Party identification with some black political leaders (e.g., Reverend Jesse Jackson) who used antisemitic rhetoric also damaged the party with some Jewish voters in the 1970s and 1980s.

However, throughout most decades, Democrats seemed the most welcoming of political institutions for Jews. Jeffersonian Democrats opposed the Alien and Sedition Acts and welcomed Jews into their institutions, such as Tammany Hall. Jacksonian Democrats welcomed the Irish, the Germans, and the German Jews, while prejudice against immigrants within the Whig Party often plagued more tolerant Whigs, such as New York's Governor Seward. Upstate New York Republican legislators refused for years to pass legislation protecting Jews from discriminatory practices at resorts and hotels, but the Tammany-dominated Democratic Party passed such legislation as soon as it took control of the New York state legislature in 1913. Democrat Woodrow Wilson vetoed restrictions on immigration. Republican Warren Harding signed into law legislation all but ending Eastern European immigration. Democrats Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt appointed many more Jews to prominent federal office than their GOP predecessors. By the 1960s, the Democrats were the party of civil rights and that policy matched the prevailing sentiments within the Jewish community.

The Jewish historian Arthur Hertzberg has written profoundly of the peculiarly secular, nonreligious nature of American Jewish culture throughout American history. This secularism, he claims, combined with a stubborn loyalty to Jewish outsider status, has worked to shape the Jewish community's political behavior—most often, but not always, pushing the community into the Democratic Party coalition. Perhaps the recent trend toward increased religious observance and an ethnic pride among the segment of Jewry that is least likely to assimilate will change this political dynamic—at the same time lessening the support for church-state separation and lessening the need to cling to the party of the "outs." But until such change or some other unforeseen dramatic change manifests itself, American Jewry will remain an integral part of the Democratic Party coalition.

From time to time, academic researchers have asked American Jews what qualities or traits make somebody a "good" Jew. If asked that question, rabbis would surely identify the most committed members of the Jewish community by their adherence to the 613 commandments enshrined in the Hebrew Bible. That kind of theological perspective has dominated the answers given by rank-and-file Roman Catholics when they are charged with distilling the essence of being a good Catholic. For them, it is clear, being a "good" member of the Catholic Church requires faithful performance of religious duties and loyal adherence to the teachings and moral authority of Rome. Do Jews understand their tradition in the same manner?

The clear answer is that they do not. As understood by ordinary members of the "tribe," being a "good" Jew seems to have little connection to religious behavior. By a two-to-one margin, in fact, the participants in Jewish surveys have rejected the notion that "good Jews" must do something as basically religious as believe in God or attend synagogue faithfully. Rather, most Jews define a "good" Jew as somebody who contributes to Jewish causes, supports civil rights for black Americans, favors generous social welfare benefits, and embraces other progressive social values. Asked explicitly about the qualities that most strongly define their own Jewish identity, Jews are four times as likely to mention a commitment to social equality as they are to choose either support for Israel or religious involvement. In other words, for many Jews, the values of their religion are understood to promote attachment to a liberal political agenda carried into public life.

The attachment to liberal values and candidates is just one of the traits that make American Jewry such an interesting phenomenon in American public life. Jewish Americans represent an extremely small percentage of the population, 2 to 3 percent, depending on how Judaism is defined; yet, as voters, donors, activists, leaders, and thinkers, they have had a profound impact on American political debate and the political process. The extent to which liberalism defines Jews' political attitudes is remarkable because it violates all the assumptions we make about the effect of upward mobility and assimilation on political behavior. Most immigrant groups move politically to the right as they become more integrated in American society. By contrast, American Jewry has retained a distinctive political identity and a liberal ideology, despite rapid social advancement and acceptance. We find relatively little political differentiation among Jews based on their economic or educational attainment. While other ethnoreligious groups are said to be dividing politically on the basis of religiosity, the link between religious commitment and political outlooks among Jewish Americans is much weaker.

Looked at from almost any angle, then, the political attitudes and behavior of American Jews are paradoxical. In this chapter, we explore the puzzling phenomenon by profiling contemporary Jewish beliefs about politics and elections. In most of the chapter, we present information about how Jews differ from non-Jews, taking advantage of a rare public opinion poll commissioned for this chapter. We also look for signs of internal political division among American Jews, emphasizing the role of religious commitment, age, gender, and other potential sources of disagreement. Before turning to the specifics of Jewish political behavior, we first summarize what scholars have written about Jewish politics in the United States, emphasizing in particular the explanations for Jewish distinctiveness and the claims that Jewish political cohesion will disappear in the near future.

JEWISH DISTINCTIVENESS AND ITS EXPLANATION

When he wrote that "Jews earn like Episcopalians and vote like Puerto Ricans," Milton Himmelfarb nicely captured the central paradox of Jewish politics in the contemporary United States. If politics is about economic self-interest, as so many observers believe, Jews should vote and think politically like Episcopalians, Presbyterians, and other high-status groups. Yet despite their affluence and status, Jewish voting patterns and attitudes are much closer to the norms for African Americans, Hispanics, and other groups who have the most to gain from progressive economic and social policies. This anomalous pattern has long perplexed scholarly observers and infuriated conservative activists like Irving Kristol who denounce what they call "the political stupidity of the Jews."

In making sense of Jewish political patterns, one should start with the recognition that nothing is inevitable about the contemporary political alignment of American Jews. Although many Jews feel that their community's liberal political slant is nothing more than applied Judaism, the facts tell a different story. At other periods of American history, Jews were attached to a variety of political parties and causes. Although hard to know for sure, analysis of electoral data suggests that many Jews identified with Republican causes before Franklin Roosevelt came to the presidency. Moreover, a look at global and historical information reveals that Jews have been all over the political map. Unlike their counterparts in the United States, Jews in England, Australia, and Canada are often found politically divided or even on the conservative side in public debates. American Jews, who often blithely assume that Judaism by its nature compels support for human rights and progressive social values, are sometimes shocked to discover that Israeli Jews find very different political norms embedded in Judaism.

Judaism is philosophically compatible with a wide range of political outlooks. Because Jewish law has never produced a coherent or systematic philosophy of governance or politics, the tradition allows multiple interpretations of what Jews should do in the political realm. Consider the value of tzedakeh [charity], the commandment that enjoins Jews to give assistance to the poorest members of the community. This value has commonly been invoked to explain the liberalism of American Jews. As most American Jews undoubtedly understand it, tzedakeh [charity] has meant support for government programs of income redistribution and food assistance. Yet political conservatives in the Jewish community maintain that Judaism has historically given the highest value to charitable acts that enable the poor to earn a living from their own labor. Under this interpretation, American Jews should be strong advocates of "workfare" rather than "welfare."

We do not mean to take sides in this debate but simply to note that it is a valid disagreement. The interesting question for us is not whether Judaism rightfully should-be understood to command liberal political values, as so many American Jews believe. Rather, we are interested in why most American Jews understand their religious tradition to support political liberalism and long-term loyalty toward the Democratic Party.

That having been said, we need to consider the three major explanations for Jewish political behavior in the United States.

Values

Jewish support for liberalism and Democratic candidates is commonly attributed to social values associated with the religious tradition. In the fullest statement of this position, Lawrence Fuchs's classic Political Behavior of American Jews argues that Jewish political culture in the 1950s was anchored by two broad dispositions. Internationalism, the belief that the United States should play a leading role in world politics and that international cooperation should be emphasized, was a key value of the Democratic Party from the 1930s through the late 1960s. It contrasted with a strong strain of isolationism among Republicans for much of the same period. The other core political value, liberalism, was generally defined as a commitment to using government to address social problems like poverty and discrimination. Again, the Democratic Party was much more identified with this position, and Democratic candidates thus drew disproportionate support from Jews in the electorate.

Fuchs contends that these political lodestars are in turn anchored by three elements of Judaism. First, the Jewish emphasis on learning disposes Jews to support ambitious plans of social reconstruction under the aegis of government authorities. Jews have no trouble with the idea that experts ought to help plan society. Moreover, the commitment to education also makes Jews fierce defenders of intellectual freedom and hostile to restrictions on civil liberties. Such issues often divided Republicans and Democrats in the 1950s and 1960s.

Fuchs's second religious value, tzedakeh [charity], is invoked to explain Jewish sympathy for the weak and oppressed and their commitment to social justice and compassion. Third, Fuchs calls attention to the worldly, nonascetic nature of Judaism. Unlike some forms of Christianity, Judaism does not regard human pleasure as something separate from God but emphasizes the godliness of sensuality. Nor does Judaism believe that human beings should postpone gratification for an ideal heaven. Together, these values render Jews enthusiastic supporters of plans to remake the world in God's image. Thus, he concludes, the religious values of American Judaism account for the tight fit between Jewish political culture and the liberal political wing of the American political system. 

History/Social Conditions

To explain Jewish political behavior, other scholars have paid less attention to values and given more emphasis to the particular social and historical circumstances of American Jewry. In Seymour Martin Lipset's account, the immigrant experience was the formative influence on the political outlooks of American Jewry. Most American Jews trace their ancestry to the great waves of immigration from Eastern Europe in the late nineteenth century. This experience sustained a commitment to political liberalism through several routes. As victims of oppressive regimes in the old country, the Jewish immigrants often brought with them sympathy for leftist political action—radicalism and various forms of socialism. While these movements waxed and waned in American politics, Jews came to see mainstream liberalism as the successor to the political impulses they carried across the ocean on their migration.

A left-wing style in politics also developed as a consequence of the living conditions faced by the newest Americans. Poor, crammed together in crowded slums, denied access to many opportunities for social advancement, Jews were natural recruits for trade unions and other movements seeking social change. When these movements coalesced into Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal Coalition in the 1930s, Jews were swept up into the new majority.

The Eastern European heritage left its mark on Jewish politics in another way. Vicious antisemitism forced many immigrants out of their homelands. More often than not, the most virulent antisemitism was found on the right wing of the political spectrum, among extreme nationalists, religious extremists, and monarchists. That left many Jews with a profound mistrust of movements that claimed to represent tradition. The Holocaust, the most systematic and horrific anti-Jewish movement, reinforced Jewish concern over antisemitism. Though antisemitism in the United States never reached a point even close to the levels it attained in Europe, its source was often found among people who were part of the right wing. The hostility of political conservatives to anti-discrimination legislation for blacks and other minorities appeared to reinforce the antipathy that Jews developed toward conservatism.

Jewish commitment to the left was also occasioned by the positive overtures that liberals and Democrats made toward Jews. Jews first attained high government positions through appointment by Democratic presidents. Wilson named Louis Brandeis as the first Jewish justice of the United States Supreme Court, and Franklin Roosevelt named more Jews to his cabinet and to other key positions than any president before him. Roosevelt also became the leader in the fight against Nazism abroad, earning enormous respect from Jews for his efforts to contain and then overthrow Hitler. The Democrats cemented their advantage when Harry Truman, another Democrat, overruled the State Department and threw the support of the United States behind the fledgling state of Israel in 1947. The hospitality of Democratic leaders thus helped maintain Jewish affinity for the Democratic Party, making it seem like the natural political home for Jews. That perception was certainly reinforced by the nomination of Senator Joseph Lieberman as the Democratic candidate for vice president in 2000.

Self-Interest: Liberalism as Good for the Jews

Scholars who are puzzled by Jewish liberalism and support for Democrats often assume that such behavior is contrary to Jewish interests. As an affluent community, surely American Jews have more to gain by embracing conservatism than by continued attachment to liberalism. These observers frequently wonder aloud why Jews do not follow their "interests" in politics. In response, some observers have asserted that Jews do indeed pursue their own interests in politics to the same degree as other ethnoreligious groups in the United States. Their behavior is puzzling only to people who assume that Jewish self-interest is defined solely by economic considerations. Looked at more broadly, advocates of this perspective contend, Jews remain liberal and Democratic because both alliances are good for them.

According to this view, Jews have thrived especially well in the liberal political and economic system of the United States. The low level of antisemitism and the easy breaking of barriers to advancement were possible for the Jews because of the pro-civil rights measures and policies pursued over the years by liberal politicians. Jews supported the efforts to make discrimination illegal because they benefited substantially from an open and fair competitive system. At the end of the day, nothing is very puzzling about Jewish political behavior because it simply reflects a rational calculation of the impact of public policies on Jewish existence.

Can It Last?

Many observers of American Jewish politics—both commentators and publicists—have doubted whether the tradition of Jewish liberalism can be sustained in the face of the progress made by Jews since the end of World War II. The Jewish community of the twenty-first-century United States bears little resemblance to the predominantly immigrant society that dated from the late nineteenth century. When they first arrived in large numbers, Jews were geographically segregated into big city ghettos, confined to blue-collar or lower-middle-class jobs, and kept out of many elite institutions by quotas and other devices. In contrast, Jews today are found distributed all over the country and have spread out from ghettos to the fringes of metropolitan areas. Given unrivaled opportunities with the end of the most egregious forms of discrimination, Jews have become one of the best-educated and economically most secure groups in the population.

A number of hypotheses have been presented to explain how these changes might undercut the traditional political patterns of American Jewry. First, Jewish economic progress may eventually undermine a commitment to liberalism and the Democratic Party. Jews may no longer see progressive taxation and aggressive social programs as important conduits to well-being. In the short run, for a generation or so, traditional Jewish political patterns may survive upward social mobility. The affluent lawyer whose parents struggled to provide her with opportunities may still regard herself as the beneficiary of liberal policies and retain a commitment to the Democratic Party. But her own children, raised in middle-class suburbs and religiously mixed schools, encountering virtually no signs of ethnic disadvantage, are less likely to pickup the partisan traits of their parents or grandparents. An understanding of Judaism as a force for progressive change may become less salient for subsequent generations that did not experience the conditions that produced a distinctive Jewish political ethos. Thus, in time, the old political patterns may become more tenuous.

The second consequence of social progress has been a striking decline in Jewish attachment and communal involvement. Jewish cohesion was in some respects easier to maintain when Jews felt themselves somewhat marginal and isolated in American society. The unprecedented openness of the last half-century has enabled Jews to choose whether or not they remain part of the community. Judging by low rates of organizational affiliation—barely half now join synagogues—and high rates of religious out-marriage, fewer Jews tie their own fate to the Jewish community. If liberalism and Democratic affiliation were once considered almost a part of Judaism itself, this "tribal knowledge" is less likely to be passed on to those who do not partake of tribal life.

The third change comes from the world of politics external to the Jewish community. With shifts in political tendencies since the Vietnam War, conservatives maintain, support for liberal policies and the Democratic Party are now not clearly good for the Jews. The historic Jewish commitment to civil rights has run headlong into the development of black nationalism in the 1960s and never since has been as comfortable for either group. Jews are less than enthusiastic about affirmative action, which many African Americans regard as essential to their progress, because such policies evoke memories of the anti Jewish quotas that once blocked Jewish social progress. The development of a strong Muslim community among African Americans has also undermined close relations over the contentious question of Israel. Indeed, among liberals generally, support for Israel fell appreciably after it became the ruler of Palestinians as a consequence of the Six-Day War in 1967. Quick to seize on changing political circumstances, conservative Republicans have striven to make Jews feel welcome in their party.

The final factor that may undercut Jewish political cohesion is also a trend that developed apart from Judaism. For most of American history, religious conflict pitted Catholics against Protestants or Jews against Catholics. This type of antagonism was often rooted in high levels of residential segregation and reinforced by the presence of homogeneous ethnic communities. As Americans increasingly moved to religiously mixed suburban communities after World War II, this pattern began to disappear. In its place, some scholars have suggested, we have witnessed the internal fracturing of most religious groups on the basis of their commitment to religious observance and tradition. Within denominations, the more orthodox or traditional now fight on many issues against the more liberal or progressive. At the same time, the traditionalists from one denomination find they have more in common politically with traditionalists from other denominations than with the progressive members of their own religious community. If this pattern holds true for Jews, we should find increasing political tension between the most and least observant members of the community, further diminishing the distinctiveness of Jewish politics.

But we stress that these scenarios should be regarded as nothing more than hypotheses. Scholars have not yet produced the comprehensive and systematic research that would enable us to decide on the durability or change in Jewish political attitudes. Many anecdotes can be cited to show either continuity or transformation. In this chapter, we cannot comment authoritatively on changes over the long term, but we can determine how distinctive Jewish political views are today and how much they now vary by category within the Jewish community. This analysis will permit us to offer some informed guesses about the evolution of Jewish political behavior in the future.

JEWISH POLITICAL BEHAVIOR AT THE MILLENNIUM

In this chapter, we rely primarily on the Jewish Public Opinion Study, a national sample of Jewish Americans participating in an Internet-based panel study. We compared our sample with a similar sample of non-Jews. To look at voting and partisanship among Jews and non-Jews, we combine the Voter News Service exit polls from 1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, and 1998 to create a sample of 1,498 Jews.

170--[Anna Greenberg and Kenneth D. Wald] Democratic Party at considerably higher rates than non-Jews. Jews strongly support the separation of church and state, abortion rights and the women's movement, gun control, civil rights, and environmental protection. At the same time, while Jews are more pessimistic than other Americans about the state of race relations in the United States, they share a similar hostility toward affirmative action. Moreover, they are no less likely to think of themselves as supporters of business interests. While Jewish Americans respond to the Democratic Party's commitment to the disadvantaged and a social welfare state, they are not anticapitalist or opposed to market solutions. Jewish Americans are more likely to support intervention in international conflict, but no less likely than non-Jews to consider themselves patriotic.

Clearly, Jewish liberalism, while strong, is by no means monolithic. But what is striking is how little variation shows within the Jewish community on most issues. The absence of internal political diversity distinguishes Jewish Americans from other citizens who are divided by class, religiosity, geography, and race. Certainly younger Jews are less partisan and more socially liberal than their elders, yet Jews overall are politically undifferentiated by class, geography, and, surprisingly, level of religious observance. In this high level of internal agreement, Jews resemble African Americans, Hispanic Americans, and other minority groups who exhibit a remarkable and enduring degree of internal political cohesiveness. Both in what they believe and how strongly they agree with one another, Jews continue to confound many of the commonplace assumptions about group political behavior.

How Jews See Themselves

What does it mean for Jews to be liberal in the context of American politics today? Debates rage in social science circles over the meaning of ideology and contemporary liberalism, about whether it constitutes a coherent set of beliefs or an affective orientation toward groups. Here we will examine both attitudes toward issues and groups, as well as Jewish self-identification, voting behavior, and partisanship.

Jewish Americans are more liberal in their self-image than non-Jews, though not by the same margins as is manifest in party identification or voting behavior. According to the Jewish Public Opinion Study, 35 percent of Jews call themselves liberal compared to 18 percent of non-Jews; 8 percent of Jews call themselves conservative compared to 26 percent of non-Jews. On the other hand, nearly an equal number of both groups call themselves moderate (50 percent of Jews compared to 44 percent of non-Jews).

Jews identify with groups in American politics traditionally found on the political left. Jewish Americans support the women's movement more than non-Jews; Jews are also far more likely to call themselves prochoice than prolife. Jews do not support groups traditionally allied with the Republican Party such as the National Rifle Association and the religious right.

In the Voting Booth

Despite diversity on particular policy issues, American Jews constitute a fairly cohesive voting bloc in electoral politics. Since early in the twentieth century, Jewish Americans have associated themselves with the Democratic Party. They supported Woodrow Wilson and Al Smith, and lined up solidly behind Franklin Delano Roosevelt's candidacy for governor of New York and president of the United States. Through the early 1960s, Democratic presidential nominees generally followed in Roosevelt's footsteps by earning substantial majorities among Jewish voters. In the late 1960s, however, Jewish political patterns appeared to shift away from the Democrats, dropping from a 3-1 to a 2-1 ratio. The low point for Democrat fortunes occurred in 1980 when Jews deserted Jimmy Carter en masse, many voting for the independent John Anderson and some even defecting to the Republican Ronald Reagan.

Those who interpreted this erosion as a foretaste of partisan realignment among Jews were surprised by the resurgence of Democratic support thereafter. As the Republican Party became more closely identified in the public mind with Christian fundamentalists, Jews returned in large numbers to the party of FDR. Jewish Americans gave Democratic presidential candidates two-thirds of their votes in the 1980s, cast an astonishing 80 percent of their ballots for Bill Clinton in 1992 and, despite ongoing scandals, and cast 78 percent of their votes again for Clinton in 1996. In the most recent elections, 79 percent of Jewish voters threw their support with Al Gore. This Democratic loyalty is evident in congressional elections as well. According to the exit polls, two-thirds to three-quarters of Jewish Americans have supported Democratic candidates for the House since 1980. Thus, with the sole exception of the 1980 presidential race, Jews have supported Democratic candidates more than has the nation as a whole.

This constancy of Jewish support for the Democratic Party stands in stark contrast to the defection of other key elements of the New Deal coalition. Southern white Democrats, for example, fled the party in the aftermath of the civil rights movement and federal intervention in school desegregation and voting rights. Catholics, to a lesser degree, have come to resemble their Protestant counterparts, though a majority continue to vote Democratic. Only African Americans have remained as solidly in the Democratic camp as have Jewish Americans.

Over the 1990s, nearly 60 percent of Jews identified with Democrats, as did three-quarters of African Americans. These percentages remained relatively constant. In contrast, in the same period, fewer than half of Catholics and a third of white Southerners saw themselves as members of the Democratic camp. This shift represents a significant decline in Democratic identification among non-Jewish voters once considered at the heart of the New Deal coalition.

What accounts for the persistence of Jewish identification with the Democratic Party in the face of the flight of other white voters? While white Southerners began their flight from the Democratic Party in the early 1960s, Jews supported federal efforts to secure civil rights for African Americans and played a prominent, if at times controversial, role in the civil rights movement. Jewish Americans strongly identify the Democratic Party as the party of civil liberties and individual rights. Jewish Americans give the Democratic Party a strong advantage over the Republican Party, believing the Democrats do a better job of protecting individual rights by a forty-point margin.

After the upheavals of the 1960s, moreover, the parties polarized in a number of areas on which Jews and non-Jews exhibit important political differences. For instance, between 1972 and 1992, the parties and their adherents diverged sharply over cultural and social issues such as abortion, school prayer, and attitudes toward homosexuality. Christian Right leaders such as Pat Robertson and Pat Buchanan failed to appeal to Jewish Americans, despite the pro-Israel proclivities of the evangelical Christian community. Geoffrey Levey suggests that Democratic Jewish loyalty stems from precisely this association of the Republican Party with the Christian Right and with the Christian overtones of the "family values" agenda. According to the Jewish Public Opinion Study, non-Jews are twice as likely as Jews to call themselves supporters of the religious right, and 64 percent of Jews say this designation does not describe them well at all. Thus, Jewish Americans see the Democrats as better at "encouraging high moral standards and values," a conclusion that stands in stark contrast to non-Jews who see Republicans as better on that issue.

Overall, Jewish Americans believe the Democrats better represent "Jewish values" and "the interest of Jewish Americans." Consistent with arguments about the importance of tzedakeh [charity] to Jewish political identity, Jews strongly prefer Democrats as the party with "compassion toward the disadvantaged." We should also note, however, that other non-Jewish Democrats give the Democratic Party the same advantage as Jewish Americans.

Jewish Americans do not exhibit the same political tendencies as other demographically equivalent groups. For instance, we might expect Jewish Americans to become more conservative in their beliefs and voting preferences as succeeding generations attain higher levels of affluence and education. In fact, Jewish Americans are among the most highly educated, professional, and affluent members of the population. In the Jewish Public Opinion Study, 58 percent of Jewish Americans have a college degree, compared to 22 percent of non-Jews. Twenty-eight percent of Jewish Americans describe themselves as professional, compared to 10 percent of non-Jews. Thirty-seven percent of Jews earn over $85,000, compared to 13 percent of non-Jews.

But when we compare these Jewish American voters to non-Jews with the same socioeconomic status, the Jews remain politically distinctive. White, college-educated, urban, middle-aged non-Jews, as we would expect, are not nearly so Democratic in their party self-identification nor in their voting behavior as are Jewish Americans. As the exit poll data show, 39 percent of comparable non-Jews identify as Democrats, compared to 60 percent of Jews; and 54 percent of comparable non-Jews supported Democratic candidates for the House, compared to 76 percent of Jews.

Even if Jewish Americans differ politically from non-Jews with similar socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, they may demonstrate internal political differentiation based on class, religiosity, geographic residence, and gender just as other groups do. In other words, affluent and well-educated Jews may exhibit more Republican tendencies than their poorer compatriots. Consistent with what we know about the "gender gap" in American politics, Jewish men may vote more conservatively than Jewish women. Urban residents may be more Democratic than suburbanites since central cities tend to be Democratic strongholds. Given the tensions within other religious communities based on level of orthodoxy, the deeply religious may be more politically conservative than their secular counterparts.

Unlike some of the differences we will see in certain issue areas, however, few divisions separate Jews from one another in their partisanship and voting behavior. While-lower income and high school-educated Jews look slightly more Democratic than higher-income and college-educated Jews, these differences are not statistically significant. Observant Jews do not have stronger Republican identification than less observant Jews, even though they are marginally more favorable toward Republican policies such as school vouchers and social conservatism. The vast majority of Jews live in urban or suburban areas rather than rural America, but they demonstrate few political differences based on geography.

Some speculate that Jews are increasingly likely to support Republican candidates, citing evidence such as Jewish support for Republicans Richard Riordan in Los Angeles and Rudolph Giuliani in New York. In the aggregate, Jewish Democratic loyalty appears solid, but this political hegemony may merely reflect the intense partisanship of older Jews, who tend to be more politically active and engaged than younger people. We know, moreover, that partisan change occurs as younger generations replace older generations in the electorate and that younger Americans are generally less partisan than older Americans. But Jews exhibit fewer differences related to age. Young Jews do appear less committed to the Democratic Party than older Jews, but they are not moving into the Republican Party. Instead, only 10 percent of Jews under thirty-five years old call themselves Republican, while 42 percent call themselves politically Independent, and 49 percent identify as Democrats. The lack of a strong partisan anchor among young Jews leaves them more open to Republican appeals than their elders, but the young have not yet moved in that direction. The vice presidential nomination of Senator Joseph Lieberman by the Democrats in 2000 may also have harnessed the young voters more closely to the Democrats, reducing their partisan difference from middle-aged and older Jews.

It is a truism of contemporary American politics that women are more Democratic and liberal than men in their political preferences and voting behavior. This gender difference achieved prominence after the 1980 presidential election but did not appear consistently and strongly until the 1990s. The 1996 presidential election witnessed the largest gender gap in modern politics, with 54 percent of women voting for Bill Clinton compared to 43 percent of men. Jewish women identify with the Democrats much more strongly than Jewish men. Interestingly enough, Jewish men are not drawn to the Republican Party but rather, like in the younger cohort examined earlier, migrate toward political independence. In spite of the gender difference in partisan identification, men (74 percent) and women (77 percent) support Democratic candidates for Congress equally strongly.

Social Issues

In the 1960s, when many social norms came under attack in American society, advocates of changing morality battled with those who believed in social tradition. This conflict over social issues became acute in the 1980s and 1990s as conservative Christians mobilized for political power through organizations like the Moral Majority and the Christian Coalition. Republicans embraced a package of issue positions known as "traditional" or "family" values while Democrats generally called for tolerance and inclusion.

We look at three of the social issues that divided the parties: abortion rights, the death penalty, and gay rights. Jewish activists were deeply involved in promoting both abortion rights and anti-discrimination protection for gays and lesbians, but they were less noticeable in the debate over the death penalty. To what extent do the views of activists mirror the rank and file?

Jewish law on reproduction has traditionally been interpreted to give priority to the life and health of the mother over the interests of the potential life represented by the fetus. In the numerically dominant Reform and Conservative denominations, the mother's "health" has been broadened beyond medical factors to incorporate social needs and mental condition. The Orthodox wing has tended to restrict the circumstances in which abortion is deemed permissible. When participants in the Jewish Public Opinion Survey were asked how well the "prochoice" and "prolife" labels fit them, we observed strikingly high levels of polarization between Jews and non-Jews. Whether compared to all non-Jews or just to highly educated whites, Jews stood out for their commitment to the prochoice label and their rejection of the prolife category. However, the high level of support for the prochoice position among Jews disguised significant gender and religiosity gaps. Jewish women and the least religiously observant were almost unanimous in their embrace of the prochoice label in comparison to support by "only" about two-thirds of Jewish men and the most religiously involved. Except for a tendency among the college-educated to reject the prolife marker more so than others, no comparable internal trait divided Jews on that question. Perhaps because the prolife cause has become so strongly identified with Christian conservatives, the most religiously involved Jews were no more likely than other Jews to accept it.

The most recent of the social issues, homosexuality, has become a debate over gay marriage. While gays have pressed for the opportunity to achieve some type of legally recognized union, their opponents have pushed through a "Defense of Marriage" act. On this question, Jews are decidedly with the gays and lesbians rather than the non-Jewish religious traditionalists, who regard the concept of gay marriage as blasphemy. Jews are twice as likely as non-Jews to believe that gay marriages should enjoy legal status. Although the difference is narrower, Jews still stand out as social liberals when they are compared to non-Jews who have high levels of education. In studies of the general population, the young, better-educated, and less religiously observant participants are considerably more sympathetic to gays and lesbians. Do such differences operate among Jews? As it does for non-Jews, age and education make a difference in Jewish positions on this issue. Younger and better-educated Jews are appreciably more likely to support gay marriage. But unlike the pattern for non-Jews, levels of religious observance do not matter among Jews. The most observant Jews are less in favor of this innovation, but the difference is not statistically significant.

The death penalty is one of the issues on which some analysts have emphasized the absence of Jewish distinctiveness. The simple yes/no question traditionally used to assess death penalty attitudes has produced overwhelming majorities in favor among both Jews and non-Jews. Because the policy usually involves a choice between the death penalty and life imprisonment, those two options were presented to participants in the Jewish Political Opinion survey. As expected, this better-balanced question produced greater division among both Jews and non-Jews. Compared to all non-Jews, Jews were less supportive of the death penalty and more likely to endorse the alternative of life in prison without parole. However, on this issue, social status appears to matter more than Jewish background. When compared only to non-Jews with college degrees, Jews were not distinctive in their death penalty attitudes. Given what we know about the factors that influence death penalty attitudes in the general public, we expected age, education, and religious observance to divide Jews. More specifically, we anticipated that young, better-educated, and less religiously observant survey participants would be more likely to favor life imprisonment over capital punishment. Of the background factors, however, only education affected Jewish opinion significantly. Jews with a high school education were 3-1 in favor of the death penalty, while the college-educated were equally divided and much less certain on this question. Again, level of religious observance did not divide Jews on this question.

In sum, then, Jews are more liberal than non-Jews by varying degrees on most social values. On some issues, Jewish cohesion is diminished by social traits, particularly education and age, which is not surprising given that younger people generally are more socially liberal and secular than their elders. But while these issues often divide the general public by gender and levels of religious commitment, that pattern did not show up consistently among Jews. On this set of issues, being Jewish appeared more powerful than competing social influences.

Church and State

We would expect to find substantial differences between Jews and non-Jews and, perhaps, among Jews on the question of the relationship between church and state. Jews are clearly less likely to consider themselves part of the religious right. As a tiny minority in an overwhelming Christian country, Jews have long been sensitive about government actions that appear to favor the dominant religious faith. Jewish organizations have taken the lead in pushing the boundaries of the Constitution's establishment clause to forbid governments at all levels from endorsing or promoting religion. This strongly separationist position—separationist in the sense of favoring a "strict separation" between religion and state—can be understood both in terms of the Jewish minority experience and as a form of collective self-interest. When the state promotes religion, the beneficiary is likely to be the faith of the majority at the expense of minorities.

Discrimination is the circumstance that appears to come to mind when Americans think about church and state in abstract terms. When we asked respondents in the Jewish Public Opinion Study to select between two philosophical alternatives—one that allows the state to advance religion and another that emphasizes the separation of religion and government—the Jews and non-Jews parted company. The non-Jews are closely divided between the options of positive government action on behalf of religion and a high wall of separation. Among the college-educated non-Jews, the division is almost exactly fifty-fifty. But, four out of five Jews are squarely in the separationist camp, endorsing the high wall of separation. This question unites Jews across all lines. No matter how the results were broken down—by gender, age, income, and education—no fewer than 80 percent of Jews embraced the "wall of separation." Interestingly, Jews who were most religiously observant were even more firmly committed to separationism than Jews as a whole. Even though personal religious commitment might be expected to translate into support for state endorsement of religion, as it does for non-Jews in other surveys, nine out of ten of the most observant Jews endorsed separation.

The polarization between Jews and non-Jews also shows up dramatically when the principle of church and state takes concrete form over the issue of school prayer. Religious conservatives have never accepted Supreme Court decisions that forbid public schools from promoting or endorsing public prayer by students. Since the decisions were reached in the 1960s, the opponents have tried a variety of ways to encourage prayer—a constitutional amendment overturning the Court's decision, "moment of silence" laws at the state level, student-initiated prayer at school events, even efforts to remove the issue from the Court's jurisdiction. The gap between Jews and Gentiles is dramatically revealed when respondents were asked about a constitutional amendment.

Jews are dead set against such an amendment; non-Jews at all levels of education are committed to it. Jewish opposition is strong across the board. The least-hostile group, the relatively small proportion of Jews with only a high school education, opposes school prayer "only" by a 2-1 margin. On this question, too, the most religiously involved Jews do not cross lines to join with the religiously motivated advocates of school prayer in Christian denominations. Ninety percent of the most religiously observant Jews are against the proposed amendment.

These positions are not surprising considering that Jews believe a relaxation of the wall of separation would benefit the dominant faith and handicap Jews. But what if a policy that involved breaching the wall could be seen to enhance the position of Jews? That is the rationale for advocates of school vouchers, a policy that would permit the state to support religious education by funding attendance at religious schools. For example, Jewish day school education has grown appreciably in the last decade amid concerns for what is described as "Jewish continuity." The National Jewish Population Study of 1990 rang alarms in the Jewish community with its report that half of Jews now marry non-Jewish partners. With evidence that the highest rate of marrying within the religion occurs among Jews who experienced a Jewish day school education, Jewish organizations have campaigned to increase these private enrollment opportunities. Vouchers would facilitate this goal by lowering the cost of sending children to Jewish day schools. Yet most American Jews remain committed to the public education system and see vouchers as a dangerous force that would divide Americans into competing camps.

We asked participants in the Jewish Public Opinion Study whether they approved or disapproved of a proposal "in which some of the education budget is devoted to school vouchers that allow parents to send their children to private and religious schools." Jews were against this proposal by a margin of 3-2, the same ratio by which non-Jews supported it. That is a much smaller gap than divides Jews and non-Jews on other church-state issues. Moreover, the gap eroded considerably, to less than 10 percent, when the comparison group was restricted to non-Jews with college degrees.

Vouchers might be an issue with the capacity to divide the Jewish community based on both self-interest and religious commitment. Those who would benefit from the policy financially and those who value traditional Jewish observance might well see vouchers as more attractive than other groups in the Jewish community. Level of observance does make a difference among Jews, but not so strongly as some might expect. The ten-point gap in support for vouchers for Jewish day school education between the least- and most-observant segments of the community is not statistically significant. The split within Judaism is related to age. A majority of those under forty-five support vouchers. Support drops off sharply over age forty-five; in fact, for those over fifty-five, support is only half that of those under forty-five.

At the present time, school vouchers remain hypothetical for the vast majority of American school districts. Although Jewish organizations have joined teachers' groups in challenging their constitutionality, the Jewish rank and file may not yet have understood the church-state implications of vouchers or considered the possibility that this innovation may hurt public school funding or permit state funds to flow to racist and antisemitic schools.
We envision two different scenarios on this issue. If vouchers become more politically salient, Jews may come to perceive them as an attack on church-state separation and move heavily into the opposition category. Yet the data also permit the conclusion that Jews approach this issue more from the perspective of self-interest than from constitutional values. Jews may be aware of the larger implications of vouchers but value them nonetheless because they put higher priority on facilitating Jewish education as a means of communal survival. The data presented here certainly raise the possibility that the voucher issue has the capacity to undermine Jewish political cohesion. Apart from vouchers, however, Jews continue to embrace the wall of separation with unalloyed enthusiasm.

Race/Affirmative Action

In the 1950s and 1960s, when liberalism was defined largely by positions on race relations, Jews were among the most ardent supporters of civil rights legislation for blacks. For a variety of reasons, the relationship between blacks and Jews weakened in time, never again achieving earlier levels. Much of the difference revolves around affirmative action, the policy of granting special assistance—what critics deride as special rights—to specific categories of people. Many black leaders regard this policy as essential to the progress of African Americans. Many Jews perceive it as a new form of the old quotas that once blocked Jewish social progress.

Despite the apparent estrangement, Jews remain more sympathetic than non-Jews to the claims of black activists. Jews perceive government as less responsive to black needs, believe that blacks will need assistance to escape poverty, and, most clearly, reject the notion that black welfare recipients are undeserving. On the last question Jews and non-Jews were not only deeply divided but also on opposite sides of the political fence. We found some tendency for education and religious observance to divide Jews on at least two of these questions. The best-educated and most religiously observant were most inclined to believe that blacks faced a different situation than previous white ethnic groups and that black welfare recipients were truly needy.

The participants in the survey were asked for their attitude toward employment preferences for four types of people. Jews are neither consistently more supportive nor consistently more opposed than Gentiles to affirmative action. On this issue, Jews appeared to be fairly cohesive. As income rises, so does opposition to hiring preferences for people with disabilities and women. The pattern is quite sharp. Support for giving preferences to people with disabilities dropped from 61 percent to 40 percent from the poorest to the wealthiest group, and it was more than halved on the question about women. Looked at in total, Jews are probably not distinctive from non-Jews on affirmative action. Considering how Jews often part company with the college-educated non-Jews, the lack of a difference here is noteworthy.

Foreign Policy

The Six-Day War of 1967 galvanized American Jewry behind the cause of Israeli security. To this day, Israel is likely to be the first issue that comes to mind when somebody mentions Jews and American politics. Yet Israel has become not just a Jewish but also an American priority. Presidents from Nixon to Clinton have put the United States squarely behind Israel. Americans find it easy to embrace this cause because Israel is considered a pro-Western, democratic state in a region that is generally anti-Western and nondemocratic. So are American Jews massively more pro-Israel than other Americans?

At first glance, Jews seem much more supportive of Israel than are other Americans. On two issues involving Israeli security—control over a unified Jerusalem and the Golan Heights—American Jews do register much higher levels of support than non-Jews for what are often considered hard-line policies. Yet on further inspection, the differences between American Jews and Gentiles do not involve the direction of attitudes but rather familiarity with the issue. Almost half the non-Jewish Americans surveyed did not have preferences on these two issues, while 80 percent of the Jewish sample selected a response other than "don't know." The distribution of opinion among those non-Jews who selected a preference, including those with college degrees, is close to the breakdown for Jews.

That same pattern holds when respondents were asked to provide an evaluation of the leaders of the two forces in peace negotiation. American Jews were much more favorable toward Israel's Ehud Barak and hostile toward Yasir Arafat of the Palestine National Authority than non-Jews. Rather than reflect a conflict with the opinions of other Americans, however, Jews differ primarily in their attentiveness to the negotiations. Simply put, most non-Jews, whether college educated or not, are much less likely than Jews to offer an assessment of Barak and Arafat.

Does the Israeli cause still bind American Jews? In the 1960s and early 1970s, Israel was clearly the central item on the political agenda of American Jewry. Indeed, to some observers, Israel and the Holocaust had become the twin pillars of Jewish identity in the United States. Many of these same commentators believe that Israel became increasingly divisive among American Jews from the middle 1970s onward. Many liberal American Jews were upset about the dominant Likud Party's aggressive policy of planting Jewish settlements in the West Bank area and the religiously inspired position that all of the historical Land of Israel should be retained by the modern state of Israel. The Israeli Labor Party's embrace of the Oslo peace process, with its vision of Israeli's disengagement from most of the West Bank and the creation of an independent Palestinian state, further divided the community.

Jews were asked about the condition of Israel six years after the Oslo process began. Considering how much attention has been paid to this issue as a source of division among American Jewry, it is striking to observe how little polarization actually exists among the rank and file. Two-thirds of Jewish respondents report either that the process has not affected Israel's standing or that they don't know what the impact has been. Of the one-third who perceive a change, slightly more believe Israel is better off than it was before the Oslo process began. This conclusion hardly suggests massive divisions within the community. The extent of division may appear greater than it is because more attention is paid by the press to dissent rather than to harmony.

Looking over the entire range of questions about Israel and foreign policy, we observed only two tendencies toward internal division among Jews. One major difference was about who had opinions and who did not. As a rule, we found that the younger, less-educated, lower-income, and female members of the Jewish sample were more likely to respond with a "don't know" to the various questions. Nothing is particularly surprising about this finding; studies of Americans' political knowledge in general have identified the same patterns for the public at large.

We also considered how religious observance might affect foreign policy attitudes among Jews. As we saw, observant Jews appear to follow politics more closely. For many reasons we might expect observant Jews to pay attention to Israel despite the general tendency of Americans to ignore foreign policy. Defending Jerusalem is one of the commandments that the more religiously involved will hear in synagogue. Because Israel is the only country in the world with a Jewish majority, it is also likely to attract Jews who want to spend time in a pervasively Jewish environment. Taken together, these factors seem to promote a stronger tie to Israel and a harder line on the peace process.

As expected, Jewish attitudes were related to levels of religious observance. Compared to Jews with lesser ritual involvement, observant Jews were more committed to retaining the Golan Heights and Jerusalem, were more hostile to Yasir Arafat, and were more pessimistic about the Oslo process. They also differed by their greater levels of support for American intervention on behalf of threatened religious minorities abroad. We should not overstate the differences among Jews based on their level of religious involvement. As a rule, all three groups of Jews had the same majority or plurality position. The difference was that the most-observant group was even more enthusiastic in support of Israel than the other two groups.

This finding is also consistent with previous research suggesting that religiously observant Jews are more committed to Israel. As such, they tend to take the strongest position against giving up land or other policies that may threaten Israeli security. The source of this commitment is evident when we asked participants whether they had ever visited Israel or made a contribution to a pro-Israeli organization or cause recently.

The more religiously involved Jews were three times more likely to have visited Israel as the least religious and twice more likely to have gone to the Middle East as those in the middle category on the religious observance scale. In line with that pattern, the most observant were also significantly more likely to have contributed funds to a pro-Israel cause.

Moving beyond the Israel question, surely the most salient foreign policy concern for many Jews, we wondered whether Jews were equally distinctive on other questions about America's role in the world. Because of the Holocaust and their own experience of oppression, we expected that American Jews would have strongly supported intervention abroad for humanitarian purposes. The participants in the Jewish Public Opinion Survey were asked whether the United States should send troops to help out an ethnic or religious minority group that was experiencing persecution. Such a question no doubt evoked recent memories of American intervention in Kosovo to defend Muslims and Croats against the Bosnian Serbs. A good many respondents refused to say yes or no to this hypothetical situation. Among those who did, however, American Jews were almost 2-1 in favor of intervention, while non-Jewish Americans were 2-1 against; college-educated non-Jews were split down the middle. Whatever the specifics of the Bosnian case, we suspect that the experience of Israel and the history of Jewish persecution abroad have made American Jews sensitive to the problem of religious persecution.

DO JEWS HAVE DISPROPORTIONATE INFLUENCE IN AMERICAN POLITICS? THE CASE OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

As interesting as these attitude differences are to Jews and students of political behavior generally, the general reader might wonder why they matter. If Jews constitute less than 3 percent of the American population, why should we care about their distinctive political habits? The answer is that Jewish Americans do have an important impact on American politics despite their small numbers. We know that Jews "over-participate" in politics: they are more likely than other Americans to vote, contribute to campaigns, and embrace social activism. In a society in which politics is a spectator sport with an audience base that ranks somewhere below professional sports, Jews thus have a political impact beyond their numbers. But does this disparity stem from something distinctly Jewish or from the fact that Jews tend to have more resources than other Americans? As we know from studies of political participation, political engagement is closely related to the socioeconomic resources an individual possesses. For a variety of reasons that are beyond the scope of this chapter, highly educated and affluent citizens are much more likely than the disadvantaged to participate and exert influence in politics. But is Jewish participation higher or lower than we would expect after taking into account the social conditions of the Jewish community in the United States?

Comparing Jews with non-Jews of comparable socioeconomic status reveals that Jews "over-participate" not because they are Jewish, but because they possess considerable resources. Overall, statistically significant differences exist between Jews and non-Jews on making campaign contributions, voter registration, and voting in the 1996 election. But high-status non-Jews' participation rate across a range of measures is nearly identical to Jewish Americans. The only exception is interest in politics Jews are significantly more likely to be "very interested" in politics and public affairs than high-status non-Jews.

Like other Americans, Jews vary in their propensity to get involved in political life. Generally, more affluent, well-educated, and older Jews are more likely than their poorer, less-educated, and younger counterparts to participate in politics. The differences are rather small because, in general, few Americans engage in such demanding political activities as volunteering to work in a political campaign. Moreover, while generally the very least educated and least affluent Jews drop off in their political participation, they constitute a small part of the Jewish population. In some cases, however, the differences are larger. Older Jews are more interested in public affairs and more likely to participate in electoral politics than their younger counterparts. For instance, 29 percent of Jews over sixty-five years of age contribute to campaigns compared to 11 percent of Jews between eighteen and thirty-five. Similarly, 39 percent of older Jews write to elected officials, compared to 27 percent of younger Jews.

Several recent studies emphasize the importance of social connection and networks to participation in politics. Members of voluntary associations and religious institutions are more likely to participate in politics than the socially disconnected. As Sidney Verba, Kay Scholzman, and Henry Brady argue in their important work Voice and Equality, members of associations and organizations acquire "transportable" civic skills that they find useful in politics. Churchgoers, for example, who make speeches, organize activities, or write newsletters at church, may acquire the skills, confidence, and knowledge to volunteer on a campaign or participate in a local protest movement. They show quite clearly that even after considering the effect of socioeconomic resources, institutional membership leads to greater levels of activity across a variety of measures of participation.

The low levels of religious participation among Jewish Americans makes for an open question whether this relationship between organizational participation and civic engagement holds. In fact, this relationship exists quite strongly for Jewish Americans as well. Observant Jews are significantly more likely than secular Jews to participate in politics across a wide array of activities. Jews with the highest level of observance are three times as likely to volunteer for a political campaign, and twice as likely to contribute to a political campaign and contact an elected official than Jews with the lowest level.

CONCLUSION

As the discussion makes clear, the traditional liberal and Democratic tilt of American Jews endures. In fact, a number of economic, political, and cultural changes might have affected the cohesion of Jewish political identity. Contemporary Jewish Americans have assimilated to a greater degree than previous generations and are more dispersed geographically. The nature of American politics has changed. Newer generations of Jewish Americans have no direct experience with the upheavals of the 1960s and the civil rights, student, and antiwar movements. More distant still are the immigrant experience and the Holocaust. In the general public, we find less polarization among younger Americans around race and civil rights, changes in women's roles, sexuality, and homosexuality. Younger citizens generally are less partisan than their elders, and there is shrinking ideological differences between the political parties. These are powerful forces working against the maintenance of group political identity.

By almost any measure, however, Jewish Americans remain solidly Democratic and on the liberal side of the American political spectrum. Along with African Americans, Jews remain the most loyal members of the New Deal Coalition, and, in all likelihood, the nomination of Joseph Lieberman for vice president further cemented this connection. On issues such as abortion, the women's movement, gun control, civil liberties, the religious right, and the environment, Jewish Americans adopt liberal positions with little internal differentiation based on class, gender, level of religious observation, and geographic residence. Even in an area where Jews look more like other Americans such as affirmative action, Jews have a less rosy assessment of the state of race relations in the United States.

While the survey data employed in this chapter cannot directly address the competing explanations of the political distinctiveness of Jewish Americans, we can speculate about their contribution to an explanation for the durability of Jewish liberalism. Something is clearly distinctive about the Jewish community that creates a lasting sense of Jewish political identity. Scholars argue that African Americans maintain their political cohesion in the face of increasing internal differentiation because they think of their political interests in terms of group interests. They gauge their understanding of political and economic events by considering their effect on African Americans relative to other groups such as white Americans.

Similarly, we can speculate that a history of religious persecution and the immigrant experience, a distinctive religious tradition, and political self-interest may create a lens through which Jews view American politics. Public policies and political leadership could be key factors because of how they affect the standing of Jewish Americans in society and politics. At the current political moment, Jewish Americans see their interests as served by a particularly liberal political perspective. For instance, the association of the Republican Party and the religious right throughout the 1980s and 1990s engenders a resistance to Republicanism based on Jewish support for separation of church and state. Or Jewish secularism creates hostility toward the social conservatism often associated with the right in American politics. But this liberalism is by no means inevitable. We will have to wait and see whether broader political, cultural, and economic changes alter the enduring liberalism of Jewish Americans.

196--[Edward Shapiro] In the introduction to his 1950 collection of essays The Liberal Imagination, Lionel Trilling asserts, "In the United States at this time liberalism is not only the dominant but even the sole intellectual tradition.... [T]he conservative impulse and the reactionary do not, with some isolated and some ecclesiastical exceptions, express themselves in ideas but only in action or in irritable mental gestures which seek to resemble ideas." That same year a man was arrested in the Midwest for creating a public disturbance. A witness stated, "he was using abusive language, calling people conservative and all that."

There are few segments of American society in which conservatism has been so suspect than among Jews. Indeed, so pervasive has been the association of Jews with the political left, so widespread was the belief that the fate of Jews and the left were inextricably bound together, that the notion of a conservative Jew seemed almost oxymoronic. When Rabbi Dov Berush Meisels of Krakow, a member of the Austrian parliament in the mid-nineteenth century, was asked by the surprised speaker of the parliament why he sat with the left, he quipped, "Juden haben keine Rechte" (Jews have no rights). And when the Israeli Knesset first met, no political party wanted to sit on the right, and so a new parliamentary seating arrangement had to be devised.

197--[Edward Shapiro] Jewish immigrants carried these attitudes of distrust of authority and estrangement from politics with them from Europe. Here in America, Nathan Glazer writes, Jews "looked with a cold and hostile eye on the world of received things, traditional religion, traditional culture, the traditional order of society. All these had historically meant for Jews oppression, anti-Semitism, restriction. Freedom and fraternity and human possibility were for them bound up with the breaking of old forms and the letting in of anything new and radical." Perhaps here is one explanation why Jews—including the novelist Ayn Rand; Frank Chodorov, the founder of the Intercollegiate Society of Individualists; and a slew of economists, including Alan Greenspan, Milton Friedman, Gary Becker, Israel Kirzner, Murray Rothbard, and Ludwig von Mises—have been attracted to libertarian economics and why anarchism was so important in the Jewish ghettos of New York City's Lower East Side and London's East End before World War I. And here also is a partial explanation why the New Left of the 1960s, which had a disproportionate number of Jews in influential positions, saw authority, any authority, as its enemy. Today the Jewish attitude toward state authority and individual power most clearly manifests itself in support for civil liberties and for freedom of choice concerning abortion.

199--[Edward Shapiro] Words used to describe the voting patterns of American Jews include paradoxical, dissonant, peculiar, strange, curious, contradictory, and idiosyncratic. Things were not always perceived this way. In the nineteenth century, Benjamin Disraeli remarked about the political conservatism of Jews. He once described himself as the blank page between the Old and New Testaments. In his book Lord George Bentinck, he calls Jews "the trustees of tradition, and the conservators of the religious element.... All the tendencies of the Jewish race are conservative. Their bias is to religion, property, and natural aristocracy; and it should be the interest of statesmen that this bias of a great race should be encouraged and their energies and creative powers enlisted in the cause of existing society."

200--[Edward Shapiro] This belief that Jewish interests lay with the left and not with the right was reinforced by the popular interpretation of politics as a spectrum stretching from the far right to the far left. On the far right, according to this view, were reactionary and antisemitic elements, including Nazism and the Ku Klux Klan. On the left were the socialists and liberals. Hence the journey along the political spectrum from right to left was a passage from depravity to virtue. This belief that Nazism was an extremist conservative movement ignored the fact that the word nazism meant national socialism, that the Nazis sought to overturn the traditional social and political order in Europe, and that spokespeople for traditional European conservatism opposed the Nazis. The popular interpretation of Nazism also elided the similarities emphasized by Hannah Arendt and other students of totalitarianism between the various forms of fascism, including Nazism, and communism. In any case, the description of Nazism as a rightist movement made it difficult for any Jew to identify as a conservative.

In their 1977 essay "Are American Jews Turning to the Right?" Bernard Rosenberg and Irving Howe correctly note that "the overwhelming thrust of Jewish thought and writing in America ... has been liberal and whatever radicalism we have had in America has found disproportionate support among Jews." It was not surprising when, beginning in the 1960s, a group of self-described conservative and neoconservative Jewish intellectuals appeared that their versions of conservatism should reflect the dominant liberal assumptions and values of the religious and ethnic community from which they came, or that some in this camp would abjure the term conservative and prefer to describe themselves as "liberal." There were good reasons for this initial reluctance to identify with conservatism. Without denying the conservative bona fides of an Irving Kristol, Norman Podhoretz, and other prominent Jewish thinkers generally thought of as conservatives, it is clear that in some crucial respects they and their most important magazines, particularly Commentary and The Public Interest, initially had more in common with their supposed liberal Jewish adversaries than with their presumed conservative allies.

If Jews such as Podhoretz were being described in the 1970s as "conservatives," it was not, they claimed, because they had changed but because liberalism itself had moved considerably to the left since the 1960s. As John Ehrman, a student of neoconservatism writes; the conservatism of Podhoretz "was rooted in its break with liberalism, not in the Burkean thinking that informs much of modern conservative thought." Jews had once been aided by a liberalism that stressed merit and individualism. They were now menaced by a new liberalism that, contrary to its predecessor, believed that considerations of race and ethnicity should be factored into political, economic, and social decision making in both the private and public sectors. The new liberal dispensation included affirmative action timetables, quotas, and other race-conscious policies. This "affirmative discrimination," to use Nathan Glazer's apt term, struck directly at Jews, who were an upwardly mobile white population, skilled at test taking and oriented toward higher education.
Quotas, Podhoretz said at the time, "are the most serious threat to Jews since World War II." Affirmative action evoked memories among Jews of the quotas that had limited their economic, social, and educational opportunities in Europe and America. Because of their overrepresentation in academia, Jewish neoconservative intellectuals were particularly concerned with the impact that affirmative action would have on academic standards and hiring practices, and they were among the founders of the Campus Coalition for Democracy, an organization dedicated to defending the merit principle and opposing political correctness in academia.

The new Jewish conservatives were also moved to rethink their political affiliations as a result of attacks on Israel and antisemitism emanating from the left. At one time liberals had staunchly defended the state of Israel. After the Six-Day War of 1967, however, some liberals now described the Jewish state as militaristic, imperialistic, capitalistic, and racist. Jews had once been in the forefront of the civil rights movement and had believed that Jews and blacks comprised a holy brotherhood of the oppressed. By the late 1960s, antisemitism had become an important staple of the rhetoric of black radicals, as, for example, in Harold Cruse's 1967 book, The Crisis of the Black Intellectual, and liberals seemed to be willing to overlook or excuse such talk out of fear of lending aid and comfort to the right. "Whatever the case may have been yesterday, and whatever the case may be tomorrow," Podhoretz said, "the case today is that the most active enemies of the Jews are located not in the precincts of the ideological Right but in the Radical Left."

In a perceptive 1988 Commentary essay, Dan Himmelfarb, the managing editor of The Public Interest, stressed the differences between the traditionalist conservatives or paleoconservatives, as they came to be called—and the neoconservatives, a group composed largely of Jews disaffected from contemporary liberalism. The traditionalists, Himmelfarb claimed, were part of the classic conservative tradition dating back to Edmund Burke and Thomas Carlyle, a tradition that valued religion, social hierarchy, and status. The neoconservatives, by contrast, were heirs to the liberal tradition of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, which favored free markets, democracy, individualism, and equality of opportunity. Himmelfarb doubted whether these neoconservatives should even be called conservatives. A better name for them, he said, would be "paleoliberals." But since liberal democracy was "the" American political tradition, these paleoliberals were actually America's most authentic conservatives. "Indeed," Himmelfarb wrote, "it might with some justification be argued that it is neoconservatism, and not paleoconservatism, that is both genuinely American and genuinely conservative."

203--[Edward Shapiro] Among the things most valued by the traditionalists was religion. In the list of the six canons of conservative thought listed in Kirk's The Conservative Mind, the first is "the belief that a divine intent rules society as well as conscience, forging an eternal chain of right and duty which links great and obscure, living and dead.... Politics is the art of apprehending and applying the justice which is above nature." The Jewish neoconservatives disagreed. Their most important role within the American conservative movement was to remind conservatives that politics and religion are separate categories and to encourage conservatism to remain hospitable to those who looked askance at religion in general and Christianity in particular. Jewish conservatives, by and large, have not shared the reverence of Edmund Burke and his modern acolytes such as Kirk for the premodern social order and its historic institutions, which included the Church, or their misgivings for such modern developments as capitalism, democracy, and bourgeois society.

204--[Edward Shapiro] Muller, a historian of European conservatism at Catholic University, maintains in "Dilemmas of Conservatism" (spring 2000) that a schism exists within American conservatism. On the one hand are those whom he calls the "orthodox," who stress that affirming the existence of a transcendent moral order is a fundamental tenet of conservatism. Opposing the orthodox are the "conservatives." The conservatives defend existing institutions not because they conform to ultimate theological or metaphysical truth but because they have worked well in the past and are preferable to any untried alternatives. Muller argues that there is no necessary link between conservatism and religion. He points out that many conservative thinkers have been agnostics and atheists. Also, conservatives have continually defended the existing social order against the revolutionary intentions of religious enthusiasts. (A good example of this is the sociologist Robert A. Nisbet's opposition to the antiabortion movement.) The true conservative, Muller avows, is concerned not with the truths of religion but with their usefulness in preserving traditional institutions and values. While conservatives are aware of the "partial contingency of moral norms," the orthodox believe "the admission of such contingency may seem tantamount to nihilism, if not heresy."

205--[Edward Shapiro] …that reflect the tastes and power-drives of a technologico-Benthamite world." Their conservatism "belongs almost exclusively to the world and is impervious to the primacy of God as the measure of the soul." To counter the modernity of neoconservatism, conservatism needs to be "lean, ascetical, disciplined, prophetic, unswerving in its censorial task, strenuous in its mission, strong in its faith, faithful in its dogma, pure in its metaphysic." The columnist Samuel Francis agrees. The neoconservatives, he complains, seek not to challenge liberalism "but simply to make it work more efficiently." Their watchwords are "moderation, gradualism, empiricism, pragmatism, and centrism," and they are unsympathetic to the critique posed by the traditionalists to the contemporary liberal state.

208--[Edward Shapiro] Paleoconservatives also find it difficult to sympathize with the reflexive support of neoconservatives for Israel. They view the Jewish state as simply another foreign country with its own distinctive interests, and these interests frequently conflict with those of the United States. Russell Kirk, in a notorious crack, complained that neoconservatives such as Podhoretz and his wife, Midge Decter, frequently "mistook Tel Aviv for the capital of the United States." This statement deeply angered neoconservatives, particularly Decter, a staunch Zionist. By raising the old antisemitic canard of dual loyalty, Kirk had fostered doubts among the neoconservatives as to whether the conservative movement was truly sympathetic to legitimate Jewish concerns and whether it welcomed committed Jews to their ranks.

The final point of difference between Jewish neoconservative intellectuals and the traditionalist conservative thinkers concerns the welfare state. The Jewish neoconservatives do not share in that deep antipathy to the welfare state and Washington that has united the American right over the past six decades and that, more than anything else, was responsible for the emergence of the modern conservative movement after World War II. The neoconservatives, Irving Kristol writes, "felt a measure of loyalty to the spirit of the New Deal if not to all its programs and policies. Nor did we see it as representing any kind of 'statist' or socialist threat to the American democracy." The Jewish neoconservatives did oppose various elements of Lyndon Johnson's Great Society and welcomed many aspects of Ronald Reagan's administration. But this resulted from pragmatic rather than a priori reasoning. Kristol had no basic argument with the welfare state per se. He even suggests that conservatives should accept the inevitability of a welfare state, while working to shape it along less statist and paternalistic lines. Such a conservative welfare state, he says, will provide "the social and economic security a modern citizenry demands while minimizing governmental intrusion into individual liberties." For paleoconservatives, the notion of a conservative welfare state is a contradiction in terms, and they have been quick to decry the very concept. Paul Gottfried describes neoconservatives such as Kristol as "welfare state ideologues" dressed in conservative clothing.

209--[Edward Shapiro] This atrophying of neoconservatism was perhaps best seen in the willingness of some Jewish neoconservative intellectuals to break with the Jewish consensus regarding the danger of religious involvement in public life. Elliott Abrams, the son-in-law of Decter and Podhoretz, even wrote a book titled Faith or Fear: How Jews Can Survive in a Christian America, which criticizes the "high wall of separation" theory of church-state relations popular among Jews, praises Christian evangelicals, and asserts that believing Christians are not antisemites and do not threaten Jewish interests. In fact, he claims, Christians are now more respectful of Judaism than Jews are of Christianity. "Anti-Christian bias is apparently the only form of prejudice that remains respectable in the American Jewish community," Abrams declares. "The notion that the more fervent a Christian's belief the more danger he or she represents to Jews should be rejected outright."

Podhoretz echoed these sentiments. In an April 2000 National Review article titled "The Christian Right and Its Demonizers," he says that Jews have nothing to fear from Christian fundamentalists and evangelicals such as Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson. Such fears are "atavistic" and "paranoid." Rather than being antisemites, Falwell and Robertson are actually highly supportive of Jewish causes, such as Israel and Russian Jewry. It would be wise, according to Podhoretz, for Jews to ally themselves with Christian conservatives and other Americans resisting cultural decadence, libertinism, hedonism, and moral relativism.

One ingenious and provocative attempt to bridge the gap between the emphasis of neoconservatives on economics and sociology and the stress of paleos and religious conservatives on culture and character was David Frum's 1994 book Dead Right. The most important enemy of all varieties of conservatism, Frum argues, is big government. Big government not only undermines economic growth but also weakens the virtues of prudence, orderliness, thrift, and self-reliance. Surely it is not accidental that higher rates of drug usage, crime, family dissolution, and illegitimacy accompanied the sharp increase in governmental welfare programs during the 1960s. These emancipated "the individual appetite from the restrictions imposed on it by limited resources, or religious dread, or community disapproval, or the risk of disease or personal catastrophe." Big government is not the only source of America's problems. "But without overweening government, none would rage as fiercely as it now does"

214--[Stephen J. Whitfield] Only a fraction of American Jews have been radicals, but a conspicuous number of radicals have been Jews who have shaped the singularity of a certain Jewish style in politics. These radicals have contributed, however unwittingly, to the differentiation of Jews from others who have shared American citizenship, without agreeing about how its obligations ought to be met. This essay offers a brief historical overview of the relationship between American Jews and radicalism, to suggest its cultural and psychological texture, and to account for this relationship.

In the first two waves of Jewish immigrants to the United States, through the middle of the nineteenth century, political dissidents such as Ernestine Rose and the abolitionist David Einhorn were rare, and the fragmentary Jewish communities established in North America in the colonial and early national periods harbored few radicals. In the late nineteenth century, the first Marxist firebrand in the United States was Daniel DeLeon, whose origins Samuel Gompers of the American Federation of Labor (AFL) ascribed to "a Venezuelan family of Spanish and Dutch Jewish descent with a strain of colored blood. That makes him a first-class son of a bitch." Himself an immigrant Jew from London, Gompers got some of DeLeon's background wrong, including the canine ancestry, probably because DeLeon's Socialist Labor Party kept trying to undermine the AFL. But it is plausible, as Glen Seretan's scholarly biography of DeLeon claims, that he renounced his Jewish identity for the sake of shaping a future that would belong to the oppressed of all races and nationalities (102). Among those groups were over two million Jews fleeing persecution and poverty in Eastern Europe. Only their arrival in the decades before World War I fostered the rise of radicalism—a polysemous term, which in this essay is intended to encompass the varieties of Marxian, socialism, anarchism, and the more estranged forms of youth activism in the 1960s. The ideologies that the fin-de-siecle immigrants professed, the causes they espoused, and the institutions that they created established the standards against which subsequent versions of Jewish radicalism have been judged.

216--[Stephen J. Whitfield] THE APPEAL OF COMMUNISM

The allegiances of other Jews shifted to Bolshevism, which exerted a disproportionate appeal before that particular god failed. In the 1920s, the Communist Party of the U.S.A. (CPUSA) published nine daily newspapers, of which the one with the largest circulation was in Yiddish: the Freiheit. It even outsold the English-language Daily Worker. Though the Jewish membership in that decade probably did not exceed 15 percent, the proportion that constituted the leadership was much higher. Prominent comrades included Benjamin Gitlow, Jay Lovestone, William Weinstone, Bertram Wolfe, and Max Shachtman.

On the other hand, the policies of the party were hardly philosemitic. In the late 1920s, the Comintern supported Arab rioters against Jewish settlers in Palestine. In the 1930s, the Stalinist purges claimed uncounted numbers of innocent Jewish victims, and in 1939, Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov proclaimed that fascism was "a question of taste." Early in World War II, the Soviet secret police (NKVD) handed Jewish prisoners over to the Gestapo, and after the war, Yiddish culture and its custodians were systematically extinguished under Stalin. Such antisemitism eventually caused the membership and support of the CPUSA to be depleted by the thousands of Jews who had cherished the promise of a militantly effective universalism and "progressivism."

Of the intellectuals who publicly proclaimed their support for the Communist Party ticket in the 1932 elections, almost a third were Jewish. Only later did most of them realize that they had been trying to thumb a ride on "the road to serfdom." Even philosopher Sidney Hook, probably the nation's first Marxist professor, explained to readers of Modern Monthly "Why I Am a Communist" in 1934. In that year, Call It Sleep was published, quite possibly the finest novel ever written by an American Jew. Its author, Henry Roth, was a communist. The Marxist group that had burrowed into the Department of Agriculture of the New Deal included John Abt, Lee Pressman, and Nathan Witt. The historian Daniel Boorstin, by 1953 a conservative who told the House Committee on Un-American Activities (HUAC) that his support of the Hillel Foundation at the University of Chicago demonstrated his hostility to communism, had been a party member for a year or so before the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact undermined his reasons for joining—his opposition to Nazism and antisemitism. Boorstin's reasons were commonplace. Almost half of the communist leaders indicted under the Smith Act in 1948 were Jews, as was the editor of the Daily Worker in the 1950s, John Gates. Hollywood's "Unfriendly 10," who were summoned to testify before HUAC in 1947, were communists (or so close to the party that they were cheating it of dues). Most of those who were subpoenaed were also Jews, although, as Victor Navasky quotes the director Billy Wilder as quipping, "only two had any talent; the other eight were just unfriendly." Even in the 1960s, when a Maoist splinter group, the Progressive Labor Party, challenged the anemic Communist Party, most of the PLP leaders were of Jewish birth.

Even more than Stalinism or Maoism, the movement led by Leon Trotsky won the loyalty of many Jewish radicals. The heresiarch himself was of course born Lev Davidovich Bronstein, provoking Colonel Raymond Robins, the U.S. military representative at Petrograd, to call this polyglot intellectual and man of action "a four-kind son of a bitch, but the greatest Jew since Jesus Christ." Trotsky's keen interest in literature and his fluency of expression were overshadowed by the flair for flamboyant engagement—political and even military—that his remarkable career exhibited. The American rank-and-file members of his movement, the Fourth International, were (apart from the truckers of Minneapolis) probably almost exclusively Jewish. Several of the younger members later rose to prominence as intellectuals, critics, and scholars, among them literary critics Leslie Fiedler and Irving Howe, historians Gertrude Himmelfarb and Marvin Meyers, political analyst Irving Kristol, sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset, and essayist and novelist Isaac Rosenfeld. It therefore made sense for Saul Bellow to send his fictional Augie March to Mexico intending to serve as Trotsky's bodyguard and to make Hyman Lustgarten, the black marketer in Mosby's Memoirs (1968), a former Trotskyist. When a young historian interviewed for a job at Jewish-sponsored Brandeis University in the 1960s and was taken to its faculty club, he was astonished to be introduced to every variety of sectarian leftist, including two Shachtmanites (who were no longer speaking to one another). For all the effort primarily of Jews to keep the Trotskyist version of revolutionary Marxism alive, however, the verdict on it must be the same as that which Trotsky himself pronounced upon the Mensheviks led by Julius Martov (ne Yurii Osipovich Tsederbaum). "You are miserable, isolated individuals" was Trotsky's curse in 1917. "You are bankrupt. You have played out your role. Go where you belong, to the dust-heap of history."

221--[Stephen J. Whitfield] THE PERVASIVENESS OF PROTEST

Even in other unexpected places, Jews cropped up. The Reverend Martin Luther King Jr., for all his militancy, was no radical. Yet one of his key advisers was Stanley Levison, a pivotal money manager for the Communist Party and a close associate of its leadership prior to his intimacy with King. Their friendship became one crucial justification for the FBI's squalid bugging campaign against the civil rights tribune. The organizing struggle of Cesar Chavez in the fields of California drew on the resources of Catholic commitment and Mexican American ethnic solidarity (La Causa). But Saul D. Alinsky, the son of immigrant Orthodox Jews, helped tutor Chavez in the tactics of peaceful but forceful confrontation. The pacifist and nonviolent mood of the folk music movement was much influenced by Joan Baez, who was in turn influenced by Ira Sandperl. And the letters from Folsom Prison that gave shape to Eldridge Cleaver's nascent militancy were addressed to his attorney, Beverly Axelrod, to whom Soul on Ice (1968) is dedicated. In the 1960s in then British Guiana, whose population was about evenly divided between East Indians and blacks, the leader of the People's Progressive Party was a Marxist dentist named Cheddi Jagan. His wife was a former member of the Young Communist League from Chicago, Janet Rosenberg.

222--[Stephen J. Whitfield] The student radicals who rebelled at Berkeley, Columbia, and Harvard and were also inclined to protest on other Ivy League and Big Ten campuses were privileged. They were not motivated by material self-interest, nor were they hampered by prejudice or discrimination. Jews constituted about a tenth of all college students in the 1960s, yet they were often half or more of the radicals on leading campuses. The American Council of Education concluded, after a survey of 1966-67, that the most accurate predictor of protest was the matriculation of Jewish students. Even during the Berkeley sit-in of 1964, Hatikvah was reportedly sung. Yet few of the Jews in SDS made their origins a source of self-consciousness or reflection about either their motives or their ideals.

The most enduring of the protest movements to flourish in the 1960s, however, was the American women's drive for equality. Its main thrust was liberal, epitomized by Betty Goldstein Friedan, whose first book, The Feminine Mystique (1963), ignited a transformation of consciousness that also sparked political reverberations. For the rest of the century, law and policy would be expected to equalize the relations between the sexes. Friedan's best-seller betrayed no obvious political or intellectual antecedents. Yet her feminism was not created ex nihilo, in suburban kitchens and bedrooms. It was prepared in the 1940s, on factory floors and strikers' picket lines, which Friedan had sympathetically described for readers of the left-wing press. Virtually from the start of that decade, she had positioned herself on the far left, opposing "capitalism and its culture," championing labor militancy, warning of the dangers of a domestic "fascism," favoring close relations with the Soviet Union after World War II, and drawing the attention of the FBI. During the early phase of the Cold War, she was an engage labor journalist and worked especially with the United Electrical Radio and Machine Workers (UE). One of the two unions that communists came closest to dominating, the UE was crippled during the Red Scare. Friedan wrote a 1952 pamphlet, UE Fights for Women Workers, which exposed the special plight of her sex and hinted at debts to Friedrich Engels's critique of the family.

Jewish women were so dedicated to fighting for equal rights that its provision in the postwar Japanese constitution was due to Beate Sirota Gordon, a Russian Jewish woman who moved to the United States in 1947 after ensuring that discrimination against women would henceforth be contrary to Japanese law. More explicitly radical feminists emerged in the United States later in the 1960s; among the most prominent were other Jews, such as Susan Brownmiller, Shulamith Firestone, and Naomi Weisstein. Earlier in the century their ancestors were Rose Pastor Stokes, Rose Schneiderman, and Rose Pesotta. They and other agitators were fighting the power and were organizing laundresses and seamstresses by telling them, "Don't iron while the strike is hot!"

THE REASONS WHY

But it is much easier to tabulate the impact of the Jews on radical movements and ideas than to account for such influence. Four theories have been devised to explain this historical propensity for the left, but none has the compass or ingenuity to compel unmodulated assent.

The Tradition of Judaism

One theory stresses Judaic culture itself, with its yearning for the repair of the world (tikkun olam), its commitment to social justice, and its insistence on speaking prophetic truth to power. "At Hebrew school," Robert Warshow quotes Julius Rosenberg, the executed spy, as writing, "I absorbed quite naturally the culture of my people, their struggle for freedom from slavery in Egypt." Hanukkah meant "the victory of our forefathers in a struggle for freedom from oppression and tyranny. [It] is a firm part of our heritage." The appeal for social justice is one strain in Jewish tradition, but it is certainly not the only one; and the long history of the Diaspora before Emancipation fails to disclose many antecedents for modern radicalism or even moderate liberalism. The early rabbis and sages would not have received high ratings from the Americans for Democratic Action, and they certainly would not have been vulnerable to red-baiting. The terrors of much of premodern Jewish life promoted a wary conservatism that cannot convincingly be invoked by Jews in a quest of sanctions for their radicalism.

Albert Einstein, himself a socialist, nevertheless believed in a connection between socialism and Judaism, for both are based on the sense of "solidarity of all human beings." But he could not claim a logically necessary connection between a radical ideology and a religious source. Even those who professed to find in holidays like Pesach and Hanukkah the inspiration for subsequent struggles against tyranny, as Julius Rosenberg did in his letters to his wife in Sing Sing, failed to acknowledge the nature of the despotism that they themselves freely chose to serve.

They identified with the executioners, not the victims, of Stalinism, which means that one needs to explain how, say, leftist Jews selectively applied their religious heritage. Radicals in the post-Emancipation era distanced themselves from both pious and impious homes. But it is by now a commonplace that the most observant Jews are rarely radical, and the most radical are rarely observant. The more radical the Jew, the less he or she is likely to know (or care) about normative Judaic practice.

225--[Stephen J. Whitfield] The Sting of Bigotry

A second possible explanation is antisemitism, which provoked Jews to struggle to alter societies that denied their rights and disparaged their merits and dignity. And since Jews were the pariahs of Europe, radicalism and revolutions were intelligible responses to the frustration of full equality. In the United States, antisemitism has been far milder, especially by the time the New Left emerged in the 1960s. But the experience of discrimination and the fear of bigotry, abroad as well as in the United States, nevertheless motivated Jews to subscribe to and support radical causes, especially communism in the 1930s and 1940s. The advantage of this theory is that some Jews themselves explained the appeal of communism in the light of its militant opposition to Nazism. Boorstin's HUAC testimony, already cited, may be taken as representative.

One problem with this theory is its fudging of the distinction between liberalism and radicalism—quite apart from other reactions to antisemitism, such as Zionism. Nor is there any way of matching the extent of such deprivation in the popularity of radicalism among the Jews. The severity or scope of persecution does not correlate with the extent of adherence to radicalism, and those who have been turned down or turned away do not necessarily turn left as a consequence. The Lower East Side, which was the burnt-over district of American socialism, was probably far less aware of "status deprivation" and the incongruities of social and civic position than were the liberal and even conservative "uptown" Jews of the same era.

Moreover, if status deprivation were so decisive a motivating factor, one might have expected Jewish radicals to hope that the Jews themselves, so stung by bigotry, would become an important constituency for political change. This was rarely, if ever, the case. The "Jewish" garment workers unions were not consolidated along ethnic but rather economic and class lines, and Jews made a point of their alignment with others in the garment trades, like the Italians. A Jewish separatist labor socialist movement did not emerge in the United States; battles were conducted instead from the left flank of the AFL. Though Jewish sections of the Communist Party existed in the 1920s, it is not too hyperbolic to note how expert Jews became on the revolutionary potential of every oppressed group except their own. The party simply could not speak (even in Yiddish) in a special way to Jewish group interests. Agitator Israel Amter's famous salutation—"Workers and peasants of Brooklyn!"—was unlikely to rouse the masses. If such radicals thought that status deprivation made their fellow Jews embittered and indignant, such knowledge was successfully repressed.

Left or Right

A third explanation, originally propounded to account for liberalism (by political scientist Werner Cohn), has been extended (by another political scientist, W. D. Rubinstein) to incorporate radicalism as well. These scholars have argued that the leftist orientation of modern Jewry is due to the powerful historical circumstances of post-Emancipation Europe and beyond. The right was inhospitable and uncongenial because of its allegiance to tradition and hierarchy. The right was nostalgic for an era in which Christianity was preeminent; thus, it was no accident that the first Western thinker to uncouple religion from politics was a Jew, Spinoza. Rubinstein observes that, at least until recently, a certain set of historical conditions kept the Jews away from the right: its antisemitism, its association with elites that excluded them, its defense of privilege at a time when most Jews were impoverished and disadvantaged. The left was, by contrast, impelled to reduce the particularities of religion, tradition, and even class. Indeed, Karl Marx dared to imagine a world without Jews; his patrimony was the dream of universal solidarity, undivided by race or ethnicity or nation. By precept and example, Marx encouraged the sense that the Jews should renounce their sense of peoplehood, and could go first toward a utopia in which particularities would be obliterated.

This left-right axis—this set of historical circumstances—no longer prevails, at least not as sharply as it did in the nineteenth century. Until 1945 the lethal enemies of the Jewish people were on the right. Since then, Jewish interests and welfare, without which Jewish moral values cannot be sustained, have depended on a secure and thriving Israel, whose enemies in the world arena have generally emanated from the left. Anti-Zionism has been almost entirely a phenomenon of communism and of the putatively revolutionary regimes of the Third World. At the same time the Jewish proletariat largely disappeared, thus eliminating whatever class basis once existed for socialist ideology.

Yet, while the historical circumstances that might have produced the slant toward radicalism evaporated, the Jewish stance remains more tipped to the left than to the right. Wherever radicalism in the United States could still be found (apart from black separatism), Jews could be identified within its ranks. Leftist traditions—and perhaps even the Judaic value system—continued to block the reorientation of Jewish politics toward the Republican Party and toward conservatism. What caused immigrants to be socialists did not truly resemble what drew some of their grandchildren toward the New Left. But social and economic conditions neither changed so drastically nor overcame inertia to lead most Jews away from either their loyalty to liberalism or their tolerance for radicalism. If a particular historical setting alone produced a propensity for the left, the disproportionate number of Jews coagulating in the New Left could scarcely be explained.

Ideas Are Weapons

Another suggestion can be advanced, building on a fleeting glance in Lawrence H. Fuchs's early and influential study of liberalism, The Political Behavior of American Jews (1956), and on Glazer's reflections on the student radicals of the 1960s. In accounting for a penchant for radical ideologies and movements, scholars have given little attention to what sociologist Talcott Parsons considered the most distinctive characteristic of the Jewish people: its intellectuality. If Jews have been disproportionately radicals, it may be because they have been disproportionately intellectuals. Randolph Bourne and Thorstein Veblen were among the first Americans to recognize—during the era of the Great War—the spectacular impact that Jewish intellectuals were making on Western culture. But the remarks of Nikos Kazantzakis are even more to the point. "Ours is an age of revolution," the Greek writer says of the interwar period: "That is, a Jewish age." Modern life had become fragmented and decomposed, and "the Jews have this supreme quality: to be restless, not to fit into the realities of the time; to struggle to escape; to consider every status quo and every idea a stifling prison. This spirit of the Jews shatters the equilibrium." More than any other immigrant group, the Jews harbored intellectuals among their tired, huddled masses; and they fostered a radical spirit and outlook. According to Murray Polner, linguist Noam Chomsky, for example, has recorded his own indebtedness to the "radical Jewish working-class milieu" to which his family belonged: "It was a very unusual culture .... [It was] a mixture of a very high level of intense intellectual life, but at the same time it was really working class."

That is why the Jews differed from other members of the proletariat and remained sympathetic to radicalism even when nestled in the middle class. To be sure, radical movements in the United States flunked the assignment of dialectical materialism and failed to appeal to their ostensible constituencies. Few of the wretched of the Earth agreed with radical agitators; they listened only in moments of crisis and then lapsed back into moderation or political indifference when special pressures were released. Because radicalism is an -ism—that is, a modern ideology—those groups most pervaded by intellectuals have been most likely to sustain it. Nevertheless, not even most Jewish intellectuals have been radical. Such persons—and not serfs, or slaves, or peasants, or black sharecroppers—have nevertheless been over-represented in revolutionary movements, almost as predictably as queens beat jacks in poker. In describing the homes of Jewish New Leftists, Glazer singles out the importance of books, lectures, and "cultural style" in promoting a greater responsiveness to the social environment. He isolates certain measurable indices, such as college attendance and choices of fields of concentration, but does not speculate on intellectuality itself as a susceptibility to radical impulses. Oddly enough, his own youthful radicalism was barely shaped by reading as such. Glazer's family—itself on the welfare rolls in Harlem during the Great Depression—was so unfamiliar with his own vocation as a writer and an editor that his mother, once asked to describe his occupation, vaguely asserted that he was "in the pen business." Irving Howe also grew up in a working-class home devoid of a single book yet pursued the same inclinations. A hypothesis that emphasizes such vocations does not require the ascription of intellectuality to the Judaic faith, as the source of a certain tendency toward radicalism. That is another advantage of the theory.

A FINAL NOTE

One final note might be sounded. Radical movements have attracted the best as well as the worst of humanity; but however equivocal the record of socialism in the annals of human freedom, the pain of the dispossessed was common enough to spur remedies. Some advocates of systemic solutions dramatized the process of disenchantment, as they put into secular form longings for redemption that were once expressed in a religious idiom. What is so striking about this story is not how frequently such radicals abandoned such passions or how curiously some radicals would find their way to a set of values within their own religious tradition. What remains impressive in retrospect is how often the American Jew was willing to be a "security risk," challenging complacency and selfishness and indifference, urging others to live up more fully to democratic ideals, begging to differ with what Freud called "the compact majority." What is noteworthy is how this tiny ethnic minority distinguished itself by the disproportionate numbers of sons and daughters it produced who were famished for justice.

256--[Steven L. Spiegel] Thus, in the interwar period, the American Jewish community was not able to influence U.S. immigration policy, and it did not take a leadership role in the world Zionist effort. But its greatest failing lay in its inability to do more for Jews trapped by Hitler. Many reasons account for this failure. First, the new prominence of antisemitism in American life frightened many American Jews. The flowering of such organizations as the Silver Shirts and the German-American Bund made many Jews feel that what was happening in Germany "could happen here." Second, the Depression dramatically amplified this insecurity, robbing organizations of personnel and causing many Jews to be preoccupied with simply earning a living.

Third, some American Jews even miscalculated the extent of the threat that Nazism represented. There were those who argued that Hitler's views would be tempered by holding office. As Peter Grose points out, before Hitler took power in 1932, one major Jewish leader, Felix M. Warburg, wrote, "Even if the Hitlerites should get into power, the moment responsibilities rest on their shoulders and they are in the government, they will sober down, just as much as the Communists have in Russia and the Laborites have in England" (Grose, 107-08).

Fourth, as this quotation suggests, the American Jewish community was badly split in the 1930s, its membership divided by a proliferation of organizations and lacking a central arm for political action. It was also weakened by growing assimilation, ideological clashes over issues ranging from Zionism to socialism, and confusion about specific steps that might be taken effectively. Later in the 1930s, when it became clear Hitler would not change his policies, various segments of the community pursued different options, including attempts to boycott German goods, to convince the Roosevelt administration to press the British to permit an increase in immigration to Palestine, and to open doors for victims fleeing the Nazis to emigrate somewhere else. The latter pressure resulted in the pathetic Evian Conference in 1938 in which only the Dominican Republic offered sanctuary to Jews.

Fifth, Roosevelt proved to be a deceptively amicable president. Seen as being closely aligned with Jews on domestic affairs and strongly supported by them, he was often criticized by rightist elements for bringing Jews into government. This criticism increased his reputation for courage and reliability among Jews but made them less willing to press him on foreign policy issues. We now know that FDR was far more cautious and even deceptive on these issues than American Jews at the time realized. On both the refugee and Zionist questions, FDR tended to listen to advisers less sympathetic to Jews, and he often gave Jewish leaders the impression he was doing more and was more sympathetic to their aims than he really was.

Finally, Jewish dependence on Roosevelt must also be seen in the context of the times. Before Pearl Harbor, when the majority of Americans did not want to enter the war, FDR was more in tune with anti-Nazi objectives than most American politicians. American Jews were caught in the position of appearing to ask Americans to fight and die for foreign Jews. After America's entry into the war, Roosevelt's simple aphorism that the way to save European Jewry was to end the war seemed to make sense. No one seemed to understand the frightening implications for Hitler's victims of waiting that long. Those who dared to seek more active policies on behalf of European Jewry were left to battle the misrepresentations of administration officials, as well as the widespread public disbelief of the reports of atrocities. Both before and after American entry into the war, support for European Jewry was framed in a context in which urging activism or special efforts was made to appear unpatriotic.

FROM WORLD WAR II TO THE SIX-DAY WAR

The perspective of American Jewry was transformed by the end of the war and the horrifying knowledge of the true dimensions of the tragedy in Europe. The next few years were consumed by the twin projects of supporting the surviving victims of Nazism and aiding in the establishment of a Jewish state. Yet the insecurities and divisions that had led to Jewish ineffectiveness in the 1930s were still largely in place. In their efforts to overturn Truman administration decisions or guide its preferences, Jews were still largely tepid supplicants of politicians and diplomats. And they were still distrusted, their credibility compromised by a reputation for left-leaning sentiments in a period of growing anticommunism.

But two factors altered the failure syndrome of the 1930s. First, the knowledge of the Holocaust (and the widespread guilt at the inadequacy of the U.S. response) injected a powerful moral force into the policies American Jews were advocating. Second, American Jews were now being influenced—even guided—by Ben Gurion and….

258--[Steven L. Spiegel] Demonstrations and appeals to Truman notwithstanding, the results of American Jewish efforts were not as impressive as some historians would have us believe. Truman's recognition of Israel eleven minutes after it came into existence on May 14, 1948, was a dramatic act that gave the new state an immediate international legitimacy it otherwise would-not have had. The timing of the decision was clearly influenced by the perceived importance of the Jewish vote to Truman's reelection hopes in November 1948. Moreover, in the preceding three years, American Jews had also played a role in several other U.S. moves, including pressuring Britain to admit more Jews into Palestine and urging American support at the United Nations for the partition of Palestine. As I have shown elsewhere, these achievements were impressive in light of the powerful bureaucratic forces within the administration that opposed support for a Jewish state as a fundamental threat to American interests (Spiegel, 16-38).

Yet, there were also significant failures in this effort. American recognition of the Jewish state only assumed the significance it did because a host of U.S. diplomatic actions prior to that event indicated reluctant official support for partition. The State Department was searching for an alternative to partition that would prevent Jewish independence, and in the process it managed to convince the president to embargo arms to the Palestinian Jewish community.

While American Jews did ensure that Truman could not ignore the issue, he was brought to the decision to recognize Israel because the Israelis themselves had turned the tide of the battle for Palestine in the weeks before their state was declared. If Zionist fighters had not demonstrated in March and April 1948 that they might be able to survive, no amount of American Jewish pressure would have convinced Truman. In the end, the prime reason Truman ignored State Department advice and recognized Israel was his hope of upstaging an anticipated similar Russian act.

FROM THE SIX-DAY WAR TO 2000

How is it that by comparison with the eve of the Six-Day War, by the year 2000 American Jews were incomparably more effective in their foreign policy influence? The pro-Israeli lobby, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), was rated by Fortune magazine as the second and fourth most effective lobby in Washington in 1998 and 1999, respectively. The source of this transformation lies in the simultaneous evolution of the roles played by both American Jews and Israel itself in the U.S. foreign policy arena. In the years after 1967, Jews not only became more interested and active in foreign policy but were also more accepted as an integral part of the formulation of that policy. At the same time, Israel was increasingly being seen as more of a strategic asset to the United States.

When American Jews attempt to influence United States foreign policy, they do not operate in a vacuum. The Jewish role in American foreign policy must be viewed in terms of the evolving definition of American national interests. The most important determinant of the influence of American Jewish organizations and prominent figures is whether they are pressing the government in ways similar to or different from the direction in which the administration in power seeks to move. Indeed, often what is viewed as influence is simply receptivity on the part of the administration.

American policy toward Israel can be evaluated on the basis of three criteria: (1) the importance of the Middle East in an administration's global priorities, (2) whether Israel is viewed as a strategic asset or burden, and (3) whether key policymakers accept or reject the involvement of the Jewish community in foreign policy. Comparing the various U.S. administrations during the pre- and post-1967 periods across these three criteria demonstrates why American Jewish organizations were more successful in the foreign policy arena after 1967 but also shows how their influence has been inconsistent and is constrained by the reigning administration.

For differing reasons, the Truman and Eisenhower administrations were both characterized by a low receptivity to Jewish concerns. In the years immediately following World War II, when Jews were fighting in Palestine for a state, American leaders were focused on the effort to develop a global policy to combat the perceived Soviet threat. Arab-Israeli issues were peripheral. When the British announced their plans to leave Palestine, the administration gladly handed the unwanted issue over to the fledgling United Nations. In 1948, as violence escalated between the Arabs and Jews, Truman and his aides were more concerned about a possible communist victory in Italy, the future of Germany, and the Berlin blockade.

The national security bureaucracy was unanimous in its assessment that the concept of a Jewish state in the Middle East was a terrible idea and injurious to American interests. The State Department argued that a Jewish state would alienate the Arabs and large sectors of the Muslim world, endanger oil supplies to an impoverished Europe, and even threaten Jewish security in the United States when Americans realized the perils of U.S. support for a Jewish state. Most bureaucrats in the executive branch thought the Jews could not win after an inevitable Arab attack, and America's demobilized army would not be able to rescue them. Even if the Jews miraculously emerged victorious, the communists would benefit as the Arabs would hold the West, and especially the United States, responsible. Some even thought Israel would be an ally of the Soviets, as many of its leaders had emigrated from Russia and held socialist beliefs. In short, supporting a Jewish state was seen as either a disaster or at best a luxury America could not afford.

Eisenhower and Dulles went further, concluding the Arabs were essential to blocking the advance of international communism. True believers in the vision of a Middle East organized in the image of Europe, they proceeded to push for the Baghdad Pact—a Near East NATO—meant to contain the Soviets through cooperation with the "northern tier" of Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Pakistan, and to promote "technical" solutions to the problems of the area, such as the equitable sharing of the waters of the Jordan river. Israel was seen as a burden, even an obstacle, because Eisenhower and Dulles knew they would have to resolve Arab fears concerning Israel in order to get Arab cooperation in their plans to contain Soviet influence in the region.

In the Kennedy era, the Arab-Israeli problem—now temporarily quiescent—was relegated to a back burner, although receptivity to Jewish concerns grew slightly. Policymakers concentrated on the flashpoints of Cuba and Berlin.

Under Johnson, America's vistas narrowed to a perilous preoccupation with Vietnam, but the president's personal foreign policy orientation increased interest in Israel and the Jewish leadership found more sympathy at the White House than ever before. Moreover, the Six-Day War reminded Washington that the Middle East was crucial to its strategic interests and that the region's instability could lead to a Soviet-American confrontation. Johnson, however, was too overwhelmed by the war in Indochina to deal with the implications of these conclusions.

The Six-Day War also represented a major emotional experience for most American Jews. The crisis leading up to the war was a period of fear, foreboding, and helplessness with the survival of the state seemingly at stake. The sudden Israeli victory created a powerful sense of triumph and relief. This combination of fear and triumph led to a new focus on Israel that would last for years.

In addition, the war coincided with a period of increased ethnic identification in American life, and many American Jews became more vocal in advocating Jewish causes. This tendency was heightened as many Jews became disillusioned when other groups with which they had been aligned—the American left, the Christian ecumenical movement, blacks working for civil rights—did not share their newfound identification with Israel and, indeed, often expressed sympathy for the Palestinians. The community's engagement in foreign policy was further intensified by the simultaneous occurrence of the Vietnam War, which prompted many Jews actively to oppose both the Johnson and Nixon administrations' policies.

While Jews were becoming increasingly interested in foreign policy in the early 1970s, their status in domestic politics was rising as well. The first real evidence of this shift can be found in the 1972 national election. On the one hand, many liberal Jews were active in the McGovern campaign. On the other hand, Nixon made an unprecedented effort to bring Jewish voters and contributors under the Republican umbrella. Although Jewish voters still tended to support Democratic candidates, individual Jews did become more prominent in Republican politics. The result was that the Democrats stopped taking the Jewish community for granted, the Republicans no longer ignored it, and Jews began to have more political influence.

United States policy toward the Arab-Israeli issue in Nixon's first term was inconsistent, and the administration's receptivity to Jewish concerns mixed. Nixon thought other matters, such as fostering relations with the Soviet Union and China and ending the Vietnam War, were more critical than addressing the Middle East. However, his administration was united in its determination to reassert American influence in the Arab world, perceived as having been lost in the wake of the Six-Day War, and thus embarked on a serious effort to reach an Arab-Israeli settlement. The Nixon policy team was, however, irreparably divided about how to achieve its objectives. On the one hand, Secretary of State William Rogers sought to improve American-Arab relations by pressuring Israel toward territorial and political concessions. On the other hand, national security adviser Henry Kissinger believed that before any pressure was placed on Israel, Egypt, and Syria, the major Arab states that remained clients of the Soviet Union must first turn to Washington for assistance in efforts to reach a settlement.

Rogers was weakened by the failure of his diplomatic efforts in the wake of the Egyptian and Soviet breach of the August 1970 cease-fire ending the 1969-70 Egyptian-Israeli War of Attrition and by the Jordan crisis one month later. Moreover, Israel's intervention to help save the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan in September 1970 led Nixon and Kissinger to become the first high-level U.S. officials to see Israel as a strategic asset. The differences between Kissinger and Rogers on a wide range of policy conflicts ultimately led to Rogers's resignation in 1973; as a result, Kissinger became both secretary of state and national security adviser.

The October 1973 war marked a change in the administration's perception of the importance of the Middle East. The region was now viewed as central to relations with the Soviet Union, to the security of energy supplies and thus to the economic vitality of the West, and to amicable relations with America's allies. It was also seen as a model of the dangers of Third World instability and the potential for local conflicts to lead to superpower confrontation. However, while the perception of the importance of the Middle East increased after the 1973 war, Israel's prestige plummeted. The Jewish state's respected deterrent capability had not prevented an Arab attack, and its vaunted intelligence services had proven fallible.

Senator Henry Jackson, a Democrat from Washington state, was one of those most responsible for reversing the decline in Israel's status in U.S. foreign policy. One of the Senate's most respected leaders, Jackson became the chief spokesman for American Jewish causes. In a period of intensified attention to the Holocaust and of growing interest in human rights, the American Jewish community began to focus on how Moscow was treating its own Jews. Jackson mobilized the community and forced the Kremlin and the White House to concentrate on the problem through his efforts to link Soviet Jewish emigration to U.S.-Soviet relations. This strategy was codified in late 1974 with the passage of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, which precluded the extension of most-favored-nation status for imported Soviet products until Soviet Jewish emigration was allowed on a wider scale. For the first time since the onset of the Cold War, a non-Israeli Jewish issue was tied directly to Soviet-American relations; Jewish leaders were thus involved in matters at the core of U.S. diplomacy.

Jackson's anticommunist, pro-Israeli positions legitimized Jewish analysts who offered alternative policy perspectives to those espoused by the State Department. Moreover, as the congressional leadership weakened and power on Capitol Hill became diffused in the 1970s, the influence of groups that were able to lobby the rank and file was enhanced. And the Jewish community was gradually becoming such a force. Evidence of the growing Jewish profile in U.S. foreign policy could also be found in the media as two of the most prominent journals contributing to the foreign policy debate, Commentary and the New Republic—one neoconservative and even Republican, the other moderate Democrat, but both pro-Israel—were accurately identified as being dominated by Jews.

This growing support for Israel came at a time of increased uneasiness in the American foreign policy elite about the situation in the Middle East and America's energy security in the face of the Arabs' newfound oil weapon. Since Jimmy Carter was a Democrat, his election in 1976 led to expectations of stronger support for Israel and greater Jewish involvement in the foreign policy process. Carter's perspective on the Middle East, however, was framed more by a concern for the Palestinians and a desire to improve relations with the Arab states. The 1950s view of Israel as a deficit to American interests resurfaced with a vengeance. At the same time, however, unlike Kissinger who had tried to avoid linking an Arab-Israeli settlement to problems such as the energy crisis and the shaky detente with the Soviet Union, the Carter team assumed that the resolution of the Arab-Israeli dispute would bring with it a resolution of the energy crisis and would lessen the potential for tensions with the Soviet Union, the allies, and the Third World.

Although Soviet Jews were an important focus of Carter's human rights campaign, and notwithstanding his successful mediation of the peace treaty between Egypt and Israel, American Jews found others of his actions, most notably his expressed empathy for the Palestinians, disturbing enough to prompt their continued high level of engagement in the foreign policy arena. Despite intense activity by Jewish organizations and lobbyists, however, the pro-Israeli forces suffered a major defeat in Carter's 1978 arms sale to Saudi Arabia.

Ronald Reagan entered office committed to righting what he viewed as Carter's wrongs. The Soviet Union would be confronted on all levels of potential competition—global and regional. In the Middle East, Reagan was determined not to repeat Carter's miscalculations; he viewed Israel as an important strategic asset in the confrontation with the Soviet Union, the fight against terrorism, and the protection of American interests in the area, especially in the wake of the Iranian revolution. The two secretaries of state of the period, Alexander Haig and George Shultz, believed that strategic cooperation with Israel would bring important benefits to the United States. Although Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger advocated the opposite approach, stressing the drawbacks of close collaboration with Jerusalem for U.S.-Arab relations, Reagan's strong commitment to strategic cooperation with Israel contributed to the ultimate victory of those who favored this policy direction.

Despite its general pro-Israeli orientation, however, the Reagan administration also completed a sale of AWACS jets to the Saudis in 1981, a bitter defeat for the American Jewish community that led to a significant expansion of Jewish lobbying efforts. The AIPAC flagship expanded dramatically. What began as a small office in Washington had, by the mid-1980s, become a national operation with a significantly enhanced capability for lobbying Congress, as well as hitherto untouched branches of government such as the Department of Defense. Other organizations such as the Anti-Defamation League, the American Jewish Committee, and the Presidents' Conference also increased their foreign policy involvement. Taking advantage of the post-Watergate election-funding reforms, pro-Israeli political action committees (PACs) were created around the country. As PACs made it easier for incumbents to win congressional elections, the strength of the pro-Israeli community was dramatically strengthened in the 1980s.

By the end of the Reagan era, the pro-Israeli community was in its strongest position ever. An increased number of Jewish legislators headed a bipartisan pro-Israeli coalition that included both liberals and conservatives, prominent representatives from all of the country's geographic regions and many of its ethnic groups. Impressive victories had become commonplace on issues such as foreign aid to Israel, arms sales, dealings with the United Nations, and the disposition of Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) offices in the United States. Yet, despite these successes, when George H. W. Bush assumed the presidency, the Jewish community was unable to prevent him from returning to a modified Carter perspective marked by a willingness to pressure Israel for its own good and to improve America's relations with the Arabs.

The end of the Iran-Iraq War, the continuation of the Intifada (the Palestinian uprising against Israel), and a brief U.S. dialogue with the PLO all encouraged renewed attention to the Arab-Israeli peace process, but Bush saw the Shamir government as an impediment to successfully reaching a deal. The period of working together to reverse Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait notwithstanding, Bush's approach to Israel was most notable for his decision in the fall of 1991 not to approve loan guarantees for Israel so long as the Shamir government continued to expand settlements in the West Bank. Jewish organizations protested vehemently, but Bush stood firm during the ensuing political firestorm. Even though his administration went on to arrange the path-breaking Madrid peace conference in October 1991, the damage was done and American Jews turned against Bush and his secretary of state, James Baker, in passionate form in the 1992 election campaign.

Bill Clinton came to power with little foreign policy experience, planning to concentrate on domestic policy, celebrate the U.S.-Israeli relationship, and depend on the Arabs and Israelis to negotiate with each other. Surrounded by Jews and comfortable with Israel as a key U.S. ally, Clinton pursued a policy that was a Democratic version of Reagan's, and American Jewish influence blossomed. Given the Clinton administration's strong pro-Israeli leanings, the Democratic Congress was in the unusual position of cheering the president on. That situation would not last long, however, because the Republican revolution of 1994 brought both houses under the control of the Republicans. It is a largely unrecognized achievement of the pro-Israel community that it was rapidly able to gain the support for a new pro-Israel view from new Republicans with hitherto little experience in the Middle East.

The mid-1990s witnessed a sharp downturn in mass Jewish interest in foreign policy generally and in Israel in particular. The Oslo Accords seemed to suggest the end of Israel's conflict with the Arabs. Other factors also contributed to this downturn in concern: the dissension in Israel between religious and secular Jews, the assassination of Prime Minister Rabin, the settlement of Soviet Jews in Israel and the consequent removal of this issue from the political agenda, and the end of the Cold War, which resulted in a downturn in interest in foreign policy on the part of most Americans.

Nevertheless, Jewish lobbyists were still able to exercise considerable influence. The official Jewish organ supported and Congress passed additional aid to Palestinians after the signing of Oslo II in September 1995 and after the 1998 Wye agreement and its "Sharm El Sheikh" annex in 1999. Passage occurred despite conservative and rightwing protestations that the aid should be cut off due to what critics saw as the Palestinian Authority's failure to live up to previous agreements. Congress also approved legislation by huge margins in both houses that recognized a united Jerusalem as Israel's capital and required that the U.S. Embassy in Tel Aviv be moved to Jerusalem (although Clinton subsequently suspended the action).

In addition, although many in the Republican Congress of the late 1990s remained skeptical of foreign aid, American Jewish organizations were successful in retaining aid to Israel and Egypt and in gaining assistance for Jordan after it concluded its treaty with Israel in October 1994. Indeed, in an atmosphere of deep hostility to foreign aid, the American Jewish community's strong support was critical in salvaging a minimal foreign aid program worldwide.

Moreover, by the 1990s, Jews were also playing active roles in policies only indirectly related to Israel, including advocating the continuation of sanctions against both Iraq and Iran. Similarly, discussions of a National Missile Defense were colored by concerns over Israel's growing problem of preparing for the possibility of having to confront an Iran or Iraq in possession of weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them. That strategic defense might help not only the United States against such rogue regimes but Israel as well had become a legitimate factor in the discourse over U.S. security needs.

Thus, by 2000, the American Jewish community had become a major player in the coalition within the United States that advocated a global and internationalist perspective on foreign policy. As trusted members of the elite, Jews were in a position to express views that no longer seemed outrageous and outside the establishment consensus, as had been the case in 1948, 1956, or even 1967 and 1973. With 10 percent of the Senate being Jewish, with prime foreign policy advisers in both parties being Jewish, with Jews in government playing key roles even in dealing with Middle East policy, it was difficult to pretend that Jewish foreign policy views did not belong in the political establishment. Indeed, even the prime think tank for Middle East affairs in the nation's capital, the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, was clearly sympathetic to Israel despite its well-deserved reputation for academic quality and professionalism.

From this brief review of the record of ten administrations, we can extract several lessons about the role of American Jews in the formulation of American foreign policy. First, when the priority of the Arab-Israeli issue is high due to American interest in gaining support in the Arab world, tensions with Jerusalem increase no matter what Jews do. We can see a large range of disputes between Jerusalem and Washington under Eisenhower, in the late Nixon period, and again under Ford, Carter, and Bush. When the priority of this issue is low, in the main because the United States is preoccupied with other, more pressing, global issues, as under Truman and Kennedy, it is difficult to gain the attention of high-ranking policymakers. This situation increases the influence of the national security bureaucracy, which works against close relations with Israel, since the bureaucracy tends to have a more geopolitical view of the issue. American Jews working on behalf of Israel seem to do best either when there is a president ideologically sympathetic to the Jewish state, such as Johnson, Reagan, or Clinton, or when a president sees Israel as playing a positive strategic role in the region, as with Nixon, Reagan, and Clinton.

Second, the political party of the president does not predict his attitude toward the Arab-Israeli issue. Thus, the greatest divergence in perspective between the American Jewish community and individual administrations occurred with two Republicans (Eisenhower and Bush) and one Democrat (Carter). The closest areas of agreement on Arab-Israeli matters occurred with one Republican (Reagan) and one Democrat (Clinton).

Third, the key factor affecting an administration's receptivity to American Jewish efforts is the fundamental approach of the key players—especially the president—while they are in office. Once he and his team have set the agenda, American Jews can only react. Thus, Jewish influence in U.S. foreign policy has mostly been on the margins and has often been more important in affecting the timing rather than the substance of policies. For instance, Zionist lobbying forced Truman to pay more attention to the Palestine issue than he would have preferred and led to an earlier de facto recognition of Israel than might have occurred otherwise. However, Truman continued to rely on the State Department rather than external authorities for advice, which resulted in major delays in actions supporting the Zionists and a host of anti-Israel policies.

The influence of the American Jewish community can also be seen in the timing of various arms deals. Kennedy approved the first major sale of arms to Israel in 1962; Johnson announced the sale of fifty Phantom jets in 1968; Nixon concluded the first long-term aid agreement with Israel in 1972. All three deals were concluded just prior to U.S. elections, congressional in 1962 and presidential in 1968 and 1972. In all three cases, however, there were solid national security grounds for reaching the agreements, even though the exact timing was hardly coincidental.

Another form of Jewish influence can be seen in the late 1970s when Carter was constrained in dealing both with the Russians on the Middle East and with the PLO by the pressure of Jewish organizations. But Carter was also limited by prior agreements (including Kissinger's 1975 assurance that the United States would not meet with the PLO until it recognized Israel's existence and accepted UN Resolutions 242 and 338) and by fears that Begin's Israel would not enter into negotiations if he went too far in pressing for Israeli concessions.

Thus, the Jewish community can try to restrain a president from doing what he wants to do, as it did with limited success under Carter. Sometimes Jewish groups can quicken a policy's pace (e.g., on aid for Israel) or slow it down (e.g., on arms for Arabs). It is not accidental, however, that supporters of Israel appeared particularly powerful under Reagan and Clinton: on most issues, they were preaching to the converted.

BEYOND 2000

Clearly the contemporary American Jewish community has vastly increased its role in U.S. foreign policy in comparison to the pre-1967 period. One of the ironies of the current situation, however, is that American Jews themselves are almost totally unaware of their new position. This explains the astonishment of most U.S. Jews when Senator Joseph Lieberman was selected as the Democratic candidate for vice president in 2000.

Signs by the end of the 1990s indicated, however, that the Jewish community's enviable position could change. A new president with a negative perspective toward Israel would be a major challenge, as was the case with both Presidents Carter and Bush. The Republican Congress discovered a possible means of diminishing foreign aid to Israel when it attempted unsuccessfully in 1999 and 2000 to split off Middle East aid from the entire package, highlighting the disproportionate amounts provided to the Middle East. In the spring of 2000, a huge conflict erupted in Washington over the proposed Israeli sale of Phalcon jets to China. The opposition in the Pentagon and among most in Congress was so vehement that many in the pro-Israeli community found themselves trying to convince the Israelis to cancel the sale (which they eventually did) because of the harm done to Israel's position. This incident suggests that the pro-Israeli forces are certainly not all-powerful in Washington. Quite the contrary, it reinforces the conclusion that their strength lies in the widespread perception that support for Israel is consistent with American interests.

The key question asked earlier was whether the success of American Jewish influence between 1967 and 2000 was an aberration or an indication of future success. It was clearly triumphal when compared with the inefficacy of the Jewish community in the period before 1967. Whether it will also lead to future success depends on how well the Jewish community adapts to its current situation. First, in the 1990s, American Jewish unity, which had been a source of American Jewish strength since World War II, was shattered. In a sense, the Likud-Labor conflict was exported to the United States, with some Jews taking the Likud perspective, focusing on the dangers of the peace process and the errors of Oslo, and others vehemently supporting Oslo and peace efforts. Although the polls show that the overwhelming majority of American Jews were supportive of the peace process, the more intense partisans were clearly on the right.

As the 1990s wore on, many U.S. politicians became confused as to where the American-Jewish community actually stood. The disunity among American Jews was reflected in the emergence of new organizational players. On the right, the Zionist Organization of America, long dormant on the political scene, reemerged under the dynamic leadership of Morton Klein to become a major player lobbying against peace diplomacy. On the other side of the political spectrum, Americans for Peace Now emerged as a passionate and vocal organization favoring a settlement between Israel and the Palestinians. Surveying the continued fracturing of the American Jewish community, Yitzhak Rabin influenced the founding of a group called the Israel Policy Forum. The organization gradually emerged in the 1990s as a powerful and effective arm for promoting American Jewish support for the peace process.

These new organs of the American Jewish community often challenged the better known and more established institutions such as AIPAC and the Presidents' Conference, at times accusing them of leaning either too far left or too far right. These internal divisions and disputes accurately reflected the state of the community, but they also were bound to diminish the effectiveness of American Jewish influence over U.S. foreign policy.

But the larger question of where the American Jewish role in foreign policy is heading remains uncertain. Concentrating on lobbying activities, Jews still see themselves as supplicants and largely react to events. While individual American Jews have become major figures in U.S. foreign policymaking, the organized Jewish community has never seen itself as a participant in the serious discourse about the content and future of American foreign policy globally. In part this is because American Jews have themselves not understood their new establishment role.

Certainly, in domestic policy, Jews have for decades expounded clear positions and pursued a vision of American society that encompasses guaranteeing the separation of church and state, advocating social justice, and protecting minorities and the poor. Yet in foreign policy, Jews have tended overwhelmingly to concentrate on issues of special concern such as the Middle East and the plight of Soviet Jews. They have never delineated a global vision of the direction of American foreign policy. There is little consideration in American Jewish community circles of the relevance of Russia, China, or Europe, or economic or Third World policy for an American worldview that Jews can support. This lack of attention is in part because disagreement exists within the American-Jewish community between neoconservatives and liberal internationalists, but it also reflects an inability to conceive of a global picture that would include support for Israel in particular and Jewish interests more generally. Moreover, this lack of a philosophical underpinning has exacerbated differences within the community and weakened the ability of American Jews to speak for Americans as a whole.
Thus, at the dawn of the twenty-first century, American Jewish influence on U.S. foreign policy is profound and has never been so important. At the same time, however, we can question whether this influence will remain intact as new groups in American society emerge to seek a similar role or whether an unsympathetic administration comes to power. Having celebrated the special relationship between the United States and Israel but also often having presented themselves as a special interest, American Jews are left with a unique position in the discussion of American foreign policy. It is a successful position today, but it is likely to be sorely tried if and when American perspectives change.

274--[David M. Shribman] By numbers, Jews account for ten members of the Senate, and twenty-seven members of the House in the 107th Congress—10 percent of the upper body, 6 percent of the lower. By any measure, these are remarkable figures considering that Jews constitute only 2.3 percent of the nation's population. This prominence is even more striking when contrasted to the period between 1960 and 1967; during those years, only three Jews (Jacob K. Javits, the New York Republican, and Democrats Abraham A. Ribicoff from Connecticut and Ernest H. Gruening from Alaska) sat in the Senate.

But what is most indicative of Jews' place in the host community is that half of the ten senators serving in 1996 were elected from states where Jews accounted for less than 1 percent of the electorate. Indeed, two Jewish Democrats, Russell D. Feingold and Herb Kohl, now serve in the Senate from Wisconsin, where Jews constitute 0.5 percent of the population. And for the past twenty-one years, a Jewish senator has represented Minnesota, a state where Jews account for 0.9 percent of the population and a state once widely known as an island of antisemitism. When Republican Senator Rudy Boschwitz, who was elected in 1978, was defeated in 1990, he was beaten by Democrat Paul Wellstone, providing the remarkable situation of one Jew succeeding another Jew in the Senate. In the 1990 race, an unusually bitter contest, Senator Boschwitz attempted to win favor among Minnesotans by suggesting that Wellstone, a political scientist, was an insufficiently observant Jew.

With two Jews on the Supreme Court and with one Orthodox Jew, Democratic Senator Joseph I. Lieberman of Connecticut, serving in the Senate (and refusing to work on the Sabbath), most of the hurdles to Jewish service in American civic life seem to be eliminated. (Jews have played prominent roles in the cabinet for years, symbolized in modern times by the ascension of Henry A. Kissinger to the position of secretary of state in the Nixon administration.) The final barrier remains the White House.

279--[David M. Shribman] The issues that Jews have cared about have varied over time, mostly with the condition of Jews in the United States and with the prospect for Jews around the world. In the beginning of the last century, for example, Jews worried about urban working conditions, a concern that was heightened in the wake of the 1911 fire in New York's Triangle Shirtwaist Co., which in a quarter of an hour killed 146 people, many of them Jewish girls between the ages of thirteen and twenty-three. The fire led Jews to fight for, and help win, the passage of progressive labor laws, fire safety codes, and workers' compensation plans. During the 1930s, Jews were consumed with economic questions and with worries about the fate of Jews in Nazi Germany. In the 1960s, Jews turned to the struggle for civil rights and, later, to a bitter struggle within New York, often with blacks, over the destiny of the public schools and the public colleges that had been a laboratory for reform, a petri dish for assimilation and a ladder of social mobility for many Jews.

280--[David M. Shribman] Foreign Policy Issues

Jews have always had strong feelings about foreign affairs and foreign aid, not limited to their concern over the survival and security of Israel. Even commentators outside the Jewish community believe that Jewish support for the foreign aid account, for example, is one of the essential lifelines for a corner of the budget that has been under attack in recent years. Perhaps because they believe that the brand of isolation practiced by the United States in the inter-war years of 1918-39 contributed to the rise and power of Hitler, American Jews have always believed in a strong American influence abroad.

In recent years, American Jews have taken pride in the fact that the United States, even as a single superpower, is engaged in world affairs. American Jews, moreover, were a major voice in the debate over NATO's involvement in the former Yugoslavia during the 1999 Balkan war, with Jews raising humanitarian concerns that had antecedents in the Holocaust in Europe. Almost every major Jewish organization deplored the human rights violations in the Balkans and urged American action to halt "ethnic cleansing," a phrase that holds a particular horror for American Jews.

In future years, American Jews almost certainly will call for the United States to play a prominent role in foreign affairs and almost certainly will encourage the nation to assert itself in defense of human rights. A leading indicator is the spring 2000 decision by the Simon Wiesenthal Center of Los Angeles to create a new $130-million facility in Jerusalem. Its emphasis: global issues of peace and tolerance.

Immigration

This is one of the preeminent issues in American life, occupying the minds not only of Jews but also of other groups, including many of the Jewish people's colleagues among the host population. This issue is so difficult for Americans because it involves a conflict between two important values: the political value, important in contemporary times, of national control of borders; and the cultural value, important in the American heritage, of open borders.

Jews on the whole are more open to immigration than are many other groups in the United States, in part because they are slow to recognize their status as part of the host community and still regard themselves, in spirit if not in reality, as part of the immigrant community. To Jews, America was and is the golden land. American University sociologist Rita Simon, who has written widely on Jewish life in America, believes that Jews living in America are experiencing what she calls "the Golden Age of Jews." For that reason, Jews in the future will be reluctant to close the immigration doors. The people who are proud to have been part of the wretched refuse that found earthly redemption in the Great Hall on Ellis Island are likely to work to offer that redemption to others.

Civil Rights

The story of the Jewish people is the story of the struggle for civil rights, and so it was natural that Jews took a large role in the black struggle for civil rights, not only in the late 1950s and 1960s but also as early as the 1930s. Jews provided early support for the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). Jewish activists were prominent in the boycotts, marches, and arrests that roiled American waters in the civil rights era, and many leading Jewish figures, including Abraham Joshua Heschel, the Hasidic rabbi and expert on Jewish ethics and mysticism, accompanied the Reverend Martin Luther King Jr. on his 1965 march between Selma, Alabama, and Montgomery. King once said that "it would be impossible to record the contribution that the Jewish people made toward the Negro's struggle for freedom—it has been so great."

American Jews and blacks were allies in the fight for freedom at mid-century, yet tensions between the two groups have provided one of the most heartbreaking developments in American Jewish history. The causes and origins of this tension still are not well understood, but they are also undeniable, especially in New York, where housing, crime, and education issues have combined to produce a sometimes incendiary environment. (One factor, to be sure, was Jewish skepticism over quotas designed to insure the inclusion of blacks in important American social, political, and cultural institutions. Though the word quota signaled opportunity to some African Americans, it was regarded as a synonym of barrier to some Jews, who themselves had battled quotas designed to keep people out, not to invite them in.)

The recent contentiousness aside, the basic inclination of Jews is to support any group's efforts to win a place in the mainstream even as it struggles to maintain its identity. Overall, Jews in the future can be expected to have an open mind and, just as important, an open heart with regard to civil rights struggles.

The attention in the meantime almost certainly will be on how to repair the damage between two communities that over the years have worked very closely together in the most American of causes—to redeem the promise, set out in the Declaration of Independence, of creating a society in which all men and women are treated equally, in which they have unalienable rights, and in which the purpose of the government is to assure freedom and equality.

Education

As a people of the book, Jews have always had a reverence for learning. Long before they made landfall on the American continent, Jews conferred respect and status on the educated, and inculcated among their people the conviction that learning was a great Jewish value. It is no surprise, therefore, that, from the start, Jews in America have supported public education—first, because they regarded education as a value in its own right; second, because they regarded secular education as an avenue for Jewish advancement. Although Jews have maintained private schools for centuries, they elevated the notion of the secular public school to a pedestal: here Jews, unencumbered by the religious doctrines of the majority culture, could pursue knowledge and their destiny. Moreover, Jews who (still) regarded themselves as an immigrant community believed that outsiders get their start—a fair start—in public schools.

A decade ago observers found little support among Jews outside the Orthodox community for school vouchers and tuition-tax credits. But in recent years a number of new Jewish private schools, and not only those Orthodox in orientation, have grown and prospered, with prominent examples in Atlanta and Washington. Many of these schools draw students from the children of secular Jews; among the reasons are a growing sense of spirituality among these Jews and their growing skepticism over the rigor, discipline, and curriculum in the public schools. Thus, vouchers and tuition-tax credits, once regarded as anathema among all but the most observant Jews, have become major issues within the Jewish community. The most recent annual survey of American Jewish public opinion by the American Jewish Committee found that 57 percent opposed a school voucher program—but that 41 percent favored it. This debate almost certainly will heat up in coming years.

Separation of Church and State

This issue is related to the school issue but has its own footing as well—and it will certainly be one of the leading issues of the next decade. Many Jews, the victim of state-sponsored religious persecution, were drawn to the United States in the first place because of the nation's heritage of separating church and state.

Generally Jews hew to the strict separation doctrine as espoused by such groups as People for the American Way and the American Civil Liberties Union. But signs of a new debate are emerging within Jewish circles relating directly to one of the basic themes of this chapter: the emergence of Jews as part of the American host community. Increasingly significant voices within the Jewish community do not accept the orthodoxy of the traditional view of the separation of church and state, which looks askance at any official or governmental expressional of religious identity. The appearance of a large menorah near the White House, for example, has shattered the consensus that opposed religious symbols in public places. Some Jews regard the menorah as a symbol of pride, a statement that Jews have arrived.

Remaining, however, is a signal opposition among Jews to the notion of prayer in public schools. Many of today's parents remember with real discomfort the days before the Supreme Court decision against prayer in the schools. The prospect of reviving such worship has little support among Jews, and continuing efforts, mostly by religious Christian conservatives, can be expected to be fought strenuously by American Jews.

Relations with Religious Conservatives

Many of the tenets of the religious right strike a responsive chord with American Jews, particularly the emphasis on strong families, family values, and support for Israel. A few Jews have turned up in religious conservative organizations, including the 1988 presidential campaign of the Reverend Pat Robertson. And Ralph E. Reed Jr., the onetime executive director of the Christian Coalition, eased many Jews' fears in his celebrated 1995 address to the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith during which he acknowledged that "religious conservatives have at times been insensitive and have lacked a full understanding of the horrors experienced by the Jewish people," and when he vowed to "move beyond the pain of the past and the uneasy tolerance of the present to genuine friendship."
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