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THE LAST TWO years have, sadly, confirmed the findings, analysis, and conclusions of this book. In the time since the hardcover was published, we have witnessed the growing and ever more undeniable antisemitic demonization of Israel; been confronted by the violent verbal and physical attacks on Jews, particularly in Europe; seen the results of new surveys fleshing out the case I made here that the new antisemitism is indeed global in reach and outpouring; and watched the diplomatic success and growing impunity of Iran prophesying and threatening the annihilation of Israel. Even people, media, and politicians who had long denied the obviously ominous threat of antisemitism have begun to speak candidly about it and call for something to be done to counteract it.


During the summer of 2014, the Gaza war became the occasion for global antisemitism to erupt in a torrent of expression, with waves of verbal and physical violence. Israel was of course a principal target. But what become obvious was that antisemites across Europe and beyond were directing their naked and murderous antisemitism not merely at Jewish Israelis but at Jews, and at all Jews, often openly urging their annihilation. “They are not screaming ‘Death to the Israelis’ on the streets of Paris,” Roger Cukierman, the president of the umbrella organization for French Jewish institutions, explained. “They are screaming ‘Death to Jews.’”


This was nothing new. Yet during that summer the antisemitic vitriol and violence was widespread, brazen, so unabashedly calling for the death of the Jews that it could no longer be denied by the apologists and deniers who had pretended that antisemitism barely existed in the United Kingdom, France, Germany, and elsewhere, and that those of us who dared to speak about this enduring diabolical scourge were hysterical or acting in bad faith. During this summer of truth, European media and political elites alike became alarmed at the rampant calls for mass murder and the related violence, and began to decry the antisemitism coursing through their countries in alarming terms. Chancellor of Germany Angela Merkel denounced the antisemitism assaults as “an attack on freedom and tolerance and our democratic state.” French prime minister Manuel Valls declared: “To attack a Jew because he is a Jew is to attack France. To attack a synagogue and a kosher grocery store is quite simply antisemitism and racism.” Even The Guardian, which has been staunchly “anti-Israel” for years and been seen by some as antisemitic, at least for the moment changed its tune. It published a major article entitled “Antisemitism on rise across Europe ‘in worst times since the Nazis,’” from which these quotes were taken.


And not just in Europe. This book addresses squarely the vast scope of antisemitism, including the enormous number of antisemites around the world, which by and large, for reasons that the book explains, almost everyone wants to pretend is not so. Speaking the plain truth makes a broad and diverse range of people either politically or personally uncomfortable, including, in large measures, Jews who are members of the elites of their own countries and who don’t want to be excluded from the club for making waves. Since this book’s publication, the Anti-Defamation League (ADL) conducted in 2014 an extensive survey of antisemitism in one hundred countries, the ADL Global 100. Its findings are noteworthy in several ways. They show that the data-driven contention in this book that there are perhaps 1.5 billion antisemites in the world is, if anything, an underestimate. The ADL found that, according to its enormously conservative criteria for classifying someone as an antisemite, 26 percent of the people in the countries surveyed, roughly 1.1 billion adults, are antisemitic. Projecting that percentage all over the world and including teenagers suggests that on the order of 1.5 billion people are antisemitic—and even this figure understates the actual number of antisemites owing to the restrictive methodology by which the ADL counted them.


For the ADL Global 100 to consider a person antisemitic, that person had to espouse at least six antisemitic views. This book maintains that one incontrovertible and serious antisemitic belief is an undeniable indication of antisemitism, yet for the survey, it was not sufficient. Not even five such views were deemed enough. Holding demonizing views of Jews, which the book explores in depth, such as “Jews are responsible for most of the world’s wars,” “Jews have too much control over global affairs,” or “Jews have too much power in international financial markets,” are clear expressions and indications of antisemitism—they are antisemitism—but for the survey they didn’t count unless a person happened to affirm six or more disparate views of this kind. For a person to be considered a racist in this country, all one has to say is “blacks are lazy” or any one of many other familiar prejudicial statements about blacks or Hispanics, even when they are less demonizing than the antisemitic ones in the survey. Why then is the standard used for antisemitism in this survey and in general so out of whack that it leads to an enormous undercounting of the number of antisemites around the world?


The most significant finding from the ADL survey is that only 28 percent of the respondents are not antisemitic, as indicated by their rejection of all of the blatant antisemitic remarks with which they were presented. This means that three out of four people surveyed in the one hundred countries hold at least one view that reveals them to be antisemites. One out of every two people holds at least three such unmistakably powerful antisemitic views.


These enormous numbers constitute the survey’s findings, even though the survey did not include questions regarding religious beliefs that deprecate Jews. No question touched on classical Christian or Islamic antisemitic canards. Had the survey asked whether respondents agreed that “all Jews are guilty for the death of Jesus” or that “Jews are the children of apes and pigs,” it would have surely found, even by its conservative methodology, that even more people are antisemitic. The religious dimension of antisemitism is crucially important for understanding anti-Jewish animus. When powerfully demonizing and dehumanizing views of Jews are at the center of their adherents’ religious sensibility and general worldview, it makes them even more susceptible to accepting other antisemitic canards. When applying more reasonable criteria, such as whether a person holds any serious antisemitic beliefs, only about one-third of the people even of the ADL’s least antisemitic countries are free of this most pernicious prejudice. In the 2015 ADL Global 100 follow-up survey, the United Kingdom goes from appearing low on antisemitism at 12 percent holding six or more powerfully antisemitic views to, according to a more realistic and conventionally applied standard of prejudice (which I discuss in the body of this book), 64 percent of the people being antisemitic.


The power of antisemitism in the world today creates a force field that distorts reality, with Jews deemed to nefariously control the United States, international finance, and other levers of power. Jews loom so large in the antisemitically inflamed public discourse that one out of five people around the world believe that there are more than seven hundred million Jews in the world, when the actual number is a meager fourteen million. The distortion of reality that antisemitism both reflects and produces is particularly striking in the disjuncture between what is actually going on in the Middle East and in the Islamic world on the one hand and on the other how the causes of disorder and violence are represented in the minds of people. Much of the Middle East is consumed by larger and smaller wars, larger and smaller eliminationist and exterminationist campaigns, larger and smaller mass murders. Syria, Islamic State, Sudan, Iraq, Turkey renewing its decades-long assault on Kurds, Hezbollah in Lebanon, Iran, Yemen, Libya, Egypt, Hamas in Gaza—all are sites or sources of eliminationist assaults, mass murders, colossal repression, dictatorships, sectarian wars, butchery, or medieval and modern cruelty. Israel sits squarely, democratically, a relative bastion of freedom, and at peace with itself and, unless provoked, at peace with its neighbors. Yet, as surveys have repeatedly showed, Israel has been over the last several years considered by many the greatest threat to world peace, and Jews—not Israelis—“are responsible for most of the world’s wars.”


How such wild and fantastical views that constitute the heart of antisemitism could grip, and could have come to grip, a good portion of the global community is one of the many perplexing subjects regarding antisemitism that have baffled observers, and that this book finally explains.


New York, September 2015
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THE DEVIL, WITH us for two thousand years, is back. This devil has already insinuated himself into hundreds of millions. He has warped religions. He has inflamed minds and hearts the world over. Unleashed riots and pogroms. Led to the expulsion of millions. He has so perverted people’s sensibilities that he has convinced them to brutalize and torture masses of people in the name of goodness and God. He has gone further, inducing people to commit mass murder again and again, including one of humanity’s most cataclysmic assaults, the attempted murder of an entire people, felling six million of them in one historical instant.


The devil, after a period of relative quiescence, has reappeared, flexes his muscles again, and stalks the world, with ever more confidence, power, and followers. The devil is not a he but an it. The devil is antisemitism.


In thinking about how to characterize antisemitism and to open this book, I considered many options before settling on conceptualizing it as a devil. Some may think it a metaphor, and perhaps an overdrawn one, yet I mean it not only metaphorically but also conceptually. Sadly, it is not overdrawn. According to how religion depicts the devil, and how those who believe in his existence have understood him, antisemitism is a devil. Compared with the known doings of the unseen devil of religions, antisemitism has been far more destructive, a far greater plague on humanity. And it threatens similar destruction again.


Whether you believe in a supernatural devil or just understand such a force conceptually and metaphorically, if you are interested in learning about the world’s real devil, this book is for you. Its story is anything but uplifting, but it is important—for Jews and non-Jews alike, for the religious and the secular, for Christians and Muslims, for humanists and students of politics, for all those concerned with goodness and evil, and for those who want to understand critical aspects of today’s globalized world, and want it to be a less dangerous, less devilish place.













PART I
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ANTISEMITISM
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The Devil


ANTISEMITIC EXPRESSION HAS exploded in volume and intensity in the last two decades, particularly in the last ten years. The upsurge has been so meteoric and the canards advanced so prejudicial that if anyone in 1990 or even 1995 had predicted the current state of affairs, he would have been seen as a fanciful doomsayer. This resurgence of antisemitism and its expression has taken place not merely in select countries but around the world, and especially unexpectedly in Western countries. It has taken place in the halls of parliament and in the streets. Among elites and common people. In public media, places of worship, and in the privacy of homes. Where Jews live and where they do not. It has done so with classical tropes and with new ones, in long familiar forums and in recently invented ones.


Antisemitism has moved people, societies, indeed civilizations for two thousand years, and has done so despite the otherwise vast changes in the world and in these civilizations and societies—economic, scientific, technological, political, social, and cultural. It has been a powerful force, an animating idea, the glue of many societies and cultures for much longer than practically any major belief system or ideology or political form, or many of our major cultural forms. It long predates and, until very recently historically, has been more widespread than genuine democracy as an animating ideology and political system. It long predates the Western idea of liberty becoming widespread, which was not until the modern period. Among intergroup prejudices, antisemitism’s longevity is unparalleled. Even the anti-black racism of the West has not existed as long, coming into being in something resembling its classic form much later, when imperial Europeans started to explore and carve up the rest of the world in the fifteenth century. If we consider matters aside from prejudice, antisemitism’s singular nature and peculiar power comes into still sharper relief. It long predates the advent of capitalism, and the technological and industrial revolutions that created the foundation for modern economies and prosperity, which have thoroughly altered the world directly and indirectly in every respect. Yet regarding Jews, these changes led not to a diminution of antisemitism but were often used only to deepen and intensify it. Antisemitism long predates the world-altering changes in conceptions of the world that included and were brought about by the Copernican revolution in the earth’s and therefore human beings’ places in the universe, by the revolution in understanding the early modern period that the very contours of the world were round, and by Europeans’ “discovery” of other continents and their conquest of and incorporation of the rest of the world into a world system with its diversity of peoples and cultures. Antisemitism long predates an acceptance of the general equality of human beings, and the moral standing and capacity of women as social, cultural, economic, and political facts. It long predates the current conception of childhood as a time when human beings ought to have their human capacities cultivated and their moral autonomy and rights respected. Antisemitism long predates the emergence of science, a set of rigorous practices to develop objective and correct bodies of knowledge that permeate education, thinking, social relations, and social practices—which, significantly, has barely affected the hold of the nonsense that composes and that flows from antisemitic thinking. Indeed, science has often been perverted to justify such thinking and practice. This includes the foundational revolution in the conception of human beings owing to Darwin, which was used only to intensify antisemitism by merging it with a new body of derivative social Darwinian thought that rendered Jews a biologically based race of evildoers. Antisemitism long predates entire disciplines of thought, including political science, sociology, psychology, anthropology, economics, and cognitive neuroscience, yet despite the emergence of these sober ways of studying the individual and social world, they have made little dent in antisemitism’s spread and power. And it long predates many cultural and art forms, from classical music to the novel to film, each of which—as akin to older art forms, such as drama, philosophy, and history—has been the vehicle for antisemitic expression, often by some of the most distinguished practitioners of each: William Shakespeare, Johann Sebastian Bach, Charles Dickens, Richard Wagner, T. S. Eliot, and on and on. Antisemitism long predates, has been more widespread and more powerful until recent times, and in many instances continues to be more powerful, than many of the defining and most essential features of our world today.


The calumnies against Jews have been the most damaging kind. Jews have killed God’s son. All Jews, and their descendants for all time (in other words, all Jews forever) are guilty. They are the enemies of God. Jews are in league with the devil. Jews desecrate God’s body, the host. Jews parented the Antichrist. Jews seek to destroy his Church. Jews themselves are demons or devils. Jews sought to slay God’s prophet Muhammad. Jews are the enemies of Allah. Jews kill Christian children and use their blood for their rituals. Jews kill Muslim children. Jews wreak financial havoc in the countries in which they live. Jews have started all wars. Jews corrupt the moral fabric of societies and lead non-Jews astray in every conceivable way. Jews poison wells. Jews seduce and defile non-Jewish women. Jews are sexually licentious. Jews are behind prostitution. Jews are all criminals. Jews are fundamentally dishonest. Jews form an insidious international conspiracy. Jews are fifth columnists, betraying their homelands during times of war and peace. Jews control the media. Jews corrupt art and culture. Jews are like vermin, rats, strangling octopi, pests of all kinds. Everything Jews say is a lie. Jews seek to dominate nations. Jews seek to destroy nations. Jews seek to enslave humanity. Jews are behind the predations of capitalism. Jews are behind communism. Jews run the Soviet Union. Jews do not contribute anything positive to society. Jews do not do productive or honest labor. Jews are a race apart. Jews are genetically programmed to be malevolent. Jews are highly intelligent and cunning, making them a very dangerous enemy. Jews invented AIDS. Jews are responsible for 9/11. Jews control the United States. Jews caused the Iraq War. Jews are responsible for the financial meltdown of 2008. Jews are a vanguard of the West to enslave Muslims and destroy Islam.


Over the course of antisemitism’s mind-boggling time span—while conceptions of the world, and humanity in its many aspects, and political, social, economic, and cultural practices and disciplines have come and gone and, when existing, have undergone such fundamental internal changes as to become unrecognizably new—antisemitism has maintained its core demonology, at least in several of its powerful strains. Christians since the dawn of Christianity have deemed Jews, for example, to be Christ-killers. This has also been the official and widely taught view of the Christian churches, including the once hegemonic Catholic Church, until very recently historically. (Today, many but hardly all Christians not only don’t harbor this view, but forcefully reject it.) Even when there were world historical conflicts among different branches of Christianity, the nature of the Jews and their putative evil was one tenet that they shared, and that united them. In the Arab and Islamic world, where antisemitism, here a stepchild of Christianity, came into existence with the establishment of Islam in the seventh century, the central anti-Jewish charges and construction of Jews have also remained constant. The Arab and Islamic antisemitic discourse has at its core the notion that Jews are the prophet Muhammad’s enemies and impediments to Islam’s triumph, and, having allegedly raised their hands in violence against the prophet and his emissaries, that they need to be conquered with the sword, and once so, at best be tolerated in a diminished state, until they one way or another—Muslims have often emphasized the sword as the appropriate means—are eliminated. It is not surprising that this antisemitic discourse has, whatever its variations and at times softening, retained this stable and core conception of Jews because it is grounded in the Qur’an and the Hadith, neither of which have, akin to Christianity and the Christian bible, undergone a widespread, fundamental reformation or modernization in understanding or in the practice they inform, and therefore receive a less literal reading and orientation toward the world.


Antisemitism has been highly elaborated and widely encoded in texts—more than any other ethnic prejudice by far. It has not been a mere reflex of prejudice of we don’t like them, or they are bad or threatening or inferior for this or that reason, which ultimately is what most prejudices are. Vast antisemitic literatures exist in many languages, on every continent, and in different civilization traditions. They run the gamut from the most rudimentary rabble-rousing to the most seemingly learned and sophisticated treatises and tomes. The degree to which antisemitism has been spread, adumbrated, specified, elaborated, turned into slogans, been the bases for seemingly learned disquisitions, served as the pseudo-foundation for science and for the arts, been the basis of social and cultural forms and political movements is breathtaking. The antisemitic litany has existed and been elaborated in virtually all forms of information: written, oral, symbolic, imagistic; in all information vehicles: newspapers, pamphlets, magazines, graffiti, jokes, posters, books, the Internet; and in all art and cultural forms: poetry, novels, plays, operas, liturgical music, painting, film, television series. Tens of thousands of antisemitic books have been published, many of which have been huge bestsellers in countries around the world. Now, with the Internet, the proliferation of antisemitic writing, posting, chatting, social networking, tweeting is effectively boundless, and the ready access people around the world have to it is near instantaneous.


Antisemitism’s reach is unparalleled, both historically and today. Hundreds of millions of people have, in the past and today, subscribed to the foundational antisemitic paradigm—which, as we shall see, holds Jews to be in their essence different from non-Jews and noxious—taken part in or imbibed the elements and elaborations of various antisemitic discourses, and believed antisemitism’s calumnies. Antisemitism is practically an article of faith, in the literal and figurative sense of the term, in much of the Arab and Islamic worlds, as it still is, if in subdued form among many Christians, among whom it was for centuries a central article and formal doctrine of faith, taught and believed-in hand-in-glove with the notion of Jesus’ divinity. As we will see from the survey data, hundreds of millions have been and are moved by antisemitism’s associated passions, including hatred. And hundreds of millions have been and are willing to support anti-Jewish programs, including violence, including—indisputably in the past and all but indisputably today—large-scale lethal violence. The range of people believing in and fomenting antisemitism is also unusually broad. From the uneducated peasant and day laborer to university professors and leaders of countries, from people on the political left to those on the political right, from the secular to devout believers in God, from people organized behind antisemitic programs to those having only imbibed available social and cultural notions, from the poor to the wealthy—all these factors, which usually greatly and differentially influence people’s prejudices and other belief systems, have had little influence on antisemitism’s general spread and power. The people who are in general the least prejudiced, the educated and the elites, have often been at least as prejudiced as the so-called common man and woman of their societies.


The norms against antisemitic expression in public, which were in place in the Western world for roughly half a century after the Holocaust, have been largely breached, in many places overturned, and in many others inverted so that in ever more places and contexts affirming one’s prejudices and hatreds of Jews is now a norm. The post-Holocaust inhibitions against antisemitism’s public expression are unlikely to be restored anytime soon. The enormous increase in antisemitism and in its expression in the public sphere is accelerating. And publicly and widely expressed antisemitism, and its validation by elites and opinion leaders, has a self-reinforcing dynamic, of persuading more and more people of antisemitism’s truths, who then further contribute to its expression or to the demand for its expression.


For all its longevity and permutations, antisemitism is nonetheless straightforward and simple to comprehend. Antisemitism is prejudice against or hatred of Jews. It is easy to recognize and understand when reading classic antisemitic literature, seeing cartoons about the vile qualities and deeds that political Islamists attribute to Jews, hearing insults likening Jews to pigs and dogs, encountering charges that they are responsible for all wars or for AIDS, or that they want to destroy humanity, a particular religion, or goodness. Yet antisemitism is also complex. It has many features that are not so readily grasped. And people disagree over whether some features are antisemitic and their bearers antisemites. Is it antisemitism (and is the person who employs it an antisemite) to use classical antisemitic tropes, such as Jews are more loyal to Israel than to their own countries, or Jews have too much power over a country’s economy, even if the person does not openly express “hatred” of Jews? Is it antisemitic to be anti-Israel, to focus on Israel’s real and alleged shortcomings and transgressions, while ignoring, even apologizing for or covering up, much worse transgressions by nearby states?


That these and antisemitism’s many other aspects are not obvious indicates how deeply misunderstood antisemitism is, and how necessary it is for us to explore what constitutes (1) antisemitism, (2) antisemitism’s historical and recent development, (3) its general character today, (4) its various dimensions, and (5) its current multiple forms.


Doing so reveals alarming truths:


Antisemitism is back, but not simply in its old form, more precisely put, not simply in any of its old forms, whether age-old Christian, Islamic, or Nazi. It has a changed content and character, rendering it continuous with past forms of antisemitism and substantially new, making it immensely more dangerous than at any time since the Nazi period, and likely laying its own new foundation for a continuing and ever-evolving future. In great measure, its character is eliminationist. Its different dimensions produce a variety of antisemitisms. It is worldwide and dangerous, threatening politically and physically Jewish communities around the globe, including Israel’s very existence, and intellectually and morally the corruption of the minds of non-Jews. I dubbed this era several years ago “globalized antisemitism,” or, more in keeping with the already changing times, “global antisemitism,” a name that aptly characterizes antisemitism’s current character: we live in a globalized or global world and, like so many other things, antisemitism has been globalized. Antisemitism is global geographically and, produced in regions, places, and nodes around the world, available for people who want (and often do not want) to hear, see, or read it. It is not two dimensional, static, staying in whatever form it currently takes, in one place or region, but is three dimensional with constant movement and exchanges around the globe. Its content is influenced profoundly by, and indeed influences in return, the global order.


Antisemitism’s European heartland has seen three principal eras of antisemitism. The first was the long Christian era, from its dawn to the nineteenth century. Christianity’s politics, psychological needs, and theology defined antisemitism’s contours, including identifying Jews with the devil, casting Jews as the dark and perfidious people of a dangerously dark and false religion. With Islam’s advent in the seventh century, a derivative and parallel form of religious antisemitism emerged. Burgeoning Islam took over and transposed the Christian animus toward Jews in accord with its narrative and political needs. The second European era of modern racist antisemitism began in the nineteenth century. Secularizing European civilizations, inspired by nationalism politically and by social Darwinian quasibiological notions socially and culturally, defined Jews as a racially constituted, irredeemable and powerful alien people—in its most extreme variant, essentially as secular devils in human form. The most disastrous of this era’s many antisemitic variants was, of course, in Germany, yet these “modern,” now better conceived of as Nazi, notions about Jews also were incorporated, starting in the 1930s and then gaining steam, into a “modernizing” Islamic antisemitism, the stepchild of which is what we see today. The third era of global antisemitism, dating from the 1990s, has spread antisemitism beyond the European heartland, and beyond the Islamic cone, and defines Jews as a demonic global threat.


Within each era, antisemitism has had variations and different, even competing strands. Nonetheless, in each era antisemitism has had an overall thrust. Antisemitism’s first two eras are important, not only because each one’s central features are still with us. Yet the new global antisemitic era demands the bulk of our attention. It is the era we are living in, and is by far the least well understood.


Antisemitism has become so commonplace that it is now taken for granted. Frightening manifestations of the phenomenon are treated as an expected norm, which means that when we ask people—often true of Jews as well as non-Jews—to confront its growth, presence, and power, many do not see what the big deal is. Imagine if, in Arab countries or at home, the things antisemites say with vitriol about Jews were said about any other group, such as blacks. Imagine if political leaders regularly declared in national speeches and interviews, and their country’s television networks and newspapers routinely broadcasted, that blacks foment wars and are intending to commit a genocide, or that all blacks may be targeted for violence or must be killed. Would we, in the United States, or in European countries, would African leaders and peoples, want to have anything to do with them? Yet this has been happening to Jews routinely in many countries. People around the world, including political leaders and elites, shrug it off, assuming they pay it attention at all. Antisemitism has made such inroads into the public spheres of country after country, and around the international community, that it has become an integral and accepted feature of our time. Antisemitism’s many lesser manifestations, such as antisemites’ frequent desecration of Jewish cemeteries in Europe, hardly seem worth noticing.


Antisemitism has perplexed people for centuries. Why is there so much hatred against Jews? Ordinarily, we would expect such a numerically small, historically mainly impotent people to have been ignored or, at most, been the object of some local prejudices. But instead Jews have been the targets of an enduring, widespread, and volcanic animosity, the world’s all-time leading prejudice.


Why are people around the world—this is especially relevant to Europeans—so susceptible to antisemitism? How even after antisemitism’s unquestionable absurdities led to the Holocaust can Europeans and others accept variants of the same absurdities as truths? The Holocaust might have inoculated Europeans, and non-Europeans, against antisemitism, and certainly should have put them on their utmost guard against any hint of eliminationist politics and exterminationist intentions. Yet to a sufficient degree neither has occurred: the world is once again plagued by such politics and such plans.


This devil changes form, but it never dies.
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The Jews


WE DO NOT need to know much about Jews in order to study antisemitism. Prejudice is an attribute of the prejudiced people and not of their victims. This is especially true for antisemitism and Jews. Antisemites’ accounts of Jews are regularly such a figment of fantastical imaginings that many antisemitic images and accounts of Jews, including several civilizations’ principal antisemitic discourses, might as well be describing a people that never existed. And, as a matter of fact, most antisemites historically have never met Jews; the object of their canards and hatreds has been wholly invented.


Nevertheless, examining the character of Jews will introduce them to those who are not familiar with Jews and their history, and will provide a valuable backdrop for those who might be prone to wondering whether the charges of antisemites are true.


Beginning with the obvious, Jews are human beings. As with any large religious, ethnic, or national group, they are of different ages and sexes, from different families, different towns, different cities, regions, even different countries, making their livings in different ways occupying different professions, existing within different communities, cultures, and political and economic systems, having different politics, different levels of religiosity and attachments to being Jews. Jews, especially in modern times, have been enormously socially diverse. There are also individual-level differences: psychological dispositions, mental health or illness, values, intelligence, educational attainment, degree of physical vigor, aspirations, and more. Add historical time, level of economic, technological, and organizational development, Jews’ vast geographic, national, and linguistic spread, and the differences among Jews and the variety of Jews become staggering—arguably greater than most other peoples. This makes antisemitic prejudice that much more absurd because it has so improbably imputed to Jews a relative constancy of character and disposition over enormous stretches of geography and time.


Jews trace their origins through the Jewish Bible to Abraham, who, according to sacred tradition, sometime in the second millennium before Jesus founded their monotheistic religion. Centered in ancient Israel, Abraham’s descendants began a long, tortuous, and often tortured (by others) history. Nevertheless, Jews managed to create a religion that has endured, with its many developments and schisms, interpretations and reinterpretations, for more than three thousand years. Their religion gave rise directly to Christianity and, less directly, to Islam—two other far more influential, powerful religions. These newer religions and their adherents contested the Jews’ custodianship of the tradition from which the new religions originated.


Jews never became as populous as either of these two religious offshoots’ followers. Unlike Christians’ and Muslims’ zealous, missionary, and even martial proselytizing, Judaism is not a proselytizing religion and has considerable impediments deterring potential converts. This inward-looking orientation has been significant for Jews’ relations with the worlds of non-Jews, and for antisemitism’s especial strangeness, because Jews have not competed for non-Jews’ bodies and souls.


Jews were determined to remain Jews despite the aggressive attempts by other peoples and religions to eliminate them, to convert them, namely to get them to formally renounce Judaism and adopt Christianity or Islam or, in the case of the Soviet Union, to shed their Jewish identity. Jews’ complementary capacities to hunker down when under social, political, and cultural siege, and when expelled from their homes to adapt by moving to new regions or countries, are other distinctive features—from the Babylonian expulsion starting in 597 BCE to the draconian Roman occupation and, most astoundingly, to the centuries of extensive persecution, ghettoization, expulsions, and periodic mass murders that Jews suffered in Christian Europe starting intensively with the First Crusade of 1096 and culminating with the Holocaust. That remnants of this pulverized European Jewry, and the many Jews Arab countries expelled in 1948, could, together with the Jews already in Palestine, survive and prosper under a state of siege, and ongoing existential threat, for more than sixty years, is but the latest installment of this profound determination to adapt and survive.


This enormous resolve produced a historically singular pattern: a numerically small people, always a minority, maintaining their identity not just as immigrants or into the second or third generation, but across generations and centuries, and not only in one or another region or country where numerical density or special circumstances might have favored it, but in country after country, indeed around the world, often even in hostile and unpropitious circumstances. It also meant that with such longevity in different countries and regions, with different majoritarian cultures and religions surrounding them, Jews naturally became that much more diverse in their own customs and practices, in their linguistic expression, in the food they ate, and more, so much so that Jewish communities and people from different regions and countries often became more different from one another than they were from the majoritarian communities in which they lived. They typically spoke the language of the majority society or developed Jewish vernaculars that were an admixture of Hebrew and the local language, with the local language usually overwhelmingly predominating. Yiddish, with the largest population of speakers and concentrated in Central and Eastern Europe, is by far the best known. Its vocabulary was about 85 percent German in origin, 10 percent Hebrew, and 5 percent Slavic, with a grammatical structure that came from German yet was written with the Hebraic alphabet. Mirroring Yiddish, with various degrees of fidelity, were approximately thirty other such Jewish dialects of majoritarian languages, including Dzhidi (Judeo-Persian); Ladino (Judeo-Spanish), which is very close to Castilian Spanish; Yevanic (Judeo-Greek); and various Judeo-Arabic dialects.


If, in the fourteenth century, or in the nineteenth century, a Moroccan Jew were somehow to have gone to Poland and found himself among Polish Jews, he would have felt the environment to be much more foreign than familiar. He would have likely not been able to communicate with them. Their communal organization, relations with Polish society, mode of dress, customs, concerns would have been far more different to him than those of his fellow non-Jewish Moroccans back home. To be sure, they would have likely shared a powerful, in many ways overriding common identity of religion and some common practices, such as observing the Sabbath or having a Passover Seder or observing the practices of Jewish dietary laws, known as kashrut. In this respect, the Moroccan Jew and the Polish Jews would have recognized one another as belonging to a common people, and the Moroccan Jew would have likely been welcome among his Polish counterparts as a Jew. Yet such affinities are a far cry from the kind of thick identities and familiarities that people of a common community, that people who consider themselves to share an identity as a people, typically share.


Jews’ wherewithal and determination to maintain their identity for centuries came from the Jewish religion. Judaism, encoded and passed on through the generations, in a sacred set of texts forming the Jewish bible and in a body of commentary on Jewish law, ethics, customs, and practices codified in the Talmud, provided not only a map for the world and daily living, but also historical grounding, a sense of place, namely a vivid collective memory of an ancient homeland and, critically, a sense of peoplehood that went beyond merely sharing a belief in or adherence to a common religious orientation or God. In this sense, Judaism has been different from other religions. From the beginning, the notion existed that Jews formed a people, an identifiable ethnic group, like a large family—after all, they were the twelve tribes—and not merely a freely come together collection of believers. More than just a religious group, and still more than merely an ethnic group, the bible refers to Jews as Am Yisrael, the People of Israel, or better translated as the Nation of Israel, an ethnic group with an overriding corporate sense of community that also possesses a territorial home. Even when in a diaspora with no foreseeable prospect of reestablishing their country, Jews thought of themselves as a nation, with a fixed idea of a national home’s existence—the land of ancient Israel and Jerusalem as its capital. Only in the post-Enlightenment period, and then ever more so in the twentieth century, when the prospect of citizenship and genuine acceptance in other countries seemed possible, did this notion of nationhood begin to break down—though Jews’ sense of peoplehood and their commonality as an ethnic group, even while deeply identified (as Germans, French, English, Argentineans, or Americans) and loyal citizens of their own countries, has endured.


Jews’ tenacity in maintaining their identity through the ages and in town, region, and country, was not merely for their right to worship and live according to the religious dictates as they desired, but also to maintain their people. Either religion or ethnicity alone would not have been sufficient, as the many assimilated and gone, forgotten peoples living in diasporas unwittingly attest. It was mutually reinforcing religion and ethnicity—Judaism and Jewishness—that provided Jewish communities around the world the solid foundation to resist the natural tendencies to assimilate.


The centrality of this identity of being a people, shown during more than two hundred years since the Enlightenment, became indisputable finally in Palestine and then Israel. In Europe, the United States, Israel, and elsewhere, Jews’ attachment to Judaism, specifically their belief in the Jewish deity and their following of Judaism’s religious practices, was much and ever increasingly attenuated compared to what had previously existed for centuries. Yet their identity as Jews persisted.


For two millennia, Jews lacked even the most rudimentary capacity to defend themselves physically, had no effective political representation, and were subjected to considerable discrimination, occupational restrictions, social disabilities, and general hostility. They therefore trod gingerly. They gauged whether their practices, including economic and social practices, might offend non-Jews. Often ghettoized, often expelled from their homes, always in danger of one or another of these fates, if not of being physically assaulted or killed, Jews made few if any political demands. Instead they sought to bend like reeds and approached the political authorities as supplicants asking or pleading for understanding, permissions, protections.


Social discrimination prevented them from owning land in much of Europe and from joining guilds and having jobs in many professions, so Jews concentrated themselves in those occupations open to them. Jews were far more literate and educated than non-Jews, owing to the culture of learning derived from the Jewish biblical injunction to teach the children of Israel to read. Their greater education allowed them to excel in those economic and social spheres permitted to them, including scholarship and those professions requiring or bringing an advantage to those with the ability to read and write, among them commerce of many kinds and, as they opened up to them in modern times, law, medicine, journalism, and university life. Most famously, some Jews became prominent bankers in much of Europe, precisely because the Catholic Church, considering usury (earning interest) to be a sin, forbade Christians from engaging in this necessary economic function. Rabbi Eliezer ben Nathan of Mainz in Germany explained in the twelfth century that because Jews “own[ed] no fields or vineyards whereby they could live, lending money to non-Jews [was] necessary and therefore permitted.”1 Despite these educational advantages and occupational successes, the popular view of Jews’ wealth is a myth: most Jews remained poor into the modern period, including the vast majority of Jews in the Eastern European and Russian demographic heartland of Jewry. This was also true of Jews in Arab and Islamic countries.


Today, Jews remain extraordinarily diverse and are Jewish ever less because of religiosity or ethnicity. More than ever, they adopt the idiom of their own countries. The Jews of France and even the Jews of Germany (as alienated and uncomfortable as they remain) are far more like French and Germans than they are like one another, or for that matter like Jewish Americans, let alone the Jews of Israel. Each community of Jews differs substantially from one another in its characteristics and in its political relationships to its own countries. Yet, within certain regions, there are political commonalities.


Owing to the history of persecution and the existence of considerable antisemitism (however much of it may be latent), European Jews are generally timid communities. Regarding their Jewishness, they are inward-looking. With the partial exception of German and French Jews, they are poorly organized politically and reluctant to take public demonstrative political stands either for themselves (they are not corporately active either as liberals or conservatives) or to press foreign-policy concerns regarding Israel, and thus have little collective influence over their countries’ politics. In Western Europe, they are generally well off economically, well-behaved members and exemplary citizens of their communities, but without substantial political engagement or influence. Around Europe Jews know that they are on the defensive, with their institutions, especially synagogues and community centers, guarded like fortresses or bunkers. In much of Central and Eastern Europe, Jews are surrounded by even more overt antisemitism.


Jewish Americans live in a society that has always been considerably more pluralistic and less antisemitic than those of Europe. Here, Jews are self-confident, economically well off, with leading positions across the elite professions, including politics. They are not ashamed or fearful of being known as Jews. Jewish Americans individually and collectively are active politically overwhelmingly not as Jews, but like others, as Americans. The distinction is evident in the way Jews are referred to elsewhere: French Jews, British Jews, German Jews, or Polish Jews (where the immediate nationality comes first) versus the United States, where Jewish Americans is how Jews are typically conceived of and described—their Jewishness an adjective of the primary identity of American, making them linguistically and conceptually no different from African Americans, Italian Americans, or Asian Americans.


Jewish Americans vigorously pursue their general political aspirations, whatever they are—as voters, as opinion leaders in academia and the media, as financial contributors to political parties and candidates, and as active politicians. Regarding domestic politics, they are overwhelmingly liberal, progressive, Democrats—in voting, monetary contributions, political affiliation, and political officeholding—having marched and carried the banner of greater social justice from the civil rights era until today. When necessary, they pursue their organized interests, including and particularly in foreign policy, on behalf of their understanding of American values and interests, which includes support of Israel. Their attachment to their Jewishness varies enormously. For most that attachment is less grounded in religion as most Jewish Americans are either secular or not particularly religious, many having but weak attachments to Jewish identity. Rather, their Jewishness resides in some combination of a vaguely articulated notion of being culturally Jewish; membership in the Jewish people while identifying themselves foremost as Americans; a sense of shared history, including the persecution of Jews, often family members, during the Holocaust; and concern for Israel.


Jews in other non-English-speaking countries are small in number. Canada with close to four hundred thousand Jews and Australia with more than one hundred thousand, and to a lesser degree South Africa with seventy thousand, have vibrant communities existing in countries that are somewhere between the United States and Europe in the degree of hospitableness toward Jews, of their public spheres being contested by and poisoned with antisemitism, and of danger of antisemitic physical violence. They are thus—measured by the difficult position Jews find themselves in almost everywhere in the world—reasonably well off, capable of representing their interests politically, but by no means with the open and self-confident presence that American Jews have as a community or as individuals. In the rest of Asia, Africa, Oceana, and Latin America, only four countries have Jewish populations exceeding twenty thousand, all in Latin America, forming but tiny percentages of the Argentinean (.4 percent), Brazilian (.05 percent), Mexican (.04 percent), and Chilean (1.2 percent) people. In these countries, Jews have little effective communal representation and face to varying degrees considerable antisemitism and the threat of violence, with Latin America, including these countries, becoming during the last few decades ever more depopulated of Jews as they have progressively emigrated owing to hostility and the danger they face. Finally, in the Arab and Islamic world, Jews have effectively ceased to exist since the various countries tolerate but minuscule numbers of aging Jews, where before Israel’s establishment there had been close to a million in the region, with the communities in many of the countries having had uninterrupted histories going back thousands of years. It is inconceivable that these countries, coursing with impassioned and virulent antisemitism, could be home to sizable Jewish communities before a substantial and right now hard-to-imagine one-hundred-eighty-degree turn in the character of the public sphere and in the extent of personal prejudice, which is unlikely to occur anytime in the foreseeable future.


Jews in Israel form the majority in an avowedly Jewish country. Not surprisingly, there Jews socially resemble the majoritarian peoples of other countries much more than do the Jewish minorities of Europe, of the United States, or of any other country. They occupy all spheres of society, economic classes, and professions. They span all political affiliations and aspirations. Their Jewishness, including in its many diversities, embodies society, culture, and politics. They are varied ethnically and in their historical understandings. Jews in Israel serve in the military and defend themselves with a vigor and tenacity that set them apart from Jews over the centuries and contemporary Jews elsewhere. A large and more influential minority have one or another European heritage with family histories overwhelmingly grounded in the Holocaust. The majority originate from the Middle East and its different history of persecution by the countries and peoples surrounding and hostile to Israel, which expelled them or their forebears at the time of Israel’s founding. In Israel, being a Jew is just being a Jew. It is unproblematic to say: I am a Jew, just as it is for most Italians, French, or Swedes to say I am an Italian, a Frenchman, or a Swede.


What gives Jews, far flung around much of the world, common characteristics in the sense of common attributes or dispositions? Nothing. More pointedly, what common dispositions do they have for acting in ways that substantially affect their neighbors in town after town, region after region, country after country? None. If asked to reflect on the humanity of a collection of Europeans or Christians, even from the same country, let alone from a variety of countries, people would see the absurdity of saying that all such Europeans or Christians are the same, or all share the same distinctive attributes, or, more, all share the one master, defining attribute that motives them to harm others. Yet that is precisely what has been the norm for tens of millions, indeed hundreds of millions of people through the ages, and even today, to say with regard to Jews.


The diversity of Jews over time and today—similar to Europeans or Christians—and their many, depending on time and place, communal and individual differences of concerns and practices, render finding the common denominator, especially with regard to how Jews relate or would relate to non-Jews, an exercise in absurdity. True, Jews have certain social characteristics or tendencies, but they are prosaic, nothing special compared to other people. Jewish Americans are more liberal and less martial than non-Jews, but in Israel Jews are more conservative and more martial than many other people. And the liberality of Jewish Americans in the context of American politics would place them squarely in the middle of the European political spectrum, which far more supports welfare-state policies, governmental regulation of society, and social justice. Historically, Jews have been powerless, the pawns and victims of powerful churches, rulers, prejudiced majorities, and mobs, and while they are not so impotent today, especially in the United States and in their national home of Israel, the notions of Jews’ commonality and earth-shattering power, and malevolence, continue to be a figment of the antisemitic imagination.


Antisemitism, grounded in reductionist views of Jews, has been and continues to be nonsense. But sadly for Jews and for non-Jews, such nonsense has had world historically destructive consequences—and could again.
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The Singular Prejudice


ANTISEMITISM IS ONE thing and it is many things.


Antisemitism is a prejudice against Jews. This means conceiving of Jews—men and women, children and seniors—as having noxious qualities or as undesirable only because they are Jews. Animus in forms ranging from mild distaste to intense hatred typically accompanies such a conception. Antisemites apply their conceptions and animus to Jews as a group and to individual Jews even before they know anything about the individuals. They do so regardless of countervailing evidence.


Antisemitism is many varieties of prejudice against Jews, with diverse dimensions and components, including its varied sources, its many manifestations, and the many different actions it leads its bearers to contemplate and undertake. Antisemitism is thought. It is emotion. It is speech. It is action. It is inaction. Antisemitism exists and can be identified if any of these in an anti-Jewish form are present, and a person is antisemitic if he has or engages in any of them.


A person thinking antisemitic thoughts, prejudicial thoughts against Jews, is an antisemite regardless of his emotions, his words, his actions, or inactions. A person with an aversion or hostility toward Jews, which he feels as instinctive, even without having more coherent prejudicial thoughts or uttering words or taking actions against Jews, is an antisemite. A person, say for political gain but without inner conviction or hostility, speaking the language of antisemitism is an antisemite. A person who engages in antisemitic action against Jews, regardless of his views of them, is an antisemite. When it comes to prejudice, as with many other things, when you do bad things (your inner thoughts and emotions notwithstanding), you are what you do. And if a person fails to see that obviously prejudicial words or action against Jews is prejudicial and therefore antisemitic, this emerges from prejudicial perceptual bias, and it too constitutes antisemitism.


Antisemitism, like democracy, modernity, or conservatism, has multiple manifestations, is a complex phenomenon, and defies pithy all-encompassing definitions. We have some sense of what each means, but defining each encounters difficulties, as the many existing competing definitions and analyses of each one demonstrate. Further complicating this are the varieties of democracy, modernity, conservatism, or antisemitism that actually exist, which render seeming truths and essential dimensions of one democracy, one country’s version of modernity, or one brand of conservatism false or even at odds with a second or a third, let alone a tenth. If we reduce each phenomenon merely to its common features—such as democracies are political systems that use elections to determine who governs—then many essential and actual aspects of that phenomenon are lost, not only stripping it of its complexity and richness but likely misconstruing its real character and functioning. In mapping the many aspects or dimensions of the variety of democracies, modernities, or brands of conservatism, the plethora of each one’s components and their combinations can become bewildering. Mapping both how each one came about, often through very different routes, and how they actually function, adds several more layers of considerable complexity. All this is true for many other individual concepts we use to map the complexities of worldly phenomena—from ideology to freedom to the general category of prejudice. Not surprisingly, this is also true for a phenomenon as enduring and varied as antisemitism, a sense of which we can get by looking at a few prominent and assorted antisemites:


Horst Mahler is a notorious German lawyer, Neo-Nazi, and open antisemite who conspicuously became a member of the Neo-Nazi NPD political party in Germany in 2000, defended the party against the government’s legal attempt in 2001 to ban it, and then left the party. Having been a leftist revolutionary and one of the founders of the infamous Red Army Faction terrorist group in 1970, before migrating to the radical right, he has nonetheless remained constant to his lodestar antisemitism, merging Marxist anticapitalist antisemitism with his classical Nazi antisemitic notions. Mahler asserts at once that the “the systematic extermination of Jews in Auschwitz is a lie,” and that “billions of people would be ready to forgive Hitler if he had committed only the murder of the Jews”; that Hitler was a savior of Germany and not just of Germany; and that “Jewish financial capital” controls a “secret government” the members of which constitute the “directors of the global economic and financial system.”1 He has been convicted several times before German courts for Holocaust denial and other antisemitic statements, which are illegal in Germany. In Mahler, we see an unreconstructed Nazi antisemitic view of Jews’ influence in the world, who sees Germans cowed and shackled by the Jews, whose mass murder, in the name of the German people, he justifies.


Norman Finkelstein is not quite so brazen about the past but has been even more poisonous about the present. Finkelstein has been a leading and damaging source of antisemitism, especially in Germany, though also in the Western world more broadly, as one of the best known (non-Arab or Muslim) anti-Israel ideologues and a college campus speaking darling. He has been overwhelmingly politically oriented in his antisemitism of one part denying truths about the Holocaust and one part characterizing Israel in Nazi-like tones. He falsifies and fabricates history, finds favor with Holocaust deniers (even if he does not explicitly deny that the Holocaust occurred), says that Holocaust survivors lie and invent what happened to them, and attacks scholars of the Holocaust (including me) as wholesale inventors of their accounts. He has written an infamous, mendacious book assaulting the truth about the Holocaust and has baldly stated that “Holocaust studies” is “mainly a propaganda enterprise.”2 Finkelstein’s antipathy, which has an obsessive quality, toward having the truth told about the Holocaust (his parents he parades, like court Jews, as survivors) politically serves his main obsession, which has been to blacken the name of Israel. He long treated Israel as the heir of Nazism, as essentially a Nazi-like country, and those, especially Jews, who defend Israel as Nazis or Nazi-like. Finkelstein has spoken in blatant antisemitic idiom about Israel, including, “I think Israel, as a number of commentators pointed out, is becoming an insane state. And we have to be honest about that. While the rest of the world wants peace, Europe wants peace, the US wants peace, but this state wants war, war and war.” And, “[Israel] is a vandal state. There is a Russian writer who once described vandal states as Genghis Khan with a telegraph. Israel is Genghis Khan with a computer. I feel no emotion of affinity with that state. I have some good friends and their families there, and of course I would not want any of them to be hurt. That said, sometimes I feel that Israel has come out of the boils of the hell, a satanic state.” And what has Israel been doing? According to Finkelstein, who, in calling Israel a “satanic state,” conjured up here the age-old antisemitic likening of Jews to the devil: “Israel is committing a holocaust in Gaza.”3


Hassan Nasrallah, the leader of Hezbollah, is a stand-in for the views of other Arab and Islamic leaders, political Islamists in general, and Arabs and Muslims throughout the Middle East and in much of Asia. He has been one of the most popular leaders not only in his own country but, until siding with Assad during the Syrian civil war, throughout the Arab and Islamic world. He was certainly its most popular and visible leader during the Lebanon War in 2006 and in its aftermath, when the Arab and Islamic world believed him to have defeated Israel militarily, owing to the casualties Hezbollah caused and the difficulty the Israelis had in dislodging Hezbollah from southern Lebanon. He too, like antisemites around the world who deny or minimize the extent and the horror of the Holocaust, casts doubt on the Holocaust, saying: “The Jews invented the legend of the Nazi atrocities. It is clear that the numbers they talk about are greatly exaggerated.” But this is a secondary concern of his, as his many antisemitic pronouncements about Jews and Israel abundantly emphasize. His twofold intention is to persuade others of Jews’—and not just Israel’s—depravity and to eliminate the Jews and their political home from the Middle East. On Hezbollah television, Nasrallah declared Jews to be “Allah’s most cowardly and avaricious creatures. If you look all over the world, you will find no one more miserly or greedy than they are.” Why are they this way? Drawing on the Qur’an’s depiction of Jews, Nasrallah calls Israel the “the state of the grandsons of apes and pigs—the Zionist Jews” and condemns them as “the murderers of the prophets.” And how evil are they? Jews demonically control the world’s superpower and threaten the entire world. In February 2012, he declaimed publicly:




I say that the American administration and the American mentality lack nothing from Satanism. But that kind of behavior and that kind of mistreatment of holy books [referring to the Qur’an burning incident in Afghanistan in February 2012] and prophets, and the prophets’ sanctities, and others’ sanctities; this behavior is Israeli and let us say it is Jewish, between quotation marks,—now they will say that this is anti-Semitism—[but] the Holy Qur’an told us about this people: how they attacked their prophets, and how they killed their prophets, and how they affronted their prophets, and how they affronted Jesus Christ, peace be upon him, and how they affronted Mary, peace be upon her, and how they affronted Allah’s great messenger Mohammad, May God exalt and bring peace upon him and his family. This [behavior] pattern about affronting holy books, and prophets, and messengers, and sanctities; this is their mentality, and maybe they want to push things more and more toward a religious war worldwide.4





Hezbollah’s very first Facebook posting was in English so the entire world would not mistake Nasrallah and Hezbollah as anything but inveterate, eliminationist antisemites: “O Allah, Please Clean This World From Jewish Contamination.”5 The notion of Jews controlling the United States was a standard Nazi one and has been a staple of antisemites ever since. The view today that if not for Jews’ insidious control of the United States, the United States itself would be a better country, the Middle East would be far better off, and the world would be a better place comes also from those whose antisemitism is principally focused on the United States itself. In their widely discussed book The Israel Lobby, John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt peddle such antisemitism dressed up in the garb of academic seriousness and respectability, with their invention of the bogeyman known as the Israel Lobby into which they subsume and thereby delegitimize people who vocally or in various ways materially support Israel. Indeed, their book is the best cloaked major antisemitic tract in English of the last several decades. A small sampling of the antisemitic tropes it draws upon or echoes: Jews working collectively in concrete organizations for nefarious ends. Jewish conspiracy. Jews as fifth columnists. Jews pulling levers behind the scenes. Jews harming the broader societies in which they live. Jews starting or causing wars, in this case the attacks of 9/11, the Iraq War, and the war on terror. It is as if Mearsheimer and Walt scoured the antisemitic manual, updated any number of its most effective techniques, and dressed them up in language and tone and academic trappings—we teach at Chicago and Harvard—for respectability. Their hollow denials that they are antisemites and their empty self-presentation as brave truth-tellers have since been definitively exposed as false by Mearsheimer’s unabashed endorsement (and Walt’s support of Mearsheimer in this matter) of the blatantly antisemitic book of Gilad Atzmon, one of Britain’s most prominent jazz musicians and most notorious antisemites. Atzmon, born in Israel, draws a link between the most famous antisemitic characters of literature and Jews of today: “Fagin is the ultimate plunderer, a child exploiter and usurer. Shylock is the blood-thirsty merchant. With Fagin and Shylock in [a person’s] mind, the Israeli treatment of the Palestinians seems to be just a further event in an endless hellish continuum.” Given the long historical malignant character he attributes to Jews, Atzmon, not surprisingly, blames the Jews for Hitler’s persecution of them and, in an almost unsurpassable flight of hate-filled raving, accuses the Jews of using the Holocaust as “a license to kill, to flatten, no nuke, to wipe, to rape, to loot and to ethnically cleanse. It made vengeance and revenge into a Western value.”6 In short, according to Mearsheimer and Walt, Jews, and the non-Jews they have co-opted or allied themselves with (Mearsheimer and Walt are careful to formally insist some non-Jews are also part of the Israel Lobby), insidiously control American foreign-policy making, betray American interests, duped the United States into launching an unnecessary war against Iraq, thereby impoverish the United States, produce enmity for it across many countries, wreak destruction halfway around the world, and cause the death of a large number of innocent Americans. Indeed, in an earlier article—before they sanitized their presentation for the book—Mearsheimer and Walt wrote even more openly in the vein of antisemites past and present. They warned in ominous tones about the power of “Israel and its American supporters”: “If their efforts to shape US policy succeed, Israel’s enemies will be weakened or overthrown, Israel will get a free hand with the Palestinians, and the US will do most of the fighting, dying, rebuilding and paying.”
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In 1942, President Franklin Roosevelt is depicted as serving the Jews.


Jews—conniving, powerful, working behind the scenes in conspiratorial concert—ultimately serve their putative Israeli master, betraying their homeland and their neighbors. But there is actually no such thing as the Israel Lobby (which Mearsheimer and Walt, to cover their backs, concede, buried in their book). There are many supporters of Israel—indeed, by far and away most Americans are, with five times more siding with Israel in March 2013 than with the Palestinians (64 percent to 12 percent)—and Jewish Americans, who comprise less than 2 percent of the American people, generally and strongly support Israel. This should not be surprising as Israel has been for decades the lone genuine democracy in the Middle East and a staunch American ally, including during the Cold War. As has long been known and discussed, Israel’s supporters, given their preponderance in a democracy and their passion for the beleaguered, existentially threatened democracy with which many sympathize and identify, have no doubt been influential in Washington. But most of them do not formally or informally belong to a lobby, which in American politics is an organization or group of organizations that seek to directly influence governmental officials and which has the clear connotation of something not in the public interest, or worse. Yet Mearsheimer and Walt deploy this bogeyman concept of the Israel Lobby as their principal conspiracy trope that is an update on the notorious antisemitic tract The Protocols of the Elders of Zion (discussed at length in chapter 9). They paint a picture of American foreign-policy making that is fantastical, bearing hardly any relationship to what actually goes on or went on, with Martin Peretz, the former owner of the New Republic, getting more references in a book that concentrates overwhelmingly on the causes of the Iraq War than does the powerful Secretary of Defense and architect of the war, Donald Rumsfeld, who is mentioned on only five pages! Karl Rove, the behind-the-scenes architect of George Bush’s presidency and overwhelmingly considered to have been Bush’s major political strategist, always with an eye on doing what was best for Bush and Republicans, especially with safeguarding their domestic agenda and electoral fortunes, gets one reference—as many as I do! Vice President Dick Cheney was, by political analysts across the political spectrum, widely considered the most powerful person (aside from or even including Bush) in the administration. Add the journalist Jeffrey Goldberg to Peretz and me, and Mearsheimer and Walt’s Israel Lobby has roughly as many index references to us as to Cheney.


[image: image]


Al-Watan, Qatar, March 23, 2003. President George W. Bush is a gun-slinging sheriff in the Iraqi oil fields. His badge is a David Star.


Indeed, Cheney, Rumsfeld, Colin Powell, Karl Rove, and even Bush himself were all deeply enmeshed in the American and Republican power establishment, all mindful and most intimately connected to America’s financial and economic corporate powers and leaders, especially the mighty defense establishment and critical oil industry, with its fortunes intimately tied to the Middle East. The notion that the hard-bitten practitioners of power, and all the powerful economic and political interests they represented and wanted to safeguard, were all duped by a bunch of Jews into launching a massive war they otherwise would not have wanted—and which they therefore would have known would damage their own political fortunes massively—is on its face ludicrous and can be made, as Mearsheimer and Walt demonstrate in their book, its fake sober tones notwithstanding, only by suspending reality and substituting for it a parallel antisemitic unreality.


As with antisemites historically, who, whatever their other differences, can find common ground in their distemper with and aggression toward Jews, the renowned, wide-eyed Norwegian “Father of Peace Studies,” Johan Galtung, and the American foreign-policy self-styled hard-headed analysts of power Mearsheimer and Walt see eye to eye: the mendacious and nefarious Jews are to blame. Galtung, the founder of the entire discipline of peace studies, has publicly done his work since establishing the Peace Research Institute in Oslo in 1959, while keeping his antisemitism to himself—until in 2011 he judged that it was time, and perhaps the world was receptive enough, for him to come out into the open, speak his mind, and warn everyone about the threat of Jews. Galtung is unequivocal: “The Jews control U.S. media,” and use it to warp the American people and politics to support Israel. According to Galtung, Jews have been so pernicious in the past that they produced the justifiable antisemitism of those who wanted to be rid of them, which eventually led the Nazis to want to eliminate the world of their evil. He has sponsored public discussions of the The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, which he recommends that people read, and has likened the investment bankers of Goldman Sachs to these Jewish elders. He has even hinted that Israel’s intelligence agency, Mossad, may have been behind the Norwegian mass murderer Anders Breivik, who in 2011 slaughtered seventy-seven Norwegians by bombing government buildings and gunning down members of a youth camp. The giveaway: Breivik was a Freemason, an organization that, according to Galtung, “has Jewish origins.”


Helen Thomas, for years the dean of Washington’s White House press corps, honored with a plaque on her chair in the first row of the White House press briefing room, and with the right to ask the first question at presidential news conferences, never said a word of her true feelings about Jews publicly for all the decades she served the UPI news agency and then the media conglomerate Hearst. In 2010, perhaps because her guard had been lowered owing to her advancing age of eighty-nine or perhaps because she no longer wanted to muzzle her true views and feelings, she responded to a question about Israel on camera, referring to the Jews: “Tell them to get the hell out of Palestine.” “Go home,” she added. Asked where home would be for all the millions of Jews born in Israel and citizens of the country, Thomas wildly declared, “Poland, Germany and America, and everywhere else.”7 Thomas, too late, apologized and said that these remarks did not represent her views. But that was when she was trying to keep her job. Several months after losing it, finally deciding to speak openly about her beliefs, she showed that her off-the-cuff remark was no slip of the tongue but a window into her antisemitic soul. Addressing in December an anti-Arab-bias workshop in Detroit, she declared what was to her obvious and necessary to say, revealing the core of her true conviction, which was not merely focused on Israel but antisemitic to the core: “Congress, the White House, and Hollywood, Wall Street, are owned by the Zionists. No question in my opinion. They put their money where their mouth is.… We’re being pushed into a wrong direction in every way.”


Israel, the Holocaust, old antisemitic tropes, dressed up or not dressed up and just trotted out to explain deeds, events, situations, and conflicts large and small that the antisemites deplore or detest, are the common currency of today’s antisemites. Ultimately they are grounded in age-old animus and belief and felt viscerally, no matter their seeming coolness and rational presentation. Mel Gibson’s private and public outbursts exemplify this, especially as his 2004 The Passion of the Christ, a blatantly antisemitic film even according to the Catholic Church’s own guidelines for depicting the last days and death of Jesus (discussed in chapter 10), was presented by him (and others) in the highfalutin tones of religiously faithful narration. The ancient antisemitic canards, creating a general frame of understanding for Jews, have also led Gibson to express more contemporary demonological notions. When a police officer in Los Angeles stopped him in 2006 for drunk driving, Gibson, obviously moved by bigotry (verging on paranoia) against Jews to think that he was being persecuted by them, demanded to know whether the officer was a Jew and in a rant exploded at him, “Fucking Jews… the Jews are responsible for all the wars in the world.” Gibson’s even more recent private utterances, as reported by one of his confidants, which repeatedly included calling Jews “Hebes,” “oven dodgers,” “Jewboys,” and other gutter-level epithets laced with wild antisemitic assertions, only confirm his public outbursts, which only confirm that the manifest antisemitism of his very public film was driven by his private hatreds.8


Fashion designer John Galliano, unfiltered, less canny than the programmatic antisemite Gibson, erupted at least twice in crude, drunken rages in bars and cafés. One time in 2011, in a tirade caught on video, he directed it, puzzlingly, at a group of Italian women, whom he must have imagined were Jewish: “I love Hitler… People like you would be dead. Your mothers, your forefathers would all be fucking gassed and dead.” Another time the same year, a gallery curator, Geraldine Bloch, reported that Galliano grabbed her hair and shouted, “Dirty Jew face, you should be dead,” and told her to “shut your mouth, dirty bitch, I can’t stand your dirty whore voice,” after which he turned to her boyfriend, and (demonstrating hatred that extended beyond Jews) shouted, “[Expletive] Asian [expletive], I’ll kill you!” He shouted at Bloch that she was ugly: “I can’t bear looking at you… you’re nothing but a whore.” Bloch reported that this was all part of Galliano’s antisemitic outburst: thirty antisemitic remarks in forty-five minutes.9


What does it all mean? Finkelstein, the leftist, a Jew, denies he is an antisemite, as he has preached to the converted and converts more by spreading venom against those who want the truth to be known about the Holocaust and who do not want Israel mortally weakened or destroyed. Mahler, a neo-Nazi, rages against a world that does not recognize his truths, unabashedly celebrating his Jew-hatred. Nasrallah, the political Islamic leader on the world stage, takes his and his followers’ antisemitism for granted as the foundation for his exterminationist program. Mearsheimer and Walt, self-styled political realists, dress up their decidedly surreal antisemitism in high-flown and self-important defense of American virtue and values against the depredations of Jews. Gibson, a dyed-in-the-wool, old-style Catholic antisemite, spins out his New Testament hatred publicly in cinematic calumny and incitement, and in private and uncontrollable outbursts. Galtung, one of the world’s most renowned peace activists, reveals, after years hiding underneath his cloak of universal moralism and love, a burning and psychotic-like hatred for one people. And like so many others, Thomas, the dean of Washington journalism on the one hand, and Galliano, the fashion designer on the other, harbored their political and personal antisemitism until it too burst out when advancing years and the elixir of alcohol lowered their guards.


The pronouncements of these antisemites suggest several central features of antisemitism.


People ascribe to Jews a panoply of powers and malevolence and a record of destruction that is simply out of this world. Then, because Jews do not say that they plot or do these horrid things, indeed in their every pronouncement about all matters that relate to these and other antisemitic calumnies Jews say the opposite, antisemites make a second fundamental accusation, which only some of them articulate, but which underlies most of what they say about Jews: Jews lie and lie and lie—as individuals, as small groups, as a people—and they do so naturally, conspiratorially, and programmatically as a matter of consciously coordinated policy of the reified entity of world Jewry.


A third startling thing comes out of these examples. Antisemites can point to no concrete evidence that these vast powers and malevolence, and the coordination required to pull them off without manifest evidence of their machinations becoming public, are actually the properties of Jews. So antisemites repeatedly, chronically fabricate things, falsify things, describe an eerie world of their figmental or fantastical imaginations and making, pretend to analyze it, condemn it, and propose ways of eliminating the source of the problem. That they often are consciously lying is not surprising: from their perspective, they do so in the service of higher values, including the need to make people, communities, the world aware of the more fundamental truth of the Jewish threat, in which they wholeheartedly believe. As the doctrine of national security often leads governments around the world to think themselves justified in playing loose with particular truths in order to protect the greater interest and security of the nation, so too do antisemites deem the need to alert and convert people about the Jews a higher calling than strict fidelity to the facts.


It is, fourth, noteworthy that these antisemitic pronouncements, wildly at odds with reality, and often hateful, are being made by people of high intelligence and extraordinarily high achievement. These are not the uneducated, unwashed venting common, crude prejudices. Mahler has steeped himself in the famously difficult philosopher Hegel and has won a case before the European Court of Human Rights. Mearsheimer and Walt are political science professors at leading American universities. Galtung is an intellectual and movement luminary in Europe and beyond. Finkelstein is a man of obvious intelligence, capable of stringing together well-crafted if crackpot arguments. Nasrallah is a highly adept political leader, who has managed, as the head of a millennialist movement and army of Hezbollah, to negotiate and manipulate the incredibly complex and minefield-ridden political scene in Lebanon, with its powerful sectarian divisions (Sunni, Shiite, Christian, Druze), in conflict with the Israelis, and while pleasing and serving Syrian and Iranian masters. Helen Thomas was one of the most renowned members of the White House press corps for decades. Mel Gibson is, if not of the highest intelligence, at least cunning and among the most successful actors and producers in Hollywood. And John Galliano, as the head designer of Christian Dior, was at the fashion world’s pinnacle. What makes this particularly shocking is that, presumably Nasrallah aside, all of them have had considerable, often enormous personal exposure to Jews, being in industries and in institutions where many Jews work, and undoubtedly having many Jewish colleagues, even close ones, some of whom they would call friends, and those friends, out of self-interest or misplaced loyalty, would even rise to the antisemites’ defense.


The fifth noteworthy thing is the diversity of antisemitic orientations, tones, charges, and explicit or implied prescriptions antisemites adopt. The orientations vary from straight neo-Nazi in the case of Mahler; to reductionist anti-Zionist on Finkelstein’s part; to Nasrallah’s political Islamist mixing of Islamic, classical Christian, and Nazi antisemitic elements; to Mearsheimer and Walt’s fifth-columnist fusillade; to Mel Gibson’s classical Christian antisemitism; to Helen Thomas’ and Galliano’s inchoate antisemitism. Their tones also vary considerably, from the abstract philosophical of Mahler, to the faux sober academic and more restrained of Mearsheimer and Walt, to the baiting of Finkelstein, to the elaborately theatrical or spontaneous inebriated (depending on the moment) of Gibson, to the unhinged of Galtung, to the missionary and politically mobilizing of Nasrallah, to the inhibitionless outbursts of Thomas and Galliano. And the charges in sum run a good part of the antisemitic gamut, although they vary considerably, holding the Jews responsible for an enormous range of ills and harm, from the world historical to the personal, wreaking havoc abroad and domestically, in the past and the present and, if unchecked, of course, the future. It is the latter notion, namely that the Jews are supposedly still at it, that leads any number of them to make or imply prescriptions, from Mearsheimer and Walt’s desire for people to mobilize against Jews’ (craftily called the Israel Lobby’s) power and machinations domestically; to Thomas’ blast that Jews just get the hell out of Israel and go back to where they came from (shades of sending blacks back to Africa); to Gibson’s wish to turn back the clock and continue Christian religious incitement against Jews; to Finkelstein’s many antisemitic, anti-Israel urgings (some of which he has of late repudiated); to Nasrallah’s hope that Jews across the world be annihilated; to Mahler’s similar declaration, invoking a philosophical and moral absolutism, that “in the destruction of the Jews reason prevails.”10


And the sixth thing is that despite this diversity, antisemites share common features that unite them: distortions about Jews, turning Jews into corporate groups and organized massive conspiracies, an obsessiveness about Jews, an overt or underlying animus, and verbal, seemingly irrepressible, hyperbole in their denunciations of Jews. Antisemites’ pronouncements about Jews and Israel are wild, divorced from reality.


Antisemitism exists as tangibly as does any book, newspaper, television program, Internet site, or national constitution, such as the U.S. Constitution. It is akin to how the American Constitution is sometimes described, as a living, breathing document, a living constitution, because the Constitution exercises powerful influence on the United States and its people today, and also because it is subject to changing, indeed evolving, understandings and therefore ever-changing influence. Antisemitism (though not a single written document), too, is a living thing, a prejudice, that influences people and their fates, societies and their fates, and countries, even civilizations and their fates—Christian civilization for close to two millennia, and Islamic civilization. It has also been central to ideologies and politics in movements and countries too plentiful to enumerate. Across Europe in the nineteenth and twentieth century, antisemitism became a powerful political ideology and mobilizing force for nationalism and within the domestic politics of many countries, from Russia, Ukraine, and Poland to Germany and France. Major political and cultural thinkers from the left to right—including Karl Marx, Immanuel Kant, Voltaire, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich von Hegel, and Richard Wagner—and countless politicians and political pamphleteers and agitators were preoccupied with the place and dangers of Jews in their countries and the world at large. Antisemitism was central enough to the political lives of European countries that it would be hard to understand the general character of cultural, social, and political existences of Germany, France, Poland, Russia, and so on without frequent reference to and emphasis upon it.


What makes antisemitism’s centrality in political ideologies so important and so natural is that political ideologies are, whatever else, not mere descriptions of the world but calls to action. Like all political ideologies, antisemitism has been a program for righting the world. This differentiates it from many other common prejudices, which are mere accounts of dislikes, some of which can produce horrific oppression and discrimination, such as slavery or segregation, but which nevertheless do not deem a specific group to be devilish in deed and in need of being defeated. The putative problem of Jews has typically been integrated into the broadest possible understanding of the most essential and troubling questions of the belief systems, ideologies, and social and political organization of antisemites’ worlds. This political-action orientation has for centuries animated antisemitism and antisemites, long before the existence of Israel—to which it is today principally applied. So, for Christianity and Christians, what ought to happen to the Jews, alleged killers of Jesus, was a central question for ages. Analogously, though less intensively, Islam and Muslims posed a similar question for Jews as the putative enemies of Muhammad and the keepers of a tradition that (like the Christians) they were claiming as now theirs. For European peoples and countries in the nineteenth and twentieth century, the problem of the supposedly alien and malevolent, irredeemable “race” of the Jews was an acute political problem, in need of a remedy. This was so in country after country, and unlike virtually any other belief system, antisemitism was transnational and capable of uniting peoples of otherwise antagonistic orientations. For antisemites today around the world, what to do with, to, and against Israel, indeed for many how to destroy it, and along the way, the influence of Jews in the United States, has been raised to one of our time’s central problems.


Because antisemites through the ages have seen the problem of the Jews to be so acute, because they could in one way or another sign on to Heinrich von Treitschke’s most notorious formulation in 1879, later wholeheartedly adopted by the Nazis, “the Jews are our misfortune,” their antisemitic, religious, and secular ideologies have produced notions about how to deal with the threat Jews allegedly pose. And these notions and proposals have led to policies and programs that have moved people, communities, countries, and civilizations to engage in systematic discrimination. To establish ghettos. To force Jews to convert. To explode in anti-Jewish riots and pogroms. To expel and otherwise exclude Jews. To mark Jews publicly. To hunt down Jews and torture them. To slaughter Jews en masse. Antisemitism has been and continues to be inherently—and this is not similarly true of many, indeed most, prejudices—an extraordinarily dangerous prejudice, political ideology, and basis for political mobilization, policy, extreme violence, and elimination.


This continual eliminationist impulse—across time, geography, levels of development, religions, and political orientation—is not accidental, but built into antisemites’ underlying beliefs and animus. It started with the Christians’ call for Jews to disappear and accept Jesus as the Jewish biblically prophesied messiah. Its lethal practice began with Christians in Roman Alexandria mass murdering the city’s Jews in 414. Eliminationism continued through the Middle Ages, with Christians ghettoizing Jews in virtually every European country, often for centuries and under the authority of the papal bulls, including in such economic and political capitals as Frankfurt, Krakow, Madrid, Prague, Rome, Venice, and Vienna. Such ghettoization or restrictions on where Jews were permitted to live ended in many places only with the Enlightenment, though in Russia, for example, Jews continued to be confined to dwelling in a region known as the Pale of Settlement. Through the Middle Ages, Christians expelled Jews across Europe, with virtually every country, or some of their principal regions or cities, ridding themselves of Jews at one time or another, from England in the west, which expelled Jews in 1290 and did not let them back in for more than three hundred years; to Germany in the center, where during the fourteenth to sixteenth centuries Germans of one region and city after another—the country was divided into scores of sovereign city and regional states—drove out Jews so that the country was virtually Jew-free; to Spain in the south in the most infamous expulsion in 1492; to Hungary and Lithuania in the east in the fourteen and fifteenth centuries. The Middle Ages saw Christians frequently massacring and mass murdering Jews on a large scale, from the Christian warriors of the First Crusade slaughtering ten thousand Jews in France and Germany in 1096; to the vast and multiple assaults on Jews during the black plague from 1348 to 1350, when Germans slaughtered the Jews of three hundred fifty communities in what can be seen as a precursor of the Holocaust; to the mass murders of the Catholic Church–run Spanish Inquisition, most notoriously by burning Jews at the stake, which also had the quality of being a precursor of the Holocaust; to the Chmielnicki massacres of 1649 to 1656, when Ukrainians slaughtered more than one hundred thousand Jews in cities and towns across Poland, another apparent precursor of the Holocaust.


The eliminationist drive inherent in antisemitic thought and sentiment seemed to culminate in the modern period, with the racist antisemites calling for Jews’ annihilation, and the Germans attempting, with the support of many other Europeans, to make good on this call. Yet it has continued today in the desire of many Arab and Islamic peoples to destroy Israel and its people, with ever more calls to do the same to Jews elsewhere.


Antisemites prejudge Jews both consciously and non-consciously, which leads them to discriminate against Jews in their thinking and often in their conduct. Antisemitism leads them to reduce the complexity of a Jewish person or of Jews to what can be called their Jewness. It renders their many individual or social roles—as men or women, professionals of one kind or another, Americans or some other nationality, conservatives or liberals, athletes or musicians—as irrelevant, leaving only or predominantly their Jewness. Real or imputed objectionable qualities and deeds of people who are Jewish are instantly attributable to their Jewness.


The term Jewness captures what antisemites conceive of as the essence and core noxiousness of Jews. It describes Jews’ primary quality, as antisemites perceive them, a quality that both resides within the Jew and is the source of his or her noxiousness or malevolence of aspiration and deed. It is this essential quality that ultimately needs to be dealt with, often by elimination, if the imputed dangers Jews pose or harms they are causing are to be resolved. The term Jewishness inadequately captures this quality because it either describes Jews’ self-identity or their cultural characteristics or attachments, both of which antisemites are less if at all concerned with. For antisemites, the essence of individual Jews, and the essence of Jews the world over, is their Jewness. How different antisemites conceive of this essence has varied substantially over time and place. For much of European history, and in much of the Arab and Islamic world for the last many decades, a German antisemite’s confessional statement pertains to the malignancy of notions about the essence of Jews: “If one were to assemble in one entity all the attributes of all that is reprehensible and contemptible that entity would exactly be the Jew.”11 Today, in the West in particular, a more tempered view of the essence of Jews, of Jewness, coexists with and is certainly more widespread than this one. But whatever the variation in the content antisemites attribute to Jewness, that antisemites have this common orientation toward and fixation on Jewness, that is, the essence of Jews, cannot be reasonably disputed.


Antisemitism frames how a person approaches Jews, what he expects of them, and how he interprets their actions. Antisemites blame Jews for things they do not do, or see the Jews’ Jewness as the cause of things to which their Jewishness is unrelated instead of correctly focusing on any of the people’s many attributes that may be relevant to their conduct. Such erroneous thinking then, in an instantaneous feedback loop, further confirms the antisemite’s assumptions and reinforces the power of his prejudice and animus. Framing leads to blaming, which further strengthens the frame to blame.


This framing effect exacerbates antisemites’ penchant to disproportionately condemn Jews, which they do in three ways: By being on the lookout for Jews’ alleged misdeeds, which often includes a bias for exaggerating their actions. By criticizing Jews but not non-Jews who do similar things. And attacking Jews far more intensely than similarly acting non-Jews. This can all be seen in how people condemn Israel and Jews for real or imagined transgressions compared to the transgressions of neighboring countries and peoples.


Many academics sign petitions to boycott Israel and even to boycott Israeli academics (though, in a classically bigoted manner, this de facto applies only to the Jewish and not Palestinian citizens of Israel). In the United Kingdom, such petitions have become hot-button issues, with the British University and College Union, which is the representative organization of university professors, having overwhelmingly passed in 2007 a resolution to boycott Israeli institutions and scholars. In 2013, the Teachers Union of Ireland, representing educators at all levels, voted a boycott, specifically to “cease all cultural and academic collaboration with Israel, including the exchange of scientists, students and academic personalities, as well as all cooperation in research programmes.”12 The British and Irish academics’ pious pretentions to being merely impartial and impassioned defenders of human rights generally is on the face of it not believable, given their selective singling out of Israel and its scholars juxtaposed against their repeated and systematic failure to criticize, let alone take up as a cause, the violent oppression of other groups in countries around the world, particularly in the Arab and Islamic worlds.


Such anti-Israel petitions and calls to action have been less controversial and gone more smoothly in the United States than in Britain, probably because they have not succeeded, however briefly, to institutionalize a boycott through professional organizations. Nevertheless, nine hundred leftist academics, seeking to couch their antisemitism in the universal terms of human rights, delivered a petition in January 2009 to newly elected president Barack Obama demonizing Israel with wildly inflammatory tropes including “collective punishment,” “apartheid regime,” “racist regime,” “besieged Bantustans,” “crimes against humanity,” and “ethnocidal atrocities.” Most revealing was what happened when American economics professor Fred Gottheil circulated a second petition to the 675 American signatories of the first anti-Israel petition for whom he could find e-mails. Gottheil’s Statement of Concern asked the signatories to support the cause of highly oppressed, indeed often persecuted, people in Middle Eastern countries other than Israel. The groups are women, gays, and lesbians. Gays and lesbians were not just discriminated against informally in these Middle Eastern countries but prohibited, persecuted, and subject in some of the countries to execution. Women, according to the United Nations gender-inequality index, suffer massive discrimination in many of these countries, being subject to imprisonment and even sometimes execution for acts allowed to men, acts that anyone concerned with human, political, or civil rights would deem a person’s right to exercise.


So how did these academics respond? Gottheil explains:




Only thirty of the 675 “self-described social-justice seeking academics” responded, 27 of them agreeing to endorse the Statement. But these 27 signatories represent less than five percent of the 675 contacted. In other words, 95 percent of those who had signed the Lloyd petition censuring Israel for human rights violation did not sign a statement concerning discrimination against women and gays and lesbians in the Middle East.


Surprised? If so, prepare for yet a bigger surprise. As many as 25 percent of the Lloyd petition-signing academics were faculty associated with gender and women studies departments. Yet of these, only 5 endorsed the Statement calling for attention to the discrimination against women in the Muslim countries of the Middle East. Put more bluntly, 164 of the 169 faculty who had chosen to focus their life’s work on matters affecting women, and who felt comfortable enough to affix their names to Lloyd’s petition censuring Israel, chose not to sign a Statement of Concern about documented human rights violations against gays, lesbians, and women in the Middle East.13





Scholars are trained in the art of dispassionate analysis, often in the application of principles and the working out of moral positions, which they resoundingly claim to be doing when condemning Israel and Jewish Israelis, and when discriminating against them. So what does this say about the power of prejudice, and about the likelihood that people less schooled in dispassionate analysis and applying principles to social action will be able to curtail antisemitism’s power on their perception, judgments, and conduct? What does it say about the way in which the language of general humanitarian principles and of universal human rights is used as cover for people’s true motivation—antisemitism—for attacking Israel and its Jews?


This is typical of the selective concern characterizing the impassioned critics of the Jews’ country. Indeed, virtually every real or alleged misdeed of Israel or Jewish Israelis toward Palestinians becomes headline news for the critics and elicits fierce, uncompromising condemnation, while the countries in Israel’s region (often in conflict with Israel) and the Palestinians themselves, when they do similar, or much and many more worse, things, had for decades been greeted with silence, apology, or justification, often even applause. The examples are effectively endless. This selectivity—one of prejudice’s classic hallmarks—is easy to show in two respects.


If the proverbial Martian had landed on earth and, knowing nothing of people’s identities and supposed nature or perfidy, surveyed the world’s horrors and the reaction of people in other countries to them, including media and academics, he would be uncomprehending. Not having been inculcated with antisemitic notions, he would not be able to make sense of the degree of criticism and vituperation directed at Israel. He would certainly have used the most fundamental measure of horror, the number of people killed by their governments, and since the Six Day War, the time marking the beginning of Israel’s supposedly expansionist policies, he would have noted genocides in Cambodia in the 1970s, in Guatemala in the 1980s, in Rwanda and Bosnia in the 1990s, China’s ongoing imperial eliminationist occupation of Tibet, and the genocide in the Democratic Republic of the Congo in the 2000s. He would have noted especially the eliminationist and genocidal assaults and mass murdering in the countries in conflict with Israel: Iran’s mass murder of an estimated half a million of its own children as human mine sweepers and in human wave attacks. Saddam Hussein’s mass murder of perhaps half a million people, including the systematic targeting of Kurds and the Marsh people Shia, even using chemical and biological weapons against them. Hafaz el Assad’s slaughter of upwards of forty thousand people in Hama, Syria, when they asked for nothing more than their freedom from his tyranny. Assad slaughtered in a few days far more people than Israel has killed in all its operations against those who attack it, yet barely a word of protest was heard from around the world. The Russians’ mass murder of between fifty thousand and one hundred thousand people, and wholesale destruction, in Chechnya from 1994 to 1996. The Palestinians’ own systematic occupation and making war on various countries, including Jordan in 1970 and Lebanon in 1975, not to mention the openly genocidal orientation of their leaders and governing organizations, and of so many of their people toward Israel and Jews. And finally, Sudan, which for more than two decades has carried out eliminationist and exterminationist assaults first on the people of South Sudan and then in Darfur, with a mass murder toll of perhaps 2.5 million people and the destruction of the lives of many millions more as the political Islamic Sudanese regime terrorized, assaulted, and expelled them from their homes and regions, and typically burned and razed their homes and villages. None of these historic horrors, dwarfing anything the Israelis have done, has received even one one hundredth the condemnation directed at Israel and the Jews of Israel. They have elicited almost no comment, let alone condemnation, let alone calls to action, from the cadres of states, political elites, academics, media elites, and organizations that routinely condemn Israel for the death of every Palestinian. No widespread calls for toppling these regimes, let alone for dissolving the countries. No boycotts. No comparisons to Nazism. Mainly silence, except for the enthusiastic support such countries as Sudan receive from the same anti-Israel regimes, institutions, and people.


And these are merely some of the eliminationist and genocidal assaults that could be mentioned. Beyond them, there are the vast number of lesser horrors that these countries or their dictatorships and peoples have perpetrated, as well as other eliminationist and exterminationist regimes and programs of North Korea and other communist countries, a slew of sub-Saharan African countries, a bevy of Latin American dictatorships, and the brutal dictatorships of the Arab and Islamic world. How many people’s lives have been extinguished or utterly ruined by ruthless dictators and totalitarian regimes around the world without the impassioned, even obsessive anti-Israel forces raising hell?


With the various protests and rebellions against state authority beginning in 2010 known as the Arab Spring, it became fashionable for people in the West, until then overwhelmingly silent or apologetic for the same Arab and Islamic dictatorships that have oppressed and brutalized their people with barely any exception for decades, to discover and suddenly become outraged at how murderous and horrible these regimes are. So long as the regimes oppressed their people without the people stirring too much—and even when they did, as in Hama to which the Syrian regime responded with mass murder—much of the media, academics, and governments contentedly conducted business as usual, pretending that these murderous regimes were their peoples’ legitimate rulers. But then, mention the words Facebook and social media, and have small-to-middling protests (as a percentage of a country’s population) brandishing the word freedom, and the West’s opinion makers and governments suddenly find these same regimes illegitimate and insist they must go.


So the question remains: Why did the people in the West, especially the avowed champions of democracy, self-determination, and human rights, who were attacking Israel and its Jews so vociferously for the previous decade or two or four, also not recognize that these same regimes—in Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Syria, not to mention Iraq under Saddam, not to mention the Hitlerian al-Bashir regime in Sudan, and Hamas itself—at the time perpetrating similar or worse horrors than they later did during the Arab Spring, were illegitimate? Why were they criticizing Israel a hundred to one compared to these murderous regimes, when their denunciation of these regimes during the Arab Spring shows unequivocally the condemnation these rulers and their henchmen had all along deserved? Aside from the international community’s indifference to dictators in general and the ways they brutalize their own people, it was in no small measure because these countries were opponents of Israel. Casting a truthful light on them would have also undermined a specific, actually manifestly nonsensical, antisemitic accusation against Israel that was intoned so frequently that it became for many conventional wisdom: Israel was greatly responsible for these countries’ deplorable politics and underdevelopment. Indeed, to have condemned them would have broken the united front against Israel, cast an unwanted light upon these regimes’ predations, and revealed how comparatively good Israel is.


A person does not have to hate Jews in his heart to be an antisemite, or for his antisemitic statements or acts to be deemed antisemitic. To be an antisemite, he merely has to subscribe to or spread antisemitism. Many white racists believe or say (today in private) prejudicial or racist things about, or act in prejudicial or discriminatory ways toward, African Americans. If someone says African Americans are not as intelligent as whites or discriminates against them in hiring or promotion, we say, regardless of his emotions, that he is a racist. No one says that if such a person does not hate African Americans, then he is not a racist. The standard is no different for antisemites. And when we rightly conceive of speech as a form of action, and one that powerfully affects the world—after all, most writers and speakers are trying to influence other people’s understandings and willingness to support or to undertake certain acts or policies—then it becomes much harder to say that even though a person is acting in a way that prejudicially targets and harms Jews, he has nothing against Jews, and therefore does not deserve the customary term that describes such prejudice affixed to him, which is antisemitism.


Hatred or a deep-seated animus in one’s heart for Jews, while often, actually typically, present among those who believe or spread prejudicial things about Jews, is not the issue, even if it is a major component of many people’s antisemitism. There is no hatred against an ethnic, religious, linguistic, or cultural group without prejudice, but there is prejudice without hatred. Prejudicial perception, thinking, speaking, and acting are the defining aspect of antisemitism. Thus, there are objective indicators of antisemitism. These include:




False charges against Jews, which may be expressed or merely believed. Antisemites are predisposed to believing all manner of criticism or accusations against individual Jews, groups of Jews, or Jews as a people, and then to convey them to others. This dimension of antisemitism is about the content of what a person thinks about Jews when beholding or dealing with them as individuals or as groups. It is perhaps the best understood and most frequently cited aspect of prejudice.







Essentializing Jews, which means that a person sees the Jewness, however he does, as the essential, defining, often close to all-defining feature of the person who is Jewish. That the Jew is an American, a German, an Israeli, or some other nationality, a man or woman, young or old, a conservative or a liberal, a professional of one kind, and so on, matters far less and often not at all because in the eyes of the person who beholds him he is foremost and often exclusively just a Jew. This is a quality of how a person conceives of what a Jew is and Jews are. It is a form of dehumanization because it radically fails to recognize the plurality of human qualities and attributes of a person who is a Jew, reducing his entire being to this one aspect of his identity, which is, to boot, often of tertiary or no importance to the Jew himself, who may be a Jew only in name.







Selectivity of focus on and criticism of Jews, which itself has three aspects: Putting Jews, and not others, under a microscope. Being unable to overlook or keep in proper perspective real or putative small and even large foibles, missteps, or transgressions of Jews that one does for non-Jews. And subjecting Jews to criticism or leveling accusations at them for such deeds that one does not similarly do for non-Jews who do the same things. This kind of selectivity is the hallmark of certain kinds of antisemites who try to remain respectable and deny their antisemitism by striving to say things about Jews that are not so outlandishly false, while ignoring similar and more objectionable or worse things that non-Jews do. But all antisemites, no matter how much or how little they care about their seeming respectability, fail to apply their stated or implied principles of conduct, of evaluating conduct, and of criticism equally to Jews and non-Jews. This aspect of antisemitism is about how the antisemite thinks of Jews in relation to non-Jews.







Labeling non-Jews as Jews is a common move, conscious and not, that antisemites make. There are two cognitive logics prompting this, depending on whether the antisemite knows that what he is saying is false. One is that because he deems a person evil or malevolent or harmful, and believes that the Jews are evil or the source of evil, he concludes that that person must be a Jew. The second is for a person to label someone a Jew in order to powerfully delegitimize that person or to produce enmity for him. If an antisemite wants to feel justified in harming a person, physically or otherwise, there is no better way than to create blanket authorization for feeling this way. When Lara Logan, a CBS television correspondent, was attacked and assaulted sexually while covering the protests in Cairo’s Tahrir Square in 2011, her attackers screamed “Jew! Jew!” Egyptian soldiers, her ostensible protectors, had previously hassled her and her crew, seemingly reflexively accusing them of “being Israeli spies.”14 Logan is not Jewish. This kind of antisemitic delegitimization and disinhibition has been practiced by antisemites through the ages, including and particularly by leaders. Christian, racist, Arab, and Islamic antisemites have used Jew and Jewish as free-floating labels for evil, which today many also do with Israel or Israeli, as many others do with the sometimes euphemistic, sometimes noneuphemistic stand-in for them, Zionism and Zionist. This can be seen all over Europe, where soccer fans, inflamed by passions and perhaps disinhibited by alcohol, routinely shout and chant that opposing teams and fans are “Jews,” accompanied by antisemitic slurs and epithets, including such items as “Hamas, Hamas, Jews to the gas,” and regular hissing meant to simulate the sound of the gas chambers.15







Resistance to corrections, which is a person’s reluctance, unwillingness, even incapacity to reform his antisemitic orientation in each of its aspects: his conception of what a Jew is or Jews are, the content of his views about Jews and what he says about them, and his understanding of how Jews stand in relation to non-Jews. Thus, if a person who may believe false things about Jews (even non-antisemites may occasionally believe things that are not true about Jews) is shown that they are false, and he does not mend his views, this demonstrates that he is an antisemite. Similarly, an antisemite does not give up his reductionism and dehumanization of Jews even when it is brought to his attention. And he does not desist in his selective attention and criticism of Jews, even when he is asked to apply the underlying principles governing his practice to non-Jews equally and without prejudice.





Humans have a strong proclivity to harboring prejudice. It is the nature of human thought, undoubtedly because it was evolutionarily adaptive for people to do two things: to generalize readily from a few examples, which means to overgeneralize, because that is the best way to make sense of the world’s otherwise bewildering complexity; and to be particularly attuned to danger or potential danger, including that of other people. Together these two adaptive cognitive tendencies lead people to be overly ready to see disturbing or dangerous qualities in unknown people who seem different, and then to generalize these qualities to the groups to which such people are deemed to belong. This is what prejudice is. We must all struggle, then, against letting what is useful and adaptive, which is to generalize and to be on our guard, from becoming something misleading and injurious—which is prejudice. When we realize that all generalization contains a misleading or false element precisely because all the things, people, or acts are not the same or exactly the same, yet generalizations hold them to be the same, we should be particularly on guard about the nature of our generalizations about other groups of people. Some false generalizations become both so negative and so hardened in people’s minds that they rise to the level of prejudice, and then some become so entrenched and so divorced from reality and reality testing and correction that they become pathological. Antisemitism is the foremost prejudice of this kind, and it fundamentally differs from all other prejudices owing to its unparalleled constellation of features, many of which are singular or at least highly unusual among prejudices.


The third hardwired factor that exacerbates this general evolutionary problem of people being prone to prejudice is that people are not particularly good analysts, not just regarding group life but in general. Few are trained in the assessment of data, or information, and the structure of inference, which is how one draws appropriate conclusions, including generalizations, from data. The fourth factor is a well-known tendency humans have to resist change to many kinds of ideas, particularly generalizations, known as confirmation-bias. Humans appear hardwired to privilege new data that confirm what they already believe and to pay less attention to, or discount, data that disconfirm, challenge, or should lead to a revision of what they already believe, including or especially generalizations about the world. This makes a generalization, a negative stereotype, a prejudice, or an animus toward, about, or against another group difficult to dislodge once locked in place.


These four hardwired cognitive features of humans make the problem of prejudice inherent and serious. I mention them, and the constellation they produce, for two specific reasons. First, being cognizant of these hardwired cognitive features helps us point to general processes, factors, and outcomes that explain the general tendency toward prejudice, including antisemitism, and also to identify the distinctiveness of antisemitism’s many singular features among prejudices that the general factors cannot explain. Second, in deciding whether to consider someone prejudiced or not, we need to think about what differentiates real prejudice from the ordinary and unavoidable cognitive errors that humans make. And as antisemites routinely seek to inoculate themselves from being called what they are—antisemites—by saying that those decrying antisemitism do so when there is none, we must be clear about when people’s statements or beliefs constitute antisemitism.


Because of these cognitive limitations, we should show some indulgence for people who make understandable errors about Jews and who even hold on to such views in the face of countervailing evidence. In general, we should be liberal in allowing for individual errors in casual beliefs about Israel or Jews before applying to people the moniker of antisemitism. Such errors differ from systematic bias and animus against Jews and from people believing in any aspects of the foundational antisemitic paradigm—which we explore in depth in the next chapter—which holds Jews to be in their essence different from non-Jews and noxious. Regarding people who make understandable casual errors, we should give them ample opportunity to recognize their mistakes and to change their views, as people of goodwill would do. Well-meaning people can have an uninformed, casual prejudicial view or two (as distinct from those central to the foundational antisemitic paradigm and discourses) without being antisemites.


Yet when people make such errors systematically, with passion, with little reference to reality, and then hold on to their errors tenaciously, they have crossed well over the line from the understandable errors of human intellectual fallibility into the realms of prejudice and animus, into the realm of antisemitism. Exactly where and when we draw the line between understandable cognitive errors about Jews and antisemitism can be difficult to determine and can be debated as a principle and in how it applies to specific utterances, acts, or people. Take the common notion that Israel, by doing whatever it is doing, is the cause, or at least a principal cause, of political Islamic terrorism against the United States. This notion, as nonsensical as it is—after all, political Islamists as a matter of course conceptualize and call the United States “the Great Satan”—might be believed by a person who casually follows politics. It might also be genuinely believed by some who pay more attention but who simply analyze poorly the issue of terrorism’s cause—for reasons that have nothing to do with their views of Jews. And it might be held by a variety of people who are well informed about the facts, about the fundamental antipathy of political Islamists for the West, for Infidels, for the United States as the embodiment of all that they hate and as the cause of their countries’ and people’s abject state of development, yet who persist in blaming the Jews in Israel, do so with a passion, and stick to this view no matter how many times the facts are thrust before them. In each case, the same belief is held by different people, but with a different status and meaning for each of them. If a person is not paying attention, or is simply a bad analyst, and thinks something seemingly plausible that casts Jews in a negative light, that person is not an antisemite. But if a person pays a great deal of attention, persists in a prejudicial absurdity, and if that absurdity is linked, let alone interwoven into a web of other related beliefs about Jews which that person holds, then he is an antisemite.


Other people who subscribe to the foundational antisemitic paradigm, or its central damaging beliefs and tropes, can at once be well-meaning toward Jews and be antisemites. As we have seen, being an antisemite does not even require that the person conceive of himself as an antisemite. It does not require that a person have hate in his heart, since many undeniable antisemites are cool, even cynical bearers of prejudicial views against Jews. It does not require that someone be a non-Jew, as the identity of a person is irrelevant to evaluating the character and meaning of his beliefs and animus. Some people of Jewish origin have thrown their minds, hearts, and prospects in with antisemites. Some have done so for gain—currying favor and advantage from the non-Jewish world. Others have done so because their general politics or ideology and social affiliations powerfully propel them in antisemitic directions. Others, out of touch with reality, have done so driven by their own psychopathology, believing that their family and community members are as malignant as the antisemitic paradigm purports them to be. But no matter people’s subjective states, identities, or professed allegiances, people’s status as bigots or as nonbigots is defined by their beliefs, passions, and deeds.


Antisemitism and antisemites are characterized by a cognitive bias and confirmation bias that casts Jews negatively as noxious, malevolent, or dangerous. Consider a well-known general characteristic of Jewish Americans, that they are extremely philanthropic. This is barely if ever mentioned among antisemites, except to say that Jews use their money to buy influence and in particular, à la Mearsheimer and Walt among others, to corrupt the political system and harm the United States by getting it to support Israel’s policies and alleged predations. While Jews’ philanthropy, particularly in a country that so prizes private giving, and many other otherwise admirable characteristics of Jews as individuals (when they are in evidence) or of Jews generally or as an organized community gets ignored by antisemites, seemingly every small or large real or imagined transgression of individual Jews or of Jews more widely is highlighted, exaggerated, and incorporated into the antisemitic discourse about Jews. Even when Jews do something seemingly admirable, such as actively participating in politics—which is generally seen as a virtue in a democracy—it is often cast as something that just conceals a more fundamental negative and even nefarious or deeply damaging act. This, drawing on the foundational antisemitic paradigm, is kindred to the long-existing antisemitic trope and frame of thinking that even when Jews seem to tell the truth, it is fundamentally a lie because the seeming truth serves a darker purpose.


The general tendency for people to make cognitive errors about groups of the sort discussed here cannot begin to account for the existence of so many errors specifically about, and animus specifically toward, Jews that do not exist for the innumerable other ethnic, religious, regional, communal, social, and political groups that have populated the world historically and today. The human nature explanation fails because this general propensity cannot explain the many distinctive, indeed singular, features of antisemitism. These include antisemitism’s extent, its longevity, its varieties, its intense passions, its tenacity, its licentiousness, its divorce from reality, its very powerful existence in regions and countries without Jews, and its propensity to violence, including unparalleled mass murder. Perhaps most of all, a general propensity to make cognitive errors cannot explain antisemitism’s particular content, which has across much time and in many places treated Jews as real devils, as being in league with or serving the devil, or explicitly or de facto as secular devils in human form. This is an exceedingly unusual and complex prejudice, not a reflex of group life, with accreted centuries of imagined conspiracy and malfeasance, and thus there is no way to understand this as mere consequence of the failings of humans as social analysts.


These human cognitive and psychological tendencies, which make people poor (meaning overactive) generalizers, hypersensitive to perceiving danger, bad social scientists, and prone to confirming and therefore holding onto views, especially central or cherished views, have synergistically amplified the powerful, fear-inducing prejudice of antisemitism—including its central place in many worldviews and civilizations that has helped people understand the nature of their worlds and the misfortunes and sufferings it brings them—and imbued antisemitism with an unmatched appeal and tenacity.


This is so because antisemitism, the continuity of its foundational paradigm and core elements notwithstanding, has proven itself enormously adaptable, managing to be tailored to the political, social, and cultural circumstances of time and place. This is one of the reasons that it has endured through all the social, economic, cultural, and political changes of the ages when so many other bodies of thought, social practices, and institutions have not. Antisemitism has had this self-transformative quality for two reasons. It has been so deeply entrenched in the cultures, including or especially the religious cultures, of countries and peoples, that its adherents have held on to its foundational paradigm and basic animus while updating its particular elaborations as circumstances changed. And the animus has been based on such a profoundly demonic conception of Jews, as we shall soon more fully see, that it has been possible for its adherents to believe just about anything about Jews, and therefore to make any malignant quality or accusation, old or recently invented, stick. A prejudice such as the typical and often profound racism found in the United States against African Americans, namely that they are inferior in intellectual capacity, does not make plausible many of the gamut of charges that have been central to antisemitism, which focuses on the supposed high intelligence of Jews, who, with their clever machinations, are said to pull the strings, financial and otherwise, behind the scenes to exploit, impoverish, and in other ways injure non-Jews. Thus, the antisemitism of different centuries, in different countries, among people of different religions, has developed into many variations on the theme of the Jews’ acute and multifarious noxiousness and danger (after all, evil geniuses do harm in sundry and inventive ways), rendering antisemitism at once a recognizable, unitary widespread phenomenon (it maintains its core elements), and a series of variations—so much so that it makes sense to speak sometimes of antisemitisms in the plural, or of different streams of antisemitism.


Antisemitism’s grip on so many minds and hearts, and its endurance and adaptability over millennia in a dazzling array of social, political, and cultural circumstances, reveals tenacity to be one of its constituent features. Why has it been so tenacious as to make it singular also in this respect among prejudices? Part of its tenacity has resulted from its near ubiquity in many countries and communities, and across entire civilizations. This past consensus about the constitution and character of Jews and Jewness, about their alien quality, their malevolence and danger, has been tacitly, naturally transmitted, as are many other cultural notions from generation to generation. For centuries, children were reared in social milieus in which they imbibed this seemingly natural, unquestioned view of Jews. Just as children growing up in a uniformly Christian world naturally believe in the divinity of Jesus, just as whites growing up in the antebellum South came naturally to believe in the inferiority of blacks, just as children growing up in a Muslim country and community naturally believe that Allah is God, so too regarding the alien nature and pernicious essence of Jews. Yet this natural process was augmented by purposeful agents of hatred. Explicit and robust public discourses disseminated and reinforced antisemitism. The most authoritative religious and political institutions also actively and powerfully propagated the prejudice. Christianity and its encoded antisemitism, churches, particularly the Catholic Church, and Christian clergy were crucial for spreading it. Islamic institutions and people have done the same, though with similar intensity only starting in the twentieth century, and especially in the past two decades. Social and political movements and political rulers and leaders of all types have also powerfully spread and legitimized antisemitism. They have pushed antisemitism because they believe that the Jews pose danger and also because they know that it is a winning appeal, given their communities’ and societies’ and countries’ vast antisemitic reservoirs. Whether political leaders have sought to mobilize people behind a nationalist movement or communism, a right-wing, fascist, or Nazi agenda, a religious politics, or a revolutionary politics, or to deflect attention from any number of undesirable domestic or foreign issues, antisemitism has been smart politics. It has been so powerful that leaders and political movements not resorting to it have risked losing out to others who would mobilize antisemitism to their cause.


In fact, antisemitism has always been fundamentally a political phenomenon, a part of elites’ and publics’ stances about how to govern their communities. Complementing its strategic uses, antisemitism has also appealed to people for specific social and personal reasons beyond it seeming to be true because of the conventional means of social transmission (parents to children, preachers to parishioners, ordinary people in the fields, in beer halls, at watercoolers sharing stories and rumors that explain their troubles)—and the solidarity such shared beliefs can produce. As a common enemy strengthens the bonds of a community, by redirecting its members’ attention from their internal differences or other problems that may exist, antisemitism variously integrates people, gives them a sense of common purpose, which many prize, and also can divert attention from issues best deemphasized, left alone, or explained away. This has been exploited through the ages, from Christian religious leaders, to kings and nobles during the Middle Ages and early modern times, to modern communal and political leaders in Europe in the nineteenth and first half of the twentieth centuries, to Arab and Islamic political and religious leaders in the latter part of the twentieth century and into the twenty-first. In providing cohesion and deflecting communal discontent, and in holding out promise for making things better—which is what an antisemitic program does—antisemitism performs important social and political functions, and has an enormous appeal. It was no mere quip when leading nineteenth-century German socialists referred to antisemitism as the “socialism of fools.” By this they meant that instead of looking to a genuine political program of communal solidarity that, in their view, offered real promise of solving social ills and bringing shared prosperity to a country’s people, antisemitism so widespread and powerful in Germany (and elsewhere)—and in this sense they were certainly correct—offered a fictive and false substitute for the real thing, a form of self-defeating solidarity. They might have added that fools abounded in this world, but given the vast antisemitism around them, they might have thought saying so was superfluous. Today, fools of many stripes and in large numbers still latch on to antisemitism for many of the same, or analogous, reasons.


Antisemitism could also be seen as not the socialism of fools, but the religion of fools. It is easy to see antisemitism in this light, as it has been so often tied to religions, and even secular religions. A critical function or offering of religion is an explanation of the inexplicable, which includes the seeming and real injustice and suffering that exists in the world. How can the world be so unjust? How can the gods or God have created or allowed for such injustice and suffering? Why are the good not repaid on earth for their goodness? Antisemitism helps answer general, fundamental questions that allay doubts and fears—it is the Jews who are at fault! Antisemitism also appeals especially powerfully to those people who, by dint of social and economic position or individual personality, are prone to grasping on to such compensatory beliefs, because antisemitism provides prepackaged, easily adopted, and easily used and overused notions that serve such needs extraordinarily well. Everyone thus gets the benefit of explanation and comfort, and some people in particular get the satisfaction that can come from venting an intensity of belief and emotion.


Antisemitism’s tenacity has proven that much greater and distinctive because many efforts have been made, and the real-world developments have occurred, that should have considerably tempered antisemitism even more than it has been in those areas where it has declined. To take just two examples: Major Christian churches and denominations, most famously the Catholic Church, have since the Holocaust forcefully repudiated antisemitism. Yet tens of millions still cling to the calumny that Jews for all time are responsible for Jesus’ death, and tens of millions more believe a far more elaborated antisemitic litany that has grown out of this calumny. The Catholic Church has even declared doctrinally that antisemitism is a sin, and while antisemitism has declined among Catholics and Christians in general in the last half century, it still is widespread and powerful. Second is the evidence of antisemitism’s horrors, which should have been so bracing to nonmurderous antisemites as to lead them all, as it did for Christian churches and many Christians, to renounce the prejudice that had produced the Holocaust. Yet such horrors did not have this general, let alone near-universal or enduring, effect. Antisemitism’s hold on people and cultures was and is so tenacious that even in the face of such a calamity, antisemitic discourse is more powerful than ever and its litany of charges against Jews persists.


In its longevity, its adaptability, its protean nature, its tenacity, its many variations, its vast reach numerically—across cultures, countries, continents, and cross sections of populations—antisemitism has no parallel. Yet all of these features combined compose not even a figurative half of what makes antisemitism distinctive and singular. Antisemitism’s content, the anti-Jewish litany and its character, historically and today, is the other half. Its demonology has no parallel in prejudice’s annals past or present.


There are three categories of prejudicial beliefs. The first can be called common prejudices. A group’s offending attributes can be intellectual (the people are less intelligent), moral (they are dishonest), cultural (they don’t share proper values), psychological (they are too emotional), dispositional or aspirational (they want to change us), or behavioral (they take our jobs, cause crime, et cetera). Such beliefs range widely in character and intensity. Many are garden-variety intergroup prejudices that hold the different groups to have certain distasteful or problematic qualities. In the melting pot of American intergroup relations of my youth, such prejudices were common, given regular expression in ethnic jokes. Italians were cowardly. Irish were drunkards. Jews were cheap. Poles were stupid. Such views, the kind that many European peoples have of one another, whether the people or groups are ethnically, geographically, religiously, or otherwise defined, are commonly called stereotypes. They are not held to so tenaciously, are not seen to characterize the disparaged group’s every member (or sometimes even its majority), and exist as part of a broader understanding of the plural aspects of other people and even, such distasteful aspects notwithstanding, of the commonality the prejudiced people share with the disparaged group. They are the kinds of overgeneralizations or false generalizations humans regularly make but are not all-defining of the group and are not central to their bearers’ self-conception, existential state, or political thinking. They are putative attributes but not seen as the essence of the group and its members. Such intergroup views and the conflicts they sometimes cause are the stuff of different peoples or groups rubbing up against one another, and often competing for cultural space, economic well-being, social status, or political power. Such prejudices may not even be articulated so clearly or be much more than I’m Italian, he’s Spanish or Polish, and that’s that.


Such low-level prejudices are both common and insignificant in the grand scheme of society and politics. They are prejudices as they structure a person’s expectations of another person before he ever meets him and, likely, his perceptions and reactions to that person as they interact, yet they do not create an insuperable boundary. They are attributes or circumscribed essences, rather than all-defining essences, such as Jewness, because they do not construct the other group to be incapable of sociability.


But many prejudices do just that. Some prejudices deem groups of people to have essences lacking attributes fundamental to being fully human. People have commonly deemed other groups to congenitally lack the requisite intelligence. White Americans believed this about the Africans they enslaved and, well into the civil rights era, about blacks after Emancipation. Colonizers, especially European or American colonizers of people of color, have believed this about the peoples whom they have conquered, oppressed, and dispossessed. Indeed, on every continent, whether the colonizers were British, French, Spanish, Portuguese, German, or American, they conceived of indigenous peoples to be lesser human beings or barely human at all, likening them to lower animals—especially in the case of black Africans, to primates. Such prejudices also characterized modern European racism, especially the prevalent German variant, which held that many European peoples also lacked essential human attributes. Many Germans believed, and it was a Nazi article of faith, that Slavs (Poles, Ukrainians, Russians) were inferior beings, fit only to be beasts of burden. The term they used, then a fixed part of the German lexicon, was subhuman. Prejudices that deny the full humanity of others vary enormously in content, but in general they conceive of people as being racially—what we would today more technically call genetically—inferior principally and most significantly in their mental capacities. This, a second type of prejudice, is properly called dehumanization.


A third class of prejudice defines groups or peoples as being incapable of sociability because of thoroughgoing malevolent essences. This view does not rob people of human capabilities. It sees the people as fully capable human beings but, for whatever reason, evil. This dimension of prejudice is demonization.


Dehumanization is a conception of other people that robs them of fundamental human capabilities and qualities.* Demonization is about their moral essence and intentions. Like dehumanization, the demonization of groups or peoples has been common both historically and today. Unlike dehumanization, which grounds its prejudice in the imputed race, biology, or genes of others, demonization grounds itself most frequently in their religious, cultural, or political beliefs. That is, the prejudiced hold them to be unsociable not because they are constitutionally inferior but because of their religion (they are Muslim or Christian) or political views (they are communist or capitalist). If the disparaged or feared people changed their views, by converting or changing their politics, then they would no longer be the objects of such prejudice. But if, as does occur in rare cases, a people’s imputed malevolence is deemed to be part of their essence, biologically or genetically based, it becomes a reified, unchanging thing. Antisemites have done this to Jews. This thing is their Jewness.


Dehumanization, fundamentally a dimension of prejudice about other people’s inferiority, their diminished capabilities, does not deem those people to be dangerous, except as uncontrollable animals might be. Demonization is fundamentally about the threat that other people pose, and rarely are the objects of such prejudice deemed to be inferior, in the sense of being less capable. Indeed, the demonized people are often considered to be capable, sometimes even highly capable, and therefore their danger is that much more acute. This is a reason that the two dimensions or kinds of prejudice are usually distinct and rarely appear together. People who are prejudiced against another group or people—beyond the garden-variety intergroup prejudices that are not all that significant or acute—either dehumanize that group or people or demonize them but seldom do they do both at once. Only in rare instances do people simultaneously dehumanize and demonize a given group or people. In central Africa, in Rwanda and in Burundi, Hutu and Tutsi have done so to one another. Each group, in mirror-image ideologies, deemed the other to be biologically programmed, like poisonous snakes, to inflict harm upon the other. In each country, the dominant group has perpetrated eliminationist and exterminationist assaults against the other, the largest and best-known instance having been the Hutu’s mass murder in 1994 of eight hundred thousand Tutsi.*


With this in mind, focusing on demonization and dehumanization can help us understand any number of these issues better, including the logic of antisemitic beliefs and animus and, crucially, their relationship to antisemitic actions and policies, as well as to the phenomenon as a whole. Demonization and dehumanization are kindred, as each results from prejudice and then further feeds prejudice in a powerful feedback loop. But even though they are typically conflated into one thing and subsumed, incorrectly, under the master rubric of dehumanization, they are conceptually and as a matter of fact distinct, and though they regularly do not appear together, at times they have. The most historically common and spectacular instance of the simultaneous dehumanization and demonization of a people has been on the part of antisemites, especially modern racist antisemites, centered in Germany but in existence in many European countries. Germans and others considered all Jews to be racially programmed beings bent upon the destruction of Germany and all humanity. As Germans conceptualized it at the time, the Jews’ perniciousness was borne by their blood—literally, their blood—which was not the blood of human beings but of inhuman beings, of a nonhuman race apart. Hitler, who in this way was articulating the commonsense view held by the vast majority of Germans, described the Jews’ aspirations in the most apocalyptic terms and tone possible:




The Jewish doctrine of Marxism rejects the aristocratic principle of Nature and replaces the eternal privilege of power and strength by the mass of numbers and their dead weight. Thus it denies the value of personality in man, contests the significance of nationality and race, and thereby withdraws from humanity the premise of its existence and its culture. As a foundation of the universe, this doctrine would bring about the end of any order intellectually conceivable to man. And as, in this greatest of all recognizable organisms, the result of an application of such a law could only be chaos, on earth it could only be destruction for the inhabitants of this planet.


If, with the help of his Marxist creed, the Jew is victorious over the other peoples of the world, his crown will be the funeral wreath of humanity and this planet will, as it did thousands of years ago, move through the ether devoid of men.16





For Germans, and for Hitler, who was their leader and their most prominent spokesman, Jewness was a fearsome, self-explanatory account of biologically programmed monstrousness, defilement, and mortal danger.


It is no wonder that, animated by such views, Hitler enacted a program, and so many Germans willingly set out, to exterminate the entire Jewish people. What makes this prejudice against Jews so noteworthy during this period, and, as we will see, also on the part of many today, is that this rare instance of the simultaneous dehumanization and demonization of a people was and is taken to an even higher intensity than any widespread prejudice against any other people has been. Jews have not merely been likened to devils, as bad as that is. Antisemites have gone still further by conceiving of Jews as actual demons, as minions of the devil, actually in league with the devil, as devils themselves. About no other people can this be said to have occurred on any similar scale. Grounded in the Christian bible (New Testament), theology, and teaching, the Christians’ psychological logic was that if the people of Jesus—in other words, those who should have known him best and heard his word directly—rejected him, then they must be wayward; that only a being as powerful as the devil could have deafened the Jews to Jesus’ beneficent ministry and offer of salvation. Therefore, Jews must be in league with the devil. During the Middle Ages, this identification of Jews with the devil was nearly universal in Christian countries, and it transmuted from Jews being but servants or minions of the devil to being devils themselves. Medieval Christian imagery routinely depicted Jews with devil horns and tails. As Christians put it in another way, Jews were antichrists (also discussed in the Christian bible), inhuman beings malevolent to the core seeking to destroy Christians and Christianity.


The fact that eliminationism follows from the long-reigning foundational antisemitic paradigm about Jews should not be surprising. Indeed, eliminationism, a by now well-known historical and contemporary mindset and political ideology that is at the root of genocide, is so tightly bound to the foundational antisemitic paradigm about Jews as to be hard to extricate from antisemites’ and codified antisemitism’s considerations of them. The Christian bible is, whatever its subsidiary pronouncement to the contrary, at its heart an eliminationist document, a codification of eliminationist antisemitism against Jews. Their evangelical calls for Jews to follow Jesus aside, the Gospels so deprecate the Jews’ existing cultural core (namely the Jewish bible’s laws and codes), implicitly and explicitly calling for an end to this people as Jews, and so demonize Jews in the process for putatively being Jesus’ enemies and murderers, and so threaten them with violence and destruction, that it is hard to see this as anything but an eliminationist mindset, a blueprint for eliminationist politics, and, if only tacitly, a call to eliminationist action—and that is how it has been taken by Christians and others beholden to the foundational paradigm it grounded. And the Christian bible promised and celebrated such destruction, including in parables about how those, the Jews, who reject Jesus will be destroyed—“every tree that does not produce good fruit will be cut down and thrown into the fire”—and in telling of Jerusalem’s coming destruction, “Jerusalem, Jerusalem, you who kill the prophets and stone those sent to you… your house will be abandoned, desolate.”17


This eliminationist reading of the Christian bible is anything but idiosyncratic. It has been the predominant interpretation and teaching of Christian churches and people through the ages, and they have further codified it, created elaborate discourses around it, and often implemented it as policy and practice. Eliminationism, as troubling as this may be for many believing Christians, is not only tied to the foundational antisemitic paradigm, which Christian churches then spread throughout much of the world, but also—albeit not necessarily with violence—inherent to it. Under the influence of Christianity, it has manifested itself in all major European countries and, as a matter of fact, done so often with violence: in England, France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Russia, Spain, and elsewhere. For Christian churches and their followers, the wayward Jews, their religion now superseded, killers of Christ, symbols and actual minions of evil and the devil, had to stop existing, which implies or can imply that they needed to be eliminated.


This view of Jews as devils in human form persisted even when, owing to the Enlightenment, antisemitism’s religious foundation withered and was, depending on the country and region, augmented or replaced by a racial understanding of Jews. In this view, Jews became secular devils in human form, programmed by their blood to seek to immiserate, enslave, and destroy non-Jews. Not merely human but antihuman, fundamentally not sociable, evil in heart and mind, indeed the source of much or most evil in the world, they had to be eliminated from society and ultimately from the world. Hence the Germans’ program, helped by so many other Europeans, to do just that.


The continuation of Christianity-based antisemitism and antisemitism among Christians, including its devilish element, has been largely ignored in extent and underestimated in importance. Among racial (biological) antisemites, this demonic paradigm of Jews, with slight variations, continued to exert extreme power, and even in the Holocaust’s aftermath, significant elements of it continue to fuel antisemitic thought, including though not only in the Islamic world and among political Islamists, who regularly denounce Israel and warn the faithful of its threat by calling it “Little Satan.”


The simple fact is that there has been no prejudice historically—not grounded in an objective account of an armed, avowedly enemy people ready or potentially ready to undertake a military, eliminationist, or exterminationist campaign—that has held another people to be so heinous and dangerous as antisemitism has deemed Jews to be over the centuries. It is hard to think of any prejudice that holds the people to be as determined in their malevolence as antisemitism has ascribed to Jews. It is hard to think of any prejudice that has such an intensiveness, fantastical component, obsessive quality, let alone worldwide reach and character, as antisemitism has for Jews. If we were to construct an index of the threat that different prejudices ascribe to the groups or peoples they describe, which would consist of scores for the various dimensions that I have just enumerated—including the number of people who subscribe to the prejudice and its spread geographically—there can be no doubt that antisemitism would top the list, perhaps by several orders of magnitude beyond the second-place prejudice. This would be true whether we looked at the antisemitisms (whatever their other differences and fluctuations) of 1200, 1500, 1800, 1900, 1940, or 2013.


To anyone not familiar with antisemitism’s history and contemporary manifestations, it is difficult to convey, and perhaps to believe, the unsurpassed defamatory and outright injurious character of the invective that has been routinely hurled at this small and, almost everywhere, weak and vulnerable people. Antisemites have accused Jews of the worst crimes and transgressions imaginable. Here are a few typical examples among the hundreds, even thousands, from different eras and different kinds of prominent antisemites hailing from the worlds of religion, philosophy, culture, and politics.


John Chrysostom, the most significant theologian of the Catholic Church after Christianity became the religion of the Roman Empire, delivered in 386–387 a series of eight homilies “Against the Jews” that became the most influential post-biblical text guiding Christianity’s rendering of Jews. Among its pages and pages of antisemitic invective, it asserts that Jews are devils, and must be treated as such:




Tell me this. If a man were to have slain your son, would you endure to look upon him, or accept his greeting? Would you not shun him as a wicked demon, as the devil himself? They slew the Son of your Lord; do you have the boldness to enter with them under the same roof? After he was slain he heaped such honor upon you that he made you his brother and coheir. But you dishonor him so much that you pay honor to those who slew him on the cross, that you observe with them the fellowship of the festivals, that you go to their profane places, enter their unclean doors, and share in the tables of demons. For I am persuaded to call the fasting of the Jews a table of demons because they slew God. If the Jews are acting against God, must they not be serving the demons?





Chrysostom also explains the logic of binary opposition between the inveterately evil Jews and Christians:




Where Christ-killers gather, the cross is ridiculed, God blasphemed, the father unacknowledged, the son insulted, the grace of the Spirit rejected.… If the Jewish rites are holy and venerable, our way of life must be false. But if our way is true, as indeed it is theirs is fraudulent.… I am speaking of their present impiety and madness.


Here the slayers of Christ gather together, here the cross is driven out, here God is blasphemed, here the Father is ignored, here the Son is outraged, here the grace of the Spirit is rejected. Does not greater harm come from this place since the Jews themselves are demons?… If the Jewish ceremonies are venerable and great, ours are lies. But if ours are true, as they are true, theirs are filled with deceit.… I am talking about the ungodliness and present madness of the Jews.… Certainly it is the time for me to show that demons dwell in the synagogue, not only in the place itself but also in the souls of the Jews.18





Peter the Venerable of Cluny, a pivotal medieval Church leader, drawing on the by-then pan-European commonsense notion articulated earlier by Chrysostom that demons dwell “in the soul of the Jews,” and the identification of the Jews with the devil, concluded that the Jews’ resistance to Christianity bespoke their essential nature:




You, you Jews, I say, do I address; you, who till this very day, deny the Son of God. How long, poor wretches, will ye not believe the truth? Truly I doubt whether a Jew can be really human.… I lead out from its den a monstrous animal, and show it as a laughing stock in the amphitheater of the world, in the sight of all the people. I bring thee forward, thou Jew, thou brute beast, in the sight of all men.19





Geoffrey Chaucer’s “Prioress Tale” from The Canterbury Tales centers on the Christian blood libel of a Jew’s murder of a Christian child. The Jew is firmly identified with the devil, “our firste fo, the Serpent Sathanas, that hath in Jewes herte his waspes nest,” who induces the Jew to kill the child.20


Leading and classical medieval Qur’anic commentator Baydawi, who died around 1316, in his important Qur’anic exegesis Anwaar al-Tanziil Wa-Asraar al-Ta’wiil, analyzes passage 2:61 of the Qur’an:




The Jews are mostly humiliated and wretched either of their own accord, or out of coercion of the fear of having their jizya doubled.… Either they became deserving of His wrath [or]… the affliction of “humiliation and wretchedness” and the deserving wrath which preceded this.…


In addition [God] accuses them of following fantasy and love of this world, as he demonstrates in His saying [line 14] “this is for their transgression and sin” i.e. rebelliousness, contrariness, and hostility brought them into disbelief in the signs, and killing the prophets. Venal sins lead to serious sins, just as small bits of obedience lead to larger ones… God repeated this proof of what is inveterate [in the Jews], which is the reason for their unbelief and murder, and which is the cause of their committing sins and transgressing the bounds God set.21





Martin Luther, the founder of Protestant Christianity and the self-styled spreader of Jesus’ ministry of love and salvation, discusses the contemporary manifestations of the Jews’ essence and what is to be done with them, as they are “venomous, bitter, vindictive, tricky serpents, assassins, and children of the devil,” and proposed, among other extraordinary acts of aggression, that they be forbidden to learn their religion, they be enslaved in agricultural labor, and that their “homes should likewise be broken down and destroyed,” and that “their synagogues and churches should be set on fire” so that “you and we may be free of this insufferable devilish burden—the Jews.”22


Voltaire, perhaps the leading Enlightenment philosopher and figure, and as much responsible for the intellectual break with Christianity as anyone, still did not depart from the foundational Christian antisemitic paradigm of Jews: “The Jew does not belong to any place except that place in which he makes money: would he not just as easily betray the king on behalf of the emperor as he would the emperor for the king?” The Jews are so anachronistic and at odds with the rest of humanity that one day the “catastrophe” of being eliminated will befall them: “When the society of man is perfected, when every people carries on its trade itself, no longer sharing the fruits of its work with these wandering brokers, the number of Jews will necessarily diminish. The rich among them are already beginning to detest their superstitions; there will be no more than the lot of a people without arts or laws, and who, no longer understanding their ancient corrupt jargon… will assimilate among the scum of the other peoples.”23


Immanuel Kant, considered by many the greatest modern philosopher and proponent of a universalist and humanistic morality, saw a major exception in the Jews, who




owe their not undeserved reputation for cheating (at least the majority of them) to their spirit of usury which has possessed them ever since their exile. Certainly it seems strange to conceive of a nation of cheats, but it is just as strange to conceive of a nation of traders, most of whom—tied by an ancient superstition—seek no civil honor from the state where they live, but rather restore their loss at the expense of those who grant them protection as well as from one another.… Instead of vain plans to make this people moral… I prefer to give my opinion on the origin of this peculiar constitution of a nation of traders.





Kant declared Jews to be “vampires in society”; no wonder he concluded that “the euthanasia of Judaism, is the pure moral religion”!24


The towering philosopher of the nineteenth century, Hegel, though working in a very different, indeed antagonistic, philosophical tradition to Voltaire’s, nonetheless agreed with him on the issue of the Jews, seeing them as mired in an unnatural state owing to their essence defined by Judaism: “The subsequent condition of the Jewish people which continues up to the mean, abject, wretched circumstances in which they still find themselves today is all simply consequences and elaborations of their original fate. By this fate—an infinite power which they set over against themselves and have never conquered—they have been maltreated and will be maltreated continually until they appease it by the spirit of beauty and so annul it by reconciliation.”25


Charles Fourier, the enormously influential French nineteenth-century utopian socialist thinker, cast Jews as the “incarnation of trade,” which is the “source of all evil,” so the Jews were responsible for all manner of parasitic and injurious practices. Never, according to Fourier, was there a “nation more despicable than the Hebrews.”26 Meanwhile, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, another critical and influential early socialist thinker, declared, “The Jew is by temperament unproductive, neither agriculturalist nor industrialist, nor even a genuine trader. He is an intermediary, always fraudulent and parasitical, who operates in business as in philosophy, by forging, counterfeiting, sharp practices.… His economic policy is always negative; he is the evil element, Satan, Ahriman, incarnated in the race of Shem.”27


Richard Wagner, the towering musical and cultural figure of the nineteenth century, cited by Hitler as his one true inspiration, wrote perhaps the most influential antisemitic essay of his time, “Jewry in Music,” in which he described the Jews as an alien and corrosive element to music, which he deemed the incarnation of spiritual life. He opens his essay to “explain to ourselves the involuntary repellence possessed for us by the nature and personality of the Jews, so as to vindicate that instinctive dislike which we plainly recognize as stronger and more overpowering than our conscious zeal to rid ourselves thereof. Even today we only purposely fool ourselves when we think necessary to hold immoral and taboo all open proclamation of the natural repugnance against the Jewish nature.” And their presence is alien and degenerative: “[All] is turned to money by the Jews. Who thinks of noticing that the guileless looking scrap of paper is slimy with the blood of countless generations? We have no need first to substantiate the Jewification of modern art. It springs to the eye.… If emancipation from the yoke of Judaism appears to us the greatest of necessities, we must hold it crucial above all to assemble our forces for this war of liberation.”28


Marx, still different from the others in being the revolutionary leftist without peer, nevertheless used common antisemitism in private to describe his rivals and fundamentally saw eye to eye with the others about the Jews’ essential nature. In his antisemitic polemic, “On the Jewish Question,” he uses crass antisemitic tropes such as “huckstering” to describe the essence of Jews: “The Jew has emancipated himself in a Jewish manner, not only by acquiring the power of money, but also because money has become, through him and also apart from him, a world power, while the practical Jewish spirit has become the practical spirit of the Christian nations.”29


T. S. Eliot, perhaps the most influential poet of the twentieth century, more pithily, befitting the poet, describes the Jew as a source of decay:




My house is a decayed house,


and the jew squats on the window sill, the owner,


Spawned in some estaminet of Antwerp,


Blistered in Brussels, patched and peeled in London.


The goat coughs at night in the field overhead;


Rocks, moss, stonecrop, iron, merds.





And:




The rats are underneath the piles.


The jew is underneath the lot.


Money in furs.30





In a private letter, Eliot elaborates his antisemitic stance: “The population [of a community] should be homogeneous.… Reasons of race and religion combine to make any large number of free-thinking Jews undesirable.… And the spirit of excessive tolerance is to be deprecated.”31


Adolf Hitler spoke openly and repeatedly to the German people about the evil of the Jews and what to do with them:




… we are animated with an inexorable resolve to seize the Evil [the Jews] by the roots and to exterminate it root and branch. To attain our aim we should stop at nothing, even if we must join forces with the Devil.32





Charles de Gaulle, the lionized president of France, thought nothing of speaking at a press conference in 1967 of “the Jewish people, self-confident and domineering.”33


Sayyid Qutb, the leading political Islamic theorist, spiritual father of the Muslim Brotherhood, al Qaeda, and other political Islamic groups, and one of the most authoritative Qur’anic interpreters and Islamic thinkers of modern times, wrote in his programmatic and widely influential tract “Our Struggle with the Jews”:




The Qur’an spoke much about its Jews and elucidated their evil psychology. It is not mere chance that the Qur’an elaborates on this. For there is no other group whose history reveals the sort of mercilessness, (moral) shirking and ungratefulness for divine guidance as does this one. Thus had they killed, butchered, and expelled many of their prophets. This is the most disgusting act that has come out of any community which had sincere preachers of the truth. The Jews perpetrated the worst sort of disobedience (against Allah), behaving in the most disgustingly aggressive manner and sinning in the ugliest way. Everywhere the Jews have been they have committed unprecedented abominations.


From such creatures who kill, massacre, and defame prophets one can only expect the spilling of human blood and any dirty means which would further their machinations and evilness.34





Bishop Richard Williamson affirmed the authenticity on the Lefebvrist Society of St. Pius X (SSPX) of the Catholic Church in 2000: “God put into men’s hands the Protocols of the Sages of Sion [the Protocols of the Elders of Zion]… if men want to know the truth, but few do.”35


Sheikh ‘Atiyyah Saqr, former head of Egypt’s Al-Azhar Fatwa Committee, whose edicts hold sway for Sunni Muslims around the world, having previously issued a fatwa declaring Jews “apes and pigs,” declaimed on the popular website for Islamic education Islam Online the twenty bad traits of Jews, including:




They used to fabricate things and falsely ascribe them to Allah.…


They love to listen to lies.…


Rebelling against the Prophets and rejecting their guidance.…


Wishing evil for people and trying to mislead them.…


They feel pain to see others in happiness and are gleeful when others are afflicted with a calamity.…


They are known for their arrogance and haughtiness.…


Their rudeness and vulgarity is beyond description.…


It is easy for them to slay people and kill innocents. Nothing in the world is dearer to their hearts than shedding blood and murdering human beings.…


They are merciless and heartless.…


They never keep their promises or fulfill their words.…


They rush hurriedly to sin and compete in transgression.…


Miserliness runs deep in their hearts.…


Distorting Divine Revelation and Allah’s Sacred Books.36





Yasser Arafat, the George Washington of the Palestinians, felt no compunction about uttering such horrific calls to arms as “Continue to press on, soldiers of freedom! We will not bend or fail until the blood of every last Jew from the youngest child to the oldest elder is spilt to redeem our land!”


These accounts of Jews and what should be done to them have come not from the uneducated mob but from religious and political leaders, the people who shape institutions, bodies of thought, followers’ understanding and aspirations, and the policies that powerful institutions, movements, and countries adopt and carry out. They are utterly typical of legions of other intellectual, religious, and political leaders through the ages and, to be sure, of endless numbers of lesser writers, polemicists, religious preachers, and local political leaders and rabble-rousers. An effectively endless stream of such statements, with many variations, including many damaging accusations and proposals, could be easily proffered here. Furthermore, such statements are not solely the province of the ad hoc utterances and writings of people of all stations throughout different societies. The underlying structure of antisemitism has been encoded in official documents, from the religious scripture, said to be God’s word, of two major world religions, the two with the most adherents in the world; official programs and charters of political parties; and church and national legislation.
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