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INTRODUCTION

What we need today is to understand American anti-
Semitism on its own terms. If the country has not been
utter heaven for Jews, it has been as far from hell as
Jews in the Diaspora have ever known. Broadly
Speaking, the American Jewish experience is unique.
Determining precisely how, is one of the many tasks

that lie ahead.>

In almost every book on American anti-Semitism or Jewish
American history published after 1966, there is some reference,
footnote or bibliographical citation to Jews in the Mind of
Amerjca.® Most historians cite the book’s use of public opinion
polls which attempt to gauge anti-Semitism in America. sScholars
often footnote these surveys and Stember’s analysis to serve as
primary evidence to substantiate their own assumptions and
conclusions. Although these polls have been consistently cited,
there has never been an investigation of the accuracy of these
polls as a measure of anti-Semitism in the United States. The
persistent use of Stember’s materials compels the student of
American anti-Semitism to determine not only whether these polls
are reliable and thus a valid source but also how much anti-
Semitism is measurable.

A 1944 public opinion poll indicated that Americans
éonsidered Jews to be the greatest menace to the United States.

At the time, America was fighting to defeat Nazli Germany, the

1 Jonathon Sarna, "Anti-Semitism and American History,"
commentary, March 1981, wvol. 71, no. 3, p. 47.

2 charles Stember and Others, Jews in the Mind of America
(Basic Books, Inc., New York, 1966).




archene :
ny of Jews, Despite the anti-German and anti-Japanese

ro
Propaganda that pervaded the media, Americans still regarded

Jews
asS a greater threat to their nation than their wartime
enenies.

The irrationality of the survey results has

consistently provokeg astonishment among historians.

This Seemingly 1llogical statistic appears to substantiate some
historians-

claims that American anti-Semitism was not only

Pervasive but extreme in the period preceding and during the
Second World war.

Numerous polls taken from the late 1930s until 1962

attempted to gauge the anti-Semitic sentiment of the American
public. According to these polls, anti-Semitism in the late

1930s soared to new levels. It continued to rise in the early

1940s, reaching a peak in 1944. It declined slightly in the

years immediately following World War II, but did not subside

significantly until the late 1940s and early 1950s. A number of

questions must be posed about the polls: How were they worded,

how many people were surveyed, and what was the geographical

area, gender, age, race, religious preference, and socio~economic
background of those surveyed?

By November 1942, reports of the systematic extermination of

Jews in Europe had been confirmed by the American government. As

the war progressed, stories of the tragedies befalling European
Jews continued to arrive but never gained substantial press
coverage. After receiving confirmed reports of Nazi actions

against the Jews, Franklin Delano Roosevelt and Congress took no



decisive or concerted action for fourteen months. The American
public was no more energetic in its response. Despite reading
and hearing accounts of the horrors taking place in the Nazi
concentration camps, Americans still supported the maintenance of
immigration quotas and restrictions during and after the war.
These factors, linked to the surge of anti-Semitism
in the interwar years, have led some historians to describe
American anti-Semitism as "vifulent."a But was hatred of Jews
during the first half of the twentieth century as intense as this
information suggests? Some historians have gone so far as to
claim that a Holocaust in America was possible in the foreseeable
future. One critical observer states, "Influenced by the current
obsession with the Holocaust, they ask only one question: could
it happen here? And to this question they have only one answer:
yes."* Other scholars contend that Jewish existence in America
has represented a "golden age® for Jews in the Diaspora. The
success of Jews in America and the existence of a mild form.of
anti-Semitism have persuaded historians to argue that the
American Jewish experience has been uniquely positive. This
difference in opinion stems from contrasting interpretations of

the meaning and manifestations of anti-Semitism.

* Edward Shapiro, A_Time for Healing: American Jewry since
World War II (Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 1992).
Henry Feingold, A Time for Searching: Entering the Mainstream
1920-1945 (Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 1992).

* Sarna, p. 45.
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Most accounts of Jewish history, and especially that of the
Holocaust, tend to provide a litany of persecutions against the
Jews. These histories often fail, however, to examine the causes
behind the innumerable transgressions or to provide a sense of
the texture and dimension. Instead of discussing causal factors,
many historians present "victimization accounts." Although the
persecution of Jews has been graphically depicted in these works,
the motives behind the attacks have often not been addressed. To
acquire a deeper understanding of Jew-hatred, it is necessary to
Scrutinize the causes behind manifestations of anti-Semitism.

Hatred of Jews has existed since ancient times. One
historian has termed it "the longest hatred."® Defining this
antipathy is a difficult task due to the emotions surrounding it.
Many interpreters of anti-Semitism argue that Jew-hatred is a
baseless animosity. It exists independent of the actions of Jews
and their presence. According to these interpretations, anti-
Semitism is not a product of its environment, but rather of
mythical stereotypes, not factual realities.

Many Jewish observers would vehemently contest the notion
that anti-Semitism derives from real factors. "Indeed, to focus
on Jews and Jewish character defects in a generic way is itself
considered prima facie evidence of anti-Semitic intent--

or...committing the crime of ’‘blaming the victim.’"™® Yet to

® Robert Wistrich, Antisemitism: The Iongest Hatred (Thames
Metheun, London, 1991).

¢ Albert Lindemann, Through Esau’s Eyes (unpublished
manuscript, Santa Barbara, 1993), 4.




Place all blame for anti-Semitism on Gentiles constitutes a
Narrow conviction. There are various Jewish scholars who argue
that Jews as well as Gentiles are responsible for anti-Semitism.
The Jewish philosopher, Baruch Spinoza, wrote that Jewish
Seéparatism and sense of superiority, linked to Jewish religious
rituals that insult, denigrate and threaten other religions, have
been the fundamental factors in evoking anti-Semitism.”

Hatred of Jews in America represents a unique strain of
anti-Semitism. Aamerican history does not contain a prominent
tradition of Gentile-Jew conflict. The persistent myths and
stereotypes in Europe regarding Jews were weak or missing in the
United States. Racism and social conflict has primarily been
focused on Black versus White, rather than Jew versus Gentile.
Yet, as a nation of immigrants, the United States inevitably
received the cultural baggage of foreigners. Stereotypes and
mythical images of Jews comprised a piece of their luggage. Like
their Eurcpean predecessors, Americans targeted Jews as
scapegoats when tensions in society reached a crisis point.
Fantasies abocut Jews fused with frustrations in daily life,
provoking conflict: By providing historical background, Jewish
stereotypes can be juxtaposed with the actual lives of Jewish-
Americans. Through a comparison of American perceptions of Jews
and the actual lives of Jews in America, the reality can be

distinguished from the myth.

? Lindemann, p. 4.



Many writers of Jewish history have designated the United

tat -
States as a country in which Jews have found a hospitable and

rospe i : :
P Perous niche in the Diaspora. In America, Jews have never

faced the destruction of their communities as exemplified by
Kristallnacht in Germany and pogroms in Russia. Jewish
immigrants’ rapid ascent to middle class status surpassed that of
other immigrant minorities in America. The number of Jews in
higher education was unparalleled among American immigrants in
the first half of the twentieth century. Although American Jews
appeared to represent the ideal beneficiaries of the American
Dream, life in the United States was not as dream-like as many
Jewish immigrants had expected. The melting pot of the world
also harbored anti-Semitism.

Comparing anti-Semitism in America to the persecution Jews
faced in other nations is necessary to measure the degree of Jew-
hatred. Looking at anti-Jewish sentiment relative to other
racial hostilities in the United States adds another dimension to
the understanding of this phenomenon. Equipped with this more
expansive comprehension, the actual level of Jew-hatred can be
discerned. The polls indicate that anti-Semitism was pervasive
in the United States in the interwar years as well as during the
Second World War. Charles Stember compiled, analyzed and drew
distinct conclusions from these polls dating from 1937 to 1962.
It remains to be determined, however, whether the polls

accurately reflect the level of anti-Semitism in America and if

Stember’s analysis deserves citation or criticism.
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In tha 1at q -
@ late L9308 "ywltn Naul (nrluenae beginning to he falf

even In the Unitaeq Htates anq makling disturbances in the streats
of New York n Gommonp 1 nge ovourrenve," the Amarican Jewirh
Conmittee (aJc) deolded te adopt public opinion polling as n
means of both gauging ang combatting the spread of anti-femitism.
Surveys began in 1937 und contlinued for more than a guarter of a

century. The findings have been perlodically compiled and

analyzed. In the 19608, the AJC began & comprehengive resnalyeie

of the accumulateq Burvey datea which was obtained under its own
sponsorship and others. "With overt anti-Seomitism stoadily and
unmistakably declining, the 19608 seemed an appropriate time to
reexamine the entirae body of survey findinge in depth--to
interpret, in the broadest sense, exactly how the Jews had
appeared in the mind of aAmerica during the gquarter-century just
past."? |
Charles Stember was commissioned by the American Jewish
Committee to undertake a compilation and analysis of the vast
public opinion data avallable. His findings were submitted in
September 1964 to a conference of social scientists specializing

in the fields of sociology, social psychology, demography, and

Jewish and American history. The participants studied Stember’s

¢ Charles Stember and Others, (
(Basic Books, Inc., New York, 1966), ix (preface).

° Stember, p. x (preface).
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The art i i 1 ls
work from the Vantage Point of participants studied Stember
0

The papers were

presented at a 19 i
64 symposium which focused on the alleged

decline of overt ant;
nti-Semit; -
t-Semitism exemplified in poll responses, as

wel; as the problen of latent hostility
Jews in the Ming of

America incorporates these studies of

American anti-Semitj i
emitism in two parts. The first part of the book

documents Ste ’ . 5
mber ‘s Compilation, analyses and conclusions of the

public oplnion surveys from 1937 to 1962. The eight papers
presented at the conference are printed in the second half of the
book providing a commentary on and application of Stember’s work.
Six agencies supplied the poll data which is assembled and
interpreted in Part One: the American Institute of Public Opinion
(AIPO); the National Opinion Research Center of the University of
chicago (NORC); the Office of Public Opinion Research (OPOR); the
opinion Research Corporation (ORC); the Psychological
corporation; and Elmo Roper and Associates. The majority of the
surveys were conducted by the agencies under the auspices of the
American Jewish Committee, although soﬁe polls included in the
book were conducted independently. The AJC was the first
intergroup—relations agency to employ public opinion polling,

acknowledging the advantages and disadvantages of the survey

process.



Opinion pPoll;
NG frop i
lts 4 ;
its questionab)e _— INception has been criticized for
cy.

John Slawson of the American Jewish
. th
qualificationg reqarding the

use of

Committee Prefaceg e

O with numerous

bli ;
procedure wag Selecteq ip bublic surveys. The polling
Com

Plete awareness of its inherent

limitations. The agc recognizeg
e

; that survey replies would not
necessarily revea] the respond
en

ts’ underlying motivations.
There were Sufflcient indications
!

. however, that overt responses
reflected inmer attitygeg with reas

onable fidelity when they were
authentically o i
Y obtained. mne advantages of opinion polling

appeared to far i $ o
PP Outweigh the limitatjions according to Slawson.

findin
The 9s could be Compared from year to year, indicating a

rise or decline in hostility towara Jews. "Opinion polling

quickly became invaluable both as a measure of the fluctuations

of prejudice in the United States and as a basis for programs of
counteraction, "®

The validity of data collected by opinion-research agencies,

however, has been seriously questioned by workers in the field,

as well as other critics.*® Stember and the American Jewish

Committee acknowledged these imperfections, yet still plausibly

argued that public opinion data provides the most effective if

10 gtember, p. ix (preface).

12 1indsey Rogers, The Pollsters (Alfred A. Knopf, New York,
1949).
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not only meang .
p of discernlnq the elusive sentiment of the
American socjety. . i
Y- The guidelines established by Hadley Cantril,

a respected res

€archer at the Office of Public Opinion Research
OPOR), have j part
( ' § been adopted by stember in his analysis of
the polls on anti-Semitigy

Cantri : :
*i1 Published his book, Gauging public Opinien, in 1964

But the limj ; .
the most iﬁi§§§%°“5 of even the most exhaustive analyses of

>1lVe interviews made of representative samples
?ﬁ E?Z EOPUIatlon Still leave the psychologist dissatisfied
USWer to the question of why a person’s opinion is

gggﬁlgziiié cggilgtiylipeaking, statistics on sample
i ot tell anythj i h le
really think this or that,ithlng final as to why peop

It is not Cantril’s purpose in his book, however, to discern what
public opinion is, how it can best be guided, or what its
determinants are, but to assess the advantages and liabilities of
the public opinion polling process itself. He critically
analyzes various aspects of the survey method, illuminating
problematic areas,_and instructs how to avoid these fallacies in
future studies.

Opening with a discussion of the meaning of questions,

Cantril expresses the difficulty confronting public opinion

surveyors. Attempting to present a singular meaning to diverse

*2 Hadley Cantril, Gauging Publjc Opinion (Princeton University
Press, Princeton, 1944).



11

groups of people Separated by background, experience, education

and occupation is a difficult task. The meaning of guestions can

also change over the years and thus diminish the comparability of
gata spanning extended time Wi is . @:estions can be cbhscure in

meaning, iaplying different things to various people. For many

respondsnts, their perception of the question was not the same as

that intended by the interviewer. A lack of focus in questions
can often lead to generalizations. Frequently, issues are posed
to respondents in such general terms that their amswers are
meaningless. In contrast, a lack of alternatives or choices can
prompt a forced decision which can also skew the results. So=me
questions are directed toward a circumspect portion of the
population which also produces unrepresentative results.
Inconsistencies may occur where unusually high social value is
associated with a given choice or where answers reflect accepted
stercotypes. ™In such instances an individual =ay hypocritically
give an answer following an accepted stereotype knowing full well
that he does not believe it.m™™

The recognition of the importance of question wording caused
some polling agencies to adopt the split-ballot technique. This
technique incorporates the preparation of each guestionnaire in
two alternative forms which alter the wording and/or order of the

issues presented. Although this method was used to minimize

polling limitations, Cantril asserts that it actually proved

3 cantril, p. 21.
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ineffective
- As anticj

yielded differ
ent X
response distributions. Yet, there is seldom

any way to deteymn;
rmine i .
1 which distribution provides the more

accurate gauge
of ini ;
O°Plnion. This problem is indicative of the

unsystematic pe
ans b : g
hese i Y which poll administrators gather data.
e i :
lnconsistencies produc a
e ' e results which are scattered and
often 1nconclusive
- + thereby making it difficult to discern any
conclusions or generalizations.
Determinin i
g which type of questions (dichotomous, multiple-
choice, or -
= free-answer) should be used can also be problematic.
Cantril :
argues that there is not one type of question which is
consistently superior. All three offer various advantages and
disadvantages often determined by the degree of restriction the
poll places on the respondent. When opinion tends to be vague

and unstructured on difficult questions, a choice which suggests

a definitive answer will most often be selected, illustrating the

power of suggestion. A free-answer qguestionnaire in some

instances could combat this bias. According to Cantril, reaction

to stereotypes, symbols,  and nprestige associations" is an
integral aspect of the process of popular judgment. The presence
of a particular name can be unfairly biasing. To overcome this
inconsistency, cantril advocates the use of a split ballot which

porates one pallot with th
s where people are uncertain,

e name and one without. He also

incor

=tates that on issue

it is possible
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to skeaw the .
Tesults by biasing the issue. Where opinion is

definitive :
+ however, bilasing statements has relatively little
effect on the resultsg

Cantril clains that the ability to measure intensity and
direction of opinion provides the most accurate gauge of public
sentiment. "To interpret poll results adequately it is necessary
to know whether an expressed attitude representé a superficially

held view which may be discarded the next moment or whether it

reflects a cherished conviction which will change only under

unusual pressure."™ There is also the distinct influence of

the interviewer on the respondent and thus the result.
Discrepancies between interviewers and respondents on the grounds
of class or race definitely hamper rapport and create a
distortion of true opinion. Some surveyors seek out only
candidates who are accessible to them or those with which they
can form a cooperative, working relationship. Selectivity
obviously produces data which is far from representative of the
population.‘ An unrepresentative sampling often results from the
reluctance of middle-class interviewers to approach members of
the lowest income éroups who they perceive as being inarticulate
and suspicious.

The question which directly follows then is how

representative are "representative samplings." The standard

practice of polling agencies is to stratify the selectees with

¢ cantril, p- 51.
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respectT o Qenqraphic and —

~urban distribution, race and
eCONCRIC Statyg

o ol WP - " ) . :
weker de;ern;nants incliude religlious
preference, educational level

attained, natiocnality, and
oCTUPATICON.

mMism

make the proportions of the sanmple
representative of

e population. "Poll samples are often
referret To

&S accmraze Ziniatures of the naticnal population.
Sach a statement carries the implication that the elements of the

¥ accuracy this can be achieved,

Bizs seems to be the most integral

Education prowvides the most serious bias with its

econcamic positicon andg interviewer bias, while incomplete

revurns present a less overt slant. Small samples are also
recognized as an inadeguate substitute for regular national

samples used DY polling agencies. Cantril acknowledges the

American Imnstitute of Pablic Opinion (ATPD) and the Natiocnal
Opinion Research Center (XORC) as two reputable polling agencies

which generally provide representative samplings.

Cantril concliudes Gauging Public Opinion with "some laws of

public opinion.®™ He asserts that public sentiment is highly

sensitive To important events which subseguently produce

variations in the resulis. Evenis of "unusual magnitude®™ can

swing public opinion tcmporarily from one exireme 060 another.
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psychologic : :
Y gically, opinion is essentially determined by self-

interest. ;
i Events or other stimuli influence opinion relative to

e extent i . i
th ©f their relationship with self-interest. according

Cantri
to ril, unless people feel their self-interest is acutely

involved or ins : i
i unless opinion is sustained by events, public

sentiment does not remain aroused for any substantial duration of

time. Like individual opinion, public opinion is influenced bY

desire. When sentiment is based predominantly on desire rather

than on facts, particular events often provoke a shift in

response patterns.

As a concluding thought, Cantril states, "Although public

opinion is by no means always consistent, many of the

inconsistencies are more apparent...when general frames of

reference are discerned and when the basic standards of judgment

are discovered from which specific opinions derive."*®

considering the multitude of factors which are incorporated in

the process of opinion polling, it is not surprising that there

are inherent flaws in the system. These imperfections can skew

the results at almost every stage of the process. If the

apparent liabilities are recognized and subsequently avoided,

however, acquiring a degree of accuracy in polling is feasible.

Regardless of the limitations of public opinion surveys, the

scholar and student alike must acknowledge that polling, despite

its numerous shortconings, affords the only means of gauging the

opinion of the public.

16 cantril, p. 230.
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Stember’s fjirg
" © chapter, wanti-semitism and the Study of
Public Opinion® ;

¢ Provides 3 brief sketch of the origins of the

olls and a qdi i
p SCussion of their validity and relevance. He

states that th i ;
¢ realization that the world had remained blind to

the menace of i : .
Nazj anti-Semitism until it was too late prompted

broad studie ; g
S of public attitudes toward Jews in the late 1930s.
e social : i
Th PSychologists involved in these studies adopted the

trolle i i
con d experiment ang attitude survey as their chief tools in
conjunction with quantitative measurement.

Initially, the surveys were sharply limited by the select

character of available subjects. Academic researchers often

utilized the nearest and most accessible source-—college
students. Others, recognizing the apparent limitations, ventured
beyond the campus, but a lack of funding impeded large-scale
research. The innovation of nationwide polls, introduced in the
late 1930s to predict election results, presented an optimal
means of gauging the puplic's attitudes toward Jews. These
surveys were subseguently adopted to measure the fluctuating
status of anti-Semitism in America.

The historical context in which these "periodic assessments”
were made should not be ignored, argues Stember. They began
under the mounting threat of Nazism and continued through the
period of the Second World War and its aftermath, through the

early days of the Cold War and the era of McCarthyism, and into
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in 1948, for example)
estions. The lines of

inquiry have varjg
d ov .
Sr time Concurrent with this historical

packground. The s
Pub :
116’5 image of the Jew has been surveyed

since the late 3193
Os,
Stember asserts that plainly, hostile

images and perceptj
io
NS were a crucial element in sanctioning

The ass
treatment ofe::n:no;be.liefs concerning the position and
. . €rican society comprises a second line of
inquiry. It was hoped the measure of these beliefs would help
explain the existence of unfavorable images. Surveyors also
expected to illuminate the public’s apathy toward the problems of
minority groups. Early surveys also focused on the measurement
of possible violence against American Jews. During Hitler’s
regime approximately a fourth of all poll questions were designed
to gauge the potential of anti-Semitic violence or approval'of
Nazi policies among the American public. This line of
questioning was discontinued after the war as the levels of anti-
semitism declined and the manifestation of violence appeared
unlikely.

Following the Second World War, focus was placed on issues

which had hitherto only been lightly explored (discrimination and

acceptance). These issues were studied to determine whether

17 gtember, pP.35.



life 8s & rough indicatey of antj
|}

‘ . ~Jewish feeling and of
preoccupatlon With Jeys,

The measure of potential support for

on-discriminator i g

2 ¥ Practices in general represents another issue
ich has been me :

wh SEMEed With. Bha ddes Hine ni backing derives

art from a : .
in P POPUlar willingness to respect the rights of all
groups in society.1s

Stember i ia 3 i
continues hig introductory chapter with a discussilon
of the relevance of attitudes

Essentially, he is providing an
argument for "“the working assumptions on which this study

nie
rests. He contends that attitudes play a key role in

reactions to Jews. Formerly it was believed that anti-Semitism

was determined pPredominantly by attitudes and could best be

eliminated through methods designed to alter them. Social

scientists subsequently developed the view that attitudes of

groups toward one another were the natural outcome of social and

historical forces. They specify intergroup relations, which

often resisted change unless the underlying social structure was

altered. Stember believes this approach to be one-sided, arguing

in contrast that attitudes may exercise a force of their own.

** An analysis of these lines of inquiry will be provided in
" the following section.

** Stember, p. 36.



He do *?
@S not be)
leve that attitudes between groups will

change only if the i
Social structure or the groups’ relations
alter.

Education 3
an Cmgs

d indoctrinatjon exemplify two sources that
can alter perceptiong

The impact of general social tension or

economic frustratj

On can also effect an increase in prejudice
against a minori
g ty group regardless of an alteration of the

social structure. .
The connection between changes in intergroup

relations and c in 3
hanges in Intergroup attitudes is reciprocal

according to i
g Stember. only when attitudes and actions move 1N

patallel fashion can g change in social norms be confirmed. It
is with these considerations in mind that he undertakes his
study.

Stember essentially hopes to determine whether the changes
in Jews’ position and their relations with the majority have been
accompanied with a modification of the attitudes of the non-
Jewish majority toward Jews. If an alteration in attitudes has
occurred, he argues, Jews have truly begun to integrate into the
society at large. Yet, if this modification has not transpired,
the position of Jews in Ame:ica remains "insecure and subject to
change without notice."

Stember qualifies his defense of the relevance of attitudes
by admitting that the existence of general public attitudes
toward Jews 1s a mere hypothesis, not a proven fact. He contends
that the evidence assembled in the following chapters is
ngiversified enough to guarantee” that the generalized attitudes

toward Jews in America will be measured. The data cover a wide



variety of Speci £z

nNse s
pore than a S wi
dozen timeg Th = over 250 questions, some asked
- e -
a measurement of iffe Wide
rent

. % _ int P43
nsi 0
dime ons of prejudice Sities as well as different

vVariety of questions allow for

endin
9 The relevance of attitudes, Stember

tly, but must be inferred

Yet, overt behavior is

unobtainable under controlieg conditions on a nation-wide scale.
The measurement of societal attitudes must therefore rely
entirely on the verbal expression of beliefs, opinions and
feelings. This limitation is rationalized by the assertion that
actions distort or conceal "true" attitudes as extensively as
verbal behavior.

Due to the anonymity of polls, he argues, there is no reason
to doubt that respondents are not expressing their "true”
feelings about the issue. Yet, Stember quickly gualifies this
statement by asserting that poll results are of course not

entirely accurate. nall inquiries are subject to error, and

20 gtember, p- 39-
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opinion I‘ESQarch' with its

N other methogs, w2 His
. Ore follow a “conservative course."
This cautiop entails ¢+

aKing Percentage distributions of
responses as approxlmatlons

not absolutes, and treating only
compelling dlfferences betwee

Nl groups as firm data. Stember also

addresses the
1ssue Cf the Poll questions themselves. He admits

that his dat
a is deriveg from questions of the most varied types
none of which possess "inherent v1rtues denied to others." The

many formulations employed over the years are not equally

meaningful; some are relevant while others are tangent1a1 or

vague. In these instances, the interpretation of the results

from such questions will be qualified.

Another limitation which concerns Stember is the
comparability of Samples over time. The data used in the study
was collected for short-tern practical use. This poses
difficulties when trying to arrive at an undistorted picture of
attitude trends which must be derived from similar successive

population samples. Stember admits, "in fact, they [the samples]

are less uniform than we might wish."* Halfway through the

time period under study, sampling procedures underwent two major

improvements which altered the composition of the respondents.

%l Stember, p.39.

%2 Stember, p. 41.
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9 was used by opinion-research

The g : :
election of Individual respondents was left to
the 1nterv1ewers, who randomly fj;

led the specified quotas in
various dem°graphic categories

 and reluctant or socially
isolated individuaig,

Stember contends that these groups are
likely to contain rela

tively high numbers of anti-Semites. In

turn, he argues, tne Prevalence of anti-Semitism in the nation as

a whole may have been understated in the surveys up to 1948.
Subsequently,

increases in anti-Semitism after 1948 look iarger

in the statistics than they really were, and decreases look
smaller.=

After 1948 Probability sampling was employed as a general

method providing a much more representative selection of
respondents. Yet it was not until 1950 that an even more
representative Sampling was obtained. Prior to 1950 respondents

had been taken from among voters (particularly, those who had

voted in the last election before the specific survey). Surveys

in the following years selected people from the entire adult

population. Where attitudes toward Jews are concerned, voters as

@ group are not necessarily representative of the nation as a

whole. Voters tend to be more sophisticated, better informed

and less isolated than others." Stember assumes that given these

qualities, they are less likely to be hostile toward minority

* Stember, p. 42.
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groups. The voti
demographi "9 Population is also not representative in
1C res _
ESSER Containing a disproportionate number of

women, Blacks
» 8nd uneducateg persons. Regardless of these

dlscre?anfles, Stember Cclaims that a careful analysis of the
polls indicates that they are not seriously unrepresentative.*

The Comparability of Stember’s study is also challenged by
‘the variation in the choice of issues and the formulation of
survey questions during the period being studied. Even the
slightest changes in a question may create a shift in responses.
A change in Phrasing of successive surveys confronts the surveyor
with the determination of whether discrepancies in the results
represent a real change or one which is provoked by the
alteration. "Indeed, in many cases, the phrasing or substance of
questions on a given topic has been so decisively altered from
one survey to the next that we cannot safely draw any general
conclusions from differences in the results."*® Regardless of
this discrepancy, Stember asserts this "lack of uniformity" is
balanced by the "impressive degree" of consistency in the test
settings. He claims that although the data was gathered by
different agencies whose practices varied somewhat, the

similarities in the over-all psychological situation far outweigh

the procedural discrepancies enumerated above.

2¢ This point will be contested below in a discussion of this
"analysis."

2 gtember, p. 43.



In his co 3
. ncluding remarks, Stember states, "as long as we
remain mindful -
Of the limitations under which we work we are in

no danger of i mi
g claiming too much for our measurements of
change."* aAjlth t
1 ough Stember delineates the apparen

discrepancies i i
b S 1n his study, he relegates these fallacies to an

almost inc i ]
onsequential status. In one sentence he will discuss

the signifi
Significant problems that challenge the accuracy of the

tudy. i : is i |
S \'4 Then in the next, he will state that this inadequacy 1S

rationalized by the alleged consistency in other areas of the

study. This denigrates the significance of one aspect of the

survey in relation to others. Stember’s propensity to focus on

the invariable aspects of the surveys while de—emphasizing the
discordant factors demands an evaluation of the accuracy of his
study.

Specifically, Stember states that the lack of uniformity in
the survey questions is offset by the continuity in the settings
in which the surveys were administered. Irrefutably,
standardizeé conditions provide a necessary gauge as to the
validity of the polls. This consistency, however, cannot
reascnably displacé the discrepancies apparent in the gquestions
themselves. Stember does account for this imperfection by
acknowledging that incongruities in the substance of questions
have been modified from one survey to the next. These

alterations restrict him from drawing any definitive conclusions

26 gtember, p.44.

24
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from the varijatj
lons j
N the results. 1In the following analysis of

his compilations
and :
deﬂu0tlons, it will be determined whether he

adheres to these constraints

The alleged ©=j
im i
Pressive degree of consistency®" in the survey

conditions a .
states the d::: :::u;::i qualification. Initially, Stember
conform to careful) gathered under general conditions which
then a _ Y controlled psychological situnations. He

o ppears to temper this assertion. Although the polls were
?llclted by different agencies with varying practices of polling,
in Stember’s opinion the over-all psychological situation T
outweighs these procedural discrepancies. Once again he stabes
that he will indicate where differences in method may have
distorted the results.

The comparability of samples over time and whether the polls

are representative samplings pose the two most controversial
aspects of Stember’s study. As stated above, the sampling

process underwent two procedural changes halfway through the

period under study (in 1948 and 1950). opinion-research agencies

discarded the haphazard nature of gquota sampling. After 1948,
they began to employ the more representative probability sampling
as a more accurate method of acquiring respondents. As Stember

admits, the surveys prior to 1948 were notably

readily
He contends this

unrepresentative of the population as & whole.

presentation of certain groups (especially, the very

lack of re
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rich and ver
Y Poor) skeweq the survey results causing an

nderstatemen
u € of the Prevalence of anti-Semitism in the nation
as a whole.

Until 195
O, the Samples were even more circumspect due to

the limited pool from which respondents were drawn. This pool

was comprised primarily of Voters, specifically those who had

voted 1n the most recent election prior to the respective survey.
As noted above,

Stember argues that although the voting

population differs demographically from the general public, the

Surveys are still representative of the public’s attitude toward
Jews. He cites a "careful analysis prepared in 1940" for the

american Jewish Committee which deems the polls neither
overrepresentative or underrepresentative. This study, limited
to the years 1938-39, aéserts that the lack of substantial
variation in the samples regarding attitudes toward Jews

indicates that the disproportionate representation did not

distort the overall picture.

Yet, if the population was not demographically represented,

it appears obvious that 'a lack of variation would occur.
According to the study, the response to guestions did not vary
appreciably by locality, age, sex, religion, nationality, income,

employment, politics, or section of the country. 1If the polls

were "not truly representative of the total population of the

United States," it follows that these subgroups were

unrepresented as well and thus the polls cannot be considered
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indicative of the .
Public’s attitude. Naturally a sampling that

tends to be more j
o
| Mogenous rather than heterogenous will result

This contri :
iveq Consistency in no way justifies the

contradictor i
Y assertion that an unrepresentative sample is

representative.
Stember appears to concede to this point by

stating in a footnote, “the exclusive use of voters as
respondents in the older Polls creates certain distortions when
early and recent attitudes within a given population subgroup are
compared."® He then directs the reader to appendix I.

Appendix I deals with the differential change among
population subgroups. Stember provides this section to delineate
the change of attitudes among specific groups of the population.
apparently he hopes to present a more extensive inspection of
public attitudes. His focus on these subgroups accomplishes this
goal, while also illuminating the underrepresentation of these
areas of thg population. Stember warns that the statistics
should be considered as no more than estimates because the older
and recent subgroups are not precisely comparable in all cases.
This is in part due to the *yoters-only’ respondents prior to
1950.

Yet, he claims this probably does not significantly affect
the accuracy of the data. 1In 1962, voters and non-voters had no

consistent differences in their attitudes. According to Stember,

it can be construed that there were also few discrepancies

27 Stember, p. 46.



petween votersg 3 - 2
nd non Votersg before 1950
as well.

inherently presup This logic is
d fault
y -

The e i of what
stember assumes cgp also be xact opposite of
argued.

giffers from that . The era of the 1960s vastly
of t
- 19308, 1940s and 1950s. The assumption

that voters and ng
n=vy
. | ‘ oters woulg vary little between these time
periods 1s highly debatab]e
The method of .
uo :
QUota sampling and the limited pool of voter-

only respondents
cause
d the underrepresentation of various areas

of the population
- Women are less accurately represented as a

whole than men i :
N earlier polls. Their low numbers among the

votTng p?p%latlon explain one source of their scarcity. The
voting limitation also resulted in the underrepresentation of the
younger population (30 years old and under), minorities and
uneducated people. Regionally speaking, the samples of the South
were highly selective in the early surveys with very few Black
respondents. Stember suggests that there may be a higher level
of anti-Semitism among Blacks, but he has no statistical evidence
to substantiate this assertion.?® Rural areas were also

slightly underrepresented in the polls. The polling agencies
tended to be closer in proximity to urban and suburban regions,

magnifying the accessibility of this population in relation to

the more distant rural areas.

. 0, o B npmber.of informal investigators have reported fairly
widespread anti-Semitism among Negroes in recent years." (Stember,
p- 225) .
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hofs &
another Source of g 0c1a-econo

i

the appendix on
Bore in-depth view of public

1t glaringly illustrates the

PS in the survey samples.
selectivity challengeg

This
+ mOre thanp any other discrepancy, the

accuracy of these polls,

Does Stember’g Study adhere to Cantril’s proscribed polling
guidelines? Stember readily acknowledges

the endemic flaws in
the polls he hag Compiled ang analyzed.

Where these

The
following discussion of the polils themselves will determine

whether Stember complies with his Projected guidelines or whether
he actually strays from his self-appointed path.
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Before embarki 8, one
kin on
g an analysis of the survsys,

qualification shoul
d
be mage, Although this study is aimed at

jlluminating the j
inh :
Srent discrepancies existing in these series
of POlls.r SEIng A7 s

it is not
attemptin
g to i
stember’s work or to denigrate the value of

di i
SCredit it altogether. The study

incorporated in Jews in the Mind of America
eri is a valuable

resource, yvet as wj
1th al1l sources, its validity and accuracy

needs to be scrutinizeg

Stember grou
ped the polls he compiled and analyzed into

eight chapters wi i
g p with various headings. For the purposes of this

rk, thes
work, e chapters have been divided into two groups. The

irst section i
£ deals with general perceptions of Jews in America,

incorporating images, attitudes and beliefs of Jews. The second
section locks at various events and their impact on the
perception of Jews and anti-Semitism. These events are

specifically: the Second World War; the Holocaust; the formation

of Israel as a nation; and the Desegregation Crisis.

Images, Beliefs and Attitudes of Jews in America

Regarding the images of Jews, stember correctly states that

there is a difference between the publicly perceived Jew and the

real Jew. "There have been more or less unstructured attempts to
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qetermine in what Waym

Jownr Moam

J ad "dirrerant”

axumlnnl.lonu of EI,E“Jl[-lU Garants gsi-wall 2R
Ny

hlghly charged i{magos--soms of them

entrenchod In wWamte '
arn oulture pop hundrods or even thousands of
yearsa, ‘

othars tranm|

nLANT
| nt In nature, deriving from the happenings
and conditlona of tpe momant , nev

In his chapters on the images,
paliefs and

attitu "

tivel o8 o Jews, Stember plans to focus on the

relatively timel
aBa underlying concepts. The first concept he

ntroduces is t
i the perception. of Jows as a race, religion or

tionality.
na Y- The polls regarding this issue were take in the

years 1944, 1945, 1946, and 1962

From -
1944-45, Jews were considered to be a nationality. In

1946 this perception appears to have changed, but the
discrepancies between the polles does not afford a clear response.

In one poll of 1946, one-third to two-fifths of the respondents

designated Jews as a race. Yet, when the order of the choices

was altered in another 1946 poll, a slightly higher percentage

discerned Jews as a religious group.®™ 1In 1962, the guestion in

the two variations was used again. Thirty-eight to forty-five

percent consistently chose religious group. Race received the

fewest responses at twenty-one to twenty-three percent of

respondents.

29 gtember, p. 49.

_ %0 The first question listed the choices, "as a race, as a
nationality or as a religious group" whereas the second guestion
listed, "as a religious group, as a nationality or as a race." It

is possible that if nationality were listed first, this choice may
alsc have received a higher response percentage.
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From these resultg
r

Jows as a ra Stember concludes that the perception of
cae hag declined from 1946 to 1962

figures in
oy The 119

however uch

r Were j i t
e lnconsistent and do not warrant such a
dgefinitive Sonclusion

i ooy He does not acknowledge the possibility
that nationality ¢
¥ could have also been a high-ranking response if

it had been the fj .
1rst choice in the 1946 survey. Although this

is a blatant in i
consistency, Stember does not cite it as such
except by sayin n 3 .
¥ing, "It is quite possible that the survey guestion

id not ca
di TTY exactly the same import in 1946 as in 1962.">* He

rojects that th - 3

proj € Public was probably more familiar with Jews an

eir ways in T : endent on the
th X 1962. hus, Americans were not as dep

fered i z
proffered choices of "race, nationality and religion"™ in 1962 as

they were in 1946,

The next set of polls attempted to determine the alleged

objectionable traits of Jews. These polls were taken in 1938

(two), 1940 and 1946 and proved to be essentially incomparable.
Generally, the respondents found a similar percentage of

objectionable and admirable traits. The data was unreliable and
fluctuating, but with this in mind, some clear parallels were
drawn. The admirable and objectionable gualities were very
closely related in that the opposite of the admirable traits

represented the negative gualities. Stember claims these

character traits are very traditional.

31 gtember, p. 52.
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In short, ¢

the natu;:-e 2? ggamon 'tWentieth—century prejudice concerning
time and place, ti are only superficially specific to thelr
that have 31Wa§$ bey are essentially incarnations of beliefs
culture ang have SSN Present beneath the surface of Western
plausible modifi peFlﬁdlcally come into the open, with
moment .32 Cations according to the conditions of the

common characterjgt: ;
stics of Jews were their economic orientation

and success, thej : i
’ ir Persistence, assertiveness and aggressiveness

nd their 1lo :
a Yalty ang Clannishness. According to Stember, the

rception i
percep of Jews asg g race gives their image biologically fixed
onents whij . .
conp hich are independent of cultural factors. Their

a ; .
alleged propensity for Clannishness and inbreeding would
therefore indicate an impasse to integration and assimilation.

Stember attempts to Present a compilation of pre-war and

post-war images of Jews, adnitting there are "limitations" with

the copparison of these Surveys. There are definite

inconsistencies in the pPolling methods due to the alteration in

polling stations ang administration in 1948 and 1950. Regardless

of these flaws, static perceptions earlier discerned continued.

By 1962, the polls indicate a decline in both objectionable and

admirable gualities. Stember subsequently concludes that Jews in

the iQGOs are viewgd less stereotypically than before. Although
he presents this analysis with numerous qualifications, he fails
to note apparent flaws. Surveys in 1962 indicate the emergence
of ‘philo-semitism’. Stember claims a more positive image of
Jews represents greater acceptance. Yet, he easily disregards

the possibility that some people answered in a manner which they

32 Stember, p. 56.
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considered ‘correct:

(or polit;
lcall
today) - Y correct as people say

It would p
e
more understandable if acceptance was

rationalized by appy;
lvalent feelings rather than recently acquired

A discussion ;
of beliefs about the position of Jews in

America begins wj ;
9 With a disclaimer regarding the "rather

fragmentary data .
€oncerning popular beliefs about the status and

‘treatment i
tre Of Jews in the Uniteg States."** Stember first

esents beli 5
pr tefs about the size of the Jewish population. He

aims these i
cl Perceptions serve as an indicator of how large the

"Jewish problem" looks to the American public. Only one poll

from 1946 1s used in hig analysis and the survey question is

inherently flawed.** “"Because of an ambiguous clause in the

question, the response is not easy to interpret, but there can be

little doubt that the size of the Jewish group was not well

as w g
known." The majority of the respondents overestimated the

number of Jews. Stember explains this result by stating their
small population (3.5%) allows little room for underestimation
and early surveys tended to over-select areas in which there was

a higher Jewish population.

** Stember, p. 76.

3% The gquestion asks: "out of every hundred people in the
United States, how many would you guess are Jewish? Would you say
that one out of every hundred people is Jewish, 4 out of every
hundred, 8, 25, 50, or how many, roughly?" Stember footnotes that
the percentages were meant as an example, but were apparently
understood as multiple choices. (Stember, p. 86)

a3 Stember; P 76.
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The flaws j thi
: i 1S survey ar
e

and he appears tq folloy N =
c

proceeds to make

readily acknowledged by Stember
onservative course." Yet, he then

wWhat C
an be cons . -
statement. trued as an overgeneralize

the misc .
. Oonceptio 3 e number of
Jews in some P ns regarding th

instaans
ieties B e “uRQOubtedly“ caused by anti-Semitic
anxl . Y extra :
p01atl°nf he then asserts that individuals

who are prone tg i s e
Significant Overestimation are

mpresumably. . .more g y
usceptible to anti-Semitic ideas than someone
petter informedg.n

Although there may be some justification for

his conclusions .
r the data providea does not substantiate these
deductions.

Previously h .
7 he stated that in certain areas there are higher

ulations of J i
pop €Ws Than in others. Tt is natural, therefore,

th
that ese people would Ooverestimate the national population

because they are determining it from their own area. This

factor, however, is not incorporated into his subsequent

conclusions. A person may overestimate the number out of fear or

anxiety, but they wmay also overestimate due to the reality of the

gsituation. The overrepresentation of Jews in universities and

professional schools was a concern of America’s elite.? The

high numbers of Jews led some admission officials to introduce

quotas to limit the number of Jews entering their university.

¢ By "overrepresentation," I mean the percentage of Jews in

universities and professional schools exceeded the percentage of
Jews in the population at large.



36

In a discussio
n r :
€garding facts versus beliefs about the

revalence of anti- oy
¥ Semitism, the limitations of the polls as a

auge of anti-Semitj
gaug tism were revealed. It was presumed that the

olls could distinguj
P gulsh a correlation between those who believed

t anti-Semiti isi
tha mitism was ¥1lsSing and those who maintained a

willingness to support anti-Semitic campaigns. No clear
connection through cross tabulation, however, could be discerned.
a correspondence between the pervasiveness of anti-Jewish talk
and/or stereotyping and support of organized hate movements was

also unsubstantiated.

Although it seemed logical that there would be a distinct
correlation between an activist anti-Semitic mood and the
prevalence of anti-Jewish talk, this was not the case. Stember
concluded that these results revealed the illogical nature of
anti-Semitism as a phenomenon and the need to investigate the
potential force of bigoted movements separately. The results
more importantly illuminated the persistent inconsistencies which
occur when assumptions are not substantiated by the poll data.

Polls taken in 1938, 1942, 1946 and 1950 measured the
peliefs about the reasons for anti-Semitism. The respondents
blamed anti-Semitism primarily on inhefent Jewish traits. These
jnnate characteristics did maintain a direct correlation with
popular images of Jews. The reasons cited such as greed,
dishonesty, and excessive power coincided directly with Jewish
stereotypes. Stember also notes that from 1942 to 1946, there

was a steady decrease in the number of respondents who believed
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Stember concludes

rning Nazi persecution of the

Few respon
pondents nameg Propaganda as a cause of either
increased bigotry or declining hostility

Stember appears
disturbed by this result.

He claims that the low numbers do not

indicate that anti-semitic bPropaganda was ineffective, but that

the persons most affected by it were unaware of its influence.

Through further rationalization, Stember argues that many people

do not associate propaganda with fact and "therefore, the general
disinclination to name propaganda as a cause of anti-Semitism may
mean that many respondents thought hostility to Jews had some
rational base."?

Stember’s discussion provides excuses for the polls rather
than letting them speak for themselves. Rather than presenting
an analysis, he rationalizes the responses which deviate from his
expectations. His conclusions are based on pure conjecture

derived from the discrepancy between the survey responses and his

37 Stember, p. 84.
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expectations.

Thisg g
e 13CUBBion L Problematic in its manipulation
¢ Whic
o . ‘ h Propagateg distortion rather than
clarification.
The last Section §robes bel

iefs about discrimination against
Jews. A

1938 pol) Tevealeg that
discrimination was not Particularly well-known by the
respondents. College Studentg Surveyed in 1949 were more aware
of job discriminatijop but stij) underestimated its extent. From
these two surveys, Stember States, "Inconclusive as these data
are, they strongly hint tpat a8 recently as the late 1930s and

the 15940s dlscrlmi“ation against Jews was not seen in its true

dimensions by the general publjc. w2e

There are two distinct flaws in this conclusion.

Inconclusive data does not Provide a “strong" indication of

attitudes and the use of only two polls weakens the conclusion

even further. More importantly, although Stember notes the

public’s ignorance, he fails to discuss the causes or the

ramifications of this inaccuracy. He does note that the public’s

misconceptions may be due to "a certain naive, wishful optimism,"
but how does this felate to anti-Semitism? If the public
believes Jews are not discriminated against, what does this
imply? Is the public anti-Semitic in its ignorance? These are
the questions that Stember fails to answer. 1In discussing these

polls, he fails to explain how they relate to the measure of

anti-Semitism. This deficiency warrants criticism.

*® Stember, p. 86.
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rele
vance of survey questions

S disc
Ussijop .
Of attitudes toward association

with Jews. Pol)g in -
8!

. 1949
getermine the pun);., * 1950 and 1952 attempted to

» Opinig
NS regarding fair-employment

jegislation ang policie
s.

How
these polls are to serve as a

Surve )
to Jews y: e, 1942, 1945 ang 1950 reveal more opposition
t? © las Ypothetical €mployees than co-workers. In his
discussion of Jews as employees and fellow workers, Stember notes
a marked decline in OPposition by 1950. The reasons for employer
discrimination stem from Stereotypes of Jews, depicting them as
lJess than ideal employees. These characteristics, in contrast,
would not concern a co-worker to the same extent. Stember
plausibly distinguishes a correlation between the prevalence of
stereotypes and discriminatory tendencies. As stereotypes
declined so did the tendency toward diécrimination.

Attitudes toward Jews as employees and co-workers is

followed by an analysis of opinions toward Jews as neighbors.

stember found a difference between moving into a house with a

Jewish neighbor and having a Jew move in next door. Respondents

appeared to be less concerned with the former rather than the



40
latter. The postwar Period indicated Jews as individuals and

families moving intg nelghborhoods was less threatening than an

influx of large numberg ©f Jews. The tables of the polls which

stember provides note that the polls from 1950 to 1962

(comprising ‘the Postwar periogrs

) surveyed "Christians only" and

some "White Christiang only." Yet, Stember fails to acknowledge
the selectivity in hig discussion. He ignores this limitation

and does not incorporate it into his conclusions. The fact that

the respondents were all Christians could have a serious effect

on the results, but thig factor is not recognized.

Stember does discuss the lack of upper class representation
in these polls. The top bracket of society is "barely

represented in population Samples," making it difficult to

determine their attitudes. 1p contrast to the middle and lower

classes, the upper echelons of society tend to surround their

neighborhoods with anti~Jewigh barriers, according to Stember.

The lack of upper class representation in surveys makes it

difficult to determine the causes. Although the erection of

barriers differentiates the upper class from the lower and middle

classes, Stember fails to acknowledge this point. He states that

"there are no indications that the reasons differ materially from

those cited by the hostile minority among the pPopulation at

large."
One could argue that there is a distinction between the
discrimination of the upper and lower and middle classes.

Their
respective interactions with Jews is bound to be different.
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subsSequently foster divergent attitua
udes .

Stember alsoc describes
the sample as

n th .
S PoOPulation at large," implying the surveys
were representat; i
Hye. In fact, they were comprised of Christians

onl and fail
h 4 ed to Tepresent the attitudes of the upper classes.

According to Stember OPpPosition toward association with Jews
has declined in the aAreas of wWork, residence and education. He
does admit that SYstematically collected data covering the same
situation over a periog Of years is not available: that which

does exist ig Contradictory

Conclusions were drawn, therefore,
in a skeptical Context,

The one area which experienced only a
minor decline was intermarriage

A significant number of

respondents were stijil) OPPosed to marriage with a Jew in the
early 1960s.

Stember asserts that as prejudice declines, so Wil-
opposition to intermarriage.

Whether resistance to intermarriage is a plausible

indication of anti-Semitisn

is questionable. Reluctance may Tnc
sten

from prejudice but fronm a religious or moral restriction.

Catholics cannot marry Jews according to the laws of the Cathc

church. Does this make then prejudiced? 1If an atheist oppos

marriage with a Jew because it challenges their moral integr

does that make the person a bigot? Opposition to intermarr:

represents a controversial and dubiocus means of gauging ant

Semitism.
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Stember devot
es
- one Chapter to a specific image of Jews——as
radicals and spjeg.

most compelling ang c::i: céricature of Jews provides one of the
The conception of Jeyg = adlcfory aspects of Jewish stereotypes.
diametrically opposeq j "~ iEhlioats. haw co-sulatell iwith. E08

' image of Jews as ruthless capitalists. The
Slmultane?us Presence of these two contradictory images may seem
to underline the COmplexity of the Jewish image in American
society.*

The linkage of Judaism to political radicalism became a
persistent element in anti-semitic propaganda. "As early as July
1917, Elihu Root attributed the failure of his mission to Russia
to Jews who had returned there from New York’s Lower East Side
and were now, he insisted, in charge of managing the
revolution."*® Between 1918 and 1920, the Jewish population of
New York City stood at approximately twenty-percent.** Many of
these Jews tended to live and congregate in the Lower East Side,
often associating primarily with their own people. During ﬁhe
1919-1920 Red Scare, these seemingly exclusive areas were

naturally suspect. The "Judeobolshevism" rallying cry of anti-

semitic publicists only added to these suspicions.

3 gtember, p. 156.

G Henry Feingold, A Time for Searching: Entering the
Mainstream 1920-1945 (Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore,

1992), ©.

41 peingold, p. 37.
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scrlnanatlon, Jews were amazingly
les in
The 1nterwar beriod wi
Jews’ departure from the worki

Their path and rise o
pronxnence. =

tnessed the second-generation

class and above.

ORinent €conomic success persuaded
americans to vie
W Jews as cablba1‘$ts rather than communists.

sAs the American anti-Semiteg dlscove_ed

retained a deep Tespect for those who

who they were_u«

il tributi : pue
were still contributing to anti-Semitism. It was determined that

of the Jewish communist did not spread. The majority of

Aamericans refused to associate Jews as a group with cosmmunism.
Although only a small proportion of American Jews were

communists, this tiny portion was actually a disproportionately

large part of the Communist party in the United States.

The chapter also illustrates the inherent 1i

polls regarding ambiguous gquestion wording and lack of choices.

Both contribute to skewed resulits. The use of the word Bradical®

** Ernest Volkman, A legacy of Hate: Anti-Semitisa in America
(Franklin Watts, New York, 1982), 35.
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invited discrepancies jip the polls

The definition of radical
has varied tremendously over the years, rendering the
comparability of data useless. The connotations of the word

e vastly different images in the minds of respondents. Along
with this semantic problem,

evok

choosing between the alternatives of
conservative and radical demands a value judgment which

automatically biases the response. Supplying only the two

choices of radical and conservative also restricts the result.
“The false juxtaposition offered in the guestion thus left the

best-informed respondents, those aware of the liberal inclination

of Jews, without a meaningful answer."** This chapter is

instructive in its illustration of the inherent problems in
survey questions and as an example of the complexity of the

Jewish image in American society.

43 gtember, p- 157.
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Events and Their Impact on Perceptions

After deli s 2
ineating the images, attitudes and beliefs of Jews

that the American public maintains, Stember embarks on a
discussion of specific events and their impact on these

epti = - z
perceptions He flrst_examlnes reactions to anti-Semitic appeals

before and during the Second World War. Prior to America’s

entrance into World War II, the United States supported the
allied forces morally and materially. As tensions between
Germany and the West were exacerbated by aggressive Nazi actions,
american opinion was slowly consolidated on the side of the
Allies.

There were various groups who attempted to impede this
consolidation. Small bands of pro-Nazis and organized anti-
Semites, German—-Americans, and isolationists all opposed the pro-
Allied consensus which was forming in America prior to December
1941. Regardless of the differences in their group ideologies,
each organization consciously or unconsciously echoed Nazi
propaganda to sustain American neutrality. This propaganda was
at times. blatantly anti-Semitic. Following Pearl Harbor and
America’s entrance into the war, these groups were aggressively
suppressed by the government. Yet Stember argues that despite

suppression, nanti-Semitism continued to lead a vigorous life in

the unofficial minds of many Americans."*

4+ gstember, p. 111.
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their response to The surveys also measured

3 cpenly anti-Jewish appeals as a means of

gauging anti-Semitj _

B ism. The accuracy of this measure is
e - Pol

s from 1940 to 1942 assessed "awareness of

anti-Semitic gro ;
groups ang individuals." Familiarity varied over

the years with t
he German american Bund named as the best-known

promoter of anti-Semit;
€mitism. The group which received the highest

awareness e .
bercentage often directly related to the publicity it

received at i i 3
@ given time. It is difficult to comprehend how

iliarit i . .
fam 1ty with anti-Jewish groups or figures represents a

manifestation of anti-Semitism. The public’s awareness 1is more
likely to indicate how well informed the American society is
rather than how anti-Semitic it is.

In an October 1941 poll the percentage familiar with the
America First Committee and Charles Lindbergh rose from zero té
twenty and thirty-two percent respectively.** The dramatic
increase is easily explained. A celebrated popular figure and
member of the America First Committee, Lindbergh delivered a

controversial speech in September 1941 in Des Moines criticizing

various groups for trying to entangle the U.S. in a European war.

He named Jews specifically as one of these groups. It is only

for America First Committee and Charles

: t 1940 and February 1941
Lindbergh were both zero for the Augus _

'surveys? In October 1941, they registered twenty qnd th%rty—twc
percent respectively and in February 1942, they received eight and

seven percent respectively.

s The percentages
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natural, therefore
+ that the Public became aware of the America

First Committee g
‘ nd Charles Lindbergh as anti-Jewish instigators
with the Publicity his Speech received

Stember specif;

with Father cCcou i
ghlin. Father Coughlin was a Catholic, right-wing

agitator who be
g ©ame openly anti-Semitic in the late 1930s and

Y 1940 survey asked: rn general, do you approve

disappr
or pprove of what he [Father Coughlin] says?" The majority

responden i :
of PO ts either hag NO opinion (fifty-four percent) or

disapproved (twenty-nine bercent). oOnly a fraction of those who

disapproved recognized Coughlin as an anti-Semite. Stember fails
to note that the fifty-four percent that had no opinion probably
had no knowledge of Coughlin.

Stember then moves on to discuss surveys which determine how
many people listen to Coughlin’s radio show and of those how many
agree with his pronouncements. A very small proportion of the
respondents listen to him regularly and a little over forty
percent occasiocnally. He continues by stating that thirty-seven
percent of the two surveys (1932 and 1940) generally approved of
what Father Coughlin said. Stember fails to define whether this
is thirty-seven percent of the respondents who listened to
Coughlin’s show or of the total sample. The lack of
clarification exemplifies the ambiguity of his analysis.

The second set of figures also contradicts the first.
Initially the figures indicate that the majority of the

respondents either disapproved or had no opinion of Coughlin’s
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show. From the second set of figures he concludes that
ngubstantial numbergn did not neeg to listen to Father Coughlin’s
show to agree with hinp. According to Stember, Coughlin '"gave
voice to the ideas and prejudices of large numbers outside his
immediate following,n4s Although twenty-nine percent of
respondents disapproved of Father Coughlin and fifty-four percent
had no opinion (most likely due to lack of familiarity), Stember
claims that Coughlin echoed the ideas and preconceptions of large
numbers outside his immediate following. These two surveys
appear contradictory and misleading.

The power of suggestion in public-opinion research is
exemplified in Stember’s discussion of beliefs about the power
and influence of Jews. Surveys from 1938 to 1962 attempted to
determine whether the public believed that Jews had too much
power. One-third to one-half of the respondents replied in the
affirmative from 1938 to 1946. There was a decline in 1938, then
beginning in 1939, affirmative responses began to steadily
increase reaching a peak in 1945 and then dropping off sharply by
1962.

A poll from 1943 to 1945 asked if "any racial or religious
groups...have toc much power in this country."¥” A consistent
thirteen percent named Jews in response to this open query;
Catholics were named approximately ten percent. 1In 1953, a

similar survey revealed that only one percent of respondents

 Stember, p. 113.

¥ Stember, p. 120.
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mentioned Jews when aSked whether n

: : any one racial or religious
group" malntained

lttoo
Much power ang influence."** Another

1945 open—end survey Question querjeq:

"Are there any groups of
le Or organizatj

il y atlons that You think have more to say about
running this country than they shoulq have?¥

Oonly four percent
of respondents nameg Jews Spontaneously

This figure sharply
asts with i ‘
contr results in which Jews were explicitly mentioned.

tember r i i :
Stember reconciles thig discrepancy by asserting that the

. : ws
incongrulity "illustrates the extent of latent or potential anti-
Semitism."* He claims the lower figure indicates that

Americans are not overly pPreoccupied with Jewish power and

influence. The higher humber, in contrast, represents the

propensity of numerous People to readily accept the myth of the

all-powerful Jew when offered. His conclusions are undeniably

plausible, yet the significance of this discrepancy cannot be
overlooked. Although the glaring inconsistency may illuminate
the degree of latent anti-Semitism, it also represents the powér
of suggestion in public-opinion polling and the discordant
effects it may generate.

In this section, the statistic most cited by other
historians and authors of anti-Semitism is included. Ironically,
Stember affords this statistic little discussion. Due to the

incredulity it provokes, the figure is consistently cited. The

¢ Blacks were named twice as often as Jews and Catholics were
‘cited by eleven percent of respondents. Stember, p. 121.

¢ gtember, p. 122.



termine the i
s dea of 4 Jewigh menace to Ameri
erica.

From 1940 to
1962, the poll askeq: Z

n In

o o \ .
G g . your OPinion, what nationality,
religlous or racial grg

ups j .
ica?" N this country are a menace to
Amer ?

Beginning i
inJg
une 1944 ang continuing until February

946, Jews were pe :
REES perceived as the greatest threat to America.

ited States was .
un at war. The irrationality of these results

its 4 . 2
provokes consistent Citation in books on American anti-

Ssemitism.

Most people would expect a decline in anti-Semitism during

world War II1. The United States was fighting to eradicate the

Nazis and their pernicious anti-Semitic propaganda. Stember
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claims the atmosphere in America became increasingly unfavorable

to overt anti-Jewish agitation. aAnimosity towards Jews became
irreconcilable with the growing national consensus which
supported American involvement in the war. "In the end, the
United States’ entry into the war placed the nation squarely on
the side of Hitler’s victims and among the avowed opponents of
anti-Semitism."®® Stember then proceedé to state that anti-
Semitism continued to lead a robust existence in the minds of
many Americans, apparently ignoring his preceding incongruous

declarations. First he claims that a national consensus of

Americans were the avowed opponents of anti-Semitism, then he

¢ gtember, p. 110-111.
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It is assumeq t
hat humane People should naturally respond to

extermination
the °f the Jews with Sympathy, but this assumption

ils to look at :
fail the Teality of the situation. The war years

were a highly chargeg and stressfy) time. Jews were readily

‘available scapegoats op ¥hich people could vent their

ations and i : i
frustr anxietieg, Stember attributes the rise in anti-

emitism to the "gener . : .
S 9 al fear, insecurity and economic

ation of w i : . i
frustr artime, ns Anti-Jewish feelings were at their

nighest during the Alljegq invasion of Normandy according to

Stember. He contends the invasion was perhaps the most

precarious phase of the war. The irrationality of an anti-

semitic peak during the war can be ascribed to a wave of general

intolerance induced by wartime frustrations and anxieties.
Although anti-Semitism reacheq a peak during the war years,

many historians fail to note that there were actually very few

outbreaks of anti~Jewish hostilities. Jews may have been

perceived as the greatest menace, but none of them were placed in
concentration camps in the United States or deported from the
country. There is no extant correlation between high anti-
Semitic feeling and actual manifestations of it. This reality is
consistently ignored and fails to be discussed by Stember and

other authors of anti-Semitism. Their persistent citation of the

®* gtember, p. 120.
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statistic without QUalificqy g
io

_ N exemplifies the skepticism which

cite Stember’s work.

should be maint

9 accounts of anti-Semitism that

In Stember?

S Analysjg
Of the effect n
perceptions of T of the Holocaust o

ews ’ he 3
con .
tinues to make conclusions which fail

jndicated by the Polls. 1p January 1943
!

Stember claims it was a
xnown fact that two million Jews had been

) killed or deported in

since t inni

Europe ® Peginning of the war. Less than half of those
d believ i

surveye ed this report and the rest thought it was a rumor

or had no opinion,.

By December 1944, three-

fourths of respondents believed the

ination re
extermina Ports, but they grossly underestimated the number

of Jews killed. Eighty-four Percent believed the reports in a

May 1945 survey, yet the estimateq humber dead continued to be

depreciated to one millien Jews. Stember admits that an

inability to grasp the magnitude of the Nazi extermination
program may partially account for the low numbers of recognition.
Regardless, Stember contends that the substantial number of
respondents who failed to grasp the full scope of the Holocaust
or were unmoved by it is very disturbing.

Although the public’s failure to "be moved" by the death of
six million Jews is disturbing, why the public was not affected

should be studied. Reports of the German annihilation program

actually had been published in the Yiddish press and other Jewish



. . 53
publicatlons Since 1943 = Davig

Wyman argues that both the
government and the Press ca

N be helqg 5 ’
Ccountab the public’s
jack of response to news of able for p

Hltler's "final solution." After the
reports of systematic Jewish ext
erm

. ination reached the American
government in November 194>
!

FDR faileg to take action for
gourteen months untjj he coul

. d no longer remain inactive without
reprobatlon- The media is a3

ithin this
withl context, the bpublic’s failure to acknowledge
s of the Jewisn eXtermination in Europe and their

propensity toward underestimation ig more comprehensible. The

r
government’s refusal to accept the reports as valid and their

subsequent inaction after verification provides one influence.
the considerable influence of the media must also be regarded.
Not only did the media fail to pPublish reports of the

extermination program, when it did, these stories were placed on

inner pages with low-profile headlines. The legacy of the Yellow

press of World War One must also be considered. After the

sensational reporting during the "Great War", people were

reluctant to accept the media’s publications as accurate reports.

52 pavid Wyman, The Abandonment of the Jews: Amwerica and the
Holocaust 1941-1945 (Pantheon Books, New York, 1984).
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Americans were alseo

= war. They ware Primarily concerned
with their loved ones yy, were g4

d surviving the war those who had been lost,
an -

i i over eople were more
absorbed in their own p e P Ple

roble ;
] ms, focusing op recovery. Fathoming
the systematic Slaughtey of siy

. milljion People is understandably
gifficult. The 1nability to ac

) kn°W1eﬁge the actual number killed
persists to this day.

Stemp :
€ fings the respondents failure to
rgcognize the SCcope of

the i .
Nazj Annihilation program disturbing.
wh i
1Ch these results were derived is
the Publicr
disturbing, but actua) ly compre

elucidated, however,
S Yesponse is not necessarily

hensible, As the title of Deborah
Lipstadtrs book attests,

the magnitude of the Holocaust to many
people is "beyond belief  ws:

refugees. A 1938 poll measured the bublic’s opinions on

adqmission of refugees. The majority of respondents were opposed

to altering immigration quotas. 2 1943 survey asked people

whether they thought allowing more immigrants in after the war

was a good or bad idea. Seventy-eight percent stated that they

thought it was a bad idea.

®* Deborah Lipstadt, Beyond Belief (The Free Press, New York,
1986).



war -

those willing to admit Some

specifically mentioneq,

as before,

- Following
the century, the

—entrenched characteristic

of the American psyche. Fear of the

"immigrant invasion?
provoked calls for 100% Americanism ang Spavwned America First and

Nativism movementsﬁ Immigration Quotas were enacted ang became

increasingly restrictive in the first two decades of the

twentieth century. During the Prosperocus twenties immigrant

fears subsided. When the Depression pPlagued the country in the

1930s, however, xenophobia resurfaced ang restrictionist

sentiments pervasively emerged.



It should pg Noteq ¢
not specifically nam
ed, en Jews
respondents were Often 4 Were mentioneq by
Ore

war. Stember attribut
eS thig
: Shpa
parenthetlcal mentign of Je Pathy to Sympathetic wording and
ws,

L . A 194
majority (fifty-three Percent) ? FOLL found that although a

wWere ywj 3 :
they placed certaijp restricy 11lling to admit refugees,
on

S on
admitted. The bulk of the » those that should be
eSp

Ondentsg wWould accept

Of refugees' "our share”

specifically mentioneq.

As before, whe
! f the context in which these responses were

is consid
made 1 ered, the results become conceivabie Following

the large influx of immigrants over the turn of the century, the
I,

tradition of xenophobia became a well-entrenched characteristic

of the American psyche. Fear of the ‘immigrant invasion’

provoked calls for 100% Americanism ang spawned America First and
Nativism movements. Immigration quotas were enacted and became
increasingly restrictive in the first two decades of the
twentieth century. During the prosperous twenties immigrant
fears subsided. When the Depression plagued the country in the

1930s, however, xenophobia resurfaced and restrictionist

sentiments pervasively emerged.
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stily felt
frustrations and concerns_

gerritory, Americang

ctability of the Uniteq States.

Thig uncertainty derived from
still tangible memorjeg °f the Depression and apprehension
regarding the outcope of the.war,

In liey Oof these concerns,
respondents’ reluctance to Support

the entrance of refugees is
tandable.
unders

AsS the Uniteg Stateg becane more e€conomically
stable, surveys showeqg respondents

nore willing to accept
refugees. Opposition that lingere

d consistently focused on
;pmigrants as an economic threat .
i

r

f opinions toward refugees ®ntails his conclusion that
o

nophobia constitutes anti—Semitism. He Persistently attributes
Xxe

osition to the entrance of refugees ang immigrants to anti-
opp

itism This supposition is doubtful. a 1939 poll measured
Semitism.

inions on the admission of refugee children. The survey
:znsisted of a split-ballot question‘which asked whether

spondents favored the entrance of 10,000 refugee children from
:e‘:any into the United States. One question mentioned that most
er

-di - The majority
hildren were Jewish, the other. did not
of these c



responses favoraq FeBtrictign >

ai

. N-Jewisgh children were
unwanted in approximately the Same degree, He instead deduced
1 L] :

nis own conclusions. We belleve, rather, that a majority of the
espondents thought of the Cchildren
: 4

gescribed Or not, and rejecteq them for that reason--a reaction

¢hat is at least psychologically intelligible, if not thoroughly

I55

jnhumane.’ This conclusion js Unwarranteq.

His inability to
reconcile the irrationality of these results goes not permit him

to attribute the responses to anti-Semitisn,
He also contends that refugees fleeing Communism were

extended more sympathy than Jewish refugees. oOnce again, Stember

fails to consider the underlying factors which may contribute to
these results. The influx of refugees from Communist countries
was sanctioned at a time when the United States was economically

stable and prosperous. Jewish refugees were seeking asylum

during and directly following the war. At this time, Americans

i -5 t responding negatively
®¢ The percentages were sixty six percen :
when "Jewiszl?l" was not specified and sixty-one percent when "Jewish™
was specified.

°® Stember, p. 149.
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ncerned with the
ya =9 eConomic futyre °f their country and were

Refugees fleoing

eater i
The gr public SYmpathy for refugees from behind the

rtain’ also st
cu ens from Propaganda issueq by the

d th i
government an € media. The Sbecter of Communism pervaded the

press as conflict between the soviet Union and the Allies

persisted following the war. The blatantly anti-Communist stance

of the American government establisheq g sentiment to which the

public adhered. At its inception, the colg War faced far less

organized opposition than that of the Second World War. Refugees

seeking asylum in the U.S. from their Communist homelands were
evidence of America’s ideological Superiority in the postwar bi-
polar world. They were often welcomed as symbols of victory.

The circumstances were drastically different for Jewish
refugees. Undeniably, some opposition to the admission of Jewish
refugees stemmed from anti-Semitism, but to say that this was the
primary cause of restriction is an exaggeration. There were real
factors which contributed to the advocacy of limitations.

Stember concludes, "In refusing to assume responsibility for the

nasses uprooted by Hitler, many seem to have been influenced in

some degree by the realization that these masses were largely
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Jowlah. Thle statemenl io indjoalive nf Brosher’e tandensy
to rationslisge the rooulln and mpke conclusions without
corroborating dooumentstion.

Acovordlng to the polle, anti-Bomitism declinesd cunsidarauly
{n the postwar years. Many Joewish obuservers expected certain
events to provoke a resurgence of Jevw-hatred in the vearsg after
the late 19408. Yot, tholr fears dld not materisliza. 7Tha
impact of Israel and the "Desegregation Crigis” on American
attitudes toward Jews 1s negligible. Some Jews initially feared
that Israell aggression would cause an anti-Semitic backlash in
america. This did not happen. According to surveys directly
following the war, the American public was supportive of the
formation of Israel as an independant state. Tha establishment
of Israel was perceived in part as a solution to the refugee
problem. Although the U.S5. was supportive of Israelil
independence, they would not acocept responsibility for its
defense against Arab opposition. The public attributed this
responsibility to Britain and was not willing to involve U.S.
military troops.

The polls show that American opinion tended to follow the
government’s foreign policy and that they sympathized with Jews
over Arabs. Many Americans felt Jews were entitled to the
creation of a homeland. "In the aggregate, the data we have

reviewed reveal little evidence that the establishment of Israel

b Stember, p- 154.
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ﬂorsaned the public’s attituge towarg

Amerj
mvealed that Israe)- Can Jewry."®*” polls
a15°

S invagj
S10n of the sinaj peninsula in
3ia not provoke a reactig '
" N against American Jews
_ ble responses to i i ‘
Unfavora Israelj Policy gig n

. L. ot exert an impact
om'U‘S' publlic opinion towarqg Jews,

puring the 1950s, public“opinion Yesearchers became

th i

concerHEd that the domestic Struggle over desegregation would
ghten social tension.

5 T
hel hey feareq that this tension would in

turn panifest itself in anti-Semitigp, These fears were found to

There were sonpe indications of the contrary,
powever- Racial hate literature in the South

be‘unnecessarY-

increased in

conjunction with the rise of anti~Black and anti-Semitic figures
guch as Asa Carter and John Kasper. There were also bombings of

synagogues and Jewish centers in Southern cities during the
spring of 1958.%

surveyors subsequently attempted to discern what role was
peing attributed to Jews in the Civil Rights struggle. The da£a
stember utilizes for his analysis is limited, deriving from a
single survey conducted in 1959 which focused on school
desegregation. Very few respondents viewed religious groups as
avid promoters of desegregation. Catholics were mentioned more
often than Jews. Although Jews were ardent participants and

advocates of the Civil Rights Movement, few respondents at the

time perceived them as such. Few non-Jews knew the stance of

57 Stember, p. 182.

** Stember, p. 198.
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jows on desegregation and only Black leaders recognized Jews as
promoters of civil rights. Cognizant of the data limitations,

stember concluded that desegregation did not appear likely to

jncrease anti~-Semitism.

2ccording to Stember the compilation of polls constitutes a
rreasonably comprehensive representation” of the American
public’s feelings toward Jews from the late 1930s to the early
1960s. "We are therefore in a position to assess the trends of
attitudes during the last guarter century with some degree of
assurance."® His gualifier of "some degree" is appropriately
jnciuded. It indicates adherence to his self-appointed
conservative course which he apparently ignored throughout much
of his study. - Anti-Semitism in all its forms declined from 1938
to 1962, according to Stember. Stereotypes ceased to function as
significant focuses of apti-—Jewish sentiment. The decline was by
no means consistent. Hostility toward Jews began to escalate in
the late 1930s, reaching a peak in 1944 and turning sharply
gownward in the late 1940s.

When the postwar tensions were considered, Stember was
surprised with the decline in anti-Semitism. He would have

expected the commencement of the Cold War, the birth of Israel,

** Stember, p. 208.
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- civil Rights Movement and a rising preoccupation with
amunist espionage and subversion to exacerbate anti-Semitic
con gencies? but this did not happen. Although the events may
ave neightened social tensions, increased pressure did not
pifest itself in a sur-:-;e of anti-Semitic disturbances. "In
SuRs whatever forces caused anti-Semitism to wane during the
post"’ar years remained virtually unaffected by this as other
s cemingly ominous developments.n®
graditional images of Jews declined and some nearly
disappeared from the late 1930s to the early 1960s. Fewer people
ghought of Jews as having distinct characteristics whether good
or bad. Jews were increasingly viewed as individuals rather than
gembers of a particular group. The prejudice that did persist
yas derived from traditional stereotypes and images of Jews.
stemper contends that new ideas about groups only survive if they
are consistent with former stereotypes. His hypothesis was
confirmed by the reluctance to categorize Jews as radicals or
communists which challenged their former stereotypes as
capitalists and wealthy financiers. These contradictory images
negated one another, eliciting the demise of the new stereotype.
Stember presents a conclusion in his last chapter that he
had not formerly voiced. He claims that hostility toward Jews
increased in conjunction with animosity toward other minorities.
throughout his whole study, Stember does not mention universal

racial antagonism; he focuses on anti-Semitism and occasionzally

*® Stember, p. 210.
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¢lons anti-Black sontiment., 1y, his concluding chapter he

ger
ses the possible existonce or racism that was afrec

=1
aiscY ted pot

onlY at Jews, but at other minorltles. "Our ovidenceo Buggonte

ghat hostile attitudes arising out of general social tensions
Jike those of war are likely to eéncompass a varicty of target
grouPs rather than to focus on one."* aAlthough Stember alludes
to the existence of racism directed at other minorities besides
jews, he does not examine this possibility or its potential
offects on his study.

He does acknowledge that other groups were targets along
with Jews. Such groups as big business, labor unions and racial
minorities served as scapegecats on which the public could vent
their mounting aggressive feelings fostered by wartime tensions
and deprivations. The lack of anti-Semitic manifestations is
also recognized by Stember. He rationalizes this by claiming
anti-Semitism was latent rather than overt. "Wartime antagonism
against Jews, it must be noted, did not as a rule express itself
in openly aggressive attitudes. Though widespread, it appears to
have had little salience remaining latent rather than becoming
active. "2

The existence of even latent hostility was paradoxical to
Stember considering America’s fight against Hitler, the Jew’s

“archenemy.!" This conclusion, however, fails to consider the

"tensions"” which he formerly attributed to anti-Semitism and

°* Stember, p. 215.

2 Stember, p. 215.
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tilities direct
hos ed at other racial minorities and groups

r maintains the

 seates: mlsconception that a primary cause of the

ynite S’ entrance into the war symbolized it dent
1zed its arden

osition to anti- it]
opP Semitisn. Although the U.S. may have opposed

Nazis’ anti-Jewi itati '
e 1sh agitation, this was not a primary

geterminant of America’s ;
entrance into World War Two. Stember at

oint notes t i
one P he formidable anti-Semitic opposition which

: rior : i ;
existed P to American involvement and then asks why anti-

] - was L]
Semitism extant during the war. He appears to answer his own

question but ignores the solution

According to Stember, wartime prejudices against Jews
disappeared quickly along with support for anti-Semitic movements

when combat ceased. He also controversially concludes that the

Holocaust exerted little effect on American attitudes toward
Jews. The public’s lack of sympathy rendered it insensitive to
Jewish refugee and immigrant needs. In his concluding remarks he
continues to make exaggerations. While discussing future
relations between Jews and Gentiles, he claims that in the 1940s
njt seemed conceivable that anti-Semitism might engulf a majority
of the American public."®* As a concluding remark, this
declaration is grossly overstated. |

The inherent discrepancies in the polls and their
fluctuating results do not permit such a distortion of the actual
environment in America at the time. Anti-Semitism was

undoubtedly evident, but not to the degree that it could have

3 Stember, p. 217.
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C N,

Inherent qi 3 .
lscrePancleS in the polls themselves hinder the

idity of st
validity ember ‘s study as a gauge of anti-Semitism in

fesc TE 3
america 1S debatabie whether the survey questions can be

ued as . .
constr measures of anti-Jewish sentiment. One question

which surveyed the botential Support for non-discriminatory

employment legislation May have represented a feasible gauge of

anti-Semitism. vYet, if Jews are not perceived as a discriminated

minority, how can attitudes towarg Jews be measured through this

line of inquiry? The irrelevance of the question as an
assessment of anti-Semitism i indicative of many other questions
included in Stember‘s compilation of surveys. The wide variety
of questions incorporated in the survey promotes diversity, but
also limits consistency. The quantitative and comparative data
repetitive questions generate coulg arguably have provided a more
expedient measure of anti-Semitisn.

CQmparébility over time poses the greatest challenge to the
validity of the polls and Stember’s study. The modifications in
polling methods in 1948 and 1950 altered the survey sample
considerably. Polls prior to 1950 were not representative of the
population. Stember fails to acknowledge this prominent
discrepancy as do other scholars who cite these polls in their
works. This one flaw provides the most arresting challenge to

the accuracy of the polls as a measure of anti-Jewish sentiment

in America.
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S Polling guigeli i wn

. X po -

. 1f-appointed stipulationg 8 BHg; s
L

St :
3 His perform “mber Simultanecusly succeeds and
fails- ance directly affects the accuracy of the

11s. The limitations of ubl i ini
po Public-opinion research are readily

owledged by Stembe
ackn T. Aware of these constraints, he vows to
j his co i
quallfY nclusions when the data may be inconsistent,

lematic or vague. .
prob o The meaning of questions comprises one of

pany challenges to the validity of Stember’s analysis. The
geaning of words in questions as well as the questions themselves
can vary considerably over time skewing the comparability of

data. The variation of word or question connotations among

various groups in society can also hinder the accuracy of
results. The use of the word “"radical" in the surveys

exemplifies this challenge. "Radical" not only maintained

variegated definitions among contemporaneous respondents, but
also among respondents throughout the period under study;

How a lack of choices or alternatives can influence or force
a response can also be witnessed in the surveys. The difference
in results between open-end and multiple choice questions
provides a striking jllustration of the power of suggestion.
When comparing guestions which supply ﬁJews“ as one of the
choices and open—-end gquestions, the contrast in results is stark.
A considerably smaller number of people will write in "Jews" as
an answer in comparison to the number that selects the choice

"Jews" in multiple choice questions. The split-ballot survey
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L ) comings. He claims he will
qualify interpretations wn . W
- ©re data is variable or ambiguous, but
consistently fails o
be adhere to this stipulation. He makes

:Dmclusions without co ”
- COorroborating evidence ana essentially fails

to follow his “conservative course.® as an agvocate of

iz3 the histori = ;
recognizing ~Orical context in which the polls were taken,
- ¥ = 3 i 3
stember fails To heed his own advice. Although the survey

questions themselves reflected current events, Stember‘s analysis

of the polls refused to consider the historical context. The
polls must be viewed in the reality of Jewish existence in
america to discern whether there was any logical basis for the
responses as indications of public opinion. .
The limited scope of the study also warrants criticism.
Stember’s analysis constitutes a comprehensive study of American
anti-Semitism from the late 1930s to the early 1960s. He looks
at anti-Semitism, however, from a very isolated perspective. A
comparison of anti-Semitism with hostilities toward other
American minorities could be exceedingly instructive. In his
review of Jews in the Mind of America, Bertram Korn agrees with

this criticism. "It is yet to be demonstrated how widespread or

serious anti-Semitism ever has been in American life in contrast
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¢co the violent hatred of Catholics, Mormons, and Megroeg, and in
relation to the almost inevitable American hostility to immigrant
aliens.™®

Abraham Duker in his review of Stember’s analysis similarly
complained of the "isolationism® in the volume and its emphasis
on "Only in America." He suggests a comparison between the
situation of the Jews in times and areas of crisis and that of
other minorities such as the Copts in Egypt, the Chinese in the
rar Rast, the Hindus in 2frica and the Arabs in Zanzibar.“ The
lack of comparison to other minority experiences in Armerica and
other countries in the world limits the magnitude of the study as

well as its implications.

Stember’s compilation and analysis of polls from 1932 to
1962 constitutes a noteworthy contribution to the study of
american anti-Semitism. The significance of his study is
exemplified by the consistent citations it receives from other
scholars of.anti—Semitism. His analysis must be recognized as a
subjective work, however. Contrasting with the manner in which
many authors appear to refer to it, his study does not represent
an objective compilation of polls. Public—-opinion research has
been consistently criticized for its questionable accuracy. Yet,

it still remains one of the only means of gauging public

< Bertram W. Xorn, The Jourpal o erican History, June 1967,
vol. 54, p. 1l64.

ss Abraham Duker, American Sociological Review, October 1967,
vol. 32, p. 847.
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POlls necessitates that they be

It is far too easy to

public sentiment whep ;

T actualit
characteristics., Y they may be far from these

stipulation. Thi i
S shortcoming diminishes the credibility of his

analysis and the Study itsels
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CRBRCIUG 1N

scholars who have cjteq Stenber’s study withoot

qunlifications have presented an lnaccurate portrayal of antli-

senitism in the United states. Accepting conclusions without

irvestigation has perpetuated skewed Interpretatione of public
opinion SUIVEYE measuring hatred of Jews. Poor asnalysis has long
contributed to a failure to interpret polls in a manner uceful to
the Jewish-American community. Surveyors tend to focus primarily
on the negative results rather than the positive. They emphasize
the continued existence of negative images of Jews rather than
encouraging the propagation of positive attitudes. As a result,
the tactics devised to combat anti-Jewish sentiment are
jineffective, probably even counterproductive. "This method
results in an overestimation of the coherence of anti-Semitism,
an underestimation of its breadth and ineffective efforts to
defend Jewish interests.®®

According to recent polls, anti-Semitism has steadily
declined in America since the early 1950s. Although this decline
might logically elicit relief, many perceive a new threat to
Jewish-Americans. A fear pervasive in the Jewish community today

is that "Jewishness™ is declining at an alarming rate. Through

€ Gary Rubin, "A No-Nonsense Look at Anti-Semitism,™ TikKkun,
Hay/June 1993, vol. 8, no. 3, p. 46.
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their assimilation to

th
e American way of life, Jews achieved a

arkable degree .
rem 9 °f success in the United states. Many Jewish

obs JerSh~Amerlcans have acculturated too well.

they argue that
accompli
these Plishments haye fostered the gradual decline of

Judaism and Jewish identity ip Anerica. Jews have become

inantly s
predom Y sSecular ang often lack even a superficial knowledge

¥ l B - =
of thelr religion, history, and ethnic identity. Obtaining a

d i i
deeper understanding of their Culture requires years of studying

Jewish texts and Oobservances. Many Jews are not willing to

devote this time to acquiring a sense of their Jewishness. Yet,

they are also not willing to lose their Jewish identity.

How are the two reconcileg? "The one thing Jews believe

they can understand on a deep level even in the absence of Jewish

skills is anti-Semitism. Hatred is an emotion known to all. "<

Hostility and discrimination hold many minority groups together,
including Jews. By focusing on the suffering Jews have
experienced, the history of anti-Semitism is a force which can
bring Jews together. The Holocaust represents one such cohesive
element. Over the)past decades, the number of Holocaust
memeorials, books, and courses taught on university campuses has
increased tremendously. This proliferation is undoubtedly aimed
at encouraging education of anti-Semitism, and not allowing the

Holocaust to fade into the annals of history.

¢® Rubin, p. 80.
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It also reflec
ts an issue adround which Jews can unite

jte their vari :
desP 1€gateq beliefs, Although anti-Semitism may
unite Jews, the benefit of focusing on —— a
pe ution—-—an

erating ha 2z 4
exadd 9 tred--is questionable, It is not likely that

ing on hatr i
focusing ed will ®hgender the demise of Jewish suffering.

Rubin of the 3 .
Gary American Jewish Committee advocates focusing on

itive attit
positive udes of Jews more than negative. Placing more

emphasis on communication between groups can also be helpful.
Lea;ning how to work together rather than target and blame one
another will produce mutually beneficial interaction.

Pressure from the Jewish community is an important factor
influencing the interpretation of polls measuring anti-Semitism.
nThere exists an unspoken, but nonetheless real, expectation that
any study of attitudes toward Jews will produce evidence of
hostility."®® This expectation is evident in Stember’s
analysis. His conclusions were consistently negative in nature,
attributing survey results to anti-Semitism rather than othér
feasible factors. A 1939 survey indicated that Americans did not
favor the entrance of 10,000 refugee children whether Jewish or
not. Unable to rationalize this "inhumanity," Stember concluded
that the survey results were due to anti-Semitism.

Recent polls display the same tendency to focus on negative
results in public opinion polls. The Roper Organization surveyed
the American populace to determine the extent of knowledge about

the Holocaust. The survey results indicated that, "Depressingly,

¢ Rubin, p. 80.
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Yet by

stressing the most alarming or disturbing of responses, survey

analysts present a simplifieg and inaccurate portrait of the

: 71 v
polling results.”™ Focusing on the negative tends to perpetuate

this unfavorable attitude rather than restrain it. By

formulating more effective means of responding to negative and
positive survey results, the Jewish community can efficiently

combat the continued existence of anti-Semitism.

The fundamental problem which Jews face is a concern for all

minorities in America. cCan peaceful racial co-existence occur

without losing ethnic identity? One historian contends, “Though

America’s pluralism promised space for ethnic cultures to

develop, its seductive solvent ultimately threatened to melt down

70

Dr. David Singer as gquoted in "Poll Finds 1 Out of 3

Americans Open to Doubt There Was a Holocaust," Los Angeles Times,
April 20, 1933, p. Al7.

7> Rubin, p. 80.
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all ethnic Cultureg nr

Others arque that pluralism in the

Un ited States h
88 evolved fropy 3 melting pot to a mixed salad.

The diversity of 3

o 1 % America‘s ethnic background is acknowledged by
st people :
most people in the Uniteq States. vYet, very few people can

formulate a plan : )
b to achieve racial harmony in this nation of many

faces. American mj e
minorities face the dilemma of relingquishing

their ethnic identity for an American identity

their ethnicity,

By sacrificing

t .
hey hope to blend in and contribute to a racial
harmony rather than an ethnic dissonance

Through imi i
gh assimilation to the American culture, Jews becone

conspi
less picuous to non-Jews. The decline in visibility removes

Jews as distinguishable targets of anti-Semitic attacks. Yet

acculturation often entails losing their sense of Jewishness.

Determining which loss proves more advantageous is difficult. It

seems unfair that Jews must choose between losing their identity

or suffering from anti-Jewish hostility. Inevitably, this
argument returns to the fundamental guestion today: Can multi-
ethnic nations achieve racial harmony or at least ethnic
tolerance?

Although many_would disagree, it is arguable that an
unparalleled tolerance has been achieved in America. In
comparison to the ethnic wars raging in the former Yugoslavia and
Soviet Union, and the immigrant problens plaguing Germany and

France, racial strife in America obviously appears less volatile.

72 Henry Feingold, A Time for Searcping: Entering the
Mainstream 1920-1945 (Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore,




7?7 It is neceseary to

vise strategiep
- isi £t e e hostility rather than dwell on its
jvisive effects,
° oY “mphaeizing the guffering of Jews, their

ble success
nota i ecasily Overlooked. 1Interpretations of public
nion 1l me
opi PO €asuring anti-Zemitiem provide one example of this
occupation,
pre P With mozt Concern focugzed on negative attitudes

lle, t
in po » the positive images are subgequently ignored. It is
these constructive conceptions which should be highlighted.
Targeting groups which maintain negative perceptions of Jews is

also counterproductive. Accusations rarely resolve animosity

between groups.

Through productive discussion, interaction and education, a

more cohesive community can evolve. Conflict is an inherent

aspect of the human condition. Implementing positive responses
to dissipate hostility will ultimately provide the best results
for all involved. "Societal racial and ethnic attitudes are
never abandoned completely, hard as we may try. They remain with
us for as long as we live; we need to struggle'with them

constantly. This truth about our prejudices applies as much to

Jews as it does to others."”?

72 Rubin, p. 79.
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