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- ;Can:’Anﬁ-'Semltlsm Be Measured 9

" Luey S. Dawidowicz

. With regard to anti-Semitism I don’t really want
to search for explanations; I feel a strong inclina-
- tion to surrender to my affects in this matter and
. find myself confirmed in my wholly non-scien-
tific belief that mankind on the average and
o taken by and large are q wreiched lot..
- —Sigmund Freud, in a letter to
A:Lnold Zwezg, December 2 }927 ‘

N AN AGE when socmlogmal scmtznv

seems to extend into the most obscure
,comers of our experience, it may come as a sur-
prise to learn that the phenomenon of anti-
Semitism—one of the more enduring of social
_phenomena and, needless to say, one of special
significance in our own time—has received -scant
attention from American social scientists. “The
apathy of the sociologists has been matched by
the indifference of the great foundations, whose
general view has been that anti-Semitism is (or

should be) a parochial concern. Be that as it may,

it 5 to the American Jewish orgamzanons that.
we are indebted for whatever studies of conse-
quence exist. The latest studies, sponsored by the
Anu—Defamauon League, ‘have appeared in a se-
ries called “Patterns of American Prejudice,” un-
dertaken in conjunction with the Survey Re-
search Center of the Umver51ty of California at
Berkeley.. :
- The ADL series evokes resonances of the. past.
Some twenty years ago the American Jewish -
Committee spdnSored another  series, the - five-
E volume “Studies in Prejudice,” whose research

- was conducted jointly by the University of Cali-

- fornia. Berkeley Public Opinion Study  (no con-
nection with- the present Survey Research Cen-

~ ter) and the Institute of Social Research, then

‘at Columbia University in exile from its original
‘home in Frankfurt am Main. It should be noted.
“that in the period between the appearance -of
- the two series, no -other serious work on anti-
-Semitism in the United States was pubhshed with
‘the exception of Jews in the Mind of America,
by Charles Stember and others (also sponsored
by the American Jewish Committee; Basic Books,
1966) ‘

Luey S; DAwmowxcz a frequent contnbutor to these pages,
has recenﬂy been appointed  to the Paul and Leah  Lewis
g chalr in Holocaust Studies at- Yeshiva University.

Four volumes of a projected eight in the ADL
series, all published by Harper & Row, have so

far been produced: Christian Beliefs and- Anii-

Semitism, by Charles Y. Glock and Rodney Stark
(1966); The Apathetic Majority: A Study Based |
on Public Responses to the Eichmann Trial, by
Charles Y. Glock, Gertrude J. Selmick, and Joe
L. Spaeth (1966); Protest and Prejudice: 4 Study
of Belief in the Black Community, by Gary T.
 Marx (1967); and The Tenacity of Prejudice:
Anti-Semitism in Gontempo;aw America, by Ger-
- zmde J. Selznick and Stephen Steinberg (1969) -
“The Hrst of the four volimes probed the opin- -

domns and attitudes of 3. 000 chmch members on the

relation of their Christian beliefs to anti-
_ Semitism, and discovered that one-fourth of those

professing anti-Semitic attitudes based their prej-

udice on what they took to be Christian teach-
ing.* The second book, which set itself the task

~of ﬁadu}g out whether pubhc interest in the
Eichmann trial bore any relation to anti-
Semitism, is really too slight and inconclusive an. -
effort to merit. extended discussion. For the rec-
ord, suffice it to note that of the 460 Oakland,

. California residents who were interviewed by the
authors in the summer of 1961, 84 per cent had
heard of the trial, but only 59 per cent knew that

. Eichmann was a Nazi; and only 33 per cent knew
~that six million was the standard estimate of the
number of Jews killed by the Nazis. I shall, there-
fore, deal here chleﬁy with the two most recent

books in the series. Of these, The Tenaczty of

Prejudice is the more ambltlous effort, Based on . .
lengthy interviews conducted in October 1964

with about 2,000 respondents—a representatlve

- sampling of Americans by age, sex, education, in-

come; race, religion, and region—it- sought to

gauge the extent of anti-Semitic feeling in the
United States.  As for Gary Marx’s Protest and

Paej'udz'ce it is a by- product, so to speak, of the

riots in Negro slums in 1964; “Patterns of Prej-
udice” did not ongmal]y envisage an investiga-

tion of black anti-Semitism, but the seemingly

anti-Jewish features of the riots, as directed at

Jewish merchants in the ravaged commumues,,
prompted the addition to'the series. '

T’hese studles, as noted have been carned out_,,, '

#*See the rev1ew by Sldney Monas, COMMENTARY, Decem-‘ -

ber 1966,




is more commonly called——wlnch 1 shall have
occasion to discuss in greater detail below—can
bmeﬁy be described as the techmque of interpret-
mg data gathered from interviews. It endeavors
to identify and isolate the significant causal fac-
tors (“mdependent variables”) of a given phe-
nomenon and to determine how these affect the
pattern of behavior under examination. Which
is precisely what Gertrude Selznick and Stephen
Steinberg, the authors of The Tenacity of Prej-
 udice, set out to. do w;th regard to anti-Semitism.
Drawing up a series of negative statements

about Jews; ‘they constructed an ”Index of Anti-
,‘Semltlc Behef” which they submltted for com:
ment to the 20{30 respondenis Induded were

such questlons as: are Jews “clannish’; “dis- k
~ honest in business”; “disloyal to %merzca : “pow- 5
_ erful in finance and government.” {}ne-z’inrd of

~the respondents denied that Jews fit any of the

- unflattering  descriptions.

~scribed toonly a- few of these commonk’ held anti-

_ Semitic notions - (Jewxsh clannishness proved the
most popular) The final third, endorsmv vaned, .

: checked in

with a- pronounced strain of anti-Semitism. Nev- -

_ertheless, most people who registered ‘high- on

Another third

-clusters. of the proferred opinions,

the index did not express any appremable ap-
_ proval of political anti-Semitism.
Selznick and Steinberg then proceeded to lo-

" cate anti-Semitism according to population pat-

terns. Young people, they found, tended to be

less prejudiced than their elders, mative Ameri-

cans less-than forelgn-born “Liberal” Protestants
- (Congregationalists and Eplscopahans) and Cath-
- olics proved less biased than ‘“conservative’

_ Protestants (Presbytenans, Methodlsts, ‘Baptists,
'Luthelans) Geographically speaking, the greater

“concentration of antl-Semltlsm, it was discov-
ered, was in the rural South and Midwest, re-

gions with the least educated and most funda-

mentalist populations. Indeed, education turned

‘out to be a more significant determinant of anti-
Semitism than social class: the poorly educated
" registered more anti-Semitic than the well edu-
- cated, regardless of income or ‘occupational sta- -
-tus. Yet ‘among - the college-educated, the authors

‘learned, the higher the status and income, the
greater the prevalence of anti-Semitic attitudes.

~ “Negroes, the index showed 1esponded no differ-

‘ently from whites, except with regard to- the:
: “economlc" portion of the questionnaire; twice
. as many Negroes as whites believed that Jews

~.were dishonest and explmtatwe in business prac-
- tices. Also, unlike ‘the
. among the white respondents, ; where greater
- youth .and higher education tended to reduce

,the level of anti-Semitism, among Negroes the

- opposite pattern obtained.
Education, or the lack of it, the authors were
~certain, was the independent variable in deter-

for the ADL by the Survey Research Center at

mmmg the extent of anu-Semmc bxas. Yet thei?
rkeley Survey research, or survey analysis, as !

‘relation between education and antl-Semltxsm,
‘ though strong, turned out fo be mperfect. there

~educated- people, white and black. Selzmck and;, .
7 'Stemberg probed a variety of related factors in

itarianism and anomie. ‘Sl correlatmns, wherei

_revealed to be conszstently free of anti-Semitic
~would vore against an anti-Semitic cmd:éa
'the _opposite end of the opinion seale
fem—aﬁé' ut Eﬁ‘ﬂ Sezmies Yhe meganzs occﬁpzeé

sub- o 8

toward Jews were of subsxdlary interest. In Octo-y,a,
- ber 1964, he interviewed over 1 ,000 Negro adults
© in various parts of the country, North and: South .

‘rather than profest.

_ data that most blacks were not anti-Semitic, or,

“‘tion than the: Southerners) registered as anti

situation prevailing ;
“than white Christians, while 20 per cent said -
_ Jews were better, and 5 per cent, worse. By this

CAN ANTI-SEMITISM BE MEASUR,ED?/?v’i j '

was still a persistence of anti-Semitism among

search of the culprit—the level of educational so-
phistication, exposure fo the mass media, toler-
ance of cultural dlversuy, and; of course, author—

they appeared suggested not a causal relatlon-v
ship but rather a syndrome. ,
In sum, 16 per cent of the respondents wer.

prejuchce, rejecting ana~]e§v15h stereotype
posing soaal dzsemnmatmn, ‘and deciarm

to 10 per cent who could be cbazaezenzeé 2

mteg1ated into the n;ieal norms and;, alues that
constitute: and sustain a_ democrat;?'f nd hu
mane society.”

OR GARY T MARX, the sf

Semitism, even within hi e

cialized context, was secondary. His pr;mary*'eon-'

cern in Protest and Prejudice was to examine the

climate of opinion in the black community reg: ard-
ing the civilri ights movement; Negro attifl

‘To probe the depth and extent ‘of mvxl-rxghts mil:
itancy and/or extremism in the black community,
Marx fashloned a survey-analysis index which re-
‘vealed most Negroes to be moderates, overwhelm— ”
“ingly rejecting black nationalism. And, like his
illustrious namesake, he too found rehglon to be
the opiate of the people, encouragmg qmetlsm?

“As for antx-Semmsm, Marx ceruﬁed from Ius

‘at any rate, not more so than whites.. Three ou
of ten non-Southern Negroes (2 ‘higher propor

Semitic on Marx’s index. Most Negroes- (75 per
cent) thought Jews were neither better nor worse

calculation Marx concluded that “Jews were seen
in a more favorable light thon other whites by o
a four—to one ratio” (italics in the original). Com-
parmg hls data w1th those of the Selzmck-‘ :




as/eoMMsxTAmz }ULs 15%?53 o

emberg study, Marx at ﬁrst found no consis-
~~pattern of differences hetween blacks and

-

redrposlt on to Economically
Semitism’ showed that Negroes registered high.

ed the prevalence of such antl— ‘

7“

eonsequence of the blacks’

1 ed up “1t certamly s more un-
d standa le than whlte ann-Semxtxsm” : (my ital-

' II
. Y NTHE soaal sciences, questions of meth-
I odology are inextricably. linked with

. questlons of substance. Before proceeding further,
~ we might therefore do well to consider the subject

of surveyar "1ysxs, 2 matter of no small pertinence

to our discussion in view of the fact that the par-

ticular technique has estabhshed itself as dom-
_inan mithe soc1olog1ca1 investigation of Ameri-

' y analysis an adequate
he study of a phenomenon as complex

Ly ysis_ dtself affected the conceptuahzauon of the

‘ problem? Fmally, do the studies represent survey
dts ,best? Some answers to these ques-
scussxon L

urvey analysxs developed out of two dlverse
ut not unrelated fields, market: research and the

,smdy of propaganda. As new. interviewing and
' vere'developed to ehcrt de—‘

of survey analys: Hls contnbutrons to the dls-
_cipline include “development of sophisticated
-mathematical formulas to study the mterrelatlon
of assembled data; the invention of the ‘panely’

a body of 1espondents whom surveyors. penodlcal-

- 1y reinterview; contextual analysls; ‘and  indeed
- the whole apparatus of survey analysis—adminis-

_tration, training; data—gathermg, analysis, publi-
cation, even funding. Not content with a tech-

arsfeld has always ‘been aware of the need to di-

versxfy In 1933, the year of his arrival i m United
2 States: from Germany, he set down, in a paper
- entitled “Prmcrples of Socmgraphy,

four basic
methodologrcal rules . .

. EPaul F. Lazarsteld, “An Epls()de in the I-Ilstory of :Social
‘Research: ‘A Memoir,” ‘in. Dopald. Fleming- and Bernard

Bailyn, eds, The Intellectual - Migration: ‘Europe -and
" America, 1930- 1960 (Harvard University Press, 1969), PP
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in ant1~Semmc attitudes, but.an “Index of -
Based  Antis

tent has survey anal-.

cedure for al] - phenomena
or: mdex, can be constructed

dents are asked to regxster as

ique that depended solely on statistical data and, . significant variables under study. F

uantification for its ﬁndmgs and mmghts, Laz

.. Contemporary. mformaaaa
~ plemented by information
“of whatever is being studied
~d. One should combine “natural
mental data.” By expenmentai ,
‘mainly questionnaires and solicited repor
“while by natural, I meant what is now called
“nnobtrusive measures’—data deriving from
daﬂy life wrthout mterference from th ~
vestigator. - -

It would be unfair to demand that the survey

: analysts of the “Patterns in -American Pre]udzce -

series adhere to the ideal standards that the mas-

ter himself could not always observe. Still, I, for

one, found the reliance on survey data, in both -
Protest and Prejudice and The Tenacity of Prej-
udice, to the near exclusion of other data, inte

:Vlectually constricting. Marx; to be sure, accasion-
ally drew upon literary, historical, and ]ournah

tic sources, but then, as if to retam
analy51s purity in his text, he relegated this m
terial to footnotes. Selzmck and Stembe g used

_even fewer. auxﬂrary sources. Their various ﬁnd— ,
i 'mgs must therefore stand or fall entu‘ely on the ‘

==m1trsm° -
lysis; the sta

we ht of antt
In survey.

of statements, as we have een,

indicating also the degree o respo
“a little,” “not at all”). Each item

- to elicit a specific attltude or opxmon, an

grouping reflects the conception that certain a
titudes and opinions form a single general out

~ look. The critical process involved in construct-
~_ing a scale lies in the selection and formulation

of items that will provrde a valid continuum and
thus serve as an accurate and sensitive measur:
ing device. The items selected for the scale n
turally reflect the surveyors’ hypotheses about t
Formulation of

- the items, too, obvrously entalls problems, since
_the wording can influence the response. After the
‘scale items are finally drawn up, techmques for .

the testing of validity are applied, de51gned to

“enforce the scale’s: empmcal objectrvrty

As should be evident, in good survey analy: s
everythmg depends on the ingenuity of th '

~ How good then is the anti-Semitism scale o

ADL studies? Unfortunately, no one thought to

_draw up a uniform scale that might be applied

to all the surveys in the series and that might '




th efore yleld a more saentxﬁc underst mdmg of

 six items for its index; The Apathetzc Majority,
_ three; Protest and Prejudice, nine; and The
. Tenacity of Prejudice, eleven (seven of Marx’s
~ items were the same as Selznick and Steinberg’s).
_Of the various authors, Marx alone employed

~ “positive’’ items, that is, items favorable toward

~ Jews. (“Positive” items, the experts tell us, are

~ more likely to elicit the accepted “tcderant re-
sponses and are thus less satisfactory in tappmg

o ,;f hostﬂe amtudes)

- Given this vanety, what is one 10 make of the* ‘

. dﬁferent indices? Are the scales of Glock, Mm,y*
_ Steinberg and Selznick, et al. comparable to the

_ Fahrenheit, Celsius, and Réaumur scales—that is, -
o although they use dliferent measuring units, do
. they measure the same phenomenon: Are the
_ anti-Semitism scales .interchangeable and their =

~ findings convertlble? Obviously not, for anti-
- Semitism has no commonly accepted boiling or -
freezing pomt no standard weights or intervals

 have been assxgned to rehgxous anti-Semitism, po-

. litical antl-Semmsm, ‘economic anti-Semitism, au- -
7 Altogether,
; f‘the disparity among the various scales raises se-
*rious doubts as to their vahdxty That the Sur-
_vey Research Center made no attempt ‘to stan-

or ethnccenmsm, ;

, thontanamsm,

. ~"dard1ze a scale to measure anti-Semitism is not
f;very reassuring; nor is the fact that barely any

_ use was made of the pioneer anti-Semitism scale

'developed in the early 1940’s by Daniel J. Lev-

_inson and R. Nevitt Sanford for The Author-

~itarian Personality. That . scale, of b2 items,
. jamong other things, distinguished between opin-

“ions and attitudes, and probed different 1mages of
i ~JCWS as md1v1duals s /group / culture

: 111, '

: ﬁ CLAIM OF survey analysxs is - that it

A can transcend the surveyor’s sub-

_ jective hypotheses. Yet, in the very construction
of the apparatus for the gathering and measur-
- ing of empirical data, subjectivity - 1nev1tab1y
: plays a role and must, in the end, color the find-
_ings themselves. The fiction of total 1mpart1ahty
in social research has recently come under attack
_by, among others, Gunnar Myrdal, who in the
“interest of honesty and greater objectivity has
’:made the suggestion—in ‘which I concur—that so-
_ cial scientists disclose the personal and pohtlcal
_ values underlying their search.* This is a tricky
 business, however. Values may at times be so deep-
1y internalized that the researcher has genuine
deﬁcultles in standing a51de and acknowledgmg

*Ob]ecthty in Social Research ‘Pantheon, 1969

o them Fven the selecuon of toptcs shelters sub—
- jective viewpoints and values. that can infilrate
-.research, sometimes’ mnocently and subccnscxous—;;"
1y, occasmnally with “ the intention to influence

\anettes of antl-Semmsm Instead we are
a patchwork of scales, ~with each study
nstructmg a different mdex, using different
tems, in different quantities, often differently for-

mulated C}msttan Beliefs and Anti-Semitism used  not have even the poker player’s. optlon to payr", -

~ with regard to what constitutes the ideal society
~and Stemberg, it will be recalled, concluded that

~ ‘Semitism, even though an ti-Semitism continued
_to persist among the educated That irregularity

- was most pronounced in the fellowmg items de-
signed to measure. intolerance: attitudes of non-

- Jews toward mtezmarnage with Jews; toward the

- exclusion of Jews from social clubs; and toward

_ the continued obsery ance of Chrlstmas inthepub-
lic schools. Respondents who otherwise came out

~ very low on the anu-Semitzsm scale, here regls
~ tered “intolerant’; in fact, the more educated a =

_ance. As already noted, the authors looked for
_ assorted expianztmas, but zhe data nevertheless

in the amtudes held b Seizmck and Stemberg
‘about the nature of society ;
. group relations. ‘These attit des are nowher,
- forth explicitly, but are revealed by a close re

_marriage. In so doing, ‘however, they are forced

. er weight to Jews than to American Christians.
,By making approval of intermarriage a barome-

~ cally regard a commitment to group survwal as
free, neutral society. Oddly enough, for a stndy‘ o

“that purports to gauge anti-Semitic feehng, no-
_where is an effort made to deal with the ques-

and mampulate The: reader is at a loss. He does
to see the bidder's hand. o

The Tenacity of Prejudice is a good exampie -
of how the researchers” prelmses—-m ‘this ' case,

—have led to a_ misreading of the data. Selznick

education was the independent variable in anti-

reﬁyanéeni the gzeazer the level of his intoler-

remained intractable. ;
The fault. T suggest, ;163 nat m the data bu

ing of their approach to the data. We see, for
stance, that they conszder a Chﬁ‘stian"iﬁtsier
if he is against intermarriage with a Tew. By the
goose/gander rule, they must therefore also re
gard-as mtolerant Jews who are opposed to inter-

to ignore considerations that apply with far great-

ter of tolerance, Selznick and Steinberg must 10g1-,f

an obstruction to the creation of a prejudme

tion of the legitimacy of group life, religious or =
ethnic. Selznick and Steinberg seem to believe
that anti-Semitism must be combatted because it
is the ultimate obstacle- to Jewish. assimilation.
Jewish survivalists, on the other hand, start from
the premise that anti-Semitism constltutes a penl“ff
to Jewish continuity.

If their commitment to the neutral soc1ety has -
caused them . to misread their data; the enthrall
ment of Selznick and Steinberg with ‘educatior
distorts their conclusions. Indeed, the emphas:s
on education as the ‘countervailing force fo pre;-f
‘udice exposes the weakness of this method of re-
lying exclusively on attitudes and opinions with-
out referrmg to ancﬂlary or supplementary con-




istered 'Marx 5 scale to their Los Angeles respon- -

denyts the latter’s black militancy evaporated

,blacki commumty in 1964 into ancient history.
Was he an innocent victim of unpredictable
change? The folk-wisdom cautions: Forewarned

_is forearmed. The one constant characteristic of

_ the civilrights movement since the Supreme
Court decision of 1954 has been change. In 1955

the Montgomery bus boycott catapulted Martin
Tuther King, Jr., into national prominence; in
1960 Negro college students organized the first
sitins in North Carolina; in 1963, the March on

~ Washington gave the highest national sanction fo
civil-rights protest and demonstratmn A vear la-

tivists. Comte’s savoir pour jnévoz'r stﬂl remams
the soc1olog1ca1 watchword,

In 1964, as in 1960 when the sitdns began,r

oung, college-educated Negroes provided the
’petus for the changing patterns. of black pro-
Yet Marx sampled young ~and. educated
cks only randomly. Only 13 per cent of his

kspondents had some college education; only 22

_cent were eighteen to twenty-nine years old.

e-educated militants, drawn a larger sam-

this group, his survey might have had more i
1 "Indeed the role of strateglc ehtes in-in-

es mm1m1ze the roles of
ucal leaders, and soaal ac-

15 postscnpt to ‘the paperback edition
and Pre]udzce,i' Marx at last confronts

; gmce not. only to hlS own study, but to
Hire ent pnse of_ “Patterns in Amencan‘

ant questions are clearly not 50 much'
but who, how intensively, and in |
~As the unprecedented domestic -
the late 1960’3 and the changmg

. playin the numbers game with pubhc-op1mon;

eonducwe to hlghly unreahstlcf

‘ed an unemplo’ ed and 1deolog1ca,
, as well as a gre 2t many

black mili-
fered from :

‘‘normal’
. are “fashioned from ‘experiences,”

; the urban riots began. ‘Given the fact of
- change, it remains a mystery why Marx did not
 avail himself of the protection that survey anal-
_ysis provides through the techniques of somologl L
- cal prediction. Prediction for social action is real-

ly what soc1ology is all about, at least to its ac have fallen i nm

arx, extrapolating from the trend of young,

of propaganda and of indoctrination in

~anti-Semitism in question is but a refle

~son and Dian

' does not count the same, and opmlons are chan‘
- ing—if not fast enough for the most radical
~ certainly much too fast for the most conservatwe.

(Italics in the original.)
v

ET. Us return to the subject'o
4 anti-Semitism. In opening hi
cussmn of this subject, Marx immediately takes
the stmg out of the problem by remarking that -
“anti-Semitism is a ‘normal’ aspect of our cul-
ture” and a component of “our common culture”’
—shared, that is, by white and black - ahkef
(Would he, 1 wonder, characterize racism 2a
in the same way?) Atumdes, be adds,
and ‘“for Ne-
groes, anti-Semitic stereotypes appear to be much

more related to actual experiences with Jews in

the economic world”’—hence, while Negro anti-

-~ Semitism is to be “deplored it is also, accordmg
0 Marx (and as I have already noted), “certainly

‘more understandable than white antl-

'Sermtzsm " In confusmg attitudes with soc
Vaimes, and in a551gn1ng to subjectwe feehn

; trap that critics of survey anal-
ysis have long w arned of. The late Theodo

-~ Adorno; ‘who never cared much for survey re—

search anyway, put it this way: “Wha
matic according to the prevalent rule
research, namely, to proceed f:rom the !
reactions as if they were a primary and ﬁnal

*source of sociological knowledge, seemed to

thoroughly superﬁcml and mlsgmded vEE Th'
mation of attitudes is a complex matte
experience, of course, contributes. But

Semitism, like all pre]udlces, is also a *“’rf

turies-old - hatreds; its unhappy recrudescence 1
some black literature today is a phenomeno
which Marx ignores altogether. '
Marx’s treatment of black antl-Semn.'“ .
general on the capricious side. He begi
minimizing its existence; then he chang s
to say that, yes, there is anti-Semitism in th black ~
community, but that it derives from expem nce,
finally, in a third shift, he maintains .

Negro hostility toward all whltes In one

_extra-survey-analysis footnotes, “howe ver,

hlmself offers ev1dence to refute th

%See T M Tomlmson,

o gro Action: A° Comparativ

Militant Views of the Los Angel

Survey,” Los 4

“and Public. Affax .

June 1, 1967.

one’s opmzon o
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“Chnstlan or cracker; if he is more ‘stingy: than
_mean, he’sa Jew. The sophlsucatlon
of folklore should be sufficiently con cluswe to in-
dicate that black anti-Semitism is

ag ancient a stereotype as that of the Jew as Christ-

currency in the United States to one of Furope’s

occupational toles afflict Negroes far more  se-
_ verely than do Jewish ‘merchants. and landlords.

o blacks today to parrot  the pseudo—saennﬁc
- mouthmgs of anti-Semites in Germany and Aus-
tria of one hundred years ago.

' fcludmg Jews, who sought to minimize the sig-

 Semitism was. of no_ sngmﬁcance' _that where it
: '~~ex1sted it was ‘deserved; and that, in any event,
~Jews weren’t being smgled out as Jews but ‘as

use of the “protectwe authonty” of science, in

_ Max Weber's phrase, to advance partisan com-
. mitments is, of course, ‘nothing new. Still, it was
_saddenmg to see yet another instance of scholar-
- = ship pressed into the service of 1deology, even

~if Gary Marx’s effort lent itself only too readily

- to the purpose at. hand. Perhaps more- dlstressmg
s the apparent concurrence of other social sci-
S entlsts in the pohtlcal uses of scholarshlp

v

lpohtlcs, is, w1th its single :focus on opinion, not
ij;properly geared to study the etiology ' of antl—

in the Poomzsed Land which would seem to in-
~ dicate that blacks do distinguish between Jews
~and other whites. Negro folklore, says Brown,
- plctures all white people as mean nd stmgy ifa
man is more mean than he is stmgy, he is whate—.

standi

[_’and contradu:tormess
. whe .
"j"persecuted for behevmg in Judaism and ex-
.~ coriated for dlsbehevmg, despised when poor
jand loathed when rich; shamed for their ignor-

of this pxece

exactly that
_and. nothing else, harking back as it does to the
- stereotype of the Jew as swindler and exploiter,

killer. “The new articulateness of today's Ameri-
can blacks—many of whom form an uprooted
- peasantry becoming urbanized—simply gives fresh

“oldest myths 1t is indeed only in terms of the
 myth that one can understand the pswc}zoicmcai -
_ process that ‘makes this urban peasantry blame
the Jews, rather than other ethnic groups whose

The salience of the Jew as Jew, not as merchant
- or landlord, sets the dynamcs of prejudice
‘ —_movmg And it is the myth ‘more than the ex-
_perience, which ‘makes it possﬂ)le for  young -

- In 1968, when anti-Jewish fulmmauons onthe: .
fpart of various black militant groups rose to a.
~ particularly strident pitch, there were many, in-

L nificance of what was bemg said.: This was not
o surpnsmg Nor was it surprising ‘that these apol-
~ ogists should have adduced Protest and Prejudice,
 with its nnposmg array of statistics and tables,
o allbat the service of “scientific, objecuve truth,” -
~in support of thexr contention: that black anti-

= themes,

- whites. Finally, Protest and  Prejudice was in-
‘Vvoked as evidence for the “fact” that blacks were
not even particularly anti-Semitic, at any rate not
~more so than whites, and perhaps less so. Thei: '

URVI:Y ANALYSIS even at its best, free
_ from intrusive values and obtrusive

¢'Sem1tlsm. Useful for permdrc pulse-takmg, 1t

nevert] less serves ultimately to limit our under-

enon marked by a high degree of multiformity
A pariah people every-
for most of their ‘history, Jews have been

ance of the host culture and rebuffed for mas-:

tering it; denounced as capitalists and  assailed
_as Communists; derlder

'-h

or their separatism and
ionism. In the course of

reu%ed for their assimi

its ‘long lifes anti-Semitism has also assumed
psehdz}razwna} guises, e.g., the Christian “teach-
_ ines of contempt,” the theories of alleged Jewish
 =conbmie control and manipulation, the ideol
ogies of ai%egeé }ew;sh political ~domination. or
_cultural pollution, The very persistence of anti-
- Sexmtrsm, -as Shmuel Ettmger of the Hebrew Uni-
- Yersxty recently has argued, consohdates and in- ;
tensifies the syndrome Hlstoncal plecedents, his
~torical . folk memory—these, ;
: have ‘at various times combined with other fac '

“almost mewtably, -

tors to make the Jews expedient scapegoats and.
expendable victims (as witness the most recent
resurgence of anti-Semitism in Poland, where only

8,000 Jews remain in a population of 32 million).
Studying anti-Semitism as strictly an American s

: phenomenon, without reference to its occurrence :

_elsewhere in time and- geography, strikes me as

a highly provmc1a1 exercise. The Spec1ﬁc1ty of

anti-Semitism in America, to be sure, rests in in:

dlgenous -political traditions and insti itutions,
and it is important to know how these have ab o
fected certain forms of anti- Semltlsm,* but the[ e
and ideas from which anti-

- Semitism draws its force have throughout lustory* -

been transnational and transcultural. (Thus, the
: 1rnported racist theories of Gobinean and Hous-

~ ton Stewart Chamberlain played a part in the
,"passage of the restrictive immigration laws of the.

1920s in the United States.) Indeed, anti-Semitic

-images,

mythol ogy often assumes a life of its own, with

its own pecuhar pattern of migration. The Pro-
tocols of the Elders of Zion, consigned yesterday
_to the ash-heap of history, has today been resur- o
_rected for use by Arab propagandists. And the
‘18th-century European myth of the Illuminati, a
~somewhat less notorious variant on the theme of

the international conspiracy, still persists in our -
own day, feeding the anti-Semitic prejudzces of

_many a home-grown American blgot

Survey analysis, in my opinion, is by its. na-‘v”

‘ture unequipped to investigate the historic im-
-ages and themes of anti-Semitism which still flour-

ish in the -American variety, or to- trace thelr""

passage from one culture to another. How, then,
can survey ana1y51s, all by itself and wrthout ther

LEA forthcommg book in the “Pattems of Amencan Pre]- :
“tidice” series, by Seymour Martin Lipset and Earl Raab‘

wxll probably deal thh these quesuons

. of anti-Semitism, which is a phenom- o




0 I ,'dlsmphnes, be expected to per~

cult but necessary task of lo-

cating a specific variety of anti-Semitism within

two ooks we have been discussing, was frozen at
October 1964 ‘when the interviews were conduct-

ed. But what does that date represent? Was Oc-.

tober 1964 part of a continuing stable time, a
- rime of long duration and slow motion? Was it

 part of a deceptive slow-motion time, contin-

uously interrupted by abrupt crises? Or was it
cyclical time, regular or irregular? Or retarded
;,nme—tunerlaggmg time? Or explosive timer* So-
ciety is in constant motion; yet soma} time is
k'marked by intervals of different duration. Do

- opinions and. attitudes match the patterns of so-

. cietal tnne? Are they behind or ahead? Do they

reflect 2 emod’s declme or be ning, or even
p i

a perxod in flux?

~ In Jews in the Mind of Amee ica, Beﬁ Ha cdpem"l”
 clucidated a persuasive theory of a perennial
‘compounded of

~ syndrome called anti-Semitism, *
~ ,rsxmultaneous or alternating toleration and hos-
tility.” That syndmme exists in the time of }ew

“ish history, But other rhythms of time flow out-
side and around, as well as through, jewzsh his-
L tory, qulckenmg or retarding Jewish time, For

instance, a new theory of cyclical societal ex-
pansion in the United States, propmm "d {by,'

L P M. G’ Harns, clauns'*

It turns out that not ]ust the bread and butter

in our society since 1870 . but the essence
_ of American social structure—lmkmg personal

opportunity, community growth, institutional
2 development and soc1eta1 change—-smce its very

ngful historieal continuum? Time, in the

- tiplicity of Time,” in Edward A. Tlr'éldan; ed
" Theory, Values, and Saciocultural C

CAN ANTI-SEMIﬂsﬁ BE maszmmm |

mcepﬁon has always reﬂected and re—created

~ cyclical fluctuations in rate of expansxon of
our populatlon . e

‘ ‘Drawmg from many academ1c dlSClphnes, the-

ories; and research methods, in a complex"
demographic-historical study that locates, identi-

fies, and describes cyclical fluctuations, Harris

concludes that there appears to be a 22l5-year -

cycle of oscillating socio- -economic conditions in- - '

America, with concomitant wideranging effects
on the famlly, socialization, life-cycles, education-

al and economic opportunity. The “mood of the

nation,” Harris  declares, “also goes through
swings or cycles adhering closely to the familiar

“interval.” Is it not possible that anti-Semitic prej-

udice, too, is woven into the tapestry of this cycle,

~ and should not social scientists address themselves
to mvesngatmg this possﬂ)ﬂuy? ' '

It is to be hoped that subsequent volum

~ the “Patterns of American Prejudice” series wi
~ conmribute more to our _understanding of ant
j’iSemmsm in r‘-&memca than their four predecessors
Perhaps if s
- of their dlsaphnarv autonomy and soverexgnty'—
- and begin to share the insights of other fields of

ey researchers were to yield some

study, their work might progress beyond the

monplace and self-indulgent, Certaml;;’, the study
of anti-Semitisio is too serious a matter to be left
to the exduswe attentmn of urvey analys '

#See Georges Gurvxtch *Soc

-}-P M.G. Harris, "The Social Origins of American Lea -
ers: The - Demographic. Foundations,” Perspectwes in
American History, 111 (1969), p. 311.
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To THE Eprror oF COMMENTARY!
Lucy S. Dawidowicz clearly has

strong feelings about Negro anti-

Semitism. These feelings, along

with ~ her pretensions to social-.
science expertise, have led to an

article. . {“Can Anti-Semitism Be

Measured?,” July] as unfair as it is_

~ uninformed:-
. “With respect to my study, Pro-
test and Prejudite, she guotes- out
of context, drops " crucial qualify-
‘ing wotds and phrases, makes mis-
staternents of facts, misinterprets
data; misunderStands the nature of
survey reséarch; uses a 1970.. per-
spective to attack 1964 data, makes

undocumented charges, and tries to
pass-off her strongly held value po- .

sitions as scientific criticism; not to

mention the intellectually lazy tac- .
tic of attacking the study not on
its own terms for what it tried to -
do, but in light of questions and
methods it chose not to deal with. |

Mrs. Dawidowicz seems to be

making three orders of criticism:-

1) My personal values affected
my findings.

2) My study of the black com-
munity in 1964 has been “turned -

into ancient history.”

".3) Surveys are maPpmpfiat'e

for measuring anti-Semitism.

‘After being attacked by seg
‘ments of the white and black Left

for doing a study that is seen as
wracist” and a “cop-out” precisely
because it tries to be “objective,”
“heutral,” and “scientific,” it is re-

freshing, even if not defensible, to
be attacked for doing what is seen
as partisan scholarship.

The main - “evidence” adduced
to- support Mrxs. Dawidowicz’s
charges are a statement from the
preface about my involvement and
concern with the civil-rights strug-
gle and a quote from the dedication

" of the book which states: .

To those oppressed because
of - their ~racial, religious, -or
ethnic identity in the hope that
they will become more militant
and . more _tolerant and thus
transcend evils so long and
cruelly perpetrated by man on
man.. . .

Would Mrs. Dawidowicz prefer a
dedication which hoped that those
oppressed for such reasons would
become militant and perpetuate
- the - intolerance, bigotry, hatred,
oppression, and cruelty so charac-
_tcristic of ethnic subordination?

Or, perhaps, she would prefer 2=

society where those oppressed for
ethnic reasons simply knew their
place and-didn’t rock the boat for
fear of producing an even Wworse
. society? - - . ’

Anti-Semitism, Survey-Analysis

A Response to Lucy Dawidowicz

Gary T. Marx

It is one thing for a researcher

to acknowledge his values. It is
quite another for a reviewer, who
as a citizen and a Jew happens =
not. to like the implications of the
data, to take this acknowledgment
as evidence of partisan scholarship.

The .data presented were in

Ho way always consistent with my
values. In fact, I felt very ambival-

ent about some of the findings of

mass- moderation on the part of
American blacks. That such infor-

‘mation- was nevertheless reported

has led to criticism from those who
think that social science should
only be a vehicle for furthering
political ends. For one strongly
concerned with civil rights, to write
a2 book stressing the variety of at-
titudes held by different groups of
blacks, rather than emphasizing
how extensive militancy and hatred
of whites are, can hardly be called
partisan scholarship.

One standard by which a body
of scientific data can be evaluated
is its comsistency with other e~
search. That the. large number of

 studies done on mass black opinion

since mine, and the eight studies
conicerned primarily with. Negro
attitudes toward Jews, reach de-
scriptive conclusions  essentially
similar to mine, hardly bespeaks
a partisan approach. Unless, of
course, we are to believe that there
is a massive conspiracy among a
large number of researchers.

The accusation of partisan schol-
arship seems to emerge from the
fact that the data have political
uses.- Mrs. Dawidowicz is upset
that during Ocean Hill-Brownsville
and related controversies some
people . took - the .data out of
context and wrongly used them
to deny the presence of black anti-
Semitism. I am also upset by this.
1 am equally upset _by the way
white conservatives have misused
the data on moderation to argue
that ‘blacks are essentially content
and that problems stem from a
small number of agitators. As well,
1. have not been pleased -by the
way. some ‘black nationalists have
selectively used the data to argue
that a majority of blacks support
‘aggressive .violence. This use of the
same research study by those hold-
ing opposite ideologies ‘hardly be-
«neaks nartisan scholarship.

:
i
i)
|
b
|
|
i
L

S::‘u}gl,; 13n(10c11m¢nted methodolog-
-~ jcal critique but in-her unwilling-
ness - toaccept “empirical data
whic

1y consistent with her personal val-
nes and interests, in this case, doc-
umentation of the extreme threat
posed by black anti-Semitism  as
perhaps might be indicated by
findings that all blacks hated Jews
and only Jews?

Mrs. Dawidowicz's wish to dis-
credit the data is so great that she
is led to outright distortion, even
beyond taking material out of con-
text and denying the many qualifi-
cations contained in the book
(such as my many warnings. about
the difference between attitudes
and behavior, experience and pet-
ception, and that all opinions
count equally only in a survey).
For example, in contrasting my re-

sults with those of the UCLA study |
. social |

of Watts she writes:
researchers at UCLA, studying as-
pects of the Watts riot, found that
30 per cent of their respondents
indicated signs of black militancy.
Their  measuring devices differed
from Marx’s but when the UCLA
researchers
scale to their Los Angeles respon-

dents, the laiter’s black militancy |

evaporated.” This is patent un-
truth: The UCLA researchers nev-
er applied my scale. In fact, they
were unaware of it at the time of
their -study. Furthermore, her ef-

fort to suggest. that the carefully
carried’ out UCLA study done "at

a different point in time, in a city ©.

I didn’t study, using a single ques-

administered Marx’s.

tion rather. than an index, whose '

results.on level of support for the

Black Muslims have generally not

been replicated by other research,
somehow has major bearing on the
validity of my study is unjustified.

The moderation found by my
study and by many. subsequent

studies  does not pose for her any-

questiogxs about the problems in-
herent in -a COMMON-SENSE approach
to complex social issues. Rather,

she seeks to discount data which .

are inconsistent with her subjec-
tive . conceptions

of  what~ they

should be, by noting, “nothing it.

vas what it appeared to
1o index at fault? Was
n 4 fault2 Were the in-
wers at fault” It is precise-
HJUCHUSC  COTAMON-SENSE - ap-
iches are very often wrong that
o social science. The resolu-
of -the difficulty lies not in
Dawidowicz’s unsophisticated

lich run. contrary to.her- sense
. what the data are, or should be.
: ‘errors 'ng methodplogical in-
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terpretation. in the essay are nu-

general teader. Here ler me sim-

ply note Mrs. Dawidowicz's lack -

“of underatandmg of the criteria by

-~ which questions are chosen for an
- index, the use of positvely word-
~‘ed items to deal with problems of
-aquiescence, her ‘confusing neces-
-sary -and sufficient causes with
statements of a probabilistic na-

ture, and ‘her failure to grasp the

- - important: ‘ difference  between. an
- index vs. a single question.)

- Not  acknowledging her- rei:ro«
spective view, Mrs. Dawidowicz ac-

cuses: the study of being an uncrit-

' Though in ‘so doing .she ignores

“the fact that the data and my val-
“ .ue statements applied to-the mili+

- tancy -of 1964,  not - that of 1970, -

“ tic, self-destructive, and a far cry -

.~ ‘movement.- The: study-found. that -

" those most  likely“ to be militant
- over . ¢ivil-rights issues- in- 1964, -
*rather ‘than béing. the frustrated,
'ahenated hate ﬁlled lumpen mis-
- Aits;; > ~the - -Eric

“activists,: tended ‘to"be ‘instead an
elite group" in “the: black commu- .
ity re ‘better-educated
ess soaally lsolated :

,:}—ihlgh morale, ‘and -were-less hos-
"_tile to whites. If such findings con- -
“stitute an-apology for. the earlier: .

phases of: the c1v11 nghts movement, o

“so be it.”
Do MIxsc Daw1dow1czs fallure to un-
- derstand survey analysis and what
. my study tries: to do is clearly in-

et ~have, - of - course, turned -
~-Marx’s: socxology of the black com-
_.*-‘mumty in - 1964 into’ ‘ancient- his- -
“tory.”“In a postscript to the book’s :
ppaperback -edition, - 1

"'»f,j;profound changes ‘that have .oc- -

- curred on ~the - civil-rights ' scene-

“." and whether or not the mass mod-
© . eration found in 1964 has:now dis- -

“ferentiateé between the - analytic
and- descnptwe findings.. My con-
cern was primarily with the for-~
mer. To argue that my socxology
is now out of date would require
Mrs. Dawidowicz to- produce sys-
tematic empirical data that shows,

<for example, that religionno long:
er -operates - to inhibit 'mlhtancy, .
- that  social ~mobility no. longer. :
,encourages thtancy, that bemgf" ’

merous - and not of interest 1o the

ical” apology for black mxhtancy -

- some-of which is: clearly unrealis- -

from-‘the earlier. ‘humanism of the

: Hoffer-Romﬂd Reagan image’ of -

. dicated in .the statement, “the rad- -
.ical shifts in"the c1v11—r1ghts move-

- consider - -
- “whether the ‘data collected in 1964 -
are still relevant in the face of the~f

-appeared. Here it is useful to dif- -

removed from " the” values of the
rraditional - South - and *having
positive - self-image  no . longer i
creases the likelihood of civil- nghts

concern, - or that. having & -low: ai
_morale and béing socially lsolated]-;
-are now- suddenly conducive to a - -
militant ideology. Does Mrs. Dawid- -
- owicz really believe that those with
a high degree of unpleasant eco- .

nomic contact with merchants they - .
perceive to be Jewish have suddenly -~
become among those least likely to-
" be- anti-Semitic? 'Are attitudes- to- -
_non-Jewish - -
whites suddenly no Ionger related?

ward  Jewish and -

"Have 'the 20 per cent of blacks

who make a :distinction - between -
Jéwish whites and other whites 0
suddenly started seeing Jews as . -m
worse than -other ‘whites, not bet-'i-
“ter?. With respect to the descrip- -
tive . question of whether @ mass.
- moderation still exists, the 80-0dd
‘studies suminarized -in -the post- "
.carried out in. 1967 and
1968, clearly suggest that ‘mass

-script;

: moderation is still - present. In

’:' ‘many ways the attitudes of the
“masses . of black people were not
“terribly .different- in 1969 . from
‘what they were in 1964, the mass -

~media -and dramatic events not-

. withstanding. From.all of the sub-
“sequent- research that I have seen; -
- these findings: still hold. If Mis. -

" Dawidowicz has evidence to .sug-

_gest that any of the above.is no-
_longer true, she has certamly not»'i'

“presented it.

and college students. In doing this

she ‘again -misses - the point. of the

‘study. A 'Study's .validity and the
~criteria for serious methodologic
- criticism -is not based on wheth
‘groups of.-interest to a-reviewer
-are oversampled. -Rather, ‘it comes
from having a sample that is rep-
resentative of the group one is in-:

- ‘terested inﬂstudyingv and in wusing -
" questions that elicit - as. :closely as- -
_is" possible a person’s actual. feel—:

"ings and attitudes.

autobiographical - and

accounts
studles on y

Mrs. Dawidowicz argues that the ~
- study is lacking in validity because- -
it did not sample disproportionate-
_ly-from certain segments of the.:
. black population, such as activists:

The problem I chose to studyg
was what effect did the civil-rights.
-movement have on.the black com-
~munity n toto? In 1964 we had
a number of useful historical and’

“of how Wellh :

questions. : ; :
To argue that I dehver ,ﬂv coup e

to- the entire” enterprise of “Pat- -
“terns:. of -American P:ejudxce"‘ by -

but who, how - mténstvely, énd in
whal: way?" xs to Tip.an argument}i ~

'dlscussed the future of ace- tela
tions- in Amencan socxe ) nd was

relative merits of various method-
~ ologies, as . Mrs. Dawidowicz's .use
of the quotation implies- There are -
a large number of important ques-
‘tions for which surveys are vital .
and indeed the only way to gain
information. Among theém are pro-
‘cesses  of  opinion - formation;
“sources of mass support and con- ..
straint ‘for- public figures' and pol- -
-icies, and the. distribution of ax-
“titudes in a- population-and  tieir

‘" change over time.

. Surveys ‘are inherently no he;.ter'
~and - no worse than any other -

" 'social-science - - technique. ' The
worth ‘of a- technique depends on~

- the .type  of questions -one poses.
Because surveys- have limits; as do .

" dll. methods. - “(including - Mrs. Da-

-widowicz’s citation of “evidence”
from - Claude Brown), ~does- not
“mean’they are unsuitable for deal- <
with* certain ‘aspects of ant-
Semitism: To be sure, broad inter-:
-disciplinary :- -studies covering the -
‘vast sweep “of history will yield
icher- accounts than single focused
,stuches -Yet such focused studies
-are “the bulldmg blocks out™ of
which .- more - grandiose efforts

~ emerge.: Furthermore, precisely be-

-€ause. grand . theories depend on a
-reading - of “‘the facts,” and - our
common-sense assumptions about

““the facts are so often wrong (such’

as the erroneous belief that blacks
single Jews out for special hatred:
-among whites or that blacks are. -
apprec1ab'ly more - _ant-Semitic
than. whites), -it is: necessary - to-.do
concrefé empirical studies, even.a
the - risk of occasionally- showmg';_
common sense to be correct; :
“The changes that have occurred




of Gary T. Marx: that black anti-
-~ Semitism is a reflection of black

hostility’ toward: all ~whites, - it is-

necessary to add that it is also an

expression of the black urge to-
identify with white American-An- -
glo-Saxon Protestant culture. Let:

-us- ot forget the sxxteen*year-
black girl who wrote in her int
duction to the black exhibit at-th
Meuopolitan - Museum - that, “with

tegard to the attitude toward the

~Jew. the: blacks would’ find: them
selves at last “with the majority.”

“The attitnde toward the ]ew is-
‘ome of 2 number of foci of black"

ambivalence with regard to white
vaiues: The ‘black rejection of

ihose values is usually expressed in’

the ,_amnu; ideology, which ex-
gm*& the alleged vacuousness of

Biss American cuiture, the de-
-of ‘biack actiyists for participa-
y in and acceptance by the
memimant white culture, on the
: }zzr.‘»si' is zxpressed in less ex-

AntiSemitism serves
: of impulse exquisitely;
m"a*en&as that black
: ha‘;e a qualita-
L fzcr, it enables
become white In

.. . Concerning th: proposition -

: on),

.extreme s pohtlcal dxscnmmanon
“on' rehgmus,
© groun
-problem is still more complex. We
" further ‘noted. that there are inter-
mediate areas—the soclal; cdub’is a -

. giverr .to democratic- values’ or.

“serve their . identity. On such issues:

; moment to others.

Pbﬂosophy
"

posing the authors’ hidden value -

funatelv

JosErs NEYER "~ coml

~biases to the naive reader. Unfor- -
her Gguwn  strone - valhe

have roots mn hostuity toward jews,
it can-also follow from a legitimate
desire .on the part of non-Jews to

‘neutral. . society.”

private the context, the more de-

. fensible the discriminatory” prac-
tice; the more public the context, -
--the less legitimate does all discrim-

ination become. An example of.a:

frelatlvelyé legmmate form - of dis- "

.racial,
~(p. 89).- However, the

prime - example—-where, j
clear whether priority- shoul’

the desire of :social -groups- to’ pre:

(we also have: black nationalism in
mmd) it is sometimes mecessary to
distinguish- between- what 'is per-
missible for a- powerful hajority
and what is defensible for a- fre-
quently ‘embattled minority.” In:
society -committed to both ‘plural-

ism -and ‘democracy, -the- majority
-hasto forgo - certain. luxuries of; A
self-segregatlon that minorities can -

often indulge in with httle harm: or

= to- JCWISh a551m1l
the same yvay..,I

maintain - their. religious and: cul-
tural identity” (p- 43). However, -
Mrs. Dawidowicz is not entirely off -
he mark when she accuses -us of -
. viewing. group survival as “an’ob-
-struction to the ¢reation-of a- pre]-
" udice-free, '

" seems clear that a'democratic order
- places limits on what is acceptable .
_.in’ the name of group surv:val As
we noted in the book: “The-more - -

or ethni¢ " Je

ery acaden:uc perspectxve, is" neces—"
sarlly limited: and parual and can--

lo
emg pcdestnan, she ennrel
; the larger theorencal




26/COMMENTARY NOVEMBER 1970

ber’s. recent conclusion that . anti:
‘Semitism 'is ‘a vanishing phenom-
enon (this would indeed make-any
future resurgence of anti-Semitism
‘mysterious).. :

Finally,. Mrs: Dawidowicz  dis-
misses - the -evidence presented in
our study (and others) concerning
education as a countervailing fac-
tor ‘to prejudice, ‘and’ does so on
the ‘flimsy. grounds that a few col-
lege students indulge in astrology
and other excesses. We never said
~ (indeed our data show otherwise)
that a modern: education is 100 per
cent effective in” combating preju-
dice. What we did say is that at the
present -time - education is practi-
..:cally the only institution in our so-
ciety thatis any bulwark at all.

Most of all:we are dismayed that
“Mis. Dawidowicz could become so
enmeshed in her private opinions
and lovalties as to. lose sight of the
implications of our study, as well
as the others in this series, for the
. - status and future of ‘the American
“Jewish community. ;

: GERTRUDE J. SELZNICK

o STEPHEN STEINBERG
Survey Research Center
University of Galifornia
_~ Berkeley, California

Lucy Dawipowicz writes:
- Understandably - unhappy - with
my comments, Mr. Marx, like Ham-
let in impotent rage, unpacks his
heart with words and falls- a-curs-
- ing. He accuses me of benighted-
‘ness about the arcana of survey re-
search. He regards  the - construc-
. tion of an index of black nation-
- “alism, for instance, as being as com-

plex and demanding as, say, the
- deciphering of Linear B or the mas-
tery of Yiddish dialectology. I will
disregard ‘the ad hominem -argu-

~ ments and address myself to Mr.

Marx’s specific complaints.

. 1) The UCLA study (T. M.
~““Tomlinson, * “Ideological Founda-
- tions for Negro Action: A Com-
- parative Analysis of Militant and

~ Non-militant Views of the Los An-

geles Riot,” Los ~Angeles Riot

. Study, Institute of Government

. and Public Affairs, University of
© California, Los Angeles, June 1,
- 1967). Mr. Marx calls me a liar for
citing this study’s reference to his
index. I quote two. brief passages
to establish my veracity and attest
to Mr. Marx’s limited capacity for
the tnost elementary form of li-
brary research: :

This- study will use attitudes to-
ward the Black Muslims as the
criterion of militance. This ap-
proach is different from the us-

ual  methods (eg., Marx [ap-
propriately footnoted with full
bibliographic  reference—L.D.]),
which attempt to scale a series
of critical items that ostensibly
tap views representing grada-
tions of militance. (pp. 1-2)

Thirty per cent of the total sam-
ple felt that the Muslims were
doing “well” or “fairly well,” 35
per . cent - felt . that they were
doing “harm,” and 35 per cent
. felt they were doing “nothing”
or “didin’t know” how they were
doing. This is not to say that the
Muslims were the preferred .or-
ganization of 30 per cent of the
sample; in fact, if the respon-
dents ‘had been asked -to rank
the organizations in order of
preference, the Muslims would
have undoubtedly finished last,
Marx [footnoted] indicates that
less than 3 per cent of his sam-
ple of 1,100 from four different
cities felt that the Muslims,
compared “with other - organiza-
tions, were doing the best job.
Had ' this.study used: Marx’s
method, the ‘data would  prob-
ably ‘have been about the same.
However,  in’ this study, 'sympa-
thy could be ‘expressed without -
the ~contamination of relative
evaluation. (p. 4)

My mistake was reading the sub-

jective for - the  declarative, “had” .

for “when.” Otherwise the conclu-
sion ‘I drew remains -valid. -Mr.
Marx’s index of black nationalism
was not the precise instrument he
thought it -was; ‘other ~devices to
measure -this-phenomenon showed

it ‘to be of different proportions
“and intensity. - :

2) Out of context. Mr. Marx
claims T rook -out of context the

last paragraph of his: postscript to

the - paperback : edition - of Protest
and. Prejudice. -He ~was speaking,
he argues, of substance (real life),

“not ‘methodology, when' he wrote:

“ . playing . the numbers game
with public-opinion "data’ .can be
conducive ‘to highly unrealistic as-
sessments.” Do I now hear the

voice of the activist in the words

of the social scientist? If indeed
“the -important. questions for the
future of civil strife in America’

are, to quote Mr. Marx once more,

“not so much how many; but who,

how -intensively, and in what way,”:

then (a) I have not quoted ‘him
out of context, and (b) those are
precisely the questions to explore
if social research is ‘to have any
validity and not be divorced from
real life.

Mr. Marx’s remark that he was
“upset” that some people “wrong-
ly” used his book “to deny: the
presence - of black “anti-Semitism”
sends out bad vibes. At the height
of those troubles at Ocean- Hill-
Brownsville and. elsewhere, - Mz,
Marx was - quoted " in. the Wall
Street Journal as saying that “Jews
are incredibly paranoid. They see
an anti-Semite under every rock.”

Mr. Marx’s letter has not disap-
pointed my expectations. of him.
A man who cannot distinguish he-

tween FEric Hoffer “and Ronald

Reagan can scarcely be competent
to distinguish between anti-Semi-
tism and anti-whitism, or to recog-
nize anti-Semitism at-all.

Mrs. Selznick and Mr. Steinberg
grant, grudgingly and periphras-
tically, that my interpretation of
their values was on mark. They
defend themselves on - one point:
they did say that disapproval of

intermarriage ~was not necessarily.

an expression of anti-Jewish feel-
ing. Right, but notwithstanding

the ~qualification, -they. constantly

used the responses: to. the question
on -intermarriage -as an indication
of discrimination: . L

The  underlying and more im-
portant-question here is. whether
attitudes toward intermarriage; so-
cial clubs, and Christmas carols.in

the public schools are indeed what
Selznick “and ::Steinberg - made of .

them-=-indicators - of *-anti-Jewish

discrimination, albeit = more de-*
fensible ‘than- other: forms of in-

tolerance - 'because . more . private.

“The answer ‘to this question, as I

wrote - in “my “article,  revolves on
one’s view of ~what society is:or

~should be: My- friend Gavin Lang-

muir says the basic problem. is
agteeing on what is meant by anti-
Semitism. If all ‘kinds of dissimi-

larities: and  antagonisms are - Te-.
-garded as anti-Semitism, we are no

closer to an understanding of what

~anti-Semitism is-or how it works.

Mrs.: Selznick -and Mr. Steinberg

“complain that I did not take: their
book, and the ‘whole series, seri-

ously, with all their implications

for the status and future of Ameri-:

can Jews. T thought that was what
my. article was all about.. What is

- the American Jewish community
“to make of ‘these assorted findings,

each “volume -with its own -defini-
tion of anti-Semitism; its own mea-
suring  devices, and limited by its

“'methodology and its authors’ sub-

jectivities? On' the basis of “these
books, T wouldn’t like to-have any
ewish ‘organization mapping pol-
icy and programs for me.




