CHAPTER 4

«WHAT ARE WE?™:

JEWISHNESS BETWEEN RACE AND RELIGION
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“renaissance,” a period of emerging self-confidence and cultural flow-
ering for the American Jewish community.’ The answer to this seeming
paradox is that Jews’ posture of self-confidence actually masked a deep
sense of insecurity. Like Americans of the Progressive Fra in general,
American Jews embraced optimistic language of progress and revival as
a means of soothing their anxieties abourt change. In the face of growing
concern about the problem of self-definition, Jews largely tried to down-
play the contradictions between Jewishness and whireness during this pe-
riod. Despite their best efforts to control the disorder of their times, how-
ever, many American Jews remained ilf at ease with the strictures placed
on them by the dichotomy between blacks and whites.

The Increasing Liabilities of Race

By the end of the nineteenth century, race had become central to the way
both Jews and non-Jews in the United States understood Jewish group
difference, making it almost impossible to define Jewishness without re-
sorting to racial language. As a tool for negotiating Jews’ conflicting im-
pulses for distinctiveness and inclusion, however, race began to lose its
efficacy during this period. Many Jews had relied on racial language since
the 1870s to stabilize what it meant to be Jewish amidst shifting social
boundaries, as well as to assure their standing in the national culture by
underscoring their contributions to civilization. The INCreasing concerns
white Americans had about race, and their need to try to clarify the posi-
tion of Jews in the American racial hierarchy, however, began to reveal
how race could be as much an obstacle as an aid in balancing Jewish and
American identities. If American images of the Jew remained ambivalent,
often combining high praise with suspicion and condemunation, questions
about Jewish racial status were becoming common enough to alert Jews

nto American society. Under these circumstances, race ceased to serve

ineteenth century. Instead, due to white America’s emergent cbsession

ome either the basis for anti-Jewish prejudice or a rationale for urging
he “fusion” of Jews with non-Jewish soclety.

~In addition to increasing pressures placed upon them by American
ociety, Jews also found it difficult to sustain the racial self-definition as
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ing, their strength and character as a race. While Zionists primarily de-
fined the Jews as a nation, and aimed at the creation of a Jewish state in
Palestine, race emerged as an important part of their ideclogy. Because
they had no existing country on which to focus their energies, and even
the exact location of the future Jewish homeland remained a matter of
debate, Zionists often appealed to ties of “flesh and . . . blood” in making
the case for Jewish pationalism. In responding to arguments that Zionism
was impractical, they looked to race as a tangible, scientifically accepted
means of proving the potentiality of Jews for nation building. According
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Although from the beginning the American Zionist movement was a
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migrants, racial discourse was employed most frequently by the accultu-
rated Zionists, who were mMore ¢amiliar with racial ideology. Since many
of the founding American Zionists were Reform rabbis, they sometimes
drew on the intellectual heritage of racial theories that had been worked
out during the previous century by David Einhorn and Bernhard Felsen-
thal.?® Yet while these nineteenth-century Reformers saw racc as & force
that would protect and distinguish Jews as they carried out their mission
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to speak of Jews as a religious group, 1o one cou
Disraeli from the “galaxy of Jewish worthies.”* .
g o o of ace . 4 : have enjoyed a psychological ad
ationist of acculturated Jews conld not to their deep attach gical advantage due to their refusal ¢
ac o 0
ment to the Jewish “race.” The assertion of racizfgprf .
: artic-

While the most accommo
tally reject the racial definition of Jewishness, a similar ambivalence char; ularity did not h
: Of serve tiiem particui
: arly well, however, i :
€I, I a 50Clety Increas-

actqrized those on the other gnd of the ideological spectrum who 355‘3“_‘_‘-4 ingly skeptical of unassimi )

Jewish racial identity more vigorously but could not free themselves from. Tenders eadil drlassumlated alien races, something the establish

oncern for Jews’ racial standing i the non-Jewish world. Zionists, who. - fively why a y understood. Although it is impossible to ex ? i lsdmer{t

saw race as an essential b_uilding block o.f Jewish nationhpod, were highly ' both view}; Iegl?g;é;liizr person may have chosen one path (i atilile Oetim_

aware of the need to avoid casting Jews in the role of racial outsiders and; tumultuo ed an effort to control the definition of Jewish =

as a result, often tried to downplay the physical dimensions of race w - old e Onseqtseizenaf Wk::}elfe perceptions of Jewish racial differ:;?es hmziss m
es for the Jewish community.® ad un-

stressing its spiritual and psychological aspects. This approach was most

notably pursued by the group of «cnltural Zionists” affiliared with ti
ho tended to see the Jew ; ‘ E
. astern Furopean Immigrants and Race

Jewish Theological Seminary of America, w
historian Israel Friedaender’s formulation, as a “race, Or nation, whos
nd whose reason for existence is religiou s im bl _
1615 1mpossible to organize the positions of acculturated Jews on racial

distinguishing feature a
Louis Brandeis, who hea
from 191410 1921, offere
As he explained in one ©
together as much by their “conscious
[and] common qualities” as by the

ded the Zionist movement in the United Sta dentity into 1
. : ne . . -

d a more secular approach to the same pro le tween the imat 1 e(?oglcal groupings, it is easier to draw a distincti
f his early Zionist addresses, Jews Wer nity and its Pf?cr of the race question on the acculturated Je : llilcmﬂ
) . o ) e . w .
community of sentiments, cOmIT ats. Whil ect on the newly arrived Eastern Furo vish com
- 9 : While acculturated Je pean Jewish immi-

ir “common race onflicti ws, regardless of their ideologi .

conflicting pressures and ambivalence about J ‘?Oh()g:caf position,

ut Jewish racial identi
uty

experiences, _
The downplaying of the physical aspects of Jewish racial ident arose £
American Ziomnists went hand in hand with a policy of clarifying that i antsr:;)m the challenges of assimilation, Fastern Euro :
despite their racial individua Soctive Jame to the task of self-definition with an entirpleaz‘kwmh

pecave. Just as they remained relatively isolated from ;r);ssffze? '

)

were still part of the white family of races

Caspar Levias, a professor at Hebrew Union College (HUC) whq-ﬂ ntify with, whiteness. recent imm, y i
) nigrants did not feel the need t

o craft

o J ] raClai € 1tton that Answ ered the eX'){,Ctat Ons Of \Wil]le A nericarn societ }'.
i E I . .
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grant Jews ha\cll1 only recent]ly eaergclad from an atmo- we are Yiddish-speaking socialists.” was their sl .

-eTICOMpPAassing 1. entity, 1t was l"}.()t easy immigrant’s language and the or a’ v el s .Ogan' 3 The use of the

for them to define themselves through the use of discrete categories such . were not seen as an endorser gfﬂlzaFIOH of unions along Jewish lines

as race or religion. According to sociologist Isaac B. Berkson, who studied means through which Jews WZnt[ Ccl) }ewrshé)artlculariry but as temporary

; ! « . .. L 3 . . ukd eventua .

ation to America, ;]ewish t‘racht_lon :alnd with it the Jew _ specifically Jewish identity, On the other h y be W?arlled! away from their

neither in terms of ‘race’ of relflgnon. Boti}llof thest;1 terms : well versed in science, including ra _elr g‘nd, socialist intellectuals were
oreign to the Jewish s irit : s cial theory, whi :

& ] P them to ignore contemporary wisdom about | e};:vish ;:Zh'nllilc'lff I hard for

cial difference. Edi-

In fact, since immi
sphere where Jewishness wasana

immigrant adapt
ish masses speak

are imported from the Western World and are

as terms descripti[ve] of Jewishness.”™ A survey of the Yiddish press and ' - tor and journalist Philip K
popular literature confirms that most immigrants, even after a pumber of dish-reading audience p lraéltz, Wh‘O popularized ethnology for a Yid-
years in America, continued to speak of dos yidishe folk (the Jewish peo- hook-length survey of, ‘:’rf;‘; llé ffdl a dlsgjlssion ‘of the Semitic race in his
ple) rather than di yidishe rase (the Jewish race). ‘ . that they could not deny Jewi ;11 tures. If ;ghelr scientific outlook meant
Isolation from pressures to define themselves according to American - _ ist writers often tried to ch HS r‘a‘flal‘ identity altogether, however, social-
racial categories, however, did not mean that Fastern Furopean Jewish : distic pamphlets, for exacm;:n}%j its importance. In one of his propagan-
culturated Jews to race but cast doubt on its Puri;}f, hz;i; (t)(rjl (:fgizii ;fglii‘:lnci Off ; } ik
ents for Jewish

immigrants were insensitive to the attempts of more ac

disassociate themselves from the newcomers by disclaiming any “racial” _ national solidaritv.* Ulii
> timately, however, such statements cannot b

e

eim objected to the U.S. take .
: n as total disavowals of Jewish particularism. Living in a social
: ocial envi-

ties with them. When Senator Simon Guggenh:
[mmigration Commmission’s practice of categorizing incoming Jews ra- ronment in which Jewish particulari
Liessin, a writer for che Forverts, denounced . . which the main aim was to beco;anw Wz taken for granted, and in
. . e more Ameri ;
embrace a universalist platform rican, 1t was very €asy to

cially as “Hebrews,” Avrom
othing more than an attempt to distance him-

self from the new immigrants. Liessin _dismissed as “simply cor_nic” Gug- After the Kishineff pogrom in 190 !
~enhein’s assertio that “Jews only differ from other peoples in matters . pean Jewish intellectuals wh 01“ 3, a growing number of Eastern Eurc-
of religion,” arguing instead that the “present Furopean Jew is surely. . bine their socialism with JeWiS‘geézt' OVT'd o I che Uil s oy
ionalism. In the United St
ates, many

more similar to the Asiatic Jew of 2,000 years ago than the pres;u;:)ntuday ' of them turned to racial language to A
» : . - e ex i ;

2,000 years ago. When identity. Yiddish writer and socialist Viiizsntl\zlorri?s 1%1(73‘r b}iandkOf ”erWISh

inchevsky, for ex-

the senator’s argument as il

Englishmen is to the inhabitants of England of
the rahbi of Harlem’s prestigious Temple Israel criticized “race Jews”: ample, referred to the “histori :
among the Russian immigrants for forwarding a nonreligious definitioii fvencss” of various racial IStOrlcal PhYSIOgnOmy” and “facial distinc-
of the Jews, immigrant journalist Pernard Richards shot back that it wa ‘couraged the melting dow gf?‘?PS, {ncluding the Jews. While America en-
th its lack of appreciation for Jewish blood ties;: ‘national suicide would bensz)m;%nﬁgfam r l?ice? wrote Winchevsky, “such
possible for us.” The Jewish “race”

the Reform rabbinate, wi
whose definition was deficient.
pressed 1ts exasperation with promi
the Jews out of existence. According to t

41 : 1 - .
In (Zhlc:a%o},1 the Yzfzshir ku;rzgr also ex was much stronger than others, he explained, and
nent ht ;onqs }:v o t;fu; to ir}gx;e. _.the concoction” as easily. By 1909, some of t,han .Wou-ld not “sink into
e Kurier, the Jewish establiste " g encouragement for their views ’in the FA ese immigrants were find-
e FAZ, and one of the bases of

e .- this i w w Yi
s s influence was the new Yiddish Zionist organ, Dos Yidiske folk (Th
, 0 e

ment continuously engaged in «word-play,” defining abstract categor
such as race or nationality according to certain criteria, only to dem ‘ ewish people). Bernard Richards and Abrah
“Flow would these theorists feel “the i : o § an raham Go
W 1 _ of the immigrant Zionist movement, contributed artli(iijerg, ’CE’O stalwarts
es to the paper for-

strate how the Jews failed to meet them.

d, perhaps “ltkl
. .
€ ISh lde ! restin,
] g

if in a discussion 1t was prove

that they, the theorists, were not meni” asked the editors of the K_:JJ'T et; . because the immigrant radi _

to whom the deep ties between Jews were self-evident, no matter Wi ciety, they did not feel .the S;?n icals had little contact with non-Jewish

one called thern.“'z | - . i guage a5 the more alcCmmratf:dpgi_ssu_re to lmoderate their use of racial

Though most immigrant Jews were unfamiliar w1Fh the terminology. | All in all, Jewish immigrant Cf 1onists did.

of race, this was not true of the small group of mteﬂectgalg_- a ho were conversant wi thgraci;l tg?ﬂ’iliiswm Europe, including the few

ous saade the years before World War I by the presosgli;;: ?;ilzrrlgg IIZE)EZIZCT:EEECiej
. ate

helm of the American Jewish labor movement. Adhering to vark ade

of socialism, immigrant intellectuals advocated internationalism nd ws to struggle with the co ;
ncept of race and how it i

was applied to them

- 1 ﬁ 1 on Vﬂ']th !e\NlSh g[.(l [p ]Oyalt]f “We are “0_ ews : . grants beg
. t C exrent that T arn to seize a V()]'CC 1] Jf:VV‘S]! communa
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e racial question did have an impact

on th
nt com-

affairs, however, their opinions
on broader Jewish discussions of racial identity. Because imsmigra
mentators often saw the issue of Jewish self-definition in a way unclouded
by the difficulties faced by more acculturated Jews, their insights some-
hallenge their Americanized counterparts and reveal the

contradictions of American Jewish idenrity. But as we shall see in the next
or issues on which discus-

three sections, which explore some of the maj

sions of Jewish racial identity focused during the eatly twentieth century,
there was little that could help resolve the hopelessly ambivalent feelings
most American Jews had about self-definition.

rimes served to €

Intermarriage and the “Melting Pot”

e commitment of acculturated Jews

the early twentieth century as did
essure to down-

Few social phenomena expressed th
to a racial self-understanding during
their avoidance of intermarriage.* Despite increasing pr
play racial commitments, most Jews of this period continue
i1y the nineteenth century, to treat marriage as a
preservation and as the line at which social interaction with non-
o be drawn. According 1o a study carried out in New York between 1908
and 1912, the intermarriage rate among Jews was only 1 .17 percent, com-
a rate of nearly 17 percent amotug Italians and 33 percent among

pared to
Only the city’s A

non-jewish Germans.
of intermarriage than Jews.
plained, when Jews and non-Jews did interma
«raised such a storm of criticism and disapprova

than any tendencies in this direction |were] kept in
The strength of opinion against intermarriage among accu
American Jews was apparent in 1905, when the young Yiddish journa
and settlement wosker Rose Pastor wed the non-Jewish millionaire Joh
Phelps Stokes. The marriage made front-page news in New York and
hailed by the general press as 2 sign of universal brotherhood and a pr
cursor to racial amalgamation. But despite the enthus
can public, Jews responded with skepticism expressed
language. “The world at large does not care one iota whether their s0
blend, or whether he is imbued with a Jewish spirit an
editorialized the Hebrew Srandard. In the paper’s views.
10 “blend” with other peoples. Universal brothe
hood would only come if the “Jewish race was to be preserved sepa
and distinet,” so thatit could perform its religious mission '
While episodes like the Pastor-Stokes union remained rare,
riage nonetheless became a matter of frequent discussion among

| for all parties concerne

healthful check.”

tian spirit,”
Jews were not created

d, as they had

key factor in Jewish racial -
Jews was .

frican Americans had a lower rate

# As Jewish socialite Esther J. Ruskay ex
rry during this period it

ituratéd:

d she with a Chrt

to the'world:
intern
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during the ;
early twentieth cent
: . ury. {t was not a rise i
intermarriages : : A a rise in the nu
N ﬁgcf?;li;m; 1nsp_1red }he growing discussion, however, burtngfer i?lf
merican Jews faced in justifyi e i
endogamy. <d 1n justifying their prefer
lly v%aryyo ;\1; ;che Past.or-Stokes affair revealed, though Jevgs Werence for
only method b eﬁgriiage, non-Jewish commentators often saw {:tiesntir_
ety. As a resuItY the;fcu Je‘YlS C'Ould become an integral part of white socie
. ; sually interpreted Jewish :
as 2 maior . ) : ish reluctance to i
oa rac]e ”S]tsuﬁTglmg block to the creation of a homogenous whilsete“rjxn ner.
separa teness 0 tﬁzi‘f{z n:osft Jews were not prepared to surrender J.eizflies];
nt of supporting i i
fortable a bp g intermarriage, they gr
oA beigqu the tenclie‘ncy of non-Jewish commen’c’ator}; %oe‘;:llscom_
feared that tli?;g cfo Hditlonal on biological “fusion.” They espe:i Ii? .
retusal to intermarr 1d . aly
“clannishness” Sary wou be seen as a form 3
ment. Jows Ofsthé'md Wouid be credited as a source of anti—]ewiglllc I;au?]
marriage and t01: Pefi‘fd, therefore, began to reexamine the issue of i:l:?ti-
with their desire teagc f?r ways of reconciling their distaste for exo axflr-
In 1908 aod 19(()) 96 igcepted by their non-Jewish counterparts s
focus by the appear; ﬂtc ésoczhalleng% Wasfbrought into Particularlly sharp
X . a number of stage d : . .
topic of inter i ge dramas dealing w
pensable to trl—?eajl;m‘lﬁf and Fsilllally forwarding the notion that itiva;ti}rllghe
uilding of the Americ iom 52 The 18-
 notably ex X _ can nation.”” This theme w.
Anglo—)}ewg}(;;ic}cﬁn 1;',9 e Melting P ot, a play written—ironicallyi?)m:}f t
e A ;r fs?ellee;ngwﬂl, which first appeared before Alee )
. ¢ rall o 08. 1 « -
gamation of the Races,” 7. - ,A dvertised as a “Drama of the Amal-
Quixano and Vera Re;e daligwgl s play detailed the marriage of David
: . ndal, a Jew and
America from _ ’ a non-Jew who both ¢
) : o a
Jewish pogromthf lgusman city of Kishineff, the scene of the WO].‘Sinae i
overly sentime (t) lt § twenmeth century. Despite the fact that the pla nfﬂu
and tawdry,” E ad, and was criticized by the New York Time % Yth‘-S
r . s as
& praisc }’;O;n ; rz_iina struck a chord with many Americans, even fi .
Amnerica as the plf;fife CI;t Theclyéiore Roosevelt because of its émphasirsa:)vn-
: where old prejudice Id
coples of E S P s would be submerged N
EE)s ooy alllsr(())pe would be unified into a new, more potent rfce 523mzdathL
ceellen 1o rescomgnanqed attention among American Jews ;VhO F gl
SR pond to its suggestion thar racial amalgam " o
?{ site to becoming true Americans gamation was a
nder pressure to dem '
onstrate that th :
_C_lal boun . ey were not trying to mai .
h comdrngts ltaetwelgﬁ themselves and other white Kmegricansm; tfam
fn ators, like St. Louis rabbi > a Tew
angwill’s pla - rabbi Samuel Sale, responded
fion to iﬂtﬁfmzri};agr E;mg that Jew‘s needed to give up the,ir strIi)ct op gsm
o shared ]ewg’ i}e C} Sale, op cnimg the doors of marriage to all tlflosle
d humanit h_(;ra. apd ethical standards was a sign of Judaism’
: 1ty, while insistence on racial purity befitted only “Saim s
age
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Rrith, argued that Jews did them-
ance of race over moral character,

tribes.”%* George Fox, a leader of B'nai

selves a disservice in stressing the import
4 stance that was out of step with America’s progressive values.” Despite

such sentiments, however, the overwhelming majority of American Jews
denied Zangwill’s assertion that intermarriage was the only way Jews
could take their full place in American society. As the play toured the
country, the columns of Jewish newspapers Were flled with articles and
rabbis’ sermons critical of the play’s advocacy of intermarriage.’® Even
the liberal Cincinnati rabbi David Philipson argued that “the schools are
ta be the melting pot of America, and not intermarriage.”’ When a non-
Jewish contributor to the Chicago Israelite suggested that intermatriage
and absorption were the answers to the “Jewish Problem,” editor Tobias

Schanfarber passionately responded that such a “wholesale suicide”
would be an “infamous way ¢

f ending the life of a people which has given
to the world the highest conception of God and of man, and has pointed :
out the highest ideal of ¢heir mutual relation.” e

Schanfarber’s retort invoked long-held assumptions about Jewish racial .
purity and its connection to the Jewish religious mission. Yet his avoid-
ance of the term “race” 11 favor of the less precise term «“people” indicates:.
that even the champions of endogamous marriage were increasingly feel
ing pressure tO downplay their racial motivations. In fact, while most of:

the Jewish writers responding to Zangwill's play rejected intermarriage,
based on religious, rather than ra

many argued that their objection was
cial, concerns. According to this view, Jews had as much right to protee
their religious integrity as groups like Quakers, Baptists, Episcopalians
and Roman Catholics, who were equally suspect of marriages out of the
“faith.”s By focusing on religion instead of race, Jews felr they co d
express their opposition 1o intermarriage without inviting the charge that
they were resisting the process of assimilation. This did not mean, how
ever, that their emotional attachment t0 Jewish racial identity vanishe
On the contrary, they discovered that the best way to serve their impuk
for racial distinctiveness was fo remove it as a matter of public debate b
asserting the religious arguinent instead. .
Defending endogamy on religious instead of racial grounds may:ha
had strategic value, but religion ultimately proved a much less powetfu
tool than race for demarcating the boundaries between Jewish and 0o
Jewish societies. Ouce marital preferences were credired to belief an
ology rather than to innate physical and moral characteristics, It W
a far leap to the suggestion that liberal Jews might share religious senst
ties with non-Jews, making them appropriate marriage partners: - Yet
was an idea many American Jews were 1ot prepated to accept: R
Mendel Silber, for example, argued that Jewish women wete racial

dowed to be “priestess[es] of the home” and could not be repia

Bearing tho Inda
rapmant of Nathan &
s e traus, Leon Zoiotk
, Jacoh H. Schiff, Stephen S. Wise, Toblax Sch :ﬂl =
and Other Leading Jews of Amoerica Rrtarber,

10. The Meltin
2 Pot, 1908. To counter the i .
raCial MINOIIT « i & 1mage of their group a W“ 1w
play abOutOl:h {}3’: ;lzr?g?ber ?cf- lea.dmg Jews of America” end(}rsedplsrsa:l Zciinm?ﬁ:
ings about ifs aSSim‘lmg of immigrant heritages in America, despite their n%W ir ;
ilationist message. {Courtesy Jewish Exponent Philadelﬁﬁ'w)-
> ia

non-|ewish women regardless of their religi
“ Hirsch . nelr religious outlook.” Wher ;
marria:get:(lj; el;;l\(;:ei 1C_11<11cag0 rabbi, delivered a sermon sugges::iilgmihi
cesshul than those b ike-minded fews and non-Jews might be more su
 munity felt he ljzd etween Reform and Orthodox Jews, many in the corrii
special pleasure in gone t_OO faf.61 The Yiddish and Zionist papers took
question of interm:::?afgéntgoIjﬂfljile?;d f;_t}}fffs who tried to reduce the
Reform . . religious one, assertin
EI. ]}f‘;ililizlllsplrecogtl{nued.the power of Jewish racial idfnii}jc?rt liii
s et the oo If_rjlgt s lio hlde_ t}élelr true feelings and ingratiate t,hem~
tow the need to confo?:WIS public. 2_ Still, Hirsch’s statements revealed
wish spokesmen mn]l{to non-Jewish expectations weighed heavily on
& intermarriage ’T h'a Kng It difficult for them to categorically re-
-él‘ica”——Hirsgc}; NIS ;f probably why a number of “Leading Jews of
bins SChanfarbe; ag an Straus, Jacob H. Schiff, Stephen S. Wise
ok oftfole i l;ealn even the Easterr_l European Zionist leader Leorz
anewill's Melting Pc;:sz;?; I;co hlend their names to an endorsement of
..?I‘h main assertion.s though many of them disagreed with the
‘he hi S
- Owilgdleil\;i;;i co.ntradlctlon 1qherent in the attitudes of American
‘onference of A?';;:a_ge was regdliy apparent in 1909, when the Cen-
ual meeting gzan Rabbis (QCAR) examined the topic in detail
b of David Eod - }rlnmemor:ittmg the_ thirtieth anniversary of the
. orn, the gathering saw intense struggle over the pio-
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neer rabbi’s belief that performance of the Jewish religious mission re-
quired the preservation of racial purity.* Many Reform rabbis—including
[IUC president Kaufmann Kohler-——continued to embrace Einhorn’s view,
and some exerted significant pressure for the CCAR to pass a resolution
condemning intermarriages. But there were also a growing number of
rabbis reluctant to appear as if they were publicly defending Jewish racial
exclusivity. In an attempt 1o solve this dilemma, conference organizers
chose two speakers, Rabbis Ephraim Feldman and Samuel Schulman,
who downplayed the Jewish desire for racial distinctiveness and argued
that Reform opposition to intermartiage was based purely on religious
grounds.” In the end, however, the artendees remained skeptical that this
argument could successfully deflect accusations of racial clannishness. As
a result, they refused 0 pass a proposed measure prohibiting rabbis from
performing intermarriages, settling instead for a weaker statement that
such unions were 0ot viewed favorably by Jewish tradition.®

More than perhaps any other single issue, inrermarriage provoked dis-
cussions that revealed the strong emotional attachment Jews stilt had t0 a
racial self-understanding during the early rwentieth century. Whether they
were confident enough 1o express such sentiments or whether they felt the
need to obscure them by changing the subject to religion, Jews struggled
to stay out of the “Melting Pot,” even as American society encouraged.
them to cast themselves in. The challenge of intermarriage, however, would
prove to be only one of many pressurcs facing Jews as they attempted to:
satisfy their dual impulses for integration and distinctiveness. :

ummigrant © »
racial background, fnkdltle::11:zrtsoerﬁﬁiztihqueﬁtionnaires regarding their
. : -1CT : e sheets to i
COTAJ-‘E:;CE; :fll;enrgley 1dennﬁed their parents merely age‘ijﬁei‘tiléjil’f;for
leaders in 190;5 WaSSStthlsngiis?f)ngz‘getr}?m}gnt policy confronting Jewish
Labo . . : _ e Department of Comm
golia;s?zhlljl?s:ggz;cfll]ed Ellrnnmg‘l’eltlorl affairs, to classify Syrians airg?\/linnc}
“free white persons,”y;lzhf)u[;ﬁlzferst?é%'h?%VlimfitEd naturalization to
descen - ivil War, free persons of Afri
nonwhﬁt‘: eizzjzse?mde cligible. O_ther foreign groups l‘?Vho were diﬁg
white Spa;ked fears’tﬁere th admit.ted. The ruling that Syrians were not
Eastern peoples Woule(lit {,GW'S’ gssoaated in the popular mind with Middle
lier, when anti—ja a ﬁ_su?nla{rly classified beyond the color line. Ear-
e I‘;fl‘l‘tjie_nptln_g m_San.FranCisco sparked a movement
Selikoiteh joked in the si;atlc immigration, the Jewish columnist George
fuse] to grant citizen- eform Advocate that the government might “re-
extraction like the CI;?PCIS [to Jews] on the ground that we are of Asiatic
when court clerks in cel?e'se\;?nd Japanese.”® But several months later
e of e “g/{am lfestirn states refused naturalization to Syri'i
discover that his predict?gfohljf n(i)atlok())eci, Sfelik?vitch l\l?vas astonished to
vitch’s fear been far from the mark.®” Seliko-
. the Americ:nﬁee::;i:!i}ged b}-( the Jewish CO_mmunal elite. Cyrus Adlef 2f
expressing fear th ommittee Wrote to his colleague Mayer Sulzburge
g fear that once the Syrians and Japanese had been placed gbf;i

yond the pale of whiteness, “it wi
: e p ss, “it will n
o e E , ot be a very far step to declare the

o rotecting Jews Legal Claim 0 Whiteness As a result of such fears, Jewish communal leaders | hed
, ers launched an attack

‘on th ’ i
o Jz Vg:g;}eg;nrlrirrlﬁé efforts to classify ]gws as a distinct race, The Ameri-
fan Jewish Com! n(::ucclesisfully lobbied Congress and the Census Bu-
Jewish leaders also bega;a:z)at:ljft:eag(ﬁgf: e
o  beg O prevent a narrowin,
egni}’ie j;);ei?;iriﬁz?téon'. Several courts had already denied thge(:;ot\i?;;fi
1tﬁen5hip becauseaof ynani) and other “.ASiatics” were not eligible for
o yeas wying vorosiv the exclostonary meamore. I responne.  Jevih
o year by measure. In response, a Jewi
. gH oo Offilgrlejzi Yf;)rk, Henry.Goldfogle, ushered a bili tlfroulgﬁ
s Sreins o Lo am{}es proposing that “Asiatics who are Arme-
Uil o tocis o nt(_)t ehbarred from becoming naturalized citizens
s of Jow and Otﬁﬁfl(;rflfe zt\ddbeen merely to protect the citizenship'
o the Anmrioan Teui ; é groups, Touis Marshall, the attorney
o P el h Committee, saw the congressman’s bill as
e b ondet 0 cause its wording gave credence to the notion that
: ic and not white. In Marshall’s words, the bill, if passed

The intermartiage debate threatened to cast Jews as a clannish minority
that did not desire to assimilate into white American society. As emba

rassing as such an image may have been, however, 1t paled in comparisos
to concerns that Jewish racial identity might adversely affect Jewish lega
status in the United States. In 1909, Jewish communal leaders becain
worried over the increasing tendency of government officials to classit
Jews racially as «Hebrews.” Officials never directly classified Jews as not
white, and referred to them in at least one government publication’ of th
period as a subgroup of the “Caucasian race.” Yet many Jews feared.th
the government’s adoption of the «Hebrew™ classification might be a fir
step toward their eventual exclusion from the rights of white America
citizens. Not only was 2 congressional compmission gathering racial sta
tics on incoming Southern and Fastern Europeans in order to bolster{
case for immigration restriction, but the Census Bureau was planning
expand the racial classification on the 1910 census O include Euzop
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by the Senate, «“would place upon the statute books the objectionable Philip Cowen, the edi

suggestion that an Asiatic Jew is not a free white person [and] would also had been invélveile' 1t0; O'f t_h_e disncttons of s o of those e

lea_d to Th‘e _p0551ble leilm that, inasmuch as all Jews are i a sense 9f . : Powderly, fired off ;:1 zdf-: mI'Ual dls-cussmns i Ceenton oo

Asiatic origin . . . the right of Jews to become na_turahzed citizens has, in be retained as a matt lftor%al et she starsis reected el o,

the past, been a matter of doubt.””™ Marshall quickly appealed to several and demonstrat dal hﬁr . prl_de,. ol e et el o T

senators to postpone action on Goldfogle’s bill, arguing that that the en- and Slavic COUHteef ar Sgpenorlty bl eyt o POhSij

tire matter might soon be settled by the Circuit Court of APPe?“_lS: before Jewish leaders or tpartS. Y oene of geney coneetming el oo

which he was arguing a celated case on behalf of some Syrian clients. The tion, Wolf rema (():icre?te o the 0 rgency concerning racial cassif :

Court unanimously accepted Marshall’s argument against the restrictive B;f 1909 hov?rgeer ?;cliz; i th? s years .
) ) sing fears among Jews about immigrant classi-

Jefinition of “free white persons,” and the matter was settled without .- fication had re .
Jewish racial status becoming a matter of debate on the Senate floor.” ing amon jevslu}rlriscted Wolf’s cause and gained him a significant follo
Despite their successes on the census and naturalization issues, Jewish - includinggthe [115 . eadets. Wc’!f successfully created a coalition of gro s
leaders remained concerned about the policies of the Bureau of Immngra: and the Ameri ot Of Amenca;} Hebrew Congregations, B’nai gB’riLl?ls
tion, which had seemed to spur al] the various efforts to classify Jews: - systern. and ican Jewish Committee to oppose the racial clas if P
! » and enlisted a number of rabbis and prominent Jews af:lrocsintin
e

according to race. As a result, they concentrated after 1909 on reversing:

. . . « y . . country to stage i . ’
the bureau’s classification of Jews as Hebrews.”™ The leader in this fight Y ge rallies and speak out against it. Simon Guggenheim, sci
' , scion

f th ish i iali
of the wealthy Jewish industrialist family and senator from Colorad
rado,

was Simon'Wolf, the veteran _Washington. attorney who had 1ong_ repre- became a strong advocate of Wolf' ition i

sented t_he interests of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations 1n. such positive public e of Wolf’s position in Congress.* In addition to

the capital city.”® Wolf had been concerned about the practice of tabula- Max . Kohler, th S pRoT WOlf was fortunate to enlist the services of

ting Jews according to race ever since it was initiated in 1899 by the con: iion fawyer, V\;ho ehi(::lnc?)fn Z?Cl’.{)bl If)iaufmann Kohler and a young immigra-
erable experience opposing the discrimina-

missioner of Immigration, Terc?nce V Pc_)wdeﬂy. That yeas, ata conference tory practices of immigrati fici

between Jewish leaders and immigration ‘ofﬁa.als at Elhsl Island, Wo listing several reason g ; 1(:1[; officials. Kohler prepared a detailed brief

urged Powderly to abandon the new classification, but failed to recer Tewish immigrants bs why U e government was unjustified in ciaSSifﬁn

the support of the other Jewish representatives, who felt the policy was racial classiﬁgcation gafia?;c B):jlzt? 1909, the campaign against jewisﬁ
. ceeded in gaining the attention of the U.$

helpful means of gathe.ring dat.a on incoming Jews. Wolf, howeve:r,: e Immigration Commission, an

mained wary of the racial classification of Jews and in 1903 renewed hi and Judge Julian Mack K arm of Congress that invited Wolf, Kohler

efforts to abolish it. That year he wrote 2 letter of protest to Powderl ¢ matter in a speci (i of the American Jewish Committee to téstify on’
- cial session.

SUCCESSOL, Frank P. Sargent, alleging tha_t Jews had been singled out by the espite Wolf's influential backing, hi
Bureau of Immigration as the only religions sect registered in the imm stess the commission. which i ing, his arguments utterly failed to im-
tion records. “We do not ask any favors not accorded to other fa lingham and his Ma;sacéisgtlzlggﬁd Verm(l)_?t senator William Panl Dil-
eague, Henry Cabot Lod
ge) amO]’]g

wrote Wolf, “If all sects are 10 be registered, we certainly would not. o+ officials. Tn hi \

ject, but if the Jew only is to be singled out, then we most decidgdl & that th. n his opening statement, Wolf repeated his standard

6 ' q e government was classifying Jewish immigrants by f; 31!'1
y faith,

test. h he ar
| | N | | . ued irit wi i
By turning the issue 10 one of religious liberty, Wolf ignored the us [1bert)§ Thf‘;jgh%ftfi:ag:—r‘:lth C%I;Stl}tutional ned she vone
imony, Wolf not only skirted the i
e issue

reason for the bureau’s classification while claiming that his request wish racial ident '
“in accordance with the spirit and genius of our American instituit1ol s was purel erfltlty_ialfg“ing, tor example, that Russian persecuti
: ws was purely for religious reasons—but refused to give any validiotr}:

When the officials replied that they classified all immigrants acco di distincti Lnmi

race, and that they were interested in Jews as a racial rather-_'t._ha__. 3 fed s Russizgz anéorlllg Trish os Brie e ot epotd be

gious group, _WOH set out o gal_ther written ORinions on thf‘#-- quest ons that almost agﬁlA nerican: o 3 for seaneed M ety e

Jewish racial identity from leading Jews that might be used inco issioners as hig}il;?‘;?ii:&k forfra?ted’ ¢ renment o
- g and selective in its treatment of

the Bureau of Immigration to reconsider. Much to Wolf’s dis hen th !
ever, many of the leaders ¢ailed o support his position, holding that queéstion EY Erorded amaweing by chasgine e oiens U
bureau was correct in counting the Jews as a distinct race: : > he avoided answering by changing th ] d
e.was not able to sustai i B e e
_ ustain a logical argument, as was revealed
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when Lodge questioned him about the racial identity of the late British

(R Peoples 3 : Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli;

ictionary of Races or Feopies. “ = ]

. Dicto ry_'*"_”’"'"' T ' ERLR Senator Lodge. . .. How would you classify Benjamin Disraeli? Was he a
—_ Helwed. T

aypsy.- : _

| HAWAIIAN or SANDWICH

; v ave ignorant of ISLANDER. AN inﬂividua{ mex:)b;x; . |
o Of. fhﬁiﬁf& Incenmaelage | o B fmt' E;utlyi:ma?sge Pg- : Senator Lodge. He was baptized as a Christian. He then ceased to be a Jew.
t]rl;zh Izzgglji}peopleg ig becoming more c,umerrt ztg,;tggii T)Jm’;e:gtk :i) “n;{ed eon | : e Wm{ﬁ ods rehgiOHSJY e a5 Chs i
;‘?eqneﬂt' Tmou‘gh e Of. Ei}iuziz ;?;T;ig;?aitls }0].1 apsivig o the TS Senator Lodge. Ah! Religiously. He was very proud of the fact that he was a
i assunilftion gi“gsfgje;f:léecreétsing Saces Jew and always spoke of himself in that way. Did the fact that he changed
;:;tel;jlﬁii!::):i:e‘ m?& seenl everziwhere l H&YTIAN‘ (See West Ind«iﬂ,n.,} . hls rehgjon a]ter hls race?

i i - FpL{10n. .

éo’i‘nlfgd tz?iltfx:}tifsii?uzf i?s;};}?psies in L HEBREW, J E\Z:?E, :;aisﬁ?éﬂﬁi
the world is variougiy estimated at | The race oOr DeOL

52 per cent of the

M Wolf. Fe was born of Jewish parents, and subsequently, at a certain age,
Auerbacl says that

was baptized.

Mz, Wolf. It did not alter the fact that he was born a Jew; not at all; and T
know the Jewish people throughout the world have claimed him, Heine,

00000 to 850,000, of whom | spoke the Hebrew langﬂagiilpiﬁﬁﬁg Boerne, and others, who were born of their blood . . . but they ceased to
from TO0.000 tO Furope. There ave | of Semitic origin. Seatter o v - be Jews from the standpoint of religion.®
taree-fourths aze i 100 éOG each in | out Europe. especially in Russia, Yt
in Roumania, 100, ; : - sndlvidnalit g . , _

200000 . Roumanids & i, | preserving their own individuality ‘Unimpressed with the lack of consistency in Wolf's statement. the com.
Hungary and the Balkan d ger- | o marked degree. Linguistically, the - ?

- H 28] ; an [ - N 2
50,000 each in Spain, Russia,

o3y a 50,000 i e n nd aly | nearest re tives 0O he anclen 1

via, o o I € g I'{rl]ﬁ AT es latives

3 A n Germi i3 £ ancl e—)

(Olmbilled. The nunber in the Britis h hrew are the SFllaC (See Syi T )y
sles A ousl estlmated at from | AfsyT 1w, ¢ L& &

Is 18 ArIONSIY ) nd Arabie languages of

mission followed up the hearing with some research of its own, revealing
hat Jews in general were conflicted on the matter of racial identity. It
ed the Jewish Encyclopedia and several other Jewish publications as

AP iti il ( se : ! X
000 to 20,000, There ave thought to | the bemlth'HiT;E; offlem;fytne fou onfirmation of the widespread use of the term “race” among Jews for
HE y 4 _ . s atter consiit S Y : - : ) ' : - - ] . .
s 100,000 in Asia and 25,000 in Afntc{; '5111; ;"di:sions of the Caucasian rac elf-description. Finding Wolf and his colleagues unjustified in their objec-
i ! o i i 2T g R 2
Only a few thousand are found I While the Hebrew ig not so nenrly

Americas. They are included' among
» Other peoples” in immigration Sti}-
tistics. They are Supposed. to have
first come to this country in tle b.e-
ginning of the sighteenth ce.n_tm:;“iL
Simson says that mawy wers b'di.iISh(fL
from the British Isles tp America In
coloninl times and that many more

ns, the commission recommended the continuation of the policy of

dead Ianguage as the related Sy 1al classification.®?

) R . ASS ria‘n . - . . .

Aramaic, 01tﬂ?e‘iiclienci,mmuynitie; n:the wake of the hearing, Jews sympathetic to a racial view of Jew-
0 i 0% = .' i i
meﬁ:;amnminlv to regious . 6xe néss denounced Wolf for what they saw as an abandonment of Jewish

con Ay ; . o ) J
cises. The Jews have adopted: t pride before the commission, and took advantage of his poor performance

et . . | | |
e o Deouﬁii;i::clil- o gue that his case had no defensible foundation. One rabbi wrote to
they have long beewn ASS . !

—

chenk Yiddish, called in ' ?r{{sb Exponent of P%nladelpl'ua that Senator Lgdge was a better Jew
were sent fo serve in the Rritish army :;131.1(1\eo~(;el‘ﬂ1311"’ than any othe _Wolf, because he did not try to deny the existence of the JeWiSh
during e Tevelufion. T5 tiougia? | epawe, sinee ihe Iavgest modern: i . Zlonists especially attacked Wolf's efforts, arguing that if anything

. sypeies in the Rast-j stss ety O 6 : / ( : : |
numgi}ﬁg Sf}téeguggyé;t; that e l‘ g J(i“i:asml?reizellﬁnngeﬂ' : d-StIll;n ulate anti-Jewish sentiment, it was not the afirmation of racial
e Atazes, W s s sermany and B a € 1T .
tie lkeepers of smoll tin shops and | i'z:-:imsmﬂuence' s ¥ but the “shifting, un.manly and undlfgmﬁed pretense of represen-
pedalers of fin, a5 well 45 MM O th[f? { "physically the Hebrew i 8 of a people, who against fact and history, and against their own
tornme tellers of the Eret m?ﬁs gf race, like all our immigrant, convictions, disown the racial and national birthright.”% Such
s o in reali : - |
the Tnited Stages, are - peaples, although fo a l‘efv’i c}ei ms were sufficient to dampen the enthusiasm of many of Wolf’s
Gypey descent. most. This has been f..n}‘y e
H. - :

s:: The American Jewish Committee, for example, under pres-
- some of its members, decided to take no further part in the
0 eliminate government racial classification of the Jews.* Oth-
ed the view that while Wolf had the proper motive in trying to
1-Jewish discrimination, he had gone too far in his denial of
al identity. Although a few scholars claimed that there was no
o the technical sense, wrote the Jewish Exponent, “the vast

1911. The U.S. government pu
ctionary of Races and Peoples', _ ~ 2
111 1. dlg:;iffo i}lelg immigration officials categorize t.hehdweiier arﬁ}gy :
g?gups entering the country during the Eailii ;x;;r}t;:is ﬁgade};g i

i “C jan” race, bu - fed
described Jews as a “Caucasia

filaiRs;
]. ﬁ Q 1 12 1T - b S l P h r ;
Classl caflor ()E LAY rants as I le W WOLLC Y < Wh eness: 1
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_holds to the old view that there is.”¥

“his whole contention in this
| affinities as much as to deny
»8 T the end, however, the
o demonstrate the inability
image with their desire

preponderance of Jewish opinion . .
Even Wolf himself admitted privately that
matter has been not to deny the Jews’ racia
the right of the government o discriminate.
main accomplishment of bis campaign was t
of Jews to reconcile their unshakable racial self-
for full acceptance in white American society.

Confronting Jewish Racial Origins

ge and opposing the government’s racial
Jews often relied on diversionary tactics. ..

By trying to change the topic from race to religion, they aimed to protect
their status as white Americans without having to directly deny their ches-
ished “racia! affinities.” As Simon Wolf's appearance before the Immigra- -
tion Commission demonstrated, however, such tactics fell flat in the face
of direct questions about Jewish racial identity. This was precisely the
problem American Jews confronted as questions began to arise among
scholars and scientists about Jewish racial origins. In clarifying their place |
in American life, Jesvs had to have a coherent explanation as to how they '
fit into the larger story of human racial development. Yet the story of
Jewish origins to which most Jews of the period subscribed had significant
potential to mark them as racial outsiders in white America. ;
During the nineteenth century the claim of “Semitic” origin had becom
something of a badge of honor for American Jews, allowing them to trace
their heritage back to the dawn of civilization and take credit for layi
the ethical foundations of Western society. By the early twentieth centtry,
however, some Jews had become alarmed at the tendency of scientists
scholars, and popular commentators to attribute an African origin to |
Semites. This theory was first claborated in the United States in 18
Daniel G. Brinton, an archacologist and language specialist at the Univer
sity of Pennsylvania. Brintor’s view quickly gained authority in schola
circles, with even his Jewish colleague, Semitic scholar Morris' Jastt
accepting the notion that Semites had originated in Africa.¥ When tac
scientist William Z. Ripley published The Races of Europe in 1899
adopted Brinton’s view and helped spread it to a larger audience.”
The theories of these scholars did not, in and of themselves, castas]
sions on the racial status of modern-day Jews, whose connection: f
ancient Semites was a matter of debate in academic circles. Ripicy,
example, argued that modern Jews, although tied historically t
ites, were the products of significant intermixture with Europedns ai
almost no trace of Semitic descent.” The linkage between

In defending endogamous marria
classification schemes, American

retained

M y 5
€ Cl, a RefOrIII rabbl m Sﬂn IIaﬂClSCU ar d a SC!I()IEJ. Of SelIllth Studles

Meyer, “[but] the blood of Israel was rapidly diluted.” Due to Jewish prose-

original Semitic blood will be found in the veins of any of us.”* Anothe
. r
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and Semi i
and JZ:,l;tii:) Islfx(;vfe\;fl:f, ;elr:ilafmed strongly ingrained in the popular mind
i e o ua]'ﬁe fast to the notion of their Semitic descent?;
o, despite the L? ifications qffered by scholars, Jews remained highly
neitive fo an ‘};ity g‘fesmon of a link between Africa and the Semitic past.
e e Israelitas ex.zcerba_ted after the turn of the century, when
e raneent Jewil Ifs, azzi Semites were all linked to Africa with increas-
o8 cduen r.espo jdel:a 'e;s of the Public, a liberal Chicago newspaper.
. 0 a “Cushite " i
tvlg;‘; ;:1:; ig;ez; ng;frizhllawgbiver had “mgrried a Negro.”g‘?;(r)lr?gqgl, ?Zlilg;rllrtla%
e Unive;sal e Srléann orn Cambndge archaeologist, stormed out of
S —" Wiggr}fl:ss in London when he learned that the Jews
eremonins b e the Af‘rlcag and Asiatic races in the congress’s
coremonies.” When ) Izllcqﬁes Faltlovulsh, the French-Jewish explorer, ar-
a black African tribe hegjrcitesiJ:Si:ilt)rfl:lcfl3 Pell;19d e pecior the Falashas
re%;ff;d by American Jewish leadzjs Sng o puse Jewish descent, he was
ith the growing focus on Semités .as i i
began to retreat from their boastful cla?nrisA(f?é?rlnr:tii?acirtigr? ﬁiﬁiﬁﬁs

_c;irtni; Sscﬁizoﬁ]?@hﬁ dec‘lare that American Jews shared more in
ommon with non ) wish Americans thaln.they did with “the Arab of the
S e e Nﬁd ;fnsltlve c?f the Semitic world of yore,” or even with
o Jows of the M e East. “To be sure, the Jews who came out of the

anaan were Semites, like the Arabs of today,” wrote

i

;; _lz;n?a?;nznghnonﬂe\fs that had been prevalent until the Middle Age

- ex EWO ;:ld,”t e Jews graf'te.d prunings from all the peoples and cu!tliess,
¢ on to the original Semitic stock. “Today but little of that

form rabbi
o ¢ ri;:tf‘:&a;nuel Siie, argued against the notion of Semitic descent
1 cven eg " Wr(r) tersvolr. “\We may go on prating about the purity and unity
e - a;latom' e la e, “but. .. we can not get away from the bald fact
et ;;:;1 tmejas-ureme;ts, that only about five percent of all thej
be cteristic mark of their Semitic origi i
Do emitic origin on their body.”%
e ;zg_ht]’.ews,] however, were not as willing as Meyer and Sal}; to
S (1: llon'z}y .storjy of Jewish origins, Even Meyer himself, while
assifying Jews as Semites, could ’
i classiy . > could not help but speak prosa-
itic genius that gave the Id i
o i . world the Bible” and the
___d:healt}r:;s;; a ldeeply roc;ted racial charaeteristic, that caused the
_ velopment of the religion of
C. ne . the world today.”®
ey . today.”*® Such
1 view suggests that the notion of Jewish descentyfrom the
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Semnites retained considerable emotional attraction for Jews, 1n-

cluding those who were working hard to discredit the connection.”
Though dedication to the story of Semitic origins remained strong
among many Jews, Jewish leaders did begin to see the importance of es-
tablishing their claim to whiteness scientifically. At the height of the con-
troversy over immigrant classification in 1909, Jewish notables ex-
changed letters expressing Concern about the increasing reliance of
government policy on the wark of race scientists, whom they feared were
dangerously close to pronouncing the Jews a non-white race. While they
had confidence that they could continue to dispute the racial classification
of Jews on a political fevel, they were less certain of their ability to contest
che authoritative voice of acial science. As Cyrus Adler of the American
Jewish Committee wrote to his colleague Mayer Sulzburger, Jewish lead-
ers needed to enlist the help of an anthropologist in order to get “a very
strongly worded declaration as to the practical identity of the white race,”
one that would presumably leave no doubr as to the whiteness of Jews.
During the first two decades of the twentieth century,
sity Professor Franz Boas was the best known anthropo
origin in the United States. Boas shared the concern of the Jewish commu-
nal elite about racial nativism, but his pre :
American rather than as a Jew prevented him from engaging too directl
in Jewish defense efforts during these years.
discredit the centrality of race in evaluating
that differences between groups~'mclud'mg

whites—were heavily influence
these ideas contradicted the overwhelming consensus about the impo

tance of racial differences in the United States, however, they offered lit

to Jewish leaders hoping to win accept
America. As a scholar who was we
Boas could freely advance such oppo
gling to overcome their uncertain ra

build their case for inclusion on ideas that
tions of the larger society. To soothe white Americans’ doubts aboil

“Jewish race,” they would have to affirm the basic distinction

black and white.
The scientist who t00
the leading scholars of Jewis

ancient

human capabilities, arguin

cial status, it was much hardet:
undermined the basic asstimp

k up this challenge was Maurice Fishberg, ¢
h physical anthropology at the Turn
century, and the only American to devote himself significantly 1
research. Fishberg was born in the Ukrainian town of Kamenets-Podo
in 1872. After his arrivalin the United States, he gained entry to the Mec
cal College of New York University, graduating as a medical docte
1897. His first major position was as medical examiner for the: i

Hebrew Charities, where he represente

100 o

Columbia Univer-
logist of Jewish

0t Ipstead, Boas worked to'

those between blacks and
d by environmental factors."? Because

ance for their group in W te
fi integrated into the pon-Jewish wotld:
sitional theories. But for Jews sttug

th

d the interests of the commun
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elite in i . -
becomekiepmg thtzl immigrant population healthy.!® By 1901, he had al
on i ' L als
were prone tceél_le with deflecting accasations that ]ewish’immigrantcs);
N 0 ISEl:ase gnd were a menace to national health. As he becam
o thp ly invo .VEd in such defense work, he realized he would h ;
. R av
e Zf{:rger 1155:[1].146 \;/)}fl Jewish racial identity in order to answer etl?c)
ctively. ile it is unclea ; |
. r whether Fishberg’
wis erg’s rese
i 8 Ogizliﬂtlhr(})][_)ology was undertaken due to a direct requgest by j(fliln? .
als, his concerns stermnmed 1 ; o
: argely from their infl '
was both an adviser to Jac ; cir influence, since he
acob H. Schiff and ’
He 1d ff and an employee, at © '
Sg:“;tCl;grﬁt];es, of Mayer Sulzburger’s cousin C)iusy w05 he United
& 3 . . '
o ]ewlzsh . eIE erg’s early realization that the race question was central
ro Jowis eXceertlisct: chi)rk, he dld.not part easily with the notion that Jews
on five hundrp d nfa h?’ pure racial type. After taking skull measurements
o o ]ce ‘;(2[ is patients at the United Hebrew Charities, he con
*ws demonstrated a “hom i ’ )
has Dot : ogeneity of the cranial type 1
uncriticai!)leenhobserved in any other civilized race.”** He alsoyggc[et}-})ltaiji
v the notion of Jews’ Semiti : eepte
! tic descent, b i
“torv o Wt , but tried to reca
e an{:g}Sh OBrlglﬂS anc_l break the well-accepted link between theStSeT:rl;l}e
rainly to hl;:ab- e;ause Eli measurements revealed that Jews COllformed_
rachycephalic (or round-headed
Semmites m 13} _ -headed) type, he argued that
ust not have originated in Africa, where the’doiichgocephalic E};i

“long- i
ong-headed) type prevailed. Suggesting instead a theory that placed the

radle of the Semites 1 “ mountain 1 Cau u
in th i i
the “the mountainous regions of the Caucasus,”
>

| Flshbefg COHCIuded tha i 1€1n Ileb CwW, ar (1
.. ) : € anc t i
€vEen Of the Semltes gel‘lerally, 15 NOLE an Bstabllshed faCt

Ulki : .
» elii,iiti?éil;?‘:;v?ﬁ Flshberg .remamed unsatisfied with his explanation
of Jewish racial of ic ‘s: pr‘ljmanly l?ecalluse the link between Semites and
xica was too SOluﬂLLptle] to be dismissed so easily. After 1903, in order
R thotn;x e began to look more deeply into William 2
pley's argument :V i m;ncan and European Jews were not of pure:
e | Oblite;ated i i’f t gi: produgts of .e_xtensive racial intermixture
30, g pncratea 2l aces of their Sem]Fic origins. Ripley, writing in
2, had made dhis ne:::tlo; based on statistical data gathered by other
- himseif_l(lﬂ Fishbero ;a en any anthropological measurements on
o ehtionanin togAf;i)g:I;i to so(livfe the question of Jewish origins
-"f%éﬁcged clationship to / Ripley’sc: fer(l) rY01: all, set out to gather the proof
1 ; .
:1 Siviriti(zlr;cz?t;ate.d ;ns_research.in two main areas. First, he made an
'-'.;)'doxy udy ¢ raz:;x:;sc flgmentatlon. Relying on the American racial
sy fhat a race™ oloring does not c.hange significantly as a result
e tac bl thatczti;::orz lbelcorlne Whne b‘y changing their environ-
s odern Jows e itlve ¥ hght skin, hair, and eye color of
. the possibility that they were of pure Se-
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12 and 13. Jewish racial types from Maurice Fishberg, The Jews: A Study of Ra
and Environment, 1911, Fishberg, a Jewish physician and physical anthropologist,
used these photographs to argue that American Jews (above] were the products" )
racial intermixcure with white Buropeans and had no meaningful connection ¢
Jews in North Africa, who resembled the original “Semitic” type {opposite):

mitic or African descent.’® Second, as the result of skull measurement
he took at the schools of the Alliance Israélite Universelle in North Aftic
between 1903 and 1906, Fishberg was able to compare the cranial fea
rures of Middle Eastern Jews with those of his original sample from thi
United Hebrew Charities in New York. He concluded that each gtou
was more closely related to the non-Jewish population among whom they
lived than they were to each other. While the African Jews had.in
gled with and taken on the qualities of their African neighbors:ov
centuries, the Furopean and American Jews had mixed with and
on the qualities of European whites. In fact, he wrote, Europear:
had been so dramatically transformed through intermarriage: thig
retained “no relation at all” with the Semitic or African type; and
not claim Abraham, Isaac and Jacob as their physical ancestors
Given his findings that European Jews were essentially 1o
physically than the non-Jewish Europeans among whom they live
berg was able to argue that any minor differences in appearance o
‘or had been artificially cultivated by the environment. If Jews
tinctive posture and facial expression, engaged m certain

Fig. oo o1 £

i

12 and 13. cont’d

£3810NS
o ;ejsﬁsiinzsnstrgted other par_ticular social traits, these were
o o n;rlir'lesho.f persecution and social isolation, a theme
raced d;:is in his 191.1 book, The Jews: A Study of Race
e aspect of his argument resembled the approach
as, wever, Fishberg departed from Boas’s model in identi-
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fying the black-white divide as the point at which environment ceased to

explain group difference. Pointing to African Americans and other non-

white races as groups who Jid bear immutable differences in headform

and pigmentation, he was able to argue that Jews had no such traits that
would keep them from assimilating into the white American popula-
hat certain strata of the population cannot assimilate
merely by adopting the language, religion, customs and habits of the dom-
“aant race,” he explained in a subsequent article. “Negroes in the United
States cannot be rendered white merely by spealding English [or] becoming
Christians.” Yet “the Jews, as whites, are by no means debarred from
assimilating with their fellow men of other faiths.”'"*

In denying any ¢ar-reaching racial distinctiveness and identifying Jews
with other American whites, Fishberg had provided a scientific basis for
the claims of Jewish leaders. Unlike other Jewish spokesmen, however, he .
pursned his conclusions with a rigid scientific consistency that was unable
to make room for any lingering attachment to the notion of a Jewish race
In fact, because he had made the argument for the temporary, artificial.

of Jewish difference so rigorously, he discounted not only Jewish :
very form of Jewish particularity. Given
{ Jewish difference, Fishberg anticipated:
d predicted that Jews would not eve
t would in short time assi

«The fact that the diffe

nature
racial distinctiveness but almost €

what he saw as the superficiality o
the ultimate failure of Zionism an
persist as a distinct religions denomination, bu
ilate completely into the American population.
ences between Jews and Christians are not everywhere racial, due to afn
tomical or physiological peculiarities, but are solely the result of the soci
and political environment,” he wrote 1n the introduction to The | eis,
«explains our optimism as regards the ultimate obliteration of all distine
tions between Jews and Christians in Europe and America.”"" .
By taking the denial of Jewish racial difference to its logical cotichisio:
Fishberg failed at satisfying the contradictory needs of American Jews,
most of whom ultimately wanted to be accepted in white America wit

giving up their own distinctive racial identity. This failure was appar

in the almost universal condemnation the book received in Jewish ¢if

Zionists attacked the work most strenuously, using their organ, t
cabaean, to counter Fishberg’s findings with scientific data of their ow
One did not have to be a Zionist, however, to find Fishberg’s predi
of ultimate Jewish effacement disturbing. The editog of the San Franc
Emanu-El, a Reform-minded journal, was bothered by Fishberg's
ment that Jews were not a “race, creed or nation” but simply:a:*
> a finding that exhibited a «complete lack of appre
de of Jewish life and thought.” Despite the, suLces
semitic race theories, the editor. WEo
ring to the man who will

phenomenon,’
of the positive si
which Fishberg refuted anti
book was “neither satisfactory nor assu
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Jew.”5 Hora i
o e ;:ih\;(/i)eli, aﬁl}efqrr;; rabbi in Chicago, scoffed at Fishberg’s
m “Jewish race” “lenti i
argament was a scientific misnomer, “
dovw that the laboratory masters have dubbed us i " h oy
so long as our lives reflect our implicit belief i ntinue e
o the it o tef i the continued existence
The Fishbe i
g A Fishbs L}i eplsodg revealed more clearly than any other the inabili
. 1
of merican J (:Zrise tto_ I_ld stable, grp_otlonally satisfying terms for sc:l?i
e y insistent on dividing the world into black and whit
If Jews found a; race was an increasing liability and threatened to lurlne.
them With nor whites, they also found themselves unable to break thp
emoti constamrr;tmenit thely had to a racial self-understanding. The res le
s disﬁnctivmesrsugg e v;fln:h lt}éese two powerful impulses for inclus;;;
, one that led many accul
and distinctiven, _ any accu turated Jews to asser i
satus 2 raCiaEhgu()_jus group in public while privately clinging to atr:lhellf:
broader fac Arzriv ezp‘it?ndmg of_ Jewishness. In 1910, addressing the ;1 <
T st © tlf;. or a Jew1sh reading audience, historian Max ?\/Ies_
p the collective frustration of American Jews by concl aé-
nclud-

i g that l 5 e m }’ W }HCEI cannot be ClaSSIﬁed
the Jew wWere a g] cat ano a.!
O p . }‘
ace d ng to acce ted I uEeS o] deﬁIlltl()!l lll fiﬂd 1 Satisfacl()l‘ terms
(8} ’e W ISh 5¢€ !.{'d@:ﬁllltl()“, com )lallled ail()thel IEW ESEI wWriter t}le same

ﬂal, Wwe SuCCECd o about the same extent as the man V‘fho sets out to

Square the CerEe Or To pl ove tha wice two are hive We ha\je set ]]p \?Vhat

as come to be a veritable system of co i i
s com mpromises ludicrous and illogi
pon enailgzef;s i?tgt 111.115::53; onliy for the lack of something better anfi lli(::illjsi
“ Like those non—JewishevffhE?el:gv}:'; omethW. ,’c; ;
ke those o preferred to subvert the Jews’ raci
e ;(s); r;a;t::; Ii:lleill ct(l)]me to terms with it, Jews persistgd witiaslll?:
wem of compromises drough World War 1. Despite the obstacles
o S e the};rn med to pose to full membership in American
i optimism el Pron—]exmsh counterparts, were sufficiently buoyed
o primiem of the T ogressive Era to believe that these contradictions
ool fhut in time. B}lt as World War I ushered in a new
o o social ch ange, dAmeracans became even more concerned
Ty dnern ane:ss an _the torces of modernity that it repre-
ey WOUldlEcreasmg focus of national anxiety during the
ki S,tatus o Wh.tave to‘face up to the contradictions between
e iteness in ways that they had previously been




