PREJUDICE IN THE INTERVIEW MATERIAL
T. W. Adorno

A. INTRODUCTION

Our study grew out of specific investigations into anti-Semitism. As our
work advanced, however, the emphasis gradually shifted. We came to re-
gard it as our main task not to analyze anti-Semitism or any other anti-
minority prejudice as a sociopsychological phenomenon per se, but rather
to examine the relation of antiminority prejudice to broader ideological
and characterological patterns. Thus anti-Semitism gradually all but dis-
appeared as a topic of our questionnaire and in our interview schedule it
was only one among many topics which had to be covered,

Another investigation, carried through parallel to our rescarch and partly
by the same staff members of the Institute of Social Research, i.e., the study
on anti-Semitism within labor (57b), concentrated on the question of anti-
Semitism, but at the same time was concerned with sociopsychological issues
akin to those presented in the present volume. While the bulk of the material

to be discussed in this chapter is taken from the section on prejudice of the
an attempt was made to utilize, at least in a supplemen-

f the Labor Study as hypotheses for further
of the work carried out in Los Angeles.
In collaboration with J. F. Brown and F. Pollock we drew up an additional
section of the interview schedule devoted to specific questions :}bouc Jews.
These questions were derived for the most part from the materm} gathcre?l
through the “screened snterviews” of the Labor S.rudy. The aim of this
new section of the interview schedule was to sc¢ if it was possible tO'eSt.ab-
lish cerrain differential patterns within the general structure of prejudice.
The list of questions follows. Not all of these questions were }Fut to evf,ri
subject, nor was the exact wording of the questions always the same, bu

most of the ground marked off by the questions was covered in each case.

Berkeley interviews,
tary form, some of the ideas o
investigation. This was done as a part
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List of Questions Pertaining to Jews

Do you think there isa Jewish problem? If yes, in whatsense? Do you care

bout it?

H:vc you had any experience with Jews? What kind? Do you remember
names of persons involved and other specific data?

If nor, on what is your opinion based? 2

Did you have any contrary experiences (or hear about such experiences)
with Jewish individuals? A

If you had—would it change your opinion? If not, why not?

Can you tell a Jew from other people? How?

‘What do you know about the Jewish religion?

Are there Christians that are as bad as Jews? Is their percentage as high or
higher than the percentage of bad Jews? :

How do Jews behave at work? What about the alleged Jewish industrious-
ness?

Is it true that the Jews have an undue influence in movies, radio, literarure,
and universites?

If yes—what is particularly bad about it? What should be done about it?

Is it true that the Jews have an undue influence in business, polidcs, labor,
etc.?

If yes—what kind of an influence? Should something be done to curb it?

What did the Nazis do to the German Jews? What do you think about jt?
Is there such a problem here? What would you do to solve it?

‘What do you blame them most for? Are they: aggressive, bad-mannered;
controlling the banks; black marketeers; cheatng; Christ killers; clan-
nish; Communists; corrupting; dirty; draft dodgers; exploiters; hiding
their identity; too intellectual; Internationalists; overcrowding many
jobs; lazy; controlling movies; money-minded; noisy; overassimilatve;
overbearing; oversexed; looking for privileges; quarrelsome; running the
country; too smart; spoiling nice neighborhoods; owning too many
stores; undisciplined; uncthical against Gentiles; upstarts; shunning hard
manual labor; forming a world conspiracy?

Do you favor social discrimination or special legislation?

Shall a Jew be treated as an individual or asa member of a group?

How do your suggestions go along with constitutional rights?

Do you object to personal contacts with individual Jews?

Do you consider Jews more as a nuisance or more as a menace?

Could you imagine yourself marryinga Jew?

Do you like to discuss the Jewish issue?

‘What would you do if you were a Jew?

Cana Jew ever become a real American?

The additional interview material taught us more about prevailing overt
patterns of anti-Semitism than about its inner dynamics. It is probably fair
to say that the detailed questions proved most helpful in understanding the
phenomena of psychological ‘conflict in prejudice—the problems character-
ized in Chapter V as “pscudo-democratism.” Another significant observa-
tion has to do with the reactions of our interviewees to the Jjs¢ of “bad

Jewish traits” presented to them. Most answers to this list read “all-jnclusive,”
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that is to say, very little differentiation takes place. The prejudiced subjects
tend to subscribe to any reproach against the Jews, provided they do not
have to produce these objcctions themselves but rather find them pre-
established, as if they were commonly accepted. This observation could be
interpreted in different ways. Either it may be indicative of the “inner con-
sistency” of anti-Semitic ideology, or it may testify to the mental rigidity of
our high scorers, and this apart from the fact that the method of multiple
choice may itself make for automatic reactions. Although our questionnaire
studics gave evidence of marked consistency within anti-Semitic ideology,
it would hardly be enough to account for the all-inclusiveness of the present
responses. It secems that one must think in terms of automatization, though
itis impossible to say conclusively whether this is due to the “high” mentality
or to the shortcomings of our procedure. In all probability, the presentation
of extreme anti-Semitic statements as if they were no longer disreputable
but rather something which can be sensibly discussed, works as a kind of
antidote for the superego and may stimulate imitation even in cases wherce
the individual’s “own” reactions would be less violent. This consideration
may throw some light upon the phenomenon of the whole German people
tolerating the most extreme anti-Semitic measures, although it is highly to be
doubted. that the individuals themselves were more anti-Semitic than our
high-scoring subjects. A pragmatic inference to be drawn from this hypoth-
esis would be that, in so far as possible, pseudorational discussions of anti-
Semitism should be avoided. One might refute factual anti-Semitic state-
ments or explain the dynamics responsible for anti-Semitism, but he should
not enter the sphere of the “Jewish problem.” As things stand now, the
acknowledgment of a “Jewish problem,” after the European genocide, sug-
gests, however subtly, that there might have been some justification for what
the Nazis did.

The whole material on idcology has been taken from 63 Los Angeles in-
tervicws in addition to the pertinent sections of those gathered in Berkeley
(see Chapter IX).

It should be stressed that once again the subjective aspect is in the fore-
ground. The sclection of our sample excluded an investigation into the role
played by the “object”—that is to say, the Jews—in the formation of preju-
dice. We do not deny that the object plays a role, but we devote our atten-
tion to the forms of reaction directed towards the Jew, not to the basis of
these reactions within the “object.” This is due to a hypothesis with which
we started and which has been given strong support in Chapter 111, namely,
that anti-Semitic prejudice has little to do with the qualitics of those against
whom it is directed. Our interest is centered in the high-scoring subjects.

In organizing the present chapter, we start with the general assumption
that the—largely unconscious—hostility resulting from frustration and re-
pression and socially diverted from its true object, needs a substitute object
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through which it may obtain a realistic aspect and thus dodge, as It Wer,
more radical manifestations of a blocking of the subject’s rcl:{uonsh:p o
reality, eg., psychosis. This “object” of unconscious destructuvenss, ff"
from being a superficial “scapegoat,” must have certain charactensus o
order to fulfill its role. It must be tangible enough; and yct not 200 tangible,
lest it be exploded by its own realism. It must have a sufficient historical back.
ing and appear as an indisputable element of tradition. It must be defined i
rigid and well-known stercotypes. Finally, the object must possess feature
or at least be capable of being perceived and interpreted in terms of featuny
which harmonize with the destructive tendencies of the prejudiced subject
Some of these features, such as “clannishness” aid rationalization; others, socy
as the expression of weakness or masochism, provide psychologically ads
quate stimuli for destructiveness. There can be hardly any doubt that al
these requirements are fulfilled by the phenomenon of the Jew. This 5 nx
to say that Jews must draw hatred upon themselves, or that there is an b
lute historical necessity which makes them, rather than others, the idal
target of social aggressiveness. Suffice it to say that they can perform ths
function in the psychological houscholds of many people. The problem ¢
the “uniqueness” of the Jewish phenomenon and hence of anti-Semitism
could be approached only by recourse to a theory which is beyond the scope
of this study. Such a theory would neither enumerate a diversity of “factos”
nor single our a specific one as “the” cause but rather develop a unified frame-
work within which all the “clements” are linked together consistentdly. Tk
would amount to nothing less than a theory of modern society as a whole

We shall first give some evidence of the “functional” character of and-
Semitism, that is to say, its relative independence of the object. Then we
shall point out the problem of cui bono: anti-Semitism as a device for effor-
less “orientation” in a cold, alienated, and largely ununderstandable world
As 2 panallel to our analysis of political and economic ideologies, it will be
sh?wn that this “orientation” is achieved by stercotypy. The gap betwes
this stercotypy on the one hand and real experience and the still-accepted
sundards of democracy on the other, leads to a conflict situation, somethinz
which is clearly set forth in 2 number of our interviews. We then wke ©
whzg appears 1o be the resolution of this conflict: the underlying ant-
Scnuqnn of our cultural climate, keyed to the prejudiced person’s own ur
conscious or preconscious wishes, proves in the more extreme cases to b¢
stronger than cither conscience or official democratic values. This leads uvp
to the evidence of the destructive character of anti-Semitic reactions. AS
remnants of the conflict, there remain traces of sympathy for, or rather
“appreciation” of, certain Jewish traits which, however, when viewed more
closely, also show negative implications.

Some more specific observations about the structure of anti-Jewish prejr
udice will be added. Their focal point is the differentiation of antj-Semitism
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according to the subject’s own social identifications. This survey of anti-
Semitic features and dynamics will then be supplemented by a few remarks
on the attitudes of low-scoring subjccts. Finally, we shall offer some evidence
of the broader social significance of anti-Semitism: its intrinsic denial of the
principles of American democracy.

B. THE “FUNCTIONAL" CHARACTER OF ANTI-SEMITISM

The psychological dynamisms that “call for” the anti-Semitic outlet—most
assentially, we believe, the ambivalence of authoritarian and rebellious trends
—have been analyzed in detail in other sections of this book. Here we limit
ourselves to some extreme bur concrete evidence of the fact that anti-
Semitism is not so much dependent upon the nature of the object as upon
the subject’s own psychological wants and nceds.

There are a number of cases in which the “functional” character of prej-
udice is obvious. Here we find subjects who are prejudiced per se, but with
whom it is relatively accidental against what group their prejudice is directed.
We content ourselves with two examples. sos¢ is a generally high-scoring
man, onc of a few Boy Scout leaders. He has strong, though unconscious,
fascist leanings. Although anti-Semitic, he tries to mitigate his bias by certain
semirational qualifications. Here, the following statement occurs:

“Sometimes we hear that the average Jew is smarter in business than the average
white man. I do not believe this. I would hate to believe it. What the Jews should
leam is to educate their bad individuals to be more cooperative and agreeable.
Actually there is more underhandedness amongst Armenians than there is amongst
Jews, but the Armenians aren’t nearly as conspicuous and noisy. Mind you, I'have
known some Jews whom I consider my equal in every way and I like very much.”

This is somewhat reminiscent of Poc’s famous story about the double murder
in the Ruc Morgue where the savage crics of an orangutan are mistaken
by bystanders as words of all kinds of different foreign languages, to wit,
languages particularly strange to cach of the listeners who happen to be
forcigners themsclves. The primary hostile reaction is directed against for-
cigners per se, who are perccived as “uncanny.” This infantile fear of the
strange is only subscquently “filled up” with the imagery of a specific group,
stercotyped and handy for this purpose. The Jews are favorite stand-ins for
the child’s “bad man.” The transference of unconscious fear to the particular
object, however, the latter being of a sccondary nature only, always main-
tains an aspect of accidentalness. Thus, as soon as other factors interfere,
the aggression may be deflected, at least in part, from the Jews and to another
group, preferably one of still greater social distance. Pscudodemocratic ideol-
ogy and the professed desire to promote militantly what he conceives to be
American ideals are marked in our Boy Scout leader, so51, and he considers
himself not conservative but “predominantly liberal”; hence he tempers his
anti-Semitism and anti-Negroism by referring to a third group. He summons
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the Armenians in order to prove that he is not “prejudiced,” but at the same
time his formulation is such that the usual anti-Semitic stereotypes can easily
he maintained. Even his exoncration of the Jews with regard to their sup-
posed “smartness” is actually a device for the glorification of the ingroup:
he hates to think that “we are less smart than they.” While anti-Semitism is
functional with regard to the object ehoice on a more superficial level, its
decper determinants still seem to be much more rigid.

An extreme case of what might be called “mobile” prejudice is Mi225a,
of the Maritime School group. Though his questionnaire scores are only
medium, the interview shows strong traces of a “manipulative” anti-Semite.
The beginning of the minorities section of his interview is as follows:

(What do you think of the race-minority problem?) “I definitely think there isa
problem. I'd probably be prejudiced there. Like the Negro situation. They could
actmore human... . It would be less of a problem.”

His aggression is absorbed by the Negroes, in the “idiosyncratic” manner
that can otherwise be observed among extreme anti-Semites, all of whose
aggression appears to be directed against Jews.

. “I'wouldn't sail on a ship if I had to sail with a Negro. To me, they have an offen-
sive smell. Course, the Chinese say we smell like sheep.”

It may be mentioned that a subject of the Labor Study, a Negro woman,
complained about the smell of the Jews. The present subject concentrates
on the Negrocs, exonerating the Jews, though in an cquivocal way:

(What about the Jewish problem?) “I don't believe there is much of a problem
there. They're too smart to have a problem. Well, they are good: business men.
(Top mu.ch influence? ) I believe they havealot of influence. (In whatareas? ) Well,
motion picturc industry. (Do they abuse it?) Well, the thing you hear an awful lot
about is help the Jews, help the Jews. But you never hear anything about helping
other races or nationalitics. (Do they abuse their influence in the movies?) If they
do, they do itin such a way that it is not offensive.” )

Here again, anti-Semitic sterotypy is maintained descriptively whereas the
shift of actual hatred to the Negroes—which cannot be accounted for by the
course of the interview—affects the superimposed value judgments. The twist
with regard to the term “problem” should be noted. By denying the existence
of a “Jewish problem,” he consciously takes sides with the unbiased. By
interpreting the word, however, as meaning “havjng difficultics,” and' empha-
sizing that the Jews are “too smart to have a problem,” he expresses unwit-
tingly his own rejection. In accordance with his “smartness” theory, his pro-
Jewish statements have a rationalistic ring clearly indicative of ll\c‘subjcct's
ambivalence: all race hatred is “envy” but he leaves little doubt that in his
mind there is some reason for this cnvy, ¢.g., his acceptance of the mych that
the _]?\\‘s controlled German industry. !

This interview points to a way in which our picture of cthnocentrism may
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be differentiated. Although the correlation between anti-Semitism and anti-
Negroism is undoubtedly high, a fact which stands out in our interviews as
well as in our questionnaire studies (cf. Chapter 1V), this is not to say that
prejudice is a single compact mass. Readiness to accept statements hostile to
minority groups may well be conccived as a more or less unitary trait, but
when, in the interview situation, subjects are allowed to express themselves
spontancously it is not uncommon for one minority more than the others to
appear, for the moment at least, as an object of special hatred. This phenom-
enon may be clucidated by reference to persecution mania which, as has been
pointed out frequently, has many structural features in common with anti-
Semitism. Whilc the paranoid is beset by an over-all hatred, he nevertheless
tends to “pick” his cnemy, to molest certain individuals who draw his atten-
tion upon themselves: he falls, as it were, negatively in love. Something
similar may hold good for the potentially fascist character. As soon as he
has achicved a specific and concrete countercathexis, which is indispensable
to his fabrication of a social pscudoreality, he may “canalize” his otherwisc
free-floating aggressiveness and then leave alone other potential objects of
persccution. Naturally, these processes come to the fore in the dialectics of
the interview rather than in the scales, which hardly allow the subject frecly
to “cxpress” himsclf.

It may be added that subjects in our sample find numerous other substi-
tutes for the Jew, such as the Mexicans and the Greeks. The latrer, like the
Armenians, arc liberally endowed with traits otherwise associated with the
imagery of the Jew.

One more aspect of the “functional” character of anti-Semitism should be
mentioned. We encountered quite frequently members of other minority
groups, with strong “conformist” tendencics, who were outspokenly anti-
Semitic. Hardly any traces of solidarity among the different outgroups could
be found. The pattern is rather onc of “shifting the onus,” of defamation of
other groups in order to put onc’s own social status in a better light. An
example is 5023, a “psychoncurotic with anxicty state,” Mexican by birth:

Being an American of Mexican ancestry, he identifies with the white race and
feels “we are superior people.” He particularly dislikes the Negroes and completely
dislikes Jews. He fecls that they arc all alike and wants as little as possible to do with
them. Full of contradiction as this subject is, it is not surprising to find that he would
marry a Jewess if he really loved her. On the other hand he would control both
Negrocs and Jews and “keep them in their place.”

5068 is regarded by the interviewer as representing a “pattern probably
quite frequent in second-gencration Americans who describe themselves as
Ttalian-Americans.” His prejudice is of the politico-fascist brand, distinctly
colored by paranoid fantasics:

He s of pure Italian extraction and naturalized here at the time of the first World
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v i . oroud of this extraction and for a long time in the carly days of
.‘\}u;;oll.x(;t::?cg\c in Italian-American organizations. He still feels that the war
against Iraly was very unfortunate. Concerning the other minoritics he is quite prej-
udiced. The Mexicans he feels arc enough like the Iralians so that if they were edu-
cated enough it would be all right. At the &mcm tme, however, he feels that they
need much cducation. He believes that the California Japanese were more
correctly handled and that those about whom there is no question should be grad-
ually allowed back. He described the Negro situarion as a tough one. He believes
there should be definite laws particularly with regard to racial intermarriage and
that the color line should also be drawn “regarding where people can live.” “Dﬁp.nr:
whatthey say, the Southern Negroes are really the happiest ones.” “The trouble with
Jews is that they are all Communists and for this reason dangerous.” His own rela-
tons with them have only been fair. In his business relations he says they are
“chisclers” and “stick together.” Conceming a solution to this problem, he says,
“The Jews should acrually educate their own. The way the Jews stck together
shows that they actually have more prejudice against the Gentiles than the Genles
have against them.” He illustrates this with a long story which I was not able to get
in detail about some acquaintance of his who married into a Jewish family and was
not allowed to eat off the same dishes with them.

We may mention, furthermore, sosz2, an anti-Semitc man of Spanish-
Negro descent, with strong homosexual tendencies. He is a nightclub enter-
tainer, and the interviewer summarizes his impression in the statement that
this man wants to say, “I am not a Negro, I am an entertainer.” Here the
clement of social identification in an outcast is clearly responsible for his
prejudice.

Finally, reference should be made to a curiosity, the interview of a Turk,
otherwise not evaluated because of his somewhat subnormal intelligence. He
indulged in violent anti-Semitic diatribes until it came out near the end of
the interview that he was Jewish himself. The whole complex of anti-
Semitism among minority groups, and among Jews themselves, offers scrious
problems and deserves a study of its own. Even the casual observations pro-
vided by our sample suffice to corroborate the suspicion that those who suffer
from social pressure may frequently tend to transfer this pressure onto others
rather than to join hands with their fellow victims.

C. THE IMAGINARY FOE

Our examples of the “functional” character of anti-Semitism, and of the
relative ease by which prejudice can be switched from one object to another,
point in one direction: the hypothesis that prejudice, according to its intrinsic
content, is but superficially, if ar all, related to the specific nature of its
object. We shall now give more direct supporr for this hypothesis, the rela-
tion of which to clinical categories such as stereotypy, incapacity to have
“experience,” projectivity, and power fantasics is not far to seck. This sup-
port is supplied by statements which are cither plainly sclf-contradictory or
incompatible with facts and of a manifestly imaginary character. Since the
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usual “self-contradictions” of the anti-Semite can, however, frequently be
explained on the basis that they involve different layers of reality and
different psychological urges which arc still reconcilable in the over-all
“Weltanschauung” of the anti-Semite, we concern oursclves here mainly
with evidence of imaginary constructs. The fantasics with which we shall
deal are so well known from cveryday life that their significance for the
structure of anti-Semitism can be taken for granted. They arc merely high-
lighted by our rescarch. One might say that these fantasies occur whenever
stereotypes “‘run wild,"” that is to say, make themselves completely independ-
ent from interaction with reality. When these *“emancipated” stercotypes
arc forcibly brought back into relation with reality, blatant distortions
appaar. The content of the examples of stercotyped fantasy which we col-
lected has to do predominantly with ideas of excessive power attributed to
the chosen foe. The disproportion between the relative social weakness of
the object and its supposed sinister omnipotence is by itself evidence that
the projective mechanism is at work.

We shall first give some examples of omnipotence fantasies projected upon
a whole outgroup abstractly, as it were, and then show how the application
of such ideas to factual experience comes close to paranoid delusion.

so54, a middle-aged woman with fairly high scores on all the scales, who
is greatly concerned with herself and characterized by a *“domincering”
manncr, claims that she has always tricd “to sec the other side” and even to
“fight prejudice on cvery side.” She derives her feclings of tolerance from
the contrast with her husband whom she characterized as extremely anti-
Jewish (he hates all Jews and makes no exceptions) whereas she is willing
to make exceptions. Her actual attitude is described as follows:

She would not subscribe to a “racist theory,” but does not think that the Jews
will change much, but rather that they will tend to become “more aggressive,”
She also believes that “they will eventually run the country, whether we like it
or not.”

The usual stercotype of undue Jewish influence in politics and cconomy is
inflated to the asscrtion of threatening over-all domination. It is casy to guess
that the countermeasures which such subjects have in mind are no less totali-
tarian than their persccution ideas, even if they do not dare to say so in so
many words.

Similar is casc so61a, chosen as a mixed case (she is high-middle on E, but
low on [F and PEC), but actually, as proved by the intervicw, markedly cthno-
centric. In her statement, the vividness of the fantasics about the almighty
Jew scems to be equalled by the intensity of her vindictiveness.

“My relations with the Jews have been anything but pleasant.” When asked to
be more specific it was impossible for her to name individual incidents. She de-
scribed them, however, as “pushing everybody abour, aggressive, clannish, money-
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minded. ... The Jews are practically taking over the country. They are getung into
cverything. It is not that they are smarter, but they work so hard ro get control.
They arc all alike.” When asked if she did not fecl that there were variations in
the jewish temperamentas in any other, she said, “No, I don’t think so. I think there
is something that makes them all stick together and try to hold on to cverything.
I have Jewish friends and 1 have tried not to treat them antagonistically, but.sooncr
or later they have also rumed out to be aggressive and obnoxious. . . . I think the
percentage of very bad Jews is very much greater than the percentage of bad
Gentiles. . . . My husband feels exactly the same way on this whole problem. Asa
marter of fact, I don’t go as far as he does. He didn’t like many things about Hitler,
bur he did feel that Hitler did a good job on the Jews. He feels that we will come
in this country to a place where we have to do something about ir.”

Sometimes the projective aspect of the fantasies of Jewish domination
comes into the open. Those whose half-conscious wishes culminate in the
idea of the abolition of democracy and the rule of the strong, call those
antidemocratic whose only hope lies in the maintenance of democratic rights.
5018 is a 32-year-old ex-marine gunnery sergeant who scores high on all the
scales. He is suspected by the interviewer of being “somewhat paranoid.”
He knows “one cannor consider Jews a race, but they are all alike. They have
too much power but I guess it’s really our fault.” This is followed up by the
statement:

Hc would handle the Jews by outlawing them from business domination. He
thinks that all others who feel the same could get into business and compete with
them and perhaps overcome them, but adds, “it would be better to ship them to
Palestine and let them gyp one another. I have had some experiences with them
anda few were good soldiers but not very many.” The respondent went on to imply
that lax democratic methods cannot solve the problem because “they won't co-
operate in a democracy.”

The implicitly antidemocratic feelings of this subject are evidenced by his
speaking derogatorily about lax democratic methods: his blaming the Jews
for lack of democratic cooperation is manifestly a rationalization.

One more aspect of unrealistic imagery of the Jew should at least be
mentioned. It is the contention that the Jews “are everywhere.” Omnipres-
ence sometimes displaces omnipotence, perhaps because no actual “Jewish
rule” can be pretended to exist, so that the image-ridden subject has to seek
a different outlet for his power fantasy in ideas of dangerous, mysterious
ubiquity. This is fused with another psychological clement. To the highly
prejudiced subject the idea of the total right of the ingroup, and of jts rol-
crating nothing which does not strictly “belong,” is all-pervasive, This is
projected upon the Jews. Whereas the high scorer apparently cannor stand
any “intruder’—ultimately nothing that is not strictly like himself—_pe sees
this totality of presence in those whom he hates and whom he feels justified
in exterminating because one otherwise “could not get rid of them.” The

—
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following example shows the idea of Jewish omnipresence applied to per-
sonal experience, thus revealing its proximity to delusion.

6070, a 4o-year-old woman, is high-middlc on the E scale and particularly
vehement about the Jews:

“Idon’t like Jews. The Jew is always crying. They are taking our country over
from us. They are aggressive. They suffer from cvery lust. Last summer I met the
famous musician X, and before I really knew him he wanted me to sign an affidavit
to help bring his family into this country. Finally I had to flatly refusc and told him
I want no more Jews here. Roosevelt started bringing the Jews into the government,
and thac is the chief cause of our difficultics today. The Jews arranged it so they
were discriminated for in the draft. I favor a legislative discrimination against the
Jews along American, not Hitler lines. Everybody knows that the Jews are back
of the Communists. This X person almost drove me nuts. I had made the mistake
of inviting him to be my guest at my beach club. He arrived with ten other Jews
who were uninvited. They always cause trouble. If one gets in a place, he brings
two more and those two bring two more.”

This quotation is remarkable for more reasons than that it exemplifies the
“Jews are everywhere” complex. It is the expression of Jewish weakness—
that they are “always crying”—whichis perverted into ubiquity. The refugee,
forced to leave his country, appears as he who wants to intrude and to expand
over the whole carth, and it is hardly too far-fetched to assume that this
imagery is at least partly derived from the fact of persecution itself. More-
over, the quotation gives cvidence of a certain ambivalence of the extreme
anti-Semite which points in the direction of “negatively falling in love.” This
woman had invited the celebrity to her club, doubtless attracted by his
fame, but used the contact, once it had been established, merely in order to
personalize her aggressiveness.

Another example of the merging of semipsychotic idiosyncrasies and wild
anti-Jewish imagery is the 26-ycar-old woman, s004. She scores high on the
F scale and high-middle on E and PEC. Asked about Jewish religion, she
produces an answer which partakes of the age-old image of “uncannyness.”
“I ' know very little, but I would be afraid to go into a synagogue.” This
has to be evaluated in relation to her statement about Nazi atrocities:

“I'am not particularly sorry because of what the Germans did to the Jews. I feel
Jews would do the same type of thing to me.”

The persccution fantasy of what the Jews aight do to her, is used, in au-
thentic paranoid style, as a justification of the genocide committed by the
Nazis.

Our last two examples refer to the distortions that occur when experience
is viewed through the lens of congealed stereotypy. M732¢ of the Veterans
Group, who scores generally high on the scales, shows this pattern of dis-
torted experience with regard to both Negroes and Jews. As to the former:
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“You never see a Negro driving (an ordinary car of which subject n}cnu(:lns a
number of cxamples) but only a Cadillac or a Packard. . . . They alw ay; ll‘css
gaudy. They have that tendency to show off. . . . Since the Negro has (llm: ccling
that f\c isn't up to par, he's always trying to show off. . . . Evﬁ" though he can’t
afford it, he will buy an expensive car just to make a show. . . . Subject mcnt(;olns
that the brightest girl in a class at subject’s school happens to be a Negro and he
explains her outstandingness in the class.in terms of Negro overcompensation
for what he seems to be implying is her inherent inferiority.

The asscrtion about the Negro's Cadillac speaks for itself. As to the story
about the student, it indicates in personalized terms the aspect of inescapabil-
ity inherent in hostile stereotypy. To the prejudiced, the Negro is “dull”; if
he meets, however, onc of outstanding achievement, it is supposed to be mere
overcompensation, the exception that proves the rule. No matter what the
Negro is or docs, he is condemned.

As to the “Jewish problem":

“As far as being good and shrewd businessmen, that’s about all T have to say about
them. They're white people, that’s one thing. . . . Of course, they have the Jewish
instinct, whatever thatis. . . . I've heard they have a business nose. . . . I'imagine
the Jewish people are more obsequious. . . . For example, somebow a Jewish bar-
ber will entice you to come to bis chair.” Subject claborates here a definite fantasy
of some mysterious influence by Jews. . .. “They’re mighty shrewd businessmen,
and you don't have much chance” (compeding with Jews).

The story about the barber seems to be a retrogression towards early infantile,
magical patterns of thinking.

F359, a 48-ycar-old accountant in a government department, is, accord-
ing to the interviewer, a cultured and educated woman. This, however, does
not keep her from paranoid story-telling as soon as the critical area of race
rclations, which serves as a kind of free-for-all, is entered. (She is in the
high quartile on E, though low on both F and PEC.) Her distortions refer
both to Negroes and to Jews:

Subject considers this a very serious problem and she thinks thatitis going to get
worse. The Negroes are going to get worse. She experienced a riot in Washingron;
there was shooting; street-car windows were broken, and when a white would get
into the Negro section of the car, the shooting would start. The white man would
have to lic on the floor. She did not dare to go out at night. One day the Negroes
were having a procession and some of them started pushing her off- the sidewalk.
When she asked them not to push, they looked so insolent that she thought they
would start a riot, and her companion said, “Let’s get out of here or we will start
ariot.” A fricnd of hers told her that she had asked her maid to work on a Thursday,
buc the maid had refused because she said it was “push and shove” day—the day
they shoved the whites off the sidewalk. Another friend of hers in Los ‘Angeles
told her not to lec her maid use her vacuum cleaner because they tamper with it in
such a way as to cause it to tear your rugs. One day she caught the maid using a
file on her vacuum cleaner and asked her what she was doing. The maid replicd,
“Oh, I'm just trying to fix this thing.” They just want to get revenge on' whites.
One cannot give them equal rights yer, they are not ready for it; we will have to
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educate them first. Subject would not want to sit next to a Negro in a theatre or
restaurant. She cited the case of a drugstore man who addressed a Negro janitor,
a cleancer, as “Mr.” You just can’t do that to them or they will say, “Ah'm as good
as white folks.” (Outcome?) “I think there will be trouble.” She expects riots and
bloodshed.

(Jews?) “Well, they are to blame too, 1 think. They just cannot do business
straight, they have to be underhanded—truth has no meaning for them in business.”
(What has been your personal experience?) She cited the case of a friend who is
interested in photography and bought some sccond-hand cameras from pawn shops.
One day when he was in one, a woman came in with a sct of falsc tecth, She was
told that they were not worth anything (there was some gold in them). Finally,
the Jew gave her a few dollars for them. As soon as she had gone out, he turned to
the man and said, “She didn't know it, but see that platinum under here?” In other
words the teeth were worth many times what he gave for them. Subject's friend
did not gee gypped because he knew them and called their bluff.

It is often advocated as the best means of improving intercultural relations
that as many personal contacts as possible be established between the dif-
ferent groups. While the value of such contacts in some cases of anti-Semitism
is to be acknowledged, the material presented in this scction argues for cer-
tain qualifications, at least in the case of the more extreme patterns of prej-
udice. There is no simple gap between expericnce and stereotypy. Stereotypy
is a device for looking at things comfortably; since, however, it feeds on
deep-lying unconscious sources, the distortions which occur are not to be
corrected merely by taking a real look. Rather, experience itself is prede-
termined by stercotypy. The persons whose interviews on minority issues
have just been discussed share one decisive trait. Even if brought together
with minority group members as different from the stercotype as possible,
they will perceive them through the glasses of stereotypy, and' will hold
against them whatever they are and do. Since this tendency is by no means
confined to people who are actually “cranky” (rather, the whole complex
of the Jew isa kind of recognized red-light district of legitimatized psychotic
distortions), this inaccessibility to experience may not be limited to people
of the kind discussed here, but may well operate in much milder cases. This
should be taken into account by any well-planned policy of defense. Opti-
mism with regard to the hygienic effects of personal contacts should be dis-
carded. One cannot “correct” stercotypy by experience; he has to recon-
stitute the capacity for having expericnces in order to prevent the growth of
ideas which are malignant in the most literal, clinical sense.

D. ANTI-SEMITISM FOR WHAT?

It is a basic hypothesis of psychoanalysis that symptoms “make sensc”
in so far as they fulfill a specific function within the individual's psycho-
logical economy—that they arc to be regarded, as a rule, as vicarious wish-
fulfillments of, or as defenscs against, repressed urges. Our previous discus-
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sion has shown the irrational aspect of anti-Semitic attitudes and o;}iniohs.
Since their content is irreconcilable with reality, we are certainly entitled to
call them symptoms. But they are symptoms which can hardly b.c_ c-\:Plﬂ_i“fd
by the mechanisms of neurosis; and at the same time, the anti-Semitic 1§1dmd-
ual as such, the potentially fascist character, is certainly not a psychotic. The
ultimate theoretical explanation of an entirely irrational symptom which
nevertheless does not appear to affect the “normality” of those who show the
symptom is beyond the scope of the present research. However, we feel
justified in asking the question: cui bono? What purposes within the lives of
our subjects are served by anti-Semitic ways of thinking? A final answer
could be provided only by going back to the primary causes for the estab-
lishment and freezing of stercotypes. An approach to such an answer has
been set forth in earlier chapters. Here, we limit ourselves to a level closer
to the surface of the ego and ask: what does ant-Semitism “give” to the sub-
ject within the concrete configurations of his adult experience?

Some of the functions of prejudice may doubtless be called rational. One
docs not need to conjure up deeper motivations in order to understand the
attitude of the farmer who wants to get hold of the property of his Japanese
neighbor. One may also call rational the attitude of those who aim at a fascist
dictatorship and accept prejudice as part of an over-all platform, though in
this case the question of rationality becomes complicated, since neither the
goal of such a dictatorship seems to be rational in terms of the individual's
interest, nor can the wholesale automatized acceptance of a ready-made
formula be called rational either. What we are interested in, for the moment,
however, is a problem of a somewhat different order. What good does accrue
to the actual adjustment of otherwise “sensible” persons when they subscribe
to ideas which have no basis in reality and which we ordinarily associate
with maladjustment?

In order to provide a provisional answer to this question, we may anticipate
one of the conclusions from our consideration of the political and economic
sections of the interview (Chapter XVII): the all-pervasive ignorance and
confusion of our subjects when it comes to social matters beyond the range
of their most immediate experience. The objectification of social processes,
their obedience to intrinsic supra-individual laws, scems to resule in an in-
tellecrual alienation of the individual from society. This alienation is experi-
enced by the individual as disorientation, with concomitant fear and
uncerrainty. As will be scen, political stereotypy and personalization can be
understood as devices for overcoming this uncomfortable state of affairs.
Images of the politician and of the burcaucrat can be understood as signposts
of orientation and as projections of the fears created by disorientation. Similar
functions seem to be performed by the “irrational” imagery of the Jew. He is,
for the highly prejudiced subject, extremely stercotyped; at the same time,
he is more personalized than any other bogey in so far as he is not defined
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by a profession or by his role in social life, but by his human existence as
such. For these reasons, as well as for historical ones, he is much better quali-
fied for the psychological function of the “bad man” than the burcaucrats or
politicians, who, incidentally, arc often but handy substitutes for the real
object of hatred, the Jew. The latter’s alicnness scems to provide the handiest
formula for dealing with the alicnation of socicty. Charging the Jews with
all existing evils scems to penctrate the darkness of reality like a scarchlight
and to allow for quick and all-comprising oricntation. The less anti-Jewish
imagery is related to actual expericnce and the more it is kept “pure,” as it
were, from contamination by reality, the less it seems to be exposed to dis-
turbance by the dialectics of experience, which it keeps away through its own
rigidity. It is the Great Panacea, providing at once intellectual equilibrium,
countercathexis, and a canalization of wishes for a “change.”

Anti-Semitic writers and agitators from Chamberlain to Rosenberg and
Hitler have always maintained that the existence of the Jews is the key to
everything. By talking with individuals of fascist leanings, one can learn the
psychological implications of this “key” idea. Their morc-or-less cryptic
hints frequently reveal a kind of sinister pride; they speak as if they were in
the know and had solved a riddle otherwise uasolved by mankind (no matter
how often their solution has been already expressed). They raisc literally or
figuratively their forefinger, sometimes with a smile of superior indulgence;
they know the answer for everything and presenc to their partners in discus-
sion the absolute sccurity of those who have cut off the contacts by which
any modification of their formula may occur. Probably it is this dclusion-like
sccurity which casts its spell over those who feel insccure. By his very ig-
norance or confusion or semi-crudition the anti-Semite can often conquer
the position of a profound wizard. The more primitive his drastic formulac
are, duc to their stereotypy, the more appealing they are at the same time,
since they reduce the complicated to the clementary, no matter how the logic
of this reduction may work. The superiority thus gained does not remain on
the intellectual level. Since the cliché regularly makes the outgroup bad and
the ingroup good, the anti-Semitic pattern of oricntation offers emotional,
narcissistic gratifications which tend to break down the barriers of rational
sclf-criticism.

It is these psychological instruments upon which fascist agitators play in-
cessantly. They would hardly do so if there were no susceptibility for
spurious orientation among their listeners and readers. Here we are concerned
only with the cvidence for such susceptibility among pcople who are by no
means overt fascist followers. We limit ourselves to three nerve points of the
pseudocognitive lurc of anti-Semitism: the idea that the Jews are a “problem,”
the assereion that they are all alike, and the claim that Jews can be recognized
as such without exception.

The contention that the Jews, or the Negroes, are a “problem” is regularly
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found in our interviews with prejudiced subjects. We may quote onc L‘menplc
picked at random and then briefly discuss the theoretical implications of the
“problem” idea. .-

The prelaw student, 705, when asked, “What about other groups?” states:

“Well, the Jews are a ticklish problem—not the whole race; there are both good
and bad. But there are more bad than good.”
The term “problem” is taken over from the sphere of science and 1s used
to give the impression of scarching, responsible deliberation. By rcfc_rnng to
a problem, one implicitly claims personal aloofness from the matter in ques-
tion—a kind of detachment and higher objectivity. This, of course, is an ex-
cellent rationalization for prejudice. It serves to give the impression that onc's
attitudes are not motivated subjectively but have resulted from hard thinking
and mature experience. The subject who makes use of this device maintains
a discursive attitude in the interview; he qualifies, quasi-empirically, what he
has to say, and is ready to admit exceptions. Yet these qualifications and ex-
ceptions only scratch the surface. As soon as the existence of a “Jewish
problem” is admitted, anti-Semitism has won its first surrcptitious victory.
This is made possible by the equivocal nature of the term itself; it can be both
a ncutral issue of analysis and, as indicated by the everyday use of the term
“‘problematic” for a dubious character, a negative entity. There is no doubt
that the relations between Jews and non-Jews do present a problem in the
objective sensc of the term, but when “the Jewish problem” is referred to,
the emphasis is subtly shifted. While the vencer of objectivity is maintained,
the implication is that the Jews are the problem, a problem, that is, to the rest
of society. It is but one step from this position to the implicit notion that this
problem has to be dealt with according to its own special requirements, i.c.,
the problematic nature of the Jews, and that this will naturally lead outside
the bounds of democratic procedure. Morcover, the “problem” calls for a
solution. As soon as the Jews themselves are stamped as this problem, they are
transformed into objects, not only to “judges” of superior insight but also
to the perpetrators of an action; far from being regarded as subjects, they are
treated as terms of a mathematical equation. To call for a “solution of the
Jewish problem"” results in their being reduced to “material” for manipulation.

It should be added that the “problem” idea, which made deep inroads into
public opinion through Nazi propaganda and the Nazi example, is also to be
found in the interviews of low-scoring subjects. Here, however, it assumes
regularly the aspect of a protest. Unprejudiced subjects try to restore the
objective, “sociological” meaning of the term, gencrally insisting on the
fact that the so-called “Jewish problem” is actually the problem of the non-
Jews. However, the very use of the term may be partially indicative, even
with unprejudiced persons, of a certain ambivalence or at least indifference,
as in the case of 5047, who scored low on the E scale but high on F and PEC.

“Yes, I think there is a so-called Jewish problem and a Negro problem, but essen-
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tially T believe that it is really a majority problem.” He felt that there was a need
for more cducation of the ignorant masscs and for improving cconomic conditions
S0 (ha_t there would not be a necessity for secking a scapegoat. Generally, his under-
standing of the problems scemed to be quite sound, and he expressed disagreement
with anti-Semiusm and discrimination against Negroes. However, the manner in
which he approached the matter and his tendency to treat it as a purely academic
problem seemed to indicate that he was not thoroughly convinced of his statements
and was merely using verbal clichés.

The term “problem” itsclf seems to suggest a too naive idea of common sense
justice, following the pattern of democratic compromise in areas where de-
cisions should be made only according to the merits of the case. The man who
speaks about the “problem” is casily tempted to say that there are two sides
to every problem, with the comfortable conscquence that the Jews mrust
have donc something wrong, if they were exterminated. This pacttern of con-
formist “sensibleness” lends itself very casily to the defense of various kinds
of irrationalicy.

The statement that the Jews are all alike not only dispenses with all dis-
turbing factors but also, by its sweep, gives to the judge the grandiose air of a
person who sees the whole without allowing himself to be deflected by petty
details—an intellectual leader. At the same time, the “all alike” idea rationalizes
the glance at the individual case as a mere specimen of some generality which
can be taken care of by general measures which are the more radical, since
they call for no exceptions. We give but one example of a case where traces
of “knowing better” still survive although the “all alike” idea leads up to the
wildest fantasics. Fz16 is middle on the E scale, but when the question of
the Jews is raised:

(Jews?) “Now this is where I really do have strong fecling. Iam not very proud
of it. I don'c think it is good to be so prejudiced but I can’c help it. (What do you
dislike abour Jews?) Everything. I can't say onc good thing for them. (Are there
any exceptions?) No, I have never met one single one that was an exception. I used
to hope I would. It isn’t pleasant to fecl the way 1 do. I would be just as nice and
civil as I could, buc it would end the same way. They cheat, take advantage. (Is it
possible that you know some Jewish people and like them without knowing they
are Jews?) Oh no, I don't think any Jew can hide it. I always know them. (How
do they look?) Atractive. Very well dressed. And as though they knew exactly
what they wanted. (How well have you known Jews?) Well, I never knew any in
childhood. In fact, I never knew one until we moved to San Francisco, 10 years ago.
He was our landlord. It was terrible. I had a lovely home in Denver and 1 hated to
leave. And here T was stuck in an ugly apartment and he did everything to make
it worse. If the rent was duc on Sunday, he was there bright and carly. After thac
I knew lots of them. I had Jewish bosses. There are Jews in the bank. They are
everywherc—always in the money. My next-door neighbor is a Jew. I decided to
be civil. Afeer all, I can’t move now and I mighe as well be neighborly. They borrow
our lawn mower. They say it is becausc you can’c buy onc during the war. Buc of
course lawn mowers cost money. We had a party last weck and they called the
police. I called her the next day because 1 su:{)ccmd them. She said she did it so T
asked if she didn't think she should have called me first. She said a man was singing
in the yard and woke her baby and she got so upset she called the police. T asked her
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if she realized that her baby screamed for 3 months after she broughe him home

from the hospital. Ever since then she has been just grovelling and I hate that even
"

worse.

“Knowing better” is mentioned not infrequently by high scorers: they realize
they “should” not think that way, but stick to their prejudice under a kind
of compulsion which is apparently stronger than the moral and rational
counteragencies available to them. In addition to this phenomenon, there is
hardly any aspect of the anti-Semitic syndrome discussed in this chapter
which could not be illustrated by this quotation from a truly “all-out,” to-
talitarian anti-Semite. She omits nothing. Her insatiability is indicative of the
tremendous libidinous encergy she has invested in her Jewish complex. Acting
out her anti-Semitism obviously works with her as a wish-fulfillment, both
with regard to aggressiveness and with regard to the desire for intellectual
superiority as indicated by her cooperation in the present study “in the inter-
ests of science.” Her personal arttude partakes of that sinister contempt
shown by those who fecl themsclves to be “in the know” with respect to all
kinds of dark secrets.

_Her most characteristic artitude is one of pessimism—she dismisses many matters
with a downward glance, a shrug of the shoulders, and a sigh.

The idea of the “Jew spotter” was inroduced in the Labor Study, where
it proved to be the most discriminating item. We used it only in a supple-
mentary way, in work with the Los Angeles sample, but there can be no
doubt r:h:n( people who are extreme on A-S will regularly allege that they can
recognize Jews at once. This is the most drastic expression of the “orienta-
tion” mechanism which we have seen to be so essential a feature of the preju-
diced outlook. At the same time, it can frequently be observed that the actual
variety of Jews, which could hardly escape notice, leads to a high amount
of vagueness with regard to the criteria according to which Jews might be
spotted; this vagueness does not, however, interfere with the definiteness of
the spotter’s claim. One example for this configuration will suffice; It is inter-
esting because of the strange mixture of fantasy and real observation.

5039, a 27-ycar-old student at the University of Southern California and a
war veteran, who scores high on E:

“Yes, I think I can . . . of course, you can't always, T know. But usually they
have different features: larger nose, and 1 think differendly shaped faces, more
narrow, and dlﬂ'c.rcnt mannerisms. . . . But mainly they wlk too much and they
have different attitudes. Almost always they will counter a question with another
question (gives examples from school); they are freer with criticism; tend to talk
in big terms and gencrally more aggressive—at least I notice that immediately. . ..”

E. TWO KINDS OF JEWS

Tl)c stercotypes just discussed have been interpreted as means for pscudo-
oricntation in an estranged world, and at the same time as devices for “master-
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ing” this world !)y being able completely to pigeonhole its negative aspects.
The ".probl'cnmnzing" attitude puts the resentful person in the position of onc
who is rationally discriminating; the assertion that all the Jews are alike
transposes the “problem” into the realm of systematic and complete knowl-
cdge, without a “loophole,” as it were; the pretension of being able unfail-
ingly to recognize Jews raises the claim that the subject is actually the judge
in matters where the judgment is supposed to have been pronounced once and
for all. In addition, there is another stereotype of “oricntation” which de-
serves closer attention because it shows most clearly the “topographical”
function and because it crops up spontancously with great frequency in the
interview material. It is even more indicative of the “pscudorational” cle-
ment in anti-Semitic prejudice than is the manner of speaking about the
“Jewish problem.” We refer to the standard division of Jews into two groups,
the good ones and the bad ones, a division frequently expressed in terms of
the “white” Jews and the “kikes.” It may be objected that this division can-
not be taken as an index of subjective attitudes, since it has its basis in the
object itself, namely, the different degrees of Jewish assimilation. We shall
be able to demonstrate that this objection does not hold true and that we have
to copc with an actitudinal pattern largely indcpendent of the structure of
the minority group to which it is applied.

It has been established in previous chapters that the menulicy of the preju-
diced subject is characterized by thinking in terms of rigidly contrasting in-
groups and outgroups. In the stercotype here under consideration, this
dichotomy is projected upon the outgroups themselves, or at least upon onc
particular outgroup. This is partly duc no doubt to the automatization of
black and white thinking which tends to “cut in two” whatever is being
considered. It is also duc to the desire to maintain an air of objectivity while
expressing one’s hostilities, and perhaps cven to a mental reservation of the
prejudiced person who does not want to deliver himself completcly to ways
of thinking which he still regards as “forbidden.” The “ewo kinds” stereotype
thus has to be viewed as a compromise between antagonistic tendencies
within the prejudiced person himself. This would lead to the supposition
that people who make this division are rarely extreme high scorers; a supposi-
tion which scems to be largely borne out by our data. In terms of our “oricnta-
tion” theory we should expect that the “two kinds” idea serves as a makeshife
for bridging the gap between general stercotypy and personal experience.
Thus, the “good” outgroup members would be those whom the subject per-
sonally knows, whereas the “bad” oncs would be those at a greater social
distance—a distinction obviously related to the differences between assimilated
and nonassimilated sectors of the outgroup. This again is at least partly cor-
roborated, though it will be scen that the “two kinds™ idea is in many respects
so vague and abstract that it does not even coincide with the division be-
tween the known and the unknown. As a device for overcoming stercotypy
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the “two kinds” concept is spurious because it is thoroughly stercotypeg
itself.
5007, who scores high on all the scales, comments as follows:

“Most of the Jews I have known have been white Jews, and they are very charm.
ing people. Jews are aggressive, clannish, overcrowd nice ncighborhoods, and are
moncy-minded. At least the ‘non-white Jews.” My experiences have been of two
sorts. Some Jews are amongst the most charming and educated people I know. Other
experiences have been less friendly. On the whole, T think Jews in the professions
arc all righe, but in commerce they scem to be quite objectionable.”

Here it can be seen clearly how the over-all stereotypy, as suggested by the
list of “objectionable Jewish traits,” struggles with the stercotype of 2
dichotomy, which in this case represents the more humanitarian trend. It is
conceived in terms of acquaintances vs. others, but this is complicated by a
second division, that between “professional” Jews (supposedly of higher
education and morality) and “business” Jews, who are charged with being
ruthless money-makers and cheats.

This, however, is not the classical form of the “two kinds” idea. The latter
is expressed, rather, by the above-mentioned Boy Scout leader, sosi, the
man who brings the Armenians into play:

“Now take the Jews. There are good and bad amongst all races. We know that,
and we know that Jews are a religion, not a race; but the trouble is that there are
two types of Jews. There are the white Jews and the kikes. My pet theory is that
the white Jews hate the kikes just as much as we do. I even knew a good Jew who
ran a store and threw some kikes out, calling them kikes and saying he didn’c want
their business.”

Rescarch on anti-Semitism among Jews would probably corroborate this
“pet” idea. In Germany at leust, the “autochthonous” Jews used to discrim-
inate heavily against refugees and immigrants from the East and often cnough
comforted themselves with the idea that the Nazi policies were directed
merely against the “Ostjuden.” Distinctions of this sort scem to promote
gradual persecution of Jews, group by group, with the aid of the smooth
rationalization that only thosc are to be excluded who do not belong anyway.
It is a structural clement of anti-Semitic persecution that it starts with limited
objectives, but goes on and on without being stopped. It is through this struc-
ture that the “two kinds” stercotype assumes its sinister aspect, The division
berween “whites” and “kikes,” arbitrary and unjust in itsclf, invariably
turns against the so-called “whites” who become the “kikes” of tomorrows

Evidence of the independence of the division from its object is offered by
the all-around high scorer, Mi229m, of the Maritime School group, who
divides the Jews in a manner employed by other Southerners with regard to
the Negrocs, Fere a certain break between general race prejudice and a rela-
tive freedom of more personal attitudes and experiences scems to exist.
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(Jewish probiem?) “Not a terrific problem. I get along with them. Jews in the
South are different from those in the North. Not so grasping in the South. (Daugh-
ter marrying a Jew?) O.K; no problem. Large number of Jewish familics in
Galveston. No prejudice against Jews in Texas.”

This making of private exceptions is sometimes, as by the mildly anti-
Semitic radio writer 5003, expressed as follows:

“He docesn’t know about Jews. ‘Some of my best friends are Jews.'” In
spite of ‘the innumerable jokes, both European and American, about the
“some of my best friends” cliché, it survives tenaciously. Apparently it
combines felicitously the merits of “human interest”—supposedly personal
experience—with a bow to the superego which does not seriously impede
the underlying hostility.

Occasionally the concessions made to personal acquaintances are explained
by the interspersion of racial theories, and thus a mildly paranoid touch is
added. An example is the generally “high” woman, Fio9:

Father Scotch-Irish, mother English-Irish. Subject is not identificd with any of
these. “I have an age-old feeling against Jews, some against Negroes. Jews stick
together, are out for money; they gyp you. Jews are in big businesses. It scems they
will be running the country before long. I know some people of Jewish descent
who are very nice, but they’re not full-blooded Jews. Jews have large noses, arc
slight in stature, licde sly Jews. The women have dark hair, dark cyes, are sort of
loud.”

This girl student, by the way, to whom the “education” idca is all-important,
is among thosc who show traces of bad conscicnce.

Subject knows she’s prejudiced; she thinks she needs educating too, by working
with people of different races.

The intrinsic weakness of the “best friend” idea, which simulates human
experience without truly expressing it, comes into the open in the following
quotation, where the line between the friend and the “kikes” is drawn in
such n way that even the “friend” is not fully admitted.

(Jews?) “There are Jews and Jews. I have a very good girl friend who is a Jew—
never enters into our relationship except that she is in a Jewish sorority. (Would
you want her in your sorority?) Well . . . (pause) . .. I don't think I'd have any
objections. (Would you'let in all Jewish girls?) No. One Jew is alright but you
get a whole mob and’. . . ! (What happens?) They get into anything and they'll
control jt—they'll group together for their own interests—the kike Jew isas dishonest
as they come, Find them on Fillmore Strect in San Francisco. T have had no expe-
rience with kike Jews. I think that's created in my family. Father feels strongly
against them—~I don’t know why. (Nazis?) That's unnccessary—they have a righe
t0 exist—no reason for excluding them as long as they don’c try to overstep the
rights of others. 1 knew a lot of Jews in high school. They kept pretty much to
themselves, Don't think I'm echoing. 1 \\'ouls like Jews as'long as they don’t reflect
typical Jewish qualities. Typical Jewish nose, mouth, voice. The presence of a
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Jew creates feclings of tension. Squeaky voice, long, pointed nose. Couldn’t name
anti-Semitic groups in this country but think they exist.”

Particular ateention should be called to the statement of this girl, described
by the interviewer as being “tighe all over,” that the presence of a Jew
creates feelings of tension. There is reason to belicve thac this is a common
experience. It would hardly suffice to attribute this uncasiness solely to
repressed guile feelings, or to the cffect of some “strangeness” as such. At
least the concrete aspects of this strangeness in social contacts nceds further
clucidation. We venture the hypothesis that it is due to a certain discomfort
and uncasiness on the Jew's own part in non-Jewish company, and on 1
certain antagonism of the Jews, deeply rooted in history, against “genial”
conviviality and harmless abandonment of onesclf in order to cnjoy the mo-
ment. Since this may be one concrete factor making for anti-Semitism,
independent of traditional stercotypy, this whole complex should be fol-
lowed up most carcfully in future rescarch.

As to the evidence for our assertion that the “two kinds” idea is not object-
bound but rather a structural psychological pattern, we limit ourselves to
two cxamples. The student nurse, 5013, whose scale scores are gencrlly
high:

Feels towards the Jap and .the M and Negroes very much as she
does toward the Jews. In all cases she holds to a sort of bifurcation theory, thatis
that there are good Japanese and that they should be allowed to return to Cali-
fornia, but there are bad ones and they should not. The Mexicans also fall into two
groups, as do the Negroes. When it is pointed out to her that people of her own
extraction probably also fall into good and bad groups, she admits this but feels
that the line berween the good and the bad is not as great in her case. She fecls that
the Negro problem is probably of greater importance than the other minorities but
says that she speaks at the hospital to the colored nurses and doctors. At this point
she related a long anccdote about taking care of a female Negro patient who had
told her that the Negroes had brought their problems on themsclves by aspiring

to equality with the whites. She fecls that this was a very wisc Negress and agrees
with her.

In the case of Southerners, the “two kinds" idea is frequently applicd to the
Negrocs, those in the South being praised, and those who went away being
denounced for demanding an equality to which they were not entitled. In so
far as the Southern “white man's nigger” is morc subservient and a better
object of exploitation in the cyes of these subjects, this attitude, with i
patriarchal and feudalistic rationalizations, can be called semircalistic. Dut
the construct of “two kinds of Negroes” often results in quite a different con:
notation, as in the case of F340a. She is high on F and PEC and middlc on E

“The Negroes are getting so arrogant now, they come to the employment office
and say they don'tlike this kind of a job and that kind of a job. Flowever, there are
some who arc employed at the employment office and they are very nice and
intelligent. There arc nice oncs and bad onces among us, The Negroes who have
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always lived in Oakland are all righe; thcy don't know what to do with all thosc
who are coming in from the South cither. They all carry knives; if you do some-
thing they don't like, they ‘will get even with you, they will slice you up.’”

Here, the “two kinds” idea results in plain persecution fantasies.

F. THE ANTI-SEMITE'S DILEMMA

If anti-Semitism is a “symptom” which fulfills an *“cconomic” function
within the subjcct’s psychology, one is led to postulate that this symprom is
not simply “there,” as a mere expression of what the subject happens to be,
but that it is the outcome of a conflict. It owes its very irrationality to psycho-
logical dynamics which force the individual, at least in certain areas, to
abandon the reality principle. The conception of prejudice as a symptom
resulting from a conflict has been clucidated in carlier chapters. Here, we
are concerned not so much with the clinical evidence of conflict determinants
as with the traces of conflict within the phenomenon of anti-Semitism itself.
Some cvidence bearing on this point has already been presented in the
last sections. The “problem” idea as well as the dichotomy applied to the out-
group represent a kind of compromise between underlying urges and hostile
stercotypes on the one hand, and the demands of conscience and the weighe
of concrete expericnce on the other. The subject who “discusses” the Jews
usually wants to maintain some sense of proportion, at least formally, even
though the content of his rational considerations is spurious and his supposed
insight itself is warped by the very same instinctual urges which it is called
upon to check.

The standard form under which conflict appears in statements of high-
scoring subjects is, as indicated above, “I shouldn't, but. . . .” This formula
is the resulc of a remarkable displacement. It has been pointed out that the
anti-Semite is torn between negative stereotypy and personal expericnces
which; contradict this stereotypy.! As soon as the subject reflects, however,
upon his own attitude, the relation between stereotypy and experience ap-
pears in reverse. Fle regards tolerance as the gencral law, as the stercotype as
it were, and personalizes his own stereotyped hostility, presenting it as the in-
escapable result cither of experience or of idiosyncrasies which are stronger
than he is himself. This can be accounted for partly by the officially prevail-
ing democratic ideology which stamps prejudice as something wrong. It has
also to be considered that the superego, being constituted as the psycho-
logical agency of society within the individual, regularly assumes an aspect
of universality which easily appears to the subject, driven by wishes for in-

1 The most drastic evidence for this hypothesis is, of course, the habit of differentiating
between those Jews with whom the subject is acquainted, and who are “good,” and the
rest of them, who are the “kikes." In certain cases this contradiction is both concretized
and cleared up ctiologically. We refer here to case sos7, discussed in detail in Chaprer
XIX, where the subject's bias is practically explained by himself as the outcome of resent-
ment aroused by a childhood experience with a Jewish delicatessen man,
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stinctual gratification, as “rigid law.” This, however, hardly tells the whole
story. The discrepancy between experience and stercotype is put into the
service of ‘the prejudiced attitude. The prejudiced subject is dimly aware
that the content of the stereotype is imaginary and that his own experience
represents truth, Yet, for deeper psychological reasons, he wants to stick to
the stercotype. This he achicves by transforming the latter into an expres-
sion of his personality and the antistereotypical clements into an abstract
obligation. This displacement is enhanced by his innermost conviction that
the supposed stercotypes of tolerance are not so strong socially as he.pre-
tends. He realizes that while he appears to rebel against the slogans of democ-
racy and cquality, for reasons that are strictly personal, he is actually
backed by powerful social trends. And yet he will claim, at the same time,
that he acts as asincere and independent person who does not care what others
think. Morcover, he relics on the idea that one’s own feelings are always
stronger than conventions, that he simply has to follow them, and that his
prejudice is a kind of fatality which cannot be changed. This scems to bea
common pattern by which the anti-Semite’s conflict situation is rationalized
in a way favorable to prejudice.

This pattern manifests itsclf objectively in a characteristic contradic-
tion: that between general pretensions of being unbiased, and prejudiced
statemnents as soon as specific issues arc raised. 5056, a 29-ycar-old housewife,
with high scores on all the scales,

Stated thac she and her husband have no particular dislike for any group of
people. (This statement is interesting when contrasted with her very high E-score,
and with the statements which follow.) “The Negro, however, should be ki
with his own people. I would not want my nicce marrying a Negro, and I would
not want Negro ncighbors.” To subject there is quite a Negro problem—"it is

robably the most important minority problem.” She prefers “the way things are
in the South; the Negroes scem so happy down there. Actually, they should have
a separate state. This doesn't mean that we should snub them. The ‘separate state
»;/lould 1bc very good, because, although we should govern them, they could runit
themselves.”

The underlying conflict could not be expressed more authentically than in
the contradiction contained in the last statement. The subject trics to disply
an unbiased attitude toward Jews:

It is interesting to note that she objected rather strongly to discussing the Jews
and the Negroes in the same context and protested when they were presented
contiguously in the interview. “I would just as soon have Jews around—in fact, |
have some Jewish friends, Some are overbearing, but then some Gentiles arc over:
bearing t00.”

But as soon as it comes to her “personal” attitude, she falls for the stercotype
and resolves the conflict by an aloofness which amounts for all pmctical
purposes to an endorsement of anti-Semitism:
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When asked about Jewish traits, she first mentioned “the Jewish nose.” In addi-
tion, she belicves Jews have a certain sct of personality traits all their own, which
will never change. “They want to argue alY the time; some are greedy (though
somc aren't, in fact, some are gencrous); they talk with their hands and are dramatic
in their speech.” She believes the dislike of the Jews is increasing, to which trend
she objects. “Think we're being selfish when we act that way, just as we accuse the
Jews of being.” She doesn't like to hear attacks on the Jews, but she wouldn't defend
them by argument. This seems to be both a function of her dislike for argumenta-
tion as well as a cerrain attitude of noninvolvement in or detachment from the
wholc question of anti-Semitism.

The subjective mirroring of the conflict between stereotype and expericnce
in reverse, resulting-in rigidity of the supposed experience, is clearly exempli-
fied in the statements of M1230a, a middle scorer of the Maritime School
group:

(What do you think of the problem of racial minorities?) “Well, for the for-
cigners coming in, it’s quite a question. This is supposed to be a melting pot. But
shouldn't lct too many of them in. . . . And then the Negro problem. . . . Iy
to be liberal, but I was raised in a Jim Crow state. . . . I don't think I would ever
fall in with giving the Negroes equal rights in every way. . . . And yer, forcigners,
you have a natural dislike for them. Yer, all of us were once foreigners. . . .

The anti-Semite’s dilemma may be cpitomized by quoting verbatim the
following statements of the girl student 5005, who is high on both the E and
F scales, but low on PEC.

“I don’t think there should be a Jewish problem. People should not be discrim-
inated against, but judged on their individual merits. I don’c like it to be called a
problem. Certainly I'm against prejudice. Jews are aggressive, bad-mannered, clan-
nish, intellecrual, clean, overcrowd neighborhoods, noisy, and oversexed. 1 will
admic that my opinion is not based on much contact, however; I hear these things
all the time. There are very few Jewish students in my school, and T have already
referred to my good contact with the one girl.”

Here the contradiction between judgment and experience is so striking that
the existence of prejudice can be accounted for only by strong psychological
urges.

G. PROSECUTOR AS JUDGE

In terms of idcology, the anti-Semite’s conflict is between the current,
culturally “approved” stercotypes of prejudice and the officially prevailing
standards of democracy and human cquality. Viewed psychologically, the
conflict is between certain foreconscious or repressed id tendencies on the
onc hand and the superego, or its more or less externalized, conventional sub-
stitute, on the other. It is hard to predict or even to explain satisfactorily, on
the basis of our data, which way this conflict will be decided in each individ-
ual case, though we may hypothesize that as soon as prejudice in any amount
is allowed to enter a person’s manifest ways of thinking, the scales weigh
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heavily in favor of an cver-increasing expansion of his prejudice. We are
furthermore entitled to expect this result of the conflice in all cases where
the potentially fascist personality syndrome is established. If the conflice
within the individual has been decided against the Jews, the decision itself
is almost without cxception rationalized moralistically. It is as if the internal
powers of prejudice, after the defeat of the countertendencics, would con-
summate their victory by taking the opposing energics, which they have
defeated, into their own service. The superego becomes the spokesman of the
id, as it were—a dynamic configuration, incidentally, which is not altogether
new to psychoanalysis. We mighe call the urges expressing themsclves in anti-
Semitism the prosccutor, and conscicnce the judge, within the personality,
and say that the two are fused. The Jews have to face, in the prejudiced
personality, the parody of a trial. This is part of the psychological explana-
tion of why the chances of the Jews making a successful defense against the
prejudiced personality are so slim. It may be noted that the judiciary practice
in Nazi Germany followed exactly the same pattern, that the Jews were
never given a chance, in the Third Reich, to speak for their own cause, cither
in private law suits or collectively. It will be seen that the expropriation of
the superego by the fascist character, with underlying unconscious guilt
feelings which must be violently silenced at any price, contributes decisively
to the transformation of “cultural discrimination” into an insatiably hostile
attdtude feeding upon destructive urges.

There is a clear index of the conquest of the superego by anti-Semitic
idcology: the assertion that the responsibility for everything the Jews have
to suffer, and more particularly, for the genocide committed by the Nazis,
rests with the victims rather than with their persecutors. The anti-Semite
avails himself of a cliché which scems to make this idea acccptable once
and for all: that the Jews “brought it on themselves” no matter what “it” may
be. Mio7, the young man who marked every question on the questionnaire
scale either 43 or —3 but averaged high on all three scales, is a good example
of this partern of rationalization, following the dubious logic of “where there
is smoke there must be fire":

“I never understood why Hitler was so brutal toward them. There must have
been some reason for it, something to provoke it. Some say he had to show his
authority, but I doubr it. I suspect the Jews contributed a great deal to it.”

How the moralistic construct of Jewish responsibility lcads to a complete
reversal between victim and murderer is strikingly demonstrated by one
subject, 5064, another one of the Los Angeles Boy Scout leaders and a
butcher by trade. He scores high on both the E and T scale although lower
on PE(.Z.Whilc still' officially condemning the German atrocitics, he makes
a surprising suggestion:

“No American can approve of what the Nazis did to the Jews, I really hope that

PREJUDICE IN INTERVIEW MATERIAL 631

the Jews will do something about it before we come to any such position here. The
solution is in the education, particularly of the minority.”

This typc of mental perversion seems to utilize an idea taken from the stock
of traditional liberalistic wisdom: God helps those who help themselves.
The Jews are in jeopardy, therefore it is up to the Jews. In a cultural climate
where success has come to be a major measuring rod for any value, the pre-
carious situation of the Jews works as an argument against them. The affinity
of this attitude and the “no pity for the poor” theme, to be discussed in the
chapter on politics, can hardly be overlooked. The same line of thought
occurs in the interview of another Boy Scout leader, the Austrian-born and
somewhat over-Americanized §s-year-old so44, who is consistently high on
all scales:

“The Jews should rake the lead rather than the Gentiles. After all, the Jews are
the ones who may ger into serious trouble. They shouldn’t walk on other people’s
feer.”

While the Jews “bring it upon themselves,” the Nazis® extermination policy
is cither justificd or regarded as a Jewish exaggeration itself, in spite of all the
cvidence to the contrary. The high-scoring man, Af359, departmental man-
ager for a leather company, is onc of those who have “a large number of
very close Jewish friends.” Despite this he is high on both the E and PEC
scales, although lower on F. Nor does it prevent the following interview
cpisode:

(Nazi trecarment?) “Unable to convince myself that the treatment was limited

to Jews. This scems to me to be Jewish propaganda to solicit sympathy and help by
overemphasizing their hardships, though I have no sympathy for the Nazi's treat-
ment or peoples.”
The mercilessness accompanying the semi-apologetic attrude towards the
Nazis can beseen in this subject’s pscudorational statements on Palestine: while
apparently wishing to “give the Jews a chance,” he simultancously excludes
any prospects of success by referring to the Jews' supposedly unchangeably
bad nature:

(Solution?) “Sending them to Palestine is silly because it's not big enough. A
good idea to have a country of their own, but big enough so that they can go ahead
with their daily pursuits in a normal way, but the Jews would not be happy. They
are only happy to have others work for them.”

The explanatory idea that the “Jews brought it upon themselves” is used
as a rationalization for destructive wishes which otherwise would not be al-
lowed to pass the censorship of the cgo. in some cases this is disguised as a
statement of fact; e.g., bysor2, a 21-year-old discharged naval petty officer,
who scores high on all scales:

“I don’c want anything to do with them. They are a nuisance, but not a menace.
They will ger whatever they deserve as a result of their behavior.”
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The high-scoring woman F103, however, who used to be a social welfare
student but has changed to decorative are, lets the cat out of the bag:

“I don't blame the Nazisatall for what they did to the Jews. That sounds terrible,
I know, but if the Jews acted the way they do here, I don’t blame them. I've never
had any bad personal experiences with Jews, it's just the way they act. Don't help
your fellow man; that’s their creed.”

Here the interrclation between death-wish and moralistic rationalization be.
comes truly terrifying. Particularly noteworthy is the subject’s underscoring
of her own irrationality, in spite of her rationalization concerning the Jews'
innate badness. Her confession that she never had any bad experiences with
Jews high-lights an important aspect of the whole phenomenon of anti.
Scmitic extremism. It is the fantastic disproportion between the Jewish “guile”
—cven as conceived by the anti-Semite himself—and the judgment that i
pronounced. In previous sections the role played by the theme of “ex-
change" in the mentality of the prejudiced person has been discussed. Fre-
quently our high-scoring subjects complain that they never get their full
share, that they are being exploited by everybody. This sense of victimiz-
tion goes hand in hand with very strong underlying possessive and appro-
priative desires. Accordingly, when the subjects speak about the “justice” to
be meted out to the Jews they express their own desire for an unjust state of
affairs in which the exchange of equivalents has been replaced by distribution
according to unmediated and irrational power relationships. This is expressed
negatively towards the Jews: they should get more punishment—infinitely
more—than they “deserve.” Ordinarily, it would never occur cven to a very
aggressive person that somebody who is bad-manncred or even a chet
should be punished by death. Where the Jews are concerned, however, the
transition from accusations which are not only flimsy but unsubstantial even
if they were true, to suggestions of the severest kinds of treatment scems to
work quite smoothly. This is indicative of one of the most pernicious features
of the potentially fascist character.

The logical property of stereotypes, that is, their all-comprchensivenes
which allows for no deviations, is not only well adapted to meet certain re-
quirements of the prejudiced outlook; it is, by itself, an expression of a
psychological trait which probably could be fully understood only in connec-
tion with the theory of paranoia and the paranoid “system” which always
tends to include everything, to tolerate nothing which cannot be identified
by the subject’s formula. The extremely prejudiced person tends towand
*'psychological totalitarianism,” something which scems to be almost a micro-
cosmic image of the totalitarian state at which he aims. Nothing can be left
untouched, as it were; everything must be made “equal” to the ego-ideal of a
rigidly conceived and hypostatized ingroup. The outgroup, the chosen foe,
represents an cternal challenge. As long as anything different survives, the
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fascist character feels threatened, no matter how weak the other being may
be. Tt is as if the anti-Semite could not sleep quictly until he has trans-
formed the whole world into the very same paranoid system by which he
is besct: the Nazis went far beyond their official anti-Semitic program. This
mechanism makes for the complete disproportion between “guilt” and pun-
ishment. The extreme anti-Scmite simply cannot stop. By a logic of his
own, which is of an archaic nature, much closer to associational transitions
than to discursive inferences, he reaches, after having started from relatively
mild accusations, the wildest conclusions, tantamount in the last analysis to
the pronouncement of death sentences against those whom he literally “can-
not stand.” This mechanism was cncountered in the “screened” interviews
of the Labor Study where subjects frequently “talked themselves into anti-
Semitism.” Our interview schedule, more strictly standardized, prevented us
from catching the latter phenomenon. Yet we have striking testimony of
the disproportion between guile and punishment in some of our cascs. It is
here that the “expropriation” of the superego by the anti-Semite’s punitive
moralism obtains its full significance. This removes the last obstacle to psy-
chological totalitarianism. There are no inhibitions left by which the associa-
tional crescendo of destructive ideas could be checked. Hatred is reproduced
and cnhanced in an almost automatized, compulsive manner which is both
utterly detached from the reality of the object and completely alien to the
cgo. It may be added that, viewed sociologically, the disproportion between
guile and punishment shows that to the extreme anti-Semite the whole idea
of rational law has become a sham even though he dwells on orderliness and
legalitarian niceties. He is ready to sacrifice his own ideology of equivalents
as soon as he has the power to get the major share for himself. Psychologically,
the idea of ctermal Jewish guilt can be understood as a projection of the
prejudiced person’s own repressed guilt feclings; ideologically, it is a mere
cpiphcnomenon, a rationalization in the strictest sensc. In the extreme case,
the psychological focal point is the wish to kill the object of his hatred. It is
only afterwards that he looks for reasons why the Jews “must” be killed, and
these reasons can never suffice fully to justify his extermination fantasics.
This, however, does not “cure” the anti-Semite, once he has succeeded in
expropriating his conscience. The disproportion between the guilt and the
punishment induces him, rather, to pursuc his hatred beyond any limits and
thus to prove to himself and to others that he 7zust be right. This is the ulti-
mate function of ideas such as “the Jews brought it upon themsclves” or the
more generalized formula “there must be something to it.” The extreme anti-
Semite silences the remnants of his own conscience by the extremencss of
his attitude. He seems to terrorize himself even while he terrorizes others.
The sham trial of rationalizations put on by the prejudiced person some-
times makes for a kind of defense of the Jews. Bur this psychological defense
is all too reminiscent of the technique of the Nazi courts. It is permitted only
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in order to satisfy the formalized and hollow wish for legality, the empty shell
of expropriated conscience. The defense must always remain impotent. What-
ever good is said about the Jews sounds like an ironical or hypocritical varia-
tion of standard blames. Thus, reference is frequently made to the mythical
“good family life" of the Jews, a comment which, however thinly, veils the
accusation of conspiratorial clannishness; and this is accompanicd by in-
sincere protestations of envy of these Jewish qualities, the implication being
that the anti-Semitic subject gets the worst deal in life because his noble
nature prevents him from the practice of connivance. Still another type of
mock-defense can be observed in our interviews. It is the assertion that the
Jews are so clever; that they are “smarter” than the Gentiles, and that one has
to admire them on this account. The mechanism at work here involves 2
double sct of values which makes itself fele throughout contemporary cul-
ture. On the onc hand, there are the “ideals” of magnanimity, unsclfishness,
justice, and love to which one has to pay lip service. On the other hand,
there are the standards of achievement, success, and status which onc has o
follow in one’s actual life. This double set of values is applicd to the Jewsin
reverse, s it were. They are praised for their supposed or actual living up
to the standards which the anti-Semite himself actually follows and simul-
uncously, they are condemned for their violation of the very same moril
code of which he has successfully rid himself. The phrascology of conscience
is used in order to take back the moral credit given to the chosen foc in order
10 appease one’s own conscience. Even the praisc apportioned to the Jews
is used as supporting evidence for their pre-established guile.

The point being developed here, as well as other features of the prejudiced
mentality, is illustrated by the following description of 5039, a 27-ycar-old
veteran student, high on E and middle on the other scales, who is described by
the interviewer as a “rather cgocentric person.”

In rebelling against his father’s teachings, he has dissociated himself from the
church, but nevertheless surongly identifies himself as a Gentile in contrast to the
Jews. He explained this on the basis of having grown up in a neighborhood . . .
where he was the only Gentile in 2 Jewish community and where e was made to
feel that he was an “outsider.” He feels that there is a basic conflict in the religious
teachings and upbringing of Christians as against Jews, which is largely responsible
for the incompatibility of the two groups. He stated thar the Christian religion
stresses the pacifistic (c:ching of “tuming the other cheek,” thus causing youth to
become “maladjusted and submissive,” whereas the Jewish religion spurs youth to
achievement and aggression, on the basis that “your fathers have suffered, therefore
it is now up to you to prove yoursclf,” Therefore, he feels that a truly religious
Christian is bound to be “outdonc” by ambitious and aggressive Jews. .., . He did

not seem aware that he was generalizing from his own particular experience and
environment,

That the objectivity of these reflections about the supposedly realistic educa-
tion instigated by Judaism is a mere fake and actually serves as a pretex for
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boundless hostility is shown by this subject’s answer to the specific question
referring to Hitler's atrocities:

“Well, if 1 had been in Germany, [ think 1 would have done the same. . . . 1
supposc [ could have been a Nazi. . .. I think discipline is a good thing. . . ."

Whereas this subject’s statements on Jewish smartness are overtly hostile,
and limited to the imagined disadvantages of Gentiles in competition with
Jews, the smartness idea is somctimes expressed with an air of mock humble-
ness. An example is afforded by the high-scoring man M104, a former cngi-
neering student who has changed to law:

He said “you hear that our country is run by Jewish capitalists, that Jewish capi-
alists wicld all the power here. If this is true, it means that our own people aren’t
smart enough. If our people know the way the Jews are, and can't do the same
thing, more power to the Jews. If they know how the Jews work, they should be
able to do it just as well.”” He doesn’t *“want to admit that the others aren’t as smart
as the Jews, and that’s what it would mean if this country is run by Jewish capital-
ists. If they're smarter than we are, let them run it.”

But the magnanimous ending of the quotation has sinister implications. A tiny
shift of emphasis suffices to transform it into the idea that the Jews, because
of their sinister cleverness, run the country, that we have to get rid of them
and thar, since Jewish smartness makes constitutional procedures incffective,
this can be done only by violent means. That the idea of Jewish omnipotence
through smartness is a mere projection becomes nowhere clearer than in
the case of the consistently high-scoring woman Fios. She is crippled as a
result of infantile paralysis in carly childhood. She consummates the idea of
Jewish smartness—of the Jews “taking over the business affairs of the nation”
~by the expectation of a bloody uprising of the Jews which is but a super-
ficially veiled projcction of her own wish for anti-Jewish pogroms:

“The whitc people have decided that we're the thing—the white vs. black and
yellow, I think there's going to be a Jewish uprising after the war, I'm not against
the Jews, Those I've had contact with were very nice. Of course, I've scen some 1
didn’t like, too, (Whae didn't you like about them?) They're loud and they scem
10 like atention, They're always trying to be at the top of something, I've heard
stories about how they'll stab friends ﬁ\ the back, etc., but I have still to sec to
believe, (UprisTng?) 1 think there will be bloodshed over it in l}us country. (Do
you think it will be justificd?) There's no doub that they’re taking over the busi-
nesy affairs of the nation, I don'e think it's right that refugees should be taken care
of the way they are. 1 think they should take care of their own problems.”

It is notewaorthy that when coming into the open with the “bloodshed" idca,
this subject does not state clearly whose blood is going to be spilled. While
putting the blame for the riots she wishes for upon nonexistent Jewish
rioters, she leaves it open that it will be the Jews, after all, who are going to be
killed. There may be more to this, however. To cextreme anti-Semites the
idea of bloodshed scems to become independent, an end in itself as it were.
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On the deepes: level, they do nor differentiate so very strictly between sub-
ject and object. The underlying destructive urge pertains both to the enemy
and to oneself. Destructiveness is truly “totalitarian.”

As a summary of the structure of anti-Semitic extremism dealt with in this
section, we present in some detail the comments on the Jews of the only
interviewee who openly endorses the idea of genocide. This is 5006, a
dendistry student and contractor who scores high throughout the question-
naire. He suffers from color-blindness and from psychogenic sexual im-
potence, determined, according to the interviewer, by a severe Oedipus com-
plex. His radical wishes for the extermination of the Jews are probably con-
ditioned by severe, early childhood traumata: projections of his own castra-
tion fear. His exaggerated ingroup identification seems to be’' concomitant
with an underlying feeling of weakness: he simply does not wish to become
acquainted with what is different, apparently because he deems it dangerous.

He is a native-born American, and his grandfather was brought to this country
at four. He has never been out of America, nor does he want to go out. Once he
went to Tijuana and “that was enough.” He has great pride in being an American.

To him, the minorities are characterized, above all, by their potential
strength: “The trouble with the Jews is that they are too strong.” The
strength of the outgroups is expressed in symbols of potency—fertility and
money:

“Of course, there is a problem. The Negroes produce so rapidly that they will
populate the world, while the Jews get all of the money.”

As to the basis of his anti-Semitism, he has the following to say:

. “I'have never had any good experiences with them.” (This is qualified in a second
interview where he remembers, as a college athlete, being taken on a private yacht
to Cartalina by Jews who were “very nice.”) They have invariably attempted to
cheat him and his family in business and are in every way inconsiderate. He tells
a long story which I was not able to get verbatim about buying a fur coat as a
Ci}risunns present for his mother, at which time the Jewish salesman misread the
price tag, quoting a price $100 cheaper than it actually was. They closed the sale
and he insisted on taking the coat after the salesman’s error’had been noticed. This
ga]vc hﬂn considerable satisfaction, and he said, “That was a case where I out-Jewed
a Jew.

His references to bad experiences are quite vague except in the case where
he “out-Jewed the Jew”—another indication of the projective character of
the “smartness” theme. The qualification in favor of the rich Jewish yacht
owner shows the complication of anti-Semitism through: class consciousness,
particularly in cases of such strong upward social mobility as that found in
this subject. It took even the Nazis some time to convince themselves, their
followers, and the wealthiest Jewish: groups that the latter should share the
fate of poor cattle dealers and immigrants from Eastern Europe.
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The tencts of individualism are altered by this subject as follows:

l.‘l‘\Thcy should be treated, 1 suppose, like individuals; but after all, they are all
alike.

Of course, “everyone can tell a Jew.” The distinction between in- and out-
group obtains an almost metaphysical weight: even the imaginary possibilicy
of the disappearance of the dichotomy is excluded:

“I couldn’t be a Jew.”

As to the relation between guilt and punishment and its outcome, he finds
a formula which cannot be surpassed:

“I think what Hitler did to the Jews was all right. When I was having trouble
with a competing contractor, I often thought, I wish Hitler would come here. No,
I don’t favor discrimination by legislation. I think the time will come when we will
have to kill the bastards.”

H. THE MISFIT BOURGEOIS

Our analysis has led us to the extreme consequence of anti-Semitism, the
overt wish for the extermination of the Jews. The extremist’s superego has
been transformed into an extrapunitive agency of unbridled aggression. We
have seen that this consequence consummates the intrinsic irrationality of
anti-Semitism by establishing a complete disproportion between the “guilt”
and the punishment of the chosen victim. Anti-Semitism, however, does not
exhaust itself in the old formula by which it is characterized in Lessing’s
Nathan der Weise, “tut nichts, der Jude wird verbrannt”—the Jew is going
to be burnt anyway, no matter how things are, or what could be said in-his
favor. Irrational and merciless wholesale condemnation is kepr alive by the
maintenance of a small number of highly stereotyped reproaches of the
Jews which, while largely irrational themselves, give a mock semblance of
justification to the death sentence. By constructing the nature of the Jew as
unalterably bad, as innately corrupt, any possibility of change and reconcilia-
tion seems to be excluded. The more invariant the negative qualities of the
Jew appear to be, the more they: tend to leave open only one way of “solu-
tion”: the eradication of those who cannot improve. This pattern of quasi-
natural incorrigibility is much more important to anti-Semites than is the
content of the standard reproaches themselves, the latter being frequently
quite harmless and essentially incompatible with the inferences to which they
lead those who hate. While these reproaches are so widespread and well
known that further evidence of their frequency and intensity is unnecessary,
it is worthwhile to follow up some of their aspects which came out clearly
in our interviews and which seem to throw some additional light on the
phenomena concerned.

It is profitable to examine these reproaches from a sociological point of



