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JEWISH IDENTIFICATION AMONG
STUDENTS AT OXFORD

Bernard Wasserstein

Really, there is no such thing as ‘the Jewish student’ in Britain. At rare
times, a corporate presence is established. The student campaign for
Sovict Jewry may attract to its marches between a thousand and three
thousand students; crisis situations for Israel will bring a large number of
students into the streets.

But the way to understand our students is to see them as individuals,
defined by politics, by the cconomy, by the pressures of general society far
morc than by their relationship to the Jewish community.

Chaplaincy Commission touches onc of the most exposed nerves

of Anglo-Jewry today. Never before has there been such concern
with the problem of Jewish students, and above all with the problem of
maintaining their specific Jewishness. At a time when Anglo-Jewry sees
iself shrinking in numbers, through the growth of intermarriage, the
end of immigration, and the excess of the death over the birth rate,2 the
religious leadership of the community has become more than ever inter-
ested in developing the quality and intensity of Jewish education at ali
levels, and especially in halting the apparent drift away from Judaism
amongst Jewish students at universities. Since his appointment in 1966
Chicf Rabbi Jacobovits has paid visits to a large number of university
Jewish societies, chaplains have been appointed to a few universitics, a
new Hillel House has been opened in London, and another is planned
for Oxford. It is too early yet to assess the results of these efforts, which
are for the most part still small-scale and restricted in scope and budget.
But they are all symptoms of Anglo-Jewry’s profound malaise about its
future, and its fear that the effective withdrawal from the Jewish com-
munity of large sections of the best educated of its youth will lead by the
avenues of intermarriage and assimilation to the decline if not the
extinction of the Jewish community in England.

Parallel with this spiritual-cum-social concern on the part of the
religious leadership runs a similar political-cum-social concern with the
Jewishness of Jewish students on the part of Zionist leadership. Hence
the foundation by the Zionist Federation of Jewish dayschoolsin Britain,
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BERNARD WASSERSTEIN

the encouragement of Israel Societies (the word “Zionist’ is apparently
no longer quite respectable) at several universities, the organization of
Hcbrew seminars and cheap trips to Israel for Jewish students, all
designed, like the activity of the specifically religious organizations, to
try to maintain the Jewish national and spiritual awareness of educated
Jewish youth on which the survival of the Anglo-Jewish community
seems to depend. Zionist activity in the universities has been given a
particular impetus hoth by the after-effects of the Six-Day War, during
which thousands of JJwish students volunteered to go to Israel, and by
the desire to counteract anti-Israeli propaganda from the extreme left,
which has attained considerable proportions and a certain success in
British universities as elsewhere,

In all this, as in other spheres of their activity, Anglo-Jewish commu-
nal workers have been hampered by ignorance of crucial facts about the
objects of their endeavours—in this case, Jewish students: just as the
exactsize of the Jewish communityin Britain was until recently computed
on a basis which amounted to little more than optimistic guesswork (a
method which recent rescarch has shown to have resulted in a consistent
over-estimate of the Anglo-Jewish population byat least 10 per cent)3, so
nobody is sure today how many Jewish students there are in Britain,
The Inter-Universitics Jewish Federation had about 4,000 affiliated
members in Jewish societies in British universities in 1970; but, of course,
there are very many Jewish students who never join Jewish student
societies. Even in particular universities there is frequently no clear idea
of how many Jewish students there are. For example, at Oxford (the
membership of whose Jewish society fluctuates between 100 and 200)
it has been customary for many years to cite the figurc of ‘500 or 6oo
Jewish students’ in the university. In fact the true figure is almost cer-
tainly between 300 and 400. Is this frequent Jewish tendency to numeri-
cal self-aggrandizement another symptom of minority unease?

If we move from the realm of pure numbers into other regions, we
find that even less is known about Jewish students in England, in
particular about their religious, social, and political attitudes. A recent
study by Mrs Vera West4 has, however, shown that there is a strong
movement among Jewish students away from Jewish commitment. On
the basis of a study of 155 Jewish students (that is, students with at least
one Jewish parent) at several universities, Miss West demonstrated that,
although a majority of students accepted the standards of their parents
in religious matters, the large minority who rebelled against parental
standards of Jewishness almost invariably moved in an assimilationist
direction. Thus, of 41 whose views on intermarriage differed from those
of their parents, 39 were more favourably inclined towards it, and of 50
whose standards of religious practice differed from those of their parents,
46 were less orthodox. It is worth noting that two startling, although
tentative, results of Mrs West’s survey arc largely confirmed by the
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OXFORD STUDENTS

present study. First, she discovered that orthodoxy of belief is declining
even faster than orthodoxy of practice; 13 of those who told her that
they were observant said that they did not believe in God, including
eight who said they were orthodox. Second, she found that the 13 former
Jewish secondary school pupils in her group of interviewees were more
disposed to reject Jewish religion than those from similar backgrounds
who did not attend Jewish schools!

The present studys attempts to build on the foundations of the little
which is at present known about the outlook of Anglo-Jewish students.
It is based on a survey carried out in Oxford in June 1970. The main
purpose of this survey was to attempt to measure the extent and nature
of Jewish identification—religious, social, and political—among Jewish
students at Oxford. What is said here about Oxford applies {as usual)
in almost equal measure to Cambridge. In spite of certain important
differences between the two ancient universities and other British
universities, including some of direct relevance to the subject of Jewish
students which are noted below, most of the broad conclusions of this
survey of Jewish student attitudes at Oxford may be held to be repre-
sentative of Anglo-Jewish student attitudes in general.

Oxford itself, although the home of a significant Jewish settlement
in the medieval period, has today only a negligible Jewish community;
almost all Jewish students therefore come from outside the city, Almost
all undergraduates live and eat in their colleges for one or two years; in
their final year many live outside the college in lodgings; there are next
to no Jewish lodgings in Oxford, and there is no residential “Hillel
House’ of the kind which exists in some other university towns. Similarly,
the majority of postgraduate students live either in college or university
hostels, or in rented rooms. Thus all Jewish students at Oxford almost
inevitably live for the entire duration of their studies at the university
in a predominantly non-Jewish environment, In this Oxford differs
greatly from London or Glasgow universities, where a large proportion
of Jewish students live in their parental homes, or such universities as
Manchester, Leeds, Liverpool, and Birmingham, which have large
indigenous Jewish populations close by, and as a result Jewish lodgings,
Jewish communal institutions and activities, and sometimes residential
‘Hillel Houses’.

One consequence is that the number of strictly orthodox Jewish
students who apply for Oxford (or Cambridge) is proportionately lower
than the number applying for London (or perhaps Manchester),® since
by going to university in their home town strictly orthodox students can
continue to practisc with a minimum of inconvenience and the least
distraction such rituals as kashrut and Sabbath observance, Orthodox
parents, concerned about the ‘dangers’ (as they see them) of exposing
their children to the alien world of the university, but concerned
nevertheless that they should enjoy the fullest opportunities for ‘getting
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BERNARD WASSERSTEIN

on’ (gencrally in the professions), frequently resolve the dilemma by
sending the children to their home town universities (that is, in most
cases London or Manchester) and insisting on their living at home for
the duration of their studies.? Failing this they will generally try to send
the children to a university situated in a town with a large Jewish
community. Oxford University which (like Cambridge) possesses neither
this nor any adequate institutions designed specifically for Jewish
students will be viewed by Orthodox parents with a certain suspicion.
Hence the lower proportion of Orthodox Jewish students at Oxlford
than at most of the other British universities which have large student
bodies. But, of course, the number of strictly orthodox Jewish families
in Britain is very small in relation to the Jewish population as a whole.
The mass of Jewish students in all universities in this country comes from
homes which are at most only nominally orthodox; and in this Oxford
differs little from elsewhere. Oxford does differ [rom most other
universities in the high proportion of students drawn from public
schools. As will be seen, a slightly smaller proportion of Jews than of
Gentiles at Oxford are drawn from public schools, but it is still true that
the number of Jewish public schoolboys is proportionately much higher
at Oxford and Cambridge than elsewhere. In general, in spitc of the
differences noted above, Jewish students at the two ancient universitics
are probably much the same as their fellows elsewhere in background
and outlook. Whether their educational levels and future prospects are
also similar, given the continuing academic and social pre-eminence of
Oxbridge in English higher education, is more difficult to assess. What
is certain is that whatever we can learn about Jewish students at Oxford
will yield valuable information about the character and outlook (as well
as the prospects for survival as a distinct entity) of the future Anglo-
Jewish élite.

This survey was based on an analysis of 133 questionnaires completed
by Jewish students at Oxford at the end of the academic year 1969-70.
These represent 51 per cent of an original total of 260 questionnaires
sent to all known Jewish students in Oxford. An additional 20 of thosc
returned were found to be from non-Jews, persons with a Jewish father
and a non-Jewish mother, or were not completed, and thesc were
therefore excluded from the analysis. It is, of course, important to con-
sider to what extent the results of a survey based on such cvidence can
be regarded as representative. How far did the selection of the original
260 persons who received the questionnaire bias the outcome? And to
what extent may the very large minority who did not return the ques-
tionnaire be held to differ in their attitudes from those who did? Mr.
Emanuel J. de Kadt® has pointed out that there are two related but
distinct problems in research of this kind: the first is one of definition, the
second one of location. The problem of “Whoisa Jew?’ has taxed the
keenest legal and historical minds in the Jewish world;? it is not proposed
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here to enter into a talmudical discussion of “Who is a Jewish student?’.
For the purpose of this study two different attitudes were adopted at
two stages of the survey. At the initial stage, an inclusive attitude was
adopted; all thosc who were identified in any way as Jews were included
and were thercfore sent copies of the questionnaire. For this purpose
the membership lists of the Oxford University Jewish Society, the O.U.
Israel Socicty, and the O.U. Choolant Society (a Jewish dining society
which exists ‘to savour the delights of choolant’) were utilized. But, of
course, these yielded the names of only a minority of Jewish students in
Oxford, since most Jewish students in Oxford at any one time are not
members of any Jewish society. In addition, therefore, all other possible
sources were drawn upon. The representatives of the Jewish Socicty in
every individual college supplied lists of all Jewish students, whether or
not members of the society; the University Jewish Chaplain supplied a
list of all Jewish students known to him, itsclf based partly on lists sup-
plied by the (non-Jewish) chaplains and dcans of the various individual
colleges; all Israeli students in Oxford (who have a kind of Landsmann-
schaft) were included, as were students listed in official university
publications as having attended Jewish schools such as Carmel College;
finally, all students listed in the University Calendar having ‘un-
mistakably’ Jewish names such as Cohen or Levy or Bueno de Mesquita
were included. The last criterion is, of course, the most questionable
.and was the one most carclully employed. As cognoscenti of both
Association Football and the Anglican Episcopate will confirm, a
Jewish name is by no means a sure indicator of Jewish faith. Yet Bishop
Montefiore (like Disraeli) calls himself, and is in some sense regarded
by his contemporaries (Jewish and non-Jewish), as a Jew., The very
retention of a strikingly Jewish name such as Cohen can perhaps be
regarded as a form of Jewish identification, just as the anglicization of
such names is a sign of assimilation. Clearly (and as the Israeli Govern-
ment has found to its cost), it is unrealistic to lay down hard-and-fast
criteria of ‘Jewishness’. The inclusive approach (which is both the most
realistic and the most humanc) yiclded a presumed total of 260 students
at Oxford who cither identified themselvesor were susceptible ol identifi-
cation by others as Jews, and it was to these that thc questionnaire
was directed. As de Kadt demonstrated, however, the results of a survey
based on this kind of sample are liable to be biased; clearly if we are
measuring Jewish identification we must take account of Jews who do
not wish to be identified as such. But here we encounter de Kadt’s
second problem, that of location. How is it possible to identily as Jews
those who do not subscribe to this identification of themselves? More
importantly, in what sociological (as distinct from, say, Hitlerian) sensc
is it correct to regard such people as Jews? Here again the most realistic
and humane approach seems to be to regard the figure of 260 as some-
thing approaching a maximum rather than a minimum cstimate of the
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total number of Jewish students in Oxford. Allowing a possible margin of
15 per cent for defects in data collection, we arrive at a figure of 300 as
the Jewish student population of Oxford. It should therefore be borne
in mind that the results set out below relate only to students who are in
some way identifiable as Jews, and that there is as a result a certain in-
herent bias in the direction of Jewish commitment, since some ‘marginal’
Jews who may recognize themselves as such have been excluded. On
the other hand, because of the variety of methods of identification
employed, the thoroughness with which it was possible to set about this
operation on account of the peculiar nature of the collegiate system, and
the nature of available published data relating to Oxford students, the
margin of error is probably much lower than de Kadt would allow for
Jewish university students in Britain in general. It can therefore be
assumed that at least 8o per cent of all Jewish students in Oxford were
included at the initial stage. At the analysis stage a more exclusive
criterion of Jewishness was employed, based on the material provided
in the answers to the questionnaire itself. This was the Halachic criterion
of having a Jewish mother. Unrealistic though it may be, and repugnant
to the liberal mind though it certainly is, this criterion was adopted in
order to ensure that the final group of ‘respondents’ included only those
who by amp standards can be termed Jewish. Several ‘half-Jewish’
respondents with Jewish fathers were therefore excluded at this stage
{(about half of the twenty excluded from analysis out of 153 question-
naires returned). This is probably a {urther small element of bias in
the direction of Jewish commitment. Finally, and most importantly, we
have to consider whether the very action of returning such a question-
naire (albeit anonymously) does not constitute a kind of act involving
a certain measure of Jewish identification. Does this produce a further
clement of bias? We are here dealing with a total imponderable since
we have no evidence of the attitudes of the 107 persons who did not
respond. But it seems rcasonable to assume that the silent minority is
less Jewishly committed or identified than the vocal majority, although,
of course, it is impossible to quantify this. Given all these clements of
bias, what value can be attached to the results? Probably a greater value
than might at first be assumed. For one thing, all the elements of bias
tend in the same direction, that is towards over-emphasizing the degrec
of Jewish identification among Jewish students at Oxford. Secondly, as
will be seen, the broad general conclusion which we may draw from
the results as they stand is in the opposite direction: that is, Jewish
identification for the majority of the 133 respondents is in most ways
minimal and apparently declining. If this can be shown to be true of this
self-selecting group of identifiable Jews, how much more so must it be
true of other Jewish students. We cannot, of course, know Aow much;
but as a weathercock showing clearly the way the wind is blowing the
following results, and the conclusions drawn from them, merit the
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OXTFORD STUDENTS

attention of those concerned with the outlook and attitudes of Jewish
students.

The 133 respondents were distributed as follows: 109 (82 per cent)
were male and 24 (18 per cent) female; 106 {79 per cent} were under-
graduates and 27 (21 per cent) post-graduates; 98 (74 per cent) were
reading for degrees in arts or social science subjects and g5 (26 per cent)
in other (mainly science) subjects; 112 (84 per cent) were British citizens
and 21 (16 per cent) foreign nationals. In all these categories there was
little significant variation from the proportions in Oxford University in
general.1® Sixty-eight (50 per cent) of the respondents said that their
parental home was in London, 43 (33 per cent) that it was in the
provinces, and 22 (17 per cent) abroad.

Most of the questions were of the multiple-choice or yes/no type; a
very few contained room for further amplification, or were ‘open-ended’.
The questions fell broadly into three groups designed to elicit informa-
tion regarding the rcligious, social, and political identifications of the
respondents. {The actual order of questions was of course different; more
intrusive questions were placed towards the end of the series.) The
rcsults and further conclusions are herc presented in these three
categories.

Religious attitudes were found to be the least important factor in
Jewish identification. Apart from the statistics which follow, the samc
conclusion was reached [rom a reading of the open-ended comments
which the respondents were invited to make at the end of the question-
naire; of the large number who availed themselves of this opportunity to
explain in their own way what they regarded as the constituent cle-
ments of their personal Jewish identity, religious factors were frequently
not mentioned at all, or if mentioned they were consigned to a subor-
dinate position compared with historical, social, or national factors.
That this was not merely a matter of exposition is apparent from the
following figures. Only a minority, 37 (28 per cent),!! stated that they
believed in the existence of God; 55(41 per cent) said they did not; and
41 (31 per cent) expressed uncertainty. Asked for their religious affilia-
tion, one replied ‘Anglican’, 111 (83 per cent) said that their religious
affiliation was Jewish; and the remaining 21 (16 per cent) replied ‘none’.
(All 193 had mothers brought up in the Jewish faith.) That rcligious
‘affiliation’ was regarded purely as a matter of form is clear from the
fact that in answer to the question ‘Do you consider yoursell a practising
Jew? 41 (32 per cent) said ‘yes’ and 87 (68 per cent) said ‘no’. Questioned
about the regularity of thcir synagoguc attendance g (7 per cent) said
they attended at lcast once a weck (which explains the not infrequent
lack of a minyan in Oxford Synagogue); 11 (8 per cent} attend at least
once a month; 78 (59 per cent) attend ‘at least once or twice a year’;
and 34 (26 per cent) never go to a synagogue at all. To the question
‘Do you attend synagogue more regularly when you are at home during
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the vacation than you do while you are in Oxford? 65 (54 per cent)
replied ‘yes’. The 109 males werc asked whether they had performed
the barmitzvah ceremony: 9g (91 per cent) said ‘yes’; only 10 (g per cent)
said ‘no’. As for kashrut, seven (5 per cent) said that they made a point
of cating kasher food at all times; 15 (12 per cent) said that they did so
‘generally’; 36 (28 per cent) did so in their parents’ home but not
elsewhere; 72 (55 per cent) did not observe kashrut at all. In the light
of these figures it is not surprising that the university kasher meals
service staggers from one financial crisis to another. The replies to further
questions about their parents’ religious outlook strengthen the impres-
sion already given that, notwithstanding strong parental pressure to-
wards certain forms of religious behaviour (evident in the replies to the
last threc questions above), orthodox belief and practice arc hoth
declining sharply among Oxford Jewish students; parental influence
probably accounts for the rather slower decline of practice than of
belief.

Information about the social background and outlook of the respon-
dents showed very similar patterns. The great majority of those ques-
tioned belong to the second generation of Jews born in Britain, and are
mainly the grandchildren of refugees from castern Europe who arrived
in England before 1914. A smaller number belong to the first generation
of British-born Jews, and these are largely the children of post-1933
refugees from central Europe. Although it is in general true that second-
generation Jews in Britain (and the U.S.A.) display a greater tendency
to ‘acculturation’ and loss of various aspects of Jewish identity, this is to
some extent counter-balanced by the fact that a high proportion of the
immigrants from central Europe during the thirties and forties had
already ‘escaped from the ghetto’ before arriving in Britain. Their
children, therefore, although displaying a higher degree of sensitivity to
such subjects as coloured immigration to Britain than the grandchildren
ofthe pre-1914 castern European wave of immigrants, are not necessarily
more sympathetic to other forms of social or (in particular) religious
Jewish identification than those whose parcnts grew up in the strictly
orthodox, Yiddish-spcaking Jewish quarters of East London, Leceds, or
Glasgow.

The parental origins of the respondents were as follows. 83 (62 per
cent) had fathers who were born in Britain, and 50 (38 per cent) fathers
born abroad. Of grandfathers (paternal), 22 (17 per cent} were born in
Britain, and 107 (83 per cent) abroad (the great majority within the
borders of the Russian Empire). Of 266 parents 23 (9 per cent) were
stated to be Sephardi, and 215 (81 per cent) Ashkenazi. Fourteen of the
respondents (10 per cent) were unable to answer the question; several of
these indicated that they did not know what it meant. One hundred
and seventeen (88 per cent) of the respondents said that their parents
were members of a synagogue, and 16 (12 per cent) said that they were
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not. Synagogue membership in Britain is not, of course, any guide to the
religious attitudes of Jews, particularly in the case of the largest group
of synagogues, thc United Synagogue, which has in its relationship to
Anglo-Jewry something of the ‘established’ and ‘umbrella’ characteris-
tics of the Anglican Church. It is interesting, however, that 22 per cent
of those parents who are synagoguc members belong to Reform or
Libcral congregations. This figure (which is higher than the national
average) confirms to some extent the impression that the Reform and
Liberal movements appeal in particular to the more affluent and better-
educated sections of the community (from which the parents of univer-
sity students in Britain tend to be drawn). In 8g (67 per cent) of the
parental homes candles are lit on Friday night. This is a low figure for
what is generally regarded as a basic form of Jewish religious observance,
and tends to support the view that Jewish religious observance in
Britain is declining rapidly. In Edgware in 1962-3, 85.6 per cent of those
questioned said that they had Sabbath candles lit in their homes.12
One hundred (75 per cent) of the parents of Oxford Jewish students
contribute generally to Zionist fund-raising campaigns. The students
themselves, as will be seen, are in the majority favourably disposed to
Isracl; in this sphere there seems to bec strikingly little ‘conflict of
gencrations’. The contrary secms to be the case, however, when it comes
to certain social attitudes closely connected with Jewish identification.
Prominent among these are discrepancies between the generations of
fathers and sons (and even more so between mothers and daughters)
in attitudes to intermarriage. Sixty-seven (58 per cent) of the respon-
dents considered that their parents would probably ‘strongly disapprove’
if they decided to marry a non-Jew; 25 (21 per cent) said that their
parents would probably ‘mildly disapprove’; and 24 (21 per cent)
believed that their parents would have ‘no objection at all’ in such an
eventuality. A milder (but still majority) parental disapproval was
registered of children ‘dating’ non-Jewish partners. Questioned about
their own attitudes to intermarriage, 24 (18 per cent) of the respondents
thought intermarriage between Jews and Gentiles ‘desirable’; 34 (26
per cent) thought it ‘undesirable’; and 69 (52 per cent) said that they
had ‘no strong opinion either way’ on the subject; six (4 per cent) did
not reply to this question. Those respondents with a high level of Jewish
education displayed only a very slightly greater resistance to inter-
marriage than those with a more sparse Jewish education or indeed than
those with no Jewish cducation. This tends to make nonsense of the idea
that ‘survival-oriented’ Jewish education can halt social assimilation.,
On no point of social attitudes were respondents with a good Jewish
education found to differ more than slightly from those who had had a
weak Jewish education or none at all. This should not, of course, be
construcd in any scnse as affording ammunition for those who oppose
present efforts to expand Jewish education in Britain. Quite apart from
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‘survival-orientation’, Jewish education may perhaps be held to have a
certain intrinsic value?!3 It is noteworthy that this group of respondents
appear to have enjoyed a significantly higher level of Jewish education
than is the case among Jewish children in Britain in general. Itseems that
Jewish parents who value their children’s secular education to the extent
of encouraging them to apply for Oxbridge, also value their children’s
religious cducation more highly than do other parents. Fifteen (13 per
cent) of the respondents had attended a Jewish day or boarding
school (eight at primary level, and seven at secondary level); three (2
per cent) had attended a yeshiva; 37 (33 per cent) said they had attended
Jewish classes more than twice a week, and 58 (51 per cent) had done so
at least once a week, Twenty of the respondents (15 per cent of the total)
did not record any Jewish education at all.

Certain facts should be borne in mind. Because of the general
disproportion of sexes among Oxford students, a very large majority
of the respondents were, as noted above, males. In Britain boys generally
receive a more intensive Jewish education than girls, particularly before
their barmitzvah. Amongst the 24 female respondents in thissurvey, four
(16 per cent) had received no Jewish education at all, Of the 20 who
had received some form of Jewish instruction, one had attended a Jewish
primary school, none of course had been to a yeshiva, four (20 per cent)
had attended Jewish classes more than twice a week (the corresponding
figure for males was 33 per cent), and the remaining 15 girls (75 per
cent) had attended Jewish classes only once a weck. (46 per cent of
male respondents fell into this last category.) These results provide
no indication of the length of time most of the students underwent a
Jewish education, but given the figures for frequency, we may safely
assumc that for the very great majority Jewish education ceased at or
shortly after the age of 13. Questioned about their knowledge of Hebrew,
15 (11 per cent) claimed that they knew Hebrew ‘very well’ (but most
of these were Israclis); 36 (28 per cent) claimed a ‘fair’ knowledge of the
language; 65 (49 per cent) said that their knowledge was ‘minimal’;
and 17 (12 per cent) said that it was ‘non-existent”.

Figures for the general education of Jewish students follow but do
not exactly parallel the pattern for Oxford students in general: 46
(35 per cent) had attended a public school {¢. 36 per cent of all entrants
to Oxford in 1969 were drawn from public schools)14; 30 (23 per cent)
had been to a “‘maintained’ grammar school {¢. 35 per cent of all Oxford
entrants); 33 (25 per cent) to a ‘direct grant’ grammar school {¢. 14 per
cent of all Oxford entrants); and 24 {17 per cent} had attended other
kinds of school, including comprehensive schools, private Jewish schools,
and schools overseas {¢. 15 per cent of all Oxford entrants).

Answers to questions relating to the social class background of the
respondents are not reproduced in full because they contain few
surprises, and because of the ambiguity or lack of definition which still
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inevitably attaches to many of the categorics involved. However,
broadly speaking, the group revcaled itself (as was to be expected) as
drawn overwhelmingly from the urban professional and business upper
middie class; this in self-estimation, in terms of parental occupation,
and (even more overwhelmingly) in terms of expressed career aspira-
tions. As {or the latter, there was a distinct tendency (which has been
noted in other surveys of British and American Jews) for offspring of
successful middle-class business men to opt for professional rather than
commercial careers. Other answers further accentuated the gradual
withering-away of certain forms of Jewish social identification. Ten
respondents (8 per cent) said that they generally read the Fewish
Chronicle every week; 55 (41 per cent) said that they did so only in their
parents’ home; 28 (20 per cent) said that they read it very occasionally;
and 40 (31 per cent) never read it at all. The extent of knowledge of| or
interest in, Anglo-Jewish affairs among Oxford Jewish students may be
gauged from the fact that when asked about their own attitudes towards
the so-called ‘Jacobs Affair’ of 1964, 86 (64 per cent} either said that
they were indifferent or did not answer the question. A very large
number said that they had never heard of the affair, (Of those who did
reply 83 per cent were generally in support of Dr. Jacobs's position, and
only 17 per cent opposed to it.)

Seventy-four (56 per cent) said that they had at some time belonged
to a Jewish or Zionist youth movement. But there was no difference
whatsoever as regards attitudes either to Israel or to such matters as in-
termarriage between those who had been members of youth movements
and those who had not. Given the overt ideological objects of many of
these movements, this fact is instructive, Sixty-four (48 per cent) of those
questioned were members of the Jewish Society in Oxford; in spite of the
strong sympathy for Israel revealed by other answers (see below) only
39 (29 per cent) were members of the Israel Society. This surprisingly
low figure may, however, be partially explained by the tendency in
recent years of the Oxford Isracl Society to offer rather uninspiring
programmes consisting of lectures by public relations spokesmen from
the Zionist Organization or the Israel Embassy. It is noticcable that
when distinguished speakers without any axe to grind are invited to
speak to the Society attendances soar. (For example, large crowds turn
out to hear such speakers as Sir Isaiah Berlin or the Israeli poct Amos
Oz, who spent an academic year in Oxford.) Failure to join the Israel
Society may also be attributed to impatience with ‘established’ Zionist
institutions, or indeed to an impatience (which has been noted in other
contexts) of large numbers of students with all forms of organization for
political or semi-political ends.

Political attitudes as a form of Jewish identification are perhaps in
Britain sometimes underestimated (perhaps because of the contrast with
the overtly ethnic politics of the U.S.A.). Jewish students at Oxford
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appear to veer more definitely to the left than Oxfordstudentsingeneral.
65 (49 per cent) supported the Labour party, 26 (20 per cent) the
Conservatives, 19 (14 per cent) the Liberals, and the remaining 23
(17 per cent) a variety of other causes, mostly of a left-socialist nature.
It will be remembered that this survey was conducted during the 1970
general election campaign. Polls taken of Oxford students in general at
that time are suspect, but none of them shows such a great discrepancy
between Labour and Conservative support. This strongly leftist tendency
is perhaps the more remarkable among Jewish students when we con-
sider that a much greater proportion of them come from upper-middle-
class backgrounds than is the case with students in general even at
Oxford. It is almost certainly a reflection of their parents’ political
attitudes, these being (it is generally accepted) much more strongly
left-wing than those of Gentiles in comparable social categories. It is
interesting that this specifically Jewish characteristic should survive into
the second and third generations after immigration. Answers to general
political questions revealed a consistently leftist inclination among
Jewish students in Oxford. This was particularly pronounced in ques-
tions involving race. On immigration to Great Britain one (1 per cent)
concurred that ‘all further coloured immigration to this country should
stop and coloured immigrants already here should be encouraged to
return to their countries of origin’; scven (5 per cent) assented to the
proposition that ‘all further coloured immigrants should be stopped
for the time being’; 60 (47 per cent) believed that ‘present restrictions
on coloured immigration should continue for the time being’; 37 (29 per
cent) agreed that ‘present restrictions on coloured immigration should
be relaxcd to permit a greater number of immigrants to enter the
country’; and 23 (18 per cent) subscribed to the view that ‘coloured
immigration into this country should be completely unrestricted’.
Although there are no adequate comparable figures showing the
opinions on this qucstion of Oxford students in general, the fact that
only six per cent of Jewish students favoured [urther restrictions on
immigration, while 47 per cent favoured liberalization of the controls
is suggestive, and Jewish opinion is almost certainly more strongly anti-
restrictionist than is general opinion in the University (let alone, of
course, in the country at large). We must remember that the great
majority of Jewish students are themselves the children or grand-
children of immigrants to Britain. Not surprisingly, students who were
either born overscas themselves, or who had at least one parent born
abroad, were significantly more liberal in their attitude towards this
question than others (59 per cent of the immigrant or first-generation
British-born group favoured relaxation of controls compared with only
36 per cent of the rest). Similar attitudes evidently governed the re-
sponses to a question on apartheid, which produced an even more
overwhelmingly anti-racialist response: only two respondents expressed
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a measure of approval of apartheid; 100 (79 per cent) supported the
view that ‘Apartheid is an evil and oppressive system and should be
overthrown by whatever means necessary.’

This very heavily anti-apartheid result is particularly striking when
considered in relation to the results deriving from a question about the
Middle East conflict. It will be borne in mind that great efforts have
been expended on the part of what are known (although mainly by
their opponents) as ‘New Left’ groups on campuses in Britain and
elsewhere to seck to integrate the Middle East conflict ideologically into
what is seen as the general struggle of the “Third World’ against im-
perialism and neo-colonialism, In this scenario the Israelis are portrayed
as colonialist aggressors and the ‘objective allies’ of imperialism, while
their Arab opponents are likened to the Vietnamese peasants, and the
Palestinian commando organizations to the Algerian or Vietnamese
National Liberation Fronts. During 1969 and 1970 such views gained
considerable currency among large sections of the ‘Oxford Left’
(although they are by no means confined to that group), a development
aided, inter alia, by meetings addressed by members of the Israeli
‘Matzpen’ group. Notwithstanding the stronglyleft-inclined sympathies
of Jewish students at Oxford, and their views on other political questions
mentioned above, it appears that Jewish students take up a position in
rclation to the Middle East conflict primarily gua Jews, and that their
attitude towards Israel forms a key element in their self-identification as
Jews. This was true even of some supporters of extreme left-wing views on
political matters in general. None of the respondents associated himself
with the position that ‘The Arabs are entirely in the right and have your
full support’; three (2 per cent) agreed that “The Arabs make mistakes
but in general they have your sympathy’; 21 (16 per cent) believed that
‘there are rights and wrongs on both sides’ and supported neither Israel
nor the Arab states; g9 (75 per cent) believed that ‘Israel makes mis-
takes but in general has your sympathy’; and nine (7 per cent) assented
to the proposition that ‘Israel is entirely in the right and has your full
support’. From this and other evidence we can conclude that there is
a vast well of sympathy and support for Israel among Oxford Jewish
students, a support which has become far keener since the 1967 crisis,
Support for Israel bears no relation to strength of religious feeling, to
degree of Jewish cducation, or to membership or otherwise of Jewish
youth movements. Nor is it a response to antisemitism in Britain.
Respondents were asked whether they had personally experienced any
manilestation of antiscmitism in this country; if the answer was affirma-
tive they were asked to give brief details. Sixty-one (48 per cent) said
‘yes’; almost all of these, however, specified minor instances such as
name-calling in school. Those who said they had experienced some form
of antisemitism were not any more Zionistically inclined than the
others,
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A number of further conclusions about the nature and level of Jewish
identification among Anglo-Jewish students in general and within
Anglo-Jewry as a whole emerge from this study.

There is no doubt at all that Jewish religious practice, and even
more so, Jewish religious belief, among Anglo-Jewish students and the
community as a whole arc decreasing both absolutely and as a signifi-
cant factor in Jewish identification.1 This study is not concerned with
the ‘hard core’ of the very strictly orthodox. It is possible that this
minuscule and increasingly sell-isolating minority has in recent years
succeeded in maintaining itself numerically. (One means towards this
end is the shielding of their children from the ‘disintegrating’ influcnces
of the university.) But as far as the broad mass of Jewish students in
Britain is concerned, Judaism as a creed or code of conduct no longer
seems to represent the primary form of Jewish identification. (Moderate)
expenditure by the B'nai B'rith Hillel Foundation, serious efforts by
Chief Rabbi Jackobovits, the appointment of Jewish chaplains,
evangelizing forays by the Lubavitch Hassidim—all these seem (until
now) to have made little difference. Neither Jewish education nor
Jewish youth movements seem to have much effect either. Already
only a minority of Jewish students believe in the existence of God,
consider themselves ‘practising Jews’, attend synagogue more than once
or twice a year, or practise kashrut; of those who practise kashrut the
great majority do so only in their parents’ homes. Mutaiis mutandis, the
case is the same with synagogue attendance. It is occasionally argued
that what we are witnessing here is merely a temporary phase of
‘youthful revolt’, and that the majority of Jewish students will ‘return
to the fold’ later in their lives. Therc is little evidence to support this
view, and, as will be seen later, therc are certain factors which would
inhibit any such trend were it to take place. The implications are clear:
if the Jewish religion were the sole operative factor in Jewish identifica-
tion, Anglo-Jewry’s obsessive fear for its survival as a distinct entity
would be justified indeed.

However, sociology and Zionism have both demonstrated in recent
years that there are other influences at work in the maintenance of
Jewish identity. The recent study of Jews in Edgware found that
‘identification with the Jewish minority persists despite the decline in
religious traditions’.1¢ This identity subsists chicfly in common patterns
of social behaviour and outlook. But the evidence ol the present survey
(as well as other recent studies) suggests that here too (although more
gradually than in the religious sphere) a dissolving process is at work.
Eighty-three per cent of the parents of those questioned mix socially
mostly with Jews. In the case of Oxford Jewish students the question
had to be altered to take account of the fact that, unlike their parents,
they live willy-nilly in the predominantly non-Jewish environment of
the college. Asked: ‘Of your three best friends of your own sex, how
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many are Jewish?’, 25 per cent said ‘none’, 75 per cent replied that at
least one was Jewish, 42 per cent said ‘two’, and 16 per cent ‘three’.
Here again it can be argued that this form of social assimilation is a
temporary phenomenon which can be attributed to the unusually
liberal and tolerant atmosphere of the university, insulated from the
*harsh realities’ of society in general as regards Jews, and that when the
Jewish student emerges from the university and confronts these realitics,
he will gradually move back within certain Jewish social patterns (for
example, live in a Jewish neighbourhood, mix mainly with other
Jews, etc.).

There is, however, little real evidence of the ‘harshness’ of the
‘realities’ which confront British Jews in their relationship with general
society. Although of the 48 per cent of respondents who said that they
had experienced some manifestation of antisemitism not one, when speci-
fying its nature, mentioned anything which had occurred in the univer-
sity environment, it is equally the case that not one expressed any form
of apprehension regarding possible future antisemitism. Moreover, the
argument that the process which has been described is a temporary
phenomenon ignores a crucial point: the majority of Jewish students will
marry within ten years of leaving university. Lack of resistance to the
abstract concept of intermarriage has alrcady been noted. All available
evidence suggests that such resistance is being further eroded in Anglo-
Jewry both in the abstract and in actual marriage patterns.l? Inter-
marriage may indeed be reaching what one might call a demographic
‘take-off” point, leading to an actual population decline. The religious
sanction against intermarriage is undoubtedly of decreasing importance
among Jewish students; so probably are the social sanctions which
continue to exist. Evidence from the United States!® suggests that the
tendency to intermarry increases among Jews in proportion to the level
of secular education they reccive. College students are more likely to
intermarry than high-school graduates who did not go to college, and
so on. There is no reason to suppose that a similar tendency does not
exist in Britain. With the great expansion that has taken place in British
higher education in the past decade, and with the exceptionally high
representation of Jews in the universities, we may therefore expect an
intensification of the trend towards intermarriage. However, whereas
the pluralistic and self-confident American Jewish community is
cquipping itself socially and ideologically to take account of this social
change (largely by means of change within the Reform movement),19
Anglo-Jewry, predominantly Orthodox in complexion, and overwhel-
mingly so in its lcadership, will not accommodate itself to the prospect
of gaining (at the price of Halachic principle) rather than losing ad-
herents through intermarriage. Thus we are confronted with the double
paradox that (assuming the respondents translate their lack of resistance
to intermarriage into the act itself) a majority of Jewish students will
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intermarry with non-Jewish spouses and yet (as 75 per cent of all.the
respondents asserted) ‘intend to bring up their children as Jews’. In
the case of children with non-Jewish mothers they will, however,
encounter institutional and idcological barriers which will prevent their
carrying out this intention either in the generally accepted religious, or
in many social, senses. Thus those Jewish students who may wish
to ‘move back’ into a closer relationship with the Jewish community
at a later stage may well find barriers in their path difficult if not
impossible to clear. This robs the ‘temporary phenomenon’ argument
as applied to the increasing social assimilation of Jewish students of
very much of its force.

Ttis in their political outlook and behaviour, most notably in relation
to Israel, that Jewish students in England display their Jewish identifi-
cation most strongly, This in spite of the fact that there are no {Jewish
issues’ nor any ‘Jewish constituencies’ in British politics. The crisis of
1967 seems to have had something of a catalytic effect in respect of
Jewish identification in Britain (as elsewhere). The very fact that the
crisis was not an issue in British politics certainly emphasized for British
Jews that their pro-Israeli reflex actions were symptoms of specifically
Jewish identification. Support of Israel is the one form of Jewish identi-
fication in which Anglo-Jewish students appear to equal if not exceed
the intensity of their parents’ Jewishness. The majority of the several
thousands of Jews who volunteered to go to Israet during the 1967 crisis
were students. Sixty-two per cent of all the students questioned 1n the
Oxford survey had visited Israel, most of them since the Six-Day War.
Since 1667 emigration figures from Britain to Israel have quadrupled
(in 1970) to about 2,000 per annum, the majority of these young and
highly-educated. Forty-eight per cent of Anglo-Jewish parents now
apparently would like their children to live in Israel.20 It is striking that
g2 per cent of Oxford Jewish students could name the Prime, Foreign,
and Defence Ministers of Israel. Only 6o per cent knew the name of the
Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, and only 50 per cent could name the
Oxford Jewish Chaplain. In short, the conclusion of this study is that
there is nothing which unites, which concerns, and, we may say, which
identifies Jewish students in England today as a group more than their
relationship with the State of Israel. As current events in other parts of
the Jewish world are demonstrating in a heightened form, this is no
isolated phenomenon. It may not be a temporary onc either.
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THE BERKELEY HILLEL AND THE
UNION OF JEWISH STUDENTS:
THE HISTORY OF A CONFLICT

Matthew Maibaum

two student organizations: the Hillel Foundation of Berkeley

and the Berkeley Union of Jewish Students. It deals with their
internal goals, their policy-making processes, their accommodation of
internal differences and conflicts, their reactions to events external to
each and to both of them, and their patterns of coping with their
social environment., The study covers the history of the two groups
from October 1967 to the end of May 1969.1

THIS paper is a study of the rclationships within and between

1. The Community

There are approximately 4,500 Jewish students enrolled at Berkeley.2
Most of them come cither from Southern California (Los Angeles and
its environs particularly), or from New York and its contiguous areas
in the East.

The Hillel Foundation is a national organization for Jewish college
students; it supplies cultural, social, and recligious services on the
campus. In Berkeley, it plays (at lcast theoretically) a significant role
In that it is the only official, Jewish community-sponsored, campus-
recognized, Jewish student organization. It is led by a rabbi.

Berkeley is the one major American university with a significantly
large Jewish student body that is not located in or near a city with a
large well-organized Jewish community. Thus the situation of the
Jewish student at Berkeley is quite different from that of his colleagues
at the City College of the City University of New York (CCNY), or at
the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), where Hillel
Houses are backed culturally by a plethora of adult and youth organiza-
tions in the Jewish community at large.? It is often said that the students
attracted to Berkeley differ in kind from those who are drawn to UCLA,
CCNY, or Brooklyn College; and that, moreover, the Jewish students at
Berkeley differ from Jewish students at these other universities: they are
not as prominent at Berkeley in social and cultural activities.
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Hullel

The Hillel Foundation is a nation-wide organization intended to
provide ‘social, cultural and religious services’ to college students across
the country.4 It sponsors cultural programmes, holds religious services,
and puts libraries at the disposal of its members. In 1924, the Founda-
tion established a chapter at Berkeley. Hillel has been in its present
building since 1952; it is a large three-storey auditorium-like structure
with a separate library, office and study rooms, and a kitchen. In 1968
and 1969 there were approximately 850 Hillel members. In 1969 about
24 people formed the ‘core group’ of leadership, including officers, the
heads of committees and of auxiliary function programmes (such as the
United Jewish Appeal fund-raising effort}, and assistants to the com-
mittee heads. )

The Hillel Foundation does not own its building, which was put at its
disposal by a patron. The annual maintecnance of the building costs
about $40,000; there are additional salary costs of about $7,000 per
annum for the Administrative Assistant to the Rabbi (Sccretary), and
an unspecified salary for the Rabbi himself.3 This annual expenditure
is met mainly by the Jewish Federation Council of the East Bay and by
donations from the Jewish residents of the Oakland, Richmond, and
Berkeley areas. Student subscriptions cover only the cost of postage to
members and some of the dances and .parties organized during the
year.,

In 1967 and 1968, Hillel House held services on Friday evenings,
High Holyday Services on Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur, and two
Seder dinner services for Passover. On the High Holydays the more
traditional students organized an Orthodox service upstairs in the
Library, to which about thirty students came each year, while the
usual attenders at the Reform services led by the rabbi downstairs in
the general-purpose auditorium numbered on cach occasion about 2,000
persons (students, their family members, and teachers). On two nights
a week, Hillel House served a kasher dinner for which students paid;
but the meal was subsidized by Hillel and organized by about a dozen
Orthodox students. '

The Rabbi observed the activities of the Student Council and made
programme suggestions. He also gave individual and confidential
help and advice to students who had marital, vocational, academic, or
other personal problems. Periodically, and usually in the face of an
issue which directly affected Berkeley students, the Council members
met and passed resolutions ‘in the name of the Hillel Student Council of
Berkeley’. In 1968-69, three such issues were the firing of Eldridge
Cleaver in the autumn, the Third World Liberation Front student
strike effort for a Third World Studies College in Berkeley in the winter,
and the People’s Park demonstrations and arrests in the spring of 196g.
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On all these issucs, the Hillel Student Council took a majority stand and
communicated their resolution to the members and to the Berkelcy
student paper. It also took a stand on what it felt the United Statcs’
role in the Near East vis-a-vis Isracl should be, and another against the
San Francisco B’nai B'rith’s election of San Francisco State College
President S. Y, Hayakawa for its Man of the Year Award for 1968-69.

‘The government of Hillel at Berkeley, by the rules of B’nai B'rith and
according to its own Hillel Constitution, is vested in representatives
of the ‘student body’ of Hillel, Committee Chairmen, and the President,
Secretary, Treasurer, and Vice-President.8 The Rabbi and Admini-
strative Assistant vote in the event of a tie on issues that arise in the
Council. The Gommittees are student service and activity committees;
the following ones existed in 1967, 1968, and 196g: Religious, Pro-
-gramme, Social Action, United Jewish Appeal (or “UJA?), Membership,
Cultural, Zionist Activities (new in 1969), Drama, and Music. Each
was headed by a chairman. The President, Treasurer, Vice-President,
and Sccretary were the formal ‘top elective officers’ with whom the
committee chairmen functioned at fortnightly Council meetings, as a
kind of advisory and planning cabinet. Each committee usually con-
sisted of four persons; but the Religious Committee was larger while
the UJA Committce was usually the smallcst. Each member of the
Student Council had one vote but could abstain from voting on any
issue if he wished to do so. In 1968, in view of the political agitation on
the campus about Vietnam (and fears of police investigations which
might jeopardize the students’ future), the Hillel Constitution was
amended at the request of the Rabbi: records would not be kept of the
way individual students voted. Formal Hillel Foundation laws, binding
upon the respective chapters nation-wide, allow a Hillel Student
Council, as a body ‘representing’ the total Hillel membership, to make
resolutions on social and political issues of the day, and on the internal
administration of their own chapter; but political endorsement of
candidates or parties is discouraged. Furthermore, Hillel constitutions,
including that of the Berkeley chapter, expressly forbid the hiring of
building or other Hillel facilities by any organization that is Communist-
sponsored, Communist-affiliated, or which expresses explicit Communist
leanings, or any which is explicitly anti-Jewish or antisemitic in its
leanings, programmes, content of presentation, or past record of
activities,”

The Union of Fewish Students

The Union of Jewish.Students is an independent organization set up
by Berkeley students. It was formed in October 1967 by a group of
Jewish students, most of them from the East, who had formerly been
active in other organizations (such as the Student Zionist Organization);
the Berkeley SZO had ceased to function a year carlier. The leaders of
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the Union, about half a dozen students, looked upon their group as a
local chapter of the World Union of Jewish Students. They said that
they had constituted themselves into a separate group in order to pro-
vide an alternative to what they felt to be the administrative rigidity
and inertia of Hillel, its lack of political action-oriented and social-
oriented activities, and the lack of inspiration of its religious services.
A substantial number of students who became members of the UJS had
frequented Hillel in the past; the ‘leadership group’ of about half a
dozen, however, seems to have had no affiliation with Hillel for at least
the previous year. Some of them attended the Orthodox synagogue
rather than Hillel services, and went to Hillel only for kasher meals.
By June 1968, there were approximately 110 students on the mailing
list of the UJS, but in effect it scemed that their ‘working membership®
was of the order of 15 to 25 people for each meeting.8

General comparisons

The leaders of the UJS differed from the leaders of Hillel in several
ways. Most of the active Hillel students were either Conservative or
Reform Jews, the Conservatives being the more numerous and account-
ing for about two-thirds of the lcadership. In the UJS, about half {or
probably more than half) of the members were of Orthodox background,
the others being Conservative or Reform. The only Reconstructionist
students, two girls, were in the UJS group. Those UJS members who
attended synagogue regularly went to the Orthodox synagogue; none
went regularly to Hillel for services. On the other hand, two or three
Hillel members went to both the Orthodox synagogue and to Hillel
services. No information was available about the level of wealth of the
members of the two groups. A substantial number of student leaders in
both Hillel and the UJS worked part-time in order to pay for their
tuition or maintenance, in addition to taking full study loads. In terms
of academic characteristics, it appears that a substantial minority
of students in both groups majored in the liberal arts, especially
the girls,® but that in the ‘core groups’ of both, a majority of students
were studying in ‘practical’ or ‘applied’ fields such as law, medicine,
engineering, teaching, consulting psychology, applied mathematics,
and government service, Almost all the students of both core groups
were honours students, with B averages or better, and several of them
graduated each year Phi Beta Kappa or with high distinction. In Hitlel,
it was unusual to find someone who obviously or avowedly was a ‘poor
student’, or who was ‘having problems’ with some kind of academic
record below the minimum for graduate study.

Politically, a wide range of views were gencrally voiced in Hillel:
from the Far Left position by a few students, admittedly on only a
handful of issucs, across to what one might call a ‘Conservative Demo-
crat’ or ‘Liberal Republican’ stance, with the bulk of the students
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apparently being ‘Liberal Democratic’ in orientation. Of the 24 core
group members, possibly three or four seriously preferred Eugene
McCarthy or the allegedly ‘New Left’ Senator George McGovern for
Presidential candidate in 1968; the rest tended to conform to general
traditional two-party preference patterns, and in the main seemed to
support Humphrey. Left ‘Radical’ candidates and standpoints were
discussed at Council meetings or informally, but were viewed critically
and with suspicion, and to my knowledge no members of the Hillel
core¢ group participated in any ‘Left’ rally or demonstration, even of the
less eventlul sort. Any type of political or administrative ‘extreme’ or
‘radical’ actions taken by the government, or the university administra-
tion, or by Jewish or non-Jewish students, was viewed askance, although
no stance of ‘moderation’ was ever formally advised by the Hillel
Council or stated explicitly in its constitution. It is possible that the
demanding nature of the courscs, the need for some to work for money,
and the organization of rcligious and cultural activities, made difficult
{or unwisc or unpopular) any active participation in the time-consum-
ing radical activities on the campus. Very often onc would hear,
particularly within the four weeks preceding the final tests in November,
February, and May of cach year, that a student had ‘too much to do
already’ to participate in another activity, to investigate this or that
political or college event in depth, or to discuss political or university
issues informally within or outside Hillel.

In the UJS group, the political and administrative picture was
quite different. The Union assumed a ‘radical’ stance and self-image by
October or November 1967, rejecting philosophically and ideologically
a relationship with the established Jewish Federation Council, the Hillel
Foundation, or the other elements of the Jewish ‘rcgular’ private-
government bodies, and also rejecting the more traditional American
forms of political affiliation. The members identified themselves instead
with radical-left causes and with radical-left political candidates for
college or public office.

It has been said by some critics of the “Third World Radicals’, and
of various radical-left movements, that these groups—such as the Third
World Liberation Front, various Black militant movements, and
Chicano (Mexican American) student movements—are esentially con-
servative in their oricntation to their own in-group problems but adopt
a jargon and a political revolutionary orientation borrowed from the
‘Old’ Far Left political movements. The Union of Jewish Students
was peculiar among ‘radical’ movements, however, in the fact that,
untlike other radical groups, it expressed little or no overt hate for ‘the
System’ as it existed, and no note of ‘militancy’ or ‘violence’. When
its members criticized the policies of the government, of the university,
or of Jewish organizations, they did so almost entirely in mixed cthical
and practical terms, They accused the Jewish Fedcration Council and
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the B’nai B’rith, for example, of being unwise, too conservative politic-
ally, uncommitted on topical issues of importance (such as racism,
political repression, and administrative intransigence). They were not
especially interested in working or fighting for ‘Jewish-related’ needs
and causes in the United States and abroad; but they gave open support
to most Leftist, general (non-Jewish) movements and action groups on
and off the campus. As one girl said early in 1968 on the question of
working for specifically Jewish causes and on Jewish problems in the
United States and elsewhere, ‘What is there to fight for? What kinds of
problems do the Jews have anyway? What arc we supposed to do, for
instance, and just what should we go and protest for?”” A graduate
student affiliate of Hillel and former Youth Habonim member from
San Francisco commented, ‘Here is an example of a Jewish organiza-
tion, made up of Jewish students that call themselves “radicals”, but
that does non-Jewish things.’

The Union of Jewish Students received support from outside
organizations (as docs Hillcl) for about a year; the World Zionist Youth
Foundation provided a proportion of their annual budget. They had
no building and no formalized structure; they met informally and
sporadically at different members’ houses, and at places on the campus
such as the Student Union’s premises. For a bricf period of about two
months in the spring of 1968, they met on Sundays at a local café in
Berkeley serving kasher-style food, but ceased to do so after some
students complained that the food was not kasher and that the meeting-
place was somewhat inappropriate. Out of the approximatcly 110 mem-
bers on the mailing-list, and out of the eight to 15 core members, there
were perhaps two ‘main voices” or, more properly, main ‘discussion
leaders’, who informally organized thc rest of the UJS core group into
action and who led people in discussion on current issues. Meetings
were informal ‘face-to-face’ group debates for much of the time. Large
meetings on campus in halls or classrooms, with onlookers, were rare,
‘Core group’ members of Hillel and of the UJS avoided each other’s
meetings or any kind of dialogue or discussion about cach other’s
groups, although individual discussions occurred on the Sproul Plaza
between ‘table sitters’ of one group and interested individuals belonging
to the other. About two or three ‘formal’ group meetings can be said to
have occurred in 1968 and 1969, where core members {rom each group
met at Hillel and talked about policies, but that was within the frame-
work of Jewish student activism on international issues (such as Soviet
Jewry rallies, or protests about Polish purges of Jewish officials and other
citizens in 1968), and within the framework of larger community-wide
efforts organized initially by the Jewish Federation Council or by a
‘third group’ in the Jewish community. In these meetings the two
groups came together merely as collections of individuals from differing
backgrounds.
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II. The Conflict

It is quite evident that the UJS was founded in the autumn of 1967
explicitly and specifically out of great dissatisfaction with Hillel itself,
and as a counterweight and ‘viable alternative’ to 1t. Members of the
UJS who were interviewed informally and individually stated that
their Union was designed to function as an alternative to Hillel from
the start. The UJS may have been in some way a successor of the Student
Zionist Organization, which had ceased to function effectively in the
autumn of 1966, but only in the sense that it now became ‘the other
Jewish organization’ (that is, other than Hillel). The assistant president
of the UJS said to me late in 1967, ‘You want to join SZO? We're
starting another chapter here, a group that’ll be SZO or something
like it, and we’ll tell you when the first meeting is.

Only about ten students attended the first meeting of the UJS, Most
of them wanted an organization in which they might express Jewish
values on issues arising on the campus or in the wider community; their
union was to provide an alternative to Hillel, which they almost
unanimously felt to be staid, boring, cold, and most distasteful of all,
uninvolved in social issues. They also thought that Hillel’s Rabbi was
aloof. In all fairness, it must be said that many Hillel members (active
and passive) themsclves complained that Hillel was uninspiring, short
of funds, and lacked the ability to mobilize opinion on campus issues
and on problems of interest in the community. Many of these sentiments
were echoced, too, by Hillel’s President several times in 1968-69, by
the United Jewish Appeal Chairman, and by two or three members of
the Hillel core group as well. However, it should be kept in mind that
Hillel’s constitution prevented it from engaging in outright ‘political’
activities in any issues involving action by the national or the local
government. Hillel did organize, as it does now, several unobtrusive but
significant and continuing social service programmes in the local
Oakland Jewish Home for the Aged, fund-raising for Israel and for
Jewish charities in the United States and abroad, a segment of the
Berkeley San Quentin prisoners’ rehabilitation project, and tutoring of
Black students in Oakland and Richmond; and it raised money for
such causes as the Biafran refugees. This record!® is probably agood deal
more extensive than that which the UJS could boast of over the same
period of time.

At the first UJS meeting, which was held in the Student Union
building, the students said that they wanted to have an organization
on campus to represent those Jews who felt a ‘commitment’ to political
movements and ideals, and who were unable to function within the
framework of established Jewish groups, like Hillel, where partisan
political activities were not allowed. It was decided at the meeting that
since most of the members present were ‘progressive leftists’, dissatisfied

159



MATTHEW MAIBAUM

with contemporary political means of handling problems in the uni-
versity and in the country, the group from the outset would represent
and cspousc radical principles, as well as basic Jewish social ideals.
There was much discussion of the concept of Jewish law and history; of
human rights; and of the need to end racism, oppression, and war, and
to become committed.

I't was decided to hold meetings each Thursday afternoon, or when-
ever the three or so ‘discussion leaders’ summoned members. Group
members would be guided by their own radical and secular traditions
as well as by their understanding and interpretation of Jewish ethical
ideals. No mention was made at this meeting (or subsequently at other
meetings that year) of an orientation towards specifically Jewish prob-
lems and specifically Jewish crises.

Hillel, meanwhile, began the academic year 1967-68 with services
for Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur. As we said carlier, the Rabbi
officiated at the main service, Reform and mostly in English, while
about 30 students conducted an Orthodox service upstairs on each
occasion. Shortly after these services, the first Student Council meetings
were held, and the officers elected the previous May now being in
office, new Committee heads were chosen or volunteered for the year.
Committees were sct up for drama, music, culture, religion, social
action, and the United Jewish Appeal.1! All these committees functioned
throughout the year; each onc had members who were not on the
Student Council. In each committee the members worked on their own
to look into ideas for Hillel programmes, and they presented their
plans at fortnightly Council meetings.

Among the programmes were visits to the Jewish Home for the Aged
in Oakland; weekly lectures by some distinguished Berkeley teachers on
a variety of topics; and folk-dancing on Wednesday and Saturday
nights that drew crowds of 200 to 300 people at a time. There was high
praise for the intellectual merit of the lectures; and the discussions in
the Graduate Study Group on current and past books of Jewish interest
(such as Babi Yar, Singer’s Short Friday, and Avrom Yechoshua Heschel’s
works) were considered stimulating. Throughout the year, on the
other hand, political stands were not taken on most ‘general social’ or
national issuecs. In October 1967 the Student Council voted in the
majority to ‘express concern’ about and ‘criticism’ of the United States’
involvement in the Vietnam War, and cxpressed the wish that the
conflict be ended as soon as possible.

By April 1968, the UJS had organized and built up a membership of
about 110. Its members had set up a table in the Sproul Plaza near the
other groups’ tables, giving out information about its purpose and
function, about Israel, about the problems of Blacks, Mexican Ameri-
cans, farm workers, and American Indians, and about other causes of
‘radical’ interest.
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In March 1968, Arab students set up a table on the Plaza for [und-
raising for El Fatah terrorists, with the slogan ‘Support the Palestine
Revolution’ as their banner, dispensing material about Palestinian
Arab terrorists, alleged Israel atrocities, and the nature of socialism
and the ‘Arab revolutlon’ (designed ev1dently to appeal to the radical
sentiments of the leftists in the Berkeley student body). This was a new
challenge for Hitlel. Up to now, it had put out cach day from noon to
3 p.-m. on its table on Sproul Plaza free information about opportunities
in Israel for work, study, and tourism lor American students. And now,
this being the scason of the United Jewish Appeal drive, other informa-
tion about the needs of Jews abroad (including Israel), and the necds of
domestic and local Jews, was distributed by Hillel students at the table.
Upon request (by the Hillel President, the UJA Chairman, and the
Social Action Chairman), the Jewish Federation Council now sent
Hillel literaturc about Arab terrorists, Isracli domestic and forcign
policy, Israeli history, and problems of minorities in Israel. This
material was put on the Hillel table and was distributed to passing
students. But the emergence in strength of the El Fatah ‘table’ as a
separate Arab group, as well as the extent of its following among many
Berkeley students, mostly of the radical left, although it worried and
shocked the Hillel Student Council, did not provoke any concerted
counter-action on their part. At Student Council meetings, the senti-
ment that ‘We’ll have to be out there more often, and argue back with
the Arabs and the radicals more strongly’ was expressed, but no special
effort scems to have been made to acquire new anti-terrorist literature
or factual books useful for refuting Arab and radical arguments, and no
special programmes of campus lectures or speakers were organized.

The Union of Jewish Students had meanwhile taken a stand on the
Middle East conflict; it had asserted Israel’s right to cxist, but also that
the Palestinian Arab refugees had a right to ‘self-determination’, that
they had a right to establish a Palestinian ‘socialist republic’ in Palestine,
and that Isracl should withdraw from territories occupied during the
Six-Day War, unconditionally and for ‘moral reasons’. In its platform,
however, the issues of the security of Israel and of the security of Jews in
Arab lands were not mentioned. On the Plaza, nevertheless, the Arabs
were as vehemently argumentative with UJS members and their table-
sitters as with Hillel members, and the discussions on the Middle
East were as intensc and heated between UJS members and Arab
students as between the latter and Hillel students.

In April 1968, shortly before Isracl Independence Day, the UJS
staged an ‘Anti-Israel Day’ rally in Sproul Plaza, in which two speakers,
one of them the acting head of the UJS, spoke at noon against Israel as
‘an aggressor and imperialist’ in the Middle East, and called for Israel’s
withdrawal from occupied Arab territories. This event, when heard
about in advance at Hillel, infuriated some Student Council members.
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The rally lasted about thirty minutes. It appears to have heen the
turning point in the relations between the two groups: Hillel now viewed
the UJS with open suspicion and growing heostility, rathcr than with
curiosity.

For Passover, Hillel sponsored a traditional Seder dinner for the first
and second nights; the Rabbi officiated in the auditorium, and about
one hundred students and teachers came each night from the Berkeley
community. With no facilities of its own, the UJS offered no regular
Seder like that of Hillel, but it advertised and sponsored a ‘Hip-Hasidic’
Seder, off-campusinBerkeley, whereallinterested students were welcome
and which was to combine a ‘hip’ modern flavour with the traditional
rituals and food of the Hasidic Jews. It was a new idea, and the Seder
was well-attended by a number of Berkeley students, from the religious
at the one extreme to some ‘hippie’ types of little formal traditional
religion at the other. It was advertised by word of mouth in Hillel, and a
few Hillel members and other Jewish students joined it after attending
the Hillel or their family Seder.

Meanwhile, the United Jewish Appeal student drive had been in
progress since April, and Hillel had by June raised about $850 from
its members and from other students generally.12 No members of the
UJS co-operated in this function with Hillel, but some members of the
U]JS sent individual donations to Hillel’s drive for Israeli and other
Jewish needs, in the United States and abroad. The UJS itself as a body
did not participate in fund-raising for the United Jewish Appeal or
any other charity body, and did not offer, nor was it asked, to raise
funds on the campus at its table or through the post; but Hillel received
many individual contributions from students who were affiliated to
the UJS.

With summer came a break-up of the Berkeley student community
for three months, and most of the Hillel and UJS students returned
home. Hillel remained open two nights a week for folk-dances and for
some general activities such as the library and religious services.
On 11 July, Hillel's Administrative Assistant decided on her own
initiative to allow several radical campus groups to stage a rally against
the Vietnam War in the large Hillel auditorium. A coalition of Vietnam
Day Committee activists, Maoists, and other leftist and radical-leftist
student protest groups marched into the Hillel building and staged a
day-long rally and demonstration. Television crews appeared on the
premises and a film was broadcast in the East Bay and San Irancisco
arcas.

This event, not sponsored by Hillel, embarrassed the Rabbi, who was
on holiday at the time, and many Jewish residents of the Bay Area.
Many telephoned Hillel to complain angrily about the use of Hillel by
the ‘radicals’. Upon their return in the autumn of 1968 even before the
first Student Council meetings and programmes got under way, the
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Student Council members deplored the 11 July cvent. They were now
openly critical of the methods employed by radical campus groups. The
UJS was a radical group, and as such, it became suspect.

. The Confrontation

In October 1968, when the Hillel Student Council convened for the
first time that year, the leadership had changed as a result of the
previous spring’s elections. The former chairman of the Social Action
Committee was now President, and several new students (freshmen)
headed some of the other committees. The positions of Treasurer and
Vice-President and that of the Programme Committee chairman were
now in the hands of experienced seniors, Socially, the leadership situa-
tion was different from that of the previous year; the President was in
closer personal contact with Committee heads and with officers; and
he maintained this collaboration throughout the year. The United
Jewish Appeal Chairman functioned for most of the year in close
association with him, as a friend and as a kind of ‘special adviser’ on
Hillel problems. Several members who had held no office, and who had
thought *about what we can make of this place, what we can do to fix
it up more’, and about ways of making Hillel generally more attractive
re-appeared as committee members or even as volunteer heads of
committees. Among these were a girl from the Campus Conservation
Committec, who worked on the Religious Committee, and a local
rabbi’s son who worked in the arcas of music and Zionism. On the whole,
the Hillel leadership that emerged by October 1968 appeared to be more
goal-oriented, more determined, and especially closer-knit. '

About the time that Hillel placed its small annual announcement
concerning High Holyday services in the Daily Californian University
paper, the Union of Jewish Students advertised in the same paper’? that
it was offering its own ‘New Year’s Jewish service’, which would differ
from Hillel’s. The advertisement said that il one was ‘tired of the usual
boring services you find at Hillel’, one should go to the UJS service.
It was conceived and designed as a kind of ‘radical Jewish service’,
in which a new ‘list of sins committed during this previous year’ replaced
the traditional one recited by the Jew; it would make no use of Torah
readings, and would invite non-Jewish speakers such as Bobby Seale of
the Oakland Black Panther Party and some other radical leaders and
activists. It was conceived not as a religious service in the traditional
sense, but rather as one which all conscientious students of any faith or
persuasion could attend and which was to demonstrate the solidarity
of Jewish radicals with ‘progressive’ forces in the community generally.
It would dispel the image of ‘the Jew as conventional, inconsiderate,
unconcerned, White middle class like everyone else’ in the eyes of the
“Third World” and radical students. Inasmuch as it was classified as a
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‘convocation of conscience’ rather than a ‘particularist’ service of a
religious faith, it was held in the auditorium of Wheeler Hall, the
Berkeley English Building, on the second night of Rosh Hashanah, and
it began later than the usual Conservative and Reform services in the
local community synagogues, so that students who wished to do so
might attend both ceremonies. It attracted, all told, over two hundred
students of many political persuasions and faiths, Blacks and Mexican
Americans (Chicanos) as well as whites. It stood out as an interesting,
challenging, and significant ‘expericnce in 2 new direction’ on the part
of the Jewish students concerned, as a development of new expressions
of religious ethics in terms of current social problems, as a departure
from established patterns of religious and religious-oriented behaviour,
and as a ‘radical’ event.

The Hillel Student Council members, when they saw the UJS
advertisement, found it insulting; they were unhappy about the state-
ment that their services were ‘boring’. Moreover, some thought that
the UJS service was childish and silly and probably scrved no real
purpose other than to express ‘radical’ deviance for its own sake. It
was further suggested by two students that the UJS advertisement
would make Hillel unpopular in the eyes of incoming Jewish {reshmen.

One of the first issues brought up in Student Council discussions
was that the UJS was ‘competing with Hillel for funds from the
Jewish organizations’. Hillel members asserted that the U]S was ‘com-
peting unjustly and unfairly’ as a ‘parallel organization of Jews on
campus’ for funds which Hillel rightly deserved; and that the UJS did
not represent the best aspirations and ideals of Jews in the campus
community. Hillel Council members were much concerned about this
issue for three or four wecks. Members of the UJS denied that they were
getting funds from the Oakland Jewish Federation Council or any other
Jewish ‘regular organization’ in the community to the detriment of
Hillel. During this period, the UJS had apparently acquired somc
modest financial assistance from the World Zionist Youth Foundation,
a nation-wide organization based in New York City.4 But it does not
appear that they received any substantial amount from the Federation
Council of the East Bay or from other sources of funds for Hillel.

Late in October 1968, leaders of the two groups met at Hillel; they
decided to hold a formal meeting in the course of which representatives
from each side would explain their aims and air their grievances belore
a B'nai B'rith gathering drawn from the local Jewish residents. This
meeting was held on an evening in the middle of November before an
audience of about twenty members of the Diablo Valley Hadassah and
their husbands, in a house in Lafayette, a small community to the east
of Berkeley. The participants in this ‘Lafayette Mecting’, as it sub-
sequently was called, were a girl from the UJS (a rabbi’s daughter from
Los Angeles); the Hillel President; the Hillel Programme Committee
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chairman; and the United Jewish Appcal Chairman of Hillel, who as a
past member of cach group was there to give a comparative impression
of ‘both groups from within’. The debate aroused much interest from
the audience, who listened avidly to all four students. After the speeches
by the students (in which each set out in his own way the problems, aims,
and functions of his own group), there was a question-and-answer sess-
ion. Only on¢ man vehemently questioned the U]JS girl, saying, “Who
are you? Who supports you? Who are your backers? What kind of
radical causes do you sympathize with? Are you a Communist?” and
the like. The girl replied with some difficulty; she said that her group
sought to better social conditions by ‘some radical means if necessary’;
she denied thatthe UJS had any extremist political ties with Communists
or any other group that was anti-American or anti-Jewish. The meeting
was followed by a general informal session in which the residents
mingled with the students. Earlier, the United Jewish Appeal chairman
had told the audience: “Many of you should come over to Berkeley and
see what we’re like.’

One of the results of that mecting was that the Diablo Valley
Hadassah decided to bear most of the expenses of Hillel for the duration
of the year. Another result was that relations between the two groups
were cssentially quiet for the rest of the year. But they still functioned
scparately, neither used the other’s facilities, and inter-group member-
ship or participation was almost nil throughout the year.

In November 1968, members of both groups attended a rally in
the Stern Grove park in San Francisco to protest against the treatment
of Soviet Jewry. Each group went separately. Shortly after this, the
head of the UJS spoke on the Sproul Steps at Berkeley at noon onc day,
for half an hour, about the plight of Soviet Jews. By now it was becom-
ing apparent that Hillel and the UJS had similar interests and concerns
in several fields: the problem of Jews in Russia, Poland, and Czecho-
slovakia; the Russian invasion of that last country; poor Jews abroad;
and ‘social action’ concerns in Qakland and clsewhere in the United
States. Hillel Social Action members worked in tutorial projects and in
other social aid projects in Oakland to the north; and so did some UJs
students. During the year, both groups organized rallies at noon on
the plight of Soviet Jewry. Although it exhibited a ‘socialist’ bent and a
radical jargon, the UJS was quick to criticize, as were most radical
groups, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. On the other hand, the
UJS core group members were wary of what some might call ‘too much
support’ for Israel, lest it be interpreted as encouragement for what
they considered to be Israel’s intransigent and aggressive stance
vis-a-vis the Arabs. Further, when there were discussions about poor
Jews in the United States, some UJS adherents commented: Jews
here aren’t poor, there’s so much money around to help them you
wouldn’t believe it’, or ‘The JFC [Jewish Federation Council] is
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oriented in the wrong directions, and there’s racism and real problems
to fight among the Blacks and Chicanos’.

Meanwhile, Hillel did not engage in public political protests, or in
political activity of any partisan type. Admittedly, Hillel Council ex-
pressed concern (in letters posted to their members) about the removal
of Eldridge Cleaver from his visitinglectureship in Berkeley in November
1968, about the San Francisco B'nai B'rith’s Man of the Year Award
for 1968 to San Francisco State College president S. Y. Hayakawa, and
about the police and University handling of the Third World Libera-
tion Front student strikes in January, February, and March 1969.
Earlier, in the autumn of 1968, Hillel had sent 55 letters to Army and
Air Force officials, and to selected officials of the United States Govern-
ment, in which they urged that the United States government give
military and economic aid to Israel in view of Russia’s help to Egypt.
On the other hand, Hillel did not support ‘radical’ issues (such as the
Third World Liberation Movement), or officially participate in any
demonstration in favour of strikes current then, such as the Standard
Oil strike or the Farm Workers’ strike. This fact scems to have reinforced
the old, and rooted, impression held by the UJS that Hillel was
basically a ‘non-active, useless, morally stagnant’ student group that
did ‘nothing’, at least in terms of the UJS definition of ‘activity’.

In the spring of 1969 (in particular during April), the Arab Students’
Association again seems to have made an especial propaganda effort.
But it was at least two weeks after this Association was out on the Sproul
Plaza with extensive information and propaganda to dispense that
Hillel Council members became organized enough to collect informa-
tion and set up the Hillel table with pro-Israel material and general
literature about Israel; moreover, the data were not particularly ‘anti-
Arab’ or written in such a way as to discredit or refute Arab propaganda.
The United Jewish Appeal Chairman and a Hillel graduate student
complained continually that the material was poor and was no effective
answer to the claims of Arab students and their radical allies; they
insisted that other and better information would have to be provided
and that an effective anti-Arab-propaganda effort must be organized.
Over the next month Hillel members laboriously collected material and
facts about Israel and the Middle East conflict from the Jewish Federa-
tion Council in Oakland, from the Israel Consulate in San Francisco,
from the San Francisco Jewish Community Relations Council, and even
from the Jewish Federation Council Building in Los Angeles, 400 miles
away. They distributed the literature to university students from the
Hillel table on the Plaza. The UJS also had a table at that time, but
it was not ¢ngaged in vehement argument by the Arab students as in
the previous year. Hillel seemed to be making almost a lone stand
-against the Arabs and anti-Isracl radicals. During this period (at the
end of April 1g69), and overlapping with the annual United Jewish
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Appeal drive, the UJS staged a new Warsaw Ghetto Revolt Memorial
Rally at Berkeley, followed later by a rally for Soviet Jewry. Many
Hillel students were in the audience. By now, the UJS-Hillel conflict
scemed dormant. Hillel Council members spoke at UJS activities, and
UJS members noted the presence of Hillel members at UJS rallics; a
few UJS members sat periodically at the Hillel table on the Plaza, and
more Hillel members sat at the UJS table. There seemed to be a
definite policy on the part of cach group to avoid conflict.

IV, The twilight of the conflict: People’s Park and after

In the late spring of 1969, the Arab-Hillel battle in Sproul Plaza,
the campus rallies on the Middle East situation, and the residual traces
of the open conflict between Hiliel and the UJS were drowned by the
‘People’s Park’ affair, In May 1969, when university officials put the
small park four blocks south of the campus out of bounds to students
and to townspeople generally and declared that they were going to
turn it into another sports ficld, ‘street people’, hippics, and students
who had occupied the garbage-strewn picce of land for the previous
month or so (and had planted bushes, dug a pool, built a stage, and
generally rchabilitated the arca) were angered. After the Governor had
called in a large force of National Guard and County Sheriffs and police
to occupy the park area and drive the people out, a series of demonstra-
tions took place in the course of which one student was shot dead and
another blinded. For the ensuing two weeks, the four blocks south of
the university and parts of the campus were alive with protesters and
demonstrators, and filled with National Guard, while the police sprayed
the area liberally with tear-gas and arrested all told some 450 people in
a way later stated to have been quite indiscriminate. The ‘People’s
Park Affair’ paralyscd regular university events for two or three weeks,
while normal town life was disrupted by curfews and street arrests.
The Arab-Israel issuc became dormant. During this period, a Hillel
Council member sat at a lone Hillel table on the Plaza for a week and
gave out information about Hillel programmes, travel to or study in
Isracl, and the United Jewish Appeal drive of that ycar, raised moncy
for the UJA from passers-by, and discussed the issucs and problems
involved in the People’s Park issue, while helicopters circled overhead.
The Hillel Social Action Committec and Student Council also organized
a large Biafra Victims Benefit Dance in the off-campus International
Students’ House; the dance drew some 200 people in the middle of the
Park conflict and raised about $450 for Biafran rcfugees. Ten days
before the dance, in the midst of patrolling troops, Hillel Council
members had gone about Berkeley putting up posters and flyers on
posts and shop fronts announcing it. This event was considered to have
had a meaning above and beyond its fund-raising significance, in that
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it was an example of defiant resourcefulness. In the campus community
(and indecd in the town itself) there was then an atmosphere of
intimidation and hostility.

During that period, members of the UJS met regularly and took
strong informal group stands against the Governor’s actions, the Guard
occupation, and the ‘stealing’ of the Park. The U]JS, like other radical
groups, demanded that the Park be returned to the ‘people of the
community’ for general community use.

By this time, the academic year was drawing to an end, and United
Jewish Appeal donations were being collected. By the beginning of
the summer, Hillel UJA had raised approximately $850 (about the
same amount as had been raiséd in the previous year), although its
fund-raising efforts had been restricted; moreover, contributions from
passers-by on the Plaza and from students were still forthcoming.

It is intercsting to note the responses of the two groups, as groups, to
the People’s Park events. Hillel in a sense cut around the issue and
continued as best it could with 1ts own planned events and programmcs,
without becoming paralysed by or involved in it. The UJS had no
ongoing programmes at the time, and it reacted strongly to the Park
issuc as a unitary group, voicing strong criticism of the Governor, the
National Guard, and Sheriffs, as did some other radical organizations
on the campus. :

In the days that followed, Hillel had its last Council mectings; it
assessed its programme successes over the year, collected its last charity
donations, and made awards to its leading students for their services
during the year. Several of its officers and committee chairmen grad-
uated, and some past freshman students were now elected to succeed
them. The U]JS activities came to an end with informal meetings and
discussions about the People’s Park affair, ‘radical’ successes on the
campus during the year in general, Isracl and the Arabs, and local
social issucs. There were also discussions concerning proposed future
protests. Shortly afterwards, the de facte president and leader of the UJS
who had spoken at rallics about Sovict Jewry, who had been one of
the organizers of the ‘Anti-Isracl Day’ of 1968, and who had been the
most active (though unofficial) lecader of the group during the previous
two years, emigrated to Israe! with his wife and children. The year that
had begun with something of an open and very lively conflict between
the two groups drew to a quiet close.

V. Conclusions

We have examined the activities of two organizations which went
their separate, and yet somewhat parallel, ways. They stayed separate
and apart from cach other as groups co-sponsoring, on paper, only a
handful of rallies or events. Their respective core members, and
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probably their affiliated members as well, rarely intermingled. For two
years, each group held dear different issues and goals, and worked for
these while almost consistently ignoring what the other group was doing.
When communication did take place, it occurred almost entirely in an
atmosphere of hostility and of conflict,

One is tempted to ask why the two groups could not co-operate. The
answer is that the members of one group were fundamentally different
from the members of the other. Hillel attracted to its core leadership
the Jewish student who was more pragmatic, not particularly religious
traditionally, who was interested in social service, who liked regular
meetings, and wished to belong to a ‘recognized’ organization, but who
did not care to put political, pressure-group, and ‘radical’ social action
ahead of other things of Jewish importance while he was in college.
The Union of Jewish Students, on the other hand, appealed to the
student who preferred spontancous responses to issues as they arose, who
valued ‘radical’ social action and discussion above almost all else, and
who put ‘political’ activities ahead of other things of Jewish importance,
although he often tended to be a more observant Jew.

In these circumstances, it is clear that the two groups could not
usefully ‘join hands’. Indced, one can go even further and state that
they thrived on their hostility to each other. The existence of Hillel,
and the image of Hillel held by some students, provided the very
uniting factor, the very inspiration, for the gencsis of the UJS; that
movement wished to remain perpetually ‘the other group’, the defiant
‘alternative’ to Hillel. As for Hillel, its core members saw the UJS,
especially by the autumn of 1968, as an actively hostile group which was
competing unfairly for funds; and they commented that there was
‘something ominous here that we have to deal with’. This challenge
made them aware of the need to unite in the face of the enemy.

On the other hand, viewed in retrospect, the challenge does not seem
to have noticeably affected Hillel’s policies or activities. There is no
evidence that its programmes or special projects increased in number, or
that they were carricd out more effectively than in previous years.
Again, there is no cvidence that when internal conflicts arose, they were
resolved {or channelled) more briskly than in the past. Over a period of
two years, the main (perhaps the only) practical effect of the clash
between the UJS and Hillel seems to have been a strengthening of
in-group identification within each of the two organizations. Neither
group appealed to the Jewish community on the campus, or to the
established Jewish community agencics, for popular or administrative
support for its own programmes and needs, in the face of the challenge
posed by the other group. Neither group scems to have explored the
ideological underpinnings of the other, or to have reviewed its own
position and that of the opposing group vis-a-vis the whole society,
Jewish society, or the student community of which each was a part,
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And, perhaps most significantly of all, neither group worked with the
other on any joint projects in the areas of social service, Jewish com-
munity service, community welfare, campus and student problems, or
the like. |

The outside observer may well see in this conflict a tragic waste of
talent, a situation in which suspicion and acrimony engendered needless
conflict, and prevented a friendly co-operation which would have been
fruitful. But such a judgment ignores the fact that for most Berkcley
students, intergroup hostility and conflict, and even hate, was a way of
life. Morcover, Hillel and the Union of Jewish Students did not need
to underline their differences; it was perfectly evident that they had
fundamentally divergent ideologics. The UJS was a passionately
militant radical group, while the core members of Hillel were wary of
political action and of innovation. In these circumstances, the two
groups could work together in unity and friendship only if one or both
changed their belicfs and policies. Such a2 demand would have been not
only impractical, it would have bcen unfair.

NOTES

1 I wasa member of the Hillel Founda-
tion at Berkeley from Scptember 1967
to June 1969, and a member and affiliate
of the Union of Jewish Students from
QOctober 1967 to November 1969. Thus
I was in the fortunate position of being
able to observe both groups from within,
and in the case of the Hillel group,
from a position within the leadership
core as a member of the Student Council
for two years. Members of both organiza-
tions discussed their problems and
aspirations with me; their comments
were invaluable.

2 This figure is based on estimates by
the Berkeley Hillel Foundation in 1968
and [969.

3In Los Angcles, at UCLA for
example, one finds in the Westwood-
Beverley Hills-West Los Angeles arca
surrounding the campus, two large ATID
chapters (onc of which is the largest
ATID chapter in the country, with 200
members), Yavnch, Young Israel, various
Reform student groups, the whole range
of Zionist student and youth groups,
and youth groups at virtually all syna-
gogues in the area. {ATID is an inter-
national American-based youth group
affiliated with Conservative synagogues.}
Many members of UCLA Hillel are
active in one or several of these other
organizations as well.

1 Cf. the Constitution of the B’nai
B'rith Hillel Foundation of Berkelcy
in March 1969.

5 Cf. the files of the Office of the
Administrative Assistant of Berkeley
Hillel for October 1968.

8 Cf. the Constitution of the Hillel
Foundation of Berkeley, March 1969.

7 Ibid.

8] base this statement on my own
observations; I attended scveral of their
meetings over the two academic years,

? Over the two-year period, there were
between 4 and 8 girls among the 24
Hillel Council members; the Hillel -
Treasurer and the Head of the Religious
Committee were girls, The President
and Vice-President were males. In the
UJS during the same period there were
three or four girls among the 6 o 15
active corc members,

10 A list and summary of Hillel’s
programmes can be found in the Hillel
‘Invitation to Membership® leaflets for
1967 and 1968.

11 The Drama Committcc was ‘to
write Jewish plays or readings for oral
presentation at Hillel, to the public, or
to other audicnees’. The Musical Com-
mittce was ‘to provide a musical
complement to the regular Hillel services
with possible special performances to
Hillel and the public’. The Cultural

170



Y

BERKELEY STUDENTS

Committee was ‘responsible for many
of Hillel’s speakers and for a Hillel
Discussion Group’. The Religious Com-
mittee was ‘primarily concerned with
Sabbath Services, and co-ordinating its
activities with the Drama and Music
Committees’.

The Social Action Committee pre-
sented ‘an interesting challenge to the
person motivated by a desire to help
others, a key concept of Jewish belief
of achieving a world of Justice. . . . Last
year’s activitics {1966-67) included aid
to Vietnamese war-injured children,
protest against the treatment of Jews in
the Soviet Union, assistance to the
Berkeley Emergency Service Center of
the Office of Economic Opportunity,
and distribution of material from the
world Jewish community to Hillel mem-
bers at Berkeley. The Commitiee may
cover as much ground as the people com-
prising it wish to.’

The United Jewish Appeal; “the annual
programme here being a very important
activity of Hillel, with funds raised by
UJA helping our people throughout
the world at all levels of need’. Sce ‘A
Brief Resumé of the Hillel Committees’
made available to the membership in
November 1968, in the Berkeley Hillel
Foundation Administrative Assistant’s
files.

12 Cf. the files on the Student United
Jewish Appeal (UJA) Drive, the Office
of the Administrative Assistant, Berkeley
Hillel, June 1968.

13 J]J§ advertisement in the Univer-
sity of California Berkeley Daily Cali-
fornian student newspaper, 30 September
1968, page 4.

14 One UJS member told me that the
amount was $200 for the academic year
1967-68.
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EDUCATION AND THE
UNDER-PRIVILEGED IN ISRAEL

Tessa Blackstone

SRAEL is forcmost among' a small group of countrics which have
Itried to develop special measures to improve the educational

opportunities of children from poor homes. It is an cducational and
sociological commonplace that children from certain kinds of under-
privileged families are unsuccessful at school. It is also widely accepted
that this failure is in large part due to certain disadvantages associated
with the socio-economic background of the children concerned and to
the failure of the educational system to take these into account. It is not
accepted by many that it is due to innate lack of ability. This paper!
aims to describe the policies that have been developed in Israel to
improve the educational attainment of under-privileged children, and
to speculate a little about their likely effectiveness. Although the paper
is sometimes critical of these policies and of the wider educational
system in Israel, it is necessary at the start to point out that Israel has
made a more concerted effort to try to deal with this problem than any
other country. Israel’s educational system is not being compared with
that of other countries; what is being judged is the effectiveness of a
system which has made equality of opportunity a central value.

It is particularly useful to examine these policies at the present time,
since in Britain there is increasing concern about the ways in which
educational resources can be channelled towards those children who
have benefited least from them in the past. This concern is reflected in
the Educational Priority Areas policy, the priority in the school building
programme given to the replacement of nineteenth-century primary
schools, mostly in inner city areas, the change to a non-selective
secondary school system, and the raising of the school leaving age. It is
in addition reflected in certain pressures for changes in policy: the
demand for pre-school education, the advocacy of a more relevant
curriculum for lower working class children, and the concern about the
lack of educational and training facilities for many fifteen-ycar-old
school leavers. In the United States the Poverty programme has given
rise to similar action with the implementation of schemes ranging from
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Headstart to Mobilization for Youth, But both the British and American
attempts at intervention programmes in education arc a good deal
more recent than many of the Israeli experiments. It seemed pertinent
to ask the question, what if anything can we Iecarn from the Isracli
cxperience in this field?

In Israel, the under-privileged are for the most part people of
Oriental status, that is of Afro-Asian origin, or of what is sometimes
described as Sephardi origin (incorrectly, since only some Aflro-Asian
Jews are Sephardim). The connexion between ethnic identity and low
socio-economic class and even poverty and deprivation is dangerous, as
we know from the United States, in that it is likely to encourage racial
prejudice and social divisiveness. The recognition of this fact, and the
special situation of Israel with respect to the political commitment to
encourage Jewish immigration from other countries and to accept all
those who wish to come, are important factors behind the decision to
develop special measures. Most of the children concerned arc not
immigrants themselves, but the children of immigrants who arrived in
large numbers in the late forties and carly fiftics. In 1967-68 thc
population aged 1417 of Oriental parentage accounted for 53 per cent
of the total Jewish population in that age group. The following figures
indicate the extent of their educational failure: only g7 per cent of the
secondary school population were from Oriental backgrounds, and the
proportion dropped considerably in academic secondary schools to
27 per cent. Early leaving from secondary education was also much
higher among this group so that the proportions fell to 22 per cent for
all secondary schools, and to 19 per cent for academic secondary schools
in the final school year. The proportion of students from Oriental back-
grounds in higher education is lower still. In 1966-67, when they con-
stituted 51 per cent of the population aged 18-29, only 13 per cent of
Israeli undergraduates and g9 per cent of graduate students were
Orientals.?2 The overall figures mask large differences between faculties;
for example, these students were less severely under-represented in
agriculture than in some of the more selective faculties. These are the
dimensions of thc problem. The question is, by what mcans can a
higher proportion of children from Oricntal homes be helped to trans-
cend the disadvantages of poverty, poor housing, large families, and
parental ignorance about education and /or lack of interest in it, so that
they stay on at school and achicve greater academic success?

This paper makes three basic assumptions. The first is obvious: that
some of the policies which have been implemented are more likely to be
effective than others. This assumption will be discussed in terms of
sociological knowledge about the educational attainment of different
cultural groups, and the sources of educational failure among them. It
cannot alas be discussed in terms of any systematic evaluation of the
effectiveness of the various policies, because this has not yet been under-
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taken. A project of this kind is necessary to test scientifically a number
of specific hypotheses about the relative success of the various policies,
and the validity of the theorics that underlie them. (One is to be started
in the near future at the University of Tel Aviv.) The second assumption
is that nonc of the policies can be more than piecemeal attempts at
limited improvement as long as the élitist nature of Israeli secondary
education continues. The third assumption is based on knowledge about
the relative failure of education as a social service to redistribute either
income or opportunity. It is unlikely that any amount of tinkering with
the educational system can wipe out the differences between privileged
children of European and American origin and under-privileged
children of Asian and African origin even in two or three generations.
The problem must be attacked simultaneously on a number of other
fronts.

The following section describes the educational policies that have
heen implemented to deal with the problem, starting at the pre-school
stage and working through to higher education. In order to understand
the educational context in which these policies exist, the structure of the
system will also be discussed briefty at cach stage.

There is a long tradition of carly childhood education in Israel, and
it is the only country in the world to have made one year of pre-school
cducation compulsory. This takes place from five to six years of age, in
state kindergartens.® A large number of children aged three and four
also attend private fee-paying kindergartens or those run by voluntary
organizations (where fees are charged according to means). Approxi-
mately 50 per cent of all three- and four-year-olds are at kindergarten,
but nearly three-quarters of them do not attend the voluntary or private
schools: they are in state kindergartens run especially for children from
poor homes or development arcas. This is the ﬁrst of the policies we are
considering.

In 1g69-70, placcs were provided for 38,000 children under this
scheme; but it 1s recognized by all those concerned that still more must
be provided if all those children defined as needing them are to be
accommodated. The present programme aims to increase places at the
rate of 5,000 per annum until there will be kindergartens for up to
6o per cent of the child population aged three and four years, This
means providing approximately 20,000 more places. Most of those
would go to threc-year-olds, since the present policy is generally to take
in four-year-olds first, and then three-year-olds when vacancies are
available. The shortage is most acute in the slum areas of the major
citics, where three-year-olds can rarely be admitted. In the new develop-
ment towns and the rural development arcas a substantial proportion
of three-year-olds are already attending.

The government has decided not only to make extra provision avail-
able to enable under-privileged children to start school early, but also
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to provide special cducational programmes to help them start ele-
mentary schooling on the same footing as middle-class children of
Western origins. The highly informal, unstructured nature of kinder-
garten teaching with its heavy emphasis on play is being adapted by
adding an ‘intensive work’ programme. This aims to develop concept
formation, perceptiveness, and powers of memory, and to prepare the
child for learning to read and work with numbers. Many kindergartens
in poor areas have introduced these programmes, with the aim of
providing enrichment for children whose homes give them little
opportunity to acquire the basic tools necessary for progress in the
elementary schools. The age of transfer to these schools is six, and there
are few links between them and the pre-school system.

Until 1970, education in Israel was compulsory up to the age of
fourteen. The school leaving age is to be gradually raised to sixteen.
Elementary schooling is still of a traditional type. The curriculum is
structured in a formal way, the method of teaching is traditional: the
teacher standing at the blackboard in front of the children lecturing to
them as a class. There is relatively little group or individual work. This
major change in approach from that of the kindergarten makes for
unnecessary difficulty for the child in the transition to primary school.
(This formality will be referred to again later when the second assump-
tion in this paper is discussed in more detail.) There are, however, a
number of policies operating at this stage of education which are
designed to help Oriental children. The first of these is what is known
as the long school day. The hours of schooling are short in Israel: from
8 a.m. to 12 p.m. (or 1 p.m. for older children), although attendance
1is for six days per week; in certain schools the day has been extended
by one or two hours. There are four criteria for determining which
schools fall into this category. They are the proportion of children
passing the examination for entrance to academic secondary schools;
the socio-economic characteristics of the community; the extent of the
teachers’ cxperience; and recommendations made by the inspectorate.
In this way a school rather than a child is defined as in need of special
help and no individual need feel stigmatized. The number of schools
falling into this category has been limited to one third of the total
number of schools. This means that the programme is available for
-about half the child population of Oriental origin and an unknown
number of other children who attend the schools described above. The
teachers are free to use the extra time as they wish, as long as it is not
purely an extension of the frontal teaching used in the rest of the day.
Some teachers have chosen to concentrate on social activities and
others on more academic pursuits.

Not only can these children have a longer school day—they may also
-have a longer school year: special programmes are run during August,
so that the long summer holiday is cut by half. In'196g nearly 20,000
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pupils in 750 classes received an additional month’s tuition. For
children in the top classes of the primary schools an innovation known
as ‘horizon-widening’ has also been introduccd. This consists of arrang-
ing activities in the cultural sphere such as music, drama, and art.
Enrichment centres constitute another similar programme, In this case
the children visit a special centre, which services a number of schools,
twice a week for two or three hours. The aim is to prepare children for
secondary education by getting them to work independently on a
variety of activities.

A quite different kind of policy is setting by ability.¢ Although it is
different in approach, its aims are similar to those policies described so
far: to improve the achievement of the less able children in the older
age groups in the elementary schools. In the past, streaming and setting
were not accepted, since teachers normally concurred with the prevalent
social philosophy of egalitarianism. Some people began to see such
heterogeneity in the classroom as an obstacle to progress, and as a
result a system of setting in Hebrew, arithmetic, and the first foreign
language has been introduced. Apparently the main aim has been to
help the less able. How far this has in fact been achicved as a result of
setting is debatable, and will be discussed later in the paper. Parallel
to setting there has been an extension of remedial tcaching for younger
children and special intensive instruction has been introduced in the
normal class or given to groups of children outside the normal class
programme,

Lastly, at the clementary stage teachers in schools needing special
treatment are given extra guidance on how to help their pupils.
Experienced teachers are trained to undertake this work, and mainly
supervise teachers responsible for the first four years of primary school-
ing. They advise on such subjects as educational aids, the assessment of
pupils, and group and individual instruction.

At the secondary stage there are fewer policies of this kind. One
concerns the transfer from the primary schools. A system known as ‘the
two norms scheme’ operates in the examination for entrance to the
academic secondary school: children of Oriental origin are not expected -
to achieve such high marks to pass as other children; in other words,
there are two quite distinct pass marks. Success in the examination
leads to the award of a means-tested grant (secondary education is not
free) and a place in a selective school. Failure means that a child from
a poor home has no alternative to private secondary schools or to
vocational education, for which his parents must also pay. The existence
of two norms means that more Oriental children will obtain secondary
education or at least start it, even if they fail to finish it.

One way in which the problem of early leaving has been tackled is
to set up boarding establishments in the hope that they can provide an
environment more conducive to study than home, through for example
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supervised preparation of homework and various organized activities in
the evening. By 1966-67 there were ten of these schools accommodating
more than 1,000 gifted children from poor homes in development towns
and areas, where the existing secondary education is frequently in-
adequate. The children attend the ordinary selective day school and
live in special boarding houses.

Even when children from these backgrounds manage to stay at
school and pass the school leaving examination, they often do not
succeed in obtaining a place in an institution of higher education. For
this reason the army and the universities have collaborated to set up a
programme for a small number of soldiers in their last year of army
service to prepare them for university entrance. Those who gain a place
in this programme are relieved of other duties and undertake full-time
studies for eight months; the aim is to increase the pass rate in the
competitive examinations for a university place and to reduce the drop-
out after embarking on a course.

This completes the description of the main policies. The following
section covers research undertaken or being undertaken, which either
directly evaluates these policies or has some bearing upon them, Where
no research findings are available, the policies are discussed in the light
of the assumptions made carlier in the paper.

Several relevant studies are under way on pre-school education.
Mention should also be made of a study concerning mothers and their
children some time before the pre-school stage. The study® is attempting
to discover how [ar improving mothers’ speech will aid the language
development of their infants. The assumption is that by the time the
child is three and can go to kindergarten he may already have fallen
behind in linguistic ability, which is a central part of intellectual
development at this stage. Therefore it is necessary to try to prevent this
occurring by teaching mothers the importance of talking to their
children from a very carly age. A sample of Oriental mothers of
different cducational levels was sclected, but difficulties were experi-
enced in getting them to co-operate by coming to lectures; the re-
searchers are therefore not optimistic about their results. The results of
the second part of the project, which sent secondary school girls to talk
to and play with one-year-old children for two hours a week, were
disappointing: there was no difference between the children who had
had this help and those who had not. But the mothers’ attitudes had
changed, and the girls learnt the importance of this activity, so there
may be some more favourable long-term effects. The use of adolescent
“girls, and for that matter boys, in projects .of this kind could well be
extended to become a regular part of their education. There is mounting
evidence about the importance of the earliest years, and if potential
parents can learn this at an early stage, much will have been gained.

This paper considers pre-school education at some length because, of
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the various compensatory measures Isracl has adopted, it is probably
the most likely to succeed, for the foliowing reasons. It attempts to deal
with the problem before it becomes a problem; it tries to change the
conditions which gave rise to it, and thus attacks its causes rather than
dealing with its symptoms; it provides a unique opportunity for contact
with parents, since at this age a child must be taken to and from school;
successful parental education may in turn affect attitudes towards the
rearing of younger children still at home. Yet it would be naive to expect
the provision of nursery education to achieve miracles, and completely
to wipe out the educational differences between Oriental and other
children. But for the reasons given above, it ought to be the lynch pin
in any plan which attempts this. There acre still many unresolved
questions about what kind of pre-school education would be most
cffective, and some cducationists are studying this issue. For cxample,
Dr. Sarah Smilansky has carried out several pieces of research.® She has
had some success in teaching children to read before they start ele-
mentary school, and is now investigating whether the gains children
make are maintained; she has been working with parents of the kinder-
garten children and found that about a third co-operated very well, a
quarter did not co-operate well, while the rest co-operated adequately.
Less recently she evaluated both play? and a scheme of ‘directive
teaching’ in which children were taught in a more structured way in
kindergartens. There were gains in 1.Q. scores initially, although these
were not maintained after two years. The intensive teaching mentioned
earlier, which is a less structured version of the same approach, has now
been widely adopted. But the evidence from this study indicates that if
long-term gains are to be achieved, more drastic measures involving
programmes designed to alter the child’s cognitive structure may be
necessary,

A Centre for Research in Education of the Disadvantaged now exists,
and one of the projects® under its auspices is studying the feasibility of
training mothers of three- and four-year-old children to teach their own
children at home. Materials have been developed which are used by
the mother with the guidance of aides, and for the purpose of com-
parison the same materials are being used by teachers in the kinder-
gartens; there is also a control group which does not receive the instruc-
tion at all. The assumption is that most mothers want to do the best for
their children, especially at this age, but that many of them do not
know how to go about it. Instead of using research workers, aides living
in the local community are trained to instruct the mothers in the use of
materials, as this is in the interest of better communication. Many of
the mothers do not read Hebrew, and some are illiterate, so in these
cases the material must be presented pictorially. The mothers work
through the programme with their children for twenty minutes a day,
five days a week. So far, after one year only two families out of 48 have

D
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discontinued. Results with respect to gains made by the children are
not yet available. The disadvantage of this kind of intervention is that
it will be expensive and difficult to organize on a large scale. But
earlier research has indicated the central importance of parental atti-
tudes in educational attainment, and a project which goes into homes
and works with mothers has obvious merits.

One of the most important controversies in educational policy sur-
rounds the question of whether children of different ability should be
taught together or not. In Israel a piece of research is now under way
on homogeneous and heterogeneous ability groupings at the pre-school
stage.® Its main aim is to discover whether disadvantaged children do
better in a mixed ability or class group or whether they progress faster
when they are placed in a separate group., Some interesting findings
have emerged: after two years of pre-school education all the children
had gained in 1.Q. scores, but the middle class children in the sample
had gained much more in spite of special individual tuterial instruction
given to the children from poor homes only. From this latter group
those in classes of mixed ability achieved higher 1.Q). scores than those
in homogeneous classes, but they seem to have gained less in terms of
social maturity measured by leadership roles, self-confidence, and
initiative, and less also in terms of creativity. The most startling finding
was that even among those young children there was little mixing in
school between the upper middle class and lower working class children
in the heterogencous groups. In spite of the fact that teachers felt they
were integrating well, the social interaction study revealed otherwise,
but an intermediate group of lower middle and upper working class
children established relationships with both the other groups, which
may have given the teachers the false impression that complete mixing
was taking place.

These findings fail to give clear-cut guidance to policy makers on the
issue of ability grouping. But the results with respect to social maturity
and mixing must weaken the conviction of those who argue that re-
zoning and re-definition of catchment areas is essential, so that one-class
schools may be eliminated. In Israel much more far-reaching policies
with respect to the_development towns and arcas would be necessary to
achieve this anyway.

Two important pieces of research have been undertaken® in order
to evaluate the primary school policies described earlier, The first of
these concerns the long school day. Space docs not permit going into
details about how this research was carried out, but its findings so far
are optimistic. Children undergoing the experiment did considerably
better in various tests than the control group, although the novelty
effect of a programme of this kind must not be discounted. The children
following a programme consisting largely of social activities gained
more than those following academic programmes, possibly because the
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latter group were less highly motivated. Since attendance for a long day
is based on the characteristics of schools—all pupils in that school
attending—there is little or no stigma for the individual pupil, But when
such schools are situated in large cities rather than development areas,
and choice is available to parents, the school itsell may become
stigmatized and shunned by the more affluent or better informed parent,
This may be an unavoidable consequence of such selective policies, but
policy makers should be aware of such a situation arising.

The second picce of research is on homogencous groupings. The
findings provide little support for those who wish to extend this policy.
There were no significant differences in the achievement of those in
groups of similar ability and those in groups of mixed ability, whether
the measure used was teachers’ assessment, intelligence, or school per-
formance. Therefore the main aim of the policy to give more help to
the less able children was not achieved. In fact, B level children
appeared to suffer a little from the lack of stimulation of A level
children, although it made no difference to C level children. The
number of children who moved between levels was small (4 per cent).
The type of grouping made little difference to the self-images of the
children: A stream children had a more favourable self-image whether
in mixed or high-ability groups. Motivation was also unaffected. These
inconclusive findings mirror those of many similar rescarch projects
carried out in Europe and the United Statcs.!* They do not provide
a strong case for introducing strcaming in Isracl, or abolishing it
elsewhere.

They certainly do not support the case for the introduction of setting.
This policy has been criticized in Israel on the grounds that it has been
introduced before adequate materials have been developed for the less
able children, and before teachers have been properly prepared to
operate it. A more cogent criticism is that it has been introduced in
spite of little evidence from other countries that it is likely to succeed.
Indeed, it is more likely to encourage a further polarization betwecn
children of Oriental and Western origins by separating them for the key
subjects of the curriculum in those schools where they are studying
together.

A follow-up of children benefiting from the relaxation of standards in
the transfer to academic secondary education suggests that this policy
has failed.’# Of those who achieved the lower norm only just over a third
entered academic secondary cducation. The proportion of those reach-
ing this standard who gained school-leaving certificates was only 8 per
cent, or 21 per cent of those who had started academic secondary
education. The problem of policies of this kind is that they treat the
symptoms rather than attack the causes of the problem, a fact which
few have failed to recognize since the implementation of the two norm
system. This is not true of the remaining policies at the primary level:
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intensive programmes and guidance to teachers. There is evidence to
suggest that the quality of teachers is one of the few inputs into the
school system which is a significant predictor of pupils’ attainment.3
Thus, although this policy has not been evaluated, existing knowledge
suggests that it is worth pursuing. Again, the intensive programmes have
not been evaluated but this approach also seems worth pursuing. In the
United States the long-term results of attempts to compensate dis-
advantaged children at the pre-school stage have not been successful
unless accompanied by a continuation of special programmes at the
elementary school stage. It may also be necessary to continue these in
the secondary schools.

There is a suspicion that the unspoken rationale behind setting is to
help the able children from Afro-Asian backgrounds to escape from
being dragged down by their less able contemporaries. This is certainly
one of the major reasons for the establishment of boarding schools for
such children. To avoid inadequate secondary education in develop-
ment areas they are accommodated in ‘boarding schools for the gifted’
in the town, ‘where they rub shoulders with the “normal” Western
middle-class populations of such institutions’.'* To date there has been
no published work based on a scientific evaluation of this scheme, But
the programme for men in the army, which like the boarding schools
is designed specifically for a hand-picked group of gifted young people,
is being evaluated.?s Little research is necessary to demonstrate that the
programme has been an outstanding success in terms of achieving its
goal of reducing drop-out among Oriental students: failure to complete
their course has been less frequent among those students who received
the programme’s special instruction than for a/{ students at the univer-
sity. The aim of the research is to examine the content of the programme
and to make recommendations about ways of improving it; and to
identify the factors affecting success or failure. For this purpose, a
sample of Oriental students who have not taken the course has been
selected as a control group. Learning problems, aspirations and expecta-
tions, motivation and self-image are being studied, and should provide
interesting cvidence on the nature of educational failure in higher
education. It is noteworthy that in Britain and in the United States the
educational performance of working-class students ceases to compare
badly with that of middle-class students, once the university stage has
been reached. !t :

What such research does not aim to do, and therefore cannot do, is
to challenge the basic philosophy behind this programme and the
boarding school scheme: that ‘the problem of the Orientals’ should be
tackled by increasing their numbers in the élite social positions of the
society. There is no evidence that a small-scale diversification of the
élite can achieve much. The hope that the Oriental recruits to positions
of status and power will provide models of upward mobility with which
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other members of the community will be able to identify, and later
emulate, seems far-fetched. Nor are many of them likely to return to
the development towns or areas to become the leaders of their com-
munity of origin. Those who have ambitions for a political career may
be more likely to go back to their home towns, as for complex reasons
there are political advantages in doing so. There are too many more
attractive opportunitics in the big cities, and to ask the newly-mobile to
reject these is to expect idealism and self-sacrifice in measures that few
possess. More important, is the selection of a small group of clever
children, on whom special care and extra resources will be lavished,
consistent with equality and social justice? Are not the less fortunate
average and below average children equally deserving, if not more
deserving, of extra help?

This leads to the concluding paragraphs of this paper. The overall
cflect of all the policies described so far is limited by the fact that there
are a number of central flaws in the Israeli educational system.1?

The formal structure of primary education reduces the likelihood that
the child with special cducational problems will be able to receive the
kind of individual help it needs to progress more satisfactorily. The
shortness of the school day means that an undue emphasis must be
placed on homework, which penalizes the child whose home is not
conducive to getting this done. Linked with this, the failure to treat
extra-curricular activities as an integral part of the educational system
means that less afluent children have few opportunitics to pursue them
and leads to the need for special programmes of such activities. The
training of teachers is inadequate from the point of view of length and
content, and young teachers emerge from their colleges with too little
theoretical and practical knowledge of the special difficulties of children
of Oriental origins. The allocation of educational resources favours the
children from middle class Western homes: for example, the least
experienced and least well qualified teachers are found in the vocational
schools and the development arcas.®

The development of a more extensive system of educational planning
is necessary, if such resources are to be more efficiently and equitably
allocated than at present. For example, it may be necessary to establish
a quota system for the deployment of qualified teachers, while they are
in short supply, to ensure that less prestigious schools and areas get a
higher proportion of qualified staff than others.

The Isracli system of sccondary education has frequently been
described as a bottleneck which prevents the successful flow of children
from elementary to further cducation. Until the long awaited reform of
secondary education is complete, it would not be an overstatement to
say that much of the effort that has been put into the policies discussed
here will be wasted. Thesystem at present is neither free nor compulsory,
and although over 85 per cent of children stay on at school, many do
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not complete the course. It is also highly selective, and as such socially
divisive. The arguments for abolishing selection in secondary education
are well known, and have been accepted by most commentators in
Isracl. They range from the failure to avoid serious mistakes in selection,
and the difficulty of transfer where such mistakes have been made, to
the lack of prestige and resources of the non-selective schools, which
therefore provide limited opportunities for their pupils. So long as most
Oriental children are educated in separate and often inferior schools,
much of the ‘horizon-widening’ taking place in the elementary schools
will be dissipated.

Tt is planned to establish compulsory non-selective schools for children
from thirteen to fifteen years of age throughout the country, and some
areas arc already experimenting with this system. How far this reform
will succeed depends on what happens at thc next stage. If the old
system of scparating out the élite is to continue at the 15 to 18 stage,
little more than a postponement of sclection from 13 +- to 15+ will have
taken place. The proportion of children staying on at school alter the
age of 15 might even decline, in that pupils who fail to qualify for
academic education might fcel more deterred by the prospect of
embarking on some other school course at this age than at 13 +.

To sum up: much of the point of the egalitarian reforms, many of
which are well conceived, is lost if they are forced to operate in a wider
framework which is élitist, and as such detrimental to the chances of
the less able and the less fortunate. Another way of putting this is to say
that certain changes in the universally provided system of education are
necessary before selective policies can work. When the basic structure
is reformed, positive discrimination in favour of the Oriental can be
applied. But even when such educational reforms are complete the gap
between Oriental and Western Jew will remain, less wide perhaps but
stili present. Educational failure is not just a function of a school system
which fails to provide the right context in which children other than
those of the educated middle class can learn. It is also a function of
families too large to provide the individual contact with parents which
children need to develop intellectually. There is plenty of evidence to
show that family size is an important variable affecting educational
attainment irrespective of class.’® Oriental families in Isracl have on
average several children more than the average family of Western
origin.?0 In spite of the political difficulties crcated by the wartime
situation and the presence of religious parties which would oppose such
a measure, free advice on family planning and free distribution of con-
traceptives should be available to these families. If the aim to narrow
the educational and economic gap between the two types of Israeli has
the high priority politicians claim it has, then the taboos on a national
drive to encourage family planning must be broken.

Secondly, educational failure is often a function of inadequatc hous-
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ing; there is abundant evidence to show that both overcrowding
measured by the number of persons per room and inadequate
amenities, such as lack of a bathroom, retard attainment at school. 2!
Again, this is irrespective of social class. A good deal of effort is being
put into improving the standard of housing in Israel, but further
resources should be devoted to this, especially directed towards Oriental
families with children of schoo! age. Improved income maintenance is
also necessary if more Oriental pupils are to stay on to the end of
secondary education, since many Oriental families cannot afford to
forgo their children’s earnings. Increased family allowances or main-
tenance grants for those who stay on at school after the school leaving
age are two possible ways of achieving this.

These are just a few of the policies which need to go hand in hand
with educational reform, if some of the disappointments the Americans
have met in attempting to compensate children from poor backgrounds
are to be avoided. Israel’s unique contribution to the development of
special educational policics designed to help the disadvantaged child
could well be threatened, were they to fail through being too narrowly
confined to one social service—namely education. There are conserva-
tive groups, including some middle class parents, who will be quick to
scize on the failure of such policies and to suggest they should be
abandoned rather than strengthened. As it is, Isracli policy totters on
the brink that divides élitism and egalitarianism. At one time the
philosophy of egalitarianism was fiercely held and practised. Some com-
mentators have suggested that it was pursued with too much vigour,
at the expense of Oriental children.2? This is a valid criticism, but it
would be a pity were it turned on its head to admit differentiation
whose main aim was too favour only the most able Oriental children.
We have seen that there are many practices of an élitist kind operating
today; the failure of some of the more egalitarian policies to improve
cducational performance could lead to further swings towards élitism.

No mention has been made of the education of Arab children in this
paper. But it ends with the sad note that the reason for this is that the
programmes described herc have not been developed for Arab children.
Arabs constitute about 13 per cent of the Isracli population, and are
even more in need of special help than the Jews of Oriental origin. The
charge that they are treated as second-class citizens may not be justified,
but it will be harder to refute as long as educational policies designed
to help the under-privileged exclude the Arab minority, for whom this
label is at least as appropriate as for the Afro-Asian Jew.
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REGISTER OF SOCIAL RESEARCH
ON ANGLO-JEWRY 1968—-71*

Marlena Schmool

Introduction

INCE the publication in December 1968 of the first ‘Register of
S Social Research on the Anglo-Jewish Community’! there has been

a steady increase of research in the area covered there. From the
interest shown in this field it has become clear that an up-to-date ver-
sion of the Register would be helpful both to those engaged on research
work and to others. The Research Unit has therefore revised the original
Register in the light of information available in January 1971;? projects
noted in the original Register and still in progress are also included.

- The layout of the present edition follows that of the original, which
was modelled on the Register of Research in the Human Sciences compiled
by the Ministry of Technology, London. For each project the following
information is given, in so far as it is relevant and available:

(a) title of the project;
{(b) short description;
(c)y the name of the person or committee responsible for the reseéarch;
( ) the name(s) of the principal research worker(s);
(e) the actual or proposed starting date;
{f) the actual or proposed complection date;
(g) date and details of publication of interim results;
(h) the actual or probable date and place of publication of ﬁnal
_results.

The Register is divided into two parts: Part A includes research
undertaken or sponsored by Jewish communal organizations; Part B
covers research undertaken under university auspices (as a rescarch
thesis or otherwise). Within cach part the entries have been listed in
alphabetical order of the names of the institutions sponsoring the re-
search (where appropriate, the words ‘University of’ are omitted).
Research projects have been numbered serially throughout the Register

* This paper was prepared in the course of the work of the Statistical and Demographic
Research Unit of the Board of Depatics, London.
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for subsequent convenience of reference. In Part A are included re-
search projects undertaken by provincial communities where such
projects cover more than the routine collection of communal statistics.
An innovation in the present edition is the inclusion of an index of
authors and research workers; the reference number in the index refers
to the serial number of the project as given in the Register.

Inquiries regarding a particular entry should be addressed to the
person or organization undertaking the research. It would be appreci-
ated if information on further projects would be sent to the Research
Officer at the Board of Deputies, London, so that the Register may be
kept up-to-date.

Part A. Research undertaken by Fewish Communal Organizations

BOARD OF DEPUTIES OF BRITISH JEWS
Statistical and Demographic Rescarch Unit,
Woburn House, Upper Woburn Place,
London, WC1H oEP

Established 1965. Compiles statistical data on various aspects of the
community and prepares interpretative studies of trends, etc. ¢. Func-
tions under a Special Committce which is. a sub-committee of the
Board’s Exccutive Committee (Chairman of Special Committee: Mr.
Harry Landy); d. Honorary Research Adviser: Professor S. J. Prais;
Research Officer: Mrs. Marlena Schmool.

1. a. Trends in synagogue marriages in Great Britain,
c.d. Asabove.
e. January 1966.
g. Reports on 1966, 1967, 1968, and 1969 available in mimco-
graph. '
h. ‘Statistics of Jewish Marriages in Great Britain, 1901-65’,
JJS, Vol. IX, No. 2, December 1g67.
‘Synagoguc Marriages in Great Britain: 1966-68’, 775,
Vol. XII, No. 1, June 1970.
Demographic trends in Anglo-Jewry. :
Analyses of the Anglo-Jewish population based on fertility,
mortality, and marriage statistics.
cd. Asabove.
e January 1966 (marriage).
April 1966 (mortality).
May 1968 (fertility).
g. Report on births, marriages, and deaths, 1969, available in
mimeograph.
h. ‘The Size and Structure of the Anglo-Jewish Population,
1960-65", 77§, Vol. X, No. 1, June 1968.
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‘Statistics of Milah and the Jewish Birth-Rate in Britain’,
JJS, Vol. X1I, No. 2, December 1g970.
The socio-cconomic structure of Jews in England and Wales.
Analysis of a sample of Jewish deaths (carried out with the
help of the Registrar General).
d. Asabove.
January 1968. :
Causes of death among Jews in England and Wales.
. As entry No. 3.
January 1968.
Trends in synagogue membership.
Study of the size and development of the different synagogal
groups and of the geographical distribution of the Jewish
population of Greater London,

e

TrpoCPROD
[¢]
o,

c.d. Asabove.
e. June 196g.
f. December 1971.
6. a. Statistics of Jewish education.
b. The extent of Jewish education received by school-age

children in Great Britain.
cd. Asaboveé.
c. December 1969,

INSTITUTE OF JEWISH AFFAIRS
13-16 Jacob’s Well Mews,
George Street, London, WiH 5PD.

Established London, 1966. Conducts research into international and
national questions affecting the welfarc and status of Jews throughout
the world.

7. a. Aspects of Jewish identity.

b. A sample study of the Jewish population of Greater London
investigating their nature, forms, and degree of identifica-
tion with Jewry.

Professor S. J. Gould with Rescarch Board.

Miss R, Scal.

June 1968.

1971-72,

Young Jews and the New Left.

The personal circumstances and motivations prompting
young Jews to join the New Left; how this affects or is
affected by their attitude to Jewish issues, especially to
Israel and the Arab-Israel conflict.

Professor P. S. Cohen.

Miss S. Bornstein.

TP Mmoo

a0
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-¢.-  September 1970.
f. . Spring 1972.

}ﬁwxsn WELFARE BOARD
74a Charlotte Street, London, WiP 2AH.

The principal functions of the Board fall under the headings of Gencral
Welfare, Convalescence, Loans, Welfare of Old Pcople, Welfare and
Employment of Boys, and Family Welfare.

9. a. Allowance survey. .
b, A study to assess the role of wcckly allowances, monetary
: and non- monetary help, in the families receiving weekly
allowances and in a control group selected by a random
method from all the other cases in the department.
d. Mrs. R. Beenstock.
e. March 1968.
L. December 1968.

MERSEYSIDE JEWISH REPRESENTATIVE COUNCIL,
Demographic and Sociological Unit,
5 Oxford Street, Liverpool 7.

Study of patterns and trends in the Jewish population of Merseyside.

10. a. Demographic studies of the Liverpool Jewish community. -
c. Dr. M. Goodman.

e. 1965, continuing.

g. Demographic data is available for 1965-70.

h. ‘A Research Note on Jewish Education on Mersey51de,
1962°, 778, Vol. VII, No. 1, June, 1g65.

‘Liverpool Jewry’, In tlze Dzspemon Vol. 5-6, World Zionist
Organization, Spring 1966,

Part B. Research undertaken under university auspices

BRISTOL, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY
Bristol, 2.

1. a. The identity of some Bristol Jews.
b. . Astudy of 55 Orthodox and Liberal Jews in the Bristol area.

c. S. Harris (for M.Sc.; supervisor: Dr. T. G. I. Hamnett),
‘ September 1967.

e.

f. June 1970, )

g. Thesis available at the University library.
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BRUNEL UNIVERSITY, DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLGGY
Kingston Lane, Uxbridge, Middlesex.

12, a.
b.

e

A study of Jewish families in London.

A dcpth study of middle- and working-class families covering
power patterns within the Jewish family, inter-personal
family relationships, individuals’ self-images, and the
presence of any eastern European emotional heritage. :
Mrs. M. Fachler {for M.A.; supervisor: Prof‘essoz D. Mlllcr)
September 1970.

October 1971.

THE CITY UNIVERSITY,

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SCIENCE AND HUMANITIES A
St. John Street, London, E.C. 1 ‘

One of the areas of research encouraged is race and minority studies.”

13. a.
b.

>moe o

A comparative study of minorities in Britain.
Analysis of material relating to Jews and other minorities,
both white and coloured, in order to clarify theories con-

cerning the adjustment of minority groups to British soc1cty
Dr. E. Krausz,

April 196g.

April 1971, '

Ethnic Minorities in Britain, McGibbon and Kec, London,
September 1971.

LIVERPOOL, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SCIENCE
Bedlord Street, Liverpool 7.

4. a.

b.

™o e

Jewish ideology and Jewish community.

Interrelation between Jewish cultural and religious ele-
ments, showing their impact on 'the Jewish community in
Liverpool and its social structure.

Dr. N. Kokosalakis.

Mr. G. Littlejohn,

1970.

End of 1972,

LONDON SCHOQOL OF ECONOMICS AND
POLITICAL SCIENCE DEPARTMENT OF S$OCIOLOGY
Houghton Street, London, WC2A 2AE.

15. a.

b.

Role and structure of the Anglo-Jewish Rabbinate.

The social background, training, and role of ministers
serving congregations in England. Based on a questionnaire
survey and depth interviews. T~
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Mrs. M. Schmool (for M.Phil.; supervisors: Professors
M. Frcedman and P. S. Cohen). )
September 1968.

1972.

NOTTINGHAM, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY
University Park, Nottingham, NG7 2RD.

16, a.

b.

17.

®oe o

ORI D

A comparison of inter-generational relations in the Jewish
and non-Jewish family,

An analysis of four types of conflict based on intervicws with
a sample of Jewish youths and their parents.

G. Cromer (for M.A.; supervisor: Professor S. J. Gould).
October 1967.

October 1971.

Social Mobility of the Jewish Immigrant.

An empirical study of social mobility based on a survey of
Baghdadi Jews, from India and the Far East, now living in
London. '

P. Gottlieb (for M.Phil.; supervisor: Professor S. J. Gould).
October 1967,

October 1969.

Articles in Encyclopaedia Fudaica describing the contemporary
situation under the following headings:

(i) India, (i) Bombay, (iii) Cochin, (iv) Pakistan,

THE OPEN UNIVERSITY,
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SCIENCE
Walton Hall, Walton, Nr. Bletchley, Bucks.

18. a.

b.

o B

The financing systems of minority groups.

Minority groups provide religious, cultural, and educational
facilities for their members. This research investigates how
these activities arc financed; whether the system of finance
can act as a measure of group identity; and applies general
cconomic principles concerning taxation and subsidies to
minority group taxation. The minority groups studicd are
the Jewish, Polish, and Cypriot communities in the UK,
L. Wagner.

June 1970.

April 1971.

End of 1g971.
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OXFORD, ORIEL COLLEGE

Ig..a.

Se oo

—
—

Social Determinants in the Religious Practices and Or-
ganization of the Jews in England, with special reference to
the United Synagogue.

The influence on religious practices and organization of the
changing economic, cultural, and social circumstances of
Jews in English society. Detailed attention is given to the
organizational structure of the United Synagogue; the
emergence and legitimation of new patterns of authority;
the division of functions between lay and ecclesiastical
bodies and their relationship; and the importance and
effects of bureaucracy.

S. Sharot (for Ph.D.; supervisor: Dr. B. R, Wilson).
October 1965.

October 1968.

‘Secularization, Judaism and Anglo-Jewry’, in M. Hill ed.,
A Sociological Yearbook of Religion in Britain, 4, SCM Press,
London 1971.

QUEEN MARY COLLEGE, DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS
Mile End Road, London, E1 4NS.

20. a.
b.

lar e
H

Leisure-time activities of Jewish youth.

Sample-survey of Jewish youth in London, the results to be
compared with those of an earlier study in 1964 (‘Leisure
Activities of Jewish Teenagers in London’, 77§, Vol. VIII,
No. 2, December 1966).

A. Ziderman.

Autumn 1g70.

Summer 1971.

UNIVERSITY OF SHEFFIELD,
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC HISTORY
Western Bank, Shefficld 10.

21, a.

b.

=0

Anglo-Jewish responsc to immigration and racial tension,
1950-70.

A short history of Jewish and coloured immigration to
Britain, examining the Jewish response to coloured immi-
gration as expressed in newspaper reports and through the
work of both Jewish communal institutions and individual
Jews.

Miss M. Waldenberg (for M.A.; supervisor: Mr. C. Holmes).
October 196g.

January 1971.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

22. a. Evolution of Jewish education in England with special
reference to Liverpool, 1840-1957.
b. A study of education in Jewish voluntary schools, against

~ the background of national cducation and the sociology and
demography of Anglo-Jewry. Hebrew teaching in board
and voluntary schools is contrasted with traditional methods.
C. C. P. Hershon (for Ph.D.; supervisor: Mr. G. R. Batho).
October 1968.

June 1972.

T

NOTES

1S5chmool, M., The Jewish Journal of 2 My thanks go to Professor S. J.
Sociology, Vol. X, No. 2, December Prais and to Mrs. M, Hyman for their
1968. assistance in compiling this Register.
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THE NEW YORK KEHILLAH, 1908—22
Lloyd P. Gartner

(Review Article)

standardized historical portrait of the eastern European
' immigrant in America between the 1880s and the 1920s has

been naturalized in American historiography. It depicts masses
of oppressed and impoverished Jews from Russia, Poland, and Rumania
coming to the United States during an era of prodigious urban growth
and industrial development, and settling on the Lower East Side of
New York and similar working class neighbourhoods in every large city.
These immigrant hives, the portrait implies, were a necessary ‘portal to
America’ (lately a modish title) for insecure and unadjusted aliens
making their way in a strange country. In those days the Jews were
sometimes pedlars and small shopkeepers, but the more interesting
segment was the sweatshop tailors. For it was among them that socialists
and Yiddish writers and journalists, encouraged by upper-class urban
reformers, cstablished a trade union movement which abandoncd
revolutionary aspirations and became instead a model of trade union
skill and innovation, and a torchbearer of urban reform. The immigrant
Jewish masses, we arc to understand, adjusted to their new society by
quickly discarding their religious traditions, except for a pathetic rear-
guard. Educators, trade union leaders, Gentile reformers, and social
workers all stirred political interest among the immigrants and their
children, who finally found their political home in the New Deal of the
1930s. They rapidly entered the middie classes while retaining their
liberal politics, supposedly owing to Biblical moral imperatives and the
communal traditions which they inherited.
This portrait does somewhat explain conspicuous phenomena of the
last thirty to forty years: the swift economic rise of American Jewry,
its predominantly liberal politics, and ‘the eminent role of Jews in
cultural life. The most noteworthy exposition from this viewpoint is
Moses Rischin, The Promised City: New York's Jews, 1870-1914.1 Allon
Schoener’s collection of photographs and newspaper articles is called
Porial to America: The Lower East Side 1870-19252, which implies its
orientation, while Ronald Sanders’s skilful popular book The Downtown
Jews? presents the immigrants in essentially the same-focus. There are
also other works.
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There is too much that this by now conventional wisdom of the
historians does not account for. It hardly examines the intricate change
of immigrant Jewish religion—small ‘0’ orthodoxy—to Judaism,
American style. Perhaps this omission is because American historians
and sociologists in general are liberal, secular men, and when they
must analyse religious history are most comfortable when locating and
handling movements towards secularization and accommodation
with contemporary culture, Few seem temperamentally and education-
ally equipped to come to grips with sacred texts and ecclesiastical
politics as they are indeed in the case of social ideologies or govern-
mental politics. (A superlative exception was Perry Miller, while
Charles S. Liebman has been writing effectively on American Judaism
mainlyin recent American Jewish Year Books. One recalls here Morton G.
White’s insistence that historians who write about philosophers must
learn some philosophy.4) Religion, always central in American Jewish
history, has been treated mostly in facile terms of modernization and
acculturation. No less a cliché has been the conception of immigrant
voters as radicals or as simple souls controlled by political bosses, slowly
finding their way into left-of-centre New Dealism. That Jews were New
Deal stalwarts is unquestioned, but the explanation of the fact has been
simplistic and inadequate. Thus, if the claim is correct that their
deprivations as immigrants turned the Jews permanently to liberalism
what shall be said of the Italians? Their immigration was contemporary
with the Jews’ and they were probably more deprived, yet they re-
mained a generally conservative group. Some rather blurry explana-
tions of Jewish liberalism invoke Biblical calls to justice and prophetic
righteousness. But rural and small-town Protestants have known their
Law and Prophets probably better than any element of the American
population, and they have been arch-conservative. {One also refrains
from commenting on the self-serving implications of identifying Biblical
religion with a particular political outlook.) As to Jewish continuity
itself, except as a liberal political and intellectual force, that has been
regarded sometimes regretfully as a product of antisemitism and of
solidarity with persecuted Jews elsewhere.

Among the many blank spaces in the standardized portrait is any
serious reckoning with the immigrant and other Jews who purposefully
sought to reinterpret Jewish ethnic life in conscious awarencss of
American life and conditions. During the immigrant era there were
actually significant movements towards reorganizing the Jewish group
and redirecting its activitics. Eastern European Jews, rich in communal
experience, did not attempt to transfer their old oligarchic kehillah
(‘community’; the cognate kahal is usually its executive body}); nor did
they take to the existing arrangement of local synagogues and charitable
societies, but in stumbling fashion sought new structures. Leading
historians, when they noticed communal movements among the
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immigrants, dealt with them summarily, To Oscar Handlin they were
‘Imitative reactions to the ‘narrow nationalism’ among the nativists,
while John Higham, the historian of nativism, follows Eric F. Goldman
and writes of the forced, condescending Americanization which ‘hurled
large blocs of immigrants into compensatory chauvinisms of their own’,
among which this thoughtful historian includes Zionism.5 When
historians of this calibre quite casually classify ethnic expression merely
as reflexcs of external intolerance, then it is really necessary to examinc
how immigrant Jews (and not only they) refounded themselves as a
voluntary American ethno-religious body. This restructuring of
organized Jewish life and its continued vigour, the adaptation of
mherited Judaism into an American religion, and the continuation of
group solidarity well beyond the immigrant age, are all to be accounted
for. Such an account is the implicit purpose, as it is the end result, of
Goren’s book.*

Around 1880 the communal life of the 250,000 to 280,000 American
Jews consisted of a few hundred congregations loosely federated in the
Union of American Hebrew Congregations, B’nai B'rith and some
other [raternal orders, and a great many local charitable societics. By
the mid-1920s there were over four mitlion Jews and dozens of function-
ing national organizations. The scale and conception of Jewish life had
changed. Early in the twentieth century manifold interests and
activities arose—cultural, philanthropic, recreational, overseas—which
far transcended what might be expected of a group identifying itself
above all as an American religious denomination. Many other activities
such as trade unionism, political groups, and left-wing causes were not
Jewish only in a formal sense. The woes of poor Jews which had been
unobtrusively assuaged by little charities in 1880 became massive and
public. New York City, the boom city of the Western world, became
the greatest urban centre of Jews in history, the overwhelming majority
of them poor immigrants. The implications of emancipation and
American life as the uptown native Jews understood them, however,
virtually prohibited a comprehensive organized Jewish community.
They openly feared the idea of a state within the state at a time when
the East Side looked like one. Besides, if a community were governed
by numbers they would be overwhelmed by the immigrants. There was
no denying the need, however, to organize the immigrants in leaguc
with the natives somehow to grapple with formidable problems of
health, education, labour, and crime, and to defend the East Side’s
good name upon which the uptowners’ own reputation indirectly de-
pended. It was clear that the immigrants could not orga nize themselves,

* ARTHUR A. COREN, New York Jews and lhe'Quzsl Jor Community, The Kehillah Experiment,
1908-1g22, xii + 361 pp., Columbia University Press, New York and London, 1970, £4-50
or $10.00.
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Their traditional lay and rabbinic communal leadership mostly
did not come to America, and those who came proved impotent;
Jewish trade unionists and socialist journalists were indifferent or
hostile to Jewish communal organization; the orthodox were having
little success in acclimatizing themselves to American life. Most simply,
the vast majority of immigrants worked too long and hard to concern
themselves with remote, abstract problems, and those of their sons who
might be rising lawyers or business men could not yet provide leader-
ship. While the uptowners opposed an organized Jewish community for
the city, on the East Side it was fclt that such a community had to be
established by those who were fully American in culture, wealth, and
connexions: in other words by those who symbolized what the
immigrants hoped to make of themselves in America. In the contem-
porary context, this meant that the initiative had to come from the
masterful omnipresent Jacob H. Schiff and Louis Marshall.

Schiff, Marshall, and those close to them were persuaded only by a
sense of danger that words said and charges made against the East Side
and its immigrants would undermine their own high status, and that
only the Jews acting collectively could cure or improve the social ills
of the Lower East Side. The Kehillah of New York City was founded
upon this paradox of distrust of an organized community and practical
need for its services. It was to concern itself with internal problems
only, while the uptowners’ recently founded American Jewish Com-
mittee was recognized as the exclusive representative for external
matters. In return for the Committee’s recognition of the Kehillah as
representing immigrant Jewry and the indispensable financial support
from Committee notables, the Kehillah innocuously styled itself ‘the
constituent of the American Jewish Committee in its twelfth district’.
The functioning head of the Kehillah was Rabbi Judah L. Magnes of
Temple Emanu-El, the foremost Reform congregation, one of the most
attractive persons in early twenticth century Amecrican Jewry. His
uptown connexions combined with personal magnetism, Zionist
beliefs, and increasing attachment to traditional Judaism, made him
the ideal person to bridge the uptown-downtown chasm. The immi-
grants’ dependence upon, and admiration for, the natives is clearly scen
from their delegates’ election of the uptown leaders to dominant places
on the Kehillah’s board. On the other hand, nothing better illustrates
the education of uptown by downtown than the generous treatment of
the newly established Bureau of Jewish Education directed by the
dynamic and original, but financially improvident, Samson Benderly.
The philanthropists swallowed sufficient of their misgivings about in-
tensive Hebrew education in a Zionist spirit to support this most
expensive of Kehillah’s projects, out of a typically conservative anxicty
that East Side young were recklessly abandoning the faith of their
fathers for political or cultural radicalism, or for hedonism and crimin-
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ality. They had re-established the Jewish Theological Seminary in
1902 for similar reasons. The bright young men recruited by Benderly
Jor his Bureau staff werc mostly college students or recent graduates,
who sought to educate their contemporaries in a fusion of modern
Hebraism and religious tradition. The staff and its wider intellectual
circle were strongly influenced by the challenging new ideas of the
cultural nationalists Ahad Ha’am (Asher Ginzberg) and Simon Dubnov.
In fact, it is not far-fetched to suggest that the doctrines of these two,
in the matrix of the acculturating Lower East Side, gave birth to the
theory of cultural pluralism. Its early exponents came from this circle—
Magnes, Isracl Friedlander, Isaac B. Berkson, Mordecai M. Kaplan,
and at some remove Horace M. Kallen and Ludwig Lewisohn; and
Brandeis himself when he embraced Zionism. Randolph Bourne seems
to have been the only non-Jewish cultural pluralist before 1g20.

Other activities of the Kehillah broadly illustrate the attempt to find
the proper scope for voluntary Jewish communal life under conditions
of emancipation. Thus, the supervision of a kasher meat supply had
been a communal function for generations, deriving its justification
from common religious values. The Kehillah of New York City entered
the field for a quite different reason, because the kasher meat industry
was defrauding the religious consumer and causing public scandal.
Had the industry been operating properly the Kehillah would not have
entered, for it was neutral to kashrut as a religious value. The immigrant
Orthodox rabbis, who lost their authority and most of their prestige in
the passage from eastern European to American Jewish life, expected
the Kehillah’s plan to place its kashrut programme under their super-
vision to restore much of their status. But the replacement of small-town
slaughterer-butchers in the old country by untrammelled aggressive
meat-packers with their hired religious functionaries lending religious
legitimation, proved too much for the Kehillah. It gave up, and thus
gained the enmity of the immigrant rabbis. Charity, another venerable
communal function, was the principal Jewish activity of the uptowners,
and as such was let alone by the Kehillah downtowners who supplied
almost all the beneficiaries. The Federation for the Support of Jewish
Philanthropic Socicties (later the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies)
of New York City, which was constituted in 1917, originated from the
Kehillah’s Bureau of Philanthropic Research.

The Kchillah attempted to establish relations with a powerful new
moral and social force, the Jewish labour movement. The Jewish
unions frequently resorted to Schiff, Marshall, and Magnes to reason
with employers and settle strikes because of the great influence and
authority of these men as Jews—certainly there were non-Jewish
financiers, lawyers, and clergymen available, had they been wanted.
The Kehillah also established a Bureau of Industry in which Paul
Abelson and other able mediators solved serious labour issues in the fur,
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millinery, and lesser industries. In the minds of labour leaders, however,
their Jewishness and that of their members and employers, like the
Yiddish widely employed in the unions, were accidental and transitory.
The unions and their allied [raternal order Arbeiter Ring, declined to be
associated with the organized Jewish community. Class consciousness
outweighed ethnic solidarity; but could a deeper reason have been sour
memories of disdain for the working man on the part of kshal oligarchs
in the old country?

Goren’s chapters on ‘Crime in the Jewish Quarter’ and ‘Crime
Fighting by the Kehillah’ which integrate New York City politics,
personal motives, reform movements to expose crime and its Tammany
Hall links, and the Kehillah’s anti-crime efforts on the Lower East Side,
rank among the most fascinating and revealing discussions yet written
on Jewish communal and social problems. The immigrant quarter,
extremely touchy about its public reputation, for years denied or
glossed over criminal activities—mainly commercial crime-—in its
midst. The uptown natives, for their part, realized that not only was
crime on the Lower East Side a moral peril but it was affecting their
good name. So the Kchillah undertook a project so far as I know with-
out precedent or successor in the annals of Diaspora Jewry. At the risk
of labelling crime ‘Jewish’ it maintained a detective burcau with Mayor
Gaynor’s full co-operation. In close liaison with the police, this Bureau
of Social Morals performed salutary service for several years in ridding
the Jewish quarter of vicious conditions.

It is cvident that the only tie between the old community and the new,
besides the word ‘Kehillah’ itself, was the ancient Jewish group
solidarity feeling of corporate responsibility. Otherwise the contrast 1s
sharp between the legal unity under oligarchic domination in eastern
Europe, and the approach to American popular democracy under the
benevolent Jewish patriciate. The Kehillah of New York City assumed
newroles for a Jewish community while abandoning many of the historic
ones. As a polity it also differed radically from its European forebear,
Besides exercising its moral power it functioned as an unofficial political
force in the city’s life thanks to its numbers and communal leaders.
The Kehillah was thus a means by which immigrants as well as natives
took the steps to become a voluntary American ethno-religious body.
The decline of the Kehillah from 1917 seems less explicable than its
rise. Certainly the shift of interest to overseas affairs, including Palestine,
after 1914 and the flow of money outwards sapped energies devoted to
the Kehillah. The indispensable Magnes’s outspoken pacifism in
1917-18 made untenable his position as a Jewish leader. But perhaps
there were subtler reasons. Was the number of Jews so vast and their
acculturation to New York so rapid that their sense of minority and
strangeness was diluted to the point where a distinct polity was no
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longer wanted? At any rate, the Kehillah was extinct by 1g22. In
contrast to developments in other American cities, New York Jewry
never again organized itself centrally.

The reader will be inclined to compare Goren’s work with Rischin’s
mentioned ahove. Rischin, however, regarded the immigrant Jews’
group life as of slight significance and hardly paid it any attention. His
meticulously researched book conceives of them moving into the main-
strcam of urban Progressivism, led by Abe Cahan and his Forward and
by Jewish and Christian civic reformers, with the climax reached in the
victorious strikes of 19og-16. The immigrants’ Judaism appears to
Rischin a vanishing, irrecoverable quantity, and he is fascinated by
their speedy absorption of, and contributions to, contemporary cultural
modernism in Yiddish as well as English garb. Goren, who hardly deals
with the social and cconomic life of New York Jews as does Rischin, is
far more sensitive to the nuances of their Judaism. Both books are
indispensable and complement cach other, but I think Goren knows
his people better.

The entire Kchillah story with its ramifications is told masterfully.
Goren has combed the general, Anglo-Jewish, and especially the
Yiddish press. Besides using the papers of Schiff, Marshall, Warburg,
Abelson, and others, he has worked through the abundant documents
of the Kehillah itself which are among the judah L. Magnes archives in
Jerusalem. Here and there it would have helped to draw evidence
from other contemporary eastern European immigrant communities
west of the Elbe and the Hudson, and to devote more attention to similar
phenomena among other immigrant groups in the American metro-
polis. But as it stands, New York Fews and the Quest for Community is the
suggestive, mature, fully realized work of an American Israeli, with its
American and Jewish dimensions fully integrated.

NOTES

1 Published in 1962, I have discussed 5 Oscar Handlin, ‘Immigration in
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2 Published in New York, 1967,

3 Published in New York, 196g.
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STUDENT REVOLT AND
GENERATIONAL CONEFLICT:
PHANTASY AND REALITY*

Percy S. Cohen

(Review Article)

N a rccent inaugural lecture, a distinguished British sociologist put

the view that the events which preoccupied the members of a num-

ber of universities in the last decade or so might have received an
undeserving amount of attention or, at least, the wrong kind of atten-
tion.* This is a view deserving of attention, but whether it is accepted
or not 1s very much a matter of taste and of opinion: for in the medium-
long run, in which some of us are not dead, but sufficiently alive to
remembcr the events of the 1960s known as the students’ revolt (and,
who knows, perhaps of the 70s and 8os too}, it may be that they will be
considered as trivial as the advent of the New Look in 1947, or as
important as the expressions of Black anger which also occurred in the
1960s.

It 1s far better to stick to the easier sociological task of asking the
following questions.

What are the characteristics of these events or types of event? Why
do they occur at some time and place and not at others? Who leads the
movements and what is the importance of leadership in them? Who are
the followers and who, among them, the activists and who the more
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passive supporters? What are the processes which are common to the
cvents (or, as some would prefer, what is their ‘internal dialectic’)?
And so on. And no doubt readers of this Journal will specifically ask two
more questions: are Jews over-represented in the events of the student
revolt and, if so, why? (Some will not even ask the questions, but will
assume that both facts and causes have been well established.)

First, some facts. Student participation, taking either violent or
allegedly violent form, in the political activities of the wider socicty,
and using the universitics or other institutions of learning as bases from
which to act, is no new or recent phenomenon. One can arguc over its
history, but it was certainly a very visible phenomenon in nineteenth-
century western, central, and eastern Europe (though scarcely in
Britain and the United States), and even in the non-metropolitan areas
of European empires; and such events certainly recurred in those
places in the first two or three decades of the twentieth century, Further-
more, this type of student political activism played—or is alleged, at
least by its participants, to have played—an important part in the
struggle for colonial freedom in Africa and the Middle and Far East,
and elscwhere.

Nor is there anything very new in the expression of student power
within universities, with criticisms of curricula, examination methods
(and results), or even the demand for and achievement of participation
in university decision-making; this type of protest has been common for
some time in, for example, India and Latin America, while in some of
the countries of the Latin American sub-continent a good dcal of
student representation and participation has been achicved.

What was special about the events of the 1960s in the United States,
Western Europe, and Japan was the combination of three sets of
student pressures: to influence wider political events and to use the
universities as bases for these activities; to implicate universities in the
‘perpetration of political crimes’; and to scek reforms of varying degrees
of radicalism in the administration of universities so as to control the
use of resources, to decide on the moral acceptability of their origins,
to influencc the procedures and content of teaching and assessment, and
to make studies more ‘rclevant’, (The term ‘relevance’ is intercstingly
ambiguous. To some, studies should have more ‘relevance’ to the
understanding of the social world in which they live, and this ¢riticism
applies particularly to the teaching of the social sciences and the
humanities, though perhaps even to the natural sciences as well. To
most of these critics, studies should also be more ‘relevant’ to the task
of changing the world. However, to other critics studies should be less
academic and more ‘relevant’ to career and job requirements. There
are, of course, always some critics who would argue for greater ‘rele-
vance’ in all three senses, on the assumption that it is one of the ‘inner
contradictions’ of capitalist socicties that universities not only teach
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little about the real world or how to change it, but even fail to provide
the necessary education for the maintenance of an cfficient capitalism
and a contented class of capitalist managers, doctors, teachers, civil
servants, ctc. Clearly, this criticism has the best of all worlds.)

There can be much debate as to whether all the cases of university
confrontation involving these three sets of pressures were spontaneous
cxamples of parallel development, or whether diffusion—in the form of
written ideas or of their human exponents in receipt of substantial
travel grants—had a large part to play; but there is now little dispute
about one thing: that there are certain common conditions in advanced
industrial socicties in which such events can occur, whether or not their
occurrence is also influenced by contagion.

There are several principal forms of explanation of these events or
types of event and most of the explanations can be readily recognized as
convenient to those who expound them. At the one extreme there are
explanations which readily lend themselves to the justification of revolt,
and at the other there are those which equally well lend themselves to
the justification of a punitive or, at least, suppressive attitude. The first
type of explanation (and there is considerable variety within this type)
is that given by the militant students and by some of their academic
and other supporters. The central tenets of these explanations are as
follows. Capitalist society has now reached its final stage (though doubt-
less there will be several more final stages to come) in which it requires
ever repressive measures against the working class and the colonial
third world. It also recognizes the need for an ever-increasing number
of university graduates to man the bureaucratic system, and so it must
provide for university and other educational expansion in which the
educational process itself is either neglected or ignored at the expense
of expansion itself; the system, nevertheless, manages to produce a class
of revolutionary intellectuals whose task is to unmask it, to combat the
new agencics of mental control and, possibly, join with manual, in-
dustrial, technical or other workers, such as teachers, as well as peasants
in far away places, in bringing about a new form of society.

This theory does recognize that ‘late-capitalist society’, which is still
alive and kicking rather brutally, may show some forms of apparent
tolerance in sex and the arts; but this ‘tolerance’ is spurious and, in fact,
repressive, since it serves to encourage the view that liberalism survives;
however, where such ‘tolerance’ permits effective criticism it becomes
yet another manifestation of the ‘contradictions of capitalist society’.
In the main, capitalist liberalism is being, or has already been, under-
mined and, given the fact that it needs to process and use the almost
dehumanized products of education, it creates greater alienation of
students from the system. However, most students, like most workers,
suffer from ‘false consciousness’. They really believe not only the con-
tent of what they are taught, but even accept some of the values with
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which they are indoctrinated with much lack of subtlety. But, as with
workers, this ‘false consciousness’ is dispelled among the mass of
students as a result of confrontation with authority, which reveals the
brutality of naked power which the cloak of legitimacy conceals.
While such confrontations can be engineered, there is usually no need
to do so: for the very demand for the rights preached by liberal capitalist
society—such as the freedom of speech and demonstration—produce
denials of these, which provoke protest. Protest, in turn, produces
repressive measures, often involving the use of police on university
sites. All of this leads to a recognition that the connexion between in-
different teaching, inefficient, dehumanized, and authoritarian educa-
tion, and the tacit support by universities for wars of internal and
external ‘imperialism’, is far from fortuitous.

This might sound like a caricature of the militant student view, for
it is impossible to do justice to all variants of it; and any attempt to
summarize a complex doctrine cannot but be something of a caricature,
especially when the exponents of such a doctrine write in a language
lending itself to it. But let one thing be said now: there is more than a
grain of truth in this theory or model of student revolt, though it could
be stated in rather a different form.

At the other cxtreme are the theories which explain the revolt
largely in terms of the characteristics of students themselves, and per-
haps of the social conditions which elicit these characteristics. One
crude version is the ‘Spock-generation’ theory, which runs as follows:
this is a generation which has been reared so permissively that it can
tolerate neither direction from authority nor ‘no’ for an answer; thus,
when it is told that there are certain rules which it must accept, it
rebels; when its right to rebel is denied, it howls with infantile rage.

This theory, too, may contain a small grain of truth, though, like the
former, it needs to be stated in rather different terms, and with rather
different emphasis, to have any real explanatory value of other than a
minority phenomenon: after all, there is little evidence that Spock-like
child-rearing and adolescent treatment were at all widespread outside
the United States some twenty or more years ago, and it is most un-
likely that such methods of upbringing would have been found in
Japan ten years ago, or even now.2

Neither Habermas nor Feuer, the two principal writers considered
here, takes ecither of these extreme positions in their crude forms; how-
cver, Habermas’s position is nearer to the first than to the second, if
only because it is more sociological; while Feuer’s position is nearer to
the second than to the first, if only because it is more psychological. But
there is a little more to it than that. Habermas, for all his pertinent
criticisms of the militant view, has more sympathy for the goals in-
herent in it, whereas Feuer has little, and his theory is meant to rob the
meaning of student radicalism of much of its credibility.
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Habermas’s book, Toward a Rational Seciety, is a set of essays, albeit
linked in orientation and interest; but it is the first threc of the essays
on the university and democracy, on the nature of contemporary
student protest (with special reference to Germany), and a critical
appraisal of the German movement, which are essentially relevant to"
this review. In these three essays Habermas sets out his own academic
ideology, seeks to explain the particular character of the student
protest movement in Germany, as well as the movement as a whole,
and then offers a number of disclaimers in the form of criticism of the
excesses of student revolutionaries.

Habermas poses his problem in the following way. Sociologists, he
says, could readily understand and possibly even predict student
radicalism in under-developed or developing societics, but they were
taken by surprise when the phenomenon occurred also in highly
developed industrial societies. In under-developed or developing
societies, some students have, by virtue of their status, position and
aspirations, broken with traditionalism, rebelled against the family, and
see themselves (to some extent correctly) as the agents of further social
change; the coincidence of their perception of a rapidly changing
society with the expression of their own psycho-social needs encourages
a sense of frustration and a rebellious attitude, and produces student
activism, revolt, etc. In contrast, it has always been thought that
students in an advanced industrial society see themselves necessary to
its maintenance and experience no conflict between the demands of
traditional particularism and the striving for universalistic values,
because of the changes which have already occurred in the functions
of the family and other tradition-preserving institutions. Nevertheless,
argues Habermas, it is the very conditions of advanced industrial
societies, especially capitalistic societies, which have brought about this
revolt. Although each case can be looked at in specific historical terms,
one can only explain the movement as a whole by seeking general
characteristics common to them all. In Habermas’s view, the general
characteristic is the following: that students in an advanced and
affluent society are among the first to perceive that the system works
only too well according to its own criteria, but that it has assumed a
life of its own so that it functions at the expense of the ‘needs’ of those
who participate in it. Students perceive these things especially when
they experience the glaring defects of their own institutions, which are
supposed to train them to perform effectively in the occupational
system, while also encouraging them to adopt an ideology of criticism
which is necessary for the advancement of knowledge. This failure is
particularly glaring in countries like Germany, but it can take a variety
of forms. Habermas is fully aware that the perceived defects of the
German system are very different from those of the American system,
and so on. Nevertheless, he considers the students’ perception to be a,
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more or less, true onc in all cases. Habermas does not disavow any
reference to psychological factors and is quite willing to recognize a
large element of phantasy which enters into the formulation of radical
student ideologies and programmes, such as, for example, the assertion
of a umiversality of interest between oppressed colonial peoples, the
working class of advanced industrial societies, and the students them-
selves: in fact, in the later essays the use of terms like ‘phantasy’ be-
comes morc frequent and indicates a growing distaste [or some of the
rhetoric of student radicalism.

However, Habermas is sure that there is an inherent need for grow-
ing democratization both in the university and in the wider society—
and by this he means participatory democracy, not just representative
democracy: for if there is to be a society based on the growing influence
of science and other forms of rational discussion, criticism, and ap-
praisal, then there must also be a growth of institutional forms which
permit the development of such a culture. And if the encouragement of
democratization can occur only at the cost of bringing about other
radical changes in the social system—for example, a decrcased
emphasis on such values as economic growth—then the cost must be
horne.

Whether due to deficiencies in the translation or to slight elements
of obscurity in the original, there are parts of Habermas’s argument
which remain a little unclear, but its main tendencies and assertions
are clear enough. For the most part, this is one of the most thoughtful
and, indeed, brilliant discussions of the whole problem in all the
literature, although there are clearly some weaknesses in it. For
example, if one is to accept the hypothesis concerning recognition that
the system works according to its own criteria, how does one explain:
the fact that in the ideclogies of some radical student movements the
system is asscrted to be incapable of working according to its own
criteria, by virtue of its own ‘inner contradictions’? Is Habermas, in
effect, saying that the student assertions are simply so much rationaliz-
ing rhetoric, while the truth lies not so much in what they say but in
what they feel or sense? Second, what is exactly meant by the statement
that a system works more or less effectively according to its own
criteria? Surely this can only mean that a system works well or badly
according to the criteria of a certain sector of society, since a social
system cannot be said to have criteria for the evaluation of its own per-
formance. Third, Habermas does not offer any criticism of the assertion
that we can know what ‘needs’ people have which are distinct from
those which are met, or are allegedly met, by a particular social
system. Granted, there is a substantial literature, especially Marxist and
neo-Marxist, which does claim that such ‘needs’ can be posited as
existing, but one would have liked some evaluation of that view from
Habermas. Thus, can the existence of the ‘needs’ be objectively
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established, or must they mercly be asserted as part of a moral system?
Fourth, does Habermas really consider that participatory democracy—
or might one say populistic democracy?—can be defended so casily,
simply by arguing that it is a structural requirement in the service of the
advancement of a scientific and rational culture? Does he really believe
that the consensus reached by any majority decisions is a necessarily
wise one? (Would he accept the re-introduction of the death penalty or
censorship, or even the abolition of so-called obscenc publications
simply on the grounds that, after discussion, the majority of members
of a society had conciuded that such policies were necessary?) I doubt
it very much. Consequently, I also doubt whether participatory
democracy in the university can be taken to the extremes demanded by
some student radicals.® Perhaps Professor Habermas intended no such
demand, and one can well sympathize with the statement of an extreme
position when one views the degree of authoritarianism and personal
detachment displayed by academics in Germany and in other Euro-
pean countries. (Of course, it is always easier to sympathize with other
people’s radical students than with one’s own.)

Feuer’s book, The Conflict of Generations, takes, as I have already men-
tioned, a rather different approach from that of Habermas, In Feuer’s
view, though radical student movements are consciously motivated by
the highest moral ideals, they have been and are characterized by
‘terrorism’ and ‘suicidalism’: this is becausc at the basis of such move-
ments are their roots in political phantasy rather than in the reality of
the everyday economic process, such as is the case with the proletariat;
and it is also for this reason that students are so easily placed under
the spell of ‘pure ideas’. The deep-rooted phantasy to which Feuer
refers is that of overthrowing, or of possibly destroying, the figure of
authority, the representative of the father; student revolts are, in
essence, the acting out of (Edipal phantasies, However, Feuer is not a
simple psychological reductionist, for his argument is that it is only in
certain historical conditions that a process of ‘de-authorization’ occurs
which is not, in itself, the product of student revolt but, for the most
part, the condition of it, and is itself a function of changes in the wider
social system. When ‘de-authorization’ occurs, the latent force of
rebeltion is releascd, while the psychological mechanisms may be
actually strengthened, since the perception of the weakening of author-
ity arouses anxiety and, hence, aggression. Feuer does, of course, raise
the questions why students revolt more than others, and why in par-
ticular societies. The answer to the first of these questions is the familiar
one that students are in a condition of ‘status moratorium’ (to use a
concept of Erik H. Erickson), and this frees them to take actions, the
possibilities of which others do not perceive; and, in addition, students
have the time, the leisure, and the motive to play with ideas, and not
only to indulge in phantasy thinking but to act out their phantasies,
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because they do not feel themselves obliged or compelled to reckon the
consequences of their actions.

Regardless of whether onc accepts Feuer’s thesis, one cannot but
admire his enormous erudition and use of illustrative material from a
variety of cases in which he analyses not only the events of student
radical action, but also the imagery inherent in the phantasies ex-
pressed by some student leaders. Alter an introductory chapter on the
causes and characteristics of student movements, Feuer moves on in the
next three chapters to a description and discussion of the cases of
Germany, Bosnia (and here especially the circumstances surrounding
the action of Gavrilo Princip, the assassin of the Archduke Franz
Ferdinand), and the Russian student movement with its heroic will to
martyrdom’. These chapters are followed by a fifth which is on the
revolt against ‘gerontocracy’ in traditional societies: Feuer, like
Habermas, recognizes that there is considerable potential for student
revolt in the more ‘backward’ societies; but he argues that it is unlikely
to occur while these are effectively ‘oppressive’ and will take place only
when they undergo dramatic ‘de-authorization’. This chapter is one of
the weakest in the book and provides a caricature rather than a charac-
terization of so-called traditional societies, though it has some interest-
ing things to say about the case of Japan. The sixth chapter, on the
student élite of Europe, discusses generational unrest in capitalist and
socialist societies and makes the interesting point that students played a
relatively small part in resisting the emergence of fascism in Italy and
Germany, or in opposing its development in France; and he even
emphasizes how enthusiastic some student organizations were in sup-
porting fascist movements, probably because these movements involved
a radical rejection of certain traditional values, and appealed to the
‘terroristic’ and ‘suicidal’ elements in student radicalism. Chapters 7,
8, and g are devoted first to the background of the development of
student radical movements in the United States and then to their
emergence. Feuer gives a fascinating though, one might argue, clearly
one-sided description and interpretation of those events in the United
States; and the closer he approaches to Berkeley, the less detached he
secems to be and the more hostile he permits himseif to be in con-
demning student radicalism. Whatever view one wishes to take of the
American movement and of the events at Berkeley, one must still
expect from a social-scientific analysis that it will attempt to provide the
most adequate model for explaining not only the origins of these events,
but also the causes of their escalation and diffusion, and one might
have expected from Feuer a greater emphasis on the political process of
interaction, not only at the conscious level, but also at the unconscious.
Feuer recognizes that university and other authorities do react to
student radical activities, thereby creating a wider base for radical
student support; but in all this analysis it is the students only who are
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motivated by the wish to act out unconscious phantasies. It does not
seem to have occurred to Feuer, nor indecd to most others who have
adopted a Freudian, or partly Freudian, approach to thesc matters,
that those who are threatened may also have their own Freudian axes
to grind. If the students are out to emasculate the teachers and ad-
ministrators, then the latter may well react, or even over-react, to such
an extent as to strengthen the process of equating phantasy with reality.

Feuer’s last chapter is devoted to a discussion of alienation, which he
calls ‘the Marxism of student movements’. In fact, Feuer states that the
concept of alienation is to student revolutionaries and radicals what
the experience of exploitation is to the proletariat; and he rightly
recognizes that the appeal of the theory of alienation corresponds to a
genuine sense of it, at least on the part of some students.

In much, or most, of this book, Feuer tries to do Jjustice to the
idealism and ‘purity’ of the conscious motives of student movements,
but concludes that they have, in most cases, if not all, done more
damage to the cause of liberalism, democracy, or even of revolutionary
change, than good, even where the students were alone in fighting or
opposing despotic regimes: this is because such movements have never
succeeded in escaping the fate of their unconscious roots in ‘terrorism’
and ‘suicidalism’; the former being the acting out of violent aggression
against authority, the latter being the expression of guilt at having
done so.

One of the authors actually quoted by Feuer is Aileen . Ross, whose
Student Unrest in India attempts to put the Indian case in a wider com-
parative perspective. In fact, although the author contributes very little
to our understanding of the wider problem, she does provide some very
interesting information about India and its students. The impression
one gets confirms some things that Feuer has to say: namely, that
Indian students have been far more concerned, however lerociously, to
demand changes within the university than in the wider society, The
reason lies largely in their poverty, in their lack of facilities, and in their
overwhelming anxiety to acquire the degrees which they hope will en-
able them to obtain the desired occupations for which they will have to
compete fiercely. If Feuer is right in asserting that a lack of general
political radicalism on the part of Indian student movements can be
explained in terms of the fact that Indian traditionalism has not yet
been truly ‘de-authorized’, then this raises an important question of
how one knows that sufficient ‘de-authorization’ has occurred, unless
one has actually observed its consequences.

No discussion of student revolt is complete without some reference
to problems of race, especially in the United States. Black Studies in the
Unitversity is, in fact, a symposium of a conference held at Yale to discuss
the possibilities of meeting the demand for promoting these studies; and
when this demand earns the support of scholars such as the anthro-
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pologist Sidney W. Mintz and of political intellectuals such as Mc-
George Bundy, one should take carc not to dismiss it as a mere cxpres-
sion of ethnic and student irrationalism. In fact, the general effect of
this book, despitc some naive statements, is to convince one that a good
deal could and should be done to correct the imbalance in our educa-
tional system in its approach to the black peoples of Africa and the
Americas. However, it does not follow that this is also necessarily a
demand for black separatism, which is a far more utopian political
request.

Utopianism is commonly associated more with European than with
American intellectual life, and it certainly would be true to say that
American reformist movements in recent times have been governed far
more by a philosophy of piecemeal engineering than by that of holistic
social reconstruction. However, America for a long time had, and still
has, a rather old-fashioned type of socialist movement, which is the
subject of Betty Yorburg’s Utepia and Reality. The author partly
attempts to explain the conditions under which that movement arose,
and why it has failed to realize its goal of ever achieving power within
a parliamentary system, while also commenting, in considerable detail,
on the subjective clement in being a member of the American socialist
movement; and it is this last element, in particular, which makes the
book a rather uscful and interesting one. Professor Yorburg has one or
two things to say about generational differences, but very little to
contribute to our understanding of the rise of the New Left, except
perhaps by way of hinting that the parental generation of present
radicals and revolutionaries may have been the rather disillusioned
children of the elders who founded the socialist movement, and who
still have greater faith in it than do their children who, in turn, have
now spawned a generation which is rather angry that its grandparental
elders have been betrayed. This is not exactly what the author says, but
it secms to be implied here and there. At all events, it may explain why
some young people have joined the radical or revolutionary student
movement, or it may explain the style which some of them have adopted,
and the direction in which it has taken them. In fact, onc is reminded
here of the thesis that a good deal of the radical movement among
students might be explicable in terms of the ‘red diapers’ which they
wore as infants. The argument is roughly as follows: if one counts the
number of pcople who, in the fortics and cven thirties, were members
of either the Socialist Party, the Communist Party, or of the ‘pro-
gressive movement’, and predicts from this how many children they
would have been likely to have had by the sixties who are under the age
of thirty or thereabouts, one partly explains the size of the student
militant movement, on the assumption that the children of liberals or
progressives or socialists or communists tend to move to the left of their
parents.

214



STUDENT REVOLT

There are, of course, still those who believe that much of the cx-
planation for student revolt lies in the fact that universities in many
countries have tended to ncglect student welfare and interests. This
point is made in a trenchant and brilliant form in a paper by Richard
Titmuss in The University and Social Welfare, which is a collection of
papers dclivered at a colloquium held in Jerusalem in April 1967. The
burden of Titmuss’s argument is, in fact, that too many university
teachers find teaching—especially undergraduate teaching—a tiresome
chore, as indicated by the use of such revealing phrases as ‘teaching
load’. The other essays in this book are concerned with such problems
as the nature of academic frecdom, the university and social welfare,
the university in a socialist society, the university of the future, educa-
tion for the professions, the university in Israel, the university and
government, and the university and education for social work. All the
papers are of considerable interest, but the most relevant here is
Awraham Zloczower’s contribution entitled “The Limitations of the
University in Creating a Socialist Society’; for this essay does, to some
extent, reflect certain aspects of New Left thinking in that it emphasizcs
the need for, and the possibility of, university autonomy and sell-
regulation within a socialist state, and explicitly argues against the
notion that a socialist state must be one which is over-centralized, over-
burcaucratized, and over-concerned to curtail academic freedom. A
further point worth making about this volume is that few of its authors
see any harm in the university cmphasizing specific training for the
professions, administration, etc., as well as providing a more general
training in ways of thinking and ways of devising and formulating
values: for Profcssor Habermas, in the first chapter of his book, seerns a
little troubled by the possibility that universitics might be seen too much
as agents of practical education, whercas Professor Titmuss reminds
onc that that was the original conception of the university, that there is
no incompatibility between the two goals of practical training and
general education, and that, in fact, the two aims should inform cach
other.

What are we now to make of all this? It is clear that there are a
number of sources of discontent which have promoted student radi-
calism and revolt: first, what Titmuss calls the rclative inability of
universitics to be critical not only of other ideas and organizations but,
indeed, of their own organizational structure, values, and educational
idcas; sccond, the experience of relative deprivation of those who have,
in fact, been provided with increasing benefits (I hesitate and tremble
to use the word ‘privileges’) in the form of education, grants, etc., but
whose expectations, partly based on what has been communicated to
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them, have not been met; third, the emergence of permissiveness and,
along with it, ‘de-authorization’; fourth, the occurrence of wider
political events within societies and outside them which some students
have scen as either the deliberate consequences of evil or wrong-
headed policies and ideologies, or else as the unintended consequences
of uncontrolled complex systems which have taken on a monstrous life
of their own; fifth, disillusionment with existing political parties and
movements; and so on and so on. No doubt many or most of these
factors have contributed to the movement, and although there has been
some research on the subject, a good deal more is required to sort out
the factors by comparative studies, such as those of Professor Feuer,
though not necessarily informed by his particular theoretical approach.
Some last general questions remain. First, to what extent should one
emphasize the social-psychological characteristics of students, especi-
ally the processes of socialization which have produced particular
attitudes towards authority, and towards university authorities in
particular? Clearly the simple-minded ‘Spock hypothesis’ is silly, since
it cannot possibly explain events in Germany, Japan, and, in fact,
most other societies outside the United States; but a more sophisticated
and revised version of this thesis may well have some explanatory
relevance. One could argue that, at least in some societics, a more per-
missive upbringing has resulted, in part, in a generation not having
been socialized to deal with its own aggression against firm and con-
sistent parents and parent surrogates, while, nevertheless, having
parents and parent surrogates who must, by their very nature, have
exercised authority, consequently producing children who are torn by
the knowledge, or at least the feeling, that they may act out aggression
without ever succceding in doing so effectively—a condition which
could produce a low tolerance of authority, discipline, or denial. But
if we are to look at a broader range of societies, it is more likely that the
common general factor has been a greater inconsistency between
different aspects of socialization, involving a conflict between an in-
creasing degree of permissiveness with a continued expression of
authority within the family, the school, the university, etc. However,
this is just one sct of factors, and in order to make them rclevant to past
cascs, one would have to look for other forms of inconsistency in
socialization; and this is where the trouble begins, for all forms of
socialization can, in some respects, be characterized as ‘inconsistent’.
The second gencral question which still remains is that of the degree
to which the reaction of authority to student criticism and revolt can
be said to be a major determinant of the creation, development, and
growth of a movement, and of the escalation of its activities. Writers
like Feuer, at least in considering the contemporary scene, seem to see
everything in terms of the young acting out their phantasies, and of their
elders reacting in terms of a more or less rational conscious political
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programme of either creating reforms or of maintaining legitimacy and
order, with a minority of teachers succumbing to their own unfulfilled
adolescent personalities, by over-identifying with the young rebels. But
is it not possible that those who react punitively (however necessary at
the rational level they may consider punitive action to be) may also
be affected by phantasy thinking? May they not also be the prisoners of
residual adolescent characteristics which they can only deny by puni-
tive reaction and assertion of authority? All of this means that the
analysis of the unconscious should either be considered irrelevant for
both sides or relevant for both, but not for one at the expense of the
other. Of course, a defender of the Feuer position could argue that
adolescents, or late adolescents, are more prone to phantasy thinking
and acting out than are their scniors; and that is probably right. How-
cver, it does not follow that these unconscious elements are altogether
absent on the senior side, and that they lack relevance for explaining
all sorts of aspects of what occurs. In short, what is sauce for the gosling
may also be sauce for not only those ganders and geese who appear
more obviously to behave like goslings, but also for those who may fear
to hiss. One of the reasons may be not simply that the academic pro-
fession attracts a large number of those who wish to continue a more
or less adolescent way of life (which sometimes occurs), but rather that
the professional role, by bringing the academic into constant contact
with the young, constantly reactivates the residual elements of ado-
lescence in his personality; a process which may also occur with school-
teachers and others who are in constant contact with adolescents at
various stages of development.

Finally, there is the specific question concerning the role of young
Jews in student militancy. The only author discussed here to mention
it is Feuer, who argues that for young Jews the process of ‘de-authoriza-
tion’ is always far more intense than for non-Jews;? first, like others,
they experience ‘de-authorization’ in the wider society; and second,
they also experience ‘de-authorization’ within their own community.
He could go on to say that when young Jews aspire to assimilate to the
wider society through revolutionary movements, they are seeking to
escape the humiliation of a third form of ‘de-authorization’: namely,
their witnessing of the acts of bullying and domination to which their
own figures of authority, such as fathers and teachers, may have been
subjected. (One is reminded of Freud’s story of witnessing his father
being bullied and cuffed in the strects of Vienna by an antisemitic
ruffian.) The fact is that we still do not know enough about the extent,
quality, and nature of Jewish participation in such movements, though
the impression of Jewish prominence is always there. It is also interesting
to note that on morc than one occasion Jewish participation in such
movements has been followed by a reaction, partly against them, in
favour of a more particularistic identification, in an attempt toradicalize
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Jewish communities, or a Jewish state or society, In the past this
was a mere dream; it is now more in the nature of an, at present, un-
realizable political programme. However, if a total dream could
become part reality, a part drcam might become even more of a

rcality—or perhaps less of one.

NOTES

1]. A. Banks, Sociology As A Vocation:
An Inaugural Lecture deltvered in the Uni-
versity of Leicester 18 February 1971,
Leicester University Press, Leicester,
1971,

2 Unless one assumcs that traditional
Japanese middle-class child-rearing is,
in some respects, Spock-like.

218

¥ Which is not to say that I oppose
student participation in university affairs;
in fact, I have directly encouraged it.

4 There is, of course, a growing
wcalth of literature on this subject by
other authors.
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MAX VORSPAN AND LLOYD P. GARTNER, History of the Jews of Los Angeles,
xii 4 362 pp, Regional History Series of the American Jewish
History Center of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America,
The Huntington Library, San Marino, California, 1970, $8.50.

Los Angeles is the ultimate in city development in the age of the automobile;
a mctropolis whose constituent parts are linked or—if you prefer—slashed by
giant freeways; a city whose social life is impossible without at least one
automobile and inconvenient without two. It has been described as forty
suburbs in search of a metropolis. The study of its Jewish community is
thercfore of interest because it shows how Jewish communal life has had to
adapt itsclf to the most cxtreme form of western metropolitan living, the
form towards which other metropolitan cities in America are developing; as
well as British citics—unless they are stopped in time by planning. The
book therefore portrays the conditions to which other Jewish communities
in the west may increasingly have to adapt.

Because of the amorphous spread of the Los Angeles metropolitan area—
the city itself covers only part of it—the historiography of its Jewish popula-
tion is not an easy task. It is fortunate therefore that the American Jewish
History Center included Los Angeles in its programme of communal
histories, each entrusted to a combination of an enthusiastic local historian
and an experienced professional who provides the continuity with similar
studies. In this case, the local historian, Dr. Vorspan, is also a professor of
American Jewish history and both he and Dr. Gartner have taught at the
Institute of Contemporary Jewry at thc Hebrew University. The writers
therefore have the maximum of expertise needed for this very difficult task
and (apart from his perpetual complaint about the lack of maps in works of
this kind) this reviewer finds it difficult to fault their scholarly yet readable
presentation.

One can understand the growth of the Jewish community of Los Angeles
only by relating it to the growth of the City. Until the 1870s Los Angeles
was a small isolated urban area. The lure of economic opportunity in the
ncwly settled west, and the California gold rush, drew adventurous Jews,
especially German, to the area in the 1850s. But few stayed in Los Angeles, a
scttlement with neither port nor railway. Those who did stay were the
‘merchants on Main Street’ in the little township, and, perhaps for lack of
competition, they achieved a civic leadership and social acceptance that
their descendants must have envied.but could not emulate. ,

It was the arrival of the railways in the 1870s that unleashed the growth
of Los Angeles. There was an influx of settlers, a short-lived land boom in the
188os, and the growth of a sprawling city. The nature of this influx is
important because it was to determine the form of the city’s later develop-
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ment. It was sparked off by the connexion of Los Angeles to the transconti-
nental railway systems in the 1870s, thus making the area accessible to
migrants from the middle-west and eastern United States. The iate nine-
teenth century migrants to Los Angeles were not European immigrants but
established and comfortable American citizens, attracted to Southern
California becausc they were impressed by its climate and believed it to be a
pleasanter, softer place to live in. They were not like the proletarian masses
swarming across the Atlantic for safcty or livelihood to the eastern cities;
what each of the newcomers to Los Angeles sought was a single-house plot,
with a spacious garden, in an area separated from commercial and industrial
uscs. If I may quote from a book which appeared just too late for Vorspan
and Gartner to make full use of (Robert M. Fogelson, The Fragmented
Metropolis—Los Angeles 1850-1930) on the ideals of those who built up Los
Angeles: ‘Not for them multi-family dwellings confined to narrow plots,
separated by cluttered streets and interspersed with commerce and industry,
Their vision was cpitomized by the residential suburb—spacious, affluent,
clean, decent, permanent, predictable and homogeneous—and violated by
the great city—congested, impoverished, filthy, immoral, transient, uncer-
tain and hetcrogencous. The late nineteenth and early twentieth century
metropolis, as the newcomers in Los Angeles perceived it, was the receptacle
for all European evils and the source of all American sins. It contradicted
their long-cherished notions about the proper environment and compelled
them to retreat to outskirts uncontaminated by urban vices and conducive
o rural virtues. And though native Americans everywhere shared these
sentiments, they formed a larger proportion of the populace in Los Angeles
than in other great metropolises’ (op. cit. p. 145).

This was the ideological basis for the development of Los Angeles. The
ideals could be implemented because after 1885 electric tramways and then
automobiles provided the means of communication; there were no major
physical barriers to lateral expansion; and the public utilities were organized
to facilitate this sprawling growth., Los Angeles developed until the early
twentieth century primarily as a residential city, with only service industries
for its own needs. Later industrial development was due to the climatic and
topographical attractions of the area for the motion picture industry; the
discovery of oil, which brought refineries and petro-chemical industry; and
the opportunity for decentralization of industries like car-assembly or rubber
manufacture for tyres to reduce transport costs to the huge consumer market
in California. Yet even in the commercial sphere, the residential pattern
influenced development. The central business district was largely offices,
with shopping and industry decentralized to avoid the congestion first of
street cars and then of automobiles. Almost by accident, the city of suburbia
developed into a polycentric metropolis.

All this had its effect on the Jewish settlers. The original community,
founded in 1861, mainly of German origin, engaged a young Warsaw-born
Yeshiva-educated rabbi, Abraham W. Edelman, as communal factotum;
as their members grew richer, their orthodoxy diminished; kashrut was
observed by only a minority and by 1883 an organ was introduced. In 1885
they decided to adopt the Reform prayerbook and Rabbi Edelman resigned,
to minister later to orthodox and conservative congregations in Los Angeles.
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This transition from nominal orthodoxy to reform in twenty years was
characteristic of the new American communities of the second half of the
nineteenth century. What was not so usual was that the Jewish scttlers were
mainly central European or American-born. Although some eastern
European Jews came after 1goo, the Jews of eastern European origin did not
come en masse till after 1920, by which time most of them were acculturated
to American ways.

Yet, in spite of the Los Angeles Jews being more ‘American’ than most,
they suffered socially after about 18go because of the predominantly East
Coast and mid-western origin of the general population, which made Los
Angeles predominantly a native White Protestant town. Whereas other
towns with big European immigrant populations had a political system
based on a balance of ethnic groups, Los Angeles was reactionary and restric-
tive in its administration, and Jews rarely occupied positions of civic
prominence in the 1goo-40 period; and the children even of prominent
Jewish families were excluded from the social club to which their fathers
belonged.

Yet the problems of Los Angeles Jewry before 1900, when the Jewish
population was 2,500 or ¢ven in 1910 when it was 10,000, werce those of a
relativcly small community. It was only after 1920 that it began to move
fantastically into the big league. The figures starkly tell the tale: 1927,
65,000; 1941, 130,000; 1948, 260,000; 1959, nearly 400,000; by 1967, over
500,000. This more than paralleled a growth in the metropolitan area (I '
quote figures for the county rather than the city of Los Angeles) from half a
million in 1910 to over 7 million in 1968. It will be seen that the proportion
of Jews in the total population increased from around 1 to 2 per cent to
about 7 per cent in this century.

Los Angeles now has America’s second largest Jewish community in the
fastest growing region of the United States (over 2o per cent in the single
decade 1959-69). Apart from New York and greater Tel Aviv, Los Angeles
must be the largest Jewish community in the world. Yet it is practically the
newest of the world’s great Jewish communities, 70 per cent of the community
having arrived in the twenty-five years since the end of the Second World
War. The immigrants were, like their predecessors, attracted by the climate
(which they might previously have experienced as servicemen or war
industry workers) and by the apparently never-ending economic expansion.
The film industry, of course, involved a large number of Jews, but Jews
were to some extent isolated in its Hollywood enclave from Jewish com-
munal life in Los Angeles. The physical cxpansion, however, meant a
continuous building boom which provided fortunes, or at least a livelihood,
for a considerable slice of the Jewish population. For Los Angeles Jewry was
increasingly prosperous. Entrcpreneurs were followed by professional men:
by 1959 it was estimated that 25 per cent of the employed Jewish heads of
households were professional men or in analogous callings. In 1967, it was
estimated that the median income of all Jewish households was over $11,000
with 42 per cent earning over $10,000 (compared with 24-5 per cent of all
Los Angeles residents in 1960). The prevailing dispersed pattern of Los
Angeles life led to the Jewish community being very widely spread, but
even so the tendency of Jews towards concentration led to 70 per cent of Los
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Angeles Jews in 1965 residing in four major although widely spread areas,
not surprisingly the most attractive residential areas in the mectropolitan
region.

But this concentration was only relative, and the community had to
grapple with the dual problems of dispersion and a high proportion of
newcomers. The authors cautiously do not assign reasons for some develop-
ments, but it scems to the present reviewer that the pattern of life in Los
Angeles must be responsible for the weakness of traditional Judaism (since
Sabbath observance must be extremely difficult in a city where no one
walks) and the growth of a vast population of religiously unaffiliated Jews.
Synagogue affiliation among Jewish houscholds dropped from g4 per cent
in the 1950s to 27 per cent in the 1960s. Only 6 per cent of Los Angeles
Jews described themselves as Orthodox, 32 per cent as Conservative, 22 per
cent as Reform, and 36 per cent as ‘just Jewish’. (Compare this with the
London post-1945 suburb of Edgware, where in 1962-63 Dr. Krausz found
over 80 per cent were affiliated to synagogues—about 70 per cent to orthodox
or nominally orthodox congregations.) That this class of unattached Jews is
increasing is shown by the fact that, between the 1950s and 196o0s, it is
cstimated that there were 35,000 new Jewish households, but only 1,500 new
families affiliated to synagogues. Educational statistics show a similar story:
a community of haif a million had fewer than 30,000 children enrolled for
. Jewish education between the ages of five and fourteen (little more than a
quarter of the potential enrolment), most of those attending only on Sunday
mornings, with only a thousand in full-time Jewish education.

There are two positive achievements to set against the process of disinte-
gration, and which may in the end result in stemming it. One is the achieve-
ment of organizational unity in the community through the merger in 1959
of the older, originally paternally and philanthropically run, Federation of
Jewish Welfare Organizations with the more democratic Zionist-oriented
Jewish Community Council. The other is the foundation of the University of
Judaism by the Jewish Theological Seminary and of West Coast branches by
both Yeshiva University and Hebrew Union College. These, in the authors’
view, are leading to the creation in Los Angeles of a Jewish learned class.
Bearing in mind the effect of these institutions and of courses at the Univer-
sity of California at Los Angeles, they feel that a Jewish community of over
half a million is ‘bound ultimately to erect monuments of scholarship and
thought and art for its city and its world pecople’.

One wonders how far the optimism is justified. It would be unfair to
criticize historians for not being prophets, and this book is a history of the
Jews of Los Angeles, not a forecast of their future. Indeed, even the present
condition of Jewish life in what Rayner Banham has termed Autopia (the
world of the frecways) is examined cautiously, in broad perspective, becausc
the society portrayed is too contemporary for the historian to be able to make
a detached judgement. Thus the book indicates the increased scope of the
problems in a Jewish community of over half a million: the range of welfare
and other communal services, the budgets ranging into millions of doliars,
the impact of Isracl and how this was intensified by the emotive effect on
fund-raising of the Six-day War, which increased communal giving from
$6,000,000 in a year to nearly $17,000,000. The picture is of affluence in the
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sun but overshadowed by doubts about the political and social future
because of racial tensions and a drift from the Jewish spiritual and inteliectual
heritage. Yet all the time the underlying question is there, to be pondered by
all who live in the last decades of the twentieth century in cities becoming
ever more motorized, cver more detached from traditional ‘village’ com-
munities: in such an environment, can a positive Jewish approach to life
continue? The authors recount and explain the growth of Los Angeles. It
may be for students in other fields to draw from such data the inferences
regarding the survival of Judaism not only in Los Angeles but in other cities
of the west where similar conditions may increasingly prevail.
V. D. LIPMAN

MAX BROD, Pagamism—Christianity— Judaism, A Confession of Faith,
translated by William Wolf from the second German edition
(1921), as revised by the author in 1968, x + 276 pp., University
of Alabama Press, University, Alabama, 1970, $10.00.

The republishing of a book after fifty years can be justified if, during the
interval, it has become a classic; if it is a pioneering work of scholarship; if it
throws a good deal of light on social conditions in the time when it was
written; or if the insights it contains have become especially relevant in the
meantime. With the possible exception of the last unfortunately none of
these reasons is applicable to Max Brod’s confession of faith, dynamic though
it is and attractively written.

Furthermore, this is very much a young man’s book. Brod, not unaware of
this, writes in his Foreword to the English translation: ‘Fire, storm, and
stress—([anaticism—are the prerogative of youth. This book of my own youth
contains many thoughts that I chose to express more sharply than T would
express them today. But this does not touch on the merits of the basic ideas,
All T had to do when revising this book was to smooth out certain especially
sharp and harsh points. For the rest, unless truth was at stake, I preferred
not to obscure the passionate language of the young man through the circum-
spection of the later years.” Even with these reservations there is still too
much of the sweeping gencralization which seems endemic to works of this
genre. Thus while it may be true that paganism is dedicated to the continua-
tion of this world, the divine sphere being seen as a continuation of this
world, is it truc that Christianity is dedicated to the idea of the denial of this
world and that Judaism ncither affirms nor ncgates this world? To be sure,
Brod qualifies thesc statements considerably, but we are then left with such a
blurring of the original stark definitions as to make the distinctions based on
these exceedingly vague. Instead of authors, Jewish and Christian, trying
hard to see clear cthical differences between Judaism and Christianity, with
implications of superiority in this sphere, would it not be preferable to
acknowledge that the doctrinal differences are real but with ethical attitudes
governed less by theological commitment than by individual temperament?
Both Judaism and Christianity have produced world-affirmers as well as
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world-deniers. Why should this be at all a cause for surprise? The individual
thinkers of both faiths approach these matters in terms of their own experi-
ence, disposition, and cthical stance, all of which contribute to the way they
interpret the ethical demands of their faith.

Brod’s central idea is the doctrine of ‘noble and ignoble misfortunc’,
Only an insensitive clod sees all misfortune as demeaning. Man’s situation
as a finite creature with longings for the infinite makes tragedy a necessary
dimension of his being. But, argues Brod, both paganism and Christianity,
unlike Judaism, have failed to stress sufficiently the difference between that
misfortune occasioned by man’s basic predicament and that misfortune
which should be combated in the name of humanity and the God who
created man in His image. Man can pride himself that his head is bloody but
unbowed only if the bloodiness could not have been avoided. We can learn
to steer clear of the perils of a shallow liberalism on the one hand and a
glorification of suffering for its own sake on the other, if we embrace noble
misfortune while devoting oursclves to the struggle against ignoble mis-
fortune.

Among the good things in the book is the epilogue on the Talmud. Brod
here describes his own search for the wisdom of the Taimud, not to be dis-
covered, as he says, by reading pleasant Talmudic anthologies but by years of
intensive study of the work itself. “Therefore the Talmud is not for weaklings.
It wants to raise lions’ souls, but lions of goodness and spiritual strength.
Whatever animal forces there are in man flows here mysteriously towards
higher functions. This does not mean that animal instincts are overlooked
puritanically, but they reveal themselves openly and without a false shame.’
Fine and true on the whole, but itself another generalization contradicted in
part by morc than one Talmudic passage.

LOUIS JACOBS

EUGENE FLEISCHMANN, Le Christianisme ‘mis & mi’. La crilique juive du
christianisme, 242 pp., Librairie Plon, Paris, 1970, n.p.
In this learned and elegantly written book Professor Fleischmann considers
the various forms which the Jewish critique of Christianity has taken from
Moses Mendelsohn to Franz Rosenzweig. This is essentially a philosophical
critique not a dialogue between ordinary believers, and it is impeded by the
fact that orthodox Judaism has traditionally discouraged its people from
bothering with the problem. Most of the critics surveyed here displayed
cither ignorance or incomprehension and were hampered by having to
develop their views within a terminology forged by a culture originally
saturated in Christianity. To escape this they tended either to treat Christian-
ity in its original context as a Jewish sect or to look forward to a world of
universal secular political utopianism—initiated by the French Revolution
—which Judaism could be claimed to foreshadow. Particularly for modern
Jews the notion of taking refuge in religious precepts, leaving the precise
modality of future redemption to Providence, was not an easily available
option.
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Mostly the Jewish critics of Christianity surveyed here opted for a ‘secular’
solution, except for attempts to sec particular Christian notions, such as
Protestant individualism, as authentically Jewish in their origins. Defined
by their opposition to official Christianity, they were always in danger of
being culturally swamped by whatever else was opposed to official Christian-
ity at any given time: deism, jacobinism, saint-simonianism, liberalism,
romanticism. The secular solution also tended to take place in a context
where a third arbiter had been introduced alongside the exclusive claims of
the religious contenders: history. Much of the critique also depended on
sociological premises and it is here, in the welding of Jewish positive evalua-
tions of ‘the world’ with sociological generalizations about what is possible
that much of the interest in the book lies.

For the Jews, Christianity was (variously) a converting religion super-
imposed on the true self, deriving its moral dynamic externally, needing
mediations and the enchantments of art, especially music—or miracles, It
was infiltrated by paganism and susceptible to pantheism. It devalued decent
local and political loyalties, divided men up on religious criteria—thereby
sanctifying hate, and placed a schizoid seed in men between hcaven and
earth, bedy and soul, spirituality and power, inteliect and faith. Its doctrine
of ultimate grace destroyed proximate justice; and the alliance of so ‘un-
natural’ a system with secular power forced it into ad hoc tension-ridden
compromises, and into hierarchical organization and the use of force to
maintain itself.

The paradox is, of course, that the ‘unnatural’ religion of Christianity,
psychologically perverse and sociologically unrealistic, is a universal religion,
whereas Judaism with its sociological realism, remains particularistic. But
then it is also possible to ask just how much of Christianity is Christian: so
much of Christian history has exemplified just that civic moralism and
devotion to precept and traditional rite which are part of the sociological
realism of Judaism. In so many senses the history of Christianity is the
history of Judaism.

DAVID MARTIN

JOHN D. cAY, The Geograply of Religion in England, xviii + 334 pp.,
Duckworth, London, 1971, £3.95.

Apart from producing a few plausible generalizations, such as the idea that
monotheism arises in deserts, a geography of religion sounds like an unpro-
mising enterprise. That perhaps is because geography, narrowly conceived,
offers so little in the way of abstract formulations which are intellectually
interesting. Given the limitations of the perspective, and even if most of the
interesting insights are more sociological than strictly geographical, it
cannot be denied that Mr. Gay has produced an interesting book. It is not
surprising, however, that the relationships that most readily fit what might
be called a ‘geography of religion’ relate to the influence of religion on
landscape and life-styles, rather than the reverse—and perhaps for this
reason Mr. Gay is obliged to lament the widespread neglect of religion by
226§



BOOK REVIEWS

geographers. For some of the possibilities that he discusses have wisely been
ignored by other geographers—for instance, his claim that ‘by making a
comparative study of the religious practice of one social group within
different regions, the influence of geographical factors. .. bccomes
apparent’ (p. 7).

A considerable part of the book is devoted to such problems as the limited
value of religious statistics, the denominational differences in their compila-
tion, and the consequent problems of comparison between denominations.
Perhaps it is the relative excellence of Methodist statistics that causes the
author to devote as many pages to the Methodists as to the other three
nonconformist denominations (Baptists, Presbyterians, and Congregationa-
lists) put together. The Roman Catholics reccive nineteen pages (to the
Methodists’ twenty-four) while the Church of England must do with a mere
sixteen. Yet Mr. Gay quotes, at the head of his chapter, that very odd claim
of Leslie Paul that the number of worshippers makes the Church of England
‘by far and away the most important social institution in the land’—as if
trades unions, universities, the press and the BBC had never come into being.

What Mr. Gay provides for each of the movements he considers is a
necessarily brief historical vignette, usually with reference to the first (and
last} religious census in 1851 (to the inadequacies of which he also devotes
a chapter), and an account of the present distribution of members. More
briefly he deals with some (but not all) of the minor Christian groups,
including the relatively tiny British-Israelite group but omitting the much
larger Moral Re-Armament movement. Christian Scientists, Spiritualists,
Seventh Day Adventists and Mormons he puts together, curiously, as
‘Quasi-Christian Groups’. Brief as his outlines arc they are sometimes also
misleading. Is it a typical geographer’s bias which causes him to explain the
concentration of Christian Science practitioners in London by the remark,
‘Practitioners based in London could casily travel considerable distances to
see paticnts”? The whole point about Christian Science healing is that
practitioners do not need to sez patients, while their concentration in London
has almost certainly nothing to do with their availability for out-of-town
patients. He implies (pp. 191—2) that Brigham Young was the leader of
Mormonism already in 1840, and in explaining the decline of Mormonism in
England by the publication of the revelation concerning polygamy in 1852,
he underestimates the importance of emigration from Britain to America
that occurred in the decades which followed. The final chapter on the Jews
is much more preoccupied with distribution and assimilation than with
synagogue organization: ‘orthodoxy’ is loosely referred to but there is no
discussion of religious organization and itssocial {orgeographic) implications.

By far the most absorbing part of the book are the fifty-nine maps. Mr,
Gay is well awarce with what care they need to be interpreted, and, given his
cautions, they are surely a unique, valuable, and fascinating collection.

BRYAN R. WILSON
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BRYAN WILSON, Religious Sects, A Sociological Study, 256 pp., World
University Library, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London, 1971, £1-75
hardback; 8op paperback.

The aim of the World University Library, to which this volume belongs, is
popularization at a high standard. For a book on the sociology of sccts,
whom better to turn to than Dr. Wilson, who has pioncered the subject in
Britain and encouraged others to till the same field? Here he covers familiar
ground with an assured step, and ventures a little further with a chapter on
sects in modern Japan. Having marked out his territory in a chapter on
definition, he proceeds to subdivide it by a sevenfold classification of sccts
according to the way in which salvation is sought by the members. Thus
sects may be conversionist, revolutionist (including the more familiar
category of adventist), introversionist, reformist, utopian, manipulationist,
or thaumaturgical (in his earlier works these last two types have been called
gnostic). Each kind is brought to life by vivid description of one or two
examples, but the point of the classification is, of course, not description but
analysis. Can the different types be correlated with particular kinds of social
context, or with different stages in the life-history of sects? The author accepts
the view that sects arise in response to conditions of social change and dis-
organization, and tries valiantly to give some precision to this very general
hypothesis by itemizing the different kinds of sacial change (for example,
industrialization, urbanization, migration, detribalization, culture contact,
scientific advance), and relating different kinds of sectarian response
accordingly. In so doing he puts forward some interesting hypotheses which
should be further testable, especially the view that the role of the charismatic
leader is dispensable in sects arising in industrial society.

. For all these efforts to relate sectarianism to social change, and particularly
to social deprivation, the thesis is illustrated rather than tested. For the
procedure is always to study the sect and then find the deprivation which
supposedly gave rise to it. Might we not discover morc about sects if we
looked at all cases of comparable upset or deprivation, and then assessed
how much and what kinds of sectarian response ensued? Dr. Wilson gives
many figurcs, but none which relate the total number of sectarians to the
population presumed to be at risk, for example, urban working class,
culturally retarded peasants, detribalized Africans. At least in relation to
the first group, in Europe and U.S.A. the proportion of sectarians has
always been low, probably under 10 per cent, and lower than the proportion
of the sccularized or ‘unchurched’. Why do not more prolctarians benefit
from the therapy of gemeinschafilich sects? Is there some threshold of anomie
below which the effort of any new religio-moral response is too great? Or is
the secular labour movement an alternative and greater attraction?

We might also learn more of the sociology of sects if we studied those
religious groups which suffered deprivation or encountered rapid social
change with only very rare sectarian responses. The obvious comparison
would be of Jews and Christians in medieval and modern Europe, and of
Catholics and Protestants in post-Reformation Europe. (Wilson notes the
contrast between Catholics and Protestants but hardly analyses it.) Within_
Orthodox Christianity there are also contrasts between the recurrent out-

. 227 :



BOOK REVIEWS

bursts of sectarianism in Russia and their absence in the Greek Church, It is
odd that Dr. Wilson altogether omits mention of Russian sects.

In short there is obviously plenty of work ahead for the author and his
colleagues. This book is an excellent progress report on what has been
accomplished so far. ' '

B. R. SCHARF

RAYMOND BOUDON, The Uses of Structuralism, translated from the French

by Michalina Vaughan, xii + 159 pp., Heinemann Educational
Books, London, 1971, £2-00.

MICHAEL LANE, ed., Structuralism, A Reader, 456 pp., Jonathan Cape,
London, 1970, £3.75.

In the last few years there have appeared a number of books that propose to
expound and illustrate something called ‘structuralism’ in the social sciences
and linguistics. The two works under review are, by chance, complementary
in that one (Lane) is more valuable for its illustrations and the other for its
argument; one is fairly confident that a structuralist method exists while the
other shows the difficulties in accepting such a view. Both writers are pro-
fessional sociologists, one English, the other French. A good way to make use
of the two books is to read some of the pieces in Lane (for example, Leach’s
*The-Legitimacy of Solomon: Some Structural Aspects of Old Testament
History’ and Jakobson and Lévi-Strauss’s ‘Charles Baudelaire’s “Les
Chats’ ’), turn to the last chapter of Dr. Boudon’s book (it summarizes the
book as a whole), read Dr. Lane’s Introduction, and then try to tackle Dr.
Boudon’s main text (brief but dense). In the last task the reader will be much
helped by the short but enlightening Introduction contributed by Professor
Donald MacRae.

When he has got so far the reader will know that structuralism has scored
its successes in linguistics and social anthropology, that in principle all the
social sciences and some of the humanities {art, literature) are, so to say,
within its jurisdiction, and that there is after all great doubt about its precise.
nature (is there one structuralism or are there several?) and about the extent
to which it can proceed further. Dr. Boudon makes the point very well that
the success of structuralist analysis depends upon both the nature of the
object under analysis and the adequacy of the theory brought to the analysis.
The linguists and the social anthropologists (when for example the latter deal
with kinship systems) are fortunate in their data, for they respond in their
self-containedness and relative simplicity to the scientist’s efforts. The
sociologists reaching for an understanding of huge systems (but that last
word of course begs a question) have nothing comparable to show. (And one
might add that in so far as they can produce some successes these may not be
noticed as structuralist.) ‘

The conclusion may be that structuralism will not take us far in general
sociology (as distinct from some particular branches of it}; but it does not
follow that we ought to brush it aside as a mere fashion—fashion it may be,
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but not mere fashion. For structuralism has this virtue at least, that it is likely
to lead specialists in this or that part of the social sciences to the problems of
method and conceptualization underlying all those sciences, and to cncourage
a vision of themes unifying them. Scholars who have the intellectual stamina
to follow Dr. Boudon’s admirable example ‘to embrace mathematics and
sociology, linguistics and economics, political science and social anthro-
pology, may acquire a clearer idea of their own problems by seeing them in
the context of those of others. Structuralism may not exist in one sense; but
in another it may afford a welcome holiday from the routine preoccupations
of one’s own discipline.
MAURICE FREEDMAN

EZRA MENDELSOHN, Class Struggle in the Pale: The Formative Years of the
Jewish Workers’ Movement in Tsarist Russia, xi + 180 pp., Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 1970, £2-50.

Confining himself chiefly to the 18gos and stopping short of the 1gos
Revolution, Dr. Mendelsohn has undertaken to delineate the rise of the
labour movement among the Jews of the Pale of Settlement. He is not
concerned with the ideclogy and practice of the Bund, within whose general
scope his subjcct falls, and whose development he expressly bears in mind,
but rather with the aspirations of Jewish workers entering the social demo-
cratic movement, and with the extent to which these aspirations were
identified with the intentions of the Bundist intellectual leadership. He takes
his account up to the eve of 1go5 by which time, he asserts, the chiel
characteristics of the movement had crystallized. While this terminal date is
perhaps to be regretted from the non-specialist’s point of view, it is under-
standable from that of the author, since to have included 1905 would un-
doubtedly have overloaded the work as a dissertation, in which form it was
originally written,

The Jewish proletariat differed from the Russian in a number of important
ways which in themselves conditioned the structure and behaviour of the
Jewish social democratic labour movement. As an example, by the time of
Russia’s major industrial upsurge in the last decade of the nineteenth
century, the Jewish working masses of the Pale were already overwhelmingly
urban. Indeed, Jews constituted fifty-two per cent of the overall urban
population of Belorussia-Lithuania. Unlike the Russian workers, however, a
substantial proportion of whom were peasants mobilized into mammoth
new factorics, the Jewish proletarian was in the main an artisan employed
in small workshops dotted throughout the towns and shtetls of the Pale. As
Mendelsohn and others have shown, this fragmentation was both the
strength and weakness of the Jewish labour movement. On the one hand, the
small workshops were outside the purview of the Factory Inspectorate and
were thus more accessible to socialist agitation and propaganda. Further-
more, small numbers of workers, representing the total work force of an
establishment, could make a more tclling impact on tlieir employer, and
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were thus able to achicve more gains more rapidly than the less penetrable
hordes of their Russian comrades.

On the other hand, the master-journeyman relationship, which typified
the artisanry, was perpetually disrupted by the reversal of roles, a change
relatively easily wrought within the low-capital economic structure. (The
ludicrously high number of tailors existed surely not as Mendelsohn says
because of religious ordinances governing the use of fabrics, but because a
tailor’s ‘means of production’ consisted of a pair of scissors, a yardstick and a
piece of chalk rolled up in a scrap of cloth, representing low capital invest-
ment and high geographical mobility.) As a result, gains were generally
short-lived and, however dynamic he may have been in terms of strikes,
boycotts, and protests, the overall economic advance made by the Jewish
artisan was less spectacular than the truly impressive changes wrought by
these activities in terms of political, cultural, and finally national con-
sclousness.

Against this background Dr. Mendelsohn points out that the ideological
confusion which reigned among the early generations of Jewish intellectuals
seeking to awaken the masses was of little consequence to the workers, who
were in search of self-improvement. Conversely, the aims of the workers
were not at first of much concern to the intellectuals, who were primarily in
search of workers whom they could turn into a new species, namely the
worker-intellectual. What at first appeared as an affinity of aims soon became
the chief obstacle to collaboration between intellectual and worker: self-
improvement only facilitated the rise of the worker out of the ranks in which
he was meant, thanks to his preparation in a ‘circle’, to have acted as a
fomenting agent. Faced with failure in their ‘circles’, the socialist intel-
lectuals dropped their programme of cultural elevation of the few and instead
adopted a new tactic: agitation of the many on the basis of everyday economic
grievances, conducted, not as in the ‘circles’ in pidgin Russian, but in the
full-blooded vernacular of the masses, Yiddish.

Despite the eventual failure of this new method, a failure well documented
by Dr. Mendelsohn, the policy of agitation, initiated for political revolu-
tionary ends, though clothed in economic language, bore fruit of immense
importance and durability. In order to make the workers understand the
nature of economic exploitation, the socialists widened their educational
circles and imbued their new pupils with superficial concepts of world histery,
political economy, science, and primitive metaphysics. It was the time of
militant free thinking, and, transmitted with revolutionary zeal, these ideas
were eagerly absorbed by the workers. Such gains were of the sort that could
survive all manner of economic and political setbacks. As Mendelsohn
remarks: ‘A tailor might lose his twelve-hour day; he could not be so easily
robbed, however, of what he learned at the...‘Saturday reading”’
(p- 125).

The book is written in a clear if unexciting manner; the bibliography is
full, though as the author himself warns us more than once, the sources
must be used with care, since most of them stem from the movement itself, in
one or another of its ramifications; reference is made to, but no noticeable
use of, a number of related monographs. The subtitle of the book is “The
Formative Years of the Jewish Workers’ Movement in Tsarist Russia’, yet it
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must be said, in conclusion, that very little of the treatment or content
relates the central subject to its geographical and political framework,
though perhaps this lacuna demonstrates contextually something about the
direction in which the Jewish labour movement was moving at this crucial
period in its history.

HAROLD SHUKMAN

J-D. Y. PEEL, Herbert Spencer, The Euvolution of a Sociologist, xiii + 338 pp.,
Heinemann Educational Books, London, 1971, £3.50.

The only English sociologist to have exercised a decisive and formative
influence in the development of the discipline is still Herbert Spencer. If, as
Philip Abrams has said, British sociology has been built as a defence against
Spencer, then the ramshackle nature of that edifice says little for the ability to
find alternative foundations. Indeed, to the extent that these have been
hewn out of prestigious systems of American or French origin, Spencer’s
mediated influence has been at work, largely unacknowledged. Parsons’s
tardy recognition that much of Spencer’s programme anticipated his own,
after his early dismissal of him as of no relevance, exemplifies this. But
systematic sociological thcorizing has recently won sufficient footing in
Britain for Spencer to be accorded a sympathetic consideration, devoid of the
embarrassment or obloquy which he has long been accorded in an empiricist
ethos. J. D. Y. Peel has provided such a consideration in a book which is rich
in scholarship, fertile in argument, firm in judgment, and compelling
reading.

Peel.goes to painstaking trouble to place Spencer in both intellectual and
social context. He moves with great skill between the different levels and
time orders of this context, between English nonconformity and radicalism,
between the epistemology of Whewell and Mill and the phrenology of Gall,
the Derby Philosophical Society, and the Mechanics’ Institutes, between
Charles Darwin and George Eliot. This provides the basis for understanding
the early Spencer of the Sosial Statics and First Principles. The kernel of the
book consists of three chapters on ‘Evolution’, “The Organic Analogy’, and
‘Militancy and Industrialism’. These contain very valuable accounts of
central themes in Spencer’s work, claborated with care to show how far he
was from vulgar Spencerism. Peel shows that he was quitc independent of
Darwin, how intent he was on establishing the limits of organic analogies,
how his concept of evolution served him more adequately in interpreting
society than in understanding nature, how far he was from advocating a
war of all against all. One is no longer inclined to smile condescendingly at
Spencer’s ‘internuncial agencies’ when it is pointed out that this concept
anticipates the central theme of cybernetics, We must recognize that
Spencer’s often grotesque terminology is simply evidence of his determination
to spring the conceptual limitations of his time in a courageous attempt to
universalize sociological discourse.

Peel does not hesitate to illuminate Spencer’s position by the light of
modern debate. He makes frequent reference to the controversies over
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functionalism, holism, and methodological individualism, and the relevance
of history to sociology. This amounts to a running assessment of Spencer’s
achievement. It concludes by arguing that we no longer need return to
Spencer for his empirical findings and that in any case sociology is not
cumulative in the way the natural scicnces are. Spencer is to be seen as
attempting to grasp the nature of the society of his time, his theories as
products of particular purposes and subject matter. Such cumulation as
there is amounts to refinement of models and methods, and therein no doubt
we are to see the justification of Peel’s own standpoint. The final two chapters
are very suggestive on this theme and clearly must be a token of a book to
come. :

Pecl’s view of the relevance of looking back to Spencer is determined by
his view of the gencral methodological and theorctical perspective of
contemporary sociology. Hence the reader must not expect to find an account
of the more deseriptive parts of Spencer’s sociology. But I did miss things
which on Peel’s own terms could have warranted more attention. Modern
theory does tend to be problem-orientated and concerns itsell relatively
little with topics such as the proper subject matter of sociology, the nature of
society, or the functional prerequisites of society. Today these are regarded
often as worn out themes. But Spencer has much to say about them, especially
in his discussion of “The Inductions of Sociology’ which gets less than its due.
For instance, it is true that Spencer uses ‘function’ for any kind of activity
but his theory does revolve around certain functions which he believes
fulfil critical needs. He does have a substantive functional theory rather
than a mere methodological principle. One may also regret that his sparkling
The Study of Sociology, still in many ways the most attractive introduction to
the subject, does not get more attention. But these requests for more are the
demands of the glutton who has already enjoyed a munificent feast.

M. C. ALBROW

V. D. SEGRE, Israel: A Society in Transition, viii 4 227 pp., Oxford
University Press, London, 1971, £2-50.

In the Preface to his book Professor Segre tells us that, as an Italian Jew, he
‘tended to Iook on Zionism as a Jewish version of the Italian Risorgimento’.
This carly sentence signals thc rewards that await readers of this book.
For it indicates the posture that Segre so successfully adopts: he has been
both an ‘insider’ and an ‘outsider’ in Israeli affairs, and these two per-
spectives are well-meshed in his study. As an ‘insider’ he joined a kibbutz
during the 1940s, was active in the Haganah, became associated with the
Establishment, and later served as an Ambassador in the Israeli Foreign
Service; as ‘outsider’ he spent some years reading at Oxford, and now
teaches political science at Haifa University. Thus he can combine an
intimate personal feel for people and situations with the quizzical glance and
tough scepticism of the detached scholar. He is, moreover, an Italian, and
his analysis benefits from the subtlety and high intelligence that one associates
with the best Italian scholarship. A unique combination: a splendid book.
292
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The central theme in this study is the clashing of ideologies in contem-
porary Israel: the term ‘transition’ in the sub-title refers to the shift from
what Segre calls the older kibbutz-centred ‘plantocracy’ to the modern
urban-based industrialism. Thus it is the passage from an carlier pre-state
sectarianism to the contemporary pragmatism that provides the focus for
Segre’s analysis. The book unfolds historically—Segre begins by considering
the nineteenth-century European precursors of the Zionist movement, moves
ahead to examine the yishuv as it emerged during the British mandate pertod,
and then, in the last three chapters, considers the Jewish State from birth to
the post-Sinai 1967 period. In other words, the book is phrased as a social
and political history.

Now there is nothing particularly unusual about this, and, in fact, the
ground that is covered has been looked at by many other scholars. What is
special about Segre’s analysis, however, is that he takes absolutely nothing
for granted: the reccived wisdom is set aside and scrutinized anew, and
Segre is thus able truly to break new ground. Several examples can best
illustrate the book’s contribution and originality. In reviewing Jewish-Arab
rclations during the Mandate period Segre accurately depicts their phantom-
like quality: “The Jews dressed, ate, spoke, behaved differently from the
Arabs. Their conception of society, honour, feminine beauty, music, and
the very meaning of life was different. It was not a question of a European
dislike for Oriental life, as has been so often intimated. It was something very
different and perhaps more dangerous: it was indifference. The Jews built
their society as if the Arabs did not cxist’ (p. 100). Whether or not these
ghostly relations were a cause of today’s political predicaments, it is vital to
strip away old myths as Segre does in order to see the reality of Arab-Jewish
contacts for the better part of the past one hundred years. Segre also offers
some fresh insights into the inner workings of the Israeli political elites, and
more particularly, provides an understanding of the distinctive cmphasis
upon secrecy and gossip that pervades the higher circles. Within an officially
egalitarian system ‘gossip and secrecy served to distinguish those who knew
morc and thus could do more from those who were “not in the know”. The
ability to know and to act became a distinctive mark of the Israeli elite, with
secrecy reinforcing activism and vice versa, and both strengthening the
power of a bureaucracy which was highly politicized, independent of
ideological orthodoxy, operating by fits and starts through a network of
personal contacts and family relations far more efficient than the machinery
of the government or of the partics’ (p. 13g). These two examples are among
my own favourites, and other readers will undoubtedly find their own.
There are too fine characterizations and keen bon mots (Trumpeldor is
described as the ‘Jewish Knight'), all, it should be emphasized, set together
with careful scholarship and a fine ability to gauge the complex and para-
doxical history of Zionism and of Israel.

Ideologies are, as I mentioned carlier, the focus for Segre’s work, and if
the book has a weakness it is the over-emphasis and decisive weight it gives
to ideologics. Major political movements and wide-ranging societal orienta-
tions are associated with ideologies, and even more, with ideological disputes.
The major disputes between Ben Gurion and Jabotinsky, Weizmann and
Ben Gurion, and with great emphasis, the Lavon affair, are analysed in
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this study as if they werc mainly the outgrowths of ideological positions.
There is a kind of sweetness about this view. What it does not enough
emphasize, I suppose, are the hot clashes of personality, the grasping after
power, or the harshness of personal relationships, that must also have been a
part of the elite history. Ideology certainiy counts for a great deal in the
Israeii scenc—but not for cvcrythmg

But this is not a deep flaw in this generally excellent sLudy Secgre has
promised a second volume, an up-dating that will be devoted entirely to the
decade between 1958 and 1968, a time during which ‘a Jewish pluralistic
metropolis in the Middle East’ was formed. Given the high quality of his
first book, the sccond will be eagerly awaited. )

' ' ' ALEX WEINGROD

ORLANDO FALS BORDA, Subversion and Social Change in Colombia, trans,
by Jacqueline D. Skiles, xiv + 238 pp., Columbia University
Press, London, 1970, £315.

Though one would hardly guess it from the title, the book is a kind of history

of Colombia from precolonial times to our own. As the author is a professor of

sociology, the book raiscs the problem of whether an acquaintance with the
dominant currents of today’s sociological theory helps to understand the
past.

Unfortunately, Fals Borda’s book contains few data which cannot be
found better presented in standard works on Colombian or general Latin
American history; its distinction consists in a pretentious terminology. For
example, it is no news that the conquest and conversion of the Indians
produced a new social. order; which piece of information is dressed up by
Iabelling this change as a ‘dialectical refraction’, its agents as ‘disorgans’ and
‘conditioners’, the new faith as ‘prescriptively rigid countervalues’, the new
moral code as ‘acritical counter-norms’, the old tribal structure as ‘topia
_nr 1’, and the succeeding seignorial society as ‘topia nr 2°. “Topia’, incident-
ally, means a social system which has existed or exists, as opposed to a
utopia. Since in Fals Borda's vocabulary ‘subversion’ means bringing about
any kind of change in society, the title of the book is pleonastic.

STANISLAV ANDRESKI

LLOYD P. GARTNER, ed. Jewish Education in the United States, A Docu-
mentary History. Classics in Education No. 41 (General Editor
Lawrence A. Cermin), xv 4 224 pp., Teachers College Press,
Teachers College, Columbia University, New York, 1969, cloth,
$6.95; paperback $2.75.
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ALEXANDER M. DUSHKIN with the assistance of NATHAN GREEN-
BaUM, Comparative Study of the Fewish Teacher Training Schools in
the Diaspora, x + 128 pp., Institute of Contemporary Jewry, the
Hcbrew University, Jerusalem, 1970, n.p.

Professor Gartner’s book is welcome both for its long and invaluable intro-
duction and for the anthology of sources that follows. The introduction
outlines the history of Jewish education in America and includes an anno-
tated bibliography. It will be the springboard for anyone who undertakes
the task of writing a definitive history of American Jewish education,

The sources assembled by the author begin with a letter of appointment,
dated 1760, of a teacher to the Shearith Isracl Congregation and cover the
following two hundred years with memoirs of Sunday Schools and early
Day Schools, inaugural addresses, surveys of Jewish education, and much
else. :

It is illuminating to see how long some problems have been with us. A
Mr. I. L. Benjamin bemoans in 1860 the sad provision for the religious
instruction of girls, ‘these Jewish housewives and mothers of the future’. Five
years later, a Reform rabbi pleads for Jewish Day Schools and rebuts the
suggestion that they will be ‘a dividing wall . . . between Jewish and non-
Jewish children’, while a few pages further on we find the plea that ‘unsec-
tarian education is the hope and saivation of the Jew’. In 1880 Professor
-B. A. Abrams castigates the Sabbath school teachers. ‘How many’, he asks,
‘deserve the name teacher?’ In 1886 another rabbi fresh from Hungary notes
with despair: ‘“The thirteenth birthday is the greatest holiday among our
Jewish brethren—from that day on, the youth will regard his teacher as a
useless tool.’

The anthology has rescued some gems from oblivion. Kaufmann Kohler,
giving his inaugural presidential address at Hebrew Union College in 1903,
declares: ‘It is not enough that Bible and Talmud, Halakah and Haggadah
... be taught; they must all be turned into vitalizing sparks of truth.’
"Nearer our own day Professor Marvin Fox takes to task those who canvass
support for Jewish Day Schools on the grounds that they ‘are not materiaily
different from other schools’. On the contrary: ‘Their strength is not in their
similarities to other schools, but in their differences.’

Dr. Dushkin’s work is quite different. He examines seventy-eight Jewish
Teacher Training Schools under a microscope, tabulating everything in no
fewer than sixty-one tables. It is all there, the age of the students, the econo-
mic status of their families, their fathers’ occupations, their parents’ attitude
towards career choice, the Jewish education of their teachers, the adequacy
of the buildings they work in. It is all intended to provide the essential data
required by all who have to grapple with the problem, but Dr. Dushkin
does not leave it there. He concludes with two useful chapters, one summariz-
ing his findings and the other listing the implications of his findings and his
conclusions.

HAROLD LEVY
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JOHN A. GARRARD, The English and Immigration, A Comparative Study of
the Jewish Influx 1880-1910, Xi + 244 pp., published for the Institute
of Race Relations by Oxford University Press, London, 1971,
£325.
It is always unwise to try to tempt readers to look at a piece of scholarship
by dressing it up in topical clothes. Mr. Garrard’s study of the origins of the
Aliens Act of 1905 and of its political repércussions notably on the Left is a
useful and serious contribution to history. What he has to say on the role of
the Liberal, Socialist, and Trade Union leadership when confronted with
the prejudices (real or alieged) of their supporters in a form that challenged
fundamental ideological commitments has wider relevance. To be willing to
accept the nced for some curbs upon an immigration admittedly substantially
Jewish, while avoiding the charge of being antisemitic involved verbal
contortions that are illuminating. Mr. Garrard is also successful in showing
how fortunate the Liberal government was in inheriting a piece of legislation
already in effect; its deterrent aspects may have heiped to curb the flow of
immigrants whose lesser numbers helped to account for diminishing anxiety
cven in the areas of their greatest concentration; and the renewal of persecu-
tion in Russia made the plea for maintaining the tradition of political
asylum hard to resist.

Mr. Garrard chooses, however, on the most insubstantial of evidence to
compare the situation at that time with that which has faced the contem-
porary Left in Britain on the subject of coloured immigration. It is of course
true that, once again, the political leadership has had to take into account
working class and trade union attitudes which do not precisely conform to
the dictates of international brotherhood. Mr. Garrard, whose sympathies
are obviously with the ideological Left, is inclined to question the reality of
working class prejudice as set out for instance in Professor S. M. Lipset’s
Political Man and to emphasize instead the attachment, in this country at
any rate, of the working class to the ‘norms of tolerance’ and to traditional
democratic procedures. But he does not seriously examine the other side of
the argument, and is secmingly unaware of the work that has been done or is
being done on racial and other forms of prejudice from a psycho-dynamic
point of view.

If that were true he would I think find it hard to be so confident that the
immigration of Jews and ‘coloured men’ presents a unique problem partly
because of the bad conscience that antisemitism and racialism produce in
the advocates of restriction. In retrospect the Huguenots may well appear a
net gain to the British community; but did they at the time of their arrival?
Were the Irish as easily assimilated as Mr. Garrard suggests?

Indeed, cven if we take the Jewish and coloured immigrant cases together,
there are on Mr. Garrard’s own showing significant differences. The latent
antiscmitism among some socialists could find vent in attacking ‘rich’ Jews
particularly at the time of the South African wars; anti-imperialism cannot
as casily be combined with anti-coloured sentiment.

MAX BELOFF

236



BOOK REVIEWS

JACQUES GUTWIRTH, Vie juive traditionnelle, Ethnologie d’une communauté
hassidique, 488 pp., Editions de Minuit, Paris, 1970, 30F.

The two most important aspects of this book are indicated in its subtitle:
it is about Hassidim (not so much about Hassidism) and it is based upon a
study carried out in ethnologie (or, as we should say in English, social anthro-
pology)—a technique for the study of the exotic applied to the exotic. For,
as Professor André Leroi-Gourhan aptly says in his Preface to the book,
social anthropology being preferably practised on the ‘other’ and the
‘distant’, it is in this study unusualily applied to the ‘other’ and the ‘closc at
hand’. It is not of course that the Hassidim are totally exotic to the scholar
who studies them; he has close connexions with the city where he undertook
his field work (cf. his paper, ‘Antwerp Jewry Today’ in Vol. 10, No. 1,
June 1968, of this Fournal); and he clearly has too much Jewish culture,
including a command of Yiddish, to Iock upon his ‘subject’ as completely
strange. But, adopting the style of the anthropologist, he has observed and
discussed his Hassidim ‘objectively’, even as, again as an anthropologist, he
writes upon the basis of an extended and penetrating investigation of their
social life.

To allay suspicion, lct it be said to non-specialists at once that there is
nothing pretentious about the book, and that the theoretical apparatus, such
as it is, makes fcw demands upon the non-anthropological reader. Certainly,
nobody reading the brief Avant-propos should be put off by the obeisance to
Marx, Leroi-Gourhan, and Piaget—they may have been important for the
development of Dr. Gutwirth’s ideas, but he does not appear to have written
this book to prove his indebtedness. Indeed, the account is straightforward
-and minutely informative.

We begin with an introduction to the Belzer Hassidim of Antwerp (they
numbered just over four hundred people in 1963), are shown the history that
lies behind the community of Polish and Hungarian origins, and are treated
to a detailed description of its numbers, distribution, and economic structure.
If these pages (that s, the first five chapters) may be regarded as introductory,
we begin at Chapter VI, ‘Organisation ¢t cadre de la vie communautaire’, to
understand how the Belzer Hassidic community of Antwerp is ordered
{structured) and organized. It has (or at any rate had in 1963} a dayin
{‘judge’}, committee of five members, and two gabouim; it maintains schools,
a ritual bath, and of course a shtibel which, while it is not the sole mechanism
for bringing the members of the community together, is the natural centre
of their collective life. (The Belzer Hassidim are brought daily into touch by
their economic activitics: largely connected with the trade in uncut
diamonds.) We are next taken through chapters dealing with the physical
appearance of men, the daily, weekly, and annual religious cycles, the cult
of the rebbe, the socialization of boys, women, marriage, the general system
of social relationships, and ‘Temps, espace ct technique’ (where there is the
mark of Dr, Gutwirth’s training under Professor Leroi-Gourhan).

So little has been written about Hassidic life by social scientists with
first-hand knowledge of it that even if Dr. Gutwirth had confined himself to
a relatively unanalytical description he would have done us a great service.
But he docs more, for he is concerned very properly with the problem of the
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relationship between a Hassidic community and the local Jewry to which it
is connected (note, for example, the significancc of the flanking of the
‘traditionalists’ by the ‘hypertraditionalists’ on the one side and the
‘hypotraditionalists’ on the other); and with the problem of the community’s
relationship with wider Jewry and with the civil society that englobes it. He
is inclined to speculate upon the reasons for the persistence of a religious-
ethnic group so much (to go by appearances) in contradiction with the world
about it. On all these matters Dr. Gutwirth has something interesting to say,
and it is obvious that he has read widely enough to be able to generalize in a
scholarly manner. If many aspects of the problems remain obscure, it is not
‘Dr. Gutwirth’s fault, for the problems are complex and demand for their
solution a much deeper understanding not only of Judaism but also of the
nature of the industrial society within which it survives.

It would be a very good thing if somebody published an English version of
this book, for, sad fact though it may be, it is a fact that works on Jewry not
available in English get a poor hearing. And Dr. Gutwirth’s study deserves
to be widely read.

MAURICE FREEDMAN

SIMON N. HERMAN, American Students in Israel, viii + 236 pp., Cornell
University Press, Ithaca, N.Y. and London, 1970, $7.50 or £3-60.

The explicit organization of this book is from left to right. In fourtcen
chapters and 68 tables, the latter constituting its rescarch apparatus, the
author moves, perhaps a shade too smoothly, from the fact of an American-
Jewish student presence in Israel to that consciousness of the Holocaust
which constitutes, in all probability, the single most powerful organizing
factor in both the existence of Israel and the students’ presence in that
«country. Therefore, it may be said that this book has an implicit organization
that is exactly the reverse of its explicit one; the book may be more deeply
read if we begin at the end and read from right to left. Indeed, the implicit
and real organization of the book raises a more general problem about writing
and publication in the social sciences, for in this, as in many other instances,
the interpretation of the tables seems almost perfunctory. Perhaps a great
deal of paper could be saved if the data were published and the interpretation
left to the reader himself. Too often, the scholar’s interpretation interferes
with the response of the reader to the object he shares with the author, that is,
the data themselves. In this case, it is advisable to read the book according
to its implicit organization, from right to left.

Read in the Hebrew way, Professor Herman’s research probe raises a
unique problem in the history of immigration: the problem of a generation
of young probationers, ostensibly coming to study, but, in reality, testing
their relation to a nation-state at once their host and yet also probationer to
those young who have come, not least, to study the nation-state itself. The
key chapter thus becomes the ninth: “The intention to settle . . . the “push”
and the “pull”’

Professor Herman’s scientific method constricts his analysis, but even
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writing constipated by an overdose of methodology cannot but convey the
powerful tensions contracting the time American-Jewish students spend in
Israel. The text is splintered into too many bits and picces to sustain a
report that reflects the tensions in their complex American and Israeli
polarities. Great problems are grouped into the space of two paragraphs
under conceptual rubrics that are then marked by the perfunctory treatment
given the concepts themselves. But Professor Herman had a difficult task.
It would have takena genius of Kafka’s conciseness to say even part of what
there is to say in the little section on ‘Decision and Identity’ {pp. 118-19).
As it stands, that section serves mainly to illustrate the detached quality of
the analysis. The final sentence of that section is too straightforwardly
simple; it says that despite the fact that most of the students did not reach a
final decision about returning, the constant pressures on them to choose
among alternative courses of action helped them to clarify the nature of their
Jewish identity. How s0?, we may ask. Perhaps the keeping open of such
profoundly opposing and imperious alternatives as America and Israel is
itself a ‘final’ decision. The probationary attitude towards both alternatives
may be a decisive life-act, part of a deeper retuctance to take the existence of
cither the two nation-states, or one’s place in them, for granted.

The tables block Professor Herman’s probes before they can go deep
cnough. The fourteen chapters march bravely past one abyss alier another,
at double-quick time, rather like some of the students themselves. The
methodological blinkers prevent any full vision of the data.

If such studies can be said to have a serious weakness, then the seriousness
of this one lies in the method that is not at all special to it. The quick learner
might well go quickly through the first 194 pages and concentrate on the
tables {pp. 195—221) for the real interest of the hook.

) PHILIP RIEFF

MEYER W. WEISCAL, gen. ed. (ed. of Eng. edn. Barnet Litvinoff), The
Letters and Papers of Chaim Weizmann, Vol. 11, Serics A, November
1902-August 1903, xlvi + 489 pp., Oxford University Press,
London, 1971, £3-50.

In this second volume of Weéizmann’s letters less than a year is covered,
from November 1902 to August 1g03. Therc are fewer personal letters, and
the interest concentrates on the long and frustrating battle to secure support
for the project of a Jewish university, and for the activity of the Democratic
Fraction within the Zionist movement. The volume contains much valuable
material on the situation of Jewish students throughout Europe, and the’
plans for a Jewish academic institution. There is no doubt in Weizmann’s
mind that it must ultimately be in Palestine, but he is prepared for a tem-
porary start in Europe. The programme on whiich he is working is described
in a letter to Simon Guinzburg at Saratov (no. 203), and the opposition to it
of assimilationists—at the moment in Warsaw—in one to Cathenne Dorfman
in Zurich (no. g14).

The difficulties of the political struggle are well :llustrated by the long
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Ictters to Isaac Rothstein in Rostov (no. 161 of 4.1.1903), A. Idelson and M.
Kroll in Moscow (no. 272 of 17.2.1903), but above all, by the long report:
which Weizmann wrotc to Herzl himsell (after the Kishinev pogrom)
describing the general situation of Zionism in the world, especially in Russia,
and of the strugglcs and conflicts within the movement.

What all this activity cost him in his own health comes out touchmgly in
Ietters to his future wnfe, Vera Khatzman {nos. 303-10).

JAMES PARKES

F. WILDER-OKLADEK, The Return Movement of Fews to Austria after the
Second World War, With special consideration of the return from Israel,
xiv -+ 130 pp., publication of the Research Group for European
Migration Problems, XVI, Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague, 1969,
n.p.
Given the paucity, in post-war western European countries, of official
statistics relating to religious affiliation, Jewish demographic studies have
tended to fall into two categories: those drawing on material available in
communal records and often adopting techniques more appropriate to the
reconstruction of historical development (for example, balancing estimates
of recorded births against those of recorded deaths to establish approximate
rates of population growth) and second, sample surveys with a demographic
bias conducted in the main with a view to defining Jewish communal needs
and presented in a manner appropriate to the requirements of the organiza-
tion financing the research. Research integrating both these approaches and
written against a sociological background is rare. Bearing this situation in
mind, one is predisposed to welcome this present pioneer study. The work
mainly emphasizes the development of the Jewish population which returned
to Austria after 1945; it is examined against a theory relating to migratory
movements-and is compared with the cxpenence, as documented by other
researchers, of a similarly-situated group in Germany. In her examination of
the Austrian position, Mrs. Wilder-Okladek has drawn on the documentary
cvidence available in both Israel and Austria and has supplemented it with
a questionnaire study covering a sample of the ‘returnees’, paying particular
" attention to those who returned after a stay in Israel: such returnees, it is
thought, must have experienced much conflict in deciding to resettle in
Austria (where they had suffered) after having lived in what was presumably
their spiritual home.

The difficulties met in pursuing the study (non-response of would-be
interviewees, withdrawal of co-operation by communal authorities) must
have made continuation of the research at times seem futile—one can only
presume that the study was conducted over a number of years since no dates
are made explicit for the timing of either the documentary research or the
questionnaire study—and the author is to be commended for her persever-'
ance and for the fact that she has been abie to produce much good material,
particularly-in the case studies.

However, although one appreciates these problems, it is difficult to be
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uncritical about the presentation and analysis of the material. Thus, while
the distinction between returnces {those who lived in Austria before 1938
and returned after 1945) and immigrants (those who came to Austria from
other countries) is crucial to the discussion, it is left to the reader to discover
the exact meaning of the terms {further confused by reference to Austrians
and non-Austrians) by cxamining the appended statistics and by particularly
close reading of the text. Furthermore, much is made of the differing
experience of the Austrian and German repatriates, but there is no reference
to the communal organization in those countries: one feels that some analysis
of their respective pre- and post-war commiunal structures would have been
helpful in accounting for the differences in the treatment afforded to the two
groups. As regards presentation, it is regrettable that the author did not
check all her page references and tables. The reader is sometimes referred
to another page in the text, but turns to it in vain (for instance, on p. 92 in
the discussion on returnees from Israel who ‘quoted homesickness as a reason
of return’ we are referred to p. 81 for a comparison with other returnees
giving the same reason—only to find no mention of the subject on that page);
or we are referred to tables in the appendix, but fail to find them (for example,
on p. 78, note 3, there is a reference to Tables D/16 and D/ 17—but these
tables do not seem to have been printed).

Compared with even the eroding national populations of Western Jewry,
the Austrian Jewish community is, as Mrs. Wilder-Okladck stresses, probably
unique in its age-structure and in its. rate of numerical decline. From the
evidence given here, it obviously includes many individuals whose experi-
ences would be invaluable in explaining why people return to inhospitable
environments. The research material reproduced in the interviews quoted'
and in the case studies only serves to whet the appetite for a more rigorous’
discussion of the psychological state of both the community and the
individuals who go to make it up.

MARLENA SCHMOOL
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-SIR, :

I should not like to leave uncorrccted the impression the review of my-
Jews and Freemasons by Max Beloff must have created in the reader’s mind.
That Professor Beloff presented me to the reader as someone whose ‘instincts
would seem to be those of the antiquarian rather than of the historian or
sociologist’ would not have perturbed me, since interpretation of this
remark is dependent on one’s idea of what constitutes an historian. Beloff
apparently found reading the detailed reports of contacts between Jews
and Freemasons too burdensome. But is not the presentation of those
significant details which combine to make up the chain of events of history
the basic assignment of any historical study? This is especially so in cases
where the facts were, until now, unknown. The subject of Jews and Free-
masons, moreover, had never been treated historically ‘before Dr. Katz
embarked upon his studies’, as Beloff so benevolently concedes. Of course,

had the treatment of the subject been confined to the mere recording of
events, the epithet ‘antiquarian’ would have been deserved. The reader of
the review will, unfortunately, get the impression that the book does not go
beyond this level, for Beloff omits to mention that in addition to the running
analysis interwoven throughout, the book concludes with three chapters
which epitomize the subject and attempt to point out its ‘hxstorncal sngm-
ficance’ (the title, indeed, of one of these chapters).

Indeed, Professor Beloff makes use of some of the obscrvations statcd i
the book—although without giving the reader the slightest hint of their
source. On the contrary, they are presented in a controversial manner: “Dr.,
Katz in ignoring the fact that western and central Europe in the period of
which he writes had been divided from the religious point of view by the
effects of the Reformation and Counter-Reformation’ was thus unable to
appreciate the differences between the attitudes of Masons in Catholic and
Protestant countries. So Professor Beloff has to do this for the benefit of the
reader! Similarly, in another paragraph: ‘Since Dr. Katz nowhere tells us
what the lodges did in respect of their members,’ so Beloff will supply inform-
ation as to what attracted the Jews. But all he says, on bath these occasions,
is ncatly abstracted from the book’s analytical chapters (sce pages 211-12,
224-5). -

As indicated by the above quotation from the review, Professor Beloff
thinks that in Fews and Freemasons 1 failed to conform to the principle that
Jewish history must be written against the background of general European
history. The principle is a sound one and it serves as one of the yardsticks
for Jewish historiography. I would accept this criticism if it were applied to
my other published works which deal with internal Jewish affairs. But what
sense does it make to offer a general history in a book whose theme is the
contact, and even confusion, between Jews and Gentiles? General society
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here is not the background to, but rather an integral part of, the process.
Indeed the book deals more with non-Jews than with Jews. To have depicted
the whole history, starting with the Reformation and anti-Reformation
would have been superfluous when I assumed that the basic facts of earlier
European history were known; nor did I want to relegate to mere back-
ground that which is in fact part of the substance of the era which I have
undertaken to discuss. Professor Beloff has taken a cliché of historical
criticism and misapplied it.

Your reviewer finds two inaccuracies in my presentation of French
history. In one of these instances, the inaccuracy is his: I have not, as he
claims, designated the Action Frangaise as ‘the inheritor of the ideas of
Edward Drumont’, but only said that it was, ‘the inheritor of his anti-
Semitic and anti-Masonic ideology’. And this is true.

Professor Beloff is correct in stating that ‘despite the book’s title, the
content is very heavily oriented towards Germany with France having only
a subsidiary role, with England and Holland getting only sparse mention’.
He and other critics who seized on this point could not know that the original
Hebrew version’s title made no mention of Europe; this was added at the
request of the publishers, Harvard University Press, who were afraid of
misleading the American reader into believing that the book dealt with the
American scene. Nevertheless, the careful reader could have gathered from
my repeated statements in the Introduction and elsewhere that the book is
for the most part concerned with Germany. The reason for this is simple, for
Germany was the only country in which the participation of Jews in the
Masonic movement persisted to present a problem during the period under
discussion. In all other western countries, the problem either disappeared or
was reduced to a marginal one only, as Jews were accepted in principle.
Only at the beginning, after the emergence of the movement in the eighteenth
century, was the acceptability of the Jews questioned in England, Holland,
and other countries. This phase I have described in detail (and Professor
Beloff found this tedious). During the nineteenth century the Masons in all
the other western countries, and even in America, urged their German
brethren to live up to the basic Masonic principle of universal brotherhood.
In France, however, the connexion between Jewsand Freemasons once again
became problematic at the end of the nineteenth century, when they began
to be classed together in antisemitic and anti-Masonic propaganda. But even
in this phase, Germany stands out: ‘Only in that country did a movement
arise and adopt the slogan ““Jews and Freemasons” as the point of departure
in a campaign to destroy both.’

This leads me to the concluding paragraph of Max Belofl’s review. He
scems to be sceptical as to whether the whole theme can be conceived of
as history proper. Then, on second thoughts, he adds: ‘Perhaps Dr. Katz
implies that just because the issue was one of content rather than of form, it
can be taken as symbolical of the whole process and of its terrible aftermath.
It is therefore perhaps a little more than a footnote to history, but not very
much more.” I am not sure whether I understand the first of these two sen-
tences. What has the question of content versus form to do with viewing
Jewish-Masonic relationships as a symbol? The second sentence I do under-
stand and resent most strongly. Why is the theme of this book not history
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proper? The attempt of a minority group to be accepted by the majority,
the ideological struggle paving the way to acceptance, and the resistance to
such acceptance—which runs different courses in different countries—do
these not constitute social and intellectual history? Finally, the juxtaposition
of Jews and Freemasons in a slogan which- became one of the incendiary
cries of Jewish defamation, leading ultimately to the extermination of the
greater part of European Jewry—is this not political history?

JACOB KATZ

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

z
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The Statistical and Demographic Research Unit of the Board of Deputies of
British Jews reports that 3,872 persons were married in synagogucs in Britain
in 1970. This is the highest annual number since 1958. (In last June’s issue
of this Fournal, p. 125, it was stated that there had been 3,806 synagogue
marriages in 1969, and 3,646 in the previous year. In fact, these figures
referred to the number of persons marrying, not to the number of marriages.)

The research Unit gives the following details about the ratio of Orthodox
to Progressive marriages: Within the Progressive sector, the Liberal propor-
tion has continued to fall, while the Reform proportion has this year risen
significantly; the proportions for recent years are as follows:

1970 1669 19615
%o % %
Orthodox 810 82:1 8og
Reform 12:7 10-8 10-6
Liberal 6-3 71 85
Total 100 100 100
*

South Africa’s Jewisk Herald reported, on 31 May, that there are more
than 6,000 pupils in the Republic’s Jewish Day Schools, and that over 7,000
Jewish children go to afternoon classes. It comments that, since there are
23,000 Jewish children of school age in the country and some 14,000 of
them are enrolled in Jewish schools, South Africa’s Jewish Community has
the highest percentage of Jewish children receiving Jewish education in the
entire. Western world. For example, in Western Europe only 40 per cent
receive any sort of Jewish education, mostly in the afternoon schools and up
to Barmitzvah age only. In the U.S., Canada and Australia it is roughly
50 per cent.

*

At the end of 1970, Isracl’s population (the administered territorics
excluded) numbered almost threc million inhabitants: 2,560,000 Jews,
326,000 Moslems, 76,000 Christians, and 36,000 others.

Forty-five per cent of the Jews were native-born. Nearly half (47 per cent)
of the total number of Jews born in Israel had fathers who were born in
Africa or Asia; the fathers of 36 per cent of those born in Israel were born in
Europe or the Americas, while the remaining 17 per cent of the native-born
were children of men also born in Israel.

*
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The May 1971 issue of the Congress Digest (World Jewish Congress,
Geneva) reports that therc are now fewer than 2,000 Jews in Cuba, where
the Jewish community numbered 14,000 before the revolution. The majority
of them (1,400) are in Havana. There are five synagogues which hold Shabbat
services, and Jewish educational activities have been maintained. Cuba and
Israel have diplomatic relations at ambassadorial level.

*

The Statistical Yearbook of the Tel-Aviv—Yafo Municipality 1970, published in
1971, gives the following data,

Demography

At the end of 1969 the municipality’s population was 382,000; it has been
declining steadily since 1963, when it had reached the record figure of
394,400. The decline is due to'migration out of the city. In 1969 the Jewish
population was 376,000 (131 per cent of the entire Jewish population of
Israel); the non-Jewish segment, almost equally divided between Muslims
and Christians, numbers 6,600 and is concentrated largely in Yafo.

There has been a striking ageing of the population: those aged 65 and
over accounted in 1967 for 10-6 per cent of the total population; in 1965 the
percentage was g-2, while in 1961 it was 6-9. One factor in the ageing of the
population is the migration of younger people to the outer suburbs or to
neighbouring towns; another factor is that people are living longer.

There has been a slight decline in the size of households: from an average
“of 35 persons per household in 1962 to an average of 32 in 1969.

Labour force

Whereas Tel-Aviv-Yafo’s population accounts for only t3-1 per cent of
Isracl’s total population, the municipality’s labour force accounts for 25 per
cent of the country’s gainfully employed personnel. There has been a steady
increase in the number of women employed in the city: from 42,000 in 1961,
to 57,400 in 1965, to 70,200 in 1969. Women gainfully employed in the
municipality account for 25 per cent of the total female labour force of the
country; they constitute 42 per cent of the national female labour force
employed in commerce.

There are 236,400 persons employed in the municipality, but only slightly
more than half that number (133,400) live in it. Of thé 103,000 who com-
mute, 19,200 are residents of Ramat Gan; 15,900 live in Bat Yam; 15,000 in
Holon; and 10,000 in Givatayim.

Education

In 196g-70 there were 87,500 pupils in 484 educational institutions
approved by the Ministry of Education and Culture; 61,230 pupils were
enrolled in schools run by the Municipality. In 1970-71 the number fell
slightly to 60,900. There has been increasing migration of families with
young children to towns outside the city, and this fact together with a decline
in the birth rate has resulted in a decline in the total number of school-
children in the Municipality. On the other hand, there has been an increase
in the number of schools and kindergartens with a welcome reduction in
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the size of classes. In 1961 there were, on average, 36 children in a kinder-
garten class; today there are 30. In elementary schools, the average number
was 33; it fell to 29 in 1965, and to 27 in 1970.

There has been an increase in the total number of pupils in recognized
sccondary schools: from 18,708 in 1965 to 21,500 in 1970.

There were 11,800 students in Tel-Aviv University in 171 compared
with 6,700 in 1967. The Faculty of Law enrolment in 1967 was goo; by 1971,
it had reached 1,150.

There are 44 libraries in the Municipality, g of which are reference
libraries.

Health Services

Tel-Aviv-Yafo has 15 hospitals with a total of 1,940 beds. In 1969 there
were 5 beds for cvery thousand inhabitants, a great improvement on 1961,
when the figure was 3-g per thousand.

There arc 20 Mother and Child Centres in the Municipality.

Hotels

Therc were 61 hotels in the city in 1970; 41 of these (with a total of 2,620
rooms) were recommended for tourists. In 1965 only 31 hotels (with a total
of 1,860 rooms) fcll into that category.

Consumer goods

In 1969, over go per cent of households owned an electric refrigerator and
a wireless sct; 86 per cent had a gas cooker; 40'5 per cent had a sewing
machine; and about 30 per cent had a washing machine and a gramophone.
The percentage of homes with a television set more than trebled: from 10°3
per cent in 1968 to 32'7 per cent in 1g6g.

There were telephones in 465 per cent of the Municipality’s houscholds.

The June 1971 issue of Israel Book World states that thirty countries
exhibited publications at the 1971 Jerusalem International Book Fair;
Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Denmark, England,
France, Germany, Guatemala, Holland, Honduras, India, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Japan, Kenya, Malagasy, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
Rumania, Spain, Switzerland, United States, Uruguay, ‘'and Venezuela,

There was a display of 24,000 books from 755 publishers. The first
Jerusalem Triternational Book Fair took place in 1963,

"

Last July the Hebrew University of Jerusalem awarded 140 Ph.D). degrees
—the largest number since the foundation of the University. The doctorates
were in the following disciplines: 58 in science; 32 in the humanities; 23 in
medicine; 20 in agriculture; and 7 in the social sciences.

The highest number of master’s degrees, 150, were in the sciences, followed

by 99 in the social sciences, g2 in the arts, 49 in agriculture, 24 in medicine,
and 14 in law.
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The number of students engaged in doctoral research has been growing
steadily: there were 797 in 1968/69; 933 in 1969/70; and 1,121 in 1970/71.

*

Tt was reported last July that the Technion’s Board of Governors had
reccived donations amounting to $525,000 towards a Fund to help 2,000
students from the Oriental communities to enter Israel’s universities each
year. The donations werc made by four American members of the Board of
Governors, who undertook to raise a further $500,000 in the United States
by the end of 1971. The first group of students benefiting under this scheme
should be enrolled for the 1972/73 academic year. The four Governors
announced that the Finance Ministry has promised to enlarge the Fund with
a contribution of $4,000,000 over the next five years.

The Yemenite Community Committee in Jerusalem has announced the
award of 37 scholarships at the Hebrew University and at various Yeshivot
to students of Yemenite origin. The Fund for these scholarships was sct up
three years ago by Mr. Shmuel Bedithc in memory of his father. The
donation is being matched by the Friends of the Hebrew University.

*

Last June, 226 students at the Haifa Technion were awarded higher
degrees: 55 doctorates and 171 master’s. More than 70 per cent of Israel’s
engincers and applied scientists are Technion graduates.

An article in The Israel Digest of 23 July gives the following details about
Israel’s programmes of international co-operation with developing countries
in Africa, Asia, and South America. More than a thousand citizens from
various countries are trained in Israel every year; they attend courses which
will enable them to become ‘farm managers, agricultural extension officers,
irrigation engineers, agricultural planners and so on’. The programmes
‘cover a wide scope, the major arca being that of expanding food production.
... Isracli experts in forty foreign countries are advising their hosts on egg
production, increasing milk yields, growing citrus fruits and vegetables,
cultivating corn and cotton, etc.’

The aim is to replace the Israeli expert with a local resident; an Isracli in
Africa is quoted as saying ‘Our object is to serve, to teach and then to leave.’

An international association of 15,000 ‘alumni’ of training courses in
Israel groups local *“Shalom’ societics through which the individual members
keep in touch with one another and with the country in which they studicd.

*

The Yonina Talmon Fund and thc Hebrew University last June an-
nounced that the 1971 Yonina Talmon Prize had been awarded to Mrs.
Barbara Brown Frankel for her essay “The City in Black Kinship: A Com-
parison of Rural Past and Urban Present’. The Yonina Talmon Prize is
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awarded to an author of an unpublished essay in one of three ficlds in which
Yonina Talmon made seminal contributions: kinship and the family,
including gerontological aspects of the family; the sociology of the kibbutz
and collective sctticments; and the sociology of religion. This is the first
award of the Yonina Talmon Fund.
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