
CHAPTER X
THE SOCIALIST VIEWPOINT

In theory and practice socialist labor was opposed to anti-Semitism.
The Socialists never wavered in their stand against all attempts to de-
prive Jews of their civil rights. They treated with contempt the anti-
Semitic agitators and the groups behind them. They never gave in to
the temptation—considerable at times—to gain followers by making
concessions to anti-Jewish prejudice. From the rise of the socialist labor
movement in the 1860's to the time of its defeat by National Socialism,
the statements of the labor leaders, the resolutions carried in party con-
ventions, the methods of coping with the situations created by political
anti-Semitism, testify to its unswerving opposition to any kind of dis-
crinTliflatiOn against Jews.

On the other hand, socialist labor was indifferent, if not actually hos-
tile, toward all efforts to preserve and revitalize autonomous Jewish reli-
gious, cultural, or national traditions. Marxism, its guiding philosophy,
had as little use for the Jewish religion as it did for the Christian. Eager
to have the processes of industrial society do their work of obliterating
cultural differences, socialist labor could see no more than an obsolete
religious heritage in the beliefs of orthodox Jewry and had even less
sympathy for conscious attempts to revive the Jewish nation.

Little attention has been paid in rionsocialist literature to the work of
enlightenment and education which German socialism carried on among
its followers. The Socialists, on the other hand, have done little in the
way of critically reevaluating this work. On the whole they still refuse
to acknowledge weaknesses which have by now become obvious, and
cling steadfastly to a dogmatism that even the Nazi catastrophe has not
shaken. Their chronic underestimation of anti-Semitism which they con-
tinue to view as a mere byproduct of the class struggle, is symptomatic
of such dogmatic thinking.

The Socialists' evaluation of both the "Jewish question" and anti-
Semitism was part of their general appraisal of the class society. When
Germany began her late rise as a modem industrial nation, she retained
the essential structure of a caste society. The middle classes represented
the liberal forces of industrialism but ranked below the topmost level
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of the social hierarchy. The lowest ranking group, the workers, had at
first supported the Liberals in the struggle for constitutional rights. But
they had asked in return that the Liberals join them in a program
of democratic reforms in which the abolition of the discriminatory class
franchise figured prominently. The Liberals refused to commit them-
selves with regard to the workers' demand for general, equal, direct,
and secret suffrage. They were lukewarm about the question of the free-
dom of the press, and unwilling to accept the workers' associations into
their own political organization, the Nationalverein (founded in 1859).
They had likewise turned down, in the name of laissez-faire philosophy,
the workers' demands for social reforms. The fruitless negotiations be-
tween the nascent workers' associations and the liberal parties finally
convinced the workers that the middle class could not be trusted as an
ally in the fight for basic democratic rights.

The first efforts of labor to break away from the tutelage of middle-
class liberalism and to create an independent political organization of its
own' were made during the years of the constitutional conflict in Prussia
when crown and parliament were deadlocked in a struggle over constitu-
tional rights. After Prussia's victorious wars against Denmark and Austria
the liberal opposition crumbled. Democracy had suffered another de-
feat, hardly less severe than the one inflicted on it in 1848. The antagon-
ism between labor and the middle classes remained characteristic of
their relations throughout the history of imperial Germany. The workers
never forgave the parties of the bourgeoisie for their betrayal of democ-
racy. They despised them and rarely missed an opportunity to discredit
them for the equivocal role they had played and were destined to con-
tinue playing in the involved political drama of modern Germany. Be-
fore Germany's national unification in Bismarck's Kaiserreich, the Liberals

were indeed in a difficult position. Their two great political aims were
unity and liberty. But unity under Prussia's leadership—there was, short

of a nationwide revolutionary upheaval, no other power capable of
bringing it about—required the sacrifice of basic democratic rights. The
middle classes preferred to make the necessary concessions rather than
risk the dangers of a social revolution which might not have stopped at
the destruction of a system of conservative rule. Fearing the necessary
though dangerous alliance with labor, the middle classes relinquished
their claims to political leadership at a time when they had become
strong enough to overthrow the old powers. It was the price Germany
paid for being "late" on the European scene.2

Disappointed and antagonized by the Liberals, the workers turned to

a revolutionary philosophy, which assigned to their own class a mission

no other was capable of undertaking. The task ahead was no longer that
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of replacing one system of domination by a more "progressive" one, the
substitution of enlightened bourgeois rule for that of the old reactionary
powers, but the elimination of both. Socialism held out the vision of a
classless society in which the exploitation of man by man would no longer
form the basis of human relations.

The man to whom a number of workers' associations first turned for
political leadership was a brilliant scholar, orator, and pamphleteer
whose democratic radicalism and struggle for labor's independent role
had made him "the only man in all Germany who could help";3 and he
was Jewish. At the height of the constitutional conflict, Ferdinand Las-
salle4 had vainly tried to stiffen the Liberals' backbone for a showdown
between parliament and crown. Disgusted by the Liberals' indecision in
fighting the people's battle, he had addressed himself to the workers as
the power to which the cause of freedom would have to be entrusted.
When, in 1863, a workers' committee was charged with the preparation
of a general labor convention, it solicited his counsel on the strategy to
be followed. His reply became the credo of the first German labor party,
the Aligemeine Deutsche Arbeiterverein (General German Working-
men's Association).

In his Off enes Antwortschreiben (Public Answer), Lassalle stated
that the Liberal Party had betrayed the cause of true democracy. The
workers could no longer rely on it. They would have to form an inde-
pendent party. "Organize yourselves in a general German workingmen's
association," he advised them, "with the purpose of a legal and peaceful
but untiring and relentless agitation for the introduction of a general
and direct franchise in all German states." To alleviate the poverty and
insecurity of the workers, Lassalle recommended that industrial coopera-
tives be organized with the help of government credit. These cooperatives
were to function eventually in all spheres of industrial life and should
enable the workers to compete successfully with private enterprise. Uni-
versal suffrage and the reorganization of capitalistic production on the
basis of government-sponsored workers' associations should be the two
immediate goals of German labor. "This is the banner you must raise.
This is the sign under which you will triumph!"5

Such a program was bound to bring the Lassalleans into sharp con-
flict with the liberal middle classes as well as with the followers of
Marx, who at that time had not yet severed their political ties with the
Liberals or built a party of their own. The middle classes, the champions
of free enterprise, were naturally hostile to the idea of workers' indus-
trial cooperatives, and the more so, as the government's part in their
establishment would have enormously strengthened the powers of the
conservative state. Nor did they view Lassalle's political demands with
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much favor. The French experience, the caesarism by plebiscite of Na-
poleon III, had made them realize that they might not necessarily benefit
by a more democratic suffrage. The fact is, as we know today, that Bis-
marck felt sure he could turn general franchise into a weapon against
the Liberals and parliamentary rule. He hoped to consolidate the posi-
Hon of the monarchy by winning the vote of groups which, like those
in France, were losing confidence in liberal leadership.

It was with growing apprehension that Marx and Engels in London
and their followers in Germany watched the course which the first so-
cialist workers' party was taking under Lassalle's leadership. There had
been clashes before between Marx and Lassalle over questions of eco-
nomic theory and political strategy, particularly concerning the position
a revolutionary movement should take in the fight for German or Prus-
sian national unification. Now Lassalle's program and tactics seemed to
Marx and his friends an outright betrayal of the workers' cause. The
Marxists, too, were enemies of the Liberals, yet their conception of the
conditions under which in Germany the fight for political and social
emancipation had to be carried on, did not exclude tactical agreements
with the Liberals in the fight against Prussian reaction. Their conviction
that the bourgeoisie had shed its revolutionary character and was only
too eager to compromise with the old powers did not prevent them from
seeing the greater danger to labor's cause in these old powers.6 From
London, where they lived in exile, Marx and Engels untiringly warned
the workers against all shades of "royal Prussian governmental social-
ism," one of which they saw in Lassalle's agitation.

The anomalies of Germany's development could not have been better
illustrated than by the reaction which the Lassallean movement evoked
in various quarters. Protestant and Catholic conservatism hopefully ex-
pected to see it come into a head-on collision with the forces of Man-
chester liberalism over questions of social reform. Thus the conservative
spokesmen of social reform, the Catholic bishop Ketteler of Mainz and
the Protestant Franz Aimé Huber, as well as the leading theoretician
of state socialism, Karl Rodbertus von Jagetzow, entered into friendly
relations with Lassalle. Bismarck shrewdly calculated the services he
might obtain from him7 and sought his personal acquaintance. The lib-
eral bourgeoisie, however, fought the new party tooth and nail.

These peculiar political alignments are responsible for some of the
odd manifestations of anti-Semitism that took place. The groups which
traditionally harbored and exploited anti-Jewish sentiments made re-
markably little of the fact that Lassalle was a Jew, and an "eastern
Jew" at that, whose father, a silk merchant of Breslau, still spelled his

name Lasa1 and whose grandfather had been the rabbi Braun of Lozlau
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in Silesia. The Historisch-Politische Blätter für das Katholische Deutsch-
land,8 one of the oldest Catholic reviews which ten years later, at the
time of the Kulturkampf, took the initiative in the Catholics' attack upon
the Jews, referred to Lassalle as a "scholar" and "a really remarkable
man," without even mentioning that he was Jewish. Yet in the same
volume of the review, a furiously anti-Semitic outburst may be found,
entitled "Viennese Cabinet Pieces: Jews Without End," which berated
the Austrian and Hungarian Jews for their alleged arrogance, crooked-
ness, and crimes. Apparently, in Lassalle's case, there was little incentive
for injecting anti-Semitism into the political struggle. The Liberals, the
immediate targets of his attack, could not do it. They were committed to
the fight for the political emancipation of the Jews. Conservatism, hope-
ful of finding an ally in the young labor movement, had no interest in
doing it. However, political anti-Semitism was resorted to, at least occa-
sionally, and those who used it were, oddly enough, high-ranking and
devoted leaders of Lassalle's own party.

The situation illustrates the complexity of political anti-Semitism. Here
was a movement headed by a Jew who was enthusiastically acclaimed
by the workers. But some of his personal friends and admirers evidently
did not consider it a reflection on him when they attacked their oppo-
nents in an unmistakably anti-Semitic fashion. One of Lassalle's disciples,
Johann Baptist von Schweitzer, who after Lassalle's death (1864) be-
came his successor in the General Workingmen's Association, dedicated
a novel9 to him in which he depicted the liberal bourgeoisie in the most
unflattering colors. To leave no doubt as to whom he had in mind when
he ridiculed the Liberals and their propensity for ringing but empty
speeches, their declamatory protests and resolutions, and their political
cowardice and social hypocrisy, he bestowed Jewish names on a good
many of the representatives of liberalism in the novel.

Schweitzer's biographer Gustav Mayer1° observed that the anti-
Semitism that cropped up in the Lassallean party was directed against
two opponents: the liberal bourgeoisie and the nascent rival organization
of the Marxists. In the last analysis, it was generated from the party's
antagonism to the liberal bourgeoisie. Historically and politically, the
fate of the Jewish group was so intimately linked to that of the liberal
middle classes that an identity of interests between the two was taken
for granted. The wing of socialist labor, which saw a hope of obtaining
political and social emancipation through an alliance with the authority
of the conservative state, was responsive to anti-Semitism and included
into its anti-Semitic attacks all forces that sided with the liberal bour-
geoisie. Cooperation with the Liberals, even if it was only with the
radical wing of liberalism, made the Marxists Judenknechte (the Jews'
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lackeys) in the eyes of a good many Lassalleans. In this group alignment
it did not matter that among the theoreticians and leaders of most po-
litical parties were some men of Jewish descent. As a rule, whenever
an anti-Semitic note was sounded in the political controversies of the
Lassalleans against the Marxist Eisenachers1' we may be sure to find
questions of strategy involved bearing on the role of the Liberals. Such
is the case, for example, in Schweitzer's efforts to exploit the hesitations
that still existed within the newly founded Marxist Social Democratic
Worker's Party as to its further relations with the left wing of lib-
eralism. Whenever the issue came up, Schweitzer would lambast the
rival organization as dominated behind the scene by "capitalists like
Lob Sonnemann"2 and Hasselmann, editor of the Lassallean paper
Socialdernokrat, would editorially whip the "little Jew boys" (Juden-
/ungelchen), that is, the socialist leaders who believed in tactical co-
operation with the liberal democrats against Prussianism.

Schweitzer's contempt for liberal indecision, tinged as it was with anti-
Semitism, went together with an outspoken reverence for political dar-
ing, power, and force. He was an admirer of Napoleon III (to whom
Marx and Engels referred only in the most derogatory and drastic terms)
and of the conservative die-hards. "Call the followers of the Kreuz-
zeitung party obscurantists, reactionaries, enemies of the people, what-
ever you please, but nevertheless, hats off! They are men!"3 This rever-
ence was not confined to words. When in 1867 the Constituent Reichs-
tag was elected, for the first time since 1848 on the basis of equal, secret,
and general manhood suffrage, Schweitzer ran in the district of Elberfeld-
Barmen against Bismarck, candidate of the Conservatives, and against
the Liberal Max von Forckenbeck, President of the Prussian Diet. The
result of the first balloting was 6,525 votes for Bismarck, 6,123 for
Forckenbeck, and 4,668 for Schweitzer, which meant that a run-off elec-
tiori had to take place for Bismarck and Forckenbeck in which the so-
cialist vote would decide the outcome. It went almost entirely to Bis-
marck. In his address to the socialist workers of the region Schweitzer
afterwards told them: "The issue at this election was to decide between
the Prussian Prime Minister and the President of the Prussian Diet.
Through your votes Count v. Bismarck won. Could it be, workers, that
your decision was an homage rendered not to the candidate of the Con-
servative Party but to the Minister who on his own initiative returned
to you a popular right [universal suffrage] which the liberal opposition
had so steadfastly forgotten to demand?"4

It should not be overlooked that toward the middle of the nineteenth
century ideologies similar to that of the Lassalleans were gaining ground
in other European countries. In France, for instance, the attacks of
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Proudhon's followers upon French finance capital had a marked anti-
Jewish slant. Common to the Lassalleans and Proudhonians was also
the total rejection of Marxism and it might not be entirely erroneous to
attribute this hostility to the fact that the Marxists prophesied nothing but
failure for every movement which aimed at supplanting capitalist pro-
duction by economic experiments of the kind Proudhon and Lassalle sug-
gested. By ridiculing all attempts to replace the complex market econ-
omy of capitalism through conscious cooperation in some areas of the
economic system; by emphasizing the objective role of the bourgeoisie
as the most developed agent of capital, the Marxists seemed to make
themselves the allies of a class which prospered best the more it de-
stroyed the old texture of society and whose new wealth was symbolized
by the rise of Jewish fortunes.

In the fight for theoretical and political leadership of the socialist
movement the Marxists won over the Lassalleans. As a consequence, the
Social Democratic Party adopted a different attitude toward both the
Jews and the anti-Semites. As early as 1844, Marx had expressed his
views "on the Jewish question" in an essay of the same title, published
in the young Hegelian review Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher. The
essay was meant as a contribution to the discussion then current in the
materialistic wing of the Hegelian school on the individual's relation to
state, society, and religion; on the conditions of religious, political, and
human emancipation in general and their specific application to the
Jews.15

Bruno Bauer, a member of this school which had broken with the
Christian-Conservative interpretation of Hegel's philosophy, had taken
issue with the "mendacious situation" in which the Jews were being
held by the "Christian-Germanic state." He had found that the Jews,
while being repressed, ill-treated, and despised, nevertheless were also
favored and protected in the interests of the monarchy and the nation's
economic development. Although deprived of political rights, they had,
in Bauer's judgment, begun to subject the ruling classes to their own
rule and were levying a heavy tribute on the common people. Bauer was
aroused by this "hypocritical" state of affairs which the Christian state,
as well as the Jews, was perpetuating. He had written that the state, by
its religious nature, could not emancipate the Jews politically as long
as they held on to their religious belief. Both, Christians and Jews, would
have to forego religion in order to be free.

In his critical answer to Bauer, Marx presented the problem of human
emancipation as one transcending its political or religious forms. Bauer
had questioned the right of the Jews to demand political emancipation
as long as they held on to their religious distinction. Marx challenged
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the state's right to demand that for the sake of political emancipation,
Jews or Christians should relinquish religion. He pointed out that in a
fully developed modern state, such as America, religious emancipation
coexisted with political emancipation. For what else was political eman-
cipation of the Jew or the Christian, of the religious individual in gen-
eral, but the emancipation of the state from Judaism, Christianity, and
from religion in general? Human emancipation, however, was incon-
ceivable in the framework of bourgeois society. Religious and political
emancipation of the Jews, therefore, would not solve the Jewish question
as the question of the individual's emancipation in the sphere of society.
The material basis of Jewish existence would remain the same regardless
of religious and political emancipation. The "every-day Jew," not Bauer's
"Sabbath-Jew" was the subject of Marx's analysis. Even if freed from
religious and political fetters and accepted on a basis of equality, would
the Jews give up their "secular cult," Scluwher (huckstering), or their
"profane God," money? They would as little as bourgeois society as a
whole, motivated as it was by Schacher and money. "The emancipation
from Schacher and money, that is, from practical, real Judaism would
be the self-emancipation of our time. An organization of society that
would eliminate the conditions that make for Schacher, and thereby the
possibility of Schacher, would eliminate the Jew. His religious conscious-
ness would dissolve like a stale vapor in the oxygen (Lebensluft) of
society. On the other hand, if the Jew recognizes the futility of his prac-
tical existence and strives to put an end to it, he will work . . . toward
human emancipation in general and turn against the most poignant prac-
tical expression of human self-alienation."16

This essay, although relatively little known until it was republished
in Marx's posthumous works,17 was regarded as the model for the revolu-
tionary treatment of the problem. It assured the Social Democratic
Party's leaders that a solution of the Jewish problem was as little possible
in bourgeois society as the emancipation of women or the working class,
and just as certain to be fulfilled under socialism. In 1891, on the occa-
sion of the Buschhoff ritual murder trial, Franz Mehring pointed to the
prophetic truth contained in Marx's early analysis. Commenting on
the nature of the fight that was raging between the opponents and
defenders of the Jews, on the "repulsive features" of a "decaying capital-
ism" as Mehring saw them revealed in this trial, he referred to Zur
Judenf rage and drew the following conclusions:

"Today, a single look at the anti-philo-Semitic war enables one to grasp
all the depth of these sentences. From this secure bulwark of knowledge
one may watch with a calm smile how the furious fighters in both
camps storm against and beat each other. A pity each blow that
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misses, or rather, not a pity. After all, it hits capitalist society. But how
firm can the support be upon which this society is resting, a society that
can endure only in a state of agony which is bound to end sooner or
later."18

The characterization of the Jewish group which Marx's essay gives is
so evidently unfair and so much in the traditional language of anti-
Semitism that it has exposed Marx to the charge of anti-Jewish prejudice.
Even when generous allowance is made for the stylistic mannerisms then
fashionable among the Hegelians and in which the young Marx indulged
with the utmost sophistication; and when one discounts the critic's
legitimate device of borrowing his adversary's language only better to
destroy his argument, there remains a feeling of consternation at the
distorted and unflattering image of the Jews that emerges from the pages
of Zur Judenfrage. On the face of it, it would seem justffied to suspect
Marx of an indifference toward the Jewish group bordering on contempt.
The charge of anti-Semitism, however, is meaningless in Marx's case
because it presupposes a position which he could never have accepted.
For Marx, an enemy of the Jews could only be someone who betrayed
the struggle for a social order in which "the essence of Jewishness, the
drive for profit," would no longer be "the principle upon which con-
temporary civilization is built," who forgot that "the social emancipa-
tion of the Jews is the emancipation of society from Jewishness."19 But

one may well ponder the influence which Zur Judenf rage had outside
the philosophical milieu for which it was primarily written. When
Marx had described the Jews as a group whose social function was
reduced to money-making pure and simple, he had attacked the problem
at its deepest social root. The Jewish question was the question of man
under capitalism. Outside this context, however, the Jews of Zur Juden-
frage appeared as a parasitic, clannish, asocial, and alien group, held to-
gether by a reactionary religion, the agents of money, hated by the
people and at once protected and despised by the powers-that-be.2°

One might venture to say that the Social Democratic Party, as a
Marxist party, would have taken the same stand on the "Jewish ques-
tion" if Zur Judenf rage had never been written. A few basic economic
and political concepts developed by Marx would have been sufficient
to guide the Social Democratic Party in its theoretical and practical treat-
ment of anti-Semitism. Foremost among the "natural laws" which Marx
had found governing capitalist economy was the law of capitalist ac-
cumulation. As bourgeois society evolved, the more plainly its basic
antagonism would be revealed: an ever-diminishing number of owners
of the chief means of production would confront an ever-growing
proletariat. Capital and labor were the two essential classes of modern
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society and its dynamics would work inexorably toward the elimination
of all intermediary classes. Unable to withstand the technological and
financial superiority of large-scale enterprises, hitherto independent forms
of business would eventually be forced out of existence. The smafl mer-
chant and manufacturer, the peasant and artisan of today, was the pro-
letarian of tomorrow. This large army of workers who had nothing to
sell but their labor power would have to band together for individual
survival. Trained and disciplined by the very processes of modem
industry, they would grow in strength and boldness and finally establish
themselves as the nation. They were destined to be the class that would
abolish the class society with its coercive power, the state, and found
in its place the association of free individuals.

This skeleton of revolutionary theory is quite adequate for an under-
standing of the official Social Democratic position toward the Jews
and the anti-Semites. The Social Democrats saw no reason for singling
out the Jewish group, either for attack or protection. Jews would share
the fate of the socioeconomic classes to which they happened to belong.
The revolutionary workers would abolish capital regardless of its re-
ligious denomination. In matters of human relations they would be
guided by the declaration of the First International which had stated
that "this International Association and all societies and individuals
adhering to it will acknowledge truth, justice, and morality as the bases
of their conduct towards each other and towards all men without
regard to color, creed or nationality."21

The class theory also governed the Social Democrats' appraisal of anti-
Semitism. They were certain that the economic and psychological
conditions necessary for anti-Semitism to flourish were to be found
mainly in those intermediary classes which modem capitalism had
thrown into a "prolonged but hopeless agony." To quote from one of
many authoritative pronouncements:

Anti-Semitism stems from the resentment of certain middle-class groups
which find themselves oppressed by the development of capitalism and which
are destined to perish economically as a result of these trends. These groups,
however, misinterpret their own situation and therefore do not fight against
the capitalist system but against such surface phenomena which seem to hurt
them most in the competitive struggle: namely Jewish exploiters.22

The coincidence of economic depressions and rising waves of anti-
Semitism seemed to offer substantiation for the socialist thesis that anti-
Semitism was the reaction of victimized groups which had been
victimized twice: by the objective processes of capitalist economy and
by their own illusions as to the causes of their plight. In the eyes of
the anti-Semitic population, the Socialists never tired of explaining, the
Jews stood for economic forces inherent in capitalism. One had to expect,
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therefore, that times of acute economic and social disorganization would
produce increased hatred and resentment which the endangered groups
were anxious to direct against a visible, tangible, and not altogether im-
plausible enemy. The Marxists were the first to emphasize the socio-
economic roots of modem anti-Semitism. They warned their followers
not to belittle it as a mere product of demagogic agitation, not to
ignore the social reality behind the manipulative aspects of anti-Semitic
movements. "One cannot pass over phenomena which find a response
among the masses," Bebel told the delegates to the Social Democratic
Party convention in 1893, admonishing them not to repeat the stupidity
of their own opponents who for a long time had regarded the socialist
movement as nothing but an artificial bubble. "It is necessary to analyze
the causes and, having found these causes, one must look out for the
means with which to remedy the ills that have produced these
phenomena."

A movement which considered itself in possession of the most ad-
vanced social science did not question for a moment that the causes of

anti-Semitism as a historical, sociological, and sociopsychological phe-
nomenon could be scientifically established. Nor had the Socialists any
doubts as to the remedial measures which would do away with the
underlying ills. They had little hope that anti-Semitism as a false social
consciousness of the Mitteistand could be eradicated as long as the status
of these groups permitted and even required them to hold on to illusions
about their position and fate in modern society. As petty bourgeois,
they would be largely inaccessible to rational arguments. But capitalism
would not permit them to remain petty bourgeois. Sooner or later their
fate would lead them to accept the workers' revolutionary outlook in
which anti-Semitism had no place. It was different with prejudices which
workers might harbor. The Social Democrats believed it to be not only
possible but imperative for them to eradicate these vestiges of bourgeois
confusion. An anti-Semitic worker could not be counted on to be a
reliable revolutionary. His prejudice was proof that he had not yet trans-
formed himself from "a primitive man, thoughtlessly persisting in tra-
ditional ways of reasoning and feeling, into a thinking revolutionary."23

In 1893, at the height of racial anti-Semitism, Eduard Bernstein had

formulated it similarly:

The strength of anti-Semitism is rooted in confusion and self-deception as

to the nature of these [social] evils. . . . Among the masses of the people
anti-Semitism will find followers only among those who have not yet been
enlightened by Social Democracy and where—as in the case of small farmers,

artisans and small bushessmen—a falsely conceived self-interest blurs their
view.
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Enlightening those who, while suffering under capitalist exploitation,
believed themselves exploited by the Jews, was part of the task of
revolutionary education and a prerequisite of socialist victory. The task
called for a satisfactory explanation of a phenomenon that had puzzled
men for a long time, and, incidentally, continues to puzzle them. Why
did anti-Semitism become the "natural" outlet for resentment which the
objective processes of capitalism engendered in specffic groups?

The socialists took it for granted that the Jewish group had retained
distinct features which set it apart from non-Jews. They likewise took it
for granted that such distinctions were relevant to the problem of anti-
Semitism. Above all, they considered the Jewish group vulnerable on
account of its exposed economic functions. To specific strata of the
population, particularly in periods of economic disturbance, Jews ap-
peared conspicuously in the role of exploiters. This economic antagonism,
although basic, \yas accentuated beyond proportion by cultural differ-
ences and traditional prejudice.

The nature of the relations between Jews and non-Jews occupies a
prominent place in the Socialists' theory on the causes of anti-Semitism.
Without the economic role of Jews in modern society and the concrete
experience with Jews as representatives of modern forms of exploita-
lion and competition, anti-Semitism as a mass phenomenon appeared
unthinkable. The Jewish cattle and grain dealer and money-lender were
essential figures of the rural economy; as such they accounted in socialist
eyes for essential features of agrarian anti-Semitism. The same was held
to be true for the relations of Jews with conservative urban groups. The
inroads of anti-Semitism into the civil service had to be ascribed to
"the loan sharks who more often than not are Jews";25 the traditional
anti-Semitism of the landed aristocracy was perpetuated by the fear of
losing their indebted estates to Jewish creditors. August Bebel, Wilhelm
Liebknecht, Karl Kautsky, Heinrich Cunow, Franz Mehring, Eduard
Bernstein, Heinrich Braun—these and other spokesmen of Social Democ-
racy—considered it a crucial fact that Jews could be discerned as the
active agents of an economic order characterized by its opacity and the
anonymity of the forms of exploitation. The immediate stimulus to which
all groups who were susceptible to anti-Semitism or were actually anti-
Semitic reacted was, in socialist opinion, the presence of Jews, be it as
middlemen, moneylenders, real estate "butchers," builders of banking
empires, railroad speculators, owners of department stores and large
newspapers, or as "numerous and efficient individuals"26 in the highly
competitive professions and arts.

However, the causal connection which the Socialists saw between the
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occupational structure of the Jewish group and popular anti-Semitism
did not, fri their opinion, warrant the conclusion that the Jewish group
should make deliberate efforts toward changing this structure to lessen
group tensions. The Socialists were content to leave the Job of "normal-
izing" and "adjusting" the economic pattern of Jewish group existence to
capitalism which would irresistibly break up the religious community of
medieval Jewry and disperse the Jews, this time for good, among all
social groups. Developments in that direction were in full progress
at the end of the nineteenth century, not the least as the result of
Eastern European anti-Semitism which accelerated the, exodus of Jewish
artisans, storekeepers, and peddlers, throwing them into the sweat-
shops of England and America. The laws of the class struggle would
henceforth govern the fate of the Jews and destroy their supra-economic
solidarity by integrating them in the conflicting classes of modern society.
Through participation, on opposite sides, in the class conflicts of our
times, the Jews would eventually cease to exist as a group. This was the
course which, in orthodox Marxist opinion, capitalism was compelling
Jewish assimilation to run.

In their analysis of the real or imaginary differences of the Jewish
group, the Socialists, half a century ago, had already begun to take
notice of the psychological and sociological aspects of anti-Semitism
which are today in the foreground of scientific interest. Critically dis-
tinguishing genuine from spurious cultural or ethnic differences between
Germans and Jews, they took care not to discard the latter as irrelevant
but to search for the psychological value they might have in the mental
and emotional world of the anti-Semites. Perhaps the only genuine
sociological difference which the Socialists admitted was the entirely
urban character of the Jewish group. Kautsky regarded this point as
crucial. He attributed most anti-Jewish prejudice to it, and regarded the
notion of Jewish racial characteristics as developed from this sociological
factor.

"The Jew has become the urban dweller cornme ii faut. In him we find
accumulated and developed to the extreme all the qualities, good and
bad, which distinguish the city dweller. Compared to him the Christian
is a mere peasant, even the Christian in the city; for he, too, is as a
rule the direct or indirect descendant of peasants. 'What appears to us
as the unbridgeable race antagonism between the 'Aryan' and the
'Semite' is in reality nothing but the antagonism between the peasant and
the city dweller carried to the extreme. The difference in character be-
tween the 'Aryan' and the 'Semite' originates much more from their
way of life as it has developed through the centuries, than from specific
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racial qualities. It is the unvaryingly urban life which has given to this
Semitic mountain people (Bergvolk) what today are called specific
Jewish characteristics."27 The anti-Semite, according to this concept,
would find typically Jewish the alertness of mind, quickness of motion,
facility of language, nervous restlessness, muscular atrophy, and lack of
physical prowess which the peasant, half suspiciously, half contemptu-
ously, observes as characteristic of urban man. "There are rural dis-
tricts," Kautsky wrote, "where the peasant uses the terms 'city man' and
'Jew' as synonyms, where all the arguments are brought forth against the
man from the city which the anti-Semite marshals against the Jew."

The Jews' age-long status of social outcasts from which they had only
recently emerged, added an important psychological element, Kautsky
thought. With regard to Jews, the peasants' always present ambivalence
toward the man in the city—let us remember that "peasant" stands here
for Christian, whether rural or urban dweller—this mixture of suspicion
and awe, envy and disapproval, inferiority and superiority, invited ra-
tionalization along racial lines. The Christian could explain Jewish success
to his own satisfaction by the inborn, despicable character traits of a
different race and thus remove the sting of individual defeat. Since,
according to this analysis, Christian feelings of inferiority toward Jews
were rooted in the antagonism of urban and rural civilization there was
no reason to believe that they would disappear in bourgeois society.
The relative backwardness of the agrarian community was, in Marxist
opinion, an inevitable feature of capitalist economy. Social and cultural
differences would, therefore, continue to be rationalized by way of racial
myths. Consistent with their concepts of social development, the Social-
ists would never take issue with Jews for being more alert, resourceful,
and eager in business, profession, or study than their Christian competi-
tors. On the contrary, they defended Jews against such charges. While
acknowledging economic rivalry and envy as prime movers of Christian
hostility, they never regarded Christian complaints as justifiable. The
Jews acted according to the rules and in the interest of capitalist
economy, and in this frame of reference their success as capitalists was
entirely legitimate.28 Anti-Semitism which indulged in lamentations about
Jewish unfairness in business reflected only the economic backwardness
of the complainants.

The experience of Russian anti-Semitism forced the German Socialists
to refine their basic concept of anti-Semitism as anticapitalism. It seemed
impossible to explain the animosity and violence against poor artisans,
shopkeepers, and proletarians in terms of economic envy, rivalry, or ex-
ploitation. The Jewish question in Eastern Europe was obviously so
different that it required a different theoretical treatment. When under
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the shock of the pogrom of Kischineff (Easter, 1903) the editors of a
Social Democratic paper of Russian Poland and Lithuania asked Kautsky
as the editor of the Neue Zeit to express his opinion on the massacre,
Kausky admitted in his answer that the current socialist explanation
of Western anti-Semitism would not do justice to the situation in Rijs-
sia.29 In Eastern Europe, Jews were not primarily capitalists and intel-
lectuals, but belonged to all urban classes, including artisans and
proletarians, "among them the poorest of the poor. What could arouse
popular fury against these?"

In Kautsky's formulation of the question one of the obvious answers
was anticipated and dismissed as not entirely satisfactory. He did not
ask "who" but "what" could have set the Russian population against the
Jews. It was true that the pogroms were part of the diversionist strategy
of Czarist reaction, but that was not the whole answer. In Russia, the
rigid seclusion of the orthodox Jewish community, distinct by religion,
customs, language, and physical appearance, was in Kautsky's opinion
an essential factor of Christian-Jewish tension. Under the conditions of
ignorance and brutalization which characterized the cultural and political
life of the masses in Czarist Russia, the authorities found it easy to de-
flect mass hostility upon the "strangers." Kautsky did not believe that
living together would necessarily make for better relations between
different groups. The nature of the group and individual relations seemed
decisive to him. "People who live under primitive, tradition-bound con-
ditions, separated from the rest of the world, look at themselves as the
measure of everything human. Their institutions, their way of thought,
even their language, appear to them as natural, everything different
is against nature and abominable. Such men easily view the alien with
suspicion if not hostility even where no confficts of interest exist. The
aliens are considered as something inhuman and cruelties are committed
against them which could never be committed against members of
their own group."

The Socialists were convinced that without the existence of genuine
group distinctions and ensuing group antagonisms, anti-Semitic manip-
ulation could never be as successful as it proved to be at times. Political,
manipulated anti-Semitism presupposed spontaneous, latent anti-Semi-
tism. They would have ridiculed "enlightenment" of the kind that the
scapegoat was today the Jews and might tomorrow be "the men who
wear striped ties." Hatred of Jews, although irrational, did not settle
upon them accidentally as long as the Jewish group offered an inviting
target. Beside the weight and inertia of traditional prejudice, this isola-
tion of the Jewish group was being perpetuated by two main factors,
one of them a responsibility of the Jews themselves, the other due to
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wilful hostility. Most Marxists put it up to the Jews not to obstruct
the economic and cultural tendencies that worked toward the eventual
dissolution of the Jewish group by absorbing the Jews as individuals in
the modern groups of society. Everything should be done to further this
process of assimilation. All efforts to preserve the Jewish group would
facilitate the perpetuation of anti-Semitism.3°

The Marxists were sure that anti-Semitism had become part of the
modern class struggle and that the interests of Jewish emancipation
were inextricably linked to those of the greatest emancipatory move-
ment of modern times. Revolutionary classes, Kautsky wrote, had always
shown understanding for the Jews' struggle toward freedom and equality.
Nor had the community of interest between Jewish emancipation and
revolutionary aspirations escaped the forces of reaction and oppression.
By keeping the Jewish group in isolation, these forces could use it as the
lightning rod to deflect threatening social storms. The Jews would be
playing into the hands of their enemies were they themselves not willing
to give up the exclusiveness of their group,31 the cause of alienation and
the indispensable condition of manipulated anti-Semitism.

The Social Democrats were not the only ones who believed that the
manipulative strength of anti-Semitism rested in the distinctiveness of
the Jewish group which made it particularly suited to serve as a light-
ning rod. For this reason the Liberals, too, stressed the desirability of
Jewish assimilation. There was also agreement between Socialists and
Liberals that the forces which benefited by hatred of Jews, and at times
organized it, were the forces of social and political reaction, whether
in Czarist Russia where "maltreating, pillaging and massacring Jews is
the only popular movement permitted,"32 or in imperial Germany where
anti-Semitism was "a form of opposition that the government sanctions,
the only opposition in which state and government officials may in-
dulge."33 But the agreement of liberal and socialist opinion as to the role
of organized hatred of the Jews was and could be only partial. Liberalism
saw in anti-Semitism a survival of medieval ignorance and a tool of reac-
tion, its occurrence and persistence confined to social areas not yet
sufficiently opened up by modern society; capitalism's progress would
reduce popular anti-Semitism as well as diminish the chances of using
it for the benefit of antiliberal interests.

The Socialists were inclined to perceive anti-Semitism as deeply em-
bedded in the irrationality of the class society which offered practically
unlimited opportunities for its manipulation. It is true, the liberal interpre-
tation of anti-Semitism also runs through socialist literature and we will
see how it gained ground and finally predominance in the course of the
political transformation of the Social Democratic Party. During the
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nineteenth century, however, there were basic differences in the socialist
and liberal evaluation of the ultimate function of political anti-Semitism.
They became particularly evident in situations where anti-Jewish move-
ments could not be traced to Conservative-clerical reaction, as in the case
of racial anti-Semitism. The anti-authoritarian, anticonservative element
in Boeckel's and Ahlwardt's agitation could not be ignored. This new
kind of anti-Jewish hostility was evidently not linked with the interests
of the old ruling groups. What, then, did it express? 'Who tried to benefit
by it? For whom did the agitators speak? The Liberals' concept of anti-
Semitism as tied to the powers of the past made it difficult to find a
satisfactory explanation for a movement which claimed to speak for the
small people and professed a "liberal" creed. To combat this "plebeian"
rebellion, liberalism had to fall back on time-honored generalities. It
spoke of "mass insanity," of man's "destructive impulses," of a manifesta-
tion of "human irrationality," as though the phenomenon were unrelated
to a concrete socioeconomic situation. Consequently, it seemed necessary
to resign oneself to such outbursts of the human soul and hope that they
would pass as mysteriously as they had come, or resort to fervent appeals
to the treasured symbols of civilization.

The Social Democrats scorned the liberal defense as evasive, futile,
and basically dishonest. They treated with derision the Liberals' usual
appeal to lofty ideas, their eagerness to solicit sympathetic statements
from prominent citizens and, if possible, from the authorities, their
preaching of the gospel of human brotherhood. "The psychology of
man," Kautsky wrote, "remains completely untouched by pious state-
ments and exhortation. In so far as it can be changed at all and is not
kept by inborn characteristics on immutable tracks, it is dominated by
the meaning of his life for him. He who wants to change the world of
men must give a new content to their lives. When the hostility against
the Jews is deeply rooted in traditional reactions, it cannot be overcome
by enlightening people but only by giving a new meaning to their
lives."34 Liberalism could not provide this new meaning, the Social
Democrats were certain, because it could not admit its own responsibility
for the socioeconomic and cultural changes which had deprived man's
life of its former meaning. Reluctant to look for the springs of group
hatred in the confficts of contemporary, not feudal, society, the liberals
were forced to obscure the problem of anti-Semitism rather than con-
tribute to its solution.

At the height of Ahlwardt's agitation the writer Hermann Bahr asked
Theodor Mommsen for a statement on anti-Semitism that would be "con-
spicuous, helpful and purifying."35 The liberal historian had once before
taken up the good fight in his dispute with Treitschke.36 This time,
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Mommsen's disgust with the anti-Semites was as great as his despair
of effective intervention. "You are mistaken," he told Bahr, "if you be-
lieve that I could achieve anything in this matter. You are mistaken if
you assume that anything at all could be achieved by reason. In years
past I thought so myself and kept protesting against the monstrous
infamy that is anti-Semitism. But it is useless, completely useless. What-
ever I or anybody else could tell you are in the last analysis reasons,
logical and ethical arguments to which no anti-Semite will listen. They
listen only to their own hatred and envy, to the meanest instincts. Noth-
ing else counts for them. They are deaf to reason, right and morals.
One cannot influence them. What is there really to tell someone who
follows the Rektor of all Germans [Ahlwardt]? Such a man is hopeless.
There is no protection against the mob, be it the mob of the streets or of
the parlors. Canaille remains canaille. It is a horrible epidemic, like
cholera—one neither can explain nor cure it. One must patiently wait
until the poison has consumed itself and lost its virulence."37

The leading Social Democratic daily, Vorwärts, fairly jumped at
Mommsen when the interview was published38 and attacked the his-
torian for not recognizing anti-Semitism as the reaction of perishing social
groups to the pressure of big business. That a liberal spokesman like
Mommsen had nothing else to contribute to an understanding of anti-
Semitism but some strong terms was "rather disappointing for a scholar
of world repute."

Even more outspoken on occasion was the attitude of the Neue Zeit,
the theoretical socialist weekly. After the ritual murder trial at Xanten
(1891—1892) a group of well-known Liberals took up a public collection
for the acquitted defendant Buschhoff. The gesture was fiercely attacked
by Franz Mehring. "That the Buschhoff trial could take place in Germany
was—of course—the shame of the century." Mehring wrote,39 "but how it
came about that it could take place should finally also have come to the:
awareness of the century. It is asinine fanaticism to believe in Jewish ritual
murders but it takes a fanaticism just as asinine to assume that the
belief in such murders can be eradicated by an inexhaustible flood of
invectives or even by recommending it to the fatherly care of the police<
and the attorney general.

"We have the same feeling of compassion for the unfortunate man as
for every victim of infamous persecution and gladly pay our repects
to those who, after Buschhoff's moral restitution, also want to help him
get out of financial ruin. But for one thing we must ask in all modesty:
no humbug, no publicity at the expense of human misery!"

Fighting anti-Semitism meant changing the socioeconomic conditions
which bred it. This, however, in socialist opinion, was the line at which
all capital, be it liberal or Jewish, would stop. What the progressive
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bourgeoisie wanted was "capitalism sans phrase," exploitation without
protest be it socialist or anti-Jewish. Jewish capital, the Socialists felt,
was so closely interwoven with non-Jewish capital, that it was very
secure despite the anti-Semitic agitation. Besides, Jewish capital was not
at all discriminating in its search for profitable investments. Bebel
wrote of the "embarrassing and disgusting" impression it made to see how
despite the pogroms in Russia Jewish high finance in Central and Western
Europe was always ready to keep the instigators and supporters of these
savageries in power. He thought it well put when a satirical weekly made
a Jewish financier exclaim: "If the Russian government has my poor
Jewish brethren butchered, I shall demand one per cent more interest
on my next Russian loan."40

What then, the Social Democrats asked, was the real purpose of the
fight for and against the Jews that kept the upholders of private property
so busy? The emergence of the Stoecker movement, with its outspoken
aim of undermining the Socialist organization, and the suppression of the
Social Democratic Party requested by Bismarck and granted by a sub-
servient Reichstag, did not, in the minds of the Socialists, simply coin-
cide; they had to be seen as interrelated developments.4' The concurrence
of the two events had a deep and lasting effect upon the Socialists'
evaluation of anti-Semitism and liberalism. The eagerness with which
so many Liberals had participated in destroying one of the pillars of
democracy, freedom of speech and assembly, their tacit approval of the
three-class franchise in Prussia, deprived liberalism in the eyes of the
Socialists of any right to make itself the defender of the civil rights of
the Jews. The sharpest Social Democratic attacks on liberal "philo-
Semitism" were made in protest against the callousness which economic
liberalism exhibited toward the human desolation that accompanied the
rise of large-scale industry; against the indifference of the liberal press
in cases where the rights and dignity of individuals were violated who
happened to be socialist workers, an indifference in provocative contrast
to the zeal with which the same press came to the aid of Jewish victims
of injustice. The core of the Social Democratic argument against liberal
defense and enlightenment was that the liberal concept of justice was
that of class justice and that their philosophy made them insensitive
to the point of being stupid about the most obvious causes of such
expressions of social discontent as anti-Semitism. The Liberals' "philo-
Semitism" was in the judgment of the Marxists the reverse side of the
Conservatives' "anti-Semitism," a division of labor within the ruling
classes which served in the last analysis to defend the existing order
against socialism. The phio-anti-Semitic "sham battle" was staged for the
mutual benefit of the contestant forces and a Socialist should want no
part of it.
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