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How are we to consider the dramatic rise in antisemitism today? 
 

There is a consensus among all Jews that antisemitism is on the rise and most measurement 
tools, most specifically the number of antisemitic incidents and the recent murders, reinforce 
that perception. Incidents of antisemitism are on the rise, yet the percentage of antisemites in 
American society is on the decrease. 

Factors that Lead to the Rise in Antisemitism: 

We learn from history that antisemitism varies according to source; racial, religious, nationalist, 
social, or economic, political, and racial – as in the Nazi antisemitism. 

 Antisemitism varies according to level of preoccupation, how high a priority it is to the 
antisemites; is it the first hatred, or merely one of many. How obsessed are they with the Jews? 
Does another obsession rank higher? For the Nazis, Jews were the primary targets of their 
animus. Traditionally in the United States, Jews have been one of the hated groups but other 
groups were hated more. It is of dubious consolation, but in this case, it is useful not to win the 
competition. Hitler had a seamless record of antisemitism from his early speeches to his last 
will and testament. There are great perils in coming in first in this competition. 

Antisemitism varies according to goal. For religiously motivated antisemitism, the goal is 
conversion. For political antisemitism a diminution of Jewish power can be the goal – Jews will 
not replace us” was heard in Charlottesville and in Warsaw, Historically, in the more extreme 
cases the goal of political antisemitism was expulsion. For social antisemitism isolation or 
marginalization can be the goal. For Nazi racial antisemitism, annihilation, what the Nazis 
termed extermination, became the ultimate goal of the Final Solution. To use Daniel 
Goldhagen’s terms, eliminationist antisemitism gave way to exterminationist antisemitism. 

Antisemitism varies according to how endangered a society feels. And America feels deeply 
endangered. As a rule, the more stable a society, the more secure its Jews 

At this moment, in the United States we are living through at least seven simultaneous crises.  

• A health crisis 
• An economic crisis 
• A social justice crisis 



• A climate crisis 
• A leadership crisis 
• A democracy crisis 
• A crisis of truth 

 

I can elaborate but there may be no need as each of the first four seems self-evident. Allow me, 
however, to clarify the last three crises mentioned. Our leadership is polarized and divided; 
they do not trust the other party or even more moderate members of their own party. The 
word RINO (Republicans in Name Only) is an epithet on the right; on the left Progressive attack 
Moderates or Centrists, even their own leadership. Our politicians regard their opponent not as 
the opposition but as adversaries, perhaps even enemies. 

After the post-election calamity and the difficulties, we have had and continue to have with the 
peaceful transfer of power, few can doubt that democracy crisis. Furthermore, if our 
democracy cannot function to handle the problems facing the American people, belief in 
democracy will diminish.  

Daniel Patrick Moynihan famously said that “everyone is entitled to their opinion but not to 
their set of facts.” We live at a time with there are alternate facts regarding science and politics. 
Despite the overwhelming scientific consensus that Vaccines are safe and effective, a not 
insignificant segment of society, spurred on by politicians and factions of the media reject that 
message as false. “The election was stolen” is a mantra that does not diminish in volume 
despite audits and recounts that find to the contrary. It is seemingly impervious to judicial 
decisions that dismiss these contentions as false and without merit. 

During the previous Presidential administration, these crises were exacerbated by such cries as 
an invasion of immigrants from Mexico; they continue today with the claims that these 
immigrants are spreading Covid infections in such states as Florida, however distant it is from 
the border. 

These crises are petri dishes for spreading hatred, especially when the response to these crises 
has not been to pull together but to use them to pull apart. 

My colleague Professor Susan Kapitanoff has demonstrated that current crises are the breeding 
ground for conspiracy theories. 

Psychology has shown, she writes:  

In the absence of accessible and clear information, people may accept pseudo-scientific 
explanations… 



Associating with others who believe in conspiracy theories is a defensive way to boost 
our sense of belonging and self-worth – my group knows the truth and I am with others 
who are important and agree with me and value what I am thinking and feeling. Both 
low self- esteem and narcissism have been associated with conspiracy theories  

Conspiracy theories give clear, simple, and definite answers to our uncertainties… 
Repetition makes ideas seem more familiar and as if more people agree. Even if experts 
are disclaiming the conspiracies, the more we hear them, the more comfortable we are 
with them.  

Thus, conspiracy theories target Jews among others as having created the virus so that they 
could profit by the vaccine.  They target the government as telling the big lie that vaccines make 
us safe. They target individuals and corporations, supposedly for putting chips in the vaccines 
and attack physicians to undermine belief in scientific truths. They even accuse Bill Gates, one 
of the world’s richest men of seeking to profit from the vaccines when the Bill and Melinda 
Gates foundation gave billions of dollars to combat the virus and to spur the distribution of 
vaccines. 

How Contemporary Antisemitism Differs: 

Let us add three additional factors to this combustible mix. First: Today, the expression of all 
hatred is permissible, including Jew-hatred/antisemitism. If you feel hate, you feel empowered 
to express it and take pride in the authenticity of its expression. For a period after the 
Holocaust, antisemites were less willing to voice their hatred lest they be associated with the 
image of the camps and the symbols of Nazism. Now they flaunt it. Racists too were quieted for 
a time; now they hate more openly, more conspicuously, more proudly. Dog whistles do not 
suffice, only open racism will do.  It is not only the presence of hatred that is important, but 
also the volume at which it is expressed. 

When Barack Obama was elected president, the expression of racism in America, whether 
masked as criticism of his policies, his behavior or overt racism, increased dramatically. In the 
2016 election, hatred of immigrants, Mexican and Muslims was fueled by the rhetoric of the 
Republican campaigns for many offices, and especially Donald J. Trump’s presidential campaign. 
After his election, the policies and tone of his administration weakened the general sense of 
civility in American national discourse, violated norms, and destroyed its moral compass. The 
vociferousness of White Supremacists has added to the toxicity of the atmosphere.  

Second: The Internet empowers an avalanche of vitriol and provides the opportunity for 
anonymous expression, giving it a megaphone to spread hatred of ethnic minorities and classes. 
The voices of all haters are reinforced in their views by the communities they form, which are 
multiplied by a Malthusian-like progression. This has particularly affected journalists and other 



writers who, immediately after publishing their work, are subjected to hatred and death threats 
online and in their emails, giving individuals as much power as “institutions.” Their offices have 
also been targeted by bomb threats and actual violence. 

Furthermore, the hater or the loner is no longer isolated but a member of a community. Social 
media creates community out of isolated individuals and reenforces and supports their hatred. 
They no longer feel alone but are joined in a mutually supportive global community. The tirade 
of a lone killer in New Zealand reverberates around the world. 

Yet, in fairness, not all news bad! 

According to the Pew survey Judaism is the most respected religion in the United States. 

Permit me to explain. We might want to rephrase the positive into a double negative: Judaism 
is the least disrespected religion in the United States.  

How so? 

There is an increasing gap between the Roman Catholics in the pews and especially those who 
do not enter the portals of the Church and those in its hierarchy, exacerbated not only by the 
sex scandals in the priesthood and the turning a blind eye and actual coverups by higher ups in 
the Church. Roman Catholics practice birth control, divorce, and have abortions in roughly the 
same percentage as the general population despite the teachings of their Church.  

Protestantism is divided between mainstream and evangelical. Evangelicals are divided by age 
over such issues as gay rights and climate change, and also by politics as some younger 
evangelicals were less enthusiastic than the elders about the alliance with former President 
Trump. They are more tolerant of gays, more concerned about climate change, and less 
enthusiastic supporters of Israel. Moslems have been held in suspicion for the past half century, 
linked with terrorism and attacks by fanatics speaking in the name of Islam. Eastern religions 
are not quite understood. Thus, Judaism emerges, seemingly by default, on top. 

Still, while incidents increase, the major institutional supporters of antisemitism are on the 
decline. Two examples of institutions that are no longer in the business of spreading 
antisemitism are the Roman Catholic Church and the Communism.  
 
In the aftermath of the Holocaust, the Roman Catholic Church ended its campaign of blaming 
Jews for Deicide with Nostra Aetate (Vatican II) initiated by Pope [Saint] John XXIII. Pope John 
Paul II, now Saint John Paul II, recognized the State of Israel and declared antisemitism anti-
Christian, and Pope Francis indicated that no missionary activity need taken toward Jews, as 
their covenant with God remains in force. These attitudes have been supported by liturgical 



changes and by priestly gestures. Jewish-Roman Catholic relations are the best they have ever 
been since the advent of Christianity.  

The Roman Catholic Church is not alone among Christian religions in diminished support for 
antisemitism, Evangelical Christians have been strong supporters of Israel, seeing the return of 
the Jews to the Holy Land as essential step in the Second Coming. What might happen to that 
relationship if the Return is delayed is a different question. Mainstream Protestantism has tried 
– for many Jews often without much success -- to distinguish between its support for 
Palestinian rights and opposition to antisemitism. 

The fall of Communism eliminated a second source of antisemitism and Russia itself is now 
headed by a leader who, however difficult and perhaps dangerous to Israel and the rest of the 
world, has a warm feeling toward Jews—a product of his fond childhood memories of the 
Jewish neighbors whose gracious hospitality he enjoyed. 

On the other hand, the rise of radical Islam, the preaching of some Imams and the antisemitism 
that comes from certain, but surely not all, Arab and Muslim countries—and the support given 
them by the United Nations and by those who oppose Israel—counter-acts the positive 
institutional changes that emerged toward the end of the 20th century.  

Once perceived as the cure for antisemitism or at least the insurance policy, we know now that 
Israel can also fuel its flames. On the Moslem front there is some good news as the strategic 
alliance between Israel and Sunni Muslims will, if it endures over time, diminish Muslim 
antisemitism. As Arab nations establish diplomatic relations with Israel, it will be more difficult 
to portray Israel and the Jews as the source of all evil. We must recall also that these nations 
are entering into relations with Israel not because they love Jews or have great affection for 
Israel but because it is their self-interest as a counter to the Shiites and also because of Israel’s 
technological prowess. Self-interest is likely to be more enduring than affection. 

In Western Europe the issue of antisemitism varies country by country. In Germany under 
Angela Merkel, the leadership of Germany has been strongly against antisemitism and most 
particularly against the Nazi forces – it is not quite accurate to call them neo-Nazi forces -- on 
the right. She has tried to protect and defend its Jews against violence even as antisemitic 
violence has increased both from the right and the left. When the President of the Jewish 
community suggested that Jews not appear in public with kippot, some 3,000 German non-Jews 
put on kippot in solidarity with Jews living in Germany. When the synagogue in Halle was 
attacked on Yom Kippur, the Chancellor of Germany stood outside of a Berlin synagogue in a 
demonstration against such violence. 

In Britain the anti-Israel views of the former head of the Labour Party Jeremy Corbyn fueled 
antisemitism in his country, an antisemitism of the left and of the Muslim population. He and 



his party were defeated, and he lost his leadership position even his standing in the party. The 
Archbishop of Canterbury supported the chief Rabbi Ephraim Mirvis when he took a rare, 
perhaps unprecedented stance, openly denouncing Corbyn on the eve of the election. 

In France, we must distinguish between antisemitism of France and antisemitism in France. For 
French society that embraces the values of Liberty, Equality and Fraternity, Jews are an 
accepted part of French society and one is accustomed to working alongside secularists, 
Muslims, and Roman Catholics as well as Jews. But a segment of the population in France has 
not embraced those values and tensions in the Middle East or French criticism of Israeli policies, 
especially in times of war, is regarded as license to attack Jews next door. Still, in the aftermath 
of the Hyper Kasher killings the President of France led a demonstration against antisemitism 
and said that “France without its Jews, is not France.” 

In Eastern Europe, democratic regimes born in the aftermath of Communism led to a 
diminishment of antisemitism and an embrace of a more comprehensive, more truthful 
understanding of the Holocaust, while the recent embrace of authoritarian leaders and the 
return and ardent nationalism has led to a rewriting to Holocaust history and a threat not only 
to the history of Jews in these lands but to the situation of Jews in these lands. The situation 
varies country by country but that is beyond the scope of this paper.  

 

The Gap between Jewish Self-Perception and How We are Seen in the World: 

There is a significant gap between how Jews perceive themselves in North America and Israel 
and how they are perceived by others.  

In North America Jews are perceived by most – White Supremacists and Christian nationalists 
are the exception -- as a privileged part of the white majority, the ultimate insiders—an odd 
situation for a community that is approximately a 2% minority in the United States and 
considers itself a minority. Most Jews see themselves as a minority and many American Jews 
see themselves as “conditionally” white. In recent years we have been learning more about 
Jews of color – both by birth and by choice -- who are claiming their place in Jewish life. Their 
numbers will only increase in future generations as the rate interracial marriages rises.  Yet in 
general Jews are perceived by others as privileged whites, not as subjects in need of sympathy 
or empathy, but of envy and anger. Because they are regarded as privileged, antisemitism is 
treated differently by the left than other forms of racism. We will return to this theme briefly 
again.  

Israel is perceived by both friend and foe as a major regional military power and a significant 
and growing economic power in a globalized, knowledge-based economy. Its population and 



economy are prepared for globalization, and they are ready to benefit from it. Others are also 
prepared to benefit from it, which is why some Arab nations have established direct and 
indirect ties with Israel. Despite a significant gap between the haves and the have-nots in a 
country founded on equality, Israel’s per capita living standard is on a par with Switzerland—
hardly a country in need. And for the first time, Israel now has adequate water resources in a 
region where water resources are ever more precarious and significant energy resources that 
lessen its dependence on unstable sources of energy and diminish its vulnerability. As 
compared to its neighbors, Israel is overwhelmingly powerful, while the weakness of its 
neighbors, failed states in Lebanon and Syria and a divided dysfunctional Palestinian leadership, 
magnifies the power imbalance. But rejoice not as their weakness also weakens Israel. 
 
Israel is also perceived by many in the world to be the oppressor (or worse) of the Palestinians. 
Yet most Israelis see their country as one of modest means surrounded by Arab enemies 
committed to their destruction, as victims rather than victimizers, as a Biblical David instead of 
a contemporary regional Goliath.  More sensitive Israel see themselves as Goliath and David -- 
Goliath to the Palestinians and David to the entire Arab and Muslim world. 

For many people, especially people of color, Jews are perceived as a privileged part of the white 
majority. So, when people express antisemitism, they are no longer automatically disqualified 
from positions of leadership in social movements. The expression of racism, misogyny, anti 
LGBTQ or Islamic views would result in immediate cancellation. There has also been a divide 
between Blacks and Jews from the late 1960s onward, and periodic clashes, which have 
resulted in violence when they live in close proximity one to another though the political 
alliance among national leaders remains strong and enduring. 
 
Since Jews are perceived as privileged by many, if not most Americans, and Israel is seen as an 
oppressor by the left and to some of the extreme non-evangelical right, criticism of them is fair 
game. With restraints off, criticism is expressed in concrete action. In short, this is, as the title 
of a book I edited almost two decades ago says, Not Your Father’s Antisemitism. 

Not All Criticism of Israel is Antisemitic – Not All Criticism but Some Sure Is! 

How is antisemitism to be defined? 

One is tempted to repeat what Justice Potter Stewart said of pornography: “I don’t know how 
to define it, but I know it when I see it.” 

Yet, there are now dueling definitions: one offered by the International Holocaust 
Remembrance Alliance [IHRA] and another a dissenting definition that attempts to articulate 
the difference between legitimate, however harsh, criticism of Israel and antisemitism. 



A word of background on IHRA: In January 2000, Swedish Prime Minister Goran Persson 
convened an international conference to consider mandatory Holocaust education in 
Stockholm. Twenty-one heads of state and delegations representing 46 countries attended. 
After all the appropriate speeches were a Task Force for International Cooperation on 
Holocaust Education, Remembrance and Research was organized. Since 2013, it has become 
known as the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) 
(www.holocaustremembrance.com), a now 31-nation intergovernmental body whose purpose, 
according to US delegate Mark Weitzman, is to garner support for Holocaust education, 
remembrance, and research from state leaders, academicians, and politicians. Government 
funding and prestige is available to support national and international projects. 
 
The task force has adopted,with some controversy, working definitions of Holocaust denial, 
anti-gypsyism/anti-Roma discrimination and most recently antisemitism. Operating by 
consensus, this unique combination of experts and governmental diplomats have not 
succumbed to anticipated paralysis. Instead, the IRHA has greatly facilitated international 
cooperation. As the problem of antisemitism in Europe grew, they sought to articulate a 
working definition of antisemitism, making clear that it was a working, evolving definition not a 
legal definition. 
 
IHRA defined antisemitism as: 

Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred toward 
Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of antisemitism are directed toward Jewish 
or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, toward Jewish community institutions 
and religious facilities. 

It then illustrated the working definition by giving examples of antisemitism: 

 Calling for, aiding, or justifying the killing or harming of Jews in the name of a radical 
ideology or an extremist view of religion. 

 Making mendacious, dehumanizing, demonizing, or stereotypical allegations about Jews 
as such or the power of Jews as collective — such as, especially but not exclusively, the 
myth about a world Jewish conspiracy or of Jews controlling the media, economy, 
government or other societal institutions. 

 Accusing Jews as a people of being responsible for real or imagined wrongdoing 
committed by a single Jewish person or group, or even for acts committed by non-Jews. 

 Denying the fact, scope, mechanisms (e.g. gas chambers) or intentionality of the 
genocide of the Jewish people at the hands of National Socialist Germany and its 
supporters and accomplices during World War II (the Holocaust). 



 Accusing the Jews as a people, or Israel as a state, of inventing or exaggerating the 
Holocaust. 

 Accusing Jewish citizens of being more loyal to Israel, or to the alleged priorities of Jews 
worldwide, than to the interests of their own nations. 

It is important to note that IHRA defines the Holocaust denial as antisemitism, plain and simple, 
something that scholars in the field have been contending for years.  

IHRA then confronted the thorny issue of differentiating between legitimate criticism of 
antisemitism and antisemitism. They were clearly influenced by Natan Sharansky’s 
important contribution that invokes three criteria for distinguishing between the two – the 
three Ds:  

• Double Standards, judging Israel by one standard and the rest of the world, including 
democratic countries, by another. 

•  Delegitimization, moving from criticism of Israel policies toward the nation that 
Israel has no right to exist, is an illegitimate country.  

• Demonization , regarding Israel as the source of (all) evil, a demonic force in the 
world. 

IHRA argues that antisemitism is: 

 Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determination, e.g., by claiming that the 
existence of a State of Israel is a racist endeavor. 

 Applying double standards by requiring of it a behavior not expected or demanded of 
any other democratic nation. 

 Using the symbols and images associated with classic antisemitism (e.g., claims of Jews 
killing Jesus or blood libel) to characterize Israel or Israelis. 

 Drawing comparisons of contemporary Israeli policy to that of the Nazis. 

 Holding Jews collectively responsible for actions of the state of Israel. 

They went on to say that: 

 Antisemitic acts are criminal when they are so defined by law (for example, denial of 
the Holocaust or distribution of antisemitic materials in some countries). 
  
Criminal acts are antisemitic when the targets of attacks, whether they are people or 
property – such as buildings, schools, places of worship and cemeteries – are selected 
because they are, or are perceived to be, Jewish or linked to Jews. 
  
Antisemitic discrimination is the denial to Jews of opportunities or services available to 
others and is illegal in many countries. 



In 2021 a rival definition was introduced, called The Jerusalem Declaration, by a group of some 
200 scholars, most identifiably and proudly on the left, in Antisemitism Studies and related 
fields, including Holocaust Studies, Israel, Palestine, and Middle East Studies. Jewish History and 
Political Science that seeks to understand and describe antisemitism while still protecting free 
speech and leaving room to criticize Israel, even harshly, without such criticism being labeled 
antisemitism. 

The Jerusalem Declaration states: 

Antisemitism is discrimination, prejudice, hostility, or violence against Jews as Jews (or 
Jewish institutions as Jewish). 

Like IHRA, the definition was the easy part, the most important distinctions are to be found in 
the commentary guidelines that also engages the larger issue of racism. It views antisemitism as 
a form of racism, not or not merely sui generis.  
 

It is racist to essentialize (treat a character trait as inherent) or to make sweeping negative 
generalizations about a given population. What is true of racism in general, is true of 
antisemitism in particular. 
 

1. What is particular in classic antisemitism is the idea that Jews are linked to the 
forces of evil. This stands at the core of many anti-Jewish fantasies, such as the 
idea of a Jewish conspiracy in which “the Jews” possess hidden power that they 
use to promote their own collective agenda at the expense of other people. This 
linkage between Jews and evil continues in the present: in the fantasy that “the 
Jews” control governments with a “hidden hand,” that they own the banks, control 
the media, act as “a state within a state,” and are responsible for spreading disease 
(such as Covid-19). All these features can be instrumentalized by different (and 
even antagonistic) political causes. 

2. Antisemitism can be manifested in words, visual images, and deeds. Examples of 
antisemitic words include utterances that all Jews are wealthy, inherently stingy, 
or unpatriotic. In antisemitic caricatures, Jews are often depicted as grotesque, 
with big noses and associated with wealth. Examples of antisemitic deeds are: 
assaulting someone because she or he is Jewish, attacking a synagogue, daubing 
swastikas on Jewish graves, or refusing to hire or promote people because they 
are Jewish. 

3. Antisemitism can be direct or indirect, explicit, or coded. For example, “The 
Rothschilds control the world” is a coded statement about the alleged power of 
“the Jews” over banks and international finance. Similarly, portraying Israel as the 
ultimate evil or grossly exaggerating its actual influence can be a coded way of 
racializing and stigmatizing Jews. In many cases, identifying coded speech is a 
matter of context and judgement, taking account of these guidelines. 



4. Denying or minimizing the Holocaust by claiming that the deliberate Nazi genocide 
of the Jews did not take place, or that there were no extermination camps or gas 
chambers, or that the number of victims was a fraction of the actual total, is 
antisemitic. 

They then directly engage the question of when criticism of Israel is antisemitic and when it is 
not, clearly offering both a more detailed depiction of the problem and greater room for robust, 
even angry criticism of Israel. Some critics of the Jerusalem Declaration regard this as giving cover 
to anti-Israel leftist views. 
 

B. Israel and Palestine: examples that, on the face of it, are antisemitic 
 

6. Applying the symbols, images and negative stereotypes of classical antisemitism 
(see guidelines 2 and 3) to the State of Israel. 

7. Holding Jews collectively responsible for Israel’s conduct or treating Jews, simply 
because they are Jewish, as agents of Israel. 

8. Requiring people, because they are Jewish, publicly to condemn Israel or Zionism 
(for example, at a political meeting). 

9. Assuming that non-Israeli Jews, simply because they are Jews, are necessarily more 
loyal to Israel than to their own countries. 

10. Denying the right of Jews in the State of Israel to exist and flourish, collectively and 
individually, as Jews, in accordance with the principle of equality. 

They then move on to the criticism of Israel that is not or not necessarily antisemitic: 

C. Israel and Palestine: examples that, on the face of it, are not antisemitic 
   (whether or not one approves of the view or action) 
 

11. Supporting the Palestinian demand for justice and the full grant of their political, 
national, civil, and human rights, as encapsulated in international law. 

12. Criticizing or opposing Zionism as a form of nationalism or arguing for a variety of 
constitutional arrangements for Jews and Palestinians in the area between the 
Jordan River and the Mediterranean. It is not antisemitic to support arrangements 
that accord full equality to all inhabitants “between the river and the sea,” whether 



in two states, a binational state, unitary democratic state, federal state, or in 
whatever form. 

13. Evidence-based criticism of Israel as a state. This includes its institutions and 
founding principles. It also includes its policies and practices, domestic and abroad, 
such as the conduct of Israel in the West Bank and Gaza, the role Israel plays in the 
region, or any other way in which, as a state, it influences events in the world. It is 
not antisemitic to point out systematic racial discrimination. In general, the same 
norms of debate that apply to other states and to other conflicts over national self-
determination apply in the case of Israel and Palestine. Thus, even if contentious, 
it is not antisemitic, in and of itself, to compare Israel with other historical cases, 
including settler-colonialism or apartheid. 

14. Boycott, divestment, and sanctions are commonplace, non-violent forms of 
political protest against states. In the Israeli case they are not, in and of 
themselves, antisemitic. 

15. Political speech does not have to be measured, proportional, tempered, or 
reasonable to be protected under Article 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights or Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights and other human 
rights instruments. Criticism that some may see as excessive or contentious, or as 
reflecting a “double standard,” is not, in and of itself, antisemitic. In general, the 
line between antisemitic and non-antisemitic speech is different from the line 
between unreasonable and reasonable speech. 

The most obvious differences between the two definition are regarding BDS not as inherently 
antisemitic but as a reasonable form of non-violent protest and also the advocacy of a one state 
solution that would see the country from the Jordan River to the Sea as the state of all its citizens 
– and one might say, not a Jewish State -- would not be inherently antisemitic. 

I believe that the Jewish community both in Israel and in the United States has exaggerated the 
threat of BDS, which has had little to no impact on the Israeli economy and which cannot truly 
be implemented given Israel’s contributions to technology, science and medicine in a globalized, 
knowledge-based economy. Few are willing to do without their Microsoft products or Apple 
iPhones, fewer still without Israeli medical advances and devices. Israel’s experience has been 
indispensable to the treatment of COVID 19.  BDS is designed to call attention to itself and is most 
effective as an irritant to supporters of Israel than it is as an effective policy of resistance. The 
greater the attention to it, the larger its impact.  



Those who disagree contend that BDS is intended to single out Israel as distinctly offensive while 
it gives a free ride to other nations whose record on human rights and tolerance are definitively 
worse. On campus, BDS has become an integral part of cancel culture. 

The 15th point of the Jerusalem Declaration moves in two different directions. It first proclaims 
political speech as protected speech under the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and Article 
10 of the European Union and indicates that it applies even to political speech that is 
unmeasured, disproportional, distempered, or unreasonable. All speech is protected at least in 
the United States unless it is libelous. Yet all speech is also subject to criticism, which is the 
essence of free speech.  

However, when speech is unmeasured, disproportional, distempered or unreasonable, one might 
well ask, why? And one might very well conclude that the speaker is out of control and overly 
emotional One need not be a psychiatrist to wonder if there might be a reason for such behavior. 
One possibility, but surely not the only one, to be considered is animus, a particular animus called 
antisemitism.  

They declare that “Criticism that some may see as excessive or contentious, or as reflecting a 
“double standard,” is not, in and of itself, antisemitic.” No one can argue against that contention 
yet again it may well be antisemitic. It all depends on what is said. Though declaring speech not 
inherently antisemitic is rather different that contending that it is not antisemitic. 

Let us return to Sharansky’s notice of three Ds; Double Standards, Delegitimization and 
Demonization, as to where to draw the line in understanding what is legitimate, often well 
warranted criticism and what is antisemitism. These three demarcations point the way and we 
might truly want to return to Potter Stewart’s wisdom: “I know it when I see it.” 

What Now? What Next? What Can We Do? 

I know that the readers of this chapter are most interested in two questions: What now? What 
can we do? 

To answer these questions, let’s first turn the most horrific instance of antisemitism in recent 
years and ask did anything “good” come out of the horrific massacre of eleven people praying 
at the Tree of Life Synagogue in Pittsburgh? 

Civil Society held. The mayor was there, police went into the building to save Jewish lives and 
Pittsburgh protested. The World Series began with a moment of silence in memory of the 
Pittsburgh 11. The Pittsburgh Penguins, the city’s professional hockey team, and the Pittsburgh 
Steelers, its football team, wore Jewish stars along with their traditional logos. One hundred 
members of the Steelers—football players, owners, coaches, and management—came to the 



funeral of two murdered brothers to express solidarity. They were honoring two simple men 
who loved their fellow congregants and cared for the synagogue. Priests came to the 
synagogue, so did ministers, pastors and, significantly, imams.  
 
Fred Rogers, the legendary and towering moral figure in American society, a man who shaped 
our children’s lives by teaching them our best values, lived in Squirrel Hill, Mr. Rogers’ [actual] 
Neighborhood. Joanne Byrd Rogers, his 90-year-old widow, came out to speak out against the 
hatred that caused the nightmare. 
 
Newspaper editorials condemned the crime. Reporters covered it everywhere. Pittsburgh bred 
journalists who left to work in other cities came home to write their stories and defend civil 
society. The Pittsburgh Gazette’s front page was emblazoned with the Hebrew words of the 
Kaddish, albeit with a slight mispelling.  

Most importantly, American Muslims contributed more than $200,000 to the Tree of Life 
Congregation and the families of those who were murdered. This gave people hope that a 
moderate version of Islam is developing in the United States and that there are Muslims who 
understood that civility has been the cornerstone of interreligious discourse and a basic 
requirement of religious freedom and of mainstream American religious life – and should 
remain so. 

The most important lesson for the future is that in the aftermath of expressions of hatred, 
racism and antisemitism, the forces of civil society must come forward, speak out together. 
These include law enforcement, religious and political leaders, intellectual and moral leaders, 
influencers, the press, and other parts of the media. And Jews will only be joined, if they are 
prepared to join others, as many have, when they face such crises of violence and animus. 

Jewish Lives Matter. The message was clear. Hatred cannot be allowed to win. All lives cannot 
matter unless Jewish lives matter, unless Black lives matter. Those who seek justice in all its 
forms must rally against injustice. An attack on one is an attack on all. The quest for justice must 
be seamless, unifying, and uniting. “Pittsburgh strong” became such a symbol of unity, much as 
New Yorkers remember unity after 9/11 and Oklahoma City residents remembers coming 
together after the attack on the Federal Building. In unity there is strength as it resists and 
defies the haters efforts to divide. 

African Americans, who behaved admirably in the aftermath of the Pittsburgh murders, 
expressing solidarity, praising the Squirrel Hill community for its openness and its respectf for 
diversity, should not be blamed if they wondered to themselves when Black lives would matter 
as much Jewish lives to Americans. The outpouring of anguish throughout the United States 



only exacerbated the feeling of isolation within the African American community when little 
attention is paid to the loss of Black lives. 

Yet there were two significant silences that must be noted:  

First: The former President of the United States could not bring the American people together 
after a crisis. Unlike his predecessors, Ronald Reagan after the Challenger disaster, Bill Clinton 
after the Oklahoma City bombing, George W. Bush after 9/11, and Barak Obama after Sandy 
Hook, Connecticut and Charleston, South Carolina and Donald J. Trump was not capable of 
uniting the nation. His words were divisive. He blamed the synagogue victims for being 
unarmed and stood mute in the synagogue with his wife and his Jewish daughter and son-in-
law. He did not say a word.   

The task of national leadership as well as local leadership in the aftermath of such acts of hatred 
is to unite and console, definitely not to polarize and divide. 

Second: The Israeli government, represented by then Ambassador to the United States Ronald 
Dermer and then Minister for Diaspora Affairs and now Prime Minister Naftali Bennett, also 
stood mute. Because they are so beholden to the American President, they could not condemn 
his rhetoric and it is quite possible they had nothing to say.  
 
Most American Jews did not want a repeat of the insensitive Israeli behavior after the terrorist 
attacks on French Jews. The Prime Minister of Israel came to Paris and invited his Jewish 
audience in the Main Synagogue to “come home” and promised Israel would protect them. Yet 
at the same time he indicated Israel faced existential threats from a nuclearized Iran. He and his 
government also insisted that the four victims of Hyper Kasher supermarket attack be buried in 
Israel at the very moment the French President was accepting responsibility for them as 
Frenchmen, making it clear to the French public that French Jews are an integral part of the 
nation and not an alien presence on European soil. A message from the Israeli Prime Minister or 
his envoys telling people to make Aliyah would not have been well-received by Pittsburgh’s 
Jews and non-Jews alike.  

Israel might have known how to respond if the killer was a Muslim or a leftist outraged by 
Israel’s behavior toward the Palestinians as it did in the attack in Jersey City. But Israel was then 
led by a rightist government reticent to receive refugees of any color, one that passed 
discriminatory laws against them and deports them. They were not under the Netanyahu 
government prepared to deal with an Alt-Right White Supremacist shooter outraged by HIAS, a 
Jewish organization with a mission to help refugees. HIAS’ mantra: “Once we helped 
immigrants because they were Jews. Now we help immigrants because we are Jews.” In part, 



Israel’s silence in that circumstance reflected the alliance that they had forged with some of 
those same segments of American society. 

The Jewish establishment and the government of Israel had been organized to fight two forms 
of antisemitism – left wing anti-Israel sentiment and Muslim antisemitism -- and were 
blindsided by right-wing antisemitism. Israel will not, cannot and should not be expected to 
solve the problem of U.S. domestic antisemitism. It acts for reasons to State and often overlooks 
the impact of its actions on the local Jewish community. 
 
On the far right, antisemitism is often a key part of the agenda and a significant target of their 
rage. “The Jews will not replace us” has become a mantra, a symbol of the erosion of White 
Christian dominance. It is not credible that Jews who constitute some 2% of the American 
population with replace White Christian society so what is meant by that? In a meritocracy Jews 
have broken the glass ceiling and can now be found disproportionately at the center of 
American power. And Jewish organizations, individuals and philanthropists support causes that 
encourage immigration, inclusion, and equality that break barriers of gender and race. 

Recent right-wing antisemitism in the United States has trivialized the Holocaust. Local mask 
mandates are being compared to marking the Jews with Yellow Stars. One Congressional 
representative, a QAnon conspiracist, compared masks to the “gold stars” Jews were required 
to wear in the camps and ghettos. She is joined by a host of federal, state, county and municipal 
politicians around the country who make the same and similar comparisons to cheapen and 
trivialized a joke out of what happened to the Jewish people. The association of Jews with gold 
is probably subliminal.  

 
In England, a British cartoon depicted the notorious Arbeit Macht Frei sign at the gates of 
Auschwitz as saying: “Vaccines Are Safe/Path to Freedom.” The background is the entrance to 
Birkenau, with the train tracks running into the camp. Further back in the cartoon are the 
chimneys of the crematoria, chimneys that cannot be seen from the entrance. The cartoon 
presumes that the iconic gate of Auschwitz I is recognizable to the viewer, as is the entrance to 
Birkenau, located some two kilometers away. It also assumes the viewer does not know the 
difference between Auschwitz I and Auschwitz II- Birkenau—or that they are two kilometers 
apart. It is simply part of today’s BIG LIE society. 

I will not belabor the many reasons why the Auschwitz comparison is false and deeply 
offensive. Jews were symbolized, what Gregory Stanton identified as one of the ten stages of 
genocide to make it easier to persecute them, discriminate against them and ultimately 
annihilate them. Masks protec: they protect the person who wears the mask and those with 
whom he/she come into contact. Vaccines save lives; even breakthrough cases are mild and 



rarely lead to hospitalization and death They are our path to freedom from Covid or at least 
freedom from the fear of death from Covid. They also reveal a societal overemphasis on 
individualism at the cost of the common good. Just as one cannot shout fire in an overcrowded 
theater, there is a limit to freedom when it endangers other peoples’ lives. We routinely require 
vaccines for other diseases so that children can attend school. We mandate safety belts in cars 
and outlaw Driving under the Influence so that drivers are less dangerous to themselves and 
others and less a burden on the medical system. 

So the failure to vaccinate and mask is a failure not only of common sense but of values, secular 
and religious. 

As a student of the Holocaust, I wonder how are we to understand the presumption of 
knowledge of such terms as Nazi, Yellow Star, Arbeit Macht Frei, Auschwitz, and other terms 
and comparisons. We have succeeded in making the Holocaust the negative absolute in a world 
of relativism. Thus, to scream about an evil one almost naturally invokes Holocaust images, 
however falsely 

My own assumption is that these iconic phrases and images are well understood within society, 
as are the evils of Nazism and the Holocaust; otherwise, why link the two? Why use the “big lie” 
to tell a “big lie?” 

More pernicious today than Holocaust denial, is the phenomena of encouraging completion of 
the Final Solution to kill off the world’s remaining Jews. On January 6, 2021, one of the people 
invading the Capitol wore a shirt reading Camp Auschwitz/Staff. On the Internet TT-shirts 
marked 6MWE—Six Million Wasn’t Enough – are offered for sale.. Each of these shirts 
presumes a knowledge of the Holocaust and rage that Hitler did not finish the job.  

The far left is also responsible for the sense that antisemitism is on the rise though it seems less 
violent. Cancel culture insists that Jews renounce Zionism in whatever form lest they not be 
identified as racist. Prevalent on the University campus, it forced the resignation of the 
designated President of the student body at the University of Southern California, a campus 
with a significant Jewish population, it denied the election of a student at the UCLA to the 
student body also at a campus with a significant Jewish population. Four out of five American  
Jews attend college and the academy has been the home of many Jew who are drawn to 
scholarship and teaching. For the first time in more than a generation, some report a 
discomfort with being Jewish on campus.  

David Baddiel, a British comic and an outspoken secular non-Zionist Jew, has written compelling  
book Jews Don’t Count: How Identity Politics Failed One Particular Identity. His comments on 
the situation in Britain mirror the American experience. 



One of the singular features of this particular racism [antisemitism] including the way it 
is viewed by avowed antiracists, is an underlying suspicion that antisemitism does not 
arise, like all of racisms, spontaneously from the hatred and scapegoating of the 
majority culture, but from something perpetrated by the minority itself. 

Victim blaming would not be acceptable against other victim groups. 

When bad things happen to Jews, Jew are always, in some way, responsible. 

Some on the left may condemn antisemitic acts as “appalling and criminal,” but then go on a 
imply that such deeds “can only be understood in the context of a response to Israel’s 
treatment of the Palestinians.” 

Jews, he argues, must always be in some way responsible according to antisemites and those 
who defend them. If it is not bankers and capitalism, it’s Israel” on the left, and Marxism, 
Socialist, communism and immigrants on the right. 

Both right and left antisemitism use many of the same images, stereotypes and slurs. 
Accusations that Jews are involved in a conspiracy to control the world, Jews are involved in 
money, control the media, are loyal to Israel uber alles. These have been repeated by 
antisemites and even by those who claim not to be antisemites on the right and the left.  

Former President Trump, whose has a Jewish daughter and Jewish grandchildren, has 
reenforced– probably unknowingly reenforced -- basic antisemitic stereotypes of Jews. 

• Jews control by their money: In an address to the National Jewish Republican Coalition, 
he said: “You’re not going to support me even though I’m the best thing that could ever 
happen to Israel. It’s because I don’t want your money.”i He employs Jews as his lawyers 
and accountants. Roy Cohn and Michael Cohen were his fixers. In the end he needed 
Jewish money. The late Sheldon and Miriam Adelson were the chief financial supporter 
of his election and reelection efforts. 

• Jews are loyal only to Israel: He accused American Jews who votes for the Democrats of 
being disloyal to Israel and introduced Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to the 
National Republican Coalition as your Prime Minister”ii  clearly reinforcing the 
antisemitic troupe of dual loyalty, misperceiving American Jews relationship to Israel.  

• He has engaged in conspiracy theories that single out Jews. Remember the accusation 
that George Soros funding the caravans invading the United States just prior to the 2018 
election.iii We heard words such as “the system is rigged, the election stolen.” He 
accepted support and endorsed candidates who advanced conspiracy theories, openly 
antisemitic ones. 

• On the debate stage with tens of millions of Americans watching he failed to call out 
White Supremacy, which the FBI regards as the greatest threat to social stability and 



domestic violence and the ADL considers as the great threat to Jewish security in the 
United States. After January 6, even some right-wing Republican Jews – at least for a 
time -- have recognized its dangers. He claimed that there were “very fine people on 
both sides”iv in Charlottesville where openly antisemitic demonstrators endangered 
Jews.  

• In his forced and long delayed statement asking the Capitol invaders to go home 
peacefully, he spoke of his love for them, without condemning the racism and 
antisemitism in the people he had summoned to Washington. These men and women 
felt called by the President, inspired by the President, embraced by the President. They 
were his people. 

On the left, we have witnessed cancel culture, opposing Jewish students and faculty who have 
visited Israel for being Zionist, associating them whether true or not with the policies of the 
government of Israel, demanding that they renounce Zionism. Cancel culture was apparently so 
much a part of the editorial staff of The New York Times that Barri Weiss, who had written a 
book on antisemitism felt marginalized and ultimately forced out.  Leftist have juxtaposed 
Israel’s policies with Nazi policies accusing Israel of genocide, transforming the Star of David 
into the Swastika. We have also seen an unwillingness to disassociate from antisemitic 
statements and actions by figures who are routinely viewed with sympathy because of their 
values or minority status, since Jews are considered of white privilege and therefore cannot 
possibly be the subject of discrimination and persecution.  

The stability of a society enhances Jewish security; polarization, division, crises challenge that 
very security. 

I wish I could conclude on an optimistic note but studying the Holocaust does not make one an 
optimist. There are rays of hope and clouds of darkness throughout this land and not only in 
this land alone.  

Yet, Jews should not underestimate their power to protect themselves and effect society. 
Neither should they underestimate the vehemence of antisemites both left and right. The 
multiple crises have deepened the darkness and intensified societal instability. 

The sooner we can tame the COVID and the Economic crisis, the sooner we can tame rising 
antisemitism and social animus. The other crises will take much longer. So. it is safe to assume 
that antisemitism will endure in the post COVID world. 

 
ii  

 
 

                                                           



                                                                                                                                                                                           
iv  
 


	Antisemitism is discrimination, prejudice, hostility, or violence against Jews as Jews (or Jewish institutions as Jewish).

