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My parents cried at their wedding.


Many people do, but these were tears of sorrow, not of joy.  My parents were married on April 12, 1945.  It was the saddest date in memory for American Jews. President Franklin D. Roosevelt died that day.  
While Roosevelt’s role in protecting Jews from the Holocaust is a matter of sharp debate, his strong opposition to Hitler played a key role in the conversion of Jews from Republicans to strong Democrats (Gamm, 1986, 55 and ch. 2 more generally).  For many Jews, Roosevelt was a hero.  After a courtship in 1928 and 1932, American Jews became wedded to the Democratic party (Weisberg, 2012, 217, 221, 223).


At first glance, it may not seem so unusual that Jews became strong Democrats.  So did most other immigrant groups–Irish, Italians, and Polish–as well as African-Americans.  For most of these groups, the transforming figure was not Roosevelt, but New York Governor Al Smith, the first Catholic nominated for President–by the Democrats in 1928 (Key, 1955).  Jews, like other minority groups, became part of the New Deal coalition.


So what makes Jewish voting behavior distinctive?

$ 
Jewish support for Democratic candidates since 1936 has been overwhelming, ranging from 70 percent to 90 percent or more – in 1944 and 1964 (Weisberg, 2012, 223).  

$ 
The New Deal coalition was formed among working class Catholics and poor blacks (Key, 1955).  Jewish support for Democrats crossed class lines (Gamm, 1986, 55).

$ 
Conflicts over social and foreign policy divided the New Deal coalition by the late 1960s and thereafter.  So did economic issues as many urban workers entered the middle and upper middle classes.  The New Deal coalition had largely fallen apart by the Republican landslide of 1972–except for Jews, who remained loyal to the Democrats by more than 2-1.  Jews gave less support to Jimmy Carter in his reelection campaign against Ronald Reagan in 1980, but the President still got a plurality of the Jewish vote; and Jews returned to their “normal” 2-1 balance of support for Democrat Michael Dukakis in 1984 (Mellman, Strauss, and Wald, 2012, 5).

$ 
Even in 2010, when the Republicans swept the midterm elections, winning 63 new House seats, two-thirds of Jews backed the Democratic candidates (Gerstein, 2012, 2).

$ 
In 2012, Republicans believed that they had a strong chance to win a substantial share of the Jewish vote.  They charged Democratic President Barack Obama with being insufficiently supportive of Israel.  He had not visited the Jewish state.  His relations with Israeli Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu were cool at best, while Republican nominee Mitt Romney had been a friend of Netanyahu since they were students at Harvard Business School.  Republicans in Alabama and Mississippi believed that Obama was secretly a Muslim (Public Policy Polling, 2012).  Jewish entrepreneur Sheldon Adelson spent up to $150 million of his own money in donations to Republican candidates–and at least $6 million to sway Jewish voters.  Jews were a small share of the American electorate, mostly concentrated in states that Republicans couldn’t dream of winning.  But Florida has been very close in recent elections.  No one knows for sure who carried it in 2000 and Obama barely took the state in 2008.  Romney’s staff also hoped to carry Pennsylvania–and Jews constituted four percent of each state’s voters, enough to swing a close contest.

$ 
In the end, Florida was very close, and neither the national election were close.  Obama won with only a small drop in his 2008 share of the Jewish vote.


These patterns suggest two questions:

(1) Why is this voting bloc different from other voters?  Why do Jews overwhelmingly support Democrats?  And:

(2) Why are Jews so persistently Democratic?  Why, when some groups zig, do Jews zag? 


The answers to these two queries are intertwined: Jews vote Democratic in part because they are liberal, but also because the Democratic party has become the home of minorities who feel threatened by the Christian Right, which has become a central part of the Republican party base.  The Christian Right touts its solidarity with Jews on the issue of Israel’s security.  However, Christian fundamentalists are more favorable to Israel than to Jews.  Historically Christian fundamentalists have held negative stereotypes about Jews.  While anti-Semitism has declined among this group, it has not vanished.  And neither Jews nor fundamentalists feel at home with each other, either socially or in the same political coalition. 


The strong support for Israel among many leading evangelicals/fundamentalists is not sufficient to win Jewish votes.  American Jews are not as hawkish on issues of Middle East peace as are members of the Christian Right.  And support for Israel has been bipartisan, so this issue has not become intertwined with issues of identity.  Republicans sought to make Israel the critical issue for Jewish voters in 2012.  They gained few (if any) votes on this issue and lost more on the cultural threat.

Why Are Jews Democrats?

The standard explanation for Jewish loyalty to the Democratic party is that Jews are liberal, the Democratic party is liberal, so this is a straightfoward match of policy preferences (Cohen, Abrams, and Veinstein, 2008).  Yet Jews are not distinctively liberal across issues.  They are more liberal on social issues (abortion, sexual morality, civil liberties, and church-state relations, but do not stand out on government spending, even on social programs. (Smith, 1995, 18-60).   Sigelman (1991) shows that Jewish voting patterns largely mirror those of other Americans.  Wald (2010) argues that there is nothing in Jewish experience that leads to them to be liberal across contexts: In many countries, including Israel, Jews have either vacillated between the left and the right or backed mostly conservative parties (cf. Medding, 1977).


So why do Jews consistently back the Democratic party?  Wald (2010) and Medding (1977) argue that Jews support the political party that makes them feel most secure.  While economically secure and politically influential, Jews nevertheless feel insecure as a religious minority that has often faced persecution.  The separation of church and state and the attachment to Israel both represent security against threats to Jewish identity.  


Smith (1995, 58-59) argues that “...Israel helps keep American Jews distinctive....this attachment [is not] expected to wane...since one’s current religion makes the Israel connection fresh and relevant, not merely ancestral and historical....Jews differ more form Americans overall and from any other ethnic/racial or religious group...Jews are more unique than others.”  This “uniqueness” leads to a greater sense of vulnerability among Jews compared to most other minorities.


Identity and protection as a minority community is central to Jewish identity.  In a country that is overwhelmingly Christian–and where a substantial number of Americans believe that being a Christian is central to being a good American (Thiess-Morse, 2009, 86), the dividing line between church and state has become less clear.  And this is when Jews feel least secure.  


On the other hand, support for Israel in the Middle East conflict has been consistently strong.  By margins ranging from 5-1 to 10-1, Americans support Israel over the Arab countries (Bard, 2012; Jewish Virtual Library, 2012).  While backing for Israel has dropped among liberal Democrats, a plurality still supports the Jewish state.   Conservative Republicans and especially evangelicals back Israel by ratios of 35-1 or more (Pew Research Center for The People and The Press, 2012).  Yet, there is at least plurality support for Israel among every demographic, religious, and age group.  The Congress routinely enacts aid to Israel and passes pro-Israel resolutions almost unanimously.  


With such bipartisan support for Israel, it is not surprising that there is mixed evidence on the importance of Israel as a voting cue for American Jews.  In 2004, Jews who rated Israel as a most important voting issue were 18 percent more likely to vote Republican than were Jewish voters who saw the issue as least important (Uslaner and Lichbach, 2009).  This was a substantial impact.  It “countered” the 18 percent gain Democrats won among Jewish voters who considered health care an important voting issue.  How warm a Jewish voter felt toward Israel did not affect vote choice in 2004.  Of nine issues in the National Jewish Democratic Survey Lichbach and I used, Israel ranked seventh in importance, with only abortion and separation of church and state with less concern.  


The story was somewhat different in 2012.   There was no evidence that Israel was an important voting issue in 2012–and any benefit received seemed to go to the Democrats.  This is ironic for two reasons.  First, Jewish support for the Democrat was greater in 2004 than in 2012.  In 2004, the Democratic nominee, John Kerry, won almost 80 percent of the Jewish vote  (Mellman, Strauss, and Wald, 2012, 5).   In national exit polls and the  survey conducted by Gerstein, Bocian, and Agne for J Street in 2012, about 10 percent fewer Jews reported voting for the Democrat, Barack Obama  (Uslaner, 2013).


Second, there was a much greater effort by Republicans to win the Jewish vote in 2012 than in 2004.  The Republican Jewish Coalition raised $6.5 million to support the party’s nominees and other groups such as the Emergency Committee for Israel launched a series of television ads criticizing Obama (Lake, 2012).  The group Secure America Now launched a series of television ads costing $1 million describing the Iranian nuclear threat and the tensions between Obama and Netanyahu (Siddiqui, 2012).  The Republican Jewish Coalition sponsored an ad with a Jewish voter who had cast his ballot for Obama but would support Romney in 2012 because of conflicts with Netanyahu (Kessler, 2012),   These ads were targeted at states and regions with large Jewish populations, especially where the election was likely to be close.


The Republicans gained little traction on Israel for three reasons: First, only a small share of Jewish voters (10 percent) saw Israel as one of the most important issues.  Second, where Israel mattered for vote choice, the more dovish positions of American Jews bolstered Obama, not Romney.  Third, the media blitz directed at Jewish voters had little effect on voters–and may have even backfired. 


Voters who thought that Israel was the most important issue were no more likely to vote for Romney than the 90 percent of Jewish voters who did not put priority on Israel.  Supporting an American role in peace talks didn’t matter either.  However, two measures of Middle East policy did matter:  Voters who opposed a Palestinian state and, who saw the United Nations as unfair to Israel were  more likely to vote Republican.   But most Jewish voters (80.8 percent) favor a Palestinian state; even more (81.8 percent) want the United States to take an active role in peace talks, and over half said that the United Nations was fair to Israel (50.2 percent). So the President actually won Jewish votes on the Middle East issues.  The television ads didn’t help Romney: People who saw the ads were almost  eqaually divided on whether Netanyahu favored Romney (18 percent) or Obama (15 percent).  Forty-four percent of Jewish voters saw the ads and were no more likely to vote for one candidate over the other.


The 2012 findings may be more telling than the 2004 results.  The survey questions in 2012 focused on attitudes about Israel and the Palestinians, rather than the simple importance of Israel as an issue.  In 2012, the importance of Israel played no role in the choice of Jewish voters.  Nor did positions on the Middle East play a role in vote change from 2008 to 2018.  The very small number of Jews who voted for Obama in 2008 and Romney in 2012 seemed motivated almost exclusively by the weak state of the economy.  Israel was not a factor.


Smith may well be correct when he argues that Jews have special ties to Israel that are different from those of other ethnic groups–or of the full electorate.  However, these connections do not explain either why Jews have been Democrats and especially why they remain Democrats.  It was a Democratic President–Harry S Truman–who supported the creation of the state of Israel in 1948.  Yet Republicans also backed the new state.  Israel has not been an issue of partisan conflict in the United States.  Romney and the Republicans tried to make it an issue dividing Republicns from Democrats.  Yet, leading journalists (Heilmann, 2011), Israeli politicans such as Defense Minister Ehud Barak (Ovadia, 2012), and Democratic office-holders such as Rep. Debbie Wasserman-Shultz and former Rep. Robert Wexler, both Jews from Florida, argued that Obama was also a strong supporter of Israel.  In the end, the charges that the President was weak on Israel did not pay off for the Republicans.


Attachment to Israel may make Jews distinctive.  It does not make them Democrats.  Jews had become strong Democrats well before Israel achieved independence (Weisberg, 2012, 223).  Nor has support for Israel kept American Jews in the Democratic fold—or driven them away from it for more than a single election.  Jimmy Carter was seen as less supportive of Israel than was Ronald Reagan in 1980 and only 44 percent of Jews voted Democratic that year.  However, by 1984 Jews returned to the Democratic fold and have stayed loyal ever since.

Church and State: What Makes Jews Loyal to the Democratic Party

Even before the New Deal, even before Franklin D/ Roosevelt became President, the Republican party has been associated with a fine line between church and state.  In 1884 Rev. Samuel D. Burchard, a New York preacher, warned that the Democrats’ close ties to Irish immigrant groups in his city, made them and their nominee, Grover Cleveland, the party of “Rum, Romanism, and Rebellion” (McNamara, 2012).  Both parties, and especially the Democrats, were linked to the Ku Klux Klan in the first two decades of the 20th century.  


Once Roosevelt was elected, right-wing preachers took to the lecture circuit and to the radio to denounce the new President as the tool of Jews, and a likely Jew himself.  The most prominent were the Catholic priest Charles Coughlin (History Matters, n.d.) and Gerald L.K. Smith, a “nationalist,” anti-Communist, anti-Jewish, pro-Christian” minister (Margolis, 2013).  Both railed against Roosevelt and his ties to a presumed international Jewish conspiracy.  Neither were connected to the Republican party: Smith had a brief political career working for Democratic Governor Huey Long in Louisiana.  Yet, their strident attacks on Roosevelt, coupled with their anti-Semitic attacks and close ties to the Nazi movement, cemented the sympathies of Jews to the Democratic party.  


While Coughlin was a Catholic, much of the anti-Semitism stemmed from evangelical preachers.  And their adherents held similar views.  I turn now to an examination of Americans’ attitudes toward Jews across a range of surveys.  I compare the views of fundamentalists, evangelicals, and born again Christians to other (non-Jewish) Americans.  Different surveys have different categorization of Christians.  Fundamentalists are usually defined as believing that the Bible is the literal word of God (Kellstedt, 1989, 6).  Evangelicals and born again Christians are terms in which people describe their own beliefs.  While fundamentalists, evangelicals, and born-again Christians are distinct concepts and some people may identify with one label but not another, overall there are small differences among these groups on theological, social, or political issues (Smith, 1998, ch. 2; 2000, 197-225).  American Jews see little difference when evaluating fundamentalists and evangelicals; they see both as part of the Christian Right (Uslaner and Lichbach, 2009).


One common measure for assessing feelings toward different groups is the feeling thermometer.  The thermometer ratings range from 0 (very cold) to 100 (very warm).  In Table 1 I present the available thermometer scores for fundamentalists and other Americans (excluding Jews).  Overall, Americans give relatively high ratings to Jews,  with thermometer scores well above the neutral point of 50.  There were scores for Jews in 1964 and 1968 but not again until 1988.  In the two earliest data sets–from the American National Election Studies–fundamentalists had significantly lower scores than did other Americans.  In the two data sets from the 1960s fundamentalists rated Jews significantly lower than did other Americans.  The differences may not appear large (three to five points), but they are consistent with other data from the 1960s.   By the 1980s, fundamentalists were as warmly disposed toward Jews as other Americans.  In 1992 and in 2006 (for evangelicals, though not for fundamentalists), they were marginally more favorable to Jews.  Overall, their views of Jews were not more positive than other Americans.  This stands in contrast to the pronouncemnts of many Christian fundamenalists about their love for Israel and the Jewish people.


_______________


Table 1 about here

While fundamentalists were only slightly less favorable to Jews on the feeling thermometer, more specific questions show less favorable views of Jews among fundamentalists in a 1964 survey of anti-Semitism by B’nai Brith (Glock, Selznick, Stark, and Steinberg, 1964). .  I present data from the survey in Table 2 below.  


_______________


Table 2 about here

On a wide variety of measures, fundamentalists have less favorable views of Jews than do other Americans.  They are more likely to say that Jews are more willing to use shady practices, are more loyal to Israel than to the United States, they have a lot of irritating faults, and that Jewish businessmen are so shrewed and tricky that other people don’t have a chance.   On these issues the gaps between fundamentalists and other Americans is often large–and they are statistically signficant (the results could not have occured by chance).   Fundamentalists also hold other negative stereotypes of Jews–and even when such views are a minority, they are still more prevalent among fundamentalists than among other Americans.  Large majorities of Americans said that it was acceptable for clubs to admit only Christians as members and that Jews should realize this–but this view was even more pronounced among fundamentalists.  While only 21 percent of fundamentalists held that Jews stirred up trouble between blacks and whites, this was larger than the 15 percent for other Americans.   On a few issues, there was no difference between fundamentalists and others: whether Jews push where they are not wanted and whether Jews have too much power.  In the 1960s fundamentalists were evenly marginally less supportive of Israel.


Things changed by 1981, when the Anti-Defamation League conducted another survey based upon the 1964 items.  This survey included a self identification item on whether a respondent is born again.  Two things stand out in Table 3, where I present some results from this study., First, the overall level of anti-Semitism seems to have dropped substantially.  On only three of the 14 questions in the table is there majority support for an anti-Semitic position: Jews are more loyal to Israel, Jews like to be at the head of things, and Jews go out of their way to hire other Jew.  On just six of 14 questions is there a statistically significant difference between born again Christians and other respondents.  Nevertheless, even as the overall level of anti-Semitism has dropped, on some issues anti-Semitic views still prevail and overall born-again Christians are more likely to hold such attitudes.  They are less likely than others to hold that Jews have a strong faith in God, more likely to say that Jews are stirring up trouble, and more likely to be bothered if a Jew is nominated for President.


_______________


Table 3 about here

The American Jewish Committee sponsored a “Religious Right” survey in 1996.  It included both self-identification as a born again Christian and a question about belief in the Bible as the literal word of God (fundamentalists).  The level of anti-Semitism is substantially reduced from the 1981 levels–among fundamentalists, born again Christians, and other Americans.   Yet on seven of the eight measures in Table 4, the Christian Right–whether born again or fundamentalists–express more anti-Semitic attitudes.  While fewer than 20 percent of either group argues that Jews still must answer for the killing of Christ, just five percent of other Americans agree.  Three quarters of other Americans agree that Jews do not need to convert to Christianity, while only a third of born again or fundamentalist Christians hold this view.
  Only 20 percent of the Religious Right believe that you can still go to heaven if you don’t believe in Jesus, while almost two-thirds of other Americans hold this view.  The share of fundamentalists (as well as born agains and evangelicals) saying that Jews can get into heaven was substantially higher in the 2006 Faith Matters survey (about 40 percent), but it was still almost half of what other Americans hold.


_______________


Table 4 about here

There is a sharp drop in the share of the Religious Right holding that Jews are more willing to use shady business practices, from 60.1 percent in 1964 to 33.6 percent in 1981 to about 12 percent in 1996.  However, other Americans had even steeper declines, so that only seven percent agree with this stereotype in 1996.   Overall, then, Smith (1999, 250, 253) argues that member of the Religous Right “tend to take antithetical positions toward Jews more often than other Americans do…[and] have higher anti-Jewish scores" on a scale encompassing stereotypes of Jews.


These attitudes toward Jews among Christian conservatives are reciprocated by American Jews.  Even though the Jewish samples in the ANES are very small (between 20 and 40) from 1980 to 2000, they consistently show that Jews give far lower thermometer scores to both evangelicals (from 1980 to 1988) and Christian evangelicals (1988 to 2000) than do non-Jews. Jews rate, on average, both evangelicals and fundamentalists 20-25 points lower than non-Jews.  In the 2004 NJDC survey of Jewish voters, only two percent scored above the neutral point of 50 on the evangelical feeling thermometer.  The mean score for the evangelical thermometer was 23.8, while non-Jews (in the American National Election Studies 2004 survey) ratred Christian fundamentalists at 59.4 (Uslaner and Lichbach, 2009).  


There was no question about the Christian Right in the 2012 J Street survey.  However, there was a thermometer about the Tea Party.  Tea Party supporters are more likely to be evangelicals and very religious, even compared to other Republicans (Abramowitz, 2011).   Thirty-six percent of Tea Party suppoters are evangelicals compared to 21 percent of the American population and 55 percent of Tea Party backers see the United States as a Christian nation, even more than evangelicals do (Jones and Cox, 2010, 8-9).  Jews rate the Tea Party about the same as they did evangelicals in 2004: the mean rating was 24 and just 14 among those who voted for Obama.  American Jews see the Tea Party and the Christian Right in the same light: the correlation between their views of the two groups is a very high .718 (from the 2012 Jewish Values Survey of the Public Religion Research Institute, provided by Daniel Cox of PRRI).   


These negative evaluations of evangelicals and the Tea Party played a large role in the vote choice of Jews.  In both 2004 and 2012 attitudes toward evangelicals/the Tea Party were the second most important factor shaping vote choice among American Jews.  In 2004, Jews with the most negative views of evangelicals were 25 percent more likely to vote for Kerry than were those who had favorable attitudes toward evangelicals.  


In 2012, negative evaluations of the Tea Party led to a 32 percent greater likelihood of voting for Obama.  In both years a third of all Jews rated the evangelicals or the Tea Party at zero on the 101 point scale and half of all Jewish voters rated each group at 10 or less.  The Christian Right repelled American Jews.  And this was not just an issue of issue disagreement.  The 2004 survey included policy positions on gay marriage, abortion, the National Rifle Association, and health care.  The 2012 survey did not have such measures, but there was a measure on the importance of health care.  It was not just the ideology of the Christian Right that repelled Jews.  It was the commitment to a religious agenda and the threat to Jewish identity.


The Elephant and the Jewish Question

An old story goes (Levy, n.d.):

Four doctoral students — a German, a Frenchman, a Russian and a Jew — took a seminar requiring a paper about elephants. The German wrote about authority in elephant society. The Frenchman wrote about the love life of the elephant. The Russian wrote about sharing among elephants. And the Jew wrote about the elephant and the Jewish question.

The Republicans keep worrying about their elephant (the symbol of their party) and the Jewish question: Why don’t more Jews embrace the elephant?  We support Israel.  We love them: 91 percent of Tea Party members say that they have favorable views of Jews (from data provided by Daniel Cox of PRRI).


So why do these beliefs of Christian conservatives worry Jews–and lead them into a renewed loyalty to the Democratic party?  They may love us, Jews say, but for instrumental reasons.  A strong Israel as a Jewish state is a prerequisite for the Second Coming, as 

Fifty-nine percent of evangelicals believe that Israel represents the fulfillment of the Biblical prophecy of the second coming of Jesus Christ (Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, 2006, 21).  In the 2004 American evangelical survey by Religion and Ethics Newsweekly, 86 percent of those who identified themselves as born again Christians held that it is important to convert non-Christians and over 90 percent of religious conservatives (self-identified fundamentalists, evangelicals, charismatics, and Pentacostals) said that it is important to spread their faith to others.



It’s not that Jews see the government as forcing them–or even pressuring them–to convert.  Rather it is that is Jewish life has flourished where there is a strong wall between church and state, where Jews can be Jews and their children can be Jews.  The transmission of Jewish values and identity from generation to generation–“l’dor va dor”–is essential to the continuation of the faith.  When the strong wall between the church and the state is weakened, Jewish children will be exposed to Christian symbols in schools and other public places.  Before the Supreme Court outlawed prayer in public schools, we started each day with the Lord’s Prayer in a public elementary school that was about 90 percent Jewish.  I asked my Hebrew school teacher why we didn’t recite the prayer in our religious school.  He looked at me with a sarcastic grin: “It’s a Christian prayer.”  I began to realize that this school with an overwhelming Jewish student body had Christmas celebrations and a special assembly for Easter—but nothing to mark any Jewish holidays.  
The threat is not forced conversion, but rather the exposure of future generations to a theology Jews don’t accept–because they are essentially strangers in their own country.  Members of the Christian Right say that they love Israel and the data show that they rank Jews as highly as other Americans on the thermometers.  Yet, they are still not comfortable with Jews keeping their faith.  And for many Jews the evangelical “love” for Israel is just as a stepping stone to the Second Coming when Jews will be expected to convert to Christianity. 

Evangelicals (and of course) the Tea Party are wedded to the Republican party.  But this hasn’t always been the case.  Jews were heavily Democratic in 1964: 92 percent said that they voted for Lyndon B. Johnson, the Democratic nominee, and 85 percent identified with the Democratic party.  In 1964, evangelicals did not pose a political threat to American Jews.  Both groups were on the same side and there was thus no stimulus to provoke an identity-based vote.  Evangelicals were not a well-organized political force in the 1960s (Uslaner and Lichbach, 2009).   They became a political force in the 1980s–as they moved from a divided political bloc into a core element of the Republican coalition.  As late as 1982, evangelicals split their votes evenly between the two parties.  By later that decade, they split 2-1 for the Republicans, with their vote share rising to 70 percent or more by 2004 and to almost 80 percent in 2010 and 2012 (New York Times, 2010; CNN Politics, 2012).  


Jews stayed with the Democratic party as other ethnic groups voted Republican because the issue that made Jews Democrats in the first place— a secure place in a country where they were a distinct minority–became more salient.  As the Christian Right became an important force in the Republican party, the ties of Jews to the Democrats were solidified.  George H.W. Bush identified with the Christian Right–so Jews united behind Al Gore in 2000, whose Vice Presidential candidate was Jewish, and John Kerry in 2004, whose brother converted to Judaism and became a leading figure in the Boston Jewish community.  Jews developed a particular affinity for Bill Clinton, who spoke two words of Hebrew (“Shalom, haver,” “goodbye, friend”) at Yitzhak Rabin’s funeral and whose Cabinet was sometimes called “the minyan,” since it was so heavily Jewish.  There are 33 Jewish members of the House of Representatives, 5.2 percent of the chamber; and 12 Jewish Senators (Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life, 2012, updated to include Brian Schatz of Hawaii who was named Senator when Daniel Inouye died in early 2013).  Only one, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, is a Republican.


In 2010 the Tea Party became a major force in the Republican party; almost half of the Republican candidates for Congress were endorsed by at least one of the myriad Tea Party organizations (Bailey, Mumondo, and Noel, 2011, 7).  So as the bulk of the electorate zigged (toward the Republicans), the Jews zagged (remained loyal to the Democrats).


It is not just political conflict between Jews and evangelicals that keeps the former in the Democratic coalition.  Jews feel comfortable among Democrats and Democrats feel comfortable among Jews.  They feel personally uncomfortable among evangelicals, who don’t know them very well.  In the 2006 Faith Matters survey, just 19 percent of evangelicals had a close friend from any minority religion, compared to 35 percent of other Americans.  It is not a one-way street.  A third of Jews have close  friends who are mainline Protestants and a similar share who are African-Americans.  A quarter of Jews have good friends who are Asian or Hispanic and almost 60 percent are close to Catholics.  But only four percent have strong ties to evangelicals.
 Much of this aversion stems from Jewish perceptions that evangelicals don’t understand them.  In 1982, when I was a visiting professor at Hebrew University in Jerusalem, I travelled north and visited a beach at what Christians call the Sea of Galilee—and what Israelis call the Kinneret (‘the Lake”).  I met some American evangelical tourists who regailed me of their visit to the “Holy Land.”  They had spent two weeks in the country and had no contact with Israelis other than their tour guide.  They seemed blissfully unconcerned that they were in a country that was a Jewish homeland—and had not visited any Jewish sites, not even the Western Wall.  Perhaps they were atypical.  Yet the persistence of some stereotypes among evangelicals and the social and political distance between these two cultures suggets that this story may be more common than not.

Jews and evangelicals live in different worlds.  And Jews worry that these worlds might collide.  As the threat seems greater, you rally around the folks whom you believe will protect you.  And you become very wary of the other side.  You make love to a porcupine “very carefully,.” as the old expression goes.  So the Jews make love to the elephant, very carefully and not very often.


TABLE 1


Feeling Thermomers  About Jews among Fundamentalists and Others 1964-2008

	
Year
	Fundamentalists
	Others

	1964
	60.4*
	63.7

	1968
	61.9*
	66.4

	1988
	61.7
	63.6

	1992
	65.7*
	63.7

	2000
	66.0
	66.8

	2004
	68.1
	66.8

	2006 (Faith Matters, born again) 
	58.2
	59.0

	2006 (Faith Matters, evangelicals)
	60.6*
	57.7

	2008
	64.9
	64.1


*
Statistically significant difference

All surveys from the American National Election Studies (ANES) cumulative file except for the 2006 Faith Matters survey.  The ANES data are available (data and codebooks) at http://www.electionstudies.org/ .  The Faith Matters data were gathered by Robert D. Putnam and David Campbell and can be accessed at http://www.thearda.com/Archive/Files/Descriptions/FTHMATT.asp

TABLE 2


Attitudes toward Jews Among Fundamentalists and Others 


in 1964 B’nai Brith Antisemitism Survey

	Question
	Fundamentalists
	Others

	Sympathize more with Israel than Arab countries
	38.5
	42.4

	Jews push where they are not wanted
	20.9
	19.7

	Jews have too much power
	11.5
	12.6

	Jews are more willing to use shady practices 
	60.1*
	41.2

	Jews more loyal to Israel than to U.S.
	57.0*
	31.2

	Jews as honest as other businessmen
	66.1*
	72.3

	Jews have a lot of irritating faults
	53.9*
	45.0

	International banking controlled by Jews
	67.9*
	48.7

	Jews are becoming more like other Americans
	81.2*
	86.0

	Jews don't care what happens to anyone but Jews
	37.4*
	25.6

	Jews like to be at the head of things
	68.6*
	59.9

	Jews always stirring up trouble with their ideas
	17.0*
	11.1

	Jews stirred up trouble between whites and blacks
	21.3*
	15.1

	Jewish businessmen are so shrewd and tricky that other people don't have a fair chance.

	                            48.2*
	               35.3

	Jews go out of their way to hire other Jews
	72.7*
	54.2

	If a Jew is excluded from a social club, should he realize that Christians have a right to their own clubs?
	                           87.3*
	               79.0


*
Statistically significant difference


TABLE 3


Attitudes toward Jews Among Born-Again Christians and Others 


in 1981 Anti-Defamation League Anti-Semitism Survey

	Question
	                    Born again
	        Others

	Jews push where they are not wanted
	19.4
	17.9

	Jews have too much power in business
	32.3
	38.2

	Jews are more willing to use shady practices 
	33.6
	30.6

	Jews more loyal to Israel than to U.S.
	    58.7*
	40.4

	Jews as honest as other businessmen
	83.3
	78.6

	Jews have a lot of irritating faults
	33.6*
	27.3

	International banking controlled by Jews
	46.1*
	40.9

	Jews have strong faith in God
	85.9*
	91.4

	Jews don't care what happens to anyone but Jews
	                          21.6
	21.7

	Jews like to be at the head of things
	                         51.5
	53.0

	Jews always stirring up trouble with their ideas
	17.7*
	11.3

	Jewish businessmen are so shrewd and tricky that other people don't have a fair chance.

	                            26.9
	25.5

	Jews go out of their way to hire other Jews
	                        56.9
	55.1

	Bothered if Jew nominated for President
	25.6*
	19.0


*
Statistically significant difference

The data and codebook are available from http://www.thearda.com/Archive/Files/Descriptions/ANTSEM81.asp

TABLE 4


Attitudes toward Jews Among Born-Again Christians, Fundamentalists, and Others 


in 1996 American Jewish Committee Religious Right Survey

	Question
	Born again
	Fundamentalists
	Others

	Jews have too much influence in society
	11.0
	10.5
	12.5

	Jews are more willing to use shady practices 
	11.7*
	12.6*
	7.4

	Jews choose money over people
	23.4*
	24.2*
	12.9

	Still go to heaven even if don’t accept Jesus
	21.8*
	18.8*
	64.2

	Jews don’t need to convert to Christianity
	36.0*
	33.1*
	73.9

	Jews still must answer for killing Christ
	16.3*
	18.1*
	5.2

	Jews and Christians have similar values
	83.2*
	82.4*
	91.0

	Would vote for qualified Jew for President
	91.0*
	90.2*
	96.0


*
Statistically significant differences.

Other percentage based upon comparison to born again respondents.
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NOTE

*
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� See � SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1�� HYPERLINK "http://www.foxnews.com/politics/elections/2012-exit-poll/US/President" �http://www.foxnews.com/politics/elections/2012-exit-poll/US/President� for the national exit polls.





� See the data description at � HYPERLINK http://www.thearda.com/Archive/Files/Descriptions/EVANGEL.asp��http://www.thearda.com/Archive/Files/Descriptions/EVANGEL.asp�












