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Summary 

Socialism and the labour movement were very popular among Jewish workers and intellectuals (who 
often posed as their leaders). The movement seemed useful for helping Jews overcome their double 
disadvantage - as Jews and as workers. Many leaders of the Jewish proletariat viewed accession to the 
general labour movement as a way of accelerating emancipation. This integration of Jewish workers in 
the general labour movement proceeded quite smoothly in Amsterdam. Jewish workers, who were 
employed primarily in the diamond, cigar and garment industries, easily became members of the 
Algemeene Nederlandsche Diamantwerkersbond (ANDB) [general Dutch diamond workers union], 
the cigar makers union and the seamstresses union. They were also strong supporters of the Sociaal 
Democratische Arbeiders Partij (SDAP). Integration in London and Paris was far more tedious. 

In London separate Jewish unions were established in all branches employing Jewish workers -
mainly the garment, shoe and furniture industries. The sections founded especially for Jewish workers 
within the general English unions for these trades were not universally successful. The Jewish workers 
were on good terms with several socialist organizations but started working with them only in the early 
twentieth century. In Paris separate Jewish chapters were established for the unions affiliated with the 
Confederation Générale des Travailleurs (CGT). In addition, there was an independent Jewish 
capmakers' union, which worked together with the French milliners' union. Virtually no ties existed 
between the Jewish political workers' associations and the French socialist organizations until 1914. 

This difference between the measure of Jewish integration in the general labour movement in 
Amsterdam on the one hand and London and Paris on the other hand has thus far been attributed 
largely to the fact that the Jewish workers in Amsterdam were Dutch and their counterparts in London 
and Paris immigrants from Eastern Europe. The Jewish immigrant workers spoke Yiddish instead of 
English and French, worked in a limited range of industries, lived near each other and had a culture that 
reflected the differences arising from their ethnic-religious background. 

Comparisons based on organizations rather than cities, however reveal strong similarities between 
Amsterdam, London and Paris in addition to the differences. The developments within the Amsterdam 
diamond workers' union closely resemble the ones within the London tailors' union. In studying the 
organizations, differences between London and Paris become apparent as well: the Jewish capmakers' 
union in Paris was a far cry from the Jewish shoemakers union in London. Accordingly, the comparisons 
in this book are based on organizations. Efforts by Jewish workers and their organizations to join forces 
with others are described for each city in the context of the status of the Jewish proletariat there. The 
role of Jewish workers on the labour market, changes in the general labour movement, its attitude 
toward them and prejudice and anti-Semitism are highlighted. The main economic and political-social 
changes are included in the account. Next, the comparison of these descriptions provides a basis for 
identifying and analysing differences and similarities. 

One of the most remarkable similarities between the three cities concerns the path towards integration 
of Jewish workers into the general labour movement. As in London and Paris, this process was not 
automatic but involved an intermediate stage of Jewish organizations. Jewish workers began by 
establishing their own organizations as a stepping stone toward joining the general movement via or 
with their own organization. In Amsterdam, such cases included the Handwerkers Vriendenkring and 
the trade-based diamond workers' unions. The concentration of Jews in some occupations (cleavers, 
cutters, polishers) in the industry and Gentiles in others (polishing assistants) carried over into the 
structure of the unions. Politically, the Jewish social-democratic propaganda club Het Centrum operated 
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as an intermediary organization. This practice of integration via individual organizations proceeded far 
more quickly m Amsterdam than in either of the other cities but was a less self-evident course than one 
might think In Amsterdam Jewish workers also had several of the characteristics of an ethnic-religious 
minority: they lived close together, had a limited range of occupations and preferred to work for other 
Jews. Their shared religion and customs differed from that of the majority, and their political culture 
did not conform to those of most of their Gentile colleagues. (Jews tended to be more respectful of 
authority and more loyal to the Royal House of Orange.) These characteristics are shared among the 
Jewish workers in Amsterdam, London and Paris. 

On the other hand, the three essential differences between the Jewish workers in Amsterdam and 
their counterparts in London and Paris related directly to the second group's immigrant origins and are 
largely responsible for the varied pace of integration. First, the language problem complicated the 
integration of Jewish workers from Eastern Europe in the general labour movements in London and 
1 ans. The legal status of the Jewish immigrant workers was often an additional obstacle to joining the 
general movement. Unnaturalized aliens had no suffrage. As a result, they had little interest in general 
polmcal parties seeking to improve the position of workers through legislation. Their lack of rights led 
Jewish workers in London and Paris to be perceived as agitators during strikes and to be deported in 
some cases. Facing this danger they adopted an all-or-nothing attitude, nurtured by the radicalism 
imported from Eastern Europe. In any strike the revolutionary vanguard among the Jewish workers 
continued until the last demand was met, long after their native colleagues had resumed work. The 
practice did not make for a good working relationship. 

The third major difference between the Jewish proletariat in Amsterdam on the one hand and in 
London and Pans on the other was the anti-Semitism and prejudices that permeated society While the 
problem existed in Amsterdam and the labour movement there, it was far less widespread and virulent 
than the anti-Semitism confronting Jewish workers in London and Paris. Admittedly, Jewish workers 
m Amsterdam were Dutch and were integrated in Dutch society. But we need to be careful with this 
rationale. In Pans the anti-Semitism - which was particularly virulent during the Dreyfus affair -
targeted the wealthy and influential Jews (i.e. the integrated, native segments) rather than the 
immigrants. The absence of blatant anti-Semitism in Amsterdam is therefore attributable to other 
factors, such as the lack of serious political friction. In London the anti-Semitic currents singled out the 
Jewish imm.grants. Unlike the French, the British were not accustomed to the arrival of large groups 
of foreigners from remote places. Moreover, many of the Jewish immigrants arrived in Britain during 
a period of severe economic hardship. (Such was not the case in France.) The overall situation led the 
anti-Semitism and prejudices in London to zero in on the immigrant background of the Jewish workers, 
providing a formidable obstacle to their integration. 

The general presence of anti-Semitism obviously affected the pace at which Jewish workers integrated 
in society and the labour movement that was part of it. Jewish integration in the labour movement 
however, depended far more on the position of the different labour organizations with respect to and-
Semitism. 

Working together in the trade union movement 

The immigrant background of the Jewish workers was not the only factor affecting the pace of their 
integration in the labour movement. Their position on the labour market was at least as important for 
working with the trade union movement and was not necessarily related to their native or immigrant 
S t a Ü? 7 i e r e V e r J e W i s h a n d G e n t i I e W O r k e r S 0 C C U P i e d e x a c t I 7 the same position on the labour market 
and had identical working conditions, joint organizations were usually quickly and easily forthcoming. 
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This situation existed among the seamstresses and cigar makers in Amsterdam. With little ado, they 
formed a union with their Gentile co-workers. 

Diffèrent positions on the labour market and working conditions among Jewish and Gentile workers 
in a certain industry could cause problems. The situation would deteriorate if Jewish and Gentile 
workers became each other's actual or purported competitors, as occurred with the diamond polishers 
in Amsterdam. The early years of the ANDB were a time of serious internal strife. The same held true 
for the tailors and shoemakers in London and the tailors and furniture makers in Paris. In London and 
Paris Gentile workers in these occupations were skilled and often delivered custom products, whereas 
the Jewish workers in the sweatshops made ready-to-wear garments. This marked difference faded, as 
both sectors converged during the period under review. Nevertheless, joint organization long remained 
a touchy issue. Competing Jewish and Gentile workers found working together all but impossible in 
sectors experiencing an overall decline. In London the shoe factories were leaving the city for the 
countryside. In Paris the furniture industry was doing the same. In these industries relationships between 
Jewish workers and the general union proved ephemeral. 

If Jewish workers acquired a monopoly within or heavily dominated a trade, however, their chances 
of achieving fruitful cooperation were far better. This was the case among a major share of the diamond 
workers in Amsterdam, the mantle makers in London and the capmakers in Paris. Before the arrival of 
the East-European Jews in Britain, ready-to-wear ladies' mantles had to be imported. The same held true 
for caps in France. After settling in London and Paris, the Jewish workers became virtually the only 
producers of these items, which were in great demand at the time. In their efforts to organize the entire 
garment industry, general unions reached out to these Jewish workers as well. In these trades the 
working relationship was exceptionally good. 

Problems arose in all three cities when the divisions in the labour market coincided with the divisions 
between the different ethnic and religious groups. Economic objections to the other group became 
linked to anti-Semitic prejudices (and to xenophobia in London and Paris). If Jewish workers occupied 
a position on the labour market that the other workers found impossible to circumvent, the Gentile 
workers would overcome their prejudices to reap the benefits of working together. 

For both parties, keen awareness of self-interest was the chief motivation for working together. Laws 
might unintentionally increase this self-interest: the Taff-Vale judgement of 1901 prevented the small, 
destitute Jewish unions from staging strikes and led them to join the larger, wealthier British union. The 
Trades Board Act of 1909 also promoted cooperation by enabling unions with joint representation to 
negotiate a higher minimum wage. 

In Paris collaboration within the union movement arose far more easily than in London. The difference 
is attributable in part to the French laws of 1884 and 1901 prohibiting aliens from heading a union or 
organization and to the fact that the anti-alien sentiment was considerably less in Paris than in London. 
The measure of integration of the Jewish workers also depended heavily on the ideology, strategy and 
organizational structure of the general union movement. The way the leaders dealt with anti-Semitism 
and prejudice within the organization mattered as well. These factors were largely responsible for the 
differences between London and Paris and were also important in Amsterdam. 

The unions that were the most capable of representing the interests of different groups at once were 
best suited for cooperation. Unions with a loose, federative structure and a local basis proved the most 
capable of containing these different groups. Each group had its own section or department, which was 
responsible for conveying the interests of its adherents to the union's central leadership. Administrative 
lines between the members of the sections and the members of the central leadership were short, both 
literally and metaphorically. The ANDB in Amsterdam and the Jewish sections of the CGT in Paris met 
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these requirements. Moreover, the Jewish workers and the general unions in these cities embraced 
similar tactics and battle strategies. 

The traditional unions in London, which were chapters of old-fashioned, centralized unions with 
headquarters outside the city, satisfied none of these criteria. These main offices focused on protecting 
the interests of the skilled workers. They opposed strikes and were interested only in negotiating with 
the employers. If the members of the Jewish section of the London chapter believed the time had come 
for a strike, they could not rely on their chapter's support. Repeatedly, the Jewish sections of the general 
unions proved unable - in part because of this lack of support - to retain their members. In each of the 
three cities, the failure of the union leadership to eliminate prejudices and anti-Semitism within its ranks 
obstructed cooperation. Within the unions in Amsterdam however, prejudices and anti-Semitism were 
not tolerated. In the British shoemakers union the leaders Inskip and Freak even made anti-Semitic and 
xenophobic statements and - in part because of such actions - never managed to work with the Jewish 
unions. In all three cities, intermediaries representing both the Jews and the general unions were very 
important. Often, these same individuals fought anti-Semitism and prejudices. 

Working together in political organizations 

While in London Jewish workers had greater difficulty connecting with the general union movement 
than in Paris, the Jewish workers in Paris found ties with the political organizations difficult or 
impossible to establish. This observation leads to the final set of explanatory factors, which also figured 
in each of the three cities. 

The extent to which anti-Semitism and prejudices surfaced within the general labour parties was 
decisive for the ties of Jewish workers with the political movement. Overcoming prejudices was easier 
in the union movement because of the benefits of working together. In political organizations, however, 
where these advantages were far less immediate, anti-Semitism was more pronounced. The Jewish 
political organizations discussed in this book served as intermediaries in drawing their members into the 
general labour movement. Anti-Semitic statements by the officials and members of the general labour 
movement would discourage accession by Jewish workers. The course of events in Paris revealed that 
these prejudices and anti-Semitism could affect the relationship between the Jewish workers and the 
socialists without targeting Jewish immigrants. Until the French socialists took a stand in the Dreyfus 
affair, they had very little contact with the Jewish workers. In Amsterdam anti-Semitism within the 
ranks of the Sociaal-Democratische Bond (SDB) impeded the organization's integration of Jewish 
workers and was one of the factors necessitating the separate Jewish social-democratic propaganda club 
Het Centrum. Only with the rise of the SDAP (where anti-Semitism was far less accepted) did large 
numbers of Jewish workers become interested in socialism. In London the anti-Semitic views of 
Hyndman, the foreman of the Social Democratic Federation (SDF), did not target the Jewish 
immigrants but did impede the integration of the Jewish workers in the SDF. 

As it did in the union movement, the administrative structure of the general labour party played a 
role in the integration, once again regardless of whether the Jewish workers were immigrants or native 
inhabitants. In London the SDF was the local political forum in the East End, and in Amsterdam the 
same held true for the SDAP in District III. This logical start of integration in the general political 
labour party was lacking in Paris. 

In the long run Jewish workers were integrated in the general labour movement in all three cities, albeit 
to some extent outside the time frame covered by this study in London and Paris. Despite their relative 
isolation, Jewish workers managed to accede to the labour movement, thus furthering their general 
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emancipation. In all three cities this integration proceeded along similar lines: Jewish workers entered 
the general labour movement via their own organizations. The vast diversity of aspects involved, which 
set the pace of integration and ensured a faster transition in some trades than in others, did not always 
depend on whether the Jewish workers were native inhabitants or immigrants. 

Translation Lee Mitzman 
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