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UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHAMPTON 

ABSTRACT 
FACULTY OF HUMANITIES 

History 

Thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

BRITISH JEWISH YOUTH MOVEMENTS AND IDENTITY, 1945-1960 

Thomas Mark Plant 

 

This thesis analyses British Jewish identity between 1945 and 1960 through 

the medium of Jewish youth movements. It argues that youth movements are 

key sites for the formation and transmission of communal identities into 

subsequent generations. It entails institutional studies of three Jewish youth 

organisations: the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club, and 

the Maccabi Union and is divided accordingly, with chapters devoted to each. 

The thesis examines the preferred identities that each club sought to impose 

on their members, using these identities as case studies for the wider British 

Jewish community. Each chapter addresses issues of national identity, gender, 

sexuality, faith, ethnicity, Jewish heritage and culture, Zionism, popular music 

and youth behaviour in order to construct an image of the manner in which 

various sections of British Jewry perceived their sense of identity. 

 The results of the thesis demonstrate that British Jewish identity was 

fragmented and heterogeneous, with various sections of the community 

interpreting the over-arching communal identity in a number of different and 

at times contested ways. These interpretations were liminal in nature, existing 

at the boundaries of a variety of sub-identities, and drew on themes that were 

specific to both British Jews and to wider non-Jewish society, demonstrating 

that British Jews saw no distinction between the ‘British’ and ‘Jewish’ aspects of 

their identities. Such interpretations were highly dynamic and continued to 

evolve in the face of developing circumstances, both within and outside of 

British Jewry. In exploring the differing communal identities on offer within 

British Jewry, the thesis also charts the emergence and priorities of a new 

communal elite and suggests that it is more precise to speak of multiple 

British Jewish identities and communities than of a single communal bloc. 
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1. Introduction 

 

Introduction 

Through its examination of the postwar identities offered by three Jewish 

youth movements – the Jewish Lads’ Brigade (JLB), the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ 

Club (VC), and the Maccabi Union (MU) – this thesis is intended to be a 

significant contribution to several areas of study. First and foremost it will 

contribute to the field of British Jewish studies which, as will be outlined below, 

has tended to have as its end point 1945, despite the fact that there were 

significant communal developments beyond the Second World War.1 Second, 

existing accounts of all periods of the Jewish presence in Britain all but ignores 

the issue of British Jewish identity (Cooper and Morrison’s A Sense of Belonging 

being a noteworthy exception), and does not acknowledge the complex 

interactions inherent in the multi-layered nature of British Jewishness.2 Third, 

by using the three youth groups as representative examples of different 

themes within the British Jewish community, the thesis will also complement 

existing literature on the history of childhood and postwar British social history 

by highlighting the relationship between a minority community and wider 

society, particularly the way in which trends in the majority influence the 

actions of the minority – in this case conceptions of British Jewishness and 

attitudes towards youth. 

 This is not, however, a study of youth movements or youth identities. 

Rather it is one of adult identity that deploys the three youth movements as 

apposite case studies. It is chiefly concerned with the preferred identities that 

the institutions and their adult leaders sought to impose on their members, 

treating these identities as representative of broader currents of identity 

                                            

1 This thesis will refer to the British Jewish, rather than British‐Jewish, community. A hyphenated 
identity in many ways suggests a framework of Jewish identity that treats its ‘Jewish’ and ‘British’ 
elements as distinctive and mutually exclusive in that it implies an intermingling of two separate 
identities to create a third, hyphenated, identity. As this thesis will demonstrate, it is more accurate to 
view the British Jewish community in this period as an amorphous whole, in which to be British was to 
be Jewish, and vice versa, with no distinction placed between the two elements. 
2 Howard Cooper and Paul Morrison, A Sense of Belonging: Dilemmas of British Jewish Identity (London: 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991). 
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operating within the British Jewish community. The relative success or failure 

of such attempts to instil such conceptions of self onto young Jews is not 

central to this examination, as it is the nature of the identities imposed that 

reveals the priorities and ideologies of the adult community rather than 

whether these identities were adopted by Jewish youths. 

As such, the thesis is predicated on the premise that the ideologies of 

youth movements are representative of wider trends active within the 

communities in which they operate. Youth movements ensure the reproduction 

and survival of a community’s identity by inculcating that sense of self into the 

community’s youth, as Talmon has argued.3 Similarly Panayi has noted that for 

migrant communities, the “inculcation of the correct values into children” took 

place not in the school classroom but in youth organisations.4 It therefore 

follows that particular youth movements represent the identity espoused by a 

certain section of the community, since they would not otherwise be able to 

reproduce their conception of selfhood. Each of the three Jewish movements 

examined in this thesis, therefore, offers a unique opportunity to examine the 

nature and diversity of British Jewish identity after 1945, to assess the way in 

which a wide range of sub-identities interacted with one another, and why this 

took place.  

Nor is the thesis a study of youths themselves. It seeks to understand 

wider communal identities, rather than the identities of Jewish youths. Whilst 

the thesis will be careful not to confuse prescriptive demands (the desires of 

adults) with the actual behaviour of youths, it is concerned with the identities 

that the adults of the community felt important enough to pass on to the next 

generation. Whilst the perspectives and recollections of former members will 

be deployed on occasion, this is not intended to be a study of history from 

below but rather one of adult attitudes.5 As the following chapters will show 

                                            

3 Yonina Talmon, ‘Aging in Israel, a Planned Society’, The American Journal of Sociology, 67:3 (1961), pp. 
284‐295 (p. 285). ). It should be noted that the postwar years are apt for an examination of youth groups 
as a means of communal survival, since British Jewry perceived numerous threats to its continued 
existence, as noted below. 
4 Panikos Panayi, An Immigration History of Britain: Multicultural Racism since 1800 (Harlow: Pearson, 
2010), p. 149. 
5 This is not to say that an exploration of youths themselves – and their identities – would not be 
worthwhile. Rather, as this thesis will make clear, the subject of British Jewish identities is inherently 
complex and an emphasis on both youths and adults within the same work would do neither group 
historical justice.  
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the postwar period witnessed the emergence of a new communal elite, and the 

thesis will explore the priorities, ideologies and preferred identities of this 

elite. 

 The three youth groups to be examined in this thesis were chosen in 

accordance with the principal that each represented different ideological 

trends within the community. Historically, each movement represented a 

particular ideological stance: the JLB pursued Anglicisation, the MU was 

strongly Zionist, and the VC took a broadly Anglicising approach, though one 

that was more nuanced and less ideologically rigid than the JLB.6 The thesis will 

thus explore whether these ideologies contributed to distinct forms of being 

British Jewish and, if so, how and why the groups constructed these identities. 

It is, therefore, not simply interested in the youth movements in and of 

themselves, but in the ideas and identities that the movements represented. 

 Given that the three youth movements chosen for study all had 

headquarters in London (though the JLB possessed sections stationed in cities 

such as Manchester and Glasgow) and that the majority of the British Jewish 

population was situated in London, this thesis is largely London-centric. Much 

existing scholarship on British Jews – and indeed on migrant communities 

more generally – purports to consider the countrywide population, but in fact 

focuses primarily upon the London communities. Such focus is apt to 

oversimplify issues within a community as diverse as British Jewry. In terms of 

identity studies, it would be an assumption too far to suggest that studying the 

identities of Jews in London would allow one to understand the identities of 

Jews in, for example, Glasgow. Indeed this thesis will use the example of 

London to suggest that it is more accurate to speak of multiple Jewish 

communities and multiple Jewish identities within British Jewry as a whole.7 

                                            

6 For the JLB see Sharman Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade 1895‐
1995 (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 1995), passim, and Sharman Kadish, ‘‘A Good Jew or a Good 
Englishman?’: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade and Anglo‐Jewish Identity’, in Anne Kershen (ed.), A Question of 
Identity (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998), pp. 77‐93. For the VC see Eugene Black, The Social Politics of Anglo‐
Jewry, 1880‐1920 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988), pp. 144‐145. For the MU see Sidney Bunt’s 
recollections in Sidney Bunt, Years and Years of Youth (Croydon: Pro Juventus Publishing Consortium, 
1990), pp. 62‐66. The general history of Jewish youth movements will be fully explored below. 
7 Though this thesis will primarily focus on London it will continue to refer to the British Jewish 
community as a whole, not because the London community necessarily represented British Jewry in its 
entirety, but because the institutions located within London themselves referred to Britishness and 
British Jewishness. The ‘British’ identity was, as this thesis will demonstrate, intended by these 
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The principle  sources for this thesis will be the records of the youth 

movements in question, located at the University of Southampton Archives (for 

the JLB) and the London Metropolitan Archives (for the VC). The analysis of 

such records primarily involves the use of committee minutes, though they 

occasionally include correspondence and other official papers. The 

dependence on such material necessarily means that the thesis could take on 

an essentially ‘top down’ character, casting youths as passive receivers of an 

identity fashioned by the adults of the community. In reality, of course, youths 

acted as agents and creators of identity, and this thesis will be careful not to 

confuse the demands of adults with youths’ own identities. The use of official 

records will, where possible, be augmented by testimony from former 

members of the three movements, and by contemporary sources such as the 

Jewish Chronicle.  

This introductory chapter will therefore seek to position Jewish youth 

movements within the context of wider developments within both British Jewry 

and non-Jewish society. Concurrently, it will highlight areas within the 

historiography of the period, particularly British Jewish historiography, which 

have been neglected, and where the study of Jewish youth movements can 

offer new insights. The chapter will begin with a discussion of chronology and 

the need to move beyond 1945 within British Jewish studies, and will offer 

some views on why the postwar period has been largely neglected in this field. 

It will then briefly seek to problematise the notion of identity, the central 

concept of this thesis, before moving on to an overview of the economic, social 

and cultural history of the postwar years as a means of providing context for 

the subsequent chapters. This will encompass the issues of austerity and 

affluence, the emergence of ‘youth’ as a distinct social grouping with its own 

culture and purchasing power, and changing definitions of gender. The focus 

will then shift to British Jewry, with a detailed examination of the community’s 

demographics, attachment to Judaism, relationship with Zionism and Israel, 

and finally the place and role of youth movements within the community. The 

thesis will be structured around the interplay between these dynamic and often 

competing issues, and the manner in which they inter-related with one another 

                                                                                                                                

institutions to be a unifying identity to which the Jewish community as a whole could subscribe, 
irrespective of individual local identities 
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will be demonstrated to have been the defining element of British Jewish 

identity. 

 

Chronology 

 The study of British Jewry has, by and large, tended to treat 1945 as a 

convenient conclusion, as with Endelman’s analysis of British Jewish 

assimilation, which spans the period 1656-1945, reflecting the belief that no 

further assimilation took place after the Second World War.8 Yet even where the 

notion that 1945 marks the end of British Jewish history is not as overt as this, 

it is still present. Thus Kadish’s work on the JLB, Endelman’s The Jews of 

Britain, Rubinstein’s A History of the Jews in the English Speaking World, and 

Alderman’s Modern British Jewry, amongst many other works, carry little 

analysis of the period beyond 1945 despite ostensibly setting out to do so.9 

 This is not to suggest, however, that no work has been done on the 

postwar period. In terms of social, political and economic history, Krausz’s 

explorations of the social structures of British Jewry stand out, as does the 

work of Barry Kosmin and the Research Unit of the Board of Deputies of British 

Jews.10 From a political perspective, Miller’s Divided Against Zion, which 

explores anti-Zionist opposition to a Jewish state in Palestine, is also 

noteworthy.11 Much less has been written on British Jewish cultural history. The 

postwar British Jewish community also features in Panayi’s An Immigration 

History of Britain as part of a wider analysis of multiculturalism and racism.12 

Similarly Kahn-Harris and Gidley’s Turbulent Times investigates the postwar 

                                            

8 Todd Endelman, Radical Assimilation in English Jewish History, 1656‐1945 (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 1990). 
9 Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’; Todd Endelman, The Jews of Britain 1656 to 2000 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002); William Rubinstein, A History of the Jews in the English 
Speaking World: Great Britain (London: Macmillan, 1996); Geoffrey Alderman, Modern British Jewry 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998). The bulk of each work is devoted to the period prior to 1945, with only 
a small proportion allocated to the postwar era. 
10 Ernest Krausz, ‘The Economic and Social Structure of Anglo‐Jewry’ in Julius Gould and Shaul Esh (eds.), 
Jewish Life in Modern Britain (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1964), pp. 27‐40; Ernest Krausz, Leeds 
Jewry: Its History and Social Structure (Cambridge: W. Hefer and Sons, 1964), especially pp. 34‐83; Barry 
Kosmin and Caren Levy, Jewish Identity in an Anglo‐Jewish Community (London: Research Unit, Board of 
Deputies of British Jews, 1983). 
11 Rory Miller, Divided Against Zion: Anti‐Zionist Opposition in Britain to a Jewish State in Palestine, 1945‐
1948 (London: Frank Cass, 2000). 
12 Panayi, An Immigration History of Britain, passim. 
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British Jewish community, though their analysis begins in 1990 and so neglects 

a vital period in Jewish history which, as this thesis will demonstrate, set the 

stage for the communal issues that they document.13 Perhaps the greatest 

body of work on British Jewry after 1945 has concerned the community’s 

religious life, with scholars such as Freud-Kandel, Persoff, and Kershen and 

Romain examining the devotional development of British Jewry.14 In this 

sphere, the so-called Jacobs Affair has provided an extremely rich case study 

for religious historians, as Elton’s Britain’s Chief Rabbis reveals.15 

 With the exception of the scholarship on British Jewish religious practices, 

however, few detailed analyses of the postwar period have emerged since the 

late 1980s.16 This appears to be due in part to the emergence of the so-called 

‘new wave’ of British Jewish historians during the 1980s. Prior to this point, 

British Jewish studies had been controlled by the established British Jewish 

community, “who chose not to write about the perceived darker side of Jewish 

life because they felt that their position in Britain was tenuous”.17 The tone of 

the earlier historiography was apologetic, owing to the perceived debt that the 

Jewish community was believed to owe to Britain, and issues which could have 

“brought the Jewish community into disrepute”, such as “immigrant poverty, 

prostitution, crime and adolescent sex”, were ignored in an effort to avoid 

“negative attention”.18 In an attempt to redress this imbalance, the ‘new wave’ 

of British Jewish historians shifted the focus onto the period of Jewish 

immigration from Eastern Europe between 1880 and 1914, and on Jewish 

refugees from the Second World War.19 In doing so, the emphasis has been 

                                            

13 Keith Kahn‐Harris and Ben Gidley, Turbulent Times: The British Jewish Community Today (London: 
Continuum, 2010), p. 12. 
14 Miri Freud‐Kandel, Orthodox Judaism in Britain since 1913: An Ideology Forsaken (London: Vallentine 
Mitchell, 2006), especially pp. 70‐122; Meir Persoff, Faith Against Reason: Religious Reform and the 
British Chief Rabbinate 1940‐1990 (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 2008), passim; Anne Kershen and 
Jonathan Romain, Tradition and Change: A History of Reform Judaism in Britain 1840‐1995 (London: 
Vallentine Mitchell, 1995), especially pp. 177‐215. 
15 Benjamin Elton, Britain’s Chief Rabbis and the Religious Character of Anglo‐Jewry, 1880‐1970 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2009), pp. 244‐255. 
16 Indeed it is significant that the major works on British Jewish religious life after the war have all been 
published within the last ten years. 
17 Sally Smith, ‘Sex, Leisure and Jewish Youth Clubs in Inter‐War London’, Jewish Culture and History, 9:1 
(2007), pp. 1‐26 (p. 2). 
18 Ibid. Note that this may be the reason why historians in the immediate postwar years preferred to 
focus on contemporary issues, or events in the recent past, when the community was perceived as well 
integrated, so that they could avoid the ‘unpleasant’ period of 1880‐1939. 
19 Ibid. 
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shifted too far towards the early twentieth century to the detriment of postwar 

work, as noted.  

With the shift in focus to issues of large scale immigration there has as 

a consequence been a consensus that little of interest occurred after 1945, 

and the absence of displays dealing with the post-1945 period in the British 

Jewish history section of the Jewish Museum in London can be construed as a 

manifestation of this belief.20 Nonetheless this view has begun to be 

challenged in recent years, and as recent scholarship on Judaism shows, the 

postwar years were a period of vigorous debate within the community. 

Similarly, British Jewry also had to contend with considerable social, cultural 

and economic changes within non-Jewish society, which inevitably impacted 

upon British Jews.21 Finally, the Holocaust had left British Jewry as the only 

European community to have escaped unharmed, thrusting upon them a 

unique role within European Jewry.22 All of these circumstances demanded a 

unique response from British Jewry, and demand thorough research. 

 The fact that the postwar period is deemed uneventful is due to the 

subtle redrawing of British Jewish history as teleological since the 1980s. David 

Katz has written that the study of early modern Jewish history was overtly 

Whiggish, with the ‘end of British Jewish history’ being Jewish emancipation.23 

This paradigm may be expanded to the period between 1880 and 1945, in 

which British Jewish history has been perceived – partly due to the emphasis on 

immigration – as a route to integration, whereby the community became 

increasingly integrated with every generation. Under this model, the ‘end’ of 

British Jewish history comes in 1945, when the process of integration is 

                                            

20 The historiography of specific minorities within mass migration also neglected the post‐1945 period 
until the late 1990s. Panikos Panayi, The Impact of Immigration: A documentary history of the effects 
and experiences of immigrants in Britain since 1945 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1999), 
pp. 31‐32. 
21 The above issues will be covered more fully below. 
22 The effects of this sense of leadership upon certain sections of British Jewry are highlighted by Freud‐
Kandel, p. 111, and David Weinberg, ‘Between America and Israel: The Quest for a Distinct European 
Jewish Identity in the Post‐War Era’, Jewish Culture and History, 5:1 (2002), pp. 91‐120 (p. 104). 
23 David Katz, ‘The Marginalization of Early Modern Anglo‐Jewish History’, in Tony Kushner (ed.), The 
Jewish Heritage in British History: Englishness and Jewishness (London: Frank Cass, 1992), pp. 60‐77 (p. 
61). 
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typically deemed to be complete.24 Such assumptions account for the belief 

that the postwar period is uneventful, in that if the focus is on integration, and 

integration is believed to be complete by 1945, then there is little beyond that 

point that is worth studying. This thesis, therefore, will attempt to move 

beyond the Whiggish interpretation of British Jewish history and add to the 

growing body of work that acknowledges the import and impact of the postwar 

era on British Jewish life. 

 The thesis will cease its analysis in 1960. The late 1950s and early 1960s 

witnessed significant changes within the three youth movements examined 

within this thesis. In the Victoria club, Roland Franklin was replaced as club 

chairman by Ralph Lobatto in 1959, whilst one of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade’s 

most influential figures, Ernest Joseph, died in 1960.25 Likewise in the Maccabi 

Union, Pierre Gildesgame became president of the Maccabi World Union in 

1960, whilst Lord Nathan, President of British Maccabi, died in 1963.26 As this 

thesis will reveal, the leadership of the three youth movements played a vital 

role in shaping their policies and ideologies, and the loss or promotion of the 

principle characters in the three organisations in many ways constituted a 

distinctive break between the 1950s and 1960s. 

 

The Problem of Identity 

The paucity of research on the postwar era is also matched by a lack of 

focus on concepts of British Jewish identity throughout the history of British 

Jewry. Though there has been some work done on the issue, such as the study 

by Cooper and Morrison noted above, the field is poorly developed.27 The 

intent of this thesis is thus to stimulate the expansion of the field of British 

                                            

24 In this vein it is worth noting that Endelman’s Radical Assimilation in English Jewish History, 1656‐
1945 ends its analysis in 1945, emphasising the assumption that integration and assimilation ceased 
after the Second World War. 
25 See chapters two and three. 
26 See chapter four. 
27 The issue of British Jewish identity is touched upon in Barry Kosmin, ‘Religious Identity in the Social 
and Political Arena: An Examination of the Attitudes of Orthodox and Progressive Jews in the UK’, in Zvi 
Gitelman, Barry Kosmin and András Kovács (eds.), New Jewish Identities: Contemporary Europe and 
Beyond (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2003), pp. 23‐44, and Stephen Miller ‘Changing 
Patterns of Jewish Identity among British Jews’, in Zvi Gitelman, Barry Kosmin and András Kovács (eds.), 
New Jewish Identities, pp. 45‐60. 
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Jewish identity studies. Identity, however, is a problematic concept that 

requires further unpacking before it can be utilised throughout this thesis. 

Identities have been defined as “the sets of meanings people hold for 

themselves that define ‘what it means’ to be who they are as persons, as role 

occupants, and as group members”.28 They are problematic in that they are 

multifaceted and intersectional, with each particular aspect of an identity being 

dependent on, mutually reinforcing or conflicting with other aspects of being.29 

This fact has not always been recognised: one view of collective identity held 

that collective identities had ‘essential’ characteristics shared by all members.30 

Social constructionist theorists have critiqued this model, arguing that identity 

is shaped through social factors. For instance, they have suggested that 

gender is not a biological difference, but rather a series of “social rituals, 

symbols, and practices that transform such differences into social facts”.31 This 

model has in turn been taken even further, with many historians arguing that 

even the more precise subcategories of constructionism (such as ‘French 

bourgeois woman’, rather than simply ‘woman’) themselves run the risk of 

being essentialist, and that the variation within identity categories is as 

important as that between categories.32 

Social psychology provides a way in which these interpretations of 

identity may be reconciled, through the three categories of the above 

definition of identity: group identities, role identities and person identities. 

Within a group identity, such as Jewish, Black or White, the category into which 

one falls helps to shape one’s identity. That is, an identity is imprinted via “a 

person’s knowledge that he or she belongs to a social category or group”.33 

The group identity is solidified via an in-group/out-group discourse in which 

                                            

28 Peter Burke, ‘Identities and Social Structure: The 2003 Cooley‐Mead Award Address’, Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 67:1 (2004), pp. 5‐15 (p. 5). 
29 Sheldon Stryker and Peter Burke, ‘The Past, Present, and Future of an Identity Theory’, Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 63:4 (2000), pp. 284‐297 (p. 286). 
30 Karen Cerulo, ‘Identity construction: New Issues, New Directions’, Annual Review of Sociology, 23 
(1997), pp. 385‐409 (p. 387). 
31 Ibid, p. 388. 
32 Ibid, p. 391. 
33 Jan Stets and Peter Burke, ‘Identity Theory and Social Identity Theory’, Social Psychology Quarterly, 
63:3 (2000), pp. 224‐237 (p. 225). 
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the two are defined against one another.34 Social groups influence an 

individual’s identity by ascribing certain expectations of behaviour for 

members of the group, consequently group identity is created through a 

perception that one is similar to other members of one’s own group, whilst at 

the same time being different to members of another group.35  

Within a social group, individuals possess one or more role identities. 

Role identities are derived from one’s role in society, such as mother, father, 

male, or female, and these role identities may exist in tandem with one 

another.36 Thus one may be a mother, wife and daughter, with each role giving 

conferring a unique identity.37 Unlike group identity however, role identities are 

not defined by similarities, but against ‘counterroles’ – accordingly the 

‘feminine’ identity is defined against the ‘masculine’, the identity of wife 

against that of husband; in role identity, one is defined by what one does, 

rather than by who one is.38 Finally, operating within both the group and role 

identities exists the ‘person identity’. This identity grants a person 

individualism in a way that neither the group nor role identities can. Person 

identity “consists of the meanings and expectations that constitute not only 

the person’s essence or core, but also all meanings that define who the person 

is as a person”.39 

Each of the three constructions of identity outlined above are 

complementary.40 One is always situated within both a group and a role, and 

person identities “penetrate role and group identities in the same way as role 

identities infiltrate group identities”.41 The interplay between these identities is 

mediated by the concept of ‘identity salience’. Identity salience functions as a 

hierarchy not only of group, role and person identities, but also of the sub-

identities within each category.42 The higher the salience of a particular 

identity, the more likely a person is to react to a situation by employing that 

                                            

34 Michael Hogg, Deborah Terry, Katherine White, ‘A Tale of Two Theories: A Critical Comparison of 
Identity Theory with Social Identity Theory’, Social Psychology Quarterly 58:4 (1995), 255‐269 (p. 260). 
35 Burke, ‘Identities and Social Structure’, p. 9. 
36 Hogg, Terry and White, p. 256 
37 Ibid. 
38 Burke, ‘Identities and Social Structure’, pp. 9‐10. 
39 Ibid, p. 9. 
40 Stryker and Burke, ‘The Past, Present, and Future of an Identity Theory’, p. 289. 
41 Stets and Burke, ‘Identity Theory and Social Identity Theory’, pp. 228‐229. 
42 Hogg, Terry and White, pp. 257‐258. 
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identity.43 Thus one person may choose to work at the weekend whilst another 

chooses to spend time with their children, even though both possess the 

‘parent’ role identity; the salience of ‘parent’ is higher in the latter than the 

former.44 Throughout this thesis, these identity paradigms will be utilised in 

order to deconstruct the type, formation, development, distribution and inter-

relation of the various identities on offer in Jewish youth movements. The 

thesis will recognise that, as Panayi has noted, “the concept of just a dual 

identity simplifies reality” and will seek to use a social psychological framework 

to demonstrate the complex and multi-layered nature of British Jewish 

identities after the Second World War.45 

 

Austerity and Affluence 

Given that the late 1940s and 1950s were years that witnessed the 

emergence of ‘youth’ as a distinctive social grouping, youth and youth 

movements must be studied in the context of contemporary circumstances. 

During the postwar years, the pertinent issue was temporary austerity followed 

by rapidly increasing affluence. This affluence facilitated the development of 

young people into a distinct bloc by increasing their economic power, and thus 

independence, allowing them to pursue a distinct youth culture which was at 

odds with that of the parent generation. The development and influence of this 

youth culture was opposed by many adults, often through the medium of 

youth movements. 

Britain in 1945 was a country characterised by shortages. At the start of 

the Second World War, only two out of three households had access to 

electricity, and 10% still lacked it in 1951.46 During this same period, roughly 

seven million homes lacked a hot-water supply, 25% either had an outdoor 

                                            

43 Stryker and Burke, ‘The Past, Present, and Future of an Identity Theory’, p. 286. 
44 Hogg, Terry and White, pp. 257‐258 
45 Panayi, An Immigration History of Britain, p. 141. 
46 Edward Royle, ‘Trends in post‐war British social history’, in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), 
Understanding Post‐War British Society (London: Routledge, 1994), pp. 9‐18 (p. 12); James Obelkevich, 
‘Consumption’, in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), Understanding Post‐War British Society 
(London: Routledge, 1994), pp. 141‐154 (p. 145). 
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toilet or had to share one, and 38% lacked a fixed bath.47 Televisions and white 

goods, which were then considered luxuries, were also scarce.48 Aside from 

this lack of amenities, almost all everyday items were still on ration. Clothes, 

fuel and cigarettes were limited, and were often of poor quality.49 However, the 

shortage that impacted most on Britons’ lives was that of food. Meat, fats, 

sugar, tea, cheese, jam and eggs were all rationed, and by the autumn of 

1947, potatoes were restricted for the first time.50 Those goods that were not 

on ration were in short supply.51 

 The first signs of reprieve came from the end of 1948 onwards, when “a 

series of so-called ‘bonfires’ of controls led to abolitions and relaxations in 

relation to many goods and commodities, culminating in the end of clothes 

rationing”.52 Nonetheless, rationing did not finally end until 1953, and in many 

ways life remained hard at the turn of the decade, with meat cheese, fats, 

sugar, sweets and tea all remaining on the ration into the early 1950s.53 Life 

for the average Briton in the late 1940s and early 1950s was thus challenging. 

As a result, the abundance of the new ‘consumer age’ was all the more 

remarkable to contemporaries after the deprivations of the 1940s. It has 

become cliché in histories of the 1950s – not only in economic but also social 

and cultural histories – that, as Harold Macmillan stated “most of our people 

have never had it so good”, and this was, to a certain extent, true.54 Between 

1950 and 1973, Britain’s GDP increased an average of 3% annually, “probably 

the highest growth rate in British history”.55 At the same time, real disposable 

                                            

47 David Kynaston, A World to Build (London: Bloomsbury, 2008), p. 20; Obelkevich, ‘Consumption’, p. 
145. 
48 Royle, pp. 12‐13. 
49 David Kynaston, Smoke in the Valley (London: Bloomsbury, 2008), pp. 8‐9; Kynaston, A World to Build, 
p. 248 
50 Kynaston, A World to Build, p. 19, 246. 
51 Ibid, p. 105. 
52 Kynaston, Smoke in the Valley, pp. 9‐10. 
53 Penny Summerfield, ‘Women in Britain Since 1945: Companionate Marriage and the Double Burden’ 
in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), Understanding Post‐War British Society (London: 
Routledge, 1994), pp. 58‐72 (p. 61); Kynaston, Smoke in the Valley, pp. 222‐223. 
54 Obelkevich, ‘Consumption’, p. 141. 
55 Ibid, p. 143. 
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income nearly doubled between 1951 and 1974.56 As a result, consumer 

spending exploded in the mid-1950s, bringing with it a new age of prosperity.  

Throughout the 1950s, the amount of the family budget that was spent 

on food (previously a family’s greatest financial outlay) steadily decreased, 

and continued to do so into the 1990s, at which point it constituted only 18% 

of family expenditure.57 The remaining balance of the family’s income was 

increasingly being spent on consumer products, particularly labour saving 

devices and luxury products. Washing machines had, by the early 1960s, 

become standard in most homes, having been all but absent from them in the 

early 1950s.58 By 1955, over 50% of households had a vacuum cleaner, 19% 

had a telephone, and 8% had a refrigerator.59 These proportions continued to 

rise throughout the 1950s. Car ownership had risen from two million at the 

start of the war to nine million by the mid-1960s.60 Access to televisions also 

rose: in the early 1950s viewing figures sat at around five million.61 By 1960, 

however, three out of every four households had a set, and viewing figures 

were thus correspondingly higher.62 

There were other, more general signs of prosperity in the mid-to-late 

1950s. The number of people who owned their own homes increased, as did 

the quality of those homes.63 Homes became “warmer, cleaner, more 

comfortable and fresher smelling”, and “as people equipped their homes with 

more lamps (and used stronger bulbs), they also became brighter and better 

lit”.64 Increased disposable income and industrial productivity alongside a 

reduction of working hours resulted in the emergence of an affluent “leisure 

                                            

56 Celia Brackenridge and Diana Woodward, ‘Gender Inequalities in Leisure and Sport in Post‐War 
Britain’, in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), Understanding Post‐War British Society (London: 
Routledge, 1994), pp. 192‐203 (p. 194). 
57 Obelkevich, ‘Consumption’, p. 143. 
58 Summerfield, ‘Women in Britain Since 1945’, p. 60. 
59 Obelkevich, ‘Consumption’, p. 145. 
60 Royle, p. 12. 
61 Arthur Marwick, ‘The Arts, Books Media and Entertainments in Britain since 1945’, in James 
Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), Understanding Post‐War British Society (London: Routledge, 1994), 
pp. 179‐191 (p. 182). 
62 Obelkevich, ‘Consumption’, p. 146. 
63 Ibid, p. 144. 
64 Ibid, p. 147. Note that the increased quality of the home meant that youth clubs were increasingly no 
longer the attractive, warm, inviting alternative to home life that they had once been. Part of the decline 
in attendance of youth movements in this period may be attributed to the higher quality of people’s 
homes. 
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society”.65 One manifestation of this was increasing numbers of family 

holidays: the proportion of British people who could afford to take a few days 

of holiday away from the home – either domestically or internationally – 

increased steadily from the beginning of the 1950s.66 Aside from these 

holidays, most leisure time was spent at home.67 Outside of it, however, 

“playing sport, and visits to pubs, clubs and restaurants ... [grew] considerably 

in popularity”.68 Yet despite this affluence Britain was not as secure in its 

prosperity as it appeared: its economy significantly lagged behind those of its 

competitors, a fact which caused significant concern for contemporaries.69 

Britain’s transition from austerity and rationing to the beginnings of a 

comparatively affluent society was a reasonably rapid one, occupying only a 

few years in the mid-1950s. Whilst Britain’s level of prosperity had not 

reached the heights that it would in the 1960s, the austerity of the 1940s 

made even the smaller changes of the mid-to-late 1950s all the more 

profound. The affluence of the 1950s also had a profound impact on British 

society, particularly on young people. The disposable wealth of adolescents 

dramatically increased during the 1950s, allowing them to access a greater 

quantity and wider variety of entertainments and enabled a degree of 

independence from adult supervision. These changes caused profound social 

anxieties that were to inform attitudes towards youths, and thus youth work, 

throughout the period. 

 

Youth 

Increased affluence proved transformative for British youth. British 

youth in the late 1940s and the 1950s began to desire, and achieve, greater 

independence as a result of postwar affluence, resulting in a distinctive new 

‘youth culture’. Adults viewed this independence as rebellion, and they 

therefore attempted to enforce ‘proper’ values onto youth, often via youth 

                                            

65 Brackenridge and Woodward, p. 193. 
66 Royle, p. 12. 
67 Brackenridge and Woodward, p. 195. 
68 Ibid. 
69 Andrew Rosen, The Transformation of British Life, 1950‐2000: a Social History (Manchester: 
Manchester University Press, 2003), p. 11. 
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movements. Perhaps the most important change to affect ‘youth’ (as a life-

stage) in the postwar years was its increasing length. This was the result of 

changes in three areas of young people’s lives: education, employment and 

sexual relations. The school leaving age was raised from fifteen to sixteen 

between 1947 and 1972, meaning that, alongside the increasing availability of 

higher education, ‘youth’ as a life stage was increasingly becoming a 

significant proportion of people’s lives.70 This trend, and the fact that Britons 

were entering full time employment at an increasingly later age, also led to a 

delay in the onset of adulthood, “partly because it has helped to foster the 

tendency to postpone marrying and having children”.71 The beginning of youth 

was also extended downwards by the slowly decreasing average age of first 

sexual relations – falling from the early 20s in 1950 to 16 in 2000.72 The 

increasing availability of contraceptives, and of cures for sexually transmitted 

diseases, had stimulated this downward trend, effectively meaning that sex 

ceased to be the precursor to parenthood, and thus adulthood, that it had 

once been.73 The median age for marriage also rose during the 1950s, to 29.6 

for men and 27.6 for women by 1960, whereas in 1950 a large proportion of 

women under 24 had been married.74 These two factors led to a further 

elongation of ‘youth’ as a life stage. 

Postwar affluence began to empower youths during the 1950s, leading 

to a development of youth independence hitherto unknown. In 1959, the 

social scientist Mark Abrams argued that ‘teenagers’ (somewhat 

idiosyncratically defined by Abrams as unmarried people aged 15 to 25) were 

earning approximately £1,480 million per year, or roughly 8.5% of all personal 

income in Britain.75 Teenagers’ real earnings had increased by 50% since 1938, 

“double the increase for adults as a whole”.76  Accompanying these higher 

wages, the amount that young workers were paying their parents for board 

and lodging was decreasing. By the end of the period, “only a pound or two 

was now handed over for room and board out of a weekly wage of £5-8” and 
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consequently “young workers were left with at least £3 each week to spend by 

themselves, a total of £850 million annually”.77 Taking into account both 

higher wages and lower cost of living, it is clear that youths’ disposable 

income had increased dramatically in the 1950s. The changing nature of 

youth meant that they were far less reliant on their parents than they had 

been in previous generations, allowing for greater independence. It therefore 

enabled the emergence of a new and distinctive ‘youth culture’.78 

One of the hallmarks of this subculture was an increased emphasis on 

possessions and consumerism. By 1957 teenagers accounted for 44% of all 

spending on records and records players, 26% of all cinema admissions, 24% 

of spending on cosmetics, 19% of footwear purchases and 16% of all women’s 

clothing.79 Possessions became a way for youths to assert their newfound 

independence. “To a remarkable extent”, argues Rosen, possessions became 

“outward and visible signs of youth’s new sense of its special identity”; for 

many, “who you were came to be defined by what you owned and how you 

looked; appearance became a critical element of lifestyle”.80 

Whether or not youths’ increased independence was a product of 

increased economic freedom or of a concerted effort to achieve 

independence, the end result was a marked attraction to individualistic 

pursuits.81 Teddy Boys, the popular perception of whom will prove central to 

the youth movements’ attitudes towards their members and their behaviour, 

“parodied the sartorial past in order to establish their own identity”.82 The 

quest to forge a new identity seems to inherently include a desire for 

independence. Similarly, the growing availability of cheaper, more portable, 

radios and record players of the 1950s allowed youths to pursue their 

subculture away from family life, by remaining in their bedrooms.83 Increased 

independence is also evident in youth’s (particularly working-class youth’s) 

                                            

77 Catherine Ellis, ‘The Younger Generation: The Labour Party and the 1959 Youth Commission’, The 
Journal of British Studies, 41:2 (2002), pp. 199‐231 (p. 211). 
78 Rosen, p. 108. 
79 Ibid, p. 108. 
80 Ibid, p. 109. 
81 For opposing viewpoints on this issue, see John Gillis, Youth and History: Tradition and Change in 
European Age relations 1770‐Present (New York: Academic Press, 1974), p. 190 and Obelkevich, 
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drift away from institutions such as schools and youth groups, with their 

emphasis on obedience and conformity.84 There is therefore convincing 

evidence that youth actively sought independence from adult authority. 

The adult reaction to the emergence of a youth subculture was framed 

by the perception that such independence was a problem that required a 

solution. In 1959 the Labour Party, in its eighth year of opposition, appointed 

a commission of inquiry into young people, the Youth Commission.85 Its remit 

laid out explicitly the problems that were felt to be afflicting its subject 

matter. The Commission was to investigate the extent to which youths were 

rejecting the values and authority of their parents, the level of violence, 

drunkenness and crime in youth life, and what social forces might be causing 

these issues.86 Adults believed that the main ‘problem’ afflicting youth was 

one of a degradation of values, an issue that, as will be shown, was prevalent 

in each of the movements examined in this thesis. Youth spending was also a 

key feature of adults’ moralistic concern. Teenagers’ purchase of records and 

clothes, as well as their attendance at dance halls, cinemas, cafés and coffee 

bars, were felt to be “irresponsible and hedonistic”; youth’s pursuit of leisure 

was felt to focus too much on ‘living for the now’, rather than on planning for 

the future.87 Such present-centred thinking was antithetical to the values of 

the time, in which young people were expected to plan for their future, a 

future centred upon the establishment of a family.  

Aside from its apparent hedonism, youth spending on media was a 

threat to contemporary adult values in terms of its content. Both popular 

music and film were heavily influenced by America, resulting in a fear that 

British youth, and thus British society, was becoming Americanised.88 

American films, with their focus (as contemporary adults perceived it) on gang 

violence, were held to degrade youth’s sensibilities, and contribute to the 

erosion of their respect for authority.89 Similarly, rock ‘n’ roll was perceived to 

be sexually aggressive, as well as “degenerate and mind numbing”, whilst the 
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‘riots’ and “destruction of property that attended showings of the film Rock 

around the Clock in 1956” helped to reinforce the “popular conviction that the 

music of modern youth was a dangerous force”.90 Adults, then, perceived 

youth culture as degenerate, and as a growing ‘problem’ that required a 

solution. 

Adults’ perception of youth behaviour as a  ‘problem’ was highlighted 

by the popular concern with youth delinquency throughout the 1950s.91 

Juvenile delinquency was an amorphous concept: it encompassed issues of 

‘morality’, of rejection of authority and of anti-social behaviour. Recognising 

the wide-ranging nature of the concept, one contemporary commentator 

remarked that ““Carnal knowledge” of a girl below the age of consent is 

delinquency, and so is Shoplifting at Woolworths. Breaking and entering is 

delinquency, and so is absconding from an Approved School”.92 The unifying 

feature of much ‘delinquent’ behaviour, however, was crime. Figures for 

juvenile crime rose significantly during the 1950s: convictions for males aged 

14-21 more than doubled between 1955 and 1961.93 For males in the 17-21 

age group, the number convicted of indictable offences in England and Wales 

rose from 11,269 in 1955 to 21,322 in 1958, a figure that was more than 

double the total for 1938.94 Whilst these statistics may indicate a greater 

tendency towards custodial punishment as the decade wore on rather than 

increases in the incidence of crime as such, both interpretations indicate the 

centrality of juvenile crime in the debate on postwar British youth. 

Contemporaries were not simply concerned with the number of crimes 

committed, but also their nature. Apparent increases in violent crimes 

committed by youths were viewed with alarm. Teddy boys, in particular, were 

a popular focus of this attitude.95 Discussions of Teddy boys in contemporary 
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literature dwelled on their supposedly violent nature, discussing attacks on 

innocent passers by and, importantly, other gangs.96 

The causes of juvenile delinquency were often stressed to be as diverse 

as its manifestations.97 Attempts to understand the causes of delinquency 

were often grounded in new ‘scientific’ approaches, including statistical 

surveys and the discipline of psychoanalysis.98 A significant strand of opinion 

felt that a breakdown in a young person’s family life (especially an absent or 

‘unfit’ mother, as will be discussed more fully below) was responsible for their 

delinquency, in that the child lacked emotional development and had not 

learned to differentiate ‘good’ and ‘bad’.99 Other explanations for the rise in 

juvenile delinquency cited boredom and youth culture, both of which were 

deemed to encourage delinquency either through a desire for entertainment 

or promoting ‘delinquent’ acts.100 

Adults attempted to solve this ‘problem’ of juvenile delinquency by 

removing youths from its cause. Consequently, adults urged ‘sensible’ youths 

to steer clear of “the hypnotic glamour of the Hollywood movies”, and to avoid 

milk bars, another American phenomenon.101 Other efforts to remove youths 

from the causes of delinquency included increasing the school leaving age 

and giving youth clubs grants from public funds.102 As will be illustrated, there 

were also increased societal pressures demanding that the normative family 

model be preserved, so that young people would grow up emotionally 

balanced. In a further manifestation of adult attempts at control, the church 

preached of the “moral damage which could result from the spread of rock ’n’ 

roll”, and attempts were made in parliament to ban certain records.103 Indeed, 

once commentator advocated a revival of religious ethics as a possible 

solution to juvenile delinquency.104 
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 Adult concern for youth thus revolved around the perception that youth 

values were being eroded by contemporary society in general and youth 

subculture in particular, and resulted in a desire to forestall any further 

degradation of normative values. As this thesis will demonstrate, these desires 

and attitudes were closely interwoven with postwar constructions of gender 

norms. The construction of these norms was a defining characteristic of all 

postwar British Jewish youth work, and therefore deserves extended 

consideration. 

 

Gender 

 The issue of gender was central to the policies and identities of each of 

the three Jewish youth movements examined in this thesis. Each group put 

forward varying constructions of masculinity and femininity during the period 

in question, and these both reflected and shaped each movement’s sense of its 

position within the Jewish and non-Jewish communities. Gender interacted with 

and contradicted the majority of sub-identities advanced by each youth group 

to the extent that constructions of British Jewish identity cannot be understood 

without a thorough examination of the role of gender in their formation. The 

gender-based identities offered by each movement were, as will be 

demonstrated in subsequent chapters, heavily dependent upon the fluctuating 

interpretations of gender roles in non-Jewish society. The reinforcement and 

subversion of these gender norms was crucial to the everyday life of the youth 

movements. It is therefore necessary to provide a thorough examination and 

contextualisation of these discourses. 

Constructions of gender in postwar Britain were to a large degree in a 

state of flux, in which established normative conceptions of male and female 

roles and behaviours were slowly challenged by developments in gender 

attitudes. Women in particular faced powerful and conflicting pressures on 

their gender identity in the immediate postwar years, being pushed both into 

the ‘male’ world of work and also urged to remain in the ‘female’ sphere of the 

home. Far from being a time when women were forced out of the jobs they had 

taken up during the war, the 1950s actually witnessed an increase in the 

number of working women, partly brought about by the demands of the 

government. Faced with the postwar labour shortage, between 1947 and 1949 
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the Ministry of Labour began a concerted campaign to persuade women to 

remain in or return to the labour market.105 This campaign, coupled with the 

necessity of female work during the war, and the need to supplement the 

income of poorer families, meant that by 1951 the proportion of the workforce 

that was female had risen to 31%, though it would only increase by a further 

2% during the 1950s.106 The removal of the marriage bar – which prevented 

married women from working as teachers or civil servants – in the mid-1940s 

no doubt contributed to this increase.107 It was largely driven by an expansion 

of female part-time work (rising from 12% of the workforce in 1951 to 26% by 

1961), and growing numbers of working married women (26% to 35% in the 

same period).108 Whilst these statistics are no more than approximations, owing 

to underestimations of the number of women in work in the Census, they do 

give an indication of the overall trends in women’s participation in the 

workforce in the immediate postwar years.109 

Aside from this ‘top-down’ discourse that invited women into what was 

traditionally a ‘male’ sphere, there was increasing evidence that women 

themselves wanted to work. A survey in 1957 found that although “the 

overwhelming incentive for working outside the home was financial”, there 

were “other reasons given includ[ing] enjoyment, mental stimulus and the need 

for company; over half wanted to work even if the family income were 

larger”.110 Even popular culture began to portray women performing what had 

hitherto been stereotypically ‘male’ roles. Within the working class Jewish 

cultural sphere, Wesker’s Chicken Soup with Barley portrays the woman as the 

centre of the family, subverting her traditional gender role by both working 

(her husband does not work and is mocked accordingly, a point which will be 
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dealt with more fully below) and by engaging in politics.111 Indeed, women 

played a central role in many of the more popular dramas of the 1950s.112 

Throughout the late-1940s and the 1950s there were, therefore, 

powerful public and private discourses that invited women to subvert their 

normative gender roles as home-bound wives and mothers by crossing the 

boundary between male and female roles and entering the (previously almost 

exclusively male) world of work. There were, however, conflicting forces that 

exerted an equally strong pressure on women to remain in the home, or to 

otherwise avoid paid work. 

During the late-1940s and 1950s, there was a distinct male hostility to 

women entering the ‘male’ sphere of work on a popular level, hostility that 

manifested itself in issues of women’s pay.113 The Royal Commission for Equal 

pay, established during the war, reported in 1946. It found that there was 

considerable resistance amongst (male) employers to the idea that women 

should be given equal pay to men. Employers argued, inter alia, that “men 

were more efficient, more flexible, more ambitious, took less time off, were 

physically stronger [and were] less tolerant of monotonous work”.114 Amongst 

weavers, for example, it was argued that women were paid less than men 

because men could work larger and heavier looms, women had a tendency to 

arrive late and leave early, and that women worked much less strenuously 

than men.115 Employers were also alleged to “allocate the better paying parts 

of the work to the men”, though the Commission noted that this only 

explained a small part of the disparity in pay between women and men.116 

Throughout both industry and the public sector, this disparity could be 

very pronounced. In industry, women’s earnings could be 53% of those of 

men, and in the public sector the difference between the sexes’ pay could be 
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as low as 10% in the top levels and as much as 50% at the bottom.117 Women in 

the public sector protested about, and actively lobbied the government on, 

the disparity in their pay for many years, whilst the government held out until 

the mid-1950s.118 In 1955, the government finally relented, agreeing to 

introduce equal pay into the civil service, local government and teaching over 

the course of six years.119 However, “the successes of the campaign among 

public employees did not lead to sustained pressure for equal pay in the 

private sector”, and women did not achieve equal pay in industry during the 

1950s, and arguably have not reached it even today.120 The hostility to equal 

pay for both sexes seems to have largely been due to the continued sexual 

segregation of the workforce: women may have been doing ‘men’s’ jobs, but 

they tended to do so in predominantly female departments or job 

classifications.121 There was, therefore, a distinct popular discourse which 

argued that, although women and men may have done the same jobs, women 

and women’s work were still inferior to men and their work.122 

Concurrent with this popular discourse was a public one in which 

women were urged to remain in the home, which was in part triggered by 

postwar fears of population decline. The Royal Commission on Population, 

convened at a time when popular fears over the declining birth rate were at 

their height, blamed feminism for the decline in birth rate.123 Feminism, it 

argued, had encouraged women to seek paid work (thus conflicting with 

motherhood) and because it encouraged men to be more considerate towards 

their wives owing to the fact that it had become “increasingly evident that an 

unlimited family threw an intolerable burden on the mother”.124 Though these 

fears had abated by 1949 owing to the postwar baby boom, they contributed 

to the creation of an attitude in which the survival and stability of the family 

was closely linked to the survival and stability of the nation.125  
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The overwhelming emphasis within this discourse was on women’s role 

as mothers. As noted above, contemporary psychoanalytical theories blamed 

“social dislocation”, or juvenile delinquency, on children’s lack of full-time 

contact with their mothers during their formative years.126 Indeed, there was “a 

remarkably pervasive climate of belief that well-adjusted people [were] 

required to spend the bulk of their first five years in the company of their 

natural mothers”.127 The result of this belief was an emphasis by contemporary 

commentators on ‘natural’, meaning full-time, motherhood.128 Women came 

under tremendous pressure from “health visitors, welfare clinics and baby 

manuals” to remain at home if they had young children, to the extent that 

working outside of the home became viewed as tantamount to encouraging 

delinquency.129  

For its part, the state, too, encouraged motherhood for women. 

Beveridge’s welfare scheme did not include married women in its calculations 

for working people: women were seen as mothers first and foremost. In 

Beveridge’s own words women had “the liability to have pregnancy, and ought 

to have it; that is what she is in a sense there for”.130 In the welfare state, “wives 

bore and raised children, and men worked to support them”, thus reverting to 

established gender roles.131  

This emphasis on the duty of a woman to be a full-time mother was tied 

to a belief that women should also be full-time housewives. Government social 

surveys in 1943 and 1947 indicated that 58% of women “believed that married 

women (with or without children) should ‘not go out to work’”.132 Even amongst 

working women, employment was an adjunct of their role as mothers. A survey 

of a biscuit factory in South London in the 1950s revealed that female part-

time workers there wanted “an opportunity to earn money to raise the 

standards of living of the family as a whole”, and the researchers concluded 

that “this new [working] role was in every sense subsidiary to the traditional 
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one of wife and mother” for the women.133 This sentiment, however, appeared 

to be weaker in younger women, and declined as the period wore on.134 By 

1965, whilst 89% of women now approved of married women working, only 

39% approved of her working if she had young children.135 Similarly, a 2003 

Mass Observation survey on recollections of the 1950s revealed that women 

were far more likely than men to base their memory of the 1950s on the home, 

indicating the importance of established gender roles to contemporaries.136 

Indeed, male expectations of marriage crucially centred upon a woman’s ability 

to run a good home: they required “wives who were good household managers 

and who did not nag them”.137 Such views were publicly reinforced by such 

disparate means as party-political propaganda (in their materials aimed at 

women, both the Conservative and Labour parties tended to treat them 

exclusively as housewives and mothers), governmental policy (such as a 

reduction in subsidies paid to nurseries by half, forcing local authorities to 

close them, meaning that women could no longer work full-time if they had 

small children), and popular women’s magazines.138 

The conflicting pressures of work and home were such that many 

women performed multiple female roles at the same time, either through 

balancing the roles of mother and wage earner, or by only working part-time (it 

is significant that the rise in the number of working women during the 1950s 

was driven by part-time workers).139 Thus, during the years between 1945 and 

1960, women were subjected to contradictory pressures on their gender 

identity. They were at the same time expected to take up formerly ‘male’ roles 

such as wage earning, whilst also being pressured to remain in normative 

female roles. Views on women in the postwar period were, therefore, in a state 

of flux, as typified by the breaking down of some gender barriers but the 

reinforcement of others. 
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 Men, too, were subjected to competing pressures on their gendered 

sense of identity. As with women, these pressures largely centred upon their 

role in the home. During the postwar years, men were increasingly encouraged 

to spend more time in the home, and to help their wives with daily tasks. The 

ideal of the ‘companionate marriage’ had become normative by the early 

1960s.140 This ideal stressed that marriage was a cooperative partnership in 

which men and women played complementary (though crucially not equal) 

roles. The welfare state had to some degree removed the need for the male 

paterfamilias, and men were expected to be much more considerate towards 

their wives.141 They were increasingly expected to take over tasks that were 

previously seen as feminine (or at least part of the feminine role), such as 

pushing the pram, helping with the housework or playing with the children.142 

In keeping with the increasing acceptability of showing ‘feminine’ qualities, 

moments of male tenderness were increasingly permitted, even when shown 

towards other men.143 

 Yet such changing gender roles existed alongside the continued presence 

of established discourses of masculinity. The discourse of companionate 

marriage emphasised that men and women still had different roles to play 

within the marriage (though these roles were now seen as mutually 

reinforcing). Crucially, men were still largely perceived as the breadwinner of 

the household. The “ideal domestic arrangement”, at least in the popular 

discourse of the time, “was one in which men were away at work for much of 

the day while the woman stayed at home”.144 Indeed, “part of the anxiety about 

working mothers and affluent teenagers was connected with the fear that they 

would undermine this male role”.145  

Men’s normative role was reinforced by public discourses in which the 

government and political parties both stipulated that the male should be the 

breadwinner of the household. The Beveridge Plan was heavily reliant on the 

notion that the male would be the economic protector of the family, whilst the 
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female would be the housewife and carer.146 Similarly both the Conservatives 

and Labour stressed (alongside their view of the woman as housewife) that the 

male’s role in the family was primarily economic.147 In particular, throughout 

the 1950s Labour continued to present unemployment as a purely male 

problem.148  

At the same time as it was becoming more acceptable for men to exhibit 

such ‘feminine’ characteristics as tenderness, there was also resurgences of 

certain established male characteristics. Attitudes towards homosexuality, in 

particular, highlight ‘acceptable’ male gender qualities. Homosexuals were 

viewed as “decadent, effete and effeminate”, and, following prominent 

contemporary psychoanalytical theories, as inversions or perversions of the 

‘true’ male.149 Thus, men were increasingly expected to disavow ‘feminine’ 

characteristics in favour of normative ‘male’ characteristics if they wished to be 

seen as ‘real’ men. The repression of homosexuality and of femininity in men 

consequently became a key way for men to define their own masculinity and 

heterosexuality.150 Those men who did not conform to such hegemonic male 

gender norms were ridiculed. In Wesker’s Chicken Soup with Barley, the central 

male character is repeatedly mocked for his love of books (something seen as 

effeminate) and the fact that he was not the breadwinner of the household – 

that is, because he did not conform to established male norms.151 

The evidence for changing male gender roles is further complicated by 

the fact that there is some doubt that increased male presence in the home 

equated to increased involvement in the household, specifically involvement in 

‘feminine’ tasks. As has already been outlined, companionate marriage did not 

necessarily entail equality of roles within it, and there is evidence that male 

participation in the home strongly depended on “gendered discourses of 
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appropriateness”, which delineated acceptable and unacceptable male tasks.152 

The Man’s Book (1958) suggested some of the things that a man might be 

found doing around the house: “hammers, saws, smoothing tools, gripping 

tools, boring and drilling tools, scissors, nails, screws and glues are illustrated 

and explained”.153 Contemporaries noted that men were now more likely to 

spend the evening watching the television than drinking in the pub, or to tend 

the garden rather than going to a football match.154 All of these activities 

situated men inside the home. Yet none of them can be described as anything 

other than ‘male’ activities (particularly the emphasis on DIY). Nowhere in the 

descriptions of male home-life was there any suggestion that men would help 

with childcare or housework, traditionally seen as women’s work. As Segal has 

noted, “it is noteworthy that the topic ‘fathers’ is rarely listed in the index of 

1950s books on the family, and when it does appear it is not in connection 

with issues of childcare”.155 Similarly there is recent and convincing evidence 

that many men, though present in the home, nurtured escapist fantasies in 

which, through the adventure novel or war film, they yearned for and escaped 

into “an alternative male-only ‘family’ located in a fantasized wartime 

narrative”.156 

Equally, some men experienced an identity crisis, centred upon what 

they perceived to be the changing nature of masculinity triggered by increased 

female participation in the ‘male’ sphere, coupled with a sense of 

emasculation. These ‘angry young men’, who Segal argues were representative 

of male gender attitudes, rebelled against what they saw as the emasculation 

of men by women – the sense that women had usurped their identity and 

role.157 Their search for a ‘cause’ was a search for a true masculine identity.158 

When they failed to find such a cause – a failure famously cited by Jimmy in 

Osborne’s Look Back in Anger – they turned their ire on women, partly as a 

surrogate for all authority figures but also due to their perceived emasculation 
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of men.159 For these angry young men, masculinity came to mean not just 

traditional male patriarchal power over women, but the denigration and 

degradation of all women. They asserted their own brand of masculinity in the 

face of contemporary discourses of gender by emphasising their power over, 

and superiority to, women.160 

As with concepts of femininity, therefore, masculinity in the postwar 

years was in flux. Established normative concepts of hegemonic masculinity 

were being challenged by emerging trends in gender relations and 

expectations. Both men and women were caught by powerful and competing 

pressures which drew them towards or away from the home. Many women 

experienced a public drive and a private desire to enter into the workforce that 

was counteracted by an equally public discourse that sought to maintain their 

normative role within the home. In a similar manner, men experienced a public 

discourse which expected them to take more of an active role in the home, 

whilst at the same time being pressured by an alternative discourse which 

called for them to maintain traditional models of masculinity, whether within 

the home or through their working role as economic provider. Thus it appears 

clear that, whilst the traditional norms of male as breadwinner and female as 

home-maker still had considerable purchase by the end of the 1950s, their 

foundations had become increasingly unstable in the face of evolving 

behavioural norms. 

 

British Jewry 

Demographics 

Whilst British Jewry undoubtedly existed within and around the above 

trends in British life, to the extent that Panayi has characterised it as 

demographically fully integrated into wider society during the postwar period, 

it was also possessed of its own unique social, cultural and demographic 

developments.161 The community’s numbers had been bolstered by between 

fifty and sixty thousand Central European Jews from the 1930s onwards and 
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who settled permanently after the war, meaning that British Jewry reached its 

highest population in the early 1950s.162 Estimates as to this high point range 

from 430,000, to 450,000, though as Lipman notes there is reason to believe 

that these figures are over-estimates, and the real number may have been 

closer to 410,000.163 Yet despite the apparently healthy population figures, the 

community would thereafter shrink from this peak: by 1980, the numerical 

strength of British Jewry was as low as 330,000, further decreasing to below 

260,000 by 2001.164 This decline has been variously attributed to a declining 

birth rate, religious drift, intermarriage and, to a lesser extent, emigration.165  

In spite of its numerical decline, however, the community was 

concurrently increasing in affluence in line with the changes in wider society 

outlined above. Indeed, British Jewry in the 1950s was becoming increasingly 

middle class: by 1961 80% of Jews aged between 15 and 44 were either skilled 

workers, managers or professionals, compared to 68% for the population as a 

whole.166 Krausz has pinpointed considerable growth in Jewish 

entrepreneurship after the end of the Second World War, particularly in the 

developing consumer goods trades, compared to “insignificant” Jewish 

participation in heavy industry.167 Further evidence for the increased social 

standing of British Jewry is found in the proportions of Jews entering the 

professions. A survey of Jewish males at university found that 46% of 

respondents desired a career in dentistry, accountancy, law or medicine.168 At 

the same time, there was a precipitous decline in Jewish participation in the old 

‘Jewish trades’ such as tailoring and furniture making.169 Krausz attributes this 

shift in occupations to a greater desire amongst the Jewish community for the 

economic independence and high earnings felt to be inherent in the 
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professions.170 The material effects of the increased affluence of British Jewry 

are relatively easy to quantify. In a Readership Survey carried out by the Jewish 

Chronicle, whose results were published in 1959, it was found that more than 

half of the households surveyed had a car, 86% had television sets, 88% had 

vacuum cleaners and 86% had refrigerators.171 As noted above, figures for the 

country as a whole indicated that by 1960 75% of households had a television 

set, and that by 1955 over 50% had a vacuum cleaner and 8% a refrigerator, 

suggesting that the Jewish community was noticeably more affluent than wider 

society.172 Similarly, two-thirds of Jewish households in the survey had taken a 

holiday away from home in the previous year (the figure for the country as a 

whole stood at 50%), and nearly half of these were abroad, a figure that was 

six times as high as that of the general population.173  

Contemporaneously, British Jewry underwent a process of 

suburbanisation after 1945 (although its roots lay in the interwar period): by 

1960, most of the traditional areas of Jewish settlement (such as the East End, 

Cheetham in Manchester and Chapeltown in Leeds) had lost the bulk of their 

Jewish population, whilst newer areas of settlement such as northwest London 

and Prestwich in Manchester became the new centres of British Jewish life.174 

Krausz ties this to the increased wealth of the community, claiming that it was 

driven by “the aim to rise further in the social scale”.175  

The effect of population decline, increased affluence and the move to 

the suburbs was to cast British Jewry into a period of flux. In a similar way to 

that of non-Jewish society, concern over the community’s declining birth rate 

created a real sense of alarm regarding the continued demographic survival of 

British Jewry.176 Likewise, as with increased affluence amongst non-Jewish 

youths, the rising economic status of British Jewry meant that its youth had 

access to a wider range of entertainments – cinemas, dance halls, and 
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amusement arcades, amongst many others – that were not overtly Jewish in 

nature. Coupled with the move to the suburbs, which necessarily meant the 

temporary leaving behind of a number of Jewish institutions, and the decline in 

religious observance (to be discussed presently), it created a feeling that the 

community’s youth would soon lose touch with their Jewishness, exacerbating 

the numerical decline of the community in future generations. In such 

circumstances, the community turned to the education of its youth as a means 

of securing its survival, a policy shift which led to the reinvigoration of Jewish 

education (discussed below) and to renewed focus on Jewish youth 

movements. 

 

Judaism and Jewish Education 

The changing demographics of British Jewry also affected religious 

observance. As Neustatter argued, suburbanisation could not have begun 

without a significant weakening of the religious and communal ties of British 

Jewry in the interwar period, in that it necessitated a move away from 

traditional Jewish amenities.177 Yet it also exacerbated the religious decline of 

the community. Not only did it take synagogues and day schools (amongst 

other essentials of Jewish life) some considerable time to move from the older 

areas to the suburbs, it also removed British Jewry from what was largely a 

Jewish milieu and placed them in non-Jewish surroundings, resulting in greater 

opportunities for interaction with non-Jews, and hence for assimilation.178 

Consequently, during the postwar period religious apathy and 

indifference were regarded as widespread.179 In 1959 a survey carried out by 

the Jewish Chronicle revealed that less than 3% of those surveyed had bought 

books of a religious nature in the previous year.180 The rate of intermarriage – a 

sign of decreased attachment to traditional Judaism – was on the increase. In 

1953 Dayan Isidore Grunfeld claimed that “at least ten per cent, but probably 
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12.5 per cent, of the marriages of Jews in England are marriages out of the 

faith”.181 Similarly Neustatter, using evidence taken from a social survey during 

the mid-1950s, claimed that “while in the parent generation only one Jew has 

married outside the faith, in the present [1955] generation 28 of the 132 

offspring of the original fifty couples [in her sample] have done so”.182 Nor was 

intermarriage limited to the economic and social elite as it had been in the pre-

war years, with Neustatter’s findings suggesting that “at the present time it 

appears more frequent at the lower class levels”.183 Thus, by 1964 one 

contemporary observer suggested that the only 30% of the community was 

religiously observant – 10% Reform and 20% Orthodox (loosely defined) – 

whilst the remaining 70% were broadly characterised as religiously 

“indifferent”.184  

Even so, synagogue membership remained relatively high. Endelman 

estimates that 61% of the community was attached to a synagogue in 1961, 

whilst Krausz’s figures suggest that 4640 heads of families were members of 

Leeds’ synagogues in 1958.185 This figure equates to roughly 16240 Jews – 65% 

of the city’s population at that time.186 However, synagogue membership did 

not equate to synagogue attendance.187 Krausz states that even during the 

High Festivals synagogues in Leeds only attracted 7,100-7,200 attendees, 

Sabbath morning services drew attendances of 800-850, and Friday evenings 

saw a mere 230-250 attendees.188 Krausz’s observations are borne out by later 

surveys of the Redbridge Jewish community in London. Kosmin and Levy note 

that in 1978 approximately 80% of all households in the area were paid-up 

members of synagogues, yet only 9.7% of the population attended synagogue 
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weekly.189 The common consensus amongst historians is that the majority of 

British Jews who affiliated with synagogues did so for burial rights.190 

Nonetheless it is important to note that this observation indicates some 

residual – though still fundamental – attachment to Judaism, in that those who 

were truly distanced would have been indifferent to a Jewish burial. Again, this 

residual religiosity is confirmed by the 1978 Redbridge survey: despite the lack 

of synagogue attendance, a high degree of home observance was noted.191 

Nevertheless this observance was linked more to ideas of Jewish peoplehood 

and Jewish continuity than to a belief in God, indicating not only changing 

patterns of religious observance, but also changing interpretations of 

Jewishness.192 

In spite of the general trend away from religious observance within the 

community, there was a small amount of religious growth, especially within the 

strictly Orthodox community.193 Immigrants from Central and Eastern Europe – 

both Orthodox and Progressive – from the 1930s onwards brought with them a 

contrasting sense of Jewish religiosity that invigorated their respective 

congregations.194 The number of strictly Orthodox British Jews continued to 

swell in the 1950s as refugees fleeing Communist regimes flocked to Britain, 

resulting in the number of male heads of families who belonged to strictly 

Orthodox synagogues rising to approximately 3000 in the mid-1950s.195 

Further evidence of the growth of this community is given by numbers of 

synagogue marriages: by 1965 2.5% of all synagogue marriages were strictly 

Orthodox in nature, compared to just 0.3% between 1921 and 1948.196 In 

comparison the number of marriages classified as ‘Central Orthodox’ (that is 

those under the auspices of the Untied Synagogue or the Federation of 

Synagogues) had shrunk from 96.8% between 1921 and 1948 to 74.6% by 

1965.197 Freud Kandel also points out that the grip of the Central Orthodox was 

even weaker than it appears from these statistics, due to the reduced number 
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of actual marriages occurring within the community as a whole, in line with 

British Jewry’s population decline in the postwar period.198 This fact further 

emphasises the hold that strict Orthodoxy was gaining over Orthodox British 

Jews. The demographic growth of the strictly Orthodox community was also 

boosted by the trend towards larger than average families.199 It is important to 

note, however, that despite their growth the strictly Orthodox were still a 

minority – at most 10% of the community by one estimate.200 

In contrast, Kershen and Romain suggest that the majority of British 

Jewry was “largely Reform in attitude”, that is “nominally Orthodox but whose 

lifestyle and beliefs corresponded with the Reform”.201 These observations are 

reinforced by the results of the 1978 Board of Deputies survey of the 

Redbridge community, in which almost 77% of households were affiliated to an 

Orthodox synagogue, yet only 2% of the total population attended synagogue 

more than once a week, and only 7.7% on festivals and most Sabbaths.202 

Kershen and Romain argue that these ‘Reform minded’ Jews were unable to 

make the transition into Reform congregations because they were tied to the 

United Synagogue through “trusts, loans and ownership” of synagogue 

buildings.203 Nevertheless, some synagogues, such as Maidenhead, were not so 

encumbered; Maidenhead applied to join the Reform movement in 1953.204 The 

proportion of synagogue marriages that took place under Progressive 

supervision during this period rose from 1.7% for Reform and 1.5% for Liberal 

Judaism between 1921 and 1948 to 11% and 8% respectively in 1965205 

Between 1942 and 1957 twelve Reform and six Liberal congregations were 

established.206 Kershen and Romain note, however, that Reform had a much 

wider national outreach than the Liberal movement since more than half of the 

new Reform congregations were outside of London, whilst most new Liberal 

congregations were within the capital.207 Aside from the immigration of 
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Progressive Jews from the Continent, Lawrence and Rigal cite the disruption of 

the Second World War as a prime cause for the growth of non-Orthodox 

Judaism in Britain. Referring to Liberal Judaism, they state that the upheavals 

of evacuation and full mobilisation had broken many British Jews’ ties to 

Orthodox Judaism, resulting in a drift towards Liberal congregations.208 This 

was particularly the case for men and women returning home from the forces, 

since the services that they had received in the military had been Progressive 

in character.209 Nonetheless it should be noted that as with the strictly 

Orthodox, Reform and Liberal Judaism still constituted a minority within British 

Jewry, as the statistics for synagogue marriages suggest. 

It therefore seems that, in the longue durée, the general trend within 

British Jewry was away from mainstream Orthodox observance. This trend 

included those who were apathetic or indifferent, who continued to drift away 

from Judaism, as well as those who still adhered to the tenets of Judaism but 

had no wish to conform to Orthodox standards and who consequently found 

themselves drawn to Liberal or Reform congregations. Yet other British Jews 

became ever stricter in their observance, as well as more vocal and more 

powerful.210 Thus, as Freud-Kandel notes, the 1950s were characterised by “a 

strengthening of the right and left wings of Anglo-Jewry at the expense of the 

religious centre”.211 Cohen has labelled this an “impressive façade of 

institutional religion” which belied the true indifference of the community.212 

Regardless of the increasing activity of the strictly Orthodox, it was widely 

perceived at the time that British Jewry had reached a crisis point in terms of 

religious drift, perhaps exacerbated by a feeling that Progressive Judaism was 

less than sufficient in its observance of Jewish traditions. 

Closely related to the issue of religious drift is that fact that the 1950s 

can be characterised as a period of intensifying religious strife within British 

Jewry. The dominant view of the 1950s is that the decade saw a ‘shift to the 

right’ in which the power of the ultra-Orthodox grew considerably, resulting in 
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the Chief Rabbinate becoming subservient to the ultra-Orthodox agenda.213 It is 

this ‘shift to the right’ that is deemed to have led to the Jacobs Affair and to 

increased tensions between Orthodox and Progressive Judaism.214 This 

interpretation has, however, been challenged by Benjamin Elton, who suggests 

that the shift to the right did not occur until the 1960s at the earliest, and that 

Orthodoxy’s confrontation with Progressive Judaism was merely a continuation 

of the policies of previous Chief Rabbis such as Joseph Hertz.215 If Elton’s thesis 

is correct, it is possible that the confrontation between these two wings of 

Judaism was exacerbated by the fact that the Progressives were rapidly 

expanding during the 1950s, turning them, in the eyes of Orthodoxy, “from an 

aberration to be tolerated into a threat to be combated”.216 

Regardless, by the 1950s the perhaps overstated “harmonious relations” 

between Orthodoxy and the Progressives that had characterised the 1930s had 

long since disappeared.217 The most dramatic instance of the rivalry between 

Orthodoxy and the Progressives came in 1949 when the Liberals withdrew 

their representatives from the Board of Deputies of British Jews in protest over 

the Board’s decision to refuse to award them the ability to certify Jewish 

marriages.218 In solidarity, the Reform movement also withdrew its 

representatives, and those Reform congregations who did not belong to the 

Board decided not to affiliate themselves to it until the issue had been 

resolved.219 The issue was finally settled in 1959 (though both the Liberal and 

Reform movements had re-affiliated themselves by this point), when Parliament 

passed the Marriage (Secretaries of Synagogues) Bill allowing the Liberals to 

appoint marriage secretaries.220 

For the purposes of this thesis, the key issue arising from the tension 

between the Progressives and Orthodoxy was that it was born of a feeling 

amongst the strictly Orthodox that Progressive Jews were not rigorous enough 

in their observance of Judaism. Significantly, the issue that had caused the 
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Board of Deputies to refuse marriage rights to Liberal congregations was the 

feeling that Liberal marriages did not “conform to authoritative Jewish law”.221 

The accusation that Progressive Judaism was not a true reflection of Judaism 

ran throughout the period: shortly before his death, Hertz denounced Reform 

as a “malignant growth”, whilst in Glasgow one Orthodox communal rabbi told 

his first public meeting after arriving in the city that “Reform synagogues were 

churches for Jewish Christians”.222 By 1960 Ber Rogosnitzky, the Communal Rav 

of Cardiff, openly decried Reform and Liberal Jews as “chevrat mechalalei 

Shabbat” (an association of Sabbath desecrators), and the second Conference 

of European Rabbis “called on the Jewish public ‘not to be parties to marriages, 

divorces or conversions contrary to Jewish law [that is, Progressive in nature]’” 

so as to “preserve the unity of the Jewish people”.223  

The preservation of the Jewish people was key to the attitude of the 

strictly Orthodox towards Progressive Judaism. Freud-Kandel writes that the 

Holocaust had resulted in a perception amongst the right-wing Orthodox that 

the burden of sustaining European Judaism had fallen upon British Jews, since 

they were the only community that had escaped unharmed.224 Consequently 

they developed what Freud-Kandel terms a sense of self-righteousness, a 

feeling that “the burden of sustaining a remnant [of European Judaism] was 

therefore restricted solely to their own members and those within the ultra-

Orthodox camp”.225 The hostility towards Progressive Judaism (and indeed 

insufficiently strict Orthodoxy) from this group was therefore the result of a 

belief amongst right-wing Orthodox Jews that the majority of British Jews were 

“too lenient” in their practice of Judaism, a leniency that condemned ‘authentic’ 

British and European Jewry to stagnation and eventual disappearance.226 As a 

consequence, the right-wing Orthodox advocated a policy of “religious 

separatism”, in an effort to reduce contact with other Jews who were 
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considered less Orthodox or non-Orthodox, thus exacerbating the tension 

between the Progressives and Orthodoxy.227 

 This right-wing Orthodox belief that the majority of British Jewry was 

insufficiently observant was a significant contributing factor to the perception 

that British Jewry was undergoing a period of precipitous religious decline, and 

the apprehension that this caused.228 Not only did British Jewry have to contend 

with the rising levels of apostasy and intermarriage, but it was also faced with 

a vocal and powerful section of the religious community who claimed that the 

majority of British Jews were undergoing a process of secularisation. Many 

British Jews reacted with alarm to these developments, with some seeing 

religious drift as an unwanted consequence of the process of Anglicisation 

which immigrants had been subjected to in the years before the Second World 

War.229 As a consequence, there was a substantial backlash against 

Anglicisation; increased emphasis was placed on ‘Jewishness’ and, by 

extension, Judaism.230 Within Jewish youth work, as late as 1960 both the Board 

of Deputies and the Association for Jewish Youth (AJY) were concerned at the 

“lamentable absence of religious content from the general programme of 

Jewish youth work”, and were agreed that “the problem of teaching Judaism in 

the clubs still remains one of outstanding difficulty”.231 Such sentiments 

indicate that the community was less concerned with the general presence of 

religion in the clubs than with the overt instruction of Judaism.  

In terms of wider concepts of Jewishness, the chief focus of this 

backlash was the area of Jewish education, which saw a renewed attempt to 

bring more young Jews into religious, rather than secular, educational 

establishments, thus increasing their contact with traditional Judaism. The 

educational crisis precipitated by wartime evacuation had resulted in the 

formation of an emergency organisation to deal with the problem, and after 

the war this organisation crystalised into two formal bodies responsible for 
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Jewish education.232 The syllabus laid down by the organisation responsible for 

London (the Board of Jewish Religious Education – BJRE) contained an 

overwhelmingly large proportion of religious material, ranging from history 

lessons which only covered biblical Israel to geography lessons which were 

primarily concerned with the geography of the Holy Land.233 Such emphasis on 

Judaism and Israel appears to have primarily been intended to increase young 

Jews’ attachment to the faith (and may also suggest an attempt to inculcate 

ethnic, national or cultural constructions of Jewishness). Yet they were also 

designed to increase the religious feeling of the parent generation. In Troubled 

Eden: An Anatomy of British Jewry (1969) Chaim Bermant claimed that “in an 

earlier age many housewives had to keep a Kosher home for the sake of an 

aged parent; some now have to do so for the sake of a demanding child”.234 

Whilst it is impossible to know the extent of its impact on young Jews’ 

religious feeling, it is possible to quantify the backlash against Anglicisation’s 

effect on Jewish education. Between 1950 and 1957, the number of Jews 

attending BJRE classes increased by around 4,000, and the Jewish Chronicle 

reported that the number of children attending Jewish day schools doubled 

between 1954 and 1961.235 Similarly, the Reform movement, under the 

auspices of the Association of Synagogues of Great Britain (ASGB), was 

providing education for 800 children in 1951, rising to almost 1,000 by 1954 

and 1,500 in 1956, testifying to the level of collective concern expressed by 

British Jewry over the issue of Jewish education.236  

 

Zionism, Israel and ‘dual loyalties’ 

 The gradual decline of Judaism’s power to attract and maintain a 

following within British Jewry in the postwar years may have also been due in 

part to the rise of Zionism within the community, and the birth of Israel. Both 

factors provided other means for members of the community to identify 

themselves as Jewish, whether on ethnic, national or cultural levels, meaning 

                                            

232 Lipman, A History of the Jews, p. 239; Fishman and Levy, ‘Jewish Education in Great Britain’, p. 68. 
233 Fishman and Levy, pp. 80‐81. 
234 Chaim Bermant, Troubled Eden: An Anatomy of Anglo‐Jewry (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 1969), pp. 
128‐129. 
235 Fishman and Levy, p. 68; JC, 28 April 1961, p. 11. 
236 Kershen and Romain, pp. 204‐205. 



  Introduction 

    41 

that British Jews could continue to identify themselves as Jewish without 

considering themselves religious. 

British Jewry’s attitude towards Israel cannot be examined without first 

exploring the history of British involvement with Palestine/Israel after the 

Second World War, involvement which must be understood within the context 

of the postwar retreat from empire. The years between 1945 and 1960 

witnessed the rapid dismemberment of the British Empire. India, the heart of 

the empire, was the first and most vital of the colonies to achieve 

independence, in August 1947.237 Other colonies quickly followed suit. In the 

Far East, Ceylon and Burma also gained their independence in 1948.238 Yet even 

in those nations who did not immediately gain independence, agitation against 

British rule was widespread, and often bloody. In 1948 an armed struggle 

broke out in Malay between Malayan Communists and the British, and the 

insurrection continued until 1960 (although most of the fighting was over by 

1955).239 In Africa, British troops and white settlers fought against the Mau Mau 

in Kenya between 1952 and 1955, a conflict in which thousands of Kikuyu 

were killed.240 By 1960, control of Kenya had been handed over to a Kenyan 

government.241 Similarly, between 1955 and 1959 British soldiers were involved 

in fighting with Greek separatists in Cyprus, who demanded that the island 

should be given to Greece; Cyprus became independent in 1960.242 

Yet for the purposes of this thesis, the most important British 

withdrawal was that from Mandatory Palestine. Tension had been running high 

in the country for some time, with attacks and bombings perpetrated against 

British personnel by Jewish terrorists, Arab riots against Jewish actions, and 

conflict between the two communities rife both during and after the war.243 

British policy, too, was heavy-handed, arguably persecutory and often bloody. 

The Labour government’s refusal to allow Holocaust survivors permission to 
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settle in Palestine, thus reneging on Labour’s promise to support a Jewish 

state, triggered widespread resentment not only in the Yishuv but also within 

British Jewry.244 In Palestine, wide scale arrests and detentions, even of 

members of the Jewish Agency, were commonplace, and the British military 

operated clandestine hit squads that killed many suspected terrorists in a 

campaign against Jewish terrorism.245 British authorities executed both Arabs 

and Jews alike, and by 1939 109 Arabs had been hanged by the British.246 

Likewise, especially in the postwar years, Britain sentenced a great many 

alleged Jewish terrorists to death, many of which were carried out.247 The 

hanging of three Jewish terrorists in the summer of 1947 drew reprisals from 

the Irgun, in which two British sergeants were kidnapped, executed, and their 

bodies were booby-trapped.248 This event, the so-called ‘Sergeants Affair’, 

triggered widespread riots in Britain.249  

The often bloody campaign for independence, as well as the emergence 

of the State of Israel in 1948, exacerbated communal concerns over the 

potential issue of ‘dual loyalty’.250 Part of the British Jewish elite’s traditional 

hostility to Zionism had been based upon the notion that the presence of a 

Jewish state would lead to accusations that Britain’s Jews were more loyal to 

that state than to their homeland.251 It was widely believed that these 

accusations would lead to outbreaks of anti-Semitism.252 The violence in 

Palestine exacerbated these fears, leading as they did to a popular conception 

in which “Britain and Jewry were at war and ‘our boys’ were being killed by 

Jewish terrorists”.253 The possibility that this conception could create anti-

Semitism seemed to be confirmed by the riots in 1947, and “there was a 
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continuing fear of popular hostility amongst British Jewry” until at least the 

early 1950s.254 This was no doubt exacerbated by the fact that Britain and 

Israel had come close to open hostilities on two occasions in 1948-49.255 The 

fear of dual loyalties would continue to delineate the ideologies of some 

sections of British Jewry (and especially their relationship to Israel) throughout 

the late 1940s and 1950s, as will be made clear throughout this thesis. 

Regardless of the circumstances surrounding Israel’s birth, 1948 was a 

triumph for Zionism and its supporters, both in the wider world and in Britain. 

Within Britain, Zionism had become increasingly dominant in British Jewish 

politics before the 1940s, having made “dramatic strides” during the thirties.256 

However it was in July 1943, when the Zionists “captured” the Board of 

Deputies of British Jews, that Zionism became the de facto political position of 

the majority of the British Jewish leadership.257 Yet support for Zionism is 

generally assumed to have also been widespread amongst the general 

population of British Jewry. Alderman asserts that Zionism acquired a “grim 

centrality” in British Jewish affairs after the Holocaust, and that it became “in 

this immediate post-war period, a central component of the social theology of 

British Jewry, something to which, on the level of pure emotion, the majority 

could subscribe without wishing themselves to go on aliyah” (migration to 

Israel).258 Likewise Shimoni claims that “there was an overwhelming consensus 

of support for Zionism in Anglo-Jewry”, whilst Rubinstein states that “it was 

probably quite true, as Brodetsky [the President of the Board of Deputies of 

British Jews] said in January 1946, that ‘the overwhelming majority of Jews’ in 

Britain were Zionists”.259 

Nevertheless these statements, as Endelman has noted, belie the fact 

that opposition to Zionism is known to have continued to at least the early 

1950s, and that popular support for Zionism was not as widespread as is 

commonly believed.260 At the leadership level, the two main bodies of 

opposition to Zionism were the anti-Zionist Jewish Fellowship (JF, founded in 

                                            

254 Ibid, p. 163. 
255 Rubinstein, p. 370 
256 Shimoni, p. 91. 
257 Ibid. 
258 Alderman, p. 265, 314. 
259 Shimoni, p. 98; Rubinstein, p. 366. 
260 Endelman, The Jews of Britain, pp. 234‐236. 



Introduction 

 44 

1944 by Basil Henriques), and the non-Zionist Anglo-Jewish Association (AJA).261 

Though there is an awareness within the scholarship on Zionism in this period 

that these bodies did actively oppose Zionism, all opposition is believed to 

have fallen away after the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 rendered 

it redundant.262 Indeed, the JF disbanded in November 1948 for exactly this 

reason.263 Yet little attention has been paid to the fact that the AJA, driven by 

fears that the supposed ‘dual loyalties’ of British Jewry to both Britain and 

Israel could spark anti-Semitism, remained ardently non-Zionist until at least 

1950, thus debunking the notion that May 1948 instantly made pro-Zionists of 

the whole of British Jewry.264  

At the popular level, too, support for Zionism was less than absolute. As 

Cesarani has noted, “despite the ‘triumph’ of Zionism, there was no mass 

migration to Israel, even after 1948”, indicating that, at the very least, British 

Jews were not so committed to the cause of Zionism that they were willing to 

abandon their lives in Britain in order to make aliyah.265 Alderman himself 

qualifies his remarks on the level of Zionism within the community by stating 

that the movement “even at the end of 1945 had managed to attract the 

support of – at most – 31,000 British Jews: perhaps 7 per cent of the total 

Jewish population in Britain at that time”.266 As late as 1978, 74% of the Jewish 

population in Redbridge had never visited Israel, only 10% were members of a 

Zionist organisation and 71% had never considered aliyah.267 

Similarly, Kadish has shown that the Jewish Lads’ Brigade remained 

indifferent to Israel, to the extent that its leadership failed to acknowledge the 

birth of the state in 1948, and it may be that they sought to inculcate this (at 

best) non-Zionism into their membership, as subsequent chapters will 
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explore.268 Such evidence contradicts Alderman’s argument that Zionism was “a 

central component of the social theology of British Jewry”.269  

Indeed, Alderman’s contention that the Holocaust thrust Zionism into 

the heart of British Jewry may indicate that Zionism possessed less emotional 

support than previously imagined. Alderman’s claim that the Holocaust was 

integral to the development of Zionism amongst British Jewry indicates, 

provided his assertion that Zionism was central to the “social theology” of 

British Jewry is accepted, that the Holocaust too was central to the 

community’s construction of self. This is supported by Bolchover, who argues 

that the Holocaust was negatively important to British Jewry – that is, it was 

central to the community’s identity only in the sense that there was a refusal to 

fully confront the impact that the Holocaust had on British Jewry.270 It may thus 

appear that support for Zionism within British Jewry grew not out of a positive 

identification with Zionism’s aims and ideals, but rather out of a refusal to 

engage with the impact of the Holocaust.  

Several historians, including Alderman, have attempted to explain the 

disparity between the assumed level of support for Zionism and the evidence 

that disputes that support by attempting to differentiate between emotional 

support for Israel and political support for Zionism. That emotional support for 

Israel existed is beyond question, and such support was distinct from political 

Zionism. Lipman notes that British Jews “identified passionately with Israel 

during that country’s major crises in 1956, 1967 and 1973”.271 This point does 

not, however, involve political Zionism. The flaws in such an approach are 

twofold. Firstly, there is a continued assumption, redolent of scholarship on 

Zionism, that such attitudes were universal within British Jewry: Lipman argues 

that support for Israel was “virtually without exception” in British Jewry, which 

assumes a centrality that the state did not necessarily possess, at least during 

its early years.272 Such sentiments appear to rest upon assumptions: little 

evidence is produced in support, and it is possible that this conclusion is 

                                            

268 Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’, p. 117. 
269 Alderman, p. 314. 
270 Richard Bolchover, British Jewry and the Holocaust (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), p. 
156. 
271 Lipman, A History of the Jews, p. 229. 
272 Ibid; Endelman, The Jews of Britain, p. 229. 



Introduction 

 46 

reached by extrapolating the support of communal bodies (which, as noted 

above, was not universal) for Israel onto the wider population.273 Secondly, 

though an attempt is made to distinguish between emotional attachment to 

Israel and political Zionism, the two continue to be treated as interchangeable, 

as Alderman’s above quote on Zionism as a social theology implies.274  

Some historians, such as Endelman, have recognised this problem. 

Endelman notes that “the Anglo-Jewish embrace of Zionism” was not “an 

immediate response to the establishment of the [Jewish] state”, and that 

“concern for and identification with Israel’s fate” did not become fully 

established until the Six Day War of 1967.275 Nonetheless there is substantial 

room for a more detailed analysis of the relationship between British Jewry, 

Zionism and Israel. Analysis by the Institute for Jewish Policy Research in 1995 

found that for many British Jews there was “a significant relationship between 

feeling strongly attached to Israel and self-identification as primarily Jewish”.276 

This thesis will examine whether this was the case in the immediate postwar 

years, explore the forms that attachment to or identification with Israel took, if 

any, and will demonstrate that these forms both reflected and influenced the 

multiplicity and fragmented nature of Jewish identity and community in the 

postwar period. 

 

Youth Groups 

Having established the socio-cultural context (both Jewish and non-

Jewish) in which British Jewish youth movements operated, it is now crucial to 

examine the history and growth of youth movements within Britain. Youth 

groups, both Christian and Jewish, emerged in Britain within a relatively short 

period of time, suggesting shared and localised factors propelled their 

creation. Christian youth groups began to proliferate in this period, with the 
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Boys’ Brigade (1883), Church Lads’ Brigade (1891), and later the Boy Scouts 

(1908) being formed within a remarkably short space of time.277 British Jewish 

youth movements followed quickly on the heels of the non-Jewish groups, and 

were largely inspired by them. The first group was a girls’ movement, Lady 

Magnus’ Club, and appeared in 1888, closely followed by Lily Montagu’s West 

Central Jewish Girls’ Club in 1893.278 Boys’ groups appeared soon after, 

beginning with the Jewish Lads’ Brigade (1895), followed by the Brady Street 

Club for Working Boys (1896), West Central Working Lads’ Club (1897), Victoria 

Working Boys’ Club (1901), and the Oxford and St George’s Jewish Settlement 

(1914), founded by Basil Henriques and Lily Montagu, two of the leading 

figures in British Jewish youth work.279  

 The initial impetus for the creation of the youth movements initially arose 

due to wider fin de siècle fears over racial deterioration. Contemporary social 

Darwinist beliefs held that racial ‘defects’ and the “decline of good citizenship 

and the want of energetic patriotism” were undermining the dominance British 

Empire.280 These factors, it was believed, had weakened the Empire, resulting in 

the disastrous performance of the British Army in the Boer War, and making 

the rise of German naval power a major cause for concern.281 The result was a 

renewed focus on the inculcation of good character, patriotism and virility into 

Britain’s youths in an attempt to combat the deterioration of the British ‘race’, 

thus producing men of high enough quality to defend the empire.282 Related to 

this fear of imperial decline was a fear of socialism. Socialism, perceived as 

being prevalent amongst the young, was a threat not only to the class system 

upon which British society was based, but it was also a divisive force at a time 

when the discourse of imperial and racial deterioration called for national 

unity.283 The early Christian youth movements were the end products of this 

discourse, aiming to produce high quality young men and women as well as 
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providing enough improvements in working class life to avoid class conflict, 

both with the ultimate aim of strengthening and safeguarding the empire.284 

Jewish groups shared these concerns, with Jewish youth movements 

(particularly the Jewish Lads’ Brigade) serving in part to emphasise that British 

Jews were at least as patriotic as their countrymen.285 Indeed, the Jewish groups 

were primarily, as Kadish notes, “sectarian variations” on the Christian 

movements.286 Yet they were also driven by factors unique to the Jewish 

community, primarily the desire to respond to Jewish immigration from Eastern 

Europe from the 1880s onwards. This mass migration gave rise, within the 

established British Jewish community, to fears that the presence of foreign 

Jews would cause anti-Semitism. It was felt that “as long as the foreign Jews 

remained apart, they would attract hostility and abuse”, and that this anti-

Semitism would devolve onto the established community.287 The established 

community adhered to an informal ‘emancipation contract’ in which 

emancipation and acceptance had been granted by non-Jews “in return for 

cultural integration”.288 These factors gave rise to a committed policy of 

Anglicisation, in which the established community sought to impart (generally 

bourgeois) British values and characteristics onto the migrant community, a 

process achieved through British Jewish institutions such as Jewish schools or 

the Jewish Board of Guardians.289 

Jewish youth movements were intended to supplement this process, 

ensuring that the community’s youth continued to be exposed to forces of 

integration after they had left school, where they might otherwise be free to 

reject its very premise.290 Accordingly, the policies of the various youth groups 

emphasised the need for the youths to become integrated into the wider 
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community, to become, as the JLB put it, Britons “of the Mosaic persuasion”.291 

These policies were often sharply gendered, with differing expectations for 

girls and boys, as will be discussed presently. In the area of physical fitness, 

however, the desired outcome for both boys and girls was identical. The 

desired physical outcome of the groups’ sporting policies was to ‘iron out the 

ghetto bend’.292 Both within and outside of the Jewish community, Eastern 

Europeans Jews were viewed as having “stunted” physiques, as being “narrow-

chested, round-shouldered, slouching” sons of the ghetto.293 Such attitudes 

indicate the extent to which the established community had internalised 

stereotypes of Eastern Europeans common in the wider community.294 Indeed 

the prominent Jewish youth worker Basil Henriques described Russian and 

Polish Jews as “wretched and despicable”.295 This ‘ghetto bend’ was believed to 

encourage anti-Semitism, in that contemporary fears of racial ‘degeneracy’ 

were explicitly linked to the alien question; via the perception that the 

immigrants were ‘watering down’ the British race, the established community 

believed that all Jews in Britain would be labelled in the same manner.296 The 

youth movements’ sporting programs were thus intended to turn ‘lice into 

sportsmen’.297 By creating virile, muscular young men and women, the 

community was provided with a means to combat anti-Semitic stereotypes and 

a source of communal pride, ensuring the good name of British Jewry within 

the wider community.298 

 The physical aspect of the youth movements’ programmes was also 

linked to the production of young British men and women. At its most 

simplistic level, sport was believed to physically create British boys and girls. In 

contrast to the stereotype of Eastern European Jews outlined above, the British 

were perceived as a nation who placed a premium on physical prowess, 

enabling the transformation of young foreign Jews into British Jews ‘of the 
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Mosaic persuasion’.299 Yet sports also helped to Anglicise the migrants on a 

more subtle level. For both boys and girls, sports and physical activities were 

believed to imbue sportsmanship, chivalry, and fair play.300 These traits were 

considered to be quintessentially British, separating the British man or woman 

from foreigners who lacked “the mental temperament that the playing of 

competitive sports imparts”.301 The movements’ use of sport, therefore, was 

instrumental in the inculcation of both British physical and mental 

characteristics, thus furthering the community’s policy of Anglicisation. 

 In such ways the youth movements’ Anglicisation process was applied 

irrespective of sex. Yet in several distinct ways, Jewish youth movements 

sought to foster specific constructions of gender in their members. These 

constructions largely conformed to those present in wider society, thus 

reinforcing the Anglicising objective of the groups. For girls, club activities 

emphasised the stereotypical ‘female’ role. Lady Magnus’ club emphasised 

what it called the ‘three Rs’: religion, refinement and recreation, a theme 

continued in other girls’ movements. Girls were expected to become ‘civilised’ 

(that is, Anglicised) through an appreciation of music and drama, and 

domesticated through the provision of ‘feminine’ activities such as cooking, 

needlework and Sunday teas.302 Such activities were intended to cultivate 

gentleness and graciousness in an attempt to enforce traditional British 

constructions of femininity upon the girls, rendering them both highly 

Anglicised and a source of pride to their community.303 

 There was, however, a specifically Jewish angle to the movements’ 

construction of femininity. In emphasising the role of the female as refined, 

demure and civilised and consequently respectable – in contrast to the male 

role, in which this was not emphasised, as will be noted below – the 

movements were expressing the widely held belief that Jewish women were the 
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moral heart of the community.304 This is particularly evident in girls’ groups’ 

religious activities, themselves also a source of Anglicisation as Hughes has 

shown.305 The movements emphasised religion and morality in girls rather than 

boys because it was assumed that Jewish women possessed a unique “moral 

influence” within the community, and that this influence could be used to 

strengthen the morality of British Jewry as a whole.306 Girls were a tool that 

could be used to “improve the young men” of the community, thus 

contributing to the moral (expressed in both social and religious terms) 

continuation of the community.307  

The youth movements’ emphasis on girls’ morality and respectability 

(expressed in Anglicised form) continued into the interwar period, wherein the 

clubs continued to attempt to create the “ideal Jewess” who conformed to the 

stereotypical female role of quietness, docility, purity and modesty.308 The 

belief that poor feminine respectability impacted upon the community’s 

reputation also continued. The British Jewish middle class feared that Jewish 

flappers – independent, autonomous women who wore ‘excessive’ makeup and 

otherwise flouted cultural norms – would draw negative attention to the 

community, as would boys and girls ‘parading’ the streets of the East End in 

gangs.309 It was partly for this reason that the girls’ clubs continued their focus 

upon female respectability during the interwar period.  

The internalisation of wider constructions of gender also occurred in the 

boys’ groups. Boys were exposed to much less religious instruction than were 

girls, owing partly to the belief outlined above that if girls were given religious 

instruction this would filter through to the men of the community, but also 

because of specific constructions of masculinity. The emphasis in the boys’ 

groups was heavily centred upon Anglicised conceptions of ‘manliness’, 

expressed through physical strength and fitness as well as character traits 

such as esprit de corps, self discipline, self respect and patriotism, all to be 
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imparted through sports.310 In contrast, religion (and to an extent any 

intellectual pursuit) was seen as feminine. The fear, present in both Jewish and 

Christian circles, was that an over-emphasis on religion in the clubs would turn 

out boys who were ‘milksops’ – weak, effeminate cowards.311 Religious services 

in boys clubs catered to these gender divisions, and emphasised strong, 

masculine, fighting Jews such as Judas Maccabaeus so as to avoid this 

possibility.312 Religious activities in boys’ groups were in fact included primarily 

to enhance the sporting excellence, and consequently the masculinity, of the 

boys.313 Such policies were in part based on ideas of ‘muscular Judaism’, 

analogous to Victorian notions of ‘muscular Christianity’, in which the 

stereotype of male Jews was to be transformed from that of “weak, powerless, 

physically unfit, cowardly and even degenerate” to that of physically strong and 

morally upright.314 

The Jewish youth movements’ policies and ideologies, therefore, 

consciously supported established normative gender roles for their members, 

and indeed had internalised constructions of masculinity and femininity 

present in wider non-Jewish society, as part of the groups’ overt policy of 

Anglicisation.315 This policy did not go unchallenged, however. During the 

interwar years, there was a growing concern within British Jewry that the 

general process of Anglicisation had gone too far, and that it had begun to 

undermine any sense of Jewishness and was contributing to the more general 

trend towards assimilation and religious drift.316 Consequently the youth 

movements, particularly the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, “began to come under attack 

for their lack of religious atmosphere and religious content” and were accused 

of playing a significant part “in the decline of religious observance” within the 

community.317 The principle focus of this backlash was a renewed emphasis on 

Jewish education, as previously noted. The extent to which Jewish youth 

movements were truly responsible for the trend towards assimilation amongst 
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young people will be addressed in subsequent chapters, as will the groups’ 

responses to this charge. 

Regardless, Anglicisation remained on the communal agenda 

throughout the interwar years, partly as an atavistic response to the growth of 

Fascism during the 1930s.318 The belief that anti-Semitism would be lessened if 

the community was perceived as less obtrusive by non-Jews, which lay at the 

heart of the Anglicising response to Fascism, is also discernible amongst the 

groups’ attitude to the growth in leisure pursuits during the 1920s and 1930s. 

The growth of the cinema, dance halls, “pin-table saloons, billiard halls, [and] 

cafés”, in the interwar years gave increased visibility to the instances of 

parading.319 Communal authorities disliked parading on religious grounds, 

because it tended to occur on Fridays and Saturdays, but also because the 

youths’ “conspicuous behaviour and dress” were felt to cause anti-Semitism.320  

Thus, during the interwar period, the aims of British Jewish youth 

movements did not extensively change, despite the huge growth in popular 

culture, the backlash against Anglicisation and the increasingly integrated 

nature of the children of immigrant Jews. The Jewish Lads’ Brigade maintained 

its emphasis on social control: its 1934 Annual Report stated that “the aim of 

the Brigade training is to ensure the health of the boy in mind, body and 

character; to develop in him self-respect, good manners and a cheerful 

disposition; to bring him to manhood possessing a sense of loyalty and 

responsibility to his home, his faith and his fellow citizens”.321 Similarly, it 

maintained an emphasis on militaristic style (whilst proclaiming itself to be a 

purely social movement). This emphasis was not unproblematic: as it had 

before 1914, the JLB faced opposition from immigrant Jews, who continued to 

associate military uniforms with the oppressive policies of Imperial Russia, but 

it also began to encounter criticism from pacifists who saw it as a “repetition of 

the pre-war militarist doctrine of Might is Right”.322 Despite such opposition, 

however, Kadish argues that many parents eventually began to take pride in 
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320 Ibid, p. 5. 
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and support the Brigade, to the extent that the Brigade’s parades were a 

popular attraction for families of members.323 

The continued successes of the British Jewish youth movement in the 

interwar years was, Smith argues, due to their renewed stress on the positive 

elements of club membership. Smith suggests that club leaders recognised 

that clubs could not compete with commercial leisure activities, and 

consequently began to differentiate themselves from wider youth culture. 

Instead of attempting to compete with dance halls and cinemas, the clubs 

claimed that they were not aimed at simply getting youths off the street, but 

that they wished to give boys and girls friendship “and a chance to develop 

their bodies and their minds”.324 Yet these positive values, Smith argues, were 

not simply an attempt to ensure the groups’ survival in the face of emerging 

forms of youth leisure time, but rather were continuations of their pre-war 

aims, in that they continued the pre-1914 focus on values and social control. 

Indeed, the groups’ opposition to new forms of popular youth culture 

during the interwar years was not solely limited to a desire to forestall 

antisemitism or because it jeopardised the clubs’ survival. Rather, the groups 

were concerned with the damage that youth culture was deemed to do to 

young people’s morals. Music, dancehalls and cinema were deemed 

detrimental to the characters of young Jews owing to the sexualised nature of 

their content. Jazz music, in particular, was singled out for its sexuality, both 

in its lyrical content and in the dance moves performed by young people.325 

Likewise, cinema’s sexual and criminal themes were deemed to “exert a 

harmful effect on impressionable minds”.326 By their very nature cinema, music 

and dancehalls brought young people of both sexes together outside the reach 

of adult supervision, allowing the sexual desires created by these media to be 

indulged.327 The broad aims of the British Jewish youth movement – the 

imposition of bourgeois values – were therefore constant from the 1880s to 

1939. However, whereas in the pre-1914 period the purpose of this imposition 

of values had been the integration and Anglicisation of Jewish Eastern 
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European immigrants, in the interwar years the emphasis shifted to countering 

the negative aspects and values associated with popular culture. This new 

focus persisted beyond 1945 and the continued rise of popular youth culture, 

as this thesis will presently show. 

The aim of this introductory section has been to establish the context in 

which the British Jewish community existed in the postwar period, exploring 

the impact of both austerity and affluence – generally and in relation to youth. 

The issues that affected youths more specifically, from the emergence of rock 

‘n’ roll to the issue of juvenile delinquency, have been explored, as have the 

fluctuating and varying constructions of gender in non-Jewish life. These issues 

were of vital importance to the formation and maintenance of British Jewish 

identities in the period after 1945, and together helped to form a communal 

sense of self that was complex and multi-layered. Each of these factors will be 

demonstrated to have interacted with elements specific to the Jewish 

community. As such this section has outlined the British Jewish context of the 

thesis, from communal demographics to divergent relationships with Zionism 

and Israel. The chapters that follow will explore the complex relationship 

between these factors and the manner in which they interacted to form distinct 

constructions of British Jewishness, as represented by the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, 

the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club, and the Maccabi Union.  
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2. The Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

 

Whilst the Jewish Lads’ Brigade (JLB) has not suffered from the dearth of 

scholarly attention that categorises the other youth organisations examined in 

this thesis, it has nonetheless received little in the way of critical historical 

analysis. The only historians to have published work on the Brigade are Richard 

Voeltz and Sharman Kadish, and their analyses, though providing a firm 

foundation, are best understood as staging points for future work, rather than 

as definitive accounts in their own right.1 Moreover both authors continue the 

trend within British Jewish historiography to focus on the period between the 

1880s and 1939. Voeltz does so explicitly; Kadish, whilst ostensibly surveying 

a one hundred year period, devotes the majority of the book to the first fifty 

years of the Brigade’s history, the period up to 1945. Consequently there is a 

need to undertake a detailed analysis of the Brigade’s post-war history. 

Similarly, Kadish and Voeltz’s emphasis on the history of the Brigade rightly 

brings the pre-1939 (and especially pre-1914) policy of Anglicisation into the 

spotlight. Anglicisation was the chief ideology of the Brigade during the first 

half of its history, and a thorough examination of its manifestations and 

consequences is necessary. Yet too stringent a focus on the policy of 

Anglicisation runs the risk of masking other important issues which, though 

linked to the process of Anglicisation as will be demonstrated below, also 

move beyond it. 

 This chapter aims to address some of the gaps left by the works of 

Kadish and Voeltz. It will examine issues of communal identity within the 

Brigade, seeking to understand both the identity that the JLB’s leadership 

sought to imbue in Brigade boys, as well as how the members responded to 

such attempts. In so doing, the chapter will seek to place the JLB within the 

communal flux that characterised British Jewry after the war. In combination 

with work on the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club (VC) and the Maccabi Union 

(MU), the chapter will thus enable a more sophisticated understanding of 

                                            

1 See Richard Voeltz, ‘“…A Good Jew and a Good Englishman”: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade, 1894‐1922’, 
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British Jewry’s sense of self in the post-war years. It seeks to develop a 

nuanced understanding of British Jewish identity based upon social-

psychological theories of identity construction, accounting for the interaction 

and competition between the multiple layers of British Jewishness. In doing so, 

it emphasises that although most sections of British Jewry subscribed to an 

overarching ‘British Jewish’ identity, many sections of it held very different 

interpretations of the substance of this British Jewishness. The chapter will 

demonstrate that in the Brigade, as with the other youth movements covered 

in this thesis, these interpretations were based upon the complex and dynamic 

interactions of a multi-layered set of issues such as sport, gender, youth 

culture, juvenile delinquency, Zionism and Judaism. The chapter will therefore 

explore the JLB’s attitude towards these issues in order to assess the nature of 

the identity that it sought to inculcate amongst its membership, which in turn 

may serve as a paradigm for one facet of wider constructions of British 

Jewishness. It will begin, however, by placing the Brigade within the context of 

its own history and the circumstances in which it found itself in post-war 

Britain. 

 

History 

 Colonel Albert Goldsmid (1846-1904) founded the JLB in 1895. Goldsmid 

was born in India and was raised a Christian, only discovering his Jewish roots 

and converting to Orthodox Judaism in his adult years, whilst serving in the 

British Army in India.2 Goldsmid was also a committed Zionist, later becoming 

a confidant of Chaim Weizmann and supporting Jewish statehood.3 The Brigade 

was founded upon his return to Britain after serving in the Anglo-Boer war, 

with Goldsmid canvassing, and receiving, the financial support of the 

Maccabeans, “a society of English Jewish intellectuals and professional men 

who supported Jewish culture”.4 Kadish argues that Goldsmid intentionally 

modelled the JLB on the Church Lads’ Brigade (CLB), and that the JLB was 

                                            

2 Sharman Kadish, ‘‘A Good Jew or a Good Englishman?’: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade and Anglo‐Jewish 
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simply a sectarian variation on the CLB’s theme of religious mission and 

military methods.5 During the early twentieth century, the Brigade “came to 

share the ideals of Robert Baden-Powell’s Boy Scouts where character, 

patriotism and manliness were to be promoted in the young men of the British 

Empire so that it could avoid the fate of the Roman Empire”, thus implicitly 

tying the Brigade to Britain and notions of imperial Britishness.6 

 Indeed, Goldsmid has been described as “a conventional military man and 

a determined Jewish individualist”, and “an Anglo-Jewish eccentric who bucked 

the trend of assimilation which characterised his social class” at the turn of the 

twentieth century.7 His rejection of assimilation, however, did not prevent his 

Anglicised heritage from making its presence felt in the organisation that he 

created.8 Founded as a response to the mass immigration of Eastern European 

Jews into Britain in the late nineteenth century, and as a pre-emptive response 

to the anti-Semitism that ‘un-assimilated’ foreign Jews were expected to 

provoke, the Brigade explicitly sought to Anglicise its members.9 The Brigade’s 

leaders, drawn as they were from the upper reaches of British Jewish society, 

took to heart the “unspoken ‘Emancipation Contract’ under which they were 

required to express their gratitude for the gift of emancipation by 

demonstrating their loyalty to England”, hence the overt emphasis on 

patriotism and the intent to create “Englishmen of the Mosaic Persuasion 

[emphasis added]”.10 This Anglicisation process entailed a heavy focus on 

‘character control’ – the inculcation of ‘desirable’ characteristics. In practice, 

this meant the inculcation of character traits that typically stemmed from 

British bourgeois values such as “loyalty, honour, discipline, and self-respect”, 

assiduousness, punctuality and tidiness.11 At the same time, ‘undesirable’ 

                                            

5 Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’, pp. 1‐2. 
6 Voeltz, pp. 119‐120. 
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8 Ibid. 
9 Voeltz, p. 120; Sharman Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’, pp. 39‐41. 
10 Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’, pp. 36‐37, 59, 117. For the ‘emancipation contract’ – 
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characteristics, usually pertaining to crime and vice, were to be curbed, a 

process referred to as ‘ironing out the ghetto bend’.12  

The Brigade’s popularity suffered in the immediate aftermath of the 

First World War, largely due to the backlash against militarism (which the JLB 

continued to embody) in wider society rather than as a result of hostility 

towards Anglicisation as such.13 Kadish notes that “throughout the 1920s the 

Brigade leadership made a point of disavowing ‘militarism’ at almost every 

public opportunity”, and that the Brigade claimed to be “purely ‘a social 

movement’ dedicated to producing upright British citizens”.14 Indeed, neither 

the Brigade’s aims nor its ethos changed greatly during the interwar period, 

and the organisation’s Annual Report of 1934 restated the objective of 

character control, saying that the Brigade aimed to instil in its lads “self-

respect, good manners and a cheerful disposition; to bring him [the member] 

to manhood possessing a sense of loyalty and responsibility to his home, his 

faith and his fellow citizens”.15 Despite these claims, the Brigade continued to 

be associated with militarism in the popular consciousness. As noted in 

chapter one, this militarism aroused opposition from the migrant community 

and pacifists more generally. Opposition to the JLB also came from within the 

established Jewish community, with many contemporaries questioning the 

pace and wisdom of the Anglicisation process, and attacking the JLB for what 

was seen as the Brigade’s “lack of religious atmosphere and religious content 

and for their part in the decline of religious observance”.16 In the build up to 

the Second World War, the Brigade vigorously debated whether it should enter 

into the military’s Cadet scheme – the worry being that if it did not then “the 

Jews [could be] seen to be shirking their public duty”, once again 

demonstrating the Brigade’s commitment to patriotism and the ‘Emancipation 
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Contract’.17 In the event, the Brigade did form a Cadet section, attached to the 

8th Battalion Royal Fusiliers.18 

 

Organisation and Membership 

During the Second World War the Brigade had largely ceased to function, 

going into “cold storage ... although a gallant handful [of members] had 

carried on in ... a nucleus of cadets, the A.T.C. and the Army Cadet Force”.19 

When the Brigade was restarted shortly after the war, it continued to be 

organised along military lines. In the late 1940s, the Brigade comprised a 

Brigade section, for boys aged twelve and a half to fifteen, and a Cadet section, 

for boys aged over fifteen.20 The JLB adopted such age boundaries with the aim 

of maximising the club’s appeal and thus its recruitment. In discussions on the 

reorganisation of the JLB, it was noted that “Brigade training as existing before 

the war is most attractive to boys of 12 to 15 years of age, whilst Cadet 

training is more applicable to boys of the ages of 15 to 16”.21 By 1954 the 

Brigade had lowered its minimum age to eleven – one year older than the 

minimum age of the Victoria Club in 1960 – likely for the same reasons of 

broadening its appeal and recruitment.22 In 1947 boys were attending the JLB 

club and Camperdown House on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday evenings, and 

as of 1954 the Manchester Jewish Lads’ Brigade and Club (MJLB) charged 

working members 9d and non-working members 4d per week.23 At the same 

time, the Brigade had expanded significantly, though still along military lines. 

The London section was now divided into two battalions (up from one Battalion 

in the late 1940s and early 1950s). The 1st Battalion covered East, Northeast, 

and South London, while the 2nd Battalion was located in North, Northwest, and 
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West London.24  Brigade activities had increased in the provinces, too, with 

another Battalion in Manchester and companies in Birmingham, Glasgow and 

Sheffield.25 The default unit of organisation continued to be the company, with 

each London company assigned a certain geographic area.26 Each company was 

centred on a single officer and one or more warrant officers, and contained 

around 20-50 boys during the mid-1950s, with higher figures perhaps being 

something of an exception.27  

 Total membership figures for the postwar years are difficult to discern, 

and there appears to have been some fluctuation throughout the 1950s. In 

general the Brigade steadily increased its membership. Despite the need to 

restart the Brigade after the end of the war, by the summer of 1947 the 

Brigade had more than 200 boys in the London Battalion.28 By August 1948, 

this had risen to over 400 members in London and a further 125 in the 

provinces, spread across 15 companies.29 Membership figures for London 

remained steady up to 1953, where it was again claimed that the London 

Battalions possessed roughly 400 members.30 By the end of 1954, however, 

this figure was estimated at 500-600, with a further 250 in the provinces.31 

Finally, in July 1958 a Jewish Chronicle article on the first World Convention of 

Jewish Youth in Israel claimed that the JLB possessed 1,300 members.32 The 

number of companies operated by the Brigade also increased during the 

1950s, with new companies in areas as varied as Richmond (1950), Stepney 

(1950), Highams Park (1953), and Ilford (1957), indicating a gradual shift in 

Brigade attention towards the suburbs.33 This was an intentional attempt by the 

Brigade to “take account of the movement of the Jewish population in London”, 

and began early in the 1950s.34 The move was relatively successful, and from a 

handful of companies after the war, the Brigade increased in size rapidly until 

the 1950s, throughout which the London Battalions maintained a strength of 
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around 20 companies between them.35 The limiting factor on any further 

increase in companies appears to have been a shortage of officers rather than 

a shortage of potential recruits, or financial troubles.36 

 Nevertheless the Brigade’s membership figures, particularly those of 

1958, must be treated with some caution. The figure of 1,300 members from 

1958 would imply that Brigade membership had almost doubled in four years, 

which, whilst possible if the Brigade’s transfer of focus from the East End to 

London’s suburbs had gone very well, may be unlikely. Indeed, this figure 

seems increasingly dubious when one considers that the Jewish Chronicle 

reported in 1958 that 330 officers and lads had attended the annual summer 

camp – less than a quarter of the Brigade’s supposed total.37 Whilst it cannot 

reasonably be expected that all members of the Brigade would routinely attend 

summer camps, particularly with the increased availability of holidays abroad 

during the 1950s, such inconsistencies indicate that the figure of 1,300 is, at 

least, something of a discrepancy.38 Similarly, differences are likely to exist 

between the number of members registered with the Brigade and the number 

who regularly attended parade nights, making the Brigade’s official 

membership figures overestimates. Such differences between theoretical and 

actual membership figures are known to have occurred at the VC during the 

1950s, and are likely to have occurred within the JLB as well.39 

 The Brigade’s membership, therefore, despite an initial period of low 

attendance, grew to rival and perhaps even exceed that of the Victoria Club 

during this period.40 Factoring in those members who may not have regularly 

attended club evenings (and assuming that the figure of 1,300 members for 

the Brigade is an overestimate), however, the London membership of the two 

bodies was broadly similar. This was despite the fact that the Brigade, 
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40 The difficulties in accurately gauging the membership of the VC during this period are similar to those 
encountered when assessing membership of the JLB. The highest estimate for membership of the 
Victoria Club, in 1960, was roughly 900, though this figure included many youths who did not attend the 
club on a regular basis. See chapter on three. 



The Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

 64 

geographically speaking, had access to a much wider base of potential 

membership in that its companies spanned a broad swathe of London, 

encompassing both older and newer areas of Jewish settlement.41 Each 

company, therefore, should theoretically have had many times more members 

than the average 30-50 attendees. In contrast, the VC was situated in one 

building in Stamford Hill, yet the premises (newly constructed in the mid 

1950s) was already proving too small by the late 1950s, and the Club had a 

significant waiting list.42 

It should also be noted that even if the figure of 1,300 members was 

correct, this should not be taken as a measure of the Brigade’s success in the 

postwar years. The Brigade’s possible 1,300 members must be set against the 

(similarly dubious) 40,000 British Jewish youths who were organised into youth 

movements at that time.43 That the Brigade commanded the allegiance of, at 

best, 3.25% of British Jewish youths does not indicate a high level of popularity 

within the community. The Brigade’s postwar membership should also be 

contrasted with its 4,000 members before 1914, and 2,000 in the 1930s.44 

Membership continued to decline in the 1960s. The decline was so noticeable 

in Manchester that the MJLB commissioned a report on the number of Jewish 

youths who preferred to coffee bars nightclubs of the town centre to the 

facilities of the Brigade, and which was expected to provide recommendations 

as to how the “decrease in young people joining the club ... [and the] drifting 

away by members” could be remedied.45 These figures indicate that the 

Brigade, despite its expansion, was experiencing a significant drop in 

popularity in the postwar period. This is not to say, however, that the Brigade 
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was an insignificant force within the community. Despite its decline in 

popularity, its membership was never negligible and the Brigade maintained a 

strong position within the community. It also displayed a degree of longevity 

uncommon amongst British Jewish youth movements (the JLB continues to 

operate in the twenty-first century), a longevity which has led it to influence 

many thousands of young British Jews. 

 

Leadership 

 In terms of the leadership of the Brigade, which continued to be drawn 

almost exclusively from the upper sections of British Jewry, two names deserve 

particular attention: Louis Gluckstein, Commandant of the Brigade from 1946 

to 1955, and Ernest Joseph, who had served as the Brigade’s Quartermaster 

and Chief Staff Officer, as well as on the Headquarters Committee.46 Gluckstein 

(1897-1979) was a barrister by profession, and an active member of the 

Conservative Party.47 He failed to take Nottingham East for the Conservatives in 

1929, but won the seat in 1931, retaining it until the Labour victory of 1945.48 

He failed to regain the seat in 1950, and in 1951 he contested Holborn and St 

Pancras, again without success, and was made president of the Marylebone 

Conservative Association in 1967.49  

Gluckstein was also heavily involved in British Jewish communal affairs. 

He was president of the Maccabeans from 1954 to 1968, the same body that 

had helped to found the Brigade.50 He also held office in a number of Jewish 

youth organisations: aside from the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, he was active in the 

Bernhard Baron Settlement, founded by Basil Henriques, and was a trustee of 

the Jewish Youth Fund.51 Yet it was Gluckstein’s heavy involvement with the 

Liberal Jewish Synagogue that will prove crucial to this assessment of the JLB. 

Gluckstein had served as the Synagogue’s vice-president from 1933, chairman 

                                            

46 Minutes of a special meeting of the JLB headquarters council, 29 March 1955. Papers of the JLB, USA 
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of the council from 1938, and president from 1944.52 He retired from the 

chairmanship in 1963, but remained its president until his death.53 The Jewish 

Chronicle commented in 1954 that Gluckstein’s Liberal Judaism gave him an 

“approach to Judaism which corresponded closely in its outlook to what was 

fashionable among the middle-classes of the Western world”, that is to say, in 

the British context, a British-centric approach.54 “To this form of Judaism”, the 

paper continued, “Jewish nationalism ran counter” and the leadership of the 

Liberal Synagogue “fought it stoutly”, which resulted, in Gluckstein’s case, in 

his voting with the government on the 1939 White Paper on Palestine.55 

Gluckstein’s Anglicised nature was praised both by the Jewish Chronicle, which 

lauded him for displaying “some of the most pleasing characteristics of the 

English middle classes as they flourished in the pre-1914 era”, and, at his 

funeral, by Lord Hailsham, who described Gluckstein as a “patriotic Jewish-

English gentleman”.56 Thus, Gluckstein’s Liberal Judaism strongly influenced 

his conception of British Jewish identity, in that he possessed a strong 

attachment to Britain and Judaism and a concurrent hostility to ethnic or 

national constructions of Jewishness. The significance of Gluckstein’s Liberal 

Judaism for his particular interpretation of British Jewishness will be drawn out 

throughout this chapter. 

 Ernest Joseph (1877-1960) was an architect by trade, designing many 

British Jewish communal buildings in addition to serving as Director of Works 

and Buildings for the Navy, Army and Air Force Institutes (NAAFI) during the 

Second World War.57 Joseph had begun his involvement in Jewish youth work at 

the age of twenty, and was connected with both the JLB and the Brady Street 

Club, serving as the latter’s chairman and, later, vice-president.58 Joseph was 

also a vice-president of the Association for Jewish Youth (AJY) and the 
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Treasurer of the Jewish Youth Fund.59 Like Gluckstein, Joseph was part of the 

leadership of the Liberal Jewish Synagogue, having been one of its founder 

members and serving as both its vice-president and its Treasurer.60 Also like 

Gluckstein, his involvement with Liberal Judaism appears to have heavily 

influenced his view of British Jewish identity, a point that will be expanded 

upon through this work. 

 

Aims and Ideology 

 The Brigade’s leadership, including Gluckstein and Joseph, explicitly used 

the Brigade as a means of imparting their own ideologies and construction of 

British Jewishness to its members. That the Brigade’s activities were part of an 

overtly ideological agenda is indicated by the Brigade Secretary’s remark to the 

Headquarters Committee in 1959 that the Brigade’s clubs were  

 

Dissatisfied with the results they were obtaining particularly 

with the older age groups and whilst first-class results were 

being obtained in a variety of subjects the effect of Clubs was 

in many cases similar to that of an Evening Institute where the 

effect on character and personality were incidentals to 

attainment in a particular subject.61 

 

Such sentiments reveal the extent to which the Brigade’s priorities were 

precisely the opposite of those of the Evening Institute: that success in a 

particular activity was almost immaterial compared to the improvement of the 

members’ “character and personality”.62 Nor was this a sentiment that was only 

expressed behind closed doors. An editorial in the Brigade magazine, Advance 

Again, argued that  
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Outside the Brigade there is a tendency to gild the lily, to argue 

that because a young person enjoys benefits at home and in 

school in these more prosperous times, it is necessary for a 

Youth Movement to provide a surplus of equipment, to offer 

every inducement to membership, and even to retain allegiance 

at the cost to the membership of character training.63 

 

The Brigade thus continued to emphasise its commitment to “character 

training” – the inculcation of desirable traits and behaviours into its members – 

but significantly this was now being done in the pubic sphere. Advance Again 

was primarily targeted at the Brigade’s own membership, but also partly at 

their parents. Consequently both members and their parents knew the 

Brigade’s “objects, and by voluntarily membership ... accepted them”.64 Such 

acceptance implies that the Brigade’s attitude and ideologies can be taken as 

representative of the views of a proportion of British Jewry, as will be 

illustrated below. 

 This is not to deny, however, that many members would have joined the 

Brigade for entirely different reasons than to receive character training. The 

Brigade itself admitted as much, stating that the fact that it was open with its 

agenda “ does not mean that the Brigade consists entirely of boys who fully 

live up to its aims”.65 For many members, the pull of activities such as sport 

would have outweighed any misgivings they or their parents had about the 

Brigade’s ideology. For others, such as author Chaim Bermant, the appeal of 

the Brigade was far more visceral. Bermant described becoming aware of the 

JLB during the war when the Brigade was still part of the cadets, and its chief 

appeal was its use of “real guns and live ammunition”.66 “The thought of 

handling a lethal weapon,” wrote Bermant, “and possibly even of shooting at 

Germans ... was exciting”.67 For patriotic young Jews, the Brigade offered a 
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compelling secular alternative to the school cadet force, which met on Friday 

nights and Saturday mornings.68 For a minority, the JLB’s militaristic appeal no 

doubt persisted beyond 1945, aided by the Brigade’s continued links to the 

cadets and its positioning of itself as a preparation for national service.69 The 

centrality of character training within the Brigade was not the main draw for 

many of its members. Yet what is significant is that knowledge of character 

training, and of the characteristics that were to be imbued, was not a barrier to 

membership, implying that these ideologies were not objectionable to many 

within the British Jewish community. 

The Jewish Lads’ Brigade was therefore far from being conceived of as a 

purely social club that was “devoid of any overtly ideological agenda” as Kadish 

has argued.70  Rather, it was expressly intended as a means of inculcating 

specific characteristics into its members. Using these desirable traits, it is 

possible to infer a great deal about the construction of British Jewish identity 

that the Brigade espoused in the postwar period. The Brigade’s approach to 

Jewish identity in Britain can be divided into several main areas: sports and 

gender, youth culture, the relationship between Britain and Israel, and religion. 

Of these, the Brigade’s policy towards gender and sporting achievement had 

historically been most central to its ideology, and largely remained so in the 

postwar years. 

 

Sports and Gender 

Given the relative dearth of scholarly work on Jewish society in the 

postwar period, and the only recent growth of the history of Jewish sport in 

Britain, it is perhaps unsurprising that the JLB’s physical programme in the 

decade and a half after the end of the Second World War has gone 

unexamined. The most comprehensive study of the history of the Brigade to 

date, Kadish’s A Good Jew and a Good Englishman, largely fails to consider 

sport at all. Kadish all but dismisses the role that sport played in the Brigade’s 

ideology, confining the issue to a brief section highlighting the fact that 
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whereas for Zionist groups sport had become “an essential prerequisite for the 

survival and national regeneration of the Jewish people” from the 1890s, for 

the Brigade sport was merely a means of fulfilling “its claims to be a social 

movement”.71 By not drawing out the significance of the sports offered by the 

JLB, Kadish fails to extract the true significance of the Brigade’s sporting 

policy. Whilst this lack of a physical focus is perhaps understandable given 

Kadish’s broad chronology, it is particularly unfortunate. The Brigade’s 

sporting policy reveals much about its attitude towards gender roles, and it is 

in this fashion that the JLB’s physical programme will be considered below. 

This section will begin with a brief overview of the trends within the JLB’s 

physical programme between 1945 and 1959, before moving on to an 

examination of the ancillary values that the JLB attached to its physical 

programme.  

Between 1945 and 1959, two discernible trends in the JLB’s physical 

programme emerge. Between 1945 and 1950 the JLB emphasised militarism 

and ‘physical training’ or PT, a military style physical fitness activity, almost to 

the exclusion of recreational sport. After 1950, however, the Brigade began to 

downplay PT (although it still remained) in favour of competitive sports such as 

football, cricket and boxing. The dominance of PT in JLB policy in the 

immediate postwar years was likely the result of the Brigade’s affiliation with 

the military during the 1940s. The Second World War had seen the Brigade 

linked to the armed forces in a hitherto unprecedented way, to the extent that 

when the JLB reorganised itself immediately after the war, its senior section 

was styled ‘Cadets’, and its boys were made to wear khaki uniforms.72  There is 

some evidence to suggest that, given this affiliation, in the immediate postwar 

period and beyond many older JLB members transitioned from the JLB’s Cadet 

branch straight into National Service.73 The JLB’s adoption of a militaristic 

physical programme, in the form of the rigorous physical fitness developed by 

PT, was an attempt to render this transition as smooth as possible, and indeed 

during the 1940s the organisation referred to its physical programme as “pre-
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service training”.74 This desire was not specific to the JLB: institutions for 

delinquents in the 1950s also envisaged part of their role as getting their 

residents “up to scratch” for National Service.75 

The link with the military was lost in 1950 when the Army Cadet Force 

itself severed its link to the Brigade, though the Brigade was quite content with 

the arrangement – significantly the Brigade had hung on to its affiliation with 

the War Office long after it became apparent that this militarism was costing it 

popularity.76 From this point onwards, the Brigade’s physical programme was 

somewhat de-militarised, and traditional sports came to the fore. The re-

emergence of sports was rapid, and by 1952 the JLB’s 1st Battalion was 

enthusiastically organising several inter-company sporting contests.77 By mid-

1953 the companies of the London Regiment were competing against one 

another in the annual Banner Competition, being judged, inter alia, on their 

sporting prowess.78 The range of sports available was diverse, from stalwarts 

such as football, cricket and boxing, to newer events such as weightlifting.79 

The importance of competitive sport to Brigade members is made clear by the 

prevalence that was given to sporting news in the Brigade’s periodical, 

Advance Again (the title of which indicates the extent to which the Brigade was 

not ready to give up its militaristic theme), which claimed that “all sports items 

will be published”.80 Indeed, the majority of the magazine’s content was in 

some way sports related. Similarly, the Brigade’s recruitment adverts heavily 

emphasised the sporting side of life in the Brigade.81 Despite this, Physical 
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Training did not entirely disappear from the Brigade’s curriculum, although it 

had been relegated to an ancillary role in support of competitive sport: it 

seems to have remained largely as a method of increasing the physical fitness 

of the lads.82 Nevertheless the desire to ease the transition into the military for 

those members who were called up for National Service still remained, albeit 

on a relatively minor level.83 

One of the JLB’s chief aims in its development of a physical programme 

was the inculcation of specific and desirable character traits. This trend was 

central to the JLB’s physical programme throughout the period. In 1947, the 

JLB linked the physical “betterment” of the boys to their moral development; 

later in the 1940s, the Brigade explicitly stated that their aims included, inter 

alia, a response to the “problems in the training and moulding of the character 

of our young”.84 However, it was not until the early 1950s that references were 

given as to the specific characteristics that were deemed desirable in young 

Jews. 

Advance Again highlighted many of the qualities that sport was felt to 

encourage in youths: team spirit, “keenness”, “efficiency”, “punctuality” and 

“preparedness”.85 Aside from these explicit character traits, it is also possible 

to detect the subtler character traits that the JLB was attempting to inculcate. 

Perhaps the most important of these were sportsmanship and ‘playing the 

game’.86 These ‘desirable’ characteristics were uniformly bourgeois: as in its 

earlier years, the JLB was attempting a form of social control through the use 

of sport, in that it continued to seek to reform the character of the 

community’s youth to become more ‘desirable’ and ‘acceptable’.87 In so doing, 

the Brigade was appropriating many of the narratives of wider non-Jewish 

society, which themselves had been formed as a response to the public 

concern over rising levels of juvenile delinquency outlined in chapter one. The 
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Brigade was in effect emphasising conformity as an antidote to the undesirable 

non-conformity of ‘delinquent’ youths.  

Whilst it may be possible to argue that the JLB’s focus on stereotypically 

bourgeois characteristics was simply a response to the increasingly middle-

class nature of the British Jewish community in the post-war years, in 

appropriating from non-Jewish society the Brigade was simply continuing to 

espouse its pre-1939 ideologies.88 This was not a failure to respond to the 

changing circumstances of postwar British Jewry, nor was it a refusal to 

respond to the community’s call for an increased focus on Jewish continuity 

after the war. Rather, the Brigade responded by continuing to foster a British 

Jewish – rather than Jewish alone – identity in its membership. 

Indeed, the Brigade was intently focused on inculcating amongst its 

membership a feeling that they were, above all else, citizens of Britain. The 

emphasis on citizenship was made explicit: Brigade secretary George Lang told 

the Jewish Chronicle that the Brigade was in the process of “training lads to 

become good citizens and good sportsmen”, and the paper wrote that the JLB’s 

overarching aim was to create “worthy and useful citizens”.89 Brigade training 

was thus held to counteract the forces of contemporary youth life that would 

make Jewish youths into “bad citizens” – that is, the elements deemed 

responsible for juvenile delinquency.90 Consequently, given that role identities 

are defined by one’s actions, by seeking to ensure that its members acted out 

the behavioural requirements of ‘British citizenship’ the Brigade was in fact 

pursuing a particular role identity – that of citizenship. 

The emphasis placed on this citizenship role within the Brigade was a 

result of the composition of its leadership. The behavioural requirements of 

this citizenship role identity emphasised, by definition, belonging to and 

rootedness in Britain. The Brigade’s pursuit of this identity may be traced to its 

leadership’s faith in the ‘emancipation contract’ and the belief that British Jews 

owed it to the state to become ‘Englishmen of the Mosaic persuasion’; that is, 

to receive acceptance as a religious minority in exchange for adopting the 
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tenets of British citizenship. The Brigade’s adoption of the emancipation 

contract originated early on in its history, and continued into the interwar 

years, where the majority of its postwar leadership encountered their formative 

experiences.91 Aside from the emphasis on a citizenship role identity, the 

Brigade’s regular pronouncements on its priorities in the 1950s – the creation 

of “good and loyal citizens, and good and loyal members of our faith” – also 

emphasises the JLB’s continued commitment to the ‘emancipation contract’.92  

This continuity, and the emphasis on a citizenship identity, may be explained 

by the continued presence in the Brigade’s upper echelons of an older 

generation of men who had led the Brigade in the interwar years, and who saw 

no reason to change an identity formula that had served them well in the past. 

Having established that the Brigade possessed a citizenship-based role 

identity, it is necessary to consider the components from which this was 

constructed. The character attributes that the JLB favoured were stereotypically 

British and bourgeois. Sportsmanship, team spirit and ‘playing the game’ may 

all be linked to imperialistic and public school constructions of British 

citizenship, suggesting that the Brigade was appropriating the content of one 

of its role identities from non-Jewish society. This should not, however, be 

seen as assimilation (in the mould of the Brigade’s earliest years), nor as a 

classic integrationist policy. Whilst the Brigade was certainly appropriating 

identities and aspirations from wider non-Jewish society, this was not, as will 

be demonstrated below, intended to be total: assimilation would have been 

achieved at the expense of a sense of community for British Jews, which the 

Brigade wished to avoid. Equally, the classic model of integration is rooted in a 

philosophy of essentialism which supposes a non-existent dichotomy – 

mingling the ‘British’ with the ‘Jewish’ suggests a mutual exclusivity between 

the two which did not exist. It will be recalled that identities are not 

essentialist groups of oppositions, but complex networks of multiple 

overlapping group, role and person identities governed by the concept of 
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salience.93 It should therefore be noted that although the Brigade highlighted 

the role identity of citizenship within its interpretation of British Jewishness, it 

did not express this in essentialist terms – citizenship was not seen as either 

British or Jewish, but a universal option. Indeed, the Brigade’s stated aim of 

turning out “good and loyal citizens, and good and loyal members of our faith 

[emphasis added]” suggest that the Brigade saw no distinction between the 

two concepts, further supporting a multi-layered and liminal view of British 

Jewishness.94  

Despite the fact that the Brigade did not interpret British Jewishness in 

strictly essentialist terms, it is however necessary to note the scale of its 

appropriation from non-Jewish society. As noted, from its formation the 

Brigade had drawn many concepts and ideologies from wider society, a 

process that continued into the interwar period with its appropriation of, inter 

alia, its citizenship role identity as well as the specific components of that 

citizenship. Whilst wishing to avoid recourse to essentialist language, the scale 

of this appropriation is significant in that it suggests a heavy emotional 

attachment to non-Jewish society. This is not to suggest that the Brigade’s 

interpretation of British Jewishness was ‘British-centric’, nor does it suggest a 

continuation of the pre-1914 policy of ‘Anglicisation’. Rather, this emotional 

attachment should be viewed as suggestive of the high significance of 

identities appropriated from non-Jewish society, without precluding any 

identities drawn from within the British Jewish community from also achieving 

prominence within the Brigade. 

It will be recalled that it is commonly held that many in the Jewish 

community during the postwar years were calling for a greater ‘Jewish-centric’ 

approach to education and identity within the community to counter a 

perceived over-emphasis on Anglicisation in the interwar years. Given this, it 

would be easy to cast the high priority that the Brigade placed on identities 

appropriated from non-Jewish society as evidence of its continued commitment 

to a policy of Anglicisation and of its detachment from the desires of the 

Jewish community. However, this risks overlooking the internal diversity of the 
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British Jewish community. In fact, the Brigade was indeed responding to a 

current of opinion within the community, that of the elder generation of the 

communal elite, from whom much of its leadership was drawn. This group had 

historically possessed a strong emotional attachment to non-Jewish society and 

the ‘emancipation contract’, as evidenced by their desire to Anglicise the 

children of immigrants prior to the Second World War.95 The strength of the 

Brigade’s citizenship role identity may therefore be ascribed to the social 

background of its leadership, and to that leadership’s responsiveness to 

certain sections of the Jewish community. 

The importance of the identities derived from the Brigade’s emotional 

attachment to non-Jewish society in the postwar period is further 

demonstrated through its conception of masculinity. The JLB was wedded to 

conceptions of masculinity appropriated from non-Jewish society that held that 

the ideal male was both muscular and possessing certain ‘gentlemanly’ 

characteristics. The JLB consistently offered sports or physical activities that 

developed a muscular physique: in the 1945-1950 period, PT fulfilled this role; 

by the 1950s, sports as diverse as weightlifting, boxing and gymnastics were 

being offered.96 Many of the characteristics that the JLB hoped to transmit 

through sport were those of an idealized middle-class interpretation of the 

public school educated stereotypically British male: sportsmanship and esprit 

de corps.97 Indeed, as the author Louis Golding remarked in 1954, it was 

explicitly intended that members would learn from their officers “what we call, 

without self-consciousness, ‘fair play’ and the ‘English tradition’”.98 These 

characteristics suggest that the Brigade’s conceptions of masculinity were 

closely tied to bourgeois ideals that drew on a romantic tradition of 

‘gentlemanliness’.  

The focus on bourgeois Britishness (the interpretation of which was 

derived from the British public school tradition) was also an appropriation of 

the renewed emphasis on imperial masculinity present in contemporary 
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popular culture. Michael Paris has shown that in the late 1940s and the 1950s 

parts of mainstream popular culture emphasised male heroes who were almost 

uniformly military officers (and therefore upper or middle class) and “obsessed 

with duty, honour and patriotism”.99 Yet this construction of masculinity was 

itself a regression to pre-1914 public-school conceptions of the imperial male, 

in which popular culture lionised the ideal male’s “public spirit”, “vigour and 

manliness of character” and “love of healthy sports and exercise” as well as 

their “unquestioning patriotism and [their] martial spirit”.100 Such notions can 

be linked back to the Brigade’s leadership: Louis Gluckstein was described as 

embodying “some of the most pleasing characteristics of the English middle 

classes as they flourished in the pre-1914 era”, further implying the 

significance of the unchanged leadership of the Brigade.101 Thus, sport was 

used not only as a means of transmitting a citizenship-based role identity, but 

also of transmitting specific constructions of masculinity to its members. 

The Brigade’s interpretation of gender roles was not limited only to 

males. Despite girls not being formally admitted into the Brigade until the 

1960s the JLB possessed several girls clubs from the 1940s onwards, and the 

activities provided for the girls reveal much about how the Brigade and its 

leaders understood femininity in the postwar period. The girls’ sections of the 

JLB were, however, only a small part of its operations and appear to have been 

confined to the club, rather than Brigade, sections. Nonetheless the girls’ clubs 

offer a useful comparison to the JLB’s work with boys and help to further 

highlight the organisation’s ideas of masculinity, as well as being illustrative in 

their own right. 

The club side of the MJLB admitted girls from 1947, whilst the London 

Battalions possessed a girls’ section, in the form of the North London Girls’ 

Club, from 1955.102 The Manchester club had approximately 80 members, and 

was open to girls aged 14-18.103 The North London Jewish Girls’ Club had been 
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founded in 1912, and began to be associated with the Brigade during the 

1930s, and in 1935 it had about 200 members.104 From this period onwards, 

the Club’s girls “occasionally took part in JLB public displays ... presenting their 

own features”.105 By the post-war years, however, this link appears to have been 

formalised. The Brigade possessed a separate North London Club, for its male 

members, which became the organisation’s centre of operations after the 

move from its old headquarters, at Camperdown House, in 1952.106 The North 

London Girls’ Club appears to have been incorporated within this Brigade unit 

after the war, and in 1957 the Brigade magazine Advance Again carried a 

report from the North London Club which referred to its Girls’ Club evening.107 

Advance Again reported that “as the girls’ section of the Club meets on 

Wednesday evenings activity is concentrated on classes in which both girls and 

boys can participate”, indicating that Brigade club leaders also taught the 

girls.108 Manchester, too, was a mixed club, and in this regard the JLB was 

unlike the Victoria Club which throughout much of the 1950s attempted, 

ultimately unsuccessfully, to run its boys’ and girls’ sections separately.109 

The mixed nature of the two clubs, and the fact that both boys and girls 

were taught by the same leaders, allows the Brigade’s understanding of 

masculinity and femininity to be seen within the same framework. Analysis of 

the activities available for girls in the JLB underscores the Brigade’s positioning 

of gender roles within a public school-derived bourgeois framework. The 

activities that the Brigade assigned to girls are highly illustrative in this regard. 

Despite the assertion of Advance Again that activities at the North London 

Club were “concentrated on classes in which both girls and boys can 

participate”, the list of activities that the girls engaged in were in many ways 

highly gendered.110 For non-sporting activities, girls in London had access to 

“classes in needlework, dressmaking, art, beauty culture, rug making, raffia 

work, plaster modelling ... formation dancing, drama and concert party”.111 

Cookery classes were also available, the produce of which was hoped would 
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“find their way to the canteen”.112 In Manchester, girls could take part in “a 

classical music recital and dress designing”.113 Such activities emphasised a 

bourgeois ideal of female domesticity and passivity, most explicit in the 

needlework, dressmaking, rug making, and cookery classes (the latter was 

particularly significant given the hope that the girls would help feed the rest of 

the club via the canteen). This was distinct from the non-sporting activities 

given to males, which stressed militarism and physical pursuits. In the context 

of militarism, it is significant that girls were only permitted in the JLB’s clubs 

section, not its Brigade element. This acted to remove any possibility that the 

girls could have taken part in parades or other military-style activities. Indeed 

the Brigade’s lists of activities available for girls do not include drill or other 

such pursuits, again suggesting that the Brigade’s leaders viewed femininity 

through a passive and, importantly, domestic lens. 

This interpretation of femininity was also evident in Brigade’s emphasis 

on female beauty. Just as the North London Club put on “beauty classes” for its 

girls, the MJLB’s plans for its new purpose-built club building in the late 1950s 

contained space set aside for a  “Girls Cloakroom and Powder room”, further 

emphasising the expectation that girls should take care over their physical 

appearance and endeavour to certain tasteful standards of beauty.114 This 

expectation was solidified through the magazine of the MJLB, the Club 

Reporter, which ran an advice article entitled ‘All About You’.115 The 

anonymous author noted that the article would be concerned with the “two 

very female activities” of experimenting with “make-up and clothes”.116 The 

author bemoaned the “general trend” of “young girls to buy as much make-up 

as possible and as varied as possible and apply it all at once”, which meant 

“that the result is not the face of a film star but more that of an actress in 

some Ancient Greek play”.117 To militate against this, the author counselled 
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that “if a girl wishes to put on all types of cosmetics, such as;- powder, lipstick, 

rouge, mascara, and eye shadow she should apply it with great care, and she 

should not forget that too little is often better than too much”.118 The article 

closed with the promise that “next month I shall be dealing with dress 

sense”.119 These sermons on taste and style indicate that whilst the Brigade was 

keen to foster a particular expression of femininity through beauty, this was to 

be conservative, elegant and refined, rather than blunt and brash. 

Such activities and expectations indicate that the Brigade possessed a 

physical ideal of femininity in much the same way as that of masculinity. As 

will be seen from the examination of girls’ sports below, this ideal was, like 

that of the boys, in part based upon a supposed ideal physical form to be 

achieved through exercise. Yet there were also distinct differences between the 

sexes that are revealed through the Brigade’s emphasis on female beauty. 

Whilst attention to one’s physical appearance was deemed acceptable 

and indeed laudable for girls (the title of the article ‘All About You’ assumes a 

greater significance in this context), boys who exhibited such behaviour were 

the objects of scorn. Thus the Club Reporter carried the following short report 

on weightlifting in the club: 

 

Once more the tentacles of vanity stretch forth and 

weightlifting is flourishing ... On any normal training night you 

may see, if you come in, 8 or 9 lads doing their exercises with 

their faces screwed up on various shades of red and purple, 

more often, however, they are stood stripped to the waist 

gazing rapturously into the mirror at muscles only they can 

see.120 

 

Whilst this report, aimed at fellow club members, was no doubt intended to be 

light hearted, it reveals that whilst the ideal male physical form was to be 
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sculpted through the Brigade’s sporting work, on no account was it to be 

admired. Such sentiments paralleled those of the leaders in non-Jewish youth 

institutions. Wills has noted that whilst the managers of the High Beech 

probation home for male juvenile delinquents encouraged the boys in their 

care to take a “nice pride” in their appearance, vanity was denigrated.121 Of one 

boy who returned from leave “exquisitely groomed”, a manager wrote “we are 

trying to make him realise that we are not an academy for young ladies”.122 

Taken with the emphasis on feminine beauty, it can be seen that for the 

Brigade admiration of and thorough attention to one’s body was constructed 

as a purely feminine trait. 

 The varying gender acceptability of vanity illustrates a broader point, in 

that it situated men and women on opposing sides of a public/domestic divide. 

The Brigade’s construction of masculinity overtly sought to create a masculine 

ideal that was essentially selfless. The importance of service (both in a broader 

sense and as formal National Service) and citizenship instilled a sense of moral 

purpose within greater whole. Likewise the strong emphasis on team spirit 

reduced the role of the individual; the overt development of team activities 

inherently involved the subsuming of individuality for the benefit of the team. 

The criticism of male vanity partly arose from this male role as public creature. 

To become self-absorbed was to disappoint the male ideal. In contrast, as the 

title of the article ‘All About You’ makes clear, girls were permitted, and 

possibly expected, to be self-centred and thus to absent themselves from the 

male world and to remain within the domestic domain. 

This divide in the imagining of gender roles did not, however, militate 

against a degree of overlap between the expectations of the two sexes. Just as 

with the muscular masculinity of the boys, the Brigade constructed an image of 

the ideal female body that emphasised physical ability and the healthfulness of 

the body. Despite this overlap in aim, the manifestations of such ability and 

healthfulness were significantly different for girls than for boys. The list of 

sports available to girls only in Manchester included hockey, basketball, PT, 
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and athletics.123 The emphasis on physical fitness and health remained, for 

instance the emphasis on PT, but the qualities that marked out this fitness had 

shifted. The girls’ sports lacked the elements of brute strength or physical 

contact of those of the boys, the most obvious examples of which were 

weightlifting and boxing. Whereas masculinity was to be marked by 

muscularity and force, the sports arranged for girls were intended to 

encourage litheness, grace and agility. Such traits fed into the Brigade’s 

nostalgic construction of feminine passivity, and indeed domesticity, 

developed from the lack of female militarism.  

 Despite the evolution of gender roles in the postwar period outlined in 

the introduction, there was remarkably little change in the Brigade’s 

construction of gender during the 1940s and 1950s. The list of activities 

provided to girls in the late 1950s contain no references to finding work for 

girls, whereas the problem of the unemployment of MJLB boys was a persistent 

one in Manchester, suggesting that despite some societal pressures to the 

contrary, the JLB did not expect women to work.124 As the preceding discussion 

illustrates, the activities offered to girls stressed their domesticity through to 

the end of the 1950s. Nonetheless a degree of evolution was noticeable in 

male gender roles, though this was slight. In 1957 the MJLB arranged for its 

boys and girls to take part in a cookery competition.125 Whilst this competition 

ultimately did not take place due to lack of interest, it displays evidence that 

the Brigade’s stance on masculinity had begun to alter towards the end of the 

decade, in that it implicitly accepted a degree of male domesticity that was 

absent from the Brigade’s earlier public school masculinity.126 It is possible to 

overstate the importance of this competition, however. May 1957 was the only 

period in which a male activity of this type was mentioned, and the majority of 

the Brigade’s male activities continued to revolve around and inculcate its 
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particular brand of public school masculinity. Significantly, the reference was 

to a cookery competition, not cookery classes for boys. Indeed when cookery 

classes are mentioned, in the context of London, it was explicitly for girls 

only.127 Nor should the MJLB be taken as necessarily representing the Brigade 

as a whole in this instance. As will be demonstrated in the following discussion 

on Israel and Zionism, Manchester’s leaders were consistently more relaxed 

about ideological issues than those in London, and availability of a cookery 

competition in which boys could take part may have been a further extension 

of this. 

 For the most part the Brigade offered gender identities that were divided 

along lines of ‘public’ masculinity and ‘domestic’ femininity. In so doing it 

generally ignored the competing constructions of gender emerging in broader 

British society during this period.128 Instead, it continued to emphasise a 

sentimental construction of interwar bourgeois gender roles derived from a 

public school tradition. It thus situated itself, and the section of the Jewish 

community that it represented, firmly within a particular nostalgic construction 

of British society. The emphasis on this public school narrative was central to 

the Brigade’s ideology and characterised much of its work, particularly its 

attitude to youth sexuality. 

The Brigade’s particular interpretation of gender roles was also evident 

in its attitude to its members’ sexual activities. The MJLB is particularly 

illustrative in this regard. The MJLB’s records carry much more detail on the 

day to day running of the club than those of the London headquarters, which 

was more concerned with the Brigade’s strategic direction. As will be 

demonstrated in the analysis of the Brigade’s relationship to Zionism and 

Israel, the MJLB and its leaders were considerably less ideologically rigid than 

their counterparts in London, and therefore its actions and activities must not 

necessarily be taken as representative of the organisation as a whole. However, 

the MJLB’s position on sexual activities amongst its members is illustrative of 

an outlook on gender that is congruent with those outlined above. The 

Brigade’s attitude to sex further reveals the way in which it constructed 

masculinity and, as will be illustrated, femininity along bourgeois lines, 
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emphasising the extent to which the Brigade situated itself, and thus its sense 

of British Jewishness, within the broader non-Jewish community. 

The MJLB put on a number of educational activities revolving around 

sexual guidance for its members. In 1951 the MJLB’s Entertainment Committee 

was offered a “talk on sex for girls” by a Dr Saunders.129 Likewise during the 

early part of 1958 the Brigade’s discussion group had discussed sex, as well as 

marriage guidance, though there is no record of whether these talks, like that 

proposed by Saunders, were gender specific.130 These talks were not always 

well received – in August 1958 it was reported that a recent marriage guidance 

event had “turned out as a let down”.131 It should be noted that the presence of 

more than one talk on marriage guidance during the first eight months of 

1958 indicates that the MJLB’s managers considered the topic important. This 

importance, and indeed the presence, of lectures on sex – presumably based 

on sex education – indicate an awareness on the part of the MJLB’s managers 

that sexual contact between members was a possibility.  

This awareness may have been driven in part by knowledge of young 

people’s motivations for attending youth clubs, which in many cases was to 

meet members of the opposite sex. In Chaim Bermant’s Coming Home, the 

author describes his first experience of Bnei Akivah (Bermant had by this point 

left the JLB), in which he found “two or three good-looking girls”; it is strongly 

implied that this was partly responsible for his continued attendance at the 

club.132 Even within the JLB thoughts and possibly experiences of sex were 

present. Bermant recalled that on one weekend camp all of the boys in his 

tent, who were no older than sixteen, “all had, or claimed to have had, sexual 

experience” and that they “compared details as to how they went about it, and 

with whom”.133 Within the MJLB itself, members obtained illicit access to 

pornography. In mid-1958 the Club Members Committee noted that “several 

books on sex have been found lying around the club” and that “these have 
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been confiscated”.134 Yet the Brigade’s managers no doubt also had one eye on 

wider non-Jewish society, in which depictions of youths, particularly Teddy 

boys and delinquents, as sexually promiscuous and predatory were 

commonplace.135 Indeed Bermant closed his recollection of his peers’ 

discussion of sexual activities with the observation that “I felt like an innocent 

fallen among delinquents”.136 There may also have been an awareness of other, 

more abstract trends – the decreasing average age of first sexual relations, the 

rising median age for marriage, and the increasing availability of 

contraceptives and cures for sexually transmitted diseases.137 Each of these 

factors would have contributed to a feeling that youths were becoming 

increasingly sexualised and, crucially, in need of restraint. 

It is in this context that the talks and discussions on marriage guidance, 

concurrently with those on sex, become significant. Marriage guidance lessons 

strongly suggest that the MJLB’s leadership saw marriage as the most desirable 

outcome for romantic relations between youths. This in itself can in turn be 

understood as an implied criticism of multiple pre-marital relationships and 

pre-marital sex.138 The Brigade was not, in contrast to the Victoria Club, 

opposed to youth sexual activity as such. Rather, as with Maccabi, it was 

hostile to youth promiscuity and ‘unhealthy’ attitudes towards sex (it is in this 

context that the pornography discovered in the club must be understood). In 

this the Brigade, as with Maccabi, was drawing upon themes prevalent in 

broader British society. Yet there was also an element of the Brigade’s 

attitudes towards sex that were drawn from its own constructions of gender. 

The Brigade, as the preceding discussion has shown, constructed masculinity 

along bourgeois lines emphasising, inter alia, chivalry and gentlemanliness. 

Promiscuous sexual behaviour, and even dating multiple partners, was deemed 
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to undermine these qualities, particularly that of chivalry. Likewise females 

were expected to behave in a demure, moral and refined manner, qualities that 

were again threatened by promiscuity.  

In this regard it may also be significant that one talk on sex was 

specifically aimed at girls.139 This could indicate a belief that not only were girls 

expected to behave in a demure fashion and resist male advances, but that 

they were also seen as potentially more susceptible to surrendering to their 

desires. This was a concern for youth leaders such as Lily Montagu, leader of 

the West Central Jewish Club and Settlement, in the interwar period. Montagu 

“saw young women as vulnerable, and she remained concerned that girls’ 

natural tendencies might lead them astray”.140 Thus the lecture on sex could 

have been an attempt to bolster the girls’ moral fibre to guard against their 

inbuilt vulnerability. Similarly the targeting of girls for sex education classes 

rather than boys may also indicate a continued belief that women were the 

moral guardians of the community.141 Such attitudes would also reflect 

assumptions about men, namely that the instilment of chivalry and 

gentlemanliness through the Brigade’s sporting programme was necessary in 

order to curb their baser, more predatory instincts. 

The preceding discussion has focused on heterosexual relations, yet 

issues of promiscuity and predatory behaviour also informed the Brigade 

leaders’ attitude to homosexuality. In 1959, Stanley Rowe, the professional 

leader of the MJLB, reported to the Management Committee that his attention 

had been drawn “to approaches made by a Homosexual to young members in 

the Premier Cinema”.142 His response had been to personally visit the cinema, 

take statements from the boys concerned, inform their parents and to call the 

police.143 Rowe’s response was in line with contemporary attitudes towards 

homosexuality, which was still illegal. The laws against homosexuality were 

increasingly rigorously enforced: in 1953 2166 men were tried for 
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homosexuality related offences, up from roughly 400 trials per year in the 

1930s.144 Rowe’s report of the incident implicitly situated homosexuality within 

a predatory and promiscuous framework: the man in question, in approaching 

young boys in a cinema, was engaged in a predatory act; his need to seek out 

strangers of itself suggested multiple partners. Rowe and the JLB were not 

alone in viewing homosexuals as inclined to prey on young boys. Peter 

Wildeblood, a gay rights campaigner who had been tried for ‘indecency’ in 

1954, himself believed that there were three categories of homosexual: the 

highly effeminate man, the man who seduced young boys, and the man who 

were not effeminate and who disapproved of the first two groups (Wildeblood 

described himself as the latter).145 

Rowe and the Brigade’s response to the incident, and thus their views 

on homosexuality, were therefore in large part drawn from those of the society 

in which they operated, further emphasising the degree to which the Brigade 

situated itself within broader British society. By placing homosexuality within a 

framework of promiscuity and predation, the Brigade was also again 

reinforcing its view of proper male behaviour as gentlemanly and chivalrous. 

To this can now be added heterosexual. Indeed the Brigade’s attitude towards 

homosexuality may have been shaped by the contemporary view that 

homosexuals were effeminate. During Wildeblood’s trial, the British press 

described the character of men who were likely to be homosexuals as 

“decadent, effete and effeminate”.146  Such popular perceptions of homosexuals 

as effeminate were at odds with the ideal of masculinity that the Brigade 

sought to impart. The Brigade’s attitude towards homosexuality was also 

reflected by the managers of High Beech, who did not view homosexuality in 

their boys as constitutional, but behavioural.147 As a result they feared the 

“predatory influence of adult homosexuals”, with their propensity for 

corruption.148 Consequently the Brigade’s concern with the incident in the 
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Premier Cinema, and with homosexuality in general, was that homosexuality 

would counteract their message of muscular masculinity. 

It is therefore evident that, as in the area of citizenship, the Brigade’s 

constructions of masculinity and femininity had been appropriated from wider 

society. Not only were the values it sought to transmit a reflection of 

contemporary societal discourses, but the use of youths’ leisure time to 

develop desirable gender characteristics was itself part of a wider trend within 

British youth movements. Penny Tinkler has argued that during and 

immediately after the Second World War, non-Jewish youth organisations used 

leisure-time training to immerse girls in specifically feminine forms of service, 

thus reinforcing certain gender stereotypes.149 Similarly, Latham uses two non-

Jewish youth movements in Liverpool to demonstrate “that the dissemination 

of the culturally dominant gender ideology was an integral and unquestioned 

feature” of postwar youth work in Britain.150 This was, essentially, the policy 

that the JLB was following – albeit with a greater emphasis on sport as the 

medium of dissemination, unlike the groups in Latham’s study.  Consequently 

it is apparent that sport was used to propagate a second feature of the JLB’s 

interpretation of British Jewishness, that of gender role identities. The 

behavioural characteristics of this role identity, it is clear, was appropriated 

from the dominant gender roles of wider non-Jewish society, and wider youth 

work in particular, again indicating the Brigade leadership’s strong emotional 

attachment to the identity discourses of non-Jewish society. 

The Brigade’s use of sport to develop ideals of muscular boys and girls 

interlinks strongly with its continued desire to counteract anti-Semitic physical 

stereotypes. The physical programme of the JLB during the late 1940s, with its 

emphasis on PT and militarism, may have been an attempt by the Brigade to 

avoid the accusation, levelled during previous conflicts, that the Jewish 

community was not pulling its weight in the war effort, and that the Jew was 

both less masculine and less physically fit than the average non-Jew.151 These 

stereotypes were particularly prominent during the Second World War, when 
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the images of the Jew as black marketeer (itself an extension of the First World 

War stereotype of the Jewish profiteer) and war shirker were widespread.152 The 

latter also played upon traditional anti-Jewish stereotypes, this time of the 

“cowardly and non-physical Jew”, and was no doubt particularly significant in 

the Brigade’s physical programme.153 Indeed, so ingrained was the response to 

the stereotype of the unfit Jew that even in the 1950s the Brigade maintained 

its belief that parade and sports were essential in shaping a positive 

perception of the British Jewish community in the eyes of non-Jews. The 

Brigade seized upon any opportunity to give a demonstration of its activities, 

and sport or other physical activities dominated the proceedings. Physical 

training played a significant role in the diamond jubilee pageant in 1955, and 

in the summer of 1954 an onlooker at Deal praised the “deportment, the 

marching and the general esprit of the boys”.154  

This preoccupation with both building (thorough muscular sport) and 

displaying (through demonstrations) the boys’ physiques was likely driven by a 

continued desire to negate the stereotype of the “narrow-chested, round-

shouldered, slouching son of the Ghetto”.155 This physical stereotype rose to 

prominence during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, when 

Jewish immigration from Eastern Europe was at its height, and rapidly became 

internalised within certain sections of the British Jewish community.156 In its 

early years, and in the interwar period, the Brigade had come to see muscular 

young Jews as the best means to negate this physical stereotype, and thus 

ease potential tensions with non-Jews.157 The JLB was not alone in such 

sentiments, however. Both the militarism and muscularity of the period were a 

manifestation of the communal elite’s desire to paint a picture of British Jewry 

that concealed the possibility of tensions between Jews and non-Jews.158 This 

desire, according to Cesarani, was most apparent in 1956 with the Exhibition 
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of the Tercentenary of the Resettlement of the Jews in England, with its 

emphasis on the community’s rootedness in Britain.159 It can be no coincidence 

that the mid-1950s also saw the height of the Brigade’s physical programme, 

and one may clearly see a continuation of the Brigade’s attachment to the 

views of the contemporary British Jewish elite.  

The Jewish Lads’ Brigade’s physical programme was an extremely 

important part of the organisation’s overall policy. It served to disseminate 

elements of the Brigade’s conception of British Jewish identity to its 

membership. Analysis of the Brigade’s physical programme reveals that this 

construction of British Jewish identity was heavily dependent upon two role 

identities: that of citizenship, and that of gender. Of these, the citizenship role 

appears to have possessed the highest salience, in that it was most overtly 

expressed. The gender-based role identity was of lower (though still high) 

importance, though many of its characteristics – such as honour and chivalry – 

overlapped with those of the citizenship role. Such an overlap illustrates not 

only the organic nature of identity (and therefore the fact that identity cannot 

be reduced to mechanistic essentialist constructions), but also the applicability 

of the social-psychological approach to identity construction outlined in 

chapter one. The high priority of both role identities, and their appropriation 

from the discourses of wider society, emphasise the Brigade’s strong 

emotional attachment to that society (a result of the social background of its 

leadership). 

The particular characteristics that the Brigade sought to inculcate 

through its sporting programme were deeply ingrained in the club’s ideology, 

so much so that they permeated the JLB’s response to developments in youth 

culture post-1945. Consequently, it is difficult to fully understand the nuances 

within the Brigade’s behavioural ideals without turning to an investigation of 

its attitude towards popular culture and youth behaviour. 
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Youth Culture and Juvenile Delinquency 

 The Jewish Lads’ Brigade’s relationship with contemporary youth culture 

reveals much about what it deemed to be acceptable behaviour for young 

people. The extent to which this ideal behaviour, and conceptions of its 

antithesis, was drawn from wider society will be shown to further demonstrate 

the extent to which the Brigade conceived of itself as fundamentally situated 

within British society as a whole. Much of the Brigade’s attitude towards 

popular culture – a hostility to rock ‘n’ roll, Teddy boys and juvenile 

delinquency coupled with the acceptability of ‘safer’ forms of youth expression 

such as skiffle – were similar to the other youth movements examined within 

this thesis. Yet unlike these other movements, particularly the Victoria Club, 

the JLB sought to appropriate and subvert youth culture for its own ends – that 

is, the combatting of delinquency and the production of refined, dignified, law 

abiding good citizens, constructions that were all drawn from the Brigade’s 

nostalgic interpretation of the bourgeois ideal. 

Rock ‘n’ roll was permitted in JLB clubs relatively quickly after its 

emergence in Britain in 1956. In 1957 Advance Again noted that an evening at 

the North London Girls’ Club concluded with “dancing for the senior members 

including Rock ‘n’ Roll, which is as virulent as Asian ‘flu”.160 Likewise in the 

MJLB in early 1959 Stanley Rowe’s report to the Managers Committee casually 

noted that “a Dance Committee has been elected to organize the rock ‘n’ roll 

and dancing in the club”.161 The presence of rock ‘n’ roll in the club was not 

met with the same level of hostility as in the Victoria Club (unlike the VC there 

were no instances in which a JLB leader expressed outright hostility to rock ‘n’ 

roll), however neither was its presence particularly appreciated. Rock ‘n’ roll 

appears to have been tolerated by the Brigade’s leadership largely because the 

members themselves desired it so greatly. A questionnaire sent out to MJLB 

members in 1958 revealed that, when asked to rank their favourite genres of 

music, members were “almost unanimous in placing R and R [sic] top, from 

Jazz and Classical music”.162 Nevertheless it is surprising that an organisation 

such as the JLB was so accepting of rock ‘n’ roll. The Brigade’s leadership itself 
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was not necessarily fond of the genre, as The Club Reporter’s analysis of the 

above survey suggests: “there were one or two rays of hope!! [sic] Quote ‘Jazz, 

Classical Music and R and R in that order [original emphasis]’”.163 As will be 

demonstrated below, the Brigade’s relaxed attitude to rock ‘n’ roll (and other 

forms of popular music) was not simply a response to the desires of its 

membership. Rather, rock ‘n’ roll was appropriated as a means of conveying 

the Brigade’s desired characteristics into its members. 

The Brigade was, however, far more relaxed about youths’ desire for 

Jazz, and references to jazz music within the JLB’s records were far more 

plentiful than those to rock ‘n’ roll, illustrating the relative popularity of each 

genre with both members and managers. The Brigade even permitted its 

members to form a jazz group on several occasions, an opportunity that 

appears to have been denied to rock ‘n’ roll fans, indicating that acceptance 

only went so far when it came to rock. In the MJLB, the jazz club met with 

mixed success: the Brigade possessed a jazz instructor in 1957 but by this 

point his services were deemed unnecessary as the club had ceased to 

function.164 The group was revived in mid-1959, but had died by December, 

after a run of five months.165 By 1960, another iteration on the theme, the 

Rodney Lester Jazzmen, existed as part of the Manchester JLB & Club band, 

and during April of that year travelled to London to take part in the AJY annual 

Music Festival.166 The causes of jazz’s recurrent decline in the Brigade are 

uncertain, though in late 1959 Rowe claimed that this “was not through the 

lack of interest and work” on the part of the group’s leader, “but rather, that it 

became ‘too select’ and new people did not join the group and if new 

members did come to it, they come once but not again”.167 Rowe’s comments 

suggest that part of jazz’s problem lay in a lack of interest from members, 

whether because the group itself was too cliquey or because most members 

were not interested in jazz. It is therefore significant that the Brigade 
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continued to attempt to revive the club despite the clear evidence that it was 

not a success. Such attempts indicate that the Brigade perceived jazz as a 

worthwhile inclusion into its curriculum of activities, and certainly signify a 

degree of acceptance of jazz that was not afforded to rock ‘n’ roll.168 The 

Brigade’s leaders saw jazz as a much more intellectual and ‘legitimate’ form of 

music, and utilised it within their attempts to impart certain characteristics 

onto their members, as will be illustrated presently. 

The third major genre of popular music available to members of the 

Brigade was skiffle. Skiffle bands were regularly brought in to entertain 

members in the late 1950s, with two bands being booked in a two-week period 

in March 1958 (one of which proved “unsatisfactory”).169 Members themselves 

also took up the genre. At a Club Members Committee meeting in early 1957 it 

was noted that one members wished “to form a skiffle group and says that 

quite a few members are interested and would like one”.170 A skiffle group was 

still in existence by March 1958, when the Black Kat Skiffle Group visited the 

Hard of Hearing Club.171 By May the skiffle band contained six boys and was 

meeting once a week to play “skiffle and dance band music”.172 The MJLB’s 

skiffle groups showed no signs of the problems that plagued jazz in the 

Brigade, indicating a greater level of interest in the genre from the 

organisation’s members. As with jazz, the proliferation of member-led skiffle 

groups, when compared to a lack of such groups for rock ‘n’ roll, may indicate 

that skiffle possessed a degree of acceptability in the eyes of the Brigade’s 

leaders. This was in many ways similar to the leaders of the Victoria Club, who 

vastly preferred that their members listened to skiffle rather than rock ‘n’ roll. 

For many adult club leaders skiffle was a comparatively ‘safe’ music, lacking as 

it did the dangerous sexual and racial connotations of rock ‘n’ roll.173 
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Popular music therefore certainly had a foothold in the Brigade by the 

late 1950s and this would continue into the 1960s, when three of the four 

founding members of 10cc would meet in the Brigade.174 With popular music 

came dancing, and in this area the Brigade’s attitude was far closer to that of 

the Maccabi Union than the Victoria Club. As noted above, rock ‘n’ roll dances 

were permitted for the senior girls of the North London Girls’ Club, whilst 

Manchester held weekly jives by 1958, and in 1960 went so far as to hold a 

jiving competition in December 1960.175 Dancing in the JLB often took place 

before a live band, and many singers and bands from outside the Brigade were 

engaged to entertain the members. Well known singers who performed at the 

MJLB included Nat Temple in 1956, Frankie Vaughan, and Mal Perry, who both 

performed in 1959.176 Whilst as early as 1950 there were some complaints 

from managers that “there was too much dancing laid on” for the members, 

these were isolated incidences and in general the presence and frequency of 

dancing in the Brigade was acceptable to managers.177 This acceptability was in 

direct contrast to the attitude of the Victoria Club, which banned jiving outright 

on at least one occasion, and was more in line with the relatively relaxed views 

of Maccabi.178 Such observations counsel against seeing the three groups in 

absolute terms as more or less permissive than one another, and are indicative 

of the subtle differentiations in character and identity of each group.179 

The Brigade’s relatively relaxed view of rock ‘n’ roll and other forms of 

youth music was in contrast to many other adults, including those who ran the 

Victoria Club, who were concerned that rock ‘n’ roll bred juvenile delinquency. 

This should not be taken to mean, however, that the Brigade was relaxed 
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about delinquent behaviour. In common with other youth groups at this time, 

both Jewish and non-Jewish, the Brigade felt that juvenile delinquency was a 

major societal problem. Yet it was, for the Brigade, an external issue that did 

not affect its own members, despite issues of poor behaviour within the 

Brigade itself. Behavioural problems by Brigade members were more 

widespread than might initially be suspected given the JLB’s emphasis on 

discipline. Damage to the club was a recurring theme in the Brigade’s 

behavioural problems, though not to the extent that the Manchester branch of 

Maccabi experienced. In 1952 the MJLB’s managers complained that there were 

not enough helpers in the club, and that this “had resulted in an excess of 

damage owing to lack of discipline”.180 The problem of damage became so bad 

that the managers recommended that, after the refurbishment of the club’s 

toilets in 1954, the mirror in the girls’ toilet “must be screwed to the wall”, and 

that in both toilets “the Roller towels must be padlocked on”.181 The problem of 

insufficient staff numbers was also raised in London in the same year, where it 

was noted that “damage was being done by lads to property in the North 

London Club due to lack of supervision”.182 Nor was poor behaviour confined to 

younger members of the club: in 1950 it was alleged that the Manchester Old 

Boys were causing damage by throwing footballs around, and that one person 

had been injured.183 Perhaps the most disturbing behavioural problem occurred 

in Manchester in 1957, when the Club Members Committee casually observed 

that two members of the club “have formed what they call an S.S. gang. They 

have been causing trouble in the club”.184 Precisely what the gang entailed was, 

sadly, not recorded. 

The Brigade’s blitheness in referring to each of these events indicates 

that they were seen as relatively minor problems of poor behaviour, such as 

might be found in any youth movement, rather than as examples of juvenile 
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delinquency. This attitude persisted even on the occasions when the behaviour 

of club members became criminal. Petty theft was a persistent problem in the 

Manchester club. In December 1950 “it was reported that several cases of theft 

had occurred recently in the club” but that “this was a usual occurrence & one 

or two cases each week were reported”.185 The managers, however, felt that 

this was a minor issue and it was “decided that very little could be done to stop 

this sort of thing”.186 This belief persisted into the middle of 1951, and during 

a debate on an event titled “Dancing in the Dark” (wherein members danced in 

an unlit room in order to encourage poor dancers to take part) one manager 

pointed out that in his view “darkness encouraged pilfering”.187 Nonetheless the 

managers continued to feel that this was not a major issue, and it was resolved 

that “safeguards for personal property did exist and it was up to members to 

use them”.188 The managers’ views had hardened by late 1951, and in October 

they recorded that thefts in the club “were getting very much worse & the 

matter was now so serious that it had been left in the hands of the police”.189 

This reaction was out of the ordinary, however. Even when members were 

taken to court due to their behaviour, as happened twice in 1959, managers 

were not inclined to treat the issues as particularly serious. When one boy was 

fined £5 for the (admittedly minor) offence of “firing a toy pistol from a moving 

car”, Rowe’s only comment in his report to the Managers Committee was that 

“it was bad luck he got caught!”.190 

Vandalism and theft were popularly perceived as being acts of juvenile 

delinquency.191 That the JLB treated the occurrence of such events within the 

club as relatively minor suggests that the Brigade did not see the behavioural 

problems of its own members as being inherently delinquent in nature. Yet if 

non-members took similar actions these were unhesitatingly placed within a 
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framework of juvenile delinquency, with which the Brigade was particularly 

concerned when it came to society as a whole.   

Evidence of the Brigade’s views on the seriousness of the issue of 

juvenile delinquency in Britain can be seen in the organisation’s decision in 

December 1958 to “organise a conference on Juvenile Delinquency”, for which 

“it was recommended that attempts be made to enlist the support of the Boys 

[sic] Brigade and the Church Lads’ Brigade as joint sponsors”.192 In this 

scenario, delinquency affected all elements of British society, and was serious 

enough to require a concerted response by the youth movement as a whole. 

The Brigade’s internal/external attitude towards delinquency was often 

expressed more subtly. In 1959 Rowe complained that “Teddy boy gangs” had 

“visited us on three evenings [and] on two evenings I had to call the Police in to 

deal with them for they started to Damage [sic] the Hall”.193 Teddy boys were 

constructed as inherently violent. A single issue of The Club Reporter carried 

three accounts of Teddy boy delinquency. One article detailed how a “Teddy 

boy” thought a JLB member had passed a remark about “his girl” and 

responded by kicking the JLB boy in the teeth.194 Another described how an old 

Brigade member, who taught the Brigade’s Science Group, narrowly talked his 

way out of being beaten up by a “gang” of Teds who were armed with “knuckle 

dusters and lengths of chains” simply because they “did not like his face”.195 

The same article mentioned a JLB girl who “nearly had a bottle of Beer smashed 

over her head” by a drunken Teddy boy.196 Finally, the article “‘Teds’ Strike 

Again” (implying that Teddy boy delinquency was a recurrent and widespread 

problem in the Brigade’s eyes) detailed how a group of JLB members witnessed 

a “gang throw a house brick through a young couples [sic] window”.197 Stanley 

Rowe’s reaction to this last incident was detailed in the article, and provides an 

interesting comparison with the lenient treatment of incidences of vandalism 

within the Brigade. “Did Mr. Rowe get excited when he knew”, exclaimed the 
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article, “he reported it to the Police and followed it up with a letter to the local 

press telling people to report crimes to the police and assist them”.198 

These descriptions of external behavioural problems demonstrate the 

way in which the Brigade constructed comparable events differently depending 

on the context in which they occurred. The descriptions of Teddy boys above 

all utilised the language of delinquency and punishment drawn from wider 

discourses on youth behaviour. Significantly, it was only the headlines of the 

articles in The Club Reporter that identified the youths in question as Teddy 

boys – the text simply referred to ‘gangs’ of youths. This was in part due to the 

common link of Teds and gangs within the popular imagination, but was also 

evidence of the way in which ‘Teddy boy’ had become interchangeable with 

‘delinquent’ by the end of the 1950s. Davis has noted that by the end of the 

decade “the appellation ‘Teddy boy’ had become a generalized term of abuse 

for any individual or group that was perceived as ‘rowdy’, ‘violent’, [or] 

‘dangerous’”.199 By describing the gangs of external youths as Teddy boys, the 

Brigade was constructing poor external youth behaviour as delinquent. The 

lurid descriptions of unprovoked violence and incidences of vandalism by so-

called Teddy boys should be compared to the sedate descriptions of similar 

accounts of vandalism and violence within the Brigade described above. 

Actions taken by non-members of the Brigade were deemed more threatening 

than those taken by members. Strangely, this internal/external divide of 

acceptability was even extended to ‘Teds’: a general meeting of the MJLB in 

December 1959 noted the attendance of a Miss Rosa Wolf, “Teddy Girl”.200 The 

‘Ted’ status as folk devil clearly did not apply to those who were members of 

the Brigade. 

This divide between members’ ‘poor behaviour’ and non-members’ 

‘delinquency’ indicates that delinquency was, for the Brigade, an external 

event, only ever referred to explicitly when it involved youths outside of the 

organisation; poor behaviour within the club did not come under this remit. 

This can be explained through the Brigade’s belief that its ideology constituted 
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both a cure for and a preventative against delinquency. Given that this was the 

case, the Brigade clearly took it as read that delinquency could therefore not 

occur within the Brigade, thus explaining the JLB’s internal/external dialectic of 

delinquency. This belief was expressly articulated as early as 1951, when the 

Brigade’s Headquarters Committee recorded their view that it was a “fact that 

Juvenile Delinquency did not occur among members of the Brigade”.201 This 

view remained in place throughout the decade, and in 1960 Harold Lion, a 

future commandant of the Brigade, told guests at the first anniversary of the 

Finsbury Park Company that the Brigade had “not had one case of juvenile 

delinquency” in its entire history.202 Lion went on to claim that “juvenile 

delinquency would decrease by 50 per cent if young people joined such 

organisations as ours”, explicitly voicing the Brigade’s belief that it acted as 

both preventative and corrective against delinquency.203  

This principle was not simply achieved through discipline, sports and 

values, however, but also through pastoral work and the mentoring of 

problematic youths. Thus the boy involved with setting up an S.S. gang in the 

club was encouraged to shadow other members of the Club Members 

Committee (CMC) and to report back on his activities.204 It was soon noted that 

he “has improved a very lot all round in the past month”, and eventually 

became a member of the CMC himself, completing his process of 

reformation.205 The Brigade’s emphasis on reform rather than punishment of 

internal troublemakers was also evident in the lengths to which the MJLB went 

to provide pastoral care for its members. As early as 1948 the MJLB possessed 

a “Juvenile Welfare and Guidance Committee”, and Stanley Rowe’s reports to 
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the club’s managers contained frequent references to his social work with 

members.206 Likewise MJLB’s former commander, Vivian Steinart, recalled that 

in the event of a member’s family experiencing problems “there was always 

that liaison with the home”, in which an officer from the Brigade would visit the 

home to “have a chat with the parents and say look what you’re doing to poor 

little Shmuel, or whatever his name was”.207 Steinart argued that the pastoral 

care administered by the Brigade and by organisations like it meant that “in 

those days literally you never saw a Jewish child in the courts”.208  

 The Brigade consequently did not see delinquency as a constitutional 

failing, to be dealt with by punishment, but rather as a problem of poor 

character that could be reformed, whether through increased responsibility or 

through the imposition of values. Yet the Brigade was also willing to accept 

that delinquency was in part a behavioural problem. As part of his youth social 

work, Rowe stressed the need to visit the homes of problem members as part 

of his social work and to talk to the parents, noting that “some quite ordinary 

problems assume quite large proportions due to lack of understanding by the 

parents of their childrens [sic] growth and needs, and very often the 

menopause in women aggravate [sic] problems which would at other times just 

not exist”.209 The belief that the ultimate responsibility for wayward children lay 

with the mother was a key trend in contemporary behavioural interpretations 

of delinquency, and the acceptance that poor parenting could contribute to 

delinquency entailed an acceptance that a youth’s behavioural problems were 

not wholly the result of a flawed character. 

The JLB thus responded to juvenile delinquency in a manner that was in 

part the product of its own history and ideological standpoint – the 

improvement of character was likely a direct result of its aim to imbue public 
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school characteristics into its members – but also in part drawn from 

psychoanalytical trends within British youth work as a whole. Nonetheless in 

other ways the Brigade’s attitude ran counter to other themes of youth work in 

Britain at the time. The MJLB’s emphasis on reform through pastoral care 

contrasted with the wider, punitive response to delinquency that emphasised 

the court system and borstal as the only suitable means of dealing with 

delinquents and which saw the population of borstals almost double in the 

latter part of the 1950s.210 It was, nevertheless in line with a strand of opinion 

within youth issues that sought to move beyond punishment. In 1956, J. F. 

Wolfenden, then Vice-Chancellor of Reading University, argued that whilst 

youths were “not without their faults”, these should be understood within the 

context of their “unusually difficult background in growing up” – comments 

that were broadly in line with the Brigade’s sentiment on behaviour within the 

club.211 The Brigade’s views were broadly more relaxed than those of the youth 

movement as a whole. Wills notes that “institutions for delinquents [in the 

1950s] were quite emphatic in their assertion that they were places of reform 

rather than punishment”.212 They were, however, equally emphatic that being 

committed to an institution such as High Beech was necessarily a removal of 

the youth from society, and that this was a necessary reaction to the fact that 

the youth “had wronged society”.213 For these institutions “the relationship 

between the delinquent and society was therefore conceived in terms of a 

breach in the duties and responsibilities of the individual towards the 

collectivity”.214 The JLB evidently did not support such views, and its policy 

towards its internal delinquents was one of deliberate inclusion and 

socialisation, as shown by its treatment of the boy who formed the ‘S.S. gang’. 

 The extent to which the Brigade was willing to appropriate responses to 

delinquency from wider non-Jewish society and social work indicates the 

degree to which the organisation considered itself and the British Jewish 

community to be inseparable from the wider society in which they existed. Yet 

the degree to which the Brigade exercised a level of differentiation in the 

                                            

210 Catherine Ellis, ‘The Younger Generation: The Labour Party and the 1959 Youth Commission’, The 
Journal of British Studies, 41:2 (2002), pp. 199‐231 (p. 214). 
211 Davis, p. 150. 
212 Wills, ‘Delinquency, Masculinity and Citizenship’, p. 172 
213 Ibid, pp. 172‐173. 
214 Ibid, p. 173. 



The Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

 102 

discourses of and responses to delinquency that it adopted cautions against 

setting the Brigade, and other Jewish youth movements, within a dichotomic 

framework of liberal versus conservative in their approach. As will be seen with 

the Maccabi Union, the Brigade’s appropriation of particular themes from wider 

society exemplifies the way in which both it and the Jewish community that it 

represented personified a liminal identity. This was manifested not only in 

terms of operating in the margins between the ‘British’ and ‘Jewish’ 

communities, but also between competing strands of thought within non-

Jewish life. 

Underscoring the fact that these identities existed on the boundaries of 

a number of different contexts, the Brigade’s own ideological background was 

responsible for a great deal of its response, beyond the need for socialisation, 

to youth behavioural problems. The Brigade’s construction of delinquency as a 

problem of flawed character meant that delinquent behaviour was regarded as 

a direct threat to the values and character traits that the JLB espoused. The 

scenario outlined in The Club Reporter in which ‘Teddy boys’ attacked innocent 

people without provocation, or attempted to assault a girl, directly contravened 

the standards of gentlemanliness and chivalry that the Brigade had established 

as the ideal form of masculinity.215 Similarly Teds were overwhelmingly seen as 

a working class grouping – to embrace Teddy boy culture was to reject the 

bourgeois values that the Brigade venerated.216 The Brigade’s response was to 

further emphasise its own value sets as the ‘cure’ for delinquency. Whilst these 

values were instilled in youths through sports, as has already been shown, a 

significant development within the Brigade was the use of music to counteract 

behavioural problems. This encompassed elements typical of other clubs such 

as the VC (the use of classical music to teach refinement) but also more radical 

elements unique to the JLB, such as the subversion of popular youth music to 

serve the Brigade’s own ends, thus mitigating its risk to members.  

In common with both the Victoria Club and the Maccabi Union, the JLB 

sought to use music to impart specific ‘desirable’ character traits into its 

members. Traditionally, this meant exposing club and Brigade members to 

classical music in the hope that it would help to refine their tastes, contribute 
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to their education, and in general advance the Brigade’s aim of gentrifying its 

members in line with the ideal of mens sana in corpore sano. The Brigade 

made strenuous efforts to expose its members to classical music, ranging from 

trips to classical concerts to putting on record evenings with a classical 

theme.217 Members were not expected to acquire the desired values by 

osmosis, however. The Brigade also arranged for music appreciation classes to 

be held, which ranged from being poorly attended to being described as one 

of the members’ favourite activities.218 Such exposure to classical music was an 

overtly ideological activity, common to all Jewish youth movements. In the 

early years of the Victoria Club one of its founders and most active supporters, 

Robert Waley Cohen, focused on music’s capacity to gentrify youths. His 

biographer, Robert Henriques, recorded that in the VC Waley Cohen 

 

pursued his belief that good music could be a solace and an 

inspiration for all human beings regardless of their origins and 

education, and that if it were carefully selected, it could be 

appreciated by those who were musically unsophisticated 

[emphasis added].219 

 

The ability of “carefully selected”, that is non-popular, music to increase 

youths’ sophistication and education (it is significant that at least one concert 

party was arranged by the MJLB’s Education Committee) is therefore made 

clear, as is the fact that it was not enough for members to simply listen to the 

music.220 In order to receive the full benefit, they must learn to appreciate it, 

and thus to engage with it on an intellectual, rather than emotional, level.  

Indeed part of the adult problem with popular music was its supposed 

emotional, “primitive” and mindless nature, and this was deemed to encourage 
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juvenile delinquency and sexual activity.221 Jewish youth movements were often 

hostile, or at best indifferent, to youth music on these grounds. As has been 

shown, like these other movements the Brigade itself had an ambiguous 

attitude to rock ‘n’ roll, permitting its presence whilst nonetheless remaining 

vaguely hostile towards it. Yet the JLB was also unique amongst Jewish youth 

clubs in that it sought to appropriate and subvert youth music for its own 

ends, and this in part explains its presence within the Brigade. An article in the 

Club Reporter, reprinted from a club leader’s magazine, called for youth 

leaders to cease dismissing or disliking jazz, and to embrace its potential for 

aiding youth work. The author, Islwyn Jones, called for “a range of 

opportunities” to be made available for “young people to learn more about this 

art form that will eventually lead to a wider appreciation and possibly to active 

musical participation”.222 Jones explicitly called for the intellectualisation of 

jazz, claiming that “a series of study sessions, once established could include a 

variety of fascinating subjects: the sociology of jazz, its birth and 

development, relationship to primitive music and folk-lore, spiritual and 

religious aspects, the instruments of jazz and many others”.223 The parallels 

with the appreciation of classical music are clear. By reprinting the article, the 

Brigade implicitly accepted Jones’s views. By utilising and intellectualising jazz 

in this manner, the Brigade was attempting to mitigate the risks that adults 

found inherent in jazz and other forms of popular music. By encouraging 

youths to ‘appreciate’ jazz, the JLB’s leaders were attempting to subvert the 

‘delinquent’ nature of the music to serve its own aims of refining and 

gentrifying its members. In so doing, the Brigade displayed a level of 

pragmatism lacking in groups such as the VC, who were overtly hostile to jazz 

and rock ‘n’ roll; it enabled the JLB to marry its desire to inculcate certain 

characteristics with its members’ desire for popular music. Moreover, it 

allowed the Brigade to partake in the process of restating “the boundaries of 

the permissible” that characterised the broader response to popular music at 

this time.224 
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The nature of the characteristics that the Brigade sought to imbue in its 

members as a response to juvenile delinquency, whether through the 

socialisation of the ‘delinquent’ through social work, the subversion of 

‘delinquent’ forms of music, or the emphasis on sporting activities and gender 

roles, emphasise the organisation’s particular construction of British Jewish 

identity. The emphasis on gentrification (counteracting the ‘primitive’ and 

working class nature of delinquents) and citizenship (which emphasised 

youths’ place within society as opposed to delinquents’ removal of themselves 

from it) underscored the Brigade’s and British Jewry’s position as integrally 

linked to British society. They stressed a particular sense of belonging, most 

obvious in the narrative of citizenship but also in the adoption of bourgeois 

and public school-derived characteristics, that confirmed the liminal nature of 

Jewish identity in the postwar years. 

 

Attitudes towards Britain and Israel 

Having considered the social and cultural issues that affected the 

Brigade post-1945, it is also necessary to examine the Brigade’s response to 

the political developments that affected British Jewry in this period. The years 

1945-1960 were, politically, highly significant for British Jewry. The 

establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 meant that Zionism slowly became 

the dominant political ideology of the community. This section will examine 

the Brigade’s reaction to the triumph of Zionism in the postwar era, paying 

particular attention to the motivation behind the Brigade’s political ideologies. 

Whilst the JLB was ostensibly a non-political body, it possessed a well-

developed political stance, albeit one that was not made explicit. The Brigade’s 

non-political façade results in a significant challenge for the historian. The 

organisation’s minutes, themselves largely concerned with administrative 

matters, carry few direct references to political viewpoints. Similarly, the 

Brigade’s publications were more concerned with internal news than communal 

politics. Such complications inevitably result in an analysis that is based more 

upon absences in the JLB’s records than upon concrete statements, and must, 

therefore, rest as much upon logical inference as upon direct evidence. Despite 

these challenges, an interesting picture of the Brigade’s attitude to Zionism 

can be gleaned from its surviving records. 
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 Bunt and Kadish have argued that throughout the 1920s the Brigade’s 

stance on Zionism was typified by a “non-policy of masterly inactivity”, and that 

this attitude persisted into the 1940s.225 This proposition is broadly correct. 

Between 1945 and 1958, neither the Brigade’s minutes nor Advance Again 

made any mention of Israel or Zionism – a remarkable omission. The annual 

report of 1948-49 singularly failed to record the establishment of the State of 

Israel, let alone express any joy at the occasion.226 This was in contrast to the 

historical consensus on the attitude expressed by the majority of British Jewry, 

whose interest in the birth of a Jewish state was typified by the Jewish 

Chronicle’s reporting, which was dominated by the story for almost a year.227 

Indeed, the community has been described as euphoric at the end of the 

Mandate (though this assumption should be treated with some caution, given 

the paucity of work on British Jewry’s attitude to Zionism during this period).228 

Similarly, none of the Brigade’s records show any evidence that the 

organisation took any notice of the Suez crisis in 1956.229 This is almost as 

surprising as the Brigade’s indifference to the creation of Israel, in that the 

Suez Crisis was a momentous shift towards cooperation between Britain and 

Israel, whose previously fractious relationship had greatly concerned British 

Jewry.230 Finally, in national terms the Brigade studiously ignored the 

celebrations surrounding Israel’s tenth anniversary of independence, unlike its 

contemporary, the Victoria Club.231 The JLB’s indifference to Israel is 

exemplified by the fact that its own diamond jubilee celebration in 1955 was a 

far greater affair than Israel’s independence celebrations in 1958.232 This 

disinterest in Israel’s anniversary was in stark contrast to the rest of the 
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community – the Jewish Chronicle devoted an entire 48-page supplement to 

the event.233  

The JLB can, therefore, be broadly categorized as pursuing a peculiarly 

non-Zionist political policy in the postwar period. Rather than adopting a 

political stance based upon engagement and compromise with Zionism and its 

aims, as other non-Zionist bodies such as the Anglo-Jewish Association (AJA) 

had done, the Brigade all but refused to acknowledge Zionism’s existence (and 

subsequent triumph) between 1945 and 1958.234 This refusal was peculiar to 

the JLB; even non-Zionists such as the AJA, as well as the anti-Zionists of the 

Jewish Fellowship (JF), had acknowledged, and in the case of the AJA even 

celebrated, the establishment of Israel.235 To call this approach to Zionism 

“masterly inactivity” is accurate.236 Nevertheless it was far from a “non-policy”. 

The aim of this section is to demonstrate that the Brigade’s stance on Zionism 

was indeed a policy decision, one that downplayed potential Israel- or Zionism- 

centred group identities of British Jewishness whilst simultaneously 

highlighting a British national group identity. It will argue that this policy was 

brought about by the unique nature of the Brigade’s leadership. 

 Kadish attributes the Brigade’s policy on Zionism to the aftermath of the 

Holocaust, labelling it “symptomatic of the ‘collective amnesia’ induced by 

guilt feelings which enveloped Anglo-Jewry in the immediate post-war 

period”.237 Whilst this interpretation is not wholly without merit, it fails to 

address the more immediate and pertinent issues that led to the Brigade’s 

particular political ideology. Kadish devotes little attention to the JLB’s political 

philosophy. In so doing she only considers the Brigade in isolation, instead of 

recognising that it, and particularly its leadership, was a product of both its 

own history and the currents in certain sections of the wider British Jewish 

community. There is compelling evidence to suggest that the Brigade’s 

political policy, whilst no doubt due in part to the collective guilt which Kadish 

describes, was the result of the particular social background of its leadership.  
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Whilst the Brigade was consistently indifferent to both Zionism and 

Israel between 1945 and 1960, two chronological phases in the Brigade’s 

political ideology can be identified. In the first phase, the period 1945-1950, 

the JLB’s policy on Zionism was consistent with that of the British Jewish elite. 

From 1950 to 1960, however, the Brigade’s political ideology diverged sharply 

from that of the majority of the community’s elite whilst remaining 

symptomatic of a particular elite viewpoint. 

 The Brigade’s leadership in the late 1940s was overwhelmingly drawn 

from the ranks of the ‘cousinhood’ and the British Jewish upper middle class. 

Lord Swaythling, the Dowager Lady Swaythling, Louis Gluckstein and, 

especially, Ernest Joseph and Ernest Halsted, were among the leading figures 

of the Brigade in the postwar period.238 This leadership had remained largely 

unchanged since the interwar years.239 The significance of the social 

background of the Brigade’s leadership lies in the dominant political ideology 

of the British Jewish elite, as well as their background in Liberal and Reform 

Judaism. During the late 1940s many (though by no means all) of the older 

British Jewish ‘cousinhood’ subscribed to non-Zionist, or even anti-Zionist, 

politics – a continuation of their interwar ideology which emphasises the role 

of the interwar years as formative in these men’s lives.240 Opposition to 

Zionism within the community was centred upon the AJA and the JF, both of 

whom pursued integrationist policies that held that Jewishness was a religious, 

rather than ethnic or national, identity.241  The leadership of these bodies was, 

like that of the JLB, drawn from the old communal elite.242  

Significantly for Brigade policy, there was a considerable overlap 

between the leadership of communal bodies opposed to Zionism and the 

leadership of the JLB. Louis Gluckstein, who became chairman of the Brigade’s 

Headquarters Committee in 1945, was a founding member of the Jewish 
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Fellowship and perhaps the community’s most vociferous and determined anti-

Zionist, opposing Zionism at the Board of Deputies and voting, as was noted 

above, with the government on the 1939 White Paper on Palestine.243 Lord 

Swaythling was involved with both the Fellowship and the AJA.244 This overlap 

was not exclusive to the JLB: Lily Montagu, founder of the West Central Jewish 

Girls’ Club, was also a prominent member of the Fellowship.245 Both Gluckstein 

and Montagu were prominent members of the Liberal Synagogue (Montagu 

having helped found the synagogue with Claude Montefiore), an important fact 

in the development of the Brigade’s opposition to Israel and Zionism. The links 

with Liberal Judaism extended down to junior officers, too. In 1952, after a 

screening of a Brigade propaganda film at the Alumni Society of the Liberal 

Synagogue, seven young men expressed their interest in Brigade work, three 

of whom were commissioned as officers.246 

Both the Liberal and Reform movements had historically opposed Jewish 

nationalism, fearing either that it would cause non-Jews to question British 

Jews’ loyalty to their host country, or because they viewed it as a “crude 

distortion of the essentially religious nature of Judaism, degrading spiritualism 

in to nationalism”, the latter issue being particularly sensitive for the Liberal 

movement.247 Amongst the membership of both movements, this hostility had 

largely ceased by the mid to late 1950s. The Reform movement took the 

decision to invite the Israeli Ambassador to its dinner marking the tercentenary 

of Jewish resettlement, whilst the Liberals stated that  “there can be little 

doubt, in our judgement, that there is a duty to support or help the state of 

Israel”.248 Yet whilst the membership may have shifted towards pro-Zionism, the 

leadership of both bodies remained opposed to it in the late 1950s.249 It is this 

fact that is crucial to the understanding of the Brigade’s attitude towards Israel 

and Zionism after 1945. It points to the heavy influence of the religious 
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background of the Brigade’s leadership in establishing their own and the 

organisation’s ideology, which was based on a Progressive (Reform or Liberal) 

interpretation of Judaism, rather than on ethnic or Israeli-national group 

identities. Indeed in 1954 the Jewish Chronicle attributed Gluckstein’s anti-

Zionism in part to his adherence to Liberal Judaism, to whose sense of identity, 

it argued, Jewish nationalism was anathema.250 Given the presence of the 

leaders of Progressive Judaism within the Brigade, and the attachment of these 

individuals to anti-Zionist bodies such as the JF, it should not be surprising 

that the Brigade’s political policy closely matched those of other non- or anti-

Zionist organisations. 

 Nevertheless it was not only the leadership’s religious background that 

influenced Brigade policy; their social background was also of high importance. 

Given that the Brigade drew its leaders from a pool of elite British Jews, it also 

adopted many of the cousinhood’s non-political policies. It was these policies 

that, indirectly, led to the Brigade’s position on Zionism. Historically, the 

British Jewish elite had pursued a policy of Anglicisation. This policy 

manifested itself in the years before the First World War as a concerted attempt 

to Anglicise the huge numbers of Jewish immigrants arriving from Eastern 

Europe.251 British Jewish organisations built upon this policy during the interwar 

period, widening the scope of Anglicisation to include those born in Britain, in 

an effort to instil ‘British’ values into young Jews.252 As was shown above, whilst 

the Brigade’s actions in the post-war years cannot be characterised as 

Anglicisation and thus were not a strict continuation of its earlier policies, its 

leadership appropriated wider societal discourses on gender and citizenship to 

form two high salience role identities. Through its post-war stance on Israel 

and Zionism, it is possible to determine that the Brigade augmented these role 

identities with significant nationality-based group identity centred upon Britain, 

further reinforcing the notion that the Brigade’s leadership held a strong 

emotional attachment to wider society. 

 This group identity was transmitted, as with the citizenship role identity, 

through an emphasis on rootedness in and belonging to Britain. As noted 
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above, in 1948 expressions of joy at Israel’s establishment were conspicuous 

by their absence. In contrast, however, in the same year the Brigade 

telegraphed the King and Queen to congratulate them on the birth of their 

grandson.253 Such was the Brigade’s desire to identify with Britain before Israel 

that their Majesties’ reply was distributed to all ranks in a Brigade order.254 The 

Brigade’s formulation and use of a special prayer for the Royal Family is also 

indicative of the Brigade’s desire to publicly emphasise both its loyalty and its 

Britishness.255 Similarly, in 1953 the Brigade discussed at length how best to 

celebrate the coronation of Elizabeth II, deciding eventually to line the route of 

one of the Royal Drives with a Brigade display, banner and band.256 Individual 

companies were to “participate in local celebrations arranged by borough 

youth organisations”.257 Indeed the Brigade went to great lengths to cultivate 

links with the royal family, though not always successfully. Contingents from 

the JLB formed a guard of honour for the Duke of Edinburgh when he officially 

opened the Maccabi Stadium running track in November 1953.258  Earlier that 

year, Prince Phillip had also been the Brigade’s preferred choice for patron of 

the Brigade, though this approach was unsuccessful.259 Despite this, the 

Brigade also invited the Duke to be the guest of honour at the Brigade’s 

diamond jubilee celebrations in 1954; this too was unsuccessful.260 The Brigade 

then attempted to secure Princess Margaret’s attendance and, following 

another rejection, the Duchess of Kent.261 After the offer was again declined the 

Brigade’s leadership, seemingly desperate to associate themselves with the 

royal family, decided as a last resort “that a loyal message be sent to H.M. The 

Queen before the [jubilee] Display so that her reply could be read during the 
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Display”.262 In attempting to tie itself so closely to the royal family, the Brigade 

was expressing a particular patriotic bourgeois sense of belonging in Britain. 

In a specifically British Jewish context, this sense of belonging also 

manifested itself in the Brigade’s agreement to participate in the tercentenary 

celebrations of the Resettlement in 1956, even going so far as to include 

“appropriate items” for the tercentenary year into the Brigade’s programme.263 

The Brigade’s enthusiasm for the tercentenary celebrations no doubt stemmed 

from the fact that the celebrations were conceived as a means of emphasising 

“the rootedness of Jews in English society”.264 Thus, the Brigade’s elite 

leadership had essentially transposed their own political standpoint onto the 

JLB, shepherding the Brigade towards an interpretation of British Jewishness 

which highlighted a nationality-based group identity, centred upon Britain 

whilst simultaneously downplaying any possible ethnic or Israeli-national group 

identities. This national group identity was reinforced by and overlapped with 

the citizenship role identity, further emphasising both the Brigade leadership’s 

strong emotional attachment to wider British society and the organic, nuanced 

nature of British Jewish identity. 

 It was this nationality-based group identity that drove sections of the 

British Jewish elite, and especially those connected to the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, 

towards opposition to Zionism. Zionism, the elite felt, threatened the position 

of Jews in Britain by suggesting that they possessed a national identity that 

was focused on Israel, rather than Britain, resulting in a rising sense of Jewish 

“ethnic separatism”.265 The elite, typified by the leadership of the Jewish Lads’ 

Brigade, did not believe that it was possible to possess two national identities 

simultaneously, and that to do so would justifiably give rise to accusations of 

dual loyalty.266 Indeed, such was the elite’s fear of separatism and dual loyalties 

that Lord Justice Cohen, in an address to Brigade officers at the 1948 summer 

camp, emphasised that the officers should do their best to make the members 

“realise how much Israel owed to the British Government, that it was Britain 
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which gave the Balfour Declaration and kept law and order” in Palestine.267 He 

also stressed that the members should be made aware of the “undying debt of 

gratitude was owed to the British Government”.268 With such sentiments, Cohen 

(and by extension the leadership of the Brigade) was reviving the interwar 

concept of patriotic Zionism, under whose principles “the official endorsement 

of Zionism by the British Government [after the First World War] implied that it 

was now the patriotic duty of English Jews to support the building of the Jewish 

National Home”.269 During the 1920s support for Zionist works became 

obligatory for many British Jews, even those who might otherwise have been 

hostile to Zionism, simply because Britain’s involvement in Palestine aroused 

their sense of duty towards Britain (thus invoking the citizenship role identity), 

itself born of the ‘emancipation contract’.270  

Cohen was also, however, giving voice to the fear, common amongst 

those sections of the communal elite whose formative experiences had 

occurred in the interwar years, that Zionism and identification with Israel would 

undermine British Jewry’s position in Britain, and it was for this reason that the 

Brigade went to such lengths to publicly express its loyalty to the nation and 

the sovereign, as discussed above. It was for this reason, also, that the Brigade 

could not countenance the presence of ethnic or Israeli-national group 

identities within its interpretation of British Jewishness. Yet the re-commitment 

to patriotic Zionism and the concern over British Jewry’s image also point to 

the fact that the Brigade’s leadership was still heavily in thrall to the tropes of 

the interwar years, indicating that the unchanging composition of the group’s 

leadership was highly significant in determining the Brigade’s interpretation of 

British Jewishness. 

 Hitherto, this section has sought to argue that the Brigade’s political 

ideology was, in the late 1940s, largely consistent with the interwar ideology 

of the British Jewish elite. This consistency was the result of the fact that the 

JLB’s leadership was composed almost entirely of middle and upper class 
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British Jews whose attitudes and ideologies had been formed in that interwar 

period. This leadership had remained largely unchanged since the interwar 

years, thus cementing ideologies of that elite into Brigade policy. Therefore, as 

with its physical programme, the Brigade in the late 1940s was both a hostage 

of its own interwar history and of the particular ideology of the British Jewish 

elite. Nevertheless the 1950s would see the Brigade’s political ideology diverge 

sharply from that of elite British Jewry as the organisation continued alone 

along the path of non-Zionism. 

 Organised opposition to Zionism within the British Jewish elite all but 

disappeared after the establishment of Israel.  The Jewish Fellowship dissolved 

itself in November 1948, largely out of a pragmatic mindset that saw no sense 

in opposing what was essentially a fait accompli.271 Whilst continuing to warn 

of the threat of dual loyalty, the Fellowship even managed to swallow its pride 

and admit that “it would obviously be the wish and the hope of the Jews of 

England that the State of Israel should prosper”.272 The Anglo-Jewish 

Association too pledged its support for the Yishuv during the War of 

Independence, although it was not until the early 1950s that the AJA would 

relinquish its fear of Israel’s potential to foster dual loyalty.273 By the beginning 

of the 1950s organised opposition to Zionism within British Jewry had all but 

ceased and, one may assume, elements of the elite had by and large come to 

terms with Zionism’s triumph. 

 The JLB, however, had not. As described above, during the 1950s the JLB 

gave no vocal support to Israel: the Suez Crisis and Israel’s tenth anniversary 

of independence passed without comment. Equally, the JLB’s London 

headquarters only agreed to the Brigade raising funds for the Jerusalem Youth 

Centre once the leadership had been reassured that the Centre “was entirely 

non-political”, and that the Brigade would not therefore unintentionally be 

funding a Zionist cause.274 The JLB’s opposition to Zionism and indifference to 

Israel continued until the end of the decade, when the Israeli ambassador 
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inspected the 1958 Summer Camp.275 This visit could have been timed to 

coincide with the anniversary of Israel’s independence, and could indicate the 

beginnings of a rapprochement between the Brigade and Zionism. 

Nevertheless, given the Brigade’s indifference to Israel elsewhere in its 

activities (for instance in Advance Again) during 1958, it is highly likely that 

such rapprochement was tentative at best. It was not until late 1960 that the 

Brigade as a whole felt comfortable enough to associate itself with Israel, and 

even then this took the small (but nonetheless significant) form of looking in 

to the possibility of holding a camp in Israel.276 

 It is important to note, however, that some variation existed within the 

Brigade’s relationship with Israel. Whilst the national leadership was at best 

indifferent to Israel, as illustrated above, in Manchester the situation was in 

many ways more complex. Like London, Manchester possessed its fair share of 

members and managers who were either indifferent or hostile to Zionism and 

Israel. In February 1957, well after the British Jewish community as a whole 

supposedly wholeheartedly embraced Zionism and the State of Israel, at least 

one talk on Israel was not well attended at the MJLB.277 Whilst the lack of 

attendance at one talk does not indicate a trend in attitudes towards Israel, the 

reasons given for low audience figures are nonetheless revealing. The CMC 

reported that members had found the talk boring, and that they would have 

been more willing to attend if the speaker had come from Israel.278 The CMC 

recorded that “we will give it one more try if it do’s [sic] not work then they will 

give it up”.279 Such sentiments do not reflect an overwhelming and passionate 

engagement with the Jewish state, and almost register a lack of interest. A lack 

of interest in Israel was also revealed in 1959 when Rowe enquired of the CMC 

whether “any-one would be interested in going to Israel for 3 weeks by air for 

£95. The general idea was that non-one [sic] would”.280 Similarly, at a CMC 
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meeting in April 1958 it was “decided not to take part in the 10th Anniversary 

of Israel on the 4th May”, though later meetings recorded that the band, girl 

guides, Brigade and Brownies sections all attended the anniversary 

celebrations.281 The reasons for this decision are note recorded, but again tis 

may reflect a level apathy or even hostility towards Zionism and Israel within 

the MJLB.  

Finally, in 1960 the editor of the MJLB magazine was upbraided by the 

Religious Director of the AJY for hostile remarks about the Jewish Youth 

Council (JYC) in Manchester, as well as Israel and Zionism. The editor had 

argued that an organisation like the JYC, which “specifically follows the policy 

of creating interest in Israel”, would “come to nought”.282 The editor continued 

that the JYC “will also face a speedy demise if it endeavours to spread Zionist 

teachings – be they clothed in the subtle guise of a Drama Week or 

otherwise”.283 Such remarks indicate that even within the Brigade the 

acceptance of Zionism and Israel was not total by 1960. Indeed the editor’s 

remarks suggest that he felt, accurately or otherwise, that the Manchester 

Jewish Community was not wholly enamoured with Zionism itself. Thus 

Zionism had clearly not gripped the entirety of the British Jewish community 

during the 1950s or early 1960s. 

Despite this, the MJLB was also home to friendlier sentiments regarding 

Israel and Zionism. Aside from the limited engagement with Manchester’s 

official anniversary celebrations for Israel’s independence discussed above, the 

MJLB was also supportive of Israel and Zionism in other ways. The “upcoming 

events” section of the same 1960 issue of the Club Reporter in which the AJY’s 

Religious Director complained about the editor’s views contained a reference 

to an Independence Day Parade on 8 May.284 The magazine regularly carried 

features on Israel, particularly in the run up to the 1958 anniversary 

celebrations, indicating some level of interest from the members (and possibly 

the management).285 On a leadership level, Vivian Steinart had been involved in 
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Zionism since the late 1920s, and visited Palestine and Israel often after he 

married in 1939.286 Some club managers also possessed Zionist instincts. As 

early as 1951 the MJLB’s Managers and Activities committees were discussing 

collecting food to send to Israel, and in December 1952 managers cancelled 

the Brigade ball owing to the death of Israeli President Chaim Weizmann.287 An 

“Israel Circle” activity group was also provided to members in 1957, whose aim 

was “to foster an interest in Israel generally”, although this “met with limited 

success”.288 The example of Manchester makes clear that the place of Zionism 

and Israel within the Brigade, as well as within the community as a whole, were 

not clear-cut.  

 Nonetheless given that the JLB’s political policy had largely been 

delineated by the British Jewish elite during the late 1940s, it appears puzzling 

that the national leadership of the Brigade, and elements of the Manchester 

leadership, should continue their indifference to Israel for almost a decade 

after much of British Jewry had accepted, and even welcomed, Israel’s 

establishment. The answer, once again, lies with the Brigade’s leadership. 

Previously non-Zionist groups such as the AJA had undergone a leadership 

change at the end of the 1940s, removing the ‘old guard’ of the non-Zionist 

elite in favour of more progressive leadership.289 The JLB, however, maintained 

its pre-war leadership, with that leadership’s ingrained distaste for Zionism 

(owing, as detailed above, to their attachment to a Britain-based nationality 

group identity to which ethnic or Israeli-national group identities were 

anathema), well into the 1950s. In the late 1940s Louis Gluckstein had 

displayed a stubborn refusal to bow to any part of the Zionist agenda that was 

truly remarkable; this stubbornness would no doubt have carried him through 

Zionism’s triumph with his hostility largely intact.290 The hostility toward 

Zionism of men such as Gluckstein no doubt coloured the Brigade’s political 

policy in the 1950s as much as it had during the 1940s. Likewise Manchester’s 

complex relationship with Zionism and Israel during the postwar period can 
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also be ascribed to the nature and background of its leadership – Manchester 

Jewish leaders had long been sympathetic to Zionism.291 

 Thus, the continuation of the Brigade’s pre-war leadership meant that the 

Brigade continued its attachment to the ideologies of an older generation. One 

facet of this was the Brigade’s continued emphasis on a British-centric group 

identity. Despite much of the community’s calls for a greater emphasis on 

‘Jewishness’ – defined by faith, ethnic, cultural or Israeli-national group 

identities – in the postwar period, the Brigade continued to focus primarily on 

the group and role identities that it had appropriated from non-Jewish society, 

responding only to calls for a Judaic group identity, in line with their social and 

generational background.292 The Brigade leadership’s continued attachment to 

a single national group identity, centred on Britain, resulted in the same 

opposition to Zionism as in the 1940s. The Brigade could not acknowledge the 

relationship that Israel had with British Jewry, since it negated the very nature 

of its policy of creating ‘Englishmen of the mosaic persuasion’. In this, the 

elite’s persistent fear of dual loyalties had re-emerged in Brigade policy. 

Indeed, many of the Brigade’s activities in the 1950s, such as its attitude to the 

coronation of Elizabeth II, appear to have been intended to stress the Brigade’s 

(and therefore the community’s) rootedness in and attachment to Britain.293 

The centrality of the JLB’s aging leadership to the Brigade’s political 

policy is emphasised when one considers that the (tentative) rapprochement 

between the headquarters of the Brigade and Zionism began in 1958, after 

many of the pre-war leadership had retired or passed away. Thus the JLB’s 

political ideology finally converged with the majority of elite British Jewry by 

the end of the 1950s: it retained its strong British national group identity, yet 

it had begun to accept the possibility that this was not mutually exclusive with 

emotional attachment to Israel.  

 Between 1945 and 1960, therefore, the Brigade’s political ideology was a 

curious reflection of both the attitudes of the wider British Jewish elite and its 
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own historical ideology. During the late 1940s the JLB’s political ideology was 

simply a manifestation of the prevailing contemporary attitude of the 

cousinhood; during the majority of the 1950s however, the Brigade pursued its 

own political policy, in some ways drifting apart from the politics of the wider 

community. The Brigade’s stance was, essentially, a product of the age and 

social make-up of its leadership. These men remained attached to their pre-war 

policies in the face of widespread changes in the postwar years, both in the 

community itself and in international affairs. The JLB’s indifference to Zionism 

and Israel was to last until the old guard had stepped down: in 1958, after the 

death or retirement of most of the pre-war leadership, the Brigade began a 

tentative rapprochement with Zionism. The temperament of the organisation’s 

leadership therefore precluded any ethnic or national attachment to entities 

outside Britain – such as the global Jewish community or Israel – since this was 

deemed to denote a sense of separateness from British society. Thus, the 

attitude and ideologies of the Brigade’s leadership resulted in the expression 

of a group identity that was strongly focused on nationality, emphasising the 

Jewish community’s rootedness in British society. 

  The Brigade’s unwillingness to adopt ethnic or national constructions of 

Jewishness meant that, unlike the Victoria Club and Maccabi Union, it was 

unable to deploy them to assert a distinctive Jewish identity. Instead, the JLB’s 

Jewishness was expressed and inculcated solely in religious terms. 

Nonetheless the position and role of Judaism within the club was not 

straightforward in that it was also very rarely expressly taught to members. As 

such, the Brigade’s attitude towards Judaism reveals much about its postwar 

ideologies. 

 

Judaism 

During the years between 1945 and 1960, the British Jewish community 

was pre-occupied by debates regarding the position and future of Judaism. The 

Jewish Lads’ Brigade, along with all other Jewish youth movements, had a 

critical role to play in this debate; they were charged by the community with 

the safeguarding of the religious future of British Jewry. Many contemporaries, 
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even in the interwar years, as well as subsequent historians, have alleged that 

the Brigade failed in this duty.294 Indeed, they have argued that the Brigade 

actually exacerbated the religious drift of young Jews. The purpose of this 

section, therefore, is to examine the religious ideologies of the Brigade, to 

seek to understand the reasoning behind them, and to explore the identities 

that these policies created. It will thus be able to shed light on the role of the 

JLB in checking or worsening religious drift. It will begin with a short recap of 

the state of religion within the community and a brief description of the 

response of the community before embarking upon an examination of the JLB. 

As noted in chapter one, British Jewish life in postwar Britain was 

typified by change, much of which affected the religious life of the community. 

The community’s response to these changes, increasing the amount of 

attention, energy and resources expended on Jewish education, indicates the 

concern with which it viewed the problem of religious drift and over-

Anglicisation. The JLB, however, was indifferent to the community’s call for 

religious instruction. In many ways, the Brigade’s ideology and policy in 

religious matters were merely continuations of its interwar attitude. In the 

interwar years, religion in the Brigade was present but not taught: in the 

summer camps, the Sabbath was largely kept and there was a parade for 

prayer.295 Nevertheless, the overwhelming priority for the Brigade in these 

years was the process of Anglicisation.296 Such an approach did not prove 

popular with the community, even in the interwar years, and the community’s 

discontent with the state of religion in British Jewry only increased after the 

war. 

 Between 1945 and 1960, the Brigade does not appear to have provided 

its members any religious instruction (that is, organised lessons on Judaism); 

neither the Brigade’s council minutes nor its official publication, Advance 

Again, made any mention of such activities. Likewise, the Brigade’s Annual 

Reports for the 1950s make no mention of religious work.297 Indeed the 

Brigade’s lack of religious content was known outside the organisation. When 

the ladies’ section of the MJLB applied for affiliation to the AJY in 1948, whilst 
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the application was received “sympathetically”, the Association “requested that 

before it could be accepted, they would ask that more religious instruction be 

introduced into the club curriculum”.298 The closest that the Brigade came to 

offering religious instruction was Vivian Steinart’s recollection that the MJLB 

used to put on “Hebrew and religion classes” during his time there.299 

Nonetheless these appear to have been short-lived and sparsely attended.300 

Likewise the JLB noted in 1946 that it was “considered desirable that there 

should be an effective link up with the local religious bodies” in order to 

expand the religious work of the Brigade, yet the matter was not raised again, 

and there is no evidence that the link up ever took place.301 There was also a 

suggestion in 1948 that the JLB should send club leaders to the AJY to receive 

training in “the Jewish [i.e. religious] side of club programmes”, and, again, 

there is no evidence within the Brigade’s papers to indicate that this 

occurred.302 The Rev. Barnett (the Brigade chaplain) complained in 1952 that 

the JLB had not been represented at most of the courses arranged by the AJY.303 

Such matters indicate the Brigade’s unwillingness to engage in religious 

instruction, and this unwillingness no doubt contributed to the resignation of 

the Rev. Barnett in 1955.304 

 Even so, the Brigade’s refusal to provide religious instruction did not 

equate to hostility to religious activities per se. Indeed, the Brigade argued in 

1947 that a “religious background formed part of the tradition of the Brigade”, 

and that the annual summer camps created a “Jewish atmosphere” for the 

members.305 Vivian Steinart claimed that at the MJLB “there was a Jewish 

                                            

298 Minutes of a meeting of the Managers Committee, 3 March 1948. USA, Papers of the MJLB, 
MS223/A827/1/17. 
299 Interview with Vivian Steinart, Manchester Jewish Museum Oral History Collection, J237. 
Significantly, however, when the interviewer asked how the club’s Jewish atmosphere was created, 
Steinart first recalled the Brigade’s provision for festivals and high holy days and only discussed religious 
classes after prompting, suggesting that classes were not the Brigade’s priority when it came to Judaism. 
300 Minutes of a meeting of the Managers Committee, 4 December 1950. Papers of the MJLB, USA, 
MS223/A827/1/18.  
301 Minutes of a meeting of the Headquarters Committee of the JLB, 2 May 1946, Papers of the JLB, USA, 
MS244/A839/GEN67. 
302 Minutes of a meeting of the Headquarters Committee of the JLB, 28 April 1948, Papers of the JLB, 
USA, MS244/A839/GEN67. 
303 Minutes of a meeting of the Headquarters Committee of the JLB, 12 June 1952, Papers of the JLB, 
USA, MS244/A839/GEN67. 
304 Minutes of a meeting of the Headquarters Committee of the JLB, 6 September 1955, Papers of the 
JLB, USA, MS244/A839/ADD8. 
305 JC, 15 August 1947, p. 5; JC, 19 November 1954, p. iii. 



The Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

 122 

atmosphere the whole time”.306 Religious activities were common in the 

Brigade. As in the interwar years, the Sabbath continued to be observed in 

camp, whilst there was also a provision for camp prayers, as well as camp 

services.307 Likewise, the Brigade always provided a rabbi for each camp, and in 

one instance complained that the rabbi provided had not been of sufficient 

calibre.308 The 1950 summer camp even witnessed a Bar Mitzvah ceremony.309 

Religious activities were not confined to camp life, however. Advance Again 

noted the existence of prayers after weekly parades, and the Brigade 

performed many Chanukah parades throughout this period.310 Similarly, the 

Brigade’s regimental diary for 1960 included scheduled observance of the 

festivals of Pesach, Shavuot, Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur, Succoth, Shemini 

Atzeret and Chanukah, indicating a strong religious presence by the end of the 

period.311 Underlining the place that Judaism possessed within the club by the 

end of the 1950s, the 1959 plans for the MJLB’s new club building included a 

prayer room (though this was to also double as a committee room).312  

The religious activities that the Brigade provided were, however, 

Progressive (that is, Reform or Liberal) in nature. The services in the summer 

camps would no doubt not have passed muster for strictly Orthodox 

observers, despite the Brigade’s claims that the camps were “run on strictly 

Orthodox lines”.313 Indeed, the “practice of consecrating the colours, Anglican 

army-style”, as well as the use of a special prayer for the Royal Family in 1948, 

are perhaps indicative of the Brigade’s Progressive attitude towards Judaism.314 

The Brigade’s religious activities outside camp also appear to have been 
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conducted along Progressive lines on at least one occasion, when the MJLB’s 

1956 Chanukah service took place at a Reform synagogue.315 

The JLB itself summed up its approach to religion in a 1957 article in 

Advance Again, which stated that the Brigade believed that religion was 

“caught – not taught”.316 By this, the Brigade meant that it believed that 

sufficient religiosity could be fostered in its members by placing them in the 

vicinity of synagogues and rabbis, rather than through intensive religious 

instruction, in direct opposition to the beliefs of both the AJY and the Board of 

Deputies. Thus, the new Brigade Chaplain, Saul Amias, wrote that it was “good 

to note a recent movement whereby companies make use of synagogue 

premises so that the lads in the Brigade may get used to treading the path to 

the synagogue”.317 To this end, visits to local synagogues were a regular 

occurrence for Brigade boys, even when visiting branches in other cities, as 

was the case when lads from the London branch of the Brigade attended the 

Higher Broughton Synagogue during their visit to the Manchester Battalion in 

1949.318 Amias wrote that the organisation of the various services and parades 

that the boys took part in “all have the objective, realised to a great degree, of 

intensifying the Jewish consciousness and loyalties of the lads and, indeed, of 

the officers in our movement”.319 Similarly, when the AJY called on the MJLB to 

increase the amount of religious instruction available at the club, the chairman 

of the Managers Committee “stated that he was most anxious that the religious 

activities of the club should not be neglected, and he was hopeful that it would 

be possible to introduce nightly services as one of the features of clubs 

activities”.320 It was later suggested that these should constitute “a short 

religious service” each Monday evening, and even these proved to be 

irregular.321 That the leaders of the MJLB earnestly believed that a short – this 
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was in practice less than ten minutes long, since it was intended to take place 

“ten minutes before the closing of the club” – service was sufficient religious 

instruction for the boys illustrates their commitment to the ideal that religion 

was caught rather than taught.322 

 Proportionately, Judaism did not, therefore, possess a high status within 

the club. Religious instruction was almost non-existent, and the amount of 

time (and space, in the form of the prayer room at the MJLB) devoted to 

religion compared to sporting and other activities was low. This did not go 

unnoticed by contemporaries, both within and outside of the Brigade. In 1950 

Saul Amias, then of the Edgware Synagogue, criticised “the religious aspect of 

the Brigade’s work”, whilst in 1959 Stanley Rowe reported to the MJLB’s leaders 

that he “would be lacking in my duty if I did not point out that this [religious 

education] is the very weakest part of our work”.323 Qualitatively, however, 

religion was extremely important to the Brigade, in that it marked out the 

Brigade’s sense of its own Jewishness. For the JLB, Jewishness was a religious 

identity only, and ideas of ethnic or cultural identity were not countenanced. 

Indeed the Brigade explicitly tied Judaism to Jewishness. In March 1960 the 

Club Members’ Committee recorded that “most people felt that religion did not 

need to be emphasised because we are a Jewish club and this creates some 

sort of religious feeling”, betraying a belief that Jewishness was inextricably 

linked to Judaism.324 Vivian Steinart recalled that in the MJLB a Jewish 

atmosphere was created through the presence of a Jewish chaplain at the club, 

and through the various services offered at the Brigade.325 Steinart noted that 

“in some cases it [Judaism in the JLB] was the only Jewish contact they had 

because in the homes ... it was rare but it did happen that in the homes there 

was no Jewish consciousness at all”.326 Steinart thus explicitly tied Judaism to 

Jewishness. Concurrently, the JLB did not believe that Jewishness could be 

constructed along other, complementary lines. In January 1960, the Club 
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Members Committee noted with irritation that some Brigade members were 

attending Hashomer Hatzair to learn Hebrew, indicating that unlike the VC and 

MU the JLB did not offer Hebrew lessons, and thus did not countenance a 

cultural construction of Jewishness.327 

 Given the centrality of Judaism to the Brigade’s construction of British 

Jewish identity, it is perhaps surprising that religious instruction was largely 

absent from its syllabus. Yet this, coupled with the belief that Judaism was 

‘caught not taught’, is indicative of the Brigade’s belief that Judaism was an 

inescapable element of being Jewish. The Brigade’s interpretation of the role of 

Judaism within Jewish identity was broadly in agreement with that of the 

author, and Brigade ‘alumnus’, Louis Golding.328 Golding was selected by the 

Brigade to pen a celebratory article on the Brigade’s sixtieth anniversary for the 

Jewish Chronicle in 1954.329 The implications of the content of this article have 

been discussed above, however the Brigade’s choice of Golding is significant. 

Golding conceived of an innate sense of Jewishness that lay within all Jews “no 

matter how hard they tried to escape it”.330 Schaffer has noted how the notion 

of “inescapable Jewishness” ran through Golding’s works, wherein Judaism 

formed one facet of their Jewishness, one that “transcended choice and was 

instead a permanent and unmovable fixture inside the Jewish soul”.331 The 

Brigade’s selection of Golding implies an agreement with the idea that 

Jewishness was inescapable, an in so doing in part helps to explain the lack of 

religious instruction in the Brigade. If Jewishness was ever present, albeit 

occasionally suppressed, within all Jews regardless of their level of 

identification with it, and if for the Brigade Jewishness was, as we have seen, 

only to be constructed through Judaism, it follows that the Brigade viewed 

Judaism as present within and integral to the soul of every Jew. Golding 

himself would have agreed with this, given his belief that “Jews were 

inescapably bonded to their Judaism”.332 The Brigade’s belief that religion was 
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‘caught not taught’ thus becomes clearer – if Judaism was inseparable from the 

Jew, it could only be reawakened (‘caught’) in those in which it was present but 

dormant; there was no need to attempt to instil (‘taught’) something that was 

present in every Jew. Far from ignoring the AJY and the community’s calls for a 

greater focus on Judaism as a form of Jewish renewal, the Brigade was simply 

doing so in its own way, with its own interpretation of Judaism and Jewishness. 

 Nonetheless the Brigade did not accept Golding’s ideas as a whole. For 

Golding, Jewishness was as much a racial and cultural construction as a 

religious one, and he conceived of the three as linked.333 The Brigade and its 

leadership could not, as has already been illustrated, conceive of Jewishness in 

racial or cultural terms.334 This, coupled with their belief in the innateness of 

Judaism, meant that they were very relaxed about issues of Jewish/non-Jewish 

fraternisation, much like Golding himself. Golding saw no problem with 

intermarriage, and in Mr Emmanuel he “equated the anti-assimilation views of 

British Jews with those of the Third Reich”.335 The Brigade was similarly 

unconcerned with, though not quite so hostile to, anti-assimilation pressures 

coming from the Jewish community. 

 In June 1958, the MJLB called a special meeting of the Managers 

Committee to discuss a letter from a local rabbi, the Rev. Wulwik, to the Jewish 

Gazette in which Wulwik complained “bitterly of an inter-function held between 

the J.L.B. & Club and the Flixton Club which is non Jewish”.336 Wulwik “protested 

about a dance forming part of this inter-function and stated that as we had a 

non-Jewish Warden he could not possibly be aware of the dangers from such 
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inter-functions”.337 Wulwik’s letter highlights the extent to which fears of 

assimilation gripped the Jewish community in the postwar years. The JLB 

shared none of this concern. Opening the discussion the MJLB commander, 

Vivian Steinart, “pointed out that we must put on one side our own personal 

opinions on the matter and consider it from the viewpoint of whether such a 

policy was likely to give offence to the Jewish community”, perhaps indicating 

that the mood of the meeting was not favourable to Wulwik’s fears.338 One 

member “saw no harm at all in what had taken place, and felt that we should 

continue as before”, and a motion of confidence in Stanley Rowe was passed 

unanimously, none of which suggests that the Brigade felt that its actions had 

been improper.339 Indeed it was recorded that “the feeling of the meeting 

however was that whilst these inter-functions with non-Jewish Clubs were 

desirable and should be encouraged, dancing should not take place”.340 To be 

clear, the concern for the Brigade was not whether or not Jewish children 

should be allowed to mix with non-Jewish children – the Brigade was 

unquestionably in favour of such mixing – but rather the need to safeguard the 

Brigade’s reputation in the Manchester Jewish community. Far from respecting 

“the overwhelming feeling of Jewish parents whose children went to the 

Brigade, that they should mix with other Jewish children”, as Kadish has 

argued, the Brigade in practice saw no problem with this.341  

This policy did not only extend to formal inter-club visits. The MJLB club 

programme for the first quarter of 1955 explicitly allowed members to bring in 

non-Jewish friends: 

 

Ours is a Jewish Club for Jewish young people. It is realised that 

many members have Christian friends and workmates and that 

members may like them to visit the Club for the odd occasion. 

If the Club Leader’s permission is asked for beforehand, it is 

usually given. Will you please ask before you bring a Christian 
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friend in - it will save bad feeling and embarrassment to 

everyone.342 

 

This was not the only incident in which a non-Jew was allowed into the club. In 

June 1957 the Club Members Committee noted that “it was decided that Paul, a 

Christian boy, a friend of A. Semp and A. Swillingham, was to attend to-nights 

[sic] social and next weeks [sic] social, and then be stopped from coming 

again”.343 Whilst the prevention of Paul from returning to the club in future may 

indicate that the Brigade was becoming stricter in its admissions policy, it is 

more likely that Rowe’s permission for Paul’s entry had not been sought; if the 

admissions policy had become stricter it is unlikely that Paul would have been 

permitted to attend the next two socials. 

 Such willingness to allow Jewish and non-Jewish children to mix together 

illustrates the lack of concern with which the Brigade viewed assimilation and 

intermarriage. Like Louis Golding, it was the Brigade’s sense of innate and 

inescapable Jewishness (and Judaism) that permitted this lack of concern. 

Unlike Golding, however, part of the Brigade’s indifference to assimilation lay 

in its belief, outlined above, that Jewishness was not an ethnic identity. If Jews 

were not an ethnic group, it did not matter whether Jews mixed with, or 

married, non-Jews, since the Jewish identity – Judaism – would remain and 

continue to be renewed with each generation provided that generation adhered 

to the Jewish faith. This interpretation of a Judaism-based identity itself rested 

upon a non-orthodox interpretation of Judaism in that it accepted that Jews 

need not be born to two Jewish parents. Belief in Judaism was paramount to 

Jewishness, halachic objections notwithstanding. 

It is therefore clear that the Brigade was not antipathetic to religion as a 

whole. Indeed the chairman of the MJLB claimed in 1953 that he “regretted the 

lack of any Jewish instruction in the Club”, whilst the commanding officer “was 
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concerned that evening prayers were not taking place regularly”.344 This 

attitude towards Judaism indicates the presence of a high salience religious 

Jewish group identity within the Brigade. This Jewishness was intrinsic to the 

Jew irrespective of culture or ethnicity, and was positioned against these other 

forms of Jewishness. Despite the relative paucity of time devoted to religion in 

the Brigade, in the absence of ethnic, cultural or other forms of Jewishness, 

this Judaic identity was a key means for the Brigade to assert its particular 

construction of British Jewish identity. Yet it is also clear that the Brigade 

objected to Orthodox Judaism, and to Orthodox religious instruction. Given the 

nature of religious observance within the Brigade, its Judaic identity may be 

characterised as Progressive in nature. 

 The Brigade’s attitude to religion in this period arose from two 

complementary factors: the Brigade’s strong attachment to the principle that 

British Jews were ‘Englishmen of the Mosaic persuasion’, and its leadership. 

Specifically, the leadership’s make-up and social background were of the 

utmost importance, particularly their involvement with the Liberal Synagogue, 

which will be explained more fully below. As noted, the Brigade’s leadership 

had remained largely unchanged since the interwar period – Ernest Joseph 

remained the principle organiser of the Brigade for the majority of this period – 

which meant that it retained its longstanding policy of attempting to create 

‘Englishmen of the Mosaic persuasion’. That is, it remained committed to 

pursuing an interpretation of British Jewishness built around British national 

and Progressive Judaic group identities, with overlapping citizenship and 

gender role identities. Thus, Judaism was a central pillar of the Brigade’s 

interpretation of British Jewish identity in that the Progressive Judaic group 

identity was highly important to the meta-identity.  

 The Brigade’s aversion to strict observance was also partly the result of 

the social make-up and background of its leadership. As noted previously, the 

Brigade’s leadership was almost exclusively drawn from the British Jewish elite. 

This elite had, traditionally, been far from strictly observant, even when 

nominally Orthodox: Cohen has noted that the Honorary Officers of the United 

                                            

344 Minutes of a meeting of the Managers Committee, 14 December 1953. Papers of the MJLB, USA, 
MS223/A827/1/18; Minutes of a meeting of the Managers Committee, 31 October 1949. Papers of the 
MJLB, USA, MS223/A827/1/17. 
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Synagogue had “rarely [been] rigorous in their practice”.345 He also recounted 

an occasion on which it was suggested that a clause be inserted into the 

regulations of a united London Beth Din limiting membership to Sabbath-

observers. Robert Waley-Cohen, the head of the United Synagogue, “found the 

clause completely unacceptable, as it would have meant the exclusion of 

himself and all his colleagues”.346 Indeed, on some occasions even British 

Jewry’s ministers had been less than strict in their level of observance.347 The 

Brigade’s leadership was therefore accustomed to a milieu in which religious 

observance was less than Orthodox, a milieu that they sought to transmit to 

the Brigade’s members through their particular religious approach. 

 Another factor in the Brigade’s treatment of religion was the inclination of 

the leadership towards Liberal Judaism. Claude Montefiore’s vision of Judaism 

was in many ways highly Anglicised, and favoured non-traditional methods of 

observance, making Liberal Judaism well suited to the Brigade’s ideology.348 It 

is this Progressive Judaism that explains the Brigade’s indifference to Orthodox 

religious instruction at a time when much of British Jewry was concerned with 

Jewish education. As was outlined in chapter one, a significant proportion of 

the postwar fear of secularisation came from strict Orthodoxy, who felt that 

Progressive Judaism was insufficiently observant. Necessarily, the Progressives 

would not have shared this view, meaning that, for them (and by extension the 

Brigade), the threat of religious drift was not as pronounced.349 Liberal 

Judaism’s lack of concern for traditional Jewish religious practices or literal 

interpretations of the Torah transposed themselves onto the JLB, resulting in 

the Brigade’s Progressive Jewish outlook.350 They also resulted in the Brigade’s 

osmotic approach to religious instruction: if strict adherence to Jewish 

traditions and customs were not necessary, as the Liberals believed, then 

Brigade members need only experience Judaism and Jewishness through 

                                            

345 Norman Cohen, ‘Trends in Anglo‐Jewish Religious Life’, in Julius Gould and Shaul Esh (eds.), Jewish 
Life in Modern Britain (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1964), pp. 41‐67 (p. 44). 
346 Cohen, p. 44. 
347 Cohen, p. 46. 
348 Daniel Langton, Claude Montefiore: his Life and Thought (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 2002), p. 82. 
349 It is worth noting however that the issue of apostasy and full secularisation would still have 
concerned the Progressives. 
350 Whereas Orthodox Judaism saw the Pentateuch to be the divine word of God, Liberal Judaism 
believed that it was a collection of separate works both written and shaped by separate human hands. 
For a contemporary Liberal account of this distinction, see Israel Mattuck, The Essentials of Liberal 
Judaism (London: George Routledge & Sons, 1947), pp. 128‐135. 
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synagogue attendance. All that needed to be learned – a sense of the divine – 

could be achieved through observation; instruction in the intricacies of 

traditional Judaism was not necessary when the traditions were deemed of low 

importance. Thus the Brigade’s Progressive and osmotic approach to Judaism 

was not an indication that the JLB and its leadership had little time for religion, 

but rather it was an indication of the type of Judaism that they deemed to be 

worthwhile. In the light of this, it is significant that Louis Gluckstein, chairman 

of the Brigade council from 1945 until the mid-1950s, had also become 

president of the Liberal Synagogue in 1945, and, as was shown above, Ernest 

Joseph was also active in Liberal Judaism.351  Their perspectives were extremely 

influential on Brigade politics, and there is no reason to suppose that they 

restrained their views or influence with regard to religion during the time they 

served on the Brigade Council. 

 The Brigade was, therefore, consistent in its opposition to intensive 

religious instruction and strict observance throughout the postwar period, 

without being hostile to Judaism per se. Instead, it pursued a Progressive form 

of Judaism, which was to be transmitted to its members through osmosis. This 

formed the basis of the second-highest priority identity within the Brigade’s 

construction of British Jewishness, that of a Judaic group identity. Such policies 

were essentially a continuation of the Brigade’s pre-war ideology, which itself 

was the result of the unchanging nature of much of the Brigade’s leadership. 

The few changes to the leadership that did take place seem to have solidified 

the pursuit of these policies and the Judaic identity; the influence that Louis 

Gluckstein’s election to the chairmanship of the Brigade council had on the 

direction of the Brigade’s policies should not be underestimated.  

Whilst the Brigade spent the postwar period ignoring the wishes of the 

Orthodox community with regards to ‘Judaisation’, instead pursuing a 

‘Judaisation’ policy based upon interpretations of progressive Judaism 

(Gluckstein’s influence may be felt here, too), it would not be true to say that 

the Brigade, or the Jewish youth movement in general, was responsible for the 

increasing religious apathy of British Jewish youth. As has been shown, the 

majority of the community was undergoing a significant shift away from strict 

observance in this period, a shift that was beyond the Brigade’s control. Whilst 

                                            

351 Miller, Divided Against Zion, p. 89. 
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it could be argued, from a contemporary Orthodox perspective, that the 

Brigade did not do enough to counteract the secularisation of Jewish youths, it 

certainly did not exacerbate the problem. One may question the efficacy of the 

policy of osmosis that the JLB deployed, yet the Brigade did, at least, provide 

young Jews with the opportunity to interact with Judaism and Jewishness on 

some level (albeit a non-Orthodox one). The Brigade did not provide an entirely 

secular environment for its members. Instead it offered a strong Liberal and 

Reform based religious identity that was intended to form the core of a deep 

and long lasting connection with Judaism and the Jewish community in Britain. 

 

Conclusion 

It is therefore clear that the Jewish Lads’ Brigade operated under the 

same overarching identity of ‘British Jewishness’ as the rest of the Jewish 

community. Nevertheless, the Brigade and its leadership possessed a particular 

interpretation of that global identity which, as subsequent chapters will 

demonstrate, differed considerably from that of other sections of the 

community. 

 It is therefore possible to discern four separate sub-identities within the 

Brigade, which together were derived from the history and background of the 

organisation’s leadership. These consisted of a national group identity centred 

upon Britain, a faith-based group identity centred upon Progressive Judaism, a 

citizenship role identity, a masculine and a feminine gender role identity, the 

latter three being appropriated from the discourses of non-Jewish society 

during this period. These sub-identities were highlighted whilst other potential 

sub-identities such as an Israeli national or ethnic group identity were 

downplayed. Thus, the hierarchy of these sub-identities was governed by the 

concept of salience, with the highest priority sub-identity being the British 

national identity, followed closely by the Judaic identity, the citizenship role 

and finally the gender roles. It is important to note, however, that the image of 

a strict ladder-based hierarchy is misleading, and that many of these group 

and role identities both overlapped and were in conflict with one another to a 

considerable degree. It must be recalled that group, role and person identities 

exist within complex inter-related and inter-connected relationships. The 

multilayered nature of this interpretation of British Jewish identity means that 
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it must be viewed as an organic interlocking whole rather than as a 

mechanistic collection of discrete parts. In this framework, the differences 

between interpretations of an overarching identity arise not from their 

composition from different discrete units, but rather in the differing priorities 

assigned to the group and role sub-identities contained within that global 

identity. 

In terms of the Brigade’s relevance to the wider Jewish community, the 

themes outlined in this chapter present a revealing portrait of a certain section 

of the community. Through their voluntary membership of the Brigade, a 

considerable portion of British Jewry clearly believed in the Brigade’s aims and 

ethos, or at least was not offended by them, enough to attend the Brigade 

several times a week. This fact suggests that a substantial minority of British 

Jews continued to believe to some extent in the relevance of the ‘emancipation 

contract’ and the incompatibility of emotional involvement with both Britain 

and Israel. It also suggests that a sizeable proportion of British Jews shared, or 

did not oppose, the Brigade’s interpretation and construction of British 

Jewishness. If this portion of British Jewry was concerned with a drift away from 

Orthodox religious practices it is likely that they would have sent their children 

to Orthodox synagogue youth groups, rather than groups such as the JLB. 

These facts may support Kershen and Romain’s contention that the majority of 

British Jewry was “Reform minded”.352  

The Brigade, therefore, represented the section of British Jewry who 

conceived of themselves as ‘Britons of the Mosaic persuasion’ – possessed of a 

strong emotional attachment to Britain, expressed through a sense of national 

belonging, citizenship and the appropriation of hegemonic gender identities, 

with a concomitant deep attachment to Judaism. They largely rejected ethnic or 

non-British national group identities, and the belief that being ‘British’ and 

being ‘Jewish’ were mutually exclusive. In so doing, they redefined what it 

meant to be British Jewish in the years after the Second World War. 

 

 

                                            

352 Kershen and Romain, pp. 179‐180. 
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3. The Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club 

 

This chapter aims to examine the attitude of the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club 

(VC) to a number of key issues.1 It will primarily be concerned with Victoria’s 

conception of British Jewish identity, particularly the club’s relationship to 

Britain and to Israel. It will also assess Victoria’s stance towards its members, 

in particular the club’s attempts to inculcate its interpretation of British Jewish 

identity through certain values and characteristics. A recurrent issue 

throughout will be a comparison of Victoria to the Jewish Lads’ Brigade. The 

chapter will open with a brief background of the club. It will then assess the 

VC’s relationship to Britain and Israel, the club’s attitude towards Judaism, its 

particular construction of gender, the role of citizenship within its sense of 

identity, concluding with an exploration of the implications of Victoria’s 

response to the development of youth culture and juvenile delinquency during 

the period. 

 

History 

 Named for Queen Victoria, the Victoria Working Boys’ Club was founded 

in London’s East End in 1901 and was inspired by Toynbee Hall, the settlement 

house in which privileged young men and women undertook social work for 

the poor.2 The initial motive for establishment of the club was the anglicisation 

and control of immigrant Jewish youths, and the foundation of the club was 

supported by the Chief Rabbi, Hermann Adler, in addition to Leopold de 

Rothschild, Stuart Samuel and Daniel Marks.3 The Bishop of Stepney had asked 

Hermann Adler to “do something to combat the harm which was being 

wrought by gangs of young Jewish boys who were causing serious 

disturbances” in the Commercial Road area.4 The Bishop suggested that “some 

effort might be made to direct these youthful energies into constructive 

                                            

1 The Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club was commonly referred to as the Victoria Club, rather than by its full 
name, by contemporaries, and this convention will be followed throughout the chapter. 
2 Eugene Black, The Social Politics of Anglo‐Jewry, 1880‐1920 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988), p. 144. 
3 Black, The Social Politics of Anglo‐Jewry, p. 144. 
4 Jewish Chronicle (hereafter JC), 22 November 1957, p. i. 
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channels”, and it was for this reason that the VC came into being.5 Victoria’s 

founders included Hannah Hyams, Ernest Lesser, Martin Moseley and Robert 

Waley Cohen, and their intent was that Victoria would “provide recreation for 

the working lads of the neighbourhood”.6 The club’s first building was situated 

in the Commercial Road at the former site of the “Tee Too Tum”, a “poor man’s 

restaurant”.7 Waley Cohen’s biographer, Robert Henriques, noted that the club 

initially had difficulties in recruiting and retaining members, and that these 

early members were primarily recruited from local schools.8 In part due to 

Waley Cohen’s efforts, these early problems were overcome and the club soon 

grew to 350 members, necessitating a move to Fordham Street as the “Tee Too 

Tum” was now too small to accommodate the club.9 By 1953, the club had 

relocated from Stepney to Egerton Road in Stamford Hill in an attempt to 

match the changing geographic dispersion of London’s Jewish community.10 

The new club building was sited on United Synagogue land, adjoining the New 

Synagogue.11 With the move, provision was made for a Girls’ as well as a Boys’ 

club, and in 1957 an “experiment” was begun to see whether or not a Boys’ 

and a Girls’ Club could be run “separately and successfully in one building”.12 

By 1959, this experiment was deemed a failure, and the club was from that 

point administered as a whole.13 In the summer of 1960, further reforms were 

passed merging the Boys’ and Girls’ senior and intermediate clubs into two 

(one senior and one intermediate) mixed clubs.14 In July 1960, the 

amalgamated clubs were renamed the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club.15 The VC 

                                            

5 Black, The Social Politics of Anglo‐Jewry, p. 144. 
6 Robert Henriques, Sir Robert Waley Cohen, 1877‐1952 (London: Specker & Warburg, 1966), pp. 69‐70; 
Black, p. 144. 
7 Ibid, p. 70. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Black, The Social Politics of Anglo‐Jewry, p. 144. 
10 Victoria Girls’ Club Magazine, 13 December 1955. Papers of the Victoria Club (VC), London 
Metropolitan Archives (hereafter LMA), ACC/2996/078. 
11 JC, 2 January 1953, p. 18. 
12 Victoria Girls’ Club Magazine, 13 December 1955. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/078; Victoria 
Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs Annual Report, 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/15. 
13 Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs Annual Report, 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/15. 
14 Final Report from the Committee Considering New Systems of the Club Organisation, June 1960. 
Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/008. 
15 Minutes of Executive Committee meeting, 14 July 1960. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/008. 
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opened every weeknight apart from Fridays, and by 1960 the seniors and 

intermediates were attending three club nights each per week.16 

 

Leadership 

During the 1950s, the primary leaders of the Victoria Club were Alan 

Nabarro, club president and Roland Franklin, club chairman until 1959 and 

later Victoria’s vice-president.17 Ralph Lobatto replaced Franklin as club 

chairman in 1959.18 Roland Franklin (b. 1926), a banker, was involved in a 

number of Jewish youth organisations aside from the Victoria Club: he served 

as chairman and governor of Carmel College, was honorary secretary of the 

Association for Jewish Youth (AJY), and also served on the Advisory Committee 

of the Jewish Youth Fund (JYF) from 1954.19 Alan Nabarro (1915-1977) was a 

solicitor by profession, who immersed himself in Sephardi affairs, particularly 

the Spanish and Portuguese Congregation.20 Considered “a devout Jew”, he 

read the Haftara at the age of six at the congregation’s synagogue.21 He was 

equally active in the field of youth, not only serving as Victoria’s president 

from 1953 to 1968, having first been associated with the club in 1933, but he 

was also involved in the Association for Jewish Youth, and the North London 

Children’s Orphan Aid Society.22 Though not a key figure in the running of the 

club by the 1950s, Charles Sebag-Montefiore (1884-1960) had been influential 

in the club “almost since it opened”.23 Sebag-Montefiore, like Nabarro, had 

been prominent in the Jewish youth movement throughout his life: he was 

particularly concerned with the issue of delinquent Jewish youths, and served 

on the council of the Federation of Working Boys’ Clubs, was involved with the 

Jewish Athletics Association, the Notting Hill Jewish Boys’ Club, and was also 

                                            

16 Final Report from the Committee Considering New Systems of the Club Organisation, June 1960. 
Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/008. 
17 Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs Annual Report, 1958. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/14. 
18 Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs Annual Report, 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/15. 
19 The Jewish Yearbook, 1977, p. 231; Minutes of a meeting of the Jewish Youth Fund Advisory 
Committee, 18 February 1954. Papers of the Jewish Youth Fund, University of Southampton Archives 
(hereafter USA), MS384/A4004/1/1. 
20 JC, 1 April 1977, p. 26. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Ibid. 
23 JC, 9 September 1955, p. 29. 
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President of the Anglo-Jewish Youth Committee.24 Also like Nabarro, he also 

devoted his time to the Sephardi community, serving as a member of the 

Spanish and Portuguese Board of Guardians and as the President of the 

Spanish and Portuguese Congregation.25 The prominent place that faith played 

in Nabarro and Sebag-Montefiore’s lives may have been a significant factor 

behind Victoria’s position on Judaism, to be outlined below. 

Aside from Nabarro, Franklin, Lobatto and Sebag-Montefiore, until 

c.1960 Victoria’s club leaders and managers appear to have been volunteers, 

although there was a reference to a paid club leader in April 1957.26 The 

increasing awareness, from 1960, of the need for professional youth leaders 

resulted in “part-time leaders and directors” being appointed.27 Such an 

awareness appears to have been, at least in part, a product of the findings of 

the Albemarle Report.28 Published in 1960 amidst pervasive contemporary fears 

of juvenile delinquency, the report was intended as a comprehensive review of 

the youth service in England and Wales.29 The report endorsed “the increasingly 

popular certainty that a generation gap was opening up between parents and 

young people whose starkest and most material expression was an 

unprecedentedly independent youth culture”.30 In response to the generational 

gap, the report suggested that unless the Youth Service received an immediate 

“blood transfusion” of funds and personnel (primarily professional but 

including some voluntary workers), as well as “sustained and continuous 

nourishment”, “its prospects were dim”.31 Whilst the Albemarle report comes at 

the end of this work’s period of study, the fact that it was in many ways a 

reflection of contemporary attitudes throughout the 1950s is highly 

significant. The belief that modern youth culture was dangerous, and, more 

significantly, the concomitant feeling that the youth service must adapt in 

order to deal with this new challenge, provides an important backdrop to a 

                                            

24 JC, 13 May 1960, p. 27; Papers from David Englander’s unfinished biographical database of Jews in 
Britain: Charles Sebag‐Montefiore. Papers of David Englander, USA, MS382/A3092/15/S.  
25 Ibid. 
26 Minutes of a meeting of the Executive Committee, 8 April 1957. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/008. 
27 Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs Annual Report, 1960‐61. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/16. 
28 Ibid. 
29 The Youth Service in England and Wales ‐ The Albemarle Report (1960), p. 1. 
30 Bernard Davies, From Voluntaryism to Welfare State: A History of the Youth Service in England. 
Volume 1, 1939‐1979 (Leicester: National Youth Agency, 1999), p. 44. 
31 The Albemarle Report, pp. 1‐2, pp. 108‐112; Davies, From Voluntaryism to Welfare State, p. 44. 
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study of the Victoria Club. Indeed, as this chapter will demonstrate, adult 

perceptions of youth culture were key to the identity that Victoria formulated. 

 

Membership 

 In terms of membership figures, Victoria was a successful club. At its 

original premises at Fordham Street, East London, the Club claimed 400 

members on its books; soon after its move to Stamford Hill it possessed 

approximately 200 members.32 Yet by 1958, differing estimates put its 

membership between 450 and 750 members, with a waiting list of 150-200.33 

By 1960, after a period of compulsory re-enrolment, the club estimated that 

there were 558 Senior and Intermediate members on its books, with a further 

330 Junior members.34 There was, however, a distinct difference between the 

number of members on the club’s books and the number of members who 

actually attended it. Of the 558 Senior and Intermediate members registered in 

1960, 220 had not come forward for re-enrolment, indicating that their 

attendance had lapsed.35 This fact did not go unnoticed by the club’s 

leadership. The figure of 750 reached by 1958 “included in it a large number 

of boys and girls who were in fact not attending the club at all”.36 Nonetheless, 

even accounting for such absences, Victoria commanded a large attendance of 

youths from the surrounding area. 

 The nature of Victoria’s membership is difficult to discern from its 

records.  The club was intended to be for Jews only – the Club premises stood 

on land leased from the United Synagogue, and one condition of the lease was 

that the building was only to be used for “a well-conducted youth club whose 

members are exclusively of the Jewish faith, such club to be conducted on 

                                            

32 Application from the VC for further assistance from the Jewish Youth Fund, c. April 1957.  Papers of 
the Jewish Youth Fund, USA, MS384/A4004/1/1; Victoria Views, 2 April 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/110. 
33 Victoria Club annual dinner and ball brochure, 1958. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/171; Minutes 
of a meeting of the Council, 24 November 1958. Papers of the VC, LMA ACC/2996/007; Victoria Club 
annual dinner and ball brochure, 1958. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/171; Jewish Youth, September 
1958. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/212. 
34 Minutes of a meeting of the Executive Committee, 3 May 1960. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/008. 
35 Ibid. 
36 Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs Annual Report, 1958. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/14. 
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Orthodox Jewish lines in all respects”.37 The terms of the lease were strictly 

adhered to, as evidenced by the expulsion of two non-Jews in June 1959.38 

Though there is no record in Victoria’s minutes as to how these members were 

admitted, it is clear that many Jewish clubs were not opposed to admitting 

gentiles per se. During the initial fundraising for the new premises, the VC 

initially made an approach to the JYF, hoping to secure a contribution towards 

the costs of the building. The Fund’s Advisory Committee, however, felt “some 

disquiet” at “certain aspects of the Agreement and Schedule of Rules which the 

Club have entered into with the United Synagogue”, particular over the lease’s 

stipulation as to “the type of members to be accepted”.39 Similarly, in a 

symposium on Jewish youth work in June 1956, all speakers agreed that Jewish 

clubs should not admit “too high a proportion of non-Jewish members” – that 

is, that it was acceptable to admit non-Jews so long as Jews were in the 

majority, and the club did not lose its “Jewish character”.40 Likewise, Roland 

Franklin argued in February 1959 that it was “wrong in principle for a Jewish 

club to exclude Gentiles from membership if they desire to join”.41 Indeed, 

Franklin stated in the Jewish Chronicle that Victoria only adopted a policy of 

barring non-Jews “because the club was built on United Synagogue land and 

the bar against the admission of Gentiles was one of the conditions of the 

lease”.42 Nor was Franklin alone in this belief: at least one member of Victoria’s 

executive committee had queried why the two non-Jewish boys had to be 

expelled; the overwhelming reason given for the expulsion was that Victoria’s 

hands were tied with regard to the lease.43 Thus, Victoria’s leadership were not 

ideologically concerned with making the club an exclusive Jewish milieu, and 

only did so because it was a legal obligation.  

                                            

37 There was no stipulation as to the denomination of the members. Application by the Victoria Club for 
a loan from the Jewish Youth Fund, c. 1956. Papers of the Jewish Youth Fund, USA, MS384/A4004/1/1. 
38 Minutes of a meeting of the Executive Committee, 10 June 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/008. 
39 Application by the Victoria Club for a loan from the Jewish Youth Fund, c. 1956. Papers of the Jewish 
Youth Fund, USA, MS384/A4004/1/1. 
40 JC, 1 June 1956, p. 11. 
41 JC, 20 February 1959, p. 28. 
42 Ibid. Such concerns are indicative of a tension between the demands of the wider community and the 
desires of the leadership of the VC. 
43 Minutes of a meeting of the Executive Committee, 10 June 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/008. 
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The minimum age for club membership was set at ten in June 1960, 

with the VC being divided into three sections: Junior, Intermediate and Senior. 

Prior to 1960, there appears to have been an age limit of twenty-three, and 

there was a section of the club for members aged eighteen to twenty-three. 

From 1960, however, the upper age limit was set at nineteen. Boys attended 

the Junior club from the ages of ten to thirteen-and-a-half, whereupon they 

moved into the Intermediate club until they were sixteen, followed by the 

Senior section until the age of nineteen. For girls, the upper age limits were 

thirteen, fifteen-and-a-half and seventeen-and-a-half respectively.44 From 

Victoria’s documents, it is unclear why the upper age limits differed for boys 

and girls, though it was the subject of some debate within the Executive 

Committee. 

 The relative wealth of the members is equally difficult to ascertain, 

though some insight can be gained from the club’s fees. In 1956, the average 

weekly entrance fee was around 4d, occasionally rising to 6d.45 In March 1958, 

the 18-23 club charged an entrance fee of 5 shillings for new members, with a 

subscription of 15 shillings per quarter or part thereof.46 Nonetheless these 

figures should be treated with some degree of caution as there was significant 

variation within the membership fees. Within the senior girls’ section in 1956, 

for example, some girls paid 2d, whilst others paid 3d; still more paid 4d or 

6d. There was even some variation in fees paid by individuals, with one girl 

paying 5, 4, 2, 4 and 6 pence for consecutive weeks’ admission.47 It is possible 

that the variation in these fees represented a payment towards different 

activities, with some activities costing more than others. Likewise the sharp 

increase in fees for the older age group may be a result of an expectation that 

they would, by that age, be working and thus not reliant upon their parents’ 

income, as occurred in the Manchester JLB.48 Regardless of the reason for such 

variation, caution should be exercised when using them to extrapolate details 

of the members’ financial background. Nonetheless, it is possible to suggest 
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that the fees indicate that the club was open to children from poorer 

backgrounds. 

 Victoria, therefore, was in many ways considerably different to the Jewish 

Lads’ Brigade (JLB). Whilst the JLB was almost certainly larger, the VC possessed 

a greater of number of members concentrated on a single site (the JLB, it will 

be recalled, was spread across a number of sites in London and the provinces. 

In comparison Victoria had only one base, in Stamford Hill). Victoria’s success 

in recruitment, and the JLB’s concomitant failure, can be ascribed to the two 

movements’ geographic location within London. Despite shifting its focus to 

the suburbs during the 1950s, for much of the period, the JLB remained 

heavily concentrated in traditional areas of Jewish settlement, areas from which 

the British Jewish community had migrated after the Second World War.49 

Victoria, on the other hand, was located in the newer areas of Jewish 

settlement, having followed, as has been shown, the community’s shift in 

geographic distribution. This clearly allowed Victoria access to a much larger 

population from which to draw its membership, something which the JLB 

lacked and was no doubt a factor in the latter’s poor numerical performance. 

Yet the totality of the move to Stamford Hill also reflects much more on the 

decisive and responsive attitude of Victoria as compared to the largely gradual 

approach of the JLB. As Jewish Youth wrote in 1956, “the move of one of the 

oldest East End clubs to Stamford Hill represents a courageous ability to break 

with the past in order to tackle the present”.50 Jewish Youth was highly critical 

of what it saw as some clubs’ “parochial” concerns for “their local affiliations”, 

a criticism which could have almost been directly aimed at the JLB.51 The 

ambition of Victoria, the willingness to adapt in the face of changing 

circumstance, contrasts starkly with the JLB’s refusal to do so, and may well be 

responsible for many of the differences between the two movements, as will be 

shown below. 
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Israel, Britain and Zionism 

Key to Victoria’s sense of its identity – and thus the sense of identity 

that it sought to pass on to its members – was its relationship to Israel and 

Britain. This relationship was also the site of a key area of difference between 

Victoria and the JLB, indicating the presence, within the VC, of two national 

group identities – one centred upon Israel, the other on Britain. Victoria’s 

relationship with Israel was, from at least 1956, extremely strong, and 

uniformly positive.52 “Israeli dancing” was a prominent and long standing 

activity within the club, as were Hebrew activities (chiefly centred upon the 

learning of modern Hebrew, indicating an attachment to a cultural, rather than 

religious, identity).53 An “Israel month” was held and trees were planted in the 

“Victoria grove” in Israel.54 All of these factors point to, at the very least, a 

cultural identification with the Jewish state. 

Yet there was also an extremely strong emotional and political 

investment in the State of Israel. The greatest indication of Victoria’s strength 

of commitment to Israel comes from the club magazine’s coverage of the tenth 

anniversary of Israel’s independence. Victoria Views ran an extremely rich 

description of the anniversary’s importance, not just to British Jews, but also to 

Jews across the world. Israel was described as a safe haven, a refuge for all 

persecuted Jews, and links were drawn between the pogroms suffered by 

Russian Jews at the turn of the twentieth century, through to the Holocaust 

itself.55 In so doing, it tied the fate and prosperity of the state not only to 

Israeli Jews but to all Jews, writing that “the Lord has helped to create the State 

[and] it was the duty of every Jew to defend it”.56 Such sentiments are highly 

significant coming as they did less than ten years after the British Jewish 

community had been riven by concerns that the establishment of Israel would 

create a sense of dual loyalty within British Jewry, fears exemplified by the 

attitude of the Anglo-Jewish Association (AJA) in the years prior to Israel’s 
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founding. The AJA continued to believe, until the late 1940s, that overt 

expressions of loyalty to Israel would cause non-Jews to accuse British Jewry of 

disloyalty, fostering anti-Semitism and jeopardising the position of the 

community as a whole.57 To that end, the Association towed a strongly non-

Zionist line throughout the late 1940s, pursuing a religious, rather than ethno-

national, identity.58 Similarly, even by 1958 the JLB had only just come to terms 

with Zionism’s victory in Jewish life, and even then it could not bring itself to 

give full voice to an attachment to Israel. 

The absence in Victoria of the dilemma of dual loyalties is emphasised 

in the anniversary article’s discussion of the British and Palestine. Israel’s 

founders were described as having “ousted the highly unpopular British 

Mandatory Government” whose quota on Jewish entry into Palestine was 

described as “grossly inadequate”.59 Those who sought, in direct opposition to 

British-imposed laws, to break the blockade were lionised by the article as 

“martyrs”.60 Thus not only did the article strongly identify diaspora Jewry with 

Israel’s well-being, it went so far as to directly challenge British actions in 

Palestine, and to glorify those who opposed the British (though of course it is 

significant that there is no mention of armed opposition to British rule within 

the article). Such sentiments may not seem surprising in the light of the 

commonly held belief that all of British Jewry identified strongly with Israel.61 

Yet, as chapter two demonstrated, during the period up to 1958 the JLB 

strenuously resisted any expression of identification with Israel, and sought 

every opportunity to display its loyalty to, and love for, Britain. This policy was 

pursued to the extent that the organisation’s minutes bore no reference to the 

state’s founding in 1948, and nor did its own magazine, Advance Again, carry 

any references to the tenth anniversary of Israel’s independence in 1958. It is 

extremely difficult to envisage the JLB of the 1950s criticising British actions in 

Palestine. It is clear that not only did Victoria possess a very strong attachment 

to Israel, but that this strength of feeling was enough for it to directly criticise 

                                            

57 Thomas Plant, ‘The Anglo‐Jewish Association and Anglo‐Jewry, 1945‐1950’ (Unpublished Masters 
Dissertation: University of Southampton, 2009), pp. 56‐62. 
58 Ibid. 
59 Victoria Views, April 1958. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/110. 
60 Ibid. 
61 See for instance Todd Endelman, The Jews of Britain 1656 to 2000 (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 2002), p. 236. 



  The Victoria Club 

 145   

Britain, or more specifically British policy towards Palestine/Israel. This 

attachment to Israel indicates a national group identity (encompassing 

elements of ethnicity and culture) centred upon Israel, the strength of which 

indicates that it was of high salience within the Victoria Club’s interpretation of 

British Jewishness. 

Yet the relationship between Victoria and Israel was not a simple case of 

uncomplicated and unmitigated affection for the Jewish state. The club still 

saw fit to emphasise the deep regard that it held for Britain, perhaps 

suggesting that the issue of dual loyalties had not yet lost its purchase within 

the community. Victoria’s desire to associate itself with the British royal family 

stretched back to its foundation in 1901, when the club was named after the 

monarch. This association continued in December 1957 when the Duke of 

Edinburgh visited the club, shortly after the new building’s official opening, 

where he was given a short tour of the building and the chance to meet some 

of the members.62 The visit is significant for the fact that a member of the 

Royal family had been encouraged to patronise the club at all – surely unlikely 

if the club wished to have little to do with any sense of Britishness. Yet more 

significant is the report of the visit that appeared in Victoria Views. The 

magazine wrote that the Duke’s visit “bears witness to the fact that as Jews our 

duties and loyalties are to the Crown and State are our immediate concern”, 

and that it wished to express, on behalf of the clubs, “the love and affection we 

hold for Him, the Queen his wife, and this our Home”.63 Such expressions of 

affinity with Britain may perhaps provide a reason for Victoria’s leadership’s 

lack of any desire to make the club an exclusive ethnically Jewish milieu: doing 

so would have impinged upon their interpretation of a hybrid British Jewish 

identity which was heavily based upon a sense of identification with non-Jewish 

life. Thus, the staunch identification with Israel displayed throughout Victoria’s 

pronouncements and activities during the 1950s did not preclude an equally 

firm bond (or at least, an expression of such a bond) with Britain. Despite the 

importance of Victoria’s Israeli-national group identity, it also possessed and 
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sought to inculcate a strong national group identity, centred on Britain, of at 

least equal importance to that of the Israeli-national identity. 

The sense of self that Victoria favoured was not as uncomplicated as 

that of the JLB, who favoured British national and Progressive Judaism-based 

group identities, with additional role characteristics of masculinity and 

citizenship appropriated from non-Jewish society. Victoria possessed two 

dominant group identities, both based upon nationality – one centred upon 

Israel, and one upon Britain. Each had a high salience within its interpretation 

of British Jewishness. The disparity between the interpretations of British 

Jewish identity proffered by the JLB and VC may be attributed to their 

respective leadership bodies. The leadership of the JLB, in particular Ernest 

Joseph and Louis Gluckstein, had been serving the community since the 

interwar period and their attitudes, as chapter two makes clear, had been 

formed in these years. As such, they were acutely sensitive to accusations of 

‘dual loyalties’ and exclusively focused their national group identity on Britain. 

Victoria’s leaders, however, were not drawn from the same socio-cultural or 

religious background as the leaders of the JLB. As a result, they were much less 

concerned with the fear of ‘dual loyalties’ that possessed the communal elite, 

and were therefore less chary of maintaining a sense of emotional attachment 

to Britain and Israel simultaneously. 

 

Judaism  

A further group identity is evident in the Club’s relationship to Judaism. 

It is important to recall at this juncture that Victoria was attached to the United 

Synagogue, and that Orthodox practices were a stipulation of the lease.64 

Managers, however, need not have been Orthodox in their own observance, 

and were not precluded from discussing their own religious views with 

members, provided it was made clear that the views were their own and not 

those of the club.65 Such stipulations indicated that whilst Victoria may have 

had an official religious line, it was not necessarily rigorously enforced. 
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Nonetheless, guidelines on how religion should be discussed indicate that 

religion was discussed in club time, and discussed on a regular basis (regularly 

enough for guidelines to be issued). It is thus clear that religion was often 

present at the Club. Nevertheless, as the subsequent sections will 

demonstrate, there is also compelling evidence that Victoria’s religious group 

identity was of lower significance than its two nationality-based group 

identities. 

In terms of religious activities undertaken at the Club, it is important to 

note that a further stipulation of the lease from the United Synagogue was that 

the United and New Synagogues reserved the right to hold “classes for 

religious instruction” for two hours a night, Monday to Friday, and on Saturday 

and Sunday mornings.66 They were also given the right to hold services on the 

Sabbath and on Jewish Holy Days.67 Yet observance was not limited to forms 

required by the lease. Jewish religious festivals were observed at Victoria: High 

Holy Day services were attended by the members, a Chanukah party was 

arranged for a nearby old peoples’ home, and a Succah was built on the roof of 

the club in 1959.68 Festivals such as Succoth and Purim were “actively 

celebrated”, and club prayers were said at the end of each evening, as well as 

at the end of classes.69 Likewise Rabbis presided over various events at 

Victoria, ranging from the annual display and prize giving to the consecration 

of the club’s new premises in Stamford Hill.70 These Rabbis were not drawn 

from one specific denomination, but rather came from both orthodox and 

Sephardi congregations: Kopul Rosen represented the Federation of 

Synagogues on one occasion, whilst Victoria’s new premises were consecrated 

by the Haham Dr. Gaon, assisted by a representative of the Chief Rabbi.71 Such 

a cross section of religious leaders indicates the influence of both Sephardi 

and orthodox Judaism within the club. It is significant, however, that 

representatives of the Liberal or Reform congregations do not appear to have 

been invited to attend Victoria’s events. This was no doubt in part due to the 
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United Synagogue’s stipulation that the club was “to be conducted on 

Orthodox Jewish lines in all respects”, and the general perception that Reform 

and Liberal Jews were insufficiently Jewish.72 The nature of the Rabbis invited to 

preside over Victoria’s events suggests that Victoria’s conception of Jewishness 

involved a more traditional observance of Judaism than that of the JLB. 

Indeed, as has been shown, club activities were suspended on Friday 

evenings. In their place, a Friday evening service was provided for members 

and their parents (from at least 1957), after which there were discussions on 

“Jewish topic[s] and/or Jewish songs for an hour or so”.73 A Saturday service 

was also provided, and was intended to be the sole responsibility of Victoria 

(as opposed to sharing the service with another club, or having it run by the 

local synagogue).74 Clearly, therefore, Judaism was a significant part of the club 

life of Victoria’s members, and from this it may be inferred that the Club was 

intended to foster an Orthodox Judaism-based group identity amongst its 

members. 

Yet Judaism was not as central to Victoria life as many in the community 

would have liked. It will be recalled that, after the war, the British Jewish 

community experienced something of a religious crisis, a crisis that 

manifested itself in a concerted call for greater Jewish religious education.75 

Youth club leaders were not exempt from this, and in a four-page supplement 

on the Victoria Club in the Jewish Chronicle, Basil Henriques called for Jewish 

youth clubs to imbue their members with a sense of Judaism: “it is not enough 

today that Jewish boys or girls are proud of their heritage. They must live by 

their religion, understanding the tremendous responsibilities of being the 

witnesses and chosen servants of God”.76 Henriques was a prominent figure in 

Jewish youth work, founding the Oxford and St George’s Jewish Boys’ Club 

(later Bernhard Baron Settlement) in 1914.77 He was also a prominent figure in 

the Jewish Fellowship, an anti-Zionist organisation that, like the AJA, heavily 
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emphasised the need for a Judaic rather than ethno-national identity.78 Given 

Henriques’ background, it is perhaps unsurprising that he would so ardently 

push for religious education within the club movement. Yet he was merely 

expressing the desires of many within the community after the dislocation of 

the war. 

Nevertheless Victoria, like the JLB, largely resisted this call. Explicit 

religious education does not appear to have been a staple activity at the club – 

such classes were instead left to the United and New Synagogues. True, the 

sermons on Fridays and Saturdays could arguably have fulfilled this role, yet 

they were not compulsory (nor could they be, given the importance of Friday 

evenings as a time for family cohesion).79 These sermons were in fact expected 

to entirely “make up the religious side of the Club” in 1957.80 Other, smaller, 

indications that religion was not central to Victoria club life are evident. 

Judaism receives far fewer explicit references in Victoria’s documents than 

secular activities. Whilst the Sabbath was kept at camp, this was to be done “as 

much as possible”, indicating a less than strict attachment to the principles of 

Judaism, and a feeling that these principles could be sacrificed to the greater 

needs of day-to-day club life.81 Similarly, and perhaps puzzlingly, Victoria 

showed a more than passing interest in the Christian festival of Christmas – on 

more than one occasion mention was made of the club closing for Christmas, 

and at one point serious consideration was given to holding a Christmas 

party.82 The latter only failed to come to fruition because the club found it 

impossible to find staff who were willing to work on Christmas Day, and 

because in 1958 Boxing Day fell on a Friday, meaning the event could not be 

held then either.83 Though the refusal to hold the party on a Friday is 

interesting, it becomes clear that Victoria’s leadership did not strictly adhere to 
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all the tenets of Orthodox Judaism, and indeed was willing to subvert them to 

more secular considerations on a regular basis. 

Whilst the club’s lack of strict adherence to Orthodoxy may have 

stemmed from its primarily Sephardi leadership, it may also have resulted from 

Victoria’s particular history. Recalling the circumstances surrounding the 

establishment of the club as they seemed to its wealthy elite founders, Robert 

Waley-Cohen’s biographer noted how many of the children of Jewish 

immigrants “accepted the stringent demands of orthodox Judaism learnt from 

their parents, but were not imbued with the faith and piety which observance 

ought to manifest”.84 Rather “they had redefined piety (and its adjective frum in 

Yiddish) to entail only physical observance without relation to either faith or 

ethics”, and “in the resulting code which ruled their lives, there was no room 

for either moral obligation or the law of the land”.85 The club founders’ belief 

that stringent Orthodox observance was detrimental to youths, and their belief 

that ethics, morality and a generalised sense of faith were key to Judaism was 

maintained into the postwar period. Victoria’s historical view that frum was 

neither the end-all of Judaism, nor even a means to an end, goes some way 

towards explaining the lack of explicit religious instruction within Victoria and 

its contradictory insistence on more rigorous observance than that of the 

Brigade.  

In this regard, the presence of Kopul Rosen, Principal Rabbi of the 

Federation of Synagogues, at the 1946 Annual Display is particularly 

significant. Though Rosen’s presence was noteworthy as “the first time the 

Federation had sent a representative to see their [Victoria’s] work”, there was 

at least an unofficial link between Rosen and the club through the medium of 

Carmel College, in which Victoria’s club chairman Roland Franklin served as 

chairman and a governor.86 The two men undoubtedly knew one another, and 

there was a degree of overlap between Rosen’s ideologies and those of 

Victoria. Rosen had founded Carmel in 1948 in an attempt to emulate what he 

believe were the best features of the British public school system – “the 

emphasis on character training, harmonic blend of the intellectual and the 
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physical, the education by atmosphere and example”, all of which were 

mirrored in Victoria’s ideology during the 1950s.87 More significant, however, 

was Rosen’s stance on Judaism. Rosen came from a Chasidic background, 

attending the Yeshivah Etz Chaim in Whitechapel at the age of 14 before 

leaving Britain for Mir Yeshivah in Poland aged 22.88 He was appointed Principal 

Rabbi of the Federation of Synagogues in 1945, unanimously elected President 

of the British Mizrachi in 1947 and, until he withdrew from the running in 

1948, was a candidate for the office of Chief Rabbi after the death of Joseph 

Hertz in 1946.89  

Rosen’s views were orthodox in nature, as with the general tone of 

Victoria’s Judaism, but he also conceived of Judaism as the identifier of 

Jewishness, and communicated as much to Victoria and its members. In his 

1946 address to the club, Rosen mused that “when he saw the term Jewish 

Club, he asked himself what was Jewish about it. He felt that there should be 

something Jewish about every Jewish organisation. He believed that the 

Judaism of the street, of the factory, of the business, of the club, was as holy 

and as religious as the Judaism of the synagogue”.90 He went on to argue that 

“Jewish young men and women could not attain dignity ... if they were ignorant 

of what Judaism meant”.91 There was, then, a considerable overlap between the 

views of Rosen and Victoria in that for Rosen, as with the VC, whilst orthodoxy 

was the primary expression of Judaism, there was more to that orthodoxy than 

mere ‘synagogue Judaism’ or physical observance. Victoria’s decision to invite 

Rosen to the Display in 1946 consequently underlines its complex relationship 

with Judaism. 

The lack of explicit instruction within Victoria was personified by its 

Club Ministerial Officer. By 1960 this officer was involved in organising “visits 

to various places of Jewish interest and interviews with famous people…a 

Jewish Affairs Group, a Hebrew reading class and assistance to the Jewish 
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Defence Group of North London”.92 Yet none of these activities can be labelled 

religious. Instead, the Ministerial Officer was actively engaged in the 

inculcation of a cultural construction of Jewish identity. That the Club’s 

Ministerial Officer, who might reasonably be expected to emphasise religious 

matters, was pursuing cultural sense of Jewishness indicates that Victoria’s 

Judaism-based (Judaic) group identity was of a lower significance in its 

interpretation of British Jewishness than its national group identities. This is 

not to say that the Judaic group identity was unimportant to the Victoria Club, 

but rather that it was downplayed as compared to its own conceptions of 

national identity. 

Thus, the salience of the VC’s Judaic group identity was less than that of 

its two nationality identities, though this is not to say that its these were of no 

consequence. Moreover, when Victoria and the JLB are compared, the Judaic 

group identity was of lower importance to the VC than to the JLB. Though the 

level of religious observance and, crucially, instruction provided in and around 

the VC (through both the Club’s own classes as well as those of the New 

Synagogue) were higher than that offered in the Brigade, the Judaic identity of 

the Brigade was, as chapter two noted, a central pillar of its interpretation of 

British Jewishness. Yet the core of Victoria’s British Jewishness seems to have 

been its two national identities, with its Judaic group identity and (as will be 

demonstrated below) its role identities clustered outside this nationality 

dynamic. Similarly, whilst the VC and the JLB both interpreted British 

Jewishness as containing a Judaic group component, they differed in the 

content of this Judaic identity. For the JLB, as was demonstrated in chapter two, 

the religious identity was largely Progressive in nature. Victoria, in contrast, 

favoured an Orthodox-inflected interpretation. This interpretation was the 

result of an amalgamation of the club’s particular history, the Sephardi 

inclinations of the clubs leaders and the strictures imposed on them by the 

United Synagogue, against their and the JYF’s inclinations, and was mediated 

by the allowance that managers could discuss their personal religious views 

with members. 

 

                                            

92 Minutes of a meeting of the Executive Committee, 8 June 1960. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/008. 
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Gender 

As noted above, several role identities operated around and overlapped 

with Victoria’s core national identities. It is possible to discern several of these 

role identities from the Club’s attitude to gender. From early on in its surviving 

documents, Victoria was open to the idea of mixed sex activities. From 

September 1956, Wednesday evenings at the clubs were mixed, though there 

was some trepidation at the idea. The evenings were to be considered “strictly 

a privilege to those members who would be permitted to attend them. They 

would have to attend, at least, one other activity on other nights as well, being 

known to be responsible members”, indicating that Victoria’s leaders were 

concerned over the possible results of allowing the sexes free access to one 

another.93 Such attitudes were in part due to the contemporary belief that 

contact between the sexes, at dances or cinemas for example, led to illicit 

premarital sexual relations.94 Yet there was also a recognition, within the Club, 

that since contact between the sexes would likely occur anyway, it was best 

that it occurred under the watchful supervision of adults so as to ensure 

‘proper’ behaviour.95 

By the end of the 1950s, however, such fears were muted, though still 

present. In 1959 the officers of the girls’ section complained that there were 

not enough girls-only activities, and indication of both the fact that most 

activities by this point were mixed, but also that there was still some unease 

over this fact.96 By 1960 such anxieties had largely disappeared, to the extent 

that there was a feeling amongst Victoria’s leadership that a lack of a national 

body to organise all youth club activities served “no useful purpose and only 

creates a distinction between the sexes which we consider in present times to 

be both unnecessary and detrimental to the aims of the Youth Service”.97 

                                            

93 Victoria Views, September 1956. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/110. 
94 T. R. Fyvel, The Insecure Offenders: Rebellious Youth in the Welfare State (London: Pelican Books, 
1963), p. 75, p. 99; W. David Wills, Common Sense About Young Offenders (London: Victor Gollancz, 
1962), pp. 68‐69. 
95 Sally Smith, ‘Sex, Leisure and Jewish Youth Clubs in Inter‐War London’, Jewish Culture and History, 9:1 
(2007), pp. 1‐26 (pp. 9‐10). 
96 Minutes of a meeting of the Thursday Group Committee, 22 October 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/107. 
97 There were at this point two national bodies overseeing youth work in Britain: the National 
Association of Boys’ Clubs and the National Union of Mixed Clubs and Girls’ Clubs. Victoria strongly 
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Equally, in 1960 the club officially became a mixed club, whereas before it had 

technically been two clubs operating under one banner.98 Mixed sex activities, 

then, became increasingly acceptable at Victoria during the late 1950s, 

indicating a decline in fears of unlicensed sexual contact between the youths. 

Yet to a large extent club activities remained gendered throughout the 

decade. Boys took part in stereotypically masculine activities, such as football, 

carpentry, and “unarmed combat”.99 Girls, on the other hand, took part in 

activities such as a “charm school” (which was girls-only), dressmaking and 

cooking, rounders, and indoor games such as netball.100 All of these were, of 

course, stereotypical female activities. Yet the gender divide was often more 

subtle – when Victoria members were tasked with caring for elderly members 

of the community, the boys were tasked with gardening – acceptable ‘male’ 

behaviour – whilst the girls took on the maternal role of the carer.101 This was 

in contrast to the JLB, who also sent members to entertain the elderly but 

without such explicit gender roles: the Brigade chose to give a concert party.102 

In line with Victoria’s more rigorous observance of orthodoxy than that of the 

JLB, the role of the female as carer can be situated within a Judaic discourse. 

Mira Katzburg-Yungman has noted the prevalence within American Jewish 

female communal work of three central mitzvoth: “zedaka (charity), gemilut 

hassadim (good deeds for the benefit of others) and bikur holim (literally, 

visiting the sick; but in practice, caring for the sick)”.103 Victoria’s decision to 

allocate its female members to a maternal role when visiting the elderly must 

                                                                                                                                

desired a merger of the two bodies, though in the event declined to openly state as much. Minutes of a 
meeting of the Executive Committee, 20 September 1960. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/008. 
98 Minutes of a meeting of the Executive Committee, 14 July 1960. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/008. 
99 Though it is at present unknown whether girls took part in contact sports, it is extremely unlikely. 
Victoria Club Winter Programme (no date). Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/083. 
100 It is worth noting too that the members who worked in the club canteen were predominantly female. 
Minutes of a meeting of the Thursday Group Committee, 22 October 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/107; Victoria Views, June 1958, April 1959 & c. 1956. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/110; 
Minutes of a meeting of the Manager’s Committee, 6 November 1955. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/078. 
101 Lynne Segal, ‘Look Back in Anger: Men in the 50s’, in Rowena Chapman and Jonathon Rutherford 
(eds.), Male Order: Unwrapping Masculinity (London: Laurence and Wishart, 1988), pp. 68‐96 (p. 72); 
Victoria Club Executive Committee Minute Book, 1956‐1962. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/008. 
102 Club Reporter (1959). Papers of the MJLB, USA, MS223/A827/1/18. 
103 Mira Katzburg‐Yungman, ‘The Impact of Gender on the Leading American Zionist Organizations’, in 
Judith Tydor Braumel and Tova Cohen (eds.), Gender, Place and Memory in the Modern Jewish 
Experience (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 2003), pp. 165‐186 (p. 169). 
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therefore also be situated within the Jewish tradition. Like the JLB, Victoria 

sought to ensure that its members conformed to long established gender roles 

of wider society. In so doing, the Club’s leadership was, consciously or 

unconsciously, appropriating and endorsing the gender role identities of that 

society – the strong, physically active male breadwinner and the demure 

female homemaker. Unlike the JLB, however, it situated female activity at least 

partially within a separate traditional Jewish discourse, in line with its more 

orthodox conception of Judaism. 

Yet there were also signs that in some ways Victoria sought to subvert 

these established gender role identities. Both males and females took part in 

the ‘discussion group’ activity, and both sexes had access to, and were 

expected to use, the library.104 These activities are significant not because they 

were mixed sex, but rather because they both involved some form of 

intellectual activity. For males, intellect was seen as effeminate, whereas the 

stereotypical male was deemed to take pride and joy from physical work. Thus 

Victoria was subtly, though not entirely, readjusting the male gender norm, 

perhaps to one more in keeping with the contemporary belief that the male 

had been ‘domesticated’.105 The change in gender expectations is perhaps less 

stark for the girls than it was the boys – women had never been expected to be 

purely devoted to manual labour – yet it was present. In 1955, the Victoria 

Girls’ Club could report on its discussion group having debated such questions 

as “are newspapers a good or bad influence for us?”, and by 1950 the Junior 

girls were discussing racial segregation and Communism.106 Similarly, girls 

were encouraged to take up weightlifting, though this was in part because, as 

one instructor noted, weightlifting was “good for the [girls’] figure[s]”.107 

Though such activities were pursued at the same time as activities such as 

needlework, they clearly argue against an interpretation of Victoria as solely 

attempting to inculcate the stereotypical model of female duties – that is, the 

                                            

104 Notes on Programme Committee’s Recommendations, c. 1957. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/083. 
105 See for instance Martin Francis, ‘The Domestication of the Male? Recent Research on Nineteenth‐ 
and Twentieth Century Masculinity’, The Historical Journal, 45:3 (2002), pp. 637‐652 (passim), though 
Francis rightly points out that this domestication was not nearly so prevalent as was assumed. 
106 Victoria Girls’ Club Magazine, 13 December 1955. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/078; Victoria 
Views, May 1959. Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/110. 
107 JC, 27 February 1959, pp. 28‐29. The significance of the fact that both boys and girls engaged in judo 
and weightlifting will be discussed more fully below. 
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dainty, demure female whose role was the hearth and home.108 Intellectual 

debates were geared towards nurturing the girls’ intelligence, perhaps an 

indication that Victoria’s leaders were aware that gender roles were in a period 

of flux, and that the girls needed to be prepared for a new way of feminine 

life.109 Such subversion of established gender roles indicates that the Club and 

its leadership were not as wedded to the established normative gender role 

identities as were the leadership of the JLB. 

Likewise activities such as weightlifting subverted the stereotype of the 

physically weak woman but also, by banishing the stereotype of the weak Jew, 

contained a specifically Jewish aspect. Muscular Judaism sought to use physical 

exercise to regenerate the Jewish body and thus bring about the regeneration 

of the Jewish people, and thereafter the Jewish state. The regeneration of the 

female figure implied in the instructor’s remarks, coupled with Victoria’s 

attachment to Israel, indicates a degree of belief in this ideal. This was in 

contrast to the JLB whose antipathy towards Zionism for much of the period 

militated against the presence of muscular Judaism, despite the Brigade’s 

heavy emphasis on physical recreation. Nor was the VC’s belief in muscular 

Judaism as deeply held as for Maccabi, for whose ideology muscular Judaism 

was a central tenet. Nevertheless, the presence of a degree of muscular 

Judaism illustrates Victoria’s commitment to both Judaism and, to a lesser 

degree, Jewish peoplehood. 

It is therefore clear that, as with the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, Victoria’s 

interpretation of British Jewishness incorporated strong gender role identities, 

the relative salience of which will be discussed more fully below. Unlike the JLB, 

however, the gender role identities of the VC were relatively complex. As with 

the Brigade, two gender role identities can be determined – the masculine and 

the feminine. Each role identity was characterised by elements of established 

gender roles appropriated from wider society, with the feminine role 

additionally consisting of an element of Jewish tradition. Consequently, the 

masculine identity encompassed elements of hegemonic masculinity, and the 

feminine identity elements of the established female roles of wife and mother. 

                                            

108 Victoria Club Winter Programme (no date). Papers of the VC, LMA, ACC/2996/083. 
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Yet each role was beginning to be subverted within the role identities that 

Victoria put forwards. Hegemonic masculinity was being challenged by the 

teaching of ‘effeminate’ intellectual skills, femininity by female physicality and 

an emphasis on intellectualism not previously felt necessary in the life of a 

housewife. This transgression of established norms resulted in an overlap 

between the two gender role identities – both the masculine and the feminine 

shared an emphasis on physical pursuits (though this was greater for the boys) 

and education (more heavily emphasised for the girls). This overlap indicates, 

again, that identities must be treated as organic syntheses, rather than 

mechanical ladder-like hierarchies with each rung a discrete sub-division of 

identity. 

Aside from such allocation of role identities, however, Victoria’s 

gendered activities are also indicative of an attempt to transmit a set of 

societal norms. Thus the act of caring for the elderly can be seen as an attempt 

to instil a sense of social responsibility in Victoria’s membership, and 

consequently a sense of citizenship.110 Indeed, an emphasis on good 

citizenship had long been a central principle of the VC, as it had been with the 

JLB. Presiding over Victoria’s 45th annual display, Kopul Rosen said that “it was 

generally assumed, and quite rightly”, that the purpose of the club movement 

was, inter alia, to help young Jews grow up into “good citizens”.111 Likewise, a 

club member writing for a Jewish Chronicle supplement on the VC in 1957 

claimed that the club taught its members “to become good and useful citizens 

in a tolerant and free country”.112 Nor were such sentiments confined to the VC 

– in an article on ‘Jewish Youth Work in London’ David Mellows, Secretary of 

the AJY, stated that “Citizenship is Club membership writ large” was one of the 

fundamental “Principles and Aims” of the Boys’ Club movement,113 and, in a 

separate publication, Mellows wrote that in pursuit of this principle “training in 

the clubs is designed to provide boys and girls with a proper sense of 

responsibility”.114  

                                            

110 JC, 22 November 1957, p. i; Minutes of a meeting of the Executive Committee, 7 January 1957. 
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These sentiments indicate a similar citizenship role identity to that 

appropriated from non-Jewish society by the Jewish Lads’ Brigade. As in the 

Brigade, the behavioural requirements of this role identity overlapped 

considerably with that of the British national identity, and indicate that Victoria 

possessed a similar level of emotional attachment to Britain as that of the 

Brigade. Given that in the JLB such citizenship was couched in a sense of 

rootedness and belonging to Britain, it is likely, given the similarities between 

the citizen role identities of the two movements, that Victoria’s citizenship was 

also emphasised in this manner. What is significant, however, is that whereas 

the Brigade felt that this sense of citizenship and belonging precluded any 

emotional attachment to a global Jewish ethnic community, or to an Israel-

based national group identity, fearing that such ‘separatism’ was an indication 

of dual loyalties, Victoria’s leadership did not. Given both the strong Israel-

based group and the citizenship role identities outlined above, it is clear that 

Victoria’s leadership did not view attachment to Israel and Britain in the same 

mutually exclusive terms as the JLB. This, again, suggests that the disparity in 

age and formative experiences of the leaderships of the JLB and the VC were 

responsible for their differing interpretations of British Jewishness. 

The presence of a “music appreciation” course for girls also speaks to 

an attempt to impart a particular set of values – in this case the ‘appreciation’ 

of classical music can be read as an effort to encourage refinement and 

sophistication, as opposed to the ‘riotous’ characteristics of rock ‘n’ roll.115 In 

this the VC mirrored the actions of the JLB, who also attempted to neutralise 

the ‘harm’ inherent in popular music by encouraging youths to appreciate 

classical music, though Victoria’s antipathy to rock ‘n’ roll was, as will be 

demonstrated below, too great to allow it to follow the Brigade’s lead in 

encouraging youths to engage with popular music itself. Nonetheless Victoria’s 

embrace of music appreciation was not simply a response to postwar 

circumstances, but rather was an outgrowth of a particular tradition within the 

club itself. One of Victoria’s founders, Robert Waley Cohen, was a keen 

musician, and insisted that music play a part in club life from the outset.116 

This was not, however, intended solely for the boys’ entertainment. Victoria’s 
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early music appreciation classes contained and implicit ideological agenda, 

and aimed to increase the sophistication and refinement of the members.117 

Thus Waley Cohen’s intent was to transform poor and uneducated youths into 

articulate sophisticates through the medium of music.118 The presence of 

classical music appreciation classes in the late 1950s indicates the extent to 

which Victoria adhered to Waley Cohen’s vision. 

In a similar vein, boys and girls at Victoria were given the option to learn 

ballroom dances, an expectation that was also the result of a desire to create a 

more refined and sophisticated young person, in contrast to popular 

perceptions of contemporary youth, especially youth dancing.119 Victoria’s 

attitude to popular youth culture will be discussed more fully below, but the 

activities that Victoria provided can evidently be seen as an attempt to restore 

certain ‘desirable’ characteristics into its youths. In this Victoria shared an aim 

with the Jewish Lads’ Brigade – that of ‘character control’, and the inculcation 

of a sense of citizenship and normative gender roles into its members. 

The parallels between Victoria and the JLB continue in the field of 

sports. As was detailed above, both boys and girls at Victoria took part in 

sporting activities, though the types of sports engaged in were strongly 

gendered. What is significant here is that sports as a whole served, once again, 

as a means of inculcating the behavioural characteristics of certain role 

identities. Competitive sport – as practiced by both Victoria and the JLB – 

encouraged the values of fair play, decency and honesty. Indeed Basil 

Henriques remarked on team sports’ capacity to teach young Jews “how to play 

the game of life as sportsmen – never trying to win by a foul, or to be selfish, 

accepting defeat with determination to try again, and knowing how to win with 

modesty and humility”.120 Whilst the inculcation of these values at Victoria was 

not so overt as was the case with the JLB, Victoria was certainly concerned with 

attempting to do so.121 Such attitudes once again suggest nostalgia for an 

idealised bourgeois British way of life – that is, they were appropriated from a 
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broader narrative. At the same time, however, they were also a product of 

Victoria’s background. The club had been established with the aim of 

emphasising an esprit de corps in its membership, and of “imbuing them with 

that spirit which made ideal English characters”.122 These behavioural 

characteristics were shared by both the citizenship and the gender role 

identities of Victoria, indicating that, as with the JLB, there was considerable 

overlap between the two role identities. Similarly, the fact that these 

characteristics relied upon an idealised interpretation of bourgeois British 

values indicates that these role identities also overlapped with the British 

national identity, underlining the notion that the identity of the British Jewish 

community cannot be reduced to discrete essentialist components. 

 

Popular Culture and Youth Behaviour 

Related to the emphasis on desirable characteristics was Victoria’s 

distaste for popular youth culture, in keeping with the dominant discourse of 

much of wider adult society.  This distaste centred largely upon music, though 

other youth activities were also treated with hostility. Both jiving and rock ‘n’ 

roll were frowned upon. In an attempt to provide amusement for non-Thursday 

members who attended Thursday club nights in 1959, one manager suggested 

that “some request records might be played in the canteen”, but stipulated that 

“no jiving will be allowed”.123 The following month the playing of records was 

ceased since “many of the members were jiving”; instead “records of shows” 

were to be played – “ones that could not be danced to”.124 Likewise, after some 

members of the discussion group had requested a record evening, it was 

agreed that members would be permitted to bring their favourite records in, 

but that “rock ‘n’ roll will be barred”.125 Yet skiffle was actively encouraged – on 

a number of evenings a skiffle band was arranged to entertain members, and 
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the members themselves were encouraged to form skiffle groups.126 Equally, 

classical music and opera were also viewed in a positive light, as evidenced by 

the fact that the discussion group debated “whether schools encourage their 

pupils to listen to classical music enough”, and the presence of the “musical 

appreciation society”.127  

This antipathy towards popular music was partly a relic of the interwar 

fear that “new dance crazes”, inter alia, “were believed to corrupt Jewish 

youth”, yet it was also an appropriation from the wider societal narrative on 

popular music and delinquency.128 In the interwar period the musical target of 

clubs’ ire was jazz, both because of the dance moves performed by the young 

Jews and because of racism: jazz was black music, and blacks were seen as 

“exotic and sexual”.129  The feeling that jazz was ‘exotic’ (black) and sexualised 

continued during the 1950s: cultural historian Peter Bailey recalled in 1999 

that during his youth “the truly fulfilled other was the black man, the 

‘American Negro’, the authentic progenitor of jazz and the exotic embodiment 

of its rhythmic intensity and open sexuality”.130 Hostility to Jazz remained after 

1945, but was augmented by a new hostility towards rock ‘n’ roll.131 Like Jazz, 

the antipathy towards rock ‘n’ roll stemmed in part from hostility to its 

‘sexualised’ nature. Rock ‘n’ roll’s lyrics were often overtly sexual, and placed 

sexuality and the pursuit of sex at the heart of teenage life; as Bradley argues, 

in rock ‘n’ roll, the achievement of sexual fulfilment was the “climax and 

purpose” of one’s teenage years.132 Adults were not unaware of these 

connotations, and were concerned that rock ‘n’ roll was the chief cause of a 

rise in sexual activity amongst youths.133 Bradley suggests that rock ‘n’ roll was 
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in the vanguard of increased rates of pre-marital sex during the 1950s, making 

adult concerns well founded.134 

Moreover, popular music was linked to what was seen as an increasingly 

casual attitude towards sex: describing Teddy boys, one observer suggested 

that “the way they live, free sexual intercourse is almost universal. They get it 

where they want it. They don’t care where. They’ll go to a dance hall, pick up a 

girl, have intercourse, and finish with her, never see her again”.135 The 

antipathy to youth culture seems to have stemmed in part from its subversion 

of traditional gender characteristics. For girls, rock ‘n’ roll “frankly 

reconstructed [femininity] as ‘sexiness’”, whilst references to girls and women 

emphasised their “beauty, sexual willingness and a kind of energetic, care-free 

style, the capacity to provoke and favour the man/boyfriend up to and beyond 

the point of ‘surrendering’ to him”.136 Masculinity, too, was “frankly 

reconstructed” by rock ‘n’ roll: “the ‘open’, ‘frank’, [and] ‘explicit’ expression 

of ‘sexuality’” of Presley, Jerry Lee Lewis and The Big Bopper “had a very 

considerable effect in transforming the representation of acceptable 

masculinity” into one of aggressive sexuality.137 In stark contrast to the 

‘companionate’ model of masculinity in which the VC believed, Presley 

especially sang of girls with “such an urgent message that romantic ardour 

seemed to give way to the threat of rape”, as with ‘It’s Now or Never’.138 This 

aggressive sexuality did not go unnoticed by contemporaries: in 1963, one 

commentator noted Teddy boys’ “nightly prowl” for girls, who were “very much 

in the Teddy boys’ minds as objects and prey”.139 Such animalistic language 

contrasts directly with the societal discourse (implicit in the above 

commentator’s description of the Teds) that masculinity should be focused on 

chivalrous, gentlemanly actions. The implicit criticism in one Mass Observer’s 

report that after the end of a dance “the males in no case see their partners to 

their chairs, etc., but just leave them in the middle of the floor and walk off to 
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their own place” was thus derived from the notion that popular youth culture 

was subverting accepted gender behaviours.140 

Victoria’s antipathy to rock ‘n’ roll therefore further illustrates the 

behavioural characteristics of the gender role identities that it favoured. Where 

rock ‘n’ roll was seen to encourage ‘animalistic’ sexual license, Victoria 

emphasised ‘civilised’ relations between the sexes, stressing male chivalry, 

particularly towards females, and female demureness. These attitudes were 

themselves appropriated from the wider discourse on youth and sexual 

relations. In Exploring English Character Geoffrey Gorer noted that “the 

argument that such experience [pre-marital sex] degrades the girl and 

cheapens her, makes her feel tawdry or second hand, and destroys her self-

respect and the respect of others” was “invoked for both sexes and by all 

groups, though least of all by the young people, under 24”.141 The implicit role 

of the male as destroyer in this scenario is telling given Victoria’s emphasis on 

chivalry, as is the fact that antipathy to pre-marital sex was lowest amongst the 

young; hostility to youth culture’s sexual license was a primarily adult 

discourse. 

Despite this, Victoria’s antipathy to rock ‘n’ roll was unique amongst the 

three groups examined in this thesis. Both the JLB and Maccabi permitted the 

presence of rock ‘n’ roll within their clubs – the JLB in an effort to subvert its 

supposed dangerous nature but also in a nod towards increased member-

participation, Maccabi because rock ‘n’ roll’s apparent sexual licence did not 

concern it.142 These groups were not untouched by the anti-rock ‘n’ roll 

discourse of mainstream society, but nor did they allow it to dominate their 

response to youth music. Just as with JLB and Maccabi, Victoria’s response to 

popular music drew upon factors particular to its own outlook and history. 

Unlike the JLB, who increasingly towards employing professional youth leaders 

such as Stanley Rowe by the end of the 1950s, Victoria continued to be staffed 

almost entirely by volunteers.143 The increased professionalization of the youth 

service in the late 1950s and early 1960s brought a step change in the way in 
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which youth work was conceived. This changing conception was apparent 

through the labels ascribed to adults involved in youth work, as Sidney Bunt, 

who passed up the offer of a manager’s position at Victoria in favour of 

working, briefly, for Maccabi from 1960, recalled. Bunt noted that the 1960s, 

in the aftermath of professionalization, a preference emerged for such adults 

to be described as “youth workers” rather than youth “leaders”, reflecting the 

“less directive and more facilitative role” that such adults played in the 

professionalized service.144 Indeed a distinction can be drawn between the 

Association for Jewish Youth, and organisations such as the Federation of 

Zionist Youth.145 Consequently Victoria’s lack of professionalization during the 

1950s may indicate a continuation of the more ‘directive’ strand of youth 

work, in which adults sought to improve youths through their knowledge of 

what was ‘best’ for young people and without input from the members 

themselves, unlike in the JLB. Whereas the Brigade’s leadership may have 

increasingly buried or come to terms with its opposition to rock ‘n’ roll in the 

face of members demands as it professionalized its staff, Victoria’s ‘directive’ 

volunteer-based system meant that its leaders continued to be able to express 

their hostility to the genre. 

Nevertheless this does not fully explain Victoria’s antipathy to rock ‘n’ 

roll; the ‘directive’ nature of Victoria’s work was merely the vehicle through 

which its leaders were able to articulate their distaste, rather than the cause. 

Whilst Victoria’s leaders were undoubtedly influenced by the attitudes of wider 

society, they proved to be receptive to these attitudes in a way that the Brigade 

and Maccabi did not. This may have in part been due to the orthodox nature of 

the club, in whose atmosphere and to the sensibilities of its leaders the 

sexualised nature of jiving and rock ‘n’ roll would have been anathema. Nor 

had Victoria’s leaders adopted the Brigade’s means of neutralising the ‘threat’ 

of rock ‘n’ roll through appreciation, perhaps leaving outright hostility as its 

only available response. It should also be recalled that Victoria had become 

less and less concerned over the potential for sexual relations between its 

members as the 1950s wore on, as evidenced by its increasingly relaxed 

attitude towards mix sex activities, though some cautiousness still remained. 
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Aside from such continued cautiousness, ordinary sexual behaviour cannot 

have been behind Victoria’s attitude to rock and jiving. Victoria’s attitude was 

more likely, therefore, to be a response to the genre’s perceived 

encouragement of sexual promiscuity. As with Maccabi, sexual contact 

between the sexes may have been acceptable to some degree, though this was 

unlikely to extend to sexual intercourse, but it was the multiple and casual 

sexual encounters associated with rock ‘n’ roll that aroused Victoria’s 

hostility.146 Significantly, whereas Maccabi expended some effort in targeting 

the specific behaviour it deemed inappropriate, rather than its supposed 

cause, Victoria opted for a blanket ban on rock ‘n’ roll and jiving. Such 

behaviour suggests that Victoria did not see promiscuity as a behavioural 

issue, as Maccabi did, but rather as one of moral character, indicating that the 

club had not yet fully embraced newer psychological theories of youth 

behaviour, perhaps as a result of its continued reliance on volunteer, rather 

than professional, youth leaders.147 

It is consequently clear that both the motive and the expression of 

Victoria’s attitude to youth culture were appropriated from the discourses of 

wider society, suggesting, as with the JLB, a strong emotional attachment to 

that society. Yet it also suggests that many sections of British Jewry saw no 

distinction between the ‘British’ and the ‘Jewish’ aspects of British Jewishness. 

The fact that much of British society, Jew and non-Jew, was drawing from the 

same discourse on popular music suggests, once again, that attempts to 

understand British Jewish identity should move away from mechanistic 

essentialism towards a more organic understanding of identity formation. 

The concern over rock ‘n’ roll, however, was not strictly limited to issues 

of gender behaviour, but was also related to the contemporary fear of ‘juvenile 

delinquency’. Contemporaries closely related all forms of popular music to the 

growth of delinquency during the 1950s. In terms of jazz, both ‘traditionalist’ 

and ‘modernist’ jazz fans were associated with delinquency in popular 
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consciousness, though in reality this association was probably exaggerated.148 

As Peter Bailey recalled, in 1954 “Picture Post visited a basement jazz club in 

Soho. There were no drugs, no alcohol, no prostitution, but the crowd was 

reportedly ‘abandoned’, the band ‘apoplectic’. An accompanying shot of 

‘frenzied’ dancers caught a woman in the audience knitting”.149 Such were the 

depictions of ‘traditionalist’ jazz fans. For their part, ‘modernists’ were often 

seen as jazz’s true delinquents (particularly by ‘traditionalists’), an image not 

helped by their occasional drug use.150 Bailey and a teenage friend sought to 

live out “the authentic jazz myth, destined of course for an early death, in 

keeping with the careers of the legendary jazz greats whose genius was cut off 

in their prime” by drugs and alcohol.151 In terms of the other ‘threatening’ 

genre of popular music, rock ‘n’ roll, adult fears that it led to delinquency are 

well catalogued, with the clichéd example being the ‘riots’ that attended 

cinema showings of Bill Haley and the Comets’ Rock Around the Clock.152 Soon 

after its emergence, parents firmly associated rock ‘n’ roll with “juvenile 

delinquency”.153 

Thus, the VC’s refusal to permit rock ‘n’ roll to be a part of club 

activities was not only a product of the music’s sexual content, but also of its 

perceived propensity to incite youths to ‘riot’. Such was Victoria’s concern for 

‘delinquent’ children that in July 1958 (not coincidentally after the beginning of 

the rock ‘n’ roll craze) it engaged Norman Cordell as the club’s “Psychological 

Social Worker”, with a remit to “undertake work in all sections of the Clubs 

where difficult cases or problem children are found” – ‘difficult’ of course 

being another term for ‘delinquents’.154 Indeed, the VC devoted a good deal of 

effort to ‘reforming’ ‘problem’ children. Pamela Melinkoff, reporting for the 

Jewish Chronicle on a tour of the new Victoria Club building, wrote that 

Victoria’s warden had informed her that “the former “Teddy-boy” element has 
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been reformed”.155 Yet the ‘Teddy Boys’ were not so great a problem as the 

“highly intelligent, “thinking” adolescent with emotional difficulties”, Melinkoff 

wrote.156  

Juvenile delinquency was a recurrent theme throughout youth work 

during the 1950s, and Jewish youth work was no different. As early as April 

1950, Basil Henriques had used the occasion of a boxing competition at 

Victoria’s old premises in Stepney to discuss the theme, and to warn against 

the use of corporal punishment in attempts to ‘reform’ delinquents.157 

Victoria’s hiring of a club “Psychological Social Worker”, and its attitudes 

towards adolescents with “emotional difficulties” suggest that delinquency at 

least (though perhaps not sexual promiscuity, as noted above) was seen as a 

psychological and behavioural issue, in line with emerging themes within both 

psychoanalysis and youth work (Jewish and non-Jewish), again suggesting an 

identification with wider attitudes and society. Whereas in previous decades 

poor behaviour might have been flogged out of youths, as Henriques had 

implied, during the 1950s youth behaviour was increasingly becoming the 

subject of scientific study, typified by the links drawn between delinquency and 

‘maternal deprivation’, or the prolonged absence of the mother during a 

child’s formative years.158 The belief that Teddy boys could be ‘reformed’ by 

inclusion in the club mirrors similar attitudes within the Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

and explored in chapter two, though the Brigade’s internal/external dynamic 

of delinquency was absent in the VC. Victoria’s various activities all attest to 

the pervasiveness of this emphasis on the ‘reform’ of wayward youths, and 

were clearly in keeping with Victoria’s founding purpose as envisaged by Waley 

Cohen and others. The intent to ‘reform’ delinquents would also go some way 

towards further explaining the VC’s dislike of rock ‘n’ roll – the genre was as 

associated with delinquency as it was with sexuality, and its presence within 

the club would have been deemed to undermine the club’s efforts to ‘cure’ 

delinquency. The club’s appropriation of these varied attitudes and responses 

towards delinquency and youth culture emphasise the extent to which it 
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conceived of itself, and consequently the British Jewish community, as being 

situated within and largely indistinguishable from wider society. 

Given the club’s antipathy to youth culture, however, it may at first 

seem strange that Victoria’s leadership actively encouraged their members to 

listen to skiffle, which was as much part of contemporary youth culture and 

popular music as was rock ‘n’ roll. In actuality, the very fact that the VC 

pursued skiffle as an acceptable alternative to rock ‘n’ roll reinforces the 

notion that Victoria’s opposition to rock ‘n’ roll was based upon its content 

and supposed effects, rather than its status as popular music per se. As a 

“teenage craze”, skiffle ‘arrived’ in Britain in 1955, with the release of Lonnie 

Donegan’s ‘Rock Island Line’, a cover of a Leadbelly song, which peaked at 

number six in the UK charts on 11 February 1956.159 Described by Bailey as a 

“satellite of jazz”, skiffle “was an unmistakeable mixture of blues with white 

American folk song styles, together with a dash of music hall and George 

Formby”.160  

Despite being musically somewhat similar to rock ‘n’ roll, with both 

sharing “the twelve-bar form, the rhythmic preoccupation, and the 

monopolizing of the foreground by a single singer”, skiffle was perceived by 

contemporaries as being markedly different to rock ‘n’ roll.161 Skiffle songs 

generally lacked sexualised content – for instance, Donegan’s ‘Rock Island 

Line’, unlike rock ‘n’ roll songs, did not have girls or dating as its centrepiece. 

Skiffle’s lack of sexual connotations was no doubt reinforced by the fact that it 

was perceived as white music. Such was this perception that Trevor Grundy, a 

member of Oswald Mosley’s Union Movement after the war, was a member of a 

skiffle band during his time as a fascist speaker.162 Despite its roots in black 

American music, its association with music hall and white folk songs stripped 

it of the ‘exotic’ dangers that rock ‘n’ roll possessed, making it, in the eyes of 

Victoria’s leadership, unlikely to ‘corrupt’ young boys and girls.  

The racial safety of skiffle as white music also has implications for 

Victoria’s conception of itself within British society. Through its hostility to 
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‘black’ music, Victoria was positioning itself and the Jewish community as 

members of the majority ‘white’ society through an acceptance of Blacks as 

‘other’. The positioning of the Jewish community as ‘white’ also indicates that 

Victoria’s leadership did not conceive of their and the community’s Jewishness 

as a racial construct, in that they rejected the notion of the Jews as a separate 

race. Such attitudes were also discernible in the regulations surrounding 

membership of the club. The stipulation of the club’s lease that it was to be for 

Jews only was explicitly framed in terms of religious identity only. Members 

were to be “exclusively of the Jewish faith”.163 The club’s leadership, despite 

their objections to the Jews-only rule, similarly shared such rejections of ethnic 

or racial constructions of Jewishness, with Roland Franklin stating that it was 

“wrong in principle for a Jewish club to exclude Gentiles from membership if 

they desire to join”.164  

Yet skiffle had another, non-ideological, appeal to youth leaders: its 

ease of improvisation. Skiffle’s instruments could be cobbled together from 

almost anything: double-basses were fashioned out of broomsticks and tea-

chests, washboards acted as a rhythmic instrument, with banjos and cheap 

guitars completing the ensemble, with little proficiency or skill on the part of 

the performers required; skiffle’s keynote was “do it yourself”.165 The appeal of 

this to youth leaders is not hard to fathom: skiffle needed no expensive outlay 

on equipment, and nor did it require the engagement of one or more music 

teachers to instruct the performers on the correct use of their instruments. 

Thus the acceptability of skiffle (and by extension other forms of music 

pursued at the VC, such as opera and classical works) was derived the fact that 

it was not rock ‘n’ roll. Skiffle was a ‘safe’ alternative to rock ‘n’ roll: it did not 

threaten the VC’s sexual mores, its conceptions of gender roles or its notions 

of respectability. At the same time, it managed to do all this whilst at least 

partly satisfying the young members’ desire for popular music within the club. 

Through Skiffle, the Club managed to draw in and entertain members without 

jeopardising the gender and citizenship role identities that its other activities 

were designed to highlight. 
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Despite skiffle’s appeal to the younger generation and the VC 

leadership’s attempt to ban rock ‘n’ roll, some members still had access to 

‘unacceptable’ popular music at the club. In an essay for the Jewish Chronicle’s 

four-page supplement on the Victoria Club, entitled ‘What the Club Means to 

Me’, Myra Singer stated that, amongst other activities she took part in, “I even 

indulge in rock ‘n’ roll”.166 Nonetheless, the use of ‘indulge’ suggests that 

Singer had to some extent internalised the leadership’s viewpoint that rock ‘n’ 

roll was harmful: ‘indulge’ is suggestive of something which is safe and 

enjoyable only in small doses, rather than when taken to excess. Rock ‘n’ roll 

was consequently construed as dangerous, and exposure to it was to be 

controlled for the benefit of the members. Despite Singer’s internalisation of 

the Victoria leadership’s ideology, her essay may suggest that the leadership 

did not exercise enough control over the members to fully enforce a ban, and 

that members may have paid little attention to the leadership’s ideological 

stance on identities and their behavioural characteristics. 

Nevertheless Victoria’s hostility to certain manifestations of youth 

culture was not limited to popular music. Also targeted were ‘amusement 

arcades’: in an evening assembly in September 1957, members were warned 

“that they should get clear of the building after club and not hang around, 

especially the ‘amusement arcade’ in Stamford Hill”.167 Likewise a decision to 

allow “fruit machines” at the club fun fair was only passed after a full debate 

and vote, and then only narrowly: the motion passed with 6 votes for, 4 

against and 1 abstention.168 The leadership’s unease regarding the amusement 

arcade was no doubt partly a response to the fact that such facilities provided 

a place for young people to meet members of the opposite sex outside of the 

supervision of adults; indeed such hostility had been present since the interwar 

years.169 Yet this unease may also be linked to a hostility to ‘mindless’ activity. 

The purpose of the Youth Service, according to one contemporary 

commentator, was to “help the majority of newly affluent young people to lead 
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a fuller social life, to widen their interests and activities, to acquire greater 

urbanity, take keener interest in further education, in short, to ‘get on’”.170 

There was a sense among club leaders that ‘mindless’ activities, such as jiving 

or “the endless intoxication of the slot machine”, interfered with the work of 

the club, that “very little [edification of young people] is really gained” from 

such activities.171 Popular culture was perceived as conflicting with the 

behavioural characteristics that the Club sought to inculcate. 

However, attitudes to the amusement arcade, if taken in conjunction 

with the fun fair’s fruit machines, may also be linked to the pervasive fear of 

gambling among British Jewish communal leaders. Whereas drink was deemed 

to be a specifically non-Jewish vice, British Jewry’s leaders regarded gambling 

as an “endemic Jewish problem”, and had done so since the 1880s.172 Jewish 

youth movements had, from their inception, thus opposed gambling through a 

focus on self-restraint, and in this regard the VC was no different.173 This 

attitude to gambling was driven, before World War Two and possibly after, by a 

fear that it would encourage anti-Semitism by presenting a negative image of 

British Jewry to non-Jews.174 That Victoria’s leadership continued to hold such 

fears is confirmed by the plea that members “get clear of the building after 

club and not hang around”.175 It will be recalled that Victoria was founded at 

the behest of a non-Jew as a means of controlling Jewish youths who were 

loitering on street corners; Victoria’s leadership were not strangers to the idea 

that ‘gangs’ of Jewish youths were seen as detrimental to the community’s 

image.176  

Yet the hostility to gangs and gang culture may also have arisen from 

the wider discourse on juvenile delinquency. Teddy boys were often described 

as associating in gangs, and this was a prominent factor in descriptions of 

Teddy boy violence: attacks on cafés, bus conductors and youth clubs, as well 

as violent territorial conflict between groups of Teddy boys, were all situated 
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within the context of gang culture.177 Similarly, much of the debate on the 

causes of juvenile delinquency focused on the role of youth boredom. A survey 

by Mark Abrams revealed that 23% of British youths answered “nothing” when 

asked what they did in their spare time.178 Many Mass Observers’ reports on 

incidences of delinquency described youths, gathering on the street with 

nothing to do, seeking a form of entertainment, such as the observer who 

witnessed “two youths, ages about 18, are standing outside a dairy. They pick 

up between them a large crate of empty milk bottles and throw them into the 

road, breaking all of them (about 20). They start to laugh, then run across the 

road and join a gang of youths numbering about 15 or 16”.179 Likewise, the 

leader of a London youth club to which nine boys involved in the Notting Hill 

riots had belonged noted the role of boredom in the riots:  

 

It all happened on the night the club wasn’t open. Not knowing 

what to do with themselves, the idea came to them to have a 

go at the Spades. Yet if they hadn’t been at a loose end that 

night they might never have started [...] When these sort of 

boys are at a loose end they’ll take up any activity to break the 

boredom. A fight with a neighbouring gang would ordinarily do 

the trick, only a neighbouring gang isn’t so easily recognized. 

Coloured people are, so on that evening they decided to beat 

them up – and the rest followed.180  

 

 The antipathy towards gang and youth culture stemmed not only from its 

violence, but its disrespect of adult authority – evidenced in, for example, 

attacks on youth clubs and bus conductors. Yet ‘delinquents’ and their criminal 

behaviour were also judged on the basis of hegemonic gender roles. For 

males, the animalised ‘prowl’ for girls, theft (as Mass Observation noted, “far 
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and away the most frequent charges brought before the Juvenile Courts are 

ones of petty theft”), and unjustified violence were seen as a subversion of 

accepted norms of masculinity.181 The ideal male was, as the attitudes of both 

the VC and the JLB have highlighted, construed as a civilised, honourable 

gentleman who was chivalrous in his dealings with the opposite sex, and who 

disdained dishonourable activities such as theft or unprovoked violence. 

Similarly, ‘delinquent’ young women’s behaviours were perceived as overly 

sexualised, their delinquency manifest in improper sexual behaviour (in 

contrast to males, whose delinquency tended to be discussed in terms of 

theft). Thus, one commentator could contrast the experiences of delinquent 

boys and girls: “a boy up before the Court for theft is always in danger of 

slipping through circumstance into a criminal career. The delinquent girl who 

is his circumstantial counterpart may end up on the streets, or else she may 

become a slut and an inadequate wife and mother”.182 Delinquent girls were, in 

this analysis, perceived as contravening their accepted gender roles of chastity 

and demureness. That adults viewed pre-marital sex as degrading for girls is 

evidenced by Geoffrey Gorer’s survey of the ‘English Character’, which revealed 

that the belief that pre-marital sex “degrades the girl and cheapens her, makes 

her feel tawdry or second hand, and destroys her self-respect and the respect 

of others”, and that this attitude was more prevalent amongst adults than the 

young.183 Victoria’s attitude to youth culture and delinquency demonstrates 

that it had accepted and internalised this wider discourse, and emphasises the 

extent to which the Club was committed to accepted constructions of gender. 

In urging members to avoid arcades and to “get clear of the building 

after club”, Victoria’s leadership was drawing on a narrative that assumed a 

causative continuum between groups of bored youths and delinquent, often 

criminal, behaviour. The nature of this behaviour was in part perceived as a 

subversion of accepted gender roles, and of the citizenship role identity. 

Victoria’s attitude to delinquency, therefore, encompassed appropriations from 

wider society (the acceptance of a discourse that youth behaviour was a 

problem; the ‘scientific’ quest for a solution), a desire to safeguard the image 

of the Jewish community, and, most significantly, hostility to the subversion of 
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accepted role identities (whether through popular music or delinquent 

behaviour). Such hostility, and the lengths to which Victoria went to counteract 

the subversion, emphasises the high salience of Victoria’s gender and 

citizenship role identities in its interpretation of British Jewishness. Likewise, 

the recurrent appropriation from the discourses of wider society highlighted 

throughout this chapter emphasise the degree to which Victoria, consciously or 

unconsciously, conceived of itself as being securely rooted within that society. 

 

Conclusion 

  It is clear that the Victoria Club’s interpretation of British Jewish identity 

was significantly more complex than that of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade. The 

Club’s construction of British Jewishness possessed three group identities: two 

based on nationality (Britain and Israel, respectively) and one based on 

Orthodox Judaism. It also possessed three concurrent role identities: 

citizenship, masculine and feminine. It lacked, as indeed did the JLB, a strong 

ethnic identity, and whilst there is some evidence to suggest that this was 

incorporated within the Israel-based national group identity, the leadership’s 

attitude to non-Jewish membership of the Club suggests that they did not 

conceive of the Club as an exclusively ethnic Jewish milieu and thus attached 

little importance to ethnic interpretations of British Jewishness. 

 The presence of two group identities based on constructions of 

nationality indicates that the leadership of the VC assumed no contradiction 

between strong emotional support for Israel and a concurrent sense of 

belonging to and rootedness in Britain. In such an interpretation Victoria was 

unlike the JLB, in that on a national level the Brigade largely viewed attachment 

to Britain and Israel as mutually exclusive throughout the late 1940s and 

1950s. Victoria’s position with regard to Israel should not be perceived as 

political Zionism, however, but rather only as an emotional support for the 

state. Such an interpretation supports assertions made in chapter one that a 

distinction should be made between political Zionism and an emotional 

support for Israel. Similarly, the evidence of chapters two and three indicate 

that emotional attachment to Israel was not as widespread or as deeply held as 

is generally believed, and supports the view that political Zionism was a 

problematic concept for much of the community.  
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The distinctions between the views of the Brigade and Victoria can be 

ascribed to the differing make-up and background of the respective 

leaderships. The Brigade’s leaders, as noted in chapter two, had remained 

largely unchanged since the interwar years, where they had undergone their 

formative experiences, and were drawn from the elite of the British Jewish 

community. They had, therefore, maintained many of the attitudes current in 

the British Jewish elite during those years, and applied them to their postwar 

ideologies. Victoria’s leaders, in contrast, were younger and were primarily not 

drawn from the upper reaches of the community, meaning that they did not 

share the older elite’s fear of ‘dual loyalties’, enabling them to profess 

emotional support for, and identification with, Britain and Israel 

simultaneously. However, the fact that both leadership groups shared a high 

priority British national group identity suggests that a degree of belief in 

British Jewry’s inseparability from wider society ran through several 

generations of British Jewry’s communal leadership. Indeed, the groups’ 

shared citizenship role identity, which overlapped strongly with that of the 

British national identity, confirms this sense of rootedness. 

 Similarly, though Victoria and the Brigade both possessed a strong Judaic 

group identity during the postwar years, the differing interpretations of this 

identity may similarly be ascribed to the differences in their leadership bodies. 

The Victoria Club’s Judaic identity was strongly centred upon Orthodox 

Judaism, in contrast to that of the JLB, which emphasised the Progressive 

denominations. Such differences arose due to the Brigade leadership’s strong 

personal involvement in Liberal Judaism and the terms of Victoria’s lease 

imposed on it by the United Synagogue and the New Synagogue. Yet the 

priorities of the two clubs’ Judaic group identities also differed strongly: that of 

the JLB was of much greater importance to its interpretation of British Jewish 

identity than that of Victoria. The Brigade’s Progressive Judaic identity was a 

core component of its sense of self, whereas that of the VC fell behind its two 

national identities and its citizenship role identity. Such discrepancies may 

reflect Victoria’s conflicted attitude towards an Orthodox identity (in as much 

as its Orthodox nature was imposed on a reluctant leadership, and that 

Victoria’s managers were free to discuss their own views of Judaism with 

members), but also Victoria’s high emotional attachment to its two nationality 

group identities. 
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 Likewise, both Victoria and the JLB possessed separate gender role 

identities, though the construction of these often differed substantially. 

Whereas the Brigade primarily emphasised the hegemonic masculine role 

identity and its female corollary, Victoria’s gender role identity encompassed 

established (hegemonic) male and female roles but also simultaneously 

subverted them. Whilst Victoria largely separated both male and female gender 

roles, there was some degree of overlap between the two, as with education 

and physical activity. Similarly, the nature of the gender identities espoused at 

Victoria suggest a strong degree of overlap with the British national group and 

the citizenship role identities. Finally, Victoria’s construction of the female 

gender role also overlapped with its Orthodox Judaic group identity, in that 

girls were, at least on one occasion, also expected to conform to certain 

female mitzvoth. That both groups’ gender role identities were primarily 

appropriated from the ideals of wider society, in that their attachment to and 

subversion of established gender norms were drawn respectively from 

different branches of wider gender discourses, further emphasises the level to 

which a sense of rootedness in Britain pervaded the British Jewish communal 

leadership in this period.  

 It is therefore possible to delineate some common themes within the 

clubs’ differing interpretations of British Jewishness. It is significant that both 

the Brigade and Victoria adhered to an overarching identity of British 

Jewishness – neither movement propounded an identity that sought the total 

assimilation of the Jewish community in Britain, and nor did they advocate any 

type of Jewish separatism. Strong attachment to Britain (both within a national 

group identity and in an emotional capacity) and Judaism, the centrality of 

citizenship and (largely) hegemonic gender roles were common within both the 

JLB and the VC, despite the differing ages and (to an extent) social 

backgrounds of their respective leaders. Yet there were also subtle divisions in 

these interpretations of British Jewish identity, whether profound (the presence 

or lack thereof of an emotional attachment to Israel, for example) or nuanced 

(Orthodox as opposed to Progressive Judaism). The evidence thus far is only 

suggestive of the attitudes of the upper reaches of British Jewish society as 

represented in the leadership of communal bodies (it is worth recalling that 

many of the men running the JLB and the VC also sat on the leadership 

committees of many other communal organisations), yet this itself emphasises 
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the role of individual and collective experience and social background in the 

formation of identity. 

 As with the constructions of British Jewishness favoured by the JLB, 

Victoria’s group and role identities highlight the amorphous nature of British 

Jewish identity. The Club’s British national group identity, and its citizenship 

and gender role identities all overlapped considerably, as did the Orthodox 

Judaic group identity and the feminine role identity. Such overlap underscores 

the fact that, whilst it is necessary to examine individual components of 

identities for analytical purposes, it must be emphasised that none of these 

components existed as discrete individual entities. Rather, they existed 

alongside and on top of one another in an organic web of interacting concepts. 

It should also be noted that the constituent sub-identities of British Jewishness 

were themselves composed of smaller interacting entities. Consequently, the 

observations of chapters two and three suggest that British Jewish identity 

should be understood as a complex and multi-layered organic whole in which 

issues such as gender and culture competed and co-operated with one 

another. 
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4. The Maccabi Union 

 

The Union of Maccabi Associations in Great Britain and Northern Ireland (MU) 

remains largely unstudied within British Jewish historiography. The movement 

is mentioned in passing by Sidney Bunt and Sharman Kadish, and is given a 

more thorough, though narrowly focused, treatment by David Dee.1 As Dee 

notes, the lack of work exploring Maccabi’s history is surprising given the 

organisation’s links to European Jewry, Zionism and its size and national reach 

within Britain.2 Likewise given the recent scholarly consideration of issues of 

postwar Jewish continuity and renewal in recent years, such as Kahn-Harris and 

Gidley’s Turbulent Times: The British Jewish Community Today, the exclusion 

of Maccabi is unusual in the light of its aim to facilitate a ‘renewal’ of Jewish 

life and thought within Britain.3 Dee’s thesis, ‘Jews and British Sport: 

Integration, Ethnicity and Anti-Semitism, c1880-c1960’, has attempted to 

address these absences through an assessment of the outcome of Maccabi’s 

aim to reinvigorate British Jewry through sport. Dee concludes that as a result 

of British Jewry’s “deep-rooted socio-cultural trends towards Jewish disunity 

and secularisation”, Maccabi was “largely unsuccessful in its attempts to create 

a ‘new type of Jew and Jewess’ within Anglo-Jewry”.4  

Whilst broadly accepting Dee’s conclusions, this chapter will concern 

itself not with the outcome of Maccabi’s aims but with its intentions, and the 

wider ramifications for British Jewish identity that these intentions reveal. It will 

use Dee’s work on Maccabi’s attitude towards Jewish identity as a starting 

point, but will seek to expand on the themes developed in the earlier sections 

of this thesis in an exploration of the nature of Maccabi’s construction of 

British Jewish identity. This chapter will explore the ways in which various 

layers of identity inter-related with, complemented and at times contradicted 

                                            

1 See Sidney Bunt, Years and Years of Youth (Croydon: Pro Juventus Publishing Consortium, 1990); 
Sharman Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade 1895‐1995 (London: 
Vallentine Mitchell, 1995); David Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport: Integration, Ethnicity and Anti‐Semitism, 
c1880‐c1960’, (Unpublished De Montfort University PhD Thesis, 2011). 
2 Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, p. 218. 
3 Keith Kahn‐Harris, Ben Gidley, Turbulent Times: The British Jewish Community Today (London: 
Continuum, 2010); Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, pp. 218‐219. 
4 Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, p. 243, 214. 
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one another to form a greater British Jewish sense of self. The chapter will 

demonstrate that Maccabi’s construction of Jewish identity was liminal in 

nature and conceived of Britishness and Jewishness as inseparable and 

overlapping aspects of a single identity, rather than as competing factors. The 

chapter will utilise Berkowitz’s claim that Western Zionist youth organisations 

were “wedded to their national contexts” and “displayed characteristics of 

acculturation to Diaspora existence” (a point which Dee himself uses to explain 

the MU’s reticence towards Zionism) to demonstrate that the ‘new’ Jewish 

identity that Maccabi sought to create was not specifically Jewish but rather a 

construction of British Jewishness that simultaneously and equally drew on 

British and Jewish contexts.5 

The chapter will begin by outlining the history and organisation of 

Maccabi, as well as its membership and typical activities, before progressing to 

an analysis of the key issues of British Jewish identity displayed within the MU. 

It will cover attitudes towards Britain, Israel, Zionism, Judaism, Jewish life and 

culture, communal drift, sports and gender, and youth issues. It will also 

address the wider question of what constitutes a ‘Jewish’ space. Throughout, 

comparative analysis will be performed against both the Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

(JLB) and the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club (VC). The chapter will conclude with 

thoughts on the sense of identity preferred by the leadership of Maccabi and 

the section of British Jewry that they represented, the nature of British Jewish 

identity more broadly, and some of the issues affecting the community in the 

post-war period. 

 

History and Organisation 

 The Maccabi World Union (MWU), of which the Union of Maccabi 

Associations in Great Britain and Northern Ireland was a part, was formed at a 

Zionist conference in Karlsbad in 1921 (though a non-global Maccabi 

movement had been in existence since the late nineteenth century).6 The 

                                            

5 Michael Berkowitz, Western Jewry and the Zionist Project, 1914‐1933 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1997), p. 148, 160; Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, pp. 235‐236. 
6 Maccabi’s origins lay in Max Nordau’s call in the 1890s for the ‘regeneration’ of Jewry as a means to 
furthering the Zionist cause. Following Nordau’s appeals, many Jewish sports clubs began to be founded, 
and the Maccabi World Union was founded at the Twelfth Zionist Conference at Karlsbad in 1921 in 
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movement possessed 150,000 members worldwide by 1934, rising to 175,000 

by 1939.7 A British branch was established in 1934, and in 1935, following the 

rise of Nazism, the Maccabi World Union headquarters were relocated from 

Germany to London, and Selig Brodetsky (later President of the Board of 

Deputies of British Jews) became its president.8 By the time of the Second 

World War, Maccabi World Union had transferred the centre of its activities to 

Eretz Israel, a change that was formalised after the establishment of the State 

of Israel when the World Union’s headquarters were moved to Tel Aviv.9 

 Organisationally, Maccabi was divided by geographic area. The Executive 

of the global umbrella body, the Maccabi World Union, from 1950 was made 

up of 33 members drawn from several countries or geo-political areas, each 

receiving a proportionate number of representatives. Israel received 11 

representatives, reflecting its centrality within the movement both 

organisationally and symbolically; Britain, the United States, South America 

received four representatives each; Europe three; South Africa and Canada two; 

India, Australia and North Africa one each.10 Within Britain, the national body 

was the Union of Maccabi Associations in Great Britain and Northern Ireland. It 

was further subdivided into Northern and Southern Sections, themselves 

composed of individual clubs.11 The MU in Britain acted as an umbrella body to 

which individual clubs could affiliate themselves (on the condition, from 

December 1950, that they incorporate the word Maccabi into their titles), in 

much the same was as the contemporaneous umbrella body of the Association 

for Jewish Youth (AJY).12 The MU was co-ordinated on a national level by the 

National Executive, and a National Council, conceived as a “Parliament of the 

movement” was established in 1949 in order to “bring about a closer 

relationship between the National Executive and the Clubs,” indicating some 

                                                                                                                                

order to administer their efforts. Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, pp. 215‐216; Bunt, p. 62; 
http://www.yivoencyclopedia.org/article.aspx/Maccabi_Movement (accessed 25/7/2012). 
7 Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, p. 216. 
8 Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, p. 217; Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’, p. 117. 
9 Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’, p. 117; The Jewish Chronicle (hereafter JC), 20 May 1949, 
p. 19. 
10 JC, 3 November 1950, p. 10. 
11 JC, 1 October 1954, p. 23. 
12 The combined membership of the MU was almost as high as those affiliated to the AJY in 1951. JC, 8 
December 1950, p. 14; Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’, p. 121. 
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friction between the ideals of the National Executive and their implementation 

by the clubs, which will be discussed more fully below.13 

 In terms of individual affiliated clubs, these were usually self-led through 

elected members’ committees, and were all mixed sex.14 As is to be expected, 

Jewish youths possessed a diverse range of motivations for joining the 

movement. These ranged from a desire to socialise with other Jews, to take 

part in sports, to become involved in religious activities or the club’s debates 

and cultural work.15 They also encompassed straightforward boredom: one 

member recalled that “Maccabi was great fun because it was the only place for 

us from the age of about 12 to 15. There was nothing else”.16 There was also 

considerable variation in the age ranges accepted at individual clubs. By 1946, 

Maccabi Association London (MAL), one of the numerous branches within 

London, possessed a junior section catering for 14-16 year olds, whilst the 

Leytonstone Area Maccabi Association had established a senior club for those 

over 18.17 Maccabi Edgware, however, catered for youths aged 14-17, whilst 

Maccabi Newcastle was targeted at those aged 16-25, with a junior section for 

ages 14-16.18 Such figures perhaps reflect the fact that often individual clubs 

chose to affiliate with the MU, thus keeping their original membership criteria, 

rather than the central leadership opening a new club on their own terms with 

centrally defined age ranges. 

 In common with the JLB, the VC and many other Jewish youth movements 

in the postwar period, Maccabi began to gradually transfer its activities to the 

newer suburban areas of Jewish settlement during the 1950s, which, in 

London, included the intended establishment of a new club in the Stamford Hill 

area.19 In terms of the number of branches within Britain, Maccabi expanded 

                                            

13 JC, 20 May 1949, p. 19. 
14 Guide Posts (pamphlet published by B’Nai B’rith Hillel Foundations), 1947. Papers of the Jewish Youth 
Fund, Southampton University Archives (hereafter USA), MS384/A4004/2/3; JC, 22 November 1946, p. 
18. 
15 Rosalind Adam, Jewish Voices: Memories of Leicester in the 1940s and 50s (Leicester: Writing School 
Leicester, 2009), pp. 67‐71. 
16 Ibid, p. 71. 
17  JC, 15 November 1946, p. 15; JC, 20 December 1946, p. 19. 
18 JC, 21 November 1958, p. 35; Association for Jewish Youth: Reports of Provincial Survey made by 
General Secretary David Mellows, June 1950. Papers of David Mellows, USA, MS147/AJ86/2. 
19 JC, 28 May 1954, p. 29. 
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throughout this postwar period, and by 1958 there were eight clubs within 

London and “about a dozen” in the provincial centres.20 

 

Membership 

 Membership, however, varied considerably, declining outside London but 

rising within it. In 1945, Maccabi leaders expressed their aim of catering to 25-

30,000 young Jews in Britain, across 40 branches.21 The MAL possessed a 

membership of 510 in November 1946, whilst roughly 500 members spent two 

weeks at Maccabi’s summer school at Lowestoft in September 1946, indicating 

a sizeable national membership.22 It was almost certainly higher than that of 

the Victoria Club or the JLB in this early period, though the former was not a 

national body.23 By 1951 Maccabi’s national membership had reached 5000, 

which meant that it was “almost as large as he combined membership of the 

groups gathered under the AJY umbrella”.24 Indeed, by 1958 one branch of 

Maccabi in London, Edgware, itself had over 500 members, whilst by the end 

of 1959 Maccabi Association London claimed over 700 members with a long 

waiting list.25 By 1963, national membership had risen to over 6,000.26 

The membership picture was not uncomplicated, however. Provincial 

clubs in particular suffered from poor recruitment and retention of members. 

As early as December 1953, the membership of Manchester Maccabi had sunk 

to 150, down from a previous high of 450, and Manchester’s Maccabi Hatzair 

club was described as having disintegrated.27 The city’s Maccabi movement 

later increased its membership, but did not regain its former size, with 320 

members in 1958.28 Leicester’s Maccabi Association did not possess a junior 

section until the end of the 1950s, and even then its creation was only brought 

                                            

20 JC, 21 November 1958, p. 35. 
21 JC, 23 March 1945, p. 7. 
22 JC, 15 November 1946, p. 15; JC, 6 September 1946, p. 5 
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about by a concerted and unrelenting recruitment drive.29 This pattern of 

decline and difficulty in recruiting was repeated across the country, such as in 

Birmingham Maccabi, which was described by the AJY’s general secretary David 

Mellows as “barely functioning”.30 

The decline in membership of Manchester Maccabi was no doubt in part 

due to circumstances specific to the city – as chapter two described, research 

undertaken for the JLB indicated that by the 1960s many Jewish youths were 

abandoning Jewish clubs in favour of the bars and nightclubs that could be 

found in the town centre.31 Likewise as this chapter will subsequently explore, 

Manchester Maccabi suffered from severe behavioural problems that 

undoubtedly did little to prolong the life of the club. Nonetheless there were 

wider issues at play that resulted in the decline of Maccabi’s provincial clubs. 

Within the Union itself, there was a significant tension between the national 

and local leaderships, as will be demonstrated presently. Closely linked to, and 

perhaps the cause of, this tension was a disparity in power and importance 

between London and the provinces. David Dee has demonstrated that Maccabi 

“suffered due to a clear disparity between larger London clubs and much 

smaller groups in provincial settlements”.32 London Maccabi clubs such as the 

MAL “benefited from the generous and considerable funding of West End 

Jewry”, support which was presumably unavailable to the provincial clubs and 

which rendered their position and continued operation problematic.33 

Similarly, the discrepancies in levels of membership between London 

and the provinces also mirrored the situation in Jewish youth movements 

nationally. The AJY initiated two surveys of Jewish youth work in Britain in 1950 

and 1958, which were carried out by David Mellows. Amongst other factors, 

Mellows recorded the number and membership figures of Jewish youth clubs of 

                                            

29 Judy Hastings recollected that “in the late 1950s there was no junior Maccabi group [at Leicester] and 
however much we put notices in the bulletin or declaimed the tragedy of the event, nothing happened. 
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on Sunday afternoons. For a month or more Leon Gordon and I drove around in his old car and slowly 
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Beat Clubs, and the attitude of Jewish young people who use them’, July 1966. Papers of the 
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32 Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, p. 226. 
33 Ibid. 
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all types in Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds, and Birmingham; the results of these 

surveys are summarised in the table below. 

 

Table 1: Summary of David Mellows' survey of provincial Jewish youth 

movements 34 

City 
Number of Clubs  Total Number of Members 

1950  1958  1950  1958 

Manchester  23  11  3701  2170 

Birmingham  7  8  284  80 

Liverpool  8  7  880  817 

Leeds  8  3  3900  3730 

 

Mellows’ figures display the extent to which Jewish youth work in the provinces 

was suffering during the 1950s, though there was a considerable degree of 

variation within this. The decline in membership in the provinces in part 

mirrored that across Britain more generally, and this may have partially been 

caused by the increasing availability of other amusements owing to youths’ 

increased financial independence.35 Of particular relevance to Maccabi, 

however, was the increased public provision of sporting facilities from the 

1950s onwards.36 Dee notes that Maccabi’s main draw, as will be confirmed in 

this chapter, was its sporting character, yet many members “began to see the 

club more as an opportunity for socialising with friends than for playing 

                                            

34 Compiled from figures drawn from David Mellows’ surveys of provincial Jewish youth movements. The 
figures are based on Mellows’ approximations, and as with the membership figures of the JLB and VC 
may not indicate actual attendance. The membership figures for Liverpool in 1950 do not include the 
two groups for which Mellows did not give numbers, only approximations of "small" and "most Jewish 
students at the university”. The number of members in 1950, and thus the level of decline, was 
therefore likely to have been greater. Likewise the number of clubs in each city also includes new clubs 
that had opened by 1958 but that had not existed in 1950 – the number of clubs that closed between 
1950 and 1958 was therefore often greater in many cities than these figures might suggest. Papers of 
David Mellows, USA, MS147/AJ86. 
35 See chapter one. 
36 Tony Mason and Dick Holt, Sport in Britain: 1945‐2000 (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), pp. 148‐152. 
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sport”.37 The fact that other means of socialising were also becoming 

increasingly available in the postwar period consequently left Maccabi in an 

unfortunate position in terms of its membership, particularly for the under-

valued provincial organisations. 

Nonetheless whilst the same caveats that applied to both the JLB and 

the VC regarding attendance as opposed to membership also apply to the MU, 

Maccabi’s membership dwarfed that of the JLB and the Victoria Club.38 The 

centrality of London to the Maccabi Union mirrors not only the JLB and the VC, 

but also British Jewish institutions more broadly. 

 

Leadership 

The Maccabi Union’s leadership was drawn, unlike that of the JLB, from 

a broader social spectrum. Whereas the Brigade primarily drew its leaders from 

the established British Jewish elite, the MU tended not to be staffed by the 

cousinhood. The president of the Maccabi World Union, as noted above, as well 

as president of British Maccabi, was Selig Brodetsky (1888-1954), an ardent 

Zionist who had come to Britain with his family as a young child in 1893 before 

rising to become a professor of mathematics, president of the Board of 

Deputies of British Jews, and president of the Hebrew College of Jerusalem.39 

Brodetsky became president of the Maccabi World Union in 1935, and was 

succeeded in 1954 by Lord Nathan of Churt (1889-1963).40  

Born in North Kensington, London, Harry Louis Nathan’s father was a 

fine art publisher, justice of the peace and active in Liberal politics, whilst his 

mother was the daughter of a Manchester silversmith and jeweller. Nathan was 

educated at St. Paul’s School before becoming a solicitor. A supporter of the 

Zionist movement since soon after the end of World War One, he became legal 

advisor to the Zionist Organisation. Lord Nathan, like many leaders of the 

Jewish Lads’ Brigade, had been a member and manager of Jewish youth clubs 
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in his early years, at Brady Street Club. His Zionism and interest in youth work 

led him to Maccabi, and he served as president of the third Maccabiah games, 

the quadrennial ‘Jewish Olympics’, in 1950.41 

The leading figure in the day-to-day affairs of British Maccabi, however, 

was Pierre Gildesgame (1903-1981). Gildesgame was born in the Polish town of 

Sompolno, from where he travelled widely, being educated in Tel Aviv, Vienna 

and Belgium.42 He emigrated to Britain at the age of 27 to join his older brother 

in the Gildesgame Group of Companies.43 Nicknamed “Mr Maccabi”, 

Gildesgame first became associated with the organisation in the early 1930s, 

when he joined the equestrian section of Maccabi in Compayne Gardens, West 

Hampstead, soon rising to become chairman of the club.44 He then became one 

of the founders of Maccabi Association London, later becoming chairman and 

president.45 He served as president of British Maccabi, and as chairman of the 

Maccabi World Union for eighteen years and, by 1960, President of the Union, 

replacing Lord Nathan who became honorary president.46 He was replaced as 

chairman by Aubrey Scott (d. 1965).47 He received a CBE for services to sport in 

1973, and was killed in a car accident in 1981.48 Gildesgame was known as an 

enthusiastic and vocal supporter of Israel: one of his driving motivations when 

working with Maccabi was to “harness European Jewish sportsmanship to a 

close association with Israel”, and he “spoke and wrote in defence of the State 

on innumerable occasions”.49 This support was to translate into Maccabi policy 

and action during his time as president. 

The final key figure in Maccabi’s postwar affairs was its national 

organiser, Alfred Morley (1912-1996). The child of “a third-generation British 

mother and immigrant Russian-Jewish father”, Morley was a “lifelong socialist” 

and served as an NCO in Burma, India and Assam during the Second World 

War.50 After contracting an illness during his service in Asia, Morley was 
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invalided to Palestine and spent several months in Netanya, where he would 

briefly settle in later life, before finally returning to Britain.51 Morley became 

British Maccabi’s full-time organiser in 1944, holding the post for ten years 

before resigning to take up a position with the Jewish health charity the British 

Ose Society, later serving at Jews’ College and the Ravenswood Foundation.52 

Morley was often outspoken in his support for both Maccabi and Israel. Indeed, 

his support for Israel was such that he had to be dissuaded from making 

aliyah in 1948 by Selig Brodetsky, who convinced him that “it was more 

important for him to remain in Britain and help to rebuild the post-war Anglo-

Jewish community”.53 Maccabi thus possessed two senior executives – 

Gildesgame and Morley – who had spent time in Palestine and who were vocal 

supporters of the Jewish State. This was to prove significant for the 

organisation’s attitude towards Israel, as will be demonstrated presently. 

The composition and background of British Maccabi’s national 

leadership consequently indicates that Lord Nathan was the only senior 

member of Maccabi’s leadership to not be an immigrant or the descendant of 

immigrants from Eastern Europe. As such, he was the only member of the 

established British Jewish community to hold high office within the 

organisation, though for much of the period in question he does not appear to 

have been involved in the running of the club. The JLB and VC, by contrast, 

possessed high proportions of leaders from the established community, 

whether from the cousinhood or other sections of the community (the Sephardi 

community was particularly well represented in the VC, as noted in chapter 

three). Also unlike the leaders of the Brigade and Victoria, the leaders of the 

MU were all committed Zionists. The significance of the socio-political 

background of Maccabi’s leaders will be returned to presently. 

Whilst the senior leaders of Maccabi were, like those of the JLB and VC, 

generally interested laymen, unlike those two bodies by the mid-1950s 

Maccabi’s branch managers were increasingly professional, rather than 

voluntary. Adverts for full-time professional youth leaders began occurring in 

the Jewish Chronicle from 1958, and Maccabi consistently provided training 
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courses for potential leadership candidates throughout the late 1950s, funded 

by the Jewish Youth Fund, and largely based on training seminars.54 The most 

promising candidates from each series of seminars were selected to move 

forwards to the next series, in an attempt to ensure a high standard of 

leadership within the movement.55 Whilst these courses were undoubtedly 

partly intended to ensure that Maccabi members were led by high quality 

managers, they also served as a vehicle for ensuring that club leaders were 

fully acquainted with Maccabi ideology, as will be demonstrated below. Club 

leaders, however, did not always translate that ideology into action, and 

disagreements between the national leadership and local club leaders be will 

used throughout this chapter to illuminate Maccabi’s attitude to British Jewish 

identity. 

As with the VC and the JLB, the ideological and social background of 

Maccabi’s national, and international, leadership will be of crucial importance 

in understanding the nature of the identity which the Union sought to pass on 

to its members. The clearest evidence of the impact of this background on 

Maccabi policy can be found in its differing attitudes towards Britain and Israel.  

 

Britishness and Citizenship 

Unlike the JLB and the VC, Maccabi did not place a high value on the 

ideal of citizenship. Indeed, the only overt mentions of citizenship occurred in 

1958, when Gildesgame claimed that Maccabi’s aim was “to train its members 

in the arts of citizenship” in March, and, in November, that Maccabi was 

anxious to instil “good citizenship” into its members.56 The lack of more 

numerous references to citizenship within the MU was unusual among both 

British Jewish youth movements and wider British society. As noted in chapters 

two and three, not only was citizenship central to the teachings of both the 

Brigade and Victoria, the citizenship role identity also formed a core part of 

their respective conceptions of British Jewish identity. Nevertheless the relative 

paucity of references to citizenship originating from MU leaders does not 
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indicate that Maccabi and its leaders lacked the sense of being firmly rooted in 

Britain and British society that characterised their opposite numbers in Victoria 

or the Brigade. 

Such references to a sense of belonging within Britain as exist clearly 

indicate that an emotional rootedness in Britain was central to Maccabi’s 

interpretation of British Jewish identity. The organisation was fiercely proud of 

its contribution to Britain during the Second World War. In 1946, Gildesgame 

addressed a meeting of Maccabi Ex-Servicemen and emphasised not only 

London Maccabi’s involvement in Britain’s fighting forces, noting that over 300 

members served in various branches of the forces and that 35 of these had 

gained medals, but also the organisation’s record on the home front, being 

active in Civil Defence, the Air Training Corps, the Red Cross, and the Comforts 

Fund.57 By highlighting the way in which Maccabi had participated in Britain’s 

fight for survival, Gildesgame was overtly situating both Maccabi, and by 

extension the British Jewish community, within the confines of British society 

and, importantly, a patriotic narrative of emotional and practical support for 

Britain. 

By the mid-1950s, Maccabi was also emphasising the Jewish 

community’s strong sense of attachment and rootedness in Britain through 

involvement in communal celebrations of the tercentenary of Jewish 

resettlement in Britain. In 1954, during preparations for the tercentenary, 

Gildesgame noted that Maccabi’s national executive intended to claim a share 

in the proposed grants to youth organisations stemming from the tercentenary 

celebrations, and by 1957 Maccabi held a lecture on “300 Years of Anglo-

Jewry” in its Jewish Affairs discussion group, given by Israel Finestein.58 As 

Cesarani has noted, the 1956 Exhibition of the Tercentenary of the 

Resettlement of the Jews in England represented the apogee of a constructed 

British Jewish heritage that sought to minimise “anything that smacked of 
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Jewish separatism”.59 The tercentenary celebrations therefore presented an 

image of the Jewish community as firmly supportive of, and rooted in, Britain. 

Maccabi’s support for these celebrations indicates a level of acceptance of this 

selective but patriotic narrative, in keeping with its particular emphasis on 

patriotic participation in the defence of the realm during the Second World 

War. 

Further indication of Maccabi’s strong emotional attachment to Britain is 

provided by the official opening ceremony of the new Maccabi Stadium in 

Hendon, attended by the Duke of Edinburgh, in 1953.60 Aside from the 

presence of the Duke of Edinburgh, the opening also provided overwhelming 

visual expressions of British Jewish patriotism. Film footage of the event shows 

the spectator stand of the stadium draped in large numbers of flags, ranging 

from the Union Flag to the national flags of Wales, Scotland and England.61 

Similarly, the British contingent to the fourth Maccabiah games’ march past the 

Duke was led by a woman bearing a Union Flag, thus stressing that the team 

not only represented British Jewry, but Britain as a whole.62 The range of flags 

on display at the stadium and the selection of Prince Phillip to perform the 

opening ceremony are redolent of the Brigade’s 1948 decision to telegram the 

King and Queen to congratulate them on the birth of their grandson, and 

Victoria’s invitation to the Duke to inspect their club building, in that it 

indicates a desire to associate the organisation with the British monarchy, 

symbolising the British Jewish community’s emotional and physical loyalty to 

the sovereign, and to the state.63 
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It is therefore clear that Maccabi’s (relative) lack of emphasis on the 

values of citizenship did not mean that the organisation and its leadership 

lacked a sense of emotional or ideological attachment to Britain. But for 

Maccabi, unlike Victoria or the Brigade, this emotional bond with the nation 

was entirely divorced from the ideological construct of citizenship. Maccabi’s 

lack of citizenship training may be related to a sentiment present within the 

broader British Jewish community that being a good citizen was an automatic 

consequence of being a good Jew. As early as 1945, the author Louis Golding, 

who would also address the JLB in 1954, addressed a symposium held by 

Brixton Jewish Youth Centre and noted that his character “Mr Emmanuel” 

epitomised the “plain, straightforward Jew” along whose lines “lay the decent 

and comely development of the Jew as a citizen of this country”.64 At the same 

symposium, Dayan Swift argued that “Jewishness and Judaism – those noble 

ideas of Jewish ethics and Jewish morals, with the wonderful Jewish family life” 

had meant that “Jews had been wonderful citizens”.65 The definitions of the 

‘good Jew’ presented by Golding and Swift covered both cultural and religious 

definitions of Jewishness, two areas that the Maccabi Union’s leadership 

heavily emphasised during the late 1940s and the 1950s. Thus for Maccabi, as 

for Golding and Swift, direct attempts to inculcate citizenship were redundant: 

the process of creating ‘good Jews’ would automatically produce good citizens 

as a by-product. 

Maccabi’s lack of direct emphasis on citizenship also stemmed from 

differing interpretations of the nature of citizenship from those of the JLB or 

the VC. The citizenship propounded by Golding, Swift and the MU was in the 

vein of patriotism and civic engagement – emotional attachment to and 

support for the nation, coupled with a strong sense of societal duty. As 

chapters two and three demonstrated, however, for Victoria and the Brigade, 

whilst citizenship certainly encompassed the notion of civic engagement, it 

also entailed a set of distinct values drawn from imperial, patriarchal and 

bourgeois ideologies which were themselves integral to the socio-political 

background of the two bodies’ leaderships. As noted, Maccabi’s leaders were 

primarily drawn from a different social, political and cultural background than 
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the leaders of the Brigade or Victoria – indeed, many were immigrants and 

others were descendants of immigrants. The lack of acculturated bourgeois 

experiences or ideologies on the part of Maccabi’s leaders meant that they 

were less inclined than the leaders of the JLB or the VC to see the urgent need 

to pass on these ideals to the young Jews in their care. Consequently they 

placed much less emphasis on the ideologically loaded concept of citizenship 

than on the issue of civic engagement, turning more, as will be illustrated 

below, to the ideology of Zionism or continental traditions of muscular Judaism 

as a means of informing the values of their members. 

 Both the absence of a strong citizenship narrative within Maccabi’s 

teachings and the organisation’s emphasis on the Jewish community’s 

rootedness within Britain and British society reveal key elements of the 

leadership’s interpretation of British Jewish identity. In common with the JLB 

and the VC, Maccabi’s emphasis on a sense of belonging with Britain illustrates 

that its leaders possessed a high salience (salience being the probability that a 

given identity will “form the basis for action”) national group identity, in this 

instance focused on Britain.66 That Maccabi’s leaders possessed such a group 

identity indicates that this sense of attachment to Britain was not solely the 

preserve of the acculturated cousinhood or bourgeois British Jewry, but rather 

was spread through many levels of British Jewish society. The lack of emphasis 

on the ideologically driven concept of citizenship, however, suggests that 

unlike Victoria and the Brigade, Maccabi lacked those organisations’ strong, 

high priority citizenship role identity. Maccabi’s focus on issues of civic 

engagement as the by-product of the creation of ‘good Jews’ can instead be 

situated within the national group identity as a set of duties incumbent upon 

those who possessed the Britain-centred national group identity. The 

citizenship role certainly encompassed these duties, and in this it overlapped 

with the national group identity, but it also possessed ideological connotations 

that were not integral parts of the larger group identity. That Maccabi could 

dispense with the ideology of citizenship without losing its sense of 

identification with Britain indicates that the discourse and values of the 

citizenship role identity present within the JLB and VC were at least in part 
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specific to the British Jewish elite and middle class, driven by their particular 

experiences and socio-cultural background. 

 Maccabi’s British national group identity was therefore of key importance 

to its interpretation of British Jewishness, as it was to the wider community. 

There were, however, three other important group identities within Maccabi’s 

interpretation of British Jewish identity. The first was based upon a relationship 

with Israel, similar to but more extensive than that of the Victoria Club. The 

second had Judaism at its core, and the third centred on Jewish life and 

culture. In turn, Maccabi’s involvement with Israel can be subdivided into three 

parts: emotional attachment to the State, practical support for Israel, and more 

militant engagement. 

 

Israel and Zionism 

Dee’s analysis suggests that “from its foundation [in Britain] well into 

the 1960s interest in the notion of a Jewish homeland was generally on the 

margins of the organisation. In the 1970s, Ken Gradon [a postwar Maccabi 

leader] commented that ‘at no time did Maccabi adopt or preach a political 

Zionist doctrine’”.67 Whilst Dee is right to argue that Maccabi did not have a 

straightforwardly positive relationship with Israel and Zionism, nevertheless 

there was a significant degree of interest in and emotional attachment to Israel 

between 1945 and 1960, as well as a significant strand of Zionist thought 

within the MU. Maccabi’s commitment to a Jewish state, both as a goal to be 

worked towards and as a reality was present from at least 1946, and was 

stronger than that of the VC. At a Maccabi meeting in December 1946, the Flag 

of Zion, later to become the flag of Israel, was positioned immediately behind 

the table on which the leaders of the MU were seated, emphasising the 

organisation’s commitment to the Zionist ideal of the creation of a Jewish 

state.68 Similarly, at the annual conference of the MU in May 1949, Gildesgame 

“referred to the joy and pride which the Union felt at the anniversary of the 

establishment of Israel”, indicating the extent of Israel’s importance to 
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Maccabi’s sense of identity .69 In the same vein, in 1955 Gildesgame presented 

the President of Leicester Maccabi Association with an “illuminated scroll 

containing the text of the Declaration of Independence of the State of Israel”.70 

Such a presentation indicates that, aside from the material value of an 

illuminated scroll, Israel’s declaration of independence, and consequently the 

existence of Israel itself, held a position of key importance within Maccabi’s 

interpretation of what it meant to be a British Jew. Expressions of attachment 

to the Jewish State also took more ephemeral forms. During the late 1950s, a 

junior concert and exhibition evening at the Leicester Maccabi Association 

closed with the Hatikvah, and a cultural event at the same club involved the 

members listening “to a recording of the Balfour Declaration being 

announced”.71 

Maccabi thus joined Victoria in that Israel was central to its conception 

of British Jewish identity, in contrast to the JLB who, as chapter two noted, gave 

no indication of any emotional attachment to Israel until the late 1950s, to the 

extent that Israel’s declaration of independence was not covered either in 

internal minutes or in the Brigade’s 1948 annual report. Maccabi differed from 

both Victoria and the JLB, however, in that it offered practical support for both 

the Yishuv and, later, the State of Israel. As early as March 1945, Brodetsky 

stated that those who were not “closely associated with the work in Palestine” 

were not taking their “proper place in Jewish life”.72 By the 1946 annual 

conference, the vice-president of Maccabi, Nathan Morris, could congratulate 

the Union on its Zionist work, urge “more active association with the Zionist 

Federation” and state that he “looked forward to the day when there would be 

an annual Maccabi pilgrimage to Eretz Yisrael”.73 Maccabi’s practical support 

for the establishment of a Jewish state continued into late 1947, when the 

members of Maccabi affirmed “their determination to carry out to the utmost 

Maccabi’s recently inaugurated Zionist programme of action”.74 Support for the 

Yishuv and the establishment of Israel transitioned smoothly into practical 

assistance for the fledgling state, with Maccabi collecting food parcels for 
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Israel in 1950, and in 1948 a resolution at the annual conference calling on 

Maccabi to send six ambulances, each costing £1,200, to Israel was carried 

“enthusiastically”, and four vehicles had been paid for by 1951.75 

Such attempts to provide practical and material assistance to the Yishuv 

and to the new state placed Maccabi well beyond the VC in terms of its level of 

identification with Israel. Maccabi went even further, however, in that its 

leaders implicitly encouraged aliyah. In 1946, Maccabi’s Southern Council 

planned a symposium on youth aliyah, whilst London Maccabi’s Jewish 

Problems Study Group held “a Zionist Congress in miniature” and carried a 

motion that “a new formulation of Zionist policy is required, stressing 

immigration and economic development”.76 Brodetsky then called on Maccabi 

youth “to form the “Corps d’Elite” of the new Jewish state” and, at the same 

meeting, a request was made that Maccabi should “create facilities for 

members to go to Palestine”.77 More significantly, at the tenth annual European 

conference of the Maccabi World Union in 1956, the Israeli ambassador to 

Britain, Eliahu Elath, stated that whilst no one could compel Jews to go on 

aliyah, “no Jewish organisation, particularly of the kind of Maccabi, can escape 

its duty to try to induce young Jewish men and women to link their future with 

the Jewish state”.78 Though the ambassador was not involved with Maccabi, his 

views resonate with the outlook of Maccabi’s leadership, and his presence at 

the conference implies an endorsement of his views by the Union’s leadership.  

The ambassador’s remarks indicate the extent to which Israel was 

integral to Maccabi’s interpretation of British Jewish identity, yet they also 

highlight the implicit nature of Maccabi’s encouragement for its members to 

go on aliyah. None of the references to emigration to Israel noted above 

explicitly call for aliyah, and nor do they imply that it was the duty of young 

British Jews to move to Israel. The suggestion that aliyah was desirable and 

laudable, but not mandatory, may suggest a lack of sincerity on the part of 

Maccabi’s leadership, but it is more likely that the implicit nature of the MU’s 

remarks on aliyah were the result of two separate factors. First, that they were 

expressions of the centrality of Israel to British Jewish identity as Maccabi 
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constructed it, and of the depth of feeling that the Jewish state engendered 

within the organisation’s leadership. Secondly, at least one Jewish communal 

body, though not unsympathetic to Zionism, refused to fund Jewish youth 

movements whose explicit aim was aliyah. The Jewish Tercentenary 

Commemoration Fund explicitly held up Maccabi as an example of a club “who 

put forwards a Zionist ideal but not as a definite Aliyah object”, and could thus 

be granted funding, as opposed to movements such as Habonim whose 

motive, the Fund believed, was for those it trained to make aliyah and who 

were consequently denied funding.79 It is therefore likely that Maccabi’s lack of 

aliyah as a “definite object” enabled it to secure communal funding. 

Regardless of their final object Maccabi’s statements on aliyah imply an 

even greater identification with Israel than the Victoria Club, who in turn 

regarded Israel more warmly than the Jewish Lads’ Brigade. Maccabi went 

farther still, however, in its more militant attitude towards support for Israel, 

which was particularly manifest in the Union’s stance on British-Israeli 

relations. Maccabi possessed a long tradition of what Kadish has termed its 

“militant athletic brand of Jewish activism”.80 Maccabi’s militant nature was 

enshrined in its very name – recalling Judaism’s fighting heroes. Likewise, one 

of Maccabi’s affiliated clubs was named Bar Kochba, after the leader of the 

Jewish revolt against the Romans.81 The militant nature of these namesakes 

carried over into Maccabi aims, with Brodetsky calling on Maccabi members to 

be “fighting fit”.82 This militant background manifested itself in the language 

used by Maccabi’s leaders when discussing the events surrounding the end of 

the Mandate and the Israeli war of independence. Thus, Maccabi’s leaders were 

comfortable criticising Britain’s handling of the end of the Mandate whilst 

Britain’s withdrawal was on-going. The Vice-Chairman of the MU argued that 

“they had expected from the British Government a much fairer deal” in relation 

to the Mandate, whilst Alfred Morley “said that if there was going to be further 
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bloodshed in Palestine, the responsibility would rest with Britain”.83 Such 

casting of British actions as unjustified, and Morley’s implication that Britain 

was the aggressor in Palestine and consequently his implicit support for the 

actions of the Jewish resistance movements, would have been unthinkable for 

the JLB. Similarly, whilst the Victoria did condemn Britain’s actions ten years 

later, its language was less hostile.84  

Such militant language, however, was not only confined to relations 

between Britain and Israel. During the war of independence, Gildesgame told 

the annual MU conference that “the new State needed flesh and blood as well 

as money” and that “he urged nobody to deter any Maccabi members who were 

willing to fight, and if necessary die, in the Jewish army of Israel”, even if that 

meant the end of the Maccabi movement itself.85 Yet the most vituperative 

language was saved for those “British Jews who persisted in criticising the 

[Jewish] Agency and linking Hagana with the terrorists”, whom Gildesgame 

described as “enemies, and a proof of a deep-rooted rot in our midst”.86 Such 

language displays the extent to which Gildesgame and the MU leadership 

conceived of Israel as central to their construction of Jewishness – by 

describing those British Jews who were not unwavering in their support for the 

Yishuv as “enemies” and a “rot” within, Gildesgame was effectively questioning 

their Jewishness. For Maccabi, to give less than full support for Israel and the 

Yishuv was to be a less than full Jew. 

The centrality of Israel to Maccabi life reveals the extent to which, like 

the Victoria club, the Maccabi Union possessed a national group identity based 

on Israel. Whilst the priority of this group identity was higher for Maccabi than 

for Victoria, like that of Victoria it existed contemporaneously with a strong 

attachment to Britain. Also like Victoria, these two attachments were not 

viewed as opposite ends of a spectrum of British Jewishness, but rather as 

equal and independent factors each with a valued place within the construction 

of British Jewish identity. That attachment to Israel and Britain was not seen as 

oppositional is demonstrable through three key events discussed above. First, 

at a Maccabi meeting in December 1946 the display behind the organisation’s 
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leaders contained, as noted above, the flag of Zion, but this was 

counterbalanced by the position of the Union Flag directly opposite, with the 

Star of David positioned between the two.87 Secondly, at the establishment of 

Leicester Maccabi the table from which the meeting was chaired was draped 

with two Union Flags to the left and right, with Maccabi’s logo – a stylised Star 

of David – positioned between them.88 Such symbolism reveals the extent to 

which Maccabi and its leadership did not feel that Judaism, Britain, or Israel 

were conflicting elements of British Jewish identity, and indeed the extent to 

which Judaism formed a connection between the two. Finally, Gildesgame’s 

criticism of British Jews who linked the Haganah or the Jewish Agency to 

terrorist actions as “enemies” reveals the extent to which the situation in 

Palestine was not purely construed in terms of a conflict between Britain and 

Israel, in that Britain was not conceived of as the sole entity that was hostile to 

the Yishuv. Consequently Britain and Israel, and Britishness and Jewishness, 

were not viewed as oppositional factors pulling on the loyalty of British Jews. 

It will be recalled from chapter one that emotional attachment to Israel 

is often conflated with Zionism. Comparison of the Maccabi Union and the 

Victoria Club reveals that a distinction can be drawn between the two in that 

taken together the two clubs reveal that it was possible to feel a deep and 

meaningful connection with Israel (emotional support) without necessarily 

engaging in practical support for the state (Zionism). Thus, just as chapter two 

highlighted that emotional support for Israel was not universal throughout the 

British Jewish community, the Maccabi Union further illustrates the British 

Jewish community’s ambivalent relationship with political Zionism, and that 

this was not necessarily central to the communal sense of being a British Jew. 

Yet Zionism itself was not an uncomplicated construct. As the example 

of Maccabi shows, there was a division between the types of practical support 

given to Israel. On the one hand, there was the practical support of sending 

ambulances to Israel, and on the other various calls or intimations for British 

youths to make aliyah. Both were encouraged by Maccabi’s leadership, yet the 

concept of aliyah does not seem to have had the full and enthusiastic backing 

of Maccabi’s leadership, as the comments by the Trustees of the Tercentenary 
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Commemoration Fund imply. The lack of rigorous backing for aliyah from the 

leaders of an ostensibly Zionist orientated youth movement, coupled with the 

low numbers of British Jews making aliyah after 1948, suggest that emigration 

to Israel was too big a step for many within the British Jewish community to 

take; that whilst many British Jews felt that Israel was “a wonderful place”, they 

did not want to live there.89 That an ostensibly Zionist organisation like 

Maccabi refused to explicitly call for aliyah whilst other Zionist groups such as 

Habonim felt able to do so is indicative of differing levels and interpretations 

of Zionism with the community.90  

Indeed Maccabi had been accused of being “detached from Zionism” as 

early as 1949, though it refuted these accusations, calling itself a movement 

“to encourage Jewish youth to go back to their people”, suggesting that its 

interpretation ran along ethnic and rejuvenating lines, as the discussion of 

Maccabi’s philosophy of muscular Judaism will presently show. Similarly at the 

annual conference of the MU in May 1949 a resolution was moved that 

“membership of the Union should be conditional upon the holding of a shekel”, 

a token of affiliation to the World Zionist Organisation, the purchase of which 

would directly fund Jewish nationalism.91 The resolution was met with strong 

opposition, however, suggesting differing degrees of attachment to Zionism 

and Israel amongst the delegates, and the conference eventually adopted an 

alternative resolution that it was “incumbent on every member to acquire a 

shekel”.92 The degree of opposition to this resolution reflected similar 

difficulties in 1947, when the Maccabi World Union had pressured British 

Maccabi to “force all members to purchase the shekel”.93 British Maccabi’s 

leadership deliberated for several weeks before reluctantly giving in to the 

MWU’s demands.94 This event, taken with the opposition of the 1949 

conference to the resolution, at best indicates a level of ambivalence towards 
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political Zionism within both Maccabi’s leaders and members. Likewise Nathan 

Morris’s statement to the 1946 annual conference urging a “more active 

association with the Zionist Federation” may also be taken as evidence that the 

organisation was not as committed to Zionism as it might have been.95 Dee 

suggests that, on a leadership level, this was partly due to the fact that the 

national leaders did not “want Maccabi to develop a ‘political’ nature and enter 

into the highly charged British debates and discourses surrounding the future 

of Palestine” in the 1940s.96 There was also a concomitant feeling that outward 

expressions of partisanship would have discouraged potential members from 

joining.97 In terms of the movement’s membership, though there was a degree 

of “Zionist-influenced” activity during the 1940s, in general many members 

were disinterested in the idea of the creation of a Jewish state during this 

period.98 Dee ascribes this to the presence in Britain of other more openly 

Zionist youth movements such as Habonim meaning that Maccabi, with its 

primary focus on sport, “would have held relatively little appeal for young Jews 

interested in learning more about, or actively supporting, political Zionism”.99  

In a similar vein, the Israeli flag was conspicuously absent from the 

pageant of flags at the opening of the Maccabi Stadium in 1953.100 Whilst this 

may be interpreted as a complete lack of attachment to Israel by Maccabi, and 

as reinforcing the club’s level of rootedness in and involvement with Britain, 

the reality is likely to have been more nuanced. The lack of the Israeli flag did 

not necessarily reflect on Maccabi alone given that, as chapter two 

demonstrated, the opening of the stadium was a community-wide event – one 

in which, for example, the JLB provided Prince Phillip’s guard of honour. The 

absence of the Israeli flag may therefore be a reflection of the communal 

politics that must have surrounded the event; it is unlikely that the Brigade, 

given its position on Zionism and Israel in 1953, would have been willing to 

engage in an event that included prominent Israeli/Zionist imagery. That the 

Israeli flag was missing from the display consequently reveals more about the 
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position of Zionism and attachment to Israel within the community, and 

communal politics, as a whole than for Maccabi. Indeed Maccabi was content, 

as has been demonstrated, to display the Flag of Zion in its own private 

functions as early as 1946. The absence of the Jewish state’s flag may indicate 

that Maccabi and the Jewish community were not comfortable displaying their 

identification with Israel in public but rather held it to be a private issue, 

reflecting the problematic and ambivalent relationship of the British Jewish 

community to the state during the early 1950s. 

Maccabi’s policies epitomised this problematic relationship. Maccabi 

was unwilling to endorse political Zionism – particularly the overt funding of 

the Zionist movement through the compulsory purchase of the shekel – or to 

publicly call for aliyah. As Dee notes, this was likely to be the result of 

Maccabi’s leadership and members internalising the non-partisan position of 

the majority of British Jewry during the 1940s.101 Nevertheless this assertion 

should be tempered by incidents such as Alfred Morley’s attack on British 

actions in Palestine in 1947. Maccabi’s position on the issues was thus not 

uncomplicated and appears to have been mediated by the specific views of 

individual membership of the leadership, as one would expect. Whilst 

Gildesgame and Morley were enthusiastic and vocal supporters of Israel, Dee 

also suggests that their efforts and beliefs were blunted by “the demands of its 

largely assimilated and secularised membership”.102 This moderation 

manifested itself in the movement’s complex and ambivalent position towards 

Israel.  

However, as the preceding discussion makes clear much of Maccabi’s 

ambivalence had largely disappeared by the beginning of the 1950s, wherein 

the MU – though still ambivalent towards political Zionism – felt much more 

comfortable expressing its attachment to Israel and calling, albeit implicitly, 

for aliyah. Maccabi possessed a significant strand of non-political Zionist 

ideology that manifested itself in the organisation’s sporting programme, as 

subsequent discussions of muscular Judaism will make clear. Maccabi’s 

increasing comfort in expressing its position on Israel is indicative of a change 

in attitudes both within the organisation and within the Jewish community as 
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the 1950s progressed, manifesting itself in the increased abandonment of 

fears over dual loyalties, though again this was mediated by the MU’s 

reluctance to publicly endorse aliyah. 

Consequently, given these elements, and in the light of Maccabi’s 

attitude towards Israel, it is clear Alderman’s assertion that Zionism became a 

“central component of the social theology of British Jewry”, to which British 

Jews “could subscribe without wishing themselves to go on aliyah” is partly 

correct.103 Yet Alderman’s claim that it was Zionism alone, without a separate 

love of Israel, which formed the basis of this social theology is problematic, as 

is his assertion that Zionism was “central” to that “theology” and the 

implication that there was no differentiation between various interpretations of 

Zionism.104 The examples of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade and the Victoria Club 

highlight the fact that neither support for Israel nor Zionism was “central” to 

the identity of the British Jewish community. Yet, as Maccabi makes clear, even 

many committed Zionists did not wish to sever their ties with Britain and 

emigrate to Israel, indicating the strength of the sense of rootedness in and 

affection towards Britain within the Jewish community. When taken in 

conjunction with the JLB and the VC, Maccabi demonstrates that a sense of the 

Jewish community’s rootedness in Britain was present across several strata of 

British Jewish society. Yet it is also clear that amongst some sections of the 

community this rootedness was not deemed mutually exclusive with a strong 

identification with Israel. 

 

Judaism 

It is therefore clear that attachment to Israel was a key element in 

Maccabi’s construction of British Jewishness. It was not, however, the only 

group identity on offer within Maccabi. As with Israel, the issue of Judaism was 

also a key aspect of Maccabi’s conception of what it meant to be a British Jew. 

Nevertheless it was not unproblematic: tensions over how critical the Jewish 

faith was to Maccabi’s identity, and indeed the level of observance of that faith, 

continued throughout the period. Like the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, Maccabi’s 
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leaders considered it to be a club in which Judaism was both central and highly 

important; also like the Brigade, some observers both within and outside of the 

movement questioned the extent to which Maccabi’s members were given 

religious instruction, or even came into contact with Judaism.  

In support of its claims that Judaism was given a high priority within the 

club Alfred Morley argued that Maccabi’s aims, as stated in its constitution, 

were “to provide for the advancement of Jewish religious education and to 

develop within Jewish youth the principles of the spirit of the Jewish faith”.105 

Morley also listed his priorities for Maccabi in 1956, stating that religion, 

Zionism, and the development of Israel should be “the be all and end all of our 

movement”.106 Gildesgame claimed in 1947 that Maccabi was “a force for 

Judaism”.107 Aside from such statements of commitment to Judaism, Maccabi’s 

leadership could also point to a strong cultural programme, part of which 

emphasised engagement with Judaism. The Union’s Cultural Director appears 

to have had overall responsibility for Judaism within the club: in 1946 the 

Cultural Director was the Rev. Ephaim Einhorn, part of whose duties included 

the conducting of Shabbat and daily services at Maccabi’s summer school.108 

This arrangement continued through to at least early 1960, when the new Joint 

Honorary Cultural Director (also a Reverend, Reuben Turner) launched a new 

programme including “the celebration of Jewish festivals and other important 

dates in the Jewish calendar”.109 Similarly, in 1946 the Jewish Problems Study 

Group held a series of discussions on “Judaism and Modern Thought”, whilst in 

1959 a letter to the Jewish Chronicle claimed that “religious observances” were 

“strictly adhered to” at the London Maccabi Association, and were “part of the 

club’s programme”.110  

That Maccabi constituted a religious centre for its members is clear 

from their recollections. For Helen Anderson, who “did not have a religious 

home and [whose] parents were not very social”, Maccabi’s religious and social 
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elements became “my Jewish identity”.111 Others noted that Maccabi “was all 

about social and religious bonding”, and that the club “was also a conveniently 

placed source for making up a Minyan!”.112 As with the JLB, services formed the 

core part of Maccabi’s interaction with Judaism. Not only were services 

performed at Maccabi’s 1946 summer school but, at the 1955 annual Summer 

Holiday House event, services were conducted both in the morning and in the 

evening, and Zemirot were sung during the Friday evening meal.113 Likewise at 

Maccabi’s National Seminar in 1957 Oneg Shabbat was conducted on Friday 

night, and seminar members attended the Alexandra Road Synagogue on 

Shabbat morning and were greeted with a special Kiddush.114 The celebrations 

of Jewish festivals were not always traditional: Alan Langford recalled one 

Pesach that saw a “Matzo Ramble of [Leicester’s] Bradgate Park”.115 

 As with the Brigade however, assurances from the club’s leadership that 

religion was central to everyday life in the Union were undermined by several 

factors. The most outstanding example of a potential lack of observance within 

the MU occurred in Manchester in December 1953.116 During the annual 

meeting of Manchester Maccabi, a resolution was proposed, but withdrawn 

after discussion, “that there be no sales at the bar during the hours of 

Shabbat”, suggesting a loose imposition of Jewish laws and practices on the 

part of the club’s leadership.117 The resolution, its subsequent debate and the 

Jewish Chronicle’s reporting of it prompted an angry letter from Alfred Morley 

the following week, in which he pointed out that “no refreshments are sold in 

this or any other Maccabi club during the Sabbath”.118 Morley went on to 

explain that 
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The club sometimes opens for the purpose of Onegei Shabbat, 

and it had been the habit of the non-Jewish stewardesses to 

provide teas, booking the payment for subsequent collection. 

Several members, conscious of the need of maintaining strict 

Orthodoxy in Jewish youth clubs, held this practice to be a chillul 

H’Shabbat – hence the resolution calling for no sales at the bar 

during the hours of Shabbat. The supporters of the resolution 

agreed to its withdrawal when they realised that its inclusion in 

the club constitution would by obvious inference be completely 

misleading. The “bar,” as in all our clubs, is at all times strictly 

non-alcoholic.119 

 

That some members were finding creative ways to get around the Sabbath laws 

indicates a lack of strict observance on their part, which will be touched on 

shortly. It also suggests that the atmosphere in the club was not pervasively 

religious in nature and that, were Maccabi trying to impart a sense of Judaism’s 

centrality to their identity into its members, it had to some degree failed.120 

Likewise the fact that this had been allowed by the leadership of the club 

indicates that Judaism was central neither to their conception of British Jewish 

identity nor to what the club was attempting to achieve. 

 Yet the fact that several members and leaders had opposed the serving of 

tea on religious grounds indicates that at least some sections of the club did 

believe that Judaism was of central importance to both themselves and to 

Maccabi. Such events indicate not only tension between the national and local 

leadership bodies of the Union, but that members were often at odds with the 

leadership’s attempts to impose orthodoxy, and indeed with the differing 

levels of spirituality exhibited by their fellow members. These tensions and 

discrepancies underscore the liminal nature of British Jewish identity, in that its 

construction differed not only across social groups and generations but also 

between individuals, and also hints at the subtleties of space and place 

inherent within the youth movement. This issue will be developed more fully 
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below, however it is interesting to note that the provision of religious services 

did not ensure a uniformity of religious observance, and that different 

members experienced the club in different ways, meaning that it is difficult to 

describe that club as an particular type of Jewish milieu (or even as a Jewish 

milieu at all), which has consequences for the examination of identity, as will 

be shown presently. 

 Other factors, too, suggest that Judaism was not as central to Maccabi 

life, and thus its interpretation of what it meant to be a British Jew, as its 

leaders publicly suggested. That Judaism was not given its own programme 

but was, as shown above, subsumed within the cultural side of Maccabi is 

instructive. When Maccabi’s 1949 annual conference chose to divide into 

commissions to discuss the important issues facing the Union, the four panels 

were “sports activities and policy, public relations, cultural and Zionist activity, 

and junior membership”.121 Though, given that it fell under the purview of the 

cultural director, Judaism was no doubt placed within the panel on “cultural 

and Zionist activity”, the fact that it was not given its own commission, and 

that it was subsumed within Maccabi’s cultural programme, suggests that faith 

was not always a high priority for the MU.122 Indeed, that the cultural 

programme for 1960 specifically stated that Jewish festivals would be 

celebrated indicates that the festivals were not well heeded in day-to-day club 

life.123 If the observances of religious festivals and traditions had been an 

integral part of Maccabi life, they would not have required a specific 

programme of activities. 

 Similarly, whilst Maccabi may have possessed a cultural programme that 

included religious activities, neither lower level managers nor members 

themselves appear to have been heavily invested in them. At Maccabi 

Association London, a Jewish Chronicle report from 1959 noted that in terms 

of cultural pursuits “regular Jewish activities are confined mainly to the Literary 

Section, which is now combined with the Jewish Affairs Group”, but that “the 

Literary Section is attended by an average of 20 members weekly (only a 
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minute proportion of the 400 or so whose names are on the club register)”.124 It 

is doubtful that religion could have been integral to club life when only 5% of 

London Maccabi members were involved with it – beyond the level of attending 

services – on a weekly basis.125 One member recalled that whilst Judaism at 

Maccabi had a profound effect on his sense of Jewish identity “I would not have 

realised that at the time”, and that he “only wanted to meet other Jewish kids 

away from home without it costing too much”.126 Similarly Dee notes that “the 

average member displayed a significant lack of interest in non-sporting 

activities”.127 The members were not wholly apathetic, however: the MAL’s 

Cultural Director, Vernon Mark, claimed that “on the whole our members are 

not particularly interested in religion, but I think there would be an outcry if 

any of the religious rules of the club were blatantly infringed”.128 That Mark 

appears to have been indifferent to the members disregard for religion on an 

active level indicates, at the very least, a disconnection between the demands 

of the national leadership with regard to religion and the implementation of 

those demands by local managers.129 It is also likely, however, that his attitude 

reflected a belief on the part of Maccabi leadership that observance of religious 

services, festivals and traditions was important, but that anything beyond this, 

such as religious instruction, could be disregarded. This attitude mirrored that 

of the members reported by Mark: an indifference towards anything more 

formal than services and festivals with a concomitant notion that Jewish laws 

were somehow too important to flagrantly transgress. 

 This organisation-wide attitude may explain why Maccabi’s programme of 

cultural events included no overt religious instruction. In this manner, it was 

much like both the JLB and the VC, neither of who offered religious classes. 

Yet, as with Victoria and especially the Brigade, neither the lack of desire to 

provide religious instruction, nor the indifference to anything going beyond 
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observance of services and festivals, meant that Maccabi was hostile to 

Judaism. Maccabi was similar to both the Brigade and the VC in that it provided 

a sense of religiosity through observance of services, not through instruction. 

Yet whereas for the Brigade Judaism was a central pillar in its conception of 

British Jewish identity, for Victoria and Maccabi the Judaic identity was less 

crucial. Judaism occupied a lower level of salience for Maccabi, below that of 

the Britain- and Israel-based group identities. Indeed, the attitude towards 

Judaism within Maccabi helps further illustrate the centrality of Britain and 

Israel to Maccabi’s interpretation of British Jewish identity. Moreover, the role 

of religion within the club serves to complicate the issue of Maccabi’s 

relationship with Israel and Zionism, in that it indicates that Maccabi’s Zionism 

was not religious in nature, in turn suggesting an ethnic, cultural and national 

affiliation with Israel. 

 The reluctance to offer explicit religious instruction across all three 

movements examined in this thesis and the fact that Judaism was, for Victoria 

and Maccabi, less integral to their interpretation of British Jewish identity, is 

suggestive of the continued development of new ways of being a British Jew 

after the Second World War. Cesarani has written of the rise of secular 

ideologies as a means of identification as a Jew, as against the older Judaism-

centred Jewishness that typified the years pre-1914, and the increasing 

diversification of Jewish identities in the interwar years.130 The continuation of 

this trend is evident in the relationship to Judaism of the Brigade, the VC, and 

Maccabi. The movement dominated by the older elite, the JLB (whose formative 

experiences, it will be recalled, came in the early interwar period), held Judaism 

to be of high importance to their sense of British Jewish identity. This belief, as 

noted in previous chapters, was typical of the pre- and interwar communal elite 

and often came at the expense of other means of identifying as Jewish. 

Younger leaders, whose attitudes were not necessarily formed in the interwar 

years, whether the more bourgeois leaders and managers of Victoria or the 

immigrants and descendants of immigrants who staffed Maccabi, did not share 

these ideologies. As this chapter and chapter three have shown, these leaders 

were much more likely to turn to a secular means of identifying themselves as 

British Jews, whether through attachment to the British state or an ethnic, 
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national or cultural affiliation with Israel. Such developments did not entail a 

drift away from ‘being Jewish’ (though this did not prevent contemporary 

feelings of crisis revolving around Jewish continuity, which will be discussed 

presently), but simply a re-imagining of Jewishness in part driven by the 

changing experiences of communal leaders. 

 The experiences and social background of Maccabi’s leaders also explain 

the interpretation of Judaism that Maccabi favoured, which, like that of 

Victoria, was one of nominal orthodoxy. Maccabi broadly observed Jewish 

traditions and Jewish law: the kashrut laws were observed at the 1945 summer 

school, and in 1954 Gildesgame asked ecclesiastical authorities to deliver a 

ruling on the question of playing football on the Sabbath – Maccabi having 

decided in the absence of such a ruling that games could not go ahead on the 

Sabbath.131 Yet these suggestions of an orthodox interpretation of Judaism 

were mitigated by less-observant actions. The incident regarding the serving of 

tea at the bar of Manchester Maccabi discussed above suggests a more relaxed 

attitude to the Sabbath. Indeed, Gildesgame followed his call for a ruling on 

Sabbath football matches by noting that “this was a matter which affected tens 

of thousands of Jewish youth, and they must decide whether they could 

continue the ban or adopt a slight reform”, implying that Maccabi would prefer 

that its members be able to play on the Sabbath, thus putting the sporting 

interests of its members before strict observance of Jewish law.132  Likewise in 

the early 1940s the national leadership had been divided on the issue of 

Sabbath sports. Dee notes that “some within the national leadership argued 

that Saturday sport should be allowed as this was pivotal in Maccabi’s primary 

mission of increasing interest in sport amongst the membership”, whilst others 

adhered to the principal of the Sabbath as a day of rest, arguing that “the 

movement had a duty to appear publicly observant on religious matters”.133 In 

the end a “confused compromise” was reached, in which “clubs would be 

implored not to arrange sport on a Saturday”, but that the National Executive 

would not take any action against clubs that infringed this rule.134 It is 

important to note that many clubs respected this ruling: Leicester member Ben 
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Ivell recalled that “being a Jewish [football] team, we couldn’t play on a 

Saturday of course so we used to play on a Sunday”.135 Nevertheless both the 

issues of playing football and serving drinks on the Sabbath suggest that 

Maccabi members and leaders were only willing to transgress Jewish laws 

through permissible loopholes rather than (publicly) breaking them outright, 

reinforcing the idea that the club was only nominally, rather than strictly, 

orthodox in its observance. 

 The discrepancy between Maccabi’s nominal orthodoxy and the reality 

within the clubs is further demonstrated by remarks made by two Maccabi 

leaders regarding the events at Maccabi Manchester in 1953. According to the 

Jewish Chronicle report, when discussing whether drinks should be served on 

the Sabbath, Manchester Maccabi’s Sports Director claimed that “they were not 

an Orthodox club”, and that this statement was “received with applause”.136 

Alfred Morley, however, wrote to the Jewish Chronicle the following week to 

claim that the Sports Director was “unwisely talking for rhetorical effect” and 

that there had been “considerable opposition to the view on non-Orthodoxy”.137 

Morley’s claim that Maccabi aimed “to provide for the advancement of Jewish 

religious education and to develop within Jewish youth the principles of the 

spirit of the Jewish faith” tellingly does not refer to these principles as being 

orthodox, though he did claim that he had “stressed the importance of 

maintaining Orthodox Judaism in youth club life” earlier in the meeting.138 Such 

exchanges suggest a level of disconnection between the official position of the 

club, exemplified by the attitude of the national leadership, and the attitude to 

club managers, exemplified by Manchester’s Sports Director. This 

disconnection was in some ways similar to that in the VC, where, it will be 

recalled, whilst the club was orthodox in name and spirit managers were free 

to discuss their own personal interpretation of Judaism with members.139 

Maccabi’s situation was subtly different, in that the question was not 

necessarily one of discussion but of club rules and their interpretation. 

Maccabi’s executive was also less tolerant of such attitudes than their 
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counterparts in Victoria, underlining the tensions between the national and 

local leaderships outlined above.  

 Maccabi thus possessed a Judaism-based group identity that was, like 

that of the VC, theoretically Orthodox but which was in practice often left to 

individual interpretation. The orthodoxy of Maccabi was, however, stricter than 

that of the VC, in that Maccabi’s Executive was less tolerant of the more 

relaxed observance of club managers than that of the VC. Nor is there is any 

evidence that Maccabi closed for Christian festivals, as the VC did.140 Yet, as 

with the VC, the variation in levels of orthodoxy within the Union suggest, 

again, that Judaism was deemed less vital to club life than other factors (such 

as sport, as Gildesgame’s attitude towards football on the Sabbath suggests). 

Such differentiations highlight the critical role that the leadership of Jewish 

youth movements played in determining the ethos of their respective clubs. 

That Maccabi and Victoria were Orthodox whilst the JLB favoured Progressive 

Judaism was the result of the differing backgrounds of their leaderships: 

bourgeois or of recent immigrant origins in the former and established 

communal elite in the latter. The differing compositions of the executive 

bodies of both Victoria and Maccabi also resulted in their divergent attitudes 

towards Orthodoxy. Victoria’s leadership were primarily Sephardi in 

background and had been active in the Spanish and Portuguese Synagogue, 

which resulted in a less than enthusiastic implementation of the United 

Synagogue’s demand that Victoria pursue an Orthodox programme in 

exchange for their lease. In contrast, the fact that many members of Maccabi’s 

Executive were first generation Eastern European immigrants resulted in more 

Orthodox attitudes to the observance of Judaism at a national level 

(notwithstanding the struggles over Judaism at local branches). Regardless of 

the differing attitudes of the movements, however, that all three clubs felt 

obliged to publicly claim that Judaism was central to their ethos despite 

evidence to the contrary suggests that an emphasis on religious constructions 

of Jewishness was required for communal legitimacy. This in turn is suggestive 

of a crisis of continuity and identity within the British Jewish community. 
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Cultural Activities 

 The third of Maccabi’s group identities, centred upon Jewish life and 

culture, was central to this crisis, but was also crucial to Maccabi in its own 

right, in that the group sought to highlight a culturally Jewish group identity 

that emphasised pride in the history and culture of the Jewish people. Central 

to Maccabi’s cultural Jewishness was its assertion that the club existed to make 

Jews “thinking fit”, that is capable of intellectually engaging with Judaism and 

Jewish culture.141 In 1945, Brodetsky argued that 

 

The young Jew or Jewess who was not associated with the long 

current of Jewish history, who went through Jewish life and had 

not acquired some competent knowledge of Hebrew, who wished 

to take a part in Jewish life and had not become closely associated 

with the work in Palestine – such a person, leaving all these things 

out and merely being associated with athletics and sports, was not 

really taking his proper place in Jewish life.142 

 

This knowledge of and engagement with Jewish life was intended to drive an 

ethno-cultural awareness of Jewishness, to “create a generation of young Jews 

and Jewesses whose pride in their Jewishness was justified by knowledge”.143 It 

was, as Dee has noted, Maccabi’s intent to bring about an “inner revolution” 

amongst British Jews, encouraging them to reengage with their Jewish cultural 

heritage.144 

  The instilment of Jewish knowledge, and therefore cultural constructions 

of Jewishness, was to be achieved through club activities. Maccabi’s leadership 

attempted to put in place a “cultural and educational programme” in order to 

stimulate the members’ interest in “all that is best in Jewish culture, literature, 
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ideals and history”.145 Maccabi ran a ‘Jewish problems’ series that touched on 

Jewish subjects as diverse as “Judaism and Modern Thought”, the situation in 

Palestine, and Zionist policy.146 Similarly the ‘Jewish Affairs’ group and Literary 

sections aimed to encourage members to engage and identify with issues in 

Jewish life and the importance of Jewish culture, with the latter holding a 

session on the historical significance of Jewish literature in 1946.147 Maccabi 

also organised frequent drama festivals throughout the 1940s and 1950s, 

which featured plays specifically concerned with Jewish issues, such as the 

1946 play “Cross Roads” which dealt with Jewish refugees in the Balkans.148 The 

organisation also intended to hold a series of lectures, debates and essay 

contests on Jewish themes as part of its programme.149 Finally, the MU also 

capitalised on popular culture in an effort to increase identification with the 

Jewish community, including a “Maccabi version of the popular T.V. 

programme” ‘What’s My Line?’.150 Such activities were intended to build 

members’ awareness of themselves as Jews, and to encourage them to situate 

themselves within Jewish life and the Jewish community. As Dee has argued, 

such attempts were not always successful.151 Sidney Bunt also noted that the 

average Maccabi member was “largely unmoved” by the organisation’s cultural 

programme, and that Maccabi had experienced significant difficulties in its 

promotion.152  One member recollected that “we used to have cultural 

programmes on a Sunday evening which terrified me in case I had to say 

anything. I later found out that the boy who organised those evenings was just 

as scared in case no one said anything”.153 Nevertheless there were also 

members who attended Maccabi for its cultural activities – Sonia Cheyette 

remembered “going to Maccabi for debates” – whilst others noted the effect 

that Maccabi had on their cultural identities, with Barry Besbrode pointing out 
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that “Maccabi reinforced my membership of a ... culturally linked 

community”.154 

 The leadership’s attempts to inculcate such ethno-cultural constructions 

of Jewish identity were not simply limited to discussion groups or performing 

arts: Maccabi also placed a heavy emphasis on the teaching of Modern Hebrew. 

Brodetsky stressed the importance of “some competent knowledge of Hebrew” 

as early as 1945, and the promotion of “Hebrew education” was part of the 

portfolio of the Cultural Director in early 1953.155 Similarly, Modern Hebrew 

was part of Maccabi’s curriculum activities during the mid-1950s.156 Such 

activities were not of themselves strictly an attempt to teach members another 

language, as the Israeli Ambassador Eliahu Elath emphasised. Speaking at the 

tenth annual conference of the Maccabi World Union, Elath argued that 

Maccabi should spread “knowledge of Hebrew, not merely as a medium of 

contact, but also as a part of Jewish life and culture”.157 Similarly the editor of 

the Jewish Chronicle, John Shaftesley, favoured the inclusion of the history and 

culture of British Jewry in the curricula of Hebrew classes at the Union.158 

Hebrew for Maccabi was much more than a language, but rather a gateway to 

Jewish ethnic and cultural awareness, and consequently to ethno-cultural 

interpretations of British Jewish identity. 

 Despite the emphasis that Maccabi’s cultural programme placed on 

Jewish life and culture, in 1950 the National Executive complained that most 

clubs took an entirely “haphazard” approach to the MU’s cultural work.159 

Likewise in 1958 Gildesgame claimed that the cultural curriculum of the Union 

was not sufficiently Jewish.160 Gildesgame noted “the fact that the cultural 

activities of Maccabi, which were planned primarily to imbue members with a 

Jewish awareness, in fact rarely possessed Jewish content”, and that “very few 

of the clubs taught Hebrew or Jewish history”.161 Indeed, Gildesgame went so 
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far as to state that “cultural activities have been appallingly neglected”.162 

Whilst this statement supports the contention that Maccabi’s cultural 

programme existed to foster an awareness of Jewishness amongst MU 

members, it also further suggests the existence of a disconnect between the 

national executive and local managers in terms of the setting and 

implementation of cultural curricula. This disconnect is most clearly 

emphasised through the case of Birmingham Maccabi: in 1954 the club was 

criticised for its cessation of all non-sporting activities, and by 1959 had been 

thrown out of British Maccabi for acting purely as a rugby club.163 Yet 

Gildesgame’s statement was also suggestive of the continued development of 

new ways of experiencing and forming British Jewish identities; not only a 

move away from Judaic interpretations of Jewishness, but also from cultural 

identities towards the primacy of the Jewish social milieu, as Cesarani has 

outlined and which will be developed presently.164 

 Gildesgame’s concerns over the level and totality of Jewish content within 

Maccabi’s cultural programme are also indicative of the liminal, non-

oppositional nature of British Jewish identity. Each of the areas of ‘Jewish’ 

culture outlined above also contained significant crossover with other aspects 

of Maccabi’s British Jewish identity. Maccabi’s drama activities primarily 

featured plays that were non-Jewish (Leicester Maccabi put on a production of 

Noel Coward’s ‘Fumed Oak’, for example), though this was principally blamed 

on “a lack of Jewish plays” in general.165 Jewish plays were so scarce within 

Maccabi that a resolution was posed at the 1949 annual conference to limit 

plays at the annual drama festival to only those of “Jewish interest”.166 The 

Chairman of the Cultural Commission opposed this, and an alternative 

proposal sought to incentivise the production of ‘Jewish’ plays through the 

granting “additional award” for such productions.167 Thus even in an area that 

was intended by the national leadership to focus on Jewish-centred activities, 

the production of material not focused on Jewish life was the norm. The 

intermingling of Jewish and non-Jewish culture was also evident in the 
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production of the “Maccabi version” of ‘What’s My Line?’, which whilst no doubt 

Jewish in content was situated within a non-Jewish cultural context and 

format.168 Similarly, the suggestion that Hebrew be used as a means of 

emphasising the history of the British Jewish community to create a sense of 

Jewish ethno-cultural awareness still situated that construction of Jewishness 

within wider British society and culture, and therefore served to reinforce the 

community’s rootedness within Britain.  

The intermingling of these aspects – Jewish and non-Jewish culture, 

attachment to Britain and to Israel – indicates the extent to which the 

oppositional framework of British Jewish identity is insufficient. None of the 

areas of Jewish life and culture that Maccabi promoted possessed distinctively 

‘Jewish’ and ‘British’ elements that existed separately from one another, nor 

were they conceived as such. Rather, these constructions of Jewish culture 

reflect the extent to which contemporary British Jews envisaged a British Jewish 

identity which was not equally and simultaneously British and Jewish, but 

rather one in which there was no distinction between these factors. To be 

Jewish was to be British, and vice versa. 

 

Jewish Continuity 

 Maccabi’s desire to re-connect young Jews with both Judaism and Jewish 

culture is indicative of the club’s (and the wider community’s) sense that 

British Jews were experiencing a crisis of continuity during the 1940s and 

1950s, brought about by communal drift. The belief that communal drift was a 

significant problem runs through Maccabi’s ideology and actions during this 

period.169 This was evident as early as 1949, when Gildesgame argued that 

Maccabi was “a movement to encourage Jewish youth to go back to their 

people”, clearly suggesting that Maccabi believed that Jewish youth was 

drifting away from their Jewishness.170 The most prominent manifestation of 

this drift was intermarriage between Jews and non-Jews. In December 1953, 

the president of Manchester Maccabi worried that “12½ to 20 per cent of Jews 

                                            

168 JC, 30 May 1952, p. 21. 
169 Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, pp. 237‐238. 
170 JC, 20 May 1949, p. 19. 



The Maccabi Union 

 218 

were marrying out of their religion”, figures which were similar to those 

circulating in wider contemporary Jewish society.171  

Running through Maccabi’s attitude towards communal drift was the 

notion that youth clubs were central to its prevention. Manchester Maccabi’s 

president claimed that the intermarriage rate meant that “Jewish clubs were 

essential” if out-marriage was to be prevented.172 He claimed “the sooner we 

get facilities equal to those of our non-Jewish neighbours and can show our 

young people that they can live a full life the sooner will this trend of ‘marrying 

out’ begin to decline”.173 In all these areas, Maccabi’s fears and actions were a 

reflection of the concerns of British Jewish society at this time, not only in 

terms of concern over intermarriage, but also in that youth clubs were deemed 

key sites in the prevention of communal drift.174 The JLB, for example, was 

often criticised for not doing enough to prevent (and even of encouraging) 

Jewish youths to drift away from the community.175 Likewise the Association for 

Jewish Youth published a pamphlet in 1944 entitled ‘A Plan for the Inculcation 

of Judaism in Jewish Clubs’, which stressed described the task of Jewish clubs 

as helping youths “to feel as proud of their great inheritance as have their 

ancestors before them” – that is, the re-affirming of their sense of connection 

with Jewishness.176 

The belief, within Maccabi and British Jewry as a whole, that the 

community was in the midst of an existential crisis reveals much about 

contemporary conceptions of identity. It suggests that a degree of insecurity as 

to the community’s future was intrinsic to British Jewry during this period. Yet 

it is the methods with which the community chose to counteract this crisis that 

is the most revealing about conceptions of Jewishness. Manchester Maccabi’s 

suggestion that the problem of out-marriage was simply the result of a lack of 

good communal facilities suggests that Maccabi did not view communal drift 
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as a primarily religious problem but rather as a socio-cultural one.177 The issue, 

for Maccabi, was not that Jewish youths lacked a commitment to Judaism, but 

rather that they had no socio-cultural centre in which to be Jewish. The issues 

inherent within views of the club as a socially and culturally Jewish space will 

be discussed presently, however the significance of Maccabi’s view is that it 

defined Jewishness in social and cultural, rather than religious, terms. Such an 

interpretation further augments the discussion of Maccabi’s sense of 

Jewishness noted above. Religion was not unimportant to the MU, but rather it 

was deemed to form part of the cultural background on the community. 

In this, Maccabi differed not only from the JLB and VC, but also from 

broader communal organisations, which foregrounded the role of religion in 

the continuity crisis. The AJY, for example, saw Jewish youth’s relationship with 

Judaism as the principal marker of, and solution for, communal drift. Whilst the 

Association highlighted issues such as “the breakdown of family life ... due to 

the war and evacuation” and the need for “cultural activities” in youth clubs, 

these were considered important only due to the effect they had on youths’ 

Judaism.178 Thus the breakdown in family life caused by the war was lamented 

for its impact on Judaism, rather than because it may have caused dislocation 

in a social method of being Jewish.179  

There were, therefore, crucial differences between the ways in which the 

various communal Jewish youth organisations responded to the perceived 

crisis of British Jewish continuity. The nature of these responses were a 

reflection of the differing identity priorities of the individual clubs and their 

leaderships, and as such reflect the differing constructions of identity within 

the community. Yet what is significant is that, despite the different 

interpretations as to its cause, the belief that British Jewry faced a crisis of 

continuity was endemic within the community’s leadership, from the 

established elites of the JLB through to the immigrants and their descendants 

who ran the MU. The endemic nature of this belief in a crisis of British Jewish 

continuity suggests that a sense of communal insecurity was contained within 

broader British Jewish identity during the 1940s and 1950s. 
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Although this sense of crisis had been building from early on in the 

interwar period, the fact that it reached its peak in the immediate postwar 

years is instructive in that it emphasises the profound effect that the changing 

circumstances of postwar Britain outlined in chapter one had a British Jewish 

society.180 The rapid increase in the London community’s transfer to the 

suburbs, the rise of a new popular culture, the birth of consumerism and 

materialism all produced an acute stress on the Jewish community. This stress 

was focused on the youth of the community, in that youths were concurrently 

deemed to be both crucial to the continuation of a Jewish communal identity 

and at the greatest risk of losing their Jewishness due to postwar social 

developments. In 1944 the AJY claimed that “materialist political propaganda 

has resulted in a serious growth of Agnosticism and Atheism”, drawing explicit 

links between the growth of consumerism and materialism and decline in 

youths’ commitment to Judaism and thus Jewishness.181  

Indeed it may be that the 1940s and 1950s saw the emergence of what 

Kahn-Harris and Gidley have termed a policy of insecurity on the part of the 

British Jewish leadership precisely because youths were deemed at risk.182 Prior 

to this point a communal sense of security was maintained due to a belief that 

the community’s youth would continue to be Jewish, and that this would 

maintain a sense of Jewishness as understood by the community’s adult 

leaders. Post-1945, however, developments in youth life and changing ways of 

being Jewish meant that the community no longer felt that it could take this 

continuity for granted. The insecurity of identity that encapsulated the postwar 

years was, therefore, in part generational in nature.183 Different generations of 

communal leaders prioritised different elements of British Jewish identity, as 

with the communal elite’s continued insistence that Jewishness was primarily a 

religious identity, as compared to those younger leaders, such as those at 

Maccabi, who argued for an ethnic construction of Jewishness. Yet each of 
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these older generations, no matter their particular construction of what it 

meant to be a British Jew, were also at odds with some element of the newer 

modes of Jewish identity exhibited by the youth of the community. 

Such points offer several key conclusions on the nature of British Jewish 

identity in the postwar period. First, it underscores the notion that the 

community saw youth movements as key sites for the transmission, 

continuation and negotiation of accepted Jewish identity, and that through this 

the clubs often became sites of identity conflict. Second, it emphasises the 

generational variability of British Jewish identity. That is, constructions of 

Jewishness not only differed across social, cultural and political divides, but 

also between ages (though age necessarily intersects with each of the 

aforementioned elements). Finally, it reinforces the notion that the mutation of 

what it meant to be ‘Jewish’ and the way that Jewishness was expressed, begun 

in the interwar period, continued into the 1940s and 1950s. Socially 

acceptable expressions of Jewishness had not only evolved from that of a 

religious identity to a cultural, ethnic or national one, but, as Cesarani has 

noted and as will be discussed below, had now also expanded to include 

Jewish socialisation.184 Simply belonging to a Jewish club and mixing with other 

Jews was now considered enough to self-identify as Jewish. This threatened not 

only the established elite’s conception of Jewishness as a religious label only, 

but also the non-elite construction of Jewishness in ethnic or national terms, 

and exacerbated the communal perception of the immediate postwar years as 

a time of a crisis of continuity. 

 

Gender 

Maccabi’s postwar policies and ideologies were not, however, simply an 

uncomplicated Jewish-centric response to this crisis of continuity. As with its 

attitudes towards Britain, Israel and British Jewish culture, Maccabi’s 

construction of gender norms for its members indicates the extent to which 

the MU’s interpretation of British Jewish identity was fluid in nature, drawing as 

much from non-Jewish society as it did from specifically ‘Jewish’ elements. 

Maccabi’s approach to gender was divided into two components, comprising of 
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non-physical and physical elements, with each indicative of several ideological 

strands. 

In terms of the non-physical activities that were provided for its 

members, Maccabi’s programme involved some activities that were not gender 

specific, but also others that were highly so. Maccabi’s education policy, for 

example, stressed that its members were required to be “thinking fit”.185 

Neither boys nor girls were specifically singled out as the recipients of 

education, and indeed Brodetsky referred to “the young Jew or Jewess” whose 

needs were to be met by Maccabi’s education policies, indicating a belief that 

education was not the preserve of any one sex.186 In this Maccabi was in many 

ways similar to the Victoria Club, which encouraged intellectual pursuits for 

both its male and female members and in so doing sought to subvert the 

established gender role for males.187 In contrast, the JLB eschewed education 

for its boys, including religious education.188 Such commitment to the 

education of both sexes suggests that Maccabi, like the VC, was in part 

reflecting the evolving attitudes to gender of contemporary non-Jewish society 

outlined in previous chapters. The issue was not uncomplicated, however, and 

other areas of Maccabi’s non-physical programme contained strongly gendered 

activities.  

Maccabi Association London’s “Reception Committee”, responsible for 

welcoming new members to the club and ensuring that they made friends, was 

staffed entirely by women – the founder of the committee (a male) referred to 

them as his team of “young ladies”.189 Such actions situated women within a 

traditional patriarchal power hierarchy, as subservient to a male authority 

figure. Yet they also placed women within normative expectations of female 

occupations and characteristics. That there were no male secretaries is 

indicative of a belief on the part of the Association’s managers that secretarial 

work was an inherently female role. This itself was both a reflection of 

contemporary non-Jewish society’s normative attitude towards women in work, 

but also a rejection of the developments that had taken place in women’s 

                                            

185 JC, 23 March 1945, p. 7. 
186 Ibid. 
187 See chapter three. 
188 See chapter two. 
189 JC, 14 August 1959, p. 10. 



  The Maccabi Union 

 223   

participation in the workplace during and after the Second World War and 

which were outlined in chapter one. Likewise the requirement of the female-

staffed committee to ensure that new members felt at home and comfortable 

in their new surroundings entailed an acceptance of the notion that women 

were inherently kinder, gentler and less threatening then men. The casting of 

women in these terms was an implicit acceptance of the contemporary 

discourse that women’s chief role was nurture and motherhood.190 Finally, the 

positioning of women as more welcoming than men – more able to make new 

youths feel at home – tied women, and consequently femininity, to the home in 

a further acceptance of a wider discourse. Maccabi’s construction of femininity 

emphasised the normative female gender roles and characteristics of wider 

non-Jewish society, without necessarily acknowledging, as it had partially done 

with masculinity, the evolution of these norms since the Second World War. 

This simultaneous acceptance of older gender norms and elements of 

newer constructions of gendered identity drawn from wider non-Jewish society 

was mirrored in Maccabi’s physical programme. Yet this programme also 

included elements that served to establish a specifically ‘Jewish’ identity born 

out of sport. Taken together, these factors further emphasise the fluidity of 

British Jewish identity in the postwar period. 

As with its non-physical activities, Maccabi’s sporting programme 

encompassed both gendered and non-gender specific elements. Activities 

available to men included the gymnastic disciplines of vaulting and parallel 

bars, judo, swimming, weightlifting, fencing and wrestling.191 For women, 

activities included “club swinging”, parallel bars, agility, “keep fit”, swimming 

and fencing.192 Each of these activities was designed to promote healthy, 

athletic young Jews, irrespective of gender. Indeed, in 1946 Gildesgame 

“stressed the need for physical fitness, and said that their [Maccabi’s] sports 

and cultural activities were designed to train and rear a healthy and virile 
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young Jewry”.193 Such activities and pronouncements were in part based upon a 

philosophy of muscular Judaism, which will be discussed presently.  

Yet despite the fact that whilst elements of Maccabi’s sports programme 

such as swimming and fencing, and therefore the development of an athletic 

physique, were open to both sexes, the activities that each sex took part in 

were strongly gendered. These activities were a means through which Maccabi 

sought to develop distinct physical traits for each gender. Thus only boys took 

part in wrestling and weightlifting, whilst club swinging, agility and ‘keep fit’ 

were restricted to girls. Given that weightlifting and wrestling require elements 

of aggression and muscular, physical strength, Maccabi sought to transmit a 

particular construction of masculinity to its members. In contrast, none of the 

sports available to girls emphasised strength or aggression, but rather 

stressed elements of agility, grace and fluidity. Footage of the opening of the 

new Maccabi stadium in 1953 shows groups of women engaged in mass 

dancing – an activity which emphasises poise, grace and elegance, traditionally 

considered feminine traits.194 Simultaneously, groups of boys are pictured 

playing football, again suggesting a gendered approach to physical activities.195 

Similarly, the footage shows distinct gender differences in terms of clothing: 

whether engaged in running or dancing, girls wore skirts – longer for dancing, 

shorter for running.196 In contrast, the boys wore shorts and either vests or t-

shirts.197  

Maccabi therefore accepted, internalised and sought to inculcate 

traditional gender roles and attributes drawn from wider non-Jewish society. 

Yet there also existed alongside these older gender norms an element of the 

newer gender attributes that were emerging in the postwar period. As with the 

Victoria Club, the fact that girls were expected to be sporting, physically fit and 

able bodied, in comparison to the stereotypical image of the physically feeble 

woman, indicates that Maccabi was not solely concerned with the inculcation of 

traditional femininity. The rejection of these older constructions of gender 
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indicates an acceptance that postwar circumstances had caused normative 

gender characteristics to evolve, and that consequently the gendered identity 

on offer within Maccabi required some flexibility. 

Such observations further underscore the amorphous nature of 

Maccabi’s, and by extension British Jewry’s, construction of its communal 

identity. This was not simply due to the fact that there were elements of 

Maccabi’s gendered identity that were drawn from non-Jewish society and, as 

will be explored presently, from within the Jewish community itself. Rather, the 

gendered identities on offer at Maccabi were themselves drawn from the edges 

of the developing gender roles of wider non-Jewish society, and existed in the 

fluid area between older and newer norms. 

The gendered element of Maccabi’s identity also existed in a marginal 

area in that the organisation drew not only on the norms of wider society, but 

also from discourses distinct to Jewry. In emphasising and seeking to increase 

the strength and athleticism of its members Maccabi drew on a Zionist 

tradition of muscular Judaism. Muscular Judaism was first proposed by Max 

Nordau in 1898, and tied the Zionist ideals of a “spiritual and corporeal rebirth 

of the Jewish people” to the Jewish body.198 The regeneration of the Jewish 

people was to be achieved through the regeneration of the Jewish body. 

Physical exercise would create a new type of Jew, whose “discipline, agility, and 

strength” would banish the stereotype of the weak and passive Ostjuden in 

favour of the “muscle Jew”, thus allowing for the emergence of “a regenerated 

race of healthy, physically fit, nationally minded and militarily strong Jews” 

whose existence would be “the very presupposition of realising the national 

goals of Zionism”.199  

Regarding muscular Judaism, Dee suggests that “Zionism was not 

consciously highlighted, in either a national or local context, as a motive 

underpinning British Maccabi sporting programmes”, and that “in contrast to 

Europe and America, sport was not promoted as a way of practically 

supporting and developing the dream of a Jewish nation nor a means of 
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physical preparation for aliyah”.200 Whilst this was the case in that, as this 

chapter and Dee’s work has shown, Maccabi’s relationship to Zionism was 

somewhat ambivalent and aliyah was never overtly encouraged, nevertheless 

there remained an implicit link between Zionism and Maccabi’s sports 

programme. Maccabi’s physical programme closely mirrored the aims of 

muscular Judaism. When Gildesgame spoke of “the need for physical fitness”, 

and argued that Maccabi’s “sports and cultural activities were designed to train 

and rear a healthy and virile young Jewry”, he was calling for the creation of a 

cadre of young ‘muscle Jews’ who would bring about the regeneration of the 

Jewish people.201 Maccabi’s sports programme was designed to facilitate the 

creation of such muscle Jews: the inclusion of agility within girls’ activities, for 

instance, reflects the ideals of muscular Judaism and, amongst the groups 

examined in this thesis, was unique to Maccabi.202 Ideals of a postwar Jewish 

renaissance and regeneration – an ideology linked to muscular Judaism and to 

Zionism – were popular within Maccabi during this period. At the tenth annual 

European conference of the Maccabi World Union the Israeli ambassador called 

for “the combination of spiritual and physical elements in the renaissance of 

the Jewish people and the Jewish State”.203 Indeed the regeneration of the 

Jewish body was explicitly linked to the regeneration of the Jewish state by 

Alfred Morley, who wrote in relation to the 1948 Olympics that “the standard 

of athletic attainment demanded from an Olympic Team, and the consequent 

general encouragement of physical fitness, results in the training of a strong, 

healthy, and virile young community which is, in itself, a positive contribution 

to the Jewish State”.204  The physical regeneration of the Jewish people through 

sport was thus consciously, and publicly, linked to the “supporting and 

developing [of] the dream of a Jewish nation”.205 

Such aims meshed with Maccabi’s own Zionist outlook, and the Union’s 

sporting policy can in many ways be seen as an extension of its Israel-centred 

policies and sense of identity. Yet the ideal of the muscle Jew was also related 

to Maccabi’s strong sense of ethnic Jewish identity. Even the name of the Union 
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recalled the fighting heroes of ancient Israel, and emphasised the ideals of the 

strong, assertive and militarily powerful muscle Jew. Similarly Israel Brodie, the 

Chief Rabbi, noted that “the ideals and aims of Maccabi” had  

 

helped to ensure a generation of upstanding and upright Jews 

and Jewesses – healthy in body, developed in mind, possessed of 

a spirit of Jewish history, exemplified in particular in the life and 

heroism of the Maccabees of old, and concerned very much to 

see that the youth of the Jewish people shall go forward with 

strength and loyalty to advance the welfare of our faith and our 

people.206 

 

Such statements, particularly the emphasis on Jews as a people, indicate the 

presence of a strong sense of ethnic identity, rooted in racial conceptions of 

Jews as strong, physical and assertive. This ethnic identity was implicitly 

linked, as Morley’s quote above emphasises, to the success and stature of 

Israel, though Dee is correct to note that Maccabi’s sports programme was not 

conceived of as preparation for aliyah, in line with the organisation’s 

ambivalence towards publicly calling for migration to Israel. 

 Maccabi’s descriptions of Jewish physicality and conceptions of the ‘ideal 

Jewish body’ closely mirror those of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade. It is therefore not 

unreasonable to hypothesise that the Brigade’s commitment to physicality and 

muscular masculinity was also drawn from ideals of muscular Judaism, yet this 

was not the case. Kadish has noted that “the JLB has been seen as the Jewish 

equivalent of the ‘muscular Christianity’ fashionable in the late Victorian 

period. But if this was indeed the case, the Judaism which it was supposed to 

espouse was of an essentially secular nature”.207 Though the Brigade’s 

conception of Judaism was far more Liberal than it was secular, it is 

undoubtedly the case that Judaism did not explicitly figure in its construction 

of British Jewishness, as chapter two has demonstrated. Instead, its sporting 
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programme heavily emphasised bourgeois and public school ideals of 

masculinity such as sportsmanship and chivalry. It certainly did not hold an 

ethnic sense of Jewishness as its ideal, which would have been anathema to its 

leadership.208  

In contrast, whilst Judaism was not central to Maccabi’s construction of 

Jewishness, it was present to a greater degree than in the JLB (where it was to 

be imparted through osmosis). Moreover, it was not the only marker of 

Jewishness for Maccabi, unlike the Brigade. In the postwar period, Maccabi also 

lacked the Brigade’s explicit emphasis on chivalry, sportsmanship, and other 

markers of ‘gentlemanly’ behaviour, both in its sporting programme and in its 

wider activities. The Jewish Chronicle, for example, contained only one 

reference to Maccabi and sportsmanship during the postwar period, and did so 

more in terms of sports as a whole than of specific standards of behaviour.209 

The absence of these particular sporting values was connected to the similar 

lack of emphasis on ideals of citizenship discussed above, in that the MU 

instead sought to instil an ethno-cultural Jewish identity into its members. 

Whereas for the JLB citizenship and sportsmanship – transmitted through sport 

– constituted the bulk of its value set, Maccabi’s ideological principles were 

focused on the ideals of muscular Judaism. Maccabi and the Brigade were 

radically divergent from one another in terms of both constructions of 

Jewishness and in the values that they sought to inculcate in their members, 

yet they both chose to impart these values through sport. 

 Maccabi drew on both a particular Jewish tradition, muscular Judaism, and 

on discourses prevalent in wider non-Jewish society, in terms of desired male 

and female roles and norms, to create a set of gender identities for its 

members that were liminal in nature. In this, the general type, though often 

not the specifics, of Maccabi’s gender role identities were largely similar to 

other Jewish youth movements such as the Jewish Lads’ Brigade and the 

Victoria Club. Maccabi differed, however, in that unlike the JLB or VC the 

gender role identities it had constructed were not crucial identities in and of 

themselves. Rather they were outgrowths of high salience group identities 

such as its British and Israel based national group identities, or its ethno-
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cultural grouping, and thus the relative centrality of the group’s gender role 

identities were related to the respective group identity to which they were tied 

in a given circumstance. The relatively low importance of gender identities in 

themselves as compared to the JLB and VC also fits with Maccabi’s greater 

emphasis on ethnic, national and cultural constructions of Jewishness. Though 

the gender of its members was of some importance to Maccabi in that it 

sought to impart some gender specific attributes, by and large Maccabi’s 

ideologies and values were not gender specific. Ideals of muscular Judaism 

made no distinction for gender in terms of physicality, and for Maccabi gender 

was of secondary importance to the ideals of Zionism, Jewish culture and 

attachment to Britain. 

 

Youth Issues 

 As with its attitude to gender and sports, Maccabi’s response to youth 

issues – specifically juvenile delinquency, sex and youth culture – was largely 

drawn from contemporary British society. Youth behaviour was, as preceding 

chapters have emphasised, a major issue in postwar Britain, and Maccabi was 

no exception. In terms of the three youth clubs examined in this thesis, 

Maccabi was unusual in that it openly acknowledged that some of its members 

had behavioural problems. In Manchester at the end of 1953 a manager of 

Maccabi Hatzair complained of bad behaviour at the club, and the Jewish 

Chronicle noted that “seventy chairs had been smashed, the piano broken, and 

the ‘phone ripped out”.210 Indeed, the manager claimed that the club’s 

behavioural problems had become so bad that they had resulted in the 

“disintegration” of the club over the preceding twelve months.211 Poor 

behaviour also featured in the recollections of Maccabi members, with one 

recalling 

 

the time when my friend, Norman Braham, decided to be Tarzan 

and swung down several flights of stairs grabbing hold of a live 

                                            

210 JC, 11 December 1953, p. 18. 
211 Ibid. 



The Maccabi Union 

 230 

wire and ending up in a heap at the bottom. He was called in 

front of the committee and was banned for four weeks. Needless 

to say we smuggled him in as soon as we could.212 

 

As previous chapters have noted, the problem of youth vandalism outside of 

clubs, and of poor behaviour within them, was widely recognised in 

contemporary society.  

 The behavioural problems experienced by Maccabi Hatzair, whilst arising 

internally from the members themselves, had their roots in wider 

contemporary society. Maccabi itself shared this view. The poor behaviour and 

“disintegration” of the club was attributed to a “lack of club spirit, and a 

general attitude of laisser faire [sic]”.213 Such complaints can be linked to 

British youths’ increased independence and their refusal to follow adult 

commands in the postwar years owing to their increased earnings and 

purchasing power.214 They also imply a belief that there was a decline in 

communal spirit and rise of self-centred behaviour amongst youths, a 

reflection of wider contemporary concerns that increased youth independence 

constituted a significant problem.215 As chapter three has argued, the laissez 

faire attitude amongst youth in general and Maccabi’s members in particular 

was deemed problematic owing to its inherent refusal to accept constructions 

of adult authority and morality. Like the Victoria Club, therefore, Maccabi’s 

complaints about youth behaviour stemmed from an acceptance and 

internalisation of wider societal discourses on juvenile delinquency. 

 Maccabi responded to this in two ways, firstly through an emphasis on 

societal duties, and secondly second through an appropriation of wider 

scientific discourses. In 1958, Gildesgame claimed that Maccabi’s attempt to 

“train its members in the arts of citizenship [had] succeeded so well that not a 

single case of juvenile delinquency had been encountered in any of its 

affiliated clubs”.216 Whilst this evidently does not acknowledge the problems 
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faced by Maccabi Hatzair in 1953, and indeed parallels similar claims made by 

the JLB, what is significant is that Gildesgame perceived the answer to juvenile 

delinquency to be, in part, the inculcation of ideals of citizenship. Such aims 

were in keeping with Maccabi’s attitude towards citizenship as a means of 

highlighting civic engagement and societal duty highlighted above. For 

Maccabi, if youths were taught to obey the laws and social codes of Britain – to 

become good citizens – then juvenile delinquency would cease to be a societal 

problem. Yet, as detailed above, citizenship was not a key theme of Maccabi’s 

work, and was not its only response to juvenile delinquency. The organisation 

also appropriated contemporary psychoanalytical and scientific approaches to 

delinquency. 

 In 1954, Maccabi held a training seminar for potential club leaders at 

Westcliff-on-Sea. The seminar was addressed by a Dr. Chessler, who argued 

that life in a youth club “was not the beginning of the problems of the young: 

they began from the moment the little child was forced to suppress its 

primitive urges”.217 Chessler continued by suggesting that “the relationship of 

parent to child was the determining factor [in youth behaviour] from first to 

last”, and that consequently “the right sort of parents were needed” to ensure 

that behaviour was not a problem.218 Chessler’s immediate point was that the 

relationship between club leaders and young members should be “on a similar 

plane” to the parent-child relationship, and that if the “right parents” were 

needed then it followed that “the right sort of club leaders were also 

indispensible if any real good was to be accomplished” in clubs.219 More 

broadly, however, Chessler’s advice implied an acceptance of contemporary 

psychoanalytical discourses that held that juvenile delinquency was in part the 

result of maternal deprivation. These discourses, outlined in chapter one, held 

that “well-adjusted” people were “required to spend the bulk of their first five 

years in the company of their natural mothers”.220 Likewise Chessler’s 

discussion of children’s  ‘primitive urges’ possessed a profoundly 

psychoanalytical dimension. Maccabi’s preferred response to juvenile 

behavioural problems was, therefore, grounded in discourses appropriated 
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from wider society. Indeed, Chessler’s solution to poor behaviour not only 

involved an acceptance of wider attitudes to delinquency but also to gender. 

The implication that women had a societal duty – reflecting Maccabi’s 

conception of citizenship – to prevent delinquency by acting as full-time 

mothers itself entailed an acceptance of particular contemporary attitudes. 

Maccabi’s acceptance of contemporary attitudes and discourses is 

further evident in Chessler’s views on youth sexual behaviour. After his lecture 

to Maccabi’s potential club leaders in 1954, Chessler turned to the issues of 

“necking” and “petting” in clubs.221 He acknowledged that there would be some 

sexual contact between the sexes within Maccabi, and that this was not 

necessarily unacceptable. Chessler argued that “normal human relationships 

could not be stifled” and that “in his view, “necking” should not be entirely 

prohibited, but neither should the club leader allow it to develop in an 

unhealthy, anti-social manner”.222 This was in part no doubt a pragmatic 

response to activities that were already taking place: many former Leicester 

Maccabi members vividly recalled “snogging” in the upstairs rooms of the 

club.223 Nevertheless Chessler and Maccabi’s views also represented a 

significant departure from those of the Victoria Club who generally opposed 

sexual contact between the sexes even in terms of dancing (significantly, part 

of Chessler’s justification for his permissive stance was that “dancing itself was 

a sexual activity”).224 There was an extent to which, however, such permissive 

views were a reflection of contemporary social attitudes. Whilst Chessler and 

the MU accepted that some degree of sexual activity was acceptable and 

normal, they opposed excessive, “unhealthy” and “anti-social” sexual contact.225 

Such attitudes reflect those expressed by Fyvel that it was Teddy boys’ 

promiscuity that was socially unacceptable, rather than necessarily their sexual 

activity.226  

It is, however, worth acknowledging that Chessler’s comments were 

restricted to “necking” and “petting” within the clubs, rather than sexual 
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intercourse.227 Nevertheless in response to a question from a potential club 

leader, Chessler stated that “sex lectures should be in the nature of frank 

discussion groups, led by a psychologist of the right type”.228 In acknowledging 

the need for sex education, Chessler and the MU therefore accepted that the 

young people who attended the club would be engaging in sexual intercourse, 

thus further suggesting that it was promiscuity that Maccabi was opposed to, 

rather than sexual activity as such. The MU’s desire for sex education lectures 

to be led by “a psychologist of the right type” was, again, a reflection of the 

wider trends towards viewing behavioural issues as a psychiatric problem to be 

treated through psycho-analysis.229 Yet the fact that Maccabi accepted this line 

of argument is significant in itself. Whereas Victoria saw any type of sexual 

activity as to some degree a moral problem, Maccabi was inclined to view it in 

behavioural terms. This view was in keeping with wider social attitudes that 

promiscuity was inter-related with behavioural problems in young people – 

indeed, given the context of his remarks on sexual activity, Chessler viewed it 

as a cause of behavioural issues.230 

 There were, however, elements in Maccabi’s attitude to youth sexual 

activity that were not appropriated from wider society, and were specific to the 

Jewish community. It has previously been established that British Jewry as a 

whole believed there to be a crisis of continuity in the 1940s and 1950s, partly 

motivated by the numerical decline of the community and a corresponding 

growth in intermarriage. Young Jews were accordingly encouraged to marry 

within the community as a means of ensuring communal continuity. Former 

member Evelyn Bardon recalled that “in those days if you married somebody 

who wasn’t Jewish you were ostracised and that’s why no one wanted to get 

married to anyone who wasn’t Jewish. You felt like you just couldn’t do it, not 

like now”.231 As a result of the desire to marry within the community Maccabi 

members, their parents and the club leaders themselves viewed the club in 

part as a means of meeting prospective partners. Member Angie Sollofe stated 

“I went to Maccabi to have a good time with other Jewish people and hopefully 

find a Shidach [arranged marriage] as my family were very traditional Jews and 
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I wouldn’t have married out”.232 Likewise Evelyn Bardon remembered the 

attitudes of the older generation: “I was sitting with my mother and some of 

her friends at a Maccabi dinner and dance. ‘There don’t seem many boys for 

our girls to choose from,’ one of her friends complained and the others 

agreed. We were only 15 at the time and they were worried that we would be 

left on the shelf”.233 The perception of Maccabi as a place to meet future 

spouses resulted in a number of marriages. Bardon recalled that three years 

after the conversation with her mother’s friends “half of us were engaged to 

Leicester boys”.234 Other members credited Maccabi for “marriages ... which 

survive to this day”.235 

 Maccabi’s leaders shared this belief in the club’s role as a place for young 

Jews to meet the opposite sex.236 Given the prevalence of “snogging” in 

members’ recollections of their relationships at Leicester Maccabi, the club’s 

relaxed attitude towards “necking” and “petting” can therefore be understood 

as an implicit encouragement for members to find Jewish partners in the 

club.237 Indeed part of Chessler’s justification for his stance on sexual contact 

between the members was his belief that “normal human relationships could 

not be stifled”.238 Maccabi’s position on youth sexual activity was mediated by a 

desire to nurture Jewish relationships. Such a desire must be placed within the 

communal context of concerns for Jewish continuity and is significant in that it 

reveals something of Maccabi’s conception of the nature of Jewishness. In 

attempting to prevent relationships forming with non-Jews Maccabi was, unlike 

the JLB, expressing its belief in Jewish peoplehood and ethnicity.239 Whereas the 

Brigade was relatively relaxed about issues of intermarriage owing to its belief 

that profession of the Jewish faith was central to Jewish identity and 

consequently the continuation of the community, Maccabi followed a more 
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orthodox interpretation in which both parents were required to be Jewish in 

order for their child to be considered Jewish. This requirement was 

acknowledged by former member Tony Anderson, who “before I was allowed to 

join Maccabi, my parents were visited by Eli Simons and Reverend Susman to 

check that I was Jewish”.240 The link between parentage and Jewish status 

indicates that peoplehood was a high priority identity for Maccabi’s leaders. 

Elements of the MU’s attitude to sexual activities were also specific to 

the club itself. Significantly, Chessler cast his position on sexual matters in 

terms of healthfulness – promiscuity was not to be countenanced partly 

because it was “unhealthy”.241 Such views were in keeping with Maccabi’s 

adoption of the principle of muscular Judaism with its emphasis on the 

physical regeneration of the Jewish people, and Maccabi’s stated aim of rearing 

“a healthy and virile young Jewry”.242 Maccabi thus opposed promiscuity 

amongst youths partly on the basis that it would be detrimental to the 

movement’s aims, rather than on any moral or ideological grounds. This is 

borne out when Maccabi is compared to the Victoria Club. Victoria opposed 

youth sexual activity partly on the basis that it subverted its construction of 

normative ‘civilised’ gender roles – the chivalrous male and the demure, chaste 

female.243 Maccabi was unconcerned by this assumed subversion, suggesting 

that it was not as important an issue for the MU as it was for Victoria. 

Maccabi’s attitude further supports the argument that gender was relatively 

unimportant for Maccabi when compared to issues such as its attachment to 

Britain and Israel or its ideology of muscular Judaism. 

 Maccabi’s attitude to youth culture also differed substantially to that of 

Victoria. Whereas Victoria’s leadership was overtly hostile to rock ‘n’ roll and 

youth culture in general – going so far as to bar its members from jiving and 

from playing rock ‘n’ roll records in the club – Maccabi was more tolerant.244 In 

March 1957 the East London Maccabi Association presented “another popular 
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243 See chapter three. 
244 Minutes of a meeting of the Thursday Group Committee, 19 November 1959. London Metropolitan 
Archive (hereafter LMA), ACC/2996/107; Victoria Views, June 1958. Papers of the VC, LMA, 
ACC/2996/110. 
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Rock ‘n’ Roll Evening, for under 17½s”.245 Likewise popular music was central to 

many former members’ memories of life in Maccabi. Malcolm Sollofe 

remembered that “while I was at Maccabi I went to dance lessons and I picked 

it up very quickly especially the jive and rock and roll and when we had 

Maccabi dances a lot of the girls would come up and say, ‘Give us a jive, 

Malc!’”.246 Likewise Alan Langford recalled a Maccabi trip to Birmingham to “see 

a new skiffle group, led by a singer named Lonnie Donegan”.247 Whilst the 

inclusion of these activities may have been due in part to an attempt to attract 

new members, to raise funds (at the Rock ‘n’ Roll Evening members were 

charged two shillings, guests three), or to the fact that, in the late 1940s at 

least, Maccabi was often “self led by elected members’ committees”, it can also 

be associated with the MU’s attitude towards sex and gender.248 Maccabi’s 

attitude to rock ‘n’ roll again suggests a level of indifference towards youths’ 

activities on moral grounds. Nonetheless whilst Maccabi’s activities may have 

been member-driven, it is unlikely that the club’s leaders would have allowed 

activities that they viewed as detrimental to their members’ upbringing. Indeed 

Maccabi’s leaders sanctioned many of the acitvities, such as the visit to 

Birmingham to see Lonnie Donegan, which was part of a club ‘intervisit’.249 As 

with sexual activities, that rock ‘n’ roll was permitted indicates the extent to 

which Maccabi viewed such potential moral problems as unimportant provided 

that they did not interfere with its broader priorities. 

 Maccabi’s attitude to youth issues underscores the fluidity of its 

particular construction of British Jewish identity. The extent to which Maccabi’s 

attitudes towards youth behaviour – in terms of delinquency, sex and popular 

                                            

245 JC, 1 March 1957, p. 29. The very specific age boundary given here was likely to be related to the age 
groups admitted to Maccabi – those over 17‐18 (allowing for variation in the clubs’ age groups) were 
more often than not classed as seniors. The stipulation that the evening was for under 17½s would 
therefore indicate that it was aimed at Maccabi’s junior and/or intermediate sections. Given that 
younger children would have been perceived as more vulnerable to rock ‘n’ roll’s supposed moral 
effects, this further underlines the point made below that Maccabi was relatively indifferent to the 
genre.   
246 Adam, p. 69. 
247 Ibid, p. 75. Langford’s recollection of the presence and acceptability of skiffle within the MU invites 
comparisons with its position within the Victoria Club. Maccabi’s acceptance of skiffle was less 
significant for the MU than for Victoria in that it was not the only form of acceptable popular music in 
Maccabi, unlike for the VC, and indeed the MU’s inclusion of rock ‘n’ roll into its activities negated much 
of skiffle’s appeal to Victoria, namely its status as ‘white’ music.  
248 JC, 1 March 1957, p. 29; Guide Posts, May 1947. Papers of the Jewish Youth Fund, USA, 
MS384/A4004/2/3. 
249 ‘Intervisits’ were visits by Maccabi members to other Jewish clubs. Adam, p. 75 
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culture – were appropriated from contemporary social themes and discourses 

further emphasises the MU’s (and thus elements of British Jewry’s) rootedness 

in Britain and British society. Yet there were also elements of Maccabi’s 

ideological position on these issues that were specific to the organisation itself 

and to the British Jewish community as a whole, such as its emphasis on 

muscular Judaism and lack of regard for the subversion of accepted norms that 

contemporaries such as the VC attributed to youth culture. The construction of 

British Jewishness that Maccabi, and the elements of British Jewry that it 

represented, formed occupied a position that was equally ‘Jewish’ and ‘British’ 

simultaneously, rather than viewing the two as opposing poles. 

 

Maccabi as a Jewish Space 

 The liminal nature of Maccabi’s conception of British Jewish identity is 

further evident when Maccabi’s clubs are considered as potential Jewish 

spaces.250 David Cesarani has argued that young Jews could receive, express 

and perpetuate their sense of Jewishness simply through attendance of a 

Jewish club – that is, a construction of Jewishness through socialisation.251 It is 

clearly the case, as this thesis has demonstrated, that the members’ identities 

were intended to be defined in part by the differing experiences of being 

Jewish that youths were exposed to in these clubs – through religious classes, 

citizenship training or Hebrew lessons, for instance. Yet there also exists the 

possibility that the process of Jewish socialisation was also in part dependent 

upon the clubs acting as Jewish spaces. It would, therefore, be useful to 

examine the extent to which Maccabi clubs existed as Jewish spaces in which 

its members’ conception of Jewishness was both constructed and able to find 

expression. 

                                            

250 ‘Space’ in this context denotes a notional, non‐physical concept and is distinct from the geographic 
‘place’ of the club. Space and place are not inseparable and, as shall be demonstrated presently, more 
than one space may occupy a particular place. In terms of the Jewish element, this thesis will follow the 
terminology outlined by Lipphardt, Brauch and Nocke in that ‘Jewish places’ will be defined as “sites that 
are geographically located, bound to a specific location”, whereas ‘Jewish spaces’ “are understood as 
spatial environments in which Jewish things happen, where Jewish activities are performed, and which 
in turn are shaped and defined by those Jewish activities”. Anna Lipphardt, Julia Brauch and Alexandra 
Nocke, ‘Exploring Jewish Space: An Approach’, in Anna Lipphardt, Julia Brauch and Alexandra Nocke 
(eds.), Jewish Topographies: Visions of Space, Traditions of Place (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008), pp. 1‐23 (p. 
4). 
251 Cesarani, ‘Social Memory, History, and British Jewish Identity’, pp. 30‐31. 
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In keeping with the themes explored throughout this thesis, Maccabi 

acted as a Jewish space, but this space was experienced in differing ways. 

Whereas traditional topographical historiography has tended to emphasise a 

dichotomic approach – Israel vs. Diaspora, religious vs. secular, Jewish vs. non-

Jewish – Lipphardt, Brauch and Nocke have noted that “Jewish spaces are 

characterized by a deep-seated internal and external translocality and 

transculturality, entangled and interconnected with their respective 

environments as well as with other Jewish spaces”, whilst still acknowledging 

the presence of borders and boundaries between such spaces.252 They argue 

that this internal and external translocality and entanglement necessitates a 

focus on the “transitions and dialectic tensions” between spaces and on “the 

resulting multidimensionality that lies at the heart of Jewish topographies”.253 

The ensuing discussion will consequently move away from a dichotomic 

discourse and demonstrate the extent to which Maccabi existed as a 

multidimensional Jewish space, and will focus on the nature and relationship 

between the varied spaces that the place of the Maccabi club encompassed. It 

will treat the club as a “living Jewish space” – as a product of the lived 

experience of the Jews who used it, rather than as a metaphorical or perceived 

concept.254 Henri Lefebvre noted that space is not “produced in order to be 

read and grasped, but rather in order to be lived by people with bodies and 

lives in their own particular ... context”.255 The Jewish topography of Maccabi 

must therefore be understood from within, as a concept produced by and for 

the members themselves and as something to which they could relate, rather 

than from without.256  

Maccabi clubs exhibited a multitude of topographies, both explicitly 

Jewish but also non-Jewish, operating in conjunction with one another, 

between which its members were able to move freely and which were 

subjective to individuals. Thus Maccabi in one sense existed as a religiously 

Jewish space in that religious observances were largely adhered to.  Its leaders 

claimed that they sought to teach “practical Judaism to our members”, and 

many members themselves sought to observe Sabbath laws (as with the 
                                            

252 Lipphardt et al, pp. 3‐15. 
253 Ibid, p. 17. 
254 Ibid, p. 16, 2. 
255 Henri Lefebvre, The Production of Jewish Space (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994), pp. 131‐143. 
256 Lipphardt et al, p. 2. 
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attempts to prevent circumvention of Sabbath proscription at Manchester 

Maccabi).257 Yet simultaneously many members of Manchester Maccabi had 

sought to circumvent Sabbath restrictions, just as religious activities could not 

constitute the entirety of a club’s timetable (and indeed constituted very little 

of it in reality).258 For these members, the club possessed little religious 

significance, and was not conceived of as a distinctly religious Jewish space. 

 For those with less interest in the religious side of club life, Maccabi also 

offered social, cultural or even ethnic Jewish topographies. Dee notes that 

“Maccabi could do little other than ... provide a meeting place for Jews to mix 

and socialise”, and eventually members themselves “began to see the club 

more as an opportunity for socialising with friends than for playing sport”.259  

When members recalled their reasons for joining Maccabi, the social aspect 

was a significant element in their choice (notwithstanding the high level of 

diversity in their motivations for joining). Former Leicester member Irvin 

Feldman recalled that 

 

When I came to Leicester to go to the Tech [Leicester Polytechnic] 

the first thing I did was join Maccabi because I wanted to mix 

with the Jewish community. That’s how I got to know all those 

good friends of mine from way back then. It was all about social 

and religious bonding.260 

 

Likewise Helen Anderson stated that “Maccabi House was like having a huge 

family of friends but without the responsibilities or rules of home”.261 Indeed, 

Leicester’s club leadership sanctioned this view of Jewish identity. Marlene 

Winston noted that “it was decided by the powers that Saturday night socials at 

the Communal Hall were a good way for young Jewish people to meet other 

young Jewish people”.262 In this sense, as with other Jewish clubs, Maccabi 

                                            

257 JC, 21 August 1959, p. 14; JC, 18 December 1953, p. 19. 
258 JC, 18 December 1953, p. 19. 
259 Dee, ‘Jews and British Sport’, p. 219, 227. 
260 Adam, p. 68. 
261 Ibid, p. 67. 
262 Ibid, p. 75. 
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constituted a Jewish social space in that it allowed Jews to express and 

experience their Jewishness through socialisation with others who self-

identified as Jews (no matter the manner in which others chose to express that 

identification). 

 As the period wore on members’ dwindling reasons for visiting the club 

other than to socialise with other Jews suggests that the presence of other 

Jews was in fact crucial to their continued attendance. In this sense Maccabi 

was constantly interpreted as a Jewish space and place – one member recalled 

that the club was “a wonderful place to be a Jewish teenager”.263 For members, 

there was something explicitly Jewish in the space and place of Maccabi, and 

this arose, in part, through the process of socialisation. Yet Cesarani’s concept 

of Jewish socialisation also existed alongside the fact that many of the 

activities that enabled this socialisation were not in and of themselves 

explicitly Jewish, such as the area set for weightlifting at Maccabi Association 

London.264 Whilst an element of Jewish socialisation was achieved through the 

fact that those engaging in such activities were themselves Jewish, it remains 

that there was to a large degree an element of personal choice inherent in this 

socialisation. Individual members could choose to use weightlifting to identify 

as Jewish through their participation in the sport with fellow Jews and as a 

source of ethnic pride, or they could choose to view it as nothing more or less 

than an enjoyable sporting activity with no over- or under-tones of Jewishness.  

This individual choice of experience applied to the issue of the club as a 

religious space – as with the example of observing or circumventing Sabbath 

restrictions – as well as to cultural or ethnic issues. Jews could engage with 

Maccabi as a culturally Jewish space by taking part in the Jewish affairs and 

literary groups, as at Maccabi Association London, yet they could also choose 

not to – only 20 out of 400 members regularly attended the literary section of 

the MAL.265 Similar experiences could be had in terms of interacting with the 

                                            

263 Ibid, p. 70. 
264 JC, 14 August 1959, p. 10. As noted above, weightlifting was used as a means to an end to encourage 
a sense of Jewishness through muscular Judaism and, as David Dee has noted, could serve as a means of 
ethnic and sporting pride. Yet these were not necessarily explicit aims, and in terms of a social activity 
weightlifting was not necessarily Jewish in and of itself. David Dee, ‘“Nothing Specifically Jewish in 
Athletics”? Sport, Physical Recreation and the Jewish Youth Movement in London, 1895‐1914’, The 
London Journal, 34:2 (2009), pp. 81‐100 (p. 90). 
265 JC, 14 August 1959, p. 10. 
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MU as an ethnic space, whether through attendance at Hebrew classes 

(designed to foster an ethno-cultural sense of Jewishness) or a willingness to 

engage with sport as a source of ethnic pride. 

There were, therefore, a number of different spaces existing alongside 

and overlaying one another within Maccabi. It was possible to both experience 

Maccabi as a totally non-Jewish space and as a wholly Jewish one, and to 

experience that Jewish space through different interpretations. The experience 

of these spaces, and consequently of particular constructions of Jewishness, 

was profoundly individualistic. Nor was this individual experience a fixed one – 

the spaces and identities on offer at Maccabi could be interpreted and 

experienced in different ways at different times. There was, as this thesis has 

sought to show, no one identity that permanently attached itself to any one 

member. The clearest example of this is found in the fact that the Jewish 

spaces on offer at Maccabi were not rigid, and that it was possible for the 

members to move freely between them. A boy could attend Maccabi and spend 

the majority of his time lifting weights, without necessarily viewing the club as 

a distinctly Jewish space, before attending club prayers at the end of club 

hours and engaging with the club as a religiously Jewish space. Likewise a 

member of the MAL’s literary section could engage with the club as a cultural 

Jewish space before taking part in sports as a source of ethnic pride, thus 

experiencing a multitude of Jewish spaces against the weightlifter’s 

Jewish/non-Jewish spatial dynamic. Recalling the ‘entanglement’ of Jewish 

spaces that Lipphardt, Brauch and Nocke have explored, each member moved 

between the various spaces on offer at the MU according to context, not being 

inseparably attached to any particular one. Yet identities were not purely 

moderated by context, as the examples of the literary section member or the 

weightlifter show. Rather, they were moderated by the interaction between the 

context (the space/locality occupied) of the identity and an individual’s own 

characteristics and level of commitment to those identities.266 

 The individual and contextual manner in which space and identity are 

experienced suggests that whilst Maccabi could be, and was often, perceived 

as a Jewish space, it was a largely marginal one in that it was perceived to be 

Jewish (or not) in different ways for some of the members at some points in 
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time. Jewishness within the club existed on the threshold of various different 

constructions, contexts and spaces. Clubs like Maccabi were important in that 

they gave Jewish youths a space in which it was acceptable and possible to 

experience and enact their particular construction of Jewishness in a way that 

was not possible in other clubs or even outside of the individual’s own sub-

community owing to the fragmented nature of the Jewish identities in this 

period. 

 

Conclusion 

 The Maccabi Union’s particular construction of British Jewish identity was 

significantly different to that of either the JLB or the VC, yet also contained 

distinct similarities. The MU possessed a very strong, high salience Israel-

based national group identity, which was far stronger than that of the VC. Like 

Victoria, this group identity was based on an emotional attachment to Israel, 

yet unlike the VC Maccabi also based its relationship with Israel on practical, 

though non-political, support for Zionism, to the extent that there was a 

degree of militancy towards British involvement with Palestine before 1948. 

This was unique amongst the three youth groups discussed in this thesis, yet 

as comparison with the Habonim has shown, whilst Maccabi was committed to 

Israel and Zionism, this commitment did not overshadow its sense of 

rootedness within Britain. The youth movements examined in this thesis 

therefore clearly demonstrate that there were a number of different levels of 

engagement with Israel and Zionism within the British Jewish community 

during this period, ranging from none to emotional support to practical 

support to aliyah. Maccabi demonstrates, both within its own actions and by 

comparison with other groups, that there was no unified conception of Zionism 

within the British Jewish community post-1945, and may go some way towards 

explaining why the community largely failed to embrace Zionism in the 

immediate postwar years. 

 Maccabi also articulated a distinct cultural construction of Jewishness 

grounded in Hebrew and a full awareness of Jewish life. This group identity 

was constructed in ethno-cultural terms in that it was bound up with Zionist 

ideals of a Jewish renaissance, as expressed through muscular Judaism, and 

was substantially different to anything on offer at either the JLB or the VC. 
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Running alongside the Israeli and ethno-cultural group identities, however, was 

a strong sense of rootedness in Britain, indicative of a strong Britain centred 

national group identity. In this aspect, Maccabi was identical to both the JLB 

and the VC. 

 As with the JLB and Victoria, Maccabi also possessed a Judaic group 

identity. Unlike the JLB, within both Victoria and Maccabi this Judaic identity 

was nominally orthodox but less rigorous in observance. Similarly, whereas in 

the JLB Judaism was a significant element of its construction of British 

Jewishness, within Maccabi Judaism was far less significant than its ethnic, 

cultural and national constructions of identity. Indeed Judaism often came to 

be subsumed within these other elements of its British Jewish identity. 

Nonetheless Judaism was not the only element of Maccabi’s identity that came 

to be subsumed. Unlike their counterparts in the Jewish Lads’ Brigade and 

Victoria Club, Maccabi’s leadership did not possess particularly strong 

definitions of male and female gender norms and ideals. Specific gender roles 

existed to an extent, and as with Maccabi’s cultural identity were a particular 

blend of norms appropriated from contemporary discourse as well as ones 

specific to Maccabi. Neither were these norms as rigidly defined as for the JLB 

or VC. They were instead an outgrowth of Maccabi’s other ideologies, in 

particular muscular Judaism, and as such possessed little ideological basis in 

and of themselves. 

 Maccabi possessed a second role identity, that of citizenship, much like 

the JLB and the VC. Nevertheless the means in which this role identity was 

constructed and conceived differed considerably from either of those groups, 

and was much less prevalent. Whilst for Victoria and the Brigade the 

citizenship role was a key means of inculcating certain characteristics drawn 

from an imperial, patriarchal and bourgeois ideology, Maccabi’s leadership 

largely rejected this ideology in favour of a sense of citizenship based more 

upon civic engagement. As with Maccabi’s attitude towards gender 

construction, the Union’s particular construction of the citizenship role identity 

was an outgrowth of its other, higher priority, identities, in this instance the 

Judaic identity. Yet it is also possible to relate Maccabi’s rejection of the more 

ideological underpinnings of citizenship to the rejection of rigid gender norms 

for its members, in that both entailed a refusal to accept imperial patriarchal 

constructions of character.  
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 Maccabi thus possessed some general similarities with the other British 

Jewish youth movements examined in this thesis, but also some distinct 

differences. As with the differences in ideology between the JLB and the VC, 

Maccabi’s distinct construction of British Jewish identity was the result of the 

particular socio-cultural background of its leadership. Brodetsky, Gildesgame 

and Morley were committed Zionists, and the backgrounds of all three were far 

removed from the social milieu of the leaders of the JLB and VC. Gildesgame 

and Brodetsky were born in Eastern Europe, whilst Morley was descended from 

late nineteenth century immigrants. These factors strongly influenced their 

views on Israel, Britain and Jewishness, and were responsible for the more 

overt Zionist elements of Maccabi’s position, as well as the stronger sense of 

ethno-cultural Jewishness present within the Union when compared to Victoria 

or the Brigade. There were, however, elements that were common across the 

three youth movements such as their profound sense of rootedness within 

Britain and the high status of their British national group identity. These 

elements would, under an oppositional construction of British Jewish identities, 

be contradictory with Maccabi’s leaders’ position on Israel. Maccabi’s ability to 

embrace both this rootedness in Britain and a profound love for Israel is 

illustrative of the nature and expression of British Jewish identity in the 

postwar period. It might be argued that the expression of rootedness in British 

society displayed by Maccabi was a form of self-censorship, in that the 

organisation did not wish to give the perception of being disloyal to Britain, or 

that it represented the British Jewish community’s desire to be accepted by 

wider society. Yet it is far more likely, as this thesis has shown, that this 

expression of Britishness was in fact a manifestation of the fact that elements 

of the Jewish community did feel rooted within British society – a sense of 

belonging was expressed simply because many Jews felt that they did belong. 

Such belonging indicates that the sub-community represented by Maccabi felt 

secure enough to express their sense of attachment to Israel without fear of 

reprisals. For many Jews, British Jewish identity was actually experienced not in 

the oppositional framework that pitted Britishness against Jewishness, but in 

an organic construction that viewed Britishness and Jewishness as both 

indistinguishable and mutually constitutive.  

Maccabi’s experience and construction of identity underscores the 

liminal nature of the community’s sense of self in the postwar years. Not only 
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did British Jewishness exist on the threshold between Jewish and non-Jewish 

society, but also between various elements within non-Jewish society, such as 

attitudes towards gender, as well as between elements specific to the Jewish 

community. These aspects of identity overlaid and interacted with each other 

in ways that stress the multiplicity and intersectional nature of British Jewish 

identities, as the conclusion will presently show. 
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5. Conclusion 

 

This thesis is one of the first detailed studies of the social history of postwar 

British Jewry. Aside from illuminating the history and ideologies of three 

important Jewish youth movements, it adds to the burgeoning body of 

literature that addresses the postwar period and its impact on British Jewry. It 

also pushes forwards existing postwar British social history through an 

examination of the relationship between the identity of a minority community 

and wider society. More crucially, however, it has demonstrated the complex 

and multi-layered nature of community and communal identities.  In so doing 

it has revealed the level of diversity within the community both in terms of 

identity but also in social outlook. Similarly, through its use of social 

psychological identity theories it has raised broader themes of how British 

Jewish identity, and indeed the community as whole, should be approached by 

historians. 

Analysis of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club and 

Maccabi Union reveals a significant level of diversity of identity within British 

Jewry. Whilst each group undoubtedly considered itself to be British Jewish, 

each constructed that overarching British Jewish identity in significantly 

different ways, drawing from a pool of distinct group and role sub-identities. 

These sub-identities ranged from faith, cultural Jewishness, and a sense of 

British citizenship, to attachment and support for Israel. The constant in these 

constructions was a sense of rootedness in and belonging to Britain, though 

this was often evidenced in profoundly different ways. The Brigade, for 

example, demonstrated its rootedness by refusing to acknowledge Israel or the 

British Jewish community’s relationship with the state, and by emphasising 

patriarchal social mores. In contrast, Maccabi was relatively relaxed in the 

social values it espoused. Instead, the organisation chose to emphasise its 

Britishness by situating even its cultural sense of Jewishness within British life, 

as with John Shaftesley’s call for knowledge of the “history and structure of 

Anglo-Jewry” to form “part of the regular curricula of [Maccabi’s] Hebrew 
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classes”.1 All three groups shared an urgent desire to associate themselves 

with the British royal family, indicating a degree of conservatism in the manner 

of the community’s identification with Britain. 

The remaining sub-identities of each group varied in their importance 

and in their presence. Political Zionism ranged from entirely absent in the JLB 

to being only mildly expressed in the ostensibly Zionist Maccabi Union; 

emotional support for and attachment to Israel was again absent in the JLB, but 

present in varying degrees and interpretations in the VC and MU. Likewise the 

degree of importance attached to Judaism, and the denomination observed, 

varied greatly between the clubs, as did their constructions of masculinity and 

femininity and the level of their sense of ethnic identity. The unique 

construction of British Jewish identity on offer at each club was in part formed 

by the socio-cultural background of its leaders, themselves representative of a 

particular section or sections of British Jewish society. The clubs themselves 

also represented wider elements of British Jewry in that parents were unlikely 

to send their children to youth clubs with whom they fundamentally disagreed. 

Likewise the youths themselves would, if they were opposed to the aims of a 

particular club, have joined a different organisation. Distinctions in identity 

between the clubs were therefore a microcosm of the distinctions in identity 

within the Jewish community as a whole. 

 The three clubs examined within this thesis thus demonstrate the 

considerable level of diversity present within British Jewry after 1945, and 

emphasise the extent to which the community did not act as a single bloc. 

There are, however, broader points to be made about the way in which these 

interpretations of British Jewish identity were formed. These constructions 

were liminal in nature – the identities of the various sections of the community 

represented by the clubs were constructed on the threshold in which the 

various sub-identities overlaid, interacted and melded in to one another. Not 

only did this fluidity apply to the interaction between the ‘British’ and ‘Jewish’ 

sub-identities but also within these ‘British’ and ‘Jewish’ aspects, separately. 

The amorphous nature of British Jewishness itself argues that contemporaries 

did not see Britishness and Jewishness as existing on opposite ends of a 

spectrum, in which moving towards one entailed a moving away from the 
                                            

1 Jewish Chronicle (hereafter JC), 1 March 1957, p. 31. 
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other. Rather, contemporaries conceived of themselves as British and Jewish, 

equally and simultaneously, mutually inclusive rather than mutually exclusive. 

Within this, however, an interpretation of British Jewishness as composed of 

interwoven sub-identities does not imply an acceptance of an essentialist and 

reductionist approach. The deconstruction of the various interpretations of 

Jewish identity into identifiable components is necessary for analytical 

purposes, yet none of these components acted as discrete individual entities. 

An acceptance of a liminal interpretation of identity entails a recognition that 

these components functioned within an inter-related and organic whole, which 

thus serves to emphasise the fluidity and, above all, the inter-connectedness of 

identities. 

 The level of diversity within British Jewish identity raises two other related 

points, regarding British Jewish identity as a whole and the usage and 

definition of ‘community’. Given the inherently diverse nature of Jewish 

identities, and of the community itself, it is anachronistic to talk of a single 

British Jewish identity (and indeed a single British Jewry), unless that identity is 

accepted as fundamentally subjective, fragmented and thus to some extent 

unknowable. Yet the very acceptance of this definition of a single British 

Jewishness argues against it. Whilst each section of British Jewry believed itself 

to be conforming to an overarching ‘communal’ identity (and thus sense of 

community), this thesis has shown that these overarching identities were 

constructed in radically diverging ways. This thesis has illustrated that it is 

more accurate to speak of multiple British Jewish identities and multiple British 

Jewish communities.  

  More specifically, this thesis reveals the extent to which the composition 

of the community’s leadership had transformed by the postwar period, and 

demonstrates the ideologies of a new communal elite in the postwar years. 

Cesarani has demonstrated the extent to which, in the interwar period, 

younger leaders displaced the British Jewish cousinhood from some communal 

organisations.2 This thesis demonstrates, firstly, that this process was neither 

swift nor total, since elements of the communal elite continued to lead the 

                                            

2 David Cesarani, ‘The Transformation of Communal Authority in Anglo‐Jewry, 1914‐1940’, in David 
Cesarani (ed.), The Making of Modern Anglo‐Jewry (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), pp. 115‐140 (pp. 115‐
118). 
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Jewish Lads’ Brigade, and to a lesser extent the Victoria Club, up to the end of 

the 1950s. Secondly, the thesis reveals the emergence of a clear set of 

priorities and ideologies within the new communal elite, distinct from those of 

the cousinhood. Whereas the cousinhood, as this thesis’ analysis of the JLB has 

shown, prioritised bourgeois and public school values and placed a high 

importance on the role of Judaism (in the case of the Brigade, Liberal Judaism) 

whilst continuing their hostility to any sense of Jewish nationalism or 

peoplehood, the ideologies of the postwar elite were markedly different. To 

varying degrees, these younger communal leaders, who lacked the formative 

interwar experiences of the JLB’s leadership, stressed the importance of Jewish 

peoplehood, culture and nationalism, albeit without a wholehearted acceptance 

of Zionism (thus emphasising that Zionism was far from triumphant or central 

to communal ideologies in the postwar period).3 The emphasis on public 

school and bourgeois values and characteristics declined under their 

leadership, as did the importance of Judaism as compared to Jewish culture 

and peoplehood. Whereas the older leaders stressed Jewish renewal and 

continuity through Judaism, the new elite were beginning to move the 

community towards a sense of Jewish renaissance founded on ethnic, cultural, 

national and, importantly, social identities.4 

Yet despite this emphasis on Jewish peoplehood, the new elite 

simultaneously retained the primacy of British belonging that the cousinhood 

espoused – in this regard Maccabi’s prominent inclusion of the Union Flag in 

its public and private imagery, such as at the opening of the new Maccabi 

Sports Stadium in 1953, is particularly significant. The continued presence of 

this sense of belonging to Britain signified the emergence of a rejection of the 

possibility of dual loyalty as a central principle of a significant section of British 

Jewry. Indeed, it serves to reinforce Panayi’s argument that subsequent 

generations of a minority community “become increasingly incorporated into 

                                            

3 British Jewry’s lack of a unified conception of Zionism, as demonstrated in this thesis through the 
multiplicity of ways in which the youth movements chose to engage with Zionism and Israel (or not), 
may go some way towards explaining why, as Endelman has noted, the community failed to embrace 
the two concepts post‐1945. Todd Endelman, The Jews of Britain: 1656 to 2000 (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 2002), pp. 234‐235. 
4 The emergence of these new means of being Jewish were most apparent in the Maccabi Union which 
possessed, not un‐coincidentally, the fewest members of the established British Jewish communal elite.  
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British norms” and become “increasingly British” whilst simultaneously 

retaining their Jewishness.5  

The emphasis on belonging and on the rejection of dual loyalties by this 

new elite marks the evolution of what Kahn-Harris and Gidley have termed the 

“politics of security” in the immediate postwar years.6 Thus, whilst the notions 

of “stressing the secure belonging of British Jews” and “nurturing communal 

security” were maintained after the war, the new elite espoused significantly 

different methods and constructions of belonging, Jewishness and community 

than their predecessors.7 In so doing, it exacerbated the community’s sense of 

crisis and set the stage for many developments in postwar British Jewry, not 

least the emergence of the next phase in Kahn-Harris and Gidley’s framework, 

the politics of insecurity.8   

 This thesis establishes that postwar British Jewry was a highly fragmented 

and heterogeneous social grouping, and that the community was composed of 

multiple, competing sub-identities. It emphasises that British Jewishness was 

not a mutually exclusive construction in which ‘Britishness’ and ‘Jewishness’ 

were entirely separate. Rather this identity was an amorphous and organic 

whole in which no distinction was made between the ‘British’ and ‘Jewish’ 

elements, each of which constituted, constructed and reinforced the other. The 

thesis is the first to use youth to approach the issue of Jewish identity in 

Britain. In so doing it has demonstrated the extent to which British Jewish 

identities were reliant upon a range of issues, including national identity, 

gender, sexuality, faith, ethnicity, Jewish heritage and culture, Zionism, and 

popular youth culture. The nature of these issues was dynamic, evolving over 

the course of time in response to changing developments within the Jewish 

and non-Jewish communities, both nationally and internationally.  

Each of the issues interacted with and contradicted one another in a 

variety of ways in different contexts. For example, Jewish ethnicity and Zionism 

                                            

5 Panikos Panayi, An Immigration History of Britain: Multicultural Racism since 1800 (Harlow: Pearson, 
2010), p. 314. 
6 Within this structure “instead of stressing the secure belonging of British Jews, communal leaders 
increasingly resort to a discourse of crisis, emphasizing the community’s insecurity”. Keith Kahn‐Harris, 
Ben Gidley, Turbulent Times: The British Jewish Community Today (London: Continuum, 2010), p. 26. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid. 
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could simultaneously be seen as incompatible with a British national identity 

and as harmonious with it. Thus, owing to the socio-political background of its 

leadership, the Jewish Lads’ Brigade held Jewish ethnic identity to be 

incompatible with British citizenship and nationality, whereas the Victoria Club 

possessed no such reservations about dual loyalties and enthusiastically 

pursued an attachment to both Britain and Israel. Likewise gender expectations 

often intersected with the diverse themes at work within the youth movements. 

At times, as in the Brigade, gender served to reinforce the British nationality 

and citizenship identities proffered by the club, yet in other circumstances 

acted to reinforce the ‘Jewish’ element of the club, as with Maccabi’s muscular 

Judaism. Such intersections were in turn complicated by the variable nature of 

gender itself. The interactions of these dynamic and intricate factors helped 

form the complex and fascinating multi-layered sub-communities of British 

Jewish youth, and British Jewry as a whole, after 1945.
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Glossary of Key Figures 

 

Selig Brodetsky (1888-1954) 

Selig Brodetsky was born in Olviopol, Ukraine, in July 1988 and emigrated to 

Britain with his family in 1893. Brodetsky attended the Jews’ Free School and 

went on to win a scholarship to study mathematics at Trinity College, Oxford, 

in 1905. Brodetsky pursued a distinguished academic career in the subject, 

rising to become a professor and head of the mathematics department at the 

University of Leeds. Brodetsky was also active in a variety of British Jewish 

communal institutions, and was elected president of the Board of Deputies of 

British Jews in 1940. Brodetsky was deeply involved with the Maccabi project, 

becoming president of the Maccabi World Union in 1935 and, in 1944, 

president of British Maccabi. Upon his death in 1954, Brodetsky was succeeded 

as President of British Maccabi by Lord Nathan of Churt.1 

 

Roland Franklin (b. 1926) 

Roland Franklin was a banker by trade and an active participant in British 

Jewish communal affairs. He served as chairman and governor of Carmel 

College, the Jewish boarding school founded by Kopul Rosen in 1948, in 

addition to acting as honorary secretary of the Association for Jewish Youth, 

and serving on the Advisory Committee of the Jewish Youth Fund from 1954. 

Franklin served as chairman of the Victoria Club until 1959, when he became 

the Club’s vice-president.2 

 

 

                                            

1 Selig Brodetsky, in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (hereafter ODNB), 
http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/32081. Accessed 4/2/2013; Jewish Chronicle (hereafter JC), 20 
September 1935, p. 41; 31 March 1944, p. 18; Selig Brodetsky, Memoirs: From Ghetto to Israel (London: 
Weidenfield and Nicolson, 1960), p. 34; JC, 1 October 1954, p. 23. 
2 The Jewish Yearbook, 1977, p. 231; Minutes of a meeting of the Jewish Youth Fund Advisory 
Committee, 18 February 1954. Papers of the Jewish Youth Fund, University of Southampton Archives 
(hereafter USA), MS384/A4004/1/1. 
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Pierre Gildesgame (1903-1981) 

Pierre Gildesgame was born in the Polish town of Sompolno, from where he 

travelled widely, furthering his education in Tel Aviv, Vienna and Belgium 

before emigrating to Britain in 1930 to join his brother’s firm, the Gildesgame 

Group of Companies. A committed Zionist, Gildesgame was chairman of both 

the British Friends of the Arts Museums of Israel and the Life Line for the Old 

in Jerusalem. He was also involved in the Joint Israel Appeal, the Hillel 

Foundation, and the Union of Jewish Students. Gildesgame’s involvement with 

the Maccabi movement began in the early 1930s when he joined the Maccabi 

branch at Compayne Gardens in West Hampstead. His devotion to the Maccabi 

cause earned him the sobriquet “Mr Maccabi”, and he soon became a founder 

member, chairman and president of Maccabi Association London before rising 

to become chairman and subsequently president of the Maccabi World Union. 

Gildesgame received a CBE in 1973, for services to sport, and died following a 

car accident in 1981.3 

 

Louis Gluckstein (1897-1979) 

Louis Gluckstein was a barrister and politician who was an active member of 

the Conservative Party. He was Conservative MP for Nottingham East from 

1931 to 1945, having unsuccessfully stood for the seat in 1929. Following his 

defeat in 1945, Gluckstein ran a failed campaigned to reclaim the seat in 1950, 

before attempting without success to win Holborn and St Pancras in 1951. By 

1967, Gildesgame had risen to become president of the Marylebone 

Conservative Association in 1967. Within a British Jewish context, Gluckstein 

served as commandant of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade from 1946 to 1955, as a 

trustee of the Jewish Youth Fund, and as president of the Maccabeans from 

1954 to 1968. His involvement with Jewish Youth activities also extended to 

youth movements beyond the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, and he was closely 

involved in the Bernard Baron Settlement, founded by Basil Henriques in 1919. 

Beyond youth work, Gluckstein was a key member of the Liberal Jewish 

                                            

3 JC, 13 March 1981, p. 24; JC, 17 June 1960, p. 5. 
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Synagogue, serving as its vice-president from 1933, chairman of its council 

from 1938 to 1963, and president from 1944 until his death in 1979.4 

 

Albert Goldsmid (1846-1904) 

Albert Goldsmid was born in India in 1964. Goldsmid’s parents had been 

baptized, and he himself was raised a Christian, only discovering his Jewish 

roots in his adult years whilst serving in the British Army. In response to this 

discovery, Goldsmid converted to Orthodox Judaism and became involved in 

Chovevei Tsion Zionism, eventually becoming a confidant of Chaim Weizmann, 

the president of the Zionist organisation and first president of the State of 

Israel. Goldsmid’s army service included deployment in the Anglo-Boer War, 

and upon his return from the conflict he retired to become the Commandant of 

the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, the body he had founded in 1895, until his death in 

1904.5  

 

Ernest Joseph (1877-1960) 

Ernest Joseph was an established architect, undertaking many building projects 

for both Jewish and non-Jewish society. During the Second World War, Joseph 

served as the Director of Works and Buildings for the Navy, Army and Air Force 

Institutes, designing the Kitchener Camp in Kent and several varieties of 

temporary army accommodation. Within the Jewish community, Joseph 

designed the headquarters of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade at Camperdown House 

and the Liberal Jewish Synagogue at St. John’s Wood, amongst many other 

projects. As with many of his contemporaries Joseph was involved in a wide 

variety of communal organisations, with a particular focus on youth work. 

Joseph was extremely active in the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, serving on its 

Headquarters Committee in addition to acting as its Quartermaster and Chief 
                                            

4 JC, 19 November 1954, p. 19; Minutes of a special meeting of the JLB headquarters council, 29 March 
1955. Papers of the JLB, USA MS244/A839/GEN67; Correspondence of the Jewish Youth Fund Advisory 
Committee, 13 November 1958. Papers of the JYF, USA, MS384/A4004/1/3; JC, 2 November 1979, p. 33. 
5 Sharman Kadish, ‘‘A Good Jew or a Good Englishman?’: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade and Anglo‐Jewish 
Identity’, in Anne Kershen (ed.), A Question of Identity (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998), pp. 77‐93 (p. 78); 
Richard Voeltz, ‘“…A Good Jew and a Good Englishman”: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade, 1894‐1922’, Journal 
of Contemporary History, 23:1 (1988), pp. 119‐127 (p. 119).. 
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Staff Officer. Joseph was also active in the Brady Street Club, both as its 

chairman and later vice-president, in addition to the Association for Jewish 

Youth and the Jewish Youth Fund, acting as vice-president and treasurer, 

respectively. Alongside Louis Gluckstein, Joseph was also heavily involved with 

the Liberal Jewish Synagogue, acting as its vice-president and treasurer.6 

 

Charles Sebag-Montefiore (1884-1960) 

Charles Sebag-Montefiore, the great nephew of Sir Moses Montefiore, was a 

prominent figure in the British Jewish community. A stockbroker, Sebag-

Montefiore served as the vice-president of the Home for Aged Jews and as a 

member of the Executive Committee of the Jewish Memorial Council, in 

addition to his involvement with the Jews’ College and the Board of Jewish 

Religious Education. Sebag-Montefiore was also highly active in the Sephardi 

community, becoming President of the Elders of the Spanish and Portuguese 

Synagogue in 1946. His work with the Victoria Club began in 1906, when he 

became the Club’s Honorary Secretary, and he went on to become Victoria’s 

treasurer, chairman, vice-president and honorary life president.7 

 

Alfred Morley (1912-1996) 

Born in London to a third-generation British mother and a Russian-Jewish 

father, Alfred Morley worked briefly for the Gaumont British film company until 

the outbreak of the Second World War. During the war, Morley served as an 

NCO in Burma, India and Assam, and was invalided to Palestine as a result of 

an illness contracted during his tour of Asia. Morley joined British Maccabi in 

1944, serving as its full-time national organiser until 1954 when he left to join 

the British Ose Soceity, a Jewish health charity. Morley then joined the Jews’ 

                                            

6 Sharman Kadish, The Synagogues of Great Britain and Ireland (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2011), pp. 52, 199‐200, 206, 216; Sharman Kadish, ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’: The Jewish 
Lads’ and Girls’ Brigade 1895‐1995 (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 1995), p. 58, 140; JC, 2 September 
1960, p. 26. 
7 JC, 13 May 1960, p. 27. 
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College in 1956 as its appeals organiser and registrar, before working for the 

Ravenswood Foundation between 1962 and his retirement in 1979.8 

 

Alan Nabarro (1915-1977) 

A solicitor by profession, Alan Nabarro was, like Charles Sebag-Montefiore, 

very active in the Sephardi community, particularly the Spanish and Portuguese 

Synagogue. Nabarro read the Haftara at the age of six, and in later life served 

as an Elder at the Synagogue. Outside of the Jewish community, he was the 

honorary secretary of the British Diabetics Association and also worked with 

the International Diabetes Federation. He was equally active in the field of 

youth, joining the Victoria Club in 1933 and serving as its president from 1953 

to 1968, and later as its honorary life president. Aside from his activities with 

Victoria, Nabarro was involved in the Association for Jewish Youth and the 

North London Children’s Orphan Aid Society. He received an OBE for services 

to youth in 1968.9 

 

Harry Louis Nathan, Lord Nathan of Churt (1889-1963) 

Harry Louis Nathan was born in North Kensington, London. Nathan’s father 

worked as a fine art publisher, in addition to serving as a justice of the peace 

and actively participating in politics. His mother was the daughter of a 

Manchester silversmith and jeweller, and he attended St. Paul’s School before 

going on to a career as a solicitor. As with many members of the British Jewish 

elite, Nathan had been a member of the Brady Street Club, going on to become 

a manager at the Club in later life. Nathan was also a keen supporter of the 

Zionist movement, acting as the legal advisor to the Zionist Organisation, and 

this Zionism combined with his youth work to lead him to the Maccabi Union. 

Nathan’s involvement with Maccabi included serving as president of the third 

Maccabiah games, the quadrennial ‘Jewish Olympics’, in 1950. Nathan later 

                                            

8 JC, 8 March 1996, p. 23. 
9 JC, 1 April 1977, p. 26. 
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became British Maccabi’s president in 1954, and honorary life president in 

1960.10 

 

Vivian Steinart (1907-2000) 

Vivian Steinart was a solicitor and commander of the Manchester battalion of 

the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, founding a branch of the Brigade at Delamere Forest 

School. Steinart served as president of Manchester Reform Synagogue, and was 

also an active Zionist, visiting Palestine and Israel frequently after he married 

in 1939. Steinart continued his support for Zionism in later life, holding annual 

fundraising parties for the Women’s International Zionist Organisation, an 

organisation in which his late wife had been highly active, until his death in 

2000.11 

 

Kopul Rosen (1913-1962) 

Kopul Rosen was an Orthodox Rabbi and the principal of Carmel College, a 

boys residential school he had founded in 1948. Originally from a Chasidic 

background, Rosen attended the Yeshivah Etz Chaim in Whitechapel at the age 

of 14 before leaving Britain aged 22 to spend three years at the Mir Yeshivah 

studying for his Rabbinical Diploma. Rosen returned to Britain to take up his 

first ministerial post aged 26, rising to become the Principal Rabbi of the 

Federation of Synagogues in 1945, before being unanimously elected President 

of the British Mizrachi in 1947. Until he withdrew from the contest in 1948, 

Rosen was a leading candidate for the office of Chief Rabbi after the death of 

Joseph Hertz in 1946. Rosen resigned his presidency of the Federation of 

Synagogues in 1949, and of Mizrachi in 1953. After leaving the Federation, 

                                            

10 Harry Louis Nathan, in ODNB, http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/35188. Accessed 4/2/2013; 
JC, 1 October 1954, p. 23; JC, 17 June 1960, p. 5. 
11 JC, 6 October 2000, p. 38; JC, 18 May 2001, p. 18; Interview with Vivian Steinart, Manchester Jewish 
Museum Oral History Collection, J237. 



  Glossary 

 259   

Rosen devoted himself to Carmel College before gaining his PhD from the 

University of London in 1960.12 

 

Stanley Rowe (1925-1993) 

Stanley Rowe, an orphan, became involved in community work after meeting 

his wife, a social worker. Rowe became active in interfaith relations during his 

early career, before being recommended for the post of youth and community 

worker at the headquarters of the Manchester Jewish Lads’ Brigade in 1954. A 

non-Jew, Rowe remained with the Brigade for twenty years. Concurrent with his 

work for the Brigade, Rowe was also elected a Labour county councillor for 

Hyde in 1955 and served in a number of bodies involved in the youth service. 

After leaving the Brigade, Rowe lectured on youth and community work at 

Ulster Polytechnic during the 1970s before returning to Manchester in the 

1980s to take up a post as provincial development officer for the Association 

for Jewish Youth.13 

                                            

12 Cyril Domb, ‘A Biographical Sketch’, in Cyril Domb (ed.), Memories of Kopul Rosen (London: Carmel 
College, 1970), pp. 13‐22; JC 23 March 1962, p. 30. 
13 JC, 16 April 1993, p. 11. 





  Bibliography 

 261   

Bibliography 

 

Archival Material 

Papers of the Anglo-Jewish Association, University of Southampton Archives, 

MS137. 

Papers of David Englander, University of Southampton Archives, MS382. 

Papers of David Mellows, University of Southampton Archives, MS147. 

Papers of the Jewish Lads’ Brigade, University of Southampton Archives, 

MS244. 

Papers of the Jewish Youth Fund, University of Southampton Archives, MS384. 

Papers of the Manchester Jewish Lads’ Brigade, University of Southampton 

Archives, MS223. 

Papers of the Victoria Boys’ and Girls’ Club, London Metropolitan Archives, 

ACC/2996. 

 

Periodicals 

Advance Again 

Advance Again: The Journal of the 1st Battalion, Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

Club Reporter 

The Club Reporter 

Guide Posts 

Jewish Chronicle 

Jewish Youth 

The Jewish Yearbook 

Victoria Girls’ Club Magazine 



Bibliography 

 262 

Victoria Views 

 

 

Reports 

Royal Commission on Equal Pay (1946). 

The Youth Service in England and Wales (1960). 

 

Oral History 

Interview with Vivian Steinart, Manchester Jewish Museum Oral History 

Collection, J237. 

 

Pamphlets 

Association for Jewish Youth, A Plan for the Inculcation of Judaism in Jewish 

Clubs (London: Association for Jewish Youth, 1944). 

 

Articles 

Bailey, P. ‘Jazz at the Spirella: Coming of Age in Coventry’, in Becky Conekin, 

Frank Mort and Chris Waters (eds.), Moments of Modernity: Reconstructing 

Britain, 1945-1964 (London: Rivers Oram, 1999), pp. 22-40. 

Black, A., and Brooke, S., ‘The Labour Party, Women, and the Problem of 

Gender, 1951-1966’, The Journal of British Studies, 36:4 (1997), pp. 419-452. 

Brackenridge, C., and Woodward, D., ‘Gender Inequalities in Leisure and Sport 

in Post-War Britain’, in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), 

Understanding Post-War British Society (London: Routledge, 1994), pp. 192-

203. 

Brooke, S., ‘Gender and Working Class Identity in Britain During the 1950s’, 

Journal of Social History, 34:4 (2001), pp. 773-795. 



  Bibliography 

 263   

Burke, P., ‘Identities and Social Structure: The 2003 Cooley-Mead Award 

Address’, Social Psychology Quarterly, 67:1 (2004), pp. 5-15. 

Cerulo, K., ‘Identity construction: New Issues, New Directions’, Annual Review 

of Sociology, 23 (1997), pp. 385-409. 

Cesarani, D., ‘Dual Heritage or Dual Heritages? Englishness and Jewishness in 

the Heritage Industry’, in Tony Kushner (ed.) The Jewish Heritage in British 

History (London: Frank Cass, 1992), pp. 29-39. 

Cesarani, D., ‘One Hundred Years of Zionism in England’, European Judaism, 

25:1 (1992), pp. 40-47. 

Cesarani, D., ‘Social Memory, History, and British Jewish Identity’, in Glenda 

Abramson (ed.), Modern Jewish Mythologies (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College 

Press, 1999), pp. 15-36. 

Cesarani, D., ‘The Politics of Anglo-Jewry between the Wars’, in Daniel Elazar 

(ed.), Authority, Power and Leadership in the Jewish Polity: Cases and Issues 

(Lanham: University Press of America, 1991), pp. 141-165. 

Cesarani, D., ‘The Transformation of Communal Authority in Anglo-Jewry, 

1914-1940’, in David Cesarani (ed.), The Making of Modern Anglo-Jewry 

(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), pp. 115-140. 

Cohen, N., ‘Trends in Anglo-Jewish Religious Life’, in Julius Gould and Shaul 

Esh (eds.), Jewish Life in Modern Britain (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 

1964), pp. 41-67. 

Dee, D., ‘“Nothing Specifically Jewish in Athletics”? Sport, Physical Recreation 

and the Jewish Youth Movement in London, 1895-1914’, The London Journal, 

34:2 (2009), pp. 81-100. 

Domb, C., ‘A Biographical Sketch’, in Cyril Domb (ed.), Memories of Kopul 

Rosen (London: Carmel College, 1970). 

Ellis, C., ‘The Younger Generation: The Labour Party and the 1959 Youth 

Commission’, The Journal of British Studies, 41:2 (2002), pp. 199-231. 



Bibliography 

 264 

Fishman, I., and Levy, H., ‘Jewish Education in Great Britain’ in Julius Gould and 

Shaul Esh (eds.), Jewish Life in Modern Britain (London: Routledge & Kegan 

Paul, 1964), pp. 67-92. 

Francis, M., ‘The Domestication of the Male? Recent Research on Nineteenth- 

and Twentieth Century Masculinity’, The Historical Journal, 45:3 (2002), pp. 

637-652. 

Freedman, M., ‘Jews in the Society of Britain’, in Maurice Freedman (ed.), A 

Minority in Britain: Social Studies of the Anglo-Jewish Community (London: 

Vallentine, Mitchell, 1955), pp. 201-242. 

Hogg, M., Terry, D., White, K., ‘A Tale of Two Theories: A Critical Comparison 

of Identity Theory with Social Identity Theory’, Social Psychology Quarterly 

58:4 (1995), 255-269. 

Kadish, S., ‘‘A Good Jew or a Good Englishman?’: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade and 

Anglo-Jewish Identity’, in Anne Kershen (ed.), A Question of Identity (Aldershot: 

Ashgate, 1998), pp. 77-93. 

Katz, D., ‘The Marginalization of Early Modern Anglo-Jewish History’, in Tony 

Kushner (ed.), The Jewish Heritage in British History: Englishness and 

Jewishness (London: Frank Cass, 1992), pp. 60-77. 

Katzburg-Yungman, M., ‘The Impact of Gender on the Leading American 

Zionist Organizations’, in Judith Tydor Braumel and Tova Cohen (eds.), Gender, 

Place and Memory in the Modern Jewish Experience (London: Vallentine 

Mitchell, 2003), pp. 165-186. 

Kosmin, B., ‘Religious Identity in the Social and Political Arena: An Examination 

of the Attitudes of Orthodox and Progressive Jews in the UK’, in Zvi Gitelman, 

Barry Kosmin and András Kovács (eds.), New Jewish Identities: Contemporary 

Europe and Beyond (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2003), pp. 

23-44. 

Krausz, E., ‘The Economic and Social Structure of Anglo-Jewry’ in Julius Gould 

and Shaul Esh (eds.), Jewish Life in Modern Britain (London: Routledge & Kegan 

Paul, 1964), pp. 27-40. 



  Bibliography 

 265   

Kushner, T., ‘Anti-Semitism and Austerity: the August 1947 riots in Britain’, in 

Panikos Panayi (ed.), Racial Violence in Britain 1840-1950 (Leicester: Leicester 

University Press, 1993), pp. 149-169. 

Langhamer, C., ‘The Meanings of Home in Postwar Britain’, Journal of 

Contemporary History, 40:2 (2005), pp. 341-362. 

Latham, E., ‘The Liverpool Boys’ Association and the Liverpool Union of Youth 

Clubs: Youth Organizations and Gender, 1940-70’, Journal of Contemporary 

History, 35:3 (2000), pp. 423-437. 

Levene, M., ‘Going Against the Grain: Two Jewish Memoirs of War and Anti-War, 

1914-1918’, Jewish Culture and History, 2:2 (1999), pp. 66-95. 

Levin, S., ‘The Changing Pattern of Jewish Education’ in Salmond Levin (ed.), A 

Century of Anglo-Jewish Life, 1870-1970 (London: The United Synagogue, 

1970), pp. 57-74. 

Lipphardt, A., Brauch, J., and Nocke, A., ‘Exploring Jewish Space: An Approach’, 

in Anna Lipphardt, Julia Brauch and Alexandra Nocke (eds.), Jewish 

Topographies: Visions of Space, Traditions of Place (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008), 

pp. 1-23. 

Lipman, V., ‘The Development of London Jewry’ in Salmond Levin (ed.), A 

Century of Anglo-Jewish Life 1870-1970 (London: The United Synagogue, 

1970), pp. 43-56. 

Livshin, R., ‘The Acculturation of the Children of Immigrant Jews in 

Manchester, 1890-1930’, in David Cesarani (ed.), The Making of Modern Anglo-

Jewry (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), pp. 79-96. 

Marwick, A., ‘The Arts, Books Media and Entertainments in Britain since 1945’, 

in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), Understanding Post-War British 

Society (London: Routledge, 1994), pp. 179-191. 

Miller, S., ‘Changing Patterns of Jewish Identity among British Jews’, in Zvi 

Gitelman, Barry Kosmin and András Kovács (eds.), New Jewish Identities: 

Contemporary Europe and Beyond (Budapest: Central European University 

Press, 2003), pp. 45-60. 



Bibliography 

 266 

Neustatter, H., ‘Demographic and other statistical aspects of Anglo-Jewry’ in 

Maurice Freedman (ed.), A Minority in Britain: Social Studies of the Anglo-

Jewish Community (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 1955), pp. 55-133. 

Obelkevich, J., ‘Consumption’, in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), 

Understanding Post-War British Society (London: Routledge, 1994), pp. 141-

154. 

Paris, M., ‘The Youth of Our Nation in Symbol: Making and Remaking the 

Masculine Ideal in the Era of the Two World Wars’, in Helen Brocklehurst and 

Robert Philips (eds.), History, Nationhood and the Question of Britain 

(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), pp. 289-301. 

Royle, E., ‘Trends in post-war British social history’, in James Obelkevich and 

Peter Caterall (eds.), Understanding Post-War British Society (London: 

Routledge, 1994), pp. 9-18. 

Schaffer, G., ‘Fighting Battles with History: The Novelist Louis Golding and the 

Story of the ‘Doomington Wanderer’’, Immigrants & Minorities, 24:1 (2006), 

pp. 74-99. 

Segal, L., ‘Look Back in Anger: Men in the 50s’, in Rowena Chapman and 

Jonathon Rutherford (eds.), Male Order: Unwrapping Masculinity (London: 

Laurence and Wishart, 1988), pp. 68-96. 

Shimoni, G., ‘The Non-Zionists in Anglo-Jewry, 1937-1948’, The Jewish Journal 

of Sociology, 28:2 (1986), pp. 89-115. 

Smith, S., ‘Sex, Leisure and Jewish Youth Clubs in Inter-War London’, Jewish 

Culture and History, 9:1 (2007), pp. 1-26. 

Stets, J., and Burke, P., ‘Identity Theory and Social Identity Theory’, Social 

Psychology Quarterly, 63:3 (2000), pp. 224-237. 

Street, J., ‘Youth Culture and the Emergence of Popular Music’, in Terry 

Gourvish and Alan O’Day (eds.), Britain since 1945 (London: Macmillan, 1991), 

pp. 305-323. 

Stryker, S., and Burke, P., ‘The Past, Present, and Future of an Identity Theory’, 

Social Psychology Quarterly, 63:4 (2000), pp. 284-297. 



  Bibliography 

 267   

Summerfield, P., ‘‘The Girl that Makes the Thing that Drills the Hole that Holds 

the Spring...’: Discourses of Women and Work in the Second World War’, in 

Christine Gledhill and Gillian Swanson (eds.), Nationalising Femininity: Culture, 

Sexuality and British Cinema in the Second World War (Manchester: Manchester 

University Press, 1996), pp. 35-52. 

Summerfield, P., ‘Women in Britain Since 1945: Companionate Marriage and 

the Double Burden’ in James Obelkevich and Peter Caterall (eds.), 

Understanding Post-War British Society (London: Routledge, 1994), pp. 58-72. 

Talmon, Y., ‘Aging in Israel, a Planned Society’, The American Journal of 

Sociology, 67:3 (1961), pp. 284-295. 

Tananbaum, S., ‘Ironing Out the Ghetto Bend: Sports and the Making of British 

Jews’, Journal of Sport History, 31 (2004), pp. 53-75. 

Thane, P., ‘Population Politics in Post-War British Culture’, in Becky Conekin, 

Frank Mort and Chris Waters (eds.), Moments of Modernity: Reconstructing 

Britain 1945-1964 (London: Rivers Oram Press, 1999), pp. 114-133. 

Thane, P., ‘Towards Equal Opportunities? Women in Britain since 1945’, in 

Terry Gourvish and Alan O’Day (eds.), Britain since 1945 (London: Macmillan, 

1991), pp. 183-208. 

Tinkler, P., ‘An all-round Education: The Board of Education’s Policy for the 

Leisure Time Training of Girls’, History of Education. 23:4 (1994), pp. 383-403. 

Valman, N., ‘Jewish Girls and the Battle of Cable Street’, in Tony Kushner and 

Nadia Valman (eds.), Remembering Cable Street: Fascism and Anti-Fascism in 

British Society (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 2000), pp. 181-194. 

Voeltz, R., ‘“…A Good Jew and a Good Englishman”: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade, 

1894-1922’, Journal of Contemporary History, 23:1 (1988), pp. 119-127. 

Waters, C., ‘Disorders of the Mind, Disorders of the Body Social: Peter 

Wildeblood and the Making of the Modern Homosexual’, in Becky Conekin, 

Frank Mort and Chris Waters (eds.), Moments of Modernity: Reconstructing 

Britain 1945-1964 (London: Rivers Oram Press, 1999), pp. 134-151. 



Bibliography 

 268 

Weinberg, D., ‘Between America and Israel: The Quest for a Distinct European 

Jewish Identity in the Post-War Era’, Jewish Culture and History, 5:1 (2002), pp. 

91-120. 

Wilkinson, P., ‘English Youth Movements, 1908-1930’, Journal of 

Contemporary History, 4:2 (1969), pp. 3-23. 

Williams, B., ‘“East and West”: Class and Community in Manchester Jewry, 

1850-1914’, in David Cesarani (ed.), The Making of Modern Anglo-Jewry 

(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), pp. 15-33. 

Williams, B., ‘The Anti-Semitism of Tolerance: Middle-Class Manchester and the 

Jews 1870-1900’, in Alan Kidd and Kenneth Roberts, City, Class and Culture: 

Studies of cultural production and social policy in Victorian Manchester 

(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985), pp. 74-102. 

Wills, A., ‘Delinquency, Masculinity and Citizenship in England 1950-1970’, 

Past and Present, 187 (2005), pp. 157-185. 

 

Books 

Adam, R., Jewish Voices: Memories of Leicester in the 1940s and 50s (Leicester: 

Writing School Leicester, 2009). 

Alderman, G., Modern British Jewry (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998). 

Berkowitz, M., Western Jewry and the Zionist Project, 1914-1933 (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1997). 

Bermant, C., Coming Home (London: Allen and Unwin, 1976). 

Bermant, C., Troubled Eden: An Anatomy of Anglo-Jewry (London: Vallentine 

Mitchell, 1969). 

Black, E., The Social Politics of Anglo-Jewry, 1880-1920 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 

1988). 

Bolchover, R., British Jewry and the Holocaust (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1993). 



  Bibliography 

 269   

Bradley, D., Understanding Rock ‘n’ Roll: Popular Music in Britain 1955-1964 

(Buckingham: Open University Press, 1992). 

Brodetsky, S., Memoirs: From Ghetto to Israel (London: Weidenfield and 

Nicolson, 1960). 

Bunt, S., Jewish Youth Work in Britain: Past, Present and Future (London: 

Bedford Square Press, 1975). 

Bunt, S., Years and Years of Youth (Croydon: Pro Juventus Publishing 

Consortium, 1990). 

Cesarani, D., Major Farran’s Hat: Murder, Scandal and Britain’s War Against 

Jewish Terrorism 1945-1948 (London: William Heinemann, 2009). 

Cesarani, D., The Jewish Chronicle and Anglo-Jewry, 1841-1991 (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1994). 

Childs, D., Britain Since 1945: a Political History (London: Routledge, 1992). 

Cooper, H., and Morrison, P., A Sense of Belonging: Dilemmas of British Jewish 

Identity (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991). 

Davies, B., From Voluntaryism to Welfare State: A History of the Youth Service 

in England. Volume 1, 1939-1979 (Leicester: National Youth Agency, 1999). 

Davis, J., Youth and the Condition of Britain: Images of Adolescent Conflict 

(London: Athlone Press, 1990). 

Elton, B., Britain’s Chief Rabbis and the Religious Character of Anglo-Jewry, 

1880-1970 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2009). 

Endelman, T., Radical Assimilation in English Jewish History, 1656-1945 

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990). 

Endelman, T., The Jews of Britain 1656 to 2000 (Berkeley: University of 

California Press, 2002). 

Feldman, D., Englishmen and Jews: Social Relations and Political Culture 1840-

1914 (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1994). 

Freud-Kandel, M., Orthodox Judaism in Britain since 1913: An Ideology 

Forsaken (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 2006). 



Bibliography 

 270 

Fyvel, T. R., The Insecure Offenders: Rebellious Youth in the Welfare State 

(London: Pelican Books, 1963). 

Geraghty, C., British Cinema in the Fifties: Gender, Genre and the ‘New Look’ 

(London: Routledge, 2000). 

Gillis, J., Youth and History: Tradition and Change in European Age relations 

1770-Present (New York: Academic Press, 1974). 

Gorer, G., Exploring English Character (London: The Cresset Press, 1955). 

Grundy, T., Memoirs of a Fascist Childhood (London: Arrow, 1999). 

Hall, L., Sex, Gender and Social Change in Britain Since 1880 (Basingstoke: 

Macmillan, 2000). 

Hennessy, P., Never Again: Britain 1945-1951 (London: Jonathan Cape, 1992). 

Henriques, R., Sir Robert Waley Cohen, 1877-1952 (London: Specker & 

Warburg, 1966). 

Kadish, S., ‘A Good Jew and a Good Englishman’: The Jewish Lads’ Brigade 

1895-1995 (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 1995). 

Kadish, S., The Synagogues of Great Britain and Ireland (New Haven: Yale 

University Press, 2011). 

Kahn-Harris, K., and Gidley, B., Turbulent Times: The British Jewish Community 

Today (London: Continuum, 2010). 

Kershen, A., and Romain, J., Tradition and Change: A History of Reform 

Judaism in Britain 1840-1995 (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 1995). 

Kingsley Kent, S., Gender and Power in Britain, 1640-1990 (London: Routledge, 

1999). 

Kosmin, B., and Levy, C., Jewish Identity in an Anglo-Jewish Community 

(London: Research Unit, Board of Deputies of British Jews, 1983). 

Kosmin, B., Lerman, A., and Goldberg, J., The Attachment of British Jews to 

Israel (London: Institute for Jewish Policy Research, 1997). 



  Bibliography 

 271   

Krausz, E., Leeds Jewry: Its History and Social Structure (Cambridge: W. Hefer 

and Sons, 1964). 

Kushner, T., The Persistence of Prejudice: Antisemitism in British society during 

the Second World War (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1989). 

Kynaston, D., A World to Build (London: Bloomsbury, 2008). 

Kynaston, D., Family Britain: 1951-57 (London: Bloomsbury, 2009). 

Kynaston, D., Smoke in the Valley (London: Bloomsbury, 2008). 

Langton, D., Claude Montefiore: his Life and Thought (London: Vallentine 

Mitchell, 2002). 

Lefebvre, H., The Production of Jewish Space (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994). 

Lewis, J., Women in Britain since 1945 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1992). 

Lipman, V., A History of the Jews in Britain since 1858 (Leicester: Leicester 

University Press, 1990). 

Marwick, A., Culture in Britain since 1945 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1991). 

Mason, T., and Holt, D., Sport in Britain: 1945-2000 (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000). 

Mattuck, I., The Essentials of Liberal Judaism (London: George Routledge & 

Sons, 1947). 

McMillan, J., The Way it Changed: 1951-1975 (London: William Kimber, 1987). 

Miller, R., Divided Against Zion: Anti-Zionist Opposition in Britain to a Jewish 

State in Palestine, 1945-1948 (London: Frank Cass, 2000). 

Panayi, P., An Immigration History of Britain: Multicultural Racism since 1800 

(Harlow: Pearson, 2010). 

Panayi, P., The Impact of Immigration: A documentary history of the effects 

and experiences of immigrants in Britain since 1945 (Manchester: Manchester 

University Press, 1999). 

Persoff, M., Faith Against Reason: Religious Reform and the British Chief 

Rabbinate 1940-1990 (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 2008). 



Bibliography 

 272 

Presner, T. S., Muscular Judaism: the Jewish Body and the Politics of 

Regeneration (London: Routledge, 2007). 

Rigal, L., and Rosenberg, R., Liberal Judaism: The First Hundred Years (London: 

Liberal Judaism, 2004). 

Rosen, A., The Transformation of British Life, 1950-2000: a Social History 

(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003). 

Rubinstein, W., A History of the Jews in the English Speaking World: Great 

Britain (London: Macmillan, 1996). 

Sinfield, A., Literature Politics and Culture in Postwar Britain (Oxford: Basil 

Blackwell: 1989). 

Springhall, J., Youth, Empire and Society (London: Croom Helm Limited, 1997). 

Taylor, D., Solomon Schonfeld: A Purpose in Life (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 

2009). 

Wandor, M., Look Back in Gender: Sexuality and the Family in Post-War British 

Drama (London: Methuen London, 1987). 

Wesker, A., The Wesker Trilogy: Chicken Soup with Barley, Roots, I’m Talking About 

Jerusalem (London: Longmans, 1965). 

Williams, B., Sir Sidney Hamburger and Manchester Jewry: Religion, City and 

Community (London: Vallentine Mitchell, 1999). 

Willcock, H. D., Report on Juvenile Delinquency (London: Falcon Press, 1949). 

Wills, W. D., Common Sense About Young Offenders (London: Victor Gollancz, 

1962). 

 

Unpublished material 

Dee, D., ‘Jews and British Sport: Integration, Ethnicity and Anti-Semitism, 

c1880-c1960’, (Unpublished De Montfort University PhD Thesis, 2011). 

England, S., ‘Three English Jews: Identity, Modernity and the Experience of War 

1890-1950’ (University of Southampton: Unpublished PhD Thesis, 2002). 



  Bibliography 

 273   

Hughes, A., ‘Religion in Jewish Boys and Girls Clubs 1880-1914’ (University of 

Southampton: Unpublished MRes Dissertation, 2010). 

Marshall, E., ‘Ambivalent Images: A Survey of Jewish Involvement and 

Representation in the British Entertainment Industry, 1880-1980’ (Unpublished 

Doctoral Thesis, Royal Holloway University of London, 2010). 

Plant, T., ‘The Anglo-Jewish Association and Anglo-Jewry, 1945-1950’ 

(Unpublished Masters Dissertation: University of Southampton, 2009). 

 

Websites 

British Pathe, http://www.britishpathe.com/ 

Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, http://www.oxforddnb.com/ 

YIVO Encyclopedia, http://www.yivoencyclopedia.org/ 


