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See I have set before thee this day life and good,
and death and evil.
(Deut.30: 15)

You shall know the truth,
and the truth shall set you free.
(John 8:32)
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Introduction

The world is currently confronted with a religious war, which has its roots
in ancient myths. It is camouflaged under the name of War on Terrorism
but without Moses there would not have been Christianity and subsequently Islam. Furthermore, the war is presented to the American public as
a defense of the “Judeo-Christian” tradition and its values against an evil
foe who wants to destroy it. Judaism and Christianity are thereby conflated
as if they were a homogenous entity. This notion is philosophically wrong
and rejected by observant Jews. To minimize the differences between the
two religions is currently politically expedient in the United States but, as
will be shown, erroneous.
There is hardly a nation, or ethnic group, which has been subjected to the
degree of persecution the Jewish people have experienced. Although the
term antisemitism is relatively recent, dislike or out-right hatred of Jews
has existed for millennia. In my previous book War and Mayhem I discussed in part what I called “The Moses Factor” of Hitler’s philosophy,
which ultimately led to the Holocaust. But since that book had a much
broader scope I could not present the data in the detailed way they deserve,
and which is needed to truly understand the past, the present, and the implications for the future. This book is an outcome of the previous one and tries
to explain the background from which current policies evolved and the
dangers that can lie ahead. The book supplements rather than supersedes
the former work.
When Hitler annexed my native Austria in March of 1938, I was confronted with a major personal shock. Unbeknownst to me, my deceased
maternal grandfather had been born into a Jewish family. This is how my
acquaintance with Moses started. The “Certificate of Aryanism,” which
served as an internal passport whenever one wanted or needed anything
from official sources, showed diagonally across the box that contained the
name of my grandfather, a thick black stripe and the word “mosaic.”
Although not widely recognized, Moses has been credited with the
dubious honor of having been the first to demand purity of blood or
limpieza de sangre, as it was called later on during the time of the Spanish
Inquisition. In Deuteronomy 23:4 it is decreed that neither an Ammonite
nor a Moabite can enter into the assembly of the Lord unto the tenth
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generation. This commandment was modified in verses 8 and 9 of the same
chapter for Edomites and Egyptians who were allowed to become members after the third generation. The Nuremberg laws followed the pattern.
One could not become a full member of the assembly, that is a citizen of the
Reich, even with just one Jewish grandparent because that meant one was
second generation Jewish. The right to become a full citizen was reserved
for the third generation. In the eyes of the law my brother and I were
non-Aryan Mischlinge in the second degree, and my mother a Mischling in
the first degree.
Thus the question arose: What caused this implacable hatred and the concomitant caricatures of Jews in Streicher’s propaganda rag called the
Stürmer? I knew that this was clearly wrong because my grandfather surely
had not conformed to that stereotype and neither did the other Jewish
friends and their families with whom we remained in contact, even during
Nazi times, until they either emigrated or were sent to concentration camps
later during the war. I thus pursued the “Jewish question,” which had such
a major impact on my life, as an adult in whatever leisure time was
available.
Let me say at the outset what I am not: I am not a professional theologian,
philosopher, historian or journalist. I am a physician as well as a
neuroscientist. This book can, therefore, be regarded as an autopsy of sorts
because it deals largely with dead people, especially in the first part. A
smug attitude exists in some so-called “learned” circles that history is all
about “dead white males” with the implication that, therefore, one need not
study it. The physician knows better. The first thing one is taught in medical school is that if one wants to arrive at a correct diagnosis on which
future treatment depends, one has to have a good history from either the
patient or the relatives. Physical findings and laboratory tests are confirmatory, but the essential piece of information is the history with the questions
how and when the symptoms started. Every so often, especially when a
diagnosis remains in doubt after the patient had died, an autopsy is performed. It is of no use to the dead but the living survivors can be informed
about the cause of death and whether or not something could have been
done about the condition had one known earlier. Prevention is the foremost
aspect and not just knowledge for the sake of knowledge. This book is also
about prevention.
The human being is, as far as we know, the only organism that lives by
faith. This faith may be religious or secular in nature. Some people believe
that money will make them happy and they direct their lives towards its
2
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accumulation, while others believe the state is here for providing cradle to
grave security. Some believe that religious worship is the answer to man’s
needs, while others believe that the nation is more important than the individual, and still others believe that science is the ultima ratio. Regardless
of the belief system adhered to, the common denominator is faith. Nevertheless it must be recognized that faith is always based on inadequate factual information and is largely determined by myths.
All cultures have myths through which they see their past and present history. This is normal and inevitable. It becomes problematic when a given
ethnic group insists that its ideas are the only true ones that the rest of the
world has to accept and conform to. It becomes dangerous when myths are
then no longer regarded as such but as historical facts. The Greeks knew
that the Iliad was not history in the sense Herodotus or Thucydides understood it or as we ourselves regard it. It was a poem that elaborated on orally
transmitted memories and provided not only descriptions of events but also
how people and their gods handled themselves under differing circumstances. While the Homeric heroes served as inspiration for valor, they
were not necessarily regarded as paragons of virtue, and by the time of
Socrates and Plato the Iliad was admired as a national treasure but people
were not expected to subscribe to its veracity.
In this respect, as in others, the Jews differed from the Greeks. The Jewish
national treasure, the Bible, was the book of books. It would not matter if
the Bible were regarded as a collection of legends, rules of conduct, and
moral exhortations but when it becomes the “Word of God” and, furthermore, of the “Only God” who controls the fate of nations to the benefit or
detriment of His “Chosen People,” the rest of the world has to take notice.
It is this, what one might call, “Judeocentric” view of the world that has
caused the Jewish people so much grief in the past, and because it persists
in some people’s minds may do so again in the future.
The German word Weltanschauung (view of the world) seems cumbersome, yet it expresses in one word what requires several in the English language. It denotes that fundamental aspect of our mental life which
determines our behavior. The way we view the world namely nature,
people, or nations results in what we do. Siddhartha Gautama, “the
Buddha,” was absolutely correct when he listed the sequence in his “eightfold noble path” which leads to spiritual liberation as: right view, right
thought, right speech, right conduct, and so on. The way we view the world
governs our thoughts, thoughts lead to speech and speech leads to
behavior. This is how “the word becomes flesh.” Hitler is an excellent
3
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example of where a wrong view can lead to. In his mind, the Jews were a
stain on mankind, responsible for all the evils in this world, and only the
Nordic or Aryan races had the right to rule the world. That was Weltanschauung. A program to enact the goal of Aryan rule was thought out, put
into words and eventually action with Auschwitz as the final result.
This is an example of what a Weltanschauung can do and why it is so
important that we examine the underlying assumptions which guide the
actions of those members of our society who have our fate in their hands.
Since most of our political leaders do not have a personally thought out
Weltanschauung they rely on hand me downs in the form of one of the various “isms,” such as Marxism, Freudianism, Capitalism, Globalism as well
as any one of the world’s great religions. There is nothing wrong with that.
Everybody has and needs a Weltanschauung. It becomes a problem only
when a particular Weltanschauung, especially when held by a minority, is
forced onto others who hold a different view. Resentment is the inevitable
outcome. James Carroll in Constantine’s Sword has made a case that
hatred against Jews can be traced to the gospel stories in the New Testament and myths are taken as fact. This is correct to an extent, but he
neglects to consider that the Old Testament, upon which the new one is
built in part, has likewise no known factual basis. Furthermore, Carroll
seems to be unaware that anti-Jewish sentiments have preceded the gospels
and will, in all likelihood, persist even if the Christian Church were to disappear from the face of the earth.
The reason is that Jews have frequently tried not only to maintain their particular views in the presence of Gentile majorities, but also to change
existing societies in their image. This opinion, that the victim can at times
be to some extent co-responsible for the persecutions which have occurred
since biblical times is, of course, rank heresy in today’s political climate.
Yet, the idea must be faced head-on and discussed openly and without acrimony, because too much is at stake for the future. Let me make it quite
clear that it is not the individual victim who is at fault when murderous fury
has been unleashed. But those zealots who try to push a given nation into
unpopular or unacceptable directions will have to take their share of
responsibility for unintended consequences. For instance the fall of Jerusalem and the concomitant destruction of the temple should not be blamed
exclusively on Roman cruelty. It had been Jewish fanatics who were primarily responsible. The innocent citizens of Jerusalem had to deal with the
disaster thereafter. The documentation for this statement is contained in
my book Whither Zionism?
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As long as Jews were dispersed throughout the world, their fate in one
country did not necessarily affect the rest of humanity. This situation
changed in the twentieth century for two reasons. On the one hand Jewish
organizations became sufficiently powerful to bring their influence to bear
on governments and, on the other; the state of Israel was created. The
Israelis live on an island amid a sea of Arabs. The fate of Israel and that of
America as guarantor of its safety have become inextricably linked and the
common denominator is “the Jews.” Since “the Jews” are also frequently
identified with leftist liberalism, big government, as well as excesses of
capitalism there exists some groundswell of unhappiness that goes by the
name of antisemitism, which, by the way, will be spelt, in the European tradition except in direct quotes. Not only is the notion evil, but the term itself
is a bad one because it leads to the linguistic absurdity of “antisemitic”
Arabs.
Confucius was once asked what his first act would be if he were to become
Prime Minister. His answer was “to clean up language.” He never was
appointed to that office but his advice is still eminently sound and the
world is in urgent need of it. We are drowning in euphemisms, hyperbole,
double talk, and outright lies. We are terribly concerned about air and
water pollution but pay hardly any heed to thought and word pollution.
People have become afraid to use straightforward language that comes
from the heart. This is especially true when one discusses a topic as laden
with emotion as Gentile-Jewish relations. For a politician to speak openly
about the issue could mean the end of a promising career and even in academia free speech is not welcomed, when it goes against the prevailing
political wind.
To understand a given problem we must also overcome another bane of our
lives namely the pars pro toto. The term is used in grammar when one word
stands for a sentence. The part is taken for the whole. This is what we are
doing most of the time in our lives whenever we judge something or
someone. We don’t know the whole, so we go by the part we can apprehend and deal with it as if this were all there was. In addition we frequently
tend to live mentally in an “either-or” rather than an “as well as” society.
One of my professors of psychiatry, Dr. Boyd, taught us a useful word in
regard to medico-legal testimony that is not in the dictionary. The attorney
often badgers the witness, “just give me a yes or no!” Well, the truth is frequently not that simple, and needs qualification. Therefore, Dr. Boyd recommended the term “Yesbut!” It is especially appropriate for the topic
under discussion as will become apparent.
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The task of this book is to examine how the stereotypes that have hounded
the Jewish people for millennia came about, and what if anything can be
done. This requires also an investigation of the role played by the Torah,
the very foundation of Jewish religion. It has been said: “You shall know
the truth and the truth will set you free” (John 8:32). The very word truth is
mocked nowadays; we are told there is no truth only opinion; there is no
black and white there are only shades of gray. Yesbut! There are mountains
and there are oceans that are obviously quite distinct from each other. True
enough, there are beaches where the precise delineation of what is land and
what is water depends on the tide, but to declare that only beaches exist
would be patent nonsense. Furthermore, in daily life there is truth and there
is falsehood. If one defines one’s propositions and gives the sources for
one’s statements, an independent observer can readily check their veracity.
In addition the truth withstands the test of time! When you can read material which was written one hundred, one thousand, or more years ago and
your immediate reaction is yes! You have met truth. The truth that will be
discussed in this book deals not with theological opinions but with published material, mainly by Jewish authors, and shows how others who do
not belong to Jacob’s posterity can interpret these data.
The project is difficult and the topic is emotionally charged but I would like
to ask my Jewish readers to place themselves for a little while mentally into
the shoes of Gentiles and see how they might react to some well-known
biblical information if they were not Jewish. I realize this is exceedingly
difficult because it requires one to place intellect over emotion in an area
that by its very nature is a matter of the heart. As another word of caution I
must mention that the Bible will not be regarded here strictly as a religious
document in which every sentence is “the word of God” but rather as a
human chronicle with emphasis on the behavior of the people who are portrayed. This obviously complicates the situation but is essential for an
honest appraisal of the matter.
The first part of this book explores who is rewarded and who gets punished
by God and for what reasons; what expectations can be anticipated to flow
from these narratives, and how they can form the basis for a Weltanschauung from which everything else follows. It demonstrates that in true
to form Judaism the idea of “separation of Church and State” is meaningless. Moses intended to found a nation, which was supposed to live by separate laws from the rest of humanity, and conduct the political internal as
well as external affairs accordingly. Part II of the book documents how this
Weltanschauung, is used to influence the non-Jewish world, especially in
6
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America; the methods with which it is defended, and the consequences
thereof.
The average Gentile has very little genuine information about Jewish
thinking and the average Jew is likewise poorly informed with respect to
Gentile feelings. There is a vast gulf of ignorance that separates the Jewish
from the Gentile world. Neusner expressed it well in Jews and Christians.
The Myth of a Common Tradition: “the two religions … really are totally
alien to one another.” Although this may come as a surprise to some
readers it is nevertheless true as will become apparent. It is precisely this
ignorance of each other’s fundamental beliefs which breeds suspicions on
both sides and, when unchecked, leads to disasters.
To lift this veil of ignorance is especially important in the aftermath of September 11, 2001, which has dramatically changed not only America but the
entire world. If we continue along the beaten path in our mental attitudes
we may yet see disasters for which the atrocities of the 20th century were
merely a prelude. Our current “War on Terrorism” has roots that go back to
biblical times and is only the most recent consequence of the legacy Moses
has left us with. The use of myths for political purposes is, as will be
shown, at least two thousand years old but when they become guidelines
for modern governments, which control vast destructive resources, it does
not take a prophet to realize that the new century is bound to present us
with great difficulties.
The Lord said: “Let there be light!” Let us hope that it will not be that
which results from a funeral pyre or atomic fireball. Thus the purpose and
hope of this book is that by openly discussing fundamental philosophic and
religious differences greater understanding of, and for, each other will be
achieved and make us more keenly aware of our obligation as human
beings to relieve suffering rather than perpetuate it. For this hope to
become reality it is necessary, however, that we are completely honest with
each other.
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Definitions

As mentioned in the Introduction there should be clarity of language that
can only result when words are defined and the definitions adhered to.
“‘When I use a word,’ Humpty Dumpty said in rather a scornful tone, ‘it
means just what I choose it to mean - neither more nor less.’ ‘The question
is,’ said Alice, ‘whether you can make words mean so many different
things.’ ‘The question is,’ said Humpty Dumpty, ‘which is to be master that’s all.’ ”
If the word means what I want it to mean regardless of what you understand
it to be, we have indeed reached Humpty Dumpty land, and everyone is
perfectly aware of what happened to him. Recent political events where
“People’s democracies” abounded are a classic example. Not only is the
term a tautology, because democracy already means rule by the people, it
was also an absurdity because the people had no influence whatsoever on
their government.
On the surface, an entire chapter devoted to definitions would seem to be
quite unnecessary. Weltanschauung has been explained already in the
Introduction and everybody knows who Moses was, what a legacy is, and
who is a Jew. Yesbut! Nothing is ever quite as simple as it seems. There is
actually considerable disagreement about Moses: whether or not he really
existed, who he was, as well as what he did or did not say. Disagreement
also exists even in regard to who is a Jew. We shall deal later with Moses in
considerable detail but let us begin with the definition of a Jew. It used to
be straightforward: a person born of Jewish parents, or at least of a Jewish
mother, was considered to be Jewish. In addition one could join the Jewish
people by converting to the faith. But simplicity has had its day and we
have entered the era of complexity. In the first chapter of the book What is
a Jew? Rabbi Kertzer states:
It is difficult to find a single definition of a Jew. A Jew is one who, without
formal religious affiliation, regards the teaching of Judaism - its ethics, its
9
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folkways, its literature - as his own. That is the cultural definition. A Jew is
one who considers himself a Jew or is so regarded by his community. That
is the practical definition. Professor Mordecai M. Kaplan of the Jewish
Theological Seminary, calls Judaism ‘a civilization’ and describes the Jews
as a cultural group, primarily religious, but not exclusively so, linked
together by a common history, a common language of prayer, a vast literature, folkways and, above all, a sense of common destiny. Dr. Kaplan refers
to this group as a people, not in the national or racial sense - but in a feeling
of oneness. Judaism is a way of life.

Kertzer goes on to say: “An important part of any valid definition must also
include what a Jew is not. The Jews are not a race [emphasis in the original].” There seems to be very little specificity to these definitions, and
regardless which one of the characterizations cited above one prefers, this
is not what Moses had in mind when he led the Israelites out of Egypt. Take
the “practical” one for instance. If I were to leave my family, move away to
some other part of the country, do not get circumcised and start calling
myself a Jew to everybody I come in contact with, would I really be a Jew
in the eyes of other Jews, or just an impostor? There are also some other
key words in the definitions that require further comment. These are “destiny” and “race.” We shall leave destiny for later, because of its importance, and concentrate for now on race.
Kertzer’s book was originally published in 1960 when race had become a
word to be shunned. But previously, up to Nazi times, Jews had no problem
declaring themselves as a race because the word was popular. For instance
Freud wrote about the “racial kinship” he felt towards his disciple Karl
Abraham; Herzl, the father of the state of Israel, had told Baron Hirsch - in
order to obtain money for his Zionist project - that the “race has to be
improved wherever it finds itself. One has to make it strong for war, joyful
towards work and virtuous.” In a diary entry of June 21, 1900 he mentioned a letter he had written to one of his colleagues: “I really regard you
as a man of action, a man of my race, in whose energy I have full confidence.” He continued: “‘Disraeli [British Prime Minister under Queen Victoria] said once to a young Jew: You and I belong to a race who can do
everything, but fail.’ ”
Jabotinsky also talked about the Jews as a race. He was the founder of revisionist Zionism and advocated in the 1920’s the immediate creation of a
Jewish state on both sides of the Jordan that was to be achieved by massive
immigration. In the chapter entitled “The Jewish Nation and Race” of
Bilski Ben-Hur’s book Every Individual a King he is quoted as saying:
10
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A Jew educated among Germans would be able to adopt German customs,
German words, to be entirely suffused with German spirit. However, the
kernel of his psychic structure will remain Jewish, for his blood, his body,
his physical-racial type are Jewish… . Whether there are ‘pure’ races or not
is irrelevant in this instance. The most important point to note is that the
ethnic groups differ from one another in their racial spectrums, and in this
sense the word ‘race’ acquires a defined scientific meaning… . All the
while we are Jews by blood, sons of a Jewish father and a Jewish mother,
we may suffer from fear of persecution, disrespect, degeneracy - but the
danger of assimilation in its true sense - total disappearance of our spiritual
personality - is not a threat. There will be no assimilation as long as intermarriage does not occur.

The “racial” notions of Moses Hess will be discussed in somewhat more
detail later. Reitlinger writing after World War II dedicated his book The
Final Solution to “Venetia that one day she may read and know the tragedy
of her race.” It is obvious, therefore, that it was not the Nazis who labeled
Jews a race they simply accepted what Jews had said about themselves.
Since everybody belonged to some race or another in those days the Jews
just went with the flow as the saying goes. They adopted the then current
terminology that as a result of Hitler’s atrocities has now fallen out of
favor.
Rabbi Kertzer was not the only Jewish author who had trouble with the definition as to who is a Jew. It is a common problem. Isaac Deutscher, the
originator of the term “The Non-Jewish Jew,” also grappled with the question of definition and Jewish identity in his book which carries the same
title. His name, when translated, denotes “German” which by itself can
give rise to some confusion in regard to with whom or what one wants to
identify. In regard to the feeling of belonging to a “community” he wrote in
the Chapter Who is a Jew? :
To speak personally once again: to me the Jewish community is still only
negative. I have nothing in common with the Jews of, say Mea Shaarim
[district of Jerusalem where Orthodox Jews live] or with any kind of Israeli
nationalists. I am attracted to left-wing Marxists in Israel, but I feel just as
close to like-minded people in France, Britain, and Japan, or to those
masses of Americans whom I addressed in Washington and San Francisco
at vast protest meetings against the war in Vietnam. Are we now going to
accept the idea that it is racial ties or ‘bounds of blood’ that make up the
Jewish community? Would that not be another triumph for Hitler and his
degenerate philosophy? If it is not race what then makes a Jew? Religion? I
am an atheist. Jewish nationalism? I am an internationalist. In neither sense
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am I therefore a Jew. I am, however, a Jew by force of my unconditional
solidarity with the persecuted and exterminated. I feel the Jewish tragedy as
my own tragedy; because I feel the pulse of Jewish history; because I like to
do all I can to assure the real, not spurious, security and self-respect of
Jews… . An unrepentant Marxist, an atheist, an internationalist - in what
sense am I then a Jew? What is it that brings me near that ‘negative community’? Paradoxically, I come unexpectedly close to the fears of an orthodox
Jew and a Zionist. I do not believe that anti-Semitism is a spent force. I fear
that we may be living in a fools’ paradise in our Western welfare state. The
trustful feeling of freedom from anti-Semitism may well be one more illusion, a particularly Jewish one, engendered by our ‘affluent society’… as
long as the wealth of every nation is in the hands of one national capitalist
oligarchy, we shall have chauvinism, racialism, and, as its culmination,
anti-Semitism. That is why I think the role of the intellectuals - Jews and
non-Jews alike - of those who are aware of the depth of the Jewish tragedy
and of the menace of its recurrence, is to remain eternal protesters: to maintain the opposition to the powers that be, to militate against the taboos and
conventions, to struggle for a society in which nationalism and racialism
will at last lose their hold on the human mind.

Thus Jews are identified not with their current lives but with the persecutions of the past, the fear of a future recurrence, and as “eternal protesters.”
These are important concepts that will also be discussed in detail later.
Rabbi Wine, who like Deutscher is a confirmed atheist, wrote a book
“Judaism beyond God.” The title itself is interesting because what he
meant was “Judaism without God.” In the beginning of chapter 1 he asks
the question: “What is a Jew?’ and writes:
The question is an obsessive one for the Jews. While their enemies seem to
have no trouble dealing with the question, Jews never seem to get enough
of it. Over and over, they invent discussions and classes to explore the
issue. Over and over, they listen to the answers. Over and over, they find
them wanting. Dissatisfied, they begin their futile effort once again. Why is
it so hard for Jews to answer the question? … . Part of the reason is that the
Jews do not like the answers their enemies invent. Part of the reason is that
the conventional categories of race, nation, and religion do not fit the Jews
easily. But the chief cause is that most Jews really do not want an answer to
the question. Confusion allows them to choose the definition that is convenient for the moment. It also allows them to postpone dealing with the
discomfort they feel about being Jewish.

The rabbi goes on to detail the dissatisfactions modern Jews experience
with being Jewish. Since community, namely getting together with like
minded individuals and folk traditions are for him the most important
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aspects; his book is intended to show how Jews may live with the absence
of God, celebrating secularized Jewish holidays and still remain good
Jews.
Yet, religious Jewish writers as for instance Prager and Telushkin, or
Heschel, insist that the Jewish faith consists of: attachment to God, the
Torah and Israel. By Israel they mean the original tribes who had received
the commandments at Sinai, rather than specifically the current state in the
Middle East. Prager and Telushkin in Why the Jews? make these fundamentals the ultimate cause of antisemitism. The proposed cure will be
taken up later.
As far as what Jews are supposed to believe in, Heschel recounted in his
book God in search of man the 13 articles of Moses Maimonedes, a revered
teacher who lived from 1135-1204. They are:
1. The existence of God; 2 His unity; 3. His incorporeality; 4. His eternity;
5. God alone the object of worship; 6. Revelation through His Prophets; 7.
The preeminence of Moses among the Prophets; 8. The entire Pentateuch
was divinely given to Moses; 9. The immutability of the Law of the Torah;
10. God’s knowledge of the acts and thoughts of man; 11. Reward and
punishment; 12. The coming of the Messiah; 13. Resurrection.

Christians, especially Fundamentalist Christians, would also readily subscribe to these points except for 9 and 12. The immutability of the Law of
the Torah has been challenged by St. Paul; the Messiah, Jesus, has already
been here and, after a temporary absence, will come again. Setting these
two articles aside there seems to be, otherwise, little difference of opinion
between the two doctrines. As will be shown later, the “Law of the Torah”
is really the sticker; although it seems that the less it is faithfully adhered
to, the more vociferously it is insisted upon. Notably absent in
Maimonedes’ articles of faith is Heschel’s, and others, third pillar namely
the mention of the community of Israel. Nevertheless it is this sense of
belonging to the ancient tribe of Jacob, then, now, and forever which is the
hallmark of Jews when everything else is stripped away and must therefore
be included in any definition.
Patai in his far-ranging excellent book: The Jewish Mind was quite pragmatic and stated: “A Jew is a person who considers himself a Jew and is so
considered by others.” Also: “A Jew is a person who believes, or feels, that
he, together with all other Jews, is a descendant of Abraham - a descendant,
that is, symbolically, mystically, and emotionally.” Furthermore: “Thus in
the ultimate analysis, to be Jewish is a state of mind.”
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If one then asks: What is the essence of Judaism? the answer also depends
upon whom you ask. If you ask a Jewish psychoanalyst the answer may or
may not surprise you. Otto Rosenfeld, an early disciple of Freud who published under the name of Otto Rank wrote a little article in 1905 entitled
The Essence of Judaism in which he stated that it consists of “its stress on
primitive sexuality.” It is understandable that an atheistic Jewish psychoanalyst who wants to please his mentor should think so but is that really
what Judaism is all about or is stress on sexuality merely some component
part? If you ask Heschel - a man of the spirit, rather than the flesh - the same
question his answer is “the Sabbath.” It is that day of the week when communion with the creator is celebrated every moment of the day and therefore all work has to cease.
All of these philosophical discussions and viewpoints omit the legal
aspects. Since the Nazis did not like Jews they were forced to define them
and this is what they came up with in the Nuremberg laws in September of
1935. The key sections are:
V. 1. A Jew is anyone who is descended from at least three grandparents
who are racially full Jews. 2. A Jew is also one who is descended from two
full Jewish grandparents, if (a) he belonged to the Jewish community by the
time this law was issued or joins the community later, (b) he was married to
a Jewish person, at the time the law was issued, or marries one subsequently, (c) he is the offspring of a marriage with a Jew, in the sense of
section 1, which was contracted after the Law for the Protection of German
Blood and German Honor became effective, (d) he is the offspring of an
extramarital relationship with a Jew, according to Section 1, and will be
born out of wedlock after July 1 1936… .VII. The Führer and Reich Chancellor can grant exemptions from the regulations laid down in the law.

The exemptions were the so called Ehrenarier (Aryan honoris causa), who
were few and far between. Since sexual intercourse between Jew and
German was also punishable by law as Rassenschande it, likewise,
required definition. This may be of interest in light of what the U.S. has
been subjected to recently on account of ex-President Clinton’s sexual
misconduct. The definition reads:
The concept of sexual intercourse within the Law for the Protection of
Blood does not include every indecent act, but is not confined to actual
intercourse. It includes all natural and unnatural intercourse, i.e. apart from
intercourse itself, all sexual activity with a member of the opposite sex
which is intended in place of sexual intercourse to satisfy the sexual urges
of at least one of the partners.
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Under this law Mr. Clinton would have been sentenced because his activities involved a young Jewish woman.
The Nuremberg laws, fortunately, no longer exist, but a modification
became necessary for the state of Israel. Who is a Jew? is no longer a philosophical question but a legal one because it carries specific benefits, such
as automatic citizenship upon application. Although the Nazis did regard
people as Jews, who had not been born into the faith but had converted, it is
not so simple in Israel. Who had performed the conversion became a bone
of contention. Just as Christianity and other religions have their various
denominations, so do the Jews. These are mainly: the Orthodox, the Conservatives, and the Reform Jews. Orthodox Jews are a minority, even in
Israel, but they carry the most clout in that country and secular law coexists
uneasily with religious law. An obvious example is the degree to which the
Sabbath should be observed. For instance: is the national airline El Al
allowed to fly on the Sabbath? This question was resolved in favor of secularism, but people in automobiles run the risk of getting hit with stones if
they drive through the Mea Shaarim area of Jerusalem on the Sabbath.
Another example of conflict is that if a Jew wants to marry a Gentile the
ceremony cannot be performed in Israel. The couple has to go to Cyprus, or
some other nearby country, even though the marriage is subsequently
legally valid in Israel. A further example deals with who is allowed to perform conversions to Judaism. Since Reform Judaism is anathema to the
Orthodox community, the latter insisted that only those conversions are
legal that have been supervised, and performed by a member of the
orthodox clergy. Inasmuch as America has more Jews than Israel, somewhat over six million vs. about five, and America’s Jews belong, in the
overwhelming majority, to Reform Judaism - if they have a religious affiliation at all - this created a vast outcry in the U.S. The problem has been
patched over but still simmers.
Without providing additional examples that show how definitions divide
rather than unite Jews, let us now ask what conclusions can be drawn. The
first and most important one for the Gentile community is that Jews have
no Pope! This means that is there is no one person who can say that he
speaks for all Jews. Jews are much too individualistic to submit to the
views of any one in their midst and thus the Feindbild of “The Jew” collapses under the weight of reality. Moreover he who speaks in the name of
“Jews” voices only his own views, which are adhered to by a more or less
larger group of individuals, but have limited validity for the rest of the
Jewish people. Jewish organizations, regardless of how high sounding the
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names - for instance World Jewish Congress - do not represent the views of
all Jews in America, let alone in the world. They are private organizations
with a limited membership. Although they do have a great deal of influence
over the media and can, therefore, yield considerable power, they do not
reflect the views and wishes of all Jews.
Another aspect that becomes important from a review of the definitions
and Jewish literature are the key words “enemy” and “persecution.” Since
history plays such a monumental role in the self-definition of the Jewish
people this is hardly surprising but the question remains: is this good for
the future? This aspect will also be discussed later. Furthermore, one is
impressed by the adaptability to the demands of the moment that has
ensured Jewish survival. For instance, when Napoleon asked the Jewish
elders whom he had summoned: “Are you a religion or a nation?” They
answered: “we are a religion,” knowing fully well that the Yesbut would
have been unacceptable. A nation within a nation would not have been tolerated. Not quite a hundred years later Zionists proudly declared: We are a
nation like all other nations and therefore deserve a country of our own. At
this point it must be said for historical accuracy that Hitler, at least initially,
had nothing against Zionists, because both wanted to get Jews out of
Europe. Hitler wished to “ethnically cleanse” Germany while the Zionists
needed a massive influx of Jews in order to justify the state. Nevertheless,
Jews were initially reluctant to move to Palestine but the Holocaust forced
them to. Now we have the situation where the either-or question: are you a
religion or a nation? has become irrelevant and the answer to it is an
emphatic: Both! Although a fact at present, this stance has also produced
problems that we have not yet seen the end of.
What is one to conclude from reviewing these definitions, especially those
by Jews about Jews? People hostile to Jews might regard them on the basis
of what has been said above as chameleons. But a more apt comparison
might be with Mercury. For instance, the metal with the chemical designation Hg cannot be readily grasped because it rolls away. It is also unique
inasmuch as it is the only one that is liquid at ordinary temperatures and it
is much less abundant in nature than others. Quicksilver is used to measure
changes in the external or internal environment as exemplified by thermometers, barometers and other gauges. Jews have also frequently
regarded themselves as indicators of political change because they tend to
be the first ones who are adversely affected when the ruling class of a given
Diaspora country becomes autocratic. The temperament of some of
Jacob’s offspring can be aptly described as mercurial, and Hg has curative,
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especially antiseptic properties, in small quantities. It is toxic in larger
ones. This seems also to be the fate of the Jewish people. They are welcomed in small numbers, but have usually met with rejection when they
“multiply.”
The analogy can be taken further. Mercury is also a Roman god who was
depicted with a purse in one and the caduceus in the other hand. This is
quite appropriate in this context because the symbols denote two common
professions among the Jewish people. Commerce is one and Medicine the
other. The Romans took over many of their gods from the Greeks and Mercury’s original counterpart was Hermes the god of travelers and messenger
of Zeus. This would be especially pertinent because a number of Jewish
writers, foremost among them Abraham Joshua Heschel, have accused
their co-religionists as being messengers who have forgotten the message.
So, what is the message? Dimont concluded his book The Indestructible
Jews, which will be discussed extensively in a subsequent chapter, with the
words:
As long as the Jews stick to the ethics of the Torah and the ideology of the
Prophets, they will remain indestructible. When all men embrace this ethic
and ideology they, too, will symbolically become ‘Jewish.’ There will then
be only man.

The ethics of the Torah and ideology of the Prophets are a common refrain
in Jewish writings and Prager and Telushkin in their book also refer to the
task of the Jewish people as bringing “ethical monotheism” to the entire
world.
These are nice words, but what do they mean in actual practice? Christians
or Muslims can also claim “ethical monotheism,” so what is the essential
difference? The key word seems to be Torah as the only way to God, and
this is where Christians, as well as Muslims, differ from Jews. Theoretically, it would be easy for a Gentile to consult a dictionary in order to
get a definition of Torah, so that all of us would know what we were talking
about. If one does so, one finds: “In Judaism, the Pentateuch: also called
the Law.” Well, that definition is straightforward but it comes, appropriately enough, from The Reader’s Digest Great Encyclopedic Dictionary. If
you are more compulsive - or scientific - you also look at other sources and
the Encyclopedia Britannica has a well-deserved good reputation. It states:
1: The five books of Moses constituting the Pentateuch. 2: The body of
wisdom and law contained in Jewish Scripture and other sacred literature
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and oral tradition. 3: A leather or parchment scroll of the Pentateuch used in
synagogues for liturgical practices.

Now the situation has obviously gotten more complex and it pays to
remember mercury as well as Yesbut. Point Number 2 is the problem
because it includes “other sacred literature and oral tradition.” Those are
contained in the Talmud that translates into “Study” or “Learning.” Rabbi
Steinsaltz introduced the subject in The Essential Talmud as:
If the Bible is the cornerstone of Judaism, the Talmud is the central pillar,
soaring up from the foundations and supporting the entire spiritual and
intellectual edifice. In many ways the Talmud is the most important book in
Jewish culture, the backbone of creativity and of national life. No other
work has had a comparable influence on the theory and practice of Jewish
life, shaping spiritual content and serving as a guide to conduct.

Since it is the Talmud, which according to Neusner and other authors
“defined, and now defines Judaism,” Christians cannot readily enter into
Jewish thought and the Talmud represents the wall that divides the Jewish
from the Gentile world. Let it suffice to state here that the Talmud is not
just a book. It is an encyclopedia of which the non-Jew cannot possibly get
a thorough understanding. It may be a lawyer’s delight, but for the average
person who wants to get even a rudimentary understanding, it is a formidable challenge. Furthermore, while the Bible can be approached to some
extent with a scientific mind-set this does not hold for the Talmud. It is
wholly “other” and operates on completely different principles.
Some authors go so far as to say that Torah governs every aspect of the
Jewish way of life and there exists a little story. A youngster who studied
under an eminent rabbi wanted to know what the rabbi was doing Friday
night after the service, so he hid under the rabbi’s bed. When the rabbi,
while engaged in his marital duties, happened to find the intruder, he was,
of course, massively surprised and asked him what he was doing there. “I
am studying Torah” was the answer. Well, if every moment of your life is
regulated by Torah, why not this one? For practical purposes it was, however, necessary to set some limits. With the best of good will no one can
embrace all the ethics of the Torah when it is so inclusive; therefore, one
has to pick and choose. Since what you pick and what you omit is essentially arbitrary, even Jews themselves cannot agree on what is the best way
to serve the Lord as the differences between Orthodox, Conservative and
Reform Judaism amply document. Nevertheless, it is essential for Gentiles
to understand that “Torah” is not only the “Old Testament” or “The
18

Definitions

Written Torah” (at times also called Tanakh, which is a Hebrew acronym
for the three sections) as Jews refer to it, but the entire body of Jewish
thought and conduct. This fact is the reason why Gentiles misunderstand
Jews when it comes to discussions of religious matters. Jews erected the
wall of the Talmud for the protection of Jews. So was the early segregation
in the Diaspora. What was to become the Ghetto was initially entirely voluntary to prevent contamination of the true faith by the outside world.
Gentiles can get a glimpse across the wall of the Talmud, as will be offered
in this book, but a true mingling of spirits will be difficult to achieve
because it is not desired by Jews themselves.
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Origins of the Bible

Before going into the content of the Bible, it behooves us to look at its origins with a dispassionate eye. Furthermore, when I use the word “Bible” I
am referring to the book Jews call the written Torah, thereby excluding the
oral tradition and its codification that make up the complete Torah. I am not
a Fundamentalist who believes that every word in the Bible is literally true
and that God dictated every word. I also take the recent discoveries of the
“Bible Codes,” namely that you can find the names of Hitler and
Auschwitz, for instance, if you massage the written Torah diligently
enough via computer programs, with more than a grain of salt. I do believe,
however, that the writers and editors of the biblical texts did their level best
to discern the will of God as it appeared to them at the time. This is already
the first limitation. The will of God is a) unknown and b) what is perceived
as the will of God has already been filtered through a human brain. When
we read, therefore, the favorite words “Thus saith the Lord” it really
means: “Thus say I, in the name of the Lord.” From a religious point of
view, in which faith is the dominant element this is irrelevant because the
speaker will be regarded as the voice of God. But from a biological - historical it makes a considerable difference.
Therefore, the question: Who wrote the Bible? has become the subject of
numerous scholarly treatises. The consensus at this time is that there were
at least three sources and at least one editor, referred to as the redactor. The
reason for assuming different authors is quite obvious. There are frequent
duplications in the narratives, which do not quite agree with each other,
and God is referred to as Yahweh at some times and as El or Elohim on
other occasions. One God with two names suggests two different sources
and scholars have teased apart the “J” version, for Yahweh, and the “E”
version for El. In addition there is a considerable ritualistic element
present, which does not fit readily into “J” or “E” and was given the name
of the Priestly code “P.” Deuteronomy also appeared to be a separate
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document and is therefore referred to as “D.” Finally there must have been
an editor who brought unity to all these documents. His comments are
referred to as R - the redactor.
Friedman presented recently his opinions on this topic in Who wrote the
Bible? A detailed discussion of this book would lead us too far afield but it
can be recommended for clarity of language and the attempt to place the
various documents into historic context. Friedman believes that the J and E
versions used similar documents but originated in different geographic
areas. According to Friedman Shiloh priests in the northern kingdom of
Israel wrote the E version. After the conquest by the Assyrians in 722 B.C.
they fled to Judaean Jerusalem and brought these documents along with
them. Meanwhile the Jerusalem priesthood had developed its own version
of biblical events and these two versions were subsequently combined for
political and social reasons. Deuteronomy was the book “found” in the
temple (622 B.C.) during the reign of Josiah who thereafter instituted a
profound religious reform with the centralization of the priesthood in Jerusalem. Friedman believes, furthermore, that the biblical books from Joshua
to 2 Kings were also written by the same author to form a continuous history. As far as the priestly version P is concerned Friedman proposes that it
was an alternative to J and E with the goal to diminish the role of Moses but
elevate instead that of Aaron. This was necessary because the Jerusalem
priesthood traced its lineage from Aaron rather than Moses who was
regarded as having been descended from the tribe of Levi. The final amalgamation was post-exilic and the work of Ezra who was the redactor R. The
date of Ezra’s reform is controversial because the Bible states it occurred in
the 7th year of Artaxerxes but we do not know whether Artaxerxes I or II is
meant. At any rate it was after the return from exile.
Biblical scholars differ on some details of the above-described opinions
but the division into various different authors is generally accepted apart
from religious fundamentalists on one extreme and the so-called “minimalists” at the other. These are archeologists who believe that the historic narratives of the Bible are inventions by the priesthood during Hellenic times.
They had to compete with a superior culture in which they were immersed
and, therefore, fabricated a glorious history of their own. The proponents
of this idea point to the fact that no reliable extra-biblical evidence has been
found for the Exodus, Joshua’s conquests, or the existence of a great
kingdom by David and Solomon.
But we are not dealing with archeology here, only with a book. This brings
us to the next question. How old is this book, as we know it today? The
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answer is actually quite surprising. Some of the oldest Hebrew texts were
found among the Dead Sea Scrolls. They have been dated to the
Maccabean Era (Second to First century B.C.) and are fragmentary. The
oldest complete Bible, as the book we know today, exists only in a Greek
translation called the Septuagint. It was composed in Alexandria during the
reign of Ptolemy II (283-246 B.C.) who is reported to have been an early
bibliophile and wanted his subjects to be more familiar with the traditions
of the various people inhabiting his realm. For the same reason Manetho
wrote his History of Egypt around that time. The Septuagint received its
name because legend has it that it was produced by seventy scholars
working independently from each other for seventy-two days and had
come up with the identical translations. Other versions say it was seventy-two interpreters who had labored for seventy-two days but that is not
our concern because legends have a right to differ. What is important is that
the work was produced for the Royal Library of Alexandria where the Hellenistic Jews of Egypt, who hardly spoke Hebrew any more, received their
copies. There is also a story that when some of the priests in Judea found
out about the project they regarded it as a calamity of the first order.
One can understand their reason for concern. The biblical books were
written by Jews for Jews. They were Holy and contained not only ethical
commandments but also a fair share of what one might call “family
secrets.” Who in all the world would want to show the dirty laundry to the
Goyim and thus destroy the aura of mystery and holiness that can be cultivated under different circumstances? But the cat was out of the bag and
could no longer be returned. From that day on theologians have been very
busy to put, what would be called today, their “spin” on some of the more
delicate passages. How this is being done will be shown later.
The attempt to find the truth, of the Pentateuch for instance, from the “original Hebrew” is, therefore, hardly practical. Not only does it not exist in the
form we are familiar with, but even if one were to find some additional
ancient scrolls hidden in the sands or caves of the desert, it would still
present difficulties. Language is a living entity and meanings of words
keep changing. The reader when confronted, for instance, with Beowulf
written in Old English would have a great deal of trouble understanding
some of the words and even Shakespearean English can be problematic at
times. Another example might be the simple three-letter word “gay.”
About fifty years ago nobody would have associated it with homosexuality
but maybe in another fifty years that is all it will ever mean. The Christmas
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carol verse “don we now our gay apparel” might become an invitation to
cross-dressing. Who knows?
Not only is the change in meaning of words a problem but when they
appear only as consonants without vowels and without punctuation as one
continuous sequence one can expect even greater difficulties. Hebrew
writings, just as Egyptian hieroglyphics, contain only consonants that can
thus give rise to numerous Ph.D. theses aimed to decipher the contents.
Furthermore, the translator obviously does not live in the time the document was produced but considerably later. His/her current Weltanschauung will inevitably drift into the translation. Every one of us can only
work within ones mental framework and that tends to change over the
decades, centuries, and millennia.
In order to provide a standardized text, the Masoretes did provide vowels,
commas and comments but they labored rather late between the sixth and
tenth century of our time. To complicate matters even more there is also the
potential difference in meaning between the spoken and written word. A
little Jewish joke might highlight the situation: Moishe and Shlomo had a
fight and Shlomo called Moishe a scoundrel. Moishe got upset and they
went to the judge. He listened carefully to both sides and then ordered
Shlomo to say: “Moishe is not a scoundrel!” When Shlomo said: “Moishe
is not a scoundrel?” the judge reproved him and said that is not what was
meant. Shlomo replied: “Your Honor you can give me the words, but I
make the melody.” Indeed; the melody of language is called prosody and
upon it the meaning hangs. We try to get to it by commas, colons, semicolons, periods and question marks but when there were none originally and
scrolls are copied and copied over again before they eventually became a
book and then the latter gets copied numerous times throughout the centuries is it really reasonable to assume that no errors have been made? Thus
we have to realize that the Bible we have in our hands is a translation of
translations and the process is not yet finished because special interest
groups keep busily re-translating according to their current political views.
But for our purposes all of the above this is not particularly important
because as a wise rabbi once said: “It doesn’t matter what really happened,
all that counts is what people believe has happened.”
The reason for devoting so much space to biblical origins is that the various
elements contained in the Bible need be seen in their historical context.
They originated under specific political conditions for specific political
purposes. This applies also to biblical prophecy. The prophets were not just
“seers” who predicted the distant future. They were deeply involved in the
23

The Moses Legacy

political affairs of their day and, therefore, frequently suffered punishment,
if not death, from the authorities. In addition some of the “prophecies”
were written after the events had occurred to give the author greater
standing in the eyes of his people. This is also the reason why initially all of
the first five books of the Bible were retroactively attributed to Moses.
Later on even the oral tradition was attributed to him because Moses was
the only one who had, in the eyes of religious leaders, sufficient standing
with God to serve as a candidate. It is also highly likely neither David nor
Solomon produced the works attributed to them. Since in those days legitimacy of thought depended entirely on antiquity the priests or scribes who
really composed the documents could not put their own names to them.
This is especially important to realize because we live currently in an age
where biblical prophecy is used to justify political decisions in Israel and to
fuel millenarian expectations in America. Both of these approaches are
outright dangerous, because they can lead to “self-fulfilling prophecies”
which in actual fact may prove disastrous for those who had brought them
about.
As mentioned, the various Bible translations we have differ on some
details. In order to stay with authentic Jewish tradition I have based the
subsequent discussion of the Pentateuch on the Soncino Chumash (Pentateuch published by the Soncino Press). This book gives both the Hebrew
and the corresponding English text, but one has to overcome one’s inclination to start at the front because the text begins in the back. Nevertheless it
has not only the advantage of being a genuine Jewish publication but it also
provides footnotes by eminent Jewish scholars from the Middle Ages.
These are important not only to clarify some difficult textual points but
they also give an insight into the thinking of the rabbis. The next chapters
will look at some Bible stories with the specific intent to examine what
type of behavior occurred, who was rewarded, who got punished, and what
examples were set.
In addition to the Bible, the works by Josephus provide a further opportunity to compare the biblical stories with his version of the same events.
Since Josephus used to some extent oral tradition it is possible to learn how
it had become incorporated into Jewish thought. Inasmuch as I shall be
referring to his writings rather extensively it is helpful to acquaint oneself
first with the essential parts of his autobiography.
Josephus was born Joseph ben Matthias of Jewish priestly ancestry around
37 A.D. in Jerusalem and soon devoted himself to the study of religion. At
age sixteen he decided to find out for himself which of the three sects of
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Judaism prevalent at that time was the most worthy to follow. They were the
Pharisees, the Sadducees and the Essenes. By age nineteen after having conducted what we might call today a field study he was satisfied that he would
best fit in with the Pharisees and he adhered to this ideology for the rest of
his life. When he was in his twenty-sixth year he went for the first time to
Rome to help secure the release of some priests who were to be tried before
Nero. This would put it into 63-64 A.D. It was the latter year when the city
went up in flames. This visit is also of historical interest because Josephus’
narration shows that Jews were popular at Nero’s court. Poppeia, Nero’s
wife, with whom Josephus had dealings, was also highly partial to Jewish
causes. It may, therefore, not be totally unreasonable to assume that when
Rome was destroyed by fire in 64 A.D., Poppeia might have persuaded her
husband to blame the Christians. The latter were becoming a thorn in the
side of Jewish orthodoxy and a definite hindrance to their proselytizing
efforts, which had heretofore achieved considerable success.
Upon his return to Palestine Josephus joined the Jewish revolt. Even from
his own account it is not quite clear what all of his activities consisted of.
But for a time he was Commander in Chief of the Jewish forces in Galilee
and he was also involved in pacifying hotheads who wanted all out war
with Rome. The local suspicion that he served the Romans at least as well
as the Jews haunted him all his life. In the year 67, Vespasian‘s army
attacked in force and Josephus had to retreat to the fortress of Jotapata.
After a six week siege the Romans entered the city and Josephus with some
others, took refuge in a cavern. They were discovered and assured by the
Romans that their lives would be spared if they surrendered. Josephus was
eager to accept this generous offer but his companions accused him of
cowardice and treachery. Since Josephus was afraid that his fellow Jews
were about to kill him he began to lecture them on the will of God. At that
particular moment in time it consisted - as far Josephus was concerned - of
peaceful surrender, because the Lord infinitely prefers the living to the
dead. When this failed to make the desired impact and it was clear that his
comrades would not let him get out of that pit alive, so that he could surrender, he suggested a Masada-type slaughter. They would all mutually
kill one another, with the order determined by lot. It just so happened that
at the end only Josephus and one other remained. Instead of killing each
other Josephus persuaded the fellow that the Romans wouldn’t be so bad
after all and that wisdom was the better part of valor. They surrendered and
Josephus was escorted to Vespasian’s headquarters where he was initially
put in chains. After prophesying great glory for the Roman general, he was
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released and served as local adviser for the rest of the war. This included
the siege of Jerusalem under Titus, which he viewed from the Roman side.
He was richly rewarded for his services by Vespasian after the latter
became Emperor.
When the war was over, Josephus moved to Rome and was granted citizenship. He was held in such high esteem by Vespasian that he received not
only an apartment in the house Vespasian had lived, prior to becoming
Emperor, and an annual pension, but also “no small quantity of land as free
gift in Judea.” In addition “Domitia, the wife of Caesar, continued to do me
kindnesses.” He had done well for himself but for the rest of his nation the
curses of Moses had come true once again. By writing a history that was to
show both the antiquity and nobility of the Jewish people Josephus hoped
to redeem himself in the eyes of his countrymen who, for the most part,
regarded him as a traitor.
As far as the style in The Antiquities of the Jews and The Wars of the Jews is
concerned it needs to be pointed out that Josephus modeled himself after
Thucydides’ (ca.460-ca.400 B.C.) History of the Peloponnesian War.
Thucydides, although trying to be as accurate as his sources allowed him,
used the device of reporting speeches of some of the important people in
the narrative, for which he had no direct data. Nevertheless he put himself
in their shoes and presented what he thought they might have said on the
occasion. Homer had done the same several centuries earlier. Josephus followed Homer’s and Thucydides’ lead and all the speeches which will be
touched upon later need to be seen in this light.
Nevertheless this need not concern us here because we are dealing with the
thoughts of the various authors rather than history in its scientific sense.
What is also important to point out is, that in contrast to the Bible,
Josephus’ books were written for the non-Jewish intelligentsia of the time
and therefore expand on some biblical aspects to make them not only more
understandable but also to give them a less parochial flavor. His Contra
Apionem, which is in essence an apologia for the Jewish religion, will be
dealt with later because it is a document about pre-Christian antisemitism.
Furthermore, it must be re-emphasized that in those days “antiquity” was
paramount because the farther back you could trace your people or ideas
the more venerable they were. This is just the opposite of what we are used
to today where “new” is automatically regarded as “better.” By calling his
book “Antiquities” Josephus wanted to emphasize that Judaism predates
Egyptian, Greek, and Roman thought and is therefore the most reliable and
noble.
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In addition to Josephus’ works there exist also those of Philo Judaeus
(Philo the Jew) that have received much less attention. The reason is that in
contrast to Josephus’ efforts which were readily available in a single
volume since 1736, Philo’s works appeared in English translation only in
the nineteenth century by C.D. Yonge. They were re-published in 1993 as a
single volume. Philo lived in Alexandria from about 20 B.C. to about A.D.
50 and thereby overlapped with the birth of Christianity. He did not write
an autobiography and we have, therefore, few details about his life. He
seems to have been active in community affairs and was well respected by
his co-religionists to the extent that they made him their spokesman in the
deputation to the emperor Gaius, better known as Caligula. This mission
and his description of the notorious Flaccus affair will be recounted later
because of their importance for our understanding of anti-Jewish feelings
in the pre-Christian era. From his writings as an eyewitness to these times it
becomes, however, quite clear that he yielded to exaggerations which
decrease their historical value and thereby cast doubt on the veracity of
some of his other writings. Unlike Josephus who regarded himself mainly
as an historian, Philo devoted himself foremost to philosophical issues. His
goal was to demonstrate that the Jewish religion is superior to all other religions in the Roman Empire and that it is both rational as well as sacred. The
latter was important because Jews were in those days regarded by the
people at large as impious if not outright atheistic. To accomplish his aim
Philo interpreted the Pentateuch and other biblical literature in an allegoric
sense where the soul, wisdom, virtue, piety, justice, mercy, are substituted
for literal common sense reading of biblical material. His philosophic mentors were Plato and the Stoics. As mentioned earlier while the Bible was
written for Jews both Philo and Josephus wrote for Gentiles and the differences in the presentation of the same data are considerable. Furthermore,
when one reads these authors today it is quite apparent that the same techniques were used to show their people in the most favorable light even
when it is in clear contradiction to biblical information.
After these preliminaries we can now deal with the books of the Pentateuch
and the messages contained therein. But let me re-emphasize what I have
said earlier. The Bible is not only a religious document but purports to be
also the history of the Jewish people. The following chapters are not
intended to show how the Bible should be read but how it can be read if one
views the book not from a religious, but from either a nationalistic or
behavioral perspective. I have absolutely no intention of interfering with
anyone’s religious sentiments which, when firm, will at any rate be
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immune to questioning. The goal is not to undermine religious belief but,
as has been repeatedly emphasized, to examine what the reported behavior
of some of the people mentioned in the Bible as well as that of God tells us
about the development of Jewish and subsequently Christian thought. It
examines how a Weltanschauung was formed and what can be expected for
the future. Since the topic is so emotionally charged I will use to a great
extent original quotes from the various authors in order to minimize bias
and allow the reader to form his/her own opinions.
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Although Noah is usually not counted as one of the patriarchs of the Jewish
people there is a specific element that is highly relevant for people who use
the Bible as history. Let us recall: Noah had celebrated survival and ended
up in a drunken stupor. His son, Ham, then found him lying naked on his
bed and went tattling to his brothers Shem and Japheth. They did not regard
the situation as funny and covered the father with a blanket while walking
backwards. When the old man awakened he didn’t chastise Ham, the perpetrator, but his son Canaan, who to the best of our knowledge had absolutely nothing to do with the affair. Nevertheless Noah said: “Cursed be
Canaan, A servant of servant’s shall he be unto his brethren. And he said:
Blessed be the Lord, the God of Shem; and let Canaan be their servant. God
enlarge Japheth he shall dwell in the tents of Shem; and let Canaan be their
servant [Gn 9:25-27].” These verses have become subsequently a part of
the justification for the Israelites’ domination over the original inhabitants
of Palestine that was called Canaan at the time.
The biblical commentators found it difficult to explain why the son should
be punished for something the father had done. One explanation was:
“Like father, like son.” Another was:
Some of our teachers hold that Canaan saw what had happened and told his
father; hence he (Canaan) was cursed.” Or “Ham saw the indignity which
his son Canaan inflicted upon him (see next note). The nakedness of his
father. Some say that he castrated him; others that he indulged in a
perverted lust.

These are typical examples of what came from oral tradition because the
written word hardly allows for any of these conjectures. Regardless, from
now on the Canaanites were cursed and reduced to servant status. Inasmuch as this was regarded as a family matter Josephus deleted the entire
incident, probably because his audience might have become concerned
over the apparent injustice.
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Abraham
As ancestor of Arabs and Jews, Abraham deserves a fair amount of discussion because even the current Arab-Israeli conflict can be laid, to some
extent, at his feet. The story is well known, therefore only some specific
highlights will be presented. Father Terah packed up his family for unspecified reasons, and “they went forth from Ur of the Chaldees, to go into the
land of Canaan, and they came to Haran, and dwelt there [Gn 11:31].”
Haran was in the north of Mesopotamia and not part of Canaan proper. The
commentator explains why Canaan was chosen as the destination: “The
land which was the most acceptable and had the greatest potentiality for
spiritual development.” That Noah had cursed his grandson Canaan some
time earlier and had condemned him to be a “perpetual servant of his
brothers [Gn 9:25]” was not mentioned in this context. It is also noteworthy that there is no mention of the Lord’s direct involvement in Terah’s
relocation. At any rate, after an unspecified period of time the Lord did
appear to Abram and ordered:
Get thee out of thy country, and from thy kindred, and from thy father’s
house, unto the land that I will show thee. And I will make of thee a great
nation, and I shall bless thee, and make thy name great; and be thou a
blessing. And I will bless them that bless thee, and him that curseth thee
will I curse; and in thee all families of the earth shall be blessed [Gn
12:1-3].

It is noteworthy that in this very first statement God does not lay down any
ethical requirements but simply makes a promise of future gain in form of
Abram becoming “a great nation.” This does not seem to be a religious but
a political statement. The commentator mentioned that the repetition
“leaving country, kindred, and father’s house” made Abram’s choice to
follow God’s command that much more difficult - an opinion which is also
repeated in a recent book by Gordis: Does the world need the Jews? On the
other hand one might point out that people have migrated throughout the
ages and Abram didn’t have to go alone because wife Sarai, nephew Lot,
and “all their substance they had gathered, and the souls that they had
gotten in Haran; and they went forth into the land of Canaan…. And the
Canaanite was then in the land [Gn 12: 5, 6 ].” Shortly thereafter “the Lord
appeared to Abram, and said: ‘Unto thy seed will I give this land; and he
builded there an altar unto the Lord [Gn 12: 7].” Again there seemed to
have been no particular reason for the Lord to choose Abram for this
exalted position, and the promise was quite unconditional, a situation that
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changes later. These are the biblical facts. Let us now look at what
Josephus did with the same material. Abram:
was a person of great sagacity, both for understanding all things and
persuading his hearers, and not mistaken in his opinions; for which reason
he began to have higher notions of virtue than others had, and he determined to renew and to change the opinion all men happened then to have
concerning God; for he was the first that ventured to publish this notion,
that there was but one God, the Creator of the universe and as to other
[gods], if they contributed anything to the happiness of men, that each of
them afforded it only according to his appointment, and not by their own
power… . For which doctrines, when the Chaldeans and other people of
Mesopotamia raised a tumult against him, he saw fit to leave that country;
and at the command and by the assistance of God, he came and lived in the
land of Canaan. And when he was there settled, he built an altar, and
performed a sacrifice to God [Ant. I: 7].

Josephus’ Abram was, therefore, a philosopher-prophet who was persecuted and expelled from Chaldea on account of his religious convictions.
The attempt to reshape a given society into one’s own image is actually one
of the main reasons why Jews have had difficulties with their host nations
throughout the ages. Since the Greeks and Romans valued philosophy
above all else, it had been necessary to change Abram’s biblical image
from a nomadic tribal leader or merchant to a person who was driven by the
highest ideals. The same applies to Philo’s account, although he stays
within the limits of the written Torah and does not overtly use oral material. Nevertheless he wrote in regard to the same biblical passage Gn. 12,
1-3:
God wishing to purify the soul of man, first of all gives it an impulse
towards complete salvation, namely a change of abode, so as to quit the
three regions of the body, the outward sense and speech according to utterance; for his country is the emblem of his body, and his kindred are the
symbol of the outward sense, and his father’s house of speech.

Philo continues in this vein for several more paragraphs but since he is
exceedingly prolix the above quote shall suffice to demonstrate how
simple statements can be made exceedingly complex.

An historical aside
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It is interesting that Josephus’ version of why Abram left Ur is now
accepted dogma because the 1998 CD-ROM edition of the Encyclopedia
Britannica relates: “Abraham left Ur, in Mesopotamia, because God called
him to found a new nation in an undesignated land that he later learned was
Canaan.” This is obviously not the Bible version because father Terah had
relocated the family, and the Lord had commanded Abram to leave Haran,
rather than Ur. The CD also states: “After the migration from Ur (c.2000
BC), the reasons for which are unknown, the first important stopping place
was Harran where the caravan remained for some time.”
A little excursion into history and specifically into what is known about the
“Ur of the Chaldees” may, therefore, be of interest. We know that the city
was destroyed at the end of the Third Dynasty by invading forces from the
north and east. The Cambridge Ancient History relates:
But wherever else ruin descended it was in the capital that the drama
centered and has left traces even until today, for the excavations have
revealed abundant evidence of plunder and devastation which no later
building-up was able to obliterate. Never again was Ur to play an important
part in history, and Ibbi-Sin became the typical figure of an ill starred king,
remembered only for his captivity and death in a strange land.

Archeological chronology is, by necessity, far from an exact science, but
the date of Ibbi-Sin’s reign is given as 2029-2006 B.C. which is not too far
removed from the dates that are usually associated with the patriarchs.
Father Terah may, therefore, have had every reason in the world to leave a
city that either had or was about to become uninhabitable. The chief god of
Ur was Sin, the moon deity, and the choice of remaining in Haran may also
have been influenced by the fact that Sin was the chief god of that city too.
If Abram left Haran for religious reasons it would have been that moon
worship was abhorrent to him. On the other hand, one can readily understand why voyagers would have preferred the moon to the sun in those
areas of the world because the moon acted as their guiding light during the
nights since the days were frequently too hot for man or beast to travel.
Religion may not have been the exclusive reason for Abram’s departure.
The country was in turmoil; not only had Terah left Ur with his clan, but so
did Shamshi Addad I. He was of the martial type and established his
kingdom in northern Mesopotamia that included Haran. Zimrilin (please
note the name because another Zimri will figure prominently as Moses’
adversary later on), the heir to the throne of Mari was dispossessed but he
recovered the territory later on again. Thus there was war. If one does not
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want to get caught up in the disasters which war engenders, one packs up
and leaves. It must have happened then, just as it happens now.
Another aspect is of potential interest. In olden times names were meaningful and denoted either the place of origin, or the occupation, or some
glaring personal characteristic of the individual. McKenzie’s Dictionary of
the Bible gives the etymology of the name Abraham as “most probably a
dialectical variant of abram, identical with ’abiram, the father (i.e. God) is
exalted.” There may be another possible origin. In Abram’s time
Indo-Europeans had already settled in northern Mesopotamia and an offshoot of their language was Sanskrit. It is, therefore, interesting to note that
bhram is a verb in Sanskrit, which means to rove or wander about. The
imperfect of the verb was formed by the prefix a thus abhram could have
referred to “roved,” which would have been quite appropriate. In this context one could refer also to Dt. 26:5, where the Israelites are to tell the Lord
“A wandering [emphasis added] Aramean was my father.” Haran, from
which Abram departed, was located in Aram. Sara has a great many meanings in Sanskrit but as one of the adjectives it means precious and as a
noun: essence, riches, value, or toughness. The meanings for Terah and Lot
have so far not been discovered but the root nah of Nahor, the name of
Abram’s grandfather as well as brother stands for “to bind.” I am not
insisting that this is the definitive etymology of the names but the possibility exists. One might also mention in this context that Indo-Aryans were
in leading positions in Syria at least by the time of the 15th century B.C.
This is vouchsafed by the so-called Amarna correspondence between the
Egyptian court and its vassals in Palestine. For instance the prince of
Accho was named Zurata, the prince of Achshaph was Indaruta, and the
ruler of the Hebron region was called Shuwardata. Thus instead of looking
exclusively for Hebrew derivations of biblical names it might be useful to
compare them with possible Sanskrit meanings because that language preceded Hebrew by several centuries.

Abram in Egypt.
The biblical story continues with Abram’s move to Egypt because there
had been a famine in Canaan:
And it came to pass, when he was come near to enter into Egypt, that he
[Abram] said unto Sarai his wife: “Behold now I know that thou art a fair
woman to look upon. And it will come to pass, when the Egyptians shall
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see thee, that they will say: this is his wife; and they will kill me, but thee
they will keep alive. Say I pray thee, thou art my sister; that it may be well
with me for thy sake, and that my soul may live because of thee [Gn 12:
11-13].”

One of the commentators notes: “Egypt. Which was known for its low standards of morality.” But under “sister” one reads: “Abraham committed a
grievous sin in thus endangering her honour. Scripture does not record that
Sarah consented to the deception, and when they came to Egypt she was
taken to Pharaoh without any questions asked about her relationship to
Abraham.” The latter part of the statement stretches one’s imagination
because the border guards would certainly have made sure to find out who
was coming into their country and Pharaoh’s officials would also have
been entitled to that information. The first part of the statement that Egypt
was known for its low standards of morality is clearly polemical and has no
factual basis. By the time Abram arrived, the pyramids were already at
least several hundred years old, and had lawlessness been prevalent, the
civilization would not have been able to survive as long as it did. Nevertheless it is clear that the commentator regarded Abram’s (that was still his
name upon entry into Egypt) behavior as unacceptable and a sin.
The modern reader might gather that Abram was afraid, in spite of God’s
promise to make of him a great nation. Another more cynical version might
be that Abram wanted to use Sarai as a “bargaining chip” to get introduced
to high places. That this opinion may also be part of the truth is suggested
by the fact that Abram used the same technique again with Abimelech king
of Gerar (Gn 20:2) and passed this tradition on to his son Isaac (Gn 26:7).
The story of Mordechai and Esther in the book of Esther is, of course,
another example, in which a beautiful maiden is used to gain access to the
court. As an aside one might mention that the seemingly Jewish names of
Mordechai and Esther are of Babylonian origin. They represent the god
Marduk and his consort Ishtar. As will be shown later pagan gods have a
way to keep their memory alive.
Let us go now to Josephus’ version of the above quoted passage:
Now, after this, when a famine had invaded the land of Canaan, and Abram
had discovered that the Egyptians were in a flourishing condition, he was
disposed to go down to them, both to partake of the plenty they enjoyed,
and to become an auditor of their priests, and to know what they said
concerning the gods; designing either to follow them, if they had better
notions than he, or to convert them into a better way, if his own notions
proved the truest [Ant. I: 8].
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Josephus’ Abram was hungry not only for food but also for wisdom. The
newcomer just couldn’t resist the opportunity to teach an ancient civilization his idea of what they ought to be doing. The lesson from Chaldea, in
regard to what happens if one does so, had apparently not yet been learned.
Let me emphasize once more: I am not talking about the historical Abram
(of whom we know nothing) but only of Josephus’ concept of him, and his
effort to convince the Greco-Roman world, he lived in, that the Jews really
have had the better idea all along. Josephus then proceeds to relay the same
ruse in regard to Sarai being Abram’s sister for the same reasons. Philo
merely states that the trip to Egypt was on account of famine and he omits
the sister aspect.
The Bible then relates that Pharaoh was indeed enthralled with Sarai:
and the woman was taken into Pharaoh’s house. And he dealt well with
Abram for her sake; and he had sheep, and oxen, and he-asses, and
men-servants, and maid-servants, and she-asses, and camels. And the
LORD plagued Pharaoh and his house with great plagues because of Sarai
Abram’s wife. And Pharaoh called Abram, and said: ‘What is this that thou
hast done unto me? Why didst thou not tell me that she was thy wife? Why
saidst thou: She is my sister? So that I took her to be my wife; now therefore
behold thy wife, take her, and go thy way.’ And Pharaoh gave men charge
concerning him; and they brought him on the way, and his wife and all that
he had [Gn 12: 15-20].

Apart from the fact that Abram was expelled from the country for his misbehavior it is curious that the Lord first punished Pharaoh and the Egyptians who had done absolutely nothing wrong, they simply had been
duped.
This version of events would not have gone over well with either Josephus’
or Philo’s Gentile contemporaries, especially since they had already portrayed Abram as a man of wisdom. As far as Josephus is concerned, Pharaoh did not have a chance to enjoy Sarai’s charms because the Lord had
sent immediately “upon him a distemper, and a sedition against his government.” When the priests told Pharaoh the reason instead of being upset, as
one might reasonably anticipate, he apologized to Abram that he had:
set his affections on her, as desiring an affinity with him by marrying her,
but not as incited by lust to abuse her. He also made him a large present in
money, and gave him leave to enter into conversation with the most learned
among the Egyptians; from which conversation, his virtue and his reputation became more conspicuous than they had been before.
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For whereas the Egyptians were formerly addicted to different customs and
despised one another’s sacred and accustomed rites, and were very angry
one with another on that account, Abram conferred with each of them, and
confuting the reasonings they made use of every one of their practices,
demonstrated that such reasonings were vain and void of truth; whereupon
he was admired in those conferences as a very wise man, and one of great
sagacity, when he discoursed on any subject he undertook; and this not
only in understanding it, but in persuading other men also to assent to him.
He communicated to them arithmetic, and delivered to them the science of
astronomy; for, before Abram came into Egypt, they were unacquainted
with those parts of learning; for that science came from the Chaldeans into
Egypt, and from thence to the Greeks also [Ant. I: 8].

Josephus doesn’t say why Abram subsequently left, only that he did and
then divided the land in Canaan between himself and Lot as described in
the Bible.
I have deliberately quoted extensively rather than paraphrased Josephus
because the quote presents a classic example of how Jewish history is to be
presented to Gentiles who cannot be expected to have other information.
As will be shown later on, the example has been followed subsequently to
this day. First of all, Abram is not just a tribal chief with livestock but a
Pythagoras and Socrates rolled into one; the Egyptians had no idea of
mathematics, and the existing pyramids were apparently irrelevant in this
respect. Secondly, Josephus uses the technique that has been called “projection” by Freud. It consists of your own thoughts or feelings being attributed to an adversary and this also happens commonly. A most rudimentary
example might be that a person who for some reason may be angry with
you accuses you of being angry with him. In Josephus’ instance it is the
Egyptians who despise the sacred customs and rites of others, rather than
the Jews when they followed the commands of Moses. Mosaic Law is quite
specific in this respect as will also be discussed later. Philo contents himself to say that Abraham went to Egypt on account of the famine, omits the
“sister” part of the story and relates:
And the king sending for the woman [Sarai] beholding her extreme beauty,
gave but little heed to the honour due to strangers, but yielding to his incontinent desires, conceived the intention in name, indeed, to marry her in
lawful wedlock, but in fact to seduce and defile her. But she being destitute
of all succour, as being in a foreign land, before an incompetent and cruel
minded ruler (for her husband had no power to protect her, fearing the
danger which impended over him from princes mightier than he), at last,
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with him, took refuge in the only alliance remaining to her, the protection
of God.
And the merciful and gracious God, who fights on behalf of those who are
unjustly oppressed, inflicted in a moment painful sufferings and terrible
chastisements on the king, filling his body and soul with all kinds miseries
difficult to be escaped or remedied, so that all his inclinations tending to
pleasure were cut short, and, on the contrary, he was occupied with nothing
but cares, seeking alleviation from his endless and intolerable torments by
which he was harassed and tortured day and night.

Pharaoh’s court suffered the same fate because they had condoned this
“lawless conduct and had all but actively co-operated actively in his [Pharaoh’s] iniquity.” I have presented this passage in toto to demonstrate the
hyperbole that characterizes Philo’s writings in order to create pity for his
protagonists and contempt for his adversaries. It is a typical example for his
style.

Covenants
In Gn 15 the Lord visited Abram again and promised unconditionally in
verse 7 that He would give him the land of Canaan as an inheritance for his
offspring who were to be as countless as the stars of heaven. In 15: 18 the
Lord is, however, more specific: “In that day the LORD made a covenant
with Abram, saying: ‘Unto thy seed have I given this land, from the river of
Egypt unto the great river, the river Euphrates.’ ” The existing populations
are then listed with the implication that they will be taken over by Abram’s
descendants. Although a covenant has always implied mutual obligations,
this was still a land grant with no strings attached. The situation changed
later on.
Since Sarai was unable to bear children, she asked that Abram produce a
child with the help of her Egyptian “handmaiden” Hagar. Abram complied
and Hagar now assumed airs that Sarai did not like. She complained to
Abram who simply said in so many words: that’s your problem do whatever you like. Sarai then “dealt harshly with her” whereupon the pregnant
Hagar fled into the wilderness where the angel of the Lord found her. He
told her that she should go back and submit to Sarai because she will bear a
son and “I will multiply thy seed, that it shall not be numbered for multitude.” The son was to be called “Ishmael because the LORD hath heard thy
affliction.” The name is translated, as “God will hear.” So far so good. But
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the Bible continues: “And he shall be a wild ass of a man: his hand shall be
against every man, and every man’s hand against him and he shall dwell in
the face of all his brethren. [Gn 16: 10-12]. ” This is a difficult and somewhat uncomplimentary passage. The commentators explained: “a wild ass
of a man. Loving the wilderness and the hunt” or “Free among men,
meaning that no stranger would rule over him.” But “his hand shall be
against every man. He will be a highwayman; and every man’s hand
against him: all will hate and fight against him.” Another commentator felt
“the former phrase means that at first his seed will be victorious against all
people, but in the end every man’s hand etc., they will conquer him.”
Josephus, although relating the story, omitted the disrespectful details.
Philo on the other hand translates Ishmael’s name not as “God will hear”
but as “the hearing of God” and states that “hearing is considered as entitled to only the second prize after seeing; but seeing is the inheritance of the
legitimate and first-born son, Israel, for the name Israel, being interpreted
means ‘seeing God.’ ” The phrase that he will be a “rude man” (Philo does
not use the biblical term “wild ass of a man) means that he will lack virtue
and that “his hand shall be against every man” and vice versa means that he
will be “a sophist, who professes an overcurious scepticism, and who
rejoices in disputatious arguments. Such a man shoots at all the followers
of learning…” The paragraph “He shall dwell before the face of all his
brethren” was interpreted by Philo to mean, “He will wage an everlasting
battle and war against them, face to face, for ever.” This was not taken as
physical warfare by Philo but as ceaseless verbal disputations. It is unclear
what motivated Philo for these statements which seem far fetched unless
they reflected his experience with Alexandrian Egyptians with whom he
had significant differences as will be shown later.
At this point it is clear, however, that even before Ishmael is born, the
Torah and its interpreters give him already a dubious reputation in spite of
being Abram’s first child, and the usual rights which would result from primogeniture. These passages have not been lost on the memories of some of
Jacob’s offspring who take their religion seriously.
Abram’s fortunes changed in chapter 17. The Lord reappeared to Abram
and introduced himself as: “I am God Almighty, walk before me and be
thou whole-hearted. And I will make My covenant between Me and thee
and will multiply thee exceedingly”. From now on Abram’s name was to
be Abraham, “for the father of a multitude of men have I made thee.”
Sarai’s name was changed at the same time to Sarah, i.e. princess, and the
promise of her bearing a son was also made. The covenant now included
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that God would give his descendants: “all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession; and I will be their God.” But there was for the first time
a quid pro quo. Abraham and his entire family plus the household servants
had to be circumcised in order to demonstrate their fidelity to God. Again
the emphasis is on becoming populous and a land grant for his descendants
rather then on specific rules of conduct.
This passage contains otherwise most everything else that had been previously promised but one of the distinctions lies in the name of the deity. He
is here referred to as God and God Almighty while previously He was
referred to as the LORD. This is just one example where the El or Elohim
tradition, standing for God, has produced one version while the Yahweh J
tradition, standing for LORD another. As mentioned before, these were
subsequently fused in the current biblical document. It is also of interest
that circumcision was not required for the Lord’s original promise but figured only after Abraham had been to Egypt. It has always been common
practice there but not in Mesopotamia or Canaan. That the biblical writer
was aware of this is revealed in Joshua 5: 9. That particular passage is preceded by an explanation that all the people who had come out of Egypt had
been circumcised but they were dead now, and the children, born in the
wilderness, had not been subjected to the rite. This was now remedied and
circumcision was performed on the masses. The critical passage reads:
“And the LORD said unto Joshua, This day have I rolled away the reproach
of Egypt from off you.” The rite is ancient and is depicted in a wall decoration of the physician Anch-me Hor’s tomb in Sakkara. He practiced his art
during the Old Kingdom sometime around 2300 B.C. It seems therefore
that Abraham not only instructed the Egyptians as Josephus would have it,
but they passed on information to him. Josephus accepts that Abraham circumcised his group but gives no explanation other than God’s command.
Philo on the other hand presents detailed explanations for the rite. Since the
Gentiles in the Roman Empire ridiculed the practice he points out that it
had been performed in Egypt for a long time and in a rare compliment adds
that the Egyptians: “appear to me to be the most populous of all nations,
and the most abounding in wisdom.” In Philo’s opinion circumcision
serves hygienic reasons and also increases fertility. Furthermore, the rite
has symbolic significance:
First of all, it is a symbol of the excision of pleasures which delude the mind
… it seemed good to the lawgivers to mutilate the organ which ministers to
such connections, by which rite they signified figuratively the excision of
all superfluous and excessive pleasure, not indeed, of one only, but of all
39

The Moses Legacy

others whatever, though that one which is most imperious of all… . The
second thing is, that it is a symbol of a man’s knowing himself, and
discarding that terrible disease, the vain opinion of the soul… . We must
therefore eradicate all evil opinions from the mind, and all other ideas
which are not derived from God.

This passage is of interest because the apostle Paul could retain the symbolic significance of the rite in form of “circumcision of the heart,” while
discarding the fleshly aspect that had not fulfilled expectations anyway. It
had neither led to increased fertility nor the decrease of sexual desires. As
far as hygiene is concerned circumcision may have been useful in desert
climates where bathing is a luxury but there are no benefits for an urban
population that has plenty of soap and water available.

Ishmael’s troubles begin
In due time Sarah conceived; Isaac was born and trouble started at the time
he was weaned. The commentator said this happened at age two. Abraham
gave a great feast for the occasion:
And Sarah saw the son of Hagar the Egyptian, whom she had borne unto
Abraham, making sport. Wherefore she said unto Abraham: ‘Cast out this
bondwoman and her son; for the son of this bondwoman shall not be heir
with my son, even with Isaac.’ And the thing was very grievous in Abraham’s sight on account of his son [Gn 21: 9-10].

Anyone who has no particular religious bias might read this as Sarah
having succumbed to a fit of jealousy and had ordered her reluctant husband to get rid of the servant and her son. Abraham, on the other hand, was
fond of Ishmael who, after all, had been his firstborn. Obviously, the biblical commentators had a problem with this passage because it portrays
Sarah once again as a domineering, jealous person. Therefore the commentators fixed on the key word “making sport.” The entire comments passage
reads:
making sport. The verb denotes idolatry (cf. Exod. xxxii. 6), immorality
(cf. xxxix. 17), or murder (cf. 2 Sam. ii. 14); in all these passages the same
or a similar verb occurs, and in the last mentioned the meaning is to fight to
the death. Also, he quarreled with Isaac about the inheritance, claiming that
he would be the heir as the eldest son; this follows from Sarah’s insistence
in the next verse that he should not be co-heir with Isaac. In pursuit of this
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quarrel he went with Isaac into the field, and while pretending to engage in
target practice shot arrows at him (R).

The man who wrote this was Rashi (Rabbi Shelomoh Yitschaki, Solomon
ben Isaac) who was born in France but lived most of his life in the
Rhineland and died in A.D. 1040. The editor of the Soncino Chumash
stated in the Introduction: “His [Rashi’s] commentary on the Pentateuch is
essentially homiletic in spirit, but his selections from the Midrash are made
with rare judgment and are attached with great skill to the Biblical text.”
Let us remember, however, that the same Rashi had written in a previous
passage that Isaac was only two years old. It is doubtful that a toddler is
concerned about inheritance rights; it is much more likely that this was a
problem for Sarah rather than for the little one. We don’t know what
Ishmael did, if anything, but recently a contemporary writer has accused
him of having sexually molested the tot. Apparently this was not uppermost in the minds of the sages in the Middle Ages because neither Rashi
nor Nachmanides (Rabbi Mosheh ben Nachman who had lived in Spain
from 1194- 1270) reached that conclusion. On the other hand, it surely fits
with our current sex-obsessed climate. Nachmanides simply stated in
regard to “making sport”: “Ishmael derided Isaac and jeered at the great
feast, and Sarah resented that the son of a bondmaid should presume to do
this, which explains her allusion to his lowly parentage.” Since Ishmael
was already a teenager by that time, and teenage boys are not known for
either meekness or best behavior, this seems to be a reasonable inference.
Regardless of cause, Hagar and her son were now in trouble. Abraham was
worried but the Lord reassured him: “in Isaac shall seed be called to thee.
And also of the son of the bondwoman will I make a nation, because he is
thy seed [Gn 21:12-13].” But Ishmael’s progeny was, in the minds of commentators, divinely ordained to be inferior to Jews because Isaac, although
the second son, is the legitimate one, while Ishmael is the offspring of a
“bondwoman.” This point is driven home further in the comment to Gn 21:
14. The verse reads:
And Abraham rose up early in the morning, and took bread and a bottle of
water, and gave it unto Hagar, putting it on her shoulder, and the child, and
sent her away; and she departed and strayed in the wilderness of Beersheba.

It would seem that Abraham was a good man. He loved his firstborn and in
all probability was also fond of Hagar, so one can readily imagine this
parting scene. He was probably quite perturbed, may have apologized that
there was really nothing he could do about the situation, then he probably
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hugged and kissed her goodbye. Nachmanides didn’t see it this way and
commented: “putting it on her shoulder. He put the bottle on her shoulder
as a sign that she was a bondwoman. But otherwise he did not let her want
for anything, except that she naturally ran short of water.” Of course, but
that was no longer a concern for the commentator. The important aspect of
the passage was the servant status of the mother that had to be reinforced.
Since there seemed to be some inhumanity involved when a woman with
child is cast out into the inhospitable desert, the words “and strayed” in the
foregoing verse also received some comments. Rashi felt: “she returned to
the idolatry of her father’s house.” Rashi’s grandson Rashbam who lived
from A.D. 1085-1174 reflected: “That was why she ran short of water. Had
she gone in the straight direction she would have had enough until she
reached an inhabited place.” So, it was all her fault anyway! Furthermore,
if you really wanted to insult somebody in the worst way, in those days,
you called the person an “idolater.”
It is noteworthy also that at this point Ishmael seems to be no longer an adolescent but had apparently reverted to infancy because Abraham was supposed to have put him on her shoulder. This puzzle was solved by Rashi
who explained: “and the child. Though fully grown he was unable to walk
because Sarah had cast the evil eye upon him.” It appears that Rashi wanted
to make it clear that Ishmael was not only nasty but also physically handicapped. Nachmanides was more practical and translated the passage that
Abraham simply gave her bread, water and the child.
When Hagar had run out of water: “she cast the child under one of the
shrubs” while she sat a “bowshot” away because she couldn’t watch the
child slowly dying. Hagar cried to the Lord who took pity on her and
showed her a well of water nearby so that both she and the child could
drink sufficiently and refill the water bottle.
Thus the Lord showed kindness and mercy but Rashi was less well disposed to Ishmael as his comment to verses 20 and 21 of chapter 21 shows.
The original states:
And God was with the lad, and he grew; and he dwelt in the wilderness, and
became an archer. And he dwelt in the land of Paran; and his mother took
him a wife out of the land of Egypt.

This seems to be rather straightforward. Initially he became a hunter, since
he had to supply both his mother and himself with food. Later on he would
marry an Egyptian because that was his mother’s home anyway. So what is
there to wonder about? This scenario was too simple and Ishmael had to be
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bedeviled further. Rashi wrote therefore: “an archer. He dwelt in the wilderness and robbed travelers, as it is written, his hand shall be against
every man (xvi.12).” In regard to “out of Egypt” he wrote: “The idolatrous
land of her upbringing.” While Egypt is obviously denigrated here, Rashi
had no problem later on with Joseph marrying an Egyptian. She was the
daughter of a priest of On (Heliopolis) who by the nature of his profession
must have been an idolater. That particular situation was, however,
accepted without comment.
Josephus followed the biblical story quite well. He included Ishmael’s
inability to walk, yet excluded other derogatory statements since Egyptians
as well as Arabs were not discriminated against in the Roman Empire. Not
only did Josephus not deride the twelve offspring of Ishmael but, after
listing their names, he wrote: “These inhabited all the country from the
Euphrates to the Red Sea, and called it Nabatene. They are an Arab nation,
and name their tribes from these, both because of their own virtue, and
because of the dignity of Abraham their father. [Ant. I: 12]” This was the
“politically correct” statement of the time.
Philo’s symbolic interpretation of the pre-birth prophecy has already been
mentioned earlier in regard to the interpretation of the name and he has no
further comments on the expulsion of Hagar.
It would be redundant to perseverate on more aspects of Abraham’s life
with one exception: the commentators had a real problem explaining why
the Lord should have tested Abraham so severely in Gn 22 by requesting
Isaac to be sacrificed. The dilemma was solved by the stratagem that God
knew anyway that Abraham was righteous and:
God’s intention was that Abraham’s love and fear might become actual and
not merely potential. Thereby he would become more like God Who is
actually and not only potentially good. To become like Him was one of the
purposes of man’s creation, as it is written, Let us make man in our image,
after our likeness.

Inasmuch as Abraham had passed the test he was rewarded with further
favors:
in blessing I will bless thee, and in multiplying I will multiply thy seed as
the stars of the heaven, and as the sand that is on the sea-shore; and thy seed
shall possess the gate of his enemies, and in thy seed shall all the nations of
the earth be blessed; because thou hast hearkened to my voice [Gn..
22:17-18].
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With a promise of this magnitude by the angel of the Lord it is small
wonder that Abraham’s legitimate descendants should have a high opinion
of themselves. The repeated references in the New Testament of Jews
taking pride in being Abraham’s children need to be seen in this light. If the
words “thy seed shall posses the gate of his enemy” are taken literally they
can be read as a promise for victory over all comers.
Although child sacrifice was still occasionally practiced in Canaan at the
time of Abraham there is also a corollary to the Isaac story in Greek
mythology. Agamemnon and his fleet of Greek warriors were becalmed on
the island of Aulis. Instead of being able to sail on to Troy they were condemned to idleness and there was danger that the alliance would fall apart.
Agamemnon prayed for wind and was told that it would come if he were to
sacrifice his daughter Iphigenia to the goddess Artemis. He was loath to do
so but at the end there was no other way out of the situation and Euripides
tells us how a messenger described to Clytemnestra, Agamemnon’s wife
and mother of Iphigenia, what happened next:
Meantime the sons of Atreus and all the host stood looking on the ground,
while the priest, seizing his knife, offered up a prayer and was closely scanning the maiden’s throat where he should strike. ‘Twas no slight sorrow
filled my heart, as I stood by with bowed head; when lo! a sudden miracle!
Each one of us distinctly heard the sound of a blow, but none saw the spot
where the maiden vanished. Loudly the priest cried out, and all the host
took up the cry at the sight of a marvel all unlooked for, due to some god’s
agency, and passing all belief, although‘t was seen; for there upon the
ground lay a hind of size immense and passing fair to see, gasping out her
life, with whose blood the altar of the goddess was thoroughly bedewed.

It may be argued that Agamemnon authorized the sacrifice for personal
gain and for that of the fleet of his warriors, while Abraham practiced
unquestioning obedience to the Lord. But the parallels are striking and
there are bound to have been numerous similar stories in antiquity. As we
know Clytemnestra was not very happy even with this relatively benign
outcome because her daughter was nowhere to be found. Therefore, when
Agamemnon finally returned, ten years later from Troy, she had him murdered in the bathtub by her lover. Whereupon her son Orestes, who had
been at Athens at the time, killed the mother and her lover, for which evil
deed he was then pursued by the furies. What is the relevance for today?
The house of Atreus, father of Agamemnon and Menelaus - whose wayward wife, Helena, was supposedly the cause of the Trojan War - labored
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under a curse which went from father to son. The Kennedy tragedies have
been likened to the curse that had fallen on that ancient Greek’s offspring.

Jacob
It is not the purpose to give a detailed account of the lives of the patriarchs,
but only of those aspects that are directly relevant to the question at hand;
namely, how does Jewish literature portray the relationship of their people
to the Gentiles and what was God’s attitude as portrayed in the Bible.
Jacob, the eponymous ancestor of Israel is obviously important in this
respect. Unfortunately, in spite of the final blessing to Abraham, as quoted
above, he was born in strife. As a matter of fact he and his twin Esau were
fighting in the womb already, before they were delivered from their mother
Rebekah. I have used the word unfortunately quite deliberately because the
strife continues to this day and prevents Jacob’s descendants from finally
realizing God’s promise that in Abraham’s seed “all the nations of the earth
shall be blessed.”
When Rebekah inquired of the Lord why the “children struggled within her
together” she was told:
Two nations are in thy womb, And two peoples shall be separated from thy
bowels; And the one people shall be stronger than the other people; And the
elder shall serve the younger [Gn. 25:23].

Thus Esau, like Ishmael, had no chance to really amount to anything. Even
before he was born, his fate was sealed. He hadn’t even sinned; it was
simply God’s will as perceived by Jacob’s offspring. Rashi commented:
“struggled together. The Rabbis derived the verb from ruts ‘to run’: when
she [Rebekah] passed the school of Torah conducted by Shem and Eber,
Jacob ran towards it, struggling to come forth; and when she passed an
idolatrous temple, Esau ran towards it.” Thus it was Esau’s fault after all.
The problem that had started in the womb continued through the birth
process:
And when her days to be delivered were fulfilled, behold, there were twins
in her womb. And the first came forth ruddy, all over like a hairy mantle;
and they called his name Esau. And after that came forth his brother, and
his hand had hold on Esau’s heel; and his name was called Jacob [Gn
25:24-26].

45

The Moses Legacy

The Romans used to say: nomen est omen, namely your name foreshadows
your character. Esau stood for “hairy” and Jacob “he grasps the heel” or
“he will trip by the heel.” Another interpretation will be presented later. At
this point Rashi commented:
his name was called Jacob. lit. ’he called his name Jacob,’ i.e. God gave
him the name, saying, You have named your firstborn, I will name My
firstborn’ (cf. Exod. Iv.22). Another interpretation: his father called him
Jacob because he held Esau’s heel….“heel. A sign that his kingdom would
scarcely come to an end before Jacob would arise and take it from him.

The idea that Jacob was indeed God’s favorite thereby received further
confirmation. Josephus omits the favoritism of the Lord and merely states
that Isaac preferred Esau while Jacob was Rebekah’s beloved. Since Philo
is, as has already been shown, exceedingly loquacious and flowery I will
henceforth limit myself to providing his opinions on only selected important topics.
Esau’s selling his birthright to Jacob also sheds an interesting light on the
relationship between the twins. When Esau came home from the hunt,
hungry and weary, he asked his brother to give him some of the red pottage
Jacob had sod. Ordinarily one might think this to be a reasonable request. If
your brother is hungry you really ought to give him something to eat. Not
so for Jacob. He refused and insisted instead that he be given Esau’s birthright in compensation, which seems to be a rather stiff price. The hungry
Esau agreed and the Bible records: “So Esau despised his birthright [Gn
25:34].” Rashi felt that the birthright had not only material benefits but
included also the right to perform sacrificial service. Therefore: “Thus
scripture attests his wickedness, that the privilege of God’s service was of
no value to him.”
Esau, it seems, couldn’t do anything right except hunt for venison that his
father loved to eat, and this proved to be Esau’s undoing. When Rebekah
heard that Esau was supposed to go hunting again before Isaac would
bestow his ultimate paternal blessing on him, she decided to fool the old
man, who had lost his eyesight by that time. She persuaded Jacob to impersonate Esau and get the father’s blessing instead. Jacob was concerned that
Isaac might notice the deception and that there would be serious repercussions, but Rebekah reassured him that she would be responsible for the
consequences. Dinner was cooked, Jacob was arrayed in his brother’s
clothes, and his smooth hands were covered with goatskin. When he
approached old Isaac with the food, the latter asked him who he was “I am
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Esau your first-born” was the reply, “I have done what thou badest me.
Arise, I pray thee, sit and eat of my venison, that thy soul may bless me.”
When Isaac wondered how he had so quickly found the deer, Jacob replied:
“Because the Lord thy God sent me good speed.” Isaac was not yet convinced. After having touched and smelled the lad he was still a little
unsure: “Art thou my very son, Esau?” he asked; “I am” was the reply.
After having enjoyed the meal, Isaac proceeded to the blessing that
included:
Let peoples serve thee, and nations bow down to thee, Be Lord over thy
brethren, and let thy mother’s sons bow down to thee, And cursed be
everyone that curseth thee, And blessed be every one that blesses thee [Gn
27:29].

Jacob had succeeded, but in today’s age neither his nor his mother’s conduct would have met with approval. The phrase “let nations bow down to
thee” has had a great impact and added fuel to the chauvinistic fire of some
of Jacob’s descendants.
The biblical commentators were not disturbed and made no attempt to justify the lies. When Esau arrived on the scene immediately thereafter with
the real venison, Isaac became greatly upset and when Esau heard that the
father had already blessed Jacob:
he cried with an exceedingly great and bitter cry, and said unto his father:
‘Bless me, even me also, O my father.’ And he said: ‘Thy brother came
with guile, and hath taken away thy blessing.’ And he said; ‘Is he not
rightly named Jacob? For he hath supplanted me these two times, he took
away my birthright; and behold, now he hath taken away my blessing.’ And
he said: ‘Hast thou not reserved a blessing for me?’ And Isaac answered
and said unto Esau: ‘Behold I have made him thy lord, and all his brethren
have I given to him for servants; and with corn and wine have I sustained
him, and what then shall I do for thee my son?’ And Esau said to his father:
‘Hast thou but one blessing my father? Bless me even me also, O my
father.’ And Esau lifted up his voice, and wept. And Isaac his father
answered and said unto him: ‘Behold of the fat places of the earth shall be
thy dwelling, And of the dew of heaven from above; And by the sword
shalt thou live, and thou shalt serve thy brother; And it shall come to pass
when thou shalt break loose, That thou shalt shake his yoke from off thy
neck’ [Gn 27: 34-40].

It should not come as a surprise that:
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Esau hated Jacob because of the blessing wherewith his father blessed him.
And Esau said in his heart: ‘Let the days of mourning for my father be at
hand; then will I slay my brother Jacob’ [Gn 27:41].

The Past, Present, and Future Intersect
There is a reason why I have quoted these passages so extensively. We are
not merely talking about some twins who hated each other but the entire
future of Jewish-Gentile relationships is foreshadowed here. The fact that
Jacob equals Israel, and Israel equals Judaism is, of course, obvious. But
who is the metaphoric Esau? At first he was regarded as the father of the
Edomites who lived north of Midian, south of Moab, and inhabited the area
south of the Dead Sea. Malachi perhaps best expresses the biblical feelings
towards Edom:
I have loved you saith, the Lord,
Yet ye say: ‘Wherein hast Thou loved us?
Was not Esau Jacob’s brother?
Saith the Lord;
Yet I loved Jacob; But Esau I hated,
And made his mountains a desolation;
And gave his heritage to the jackals of the wilderness.
Whereas Edom saith:
We are beaten down,
But we will return and build the waste places;
Thus saith the Lord of hosts;
They shall build, but I will throw down;
And they shall be called The border of wickedness,
And The people whom the Lord execrateth forever [1: 2-4].

Inasmuch as the Edomites are long since gone the quote would seem to be
only of historical interest. But the rabbis who created the Talmud identified
Edom metaphorically, initially with Imperial Rome and subsequently with
the Spiritual Rome, i.e. Christianity. This is the point where the past,
present, and future intersect. Let us, therefore, temporarily depart from the
biblical Jacob’s fortunes and listen to what Neusner tells us in Jews and
Christians.
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The fourth century A.D. was crucial for the self-definition of Jews versus
Christians. With the conversion of Constantine in the beginning of the century and after the abortive reversal of fortunes under “Julian the Apostate,”
Christianity was in firm control of Rome by the end of the century. It had
proclaimed itself as “the new Israel” for whom the Messiah had come, the
prophecies of the written Torah had been fulfilled and the old Israel had
therefore outlived its purpose. The rabbinic sages were, therefore, confronted with a major problem. There were now two “Israels” operating on
different philosophical assumptions. The rabbis had to prove that the
family of Jacob and his legitimate heirs were the “true Israel after the
flesh.” While a “spiritual Israel” might be conceivable it was nevertheless
not the real one, but fraudulent. The true Israel was still, and would forever
remain, the Lord’s First Love. When the people continued to adhere to the
Law, the Lord would eventually send the genuine Messiah. Israel was,
therefore, viewed genealogically and this Israel had as its counterweight
Esau - Rome. What Christians saw as stubbornness, namely not to recognize Jesus as the Messiah, Jews countered with their continued election,
which the Lord had not abrogated. The political disasters they had encountered in the past were merely the stepping-stones to greater glory.
As Neusner explained, biblical prophecy and the expositions in the Talmud
hold that there are four empires that have to pass away before Israel will
gain the divine promise, as expressed by the prophets. These are symbolically represented by four animals, all of which are “unclean” according to
the Bible. They are: the camel, the rock badger, the hare and the pig. The
rabbis identified the camel with Babylon, the badger with Media, the hare
with Greece, and the pig with Rome. The latter is especially detestable
because:
The pig pretends to be a clean beast by showing the cloven hoof, but in fact,
is an unclean one, so Rome pretends to be just, but governs by thuggery.
Edom does not pretend to praise God, but only blasphemes.

Whereas all the previous kingdoms were followed by others, Rome is the
penultimate empire while “Israel will constitute the ultimate one.”
These are potentially serious matters because they express the belief that
the family of Jacob rather than that of Esau will inherit the earth and keep
it. Thus the battle, which began in Rebekah’s womb between her twins,
may be far from over in the minds of those who believe in biblical
prophecy. This is also the reason why Lindemann called his book on
modern antisemitism Esau’s Tears. The attitude towards Esau as:
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“uncouth, coarse and brutal” is exemplified by Lindemann through a quote
from Sholem Aleichem who wrote in his autobiography how he had
watched in childhood a “rough and dirty ferryman laboriously pulling a
boat across the Dnieper River.” The thought came to him: “‘Esau! Only a
Goy could do work like that, not a Jew. The Bible says of Esau, And thou
shalt serve thy brother.’ It is good that I am a descendent of Jacob, and not
of Esau.’ ”
What is so fascinating in this controversy is that Isaac’s blessing of Esau
seems in the minds of the proponents of Esau’s continued wickedness to
have closed with “And thou shalt serve thy brother.” But that is not how the
blessing ended. There is another sentence which tends to be ignored: “And
it shall come to pass when thou shalt break loose, That thou shalt shake his
yoke from off thy neck.” Is Jacob’s victory indeed the final culmination of
history? Or will Esau be a magnanimous brother and will the two finally be
reconciled? Only time will tell. But the biblical Esau’s conduct, in contrast
to how he is portrayed by the Talmud, does give rise to hope. Another
interesting aspect in the controversy is that Rome, i.e. the Christian
Church, is symbolized in the Talmud by the pig. It brings up immediately
the thought of the Judensau, the Jew-pig, as shown in medieval literature.
Christianity was triumphant at that time and had used its adversary’s
symbol against Judaism.

Jacob’s Troubles with his Sons
Rebekah forestalled further difficulties by telling Isaac that Jacob should
not marry anyone from the land of Canaan as his brother had done, but
instead go back to her family in Haran, where he would find his wife. This
got Jacob safely out of town with his father’s blessing. The story that his
uncle Laban duped Jacob by substituting on the wedding night the rather
plain looking Leah for the pretty Rachel, whom Jacob had labored so hard
for during seven years, can be seen as divine justice. It took another seven
years and some genetic engineering involving goats and sheep, before
Jacob could return to Canaan rich with wives, children and animals. He
was obviously concerned what his twin brother might do to him he, therefore, sent the whole troop ahead before entering Esau’s territory so that the
latter might either be appeased or regard it as ransom. While spending the
night alone a critical event for the future of his descendants occurred:
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And Jacob was left alone; and there wrestled a man with him until the
breaking of the day. And when he saw that he prevailed not against him, he
touched the hollow of his thigh; and the hollow of Jacob’s thigh was
strained, as he wrestled with him. And he said ‘Let me go, for the day
breaketh.’ And he said: I will not let thee go, except thou bless me.’ And he
said unto him: ‘What is thy name? And he said: ‘Jacob.’ And he said: ‘Thy
name shall be called no more Jacob, but Israel; for thou hast striven with
God and with men, and hast prevailed [Gn 32: 25-29].

Since the “man” with whom Jacob had wrestled was not human but an
angel of God, this episode might be regarded as another watershed in biblical thought. Abraham had previously demonstrated that one could haggle
successfully with the Lord, when it comes to the dispensation of justice, in
the attempt to save Lot’s family from the general destruction of Sodom.
Now it was shown that one can actually “strive with God and prevail.”
When one reads this story from today’s point of view, one is tempted to
regard it as an example of what the Greeks called Hubris and which is currently defined as: “wanton arrogance from overbearing pride or from passion.” At the time the Bible was written the concept covered:
“overwhelming presumption suggesting impious disregard of the limits
governing human action in an orderly universe. It is the sin to which the
great and gifted are most susceptible [Encyc. Brit.].” It would also suggest
a fundamentally different relationship between man and his God than the
other major religions of the world depict. On the other hand when the story
was first written, different views were held about the gods and their messengers. The event needs to be placed in historical context before one transposes it to current times. The potential origin of the story will be discussed
later.
As mentioned previously: nomen est omen and the name of Jacob, which,
had a negative connotation needed to be changed. Therefore Rashi said in
regard to the name change:
It shall no more be said that you attained the blessings by ‘supplanting’
(root akab) but through ‘superiority’ (root sar). God will appear to you at
Bethel, change your name and bless you; I will be there too and admit your
right to the blessings.

The fact that the name Israel ends with El will be addressed when its derivation is discussed.
For now there are only three more aspects of Jacob’s life of interest. First is
Esau’s attitude when the brothers met, the second is the massacre at
Shechem and the third is Jacob’s blessings for his sons. In regard to Esau it
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must be said that in spite of his having lower ethical standards, as far as the
Bible and the commentators are concerned, and his oft repeated “wickedness,” he behaved marvelously when they approached each other: “And
Esau ran to meet him, and embraced him, and fell on his neck, and kissed
him and they wept. [Gn. 33:4]” All was forgiven and they parted peacefully without recriminations.
This spirit of live and let live was, unfortunately, not transmitted to some of
Jacob’s sons, as the Shechem episode demonstrates. Dinah, Leah’s
daughter, had wandered off from the compound: “to see the daughters of
the land.” Instead she met Shechem whose father, Hamor, was the local
potentate: “and he took her, and lay with her and humbled her [Gn 34:
1,2].” Although this certainly suggests that he had raped the girl, he had
also fallen in love with her. Therefore he went to his father, confessed, and
asked for permission to marry Dinah. Not only did the father agree but he
offered Jacob considerable material benefits including the invitation to
share his land. Jacob’s boys should marry Hamor’s daughters while the
sons of Hamor should marry Jacob’s daughters and everybody would be
happy. Shechem also pleaded with Jacob:
'Let me find favour in your eyes and what ye shall say unto me I will give.
Ask me never so much dowry and gift, and I will give according as ye shall
say unto me; but give me the damsel to wife.' But the sons of Jacob
answered Shechem and Hamor his father with guile and said that they
cannot accept the offer unless Hamor, Shechem and everybody else in the
city were to get circumcised first. Remarkably enough they agreed but it
did not do them any good:
And it came to pass on the third day, when they were in pain, that two of the
sons of Jacob, Simeon and Levi, Dinah’s brethren, took each man his
sword, and came upon the city unawares, and slew all the males. And they
slew Hamor and Shechem his son with the edge of the sword, and took
Dinah out of Shechem’s house, and went forth. The sons of Jacob came
upon the slain, and spoiled the city, because they had defiled their sister.
They took their flocks and their herds and their asses, and that which was in
the city and that which was in the field; and all their wealth, and all their
little ones and their wives took they captive and spoiled even all that was in
the house [Gn. 34: 25-29].

The point to be made here is not necessarily the treacherous conduct of
these two brothers but more importantly how the Lord was reported to have
viewed the event. Jacob was clearly distressed about this occurrence
because now they had made him:
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odious unto the inhabitants of the land, even unto the Canaanites and the
Perizzites; and I being so few in number, they will gather themselves
together against me and smite me; and I shall be destroyed, I and my house
[Gn 34: 30].

But the boys were not troubled and said simply: “‘should one deal with our
sister as with a harlot? [Gn 34: 31].’ ” Regardless of Shechem’s crime of
passion the punishment surely seems to exceed the bounds of justice. The
inhabitants of the city had offered friendship to the newcomers, they had
believed their promises and as a result not only the guilty party but all men
were killed, their wives abused and their property stolen. It wouldn’t
matter if this was just a story but it is Holy Writ, the Torah, and thereby
becomes a potential example how to deal with foreigners. In defense of
Jacob it must be said that he was an innocent bystander in this affair, but if
the God of Jacob had indeed been the Master of the Universe and a just
God, at that time, He would probably not have condoned this type of
behavior. But since He was a tribal deity there were absolutely no repercussions from His side; on the contrary, as Jacob’s tribe resumed its wandering: “a terror of God was upon the cities that were round about them,
and they did not pursue after the sons of Jacob [Gn 35: 5].” With other
words God aided and abetted in their enterprise, which may well have been
regarded as a powerful message for Jacob’s posterity.
Having given my own opinion on this matter, let us now look at what the
rabbis said. Curiously enough, no excuses were given and the word “guile”
in the request that everybody should be circumcised was regarded by Rashi
to denote “wisdom.” One might expect that Josephus would have had some
problem presenting this story to his audience but that was not entirely the
case, although he did sanitize it somewhat. The story is repeated in its
essence except for three differences: Dinah had wandered off on her own to
watch a festival in the city; there was no demand for circumcision; Simeon
and Levi slew all the males including the king and his son when they had
fallen asleep after the feasting, but they left women and property intact.
“Now while Jacob was astonished at the greatness of this act, and was
severely blaming his sons for it, God stood by him, and bid him be of good
courage [Ant. I: 21].” Obviously it does matter for whom one writes.
As a result of Joseph having been sold into slavery by his brothers, and one
of the periodic droughts in Canaan, the tribe found itself eventually in
Egypt where Joseph had risen through his sagacity to the highest job in the
land. As mentioned before, he had married the daughter of the priest of On
and had produced children. Although a marriage with “idolaters” had been
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vigorously condemned previously in regard to Ishmael, as well as Esau, the
rabbis had no objections to this union in their commentaries. Judah had
also had no particular compunction about having intimate relationships
with foreign women while still in Canaan because he saw: “the daughter of
a certain Canaanite whose name was Shua; and he took her, and went in
unto her [Gn 38:2].” It is apparent that different standards pertained: foreigners were not allowed to dally with Jacob’s offspring but Judah was permitted to do so without violating religious precepts. The fact that he was
male may also have had something to do with the matter, because different
criteria prevailed for the sexes. At any rate he married her and there were
two offspring. The first one “Er” was “wicked” so the Lord slew him and
that is all that the Bible tells us.
Interestingly enough a person of the same name shows up in Plato’s
Republic (X: 614). Er was a soldier who had been slain in battle and when
he was laid on the funeral pyre to be cremated regained consciousness and
told the surprised onlookers that he had been sent as a messenger to relate
what happens to the souls of the deceased. Plato’s story states in essence
that there is first a divine judgment and then comes reincarnation in the
form which most closely corresponds to the deceased’s previous passions.
The Greeks credited the idea of metempsychosis (transmigration of souls)
to Pythagoras. It is obvious that reincarnation as one of the central tenets of
Hindu religion, had worked its way westward to Asia Minor from where
Pythagoras picked it up. The story also contains an analogy to Jacob’s
dream, where the angels - souls - ascend and descend from heaven. Where
had Er lived? In Pamphylia, that is currently a portion of southern Anatolia
about 250 miles straight west from Haran and about 170 miles west from
the Euphrates. This was hardly any distance for those sturdy desert wanderers. We are dealing, therefore, with essentially the same part of the
world. Another intriguing aspect is that Rabbi Nachmanides who supplied
the only comment to the story wrote: “Er. The name denotes ‘awakening.’
” Is this coincidence or had the biblical writer heard of the myth which
Plato related and suppressed the metempsychosis aspect because it did not
fit into his theology? The relationship of Greek thought to some other biblical stories will be taken up again later on.
Judah’s second son Onan refused to inseminate the widow, as was the
custom in those days, and instead spilled his seed “unto the ground.” Ergo
the name Onanism for masturbation, although it is now claimed that he had
just practiced coitus interruptus. The Lord slew him too for the offense that
gave masturbation a bad name until the twentieth century.
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Now to the final aspect: Jacob’s Blessings of his male offspring. Pharaoh
had been kind to Jacob’s tribe. They were allowed to settle in Goshen and
prospered. Eventually when Jacob was about to die, he bestowed on each
of his sons the customary blessing. The “blessing” was not merely a general request to the deity for the well being of the offspring but actually a
specific foretelling of their future. That is what makes it important, because
it can act as a model for future behavior, in the form of a self-fulfilling
prophecy.
Reuben the first-born had disqualified himself from blessings because he
had shown bad judgment by having had intercourse with the father’s concubine Bilhah. Simeon and Levi, the perpetrators of the Shechem massacre
also lost out. It was Judah, the fourth son, who was to carry on with the
legacy:
Judah, thee shall thy brethren praise; Thy hand shall be on the neck of thine
enemies; Thy father’s sons shall bow down before thee. Judah is a lion’s
whelp; From the prey, my son, thou art gone up. He stooped down, he
couched as a lion, and as a lioness; who shall rouse him up? The sceptre
shall not depart from Judah, Nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet, As
long as men come to Shiloh; and unto him the obedience of the peoples be
[Gn 49: 8-10].

Zebulun and Issachar are to be engaged in every day life pursuits. Dan’s
future is complex: On the one hand he is to be a judge but on the other a
dangerous individual one had better stay away from. Joseph received
well-deserved praise and promise of good fortune, when one considers the
difficulties he had to overcome and the kindness he had shown to his
family. Benjamin “as a ravenous wolf” is potentially perilous from whom
one might be well advised to steer clear.
Since the prophecy, especially in regard to Judah, was fairly difficult to
reconcile with the changing fortunes of the Jewish people a great variety of
explanations had to be found. Fortunately biblical prophecies, like Greek
oracles, and later on like those by Nostradamus, are couched in words that
are sufficiently obscure to allow fulfillment under a wide variety of circumstances. Therefore let us now look at how Rashi treated some of the
key passages:
the sceptre shall not depart from Judah. Widely differing interpretations
are given on this verse. The sceptre shall not depart from David onwards,
an allusion to the Exilarchs in Babylon, appointed by the civil authorities,
who ruled the people with the rod (shebet, same word as sceptre). (This
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explanation seems to reconcile the prophecy of Jacob with the historical
fact that the kings of Judah ceased after the destruction of the Temple.)
Nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet: i.e. their disciples who sit at the
feet of their masters, the Nesiim (the religious heads who, after the destruction of the Second Temple, combined civil and religious authority) in the
land of Israel.
Until Shilo come (sic. as A.V.), viz. king Messiah, to whom belongeth
(shelo) sovereignty.
Obedience: the word is to be rendered ‘gathering’- all the people will
assemble to pay him homage.

When one considers these “blessings” it is apparent that political fortune
and material well-being were uppermost in the mind of the biblical writers
and one does not readily discern any spiritual components, which are nowadays regarded as the hallmark of Judaism. One may also wonder what
Judah had done to be singled out for such praise by his father. Joseph
would seem to have been the more worthy one if one considers ethical
behavior as the cornerstone for future success.
What does the Bible report about Judah? The fate of his two unfortunate
sons Er and Onan has already been mentioned. Judah did participate in the
plot to throw Joseph into the pit so that he might starve to death, but had
second thoughts thereafter and proposed that Joseph be sold to the
Ishmaelites instead. Later, on his daughter-in-law Tamar deceived him.
She had disguised herself as a harlot and seduced Judah to have intercourse
with her because he had not allowed his third son to marry the woman, lest
he would get killed like the first two. Tamar became pregnant with twins
from the affair but when Judah found out whom he had dallied with he
“touched her no more.” He did, however, plead very eloquently for
Benjamin’s release, by offering himself as hostage before Joseph had
revealed himself to his brothers at the Egyptian court. This is clearly to his
credit but the major reason for giving the children of Judah the rule over
everyone else was, in all probability, that one of his descendants wrote the
book.
When one reads the stories about the patriarchs dispassionately one sees
them as human beings with all their hopes, failings and faith in a tribal God
who guides their lives. Does this make them fundamentally different from
other individuals? Was Jacob more ethical than Esau, whose descendants
were disdained by Jacob’s offspring? Did the rest of the world not also
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have faith in their gods, albeit it under other names? So what is the
difference?
Modern Jewish writers emphasize Abraham’s faith as having set him apart
from the rest of the world and ensured him a permanent role in history.
Heschel wrote in A Passion for Truth: “This is what Abraham did. He forsook community and deception to live with Truth in solitude.” This statement is even more interesting when one considers the preceding sentences:
Our truths are often half-truths, acquired piecemeal and preserved precariously, their only refuge being the lips of dying men. For so many people die
for the sake of a lie. So many who profess truth really shun it. Their solemn
proclamations are often veiled deceptions.

This is, of course, correct but it seems that Heschel regarded religious faith
as truth because an Abraham living in solitude can nowhere be found in the
Bible. In catechism class we learned the definition for faith (Glaube):
etwas fest für wahr halten! Literally translated it might be rendered as: to
hold something firmly as being the truth. To regard something, whatever it
is, as true does not, however, automatically make it so. Religious truth, i.e.
faith, is subjective while objective truth consists of verifiable facts. It is
essential that we keep these distinctions in mind if we want to have constructive discussions.
At this point we have to take a side-tour back to definitions, because no discussion is possible unless we know how the other party thinks. Initially,
especially as a result of my scientific bent of mind, I regarded Heschel’s
equation of religious truth with verifiable facts as unjustifiable. But I, and
most people in the Western world, was brought up in the Greek mode of
thinking where this difference pertains. A fundamental fact of life is that
we think in the language we have been taught and different languages have
different concepts. It, therefore, came as a surprise to read in McKenzie’s
Dictionary of the Bible that in Hebrew there is no separate word for truth,
as we, ever since the Greeks, know it. McKenzie explains:
The difference between the patterns of Hb and Gk speech is clearly exhibited in the idea of truth; Hb has no distinct word for true and truth. These
ideas are expressed by ‘emet and cognate words, which are treated under
FAITH. The true in Hb is that to which one can give belief, whether it is a
person, or a thing. The basis upon which belief rests is the solidity of the
object, or perhaps better its reality; it is steadfast and unchanging; it does
not collapse upon testing or examination or stress. Hence one can rely upon
it; it will not betray one’s confidence. The failure to distinguish “truth” as a
concept and to express it by a word distinct from the words for belief and
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fidelity is in harmony with the generally nonintellectual character of Hb
expressions which we think of primarily as intellectual. The true is not
merely an object of intellectual assent, but something which demands a
personal commitment. In a sense one can be said to choose or accept the
truth [emphasis added] rather than assent to it. The lie, on the contrary is
not solidly real, and therefore not dependable. It is spurious, not the reality
which it pretends to be or which it is alleged to be. The lie, like the truth, is
understood in terms of the personal commitment of the person to whom it is
presented; they are both challenges which elicit a personal response… .
truth to the Gk is reality as intellectually apprehended; truth is known rather
then believed and trusted, which is characteristic Hb manner of speech.

In part II of this book I will cite a statement by Ben-Gurion that Englishmen do not think with a Jewish brain. The above quoted paragraphs
from McKenzie are an excellent example and emphasize again why Christianity and Judaism can operate on fundamentally different premises. The
Old Testament reflects Hebrew thought and the New Testament mingles
Hebrew with Greek ideas. When one is aware of this the title of Heschel’s
book and his writings become more clearly understandable.
At this point we can leave the patriarchs and turn to the man who has been
given the most credit for shaping Jewish destiny.
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At the outset it must be stated that, just like for the patriarchs, there is no
historical information about Moses the man apart from Biblical sources
and the Talmud. Some historians doubt that he has ever existed because
there is no archeological corroboration for the Exodus, which is, of course,
the hallmark of his career. On the other hand one can argue that there is
likewise no such evidence for Jesus except for a brief sentence by Tacitus
that a person named Christus had “suffered the extreme penalty during the
reign of Tiberius at the hands of one of our procurators, Pontius Pilatus.”
But, as mentioned previously, history as we know it is not relevant at this
point because I am discussing the opinions Jews hold about Moses:
He was one that exceeded all men that ever were in understanding, and
made the best use of what that understanding suggested to him. He had a
very graceful way of speaking and addressing himself to the multitude; and
as to his other qualifications, he had such a full command of his passions, as
if he had hardly any such in his soul and only knew them by their names, as
rather perceiving them in other men than in himself. He was also such a
general of an army as is seldom seen, as well as such a prophet as was never
known, and this to such a degree, that whatsoever he pronounced, you
would think you heard the voice of God himself.

This is what Josephus wanted the Greco-Roman world to believe about the
personality of his lawgiver. Since the Assyrians had Hammurabi, the Spartans had Lycurgus, the Athenians had Solon, the Jewish lawgiver had to
outshine them all. Inasmuch as Abraham had already been presented as a
paragon of virtue, wisdom, and learning, Moses had to be even more illustrious. The Pentateuch, on the other hand, hardly lends credence to the
description of Moses as given above.
The Bible story is, of course, exceedingly well known and is shown repeatedly in various movie versions. The highlights can be summarized as follows: The Egyptian authorities perceived the Hebrews living in Egypt as
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an unreliable minority and a potential threat to national security if war were
to flare up again. Forced labor was decreed and later on an order was given
to kill all males at birth. Moses, however, was set adrift in a basket, rescued
by Pharaoh‘s daughter, educated at court, and rose to power. He killed an
Egyptian overseer who had manhandled a Hebrew slave, became afraid
that the law might catch up with him, and took flight into the desert. There
he defended the daughter of a Midian priest against some ruffians and subsequently married her with her father’s consent. During his shepherding
duties he had a revelation: the Lord informed him to return to Egypt and
bring the suffering Israelites out. After overcoming some fears and trepidations Moses consented. The Israelites and Pharaoh were informed of the
Lord’s orders and when Pharaoh was reluctant to let them go, plagues were
sent. Eventually the Israelites succeeded in leaving and gained safety after
Pharaoh’s army had perished in the waves of the Red Sea, or Sea of Reeds
as it is referred to now. A long stay in the wilderness ensued, punctuated
not only by receiving the Law from the Lord, but also by frequent rebellions against Moses’ authority. The plan to invade Canaan misfired due to
lack of faith on the part of the Israelites. The entire generation including
Moses, but excluding Joshua and Caleb, was condemned by the Lord to
remain in the desert until death.
With this skeleton outline in mind we can now reassess Josephus’ description of Moses‘ personality structure. There are aspects that simply don’t
follow when one compares the biblical account with the eulogy. “He had a
very graceful way of speaking,” is contradicted by Moses himself when he
tried to talk himself out of the duties the Lord had laid upon him by saying:
“Oh Lord, I am not a man of words, neither heretofore, nor since Thou hast
spoken unto Thy servant; for I am slow of speech and of a slow tongue [Ex
4: 10].” As far as having full command of his passions is concerned one
wonders about the killing of the Egyptian.
Furthermore Moses must have had a streak of excessive self-righteousness
about him, because soon thereafter, when he saw two Hebrews fighting
with each other, he intervened and reproached the assailant. The latter, not
having been “slow of tongue” replied: “‘Who made thee a ruler and judge
over us? Thinkest thou to kill me, as thou didst kill the Egyptian?’ And
Moses feared, and said ‘Surely the thing is known’ [Ex 2: 14].” The
encounter with the shepherds who had given Jethro‘s daughters a hard time
was less violent and testifies to Moses’ desire to help others who find themselves in danger, even when outnumbered. Nevertheless it shows that he
was not particularly averse to a good fight. The golden calf episode is of
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course another example: “and Moses’ anger waxed hot, and he cast the
tables out of his hands and broke them beneath the mount [Ex 32: 19].” In
addition he seemed to have had to some extent a vicious streak in his character. Not only had he had the calf burned but also “ground it to powder,
and strewed it upon the water, and made the children of Israel drink of it
[Ex 32: 20].” Thereafter the Levites were sent to commit what would be
called a massacre today: “go to and fro from gate to gate throughout the
camp, and slay every man his brother, and every man his companion, and
every man his neighbor." This was done “and there fell of the people that
day about three thousand men [Ex 32: 28].” Well, so much for Josephus‘
assertion that the man knew passions by their name only.
Was he a general, as Josephus stated? It is unlikely. When the Amalekites
came, Moses let Joshua do the fighting while he remained on “the top of
the hill with the rod of God in his hand [Ex 17: 9].” This would be more in
keeping with the functions of a priest rather than a general. His seeming
lack of military experience is also evidenced by the passages of Ex 18: 21
in which father-in-law Jethro had to point out to him that judging every
little complaint by the multitude is an impossible task and that he would
need to organize the camp on military lines with “rulers of thousands,
rulers of hundreds, rulers of fifties and rulers of tens." For a general this
would of course have been the proverbial: “Elementary, my dear Watson,”
but Moses apparently had to learn it. The reason why Josephus, in contrast
to the Bible, made Moses a general will emerge later. About the fact that he
was a remarkable prophet, there can, of course, be no doubt.
It seems likely that he was also endowed with a rather stern, imposing
stature as depicted by Michelangelo. Although he never gained the love of
his people he surely had their respect. He fully conformed to the principle,
that it is better for a prince to be feared than to be loved. Love was apparently not one of his strong points. In the entire book of Exodus the word
occurs only in relation to God rather than to persons. Although he was married (maybe twice), there is a remarkable paucity of information in regard
to his wives, i.e. Zipporah and the Cushite, about whom Miriam had complained. Also there is no mention of any paternal feelings he might have
had towards his children, which is quite in contrast to what we read in the
stories about the patriarchs in the book of Genesis. Thus Moses comes
across in the Bible as a person who had an excellent education in Egypt
with ready access to the court but who is also rather self-righteous, easy to
anger, and impulsive. He experienced a profound religious conversion and
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became thoroughly enraptured by God, whose will only he was privy to
and which had to be obeyed at all cost.
It must be noted also that the Israelites were not particularly fond of Moses
or his mission. Even before he had fled to Midian he was rebuked for
having meddled with an internal quarrel, as mentioned above. After his
return Moses had promised the Israelites delivery from Pharaoh’s yoke yet,
he not only failed to produce results, but on the contrary made life even
harder for them. Therefore they confronted him with: See what you have
done, you’re making life worse for us (Ex 5: 21), why don’t you just leave
us alone. In addition, before the passage through the Sea of Reeds the analogue of the cry from the 1960’s: “Better Red than Dead” was heard for the
first time:
And they said unto Moses: ‘Because there were no graves in Egypt, hast
thou taken us away to die in the wilderness? Wherefore hast thou dealt with
us, to bring us forth out of Egypt? Is not this the word we spoke unto thee in
Egypt, saying: Let us alone, that we may serve the Egyptians? For it were
better for us to serve the Egyptians, than that we should die in the wilderness’ [Ex 14:11-12].

It would be tedious to recite the numerous similar incidents in the Sinai
when there was neither water nor food. They all give evidence that the
people were far from happy about their liberation and that the bondage in
Egypt may not have been quite as cruel as depicted in subsequent literature. Nevertheless Egypt had to be thoroughly bedeviled in order to justify
the Exodus. While the stories in the Bible about the hardships of the Israelites were already quite drastic, subsequent folklore kept elaborating on
them. Philo describes the scene as:
Then he [pharaoh] laid commands on them [Hebrews] beyond their power
to fulfill, imposing on them labor after labor; and when they fainted from
weakness the sword came upon them.
He appointed overseers over their works, the most pitiless and inhuman of
men, who pardoned or made allowance for no one, and whom from their
behavior called persecutors of work. And they wrought with clay, some of
them fashioning into bricks … [long repetition of the various labors to be
performed] bearing themselves day and night without interruption, having
no rest or respite, and not even being allowed time so much as to sleep, but
being compelled to perform all the works not only of workmen but also of
journey-men, so that in a short time their bodies failed them, their souls
having already fainted beneath their affliction.
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And so they died, one after another, as if smitten by a pestilential destruction, and then their taskmasters threw their bodies away unburied beyond
the borders of the land , not suffering their kinsmen or their friends to
sprinkle even a little dust on their corpses, not to weep over those who had
so miserably perished; but like impious men as they were they threatened to
extend their despotism over the passions of the soul that cannot be
enslaved, and which are nearly the only things which nature has made
completely free, oppressing them with intolerable weight of a necessity
beyond their powers.

As if this were not drastic enough in Die Sagen der Juden (Legends of the
Jews) one can read:
Whenever the number of bricks [the Israelites were supposed to procure]
did not meet the required minimum the overseers went to the Israelite
women tore their children forcefully from their arms and used them for
bricks in the constructions. And the fathers and mothers of the little ones
screamed and wept when they heard the wailing of the infants. Furthermore
the brutal overseers forced the Jews themselves to put their children into
the wall and use them as bricks. And many a man had to plaster his own
flesh and blood with mud and produce thereby a piece of the wall while his
tears flowed freely. This is the way it went day in and day out and there was
no pity and no mercy.

If this had been the case it is difficult to see why anyone in his right mind
would have wanted to go back to “serve the Egyptians” as the Bible relates.
The quotes related above are not isolated examples but a recurrent theme
dealing with the cruelty of Egyptians. Josef Bin Gorion who collected and
edited these legends, wrote in the Introduction of his book: “The origin of
the Jewish legend lies not solely in the urge to make up stories (fabulieren).
The purpose is not so much to recount but much rather to portray human
fates and those of the world.” It is important to know, however, that these
legends are part of the “oral tradition,” which, to some, has equal validity
as the written Torah. Since it is part of the Talmud this information may be
passed on in the yeshivas (orthodox religious schools). In spite of these
gruesome stories, the love-hate relationship between the Israelites and
Egyptians continued even after the tribes were settled in the Promised
Land because whenever things went wrong, a fair number of them kept
fleeing back to Egypt.
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The Moses of Josephus
In general Josephus followed the biblical account so well that only his
departures from the story need to be recounted. The reason for the slaying
of all the male Hebrew newborn was a prophecy to Pharaoh by a venerated
scribe:
that about this time there would be a child born to the Israelites, who, if he
were reared, would bring Egyptian dominion low, and would raise the Israelites; that he would excel all men in virtue, and obtain a glory that would
be remembered through all ages [Ant.II:9].

This was obviously bad news and Pharaoh supposedly issued the
well-known edict. The similarity to the later story about the slaughter of
the innocents in Matthew (2:16) is probably not coincidental. Slaughter of
little children for political reasons was unthinkable in Egypt and shows a
basic misunderstanding of Egyptian mores. The same applies to the legal
code of the Roman Empire. Herod’s supposed action is, therefore, highly
unlikely to have taken place.
At any rate Josephus tell us that Amram, Moses‘ father, was deeply worried about Jochebed‘s pregnancy and consulted the Lord who told him in a
dream that he should not be concerned, that everything would turn out all
right, and that there would be a glorious future ahead not only for the baby
but for all of Israel until the end of time. Jochebed delivered a healthy
good-looking boy and after three months he was packed up in the basket
and sent sailing down the Nile. This story had preceded Moses by about at
least a thousand years. Originally the river was the Euphrates and Sargon
of Akkad was the baby who drifted along in a “basket of rushes, with
bitumen she [his mother] sealed my lid.” Subsequently he founded the first
empire in Mesopotamia (2334-2279 B.C.).
Pharaoh‘s daughter, Thermutis, was childless and adopted the boy after he
had been nursed and weaned by his mother, with Miriam‘s help. Since he
was exceedingly good looking, she brought him one day to her father and
recommended that if she were to remain childless, Moses should become
heir to the throne. Pharaoh liked the tyke, propped him on his lap and playfully put his crown on the little one’s head. Moses grabbed it, threw it to the
floor and trampled it underfoot. The scribe, who had warned earlier about
the mischief an Israelite child would bring upon their country, happened to
also stand there and yelled in distress: “This is the one I have been warning
you about, kill him!” Thermutis dragged the boy away and Pharaoh did not
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follow through with the well-meant advice. On the contrary, Moses kept
thriving at court and when he reached early manhood, fate stepped in with
one of the periodic invasions by the Ethiopians. They were marvelously
successful and routed the Egyptians all the way down the Nile, took Memphis, and pushed on to the Mediterranean. In these extreme circumstances
Pharaoh consulted god through oracles and was told there was only one
who could save the country namely Moses, who therefore was appointed
Commander in Chief of what was left of the army.
Instead of giving battle somewhere along the Nile, Moses marched through
the desert. Since snakes infested it, he brought along Ibises that feasted on
the serpents and thus cleared the path. Eventually he beat the Ethiopian
army which withdrew to its capital at Saba. Josephus identified the city as
having been given the name Meroe later on by Cambyses. Moses besieged
the city, but since it was strongly fortified he could not make significant
headway. Nevertheless, his good looks and valiant behavior endeared him
to Tharbis, daughter of the Ethiopian king, who had watched the show
from the ramparts. She sent one of her ladies-in-waiting to Moses and proposed marriage. He accepted, sight unseen, on the condition that her father
surrenders the city. The father gave in, the city surrendered, Moses married, the army marched back to Egypt and music lovers cannot help hearing
at this point in their minds’ ears Verdi’s triumphal march from Aida.
But nothing succeeds like success in breeding jealousy and the people at
court began to plot against Moses’ life. Josephus’ Moses did not kill the
Egyptian overseer but escaped directly to the land of Midian where he
chased off the shepherds who had bothered Jethro‘s daughters and married
Zipporah. We are not told what had happened to Tharbis, the Ethiopian,
but it is conceivable that it is she who figured in Miriam‘s complaint
against the “Cushite” wife. Be that as it may, Josephus then follows closely
the biblical narrative, of the burning bush and return to Egypt, but deletes
the rather obscure episode at the inn in which the Lord had sought to kill
either Moses or one of his boys; they were saved only by prompt circumcision performed by Zipporah on one of them. The biblical text (Ex 4: 24-26)
is quite unclear and lends itself to numerous interpretations, which is probably the reason why Josephus didn’t bother with it. He does give the welcome by Aaron and the Israelites, the plagues, the Exodus, the wanderings
in the desert, and the periodically recurring insurrections, which intermittently seriously threatened Moses’ life.
The Ten Commandments were given by the Lord in presence of all the
people, who heard His voice coming from above. Since the Israelites were
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so delighted with these laws, they clamored for more; Moses hiked up the
mountain, stayed there for forty days and then came back with the information. Instead of finding them dancing around the golden calf, they were
extremely happy to see him because they had gone through a great deal of
worry as to what had happened to him during all that time. Therefore there
were no smashed tables and no massacre by the Levites, which might have
offended Josephus’ Greco-Roman readers.
Peace and harmony reigned for a while during which time Moses busied
himself with devising all the laws the Israelites were to follow, the construction of the Ark of the Covenant, and the tabernacle. He is portrayed as
a rather obsessive stickler for detail because in Josephus‘ as well as the biblical account he gave the most precise instructions for these tasks and also
devised the priestly uniforms, down to the color of the last stone on the
breastplate.
Having achieved these tasks, the multitude set forth again and the spies
were dispatched. They returned with the well-known information that it
was indeed a good land but others had been there before and had fortified
the cities so that it was going to be difficult if not impossible to overthrow
them. The rest of the story is identical with the Bible except that it presents
us in greater detail with Korah‘s opinions of Moses before the former was
swallowed up by the earth for his unruly behavior. In essence, he had
accused Moses of nepotism. His opinions of Moses were not very flattering
and he criticized him of having:
paved the way to glory for himself, and by ill arts should obtain it, under the
pretence of God’s command…contrary to the laws he had given the priesthood to Aaron, not by common suffrage of the multitude, but by his own
vote, as bestowing dignities in a tyrannical way on whom he pleased.

Korah also added that Moses should have acted through persuasion rather
than “by cunning tricks grow wickedly powerful” [Ant. IV: 2, 2]. The miracles had apparently been considerably less impressive to some of the witnesses than posterity would have us believe. Moses does come across, in
Josephus’ opinion, as an unpopular autocrat.
Josephus also throws considerably more light on the prophet Balaam‘s fate
and the reason for the war with the Midianites. Balaam had been hired by
Balak, king of Moab, to curse the Israelites but he had found himself
unable to do so. Thereafter Balaam did not just go home, as reported in the
Bible (Nm 24:25), but provided a recommendation first: The only way the
Israelites could be defeated was when they started sacrificing to other gods,
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because Yahweh would not condone this under any circumstances. This
could be accomplished through the young ladies of Midian and the most
beautiful and intelligent of their tribe should make friends with young,
handsome Israelites. When love had taken hold of the boys’ hearts, the
girls should inform them that they would be happy to marry if they would
just give up their dietary habits and worship with them the time honored
gods, rather than this new upstart who hardly allows them any fun in life.
Balak took the advice and, as we know from the Bible, it worked. A fair
number of Israelites succumbed to seduction and Moses was again faced
with a serious problem.
We are indebted to Josephus for giving more details to Numbers 25: 6-9.
They deal with the spearing of the Israelite Zimri and his girlfriend by valiant Phinehas who subsequently became commander of the expeditionary
force against the Midianites and later on a role model during the
Maccabean and Roman era. Zimri was head of the tribe of Simeon and had
all the markings of a free and independent spirit. Josephus gives us a picture of the man but, more importantly, of Moses when seen through the
eyes of an adversary.
There was widespread intermarriage in the camp and Moses was afraid that
the situation was getting out of hand. He called the people together in open
assembly, pointed out that the Lord would not take kindly to these aberrations, and urged them to repent before it was too late. He did not accuse
anyone by name, although it was common knowledge that even Zimri had
succumbed to the charms of Cozbi, daughter of a highly placed Midianite
official. After Moses had his say, Zimri got up and gave him a lecture of his
own. The language used is a little archaic and redundant; I am therefore
presenting the essence in addition to giving pertinent direct quotes: “Yes,
indeed, Moses you can make laws for the Hebrews, as you are so fond of
doing,” but I am not going to follow your “tyrannical commands.” You
haven’t done anything else, but “under pretence of laws and of God wickedly impose on us slavery” so that you yourself can rule. You deprive us of
all that is good in life that consists of:
acting according to our own wills, which is the right of free men, and of
those who have no lord over them. Nay, indeed, this man is harder upon the
Hebrews than were the Egyptians themselves as pretending to punish,
according to his laws … and aimest to make thy single opinion to have
more force than that of all the rest.
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Yes it is true, I have married a foreigner and I have sacrificed to the local
gods but I happen to:
think it right to come at truth by inquiring of many people, and not like one
that lives under tyranny, to suffer the whole hope of my life to depend upon
one man; nor shall any one find cause to rejoice who declares himself to
have more authority over my actions than myself. (Ant. IV: 6, 11)

That was how the “liberation” from Egypt’s yoke seemed to have appeared
to a participant, at least as far as Josephus is concerned. Zimri obviously
possessed independence of mind and Moses’ modern counterpart would
probably have been the Ayatollah Khomeini. Therefore, when these brave
words did not only have a ring of truth but were also spoken in front of all
the people, they spelled serious trouble for Moses. This challenge to
authority had to be stopped and there was obviously only one way to do it.
Since nothing could be accomplished with everybody watching, Moses
dismissed the assembly. Later that day or during the night, Phinehas killed
both Zimri and Cozbi. Although Josephus would like to leave the impression that Phinehas acted out of his own religious fervor, a rudimentary
understanding of human behavior would lead one to believe that he had
received word from the boss to the effect: get rid of this troublemaker
before it’s too late.
After this had been accomplished, Moses launched the full-scale attack
against the Midianites. It would seem that the punitive expedition had the
additional purpose of diverting the people’s attention from internal problems and concentrating it on an external enemy. This is, of course, still
common practice today when politicians are in trouble. It is at this point
worthwhile to recall that Moses himself had been involved with at least
two foreign women, the Cushite and Zipporah. It would seem that Zimri
had a legitimate right to complain but he made the fatal mistake of not recognizing the dictum: quod licet Jovi, non licet bovi (what Jupiter may do,
the ox may not), and there is little doubt that by now Yahweh and Moses
were one, at least in Moses’ opinion. One also wonders whatever happened
to father-in-law Jethro, the priest of Midian, who had treated Moses so hospitably, when the latter had been a refugee. This war was not against some
foreign enemy whose land one wanted to conquer, but against Moses’
in-laws and seems to represent the first purely religious war or “Jihad” in
recorded history. It was fought with appropriate fury as Numbers 31: 1-18
testify to. First the Israelites killed every male including the “five kings”
and Balaam. The cities were burned and the “spoil,” which included
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women and children, as well as all the property, was brought before Moses.
Instead of being pleased he was incensed: “Have ye saved all the women
alive?” Those were the ones that brought on the trouble in the first place
“now therefore kill every male among the little ones, and kill every woman
that hath known man by lying with him. But all the women children, that
have not known man by lying with him, keep alive for yourselves.” Thus
the pattern for religious persecution was established and has been followed
ever since by various nations, with the Holocaust being only the latest
example.
For the rest of Moses‘ life Josephus agrees with the biblical text except that
Moses does not die and is buried; instead while he was still discoursing
with Eleazar and Joshua, “a cloud stood over him on the sudden, and he
disappeared in a certain valley, although he wrote in the holy books that he
died, which was done out of fear, lest they should venture to say that,
because of his extraordinary virtue, he went to God." (Ant. IV: 8, 48).
Josephus then ended his narration with the Eulogy that was presented in the
beginning of this chapter. I am not presenting Philo’s views because they
consist only of elaboration and allegoric interpretation of the stories as
given in the Bible.
When viewed with a dispassionate eye, although extolling the virtues of
his hero, Josephus provides a good deal of insight as to how people might
have really felt about all the laws and rules which were imposed on them.
Modern biblical investigators, who were not reared on the Talmud, insist
that it wasn’t Moses at all who was responsible for the totality of the laws
but that does not matter when one considers that it was Josephus who was
speaking through the mouths of Korah and Zimri. As a thoroughly assimilated Jew in Rome, Josephus had probably just as little use for all of the
laws as do most of his co-religionists today. The Korah and Zimri episodes
demonstrate the conflict free men experience when confronted with an
autocratic religion as well as the fact that the legitimacy of the miracles was
already in serious doubt during Roman times.
If one wanted to be completely objective one would have to admit that
Moses was a disaster for the generation of Hebrews he had led out of
Egypt. Not only did he not bring them into “the land of milk and honey,”
but they had to trek through inhospitable country for the rest of their lives
and eventually perish miserably in the desert. They were not the “happy
campers” of devout, rescued slaves who were delighted with their liberation, as subsequent writers have portrayed them to have been. On the other
hand when they did find themselves in the wilderness, they had no choice
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but to go along with Moses’ orders, albeit reluctantly, in the hope that
things might turn out all right after all. In addition, the laws Moses left for
subsequent generations were also not necessarily the great blessing, they
were supposed to have been. The laws did succeed in making the Jews into
an enduring nation but the price was rather high: the laws or The Law, as it
is now called, became co-responsible for the perennial difficulties the
Jewish people experienced in regard to other nations as will be discussed
later.
If we believe the biblical account, it becomes apparent that the
Hebrews-Israelites never volunteered for becoming a nation, they were
“chosen,” or to use a more practical term “drafted,” to be a “Holy Nation.”
They really did not have much of a choice in the matter. Heschel, who
enjoys considerable prestige in the Jewish community, related the legend
that: “When Israel approached Sinai, God lifted up the mountain and held
it over their heads saying: ‘Either you accept the Torah or be crushed
beneath this mountain.’ ” One may or may not agree with this view, but that
the Israelites were thoroughly frightened when they received the Law is
attested to in the Bible. Who wouldn’t be one might add when confronted
with a volcano that blew its top. The insistence that all Israel needed to be
holy set them automatically apart from the rest of the world and presented
the individual “son of Israel” with a massive challenge. Holiness is not
something that can be achieved by an order from above. It must come from
within and only very few individuals, regardless of ethnic origin, can hope
to achieve this inner strength and mental equilibrium which manifests itself
outwardly in behavior which deserves the name holy. Since “holiness”
usually conflicts with the demands of everyday life, a whole host of
excuses are invented to justify one’s actual behavior. From outward piety
to hypocrisy is a very small step indeed.

The God of Moses
If Moses had been a flesh and blood person rather than an amalgam of different people how would he have felt? A “Prince of Egypt” who is condemned first to herd sheep, and then disgruntled people, for years on end in
the desert is not likely to have been a very happy individual. It would much
rather seem that there would have been a great deal of burning anger and
resentment. Voltaire is reported to have said: God created man in his image
and man has never ceased to return the compliment. The God of Moses,
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Yahweh, possessed not only loving kindness, mercy, and justice as He
tends to be portrayed nowadays. He was also “a man of war [Ex 15: 3]”, “a
jealous God [Ex 20: 5]” and a vengeful, angry one:
For I lift up My hand to heaven, And say: As I live forever, If I whet My
glittering sword, And My hand take hold on judgment; I will render
vengeance to Mine adversaries, And will recompense them that hate Me, I
will make my arrows drunk with blood, And my sword shall devour flesh;
With the blood of the slain and the captives, From the long-haired heads of
the enemy [Dt 32: 40-42].

While the divine attributes of kindness, mercy, and justice tend to be universal, the martial ones demonstrate the tribal nature of a god who has to
contend with rivals and has not yet matured to the point where there is
indeed equal justice for all the people of the earth rather than for his favorites. This tribal nature of Moses’ God is also apparent by the need to “magnify” Himself on Pharaoh. When He was ready to write off the Israelites in
(Ex 32:10-14) as a failed experiment and make of Moses “a great nation,”
the latter had to remind Him with the equivalent of: but what will the Egyptians say, if you do this? Don’t you remember your promises to Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob? A God who is concerned about what the neighbors might
think can hardly be regarded the ruler of the universe at this point.
All of this would not matter in the least if the tribal origins of the Jewish
concept of God were freely admitted to, instead of insisting that the God of
Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and Moses was always the one and only One who is
the Lord of all that was, is, and will be. This feeds into human pride that in
turn leads to resentment by others who have their own deities about whom
they have equally strong feelings. Thus conflict and strife had become
inevitable. Inasmuch as the Israelites had to set out to prove that they were
right, and therefore everybody else was wrong, by making Yahweh into the
God everybody else has to worship the unceasing travails of the sons of
Jacob started.
Thoughts, be they Moses’ or anyone else’s, do not arise in a vacuum. They
are preconditioned by the environment a given person lives in and this
applies also to the laws that have been ascribed to Moses. The next section
will therefore highlight what we know about the religious-ethical ideas of
the two cultures in which the Israelites found themselves when they
emerged into nationhood. These cultures are Egypt and Canaan with the
latter heavily influenced by Mesopotamia. This is essential, because even
today some authors insist that the ethical values of the Bible were created
ex nihilo by the genius of the Jewish people.
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Egypt’s Contributions
Assmann has recently published a book Moses The Egyptian. The Memory
of Egypt in Western Monotheism, in which he emphasizes Egypt’s role in
the creation of Moses’ monotheism. It is a theological-philosophical discourse which subscribes to some of Freud’s ideas about Moses and makes
additional cogent arguments for the point of view that to divorce Moses
from the Egyptian culture he grew up in simply does not make good sense.
Dimont’s claim that: “The world has inherited nothing of consequence
directly from Egypt,” is, therefore, open to serious doubt. In view of
Assmann’s book I can limit myself here to a few essential aspects of Egyptian religious life and some personal opinions that have not been proposed
previously.
The hallmark of the Jewish religion, the covenant between the Lord and the
Israelites pronounced at Sinai, is regarded as a unique event in human history. Every Israelite and subsequently every Jew is bound by this covenant
forever. What is a covenant? In the context of the times, it was a business
agreement, pure and simple. The essence being: If you do this, I will do
that. Erman in his Life in ancient Egypt gives the following example:
“Contract concluded between A and B, that B should give x to A, whilst A
should give y to B, Behold B was therewith content." The contract between
Yahweh and the Israelites at Sinai stated that: “if you will hearken to my
voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then ye shall be Mine own treasure
from among all peoples…and ye shall be unto Me a kingdom of priests,
and a holy nation [Ex 19: 5, 6].” “And all the people answered together,
and said: ‘All that the Lord hath spoken we will do’ [Ex. 19: 8].” We therefore might say: “Behold the people were therewith content.” Unfortunately, they were not content for long. Although they never formally
abrogated the contract, they certainly reneged because the provisions were
quite stiff, and Yahweh may well have intermittently felt free of any further
obligations.
The Ten Commandments also had their correlates in Egypt. After a person
had died, he had to appear before Osiris and the other gods who judged the
deceased’s behavior during his sojourn on this earth. The “heart,” i.e. soul,
had to be balanced on one side of a scale against the feather of Maat, i.e.
truth, on the other. To help the person pass successfully from this world to
the next, the priesthood had prepared an elaborate ritual, which contained
also the Declaration of Innocence, as Breasted called it, or the Negative
Confession as it is more commonly referred to. This was either inscribed
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on the sarcophagus or placed into the coffin with the deceased. Several
recensions, dating back to the Old Kingdom are available in The Book of
the Dead.
Egypt was divided into 42 nomes - administrative districts - and each one
had its specific deity. The deceased therefore had to address each deity,
stating that he had not committed a particular sin. Since there are just so
many ways you can sin, which don’t quite add up to forty- two, there are
redundancies and repetitions. Breasted in his The Dawn of Conscience
divided them into a) crimes of violence, b) undesirable character traits c)
sexual immorality and d) ceremonial transgressions.
Among a) one finds: I did not slay men, I did not rob, I did not steal, I did
not take away food, I did not stir up fear, I did not stir up strife.
Ad b): I did not speak lies, I was not deaf to truthful words, I did not
diminish the grain measure, I was not avaricious, my heart devoured not
(coveted not?), my heart was not hasty, I did not multiply words in
speaking, my voice was not over loud, I did not wax hot (in temper), I did
not revile, I was not an eavesdropper, I was not puffed up.
Ad c) I did not commit adultery, I did not commit self-pollution.
Ad d) I did not revile the king, I did not blaspheme the god, I did not slay
the divine bull, I did not steal temple endowment, I did not do an abomination of the gods.
Theologians emphasize the moral superiority of the “Thou shalt not” to the
“I did not” and point to the belief in magic namely, that these writings
would suffice to absolve the deceased from all faults. This is not the point
here. What is important is that the Egyptian knew right from wrong and
was encouraged to do right. Even if he did not succeed in all things at all
times, he knew how he was supposed to behave. The one sin that the
learned Egyptians habitually committed, in spite of protestations to the
contrary, is the aspect which disturbs the modern reader the most namely,
their “multiplying words in speaking.” The redundancies in their documents are of truly monumental proportions.
Moses cut the statements contained in the negative confession to the bone.
He left the prohibitions on blasphemy, murder, lying, stealing, adultery,
coveting and added reverence for parents. All of these aspects are characteristic for all societies ever since the onset of civilization because an organized community life could not exist without them. The unique features
supplied by Moses were the One God, the prohibition against graven
images, and the injunction for the Sabbath to be kept holy.
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Let us now look at the key element of the One God a little closer. In spite of
the multitude of gods the Egyptian religion contained, there was, in addition, always an emphasis on One. The religion was not necessarily purely
polytheistic but can be regarded as henotheistic. This means that one god
has a central and dominating position, which allows one to address this god
as if he were the one and only but without denying or belittling the existence of other gods. This was the case in Mesopotamia as well as Egypt and
the supreme god could be represented and worshiped under different
names. For instance, in a hymn to Ra one reads: “Homage to thee, O thou
who art Ra when thou risest and Temu when thou settest.” A papyrus of
Ani states: “Homage to thee, O thou who hast come as Khepera, Khepera
the creator of the gods. Thou risest and shinest, and thou makest light to be
in thy mother Nut [the sky]; thou art crowned king of the gods.” Tolerance
of, and respect for, other deities rather than exclusivity and with it intolerance was the hallmark of their religion.
The Egyptians did have a brief experience with what is called exclusive
monotheism under Akhenaten who ordered the closure of all the temples
except for those of Aten. His monotheistic fury included the erasures of all
names that contained Amen, also spelled Amon or Ammun, from the monuments. Since this applied also to the name of his father, for instance, i.e.
Amenhotep III, and inasmuch as in Egyptian thought a person lived as long
as his name was pronounced, this was not only rank heresy but also a massive offense against his parent who was now relegated to oblivion. This
episode lasted hardly more than one decade. Egypt decayed under his rule
and his successor’s name, Tutankhaten, was promptly changed by his
regents to Tutankhamen. They re-established the old order with beneficial
results for the country. Akhenaten, when referred to at all in Egyptian writings, was called either the heretic or the criminal of Akhetaten - the Pharaoh’s residence. More about that episode in Egyptian history will be said
later.
Moses insisted on exclusive monotheism for his flock and thus introduced
intolerance.
As far as the injunction against “graven images” is concerned, the Aten
religion had already done away with all the symbolic representations of the
gods and had left only the sun disk, the rays of which ended in hands
holding the ankh - symbol of life - to the nostrils of Pharaoh and his wife. If
Moses had known of Akhenaten’s monotheistic frenzy - a view held by
Freud in his Moses and Monotheism - he would have been aware of the
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precedent and it would not have been all that difficult to get rid of even this
last vestige of visual representation of the deity.
This leaves us with the Sabbath as the unique feature. There is no agreement among scholars with respect to when the Sabbath came to dominate
Jewish religion, but it is regarded as unlikely to have arisen during the wandering in the desert because abstention from all work would have been
quite difficult to achieve.
There are other aspects that demonstrate possible correlates between Israelite and Egyptian ideas. A rather interesting one is the profession of faith,
or Shema, which is to be recited by Jews twice a day: “Hear o Israel the
Lord our God, the Lord is One.” It has been given a variety of interpretations. The Torah: A Modern Commentary published in 1981 states:
The six words of the Shema (Deut. 6:4) have become the best known words
in Judaism’s liturgy, the watchword of Israel’s faith, and this despite the
fact their precise meaning is not clear at all. In the Hebrew text, after the
opening call ‘Hear, O Israel,’ the affirmation itself states tersely: ‘Lord our
God Lord echad.’ The uncertainty of the meaning arises from the absence
of punctuation and the nature of juxtaposing these Hebrew words without
an explicative verb, as well as from the various emphases that can be
ascribed to the word echad: one, alone, unique.

Medieval scholars also varied in their interpretation. Rashi took it to mean:
“The Lord, Who is now only our God and not of other people, will in time
to come, to be acknowledged by all the world as the one and only God.”
Abraham Ibn Ezra wrote: “Is One signifies ‘He alone is the Lord”, and
Nachmanides felt: “The text has our God, because He performed his miracles with Moses.”
There may be a simpler explanation when one considers Egyptian religion
and habits.
First of all, the term “One” for the deity figured prominently in religious
hymns as can be found in Budge’s Egyptian Religion. For instance in the
papyrus of Ani:
“Hail, Tatunen, thou One, thou Creator of mankind and Maker of the substance of the gods…” And in the papyrus of Hunefer:
Thou art the One God who came into being at the beginning of time. Thou
didst create the earth, thou didst fashion man, thou didst make the watery
abyss of the sky, thou didst form Hapi [the Nile], thou didst create the great
deep, and thou dost give life unto all that therein is.
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The writer addressed himself to Ra, but didn’t the sons of Israel say the
same about Yahweh? Should “The One” really be a dividing rather than
uniting aspect of mankind’s thoughts?
During Egypt’s Eighteenth Dynasty it had also become customary to refer
to Pharaoh – a title which likewise goes back to that time and means “great
house” - as “One." The fact that the chief deity, be it Ra or Amen, was also
called One is no contradiction because Pharaoh was the living expression
of the god. To serve Pharaoh was serving god and vice versa. If one wanted
to say that the king is currently in Memphis, for instance, the person would
have said: One is in Memphis. In the introductory passages of
Tutankhamen’s restoration stele a statement reads: “Behold his majesty
[emphasis added] was in his palace, which is in the estate of
‘Akheperkare’. Like Re in the heavens, and his majesty was administering
this land.” The conclusion contains the sentence: “On this day One
[emphasis added] was in the goodly palace, which is in the estate of
‘Akheperkare’.” Erman stated:
The Egyptians avoided using the name of the reigning monarch, in the
same way as we feel a certain awe at needlessly pronouncing the name of
God. They therefore spoke of the king as: ‘Horus the Lord of the palace, the
good god, his majesty, thy Lord,’or (usually under the New Empire)
instead of all these designations, they used the indefinite pronoun one
[emphasis in the original] to signify sacred power - ‘One has commanded
thee,’ ‘One is now residing in Thebes’ would be in the older style ‘The king
has commanded thee’ or ‘The king resides at Thebes.’

Breasted provided another example during the installation of a newly
appointed vizier. Only a few aspects are quoted here:
The council was conducted into the audience hall of Pharaoh, Life! Prosperity! Health! One (meaning the king) caused that there be brought in the
vizier … newly appointed [who is told]… Behold, when a petitioner
comes…see thou to it that everything is done in accordance with law … a
prince is in a conspicuous place, water and wind report concerning all that
he does. For, behold that which is done by him never remains unknown… .
Forget not to judge in justice … it is an abomination of the god to show
partiality… . Look upon him who is known to thee like him who is
unknown to thee; and him who is near the king like him who is far from (his
house)… . Be not wroth against a man wrongfully; (but) be thou wroth at
that which one should be wroth. Cause thyself to be feared. Let men be
afraid of thee. A prince is a prince of whom one is afraid. Behold, if a man
causes himself to be feared too many times, there is something wrong in
him … the dread of a prince is that he does justice… . Make no [delay] at all
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in justice, the law of which though knowest. Behold, it becomes the arrogant that the king should love the timid more than the arrogant.

These excerpts show not only that “One” was commonly used as a designation for the supreme power, but also the importance that was being placed
on law. Justice had to be administered swiftly and with complete impartiality. The fear of the law was to be instilled by the vizier into the people;
but arrogance, bad temper or creating fear for fear’s sake was not
condoned.
This brings us back to the Shema and raises the question whether or not the
ambiguities in the text and therefore in the interpretations could be
accounted for if it is in fact ancient, had originated with Moses and if he
had been a “Prince of Egypt.” The profession of faith, as we know it,
already represents a translation and the simple original command could
have been: Hear O Israel! The Lord our God is One! With other words, the
Israelites should no longer think of Pharaoh as One but from now on this
honorific title belongs to Yahweh. Even if one wanted to retain the repetition of the second “… the Lord is …” which might have been added for
emphasis, it would still need only a change in prosody. By putting the
accentuation on the word Lord rather than One. Regardless whether or not
the suggestion put forward above represents the original meaning; the
word “echad” “One” is still highly relevant even when used as the number
1. During the 1960’s the key slogan was: “Always look out for number
one” implying that personal gratification is the most important goal in life.
This generation is now in leadership positions and the disintegrating effect
of that doctrine on society has become abundantly apparent. Should we not
take the Shema seriously and really give honor to where honor is due and
reestablish the Lord as Number One?
Another aspect of concordance with Egyptian thought are the blessings
and curses that Moses delivered at the end of his life to deter the Israelites
from backsliding. An example might be the decree issued by Amenhotep,
the son of Hapu, who also lived during the Eighteenth Dynasty. He had
hoped that the temple he built and the services performed therein would
“endure eternally from son to son, from heir to heir." If this were to be
done, blessings would flow upon his successors. On the other hand disasters would befall those who did not cooperate:
Amon the Lord of Thebes … will deliver them up to the wrath of the king
on the day of his anger; his snake diadem shall spit fire on the crown of their
head destroying their sons. It shall eat their body … they shall be drowned
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in the ocean, which shall conceal their bodies, they shall not receive funeral
services … they shall not cool themselves on the water, on the course of the
river. Their sons shall not succeed them, their wives shall be used shamefully even in their sight … they shall be slain on the day of destruction …
their bodies shall be sick and they shall hunger without food.

The document states that this would happen to the officers of the militia
responsible for the upkeep: “but if they attend to all these words, which are
issued as a command, and are obedient … good shall befall them… . They
shall rest in the city of the dead after a good old age." Moses’ blessings and
curses will be taken up later except to say that the blessings in Deuteronomy 28 take up 14 verses, while the curses outnumber them by about 4:1
from 15-68 and are even more graphic than those uttered by the son of
Hapu. In the spirit of nationalism, Moses also promised in the first verse of
that chapter: “the LORD thy God will set thee on high above all the nations
of the earth.” The catch was that the Israelites would have had “to observe
to do all His commandments which I command thee this day.”
It appears that Yahweh had also adopted the laws governing Egyptian
court ritual for his own worship. The first order the Lord issued to Moses,
when the latter tried to approach the burning bush, was to remove his
shoes. This was a prerequisite when high officials were to be admitted into
Pharaoh‘s presence. On the occasion when Moses pleaded with Yahweh
regarding the transgressions of the people by reminding Him that Yahweh
knows his name, he also followed practices established at court where the
greatest honor an official could boast of was that his name was known to
Pharaoh.
The directive that the Israelites must not only refrain from worshiping
other gods but also from uttering their names corresponds to the Egyptian
belief that anyone, be it god or man, is alive as long as the name is pronounced. That the Lord’s name was to remain secret also had its precedent
in Egyptian religion. As mentioned, names were meaningful in those days.
By knowing the name of a god, or a person, one would know his properties
and thus might be able to assume a degree of control. Egyptian mythology
provides an excellent example.
When Isis, although endowed with magical powers, was still a simple girl
in the service of Ra, she tried to persuade him to reveal his secret name to
her. He refused, of course, but since he was quite old and drooled spittle
from his mouth, Isis fashioned from the thus moistened earth a snake which
bit him. The unfortunate god did not realize that he had suddenly acquired
what would be called today autoimmune disease, for which there was then
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and still is no cure. In his agony he appealed for help to Isis, who promised
to comply on the condition that he tells her his true name. Since Ra was in
excruciating pain by then, he relented and caused it “to pass directly from
his bosom into that of Isis" so that it needed not be spoken. Whereupon Isis
healed Ra and became not only a renowned goddess but, in due course of
time, the mother of a god. With husband Osiris and baby Horus they were
the first trinity.
It has been claimed that the tabernacle description was unrealistic and is a
retrospective view of Solomon‘s temple. This assumes that Moses had no
idea of what an Egyptian temple looked like, which is highly doubtful. On
the contrary, he followed the outlines, albeit adapted to the necessities of
desert life, quite carefully. In Egypt, beyond the entry pylons there was an
enclosed courtyard and in the center an altar decked with sacrificed animals and flowers. The temple proper was divided into a hypostyle hall
where the festivals were celebrated this led in turn led to the Holy of
Holies. It contained a shrine, the naos, holding a richly adorned little
barque and on it the god’s image. Egyptian gods were family-oriented and
had a wife with at least one son. Therefore the Holy of Holies was tripartite.
The center belonged to the respective god and two smaller adjoining rooms
to his wife and son. Moses, confronted with the restrictions imposed by
nomadic life, had to settle for a tent instead of a temple but the basic outline
was retained. In the courtyard, there was the “altar of holocaust." The
temple itself had to be replaced by a tent but the division of hypostyle and
Holy of Holies was retained. They were separated by a curtain. The celibate Yahweh needed not to share space and could therefore occupy the
entire Holy of Holies that contained the Ark of the Covenant. Entry to the
presence of the deity was limited to the high- priest in either situation.
It is curious that there does not appear to have been much comment as to
the term “ark” which usually tends to denote a boat. It could have been
called a chest, since a boat has no particular use in the desert. The reason
may have been that it was modeled after the bark of the Egyptian gods, who
indeed were very fond of traveling by water. Let us look at the similarities
and differences. The bark of Amon Re as depicted at Karnak and reproduced in Erman‘s previously mentioned book, shows a richly adorned boat
complete with steering oar. It contains a central cabin structure that in turn
holds an image of the god flanked by two kneeling celestial beings whose
outstretched wings touched each other. They provided protection similar to
what can be seen on Tutankhamen‘s sarcophagus where they represent
Isis, Nephtys, Selkis and Neith. On great festivals the bark was carried
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around in procession on wooden poles and the cabin was covered by some
material so that it would not be exposed to profane eyes.
In regard to Moses’ ark, the orders of the Lord are detailed in Exodus
25:10-21. It is to be made of acacia wood overlaid in gold and the golden
cover should have at its ends “two cherubim of gold; of beaten work shalt
thou make them … and the cherubim shall spread their wings on high,
screening the ark cover with their faces one to another." The ark was to
contain “the testimony which I shall give thee" and was to be carried by
staves of acacia wood overlaid with gold. The similarities are of course
striking with the difference being that the now useless boat was discarded
and only the cabin structure retained as a chest. The “cherubim” are identical, albeit they are not guarding an image of the god, and the acacia was
sacred for Egyptians.
Non-Jews are quite bewildered by the numerous injunctions Moses was
supposed to have laid upon the people, but the laws are understandable if
one considers him to have been an Egyptian priest. Although it is reasonable to assume that he was not necessarily responsible for all of the laws, he
may well have issued a fair number. Since the Israelites were to be “a holy
people” they could not possibly be inferior to the Egyptians and in their
service of God, they had to surpass them. Herodotus (c.484-425 B.C.)
wrote about the Egyptians:
[They] are religious to excess, far beyond any other race of men, and use
the following ceremonies: They wear linen garments, which they are
specially careful to have always fresh washed. They practice circumcision
for the sake of cleanliness, considering it better to be cleanly than to be
comely. The priests shave their whole body every other day; that no lice or
other impure things may adhere to them when they are engaged in the
service of their gods… . They bathe twice every day in cold water, and
twice each night; besides which they observe, so to speak, thousands of
ceremonies. They enjoy, however, not a few advantages. They consume
none of their own property, and are at no expense for anything; but every
day bread is baked for them of the sacred corn and a plentiful supply of beef
and of goose’s flesh is assigned to each, and also a portion of wine made
from the grape.

The priests could not eat fish or beans, as they were considered to be
unclean. The pig could not even be touched by a priest, and swineherds
were forbidden to enter the temple. In contrast to other cultures, temple
prostitution was proscribed. No one was allowed to enter the temple
without having washed first. The priests were all male regardless of
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whether they served a god or goddess; the office was hereditary. Sacrificial
animals were submitted to detailed inspection to see if there was a single
black hair on the whole body because if so that would make it unclean and
lead to rejection. The head of the sacrificed animal was severed and thrown
into the river after prayers had been said to the effect that all the evil which
might befall those present at the ceremony, or in the country at large, be
transferred onto that head.
Those were some of the Egyptian priestly customs. What did Moses order?
For sacrificial services, Aaron was to “put on the holy linen tunic, and he
shall have the linen breeches upon his flesh, and shall be girded with the
linen girdle, and with the linen mitre shall he be attired; and he shall bathe
his flesh in water, and put them on [Lv 16: 4].” The purification of the
Levites is described in Numbers 8: 7 ”sprinkle the water of purification
upon them, and let them cause a razor to pass over all their flesh, and let
them wash their clothes, and cleanse themselves." Their privileges were
delineated in Numbers 18: the office was hereditary, they were entitled to
the best parts of the sacrificial offerings “all the best of the oil, and all the
best of the wine, and of the corn…everything devoted in Israel shall be
thine." As far as free housing is concerned Moses followed the practices
established by the later Pharaohs of the Eighteenth Dynasty and gave them
entire cities (Num 35). Circumcision was in, the pig was out, and so were
temple prostitution and female priests. There were, of course, some
changes to emphasize the difference between Israelites and Egyptians. The
Levites were specifically ordered not to shave their heads and since there
was no abundance of rivers into which a head could be tossed, the sins were
loaded onto a goat that was dispatched into the desert. Furthermore the sacrifices called specifically for a ram that would have seriously offended the
Egyptians since that animal was sacred to Amen.

Wisdom Literature
When the Israelites “borrowed” from the Egyptians at the time of the
Exodus, they brought more than just material objects with them. Egypt had
a large body of knowledge that is commonly referred to as Wisdom Literature and dates all the way back to the Old Kingdom. Some of it also found
its way into the Bible, especially into the Proverbs and Psalms.
Ptahhotep instructed his son:
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Do not be proud of your knowledge, consult the ignorant and the wise…no
artist’s skills are perfect, good speech is more hidden than greenstone, Yet
may be found among the maids at the grindstones. If you meet a disputant
in action, A powerful man superior to you, Fold your arms, bend your
back… .
Make little of the evil speech By not opposing him while he’s in action he
will be called an ignoramus Your self-control will match his pile (of
words)… .
If you are a man who leads, Who controls the affairs of the many, Seek out
every beneficent deed, That your conduct may be blameless, Great is
justice, lasting in effect, Unchallenged since the time of Osiris. One
punishes the transgressor of laws, Though the greedy overlook this; Baseness may seize riches, yet crime never lasts its wares; In the end it is justice
that lasts… .
Do not scheme against people … do not boast, One has great respect for the
silent man.
If your son is straight, takes after you, Do for him all that is good… . But an
offspring can make trouble; If he strays, neglects your counsel, Disobeys
all that is said, His mouth spouting evil speech, Punish him for all his talk!
If you want a perfect conduct, To be free from evil, Guard against the vice
of greed, A grievous sickness without cure, There is no treatment for it… .
If you are angered by a misdeed … pass it over don’t recall it… .
If you are great after having been humble, Have gained wealth after having
been poor In the past… . Knowing your former condition, Do not put trust
in your wealth, which came to you as a gift of god… .
If you probe the character of a friend, Don’t inquire, but approach him,
Deal with him alone… .
Be generous as long as you live… .
The wise is known by his wisdom, The great by his good actions; His heart
matches his tongue, His lips are straight when he speaks… . The fool who
does not hear, He can do nothing at all; He sees knowledge in ignorance,
usefulness in harmfulness.

These are just some samples of what was regarded as good conduct during
the Sixth Dynasty around 2300 B.C. From the Twelfth Dynasty came the
“Instruction to Merikare” (ca.1798-1790 B.C.) that also found their echo
more than a thousand years later in the Bible:
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The hothead is an inciter of citizens. He creates factions among the young
… curb the multitude suppress its heat… .
If you are skilled in speech, you will win … speaking is stronger than all
fighting… .
See their words [of the Wise] endure in books, Open, read them copy their
knowledge, He who is taught, becomes skilled. Don’t be evil, kindness is
good, Make your memorial last through love of you… .
A fool is who covets what others possess, Life on earth passes it is not
long… .
Not righteous is one who says: ‘I wish I had,’ He inclines to him who will
pay him.
Speak truth in your house … be kind… .
Do justice, then you endure on earth; Calm the weeper, don’t oppress the
widow, Don’t expel a man from his father’s property, Don’t reduce the
nobles in their possessions. Beware of punishing wrongfully. Do not kill, it
does not serve you. Punish with beatings, with detention, Thus will the land
be well-ordered… .
Do not prefer the well born to the commoner, Choose a man on account of
his skills.
Do not despoil the monument of another… .
When free men are given land, They work for you like a single team; No
rebel will arise among them, And Hapy [the Nile] will not fail to come
[with his annual inundations]… .
A blow is repaid by its like, to every action there is a response. While
generation succeeds generation, God who knows characters is hidden…
He reaches all that the eyes can see.
God thinks of him who works for him. Well tended is mankind - god’s
cattle, He made sky and earth for their sake, He subdued the water monster
[at the beginning of creation referred to as Leviathan in the Bible], He made
breath for their noses to live. They are his images, who came from his body,
He shines in the sky for their sake; He made for them plants and cattle,
Fowl and fish to feed them… . When they weep he hears.

The reference to God applies to Ra. Modern man may be insulted by the
idea of being “God’s cattle,” but is the image of God as our “shepherd”
very much different? Considering the totality of the message, it seems
undeniable that all the major moral aspects expressed in the Bible are
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prefigured here. The ideas that man is created in the image of God, the
breath of life, and that the earth was created for man are identical to the
views in Genesis. The maxims of: do not kill, do not covet, be kind, speak
the truth, be impartial, stay away from the hot-head are they not also the
essence of biblical instructions? The message that the tongue, or as it has
been rephrased, the pen, is mightier than the sword still has not left its
imprint in the minds of our “policy makers” and neither has the fact that
every action leads to a reaction. Ishmael’s name, indicating the Lord’s
compassion is also prefigured here. The advice not to despoil monuments,
i.e. structures that are sacred to others is, of course, the polar opposite of
Moses’ commandments. But one may be allowed to wonder who had the
higher morality in this regard. He who practices tolerance or the one who
overthrows what is sacred to others?
The Instructions also provide a glimpse of how the Egyptians viewed their
neighbors to the North and why some of the Israelites were always so keen
on returning to Egypt:
Lo, the miserable Asiatic, He is wretched because of the place he’s in:
Short of water, bare of wood, Its paths are many and painful because of
mountains, He does not dwell in one place, Food propels his legs, He fights
since the time of Horus, Not conquering nor being conquered, He does not
announce the day of combat, Like a thief who darts about a group.

When one recalls Jacob’s last admonitions to his sons, especially to Dan
and Gad, as well as the prophecies in regard to Ishmael’s posterity, it seems
that this old Egyptian was not far from the mark in regard to what transpired in the land of “the miserable Amu,” as it was called and which has
since become the “Holy Land.” The current inhabitants of the land still go
on fighting and they “do not announce combat” but strike when the opportunity seems to present itself, as we are well aware of.
“The Instruction to Merikare,” was expanded another eight hundred years
or so later in the “Wisdom of Amenemope.” While the former dealt in
essence with how the king and people in authority should conduct themselves, the latter was directed to the populace at large. There are numerous
direct concordances with the Bible as Breasted has pointed out; he juxtaposed some of the two versions. For instance:
Amenemope: Incline thine ears to hear my sayings, and apply thine heart to
their comprehension. For it is a profitable thing to put them into thy heart,
But woe to him who transgress them (A III, 9-12)
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Proverbs: Incline thine ear, and hear the words of the Wise, and apply thine
heart unto my knowledge. For it is a pleasant thing if thou keep them within
thee, If they be established together upon thy lips. (Prov. 22:17-18)
Amenemope: Remove not the landmark on the boundary of the fields… .
Be not greedy for a cubit of land, And trespass not on the boundary of the
widow. (A. VII, 12-15)
Proverbs: Remove not the ancient landmark; and enter not into the fields of
the fatherless. (Prov. 23:10).
Amenemope: Better is poverty in the hand of God, than riches in the storehouse. Better are loaves when the heart is joyous, Than riches in unhappiness. (A. IX, 5-8)
Proverbs: Better is little with the fear of Yahveh, Than great treasure and
trouble therewith. Better is a portion of herbs, where love is, than a stalled
ox and hatred therewith. (Prov. 15:16-17).

Breasted listed several more comparisons and pointed out that they can
readily be multiplied. It is abundantly clear, therefore, that an attempt to
divorce Moses from Egyptian thought which thoroughly permeated the
ancient world cannot lead to correct conclusions. During the 18th and
beginning of the 19th Dynasty, which is the historical time frame in which
the Exodus was supposed to have occurred, Egypt controlled a territory
about as large as the Eastern seaboard of the United States. She traded
extensively with Greece and all the neighbors in Asia that in turn led to cultural penetration. It was as impossible to get away from Egyptian culture in
those days as from American influence in ours.

Mesopotamia’s contribution
As mentioned, the all-pervasive influence of Egypt could not possibly be
escaped from in the Middle East at that time, but Mesopotamian laws and
ideas were at least equally important in the creation of Jewish religion. Pritchard’s Anthology is invaluable in this respect because it provides the biblical correspondences to some near Eastern texts.
The earliest written laws we know of were by Ur-Nammu (2112-2095
B.C.). These regulated the most diverse conduct. For instance: if the wife
of a man seduced another man, the woman would be slain but the man
would go free. Deflowering a virgin slave through rape cost five shekels of
silver. Divorce was obtained at the cost of one mina of silver. If adultery
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was alleged and the man survived the river-ordeal, the accuser had to pay 3
shekels. Smashing the limb of another man with a club was penalized with
ten shekels. A witness in a law-suit who perjured himself had to pay 15
shekels. As is apparent, most offenses could be handled by monetary fines
but an insolent slave woman had to have her mouth scoured with a quart of
salt.
There were also the laws of Eshnunna, which are dated to somewhat after
2000 B.C. They regulated wages as well as common offenses including
that of the habitually goring ox, vicious dogs and collapsing walls that
killed a free man. Most of them were likewise handled by money except
that the case of the previously mentioned death as a result of the collapsed
wall had to be referred to the king since it was a capital offense. The “collapsing wall” is of special interest because it figures also in the Talmud.
The family was sacred because: “If a man divorces his wife after having
made her bear children and takes another wife, he shall be driven from his
house and from whatever he owns.” If this were still the case today we
wouldn’t have to worry about massive divorce rates and deadbeat fathers!
These laws were some of the precursors for the most famous of all the Code
of Hammurabi, who ruled between 1728 and 1686 B.C. The main difference between the Hammurabi code and the Bible is that the former differentiated the punishments to be meted out whether the damage had occurred
to a person of property (seignior) or to a slave. The penalties were harsher
with respect to a wronged seignior. The death sentence for major offences
was liberally dispensed and probably quickly executed which contributed
to their deterrence value. The biblical laws do not acknowledge class distinctions among the Israelites but do show some differences as to what is
permissible in dealing with a “stranger” or “sojourner.” Although these
persons were to be treated with kindness, they did not have quite the same
rights. Hammurabi’s laws were exceedingly diverse and even today’s sailboat afficionados can thank him for having declared that sailing vessels
have the right of way over power driven craft, which was, of course,
manual in those days. Surgeons, on the other hand, must have plied their art
with considerable apprehension because they were in danger of losing their
hand if a seignior died as a result of an operation. This also applied if the
patient had suffered the loss of an eye during surgery. If the same thing
happened to a slave the surgeon got by with a fine. Cutting off the hand was
also the price for hitting one’s father. Ex. 21: 15 was even more severe in
this regard and demanded death for the offense that included striking the
mother. Some other concordances are:
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“If a seignior has stolen the young son of another seignior, he shall be put to
death;” can be found in Ex 21: 16 and Dt 24:7.
“If an obligation came due against a seignior and he sold (the services of)
his wife, his son, or his daughter, or he has been bound over for service,
they shall work in the house of their purchaser or obligee for three years,
with their freedom reestablished in the fourth year.” Ex. 21: 2-11 and Dt
15: 12-18 require six years of service for Hebrew slaves with freedom in
the seventh. On the other hand fugitive slaves needed not be returned in the
Mosaic code. The habitually goring ox that killed a property owner cost the
owner half a mina of silver in Hammurabi’s code, while it required death
not only of the animal but also its owner in the Mosaic.
The much-quoted eye-for-an-eye and tooth-for a- tooth compensation is
also to be found in Hammurabi. The punishment was to be carried out literally if the victim was a seignior but in the case of a slave it was settled with
money. Since there are no less than 282 laws in Hammurabi’s code, examples could again be multiplied, but the point is amply made that the Israelites were immersed in cultures from which they drew their own laws which
were modified according to the need of the hour. While most of the laws
governing the Israelites differed only in relatively minor degrees from
those which were current in the rest of the civilized world, the insistence on
the one God who tolerated no rivals, the keeping of the Sabbath holy, the
ban on intermarriage and the dietary laws created the problems the Israelites faced when they arrived in the promised land. In Ex 34: 11-12 the Lord
had promised:
behold I am driving out before thee the Amorite, and the Canaanite, and the
Hittite, and the Perizzite, and the Hivite, and the Jebusite. Take heed to
thyself, lest thou make a covenant with the inhabitants of the land, whither
thou goest, lest they be for a snare in the midst of thee.

Not only were they ordered in the next verse that “ye shall break down their
altars, and dash in pieces their pillars, and ye shall cut down their Asherim
[sacred trees],” but there was to be complete, what would nowadays be
called, “ethnic cleansing.” The injunctions expressed in Dt 20: 10-20 and
specifically 16, 17 required the total extermination of everyone living in
the cities of their patrimony.
Although the commandments were well meant for the benefit of the Israelites, they could not be fulfilled in actual practice. This did not necessarily
result from a lack of determination on the part of the sons of Jacob; they
simply did not have the manpower to complete the task. Instead of being
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able to create a homogeneous society in the land under the laws of Moses,
they were condemned to live among “idolaters” throughout most of their
history. Frictions over the extent to which all the laws should be observed
were inevitable, not only between Israelites and the indigenous population
but also within the Israelite camp itself. While pagan polytheism was tolerant of other religious opinions, a rigid monotheism could not be. The
insistence on separateness and that their God is the only God, thereby
making the opinions and practices of the rest of the world inferior to those
of the Israelites, has led to consequences which persist to this day.
Nobody likes to be told by a new arrival that the time-honored rites are
nonsense; when words are followed by action, people will take defensive
measures to preserve their heritage. Thus anti-Israelite sentiments were
born which later turned into anti-Judaism and, still later, into antisemitism.
The important aspect is not that the Israelites fought the other tribes and
nations. Wars had been going on for millennia and were waged for acquisition of territory or booty. The duty of the gods was to help win victory but it
was generally not expected that they now had to immediately replace those
of the vanquished. War on religion for the sake of religion was something
quite new and was the consequence of Moses’ laws.
The previously mentioned commandment to leave no one alive in conquered cities was, however, not specific for Israel but common practice in
those days. An inscription on the so-called Moabite Stone, which was
found in 1868 and now resides in the Louvre, deals with the exploits of
king Mesha after the Israelite kings Omri and Ahab had “humbled Moab”
for many years because Chemosh, the local god, “was angry at his land.”
Mesha went on saying: “Israel hath perished for ever!” This was another
gross misreading of the resilience of the “stiff-necked” people. The Egyptian Pharaoh Merneptah had claimed the same about two hundred years
earlier and as we well know subsequent conquerors were equally unsuccessful in this respect. More importantly Mesha was also told by Chemosh:
‘Go, take Nebo from Israel!’ So I went by night and fought against it from
the break of dawn until noon, taking it and slaying all, seven thousand men,
boys, women, girls and maid-servants, for I had devoted them to destruction for (the god) Ashtar-Chemosh. And I took from there the […] of
Yahweh, dragging them before Chemosh.

The point to be made here is twofold. On the one hand, we have one of the
few extra-biblical historic references to the kingdom of Israel and its temporary successes against Moab . On the other hand it points out that
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massacres were the order of the day, regardless of whether the ordaining
god was Chemosh or Yahweh. Furthermore, the phrase that Chemosh was
angry with his people is, of course, common in the Bible except that, in that
instance, it happened to be Yahweh who was upset when the Israelites
strayed from the straight and narrow. What Mesha took of Yahweh could
not be deciphered, but the word “priests” might have been appropriate.
The re-entry into the land of Canaan under Yahweh was to have a profound
influence on the religion itself. Some authors like to leave the impression
that by the time the Israelites arrived in Canaan, the Lord was no longer a
tribal deity but the master of the universe. Yet, as mentioned earlier, there
are two versions of biblical events. One talks about the Lord, Yahweh, and
the other about El, God. The Bible seems to imply that Yahweh came from
Midian or was originally a god of the Kenites who lived in the south and
who were closely associated with the tribe of Judah, while El was worshiped in the north ergo Isra-El. As mentioned earlier, names had meaning
but YHWH has been difficult to translate. The commonly used one is from
Exodus 3: 14 where the Lord, when asked for His name by Moses, told
him: “‘I AM THAT I AM’ … and ‘Thus shall you say unto the children of
Israel: I AM hath sent you’ ”, which is given in the same way in the King
James Version of the Bible. This is a rather ambiguous statement therefore
the commentators went to work and Rashi felt that:
the repetition of the words I AM signified God’s assurance to Moses that
not only would He save Israel from their present sufferings, but also deliver
them from any future troubles. At this mention of future sorrows, Moses
was taken aback and exclaimed ‘Sufficient is the evil in its time!’ (Why
should I tell them of what is in store for them later?). Whereupon God
commanded him to say to Israel, I AM hath sent me unto you (omitting the
allusion to the future).

Rabbi Nachmanides disagreed:
The words I AM signify God’s unity, and Moses was bidden specially to
cite this name in order to stress upon Israel the importance of national
unity, the implication being, ‘As I am one, so be ye all one united people.’

Rabbi Rashbam felt it meant: “God informed Moses, ‘I am eternal and will
therefore fulfill what I promise.’ ” While Rabbi Sforno, who lived a little
later than the aforementioned (c.1475-1550), interpreted it as: “that they
point to God’s determination to remove all cruelty and bondage that would
destroy human existence.”
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While these are highly subjective inferences, there exist a variety of other
translations. The Septuagint states: “And God spoke to Moses, saying, I am
THE BEING. Thus shall ye say to the children of Israel, THE BEING has
sent me to you.” The New English Bible informs us: “I AM; that is who I
am.” A cynical observer might add: and it’s none of your business to ask
me for my name. Luther’s translation from the Hebrew Bible into German
reads: “Ich werde sein, der ich sein werde.” Thus Luther used the future
rather than the present tense, and the phrase also lends itself to different
interpretations when translated into English. One would be: I will be who I
will be or I will become who I will become.
Since I was brought up with a grammar, which makes a clear difference
between present and future tenses I was rather puzzled, because it seemed
to me that if the one is right the other should be wrong. Not so in Hebrew,
as I was told, because it can mean either. Therefore The Amplified Bible
gives equal time to both and states: “I AM WHO I AM and WHAT I AM,
and I WILL BE WHAT I WILL BE.”
As a friend in Israel told me it amounts to the equivalent of “que sera,
sera.” We could leave it there were it not for two other seemingly unrelated
aspects. Assmann in his previously mentioned book pointed to a reference
by Reinhold who had found in Plutarch an interesting parallel. In the
chapter Isis and Osiris of Moralia, Plutarch wrote: “In Sais the statue of
Athena, whom they believe to be Isis, bore the inscription: I am all that has
been, and is, and shall be, and my robe no mortal has yet uncovered.” Inasmuch as Plutarch lived from A.D. 46-120, and we don’t know how long the
statue of Isis had borne that proud description, it cannot be used to establish
priority. Nevertheless the congruence of thought is rather interesting.
Finally one also has to take into account two completely different views
from archeological sources. One was proposed by Donald Redford. In
Egypt, Canaan and Israel in Ancient Times, he wrote:
The localization of the “Land of the Shasu” in the mountainous districts of
Se’ir east of the Arabah has an interesting consequence for one name in the
mentioned lists from Soleb and Amarah - YHW (in) the land of the Shasu.
For half a century it has been generally admitted that we have here the tetragrammaton, the name of the Israelite god, ‘Yahweh’; and if this be the case,
as it undoubtedly is, the passage constitutes a most precious indication of
the whereabouts during the late fifteenth century B.C. of an enclave
revering this god. And while it would be wrong to jump to the conclusion
that “Israel” as known from the period of the judges or the early monarchy
was already in existence in Edom at this time one can not help but recall the
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numerous passages in later Biblical tradition that depict Yahweh ‘coming
forth from Se’ir’ and originating in Edom. The only reasonable conclusion
is that one major component in the later amalgam that constituted Israel,
and the one with whom the worship of Yahweh originated, must be looked
for among the Shasu of Edom already at the end of the fifteenth century
B.C.

In view of the hatred of Jacob’s sons against Edom this opinion might be
regarded as rank heresy by the faithful.
Another suggestion was advanced by Gordon and Rendsburg in their book,
The Bible and the Ancient Near East. The authors stated that the personal
names of the Patriarchs are Amorite in type and that “the divine name
Yahwe” also appears in Amorite personal names. It will be difficult to
establish precisely where the name came from but this problem can safely
be left to archeologists. What is more relevant here is that regardless of
what part of the country the name originated in, the data would point to
rather humble beginnings for Yahweh and may explain why He is a jealous
God who has to magnify Himself. He was obviously in serious competition
with other local deities.
Up to 1928 the main view we had of Canaanite religion came from the
Bible and contained a decidedly negative bias. In that year, however, the
Ras Shamra documents from the ancient city of Ugarit were discovered
and subsequently translated. The chief god of the area was El whose titles
were: “King of the Gods,” “Father of Gods and creatures including men”,
“The eternally wise,” “The holy one, the benevolent, and the merciful.” He
had a wife by name of Ashera, who figures prominently in the Bible, albeit
in a negative way. Of his two sons one was Dagan and the other Baal. It
was the latter who gave the Israelites the most trouble. Baal represented life
as opposed to Mot, who stood for death and the underworld. There was a
constant cosmic struggle between these forces. Baal was periodically
killed as the seasons changed and then was resurrected in the spring. To
ensure his return the people who badly needed rain for their crops engaged
in fertility rites. The puritanical members of the Israelite tribes abhorred
these practices while those individuals who were more liberally inclined
readily participated, to the distress of the prophets. Baal had his home on
the mountain of Zaphon, from which came Bal-Zephon, which in turn
mutated to Beelzebul of New Testament fame and eventually to Milton’s
Beelzebub. Truly, how low hast thou fallen?
Thus in the historic struggle for domination among the gods, Baal was
clearly the loser, but not necessarily completely and forever. The founder
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of the modern-day Chassidism, the original Lubavitcher Rebbe
(1698-1760), was called Israel Baal Shem Tov (Master of the Good Word).
Whether or not the Chassidim realize that they are thereby keeping the
archenemy “Baal” alive I don’t know. Baal’s father, El, did even better.
Abraham was introduced to Him by the priest of Salem, i.e. Jerusalem,
with the additional title of alyon or elyon (almighty) As God Almighty, he
has remained with us. At least one of His residences was on Mt. Zion.
When David captured the city, the One God of the universe emerged subsequently as an amalgamation of El with Yahweh. Since El was a benign
deity, who even had a sense of humor, Yahweh lost some of his anger and
became relatively more pacific as well as merciful.
This merging of deities also had its precedent in Egypt. The priesthood of
Heliopolis worshiped Ra, the sun god. The one in Thebes was devoted to
Amun, which translated into “The Hidden.” When the New Kingdom was
established in Thebes, Amun gained greater stature but Ra did not lose out
because he was simply worshiped, as Amun-Ra. Ptah from Memphis
seemed to have remained a junior partner.
Later on in Israelite history, El had to retreat into the background for some
time and Yahweh took over. This was most probably due to the fact that the
kingdom of Israel was conquered by the Assyrians in 722 B.C.; ten of the
twelve tribes were partly expelled and partly absorbed by the local population. Judah subsequently shouldered the heritage and during exilic or
immediate post-exilic times its priests reworked the entire history of the
tribes into the form we now know. Since Judah had more affinities to
Yahweh than El, the former eclipsed the latter. Nevertheless not entirely,
his name lives on in the very nation that exists today, i.e. Isra-El. Amun,
Amon, Amen or Ammon has also done rather well, although only few
people know this. The Amen with which we habitually conclude our
prayers may or may not have anything to do with him, but we do have a
structure in the temporal lobes of our brain which carries the dual name of
hippocampus, sea horse, as well as Ammonshorn on account of its curvature. We would not be human without it since it controls memory. Apparently Ammon has assured his survival because, as mentioned before, in
Egypt one lives on as long as one’s name is pronounced.
The importance of Ugarit in relation to our understanding of the early history of Israel cannot be over-emphasized. As Gordon and Rendsburg in the
previously mentioned book have pointed, out the Ugarit texts and the
Hebrew Bible are variants of the same literature. Their book also points to
the close relationship between Homeric Greece and aspects of the Bible
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indicating that much closer contact existed between the cultures of “The
Isles,” Egypt, Canaan, the Hittites, and Mesopotamia than we are used to
thinking. For instance the authors mention that the equation of guile with
wisdom was common in those days as the example of Odysseus among
others proves. Furthermore the Iliad demonstrates that a man can fight successfully with a goddess.
Since that story indeed contains a very nice parallel to Jacob’s wrestling
with the angel it is here reproduced in its essence from the Iliad itself.
Diomed, the son of Tydeus, was engaged in close combat with Aeneas on
the plains of Troy and:
caught up a mighty stone, so huge and great that as men now are it would
take two to lift it; nevertheless he bore it aloft with ease unaided, and with
this he struck Aeneas on the groin where the hip turns in the joint that is
called the ’cup bone.’ The stone crushed this joint, and broke the sinews,
while its jagged edge tore away all the flesh. The hero fell on his knees, and
propped himself with his hand resting on the ground till the darkness of
night fell upon his eyes. And now Aeneas, king of men, would have
perished then and there had not his mother, Jove’s daughter Venus
[protected him and spirited him away. But Diomed chased after her] spear
in hand, for he knew her to be feeble and not one of those goddesses that
can lord it among men in battle like Minerva or Enyo the waster of cities,
and when at last after a long chase he caught her up, he flew at her and
thrust his spear into the flesh of her delicate hand… . Venus screamed
aloud, and let her son fall, but Phoebus Apollo caught him in his arms, and
hid him in a cloud of darkness, lest some Danaan should drive a spear into
his breast and kill him; and Diomed shouted out as he left her, ‘Daughter of
Jove, leave war and battle alone, can you not be contented with beguiling
silly women? If you meddle with fighting you will get what will make you
shudder at the very name of war… . And laughter-loving Venus
[complained to her mother Dione] Proud Diomed, the son of Tydeus
wounded me… . The war is no longer between Trojans and Acheans, for
the Danaans have now taken to fighting with the immortals

The similarities with Jacob’s experience are fairly striking except that in
the biblical story the angel remains unscathed while Jacob, like Aeneas,
suffers damage to his groin. Whether or not the name of the tribe of Dan
had anything to do with the Danaans, as the Greeks were frequently
referred to by Homer, is an open question since there is no known etymology for the name.
That Jews in Roman times were aware of aspects of Roman history, which
they thoroughly distorted at times, is evidenced by one of the stories in the
previously mentioned Die Sagen der Juden. In the Life of Moses, one finds
93

The Moses Legacy

a chapter entitled Hasdrubal and Hannibal with italics in the original. One
can read there that Aeneas was king of Africa and when he died his son
Hasdrubal ascended to kingship in his place. Janius the king of the Kittim
(Romans) died likewise at that time and was buried in Campagna. His son
Letianus took over and all this happened while Moses had been for 28
years king of the Moors, who by the way apparently resided in the Middle
East rather than Africa. In a separate story we are told how Moses had
attained this honor after he had fled from Pharaoh’s wrath for having killed
an Egyptian evildoer. Letianus then went to Africa where he defeated and
killed Hasdrubal. The king’s brother Hannibal subsequently took over,
built a fleet, and defeated the Kittim in eighteen battles. After having taken
revenge he went back home to Africa. The real events of the Punic wars
had filtered through to Judea, were repeated in the distorted form mentioned above, are now part of Aggadah and thereby the Talmud.
This particular story undoubtedly represents a late intrusion into Jewish literature but it is likely that the Greek classics were known in the Levant
even before Alexander had appeared on the scene. Gordon and Rendsburg
comment that the heroic figure of David has considerably more in common
with Homer than with Ezra. This includes also David’s love for Jonathan
that finds its counterpart in the story of Achilles and Patroclus.
While Ugarit and Homeric Greece may have been one inspiration for biblical heroes, the tablets from Nuzu - a second millennium city in northeast
Mesopotamia, fairly near Haran where Arameans, Amorites and Hurrians
intermingled - provides another. The tablets deal with civil law and paint a
detailed picture of life in patriarchal times. For example: when the owner’s
wife was barren, a servant could be “adopted” in order to become legal heir
to the property; this right was forfeited if a legitimate son was born subsequently. This explains Abraham’s complaint to the Lord that his servant
Eliezer of Damascus will inherit his property (Gn 15:2-3). The barren wife
also had the obligation to provide her husband with one of her “handmaids” for producing an heir so that the property would remain in the
family. Thus Sarah was not just unduly generous and loving but that was
simply the way things were done in those days. The driving out of the
first-born after a legitimate heir had arrived was, however, not condoned in
Nuzu and this is why Abraham had to get special dispensation from the
Lord.
Sale of birthright was also not unknown but it did require more than
Jacob’s dish of “red pottage.” Gordon and Rendsburg suggest furthermore
that the “Ur of the Chaldees” need not have been the city of Ur in southern
94

Moses

Mesopotamia as is commonly assumed but it could have been Urfa which
is near Haran. In addition, Abraham was not necessarily a tribal chief with
just sheep and other livestock but a traveling merchant and this might
explain his relatively ready access to the local potentates in the area. The
people of Ugarit actually complained about the competition the locals had
from the merchants of Ur. This resulted in a decree that the latter were not
allowed to settle down and purchase land in Canaan. Thus Hamor’s offer
that Jacob should dwell, trade and get possessions in his land would have
been even more enticing. Occasionally land could be bought but it seems to
have been the exception and was not necessarily desirable.
When Sarah died, Abraham was in a quandary as to where he could properly bury her, so he said “to the children of Heth [Hittites] ‘ I am a stranger
and sojourner with you give me a possession of a burying place with you,
that I may bury my dead out of my sight’ [Gn 23:4]. ” But the Hittites said
in so many words: don’t worry, we know you, just go ahead and bury your
dead with ours. But that was not good enough for Abraham; he wanted the
cave of Machelpah which was a tiny portion of Ephron’s field. This may
not have been for modesty’s sake but there were taxes involved. To quote
the mentioned authors: “According to Hittite law code, levies on real estate
were borne by the original owner as long as he held on to any part of the
estate.” Abraham, in order to sidestep such obligations, tried to buy only
the corner of the field containing the cave (verse 9). But Ephron wanted to
unburden himself of the entire field (verse 11) so that Abraham should bear
the obligations. These corresponded not only to our real estate tax, but may
have included in addition the liability to military service or corvee. With a
corpse on his hands that required prompt burial, Abraham was in no position to hold out and therefore had to buy the whole field to get the cave.
Fortunately, he was sufficiently affluent to be able to hand over the
required “four hundred shekels of silver, current money with the merchant
[Gn 23:16].” The Bible clearly indicates his “merchant” status in this
instance, which in all probability applied to his immediate offspring.
This historical discourse may seem unrelated to the main topic but is essential when we consider later on what modern Jewish writers have to say
about Moses and his laws. Anyone who is interested in Biblical history will
find the above-mentioned books most fascinating. Unfortunately the information tends to be ignored by some writers who seem to feel that the Bible
contents were strictly Jewish intellectual property. In defense of the creators of the Bible, it must be said that “copyright” did not exist in those
days and they could readily use information from whatever source.
95

The Moses Legacy

However, in today’s day and age it does behoove us to honor our “Fathers
and Mothers,” which includes giving due credit to their thoughts. That this
is still largely wanting by some religious authors is exemplified by Abba
Hillel Silver. In the Preface of his book: Moses and the original Torah he
wrote:
It was with Moses that the Torah religion of Israel began and it was among
the tribes which later constituted the Northern Kingdom of Israel that the
Torah of YHVH was first established. The cardinal spiritual and ethical
teachings of the original Torah which were never surpassed were those of
Moses and not of the later prophets of Israel or Judah… . Moses was the
first teacher of mankind who rejected the attributes of the dreadful, the
implacable and the incalculable which the ancients so frequently ascribed
to their gods. He taught his people to think of YHVH, the sole God of the
universe, as the Compassionate, the Loving and Forgiving.

How does this statement square with what we have read earlier about
Egyptian literature, as well as the following quote?:
Thou art the lord of Heaven, thou art the lord of earth; thou art the creator of
those who dwell in the heights and of those who dwell in the depths. Thou
art the One God who came into being in the beginning of time… . Thou
didst create the earth, thou didst fashion man… thou dost give life unto
all… Hail, One, thou mighty being, of myriad forms and aspects … king of
the world … lord of eternity and ruler of everlastingness.

The quote does not come from the Bible but from the previously mentioned
papyrus of Hunefer ca. 1350 B.C. and is part of a hymn to Ra. Another
example might be the hymn to Aten that can be found in Breasted’s: The
Dawn of Conscience; its similarities to Psalm 104 have often been pointed
out. It was discovered at Akhetaten and is quite long. In essence it extols
Aten, symbolized by the sun disk, as creator of the heavens and earth who
guards and protects them and cares indeed for the entire world rather than
merely Egypt. A few key passages are:
How manifold are thy works! They are hidden before men, O sole God,
beside whom there is no other. Thou didst create the earth according to thy
heart. The world subsists in thy hand… Men live through thee … Thy love
is great and mighty… O God who fashioned himself, Maker of every land,
Creator of that which is upon it: Even men, all the herds of cattle and the
antelopes, All trees that grow in the soil … Thou art the mother and father
of all that thou hast made

96

One may, therefore, ask oneself are Rabbi Silver and those authors who
write like him simply uninformed or is mankind to be converted to their
point of view by constant repetition?
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5
Kingdoms Gained and Lost

Since it is not the purpose of this book to present a history of the Jewish
people, but rather one of ideas, the fate of the twelve tribes, their brief unification into one kingdom under David, and the break-up after Solomon
need not be detailed here. On the other hand, David is important because
the Jewish Messiah is supposed to come from one of his descendants.
Therefore, regardless how much of his glorious stature was possibly borrowed from Homer he bears examination as a role model for the future. The
current qualifications for the Messiah to come are presented in the second
part of this book.
Just like with Moses, posterity has a much better opinion of David than the
biblical text might warrant. One must admit that, although he listened to
Yahweh’s words, as transmitted through Nathan the prophet, his morals
were flexible and Moses’ laws were not taken too seriously. Not only was
intermarriage of no concern, there is also no indication in the Bible that the
other ritual demands had a high priority. In addition, he must be credited
that when it came time to conquer Jerusalem, he seems not to have disturbed the Jebusites all that much because instead of exterminating everybody he actually paid for Arauhna’s threshing floor so that the temple
could be built on that site by his son Solomon. Otherwise his rule was characterized by almost continual warfare against most of the neighbors as well
as by putting down internal revolts. The most notable uprising was the one
instigated by his son Absalom. It is reasonable to assume that if David had
indeed been the just king he has been made out to be in retrospect it is
unlikely that Absalom would have been able to acquire the large following,
which forced David to flee precipitously from his royal capital.
There were, of course, also the usual periods of drought and pestilence that
the Bible ascribes to divine anger on account of David’s sins. Nevertheless,
since Nathan had told David that the Lord had revealed to him that He
would establish David’s kingdom forever, he has become the prototype for
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the future Messiah. His main achievement was the unification of the tribes
and enlarging the borders of his country to an extent that is still the dream
of some fervent Israeli nationalists. On the other hand, apart from the
Bible, there is no information as to the actual size of his realm. One may
also ask whether a life like his, which included not only adultery but also
deliberately sending the woman’s husband to his death, should serve as a
model for the future Messianic Kingdom.
Of Nathan, who obviously was the power behind the throne, we know very
little because the Bible fails to give his genealogy, which is quite
uncommon. It has been suggested that he might have been a Jebusite but
this is unsubstantiated. His major function was that of court prophet and as
such he served as David’s conscience. He was also highly instrumental in
raising Solomon, rather than the older brother Adonijah, to kingship. The
latter had been rash and saw himself already the future king without prior
approval from Nathan that turned out to have been a mistake. Nathan complained to Bathsheba, and sent her to David to remedy the situation. The
intercession was successful and Bathsheba’s son won out.
While David became the model for the ideal warrior-king, his son Solomon
has been extolled mainly for his wisdom. Although the building of the first
temple was started in his fourth year of reign, the Law of Moses did have to
take a back seat. The judicial murder of his half-brother Adonijah is clearly
understandable for cementing his hold on the throne but marrying the
daughter of Egypt’s “idolatrous” Pharaoh should have raised some eyebrows. Actually the Lord did seem to have had second thoughts about Solomon’s conduct and made his former unconditional promise to David now
dependent on Solomon’s ability to keep His statutes and commandments:
But if ye shall at all turn from following me, ye or your children, and will
not keep my commandments and my statutes which I have set before you,
but go and serve other gods, and worship them: then will I cut off Israel out
of the land which I have given them; and this house which I have hallowed
for my name, will I cast out of my sight; and Israel shall be a proverb and a
byword among all people” (1 Kings 9:6-7).

Since the Lord’s requirements were rather stringent and Solomon had a
healthy appetite for women, he imported them from all quarters of the Near
East without too much concern for the Lord’s admonitions. The ladies
brought their gods along with them and Solomon had no compunction
about erecting shrines to these deities.
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It is not clear from the biblical account how the populace felt about this but
the lavish building program must have consumed a great deal of money.
This had to come, in all probability, from taxes since there is no record that
he had engaged in wars with subsequent plunder of the vanquished. The
mood in the country was probably not particularly euphoric. As far as the
labor pool is concerned, which was essential for his building penchant, the
Bible is of two minds. 1 Kings 5:13 states it came from “a levy out of all
Israel,” while 1 Kings 9:20-22 limits it to the remaining Amorites, Hittites,
Perizzites, Hivites and Jebusites “upon those did Solomon levy a tribute of
bond-service unto this day”:
But of the children of Israel did Solomon make no bondmen: but they were
men of war, and his servants, and his princes, and his captains, and his
rulers of his chariots, and his horsemen. These were the chief of the officers
that were over Solomon’s work, five hundred and fifty, which bear rule
over the people that wrought in the work [1 Kings 9:22-23].

Thus, there was an underclass of laborers and a ruling elite. This differed in
no way from the rest of the civilized world at that time but it does indicate
that Solomon was not a particularly benign ruler, who was mainly concerned with the well being of the subjects under his control.
By the time Solomon had acquired 700 wives and 300 concubines, the
Lord’s patience was exhausted and He told him that although He had
promised David to preserve the kingdom in perpetuity for his heirs, He was
under no such obligation any more in regard to Solomon’s successors.
The proverbial wisdom Solomon was supposed to have had is documented
only by the suggested partition of the baby when a dispute between two
women as to motherhood arose. What has been ascribed to him by later
authors is not necessarily validated by his conduct. That he excelled “all
the wisdom of Egypt,” spoke three thousand proverbs, and created one
thousand and five songs, appears to be a later interpolation by the editor(s)
of the Bible. What is more likely is that he established a library where the
historical data of the twelve tribes were collected as well as the wisdom literature of Egypt and Mesopotamia. There is no evidence, however, that he
really took these writings to heart. He was the classic oriental potentate
who simply loved the good life. And why shouldn’t he, one might add. As a
model for moral conduct he seems to fall rather short of the mark. The
psalms that were attributed to David originated also, in all probability, not
with the king but were part of the previously mentioned wisdom literature.
Since Israel needed its own heroes very badly after the loss of the first
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temple David as well as Solomon were chosen as the authors. Contrary to
today’s practices, authenticity was not derived by speaking for oneself but
by its attribution to illustrious deceased persons.

The Prophets
The opinion that Solomon, in spite of his reputed wisdom, lacked foresight
is bolstered by the report that the kingdom promptly fell apart when his son
Jeroboam took over. In spite of the warning by wiser heads, he promised to
make life even harder for the Israelites by instituting higher taxes and more
forced labor. As one might expect, the ten tribes took him at his word and
elected their own king. Jeroboam was left with Judah and the lands of
Benjamin. The glory years had lasted only two generations.
The two kingdoms were nearly constantly at war with the neighbors as well
as frequently with each other and the conduct of the people aroused the ire
of the prophets. The common folk wanted to live like everybody else but
the Law of Moses did not allow for that and a series of prophets arose to
chastise the people and warn of future disasters. Whenever adversity
struck, which was quite frequent, it was interpreted as the result of
Yahweh’s anger on account of His people’s refusal to live according to the
Law and of “whoring” after other gods.
Next to Moses, the prophets are now regarded as having shaped Jewish
conscience into the form we know and as the developers of “ethical monotheism.” They are being credited as the forerunners of democratic principles and for creating the universal message of peace to all mankind.
According to some modern religious authors, they were also the first to
view history not as a result of cyclical events, over which human beings
have relatively little control, but as an arrow directed upwards to
ever-increasing perfection that will culminate in the arrival of the Messianic kingdom. Yahweh was, in their opinion, the supreme deity of the universe who rewards and punishes according to obedience to His laws. When
the sons of Jacob were bad, He would raise up other nations against them
who would do the chastising for Him. Thus all of human history revolved
around Jacob’s offspring. The rest of the nations existed in order to either
reward or punish the Chosen People according to their obedience to the
law. That this, what one might call “Judeocentric view” of the world, is a
prescription for disaster neither the prophets nor some modern writers
seemed to realize.
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When one reads the prophets as literature, and for historic perspectives,
rather than selecting merely isolated verses for religious edification, one is
struck with a recurrent theme that hardly varies regardless of author.
Another disconcerting aspect is that the text appears to be frequently disjointed and repetitive. This is probably due to the material having originally been placed on scrolls that may or may not have been properly
labeled and numbered. The editors of the book we know as the Bible, therefore, had to patch together a cohesive document from diverse sources.
Most of the time they did very well but human beings make mistakes that
resulted in the mentioned difficulties. Furthermore they also succumbed to
the Egyptian vice of “multiplying words” and seem to have felt that more is
better even if it becomes redundant.

Amos
Tradition holds that Amos was the one of the earliest of the prophets.
Although he came from Judah, he had moved to the Northern Kingdom
where he preached against its sins that would result in its imminent fall.
The book of The Twelve Prophets gives the dates of his mission as between
765 and 750 B.C. and also tell us that his message was not very well
received. There are two versions as to how he had met his end. One is that
king Uzziah struck him on his forehead with a glowing iron, while another
account blames Amaziah, the priest of Bethel, with having hit him on the
temple. Prophesying was obviously a hazardous occupation and has
remained so.
In the Introduction to Amos’ sayings Lehrman and Rosenberg wrote:
As an expounder of the moral and ethical aspects of religion, the importance of Amos is pre-eminent. God is not the God of Israel only, but of the
entire universe. Nor is His covenant with Israel indissoluble. They will be
punished for their sins even more severely than other nations, and the evil
that deserves the most punishment is social injustice.

Meticulous ritual observance is not enough:
God demands righteousness and mercy. True, Israel was His chosen
people, but the complement of privilege is obligation.
His message of eternal import is that society, if it is to exist, must rest on
justice between man and man, as well as between nations … honesty and
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fair dealing were the mainsprings of national welfare. His golden age is one
in which noble thought and simplicity of life are harmoniously blended.

In the conclusion it is stated:
The fact remains that Amos was one of the greatest personalities in Biblical
literature, a man whose lofty conception of God, universalism, defence of
the oppressed, denunciation of injustice, and exposition of right conduct,
entitle him to a foremost place among the pioneers of ethical religion.

I have quoted so extensively because it is typical for the aura that now surrounds the words of the prophets. What did Amos really say? After a brief
introduction, Chapters 1 and 2 are filled with predictions of destruction
that involves practically the entire region:
The pastures of the shepherds shall mourn … I [the Lord] will send a fire
into the house of Hazael And it shall devour the palaces of Ben-hadad … I
will break the bar of Damascus… will send a fire on the wall of Gaza …
send a fire on the wall of Tyre … upon Teman…in the wall of Rabbah …
their king shall go into captivity … a fire upon Moab And Moab shall die
with tumult … a fire upon Judah and it shall devour the palaces of
Jerusalem.

Israel will not escape either as 2: 6 continues:
Because they sell the righteous for silver, And the needy for a pair of
shoes…turn aside the way of the humble … a man and his father go unto
the same maid … they profane My holy name … in the house of their God

Thereafter the Lord complains about the Israelites’ ingratitude for all He
had done including having given them the land, and warns that punishment
is about to be meted out. “You only have I known of all the families of the
earth; Therefore I will visit upon you all your iniquities [3: 2].” Reproves
continue unabated for the rest of the chapter and up to 5: 8 where the Lord
reminds them whom they have offended:
Him that maketh the Pleiades and Orion, And bringeth on the shadow of
death in the morning, and darkeneth the day into night; that calleth the
waters of the sea and poureth them out on the face of the earth; The Lord is
his name

This is followed by the advice: “Seek good, and not evil, that ye may live…
. And establish justice in the gate; It may be that the Lord, the God of hosts,
Will be gracious unto the remnant of Joseph [14-15].” Nevertheless, immediately thereafter follow condemnations again from 5:16 through 5: 20.
Verses 21-24 give some more specific complaints: “I despise your
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feasts…and solemn assemblies…meal offerings I will not accept… . Neither will I regard the peace-offerings of your fat beasts … let me not hear
the melody of thy psaltery.” Verse 25 ends the chapter with the prediction
of their going to captivity and they might as well take the images of their
gods along with them. Chapter 6 is devoted to more doom but Chapter 7
opens with Amos’ intercession for the wayward Israelites and the Lord’s
repentance. However, by verses 7-9, one is back again to destruction, presumably for their backsliding. Verses 10-17 deal with the problem Amos
had with the priest Amaziah who didn’t like what he had heard but Amos
stood his ground and told him:
Therefore thus saith the Lord: Thy wife shall be a harlot in the city. And thy
sons shall fall by the sword, And thy land shall be divided by line; And thou
thyself shalt die in an unclean land. And Israel shall surely be led away
captive out of his land.

Amos obviously hadn’t minced his words and it is hardly surprising that he
met with an early demise.
Chapter 8 goes on with the delineation of further disasters that will be visited on Israel, and continues in chapter 9 up until verse 7, when the Lord
reconsiders that they are His children after all. Although, “All the sinners
of My people shall die by the sword” eventually the Lord will raise the
tabernacle of David “And I will build it as in the days of old; That they may
possess the remnant of Edom, And all nations, upon whom my name is
called, Saith the Lord that does this [10-12].” The chapter continues with
blessings and the promises in the last verse of the book for the return from
captivity. “And they shall no more be plucked up Out of their land which I
have given them, Saith the Lord thy God.”
One may now ask to what extent the praise showered on Amos as presented
earlier is really borne out. There is no doubt that he spoke his mind in the
name of the Lord and that he did advocate justice over ritual feasts. The
former is indeed a necessity for civilized societies but it can hardly be
called an original idea since the concept antedated Amos by thousands of
years as noted in the excerpts from Egyptian and Mesopotamian literature.
For Amos the universality of the Lord seemed to hang on His ability to
devastate a variety of nations. Although, apart from Israel, it is never specified what the victims had really done to deserve this fate. The entire book
deals infinitely more with doom and destruction than God’s mercy. The
latter also seems to be somewhat parochial because only those nations are
admitted to rewards “upon whom My name is called.” The commentator
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noted in regard to this passage: “Most of the Edomites will fall in the war of
Gog and Magog, and the remnant of Edom, along with other nations, will
recognize God and accept the true faith to the extent that God’s name will
be called upon them.” In other words they have to abandon their own belief
system and accept the “true faith” to become eligible.
There is one passage I have omitted from discussion so far but still needs to
be mentioned. It is frequently quoted in our age to show that the Lord does
not have favorites but offers equal justice to all. The passage reads: “Are ye
not as the children of the Ethiopians unto Me, O children of Israel? Saith
the Lord. Have not I brought up Israel out of the land of Egypt, and the
Philistines from Caphtor, and Aram, from Kir? [9: 7]” This quotation is
sandwiched between the ability of the Lord to pour water on the face of the
earth and to destroy the sinful kingdom Israel. While one may read equal
justice into this particular verse the context suggests that the Lord doesn’t
care at that point in time that much more about Israel than the other nations
which are mentioned. This was also the opinion of the medieval
commentator:
If the intention of the verse is to point out that all peoples are equal in the
sight of God, it contradicts the statement in III.2. [You only have I known
of all the families of the earth … ]But the interpretation of the clause may
well be: ‘Do you not behave towards Me as do the children of the Ethiopians?’ The point of comparison is to be found in the question, Can the
Ethiopian change his skin, or the leopard his spots (Jer.XIII.23)? From
which it is seen that the Ethiopian was used by the prophets to indicate an
unchangeable type. Amos asserts that the people of Israel are fixed in their
evil ways and will not conform (after Rashi).

I have dealt so extensively with Amos not only because he is regarded as
one of the first prophets but he also set the pattern for all the others
including the hagiography that now surrounds them. The speeches consist
of extensive threats of destruction, coupled with interspersed admonition
to repentance and dealing justly, followed by the promise that the remnant
of Israel or Judah will find mercy and the Messianic kingdom will be
theirs.

Isaiah
It is unnecessary to discuss each one of the prophets because of the massive
repetitiveness. Therefore, I shall limit myself to the prophets who are most
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often cited for their universal message. Isaiah is obviously the most important for Christians as well as for Jews. Yet, as has been pointed out by Bible
scholars, the book is a collection of collections. Part of it can be attributed
to Isaiah the son of Amoz, as he called himself, while others come from
unnamed authors. In general, it is held that the book falls into at least two, if
not three, separate parts. The “real” Isaiah is regarded as having contributed chapters 1-39, Deutero-Isaiah, i.e. the second Isaiah 40-66. There is
another school that holds that chapters 56-66 come from still another
author who is then called Tritoisaiah.
In Chapter 1, after the author has introduced himself, the Lord lists His
complaints against the sinful nation. He doesn’t want feasts or prayers
because the people’s hands are full of blood. Instead they should learn to
do well. This consists of: seeking justice, relieving the oppressed, judging
the fatherless and pleading for the widow. If they do this, all will be well;
otherwise, destruction is the inevitable outcome.
In Chapter 2, the famous passage of beating swords into plowshares can be
found in verse 4 but this is preceded, and contingent upon many people
going up to the mountain of the Lord, “to the house of the God of Jacob …
for out of Zion shall go forth the law, and the word of the Lord [2:3].” In
other words conversion to the Law of Moses is the prerequisite. With verse
6, one is back again to annihilation.
Chapter 3 is also full of calamities that result from sin, while in Chapter 4
there is a respite for the remnant that shall be called holy. Similar
point-counterpoint dialectic persists thereafter till the prophetic vision in
Chapter 7:14 that has been taken by the Christian Church as heralding the
birth of Jesus. The well-known statement of a “virgin shall conceive” is
regarded today as a mistranslation from the Septuagint. The writers of the
Septuagint translated the Hebrew word ‘almâ with parthenos. While ‘almâ
simply refers to a young girl, parthenos means maiden or young woman, in
addition to virgin. Thus a prophecy of “virgin birth” was not necessarily
the original intent.
Instead of going through all the chapters which tend to follow the same pattern as shown above, let us instead concentrate only on those passages
which cast doubt on the universality of the message and portray instead a
considerable dose of chauvinism. Verses 49:22, 23 provide good
examples:
Thus saith the LORD GOD, Behold I will lift up mine hand to the Gentiles,
and set up my standard to the people: and they shall bring thy sons in their
arms, and thy daughters shall be carried on their shoulders.
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And kings shall be thy nursing fathers, and their queens thy nursing
mothers; they shall bow down to thee with their face toward the earth, and
lick up the dust of thy feet; and thou shalt know that I am the LORD: for
they shall not be ashamed that wait on me.

Chapter 60 verses 10 and 12 are also relevant in this context:
And the sons of strangers shall build up thy walls, and their kings shall
minister unto thee: for in my wrath I smote thee, but in my favor have I had
mercy on thee. For the nation and kingdom that will not serve thee shall
perish; yea, those nations shall be utterly wasted.

Zechariah
In my previously mentioned book War and Mayhem I quoted from
Vienna’s chief Rabbi’s pamphlet Nationaljudenthum of 1897, which was
intended to “kill Zionism” because he regarded it as a disaster for the
Jewish people. Güdemann had ended his pamphlet with the words from
Zechariah 14:9, “And the LORD shall be King over all the earth: in that
day there shall be one LORD, and his name is one.” The Chief Rabbi knew,
but didn’t say, that Zechariah did not end his exhortations with verse 9. The
prophecy went on and 14:12 says:
And this shall be the plague that wherewith the LORD will smite all the
people that have fought against Jerusalem; Their flesh shall consume away
while they stand upon their feet, and their eyes shall consume away in their
holes, and their tongue shall consume away in their mouth.

It continues in this vein until the final verse 21:
Yes, every pot in Jerusalem shall be holiness unto the LORD of hosts: and
all they that sacrifice shall come and take of them, and seethe therein: and in
that day there shall be no more the Canaanite in the house of the LORD of
hosts.

This is a typical example of how the prophets are being edited to suit a
given occasion.
There are other examples that go to the core of the question why there has
been animosity between Jew and Gentile, which antedates the establishment of the Christian Church.
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Micah
Micah, who is regarded as having been the younger contemporary of
Hosea and Isaiah is also extolled in The Twelve Prophets as having
combined:
in his character the ethical fervour of Amos and the compassion and love of
Hosea…He has the deepest sympathy with the underdog, the dispossessed,
the victims of social injustice so rife in his day… . His was a great heart and
a great mind, truly a man full of power by the spirit of the Lord [emphasis in
the original].

Micah’s verse 5:2 is commonly quoted in churches, especially around
Christmas time:
But thou, Beth-lehem Ephrata Which art little to be among the thousands of
Judah, Out of thee shall one come forth unto Me that is to be ruler in Israel;
Whose goings forth are from of old, from ancient days.

On the other hand while verse 6 promises good will:
And the remnant of Jacob shall be in the midst of many peoples, As dew
from the Lord, as showers upon the grass, That are not looked for from
man, Not awaited at the hands of the sons of man.

Verse 7 contains a considerably different message and is, for good reason,
not quoted publicly:
And the remnant of Jacob shall be among the nations in the midst of many
peoples, As a lion among the beasts of the forest, As a young lion among
the flocks of sheep: Who if he go through, both treadeth down, and teareth
in pieces, and there is none to deliver.

Not only does this passage have no place in Christian churches it is also not
conducive to the establishment of universal brotherhood. As a word of
explanation, one must add that in the Christian Bibles beginning with the
King James Version the preceding chapter 4 ends with verse 13 and 14
became in the Jewish version verse 1 of chapter 5. This shifts the numbers
cited here to 2, 7, and 8 in Christian Bibles.
These examples show that the prophets did not only express ideas of lofty
universalism as is commonly asserted. They also gave vent to what we
would regard today as rather crude nationalism.
The fact that feelings of superiority are still alive and well, even in some
Diaspora Jews, is perhaps best highlighted by a little interchange which
can be found in The Making of a Jew by Edgar Bronfman, President of the
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World Jewish Congress. His tour group had visited various cities and political leaders in the Middle East during 1974, including King Hussein of
Jordan. “The aircraft stayed in Amman and we bused across the Allenby
Bridge into Israel. As we traversed that tiny span, I grabbed the microphone and said, ‘Goyim to the back of the bus.’ ” It was meant as a joke but
its spontaneity does reveal inner attitudes. Bronfman then goes on to
describe his visit in Israel and doesn’t seem to have realized that the
“goyim” might not have relished being relegated to inferior status.
Let me emphasize that Jews have every right to feel nationalistic. It was the
Christian Church that originally transformed the prophets, who were properly concerned with the fate of their own people, into Universalists. Jews
learned, and subsequently insisted, that they had actually been the first
ones to proclaim universal moral values. In deference and justice to the
world that antedated the Bible, one has to point out, however, that most of
these universal values that were enunciated by the prophets preceded the
Israelites by millennia because civilizations couldn’t function without
them, as the earlier chapters of this book bear witness to. Whether or not
Judaism’s exclusive monotheism, which has led by its very nature to intolerance, was a good idea is an open question and not related to genuine universal values that hold across all cultures of the world. On the other hand in
view of the massive disturbances the state of Israel is confronted with
today the social message of the prophets would be exceedingly appropriate, although they are likely to go unheeded and the predicted disasters
may have to follow just as in times of yore.
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6
The Pharisees and Rabbinical
Judaism

Inasmuch as rabbinical Judaism is the successor of the Pharisees, the latter
deserve to be discussed in some more detail. The Pharisees evolved from a
political party under the Hasmonean kings, who ruled the Jewish state for
about a hundred years after the Maccabean revolt. What life was like in
those days was described in Whither Zionism? While the Sadducees were
the priestly party and guardians of the temple, the Pharisees not only represented the interests of the common people but were also responsible for the
creation of the Talmud. Although Reform Judaism, the dominant element
in the American Jewish community, no longer subscribes to the Talmud it
has remained “the central pillar,” as Steinsaltz put it recently. For this
reason it will be discussed in more detail in subsequent chapters. Since the
Talmud was written, collected, edited, and expounded originally by Pharisees, it behooves us to look a little closer at their thought processes. Inasmuch as they have received, colloquially speaking, “a bad rap” in the New
Testament, efforts are under way to rehabilitate their image. From among
the many existing books and articles one may just list Herford’s The Pharisees, Judaism and Christianity edited by Oesterley, Neusner’s From Politics to Piety and Carroll’s Constantine’s Sword.
While these works are of considerable interest, it is also useful to know the
thoughts and the conduct of actual flesh and blood people who lived in the
times the Talmud was conceived. Although the Pharisees are dead now, we
do have, apart from St. Paul’s epistles, a prominent representative who can
be examined dispassionately. St. Paul wrote theology, but his legalistic
mind is apparent when he justifies the New Israel, which lives by the spirit,
against the Old Israel of the flesh. But theology is not our topic. Josephus
wrote history and it is this fact that makes his books eminently relevant. In
his autobiographic sketch Josephus had declared that after having studied
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the ways of all three sects of Judaism then in existence, he found himself
most in agreement with the Pharisees. This gives us the opportunity to look
at how a Pharisee really thought and conducted himself in the rough and
tumble Roman world rather than in the seclusion of a religious community
with like-minded scholars and disciples. It is obviously dangerous and
improper to generalize from one individual to all but he should not be
shrugged off either. Josephus presents certain features in his writings that
have become stereotypical and only those will be highlighted.
Josephus’ exaggerations in regard to Abraham and Moses have been commented on already. In addition the book Contra Apionem is the most relevant example for his need to “gild the lily.” We know very little about
Apion, against whom this epistle is addressed. He was a grammarian and
commentator on Homer who lived during the first century in Alexandria
and later on in Rome. His enduring claim to fame, apart from Josephus’
polemic against him, is that he is credited with having been the originator
of the story of Androcles and the Lion. Since Apion had made a number of
charges against Jews, Josephus found himself forced to reply to what he
felt were slanders. Inasmuch as Apion and others who are dealt with in
Contra Apionem are regarded today as prototypical antisemites, and the
polemic preceded the establishment of the Christian Church, it is of
obvious interest to see what these disputes were about.
The first book against Apion deals mainly with a reaffirmation of the antiquity of the Jews, which had been doubted by some who had read Josephus’
book on the topic. After what we know in regard to the Maccabees and the
Jewish war against the Romans, which I have discussed in Whither
Zionism? it may come as a surprise that Josephus asserts that:
We have the names of our high priests, from father to son, set down in our
records, for the interval of two thousand years; and if any of these have
been transgressors of these rules [the Law], they are prohibited to present
themselves at the altar, or to be partakers of any others of our purifications
[Apion I:7].

In this manner, Josephus has eliminated all the troubles he had reported in
his Antiquities of the Jews and apparently hoped that nobody might
remember or take him to task for them. Two thousand years is, of course, a
long time; but no one, apart from Josephus, had ever claimed that Moses’
laws, and thereby the high priesthood, were established that early. As far as
the Jewish calendar is concerned, the world was created not quite 6000
years ago (the year A.D. 2003-2004, for instance, equals 5764-5765). This
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would mean roughly that the laws were promulgated 1000 years after creation. The modern reader may say now, so what if he exaggerates a little,
but Josephus had a reason and a model for this statement. It was taken in
modified form from Herodotus.
Herodotus described in The History his visit to Egypt, a scene where the
priests had led him to an inner sanctum in a temple and had shown him 345
colossal statues of priests where each one was the son of the previous one.
This was done in order to deflate the Greeks’ idea of having been
descended from gods or heroes in their sixteenth generation. The message
the Egyptians wanted to convey was that with three generations filling a
century, the Greeks had no right to boast of a recent lineage from gods.
Herodotus was not necessarily bashful in his numbers either, so it is likely
that they are just as inflated as those of Josephus but what counts here is
that he set the precedent.
Josephus was fully aware of Herodotus’ book because he had to present
reasons in his treatise against Apion why Herodotus never mentioned the
Jews. Herodotus obviously should have, if they were of such antiquity and
importance, especially since he had stories to tell about everybody else in
the known world. Thus their absence presented a potential problem.
Josephus’ excuse is quite ingenious and therefore given as a quote:
We neither inhabit a maritime country, nor do we delight in merchandise,
nor in such a mixture with other men as arises from it; but the cities we
dwell in are remote from the sea and having a fruitful country for our habitation, we take pains in cultivating that only. Our principle care of all is this,
to educate our children well; and we think it to be the most necessary of our
whole life, to observe the laws that have been given us, and to keep these
rules of piety that have been delivered to us. Since, therefore, besides what
we have already taken notice of, we have had a peculiar way of living of
our own, there was no occasion offered us in ancient ages for intermixing
among the Greeks, as they had for mixing among the Egyptians, by their
intercourse of exporting and importing their several goods; as they also
mixed with the Phoenicians, who lived by the sea-side, by means of their
love of lucre in trade and merchandise. Nor did our forefathers betake
themselves, as did some others, to robbery; nor did they to gain more
wealth, fall into foreign wars, although our country contained many ten
thousands of men of courage sufficient for that purpose [I :12].

These are rather remarkable statements and Josephus must have assumed
that Apion as well as everybody else had failed to read the Antiquities. The
peaceful, quiet, devout, pastoral life Josephus portrays here can neither be
found in the Bible nor Josephus’ writings. The glorious role David’s
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kingdom is supposed to have played, not to mention Solomon’s universal
renown, are also absent from the description.
The real reason why Herodotus didn’t mention the Jews is probably considerably more prosaic. His travels, which formed the basis of his History,
occurred sometime between 464 and 447 B.C. In those days, the Jews had
lost their nationhood and were submerged in the Persian Empire. So what
was there to talk about?
While the above cited quote directs itself to the question in a seemingly dispassionate manner, Josephus unleashes later on rather vigorous ad
hominem attacks against the Egyptian historian Manetho, which brings us
right back to Moses. As mentioned earlier, Manetho was an Egyptian priest
who had produced a treatise on the history of Egypt during the third century B.C. It is another irony of history that we might never have known
much about him had Josephus not vented his spleen with such energy on
the deceased. By quoting certain aspects verbatim in order to refute their
veracity he resurrected Manetho from the dead for us.
Josephus cites Manetho on two occasions. In the first instance, which deals
with the expulsion of the Hyksos from Egypt he finds no fault with
Manetho’s historical recollections. On the contrary, he assumes that this is
simply the Egyptian version of the Exodus. The Hyksos, also called “Shepherd Kings,” represent a poorly documented episode in Egyptian history.
They had been invaders from Syria who had ruled Egypt for somewhat
over a hundred years. It may or may not be meaningful that one of the
Hyksos rulers was called “Yakeb-Baal” which “was transcribed into Egyptian as Yakubher. Do we have here Jacob’s name in non-biblical literature?
After some bloody battles, the pendulum swung back in favor of the native
Egyptians. The Hyksos were defeated, expelled, and the Eighteenth
Dynasty was established.
Manetho’s second citation raised Josephus’ ire because Manetho had
passed on “rumors and incredible narrations,” which cast Jews in an unfavorable light. “When Manetho therefore acknowledged that our forefathers were gone out of Egypt so many years ago, he introduces this
fictitious king Amenophis, and says thus: …” What comes next is a long
quote from Manetho, (I: 26-28) which when condensed consists of the
following:
Amenophis “wanted to become a spectator of the gods,” but was told by his
namesake “Amenophis, who was the son of Papis, and one that seemed to
partake of a divine nature, both as to wisdom and the knowledge of
futuries,” that this could be accomplished only if the country was cleared
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of lepers and other impure people. The king, therefore, rounded up eighty
thousand people who had a variety of afflictions and sent them to work in
quarries east of the Nile. Some of these “polluted” people were also
“learned priests.” After they had slaved away in the quarries for a while,
they asked the king to allow them to settle again in Avaris, which had been
desolate since the departure of the Hyksos. The request was granted, they
moved in, and soon thereafter started a rebellion. They appointed one of
their priests of Heliopolis as their leader and took an oath of total obedience. He immediately laid down a law, which stated that they must not
worship the Egyptian gods and that they should kill all the sacred animals.
Furthermore, they were not allowed to fraternize with anyone who was not
a member of their own group. After he had given several more laws which
were against Egyptian custom, he set about to rebuild the fortifications,
and sent emissaries to the Hyksos in Jerusalem. He told them it was time to
return and retake Egypt. The Hyksos were delighted with the invitation,
and arrived with a force of two hundred thousand men. When Amenophis
heard about the problem, he was greatly upset and recalled a prophecy by
his namesake that Egypt would have to linger under foreign occupation for
thirteen years. So, he packed up his army and went to Memphis, where he
collected Apis as well as other sacred animals and marched up the Nile to
Ethiopia, with whose king he had friendly relations. The Hyksos and their
Allies in Avaris, who found themselves unopposed, went on a rampage.
They set cities and villages on fire, destroyed the images of the gods,
forced the priests to serve as executioners of sacred animals, and then sent
them naked out of the country. The slaughtered animals were put to good
use: roasted and feasted upon.
Josephus would not necessarily have had too serious a problem up to now,
although some of the mentioned aspects do remind one of Mosaic doctrine.
It was the punch-line which made it explicit: “It was also reported that the
priest, who ordained their polity and laws was by birth of Heliopolis; and
his name Osarsiph from Osiris, who was the god of Heliopolis; but that
when he was gone over to these people, his name was changed, and he was
called Moses.” Manetho then went on to recount how Amenophis and his
son Rhampses returned with a great army from Ethiopia after the fated thirteen years, overcame the shepherds and the polluted people in battle, “slew
a great many of them, and pursued them as far as the bounds of Syria.”
The idea that the Israelites could have been intermingled with lepers and
other “polluted” people was deeply abhorrent to Josephus. He called
Manetho a liar and went on to ridicule the entire story: “‘King Amenophis
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desired to see the gods.’ What gods I pray, did he desire to see? If he meant
the gods whom their laws ordained to be worshiped, the ox, the goat, the
crocodile, and the baboon, he saw them already; but for the heavenly gods
how could he see them…?” The point that the people in Avaris had called
on the Hyksos to return was also ridiculed because why would the Egyptians even if they were “polluted” have wanted the archenemy to come
back? Finally the name of Osarsiph has nothing to do with Moses, which is
derived from “Moüses and signifies a person who is preserved out of the
water, for the Egyptians call water Moü.”
I have dealt with these details of the story not only because Manetho is now
regarded as the prototypical antisemite but also more importantly they
illustrate a technique of how to deal with unfavorable literature. It should
be noted that Manetho, according to Josephus, had given in to “rumors and
reports passed abroad about the Jews” and he may therefore have presented
the story as a popular legend rather than historical fact. The text we have is
quite unclear and lends itself to either interpretation.
In regard to the derivation of Moses’ name it is highly likely that an educated person living in Rome would have known that –mose was a common
name in Egypt where it stood for “son of.” Typical examples might be
Ramose as son of Ra, or Thuthmose as son of Toth. As far as the king
having wanted to become a “spectator of the gods,” which led to the above
mentioned ridicule by Josephus one needs to know that one of the titles of
the chief priest of Heliopolis was “He who sees the secret of heaven” or
“Great Seer” This means that the not so “fictitious” Amenophis simply
wanted to take over the high priesthood of Heliopolis himself rather than
share power. This was indeed the case because Amenophis IV, took over
this function in the service of Aten when he had changed his name to
Akhenaten and unleashed his monotheistic fury. Furthermore, the “namesake” also existed around that time in the form of Amenhopis, the son of
Hapu, whose temple benedictions and curses have already been mentioned, and who was deified by later generations. Akhenaten’s father was
Amenhopis III so that there were plenty of “Amenophis” around at the end
of the Eighteenth Dynasty. It is also noteworthy that Manetho did not say
that all of the people who were sent to the quarries had leprosy; there were
also other “impure” people and “learned priests” with them. Thus it is quite
possible that these “impurities” consisted of mental aberrations, such as
not going along with the religious change of wind when Amon, Ra and the
other gods were all of a sudden anathema inasmuch as only Aten ruled. To
make matters even worse Josephus ignores the Bible where it is clearly
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stated that the Hebrews were accompanied at the time of their Exodus by a
“mixed multitude [Ex.12:38],” which is not further defined. He also
ignores that leprosy was indeed a potentially serious problem among the
Israelites. If this had not been the case, there would have been no need for
Moses to have dealt so extensively and explicitly with what might be called
today the differential diagnosis and treatment of this condition. Chapters
13 and 14 of Leviticus are devoted in their entirety to this problem, which
seems rather excessive had it not been a genuine concern at the time.
A discussion of the events surrounding the Exodus would take us too far
afield. Suffice it to say that Manetho may not have acted out of malice in
his narration. He was hamstrung by the fact that the Akhenaten era had
been wiped clean in Egyptian records so that only rumors of some untoward events remained, which the people wove into a variety of legends.
The most recent disaster, as far as Manetho’s time is concerned, would
have been the Persian invasion under Cambyses (ca. 529-522 B.C.), who
did indeed behave barbarously and, according to Herodotus, personally
slew the sacred bull Apis. Thus legends and history had become conflated
which is also in essence Assmann’s view, whose book was mentioned earlier. While Josephus cannot be faulted for not having known Egyptian history as we do now, modern writers really ought to take current knowledge
into account. To simply label Manetho’s work “the first written antisemitic
piece to come down to us from antiquity “ as Bension Netanyahu put it in
Padraic O’Hare’s The Enduring Covenant does not do justice to the historical situation Manetho had found himself in.
While what Josephus had said about Manetho was far from flattering, his
full ire was directed against Apion in the second book of Contra Apionem.
In the first book he had contented himself with affirming the antiquity of
the Jews versus the Greeks; whereas in the second book he unleashed
another ad hominem salvo, which one does not commonly find in Greek or
Roman historians:
I confess I had a doubt upon me about Apion, the grammarian, whether I
ought to take the trouble of confuting him or not; for some of his writings
contain much the same accusations which the others have laid against us,
some things that he hath added are very frigid and contemptible, and for the
greatest part of what he says, it is very scurrilous; and to speak no more than
the plain truth, it shows him to be a very unlearned person, and what he lays
together looks like the work of a man of very bad morals, and of one no
better in his whole life than a mountebank [II:1].
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The main points of contention were the origin of Moses as a priest of
Heliopolis, the reason for the institution of the Sabbath, legends that the
Jews had kept a donkey’s head in the temple, and that they had fattened a
Greek prisoner of war to be ritually slaughtered each year. But most of all
he was concerned about the “heavy and wicked crimes which Apion
charges upon the Alexandrine Jews.”
Let us take the charges in order. For Josephus, the idea that Moses could
have been an Egyptian priest was rank heresy. This has to be understood in
the spirit of the time especially as it pertained to Alexandria, which was the
chief bone of contention. When Josephus wrote his “refutation” the
socio-political structure of the city had the Greek-Macedonians on top and
the native Egyptians at the very bottom. There was profound animosity not
only between Greeks and Jews but even more so between Jews and Egyptians. Since the Egyptians were low man on the totem pole of the social
hierarchy, it was intolerable that Jews could have been derived from them.
Yet, if we believe the Joseph story in the Bible, it is evident that he had
married the daughter of the priest of On, which in fact was Heliopolis. He
was integrated into Egyptian high society and it seems rather unlikely that
his sons Ephraim and Manasseh would have gone herding sheep with their
cousins in Goshen rather than continue in the cultural milieu of the cities.
Moses, if he was of Hebrew descent at all, might then have come from the
house of Joseph rather than that of Levi, as the Bible contends. There are
biblical scholars who have in the past promoted this theory. Being of
mixed ancestry Moses might have more readily identified with the downtrodden Hebrews than he might have otherwise. Thus it seems that Moses’
Heliopolis priesthood need not be rejected out of hand and would hardly
deserve such vigorous condemnation.
Apion’s assumption that the Jewish Sabbath resulted from boils the
Hebrews had acquired during their first six-day journey in the desert, so
that they had to rest on the seventh is obvious slander and Josephus could
have just said so, the same applies to the other two legends which belong in
the realm of fable rather than history. On the other hand, Josephus was not
averse to use fable himself when it served to glorify his lawgiver, as the
previously reported expedition to Ethiopia shows.
The real reason why Josephus felt obliged to destroy Apion’s character and
reputation was probably Alexandria. The key issues were: 1) responsibility
for riots in the city and 2) the question to what extent Jews were full
fledged citizens of Alexandria. It is now necessary to leave Josephus for
the moment and explore the history of Alexandria as it pertains to Jews.
117

The Moses Legacy

The city was, of course, founded by Alexander the Great and under his successor Ptolemy I, Jews began to arrive in larger numbers. Some were
brought as prisoners of war or slaves, while others were attracted by the
commercial opportunities the city offered. Under Ptolemy Philadelphus,
the successor of Ptolemy I, the prisoners of war as well as the slaves were
freed, and all Jews were supposedly given the same privileges as the
Greek-Macedonian population enjoyed. The “supposedly” was the crux of
the problem. Josephus insists in Contra Apionem that Alexander had
granted full citizenship already, although in his Antiquities he had dated it
to Ptolemy I. Nevertheless this was not quite the case.
The Ptolemies respected Jewish customs and laws and allowed the Jews to
form their own politeuma within Alexandria. The term referred to an officially recognized corporation of aliens who enjoyed the rights of residence.
The Jews were settled initially in one district but as their population grew
over the centuries another was added. This entirely voluntary segregation
permitted them to live essentially their own lives “unpolluted” by their
neighbors, as Josephus put it on another occasion. Some Jews who took
religious duties less seriously also moved into other quarters of the city.
The politeuma was in essence self-governing and presided over by an
ethnarch who was assisted by a counsel of seventy-one elders. This
arrangement was not limited to Alexandria but pertained also to other cities
in the Greek, and later on the Roman, world. As Leaney pointed out, an
individual Jew’s right to protection rested with the politeuma rather than
with overall Alexandrian citizenship. This held for the Jewish people at
large although some individual Jews could become citizens and as such did
hold office in the municipality. For instance Philo’s brother, was alabarch,
i.e. customs officer.
Full citizenship was not even desired, by most Jews because it required
participation in local social and religious events, which observant Jews
could not readily submit to. Since all festivals were automatically religious, inasmuch as separation of “Church and State” was unthinkable,
observant Jews were in a bind. The reality that all Jews living in Alexandria were not automatically citizens by virtue of residence is attested to by
the fact that they were subject to the laographia. This was the census that
established a capitation tax from which Greeks were exempt. Some Jews
then began to infiltrate the ephebate, an organization of Greeks for education and athletics, which allowed them to avoid the tax. Since they did this
without giving up their membership in the Jewish community, the rest of
the population did not look upon this behavior favorably. It was the
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proverbial situation of “having your cake and eating it.” The problem,
therefore, did not result from religious Jews worshiping the Lord in their
own way, but from those who had assimilated to some extent and had
demanded greater privileges from the majority without fully integrating
into the mainstream of society.
Thus frictions had begun to develop between Jews on the one hand and
Greeks as well as Egyptians on the other. They were exacerbated after the
Romans arrived in 55 B.C. and especially with Caesar’s war in 48 B.C. The
Jews had militarily supported the Romans against the Ptolemies and this
was deeply resented by the Greek as well as the Egyptian part of the population who had fought against the invading legions. Eventually, in 30 B.C.,
the Romans took over altogether and the Jews felt vindicated. Although the
Romans confirmed the Jews’ time-honored privileges, they were not in the
mood to grant new ones. The uneasy relationship between the three ethnic
groups boiled over in the late thirties of the first century A.D. The only
documentation for this comes from Philo’s Against Flaccus and Legatio ad
Caium; several authors have used it, and the following version comes from
Louis Feldman’s Jew&Gentile in the Ancient World.
Flaccus, the Roman governor, had initially nothing against the Jews but
when Tiberius died and Caius, better known as Caligula, took over, one of
Flaccus’ friends, Macro, was executed by him. This made Flaccus’ position tenuous. He thought the Jews would remain loyal to Rome; therefore,
he allied himself with a Greek faction that was led by a couple of
rabble-rousers. The situation came to a head in August of 38, when
Agrippa visited the city. He showed bad judgment on account of an “ostentatious display of his bodyguard of spearmen decked in armor overlaid
with gold and silver.” This spectacle of wealth and thereby power irritated
the Greeks, especially since Agrippa had lived on borrowed money. Alexander - Philo’s brother - had loaned him 200,000 drachmas and another
300,000 had come from Antonia, the mother of the future emperor Claudius. Feldman then presents an episode, which was the immediate cause for
the disasters that followed. He avoids Philo’s prolixity and gives the correct essence but I am presenting it here practically in full for reasons which
will be immediately apparent:
There was a certain madman named Carabbas afflicted not with a wild,
savage, and dangerous madness … but with an intermittent and more gentle
kind; this man spent all his days and nights naked in the roads, minding
neither cold nor heat, the sport of idle children and wanton youths; and
they, driving the poor wretch as far as the public gymnasium, and setting
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him up thereon high that he might be seen by everybody, flattened out a leaf
of papyrus and put it on his head instead of a diadem, and clothed the rest of
his body with a common door mat instead of a cloak and instead of a
sceptre they put in his hand a small stick of the native papyrus which they
found lying by the way side and gave to him; and when, like actors in theatrical spectacles, he had received all the insignia of royal authority, and had
been dressed and adorned like a king, the young men bearing sticks on their
shoulders stood on each side of him instead of spear-bearers, in imitation of
the bodyguards of the king, and then others came up, some as if to salute
him, and others making as though they wished to plead their causes before
him, and others pretending to wish to consult with him about the affairs of
the state.
Then from the multitude of those who were standing around there arose a
wonderful shout of men calling out Maris; and this is the name by which it
is said that they call the kings among the Syrians; for they knew that
Agrippa was by birth a Syrian, and also that he was possessed of a great
district in Syria of which he was the sovereign.

The parallels to the mocking of Jesus before he was led away to crucifixion
are, of course, striking. It is important to emphasize that this event took
place in A.D. 38 and as such only a few years after Jesus’ death. We don’t
know, of course, whether or not this may have been the model for Matthew
and Luke who wrote about the crucifixion events half a century later. The
name Carabbas is also strangely similar to that of the bandit Barabbas
whom all four-gospel writers declare to have been released by popular
demand instead of Jesus.
Be that as it may, Philo reports that after this event Flaccus instead of
arresting the lunatic, putting him out of sight and chastising the mob,
closed his eyes to the event. What was worse he also permitted the mob to
desecrate the synagogues by placing pictures of the emperor in them.
Philo, similar to Josephus, then levels a host of imprecations against the
governor’s moral turpitude and it is difficult to ascertain to what extent
synagogues had actually been “destroyed.” Philo does not tell us how the
Jews of the city reacted to these violations of their rights except that “for a
few days afterwards he [Flaccus] issued a notice in which he called us all
foreigners and aliens, without giving us an opportunity of being heard in
our own defence, but condemning us without a trial; and what command
can be more full of tyranny than this?”
Philo continues his narration with the Jews subsequently being herded by
the mob into a small section of their district:
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… being deprived of all their property; while the populace, overrunning
their desolate houses, turned to plunder and divided the booty among themselves as if they had obtained it in war… .
And the cessation of business to which they [the Jews] were compelled to
submit was even a worse evil than the plunder to which they were exposed,
as the consequence was that those who had lent money lost what they had
lent, and no one was permitted, neither farmer, nor captain of a ship, nor
merchant, nor artisan, to employ himself in his usual manner, so that
poverty was brought on them from two sides at once, both from rapine,
they were stripped of everything in one day, and also from the circumstance of their no longer being able to earn money by their customary
occupations.

To make matters even worse the populace then went on a killing spree:
And the most merciless of all their [the Jews’] persecutors in some
instances burnt whole families, husbands with their wives, and infant children with their parents, in the middle of the city, sparing neither age nor
youth, nor the innocent helplessness of infants.

I have quoted Philo so extensively because it not only shows that the language against adversaries has not changed but neither has the conduct of
people who hate Jews for whatever reason. One is reminded here of the
Kristallnacht in Germany which occurred 1900 years later. It also shows
that James Carroll, who likes to blame Christianity for anti-Jewish outrages, was misinformed when he wrote: “What might be called history’s
first pogrom, an organized violent assault on Jews, because they were
Jews, took place in Alexandria in 414, wiping out the city’s Jewish community for a time.”
What does Philo give as the cause for the murderous fury? The Egyptians
had resented Agrippa’s visit because:
… the men of Alexandria being ready to burst with envy and ill-will (for
the Egyptian disposition is by nature a most jealous and envious one and
inclined to look on the good fortune of others as adversity to itself) and
being at the same time filled with an ancient and what I may in a manner
call innate enmity towards the Jews [emphasis added], were indignant at
anyone’s becoming a king of the Jews, no less than if each individual
among them had been deprived of an ancestral kingdom of his own
inheritance.

If we substitute the word Arab for Egyptian we have reached modern
times.

121

The Moses Legacy

After considerably more iniquities were perpetrated on the hapless Jewish
population of the city, which Flaccus apparently tolerated, Jews as well as
Greeks sent deputations to Gaius, better known as Caligula, to lay their
case before him. Philo led the Jews, while the Greek spokesman was none
other than our Apion. This was the event, which gave rise to Josephus’ vengeance. Apion’s books are lost and we therefore have only the Jewish version of his behavior. Since, as previously mentioned, he is regarded as the
original source for the story of Androcles and the Lion which depicts compassion; he probably wasn’t really as bad as he has been made out to be by
Josephus.
Caligula let the delegations cool their heels and while Philo was still in
Rome he heard of the emperors’ edict to Petronius (governor of Syria) that
a colossal gold statue should be prepared bearing Caligula’s likeness and
this was to be erected in the Jerusalem temple. This catastrophe galvanized
Agrippa who was a personal friend of Caligula to write an exceedingly
long letter to him in which he not only reminded him of all the benefits previous Caesars had conferred upon the Jews but also implored him to
abstain from this plan. In addition Agrippa emphasized that the Jews are
Caligula’s most loyal subjects since they are “a most pious and holy
nation” residing not only in Judea but distributed throughout the empire as
well as countries beyond the Euphrates, so that the emperors magnanimity
will not only benefit the Jews of Jerusalem but that: “your renown may be
celebrated in every part of the habitable world, and many praises of you
may be combined with thanksgiving.”
Philo was very specific about the numerous cities Jews inhabited
throughout the empire and this should lay to rest the idea that the Jewish
Diaspora resulted from the fall of Jerusalem and forcible expulsion of the
population.
Agrippa’s letter seemed to have made an impact because eventually
Flaccus was recalled, banished and killed. But since Caligula was assassinated soon thereafter, the legal status of the Jews in Alexandria was left
unresolved. Claudius, who was also a friend of Agrippa, ascended the
throne and the Jews breathed a sigh of relief because the “vertical alliance,”
as Feldman put it, seemed to come into its own again. The Alexandrian
Jews were, however, to be moderately disappointed because Claudius was
determined to rule his empire with an even hand, showing partiality to neither Greek nor Jew. He simply issued an edict which restored to the Jews
their former privileges and urged that everybody should now get along
with everybody else and quit this useless fighting.
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Nevertheless, the Jews were not quite happy, and ached for revenge on the
Greeks and the Egyptians who had robbed them. When armed clashes
resumed, Claudius lost some of his patience and issued a firmer epistle
directed to the city of Alexandria that is reprinted in Williams’ The Jews
among the Greeks & Romans. Although it is somewhat lengthy I am presenting it here in full because of Josephus’ claims in regard to Jewish citizenship. It was issued on November 10 41 A.D.:
With regard to the disturbances and rioting, or rather, if one must speak the
truth, the war against the Jews, and who was to blame, although your
ambassadors, and especially Dionysios, the son of Theon, put on a long and
spirited defence at the public hearing, I have not wished to conduct a
minute enquiry, though I do harbor within myself immutable anger against
those who renewed the conflict. I simply tell you that unless you put an end
to this destructive and stubborn hatred of each other I shall be forced to
show you what a benevolent ruler is like when he has turned to righteous
anger. Even now, therefore, I earnestly beg the Alexandrians to behave
gently and in a kindly manner towards the Jews who have long been living
in the same city and not to dishonor any of the traditional practices
connected with the worship of their god, but to allow them to observe their
customs as they did under the deified Augustus, customs, which I, having
listened to both sides, have confirmed. The Jews on the other hand I order
not to strive for more than they had before, nor in future to send out two
embassies as if they lived in two cities, a thing that has never been done
before, and not to insinuate themselves into the games presided over by the
Gymnasiarchs and Kosmetai, since they already have the benefit of what is
their own and in a city that is not their own [emphasis added] enjoy an
abundance of all good things. Nor are they to bring in or invite Jews to
come in by sea and river from Syria or Egypt, behavior which will force me
to conceive (even) graver suspicions. If they do, I shall proceed against
them in every way as fomenting a common plague for the inhabited world.
If both of you change your ways and are willing to live with gentleness and
kindliness towards each other, then I too will care for the city as much as I
can, as one which has been closely connected with us for generations… .
Farewell.

The message is clear. Both sides are to blame. The Jews have sufficient
privileges; they don’t own the city so they should stop wanting more. Make
peace with each other or else Rome will be forced to bring peace in a way
you are not necessarily going to like.
It was not to be. The Jewish revolt in Palestine was already fomenting and
cast its shadow on Egypt. The outcome of that war, which resulted in the
destruction of Jerusalem and its temple is well known. When one is aware
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of these facts Josephus’ diatribe against Apion becomes even more interesting because of the way he distorts the information. He keeps insisting
over and over again, for instance, that the Jews have always enjoyed equal
privileges with Greeks. When asked by Apion: “If the Jews (says he) be
citizens of Alexandria, why do they not worship the same gods with the
Alexandrians?’ ” which was indeed one of the key issues for ancient societies, Josephus has to take recourse to invectives:
To which I give this answer: - Since you are yourselves Egyptians, why do
you fight one against another and have wars about your religion? At this
rate we must not call you all Egyptians, nor indeed, in general, men,
because you breed up with great care beasts of a nature quite contrary to
that of men, although the nature of all men seems to be one and the same
[II:6].

This is obviously a non-answer, but he goes on in this vein and eventually
points out that the Jews had a right to bring their religion along when they
arrived. This is true, but this was not the basis of the dispute. Josephus continues that, in contrast to the Egyptians who are always fighting, “we are all
of one mind [II:6],” which comes as a surprise when one has read his historical works. He also claims that: “Antiochus [Epiphanes] only came to it
[the temple] when he wanted money, without declaring himself our enemy,
and attacked us while we were his associates and his friends.[II:7]” The
fact that in the Antiquities Josephus had clearly described the civil war
among the Jews which had brought Antiochus into the temple is no longer
relevant since as mentioned “we are all of one mind.” As another item, one
might mention that in the first book he had answered Apion’s question:
Why has the world never heard of the Jews? with: We are just a landlocked
peaceful country that did not engage in conquest. In the book under current
discussion Josephus says: “Now, we will not boast of our kings David and
Solomon though they conquered many nations [II:12].” The method used
is obvious: what suits the moment is emphasized, what does not is ignored,
and the adversary is declared morally if not mentally incompetent.
After Josephus had finished his answers to Apion, he added a brief description of Jewish law in order to not only demonstrate its antiquity but also its
sanctity and value. He states that the greatest part of mankind lives under
laws they either don’t know or which require “assessors in public administrations as to profess to have skills in those laws.” This is not the case with
the Jews because:
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if anybody do but ask any one of them about our laws, he will more readily
tell them all than he will tell his own name, and this in consequence of our
having learned them immediately as soon as ever we became sensible of
anything, and our having them, as it were, engraven on our souls. Our
transgressors of them are but few; and it is impossible, when any do offend
to escape punishment [II: 19].

Ergo, there is no need for rabbis to interpret scripture and the Talmud,
which was beginning to be worked on in Palestine and Babylon during his
time, was completely unnecessary. Apparently Hellenistic Jews, who took
some of the law seriously (but not all of it), apparently did not exist either.
Josephus then gives some examples of the laws we are all familiar with.
Nevertheless it might be useful in our day and age to remind some members of our society that they would not have fared well under the Law of
Moses, as far as Josephus is concerned. Homosexuals were to be stoned
and so would our current spate of adulterers. Rebellious sons would not
have been able to sue their parents because they likewise would have been
stoned. This is known, of course, from the Bible; but that “our legislator
[Moses] has expressly forbidden us to laugh at and revile those that are
esteemed gods by other people, on account of the very name of God
ascribed to them [II:34]” is news. Have we not read earlier what the Israelites were ordered to do in regard to the sacred altars of others? They were to
overthrow them and burn their idols with fire. Josephus’ laudatio continues in this manner and I shall finish with a final quote: “amongst most
other nations it is a studied art how men may transgress their laws but no
such thing is permitted amongst us [II:39].”
It is important to know that Contra Apionem was Josephus’ last book. He
had finished the Antiquities some time around A.D. 93. Subsequently he
wrote his autobiography, and then came Contra Apionem. Since he died
some time around A.D. 100, Josephus would obviously have known about
the work on the Talmud but chose to ignore it. Contra Apionem is a superb
example for the immutability of human nature because the same type of
attacks against those one disagrees with, are still part of political life today.
Before leaving Josephus for good it is important to mention Carroll’s
recent Constantine’s Sword again. At times he takes Josephus, inappropriately, at face value, while at other times he ignores the main contents of the
Jewish War. The book shows how, what one may call, the Josephus technique has now become standard even in non-Jewish circles. The Romans
were in Carroll’s version brutal oppressors of the Jews and the destruction
of the Temple was a “savage Roman war crime.” The fact that the temple
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had served as a fortress, and was as such an essential military target, is
ignored. Finally it is appropriate to present a verdict on Josephus’ life as
rendered in the CD Rom version of the Encyclopedia Britannica 1998:
Personally, Josephus was vain, callous and self-seeking. There was not a
shred of heroism in his character, and for his toadyism he well deserved the
scorn heaped upon him by his countrymen. But it must be said in his
defense that he remained true to his Pharisaic beliefs, and being no martyr
did what he could for his people.

This is precisely why I have discussed Contra Apionem so extensively. His
“toadyism” and “being no martyr” are characteristics he shares with the
overwhelming majority of the rest of mankind and have nothing to do with
being either a Jew or a Pharisee. On the other hand if “being true to his
Pharisaic beliefs” means that his distortions of the truth, as recorded above,
were indeed normative for Pharisees, then they did in fact deserve Jesus’
invectives as recorded by Matthew
Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye pay tithe of the
mint and anise and cummin, and have omitted the weightier matters of the
law, judgment, mercy, and faith; these ought ye to have done not to leave
the other undone.
Ye blind guides, which strain at a gnat, and swallow a camel.
Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye are like unto
whited sepulchres, which indeed appear beautiful outward, but are within
full of dead men’s bones, and of all uncleanness. Even so ye also appear
righteous unto men, but within ye are full of hypocrisy and iniquity
[Mat.23: 23-25].

This surely has the ring of authority. Here was someone who saw the
abuses, knew where they were going to lead, and had to suffer the extreme
penalty for having expressed his feelings. Had the abuses not existed there
would have been no need for a Jesus.
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Had the Jewish leadership heeded Jesus’ warnings they may well have
saved themselves and their people from immeasurable suffering. The
disastrous wars with Rome and the resultant loss of their country could
have been avoided. But as far as the Jewish authorities were concerned,
they heard the message, rejected it, and had to continue make do with
living under religious laws that had become not only burdensome but also
unenforceable. To interpret the law in such a way that the letter of the law
was preserved, even if it violated the spirit, became one of the functions of
the Talmud. This led to hair splitting that would have done honor to any
one of the much-reviled Greek sophists. But they really had little choice in
the matter if they wanted a separatist religion to withstand the rigors of
living in the Diaspora.
The Pharisees, and their successors the Rabbis, did not deliberately set out
to become hypocrites; they were driven into this behavior by the very
nature of the human race. When laws are made which the majority of the
people, cannot adhere to, but authority insists that the law has to be obeyed,
ways and means will be found to evade the law. It happened two thousand
years ago just as it happens now. This applies not only to Jews but also to
Christians. The commandment to love one’s enemy when one has trouble
enough, at times, to love one’s neighbor, goes beyond the capacity of the
human race as it is constituted today. The Christian Church has thereby
also laid itself open to the charge of hypocrisy both in regard to official as
well as private conduct. Since without Moses there would be no Christianity, this is another part of his legacy but a further discussion of this
point would take us too far afield from the topic at hand.
Some Jewish writers have on occasion chided other nations, especially the
Egyptians and also to some extent the Athenians and Spartans for having
had no written law in early times. This was taken to denote that their civilizations were, therefore, inferior to that of the Jews. But absence of written
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law does not mean absence of moral law! The mentioned cultures did know
right from wrong and they had what is called in the German language
Gewohnheitsrecht. Rules of conduct were passed down from parent to
child, everybody knew what was expected, and in this blessed state they
did not need or have lawyers. When trespasses did occur by the stronger
against the weaker, eloquence was the defense, as well as an appeal to the
universal principles of justice that even the powerful were not supposed to
ignore. An example of this can be found in the story of “The Eloquent
Peasant.” The extant papyrus copies belong to the Middle Kingdom somewhere between 2000 and 1600 B.C. In essence: a peasant has been seriously wronged and complains to the governor of his province. When the
latter does not listen, the peasant repeatedly confronts him with his moral
turpitude to the extent that eventually Pharaoh hears about the matter and
sets it right.
This happy state of affairs disappeared when written law came into its own.
It provided the opportunity to haggle over meanings of words and ex-President Clinton’s famous “it depends on what the meaning of ‘is’ is,” represents the twentieth century’s triumph in this respect. While the Talmud is
not the only culprit, which has led to this state of affairs, its co-responsibility is hard to deny. Therefore, a rudimentary understanding of what it
was intended to be and what it had turned into is necessary.
The initial intent was to codify the oral law, which had grown up alongside
the written one. Around the time of Ezra the Pentateuch had already
reached essentially its current form and nothing could be added or deleted
from it any more. Yet, there existed a large body of oral tradition that was
regarded as being of equal importance and either embellished the written
word or was, at times, in actual conflict with it. For instance: Satan as the
enemy of God and father of lies, the Holy Spirit, heaven and hell (with
gnashing of teeth therein), good and evil angels, resurrection of the dead,
survival of the soul, a day of judgment, life in the world to come, and an
apocalyptic end of this world followed by the reign of God alone, do not
occur in the written Torah but were part of the Pharisaic belief system.
These were taken over from the Persian religion of Zarathustra, which the
Jews had encountered during the exile. It is obvious that these additions to
the belief system could not be ascribed to gentile sources or to Ezra; they
had to be predated to Moses. In so doing, the oral law achieved the same
credibility as the written one, and since Moses was merely the mouthpiece
of God all the traditions became of divine origin. The codification of oral
laws became the Mishna.
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But things are never simple. There were on occasion conflicts between the
written and oral traditions that had to be resolved. Therefore interpretations, annotations, and explanations were needed which were then collected as the Gemara. The two sets of data namely Mishna and Gemara
were subsequently joined together and originally called Talmud, which
stands for “Learning” or “Study.” But in addition to the law, its interpretation and legal decisions there existed also a huge body of Jewish lore which
was called Aggadah, in contrast to Halakhah which dealt with the legal
aspects of the religion. While Halakhah appealed to the intellectuals, for
reasons that will be shown later, Aggadah was the daily bread of the
common people. The contents could be subdivided into several classes,
according to the Encyclopedia Britannica: 1) interpretations and expositions of Bible stories and chronicles; 2) ethical teachings in the form of
homilies, maxims, parables, fables, riddles and witticisms; 3) theological
works, including religious speculations, apologetics, and polemics; 4) popular science, including medicine, astronomy, mathematics, magic, and
astrology; and 5) history, including embellishments of post-biblical Jewish
history, legends, sagas, biographical stories and folklore.
If Aggadah, which was collected over a period from about the 5th century
B.C. with its peak in the 2nd to the 4th century A.D. had been published separately it would have made for a neat division between legal opinions on
the one hand and what one might call “popular literature” on the other. This
was not to be the case. Not only was Aggadah joined to the Talmud, it was
done so in a seemingly indiscriminate fashion. There are not separate chapters for the three major divisions that now make up the Talmud but one can
find on the same page representatives of any of the three components. The
reason for doing so was, as Steinsaltz has put it, “free association.” When a
legal opinion was rendered it was frequently bolstered by reference to
sources from the Aggadah to give it credibility and to prevent it from being
regarded as arbitrary. When one now considers that there is not only one
Talmud but two namely one from Babylon and one from Palestine, erroneously referred to as the “Jerusalem Talmud,” a layperson cannot possibly
do justice to these encyclopedias.
Since our discussion does not concern itself with value judgments or theological arguments, we might leave Aggadah where it belongs: namely in
the realm of popular imagination and edification. But these stories and legends, which sprang from the fertile imagination of the rabbis to elaborate
on the written Torah, were also regarded as the word of God. They can,
therefore, not just be swept aside as fantasies but they were teaching tools.
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Since one’s belief system is shaped by what one is being taught early in life
the legends of Aggadah become important and need to be taken seriously.
Some examples of the type of information, which is dispensed in Aggadah,
have already been presented in Josephus’ description of Abraham and
Moses. So was the use of Hebrew babies for bricks (in the legends about
Moses), and the story about Hannibal and Hasdrubal. While the latter is
essentially harmless and just consists of misinformation, the baby story as
well as one about Jacob and Esau, which will be discussed later, are potentially dangerous because they bedevil the adversary and can thereby foster
hatred.
Leaving Aggadah aside for the moment we now need to examine how the
legal matters were handled. One may ask, however, why bother? If the
Talmud were simply an historical document it would be of concern to
scholars only. It is not, but represents the backbone of Judaism even today.
The following is a quote from the beginning of the first chapter of The
Essential Talmud by Steinsaltz entitled “What is the Talmud?:
IF THE BIBLE is the cornerstone of Judaism, then the Talmud is the
central pillar, soaring up from the foundations and supporting the entire
spiritual and intellectual edifice. In many ways the Talmud is the most
important book in Jewish culture, the backbone of creativity and of
national life. No other work has had a comparable influence on the theory
and practice of Jewish life, shaping spiritual content and serving as a guide
to conduct. The Jewish people have always been keenly aware that their
continued survival and development depend on study of the Talmud, and
those hostile to Judaism have also been cognizant of this fact. The book
was reviled, slandered, and consigned to the flames countless times in the
Middle Ages and has been subjected to similar indignities in the recent past
as well. At times, talmudic study has been prohibited because it was abundantly clear that a Jewish society that ceased to study this work had no real
hope of survival.

Neusner, shares this opinion and wrote in Judaism in the Beginning of
Christianity:
Torah means revelation: first, the five books of Moses; later the whole
Hebrew scriptures, still later, the Oral and Written Revelation of Sinai,
embodied in the Mishna and the Talmuds. Finally it comes to stand for, to
symbolize, what in modern language is called “Judaism”: the whole body
of belief, doctrine, practice, pattern of piety and behavior, and moral and
intellectual commitments that constitute the Judaic version of
reality…[after the destruction of the temple] the ancient categories
remained. But they were so profoundly revised and transformed that
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nothing was preserved intact. Judaism as we know it, the Judaism of Scripture and Mishna, Midrash and Talmud, thereby effected the ultimate
transvaluation of all the values, the kind of Judaism that had come before,
from remote Israelite times onward. Through the person and figure of the
rabbi, the whole burden of Israel’s heritage was taken up, renewed, handed
on, from late antiquity to the present day.

If this were just a matter of religion it would not be of concern to the public
at large because everyone is entitled to his own opinions. Inasmuch as Jews
are, however, heavily involved in the legal affairs of our country we need
to know how the Talmud deals with the law. The most important aspect to
realize is that the legal elements of the Talmud are handled in a dialectic
manner, rather than according to fixed statutes. The law is not upheld, it is
interpreted!
Early on there were two schools of thought as to how to interpret scripture.
One was the so-called “House of Hillel” and the other the “House of
Shammai.” Since the Hillel followers won the day in the long run, Hillel is
portrayed as the compassionate one who considers the spirit of the law
while Shammai comes across as more intemperate and insisting on literal
fulfillment. Neusner in From Politics to Piety provides some examples of
the disputes. For instance: the Shema - Hear O Israel, the Lord our God, is
One - is to be recounted twice a day. The question revolved around the posture one was to assume during the recitation. Deut. 6:7 stated: “when thou
liest down and when thou risest up.” Therefore the House of Shammai
argued you have to do it lying down in the evening and standing up in the
morning. Hillel’s followers said it didn’t matter. Or: a couple have
divorced but spend a night at an inn together. Do they now have to be
divorced a second time? Or: at what point is the laying on of hands on the
sacrificial animal before slaughter on a festival day legal? When is it a
“whole offering” or a “peace offering”? When does a fish become unclean,
after it is caught or after it is dead?
Other examples deal with the Sabbath. That was to be the day where the
people had to abstain from work and devote all their thoughts to the Lord.
“Ye shall keep the Sabbath therefore, for it is holy unto you; every one that
profaneth it shall surely be put to death, for whosoever doeth any work
therein, that soul shall be cut off from among his people [Ex.31:14].” The
key word is “work” and that needed to be defined. Inasmuch as even
lighting a fire was prohibited, which later on was extended to the use of
electricity, the tradition of the “Shabbes Goy” arose. A gentile was hired to
perform the tasks required for daily living. Although this also violated
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Mosaic doctrine this prohibition was winked at. Nevertheless Ex 20:10 is
quite specific in this respect: “the seventh day is a sabbath unto the LORD
thy God, in it thou shalt not do any manner of work, thou, nor thy son, nor
thy daughter, nor thy man-servant, nor thy cattle, nor thy stranger that is
within thy gates [emphasis added].” Interestingly enough, the wife was not
mentioned and theoretically she could have been worked to the bone. On
the other hand “resting of the cattle” was taken very seriously and a debate
ensued whether or not an egg a hen had laid on the Sabbath was allowed to
be consumed.
These are just some examples of the type of arguments that needed to be
settled and they could readily be multiplied. But one additional rather
glaring example of how a simple prohibition grew into a major burden on
the lives of the people needs to be mentioned. Exodus 23:19 contains the
command: “thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother’s milk.” This seems to
be a reasonably straightforward prohibition since it apparently represented
a Canaanite fertility rite, which the Israelites were to abstain from. On the
other hand a simple sentence like this makes life difficult for orthodox
Jewish households even today. The prohibition was first enlarged to rule
that milk products should not be consumed at the same meal with meat
products; subsequently even the crockery had to be separated, so that one
set of dishes had to be used for everything that contained milk and another
for meat. These legalities were and still are Halakhah.
Since Halakhah was also referred to colloquially as “the yoke” the saying
by Jesus: “my yoke is easy, and my burden is light [Matt.11:30]” becomes
understandable. For him and his followers, Halakhah needed not be
adhered to in detail. For the kingdom of God to be realized, moral conduct
rather than ritual was required. Needless to say, this idea was anathema to
the establishment, regardless of whether it consisted of Pharisees or Sadducees, and amounted to a death warrant. The Sadducees were not about to
give up their temple rituals and privileges, while the Pharisees, who were
responsible for the expansion of Halakhah, were not likely to condone the
idea that their efforts were no longer needed.
In her book Jesus of Nazareth. King of the Jews, Paula Fredriksen has
argued recently that the laws of ritual purity were enforced upon the people
at large only after the destruction of the second temple. Since the gospels
were also written after that event Jesus’ sayings and conduct towards the
religious authorities cannot be taken at face value and represent later interpolations. This opinion, which is not shared by others, is a fertile ground
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for discussions among theologians and biblical historians but does not alter
the fundamental reason for the creation and propagation of the Talmud.
For the person who wants to get a rudimentary understanding of what the
Talmud is all about Neusner’s book Learn Talmud can be highly recommended. It provides a very useful introduction for the layman with actual
sample pages. In view of the complexity of the subject matter, presenting
several examples would take us too far afield because each sentence has to
be examined in several ways. Let me therefore first quote some of
Neusner’s conclusions:
The Talmud’s authorities [usually referred to as ancient sages] are remarkably free and independent minds. They are deeply respectful of the Mishna
and its rules. But they are not enslaved by them. They take very seriously
what Mishna has to tell them. But they also take to heart their own ideas.
So the Talmud is both dependent and independent of the Mishna. It
explains, expands, and spells out what the Mishna says. But it also says
what it [emphasis added] wants to say.

In other words, the rabbis could and did make those interpretations of
written and oral laws they wanted to make and which were not necessarily
in agreement with the original intent of the passage of scripture that was
being analyzed. Although it was not totally arbitrary, the method required
not only that all possible interpretations be considered but eventually that
one be reached which proves the correctness of a given rabbi’s opinion. In
agreement with other religious writers, Neusner also states that “Torah” is
an all-inclusive concept: “Torah is the word we use at home when to the
world outside we use the word Judaism.” This definition of Torah will
become important when we discuss some of the remedies that have been
proposed against antisemitism.
In regard to the method how the “proof” to a given question is reached
Neusner states:
The person who made up this proof wants to find the meaning of a word.
He discovers what it means in one passage and introduces that [emphasis
added] meaning to the passage he is trying to interpret… . We start out to
prove a specific proposition. We, therefore, look for the use of the word in
question that conforms to what we [emphasis added] want the word to
mean.
Our purpose is not to test or discover knowledge. It is, rather, to confirm
and prove what we already think.
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So this is not a process of discovery entirely like what you may have
observed in science or in history. It is a different and distinct way of
thinking.

The Talmud, therefore, does not concern itself with objectively verifiable,
readily reproducible conclusions, but represents opinions as to what the
law could have meant. It depends entirely on what one wants a given word
or sentence to mean at a given moment. Humpty Dumpty was right!
As mentioned earlier, evidence for resurrection of the dead and a last judgment cannot readily be found in the written Torah. The Pharisees were,
therefore, obligated to find passages in the written Torah, which, in their
opinion, justified that belief. The section of the Talmud called Sanhedrin
contains several examples. Since they are all fairly similar only two will be
presented here:
Whence do we know resurrection from the Torah? From the verse, Then
shall Moses and the children of Israel sing this song unto the Lord [Ex
15:1]: not sang but shall sing is written: thus resurrection is taught in the
Torah….From the verse, Let Reuben live and not die [Deut 33:6] meaning
let Reuben live in this world and not die in the next [Sanhedrin 91b and
92a].

An outsider might be justified to regard these “proofs” as rather tenuous,
especially when one looks at the context from which the passages were
lifted. Exodus 15:1 deals with the miraculous rescue from Pharaoh’s army.
The complete quote is:
Then sang Moses and the children of Israel this song unto the LORD, and
spoke, saying: I will sing unto the LORD, for He is highly exalted; The
horse and his rider hath He thrown into the sea.

The medieval commentators had this to say about the meaning of the verse:
then sang Moses. lit. ‘Then Moses will sing.’ The future tense signifies that
on beholding the miracle, Moses determined that he would sing (R). It is a
grammatical idiom to follow then by a verb in the future tense but with the
significance of the past (E,N). The verb is in the singular. Moses composed
the song and taught it to the people, after that each Israelite sang it individually and it was sung by later generations (E).

These explanations seem to be considerably more consistent with the intent
of the biblical writer. The passage in regard to Reuben requires even more
imagination in order to be regarded as proof for an afterlife. Verse 1 of
Deuteronomy chapter 6 presents the context “And this is the blessing,
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wherewith Moses the man of God blessed the children of Israel before his
death.” The subsequent verses deal with the fortunes of the various tribes
in a similar manner to what Jacob had done on his deathbed. Verse 6 in its
entirety says: “Let Reuben live, and not die In that his men become few.”
This is a somewhat difficult passage to understand but Rashi interpreted it
as “May he not suffer for his sin with Bilhah [Gn 35:22].” Nachmanides
thought it meant: “Let the tribe of Reuben live as a separate tribe and not
disappear as such on account of his ancestor’s sin.” Bilhah was Jacob’s
concubine with whom Reuben had illicit sexual relations, as mentioned
earlier in connection with Jacob’s “blessings.” Therefore, even the medieval interpreters of the Torah failed to see “proof” for resurrection in this
verse. Verse 7 continues with the fortunes for Judah and the subsequent
ones with those of the rest of the tribes.
At this point it may be of interest to present an example of what actual
pages from the Talmud really look like. But before doing so some explanations are in order. I shall present the English translation as given by
Neusner in his Learn Talmud, but instead of using paragraphs and sections
I shall do so in one consecutive sequence, as it would appear in the original
Hebrew and Aramaic. Both languages can occur in one given section
because when ancient law is presented it is in Hebrew, but the comments of
the contemporary rabbis are in Aramaic. I shall make only a minimal
amount of punctuation because none exists in the original; but the text
would be even more difficult to read without them. Nevertheless, I shall
omit Neusner’s explanations that are inserted to clarify the text so that the
reader gets some approximation of the material as it really exists. The text
deals with what happens if you have made a vow and then repent of it. Can
it be “untied” and, if so under what circumstances? The passage comes
from the Babylonian Talmud Nedarim 64A-65A:
Rabbi Eliezer says they untie for a person on account of the honor of his
father and his mother and sages prohibit. Said Rabbi Sadoq before they
untie for a person on account of father or mother let them untie it for that
person on account of the honor of the Omnipresent if so there will be no
vows. And sages agree with Rabbi Eliezer concerning a matter between his
father and his mother that they untie it for the person on account of the
honor of his father and his mother. And furthermore did Rabbi Eliezer say
they untie on account of something which happened and sages prohibit.
How so? he said qonam [A colloquial translation of the word might be
“that’s a no, no”] that I shall not derive benefit from so-and-so and he
became a scribe or was going to marry off his son very soon and he said if I
had known that he would become a scribe or that he would marry off his
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son very soon I should not have taken a vow qonam against this house that I
shall not enter it and it was made into a synagogue he said if I had known
that it would be made into a synagogue I should not have taken a vow.
Rabbi Eliezer unties and sages prohibit. What is there will be no vows?
Said Abbaye if so no vows may be unbound. And Raba said if so vows will
not be brought for inquiry to a sage. We have learned and sages concede to
R.Eliezer that in a matter involving himself and his father and mother they
do release him by reason of the honor of his father and his mother.
Certainly this accords with Abbaye who said if so no vows may be
unbound here if he has been so impudent he is impudent. But so far as Raba
is concerned who said if so vows will not be brought for inquiry to a sage in
this case why do they unbind? I shall tell you since all vows cannot be
without a sage here too they will declare the vow unbound. A.R. Eliezer
says they unbind a vow on account of something that happened later on.
What is the reason of R.Eliezer? Said. R. Hisda since scripture has said for
all the men are dead. Now death was something that happened later on. On
this basis that they unbind a vow on account of something that happened
later on. And as to the rabbis what is their reason? They argue did these
men die? Now said R.Yohanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Yohai wherever nissim [quarreling] or nissavim [standing] is mentioned the reference
is only to Dathan and Abiram. But said Resh Laquish they lost their money
said R. Joshua b. Levi any person who does not have children is deemed to
be like a dead person since it is said give me children or else I am dead. And
it has been taught four are deemed to be like a dead person a poor man and a
person who is a leper and a blind man and one who does not have children.
A poor man as it is written for all the men are dead. A leper as it is written
let her not be as one who is dead. A blind person as it is written he has set
me in dark places as they that be dead of old. And one who has no children
as it is said give me children or else I am dead.

The passage continues another two and a half pages but the point to be
made is clear. Even when one places appropriate punctuation, it is still
apparent that the text is highly complex, its understanding requires complete knowledge of oral and written tradition, and it is open to various
interpretations.
To summarize the above quote: first it is said that a vow may be untied
because it may dishonor the parents, which the person had no intention of
doing. It is then objected that the Omnipresent Lord has heard it, is
offended, and it cannot be undone. Then it is said that under those circumstances nothing can be undone so nobody will go to the rabbi any more.
Not so; there are exceptions: if the person who took the vow knew what
would have happened in the future, he might not have done so; since he
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obviously is not prescient he can be released. So far so good, but now
comes the example that starts with “for all the men are dead.” Neusner
explains that this refers to Moses in Midian when he was told to return to
Egypt but he couldn’t. The reasons were either because he had told Jethro
when he married Zipporah that he wouldn’t or because the men who had
wanted him dead weren’t really dead, and so on.
The importance of this whole complex world of reasoning is that this is the
religious milieu Jesus grew up in and the reason why he, as well as the
Essenes, rejected vows altogether. He told his listeners: “Swear not at
all…let your communication be, yea yea; nay, nay: for whatsoever is more
than these cometh of evil [Matt 5:34, 37].” It may be argued that the
Talmud, as a book, was produced several hundred years after Jesus’ death,
which is true. But Hillel and Shammai where contemporaries of Jesus and
he was, therefore, thoroughly acquainted with the legal debates which preoccupied Pharisees and scribes.
Perhaps the best conclusion to this chapter, and thereby the first part of this
book, can be found in the Introduction to the Abodah Zarah tractate of the
Talmud as presented by Rabbi A. Cohen. The title translates into “strange
worship” and referred to idolatry that was of cardinal importance to the
Jews of Palestine as well as to those living in the Diaspora. Cohen writes:
In the Bible the newly formed Israelite nation, after the exodus from Egypt,
was solemnly admonished again and again that the alternative before it
consisted of the worship of God, which would prolong life, or idolatry
which would spell death. A corporate existence was only assured so long as
the choice was given to the former, the adoption of heathenish cults
involving certain destruction.
Hence from the earliest period of Jewish history, the mode of worship
followed by the people was a matter of life and death in the strictest sense
of the phrase. Experience soon proved how great was the temptation to
imitate the religious practices of surrounding nations, even at a time when
the Israelites inhabited a land of their own. The difficulty of resisting alien
influences grew much more severe in periods of dispersion when Jews
were living in a heathen environment; and the Rabbis had to give serious
attention to the problem of how to counteract the forces of assimilation
which threatened to submerge the Jewish communities settled in countries
where idol worship was the State religion…
If some of their regulations appear drastic to the modern mind, displaying
an apparent narrowness of view, it should be remembered that they were
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grappling with a grievous danger which imperiled the very existence of not
only their people, but also the spiritual heritage of their forefathers.

It becomes understandable now why the Talmud has been given the role by
Steinsaltz, and others, as the “central pillar” for Judaism. The Bible and the
prophets have been appropriated and reinterpreted - or misinterpreted as
Jews would say - by the Christian Church; only the Talmud remains as the
single document of strictly Jewish thought and thus provides for the continued existence of the original religion. This also explains why there has
been a resurgence of Talmud study in America where, instead of persecution, assimilation and intermarriage are regarded by the rabbis as the
greatest danger to the Jewish community. Nevertheless one may ask: are
this document and its arbitrary reasoning truly an appropriate guide for
conduct in the 21st century? This question will be explored in Part II of this
book.
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PART II
Influence of Jewish Ideas on
Modern America
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8
The Talmudic Way of
Thinking

If Jews were simply a religious denomination all of Part I would have been
of historical interest only because everyone has the right to follow his religious convictions as long as they do not interfere with the rights of others.
With Judaism the situation is not as simple as has been amply demonstrated. Religion, nationhood, and the idea of “chosenness” are so intertwined that the various pieces of the mosaic that make up Judaism cannot
be separated readily.
Regardless of good intentions to create harmony among people, the
problem in the real world, rather than some ideal one, is the fact that
Gentiles and Jews may not think the same way when it comes to matters
concerning Jewish interests. Robert St. John wrote in Ben-Gurion. The
Biography of an Extraordinary Man that, just prior to World War II,
Ben-Gurion listened from the galleries to the debate in the British parliament in regard to the Peel Commission’s report for the causes of Arab riots
in Palestine which had paralyzed the country. On returning to Palestine he
was asked what he had learned from attending the debate. Ben-Gurion
replied: “You can do many things with an Englishman but you cannot
change him into a non-Englishman. The Englishman does not see things
through Jewish eyes, he does not feel things with a Jewish heart, and he
does not reason with a Jewish brain.” The term “Englishman” can also be
viewed generically as meaning Gentile. Thus if we want to understand
Jewish opinions and demands we simply cannot operate on the basis of
what seems reasonable to us because Jews may feel differently, and this
fundamental discrepancy is the cause of so much misunderstanding on
both sides.
If we want to get a glimpse of how the “Jewish brain” operates we are
forced to confront “The Talmudic Way of Thinking” and “The Burden of
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Past Generations.” I did not coin these terms. The former is a chapter in
Steinsaltz’s previously mentioned book and the latter will be discussed in
the next chapter.
As may already have been apparent from Part I, there is a fundamental difference between Gentiles and those Jews who have been reared on the
Talmud in the attitude towards the Law - be it religious, civil or criminal.
According to Steinsaltz the Law is not something to be obeyed, it is to be
questioned! “The basic Talmudic view is always that the subject under discussion is not ‘law’ in the socio-legal meaning of the term, but the clarification of facts and actual situation of intrinsic importance.” The discussions
between the rabbis, which form the essence of the legal aspects of the
Talmud, are somewhat similar to the Socratic dialogues, but there is a fundamental difference. Socrates is the teacher who expounds and explains,
while the disciple is in a strictly supporting role. The student or partner, as
the case may be, can raise a question for clarification but when an answer is
given he merely assents with: yes, true, very true, certainly etc. In Talmudic debates the opposite is the case. Nothing is true to start out with.
Only by examining in infinite detail most every aspect that can be thought
of a conclusion may or may not be reached. The goal is not necessarily the
answer per se but the process of honing one’s mind in verbal brilliance.
This would be fine if the subjects under discussion were abstract thoughts
such as: virtue, valor, contumacy etc. But the underlying stratum which is
taken apart in the Talmud is not only the Law but also Holy Scripture; the
word of God! It is the sacred that is stripped of sanctity and made into an
exercise field for the mind. Again one can say that is fine, what Jews do
within their four walls is certainly their own business and they can do whatever they want. But Jews have never lived on an island in some ocean
where their activities have no, or minimal, impact on others who do not
share their belief system. They have always existed, even in the Promised
Land, in the midst of Gentiles and an attitude that the sacred can be profaned by questioning and criticism was not taken lightly. This is why Jews
were thought to be atheistic. Not only did they not believe in the gods of
everybody else, but even the rules of their own God had to be taken to task.
Since this is an absolutely fundamental difference between Talmudic
thinking and that of the rest of the world, let me ask: have we not been told
all along that the Torah is Law and Halakhah is Law? Why bother with all
of it when it has no “socio-legal” meaning? Aren’t we told every so often
that the basic difference between Judaism and Christianity is that Judaism
lives by the Law and that its fulfillment in daily life is a mitzvah, a blessing,
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while Christians live by faith? If law isn’t really law but merely a construct
to be debated rather than obeyed the lid on Pandora’s vase has been ripped
wide open.

Effects on the United States Constitution
This non-acceptance of norms and the questioning of the faith, as well as
the laws, of the Gentile majority in whatever country Jews have found
themselves has become the hallmark of some Jewish intellectuals. Alienated from their own religion as “secular Jews,” “non-Jewish Jews,” or
“Self-hating Jews,” they no longer limit their “Talmudic” discussions to
the religious field but use their intellect, sharpened by centuries of verbal
reasoning, on efforts to extract new meanings from established laws in the
secular legal, literary, and political arena. What is happening currently to
the American Constitution is but one example. It is no longer seen as
binding, but as a historic document that needs to be challenged and adapted
to conform to “modernity.” Thus the constitution and key amendments are
bent and twisted out of shape to an extent that would make the founding
fathers of this republic recoil in horror.
A prime example of what is being done to the Constitution is the issue of
separation of Church and State. The First Amendment is currently
regarded as forbidding school prayer or even the mention of the word
“God” during school functions. Stephen Feldman wrote a book recently on
the issue entitled: Please don’t wish me a Merry Christmas. The book
covers the legal relationships between the Christian Church and Judaism
since the inception of Christianity and is well annotated to make it a valuable resource for legal scholars. As far as the general public is concerned, I
am abstracting and discussing here only those aspects that reveal a certain
mind-set that is bound to cause friction between Jews and Gentiles.
Feldman feels that antisemitism is rampant in America and defines the
term as:
the intentional or unintentional, conscious or unconscious, hatred, dislike,
oppression, persecution, domination, and subjugation of Jews qua Jews for
whatever reason or motivation, whether it be religious, cultural, ethnic,
racial or political.
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Inasmuch as this definition is sufficiently broad one really can’t fault Louis
Farrakhan all that much when he defined the term antisemite as “anybody
Jews don’t like.” Feldman explains:
My critical narrative, told from the viewpoint of an American Jew, reveals
the constitutional principle of the separation of church and state to be a
highly complex social phenomenon that flows primarily from and helps
reproduce the Christian domination of American society and culture.

According to Feldman Christianity per se is inherently antisemitic. Since
Jews don’t recognize Jesus as the Messiah and the Christian interpretation
of the Bible, they are a challenge to the legitimacy of the Church and ipso
facto have to be hated by it. Inasmuch as about 85 percent of Americans are
Christians the country is, therefore, in its very essence antisemitic.
Feldman then explains the differences between Judaism and Christianity.
According to him, Judaism rejects the duality of body and soul as well as
an opposition between the temporal and the heavenly world. He emphasizes, as has been mentioned above, that Jews live by good works rather
than by faith and he says in regard to Christians:
To be saved then one must have faith in Jesus as Christ, as a span to the
eternal bliss of heaven. Christian faith thus emerges as a type of spiritual
belief or attitude - a conviction, a commitment of conscience, or an internal
intention that remains largely unconnected to one’s conduct in the
temporal and material world [emphasis added].

Had Feldman placed a period after “intention,” most Christians would
probably have agreed, but I believe that most Christians would disagree
with his conclusion, which I placed in italics. The statement is correct
when applied to Christians in political leadership positions. In those circles
different mores rule, regardless of the type of religious affiliation, but the
average Christian citizen does try to do his/her best within the limits set by
human nature.
Feldman continues: “Judaism celebrates life. According to the Hebrew
Bible, God instructs: ‘I have set before thee this day life and good, and
death and evil …; therefore choose life.’ ” Part of the quote is, of course,
found on the opening page of this book. In Feldman’s case, the ellipses
which omit the content of what follows until “therefore choose life,” are,
however, highly meaningful. They conform to the previously commented
upon pattern of authors using what fits the point they want to make to the
detriment of what is left out. Here is the complete citation:
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See I have set before thee this day life and good, and death and evil. In that I
command thee this day to love the LORD thy God, to walk in His ways and
to keep His commandments and His statues and His ordinances; then thou
shalt live and multiply, and the Lord thy God shall bless thee in the land
whither thou goest in to possess it. But if thy ear turn away, and thou wilt
not hear, but shalt be drawn away and worship other gods, and serve them; I
declare unto you this day, that ye shall surely perish; ye shall not prolong
your days upon the land, whither thou passest over the Jordan to go in to
possess it. I call heaven and earth to witness against you this day, that I have
set before thee life and death, the blessings and the curse; therefore choose
life, that thou mayest live, thou and thy seed; to love the LORD thy God, to
hearken to His voice, and to cleave unto Him; for that is thy life, and the
length of thy days; that thou mayest dwell in the land which the LORD
swore unto thy fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, to give them.
[Dt. 30: 15-20]

Life consists of cleaving to the Lord! It is not an automatically guaranteed
tenet of the Jewish faith, as Feldman would have it, but contingent upon
keeping “His commandments and His statues and His ordinances.” In other
words: follow the laws of the written Torah or, to put it colloquially, all
bets are off! Feldman, as well as a fair number of other modern Jewish
authors, do not want to admit to this. They put themselves again into the
position of some of the Alexandrian Jews who were not content with the
privileges Rome had offered them and thereby incurred the wrath of the
rest of the population of that city.
Feldman then discusses the term “Judeo-Christian” which has gained popularity lately:
From a Jewish standpoint, the Protestant assertion of a shared Judeo-Christian tradition was self-evidently problematic: in light of persistent
antisemitism running throughout European and American history, the
Judeo-Christian tradition appeared quite clearly as an invention, a myth.
The recent vintage of this supposed tradition was underscored by the fact
that the Supreme Court mentioned it for the first time only in 1961.
Indeed…the concept of a Judeo-Christian tradition is not merely a harmless or misleading myth; rather it is an antisemitic lie [emphasis added] that
suggests that Christianity necessarily reforms and replaces Judaism.

I agree that the term “Judeo-Christian tradition” is not a very fortunate one
since it can satisfy neither side unless one limits it to the Ten Commandments, which both religions have in common. It is beyond dispute that one
of the major roots of Christianity was Judaism; one should, however, also
acknowledge the other ones - namely Persia, Egypt and the Hellenistic
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world - which shaped the Christian faith. As far as Judaism is concerned
Christians tend to see it in the light of the “written Torah” and they have no
idea that the oral tradition, of which they know practically nothing, carries
equal weight. Having said all that, it does not necessarily follow that the
term “Judeo-Christian tradition” should be regarded as an “antisemitic
lie.” The term was born of ignorance and in the hope that by emphasizing
Christianity’s Jewish past modern Jews would be pleased.
Feldman feels that Christian antisemitism is expressed by a denial of the
differences between the two faiths. Since “Judaism came to be understood
as a type of quirky Christian sect: why quibble about the details of sectarian differences when ‘we’ all belong to the same Judeo-Christian tradition anyway.” Thus Christians fail to understand that expected
participation by Jews in Christmas parties, for instance, is deeply offensive
and so is the display of Christian religious symbols on government
property.
Although these are private sentiments Jews, who feel like Feldman, have
been taking the matter to the courts, where in Talmudic spirit anti-Christian
decisions have been handed down. Several examples are presented but I
shall give only the case of Lee vs. Weisman where a rabbi delivered
prayers at a graduation ceremony. Mr. Weisman had two daughters and
was distraught that at the graduation of the older one a Baptist minister had
delivered distinctly Christian prayers. In order to spare his younger
daughter a recurrence of this event Mr. Weisman asked the school principal, Mr. Lee, whether a clergyman would be delivering prayers. Mr. Lee
thought he could forestall a possible brewing storm by informing Mr.
Weisman that a rabbi would be saying the prayers on that occasion. He
expected gratitude but was sued instead, and the court ruled for the plaintiff
that public prayer regardless of denomination is unconstitutional.
Although Feldman agreed with the decision he was still dissatisfied:
In interpreting the religion clauses [emphasis added; there is only one
clause] of the first amendment, the Supreme Court contributes to this
cultural imperialism by explicitly and implicitly using Christian concepts
to explicate the constitutional provisions. In Gadamerian terms, the justices
understand the religion clauses from their own horizon constituted by (to a
great extent) Christian prejudices and interests. Hence, as discussed in
chapter 9, the Court emphasizes that the first amendment protects the individual’s freedom of conscience, which is grounded firmly on Protestant
and New Testament theology.
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In sum and substance, Feldman feels that the separation of church and state
cannot work in America because the vast majority of the people making up
the state are Christian and, as such, are inherently - whether they know it or
not - antisemitic. This applies even to the Supreme Court because it will
ensure Christian hegemony. Before going into an analysis of Feldman’s
views, we have to know what caused his anger. His four-year-old daughter
had been exposed to a Christmas tree in a pre-kindergarten program of an
experimental school. Feldman offered no remedy for the situation and
merely ended his book with its title: Please don’t wish me a merry
Christmas.
There are several important aspects to Feldman’s notions. Although he is
not alone in these views, Feldman writes as if he were speaking for all
Jews, which is not necessarily justified. This feeds into the stereotype of all
Jews being “of one mind” as Josephus had put it and an opinion uttered by
one will automatically hold for the rest. This “all or none” law as it is called
in neurophysiology, where it pertains to conduction within a nerve, omits
that human beings don’t, or at least shouldn’t, operate only at that level.
We do have a brain, which has learned to give graduated, and hopefully
judicious, responses depending upon what has to be reacted to. We have to
be exceedingly vigilant against the all or none attitude in human behavior
because this is precisely what Nazism was all about. “The individual is
nothing, the Volk is everything.” Jews were declared aliens, and regardless
of individual behavior were forced to emigrate early on; those who were
unable to do so were sent to concentration camps later. There was only “the
Jew!” Authors with views like Feldman who seem to speak for the Jewish
people at large, although they have no authority delegated to them to do so,
since these are private opinions, feed into this myth of monolithic Jewry.
For them “the Christian” seems to be what “the Jew” was for the Nazis.
Even if, for the sake of argument, the majority of the 2.5 percent of the
Jewish population in this country were to support Feldman’s views would
this be a wise stance? Is it really necessary to alienate the 85 percent of
Christians who make up the bulk of the population? Would it be surprising
to discover that when people are told they are antisemites, regardless
whether they know it or not, that this allegation will not make them any
fonder of Jews? When good will gestures are rejected on account of not
being sufficient, there is likely to be a backlash sooner or later. Authors like
Feldman will then feel vindicated and say: “We knew it all along,” without
realizing for a moment the role they themselves have played in creating
this atmosphere. It should also be pointed out that it seems to be only
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within the Jewish community that opinions like those of Feldman are
expressed. To the best of my knowledge there have been no similar complaints by Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists or any of the other religious groups
who make up the rest of the American people.
It is my personal opinion, however, that it is not Judaism that needs to be
protected from Christianity in the campaign of separation of church and
state. The battle is against all religious values. The proponents of the type
of separation of church and state discussed above are usually not religious
Jews who follow the laws of Moses, to whatever extent the individual is
capable of, but secular ones. They have abandoned their religion and,
therefore, so must everybody else. The classic example is Freud. He was
profoundly unhappy for having been born and raised as a Jew to the extent
that he even denied knowing any Hebrew or Yiddish when the latter was in
fact the language his mother had used. For him the Jewish religion was a
compulsion neurosis, but he couldn’t say that he, therefore, used the all or
none law inappropriately, and declared all religion to fall into that psychiatric category.
Since it is the First Amendment to the Constitution that is constantly
invoked in the quest for separation of Church and State, it behooves us to
look at what it really says:
Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of
the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition
the Government for a redress of grievances.

For the average person, this seems to be rather straightforward. Congress
must not make a law that requires everybody to follow certain religious
practices, but it shall also not “prohibit the free exercise thereof.” There
are several key aspects. The amendment is a federal statute and applies
only to the actions of Congress. Since “Congress” has not passed any such
laws, it is difficult to see why God should all of a sudden be expelled from
schools all over the country by judicial fiat. What has He done wrong to
deserve this misfortune? Furthermore, since Congress did not demand
school prayers or the placing of crèches during Christmas on federal or
state property these actions are not only not forbidden but should be condoned under the “free exercise thereof” part of the sentence.
Prayers or religious songs in school would also fall under the freedom of
speech clause. It would seem that one ought to be allowed to talk about
God in school and not only about Sex. Instead of making new laws to
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protect the religious sentiments of the majority of the population Congress
needs to repeal those rulings by the Supreme Court which hinder the “free
exercise” of religion because they are actually unconstitutional, to my
simple mind at least. Of course, I am not a lawyer, Professor Feldman
teaches law, and as we have seen above laws are interpreted to suit the
needs of the moment rather than to be followed in their common sense
meaning.
Am I making too much out of Feldman’s book? The reviews on the back
cover include statements like: “a wild ride.” “Clearly a superb work of
scholarship…the historical sweep of the book is impressive.” “His ability
to understand and discuss difficult nuances of doctrinal history is impressive.” The conclusion from a review in Booklist states:
At a time when debate rages around issues associated with the establishment clause of the First Amendment - including school prayer and public
displays of Christian religious symbols - and at a time of resurgent
antisemitism, Feldman’s carefully reasoned and meticulously documented
case is particularly welcome.

That the entire tenor of the book is basically anti-Christian and, as such, is
potentially offensive to the majority of the country’s population is not
commented on by the reviewers. Ergo what should Christians do? Since
they are, by their very nature, “unconsciously antisemitic,” as Feldman
declared, it seems the only way out of the dilemma is that they would just
have to renounce their Christian faith and become atheists. Even if they
merely continue to go to church on Sundays, their antisemitism will be
reinforced, which they will carry over into their professional and social
lives. Am I exaggerating or is this the logical conclusion that is aimed at,
but obviously, and for good reason not voiced? This is not merely an
assumption of mine. The abolition of Christianity, as well as other religions, constitutes the goal of some other authors as will become immediately apparent.
Alan Dershowitz, the well-known Harvard law professor, also argues in
Chutzpah that Jews are still to some extent second class citizens even in the
United States. This assumption is based on the sense that Jews have to conform to the norms of the majority and the fact that there has not yet been a
Jewish President of the United States or Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court. Therefore, Jewish rights have to be jealously guarded including the
wall between Church and State, which has to be raised to the highest possible level.
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Theoretically, the God of the Jews and of the Christians is the same but this
does not necessarily hold true in practice because some Jews cannot condone the idea that the One God can have three aspects. Therefore, it is
assumed that Christian prayers go to a different address than Jewish ones.
If prayer in schools is tolerated, Dershowitz believes, Jews become
second- class citizens and that is unacceptable.
It may seem strange that God no longer has a place in the classroom when
school prayers have not conflicted with the Constitution for about two hundred years. The reason seems to be that we have not had the abundance of
“non-Jewish” Jewish lawyers, to use Deutscher’s terminology, up to the
middle of the past century, who are on a mission to root out God wherever
they can find Him. But even for some religious Jews there are two different
Gods - a Christian God and a Jewish God. When the Jewish profession of
faith is pronounced not as “the Lord our God, the Lord is One, “but as “the
Lord our God, the Lord is One;” we have a “them and us” adversarial relationship. With a slight change in prosody different consequences flow.
It needs to be emphasized that not all Jews subscribe to the idea that the
Christian God differs from the Jewish God and the National Jewish
Scholars Project has recently reaffirmed the position that Jews and Christians worship the same God. Thus the problem between the two faiths does
not seem to rest any more with well-meaning, open-minded theologians,
who can indeed find some common ground in God, but with Jewish
orthodox fundamentalists, lawyers, politicians and journalists, who by the
very nature of their professions have to engage in adversarial conduct.
In order to achieve first class citizenship, which Dershowitz feels Jews are
denied at present, he offers the prescription of more Jews and more
chutzpah. This is not likely to reduce anti-Jewish sentiments. As mentioned above within the United States Jews form less than 3 percent of the
population. As of now they have not become as numerous “as the stars in
the heaven and as the sand which is upon the sea-shore [Gn 22:17]” and no
amount of chutzpah can change this fact. To be “insensitive,” as the current
politically correct term has it, to the feelings of the other somewhat over 97
percent of the population does not seem to be a wise course. When one
keeps the demographics, as outlined above, in mind, it is obvious that more
chutzpah can only bring more grief to Jews. It was tried in Austria and Germany during the twenties and thirties of the past century and the result is
known. The tragedy is that it isn’t just the “chutzpahnik” (Dershowitz’s
term), who becomes the victim when the dams break, but the great majority
of Jews who have no ax to grind and who just want to get on with their
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lives. Dershowitz expressed concern about anti-Jewish feelings having
been on the rise in America even a decade ago, when the book was first
published, and he included several hate letters he had received. They are
crude and spiteful, but why would one want to deliberately encourage
more of them by polemical speeches and writings?
Dershowitz also feels that it is unjust to hold Jews and, by extension, the
state of Israel, to a higher moral standard than other people and nations. I
agree, but some Jews have traditionally apportioned the moral high ground
for themselves. When Gentiles subsequently take them at their word and
ask that deeds should match words one ought not to be surprised. It is easy
to talk about the “brotherhood of man” as the goal of Jewish endeavors. It
is a nice slogan, but we know perfectly well what happened to the biblical
brothers. Cain killed Abel, Jacob’s dealings with Esau were not commendable, and Joseph was thrown first into a pit by his brothers and subsequently sold into slavery.
To return to chutzpah for the moment, Rabbi Wine, whose book has been
mentioned previously, defines it as “outrageous defiance.” I have discussed his views to some extent already in War and Mayhem but since they
are of considerable importance in the understanding of Judaism, I shall
repeat them here. In the chapter on “Jewish Identity” one finds:
People often ask where the Jewish intellectual of modern times comes
from. How does one derive a critical, skeptical, surveyor of the human
condition from a pious devotee of Torah tradition? … The driving force of
the contemporary Jewish intellectual spirit - whether it is used to justify
capitalism, Marxism, psychoanalysis, or Zionism - is a deep rage. It is an
angry refusal to accept what is unacceptable, to praise what is unworthy of
praise, to label injustice, justice. It is a strong conviction that traditional
religion and humiliation go together. The world that persecutes us does not
deserve our passive acceptance. It needs our defiance.

Why does the rabbi feel this strongly? For him the answer lies in the Jewish
religion. While Heine had stated that it wasn’t a religion but a misfortune,
Wine went further and felt that the rabbis and priests had deceived their
flock:
Very early in Jewish history, Jewish experience became separated from
Jewish establishment ideology. The official party line presented Jews as
the agents and chosen symbol of the all-powerful God of the world. But
their experience of reality was quite different. Defeat, suffering, and humiliation - or at least a continuous subjection to intruders - was the gift of fate.
Their propaganda spoke of their glory. But their neighbors saw only their
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degradation… . The Jewish personality is less the consequence of rabbinic
ideology than of Jewish experience. Skepticism, mocking humor and
nervous ambition do not come from Torah study. They do not come from a
faithful awareness of a well-ordered universe. They come from a sense of
chaos, an experience of absurdity. Jewish history is not the tale of a triumphant people and their triumphant God. At best it is the story of a
shlemazzel [emphasis in the original] god who is too weak and incompetent
to defend the people he promised to defend. At worst (and the most reasonable alternative), it is the story of a self-deceived people who fight the
reality of an indifferent universe and unjust [emphasis in the original] fates.

So the problem resides in an incompetent God who had failed to keep
promises. Gentiles simply do not feel this “deep rage” against God and religion. While one reads about “self-hating Jews” I have yet to come across a
self-hating Christian, Muslim, Hindu, Buddhist, etc. Some people hate
themselves for a variety of secular reasons but they do not blame their religion for it.
While we have discussed freedom of religion in the previous section there
is still the much vaunted “freedom of speech” to be mentioned, which has
briefly been alluded to above. This is where we are again in Humpty
Dumpty land, the word now means what I want it to mean. Speech no
longer deals with “speech” but has been modified to denote “expression.”
How the courts could condone this change is not clear. Let us take the
prime example of flag burning. This is an action where the hands are
involved, rather than tongue, larynx and mouth. Why this should be
regarded as speech defies common sense. It takes a legal mind to reach that
conclusion and a passage from Steinsaltz’s book may be appropriate here:
In the Talmud, as in various spheres of exact science and knowledge, there
is little room for ‘common sense,’ which in such cases would mean superficial understanding that fails to fathom the depth of the problem.

There are some difficulties with this sentence. The Talmudic way of
thinking does not necessarily lead to a correct conclusion but merely
endeavors to show how many different ones may be reached. Furthermore,
as Steinsaltz had mentioned on another occasion some of them may be
clearly absurd. An analogy to exact science is inappropriate because science deals with measurement, experiment, and precise replication of findings by different independent investigators. Legalistic thinking, even if it
attempts to “fathom the depth of the problem,” can never reach this standard because it operates under a completely different mental framework.
After this brief digression, let us return to how Talmudic thinking has been
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applied to the interpretation of the U.S. Constitution. To abandon
“common sense” when it comes to an understanding of a straightforward
word such as “speech” is, I believe, contrary to the wishes of the founding
fathers of this republic. Had they intended to include “behavior” in
“speech” they would have used “freedom of expression.” They did not, and
for about two hundred years no one thought that flag burning equals
speech. The act would have been regarded at least as a misdemeanor with
appropriate punishment. As a result of the spiritual revolution of the
1960’s, when all authority came to be seen as evil, language was prostituted to serve the purposes of a small unelected “intelligentsia,” who tell us
how we are to think and speak. True freedom of speech has actually been
severely curtailed by intimidation as will be shown later. Even racial,
ethnic, or “sexist” jokes are no longer condoned and can lead to profound
negative repercussions in one’s personal or professional life. While these
verbal communications are taboo, placing a crucifix in a pot of urine, or
smearing a picture of the Madonna with elephant dung, is considered art
and, as such, is protected by the first amendment. Is it any wonder that
people who have not lost their common sense should object? It seems that
the “Talmudic way of Thinking” has carried the day and the equation of
freedom of speech with freedom of expression has been fully accepted
without anybody in the legal, political, or journalistic profession raising
any objection.
Agreement with the Talmud seems to have been achieved not only in the
Courts of the land but has also reached Capitol Hill. On March 5, 1991
Congress passed Public Law 102-14, H.J. Res. 104 (available on the
Internet) that honored the Lubavitcher Rabbi Menachem Mendel
Schneerson at his ninetieth birthday. Among the various “whereas” preambles the important ones read:
Whereas in tribute to this great spiritual leader, “the Rebbe,” this his ninetieth year will be seen as one of “education and giving,” the year in which
we turn to education and charity to return the world to the moral and ethical
values contained in the Seven Noahide Laws.
Whereas this will be reflected in an international scroll of honor signed by
the President of the United States and other heads of state: Now, therefore,
be it
Resolved by the Senate and House of representatives of the United States in
Congress assembled, That March 26, 1991, the start of the ninetieth year of
Rabbi Menachem Schneerson, leader of the worldwide Lubavitch movement, is designated as “Education Day, U.S.A.” The president is requested
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to issue a proclamation calling upon the people of the United States to
observe such day with appropriate ceremonies and activities.

Obviously there is nothing wrong with “turning to education and charity,”
or to have an “Education Day” in the U.S. The only question is what is the
country to be educated in? I am reasonably sure that hardly any one of the
Gentile lawmakers had ever heard of the Noahide laws before, or understood their implication. These well-meaning people probably assumed that
the laws come from the Bible, represent the “Judeo-Christian tradition,”
and therefore must be OK. They do not! According to the Bible the Lord
limited himself in his promise to Noah after the flood that He would no
longer destroy the earth by water, which, by the way, still leaves Him with
the unstated prerogative to do so by fire. Furthermore, the children of Noah
were now allowed to eat meat, while Adam and Eve had orders to be vegetarians. The only restriction in regard to meat was that: “flesh with the life
thereof, which is the blood thereof, shall ye not eat [Gn 9:4].” Noah’s
descendants were also not allowed to murder each other. Therefore the
question arises what are the seven Noahide laws and where do they come
from? The Encyclopedia Britannica explains:
Beginning with Genesis 2:16, the Babylonian Talmud listed the first six
commandments as prohibitions against idolatry, blasphemy, murder, adultery and robbery and the positive command to establish courts of justice
(with all that this implies). After the Flood a seventh commandment, given
to Noah, forbade the eating of flesh cut from a living animal (Gn 9:4)… . As
basic statutes safeguarding monotheism and guaranteeing proper ethical
conduct in society, these laws provided a legal framework for alien residents in Jewish territory [emphasis added]… . Throughout the ages
scholars have viewed the Noahide Laws as a link between Judaism and
Christianity, as universal norms of ethical conduct, as a basic concept in
international law, or as a guarantee of fundamental human rights for all
[emphasis added].

Let us examine this further. Since the purpose of these laws was to regulate
conduct of: “alien residents in Jewish territory, ” do the more than 97 percent of non-Jewish citizens in the United States now have to subscribe to
laws propagated by the Talmud? Furthermore, are the Noahide laws
indeed: “a guarantee of fundamental human rights for all?” The answers
can be found on the Rebbe’s Website www.noahide.com. In regard to the
prohibition of idolatry as the first Noahide commandment one finds:
Since we are to worship G-d and G-d alone, there are no legitimate partners
with G-d or intermediaries [emphasis added] between us and Him. Our
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souls, which are spiritual in nature and therefore closer to G-d than our
bodies, are capable of connecting directly with Him, but can only do so if
we recognize and worship G-d alone as our life source. Idolatry therefore
deprives people of their ability to relate to G-d in a pure unimpeded way.

Did our lawmakers realize that the “Day of Education” has signed away
Christianity? Jesus, Mary , and the saints are no longer tolerated as intermediaries. But it goes further: the entire Christian religion, not just Catholicism, is idolatry! Lest I be accused of exaggerating let me continue from
the Website as to “Who is the Son of G-d?” :
So how has G-d brought His message of truth to the world? According to
the Bible, G-d declares that He does have a special son whose mission is to
bring His blessings and His salvation to the entire world.
Who is this son? … In the book of Exodus G-d openly proclaims His son to
the world; “Thus says the L-rd: My firstborn son is Israel.”
“Israel” is the Jewish people — all of them. The Jews were chosen by G-d
to be His special “son”… .
A child of Noah celebrates certain “Old Testament” holidays and not
Christian holidays… .
By asking the Jews for spiritual guidance and turning back to “Old Testament” Law, a child of Noah also accomplishes the most important task of
all: He helps bring the Messiah to redeem the entire world.
The Messiah is a Jewish king who will gather all the Jewish people to
Israel, destroy all evil, rebuild the Holy Temple in Jerusalem, and bring true
freedom to the world by returning everyone to the Law [Halakhah]. He will
institute G-d’s eternal kingdom here on earth.
The Messiah will teach the word of G-d to all nations, causing Christianity
and all other religions to disappear.

These passages are rather straightforward. Not only does Christianity have
to disappear, so do all religions and only Halakhah will be the Law of the
world. In case there is still some doubt among Christians who feel comfortable in the idea of a “Judeo-Christian tradition” which will allow for exceptions let me continue with the next question from the website “Who Was
Jesus?” The answer covers three pages. I will, therefore, limit myself to the
essence:
The Bible gave a warning about a dangerous false, prophet as a member of
the Jewish people who would arise and test our faith in G-d… . In this
Biblical passage [Deut.13 v.2, 3-6,7-8,11], G-d repeatedly commands the
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Jews to kill this false prophet, lest the evil spread and destroy many
souls….
The man known today as “Jesus” fulfilled all these prophecies. He became
a “king” (over the Christian church) who changed the original Law, doing
away with the Hebrew calendar and the Biblical holidays (Rosh Hashanah.
Yom Kippur, Sukkos - the Festival of Tabernacles, Passover etc.). He
disregarded the one, infinite G-d of the Hebrew Bible in favor of a new
“trinity” that included himself. And he repeatedly broke the Law by
committing terrible sins, while openly challenging the G-d given authority
of the rabbis of the Sanhedrin.

The “terrible sins” include, according to the Rebbe, Jesus’ repudiation of:
the laws of kosher food, the laws of honoring one’s parents, violation of the
Sabbath, and having “brazenly defied and disobeyed the rabbis of the Sanhedrin.” These “sins” are documented by passages from the New Testament but there are others listed which come from the Talmud. They
include: The practice of sorcery by Jesus and his disciples; sexual immorality, having “learned witchcraft in Egypt and, to perform miracles, used
procedures that involved cutting his flesh - which is also explicitly banned
in the Bible.” The article continues:
What is the true key to salvation? Those who return to the Law (the Seven
Commandments for the Children of Noah, according to the eternal covenant made with Noah in Genesis 9) and who assist the Jewish people
(Isaiah 60, 61,66) will be saved and will participate in the miracles and
revelations, including worshiping in the Third Temple, under the kingship
of the Messiah. As described in many places, including Jeremiah 16:19-21
and Zechariah 8:20-23, all the old gentile religions of the world will disappear and their followers will turn to the Jews for spiritual leadership. Until
then, Christians are spiritually blinded, and cannot yet understand G-d’s
wisdom in the Bible.
In our day the Messiah has finally arrived. For the first time in history, there
is a growing consensus of rabbis willing to name the Messiah, and they are
agreeing that he is the Lubavitcher Rebbe, Rabbi Menachem Mendel
Schneerson. The Rebbe is the spiritual leader of our generation, a true
prophet who has upheld the Law perfectly and who has worked mightily to
strengthen the observance of the Law by Jews, as well as the observance of
the Noahide Law by gentiles… . The Rebbe is a direct descendant of King
David, and many rabbis are now prepared to crown him as the King
Messiah. Indeed, they are eagerly anticipating the Rebbe’s resurrection
from the grave, ready to re-establish the Sanhedrin and anoint the king.
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Is this the “education” the American people require? Did Congress, which
passed Public Law 102-14, HJ. Res. 104, and President Bush senior who
signed it, really know what they were doing? I doubt it, but this is precisely
the result one can expect when Gentiles in general, and Christians in particular, see Judaism simply in the light of the “Old Testament” and remain
ignorant of the Talmud. These sentiments are also important for those
Christians like James Carroll who believe that the gospels are simply an
antisemitic slur and that the Jewish authorities had no part in Jesus’
crucifixion.
When one is aware of the facts surrounding the Talmud and Talmudic
Thinking the statement by Senator Joseph Lieberman, during his
vice-Presidential campaign in 2000, that he: “studies Torah and Talmud on
the Sabbath” is not necessarily innocuous. The words were meant to reassure Americans that he observes diligently traditional religious values and
this would serve as an antidote to the Clinton scandals. As events proved he
did not take the religious laws very seriously as will be shown in the
chapter on Jewish Power. If he had, non-Jewish religious people in our
country might have been in for a shock, especially if he had risen to the
presidency.
It would be tempting to regard the “Lubavitchers” as merely another sect
within Judaism but its messianic claims for the Rebbe have deeply split the
orthodox community. David Berger has stated in a recent article in Commentary that the resurrection of a dead Messiah cannot be justified by
Jewish scripture and if insisted upon would actually validate Christian
claims for Jesus having been the risen Messiah. What would a genuine
Jewish Messiah have to do? Dr. Berger presents the views of Moses
Maimonedes as authoritative:
If a king arises from the house of David who studies the Torah and pursues
the commandments like his ancestor David in accordance with the written
and oral law, and he compels all Israel to follow and strengthen it and fights
the wars of the Lord - this man enjoys the presumption of being the
messiah. If he proceeds successfully, defeats all the nations surrounding
him, builds the Temple in its place, and gathers the dispersed of Israel, then
he is surely the messiah. But if he does not succeed to this extent, or is
killed, it is evident [literally, “known”] that he is not the one the Torah
promised; he is, rather, like all the complete and righteous kings of Israel
who have died… .

It is apparent, of course, that the Rebbe fell short of these demands. What is
more important, however, is the task for todays would be Messiah. He
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would have to annex the West bank and Gaza and subsequently proceed to
conquer: Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Iraq, parts of Egypt and probably Saudi
Arabia as well, so that the third Temple can be built. The rest of the world
would have to sit by during these numerous Jewish wars and that is hardly
likely. This type of Messiah would, therefore, not only be the Antichrist
but also a major disaster for the entire world.
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9
The Burden of Past
Generations and Some
Visions of the Future

In the book Bitburg in Moral and Political Perspective, Moishe Postone
prefaced the text of his chapter “After the Holocaust: The History and
Identity in West Germany” with the following quote: “The tradition of all
the dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the brain of the living.”
The chapter dealt with the failure of Germans having genuinely come to
grips with the guilt incurred by the Holocaust. The quote sounded rather
unusual to me since my mind is not “burdened” by dead generations and
my ancestors do not represent a “nightmare” for me. As a European I
thought that I might be “insensitive” in this respect so I asked my American
born wife if she felt this way, but she did not either. For us, the dead are
dead, we wish them well and that’s where the matter ends. Not so for Karl
Marx, who was the author of the quote. It is, of course, interesting and
thought provoking that it antedated the Holocaust by nearly a century. This
is another example where a personal or cultural attitude of a subgroup is
generalized to the world at large. It does seem to hold true for some Jews
and might be highlighted by a personal anecdote.
During a trip to Israel, I participated in a tour to Masada. On the bus I had a
nice chat with the tour guide, a pleasant youngster, who was a University
student and had hailed originally from Brooklyn. The Mormon Church
was just about to open its Mid East Center on Mount Scopus and some students from Utah were busy getting it ready. By the way, in order to get permission from Israeli authorities the Mormons had to sign a written
declaration that they would not use the Center for proselytizing. Since my
wife and I had already decided that we would retire to Utah, I asked the
guide what he thought about the Center. He told me that a few days earlier
he had a Mormon girl on his tour and she told him that they were: “the Jews
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of America.” What she wanted to say was that the Mormons are a distinct
minority religion which suffered serious harassments during the 19th century and still meets with a great deal of prejudice. She thought that this
would strike a responsive chord. It was not to be. As he said to me: “I told
her you can’t be a Jew unless you have two thousand years of persecution
behind you.”
I regarded this as sad. She had reached out but was rebuffed because she
had not suffered enough. But neither had he because there have never been
organized pogroms in Brooklyn. Obviously, Gentiles just can’t feel with a
“Jewish heart” as Ben-Gurion had put it. Therefore, Marx was right about
the dead generations weighing like a nightmare on the brains of the living,
but he spoke as a Jew for Jews about some Jews and not the rest of
mankind.
Thus the question arises. How long will Jews, who feel this way, have to
carry this burden Marx referred to? Dimont whose book was mentioned
previously said that the Jews have assumed the role of Sisyphus who was
condemned to roll the boulder up the hill and once he gets there it comes
crashing down again. Dimont claims that while the task of Sisyphus was
meaningless, “the Jewish Sisyphus … persists in his task, stoically, in the
face of absurdity.” What Dimont ignored was that Sisyphus was doing his
job as punishment for having been greedy as well as “crafty and cunning,”
which are euphemisms for lying and cheating. Is this really the symbol
Jews want to adopt? Should it be Prometheus as Marx has suggested? But
why was Prometheus chained to the rock and his liver eaten by the eagle?
He had deliberately deceived Zeus at a celestial banquet and had also
stolen fire from the gods to give to man. He did this not necessarily because
he loved the human race so much but because he hated the Olympians, who
had defeated his ancestors the Titans. Prometheus intrigued Marx because
he didn’t knuckle under and kept cursing the gods all day long, which
appealed to his underdog mentality. But is this really the best example for
the human race in general and Jews in particular during this new century?
Dimont’s book is important because he does not mince words and
expresses his views quite succinctly. Since he paints a picture of the future
that can give rise to concern in Gentile circles his ideas will be dealt with in
some detail. Dimont sees Jewish history as a drama in three acts. The first
one he called the: “Manifest Destiny,” dealing with the time span from the
patriarchs to Jesus; the second he called: “The Existential Dilemma” dating
from Jesus to Ben-Gurion; and the third he called: “The Paradox of the
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Diaspora” spanning the time from Ben-Gurion to the Messiah. It is this
third one which is most relevant.
At the outset, Dimont mentions Spengler’s view that civilizations, like
nature, go through growth cycles of birth and death, the Western world will
therefore inevitably decline. He then cites Toynbee, who also felt that
Western civilization as we know it will undergo drastic changes but instead
of disappearing entirely, it will be reformed through a return to religious
values. Thereafter Dimont gives Luria’s metaphysical view; wherein the
redemption of the Jews will herald the redemption of mankind. Dimont
believes that “diasporized man living in a diasporized world will be compelled to search for a new ideology that will give his life meaning. Why
could not Jerusalem, now the spiritual homeland for the Diaspora Jew,
become the spiritual world center for diasporized man?”
“Diasporization” is a neologism and is derived from the supposed “exile”
of the Jews. Yet there is no other nation in the world that has traditionally
felt itself exiled. People may move from the country of their birth, for a
variety of political or economic reasons, but they do not regard themselves
therefore as “diasporized.” Nevertheless, this is not the main issue, but the
idea that Jerusalem, embattled as this city has been throughout the ages,
will become a spiritual rallying point requires more faith than can readily
be mustered by a person who looks at this world realistically. The state of
Israel regards all of Jerusalem as its capital and has not yet acceded to the
idea that the “Old City” - which encompasses the holy sites of Jews, Christians and Muslims - be declared extra-territorial, analogous to the Vatican
in Rome. Unless this is done political, and religious power in Dimont’s
Jerusalem will be wielded by Jews. Christianity’s, as well as Islam’s hold
on the minds of people may well become anathema. Let us not be deluded
by high-sounding phrases. What counts is power, Who has it, and How it
shall be used. Let us also not dismiss Dimont’s ideas as mere pipe dreams.
They are ideals to be worked for, just as much as the “Das Kapital” or
“Mein Kampf” were. Lest I’m accused of exaggerating, let us follow
Dimont’s words further. Under the subheading: The Diaspora Escape
Hatch he states:
If its function was to bring the Jews in contact with other civilizations in
order to universalize them, it has certainly achieved this. Each Diaspora
interaction enriched Judaism, giving it a new virility, verisimilitude, and a
broader spectrum of intellectual activity. But its inner core always
remained distinctly Jewish. No matter how much the Jews borrowed, they
did not doubt the superiority of Judaism itself. The Greeks did not dazzle
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them, the Romans did not awe them, the Sassanids did not impress them,
the Arabs did not overpower them, the Europeans did not seduce them.
They borrowed, thanked and went on as Jews.
But this universalization of the Jews was only one function of the Diaspora.
Not only did the Jews feel the impact of Gentile civilizations, but the
Gentile civilizations also felt the impact of the Jews. With each new challenge, with each successive enlargement of the Diaspora, Judaic ideas were
indelibly imprinted on each host civilization. This ‘Judaization’ of the
world that has imperceptibly coursed below the surface of history in our
second act is destined to surface in the third… . The Diaspora not only
saved the Jews from extinction, it placed them in the midst of history.
Because of the Diaspora Jews did not die culturally when a host civilization
died. There were always Jews in other civilizations to give perpetuity to the
Judaic heritage. Wittingly or unwittingly the Diaspora designers in the
second act transformed a temporary political exile into a permanent ideological Diaspora, which for the Jews became their escape hatch from death
as a civilization, leading them to ‘eternal life’ as a culture….To escape
death as a civilization, the Jews must therefore continue to cultivate their
Diaspora. If they choose to reaffirm their past, and fulfill their destiny, they
must enter the third act with both a Jewish humanist citadel in Israel and
Jewish ideological outposts in the Diaspora. Each must nurture the other,
because each is dependent on the other. The world needs both.

The reasoning behind the desire for the Jewish people to have one foot in
the Diaspora and the other in their homeland is impeccable. It is understandable that Jews think they need both. Whether or not the “world” does
will be taken up later in the discussion of Gordis’ book Does the World
Need the Jews?, which has already been mentioned. As far as borrowing
from host civilizations is concerned there is no doubt about it as the earlier
portions of this book have amply demonstrated. In regard to “they
thanked” the record is not quite as clear. Jewish writers frequently ignore
their debt to the cultures of Egypt, Canaan, Mesopotamia, as well as
Greece and tend to present their history as having sprung upon the world de
novo as a result of Hebrew or Israelite genius. The commandment: “Honor
thy father and thy mother” should not only be obeyed in regard to the physical parents but also to our spiritual ancestors. All of us, as Newton said,
stand on the shoulders of giants and that debt ought to be acknowledged.
As mentioned earlier the authors of the Bible are excused because intellectual property rights did not exist, but this does not hold true for modern
authors.
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The “Judaization” of the world has undoubtedly taken place. It brought us,
however, not only the Sabbath and the Ten Commandments but also
Marxism, which proved to be more of a disaster than a blessing. Before the
Berlin wall came down, somebody had painted on it: “Workers of the
World forgive me. Karl Marx.” Freudianism and its obsession with sex to
the exclusion of the spiritual component of the human being has also produced more drawbacks than benefits for society. The promulgation of the
Seven Noahide laws as reflecting “universal norms of ethical conduct, as a
basic concept in international law, or as guarantee of fundamental human
rights” is another example for the attempt to “Judaize” America and the
world. The influence of the Talmud has already been mentioned, but we
may also owe the ever-increasing litigations in our country to Talmudic
Thinking and the “Judaization of America.” Personal responsibility has
taken a backseat. Whenever something untoward happens it is nearly
always regarded as somebody else’s fault. Chapter 3 of Learn Talmud entitled Assigning the Blame is a typical example. Neusner wrote:
What makes the Talmud “Talmudic” is its power to see the complicated
sides of a simple problem. Indeed the more Talmud you learn, the more you
realize that nothing is so simple as it seems. For instance, if you slip on the
ice in front of someone’s house, you naturally [emphasis added] blame the
person who owns the house and who is responsible to sand the sidewalk.

Neusner goes on giving various reasons why the sidewalk might not have
been sanded but the possibility that the person who slipped might have
daydreaming instead of watching how he walks under treacherous circumstances was not discussed. It is “natural” that somebody else is always at
fault. If this were not the case how would the multitude of lawyers we are
producing make their money?
This discussion is not meant to deny for a moment the real benefits to
society some Jewish individuals have provided in the sciences as well as
other professions. Nevertheless, their work was independent of specifically Jewish ideas and may well have been produced by them regardless of
religious or ethnic background.
Dimont’s ideas, as quoted above, also fail to take into account that it was
precisely the sense of “Judaization” of a host country that produced
antisemitism in Europe. Let us remember the title of the book by Marr, who
is regarded by some as the: “patriarch of antisemitism,” namely Der Sieg
des Judentums über das Germanentum (The Victory of Jewry over
Germanism). The word “Judaization” is merely a translation of the German
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“Verjudung” and it was this feeling by the people at large that helped
propel Hitler to power. Juden und Judenknechte (Jews and lackeys of
Jews) were perceived as running the country, which was not to be tolerated. Therefore progressive “Judaization,” which is regarded as inevitable
by Dimont, in the third act of the drama we are living in, may not result in
the fulfillment of the Jewish messianic dream but rather in another
nightmare.
Since Dimont apparently shares Spengler’s view that the Western world is
doomed, the future of Jewish Diaspora resides for him in Russia and especially China:
Ideologically, China could be a fertile civilization for a Diaspora center,
because the Chinese of today [Dimont’s book was published in 1971] are
even more ‘Judaized’ than were the Puritans of Colonial America. Though
the Chinese may not make obeisance to a Jewish heritage, though they may
not know a Jew from a Christian, their ideology is more ‘Jewish’ in origin
than that of Western civilization… . China’s ‘religion’ is the economic
doctrine of a Jew, Karl Marx. Her science is the theoretical physics of a
Jew, Albert Einstein. Her psychology of man is that of a Jew, Sigmund
Freud.

Dimont does not seem to consider the fact that although there is no
antisemitism in China today, because Jews don’t exist there for all practical
purposes, it is bound to erupt if militant Jews were to arrive in larger numbers and force their ideas upon the people. A recent resurgence of
anti-Jewish feelings in Russia after the implosion of the Soviet Union
should serve as a warning. Western “advisors”, some of them Jewish,
arrived imbued with the gospel of capitalism that was supposed to instantly
transform an autocratic society into a free-market democracy. Although
they meant well, things just take time. Outside help soon comes to be
regarded as interference and the “helpers” are resented as colonial overlords. Furthermore, the ordinary Russian has not forgotten that a fair
number of KGB operatives were of Jewish descent and had lorded over
them. Is it not equally likely, therefore, that the Chinese, once they have rid
themselves of the “blessings” of Karl Marx, will fall back on their
home-grown tradition of Confucius and Taoism rather than on imports
from abroad which they are bound to view with suspicion. The same
applies to the other prospective Diaspora centers Dimont lists, namely:
South America, Africa, and India. In South America attempts to ‘Judaize’
the continent will run smack against the Catholic Church and in Africa
against Islam as well as Christianity. In India, Hinduism and to some extent
163

The Moses Legacy

Buddhism is still firmly entrenched and attempts to drag these people by
hook or by crook into a modern atheistic world are likely to run into serious
resistance.
It is important to note that Dimont’s vision of the future is strictly secular
and there seems to be no room for the human spirit, which concerns itself
with eternal values rather than the dance around the “Golden Calf.” Nevertheless he does offer an alternative scenario:
Perhaps Western civilization is not dying, as predicted by Spengler, but
merely undergoing an evolution from its Christian parochial [emphasis
added] phase to a Judaized universalist phase, much as the Greek Hellenic
idea evolved into a universalist Hellenism. Under the communist skirt of
Russia and China we still behold the body of Western civilization. What is
more natural that monotheism, Christianity, Mohammedanism, capitalism,
socialism, communism - all spun by Jewish brains - should find a universal
abode in Jewish humanism… . Though the world seems unaware of it , or
reluctant to admit it, Judaism is already one of the most successful spiritual
forces influencing and shaping the mind of man today… . All the great religions that once conquered worlds are crumbling today. The sword of
Constantine and the scimitar of Mohammed have passed to Marx. Today
the 200 million Slavs of Russia profess this new faith; Red China has
converted to the Sickle as Charlemagne did to the Cross; the dark millions
of Africa are acquiring it. Hundreds of millions of Moslems, Hindus and
Buddhists are wavering between their ancient faiths and this current
creed… . Will it be the destiny of the Jews in the third act to proselytize the
universalistic aspect of their faith to a diasporized world sick unto its scientific soul, ready, perhaps, at last, to accept their prophetic message? Is it
possible that Christianity, Mohammedism, communism have been but
stepping stones to make it easier for diasporized man to cross over into a
universal Judaism?

When Dimont wrote these paragraphs, he was apparently convinced that
Khrushchev was right when he said: “We will bury you,” and that the
Soviet Union would win the cold war. Well, he didn’t reckon with Ronald
Reagan, a man of principle, who did not subscribe to “better red than dead”
and who was not satisfied with containment but insisted on victory for
freedom. Thirty years later the 200 million Slavs of Russia have shaken off
hammer and sickle and the Chinese are experimenting with Capitalism.
Dimont also makes the fundamental mistake of identifying the ideas of the
ruling class with those of the people. It follows directly from the notion that
“Nazis equals German people” which is still popular in some minds. As far
as the people of Russia are concerned, they have never have given up their
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idea of God regardless of how much the atheistic state - which by the way
was supposed to have withered away according to Marx - tried to suppress
it.
But this is not necessarily the essence of the above quoted paragraph. It
hinges on the antithesis of “parochial” versus “universalist.” For the Christian and especially the Catholic reader to be informed that his religion is
“parochial” is indeed news. The very word Catholic means nothing else but
“Universal” in the Greek language. To call Christianity parochial and
Judaism universal may well be regarded either as ignorance or more probably as chutzpah.
It was the vision of one Catholic (universal) faith for the entire Western
world, which drove Philip II to build the Armada. After the Muslim fleet
had been defeated at the battle of Lepanto seventeen years earlier, Islam
was no longer a threat. Judaism was relegated to obscurity and there was
only Protestant England, which annoyed Spain’s commerce and prevented
control of the North American colonies. The attempt to build one universal
faith, failed and there is no reason to believe that another one, unless it is
based on ruthless coercion, will succeed.
The key phrase for Dimont’s thinking is “Jewish humanism,” but how it
differs from “Christian humanism” has never been made clear. Nevertheless, let us continue to observe Dimont’s thoughts:
At the end of the first act, Jesus proclaimed a religious brotherhood of man
in heaven. At the end of the second act, Marx proclaimed an economic
brotherhood for man on earth. What will be proclaimed at the end of the
third act? Will the Christian Jesus reappear as promised by the Gospels, or
will a Jewish messiah appear as promised by the Prophets? What if both
predictions are fulfilled? Will it be two different messiahs, or one and the
same messiah? … Thus, in the third act, man himself will be faced with an
existential choice. Should he chose the Christian paradise in heaven, with
an avenging Jesus returning to end mankind with a Judgment Day or
should he choose the Jewish paradise on earth brought about by a messianic concept of brotherhood?

He then posited the question how can the:
Zionist agnostics claim to be heirs to the messianic ideal? How could they
deny God and yet proclaim the chosenness of the Jewish people? Perhaps
Ben-Gurion best resolved this dilemma when he said: ‘My concept of the
messianic idea is not a metaphysical but a socio-cultural one… . I believe in
our moral and intellectual superiority, in our capacity to serve as a model
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for the redemption of the human race… . The glory of the divine presence is
within us, in our hearts and not outside us.’

These are dangerous notions because the ideas of: “moral and intellectual
superiority” have already caused one Holocaust and when proclaimed in
the Diaspora, where Jews live as a minority, it is bound to arouse resentment. Furthermore when “moral and intellectual superiority” are asserted
over the Palestinians in Israel and in the occupied territories there can be
nothing but grief ahead.
It is also becoming apparent that Dimont has a warped view of Christianity
when he believes that Jesus’ teaching was directed to the souls in heaven
rather than to the people on earth. Yet Dimont is quite certain in his belief
of a passive Christianity versus an active Judaism
Perhaps this is why God chose the Jews, if there was a divine choice. He
could count on them. As one scholar so perceptively summed it up - ‘In
Judaism, God turned to man and said, ‘Finish the work for me,’ and man
said ‘I will.’ In Christianity, man returns to God and says, ‘I cannot do it,
finish the work for me,’ and God says ‘I will.’ In essence, the Christians are
unable to fulfill the task assigned man by God, and slough the job back to
God via Jesus.

Is this really how Christians see themselves? Is it not much rather ora et
labora (pray and work)? In other words, you do your level best and when
you’ve reached the end of your rope, you are neither too afraid nor too
proud to ask for help in the full knowledge that since you have not forsaken
God, He will not abandon you. The Christian knows that he does not and
cannot have all the answers and that is why he trusts in God. Dimont thinks
differently because he concludes his book with:
As long as the Jews stick to the ethics of the Torah and the ideology of the
Prophets, they will remain indestructible. When all men embrace this ethic
and ideology, they, too, will symbolically become ‘Jewish.’ There will then
be only man [emphasis added]… . The intermission is over … we are the
actors in a living theater.

Well, here it is spelled out again. Christianity is passé and it is now time to
move on to Judaism. It was this sentence that “the ethics of the Torah and
the ideology of the Prophets” ought to be embraced by all mankind that
caused me to investigate the meaning of the phrases and eventually to write
this book. These are slogans which may sound impressive but simply don’t
hold water when examined carefully. The difficulty in what is meant by
“Torah” at any given moment should by now be obvious to anyone and the
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“ideology of the prophets,” whose main concern was for their own people
and their own God, is not necessarily a good prescription for the future
either. It is true that the prophets did advocate repentance, kindness, mercy
and gratitude but for their own people and these are human rather then specifically Jewish values. The Torah, defined here as the five books of
Moses, and the Prophets when read in full rather than pre-selected excerpts
establish quite clearly that they were written for Jews and have therefore, in
part a decidedly nationalistic bent, as has been shown in Part I of this book.
While they may make Jews indestructible, they have also contributed to
their suffering. On the page before last Dimont quotes Isaiah’s oft-repeated
vision:
He shall judge among the nations, and shall rebuke many people; and they
shall beat their swords into plowshares, their spears into pruning hooks;
nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither shall they learn war no
more [2:4].

What Dimont did not quote are the immediately preceding verses 2 and 3
where Isaiah says:
And it shall come to pass in the last days, that the mountain of the LORD’S
house shall be established in the top of the mountains, and shall be exalted
above the hills; and all nations [emphasis added] shall flow unto it.
And many people shall go and say, Come ye, and let us go up to the mountain of the LORD, to the house of the God of Jacob; and he will teach us his
ways, and we will walk in his paths: for out of Zion shall go forth the law,
and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.

This is the full messianic vision. If one reads this not from a Christian idealistic but from a Jewish point of view, there is little doubt that universal
obeisance to Judaism is the sine qua non for redemption. It is the God of
Jacob rather than the God of Jesus who will lay down the law. With knowledge of history and human nature one can be pardoned if one has serious
doubts about the benign nature of the law which shall go forth out of Zion.
When one considers these thoughts the history of the past century appears
in a new, and I must say disturbing, light. While Christians may read Isaiah’s verses as heralding Augustine’s City of God and the Heavenly Jerusalem, Dimont and authors like him, tend to think in concrete terms. For
them it is the bricks and mortar of this world’s Jerusalem from which “the
nations” will be judged and rebuked. From this point of view history will
not end with “a new earth and a new heaven,” as Christians believe, it will
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rather move into the direction of an inevitable Jewish victory over its
adversaries here on our current earth.
It was precisely this fear of “the Jews taking over” which fueled the Nazis’
murderous hate in the first half of the previous century. There was no compromise possible. It was seen as an either-or situation as to who would control Europe, if not the world. For instance, Moses Hess predicted in 1862
that a “race war” would have to be fought in Germany before that country
could reach the democratic values of the “Romance nations.” It came to
pass as a major aspect of the Second World War. The Nazis lost that war,
but not before extracting a terrible price from Jews. As one might expect
they were not gracious victors. The tremendous blood-letting still embitters German-Jewish relations and demands for retribution persist more
than half a century later.
Finally Dimont’s conclusion that “there will then only be man” is also profoundly disturbing. If this is indeed the concept militant Jewish intellectuals are working towards by reforming society in their image the new
century will be a deeply troubled one. Jesus will have died in vain and
“Man” might be led by an atheistic descendant of King David, who by definition will have to be the Antichrist and might well turn into the equivalent
of any one of the dictators we have known in the recent past.
Have I been unduly concerned about Dimont’s views? Here is a statement
taken from the first page of the book: “For as Max I. Dimont brilliantly
demonstrates in this fascinating book, the long travails and migrations of
the Jews have not been the aimless wanderings of a persecuted people - but
instead a constant progression toward a goal of preserving man’s last and
best hope of survival. The Indestructible Jews is a work of homage to a
great people. Even more, it is a work of shining hope for the future.” Is it
indeed?
As mentioned earlier Dimont’s book was published in 1971. The globalization, as well as secularization of the world, has proceeded and we are
now confronted with the result. As long America’s “War on Terror”
neglects the fundamental reasons why some people choose to become martyrs rather than submit to Dimont’s vision of what the world should be like,
the war cannot be won.
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10
Attitudes Toward Justice
and Death

As the previous chapters have shown the differences between Jewish and
Christian outlooks on life can be profound, and it serves no purpose to
gloss over them. The belief in the divinity of Jesus and his role as redeemer
of mankind is only one aspect. Although this would affect theoretically
only the theological aspects of the religions, the “avenging Jesus” as
Dimont had put it, seems to arouse fear in some minds, which contributes
to the fight against the Christian church. But there are three other features
that are in a way more important because they affect all of us in our daily
lives. The first is the flexible attitude towards law, which has already been
discussed; the two others are the feelings towards justice and in regard to
death. These are, as will be shown, actually quite closely linked, and in turn
reflect back again to Jesus.
Gentiles are frequently rather amazed at what they regard as the obsession
of some Jews with justice. Forgiveness of mistakes, past sins, or crimes
does not seem to appear high on the list of desirables in Judaism. Justice is
what the Bible and the prophets keep preaching. Obviously there needs to
be justice in interpersonal relations, otherwise, civilized society breaks
down into anarchy. But unless justice is tempered with mercy, there is the
danger that it will deteriorate to vengeance and a vicious cycle of claims
and counterclaims will ensue. When the other ubiquitous human emotion
of greed subsequently jumps into the fray, what had started out as the quest
for justice can turn into its opposite and eventually end up in hate.
In 1894, Bernard Lazare wrote a book entitled Antisemitism in which he
showed that the problem is an ancient one and had preceded the Christian
Church. Most interesting in the current context are the following excerpts
from the chapter The Revolutionary Spirit of Judaism:
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In earliest times they did not share the hopes of the later Pharisees; after
Yahweh had closed their eyelids, they expected only the horror of Sheol.
Accordingly, life was for them the important thing; they thought to beautify
it with all blessings, and these mad idealists, who had conceived the pure
idea of one God, were, by a startling yet explicable contrast, the most
untractable of sensualists. Yahweh had assigned to them a certain number
of years on earth; in this existence, always too short to suit the Hebrew, He
demanded of them a faithful and scrupulous worship; in return, the Hebrew
claimed positive advantages from his Lord.
The idea of contract dominated the whole of Jewish theology. When the
Israelite fulfilled his duties toward Yahweh, he demanded reciprocity. If he
thought himself wronged, if he considered his rights had not been
respected, he had no good reason to temporize, for the minute of happiness
he lost was a minute stolen from him, one which could never be returned to
him. Accordingly, he looked to a punctual fulfillment of mutual obligations; he wanted a correct balance to exist between his God and himself; he
kept a strict account of his duties and his rights, this account was part of the
religion, and Spinoza could justly say: ‘With the Jews the religious dogmas
did not consist in instructions, but in rights and prescriptions; piety meant
justice, impiety meant injustice and crime’

Secular Jews no longer keep a ledger with Yahweh as their partner, now it
is kept with the State or any other offending party. Nevertheless, the fundamental aspect of legal contract has remained the same and explains what
some non-Jews may regard as an obsessive preoccupation with legalities.
With typical 19th century Marxist optimism, Lazare, himself Jewish, felt
that antisemitism would wither away, like the state was supposed to have
done:
because the Jew is undergoing a process of change; because religious,
political, social, and economic conditions are likewise changing; but above
all, because antisemitism is one of the last, though most long lived, manifestations of that old spirit of reaction and narrow conservatism, which is
vainly attempting to arrest the onward movement of the Revolution.

He was only twenty-nine years old when he wrote the book and his
youthful optimism is understandable. As a result of the Dreyfus affair a
year later, when the mob shouted in the streets of Paris “Death to the Jews”,
he modified some of his views, but that is not the issue. What is important
is that if one reads a book one hundred years later and can agree with major
portions it does speak the truth. Nevertheless, the exclusive quest for justice when it is not tempered by mercy can be dangerous, as mentioned earlier. Hardly any one of us has led a life that is absolutely squeaky clean. If
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we were to receive justice for all the things we thought we had gotten away
with we might well be in for some very unpleasant surprises.
During the last two decades of the past century the Jewish quest for justice
found its most public expression in winning compensation from various
governments, industries, and banking institutions for Holocaust victims
and their heirs. While those who are in need are clearly entitled to a redress
of grievances on an individual basis, it is not necessarily a good idea to turn
claims into class action suits. Enormous sums are at stake and since the
lawyers, who pursue the demands, are well compensated, the suspicion
arises that motives other than justice may be at work. Banks are not in the
business of losing money; they will subsequently extract it from their customers, who had nothing to do with profits that might have been made sixty
years earlier. Governments don’t have any money either. They have to
extort it from their citizens in the form of taxes. Thus the people, who are
now footing the bills for something they had not been responsible, are not
all that happy and the image of the “money grabbing Jew” receives new
impetus. When, in addition, the effort comes not from local Jewish organizations in Germany, Austria, or Switzerland but from the World Jewish
Congress in New York, is it any wonder that people start talking again
about Weltjudentum (world Jewry)? This is just one example how the quest
for “justice” can turn into something else and create resentment in the
non-Jewish community.
Gentiles may ascribe the inability to forgive what happened decades ago
simply to the hate some Jews have for Germans and Austrians but this
would not be altogether accurate. Not only can we not emotionally experience the depth of grief felt by some of the survivors of the Holocaust and
their offspring, but we also fail to have this overriding sense of justice,
described above. The so-called Bitburg affair bears testimony. The subject
was already discussed in War and Mayhem and need not be repeated here
but deserves to be read if one truly wants to understand how some influential Jews feel and their effect on international politics.
The essays and editorials in the mentioned Bitburg volume make very clear
that a number of Jewish writers believe that forgiving would lead to forgetting and that must never happen. The memory must be kept alive. All of us,
Jew and Gentile alike, agree that there must be no forgetting. But how the
memory is to be treated in the future will define the relationship of the
Jewish community to society at large. It also needs to be made clear that
nations cannot suffer, only individuals who make up the nation. The nation
is an abstract concept, which does not have feelings, the individual is a
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person and it is up to the individual how to deal with misfortune. Let it be
said once more quite explicitly, forgiving does not equate with forgetting.
One should remember, but go on with one’s life and not allow the past to
turn into a festering sore.
In this context it is useful to remember a quote from Schopenhauer. In the
chapter: “Appearance Independent of the Proposition of Cause” he wrote:
The fact that intense mental suffering, unexpected terrible happenings,
frequently cause insanity I explain to myself in this way. Each such
suffering is as a real event limited to the present, therefore temporary and as
such not necessarily excessively difficult to bear. It only becomes overwhelmingly great when it is enduring anguish. As such it is however
merely a thought and resides therefore in memory [emphasis in the
original].

Since the translation of the quote is my own it may differ somewhat from
other English translations but the message is clear. The actual event in the
present, however harsh and even if it extends over some years, is just a
moment in one’s lifetime. Subsequent suffering, which is regarded as
unbearable resides only in memory! When it comes to suffering over past
events, we are no longer dealing with physical occurrences but mental ones
and these can become attitudinal. Among some Jewish individuals painful
historical memories become institutionalized, and this is tragic. When the
Holocaust is not merely viewed as a major catastrophe but as a potential
tool for the punishment of a new generation that had nothing to do with it,
an unintended reaction and backlash may result. If it comes, Jews might
again be placed in the role of Job 3:25, who said: “For the thing which I
greatly feared is come upon me.”
The attitude towards justice is also inextricably linked to the concepts
about death. For the Christian, Muslim, Hindu or Buddhist, death is not the
end but merely a transformation to a different life, depending on the particular belief system. The Christian or Muslim doesn’t have to worry about a
dead person who has committed atrocities. He roasts in hell and Satan and
his minions have a good time torturing him. The Hindu or Buddhist is also
quite unconcerned because the bad man’s nasty propensities will ensure
him a rebirth in a manner which is far from desirable and it will take a good
long time before he has accumulated sufficient good karma so that he can
eventually reach a more enlightened plane. But one gets the impression
that for a number of Jews, especially secular ones it is indeed “dust to
dust.” For others the main hope is to sleep in hallowed ground with the
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fathers. Even if there is a resurrection in God’s good time, the belief system
does not seem to include a divine judgment at the end of one’s life.
Some Jewish authors take great pride in the fact that their religion is
monistic and does not recognize a differentiation of body and soul and,
therefore, there is no heaven or hell. This means in turn that heaven has to
be achieved on this planet, which is, however, a forlorn hope when one
sees the human race as it really is rather than as some ideal hypothetical
construct. As long as there is no profound genetic change: fear, hate, greed,
jealousy and all the other emotions which prevent us from truly loving our
neighbor will persist and with them personal, political and religious conflicts. As long as I am closer to myself than to my neighbor, that is where
my priorities are likely to be regardless of sex, race, religion or legislation.
Altruism does not come naturally and is in general not the prime mover of
the human race. It must be taught. Love is likewise not necessarily inborn,
although we would like it to be so. The child has to be exposed to love and
will subsequently reciprocate. That is what family life ought to be all about
and why a nuclear family of opposite sex parents with children is so essential for the maintenance of a civilized society.
Although the Christian, as well as the Jew, is ordered to love God, this is a
difficult task. Only joy can create the emotion of love. If joy is absent the
command becomes a duty and the word love has lost its meaning. How one
is to: “love with all one’s heart and all one’s soul” an abstract God of the
universe has not yet been properly explained. The Christian has it easier in
this respect. He has at least the mental image of Jesus in front of him, a
human being who knew suffering, overcame it, and is now regarded as a
friend and helper. The Christian Heavenly Father is also no longer conceived as a tribal deity who rewards or punishes the nation, but One who
cares about individuals and who will not give you, in Jesus’ words, a stone
when you ask for a loaf of bread.
Some Jewish intellectuals seem not to have made this transition from the
nation to the individual. Israel is still the Lord’s first-born, and the nation
as a whole is to be rewarded or punished. This is the point were religion and
politics intersect. This attitude of collective rather than individual punishment apparently goes a long way towards explaining why some Jews have
never forgiven the German nation for the persecution of Jews under Hitler.
Other nations have made peace with each other and among individuals,
especially front soldiers regardless which side they were on, there is no
animosity.
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Although I am an American citizen, my Austrian accent and age stamp me
immediately of, probably, having been on the opposite side during WWII.
Yet I have never encountered any hostility as a result of it. This holds not
only for Americans. On a recent trip a Frenchman, slightly older than
myself, asked me if I had been in the Africa Corps. I couldn’t oblige
because I had been on the eastern front but we did have something in
common. Both of us had been on the receiving end of American bombs: I
in Vienna and he at Monte Cassino. We were instant friends. This can
happen, however, only if we treat each other as individuals rather than as
members of a nation. On the same trip I met an American gentleman of my
age who lives in France and is married to a French Jewish lady. She had
narrowly escaped deportation during the war and was still desperately
afraid of Germans. He told me that when the Berlin wall came down his
wife shed bitter tears crying: “now they will kill us all.” It is terrible that
people should feel this way. That the fear is irrational is irrelevant. It is a
genuine emotion for that poor woman, whose life is still being poisoned by
the past. Everyone of my generation on either side of the front had narrow
escapes or else we wouldn’t be here. But why perpetuate grief instead of
gratitude?
There is perhaps no better example as to how even the most intense degree
of physical and emotional suffering can be overcome than that of Victor
Frankl’s life. I have already mentioned in War and Mayhem that I had
attended as a medical student some of his lectures at the Poliklinik in
Vienna. What impressed me most was not only the lucidity of his presentations but also his genuine humaneness. He truly lived for others, rather than
for himself. Even in Auschwitz as well as the other concentration camps he
had been sent to, for being a Jew, he retained his dignity and the firm conviction that there must be some meaning behind all the suffering, he and the
other inmates had to endure. To go through hell and return with a soul
which is genuinely ennobled is an accomplishment few of us can match.
Late in 1941, just prior to America’s entry into the war, Frankl received the
long hoped for immigration visa to the United States. Nevertheless, he
knew that he would have to leave his elderly parents who would be
deported and killed. Let me translate from his last book: Was nicht in
meinen Büchern steht (What has not been told in my books):
With uncertainty in my heart I leave the house [consulate, where he had
received the document] walk around for a while and the thought comes; ‘Is
this not a typical situation where a sign from heaven is necessary?’
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When I returned home I saw a small marble piece on the table.
‘What is this?’ I asked my father.
‘This? Oh, I found it today on the ruins where formerly the synagogue
stood which was burned down [Kristallnacht 1938]. This piece of marble is
a part of the tablets of the Law. If you are interested I can tell you which one
of the ten commandments it refers to. There is only one law, which starts
with ho.’
‘And that is? I urge my father
He replies: ‘Honor your father and your mother, that your days may be long
in the land … ’
And so I stayed ‘in the land,’ with my parents and let the visa lapse. That is
the story of a little marble piece.

Sometime in 1942 the family: Frankl, his newly wed wife and the parents
were deported first to Theresienstadt, where his father died practically in
the arms of the son, and then to Auschwitz. His mother “ging ins Gas” was
gassed, his wife survived liberation in Bergen-Belsen but died within
weeks of malnutrition and typhoid. His brother also died in one of
Auschwitz’s subsidiary work camps. Frankl could have spared himself
these dreadful years. He could have gone to America, become wealthy and
famous for his “logotherapy,” but he would not have become the person he
was with the credibility the overcoming of his suffering had earned him.
Frankl was also the first one to speak out openly, in 1946 already, against
collective guilt and collective punishment. The biblical idea of collective
guilt and thereby collective punishment in order for justice to occur is not
only wrong but terribly dangerous. In view of the current tragedies in the
Middle East it needs to be remembered that genuine justice is indivisible. It
is impossible to extract justice for one group of people while perpetuating
an injustice on another. The legitimate needs, rather than desires, of Israelis
and Palestinians have to be met if the ever-escalating cycle of violence is to
come to an end.
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11
Jewish Power

In the post-Holocaust world Jewish power tends to be a taboo subject.
When it is raised at all, one risks being labeled a Nazi, antisemite, or
self-hating Jew as the case may be. Yet all people and nations aspire to
some degree of power to blunt the fears that result from living in a difficult
and at times precarious world. Jews cannot be expected to constitute an
exception, especially when one considers their history. There is absolutely
nothing wrong with wanting power. The only question is for what purpose
and by what means?
In War and Mayhem I discussed the ready access to the major media the
World Jewish Congress enjoyed at the time of the so-called Waldheim
Affair. It resulted in the placement of the former Secretary-General of the
UN, and later on President of Austria, on the watchlist of undesirable
aliens. This was contrasted with the inability of a retired CIA officer, who
had researched how this decision was reached, to get the results of his
investigations published, in spite of strenuous efforts over a period of several years. He was finally able to do so but only in Austria and in the
German language. One hates to use the word censorship but there is clearly
a screening process going on, and the banner of the New York Times “All
the News that’s fit to print” is no longer strictly adhered to. The public gets
one-sided information from the major media outlets so that “public
opinion” can be steered into the desired direction.
In our fast moving time the above-mentioned example may be regarded as
“ancient history” and Austria’s problems are hardly of interest to the
average American. I mentioned it only because it demonstrates a pattern
that has reached full bloom in the Presidential Election Campaign of 2000.
Since part of the campaign was fought on bringing honesty and integrity
back to the White House the major news media obsessed extensively on a
drunken driving conviction Governor Bush had received 24 years earlier.
The story broke five days before the election and for the next several days
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the governor was criticized for not having brought it up himself in the
beginning of the campaign. Questions were also raised whether or not he
had lied about this arrest on loan applications or other official documents.
Governor Bush had admitted his mistake at the time of the arrest, had paid
the fine, had abstained from alcohol subsequently, and had stated in the
beginning of the campaign that his youthful behavior had not been particularly exemplary. Throughout the campaign he refused to give details but it
became clear that his wife Laura had told him early on in so many words:
“Shape up or ship out.” He did shape up, with the help of religion, and
became a good husband and father as well as a respected chief executive of
Texas. This was not good enough and the media could not resist the temptation to influence undecided voters to switch their allegiance at the ballot
box to Vice-president Gore. The fact that the story had become known to
the democratic campaign several months earlier was available only on the
Internet. The timing of the release to the public was, of course, pure politics. The Gore campaign cannot be faulted for this because they obviously
wanted to win. This is not the point. Important is how the media handled
the story and how the American public was manipulated by its constant
repetition during the last few crucial pre-election days.
Let us now compare the Bush story, which was broadcast far and wide to
another one dealing with Senator Lieberman. Vice-president Gore had
picked Senator Lieberman as his running mate prior to the democratic convention for several reasons. He was the only democratic senator who had
denounced President Clinton’s moral failings from the Senate floor, and
had also assumed a more centrist rather than left-liberal stance in his public
utterances. Furthermore he was a self-proclaimed orthodox Jew and as
such was expected to deliver the major Jewish strongholds of New York,
Florida and California, which make up with their combined electoral votes
41 per cent of what is needed to win the election. That media-support
would also swing to the Gore-Lieberman ticket was to be expected. It was a
gamble on part of the Vice-President, because of a possible antisemitic
backlash, but since he trailed Governor Bush by more than twenty points
prior to the Democratic Convention, an essential one. The gamble paid off.
The gap between the two candidates narrowed immediately and by election
time the polls reported that the outcome was: “too close to call.” As it
turned out the Supreme Court of the U.S finally decided the election by one
single vote.
Although Bush was criticized for having injected religion into his campaign, Senator Lieberman was allowed to - figuratively speaking – drape
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himself in his prayer shawl and insist that he takes his religion seriously.
He also stated that he refrains from official duties on the Sabbath and
devotes himself instead to the study of Torah and Talmud. He would take
time out, however, for crucial votes or a national emergency. Throughout
the campaign he wore God on his sleeve and there were no major complaints by the media about his using religion for political purposes. His
declaration of being an orthodox Jew was greeted with relief by the politically conservative sector of the American public since it was assumed that
he meant what he said and his political agenda would be centrist. These
hopes were dashed because the senator immediately espoused the views of
the political left, which are in profound disagreement with the teachings of
the Torah as well as the Talmud. Senator Lieberman even proclaimed that
some of the most egregious positions of the leftist agenda are actually condoned by the Jewish religion. This was the proverbial straw that broke the
camel’s back and a Brooklyn Beth Din (rabbinical court) excommunicated
the senator.
CNSNews.com reported on October 23, 2000:
A rabbinical court in Brooklyn, New York has taken the unusual step of
excommunicating Connecticut Senator Joe Lieberman, the vice presidential hopeful on Al Gore’s ticket.
The New York Torah Court stated that Lieberman caused ‘grave scandal’
for the Jewish religion ‘by the fact that, while claiming to be an observant
Jew, Lieberman has been misrepresenting and falsifying to the American
people the teachings of the Torah against partial birth infanticide, against
special privileges and preferential treatment for flaunting homosexuals,
and against religious intermarriage of Jews.’
Rabbi Joseph Friedman, a spokesman and participant in the rabbinical
court, said in a statement that Lieberman ‘violated our sacred Torah by his
Senate votes upholding partial birth infanticide and legitimizing homosexuality, which abnormal and unhealthy behavior the Torah strongly
condemns as sinful and immoral.’

When a vice presidential candidate is given the maximum possible penalty
by representatives of his religion one might legitimately regard this as
major news. How did the media handle this potential bombshell, two
weeks before the election? Utter silence! Fox News was supposed to have
reported it and I saw it only as a brief factual paragraph in Human Events
and The Washington Times, which in contrast to The Washington Post is
read only by a small group of conservatives. Nevertheless it was this
178

Jewish Power

paragraph that led me to check out the source on the Internet. The Internet
report also stated that: “The Gore-Lieberman 2000 Campaign Headquarters’ press office in Nashville had no immediate response to the excommunication.” This is, of course, understandable and can be expected, but
where were the guardians of our democracy, the fourth estate, which
informs the public on all the available facts so that an intelligent decision
can be made at the polls?
It is true that, as has been mentioned early on, Jews have no pope and the
Beth Din’s authority is limited to its own congregation. Nevertheless when
a candidate for the second highest office in the land and thereby a potential
president is officially branded by representatives of his own faith as a liar
this should have been reported by the mainstream media. Does anyone
have any doubt what would have happened if the other vice presidential
nominee, Secretary Cheney, had been excommunicated by his church?
The answer why the media did not disclose the Lieberman excommunication can be found in Goldberg’s book Jewish Power. Inside the American
Jewish Establishment, which is probably the definitive study dealing with
the current American scene, although it could benefit from updating especially in regard to the post 9/11 scene. Goldberg’s main goal was to demonstrate the difference between how American Jews see themselves and how
others perceive them. Jews do wield real political power not only in foreign
affairs, especially as they relate to Israel, but also on the domestic scene.
In the Prologue Goldberg cites President Bush’s father’s electoral defeat in
1992 as an example of how foreign policy decisions in regard to Israel
interlock with domestic issues. As a result of superb organization, willingness to work for the cause, philanthropy, and a large turnout at elections
Jews can materially affect the future of this country and thereby the world.
In September of 1991, President Bush enjoyed an unheard of approval
rating of 70 percent as a result of the successful Gulf War; in spite of a mild
economic recession, and his later on often quoted broken promise not to
raise taxes during his administration. Bush hoped at that time to cap the
Gulf war accomplishment by finally bringing peace to the Middle East.
Israel’s Prime Minister Shamir was at that time busy building Jewish settlements on territory that had been conquered during the 1967 war and
wanted a 10 billion dollar loan guarantee for resettling Russian Jews. Bush
thought the timing for providing the loan ill advised because he was
arranging for the Madrid conference between Israelis and Arabs that was to
be the first step toward a peace agreement. Settling more Jews on disputed
land was not regarded as being helpful for making the Arabs agree to peace
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overtures. Congress was about to vote on the loan and since Jewish organizations had lobbied very heavily and effectively, the legislation seemed
assured of passage. But Bush wanted a 120-day moratorium, which would
allow him to get the peace process going. He therefore went over the heads
of the lawmakers directly to the American people in a press conference on
September 12, 1991 where he announced that intense lobbying was taking
place at Capitol Hill and that he was the only one to stand up “against some
powerful political forces.”
This phrase galvanized the Jewish community against him. Although Congress agreed to the moratorium, and Bush received a great deal of congratulatory mail from around the country, the damage to his presidency was
done. His apologies to Jewish organizations were accepted but some Jews
never forgave him for what they regarded as an infringement of their right
as American citizens to lobby Congress for matters dear to their heart.
Goldberg wrote: “The American Jewish community was defending Israel,
not its current policies.” If this is indeed the posture of the majority of Jews
in the U.S. it sets a dangerous precedent. One can certainly be in defense of
one’s spiritual homeland but when the political leadership of that country
pursues a course which may not be in its own best interest, let alone that of
the world, reason should prevail over emotion.
The first victim of Bush’s outspokenness was the former Attorney General
Richard Thornburgh, a personal friend of the president. He had resigned
his office to run for the vacant Senate seat in his home state of Pennsylvania and was regarded as a “shoo-in” up to the time of that press conference because the opposing Democrat was unknown. Within two weeks,
money began to dry up for Thornburgh’s campaign and came pouring
instead into the coffers of his opponent, who went on to win the race in
November 1991. Thornburgh subsequently met with Bush and during that
conversation reminded him of the habit of coal miners in Pennsylvania. To
detect a gas leak, a canary is placed at the mouth of the shaft and would be
the first to succumb, before people are threatened. Thornburgh is quoted as
having told Bush: “Mr. President, I’m your canary.”
In the Presidential race a year later, Clinton got an estimated 78 to 85 percent of the Jewish vote and Jews had made up between 50 and 56 percent of
Clinton’s victory margin. Even when one examines what Goldberg calls
the Jewish differential - namely the margin by which Jews voted differently from the general electorate - they still outnumbered the average voter
by nearly 2:1 in favor of Clinton. Although Jews traditionally vote for a
Democrat regardless who is running it is noteworthy in this context that
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President Bush got 35 percent of the Jewish vote in 1988 but only 12 percent in 1992 with the lion’s share going to Clinton. Goldberg makes it quite
clear that it was not only the Jewish vote which propelled the Arkansas
governor into the White House but it was a significant factor. As Goldberg
noted: Bush was not wrong when he believed that he was up against a powerful political force at the time of the press conference; his “mistake was
saying it out loud.”
This is highly troublesome. When the “leader of the free world” and of “the
most powerful nation on earth” can no longer freely speak the truth as he
sees it, then there is something terribly wrong with this “free country” of
ours. Clinton’s victory was officially credited to the bad state of the
economy (which by November 1992 was actually already on the mend),
and to Bush having “lied” to the American people when he had raised taxes
in spite of his campaign pledge never to do so. The Jewish contribution to
Clinton’s victory remained for Goldberg to be unearthed. Clinton who had
promised to preside over the most ethical government in the history of the
republic turned out to have been one of the most morally bankrupt Presidents the country has seen so far.
The Jewish vote does exist, and any one who defies it will have to bear the
consequences as Findley’s and Tivnan’s books bear witness to. To win an
election to the Presidency, or to Congress, against the wishes of Jewish
organizations has become exceedingly difficult, if not impossible. Apart
from financial support to a given candidate who is regarded as promoting a
“pro-Israel” or in general “leftist” course, there is also the use of the media
where one slip of the tongue or a statement taken out of context can be
broadcast far and wide. Goldberg points out that in the major four newspapers - namely the New York Times, The Los Angeles Times, The Washington Post and The Wall Street Journal - as well as in the top
news-weeklies, Jews are numerically considerably over-represented in the
leading editorial positions. Although he states that this does not mean that
it will necessarily influence journalistic integrity, the examples cited in the
beginning of this chapter make it quite clear that a bias, conscious or not,
can exist in terms of what does and does not get into print. The same
applies to the TV industry and the movies.
In regard to the entertainment industry Goldberg writes:
Hollywood at the end of the twentieth century is still an industry with a
pronounced ethnic tinge. Virtually all senior executives at the major
studios are Jews. Writers, producers, and to a lesser degree directors are
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disproportionately Jewish - one recent study showed the figure as high as
59 percent among top-grossing films.
The combined weight of so many Jews in one of America’ most lucrative
and important industries gives the Jews of Hollywood a great deal of political power. They are a major source of money for Democratic candidates.
The industry’s informal patriarch, MCA chairman wields tremendous
personal clout in state and national politics.

The message that comes out of Hollywood is not necessarily Jewish - if
such a thing exists at all in view of the diversity of Jewish opinions which
has been mentioned repeatedly - but it is geared to the proverbial bottom
line and therefore addresses itself to the lowest common denominator. This
is the aspect, which contributes to the “dumbing down” of the population,
and let us not forget that this is what the rest of the world can be expected to
know about America. The problem is not the conspiracy as portrayed in the
“Protocols of the Elders of Zion” but the achievement of a deleterious
influence on America and the world by concentrating on the seamy side of
the human race, especially sex and violence, to the relative neglect of genuine educational entertainment, which does not preach by words but
teaches by example.
When one hears the argument that scientific studies have failed to prove
that what is shown on TV to our children has an influence on their lives,
one is flabbergasted at such chutzpah. Why do advertisers spend millions
of dollars on TV commercials? Why do politicians spend millions of dollars for thirty-second spots during their election campaigns if they do not
influence behavior? Why are we being told that the human race is
descended from the monkey, and at the same time we are supposed to
ignore the age old adage, “monkey see, monkey do!” Obviously the studios
are not in the business of losing money but they do have a responsibility,
and smaller profits in a truly worthwhile cause ought to be an acceptable
solution. The same applies to the violent videogames that have become so
popular recently. To deny that they can have a deleterious effect on young
minds because “there are no studies which have proven it,” as one protagonist recently announced, is rather simplistic. It is, of course, much easier to
promote anti-gun laws than to look at the effects of vastly profitable industries that promote violence.
What has been said about the entertainment industry holds true also as
Goldberg pointed out for Wall Street, New York real estate and the garment industry where Jews are over- represented. To these one might add
the publishing industry, the legal profession and in the field of medicine
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especially psychiatry. The “merger-mania” by megacorporations during
the past two decades also allows for concentration of vast power in a few
hands. As mentioned before there is obviously nothing wrong with Jews
using their power, or clout as it is commonly referred to, the only question
is: What is it to be used for? If the cause is readily recognizable as being in
the mainstream of American thought and regarded as worthy by the
majority of the population, it will be endorsed, and the contribution of Jews
will not only be warmly welcomed but also gratefully acknowledged. On
the other hand when Jewish groups espouse causes that are decidedly to the
left of the political spectrum they enhance the popular notion of “the liberal
Jews.” No doubt, the individuals who push these causes do so in an attempt
to create a “better world” for all, but they do not recognize the trap they are
building for their own people. The American public, by and large, does not
want the pet causes of liberalism - which is really a euphemism for
Marxism - namely: government solutions to all social problems, unlimited
abortion on demand, special rights for homosexuals, and a ban on school
prayer, to mention just a few. Americans are a sturdy, optimistic people
who tend to rely on themselves and their God and have a healthy distrust of
government. When a small but powerful group forces the above-mentioned “causes” upon them, it will be resented, and in the long run a backlash is bound to ensue. This is not a “Jeremiad,” although his teachings
ought to be taken to heart by his people, but the clear lesson of history.
At the end of the last chapter Goldberg states that in spite of the gains Jews
have made:
For many of the Jewish community’s senior officials … a time of great fear.
‘I’m afraid the days of Jewish power may be coming to an end’ says the
head of one major Jewish social-service agency. ‘If the Republicans retain
control of the House, it will mean a lot less influence for us. We simply
don’t have the same kinds of contacts with a Republican House dominated
by guys from Indiana and Louisiana as we have in a Democratic House run
by New Yorkers and Californians.
‘We have good contacts among Republican moderates. But the hard-core
leadership of the conservative wing, most of them come from areas where
we just aren’t a factor. They don’t share our worldview. They’re against
government spending. They’re against foreign aid. Where can it go but
down?’

Goldberg did not subscribe to this pessimism and as events turned out at
the present moment in American history it is difficult to tell Republicans
apart from Democrats when it comes to the defense of the state of Israel and
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overall government spending. But the passage did bring to mind a neologism in the American language: “angst.” This is a new disease symptom
Americans are supposedly experiencing. It comes, of course, from the
German noun Angst that translates into “anxiety” or “fear.” The word
“angst” is a Jewish import and foreign not only in language but in spirit to
the vast majority of Americans who are optimistically building a better
future for their children, in spite of the September 11 tragedy and the
fear-mongering by official sources. Even for the Jewish community the
policies of the Bush administration, in its stance towards Israel, and massive government spending, made the fears of its leadership groundless for
the time being.

The Protocols of the Elders of Zion
Although it has been established beyond doubt that the “Protocols” are a
forgery, this has not in the least affected their popularity in some circles.
They require, therefore, some discussion in relation to “Jewish power.”
The Protocols are based on a book entitled Dialogue aux enfers entre
Machiavel et Montesquieu, ou la politique de Machiavel au XIXe siècle,
par un contemporain, which has been translated into “Conversations in
Hell [Hades would have been more appropriate] between Machiavelli and
Montesqieu, or the politics of Machiavelli in the nineteenth century, by a
contemporary.” Anyone who wants to use the Protocols to bolster his
belief in a Jewish world conspiracy should read this book because the
words, which have been put into a Zionist’s mouth, are actually those of
Machiavelli in Maurice Joly’s fictitious dialogues. Norman Cohn in Warrant for Genocide explains some of the background and also presents English versions of the Dialogues as well as the Protocols.
The German translation of Joly’s book states that he self-published it anonymously for 2500 francs in Belgium in 1864 as persiflage of the regime of
Napoleon III . Spending another 2000 francs out of his own pocket he then
had it clandestinely smuggled into France and sent to high-ranking politicians and officials. The book was an instant hit, but Joly was found out as
the author, hauled before court and after a trial of six months he was sentenced to another eighteen months in prison. He had hoped that the revolution of 1870 would bring his rehabilitation but that did not happen either.
On the contrary, he was once more imprisoned for having attempted to start
a civil war and eight years later he committed suicide.
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From these inauspicious beginnings, an international bestseller emerged
under the title of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, which is even available today through Internet commerce.
The question arises, therefore, what causes this enduring popularity? Is it
just that some people hate Jews (which is undoubtedly the case) and who
will believe anything, or is there actually some plausibility? The forger and
it is assumed that he was a Russian by the name of Nilus, was quite clever.
He kept 24 of the 25 dialogues, called them protocols, and condensed the
contents of Machiavelli’s comments into about 84 pages in the English and
63 pages in the German version. The latter is important because it is what
Hitler read and there are subtle differences in some sentences between the
translations. The publication is banned in Germany and Austria but available in the Austrian National Library.
In essence, the supposed program for Jewish world conquest consists of
two parts. The first one deals with how to destroy the existing order and the
second with how to create the new one. The way to achieve the first goal
requires several steps and some of the key elements can be summarized as
follows when translated from German:
The most important point to realize is that the masses are stupid will not
think for themselves and can be led into any desired direction by propaganda. The moral resistance of the Gentiles has to be shattered through
destruction of conventional morality and the fostering of bad habits especially in the young. Scientific theories have to be declared as facts and the
blind faith in theses theories, Darwinism, Marxism, Nietzsche-ism [to
which one might add nowadays Freudianism] has to be fostered through
use of the press.
In order to dominate public opinion one has to confuse it. This is to be
achieved by different sides expressing different opinions. This shall be
done until Gentiles get lost in this labyrinth and come to the conclusion that
it is best to have no political opinion at all and leave it to the rulers, who in
turn can be bought or blackmailed.
Family life has to be destroyed. The school system will be changed to
suppress independent thinking and instead the children will be led into the
desired direction. This will be accomplished by teaching only ‘object
lessons’ rather than abstract ideas. ‘By means of educational methods
which are known to be erroneous … the youth of the non-Jews will be led
astray, dumbed down [emphasis added, verdummt] and ruined.’
National failings, passions and bad habits are to be fostered, so that in the
ensuing chaos people won’t understand each other any more. On top of the
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existing governments a huge organization will be placed and named
supra-national administration. The arms of this gigantic organization shall
be stretched out like pincers in all directions so that all nations will be
subjected to it.
The possession of land will be taxed to an extent that it can no longer lead to
independence. Speculation has to be fostered as well as the desire for unbridled luxury of every sort. Public opinion has to be molded through the
superpower of the press. All existing authority is to be attacked and
destroyed. High officials are to be denigrated. The law will be twisted and
jurisprudence subjected to confusion. Class hatred will be fostered and so
will the fights between political parties. Riots and unrest are to be encouraged. Wherever it exists aristocracy has to be abolished.
Unchecked speculation will destroy the financial markets and economic
crises will be brought about. National finances and currencies will be also
ruined. Nations will be incited against each other by promoting hatred
among them. Eventually there will come about such a state of hopeless
general exhaustion that the Gentiles won’t see any other solution but to turn
to the Jews for help. This will be granted with the arrival of the Messiah
who will be of David’s descent and who will establish an autocratic, dictatorial but just government for the world.

When one realizes that this was written originally more than 130 years ago
in France, as a fantasy and persiflage (without mentioning Jews), was subsequently plagiarized, reformatted and condensed about one hundred years
ago as a warning to Russians, and then compares it with what is actually
happening today in America, one cannot fail to be impressed.
Conventional morality has indeed given way to drug abuse, sexual licentiousness, and juvenile crime as well as the pursuit of the almighty dollar
by any and all means. Massive divorce rates and redefinition of what is a
family are ruining an age-old institution. The public school system is in
dire straits, and the “dumbing down” of our children has become an official
concern. The citizens are treated to TV “sound bites” which are
pre-selected to create the desired “public opinion,” which can then be
recited as “verified by polls.” The poll results declare thereafter what the
“American people” want and allow the manufacturers of this “public
opinion” to continue toward their preconceived goals. TV talk shows tend
to be careful to present “point - counterpoint,” in which each side is given
equal weight regardless of merit. A super-government is being pursued
through the United Nations, the World Bank and the World Trade Organization with “globalism” as the catch-word. The law has become arbitrary
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in its interpretation and the constitution is being twisted out of shape. Mr.
Greenspan’s “irrational exuberance” in regard to the stock market in the
1990’s had become proverbial. The recent recession aided by the September 11, 2001 tragedy has put a temporary halt to it, but greed and hopes
for quick riches die hard and speculation is likely to resume once the
economy improves again.
Inasmuch as this state of affairs actually exists in our country, should it be
so surprising that some people believe, that this is not just happenstance
but due to a deliberate plan? When one then reads about the “Judaization”
of the country and the world, as Dimont proclaimed, some of our more
naive, or cynical, citizens may well subscribe to the conspiracy theory.
What gives enduring power to this piece of plagiarism is the ad oculos
demonstration that what could be regarded as a blueprint in the “Protocols”
is actually taking place in the here and now.
But the sun rises earlier in Europe and the same “progressive ideas, which
Americans are supposed to adopt now, were pushed in Weimar Germany.
This was one of the factors, which led to Hitler’s appointment as Chancellor. He was to be the Hercules who was supposed to clean out the
Augean stables. Today Hitler is commonly called a madman who wanted
to rule the world and that is why he started World War II. But this simplistic view neither does justice to a complex situation nor is it helpful to
avoid future disasters. I have discussed Hitler’s ideas in some detail in War
and Mayhem and can therefore limit myself here to the fundamentals. He
took the Protocols and Marr’s ideas about the victory of Jewry over Aryan
thought seriously and was determined that if he were given the chance of
leadership over Germany he would ensure an Aryan victory over the Jews.
The goal was to create an ethnically pure Germanic state which would conquer large tracts of land in the East to ensure self-sufficiency and political
independence from foreign capital. This could only be achieved by
depriving Jews of their influence on the economic and political affairs of
the country. As he wrote in Mein Kampf: “I therefore believe to act today in
the interest of the Almighty creator: By defending myself against the Jew, I
fight for the cause of the Lord.” This was his usual hyperbole but maybe he
did see himself as the scourge of God who would punish Israel for its sins.
He loved to use biblical phraseology and even in his political testament of
April 29, 1945 he wrote about the Holocaust:
Furthermore I have left no one in doubt, that this time not only millions of
adult men would suffer death and not only hundreds of thousands women
and children would be allowed to be burned in cities and bombed to death,
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without the real culprit [”the Jew”] having to atone for his guilt [seine
Schuld zu büssen hat] albeit with more humane means.

The “more humane means” included Cyklon B because it works fast and
death is ensured within a few minutes. In his opinion it was the Jews who
had driven the rest of the world into the war against him as promised in the
Protocols: “Whenever a nation dares to resist us we have to be in the position to overcome it by having its neighbors to make war with it. Should,
however, the neighbors ally themselves with that nation against us we have
to unleash a world war [VII: 3].” By December of 1941 there was a world
war, so let the Jews suffer like the soldiers on the front and the citizens who
are bombed at home. Since he firmly believed in the veracity of the Protocols he might, however, have been well advised to take Protocol 5 section 7
more seriously:
If in the camp of our enemies there were to arise a genius they [the Gentiles]
might be able to fight with us. The struggle between us would be so merciless as the world has never seen before. Nevertheless, a newcomer cannot
measure himself against the experienced fighter; their hero would have
come too late.

The war against the Soviet Union, with the Holocaust as part of it, was
fought with ferocity and barbarism that Europe thought it had outgrown
long ago. In the end, Judaism won. The Jewish people paid a heavy price of
about one third of their kin, and they lost, for a few years, major influence
in Europe, but the gains outweighed the losses. They achieved a firm foothold in America and they obtained international recognition for the state of
Israel in their ancient homeland.
Although there is no evidence for a conspiracy that has led to the decay in
America’s public morality, as the protagonists of the Protocols want us to
believe, the part some atheistic Jews have played in the creation of our
“secular” society, with the consequences outlined above, cannot be denied
either. When one remembers in addition the belief of some Jews that Israel
will constitute the last empire, after the metaphoric Rome (Christianity)
has been crushed and that the world will be ruled from Jerusalem, proponents of the veracity of the Protocols, regardless of their genesis, are given
additional ammunition.
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Intimidation
The major weapon Jewish organizations use is intimidation of those who
do not conform to their wishes. Although the Holocaust has been briefly
discussed earlier it is one of the prime examples how people in democratic
countries, where freedom of speech is valued, are being either browbeaten
or silenced.
There is no doubt that it had been a major catastrophe for the Jewish people
but the nation has recovered and in a way became a beneficiary. The
disaster jogged the conscience of the world to such an extent that Israel was
created as an independent state. But an additional social phenomenon took
place in the Diaspora, especially in America. The human tragedy was
transformed into what I had called in War and Mayhem, tongue in cheek,
an industry. Norman Finkelstein who has personal experience did indeed
label it as such in his book that appeared a few months later: The Holocaust
Industry. Reflections on the Exploitation of Jewish Suffering. The book
describes how some Jewish organizations and individuals have reaped
enormous financial rewards from pressure put on various governments
while ordinary genuine victims, who are still alive, have had to make do
with rather meager pensions. But it is not the money that is necessarily so
important; it is the idea that by hammering on a specific tragedy the world
will become more compassionate towards Jews. The six million murdered
Jews are presented as a fact and any attempt to further investigate either
how this figure was arrived at, or the methods employed, is illegal in Germany and Austria. In the rest of the world one stands to lose one’s reputation by being labeled a “Holocaust denier,” which is even worse than
antisemite. There is a reason for this attitude because for better or worse the
Holocaust has come to define Jewish identity in America. Peter Novick in
The Holocaust in American Life traces how this was achieved.
I have previously dealt with the difficulties of defining a common denominator of Jewish identity but a survey by the American Jewish Committee as
reported by the Washington Times on June 7, 1999 is revealing:
Ninety eight percent of respondents said ‘remembrance of the Holocaust’
was ‘important’ to their identity, followed by 46 percent who cited ‘being
part of the Jewish people.’ Only fifteen percent said ‘religious observance’
was important to their identity, and a mere 3 percent chose ‘support for
Israel’ as essential to being Jewish.
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Thus the Holocaust has now assumed an importance which even three
decades ago would not have been expected. But the attempt to combat a
possible rise in anti-Jewish sentiments by erecting Holocaust museums and
memorials has limited usefulness. Gentiles can identify with the Jewish
victims of Nazi crimes only intellectually and tend to see them in the context of other disasters that have occurred throughout history on a worldwide basis. When non-Jews are constantly confronted with the Holocaust,
even well meaning ones may become inured, and begin to see it as a propaganda weapon. Those who hate Jews couldn’t care less about the memorials. Their minds are made up and nothing will change them.
In War and Mayhem I have already presented Victor Frankl’s and Hans
Weigel’s opinions, who were Viennese Holocaust survivors, but George
Berkley should also be listened to. In chapter 18 of his book Jews he asks in
regard to Holocaust Remembrance, “How Much is Too Much?” Berkley
deplores the efforts to turn the Holocaust into a unique event that grants
Jews special victim status over other persecuted minorities and points out
that the money spent on the museums in America could have been used
more profitably to resettle Russian Jews in Israel. He noted furthermore
that the American museums actually detract from the important one in
Jerusalem because they dilute resources. In addition, there is no evidence
that the museums, apart from Yad Vashem, do any good in reducing
anti-Jewish sentiments. Berkley quoted Rabbi Kushner who had found that
“antisemitic attitudes actually increased among a group of youngsters in a
YMCA camp after they were told about Jewish suffering.”
There also seems to be a tug of war going on in regard to who “owns”
Auschwitz. The former death camp has been turned into a symbol of exclusively Jewish suffering in disregard of the fact that originally Russian prisoners of war were killed, and later on gypsies as well as a great many other
“undesirables” in addition to Jews. A Christian cross, erected by Carmelite
nuns, had to be removed and the nuns had to be evicted as a result of strenuous efforts by Edgar Bronfman and like minded others, because in
Bronfman’s words the cross amounted to a “desecration” of the site of
Auschwitz-Birkenau. The cross was dismantled, the nuns left, but something else appeared which apparently either hallows the site or at least
doesn’t “desecrate” it. Let me quote Berkley:
Apparently our Holocaust fixation is even having some unusual effects on
what remains of Auschwitz itself. Writing in the Forward, Judith Rosen
tells how Auschwitz has become quite a tourist attraction. It now has an ice
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cream shop, a cafe, two bars, and a souvenir store. Adds Rosen, ‘Should
one now send a postcard saying ‘Wish you were here?’

Prayers for the souls of the departed in a quiet dignified manner cannot be
tolerated because it “desecrates” the place, but no objections are made to
crass commercialization. Is a McDonald’s, for the kiddies, going to be
next?
Interestingly enough Bronfman’s rationale for his intervention with the
Pope was:
that the Lord had turned his face away from the terrible place, or what
happened could not have happened. Therefore, any symbol of any religion
was anathema. That’s why the Jews were so appalled at the presence of the
Carmelite nuns and the giant cross.

I don’t know what the Lord did or did not do during those dreadful years,
but I do know that these acts of brutality were carried out in defiance of
God’s command that we ought to take care of each other and men with no
regard for God had perpetrated them. It was omnipotent man, who is just a
cosmic happenstance, and who had somehow evolved into this biologic
entity rather than having been created by God in His image and is as such
responsible to Him. It was the logical outcome of “God is dead,” and
Dimont’s “there will then only be Man.” Wouldn’t it really be better, rather
than consume ice creams and drinks at Auschwitz, to pray at that place that
such disasters never again happen?
Jewish authors, like Berkley, who express thoughts which do not necessarily agree with current politically approved trends in some Jewish intellectual circles, are referred to derisively as “house Jews” by Dershowitz.
They are not; they are persons who know that tolerance, respect, and
mutual understanding are required for the “brotherhood of man” rather
than recriminations and interference with the beliefs of others.
During the past decades some revisionist historians have in fact begun to
question certain aspects of the Holocaust tragedy. Initially the number of
six million Jews having been murdered was subjected to critical analysis
and subsequently the existence of gas chambers for homicidal purposes.
This is not the place to enter into this controversy, which has been highlighted recently by a British court case. David Irving, a revisionist historian, who has published extensively on key figures of World War II,
especially those on the German side, had sued Deborah Lipstadt and Penguin books, the publisher of her treatise Denying the Holocaust, for libel.
Irving, who acted as his own lawyer, lost the case. Nevertheless the trial
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brought out aspects in regard to the Holocaust that are hardly known today.
For instance, the former concentration camp of Auschwitz used to show a
plaque indicating that 4 million people perished there. This plaque was
subsequently removed and the number is given as 1.5 million today. Yet,
the New York Times of November 25, 1947 reported under the headline
“Poles Open Trial of Nazis. Cracow, Poland, Nov. 24: Forty former Nazi
officials at notorious Oswiecim [Auschwitz] extermination camp - accused
of responsibility for the killing of 300,000 prisoners from a dozen European countries - went on trial today before the Supreme National Tribunal.” It seems, therefore, that legitimate questions as to the extent of the
mass killings - which undoubtedly did occur - can be raised. When scientific investigations are prohibited it is inevitable that conspiracy theories
and rumors will take their place.
The term “Holocaust Denier” has now become the most potent weapon to
destroy somebody’s reputation. David Irving is a typical example of what
happens under those circumstances. The books he wrote after 1989 have
been removed from library shelves, his home has been ransacked, his publisher’s office firebombed, and when he gives presentations on whatever
topic his presence is protested. I personally witnessed one such event
recently. Irving announced by e-mail that he would hold a dinner meeting
in a nearby restaurant in suburban Salt Lake City about World War II and
the current situation in Iraq. Since I am interested in his opinions, which I
do not necessarily share, I went. There were only about a dozen people in
the audience but he was soon interrupted by the management who ordered
him to cancel the meeting. A group outside the restaurant handed out leaflets warning potential guests to stay away because the restaurant allows a
Holocaust Denier to use its premises. The group also threatened to notify
The Salt Lake Tribune about it. The manager was clearly afraid that it
would hurt the reputation of the establishment and stopped the presentation. Freedom of speech was not tolerated in spite of the fact that Irving
didn’t even talk about the Holocaust. What surprised me the most was that
when I checked on Irving’s statement, he had made privately to me before
the talk, that his books had been removed from library shelves; even the
Library of Congress has his Judgment at Nuremberg only in a German
translation. The books on Goebbels and Himmler don’t exist at all. The
statements made above should not be taken to mean that I espouse Irving’s
views; but in a republic founded on the principles of Washington and Jefferson he should have the right to express them.
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Neoconservatism
While the foregoing paragraphs demonstrate how Jewish power is wielded
on a personal level neoconservatives have succeeded in putting their stamp
on American foreign policy. The name comes from a book by Irving
Kristol published in 1995. The cover states on the back:
The movement called neoconversatism has provided the intellectual foundation for the resurgence of American conservatism in our time. And if
neoconservatism can be said to have a father or an architect, that person is
Irving Kristol. Schooled in radical socialism in the 1930’s, Mr. Kristol
grew disillusioned with the left and rose to become an ideological foe of the
Soviet Union, an active editor and publisher, and a prolific writer in his
own right. He helped move a generation of intellectuals to the conservative
cause.

In the first paragraph of the book Mr. Kristol describes his spiritual
odyssey as:
Is there such a thing as a “neo” gene? I ask the question because, looking
back over a lifetime of my opinions, I am struck by the fact that they all
qualify as “neo,” I have been a neo-Marxist, a neo-Trotskyist, a
neosocialist, a neoliberal, and finally a neoconservative. It seems that no
ideology or philosophy has ever been able to encompass all of the reality to
my satisfaction. There is always a degree of detachment qualifying my
commitment.
One “neo,” however, has been permanent throughout my life, and it is
probably at the root of all the others. I have been “neo-orthodox in my religious views (though not in my religious observance)… . It is true that my
parents’ household in Brooklyn was Orthodox Jewish, but only in observance - belief seemed to have nothing to do with it.

Mr. Kristol’s statements are important because they show the background
of most if not all neoconservatives who rose to power during the Bush II
administration. The architects of President Bush’s foreign policy do not
necessarily come from the Christian segment of the conservative element
and life-long Republican voters. They originate from disenchanted Jewish
former radicals who are the backbone of neoconservatism and it is no exaggeration to say they have formulated the defense policies of the United
States. Since defense is now used in the sense of “preemptive strikes,” as
for instance in Iraq, it has led to the disillusionment of the rest of the world
with America.

193

The Moses Legacy

It is no secret that the current Deputy Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz, his
deputy Mr. Feith, and the former Chairman of the Defense Advisory
Board, Mr. Perle, are Jewish. Mr. Perle had to relinquish the chairmanship
recently because of conflicts of interest arising from his business dealings.
He remained on the Board, nevertheless, and tends to function as the power
behind the throne. It is likewise no secret that the neoconservative movement is considerably more concerned with the welfare of the state Israel
than the State Department, for instance, which takes a more global view of
America’s interests. This was the background for the split we saw in 2002
and 2003 in regard to the planned invasion of Iraq. The conservatives in the
State Department wanted to work with the UN and other governments on
disarming Iraq, while the Defense Department insisted on invasion, even if
carried out unilaterally, in disregard of world opinion. I have discussed this
aspect on several occasions on my website and it need not be repeated here.
What does need to be mentioned is that the neoconservatives have kept
their Trotskyist ideal of world revolution. It is, however, no longer to be
achieved for the sake of communism in the “liberated” countries, but for
capitalism. The Wilsonian ideal of: “making the world safe for democracy” has been adopted and is supposed to be put into action by American
military power.
Let me quote some key aspects from Mr. Kristol’s book. In the chapter:
The Coming “Conservative Century” he wrote:
The three pillars of modern conservatism are religion, nationalism and
economic growth. Of these religion is easily the most important… . The
reason is simple: it is not possible to motivate people to do the right thing,
and avoid doing the wrong thing, unless people are told, from childhood
on, what the right things and the wrong things are.

Mr. Kristol then goes on to highlight the deleterious influence of secularism with its concomitant rise in crime rate and the other “social pathologies.” While religion can and should undoubtedly be a major positive
influence on one’s personal life, one still needs to ask “what kind of religion?” It has become apparent in the past few years that the fundamentalism of the Jewish, Christian and Muslim variety is surely giving our
country and the world more problems than we might have expected even
one or two decades ago. Nevertheless, religion has indeed become a major
factor in the rhetoric of the Bush administration. The countries of the world
are being divided into good and evil. David Frum (one of Mr. Perle’s
friends) wrote the president’s 2002 State of the Union speech with the
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memorable phrase of “the axis of evil.” It consisted of North Korea, Iran
and Iraq that were regarded as threats to the well being of the United States.
The president has also quoted from the New Testament, “whoever is not
with us, is against us,” which does not allow much room for statesmanship.
This is obviously not a wise course to steer if one wants to bring a modicum
of peace to the world. Since negotiations with evil countries are out of the
question it would seem that war is the only other option.
In regard to nationalism Kristol states:
Similarly, an affirmation of the national spirit is practically inevitable, as
the liberal internationalism that has defined American foreign policy since
the days of Woodrow Wilson continues to unravel. The U.S. will surely
want to, and will need to, remain an active world power, but this activity
will not be within the confines prescribed by the United Nations or NATO
or whatever. In this post-Cold War era, those organizations are on their
way to becoming moribund. Nor are we about to engage in some kind of
benign humanitarian imperialism - except in very special circumstances,
decided case by case. A renascent nationalism will be accompanied by a
renascent neo-realism in foreign policy. This is something that most
conservatives have long wished for.

It is important to realize that these ideas were published in 1995 during the
Clinton administration.
From January to August 2001 the Bush administration seemed remarkably
disinterested in foreign affairs. This changed on 9/11 when it was forced to
address the problems it had so studiously avoided. Similar to the Holocaust, which has been used as a club to extract money from a variety of
countries, the 9/11 catastrophe was immediately pounced upon to enact the
neoconservative agenda. On the very day, while the fires were still smoldering in New York and Washington, Mr. Perle called David Frum and
told him, in Mr. Perle’s words during an interview with PBS: “That we are
not going to deal effectively with global terrorism if states can support and
sponsor and harbor terrorists without penalty.” That same evening president Bush addressed the nation and said: “We will make no distinction
between the terrorists who committed these acts and those who harbor
them.” As Bob Woodward wrote in Bush at War, the NSC (national security committee) met in the afternoon of September 12 to discuss for a
second time America’s response to the attack. It was at that time already
that:
Rumsfeld raised the question of Iraq. Why shouldn’t we go against Iraq and
not just al Qaeda? he asked. Rumsfeld was speaking not only for himself
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when he raised the question, his deputy, Paul D. Wolfowitz, was
committed to a policy that would make Iraq a principal target of the first
round in the war on terrorism.

There was no evidence that Saddam Hussein had been involved in the previous day’s disaster, or that he was a direct threat to the United States, the
perceived threat was against Israel. This is why the neoconservatives
pushed so hard for an invasion of Iraq and the removal of Saddam Hussein.
Since it was obvious that the Iraq strategy could not be sold to Congress
and the American people on a moment’s notice, the neoconservatives had
to accept the temporary detour of an Afghanistan campaign. The
neoconservatives did get their wish in March of 2003 and Mr. Kristol’s
ideas of 1995 were followed. The United Nations was sidelined, and apart
from Great Britain, which supplied a modest contingent to U.S. forces and
allowed the Bush administration to talk about a coalition, the rest of the
world stood aside in growing anger. Although the military campaign ended
swiftly within a few weeks with the fall of Baghdad, peace keeping proved
infinitely more difficult and at the present time, in the winter of 2003, it
seems that the neoconservatives’ vision is beginning to unravel. The
administration is now pleading with former allies to help them out of the
dilemma they have created for themselves in Iraq. The clear winner in the
Iraq war was the state of Israel and The International Jerusalem Post
showed its gratitude to Mr. Wolfowitz by making him “Man of the Year”
on the occasion of Rosh Hashana 5764, the start of the Jewish New Year.
Zionism, as well as its problems, are, of course, also Moses’ legacy but
since I have already discussed its origin and outlook previously in Whither
Zionism? it need not be repeated here. Suffice it to say that President Bush
II has absorbed the lesson of his father’s defeat, as outlined in Goldberg’s
book and for the rest of his current term any hope that he might “lean” on
Israel towards an accommodation with Palestinian concerns cannot be
expected. In a close election the Jewish vote is crucial and he will not
alienate it because reelection is always foremost in the minds of politicians.
Deny it as one might these are America’s realities at present and they represent one aspect of Jewish power the world sees and resents. Although
peace and security are the professed goals it will be impossible to achieve
them by the means that are used.
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12
Does the World Need the
Jews?

The fact that this question has to be raised at all and a book has to be written
on it suggests that some Jews in the United States, and not only in Israel,
are indeed gripped by “angst.” An attempt is, therefore, made to establish
that Judaism is a prerequisite for the well being of the world. The book by
Rabbi Daniel Gordis, which has been previously alluded to, carries as its
title the headline of this chapter. It is a foregone conclusion that a rabbi
would not say “no” to the question, so it behooves us to look at the reasons
he gives for the only acceptable answer “yes.”
Gordis uses the Hans Christian Andersen story of the mermaid who had
lost her beautiful voice, as well as her near immortality in order to become
human, like the prince she so ardently loved, to illustrate what happens
when passion for being like everyone else becomes dominant. He rejects
the Disney version where everybody lives happily ever after and reminds
the readership that the real story is one of loss and pain. The main message
of Gordis’ book is that American Jews, in quest of acceptance by the
majority, have lost their voice and are in danger of disappearing through
assimilation. This fear, although commonly expressed, seems to be somewhat overrated because Jews have lived for more than two and a half thousand years in the midst of Gentiles and, in spite of persecutions and other
tragedies, have not vanished. In addition “secular Jews” are, as has been
noted previously, far from silent. The purpose of Gordis’ book seems to be
an effort to bring those wayward sheep that have strayed, back into the religious fold. Since Jews have no pope who is to say which one is the
authentic Jewish voice entitled to speak for all? Gordis presents his views
in the commonly used manner of an apologia, but the unbiased reader may
experience considerable difficulty in finding a clear answer to the obviously important question the title of the book poses. Since the book is an
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excellent example of how Judaism is presented today to lay persons and
demonstrates clearly that the spirit of Josephus is alive and well I am presenting the most salient features.
In keeping with other Jewish authors, Gordis rejects the notion of the
“Judeo-Christian tradition.” Although it makes Jews feel not only welcome, and they can even regard themselves “as essential founders of this
republic and its system of values,” it prevents the maintenance and development of authentic Judaism. Judaism and Christianity have indeed a great
deal in common, but the term “Judeo-Christian” reflects only that part of
Jewish tradition Christians have accepted, while Talmud and rabbinic
Midrash as well as Maimonedes have no place in it. In the discussion of
Hanukkah, Gordis explains that:
Judaism’s claim is simple: Jews have a voice; it is the voice that reminds the
world of the power of the weak… . What a strange - but powerful - way to
commemorate what was originally a military victory! It is a claim to all the
world that Jews have a message for humanity - about the ultimate limits on
the value of might, and on the timeless significance of the spirit… . On
Hanukkah, Jews remind the weak and the impoverished everywhere that
our own survival should give them cause for hope… . We have something
to say to the world, to modernity, to other traditions. We have something to
say not despite our history, but because of it. It is not, of course, that we
have wanted to play the role of victim, or that we should seek it out now… .
Thus, the important question for Jews in modernity becomes not one of
theodicy - evil in God’s world - but one of mission.

Gordis emphasizes that these quotes demonstrate what has been called the
“awful power of the weak.” One may ask, however, how this mission differs from Jesus’ teachings especially as expressed in the Sermon on the
Mount? In addition one may ask where is official Judaism’s plea for the
weak, the Palestinians living in the occupied territories, who are under the
state of Israel’s control and who feel themselves driven to extreme measures to make the world aware of their plight?
Gordis may also have felt that the quoted generalities were not sufficiently
specific and he therefore devoted the next chapter to “The Role of Law in a
Renewed Chosenness.” He feels that the divide between Judaism and
Christianity resides in the figure of Jesus and the Law:
The more Jews equated Judaism with liberalism, the less law in their religion made sense. If American life is about freedom and autonomy, Jews
wondered, why should they care about a constraining religious tradition
that erodes their autonomy?
198

Does the World Need the Jews?

So American Jews moved further and further away from the halakhic
(Jewish legal) piece of their tradition, and (like Andersen’s mermaid) gave
up that part of their voice so they could join the culture that so attracted
them. But Andersen’s mermaid disappeared into the foam on the sea. And
Jews are discovering that without the law at its core, Judaism will not be
very different from Christianity… . That is why Judaism’s focus on law
becomes even more critical.

Since Christianity has abrogated the Jewish Law it needs to be rediscovered by American Jews so that they might regain authenticity. But what is
this “Law” today, which American Jews should adhere to in view of their
obvious diversity? Gordis answers:
The challenge to reimagine American Jewish identity is one that faces the
entire width and breadth of the Jewish community; no segment of the
community is immune, and none has all the answers. Each of the movements, even the most liberal, could formulate its own way of engaging
Jewish law seriously. Would a Reform conception of Jewish law and an
Orthodox conception be the same? Obviously not. But serious engagement
could happen in any of the movements, if people choose to embark on this
journey… . The Hebrew word “Torah” - the source of our communal
memory - actually means “law” or “instruction.” A sense of command, or
even obligation, is central to Judaism’s conception of how we fill our lives
with meaning and purpose… . Jewish tradition believes that human nature
requires law… . Judaism insists that our world is far from ideal. It believes
that we need a legal tradition to guide us… . Judaism with law at its core
would give Jews a sense that they had something to contribute, a model to
offer, a blessing to share.

Thus one is left with the impression that to be Jewish requires adherence to
the Law, but the definition of what is to be adhered to is optional. This
becomes even clearer when Gordis discusses the role of the Talmud:
While the Mishneh Torah did go on to become one of Judaism’s most
important legal compilations, the objections to that work remain important.
Why? If the purpose of a legal system is to tell someone how to act, why
preserve the opinions that are not ultimately codified?
Judaism’s answer: we preserve these opinions because no one has exclusive access to the truth. Judaism worries that a sense of certainty can cause
disregard and contempt for the other. Absolute certainty is the root of
tyranny, the tradition claims. We need ambiguity in order to generate
respect for other possibilities. While it is not only unavoidable, but even
desirable, that we will become passionate about positions we hold, the
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unique nature of Jewish legal debate forces us to maintain respect for the
other even in the face of passion.

It would seem to an outsider that from legal relativism in regard to religious law it is just a small step to relativism in secular law and from there to
moral relativism with the concomitant problems of our current society.
Furthermore, while Gordis believes that this relativism will enhance
respect for those who think differently, every-day life seems to indicate
that this good-will and respect towards those who do not share the Jewish
faith is at times lacking, as Please don’t wish me a Merry Christmas has
shown.
Gordis insists, in accord with other writers, that the role of Jews as a community, wherever they live, is to be a blessing to the world. Communities,
nations, or cities don’t bless anybody; only individual people do. For a
blessing to occur, we would have to stop hiding behind unattainable
abstractions and messianic expectations, and be honest with each other.
Everyone would have to start acting in a manner that brings an immediate
tangible benefit to someone else, without inflicting harm to anyone. This
would not even require adherence to Halakhah.
Like other Jewish authors Gordis also emphasizes that there was only one
law in ancient Israel, which applied to Jew and Gentile alike with the implication that there was no discrimination among the various inhabitants of
the country. Gordis writes:
The Israelite’s experience in Egypt and their resulting sensitivity to the
feelings of the outsider are supposed to create absolute intolerance for
social inequality: ‘There shall be one law for the citizen and for the stranger
who dwells among you’ (Exodus 12:49, and similarly in Leviticus 24:22,
Numbers 9:14, Numbers 15:15).

Let us now be scientific about these references and examine the context. Ex
12:49 deals with the celebration of Passover and the full quote reads:
And when a stranger shall sojourn with thee, and will keep the passover to
the LORD, let all his males be circumcised, and then let him come near and
keep it, and he shall be as one that is born in the land; but no uncircumcised
person shall eat thereof. One law shall be to him that is homeborn and, and
unto the stranger that sojourneth among you. Thus did all the children of
Israel; as the LORD commanded Moses and Aaron, so did they
[Ex.12:48-50].

This does provide a different flavor. The stranger has to be circumcised
first, i.e. accept Jewish religion and then the same law will apply. It is
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conditional and not automatic, as Gordis and others portray the quote.
Gordis also lists Leviticus 24:22 in which the quote of “one law” can be
found. The context for this passage reads:
And he that blasphemeth the name of the LORD, he shall surely be put to
death; all the congregation shall certainly stone him; as well the stranger, as
the home-born, when he blasphemeth the Name, shall be put to death. And
if a man maim his neighbour; as he hath done, so it shall be done to him:
breach for breach, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, as he hath maimed a man so
it shall be done to him. And he that killeth a beast shall make it good; and he
that killeth a man shall be put to death. Ye shall have one manner of law, as
well for the stranger, as for the home-born; for I am the LORD your God
[Lev. 24:16-22].

This passage likewise deals with specific circumstances that have nothing
to do with love for all humanity. It merely states that blasphemy, by
anyone, is not to be tolerated and that the lex talionis is to be applied in
regard to the stranger just as much as to the native.
As for Numbers 9:14 it merely repeats the previously mentioned Exodus
passage and deals with the Passover service, while Numbers 15:15 simply
allows the stranger to make a “burnt offering” or sacrifice at the altar.
While the stranger is equal to the home-born in these respects he is not in
others. For instance, in Deuteronomy 14:21 we read:
Ye shall not eat of any thing that dieth of itself; thou mayest give it unto the
stranger that is within thy gates, that he may eat it; or thou mayest sell it
unto a foreigner; for thou art a holy people unto the LORD thy God.

Deuteronomy 15 deals with the release of debts after seven years:
And this is the manner of the release: every creditor shall release that which
he hath lent unto his neighbour, he shall not exact it of his neighbour and
his brother; because the LORD’s release has been proclaimed. Of a
foreigner thou mayest exact it; but whatsoever of thine is with thy brother
thy hand shall release [Dt. 15:2-3].

The relationship to other nations is clarified in 15:6:
For the LORD thy God will bless thee, as He promised thee; and thou shalt
lend unto many nations, but thou shalt not borrow; and thou shalt rule over
many nations, but they shall not rule over thee.

Deuteronomy 23:20-21 also differentiates between foreigner and native:
Thou shalt not lend upon interest to thy brother; interest of money, interest
of victuals, interest of any thing that is lent upon interest. Unto a foreigner
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thou mayest lend upon interest, but unto thy brother thou shalt not lend
upon interest; that the LORD thy God may bless thee in all that thou puttest
thy hand unto in the land whither thou goest to possess it.

When one keeps the foregoing in mind the question the lawyer had asked
of Jesus: “Who is my neighbor?” which led to the parable of the Good
Samaritan was neither rhetorical nor mocking. He really wanted a definition because, as shown above, the Torah does distinguish between
neighbor, sojourner, and stranger. The Pentateuch context of “thou shalt
love thy neighbor” is also important in this respect. The commandment
occurs only once, namely in Leviticus 19:18 and the entire passage reads:
Thou shalt not take vengeance, nor bear any grudge against the children of
thy people [emphasis added], but thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself: I
am the LORD.

The concept of “neighbor” was therefore limited to the Jewish people and
it was Jesus who widened it to anybody who was truly helpful. It seems that
although Jewish authorities reject Jesus they have now incorporated some
of his teachings (albeit not the Messianic claim made by the Christian
church) into their own. This is laudable but credit should be given where
credit is due and one should not be led to believe that the “universal”
aspects of today’s Judaism were derived from Torah and Talmud. Rabbi
Gordis obviously knows all this but since it does not serve the purpose of
his message these aspects are not mentioned.
In order to further emphasize Judaism’s good will towards all humanity
Gordis writes in regard to the Israelite’s slavery in Egypt:
The significant question for Jews is not why these things happen, but
rather, what [emphasis in the original] we become as a result of them.
The Torah has an answer. It claims that the experience in Egypt was
designed to make the Jewish people forever more acutely aware of the
needs of the socially marginal, the “stranger,” as the Torah calls them.
Dozens of times, the Torah ties our past experience in Egypt to our obligation to these “strangers.” Consider these brief examples:
You shall not wrong a stranger or oppress him, for you were strangers in
the land of Egypt. You shall not ill-treat any widow or orphan. If you do
mistreat them, I will heed their outcry as soon as they cry out to Me.
(Exodus 22:20-22).
Shortly later, the Torah is even more explicit: “You shall not oppress a
stranger, for you know the feelings of the stranger, having yourselves been
strangers in the land of Egypt” (Exodus 23:9)… . The sense of devotion to
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humanity that is supposed to emerge from our experience in Egypt is so
powerful that we cannot harbor a grudge even toward the people who originally enslaved us.… Part of our reason for being, an element of this
authentic voice [of Judaism] we’re trying to recapture, is to become a
watchdog, a defender of today’s “strangers”, wherever they might reside…
. By making our past not just history, but living memory, our tradition
wants to enable modern Jews to feel the plight of others as our own. Their
experience is our experience, their memory is our memory. It is our
memory because Judaism’s way of life transforms the past and brings it to
life in our own present.

These are admirable sentiments and were obviously written in order to
emphasize the social concerns Jewish people have for bringing justice to
all in the Diaspora. But the Diaspora is only one of the chairs upon which
Jews sit; the second one is the state of Israel. If the above quote were not
just lofty sentiments but actual policy we might not be confronted today
with the dreadful impasse between Jacob’s and Ishmael’s offspring.
Capital punishment is currently a “hot button” issue in our society and
Gordis admits that the written Torah is unequivocally for it. He notes that
in the Pentateuch the phrase “put to death” appears forty-four times, for a
large variety of offenses. Subsequently he softens the image by pointing
out that Deut. 17:5-7 requires at least two witnesses to the offense and one
of the witnesses has to cast the first stone. Gordis fails to mention, however, that: “A heathen is executed on the ruling of one judge, on the testimony of one witness, without a formal warning, on the evidence of a man,
but not of a woman, even if he [the witness] be a relation [Sanhedrin 57b].”
This is obviously another example that different laws pertained for Jews
and Gentiles.
The Talmud allows for four forms of capital punishment depending on the
severity of the offense. Arguments existed between the rabbis which of the
forms was the most severe and was therefore needed for the worst crime.
The reason for the dispute as to which of the four methods of executions
takes precedence for various offenses was the desire to stay within the
commandment of: “Thou shalt love they neighbor as thyself.” This explanation may strike the modern reader as somewhat strange, especially when
one finds out how some of the sentences were to be carried out in actual
practice. The sequence of these four forms need not concern us because
there is no unanimity except for stoning which always headed the list as the
most severe. The other three methods consisted of: burning, strangulation
and decapitation. Stoning which was mandated for idolatry, blasphemy,
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sodomy, adultery etc. requires no further explanation, neither does decapitation, but the methods to be used for burning and strangulation are of
interest:
MISHNA. The manner in which burning is executed is as follows: He who
was thus condemned was lowered into dung up to his armpits; then a hard
cloth was placed within a soft one, wound round his neck, and the two loose
ends pulled in opposite directions, forcing him to open his mouth. A wick
was then lit, and thrown into his mouth, so that it descended into his body
and burnt his bowels. R. Judah said: should he however have died at their
hands [being strangled by the garotte before the wick was thrown into his
mouth, or before it could act], he would not have been executed by fire as
prescribed. Hence it was done thus: his mouth was forced open with
pincers against his wish, the wick lit and thrown into his mouth, so that it
descended into his body and burnt his bowels. R. Eleazar B. Zadok said: It
once happened that a priest’s daughter committed adultery, whereupon
bundles of faggots were placed round about her and she was burnt. The
Sages replied, that was because the Beth Din at that time was not well
learned in Law [Sanhedrin 52a].

In the original the entire quote is capitalized to set it apart from the subsequent commentary but it would serve no purpose to do so here. The reason
for this way of burning the entrails of malefactors rather than the body is
taken from the biblical punishment of Korah which contains the words:
“And they died before the Lord [Lv 10:12], teaching that it was like normal
death [from within]… . And they died before the Lord, shews that the fire
commenced from within, as in normal death.” Furthermore since Leviticus
did not state that their clothes were burned with them the fire had to be
ingested. Apart from the “priest’s adulterous daughter” incest with various
specified relatives was punishable by burning.
Strangulation was carried out in the same manner as burning except that:
“the two ends [of the linen were] pulled in opposite direction until he was
dead.” It was decreed for:
He who strikes his father or mother, or kidnaps a Jew [to sell as a slave]; an
elder rebelling against the ruling of Beth Din; a false prophet; one who
prophesies in the name of an idol; one who commits adultery, witnesses
who testify falsely [to the adultery of] a priest’s daughter and her paramour.
[Sanhedrin 84b]

Decapitation was demanded for murder and “the inhabitants of a seduced
city.” It is apparent that there is some overlap between offenses and punishment but I am sure the rabbis adduced sufficiently good reasons to judge
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what type of capital punishment should be meted out in a given case. How
often burning and strangulation were carried out we do not know but
stoning was commonplace and beheading occurred probably also fairly
often with John the Baptist being just one example.
With all these preliminaries we are not much further towards an answer to
the question: Why the world needs the Jews? The closest Gordis comes to
an explanation is:
Jewish tradition has always claimed that Jews need to be different in order
that they might play a quasi-subversive role in society.
“Quasi-subversive,” of course, does not mean that it is Jews’ role to overthrow society! Rather, the goal is to be a contributing and respectful “thorn
in the side” of society. But at the same time, our aim is not to be just like the
world around us, but rather to improve the world around us. Jews’ role is
not to second every motion in society, but to second-guess society’s priorities. It is not only that Jews have an alternative position to espouse; the tradition occasionally insists that Jews have to be prophets, outcasts, harsh
critics of prevailing social mores.

From “quasi-subversive” to subversive is only a small step and the adversaries of Jews may be quite delighted to omit the “quasi” from consideration. Furthermore, a constant “second-guessing” of the priorities of the
societies in which Jewish people find themselves is not likely to be seen by
the rest of the population as a “blessing.” It may turn out to be in the long
run, but in the limited lifespan of one or two generations it is likely to elicit
resentment.
During his trial Socrates compared himself to:
a gadfly, given to the state by God; and the state is a great and noble steed
who is tardy in his motions owing to his very size, and requires to be stirred
into life; I am that gadfly which God has attached to the state, and all day
long and in all places am always fastening upon you, arousing and
persuading and reproaching you.

If the Jewish people do indeed regard it as their duty to be “a gadfly,” in the
words of Socrates, they must also be prepared to swallow hemlock juice
because the human race has not changed in the intervening twenty-five
hundred years. These are realities and they cannot be overcome by
chutzpah or “Talmudic” juggling of words. An old Roman once said:
Quidquid agis prudenter agas et respice finem, (whatever you do conduct
yourself wisely and consider the outcome) and it is still good advice. There
is another aspect to be mentioned in this context. While some Jews
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apparently see it as their duty to criticize whatever society they live in, they
are, on the other hand, remarkably sensitive when legitimate criticism is
voiced against them as has been pointed out in the previous chapter. The
charge of antisemitism and/or Holocaust denier, which can ruin careers, is
much too frequently and easily leveled by zealots.
Thus the Gentile is left with the essentially unanswered question that forms
the title of Gordis’ book: What is the specifically Jewish aspect that the
world is in need of? The state of Israel is one nation state among many. Its
problems are well known and the reasons have been discussed in Whither
Zionism? There is no doubt that Jews may feel safer as a result of the existence of the state, but does this make the world safer? As far as the Diaspora
is concerned, “secular humanism” does not require Jews and the activities
of a “gadfly” can also be performed by anybody with revolutionary fervor
in his veins. Religious Judaism, if it does not include adherence to
Halakhah, has likewise forfeited most of its specific and distinctive features. Thus the problem is not, as Gordis believes, that Jews have lost their
voice. On the contrary they speak, and sometimes shout, with too many
voices without a common script.
Gordis’ book makes many excellent points in regard to the decay of
today’s mores, but he seems to ignore the rather marked contribution of
“secular” and “non-Jewish Jews” to the current state of affairs. Furthermore he employs what one may call the “Josephus technique” of “spinning
data” to such an extent that the book cannot be taken at face value by
someone who really tries to understand what Judaism is all about. In fairness to Gordis, it must be stated, however, that he wrote his book for Jews
rather than for Gentiles in the hope that they would indeed proclaim with
one voice what they truly want to accomplish.
This hope may not readily come to pass when one considers the deep fissures
within the Jewish community. Cohn-Sherbok has faced up to this fact in The
Future of Judaism. In the spirit of “postmodern deconstructionism” he
argued for an “Open Judaism.” He writes that since all religions are based
on subjective rather than objective truth, neither one has the right to force
its tenets on others. Even within Judaism, all different expressions, from
the most orthodox to the atheistic are equally valid; it is up to the individual
Jew to pick from the smorgasbord of laws, traditions, rituals and opinions
that part which suits his spiritual needs best. Since everything is equally
valid “Open Judaism” is liberal, antiauthoritarian, and profoundly tolerant.
Judging by the literature cited previously, Cohn-Sherbok’s views are distinctly uncommon and have not yet found much of an echo among his
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people. It also ignores the “revolutionary element” which underlies much
of Jewish activities in their “quasi-subversive” role. Walzer emphasizes
this in Exodus and Revolution, and so do Rothman and Lichter in Roots of
Radicalism. Jews, Christians and The New Left.
Cohn-Sherbok lives and teaches in England he is, therefore, concerned
about Diaspora Jews. David Vital who holds academic positions both in
the U.S. as well as in Israel sees the future differently. He is an outspoken
realist, not given to utopian ideas and states in the preface of his book The
Future of the Jews in regard to Zionism as viewed by American Jews:
What is alarming and especially depressing to note are the superficial,
ill-informed, and often positively false terms in which the issues relevant to
the present great debate in Jewry have tended, by and large, to be put before
the public. And what is really new, although, on the contrary, encouraging,
is what seems to be the beginning of something like a disposition in the
Diaspora to look at the matter and the dilemmas of contemporary Jewry
with a sharper eye than has tended to be in evidence heretofore; and too,
most difficult of all, perhaps, finally to screw up enough courage to call a
spade a spade.
I do not think that it can yet be said that clear-sightedness, a calm spirit, and
real and consistent intellectual honesty are actually breaking out all over.
Obfuscation, hidden agenda, double-talk, and, commonest of all,
double-think are still very much the order of the day … I do most sincerely
believe that when really serious and important questions are finally tackled,
plain speaking has got to be the first order of the day.

This is indeed a most welcome and wholesome attitude, even if it leads to
unpopular conclusions. Vital finds “Contemporary Jewry deeply divided”
and asks whether it is “hopelessly divided?”
Although Vital never mentions Güdemann’s pamphlet of 1897, which has
been discussed in War and Mayhem as well as in Whither Zionism? the predictions made at that time have come true. Nationalism may well have been
a “cuckoo’s egg for Jews,” as Güdemann called it. Vital sums up:
Today, at the end of the unspeakable twentieth century, it is not too much to
say, that the survival of Jewry as a discrete people, its various branches
bound to each other by common ties of culture, responsibility, and loyalty
is entirely in doubt… . While it is right to say that the roots of the present
malaise (if not disorientation) which characterizes world Jewry today do
not lie exclusively in that domain [Zionism], still, plainly, the rise of an
independent Jewish state has both revolutionized and destabilized the
Jewish world… . [The] viewpoints of American and other Jewries, cannot
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fail to differ crucially from those of Israeli Jewry. And that is one key
reason, quite conceivably the chief reason, why willy-nilly the Jewish
world - beaten by assimilation on the one hand and by destruction and
threats of further punishment on the other - is now coming apart. If once
there was a single, if certainly scattered and far from monolithic people indeed, a nation - there is now a sort of archipelago of discrete islands
composed of rather shaky communities of all qualities, shapes and sizes, in
which the Island of Israel as it were, is fated increasingly to be in a class by
itself.
In sum, the old unity of Jewry, however fragile, however problematic,
essentially a function of the old sense and, yes, the old reality of nationhood, lies shattered today, almost beyond repair. But my intention here has
by no means been to complain about this or any other feature of Jewish life,
either in the Diaspora or in Israel. It has been to explore and, if possible,
account for what is now before us: the waning of the Jewish nation.

Vital is right to be concerned. But he omits to mention the glue that has
always held, and still holds, the Jewish people together: the past history of
persecution and the fear of recurrence.
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13
Are Anti-Jewish Attitudes
Curable?

When one considers the differences in philosophical outlook between Jews
and Gentiles it becomes readily apparent that plenty of material for potential friction exists. This brings us to the question: Is an emotional state as
entrenched as anti-Jewish bias amenable to a remedy? Some suggestions
have already been mentioned. Dershowitz wanted more Jews and more
chutzpah, while others felt that not only Christianity but also all religions
apart from Judaism must disappear. None of these recommendations seem
to be realistic. Laws against hate crimes and a proliferation of Holocaust
museums will also fail to accomplish their goal. The vast majority of the
American people cannot share the emotional suffering of Jews and feelings
cannot be legislated.
Prager and Telushkin state in their book Why the Jews? :
Judaism consists of three components: God, Torah (law and teachings) and
Israel (Jewish nationhood). Throughout Jewish history, the Jews’ affirmation of one or more of these components has challenged, often threatened,
the gods, laws, and nationalism of non-Jews among whom the Jews have
lived.

The authors conclude their book with the suggestion of five options to end
hatred against Jews: 1) Assimilation, 2) Living as Jews in the Jewish state
Israel, 3) Convert many non-Jews to Judaism, 4) Fight through all appropriate means from political to physical, and 5) to influence non-Jews to live
according to moral values which are consonant with those of Judaism.
After having discussed the pros and cons of these options the authors find
the fifth one to be the most effective:
Jews must resume their original task of spreading ethical monotheism… .
While many secular Jews may find this prospect unappealing, there is
really little choice. For even these Jews recognize that if antisemitism is a
209

The Moses Legacy

moral failing, only the moral values of non-Jews can prevent
antisemitism… . As Jews have believed since antisemitism began, only in a
world guided by ethical monotheism will Jews be able to live in peace.

Seductive as this formula sounds “ethical monotheism” would include
Christians and Muslims but exclude Hindus, Buddhists, as well as the religions of the Chinese or Japanese. Yet, the latter have historically been the
least threat to Judaism and most of the people who belong to these religions
do behave ethically without adhering to monotheism. It is Christians, and
now Muslims, who have been regarded as the main culprits rather than the
other creeds or nations mentioned above. Furthermore, exclusive militant
monotheism, which denies the legitimacy of other religious belief systems,
has been precisely the reason why the Jewish people have run into difficulties even prior to the appearance of Christianity, as Part I of this book
demonstrates.
Apart from the purely theological aspects, there is an additional and more
important element in Judaism that can serve as an irritant to some members
of the Gentile world. It has been briefly alluded to previously but requires
further discussion before one can proceed with suggesting a remedy for
Judeophobia. This facet has to do with the fact that some Jewish intellectuals seem to be particularly drawn to revolutionize whatever society they
live in. Isaiah 40:4 seems to be the guiding light:
Every valley shall be exalted, and every mountain and hill shall be made
low: and the crooked shall be made straight, and the rough places plain.

Social justice is to be achieved by attacking and abolishing existing “power
structures” so that the “downtrodden” can be exalted. This is also the
essence of Marxism, and explains the inordinate fondness some members
of the Jewish community have for this secular religion. The fact that this
has not led to the “crooked” being “made straight” but has merely replaced
one power structure with another one, and that the new regime was frequently considerably worse than what had existed before, fails to make an
impact on these seekers of utopia. The Soviet Union was the prime
example for the results messianic visionaries tend to achieve in the real
world. The regime was a disaster for those Jews who were not politically
active and had a modicum of property. For instance Trotsky’s father visited his son in Moscow after the revolution in the hope of obtaining aid
from his son, but was unsuccessful. The Chief Rabbi of Moscow is
reported to have said in 1920: “The Trotskys make the revolution. The
Bronsteins [Trotsky’s real name] pay the bills.”
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I am not saying, or even implying, that all our Marxist ideologues are
Jewish today, which would be nonsense. I am merely stating that this is the
“Judaization” of our society that Dimont has been talking about. The
unfortunate aspect about Marxists is that they have failed to learn the lessons of the Soviet Union and those of socialist utopias in other countries. I
use the word “unfortunate” advisedly because all these utopias promote
class warfare and wherever they were tried have led to misery for the
common people.
This gets me back to Gordis’ book Does the World need the Jews? which
was discussed in the previous chapter. My own answer to the question is
Dr. Boyd’s: “Yesbut” and “it depends.” First of all it will depend upon
whom you ask. It is obvious that a fundamentalist Muslim will give a different answer than the one expected by Gordis and so will a Hindu, Taoist,
Shintoist or Buddhist. While the fundamentalist Muslim will deny the
question with vehemence, the other mentioned groups will regard it as of
no relevance. The mere phrasing of the question the way it appears in the
title of Gordis’ book indicates what I have called earlier, the Judeocentric
view of the world. Jews are obviously important, but to Gordis’ question
“What would happen if the world [emphasis added] woke up one day and
there were simply no Jews left?” one would surely get different reactions.
There would be grief in countries where Jews had prominently contributed
to the culture, rejoicing in the Muslim world, and probably a “so what”
among the rest of humanity. The question actually reminded me of a little
story I read years ago. Man said to the Universe: “I have arrived!” Whereupon the Universe replied “I couldn’t care less.”
It is this phenomenal arrogance of the human race that keeps getting in our
way and to which Jews are not immune. Let us, therefore, rephrase Gordis’
question to the more narrow aspect: Does America need the Jews? Here my
personal answer is also a qualified yes, because it depends on what individual Jews devote their energies to. If this is to the direct benefit of other
individuals, be it in the family or society at large, without creating harm to
others, all is well and such efforts deserve applause and praise. Some conservative Jews, in the political rather than religious sense - for instance the
founder of Judicial Watch, Larry Klayman, who sues government officials
when they exceed their legitimate powers - are doing an outstanding job to
guard America’s liberties. These persons deserve, and fortunately also
receive, Gentile support. The fact that they are Jews is of significant help
on account of their considerable verbal skills, which are used to defend
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individual liberty rather than a chimerical pursuit of universal justice and
the creation of “total equality.”
If, on the other hand, Jewish efforts are directed towards establishing the
messianic kingdom on a secular or religious basis, especially when pursued with a zealot’s fervor, then I have considerable reservations. These
zealots fail to take into consideration the fundamentals of human nature,
where every solution imposed from above will be opposed when it goes
against the perceived self-interest of the affected individuals. Unless individual aspirations are respected we will continue to have class warfare
regardless what classes are involved.
Reconciliation between Jews and Gentiles has to be a two-way street and
fear of “the other” has to be reduced by both sides. In Israel “the other” is
not only the Arab threat but even missionaries from other faiths. For
instance, as mentioned previously, the Mormon Church had to promise not
to use its Mid-Eastern Center on Mount Scopus for proselytizing before it
was allowed to open. Another example is that in March of 2000 a Haredi
anti-missionary group was boycotting a food company’s products. The
manager of the company (Mr. Campos), a member of Jehovah’s Witnesses,
was suspected of bribing poor Jews to join their congregation. Yad
L’Achim members, the zealot group that persecutes the Witnesses in general and Mr. Campos in particular, called him a Goy, Nazi and Pederast.
The International Jerusalem Post of March 31, 2000, which reported the
Witnesses story mentioned furthermore: “Another charge made by Yad
L’Achim is that the sect collaborated with the Nazis against the Jews of
Europe, particularly in Germany.” This charge is, of course, blatant nonsense. The Witnesses were jailed, sent to concentration camps, and murdered by the Nazis for their belief, a fact that the Post acknowledged. The
lesson is clear, however, hate groups do exist on both sides, and when all
else fails chauvinistic Jews can always accuse anyone whom they dislike,
for whatever reason, of being or having been a Nazi. Why are some Israelis
so insecure in their own belief system that they have to be afraid of the estimated 1,000 Witnesses who reside in Israel?
When stripped of all rhetoric it is indeed fear, on both sides, which stands
in the way of reconciliation. The Gentiles, or to use the biblical names Esau
and Ishmael, have been so thoroughly bedeviled in the Talmud that this
fear, which can readily turn to hate, seems to have become ingrained in
some minds. The equation of Esau with Imperial and then Christian Rome
has already been discussed in the first part of this book, but the characterization of Esau in the Talmud still needs to be mentioned. In the legends
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which deal with the two brothers Jacob and Esau, the latter is usually
referred to as “wicked,” “Godless,” or “malefactor” while Jacob is elevated
to the Lord’s presence. Perhaps the most glaring example of how the
written Torah differs from the oral tradition in this particular respect might
be the meeting of the twins after Jacob had wrestled with the “angel.”
Jacob had a guilty conscience and was afraid of what Esau might do to him
so he had sent his herds, wives and children ahead as a potential peace
offering. But contrary to expectation the Bible reports that when the
brothers met “Esau ran to meet him, and fell on his neck, and kissed him,
and they wept [Gn 33:4].” While forgiveness was the biblical Esau’s attitude the Talmud presents a different picture of the same episode:
When Jacob traveled towards Canaan, Esau came toward him wrathfully,
from Mount Seir; he intended to murder his brother. The Godless devised
intrigues against the Just and gnashed his teeth. Esau thought: I don’t want
to kill him with bow and arrow, but with my mouth and will suck his blood.
And he ran towards him, fell upon his neck and wanted to bite him. But at
that moment Jacob’s neck became hard as ivory and Esau’s teeth were
blunted thereby.

The important aspect of this example lies in the Weltanschauung towards
the Gentile and this attitude was, and to some extent still is, taught in
Jewish religious schools, the yeshivahs. In the previously mentioned book
on Neoconservatism Kristol wrote about his own experience: “discipline
was strict – if we misbehaved in any way, the rabbi would order us to stand
up and then give us a stinging slap in the face. He also taught us to hate the
goyim and to spit whenever we passed a church.” When one considers this
type of teaching, anti-Jewish attitudes by Gentiles will also persist.
Regardless of how much the messianic kingdom is being preached, it has
no chance of arriving.
All of the above has dealt with diagnosis. Is there a potential cure? For a
chronic condition like the one under discussion, an eleventh commandment of “Thou shalt not harbor any anti-Jewish thoughts” will be useless. It
is bound to be ignored just as the other ten. Living examples have to be set.
Pope John Paul II has done more in this respect than all previous popes
combined. To see this frail, sick, old man at Yad Vashem and the Western
Wall of the temple, praying for peace and forgiveness, sent a powerful
message that can no longer be ignored by the Catholic Church. Official
Catholic antisemitism died on that day in Jerusalem. Will some individual
Catholics and bigots of other denominations continue to have ill feelings
towards Jews? Of course, but they cannot rely on the sanction of the
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Church, just as ill-treatment of African-American citizens on account of
race, is no longer tolerated in this country. Nevertheless it has to be a
two-way street and a continued harping on what the Church should or
should not have done in the past, and especially during the Holocaust, is in
nobody’s best interest any more.
Individual hearts and minds have to change and a Weltanschauung that is
no longer based on “us versus them” has to achieve dominance. While individual theological or national differences can be retained, the overall spirit
which guides conduct needs to become one of cooperation rather than of
antagonism. Let me put it bluntly: as long as an adversarial spirit is our
guide we are serving Satan rather than God. It is a choice each individual
has to make and this is what free will is all about.
Satan is easily defined because the Greek word satanas stands for nothing
else than adversary. God, on the other hand, is a difficult concept which
mankind has grappled with since the dawn of intelligence. We will not
come to an agreement on it in the foreseeable future because it is intimately
tied up with the existence of evil in this world. The question: What kind of
a God is this who creates a world in which evil flourishes? has puzzled philosophers throughout the ages. The answer used to be quite simple: there
were several gods, some benevolent others not so. There was a constant
battle going on between good and evil forces in which sometimes one side
and at other times the other side gained the upper hand. The
Mesopotamians, for instance, called the two major deities, who kept
fighting each other, Baal versus Mot, while the Persian Zarathustra called
them Spenta Mainyu versus Angra Mainyu. The names don’t matter it is
the principle that counts. While the concept may not have been scientifically true, it accounted at least for observable facts.
Moses is being credited with having changed this simple view of the world.
There was now only one single Almighty and Just God. How this concept
squares with the fact that innocents may not receive justice in this world,
and that little children who have done nothing wrong may be condemned to
serious pain and suffering, has never been adequately explained. The
answer to Job’s question why the Lord is doing what He is doing to innocents: Who are you to question Me? is essentially a non-answer. While
some Jews, as well as Christians and Muslims, have accepted this stance,
others had a profound problem with it. Rabbi Wine rejected this
“shlemazzel,” incompetent God altogether, while Rabbi Kushner, as a
result of personal tragedy, was forced to arrive at another conclusion.
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Kushner felt that he could not reject God totally, therefore he suggested
that the Lord was not finished with His creation and that the seventh day,
when the Lord rested has not yet arrived. According to Kushner it is only
Friday afternoon rather than sunset. In addition, Kushner limited the
Almighty’s power. In When Bad Things Happen To Good People he proposed a dualistic solution to Job’s problem. There is God and there are laws
of nature. The biblical view that God created nature and is, therefore,
responsible for its imperfections and vagaries, is not being addressed by
Kushner. For him nature is blind, cares nought about good and evil and
from its laws there is no escape. God is essentially helpless when confronted with these forces and can only bring comfort to the survivors of the
various tragedies, which are not caused by Him. “The conventional explanation that, God sends us burdens because He knows that we are strong
enough to handle it, has it all wrong. Fate, not God, sends us the problem.”
Kushner is not alone in his view of the Lord’s limitations because Hans
Jonas, a Jewish philosopher of religion, has expressed the same thought in
a lecture ‘On the concept of God after Auschwitz.’ This is mentioned by
Küng in Judaism Between Yesterday and Tomorrow, who discusses the
subject further. Like most ideas this one is also not new and can be found in
the Talmud. Since Christian theologians are frequently not acquainted with
Judaism’s oral tradition, Küng did not mention the precedent. Nevertheless
the story entitled “The Abandoned Vineyard,” which deals with the
destruction of the Jerusalem temple, is most á propos:
When the enemies conquered the temple and put it to the torch, the Lord sat
and wept… . In the hour when Israel was expelled and the High Court
destroyed, the Lord sat weeping and downcast. He intoned a mournful song
and lamented over it. He said: my tent is destroyed, and the enemies reside
therein. My sanctuary is demolished and I sit here silently. But what can I
do? The magnitude of severity is mightier than I (das Masz der Strenge ist
mächtiger als ich)… . Thus said the Lord: Israel is my flock, and the flock
is dispersed - is it not I who suffers the most pain? Oh comfort Me my
people!

A lamenting Almighty Ruler of the Universe differs to such an extent from
the way the Lord is depicted in the written Torah that one has to ask oneself
where this particular notion came from. The answer can be found in
Larousse’s Mythology:
Above the gods, however, and above Zeus himself hovered a supreme
power to whom all were subject: Moros, or destiny, Son of the Night.
Moros invisible and dark like his mother prepared his decrees in the
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shadows and extended his inescapable dominion over all. Zeus himself
could not set aside his decisions and had to submit to them like the
humblest mortal. He had, moreover, no desire to set aside the decisions of
destiny, for, being himself Supreme Wisdom, he was not unaware that in
upsetting the destined course of events he would introduce confusion into
the universe it was his mission to govern.

Clearly this was not the opinion of the prophets. The Lord was an Almighty
God who rewards and punishes nations just as He pleases. There was no
room for randomness, fate or nature in that concept. The idea of God’s, or
Zeus’, limits came to Palestine with Alexander and the Seleucids who
brought along Greek philosophy that was then, to some extent, incorporated into the oral tradition.
But let us put religious concepts, on which agreement is impossible, aside
and look instead at what the individual can do in a world filled with misunderstandings, outright lies, fear, and hate. Remarkably enough, the answers
have existed for thousands of years they simply need to be adhered to. Confucius was a practical person who did not concern himself with theological
speculations but instead preferred to expound on actual behavior as
expressed in the Golden Rule:
Tzu Kung asked saying: Is there any single saying that one can act upon all
day and every day? The Master said, Perhaps the saying about consideration. Never do to others what you would not like them to do to you.

The Talmud ascribes the same words to Hillel as Steinsaltz, among others,
reports:
A well-known legend tells of a heathen who approached Hillel and insisted
that he wished to learn the entire Torah while standing on one foot. It was
then that Hillel, in order to define Jewish law in one sentence, coined his
most famous dictum: “Do not unto others that which you would not have
them do unto you. That is the entire Torah; the rest is commentary. Now go
and study.”

The words are identical, but Confucius would have said “go and do so,”
instead of “go and study.” This is precisely what Jesus did when he turned
the “do not” into the positive “do unto others what you would have them do
to you.” Does it matter who enunciated it first? Not really; what matters is
that after the millennia, which have passed since the words were first
spoken they are still not adhered to. Furthermore, if the Golden Rule would
indeed have been the “entire Torah” and all the rest “commentary” there
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would never have been an occasion for anti-Jewish sentiments and
attitudes.
Siddhartha Gautama, the Buddha, did not concern himself with religious
speculations either and emphasized instead: control over one’s passions,
ethical thought, and benevolent conduct. The reason why he did not engage
in religious conjectures is explained in the following parable in the Chapter
on The Way of Practical Attainment:
Suppose a man were pierced by a poisoned arrow, and his relatives and
friends got together to call a surgeon to have the arrow pulled out and the
wound treated.
If the wounded man objects, saying, “Wait a little. Before you pull it out, I
want to know who shot this arrow. Was it a man or a woman? Was it
someone of noble birth, or was it a peasant? What was the bow made of?
Was it a big bow, or a small bow, that shot the arrow? Was it made of wood
or bamboo? What was the bow-string made of? Was it made of fiber, or of
gut? Was the arrow made of rattan, or of reed? What feathers were used?
Before you extract the arrow, I want to know all about these things.” Then
what will happen?
Before all this information can be secured, no doubt, the poison will have
time to circulate all through the system and the man may die. The first duty
is to remove the arrow, and its poison prevented from spreading.
When a fire of passion is endangering the world, the composition of the
universe matters little; what is the ideal form for the human community is
not so important to deal with.
The question of whether the universe has limits or is eternal [to which one
might add, speculations about the nature of God] can wait until some way is
found to extinguish the fires of birth, old age, sickness and death; in the
presence of lamentation, sorrow, suffering and pain, one should first search
for a way to solve these problems and devote oneself to the practice of that
way… . Therefore people should first discern what is of first importance,
what problem should first be solved … to do all this, they must first undertake to train their minds; that is, they must first seek mind-control.

When one reads The Teaching of Buddha or the Bhagavad Gita, for
instance, one is impressed by the completely different mental attitude
which pervades these documents from that of the Torah. There is never a
“them versus us” attitude but only the attempt to show why mankind suffers and what steps can be taken to relieve suffering. Furthermore, the
emphasis is not on external causes but the vagaries of the mind that have to
be controlled in order to achieve peace within oneself and thereby in the
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world. It also needs to be pointed out that these ideas were essentially contemporaneous with those of the Jewish prophets; but while the latter are
extolled for their profound ethical thoughts, the former have yet to be
widely credited. The reason is simple. It is so much easier to blame others,
including God, for misfortunes than to look into one’s own soul.
This reliance on self, rather than others was also taught by the Stoics
among whom Epictetus (c. A.D. 60 - c. 138) is the best known. He has
recently achieved a modicum of popularity as a result of Tom Wolfe’s
novel A Man in Full. My own acquaintance with Epictetus goes back more
than four decades when we first bought the Great Books of the Western
World which are published by the Encyclopedia Britannica.
Epictetus, in contrast to some of the other philosophers that are represented
in the mentioned volumes, endeared himself immediately to me by the following incident that is recounted in a synopsis of his biography:
While still a slave, Epictetus attended the lectures of the Stoic philosopher,
Musonius Rufus, who, he records ‘spoke in such a fashion that each of us
as he sat there thought he was himself accused.’ The slave apparently came
to appreciate Musonius’ teaching that ‘the gifted soul is all the more
inclined towards its natural object, the more you try to beat if off.’
According to Celsus, as quoted by Origen, Epictetus was permanently
lamed by his master. ‘When his master was twisting his leg,’ it is said,
Epictetus only smiled and noted calmly, ‘You will break it,’ and when it
was broken, ‘I told you so.’

That is what I call “A Man!” Not just words, but conduct commensurate
with one’s beliefs when the chips are down. Epictetus’ most important
teaching is “Of the things which are in our Power, and not in our Power.” In
essence: we have no influence over the conduct of others, even if it is
harmful to ourselves, therefore it is not our concern. What matters is our
own attitude to misfortune and to understand that certain features of life
such as illness, injuries, or death are part of life and unavoidable. But we
need not complain or lament over the cruel fate which nature has dished out
to us. What we ought to do is adopt the attitude that those things are externals, not in our power to change, and to cultivate instead the only aspect
God has given us, which is in our power and nobody else’s, namely the
proper use of one’s mind. Kushner’s “God has limits” is expressed by
Epictetus as:
But what says Zeus? ‘Epictetus, if it were possible, I would have made both
your little body and your little property free and not exposed to hindrance.
But now don’t be ignorant of this: this body is not yours, but it is clay finely
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tempered. And since I was not able to do for you what I have mentioned, I
have given you a small portion of us, this faculty of pursuing an object and
avoiding it, and the faculty of desire and aversion, and, in a word, the
faculty of using the appearance of things; and if you will take care of this
faculty and consider it your only possession, you will never be hindered,
never meet with impediments; you will not lament, you will not blame, you
will not flatter any person… . Be content with them and pray to the gods.’

Epictetus teaches that if a person always maintains his proper character,
regardless of occasion, he will be mentally free, even as a slave. On the
other hand, a “free man” can be, and frequently is, a slave because he is
chained by his passions. Desire is to be directed only to those aspects of life
which are in conformity with nature and which are not dependent upon
external forces. Is this not also what Buddha taught? The root of all suffering is desire! We want things to be different than they are at the moment.
We have to be careful, however, not to get trapped in semantics. Desire is
closely linked to hope, and human beings cannot exist without either of
them. Therefore, it would be better to speak about “craving” or in biblical
terms “coveting,” rather than “desire.” From “I’d like to have,” or “I wish I
had,” to “I have to have” are small mental steps, but the moment the latter
takes hold of our minds we are truly enslaved and better do something
about it.
The word “suffering” may be too strong an expression for everyday life.
We truly suffer, fortunately, only intermittently and then for limited
periods of time. The Dalai Lama, therefore, suggested in The Opening of
the Wisdom-Eye, that the Sanskrit word Duhkha, which is commonly
translated into “suffering,” may instead be rendered as “unsatisfactory
experience.” This suggestion ought to be adopted because this is indeed the
more common feeling in all of our lives and leads us to search for constant
improvements of our lot. Duhkha is universal and respects neither persons
nor nations. There is nothing we can do about it except to adjust our attitude when misfortune strikes and practice, to the best of our ability, equanimity in order to endure what at times seems unendurable. What prevents
us from being free and contented - if not happy - people? Our minds! Our
minds harbor false opinions in regard to externals over which we have no
control and thereby give way to fear, greed and the other passions we ought
to be able to control. Can a person who tries to live his life by the rules that
are spelled out by Buddha and the Stoics become an antisemite? Hardly,
and it will not require “ethical monotheism” or governmental laws to
accomplish this goal.
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As we have seen, anti-Jewish attitudes have been present for millennia; it
would be foolish to expect them to disappear within the next few years.
They are now compounded by the problems of the state of Israel that fuels
hate in the Muslim world. The only reasonable solution to that conundrum
would be that the United States must indeed behave in an even-handed
way. An “honest broker” serves both parties to the conflict equally well,
and this stance is incompatible with repeated public declarations that
“Israel is our friend,” to which might be added “come what may.” This is
not a wise position because it encourages extremists in that country and
brings the wrath of the Muslim world upon us. Politicians regard the
unquestioned support of the state of Israel, regardless of its policies, as a
necessity for election or re-election. But the Jewish community in our
country has to be educated to distance itself from those circles in Israel who
are bound and determined to pursue their own goals on the assumption that
the U.S. will be coming to their aid under all circumstances.
The saying that nations have no friends, they have only self interests
should be taken to heart because it is true and works both ways. In addition
true friendship has nothing to do with toadyism. If I see that my friend is
engaged in conduct that is contrary to his/her own best interest it is my
duty, as a friend, to warn him/her and suggest a better way to deal with the
problem. If he/she keeps disregarding my advice and continues in behavior
that is contrary to accepted standards, I have no choice but to sever my contacts. Mitgegangen, mitgefangen, mitgehangen is an old German proverb.
You walked with him; you got caught with him; now you hang with him!
The American Jewish community has a unique responsibility as well as
opportunity at this time. If its leaders continue to present the Arab-Israeli
conflict in terms of good and evil, where the Arabs are characterized only
as terrorists with whom one cannot negotiate there is nothing but disaster
ahead for Israel as well as America. If on the other hand they were to
actively put pressure on the Jerusalem government to allow the U.N. to
provide an equitable solution they would earn the gratitude of the world.
American Jews in leadership positions need to recognize, and openly
admit, that the Palestinians are forced to live under a harsh military occupation in disregard of international law and numerous U.N. resolutions. For
the American Jewish community to either support, or tacitly approve current Israeli policies and conduct in the occupied territories (which have
already been given their biblical names Judea and Samaria again) makes a
shambles out of the professed ideals of Judaism. The time to speak out publicly in larger numbers against this abuse of power is long overdue.
220

Are Anti-Jewish Attitudes Curable?

To equate all critics of the policies of the state of Israel in relation to the
Palestinians with antisemites serves only propaganda purposes rather than
the truth. Yet it must be admitted that whatever Israelis or Jews do there
will always remain some confirmed Jew-haters. These are unhappy people
who hate themselves for a variety of reasons, and they may not be amenable to rational arguments. When these individuals advocate nonsense
they should be confronted with facts, rather than propaganda, and when
they transgress the laws of the country in which they reside, they should be
promptly and effectively punished. In this connection an ancient Chinese
saying is most appropriate: “What is a good man? A teacher of bad men!”
What is a bad man? A good man’s charge!”
But let me repeat, while law-breakers should be promptly punished it is
equally important that the embers of latent anti-Jewish attitudes, in larger
parts of the population, are not fanned into fires by ill-considered actions of
Jewish organizations and some greedy individuals. When policies are pursued which are readily discernible as parochial - regardless of the high
sounding language in which they are camouflaged - the Jewish people at
large will be confronted with the consequences.
Actions of the World Jewish Congress and by the Anti-Defamation
League, are what the Gentile world sees and hears. It is on this basis that
opinions are formed and previous prejudices confirmed. Words of being “a
blessing to the world” ring hollow when followed by deeds that do not take
“the world” into account but only the benefits to a subgroup of Jacob’s
children. Thus antisemitism will disappear only when the fundamental
underlying causes are removed. For genuine Jewish-Gentile reconciliation
to occur cooperative efforts by both Esau and Jacob are required. Esau
lives under orders that require of him to be forgiving, what will Jacob do?
Currently there are serious efforts made by some theologians to bridge the
gap between the Jewish and Christian religion. Interdenominational dialogue is fostered by the magazine First Things, and The Institute for Christian & Jewish Studies has recently published a position paper Dabru Emet
(speak truth) which expresses the views of some well known Jewish rabbis.
Although these efforts are welcome some Christian members adhere to a
philosemitism that has little regard for facts and is, therefore, self-destructive. James Carroll’s previously mentioned book, for instance, is not only
one-sided but also rife with historical errors. Neuhaus’ article entitled “Salvation is from the Jews” idealizes the Jewishness of Jesus and omits he fact
that although people are born into a given religion, they can subsequently
refute the way it is practiced. Christian apologists commonly turn Jesus,
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nowadays, into a Pharisee or freedom fighter against Roman occupation in
order to “sanitize” the gospels from anti-Jewish content. But they fail to see
that this stretch of the imagination is not likely to meet with universal
approval from Jews. The website www.noahide.com has already been
mentioned and as far as the Dabru Emet statement is concerned it elicited a
reply in a recent issue of Commentary entitled “How Not to Conduct
Jewish-Christian Dialogue.” The article points out quite clearly that unless
the Talmud is taken into account and not merely scriptures that are
common to both religions no agreement is possible. Dabru Emet’s version
of truth “is not just wishful thinking; it is whistling in the dark.”
When one considers all the facts and opinions, which have been presented
in this book one cannot escape the paradoxical conclusion that
antisemitism and the resultant fear of persecution has had its positive
aspects for the Jewish people. Not only has it made them tough and
world-wise, but it also provides the glue that holds this diverse group of
people together. When one realizes the massive differences of opinions
Jews hold on most anything that is connected to being Jewish, is there any
doubt as to what would happen if antisemitism were magically to disappear
over night? It seems likely that Judaism, as we know it, would likewise
have become past history.
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As this book has demonstrated there are fundamental differences between
the Jewish Weltanschauung and that of Gentiles in general and Christians
in particular. The often quoted supposed main difference between Jews
and Christians that Jews live by works while Christians rely on faith is spurious. Judaism also depends on faith! That Moses brought the Israelites out
of Egypt, that the Lord God gave them first the Ten Commandments and
subsequently all the rest of the 613 mitzvoth are not facts but articles of
faith. So are the statements that “Israel is God’s Firstborn” and that a
Jewish Messiah King will eventually redeem this world in the here and
now. Glib one-liners will not suffice we must look further for the real
essence of the differences.
To do so I shall now use the name Moses generically for the person or
group of persons who created the fundamentals of the Jewish religion.
Moses’ goal was not only to provide a moral basis for his community but
he also intended to found an enduring nation. This is a fundamental concept because, under Moses, religion and politics became one. The religious
laws were intended to make Jacob’s offspring and the “mixed multitude”
that had come along from Egypt not only into one people but a “holy
people.” The laws were given to ensure that the people (the word nation
came later) were protected from the snares they would encounter from
“idolaters.” The “chosen people” were to be holier and therefore better
than anybody else they would encounter. That this can breed arrogance on
part of the immigrants and resentment, if not outright hostility, by the
indigenous population is an inevitable result of human nature.
The Israelites had two options: one was military might and ethnic
cleansing of the conquered population as ordered in Deuteronomy; the
other was a more or less peaceful co-existence as islands amidst a sea, of
“idolaters.” Military conquest was tried initially but did not achieve the
goal of acquiring a sufficient amount of land until the kingdom of David. It
fell apart after Solomon on account of internal rivalries and, as far as the
orthodox were concerned, the punishment of God for transgressions
against the Law. The military option was again tried under the
Maccabees-Hasmoneans but likewise failed to achieve a permanent state.
Whenever armed force did accomplish its purpose it was due to the fact
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that the neighboring states were relatively weaker; but when victory was
achieved internal frictions subsequently undermined and destroyed the
state. Currently the new state of Israel is repeating the
Maccabean-Hasmonean effort, as has been shown in Whither Zionism? but
unless the lessons of history are heeded it may well founder again for the
same reasons as before.
Let us assume for the sake of argument that the Jewish people will once
more lose Palestine. It would obviously be a major catastrophe for millions
of people but would this be the end of Judaism as Zionists tell us? Of
course not! Jews have existed for nearly two thousand years as a “nation in
exile” before, and are perfectly capable of doing so again. This is the point
where the second option, namely living profitably, or precariously as the
case may be, in Gentile lands becomes available. In order not only to survive but also to prosper in adversity the Jewish people have kept close ties
with each other for mutual assistance, even when distributed widely over
the world, and they were the first to have placed a premium on educating
their children. Thus individual Jews worked themselves up from humble
beginnings into high positions in Gentile surroundings. They became
prominent in the fields of finance, science, the arts and other professions.
At the same time they retained their allegiance not necessarily to the Law,
but to their people. A small minority in exposed positions is bound to
attract envy and, therefore, has to protect itself. This is, of course, best
achieved by money, which will buy the required security; as well as by
putting as many of one’s own people as possible into positions of responsibility. With a cadre of well educated young people available this does not
present a problem, especially so since at the top of society the pyramid gets
progressively narrower.
There has, however, always been a point at which the indigenous population became aware that their native people seem to be no longer in charge
and pogroms resulted. This is how the “golden ages” in Spain and Germany ended. Dimont is correct when he compared the Jewish people with
Sisyphus, who rolls the boulder uphill and when nearly at the top it comes
tumbling down again. Why should this be so? The answer is important
because Jews in America experience at this time another “golden age”
which actually surpasses all the previous ones. Will history repeat itself not
only in Israel but even here on our shores? Thoughtful Jews are, of course,
aware of this problem but seem to have found no answer as yet.
The reason for the boulder coming down lies, in my opinion, remarkably
enough, in a statement Stalin had made to Eden about Hitler in December
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1941. Sumner Welles reported Stalin’s words in Seven Decisions Which
Shaped History:
‘Hitler had proved himself a man of extraordinary genius. He had
succeeded in building up a ruined and divided people into a mighty world
power within an incredibly short space of time; he had succeeded in so
regimenting the Germans that all elements were completely subservient to
his will. But,’ Stalin added ‘he has one fatal defect. He does not know
where to stop.’ When Eden smiled Stalin added that ‘I will always know
where to stop.’

This is the crux of the problem. When has the point been reached where
more is no longer better but actually worse? To discern this point requires
that rarest of all human qualities - wisdom.
Let me re-emphasize that the vast majority of Jews are sincere, decent,
hardworking people, who love their families and the country they live in.
They give no cause for offense, play by the rules and take some of the vagaries of religion in their stride. But there exists a relatively small “intellectual leadership” that does not serve the Jewish people and the country well.
It aims to achieve its goals through a variety of means that have not
changed since the times of Josephus. The methods, as exemplified in
Contra Apionem, include: the use of alarmist half-truths, which are supported by subtle distortions of genuine facts, appeals to universal justice, as
well as attempts to discredit and ostracize those who hold differing opinions by vigorous ad hominem attacks.
These self-appointed Jewish “gadflies,” to use Socrates’ term, “quasi-subversives” according to Gordis, or “eternal protesters,” as Deutscher called
them, who are determined to change society in their image, are supported
by Gentiles for a variety of motives. One of the reasons, in regard to Israel
for instance, is the genuine conviction of a subgroup of Protestant Evangelicals who believe that the rebuilding of the Third Temple on the Mount in
Jerusalem will hasten the return of Jesus. That this may be bad news for
Jews is not being considered. Other Gentile Leftists agree with Marxist
ideas and believe that government can bring about “peace on earth and
good will to men,” while still others have financial or political stakes in the
matter. Nevertheless, all these groups are relatively small. The largest
group of helpers comes from that part of our population who believes that
Judaism is defined solely by the “Old Testament,” that it is simply a religion like any other, that it has no political implications and that the
“Judeo-Christian tradition” indicates that we subscribe basically to the
same belief system anyway.
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This gets us back to Sisyphus and his labors. The boulder comes crashing
down on Jews over and over again because some Jewish intellectuals and
the leaders of some Jewish organizations do not know where or when to
stop. They, therefore, pursue or condone policies, which in their hearts of
hearts, they must know do not conform even to the Ten Commandments.
But not only is the fate of Sisyphus being ignored so is that of Humpty
Dumpty. His insistence that I define what the word means when I use it
eventually led to his “great fall and all the king’s horses and all the king’s
men couldn’t put Humpty Dumpty together again.” These self-styled saviors of the world would be well advised to heed ancient Chinese wisdom:
“Why are the people rebellious? Because the rulers interfere too much!”
Jewish intellectuals who are pursuing messianic dreams are confronted
with an impossible task. The circle cannot be squared. Global secularism is
pursued in the Diaspora and religiously based nationalism in Israel. But
globalism and religious tribalism are incompatible. The tribal aspect as
exemplified by the attempt to maintain separateness from one’s environment, and circling the wagons or literally building a wall as happens at
present in Israel, is still a dominant feature of Jewish life. On the other hand
the goal of Diaspora Judaism has always been, in the words of Güdemann,
völkerverschmelzend. Nation states should disappear so that there will be
only one and the same law governing the people of the entire world.
A globalism that consists of a free flow of ideas and to a certain extent that
of trade is inevitable. If its eventual goal is the creation of a single supranational state, storm clouds are on the horizon, even for Jews. Not only will
this type of globalism run aground on the aspirations of the state of Israel
but people all over the world love the country they were born and grew up
in. They want to maintain their national characteristics.
Furthermore, let us be realistic. How can Jews subscribe to any other law
but their own? Thus the leadership of this “one world” would by necessity
have to be Jewish and autocratic because democracy, based on majority
rule, would not be applicable. How much blood would have to flow for this
vision to become reality? Even if it were to be achieved for some time, it
could not last. Not only will the dominated countries of the world rebel, but
the inherent basic diversity of the Jewish people practically guarantees that
such a government cannot endure.
With the nations of the world drawing closer together harmony among
people is more important than ever. Harmony, in music for instance, is
achieved by the blending of separate notes into one pleasing whole. Nevertheless each note retains its identity and place in the melody. When
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incongruity is introduced a dissonance occurs and turns the melody into a
cacophony. The goal the world should strive for is cooperation, rather than
amalgamation, or domination. If we are all children of One Creator we
should surely sing His praises with our different voices blending harmoniously and not fight over who is God’s Firstborn and what is the only
acceptable form of government or worship.
The genius of the Jewish people has allowed them to avoid the hard choices
of either-or. The idea was first enunciated by St. Paul, the ex-Pharisee:
And unto the Jews I become as a Jew, that I might gain the Jews; to them
that are under the law, as under the law, that I might gain them that are
under the law; To them that are without law, as without law (being not
without law to God, but under the law to Christ,) that I might gain them that
are without law; To the weak became I as weak, that I might gain the weak:
I am made all things to all men, that I might by all means save some [I
Corinthians 20-22].

To be all things to all men did not work for St. Paul. His fellow Jews incarcerated him and would have killed him had he not appealed, as a Roman
citizen, to Caesar for justice. It did not work then and it will not work now.
People expect declarative statements that place individuals or groups on
one side or another of a given question. The Pharisees and their successors
the rabbis changed their view on absolutes and their religion became a
“living” religion, which means that it could be adapted to whatever circumstances demanded at a given moment, even if it contradicted what the
founder, Moses, had ordained. Religious legal relativism was introduced,
which was followed by secular legal relativism and now moral relativism
in the Gentile world. When society has become sufficiently chaotic as a
result of the lack of agreed standards the cry for strong leadership will arise
and despots can take over.
There are two important aspect of Moses’ legacy that will affect our lives
in this new century. One is political Zionism which will continue to be
fought bitterly by the Muslim world and may well end in a major catastrophe. In view of the existing mutual hatred, sustained peace in the “Holy
Land” is an illusion. The maximum that can be achieved is a wary armistice
with some type of co-existence between Israel and a Palestinian state
enforced by international law. The other aspect is the idea of the “One
God” who tolerates no others. Not only will it continue to lead to religious
wars but He has also become secularized and given rise to socialism, communism, and Nazism all of which are profoundly inimical to human
freedom. Yet, in order for the human being to fulfill his potential, freedom
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- coupled with responsibility - is the absolute prerequisite. Nevertheless,
this freedom is steadily being eroded today by government regulations.
In the 1960’s Khrushchev told Americans that their grandchildren would
live under communism. This statement is now being ridiculed because the
Soviet Union has collapsed. But here, as well as in Europe, socialist ideas
flourish with government guaranteed “rights.” There is a bureaucracy,
which enforces them, and a judiciary which is no longer a co-equal partner
but has assumed the prerogative of Congress as well as the Presidency, by
declaring in true Talmudic fashion what “the law of the country” is at any
given moment of time. The will of the people as expressed in referenda is
no longer always relevant because any court can overturn the result if it
does not fit the socialist mind-set. Thus Khrushchev was right. Communist
ideas are well on their way to take over the country and the only difference
will be that they are not going to be called communistic or socialistic but
will be declared as “guaranteed well-being for all,” and “social justice.”
For those of us, Jew or Gentile, who do not subscribe to the inevitability of
this type of messianic kingdom it will take a great deal of courage and
stamina to reverse the current course.
What is the answer? A continued “them versus us” attitude can only bring
discord and strife. Most recently Küng prefaced his book Judaism Between
Yesterday and Tomorrow with:
No peace among the nations
without peace among the religions
No peace among the religions
without dialogue between the religions.
No dialogue between the religions
without investigation of the foundations of the religions.

These sentiments are true, but dialogue between religions is easier said
than done. Who has the right to speak for the various religions, splintered
as they are in their various opinions, and who can enforce the conclusions?
The problems of Judaism in this respect have been amply discussed, but
even among Christians there is a huge gulf between Catholics and Fundamentalist Evangelicals that may not be readily bridgeable. Thus official
religions, traditionally, have separated people rather than brought them
together, and what has not happened in thousands of years before is not
likely to happen in the foreseeable future. Peace must begin from within
the human soul. Eastern philosophers like Lao Tsu, Confucius, or the
Buddha have recognized this and enjoined us to think less about how we
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might please God but concentrate instead on how to conduct ourselves in
our daily lives to remove friction between people.
Constituted the way we are, as a human rather than humane race, strife and
war will plague us for a long time to come. While we cannot expect to
affect the conduct of others we can take steps to make life better for those
whom we do come in contact with. The fundamental rule should be that we
always treat each other as individuals, rather than as representatives of a
given group. We are not likely to agree upon concepts of God or on political views but we can conduct ourselves according to those aspects of ethical behavior which all religions share. Adherence to the Golden Rule
would be a good start and so would be Kipling’s “Ifs.” Behavior of this
type does not require government intervention. Government by its very
nature always involves power politics and honesty is commonly the loser.
Those of our “leaders,” religious or political, who believe that a durable
messianic kingdom can be created on this earth ignore the fundamentals of
human behavior and are destined to create more suffering. The essential
truth of this world - impermanence of everything that exists - must be
accepted. Those of us, Jew or Gentile, who hanker after an imagined past
upon which to build an imaginary future are doomed to create further suffering. Suffering is unavoidable, as part of the human condition, but we
should make every effort to mitigate existing evils rather than create new
ones by ill conceived dreams of universal happiness. Let us not be swayed
by political pie in the sky promises but pursue instead truth, knowledge and
wisdom with good will and consideration towards all. Under those circumstances even the Jewish people may at long last find genuine peace.
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