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Overview

Intelligence works within the framework of limited but clearly stated goals, and may
be quick to shear away questions of thought that do not seem to help in reaching
them...intellect, on the other hand, is the critical, creative, and contemplative
side of mind. Whereas intelligence seeks to grasp, manipulate, re-order, adjust,
intellect examines, ponders, wonders, theorizes, criticizes, imagines. Intelligence
will seize the immediate meaning in a situation and evaluate it. Intellect evaluates
evaluations, and looks for the meanings of situations as a whole. Intelligence
can be praised as a quality in animals; intellect, being a unique manifestation
of human dignity, is both praised and assailed as a quality in men. When the
difference is so defined, it becomes easier to understand why we sometimes say
that a mind of admittedly penetrating intelligence is relatively unintellectual; and
why, by the same token, we see among minds that are unmistakably intellectual
a considerable range of intelligence.

— Richard Hofstadter'

HE INNOVATORS OF WESTERN CULTURE WHO CREATE THE CONCEPTS
and ideologies which shape our society do not learn and develop
their ideas in a vacuum. Our corporate executives, business
leaders, professors, teachers, writers, artists, congressmen, judges,
and lawyers—all of these individuals cultivate their ideas and ethics
not only in the home and church but through an institutional education
system designed to teach and support specific values and customs.
These leaders, who influence much of the world economically,
politically, and culturally are themselves influenced by the ideas of
earlier men such as John Locke, Adam Smith, Thomas Jefferson, and
Karl Marx. These are but a few of the men who have played a key and
decisive role in the development of ideologies such as democracy,
capitalism, and communism, and there are few people on the planet
whose lives have not been affected by the concepts and doctrines
developed by these men. These men of ideas, of keen analytical
ability, once called “men of letters,” we today call intellectuals.
Intellectuals in Western Culture deal with a diverse range of
subjects, from politics, economics, religion, and history to the arts and

! Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life. (New York: Vintage
Books, 1963), 25.
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entertainment. Intellectuals have an important function in our society
as the supporters, expounders, and critics of education, government,
business, and culture. Although in America the intellectual is most
often associated with higher academics, historian Richard Hofstadter
presented a broader concept based on the traditional meaning of
“intellectual,” asking: what separates the intellectual from the merely
intelligent individual? We have all known intelligent people who, when
faced with an abstract problem, idea, moral dilemma, or a political or
ideological choice, never seemed to “get it.” Despite their obvious
intelligence, no matter how well you explained a position, what facts
you presented, or how you defined your argument—they are unable to
put the pieces of the puzzle together.

In his Pulitzer Prize winning book Anti-Intellectualism in American
Life, Hofstadter explained the difference between being “intelligent”
and being “intellectual.” According to Hofstadter’s definition, intelligent
people know the rules and how to play the game. They may demonstrate
great aptitude for learning, soaking up facts like a sponge, and they can
be clever in their dealings with men. There is, however, something
inflexible in their way of thinking, and they are unable to “think
outside the box™ as the cliché goes. The intellectual, however, not only
questions the rules, but questions who made the rules, and questions
why we should play the game in the first place. The intellectual is able
to take the facts and reassemble them into new ideas and concepts, not
to simply “play by the rules,” for if the rules are faulty and the game is
fixed, the intellectual understands that new rules are called for.

For many people, the term “intellectual” conjures up images of
someone who is erudite and well-spoken, a person of broad culture, one
who can think and speak about controversial topics with wit and aplomb,
a person who does not resort to knee-jerk emotionalism: a person of
reason.” For many others, however, the word “intellectual” evokes
negative images: the “egghead,” the “brain,” the “grind,” the “nerd,”
or the “geek,” the person who often disdains the mores and values of
polite society (and in fact may be trying to change the rules themselves),
a snobby and cliquish left-wing bleeding heart liberal academic who is a
vague but constant threat to a comfortably conservative and repetitious

2 One common non-Hofstadterian definition of intellectual is that of an “expert,”
someone with highbrow credentials, such as a Ph.D. Those who often use the
misnomer “pseudo-intellectual” abide by this definition.
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way of life, particularly in matters of faith. In his review of Hofstadter’s
Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, Rush Welter observed that
Hofstadter explained how “anti-intellectualism has permeated our
religion and our politics, our economy and our education.””

In our educational system, the well-to-do in early nineteenth cen-
tury America could send their children to academies to be taught “Lat-
in, Greek, and mathematics, commonly supplemented by science and

994

history,”* and the idea of intellectualism was grounded in a classical
rather than a theological education. By the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, as public schooling became mandatory, the curriculum changed,
as did the focus, and being able to reason and think logically was
viewed increasingly as not simply unimportant, but detrimental to our
expanding industrial economy. Business wanted schools that would
turn out dependable and subservient workers for their factories, and
thus the preference for professionals with academic credentials rather

than philosophers.’
=0

THE MOST VISIBLE and continuing battleground for intellectuals has
been the field of religion, especially the dominant religion in Western
society—Christianity. The antagonism between intellectuals and
Christianity goes back to the beginnings of Christian theology; the
anti-intellectual foundation and framework of which is best summed
up by the Latin saying Credo quia absurdum.® a phrase commonly
attributed to Tertullian.” Christianity began as a movement among the

> Rush Welter, “Anti-intellectualism in American Life by Richard Hofstadter.” The
Journal of American History. Vol. 51, No. 3, (Dec., 1964), 482.

4 Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, 324.

5 “A great deal of what might be called the journeyman’s work of our culture—the
work of lawyers, editors, engineers, doctors, indeed of some writers and of most
professors—though vitally dependent upon ideas, is not distinctively intellectual...the
heart of the matter—to borrow a distinction made by Max Weber about politics—is that
the professional man lives off ideas, not for them.” Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in
American Life, 26-27.

¢ “I believe because it is absurd.”

" Tertullian was a Church father who lived during the late second and early third
century of the Common Era. The idea that all Christian theology is simplistic is, of
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simple and unlearned, developing a theology which often castigated
knowledge, teaching that “heart knowledge” (emotionalism) was more
important than “head knowledge” (intellectualism). This sentiment is
based on teachings in the New Testament, such as Paul’s First Epistle
to the Corinthians: Which things also we speak, not in the words
which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth;
comparing spiritual things with spiritual (1 Cor. 2:13). This is from
the King James Version, and the archaic phrasing does not convey
the meaning as well as a more modern translation such as the New
International Version: This is what we speak, not in words taught us by
human wisdom but in words taught by the Spirit, expressing spiritual
truths in spiritual words. Even when the Church absorbed neo-
Platonic® and neo-Aristotelian® elements into their theology in order
to make it more appealing to men of learning, they were still bound
by the teachings of the New Testament’s attitude of conceptualizing
ideas, not with enticing words of man’s wisdom, but in demonstration
of the Spirit and of power.!” This teaching—“man’s wisdom” versus
“spiritual wisdom,” or “heart knowledge” versus “head knowledge”—
has been the firewall the Church has used against intellectualism, and
as a result, Christianity has been perceived as the faith of the simple
and slow of mind. Today, the majority of intellectuals in our culture do
not take the Bible seriously, and most intellectuals relegate Scripture
to the recycle-bin of mythological literature.

Even today, many of the leading intellectuals of popular Western
culture—writers and lecturers such as Richard Dawkins, Christopher
Hitchens, Daniel Dennett, Susan Jacoby, and Noam Chomsky—all
believe in the equality of religion in the sense that they believe all
religions are absurd, and these intellectuals named above are all

course, a broad generalization. There have been at various times both movements and
individuals within Christianity who have championed intellectualism (within specific
theological parameters) such as the early American Puritans. “Puritan society...had
laid the foundation for a remarkable tradition of intellectual discipline.” [Hofstadter,
Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, 403]. These movements were, however, more
the exception than the rule.

8 Cf. the writings of Augustine of Hippo.
? Cf. the writings of Thomas Aquinas.

19 New Testament, 1 Cor. 2:4.
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virulently atheistic.!! For these popular writers and speakers, to
be an academic intellectual today one must forgo religion. These
intellectuals portray religion as the antithesis of intellectualism, the
enemy of enlightenment, the scourge of science, and the rival of
reason. Religion is viewed academically as not only un-intellectual,
but un-intelligent as well. This attitude is due in no small part to the
role Christian theology has played in the formation of our cultural
ideas and values.'?

From the intellectual’s viewpoint, the absurdities of Christian
theology, while they might have worked in medieval times with
an uneducated rabble, fail miserably in today’s age of science and
rationality. The Church’s persecution of Galileo Galilei and the
Scopes Monkey Trial are two familiar examples of the shortcomings
of Christian theology. The Christian insistence that the Earth is only
six thousand years old, that God created the fossils of prehistoric
animals to test our faith, or that Jesus rode around on dinosaurs
makes Christianity look as modern and as reasonable as the ancient
Greek deities of Homer’s Odyssey. This view of religion is one of
the predominant themes in recent New York Times best sellers on
religion, such as British evolutionary zoologist Richard Dawkins’s
The God Delusion, a book which brings a scientific approach to
Dawkins’s criticism of religion. Many of Dawkins’s arguments
often revolve around a scientific gene theory where he splices the
science of genetics with his critique of creation. Another best-seller
is British-born-and-bred American journalist Christopher Hitchens’s
god [sic] is not Great, where Hitchens’s lush prose showcases his
journalistic background, and his many anecdotes, quips, and proofs
reveal a hostility to religion that has seemingly been bottled up and
aged to a bitter potency. American writer Sam Harris’s book The End
of Faith expounds the dangers of religion to modern society, and, as
the title suggests, the irrationality of faith.

' Although most intellectual writers are hostile to organized religion, Sam Harris is a
tad more tolerant of personal beliefs, offering a mushy support for a benign atheistic
form of Buddhism. “Mysticism is a rational enterprise. Religion is not.” Sam Harris,
The End of Faith: Religion, Terror, and the Future of Reason. (New York: W. W.
Norton & Company, 2004), 221.

12 Hofstadter touched on the role of this religion, where “anti-intellectualism must be
sought out in the framework of our religious history...the patterns of modern thought,
both religious and secular, are prefigured in our earlier religious history.” Hofstadter,
Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, 47.
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These popular books have a similar theme in that they decry the
evil perpetrated by organized religion, and all three books laud the
positivism of science and the reason of philosophy (although both
theology and philosophy had their origins in Ancient Greece). To be
an intellectual in today’s modern world, according to their argument,
one should eschew religion and embrace atheism. The grand theme
for these intellectual works is that religion “poisons” everything, as
Hitchens repeatedly pointed out, whereas science and philosophy are
the light of truth. Dawkins gleefully reveals that “more highly educated
people are less likely to be religious,” although he could have as
easily said that most people who embrace Christianity are less likely to
be educated, given Christianity’s disdain for secular “book learnin’.”

As far as organized religion’s destructive effect on society, their
arguments are difficult to refute. For the past seventeen centuries—
through the Crusades, the Inquisition, the pogroms, the Holocaust, the
intifada, and the countless wars which were fought in the name of Jesus
or Muhammad—one would be hard pressed to find a more corrosive
ideology than organized religion, particularly Christianity with its
message of “love,” and Islam, the religion of “peace.” Certainly today,
with the war in the Middle East, terrorism in Serbia, the unrest in
Northern Ireland, the tension between Pakistan and India, the riots in
France, the bombing of the World Trade Center, it would seem that
the world would be a safer and saner place without organized religion.

One primary focus of these intellectual writers is the anti-
intellectualism of religion. Dawkins explains that, “as a scientist, [ am
hostile to fundamentalist religion because it actively debauches the
scientific enterprise.'* It teaches us not to change our minds, and not to
want to know exciting things that are available to be known.”!* These
modern secular intellectuals believe that “reason,” not “religion,” should
be the basis of morality,'® that we should favor the “reason” that has its

13 Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, (New York: Mariner Books, 2008), 129.

14 “Because nature is derivative and not ultimate, the knowledge of nature cannot be
the paradigm of true knowledge.” Paul Eidelberg, Jerusalem vs. Athens: In Quest of a
General Theory of Existence. (Lanham: University Press of America, Inc., 1983), 12.

5 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 321.

16 “Success draws many kinds of camp-followers, and science, too, does not lack these.
There is today a large movement which attempts to exploit science’s prestige to propagate
concepts outside its field of competence. Specifically, science is cited as validating, or at
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roots in Greek philosophy rather than the “reason” based on theology
and the Greek New Testament. Yet it seems that the only two choices
given to us are Greek philosophy or Greek theology. The idea that there
is another concept of “reason,” one outside our culture’s Greek system,
one which is from a different cultural and ethical vantage point, is a
theory these intellectual secularists are seemingly unable to grasp.!’

T~

IT IS NOT WITHOUT a touch of irony that the term “intellectual” was
itself a creation of anti-Semitism."® The word “intellectual” came
into its popular modern use during the Dreyfus' scandal in France
(which began in 1894 and lasted well into the twentieth century) as
a disparaging slur for Dreyfus’s supporters. The accusations against
the Jewish French military officer Alfred Dreyfus were transparently
flimsy, but there was a sudden pandemic of anti-Semitism which
infected the proceedings and divided the French over this issue;
the intellectuals were outnumbered and Dreyfus was convicted and
incarcerated. Throngs of the anti-Drefusards marched through the
streets of Paris chanting Death to the Jews, and for one young Jewish
reporter who was in Paris covering the Dreyfus affair for a Budapest

least endorsing, codes of morality and modes of conduct...these attempts, often termed
scientism, are based either on a tacitly accepted definition of ‘good’ or on hypotheses
outside the scope of science. Since science is concerned only with what was, what is,
and what can be, it cannot possibly carry a message for a moral code which defines what
should be, what is desirable, and what is justifiable.” Yehudah Levi, Torah and Science:
Their Interplay in the World Scheme. (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers, 2006), 3.

17 “Science cannot supply the content of a moral code or even a rationale for one.
The reason is inherent in the very nature of the scientific enterprise. To be effective
and trustworthy, science must be free from value judgments, whether ethical or
aesthetic.” Robert Gordis, Judaic Ethics For a Lawless World. (New York: The
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1986), 43.

18 “The term intellectual first came into use in France. It was soon exported—at the
time of the Dreyfus case, when so large a part of the intellectual community was
aroused to protest against the anti-Dreyfus conspiracy and became involved in an
ideological holy war on the French reactionaries. At that time the term came to be
used by both sides—by the right as a kind of insult, by the Drefusard intellectuals as a
proud banner.” Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, 38-39.

1 Dreyfus, the only Jewish officer on the French General Staff, was accused of
treason by passing French military secrets to Germany. The trial was marked by gross
violations of judicial procedure as well as a lack of evidence. After two trials and
many years of imprisonment, Dreyfus was completely exonerated of all charges.
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newspaper, it was a clarion call that the Enlightenment had failed.
Anti-Semitism had not been cured, it had only been in remission in
Christian Europe, and the roots of anti-Semitism ran deeper into the
European psyche than anyone had realized. It had become painfully
obvious that the motto of liberté, égalité, fraternité that had seemed so
promising a century earlier did not include the Jews.

Like so many of life’s chance encounters, being at the right place
at the wrong time, or the wrong place at the right time, can have life-
changing consequences, and if the person is an intellectual of drive
and energy, these consequences can ripple out into society. The blatant
display of anti-Semitism in the streets of Paris was a shock to the young
Jewish reporter, for he himself was a “secular” Jewish intellectual who
had embraced the ideas and sentiment of the Enlightenment; like many
others of his generation, he had shunned traditional Jewish education,
acquiring a doctorate in law from the University of Vienna rather
than a semicha at a yeshiva, and he, as did many other assimilated
Jews, had assumed that the Christians of Europe had overcome anti-
Semitism the same way they had overcome serfdom and slavery. For
the troubled young Jewish reporter, the witnessing of the outpouring
of anti-Semitism in the streets of Paris became a major turning point
in his life.

And so the young Jewish journalist Theodor Herzl would leave Paris
pondering where the Jewish people could find a safe haven away from
the anti-Semitism that was once again spreading its poison throughout
Europe. Dreyfus was convicted of treason and sent to Devil’s Island
in French Guiana, and from this sorry episode in Western history
both the term “intellectual” and the modern state of Israel developed;
none too soon, for in less than forty years—a Jewish generation—the
concentration camp at Dachau would be open for business.?

The Dreyfus scandal marked the public re-emergence of anti-Sem-
itism in Western Europe after a short “enlightenment” period when
Christian Europeans, at the advice of their great thinkers and philoso-
phers, gritted their teeth and tried to “be nice” to the Jews, letting
them out of the ghettos and treating them, more or less, as real human

20 “A hundred years almost to the day after the publication of [Hirsch’s] Horeb, Jewish
houses of Prayer and Study stood in flames throughout Germany, set on fire by a mad
oft-shoot of that very civilization which, in the view of the Reform Jewish of Hirsch’s
days, was to be the judge and arbiter of the morality of the Divine laws of the Torah.”
Dayan Dr. I. Grunfeld, introduction to Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch’s Horeb, (New
York, The Soncino Press, 1994), cxxx.
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beings and fellow citizens. It might have worked, too, except that the
“great thinkers and philosophers” of Europe had an ulterior motive—
to destroy Judaism with kindness, separating Jews from the Law of
Moses by enticement, attempting to make the Jews understand how
much better the secular way of life was than to be yoked to the archaic
Laws of the Torah.?! Tt almost worked, too; a great many of the Jews
of the nineteenth century did indeed give up Judaism, particularly in
Western Europe. Try as they might, however, these emancipated and
assimilated Jews never really fit in with “polite” European society;
there was always something too Jewish about them. By the end of the
nineteenth century, Christian Europe was losing patience with its “be
nice to the Jews”?? experiment, and the forced smile that it had held for
nearly a century gradually turned into a snarling rictus.”

Of course, it was not only in France that anti-Semitism reestablished
itself after decades of dormancy; throughout the continent, the old ani-
mosities towards the Jews would rekindle, often taking newer and sub-
tler forms. One of the major works of anti-Jewish propaganda was first
published in the early years of the twentieth century; during the very
years of the bloody pogroms of 1903—1906, there appeared in Russia a
short book entitled The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, a work plagia-
rized from earlier political writings (most notably from a satirical work
about Napoleon III), and it was brought to the United States sometime

2l “The Jews should be denied everything as a nation, but granted everything as
individuals...it is intolerable that the Jews should become a separate political
formation or class in the country...if they do not want this, they must inform us and
we shall then be compelled to expel them...the existence of a nation within a nation
is unacceptable to our country.” From a speech by Count Stanislas de Clermont-
Tonnerre in the French National Assembly, 1789, cited by Paul R. Mendes-Flohr and
Jehuda Reinharz, ed., The Jew in the Modern World. (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1995), 115.

22 “By the end of the nineteenth century, after the liberal experiment had failed to
dissolve the Jews in the pristine solvent of German tolerance, the erstwhile ‘friends
of the Jews’ came to regard these strangers in their midst with the same loathing
that their less idealistic contemporaries had nurtured all along.” Harris, The End of
Faith, 102.

2 “The atmosphere in which the history of the exiles unfolds follows the pattern set by
Antiochus...subjected to the pressures and the ridicule of crude force on the one hand,
and the satanic smile of seductive temptation on the other, in the hope that they will be
destroyed physically and morally at the same time.” Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch,
Collected Writings, Vol. I1. (Jerusalem: Phillip Feldheim, Inc., 1997), 424.
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during the aftermath of the Russian Revolution, where it was translated
to English by the Russian anti-Semites in America.

The basic theme of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion can be
summed up simply as the Jews are plotting to take over the world. Yet
there is a question which no one has ever seemed to ask: exactly who
are the Jews supposedly “taking over the world” from? It is simple logic
that, if the Jews were plotting to take over the world, then there would
have to be some other more paranoid group, a group of people who
were (and are) in control of the world in order for it to be taken over.**

The Protocols of the Elders of Zion did attract the attention of many
Americans, notably Henry Ford, who published it in his newspaper,
The Dearborn Independent where it was re-titled as “The International
Jew: The World'’s Problem.” Ford’s publication of Protocols in the
Dearborn Independent would have a considerable effect on the
racial and ethnic climate in America.”® The greatest impact of Ford’s
publication, however, would be felt in Germany, a nation widely
considered to be the most “civilized” nation on earth in the early
twentieth century, where the Germans would develop a form of anti-
Semitism that would prove to be deadlier than that which any previous
culture had contrived. The Dearborn Independent caught the attention
of many of Mr. Ford’s great admirers in Germany, not the least of
which was Adolf Hitler, who would incorporate many of its themes in
his book Mein Kampf. This is a grim lesson we should take to heart:
anti-Semitism can affect any nation, no matter how sapient their art
and music, no matter how refined their customs or their cuisine, no
matter how haughty their manners, and no matter how educated their
intellectuals.

2* One of the jokes which circulated during this time was of a rabbi coming across
an old Jew reading a popular German anti-Semitic newspaper. “Why are you reading
that?” the astonished rabbi asked. “Well,” the old man replied, “when I read the
regular news, it is all bad: Jews being beaten, synagogues burnt down, Jewish shops
looted and vandalized, Jewish women and girls accosted. But in this paper, it is all
good news! We Jews are in control of banking, business, media, and government—we
are the ones running the world!”

» Ford’s publication of The International Jew helped encourage support for the
passing of the Johnson-Reed act of 1924, legislation which severely restricted Jewish
immigration into the United States. This would lead to dire consequences for Jews in
the years to come.



Sinners in the Hands gf an Angry Intellectual

Scientists, being human beings of intelligence and sensitivity, have their attitudes
and their points of view on all of these issues of values and goals...possessing greater
intellectual capacity than the generality of men, scientists have a correspondingly
greater responsibility to have their views made known and made effective. But
when they do so, they function as citizens, not as scientists. Decision-making in
the realm of public policy is not the province of science. By that token science
cannot serve as the progenitor of ethics.

— Robert Gordis'

HE FLAW IN THE LOGIC OF THE INTELLECTUAL’S ARGUMENT IS THAT THEY

treat the “fundamentalist monotheistic religions” of Judaism,

Christianity, and Islam as three peas in a pod, indistinguishable
from one another, all equally inane due to their nature of believing in a
Divine Creator which, according to most secular intellectuals, does not
exist.> As Hitchens points out, “the foundation story of all three faiths
concerns the purported meeting between Moses and god [sic], at the
summit of Mount Sinai.”* But the Jewish faith stops there; there was
no new revelation after Moses, at least not one that did not point back
to Sinai as the pinnacle and foundation of Judaism. Christianity and
Islam, on the other hand, added to the Jewish teaching, saying that their
own prophets (Jesus and Muhammad) had a new and improved version
of God’s Word based on their additions to the Hebrew Bible, the New
Testament and the Qur’an. This is an important point, that the two larg-
est organized religions in the history of mankind felt the need to use the
Tanach, or the Hebrew Bible, as the basis for their own faiths. It would
seem reasonable, therefore, that the intellectual’s attack would be at
the heart of the problem—the Sinaic Revelation, the Torah of Moses.*

"' Gordis, Judaic Ethics for a Lawless World, 44.

2 “For most of my purposes, all three Abrahamic religions can be treated as
indistinguishable. Unless otherwise stated, I shall have Christianity mostly in mind,
but only because it is the version with which I happen to be most familiar.” Dawkins,
The God Delusion, 58.

* Christopher Hitchens, god is not Great. (New York: Twelve, 2007), 98.
4*“Nothing is more sacred than the facts,” Harris insists; “the litmus test for reasonableness

should be obvious: anyone who wants to know how the world is, whether in physical or
spiritual terms, will be open to new evidence.” Harris, The End of Faith, 225.
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This the secular intellectuals do not do. Although they attack the “Old
Testament,” their main targets are the theological teachings of the two
offshoots of Judaism: Christianity and Islam. The secular attack on Judaism
consists primarily of blaming Judaism for opening up the Pandora’s Box
of faith and being responsible for unleashing Christianity and Islam upon
the world, and the bulk of atheist animosity is directed at the Christian
and Islamic interpretations of the Hebrew Bible rather than Judaism
itself. That Jewish interpretations might be fundamentally different from
Christian or Islamic interpretations does not enter the intellectual’s mind,
and by attacking the New Testament and the Qur’an instead of the Torah
proper, the secular authors mentioned above (Dawkins, Hitchens, and
Harris) completely miss their target. Hitchens does ridicule Maimonides
in passing on a few occasions, but other than a few oblique references to
the Talmud, there is silence among these writers concerning the Jewish
interpretation of their own Scripture, an interpretation that is different
from the ones the intellectuals attack. The inability of these intellectuals
to differentiate between Christian or Islamic theology and rabbinic
interpretation makes their statements about the Torah sound as foolish as
the teachings of the religionists the atheists themselves ridicule.

For example, Richard Dawkins questions the need for religion, ar-
guing that we do not need religion to teach us to be moral. Dawkins
insists that:

We do not—even the religious among us—ground our morality in holy

books...how, then, do we decide what is right and what is wrong?...one

way to express our consensual ethics is as a ‘New Ten Commandments’. ..

here is one set of ‘New Ten Commandments’ from today, which I

happened to find on an atheist website...[the first ‘commandment’
being] do not do to others what you would not want them to do to you.’

This is, in fact, a wonderful teaching: the “Golden Rule” of Chris-
tianity postulated in the negative. Dawkins, however, does not seem
to realize that this is a teaching of rabbinic Judaism, a teaching that
is over two thousand years old. In the Talmud (Shabbos 31a), there is
a well-known story of a non-Jew who approached Rabbi Hillel and
asked him to teach him the Torah while standing on one foot (i.e.,
quickly). Hillel replied: “What is hateful to yourself, do not do to
another. This is the entire Torah, the rest is commentary. Go study
it.” Here is the essence of the Torah boiled down to one pithy saying, a

> Dawkins, The God Delusion, 298.
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simple moral code for the non-Jew. What these secular intellectuals do
not seem to understand is that Judaism has an entire branch of teach-
ing for non-Jews, and their lumping together of Judaism, Christianity,
and Islam obfuscates a concept that the secular intellectuals are unable
to grasp; that, according to rabbinic Judaism, the Torah, which con-
sists of the Five Books of Moses—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Num-
bers, and Deuteronomy—nhas absolutely nothing to do with religion, at
least as far as non-Jews are concerned.® Judaism teaches that there is
a moral and legal code for all non-Jews, a code based on Jewish Law
that is outside what we consider the sphere of religion.

For those brought up in Western culture, this sounds both astonish-
ing and absurd. After all, the Bible is all about religious themes: the
stories of Adam and Eve, Noah and the Ark, of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, the sojourn of Israel in Egypt, the story of Moses and the Ten
Commandments, the teaching about prayer, sacrifices, the Sabbath,
and God. These are the very things that, to the non-Jew, are all about
“religion,” at least as they define it. Yet this is what makes Judaism
so very different from the two mamzer religions of Christianity and
Islam that used the Hebrew Bible as the foundation for their organized
faiths; Judaism is opposed to organized religion for non-Jews. Juda-
ism has a universal teaching that the nations of the world are only
to keep a moral and legal code, not to create organized systems of
“religion” and “worship.” This is why, unlike Christianity and Islam,
the Jews do not proselytize every man, woman, and child they en-
counter. There is neither a “circumcise or put in a mikvah every man,
woman, and child in the Name of Hasuem™ theology, nor a “Torah
or the sword” mindset in Judaism. It is not by irrational theological
teaching but by reason and rationality that the non-Jew should ap-
proach the “commentary” mentioned by Rabbi Hillel, the system of
moral and legal laws known to the rabbis as the Seven Laws of Noah,
or the Noahide Law. This law consists of prohibitions against idolatry
and blasphemy (organized religion), murder, theft, illicit sex, the un-
necessary harming of animals, and to make sure that courts of justice
are set up in every society. These seven laws are the only laws of

¢ “The halakhic mind is not the religious mind, certainly not as the latter is portrayed
by secularists and mystics.” Paul Eidelberg, Beyond the Secular Mind: A Judaic
Response to the Problems of Modernity. (New York: Greenwood Press, 1989), xiv.

" HasHem is Hebrew for “The Name,” the Holy Name of God.
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the Torah that non-Jews, or Noahides, are commanded to keep.® The
Noabhide is neither commanded to observe the Sabbath nor to offer
sacrifices, to have organized prayers at specific times, or to be circum-
cised or keep any Jewish “holy days.” According to the rabbis, none
of the commandments which we view as being “religious” have any
bearing on the non-Jew. That Judaism forbids organized religion is a
point missed by those still inside the box of Western culture who look
at anything related to the Bible as “religious.” To the Western mind,
the paradigms of which were formed within the confines of a culture
dominated by organized religion, the Bible is all about “religion” and
“religious things.” The Bible is about God, faith, and prayer, about
holy days, feasts, and fasts; it is about the spiritual, not the secular.

The reason this teaching is unknown is because the Western scholar
has been taught to disparage and ignore the teachings of the rabbis. The
observant Noahide—that is, a non-Jew who follows the teachings of
Judaism—is trained to be able to “think outside the box” of Christian
culture and analyze our society and its institutions, its values and
mores, from a Jewish rather than a Christian viewpoint; in other words,
the Noahide is trained to reassess and question the meaning of what
it means to be an intellectual. To both the Jew and the Bnai Noah,
the Children of Noah, the Torah is not intrinsically anti-intellectual as
the secularist critics would have you believe. The intellectual criticism
levied at the Torah typically focuses on the “religious” elements instead
of the teachings that pertained to the Jewish legal system as it applies to
the non-Jew such as business and government—the Jewish teachings
of what constitute our secular law, teachings that have been ignored by
our non-Jewish culture. The secular view of the Torah—a view based
on Enlightenment philosophy and science—has been overly concerned
with “scientific” methodology. It is beyond the scope of this work to
analyze in detail all of the different methodologies of the different
academic disciplines such as philosophy and sociology; our focus will
be the effect of modern anti-Semitism upon the study and transmission
of the Torah in general and the Noahide Law in particular.

o~

8 “Only a limited part of this code shall one day become the common property of all
of mankind...the teachings of right and social justice, of righteousness and love shall
one day become part of the life of all mankind, without exception.” Rabbi Samson
Raphael Hirsch, The Hirsch Psalms. (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers, 1997), §i, 180.
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FOR ALL OF their talk of “reason” and “logic,” for all their talk about
“empirical evidence,” the Western intellectuals, like their Christian
antagonists, have formed strong opinions concerning a subject—
the Torah—they know little about. Grappling with the problems
of terminology and the value-judgments of secular viewpoints and
teachings about the Torah requires understanding of the terminology
and language of the Torah itself.’” To understand Noahide Law from
an intellectual and rational perspective, one has to be familiar with the
concepts in the Torah, and this requires a basic understanding of Hebrew.
The translation of any foreign language to another has its own share of
difficulties. For example, to translate the English sentence “he expected
her for dinner” into French would require a degree of paraphrasing,
since there is no word in French that exactly corresponds to the English
word “expect.” Likewise, in traditional Hebrew, there is no word or
even a concept that is analogous to the English word “religion” in the
meaning of an organized belief system separate from law and ethics.
From the Torah viewpoint, there is no “religious” difference between
the laws of a man selling a car and a Jew reciting the Shemonei Esrai
or observing Shabbat. As Rabbi Adin Steinsaltz explains: “The Torah
makes no essential distinction between ‘matters between a man and his
Creator’...and those ‘between man and his fellowman’... because the
structure of relationships between human beings is intimately connected
to the relationship between man and his Creator.”'® This is why it is
misleading to talk about “Jewish religion,” for the Torah encompasses
the entirety of Jewish culture in both what we call the “secular” and
“religious” spheres, and differentiating between the two projects a false
dichotomy onto the Torah and puts limits on our understanding.!!

° The term “Judaism” came into vogue during the Enlightenment, when the secular
academics wished to classify the Torah as a “religion.”

10 Rabbi Adin Steinsaltz, Bava Metzia, Vol. 1. (New York: Random House, 1989), 1-2.

11 “Perhaps the most radical cure in a time of confusion and the loss of all values
would be the—provisional—closing of all synagogues! Let such an idea not frighten
the reader. The closing of all synagogues would not affect or alter the precepts of the
Divine Law one iota...the closing of all synagogues through Jewish hands would
constitute the loudest protest against the denial of the Divine Law in life and home; it
would give the most drastic emphasis to the truth that Divine Judaism embraces and
dominates the totality of Jewish life and does not find its fulfillment in the halls of
prayer and worship.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 1, 390-91.
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To give an example, let us look at the religious term of “faith.” In
Christianity, faith is described as the substance of things hoped for, the
evidence of things not seen (Hebrews 11:1). This is the definition that
many of the intellectuals think of when they attack religion, such as in
Sam Harris’s best-selling tome The End of Faith. This definition, how-
ever, is not valid when applied to the Torah. To describe faith as “the
substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen” means
to strongly believe in something you know little (if anything) about, to
base your beliefs on something lacking in empirical evidence, which
is the approach used in Christian theology. In Judaism, although the
Hebrew word emunah is often translated as “faith,” the best definition
would be “trust.” Emunah does not describe believing in the evidence
of things not seen; emunah “signifies a state of mind one has not at
the beginning, but at the end, of a process of observation and expe-
rience informed by rational contemplation, a process that results in
clear-eyed and unwavering conviction and confidence.”'? At Sinai, the
entire Nation of Israel was witness to the giving of the Decalogue,
for they all saw the cloud and flame, and heard the Voice proclaim “I,
HusHewm, shall be your God.” Unlike other “religions,” Judaism was
not created by a single charismatic individual. Moses had none of the
“charisma’ that Max Weber spoke of; his speech defect and feelings of
inadequacy for the role made him a very uncharismatic leader, in fact,
the most uncharismatic leader in history.!?

The Torah was written so that ancient Bronze Age shepherds would
understand its basic principles, even though they did not have the
knowledge of those living in today’s modern society. The Torah is writ-
ten simply so that people who were not blessed with high intelligence
can understand it. Modern academics should grasp the science-fiction
concept of looking at God being within a different dimension, a dimen-
sion beyond time and space. The “science fiction” approach is used by
Richard Dawkins himself in his book The God Delusion; in the chapter
Why There Almost Certainly Is No God, Dawkins waxes sublime about
the creation of the universe, building up from the “big bang” to the

12 Eidelberg, Beyond the Secular Mind, 54.

13Tt should be noted that Moses was at the foot of the mountain with the rest of Israel
when God gave the Law (Exodus 19:25).
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evolution of man.'* Doubtless to say, trying to explain to the pastoral
Hebrews of millennia past that “[Lee] Smolin’s idea...hinges on the
theory that daughter universes are born of parent universes, not in a
fully fledged big crunch but more locally in black holes™" does not
quite work as well as the plain and simple “In the beginning of God's
creating the heavens and the earth,” which clearly and concisely
teaches the main point: God is the Creator of the universe.

As far as the matter of “faith” is concerned, the intellectual claim
that “atheists do not have faith”'® is a misrepresentation of atheistic
ideas. The atheist intellectual does have faith—faith in the human
mind and in their own intellectual ability, the old Greek teaching that
“man is the measure of all things,” the faith in what they call “science”
and “reason” to explain the mysteries of creation. Dawkins insists that
“the whole point of religious faith, its strength and chief glory, is that
it does not depend on rational justification.”'” Sam Harris said in his
book The End of Faith that “our enemy is [surprise!] nothing but faith
itself.”'® Yet, contrary to the postulations of both Christians as well
as atheists, religious faith is not the focus of the Torah. As Rabbi S.
R. Hirsch explained, “‘La Loi’und nich ‘la fois’ist das Stichwort des
Judentums’—the operative word in Judaism is not ‘faith’ but ‘law’
(Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. I1).”! The Torah is neither a history book
nor a science book, nor is it primarily a book on religion. The Torah is,
first and foremost, a book of law, and Judaism has always taught that,
for the non-Jew, the Bible is not a book about “religion” but rather a
book about a legal and moral code.

The Achilles’ heel of the intellectual argument against the
Torah is that the criticisms levied against the “Old” Testament are
overwhelmingly criticisms of Christian theology, not rabbinic Judaism.

4 “The Origin of Species became an oracle, consulted with the reverence usually
reserved for Scripture.” Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought.
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1992), 16.

5 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 175.
16 Ibid., 74.

17 Tbid., 45.

18 Harris, The End of Faith, 131.

1Y Grunfeld, introduction to Horeb, XXxvii.
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The focus of the intellectual argument against “faith”* is misplaced
when it comes to Judaism, for “faith” is a concept of non-Jewish
organized religion. The conflict between science and Christianity is
not a conflict between science and the Torah; it is a conflict between
science and Christian theology. Non-Jews who are unfamiliar with
Judaism assume that Jews have similar views?' as the Christians, such
as the world having been created just six thousand years ago. Yet, over
two hundred years before Galileo Galilei was even born, Rabbi Isaac
of Akko, a contemporary of the great sage Nachmonides, calculated
the age of the universe to be 15,340,500,000 years old,** an estimate
that is much closer to the modern scientific age of the universe than the
age accepted by the Christian creationists. Rabbi Chisdai Crescas, a
generation after Rabbi Isaac of Akko, expounded that there were many
possible universes,” and that “there is nothing in Jewish theology to
preclude the existence of life on other worlds.”** This was centuries
before Richard Dawkins postulated that “the suggestion...that Martin
Rees himself supports, that there are many universes, co-existing
like bubbles of foam, in a ‘multiverse’ (or ‘megaverse,” as Leonard
Susskind prefers to call it.)”* The Talmud, written over a thousand
years before the Enlightenment began, spoke of the Earth being a
sphere.?

20 “There will remain four irreducible objections to religious faith: that it wholly
misrepresents the origins of man and the cosmos, that because of this original error it
manages to combine the maximum of servility with the maximum of solipsism, that it
is both the result and the cause of dangerous sexual repression, and that it is ultimately
grounded on wish-thinking.” Hitchens, god is not Great, 4.

21 “Tt has been widely assumed that, in posing a challenge to Christianity, science
likewise represented a challenge to Judaism. The gratuitous borrowing of this premise
has borne painful consequences.” Nachum L. Rabinovitch, “Torah and Science:
Conflict or Compliment?” Challenge. Aryeh Crmell and Cyril Domb, eds. (Jerusalem:
Feldheim Publishers, 1976), 45.

22 Aryeh Kaplan, Immortality, Resurrection and the Age of the Universe. (New York:
KTAV Publishing House, Inc., 1993), 9.

2 Rabinovitch, Challenge, 49.

** Aryeh Kaplan, The Aryeh Kaplan Reader. (Brooklyn: Mesorah Publications, Ltd.
1985), 171.

% Dawkins, The God Delusion, 173.

2 Avodah Zarah I1I, Yerushalmi 42c¢.
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Even with the creation of man, the Jewish view is vastly different
than the Christian interpretation. The Sages of the Talmud taught that
there were 974 generations of pre-Adamite man,” that modern man
has been around for 44,731 years.”® This is approximately the same
time as the appearance of Cro-Magnon man, when “human history...
took off around 50,000 years ago, at the time of what I have termed
our Great Leap Forward.”” Modern Cro-Magnon is quite different
from his predecessors on the family tree—no brow ridges, smaller
face, reduced internal nasal cavities, as well as differences in the limb
skeleton: a new creation. The intellectuals of our Western Culture ig-
nored these rabbinic insights, as they have ignored the teachings of
the rabbis to this day. How did these rabbis know these things without
“science”? Sam Harris can say that “there is no telling what our world
would now be like had some great kingdom of Reason emerged at the
time of the Crusades and pacified the credulous multitudes of Europe
and the Middle East,”* but it is also true that had the teachings of the
rabbis and sages of the Talmud been disseminated as had the teach-
ings of the Greek philosophers or later Greek-influenced Renaissance
scholars, their names would have been remembered with peers such
as Galileo, Newton, and Darwin. Yet these rabbinic scholars remain
unknown and unheralded’! by the mainstream academics, and more
often than not, ridiculed, even when the secular “intellectual” express
views such as:

An intriguing version of the multiverse theory arises out of
considerations of the ultimate fate of our universe.’> Depending

" Shabbat 88, Hagigah 13b.

2974 x 40 (the length of a Jewish generation) equals 38,960, plus 5771 (since Adam)
gives us a sum of 44,731 years.

¥ Jared Diamond, Guns, Germs, and Steel. (New York: W. W. Norton & Company,
1999), 39.

3" Harris, The End of Faith, 109.

31 “As in all cases, the findings of science are far more awe-inspiring that the rantings
of the godly. The history of the cosmos begins, if we use the word ‘time’ to mean
anything at all, about twelve billion years ago.” Hitchens, god is not Great, 57.

32 “There is an insurmountable contradiction between eternally self-sustaining laws of
nature and the second law of thermodynamics, that of energy decay or entropy. This
law states that every system left to itself always tends to move from order to disorder,
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upon the values of numbers such as Martin Ree’s six constants, our
universe may be destined to expand indefinitely, or it may stabilize
at an equilibrium, or the expansion may reverse itself and go into
contraction, culminating in the so-called ‘big crunch.” Some big
crunch models have the universe then bouncing back into expansion,
and so on indefinitely with, say, a 20-billion-year cycle time...if bang-
expansion-contraction-crunch cycles have been going on for ever like
a cosmic accordion, we have a serial rather than a parallel, version of
the multiverse. Of all the universes in the series, only a minority have
their ‘dials’ tuned to biogenic conditions. And, of course, the present
has to be one of that minority, because we are in it. As it turns out, this
serial version of the multiverse must now be judged less likely than it
once was, because recent evidence is starting to steer us away from the
big crunch model. It now looks as though our own universe is destined
to expand for ever.*

Dawkins dwells on the multiverse theory, yet he seems blithefully
unaware that this same idea was put forth centuries before by Rabbi
Chisdai Crescas. Why is the Torah viewed as non-academic, or that
the followers of the Torah—both Jews and Noahides—presented as
basing their religion on faith in myths and fairy tales? Fairy tales can
take on many different forms, and the definition of faith often depends
on your point of view. The secular atheists want you to believe that
the universe—all the hundreds of billions of galaxies made up of hun-
dreds of trillions of stars—came into being in a certain spot in space
and time for no reason whatsoever;* it is by faith that you must believe

its energy tending to be transformed into lower levels of availability, finally reaching
the state of complete randomness and unavailability for further work. When all the
energy of the universe has been degraded to random motion of molecules of uniform
low temperature, the universe will have died a ‘heat death.” The fact that the universe
is not yet dead is clear evidence that it is not infinitely old. And so, whereas the second
law, that of energy decay, requires the universe to have a beginning, the first law, that
of total energy conservation, precludes its having begun itself.” Eidelberg, Beyond the
Secular Mind, 71.

3 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 174.

3 The secular concept of the “Big Bang” is itself a violation of the law of causality. As
Rabbi Soloveitchik wrote, “causality and creation are two irreconcilable antagonists.”
[Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
Society, 1991), 116.] The atheist and agnostic scientists have invented myriads of
theories to explain this little problem of the causation of the universe, such as the
“vacillating universe” theory, that the gravitational pull of the galaxies will eventually
slow down their expansion and cause them to finally coalesce into a single mass,
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in the “Big Bang” theory. Likewise, the religious Christian theologian
wants you to believe—again by “faith”—that the world was created
only six thousand years ago along with all creatures now existing.
Modern science can explain what happened after the “big bang,”* but
they cannot explain why or how it occurred.** Modern geneticists may
be able to take DNA back to the first bacterium, but they cannot ex-
plain why or how?*” such a complex structure such as a DNA molecule
(much less a bacterium) was formed in the first place.*® “All you need
is the right starting conditions and evolution® just has to happen”*
Susan Blackmore says in her book The Meme Machine. What exactly
are the “right starting conditions?” It seems that it would take a great
deal of faith, as much faith as any Christian has, to believe that life

thereby causing a tremendous explosion, another “Big Bang” if you will. The problem
with this theory is that the universe is expanding at an ever-increasing rate, and
according to recent scientific study, there is not nearly enough matter in the universe
for the gravitational pull needed for this to happen, which means that the creation of
the universe was a one-time event. Of course, the atheists answer that there is indeed
enough matter in the universe; it simply is invisible and undetected, and you simply
have to believe the existence of this “invisible matter” by “faith.” These and many
more scientific theories unsupported by empirical evidence—such as theories about
what came before the “Big Bang”—are based on the pulling theories out of your
tuchas principle.

3% “Maybe the ‘inflation’ that physicists postulate as occupying some fraction of
the first yoctosecond of the universe’s existence will turn out.” Dawkins, The God
Delusion, 185.

3% “Nobody understands what goes on in singularities such as the big bang, so it is
conceivable that the laws and constants are reset to new values.” Ibid., 174.

37 “Tt is a tedious cliché (and, unlike many clichés, it isn’t even true) that science
concerns itself with how questions, but only theology is equipped to answer why
questions.” Ibid., 80. (It should be noted that the wy question is only tedious to those,
such as Dawkins, who are unable to answer it.)

38 “There are many disputes between evolutionists as to how the complex process
occurred, and indeed as to how it began.” Hitchens, god is not Great, 86.

% The Sages explain how the Torah hints at the creation of dinosaurs and evolution:
“As Ramban wrote...the Torah’s expression and it was so indicates that something
was permanently established in its current state. Since the ‘great sea-giants’ did
not remain in the state in which they were created, Scripture did not say it was so
to describe the creations of the fifth day.” Rabbi Yaakov Blinder, Commentary to
Ramban's Bereishis. Rabbi Yaakov Blinder and Rabbi Yoseph Kamenetsky, trans.
(Brooklyn: Mesorah Publications, Ltd., 2005), 67, n. 224.

40 Susan Blackmore, The Meme Machine. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 11.
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spontaneously formed from some sort of magical “primeval soup.”!
The atheist intellectuals give us only one of two choices* to accept: to
believe in the Christian theological view that the universe was created
six thousand years ago, or that life was created from a twelve ounce
can of Darwin’s Primeval Soup—now with 30 percent more RNA
replicators! To think outside the box, the intellectual must entertain
the idea that there are other explanations and possibilities outside the
theological or secular realm.

41 “This is the whole point of Darwin’s inspiration—and what makes his theory so
beautiful—there is no master plan, no end point, and no designer...we now live
in a complex world full of creatures of all kinds and a few billion years ago there
was only a primeval soup.” Blackmore, The Meme Machine, 13. Dawkins also used
the “primeval soup” allegory to describe memes; “In general memes resemble the
early replicating molecules, floating chaotically free in the primeval soup.” Richard
Dawkins, The Selfish Gene. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 196.

42 “Whether or not man is able to find an adequate or correct explanation for the
natural laws governing any phenomenon of nature does not alter his moral calling...
this will never change, not even if the latest scientific notion that the genesis of all the
multitude of organic forms on earth can be traced back to one single, most primitive,
primeval form of life...Judaism in that case would call upon its adherents to give even
greater reverence than ever before to the one, sole God Who, in His boundless creative
wisdom and eternal omnipotence, needed to bring into existence no more than one
single, amorphous nucleus and one single law of ‘adaptation and heredity’ in order to
bring forth, from what seemed chaos but was in fact a very definite order, the infinite
variety of species we know today, each with its unique characteristics that sets it apart
from all other creatures. This would be nothing else but the actualization of the law
of le-mino, the ‘law of species’ with which God began His work of creation. This
law of le-mino, upon which Judaism places such great emphasis in order to impress
upon its adherents that all of organic life is subject to Divine laws, can accommodate
even this ‘theory of the origin of species.” After all, the principle of heredity set forth
in this theory is only a paraphrase of the ancient Jewish law of /e-mino, according
to which, normally, each member of a species transmits its distinguishing traits to
its descendants...Judaism should certainly be permitted to cite the existence of such
a theory as proof that so many of the theories confidently advanced by science to
disprove the Jewish concept of God and man are subject to change at any time...the
Rabbis have never made the acceptance or rejection of this and similar possibilities
an article of faith binding on all Jews. They were willing to live with any theory that
did not reject the basic truth that ‘every beginning is from God.’ In fact, they were
generally averse to speculation about what was in the past and what will be in the
future, because, in their view, such questions transgressed the limits of that which is
knowable to man, or, at best, they did not enhance man’s understanding of his moral
function.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. VII, 263—65.
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It is time we recognized that the only thing that permits human beings to
collaborate with one another in a truly open-ended way is their willingness to
have their beliefs modified by new facts.

.1
— Sam Harris

CCORDING TO ONE POPULAR THEORY, OUR BEHAVIORS ARE WHAT
secularists have termed memes, self-replicating elements of
cultural and social activities.? The word “meme” was coined

by our good friend Richard Dawkins, who in his 1976 book The Selfish

Gene proposed that the meme is “defined as an entity that is capable

of being transmitted from one brain to another,”™ a learned behavior

that is taught and passed from one person to another as well as from
one generation to succeeding generations.* Our thought processes,
according to the secular intellectuals, are controlled by memes. The
supporters of the meme theory even question whether we have free
will; according to the theory, our very actions are the results of memes
passed down from person to person in a particular culture, and these
memes kick in whenever we are faced with a decision on how to act in

a particular situation. Complex behaviors are what are termed “meme-

plexes,” or “groups of memes that are replicated together.”® Accord-

ing to Dan Dennett, one of the more prominent and outspoken atheist
intellectuals, the discipline of Memetics is supposedly “morally neu-
tral,” as Max Weber was “value-neutral” on the subject of Judaism.

"' Harris, The End of Faith, 48.

2 “T have heard people dismiss the whole idea of memetics on the grounds that ‘you
can’t even say what the unit of a meme is.” Well that is true, I cannot.” Blackmore,
The Meme Machine, 53.

* Dawkins, The Selfish Gene, 196.

4 “Everything that is passed from person to person in this way is a meme. This in-
cludes all the words in your vocabulary, the stories you know, the skills and habits you
have picked up from others and the games you like to play. It includes the songs you
sing and the rules you obey.” Blackmore, Meme Machine, 7.

5 Blackmore, Meme Machine, 19.
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The idea that Memetics is “morally neutral” is itself morally sub-
jective, a denial that a memeplex could come from outside the human
experience. Judaism teaches otherwise; there is a memeplex which
comes from outside the human experience, and this “memeplex” is
what we call the Torah, six hundred and thirteen memes that are not
of human origin, designed to replicate in their human hosts. Take a
fairly common meme-mitzvot, such as “Thou shall not kill.” This com-
mandment applies not only to adults but to infants, even deformed and
unwanted infants. In Greek and Roman® society (in most ancient cul-
tures, in fact), infanticide was considered a way to get rid of unwanted
children. Even Plato and Aristotle championed the idea of infanticide,
not only for purposes of population control, but to keep society free of
disfigured humans. The Torah teaches that every human life was pre-
cious, even an infant born blind, or with a clubbed foot, or, as in many
cultures even today, unwanted females. No other ancient culture or
society had this “meme.” It was neither the product of the human mind
nor a “morally neutral” memeplex. It was a meme that was introduced
into humanity by Hasuewm, the Divine Meme-Maker.

Of course, many memes are harmful, such as anti-Semitism, which
Dan Dennett’ identified as a meme.® The anti-Semitic meme has in-
fected academic and intellectual thought, corrupting the “scientific
objectivity” of academic disciplines. The meme of anti-Semitism has
followed a distinct pattern, such as the avoidance of Jewish primary

% One of the commandments of ancient Roman law was that “deformed infants shall
be killed.” The Tvelve Tables, De Legibus, 3:8.

" “The claims about memes are meant (at least by Dennett) to be taken realistically.
Memes that are truth bearers have contents that need to be construed Platonistically,
or as Fregean senses. At some time, so the story goes, in a somewhat mysterious
way, they acquired vehicles, occupied brains, and created human minds. But if all
that is available to us is an intentional stance, then this is a myth, albeit a noble one;
for there is nothing to content over and above the attributions made by our theory
of interpretation. This indeed seems to be Dennett’s own view: ‘There are no real,
natural, universal units of...semantic information.’ Thus, there is a serious question
whether there is available to Dennett a theory of meaning that would afford to
memes the kind of robust status that memetics demands of them.” David Holdcroft
and Harry Lewis. “Memes, Minds and Evolution.” Philosophy. Vol. 75, No. 292
(Apr., 2000), 182.

8 “Still other [memes] are unquestionably pernicious, but extremely hard to eradicate:
anti-semitism.” Daniel C. Dennett, “Memes and the Exploitation of Imagination.” The
Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism. Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring, 1990), 129.
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texts, the use of theological arguments and influences, even by those
supposedly non-religious, and irrational and illogical arguments based
on emotion.’

To give an example, let us look at the debate over the creation of the
universe. The secular viewpoint is that matter has always existed or
was created in the event secularists call the “Big Bang.” The concept
of matter not being God’s creation is a concept that has influenced the
way our culture views the world. How is this, the concept of created
or existing matter, the basis of pagan thinking?

First of all, there is the intellectual error of dealing with God using
physical concepts, or thinking of God as part of the physical universe.
The intellectuals maintain that “our belief is not a belief. Our princi-
pals are not a faith. We do not rely solely upon science and reason, be-
cause these are necessary rather than sufficient factors, but we distrust
anything that contradicts science or outrages reason.”'® From the To-
rah perspective, God is a Singularity that is not a part of our physical
universe. The concept that the One God is the Creator of all matter (as
well as time and space itself) is a concept that is taught in the Torah.
There is a part of every human being that interfaces with this dimen-
sion, and the Torah was given to us to attune this ruach, or “spirit,” to
the Other-Dimensional. It is not the Greek spirit-trapped-in-a-physi-
cal-body, but an essential part of our total being. The idea that God is
part of the physical universe leads to errors such as Dawkins telling
us that “Karen Owens has captured this witty little paradox in equally
engaging verse:

Can omniscient God, who
Knows the future, find

The omnipotence to
Change His future mind?”"!

The modem intellectual is also aghast at the idea that the God of such
a massive universe would pay attention to the life crawling around on one
of the small and seemingly insignificant planets within the vast cosmos.

° “While science can, at best, describe the natural processes, it cannot account for the
ultimate forces that are responsible for their working, just as it cannot account for a
first cause.” Rabbi Joseph Elias, trans. and commentary. Nineteen Letters by Rabbi
Samson Raphael Hirsch. (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers, 1996), 50.

19 Hitchens, god is not Great, 5.

' Dawkins, The God Delusion, 101.
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“Why should a divine being, with creation and eternity on his mind,
care a fig for petty human malefactions? We humans give ourselves
such airs, even aggrandizing our poky little ‘sins’ to the level of cos-
mic significance!”!? Yet this very question was put forth long ago by
King David:

When I behold Your heavens, the work of Your fingers,
The moon and the stars, which you have set in place...
What is the frail human that You should remember him?
And what is the son of mortal man that You should be mindful of him?"

This sentiment was much less poetically expounded by Dawkins:
“Other sciences raise our consciousness in different ways. Fred
Hoyle’s own science of astronomy puts us in our place, metaphori-
cally as well as literally, scaling down our vanity to fit the tiny state
on which we play out our lives—our speck of debris from the cosmic
explosion.”'* This was also the point made by Maimonides centuries
ago: “Know that the major source of confusion in the search for the
purpose of the universe as a whole, or even of its parts, is rooted in
man’s error about himself and his supposing that all of existence is
for his sake alone. Every Fool imagines that all of existence is for his
sake...but if man examines the universe and understands it, he knows
how small a part of it he is.” (Morech Nevuchim 111:25). This is exactly
what David sang about three thousand years ago, and he provided the
answer to the question:

Yet you have made him only a little less than the angels,
And crowned him with a soul and a splendor (Tehillim 8:6).

Dawkins harps on the need for “scientific proof” of God. “I
shall suggest that the existence of God is a scientific hypothesis like
any other. Even if hard to test in practice...God’s existence or non-
existence is a scientific fact about the universe, discoverable in prin-
ciple if not in practice.”'® Dawkins’s observation that “A God capable
of calculating...values for the six numbers would have to be at least

12 Ibid., 270.

13 Tehillim, Vol. 1. Rabbi Avrohom Chaim Feuer, trans. and commentary. (Brooklyn:
Mesorah Publications, Inc., 1995), 125, 127.

4 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 143.
15 Ibid., 73.
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as improbable as the finely tuned combination of numbers itself, that
that’s very improbably indeed...I see no alternative but to dismiss [the
problem at hand]”'® is much less improbable as our complex DNA
forming, by itself, out of a “primeval soup,” or that the matter of the
universe—making up the hundreds of trillions of stars within the hun-
dreds of billions of galaxies—suddenly came into existence on its own
for no reason whatsoever.!” Dawkins ignores the great discontinuity of
creation, and instead holds fast to his faith in the “leap of science.”'®

oo

To UNDERSTAND AND explain this concept further, we will look at
the primary source, the beginning of Bereishis (Genesis), one of the
most famous passages in the Bible:

1. In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.

2. And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness was upon the face
of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters.

3. And God said, Let there be light: and there was light.

4. And God saw the light, that it was good: and God divided the light from
the darkness.

5. And God called the light Day, and the darkness he called Night. And the
evening and the morning were the first day.

6. And God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let
it divide the waters from the waters.

This translation is from the venerable King James Version, prob-
ably the most well-known of all Bible translations, even if it is no

16 Tbid., 171-72.

17 “The spirit of the modern world...had led to the development of alternative theories
for explaining the existence of our world, notably the theory of evolution, which
ascribes the emergence of life in all its varied forms to the random operation of chance.
In discussing the relationship of Torah and science, Rabbi S. R. Hirsch suggested that
the believer in Divine creation can, in principle, accept the concept of evolution if
(instead of remaining a vague and speculative hypothesis) it is universally accepted
by the scientific world, with a clear understanding of how it works, and if, above all,
it is not seen as a random process of natural selection but as a Divinely planned and
instituted development.” Elias, Nineteen Letters, 44.

18 “If (which T don’t believe for a moment) our universe was designed, and a fortiori
if the designer reads our thoughts and hands out omniscient advice, forgiveness and
redemption, the designer himself must be the end product of some kind of cumulative
escalator or crane, perhaps a version of Darwinism in another universe.” Dawkins,
The God Delusion, 186.



40 Secular by Design

longer the most popular. It is certainly the translation known best by
those who were raised in a Christian culture whether they are atheist
or religious. Chapter One of the Book of Genesis has also been a ma-
jor battleground between the theologians and the secularists because
of its account of creation; did God create the world in six days as the
Christians claim, or is the universe billions of years old? Both atheist
and Christian interpretations of these passages are based on a literal
interpretation of the text. Yet there is another interpretation of the book
of Genesis, an interpretation which both the atheists and Christians
ignore: the Jewish interpretation.

To begin with, the Torah tells us that the universe began in a spe-
cific time and place. This concurs with the scientific concept of what is
commonly known as the “Big Bang” when a singularity was formed in
space. According to the Torah, all the matter and energy in the known
universe was created at once, and we are talking about a lot of mat-
ter. The star Betelgeuse in the constellation Orion is a red giant, a
star so massive that if it were where our sun is now, the orbit of Mars
would be inside Betelgeuse. And Betelgeuse is not even the largest
star known; stars such as VY Canis Majoris are even larger. When one
realizes that there are hundreds of billions of stars in the Milky Way,
our own modest-sized galaxy, and that there are hundreds of billions
of galaxies, we are talking about a lot of matter.

But what is matter? This is not a facetious question, for it is the
heart of the issue of idolatry: was matter created by God, did it sponta-
neously spring into existence, or was it always there? As Rabbi Sam-
son Raphael Hirsch explained:

That the Creator therefore acts only as the molder of preexisting matter
has been the basis of pagan thinking to this very day—a most shameful
denial of all freedom of will in both God and man, which would
undermine the very foundations of morality. If matter had antedated
Creation, then the Creator of the universe would not have been able
to form a world that was absolutely ‘good,” but only the best world
possible within the limitations of the material given Him to shape. In
that case, all evil, physical and moral, would be due to the inherent
faultiness of the material available to the Creator, and not even God
would be able to save the world from evil, physical or moral. Then
man would be as little master over his body as God could be over the
matter from which the world was made. Freedom would vanish from
the earth, and all the world, including its God as well as the men who
live upon it, would be propelled by a blind, immutable fate.”"®

1 Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch, Trumath Tzvi. (New York: The Judaica Press,
1986), 3.
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So the questions of “what is matter?” and “where did it come
from?” are necessary to understand the Torah’s concept of idolatry.
As most people know, matter is composed of atoms, usually depicted
by little colored balls (protons and neutrons) in the center (the
nucleus) while having smaller particles (electrons) orbiting around
it. These colored “marbles” in the nucleus are not solid, but are
themselves composed of even tinier particles such as quarks and
leptons. According to the “Standard Model” of physics first proposed
in the 1970s, there are four fundamental “forces” that influence these
particles: the strong force, the weak force, the electromagnetic force,
and the gravitational force. The strong force holds the nucleus of
the atom together, the weak force holds the particles together in the
protons and neutrons, the electromagnetic force holds atoms and
molecules together, and the gravitational force, the weakest of the
four fundamental forces, yet the force which causes particles of mass
to be attracted to one another, and which is necessary to hold large
objects such as stars and galaxies together.

The “Big Bang” started when an indescribable amount of these
sub-atomic particles suddenly appeared (and we will have to suspend
our understanding of the laws of causality” and entropy for a moment)
in the first 10 second of the universe. Scientists speculate that all
four fundamental forces were unified into one single force, and as the
proto-matter expanded and cooled, the forces became separate. After
a couple of minutes, the universe had cooled off enough to let the
newly formed neutrons and protons to stick together, and after about
ten thousand years, the universe cooled and expanded some more.

After about three hundred thousand years, the universe had cooled
off enough for the electrons to be captured by the protons to form
hydrogen, the most basic of matter. The electrons, to this point in time,
had rendered the matter opaque due to their interaction with photons,
but now, for the first time, light as we know it could be seen. This is
how most of the scientists and physicists understand the beginnings of
the universe and the creation of matter. How different, how modern this
view is compared to the account from the King James Bible above! But
now we turn to the Hebrew Torah, and the classical commentators of

2 “The forces of cause and effect, which are god-like and therefore worshipped by
men, were conferred by the Creator upon the realm of nature.” Hirsch, The Hirsch
Psalms, §ii, 420.
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Judaism, many of whom explained creation long before the telescope
was invented and long before secular science was able to explain the
origins of the universe.?!

Here are the first six verses of Bereishis (Genesis), with an English
translation unfamiliar to the majority of non-Jews:

IPIRD NRY DINYN NR DPOR RI2 NPYRIA

1DRN NAHY NANIN WPIR NI DINN NAHY TYM N1 IAN ANPD PIRM
IIRDAN NN O DPOR RN

YN 123 NRN P2 DPOR 5T 2107 NRITNR DPIR RIN

FTNR DY P70 299701 1YY RIP TUNN DY NRY | DIPIR RIpN
1009 0N P2 9770 KNN DR PN YPI 0N TIPOR INRN

1. In the beginning of God's creating space and matter—

2. when matter was without substance, and darkness was on the surface
of the deep, and the Spirit of God hovered on the surface of the waters.
3. God said, “Let there be light,” and there was light.

4. God saw that the light was good, and God separated the light from
the dark matter.

5. God called to the light: ‘Day’, and to the darkness He called ‘Night.’
And there was evening and there was morning, one day.

6. God said, “Let there be a firmament in the midst of the seas, and let
it separate between sea and sea.”

To grasp how the beginning of Genesis can be translated this way
from the original Hebrew, we need look no further than the explana-
tions from the classical rabbinic commentators to the Hebrew text.

PIRN NRY DNWN DR DPYR RI2 NOWRIA—In the beginning of God's
creating space and matter. The beginning of the Torah is one of the
most famous verses of the Bible, “In the beginning God created
the heaven and the earth.” This, or something similar such as “the
heavens and the earth,” is the familiar opening to Christian Bibles.
The English translation in Jewish Bibles, on the other hand, phrases

21 “The Torah harbors the General Theory for the Totality of Existence. Of course, we
do not mean the Torah as ordinarily read or studied. We mean the Torah understood
as written in code language, a language in which every letter has mathematical and
ideographic significance. We mean the Torah whose narratives and precepts harbor
hidden wisdom, the decodification of which requires the application of certain
mathematical and logical rules on the one hand, and knowledge of the sciences on the
other.” Eidelberg, Jerusalem vs. Athens, Xii.
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it differently: “In the beginning of God’s creating the heavens and the
earth” or “From the beginning did God create the heaven and the
earth.”” What this means is that God created all matter that exists in
the universe. The word n'wrIa is often translated by non-Jews as an
isolated phrase, “In the beginning, God created...,” but this view is
not held by many of the rabbinical commentators. Had the first word
of Genesis meant /n the beginning, it would not have been in the con-
struct state and would have been written as n)WrIa. It therefore at-
taches itself to the next word, “In the beginning of.” The word R32,
created, is only used in the Torah when describing Divine activity.
According to the Torah, all the matter in the universe, with its potential
to form the stars and planets, was created in this first moment of time.

The Name D'pHR, Elokim, is in the plural. The nineteenth centu-
ry sage Malbim explained that this Name “signifies the many forces
which spread throughout Creation. All these forces emanate from the
One God, and in Him are found the sources of all forces in complete
unity.”* This parallels the view of the physicists who say that all four
fundamental forces existed as one force in the first 10+ second of
Planck time. Also, Ramban explained (in the thirteenth century), “the
word D'pYR Elokim means ‘the Master of all forces,” for the root of the
word is e-il, meaning force, and the word Elokim is a composite con-
sisting of the words e-i/ heim, as if the word e-i/ is in a construct state,
and heim, [literally] ‘they,” alludes to all other forces.”® It should be
mentioned that the sages also said there were four fundamental “forc-
es” or “elements” that make up everything in the physical universe, a
view which agrees with the “Standard Model” of physics.

That time itself was a creation of God is explained by the very
first verse of Bereishis. The question of time and space was asked by
Maimonides, the Rambam, in the twelfth century, “What determined
‘the first day,” since there was no rotating sphere, and no sun?”?® Also,
by following Ibn Ezra’s paraphrase in the beginning of the creation
of the firmament and the dry land, we can translate the first verse of
Bereishis as: In the beginning of God's creating space and matter.

22 Artscroll Chumash.
23 Rabbi S. R. Hirsch, T"rumath Tzvi.
24 Rabbi Meir Zlotowitz, Bereishis. (Brooklyn: Mesorah Publications, Ltd., 2002), 33.

% Ramban, Commentary on the Torah: Genesis. (New York: Shilo Publishing House,
Inc., 1999), 25.

26 Maimonides, Moreh Nevuchim, 11:30.
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D'nN M9HY nanan D’P'?N I DN ey UM IN2Y NN AN PIRM
—when matter was without substance, and darkness was on the sur-
face of the deep, and the Spirit of God hovered on the surface of the
waters.

“When matter was without substance...” According to the latest
scientific theory, when all the matter in the universe was created, par-
ticles had no mass. Then, as the particles cooled down, a mystical
and invisible energy field (dubbed the Higgs field) was created which
gave the particles mass. Rabbi Elie Munk renders the word q¥n as
‘the opaque matter.” This describes the time when matter was still
too hot to form atoms, and matter was “without form,” a mass of pro-
tons and neutrons. Ramban stated that “with this creation, which was
like a very small point having no substance, everything in the heav-
ens and on the earth was created.”?” This agrees with modern science,
that all the matter in the universe came from a very small point, and
it had no mass (or “substance’) when it was created.

DR a9y “Upon the surface of the deep.” The Sages taught that this
“water” was different in form from the water on earth; “‘On the face
of the waters,” does not refer to the waters which form the seas and
that part of the element ‘water,” having received a particular form, and
being above the air, is distinguished from the other part which has
received the form of ordinary water.”?® Water, of course, is a molecule
that consists of one atom of oxygen and two atoms of hydrogen—the
simplest of all atoms, consisting of just one proton and electron.

MNRINY NRIN WPHR MMRN—God said, “Let there be light,” and
there was light. This primal light, before the stars were formed, is
why “the text does not say ‘and it was so,’ as it is said on other days,
because the light did not remain in this state all the time, as did the
other creations.”” This light consisted of photons, and after the first
three hundred thousand years (as explained above) before this matter
cooled enough, the electrons (that were interfering with the photons)
were captured by the protons and neutrons.

2" Ramban, Commentary on the Torah: Genesis. (New York: Shilo Publishing House,
Inc., 1999), 25.

# Tbid.
» Ibid., 28.
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TUNN P21 MRN P2 DPYR 9T 207 NRANR PYR RIN—God saw
that the light was good, and God separated the light from the dark
matter. The division between “light” and the “dark matter” and “dark
energy.” The theory of “dark matter/dark energy” is used to explain
the gravitational effects seen in the rotation of galaxies by matter that
emits no electromagnetic radiation, matter that cannot be seen. Scien-
tists say that ninety—five percent of all matter in the universe is made
of this invisible and unknown stuff. This is what is taught by “the com-
mentators [who] point out, darkness is not merely the absence of light,
but it is a specific object of God’s creation.”*® Most astronomers now
say that the universe is expanding at an ever-increasing rate, which is
bad news to those who hold to an “oscillating universe” theory, that
the universe has always expanded and contracted. There is not nearly
enough matter for the universe to contract by gravitational forces,
which means that the “big bang” was a one-time event, dispelling any
notion that the universe is eternal.

TNR DY PN 2P0 1Y RIP TUND DY NRY | DPYR RIp—God
called to the light: ‘Day’, and to the darkness He called ‘Night.’ And
there was evening and there was morning, one day. Here the Torah
simply describes the function of the light and the darkness. The Talmud
explains that the word Rap" is better rendered as “summoned,” as
a king would summon his servants (Yerushalmi Berachos 8:6). By
speaking in the language of men, the Torah explains the function of
light and darkness.

As mentioned above, the words TnX® DY “one day” do not mean
one “day” as we know it; the Sages were aware that the six “days” of
Creation were long epochs of time.

DY DN Pa I7an NN RN PN YPI N DIPYR MMRN—God said,
“Let there be a firmament in the midst of the [hydrogen] seas, and
let it separate between sea and sea.” The root of Y'p7 [firmament, or
expanse] is related to the word 39p77 in Exodus 39:3 [and they ham-
mered out] as well as Yp1 [spread out] in Isaiah 42:5. This relates to
the expansion of the universe of the past fifteen or so billion years,
of the “space” between the great clouds of dust and gas which would
form the stars and galaxies.

30 Rabbi Meir Zlotowitz, Bereishis, Vol. 1., 37.
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o=

THE FACT OF the matter—literally and figuratively—is that the
Sages had some expert inside information on how the universe was
formed. They also understood that this information, although illumi-
nating to a scholar, was unnecessary to the layperson. All that needed
to be known was that God had created the universe and everything in
it. “In the beginning of God’s creating the heavens and the earth” is
all one really need know; there are more important matters to learn
instead of dwelling on the mysteries of Creation, mysteries that mod-
ern science is still at a loss to explain. It is clear that the rabbinic in-
terpretation is much closer to what modern science explains than the
Christian theological interpretation, yet it is always the Christian theo-
logical interpretation used by the atheists to dismiss the Torah. The
secular atheists say that the Bible is “anti-science,” and should not be
taught in schools. The problem is not that the Torah is anti-intellectual
or anti-science; the problem is that the secular atheists are ignorant of
the rabbinic commentary and the rabbinic interpretation of the Torah.
In truth, the secular intellectuals are no closer to explaining how the
universe began than the rabbis; in fact, unlike the rabbis, they really
are not sure whatsoever, which is why they keep coming up with dif-
ferent theories about the origin of the universe every other week.

As wondrous and advanced as our technology and our science are,
the Standard Model of physics is still incomplete. For all our scientific
knowledge, scientists still do not understand what causes the fourth
elemental force—gravity. For all our technological wisdom, we still
do not know what gives particles mass. For several decades, the search
has been on for the “Santa Claus” particle, the invisible, unknown
particle that flies around the universe, giving mass to all the good little
quarks and leptons. This particle (dubbed the Higgs Boson) is the rea-
son billions of Euros are being spent on the LHC, the Large Hadron
Collider, in the hope that its discovery will lead to new advances in
particle physics. Atheists everywhere are hoping the LHC will be able
to support the beliefs that they accept by faith, such as the existence of
a powerful and invisible force that controls the galaxy. Yet even if the
Higgs Boson is discovered, will we really be closer to understanding
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why the universe came into existence in the first place, or why the four
fundamental forces exist? At the very best, the scientists may finally
patch up the black hole in the Standard Model, and answer how gravi-
tation works. They will still be unable to answer the why.

As Rabbi A. Crescas explained: “the mention in scripture of the
Garden of Eden, the Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowledge, the
description of Adam, his first condition and what he became later, the
serpent, Eve, the naming of Adam’s sons Cain and Abel, and all that
long narrative, all refer to extremely deep matters which are inacces-
sible to the common run of humanity and were therefore given the
form of an allegory.”®' The bottom line is that the ones who take the
beginning of Scripture literally are Christians and secular atheists.
Science has shown that the universe has not always existed, that it
came into being at a certain point in space and time, that there are
powerful and undetectable forces at work throughout the cosmos, that
all humans alive today came from a single female, that there was a
massive flood during the period after the end of the last Ice Age ten
thousand years ago. These are all concepts that are taught in the book
of Bereishis, or Genesis.??

The limitations of the “scientific method” are explained by Yehudah
Levi in the beginning of his book Torah and Science: “All concepts
of ethics and morality; ideals and desires; law, theology, and philoso-
phy; art and beauty; even our personal feelings—Ilove, hate, fear—are
either not quantifiable or not observable at all.”** What is the “reason”
behind ethics and morality for the intellectual?** Today’s intellectual

31 Cited in Carmell & Domb, Challenge, 129. “Mystical symbols and conceptions,
such as...tzimtzum...do not appeal to everyone. They are not, to use a Talmudical
idiom, wa) Y3% mw—they are not congenial to everyone’s frame of mind, and they
would certainly not have fallen on fertile ground in the era in which Hirsch lived,
when rationalism and shallow ‘enlightenment’ were the order of the day...the ethical
thought-categories which Hirsch used in expounding the underlying ideas of our
laws do appeal to the moral conscience and intellectual climate of all times and
environments.” Grunfeld, Horeb, cxxviii.

32 “We do not view...the story of the Flood as derived from Babylonian sources,
but, rather, we consider these sources faint echoes of primeval human experiences.”
Hirsch, Nineteen Letters, 24.

3 Levi, Torah and Science, 1.

3 “We...find that the serious ethical dilemmas are better handled by Shakespeare and
Tolstoy and Schiller and Dostoyevsky and George Eliot than in the mythical morality
tales of the holy books.” Hitchens, god is not Great, 5.
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is certainly aware of the need for morality.> The question put to us
by Richard Dawkins, “if we reject Deuteronomy and Leviticus (as all
enlightened moderns do), by what criteria do we then decide which of
religion’s moral values to accept?”¢ is best answered by studying the
morality and protocols of the “enlightened moderns,”’ and to see how
these protocols have affected our society and culture.

The body of mis-interpretations of the Torah by non-Jewish theo-
logians is what the secularists rage against, not the Torah itself. The
Torah, from the viewpoint of rabbinic Judaism, does not have issues
with modern science as does Christianity. Modern academics exclude
the Torah because, as do the Christians, they form their arguments
around theological motifs. This illogical fallacy is found in all secular
academic disciplines such as history, philosophy, sociology, politi-
cal science, and economics. As Susan Jacoby, the eminent writer and
atheist explained:

Free inquiry and the diffusion of knowledge...have always been the

secular rays of hope in every vision of America’s future...science—how
deep a faith it inspired in the Enlightenment rationalists of America’s

3 “It is time for us to admit that not all cultures are at the same stage of moral
development.” Harris, The End of Faith, 143.

3 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 81.

37 “[The intellectual] must therefore try to scorn [Torah] in order to justify himself in
his own eyes, for he must seek a position by virtue of which, as he imagines, he will be
above these Torah-loyal people, a position which enables him to look down on them
with scorn and contempt because they still confine themselves within the boundaries
of'the Divine Law...he must persuade himself that his sophisms, his brand of wisdom,
and his apostasy constitute progress, that his dissoluteness constitutes freedom. He
must convince himself that the Law was clearly not given to him; that it was not
given to men of breeding and discernment such as he, nor to men of his social rank,
nor to men who possess whatever other superb qualities he ascribes to himself. He
must convince himself that the Divine Law would have no significance or value in the
Olympian realms where his intellect dwells...there, he removes all ‘drivel’ from the
Divine Law until it can be easily perceived that much of the Law is ‘anachronistic,’
until it is obvious that this ‘irrelevant material’ is valuable only for those who have
not yet mentally escaped from under the Egyptian burden of bricks, or for those who
still breathe the oppressive air of Galuth and medieval darkness. He declares that
this ‘irrelevant material’ might have been beneficial and necessary in former times,
but certainly cannot be of any use to free men...there, on the sublime heights, the
intellectual rabble are separated from the intellectual patricians, and the Law which
was dictated by God is left to the intellectually impoverished, the uneducated, and the
ignorant...there, the superior man confers upon himself the diploma of ‘rationalism,’
‘enlightenment,” or whatever other beautiful terms are used to describe it. He
stigmatizes those who are loyal to the Law, describing them disparagingly as ‘living in
darkness and superstition,” and is irrationally clinging to ‘rigid religious formalism.””
Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 1, 356.
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founding generation and their freethinking late nineteenth-century
heirs!—can by itself provide no remedy for those who, out of ignorance
or in servitude to an anti-rational form of faith, know little and care less
about the basic principles that constitute the scientific method.*

Yet, what is an “anti-rational form of faith?” From the Noahide
perspective, anti-rational forms of faith include both Christian theol-
ogy and secular atheism. These two seemingly diametrically opposed
viewpoints come from the same source: Greek thought and culture,
and when it comes to Judaism and the Torah, they both too often influ-
ence and support each other.

==

IT 1s AT this point we must ask the secular intellectual: why did the
most civilized, scientific, and cultured nation in the early twentieth
century—a nation that led in the forefront of academics, reason, sci-
ence, and philosophy—decide to mass-murder millions of innocent
human beings? This nation decided to use science and reason to find
the “exciting things that are available to be known” such as how best
to dispose of millions of women and children that modern “science”
deemed racially inferior, whose “reason” decided that their “inferior”
morals needed to be expunged from the human race.

One intellectual who did try to answer this question was Daniel
Goldhagen, a professor of social science at Harvard. Goldhagen’s
controversial book Hitler'’s Willing Executioners (1996) touched on
this very theme: why the most “civilized” and “intellectual” nation
on earth took it upon themselves to destroy the Jews. Goldhagen
did not use the excuses so often repeated, that the Nazis were “non-
Christian,” or that their “science” and “reason” were faulty, or that
the majority of Germans were duped by a small cadre of madmen;
Goldhagen explained how the majority of the Germans—even if they
did not personally pull the triggers or shove Jewish children into the
gas chambers—supported the policies of the Nazis to rid Germany of
Jews. Goldhagen recognized that “antisemitism has been a more or
less permanent feature of the western world,”™’ and even though he
noted that “throughout Western Europe in the nineteenth century...
antisemitism shed much of its religious medieval garb and adopted

38 Susan Jacoby, The Age of American Unreason. (New York: Pantheon Books, 2008), 308.

% Daniel Jonah Goldhagen, Hitler s Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the
Holocaust. (New York: Vintage Books, 1997), 42.
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new, secular clothing,” he placed the blame of the hatred of the Jews
squarely on a people reared in an anti-Semitic Christian culture.

Christianity certainly had a major part in the German attitudes to-
wards the Jews, but there were other variables which came into play.
Why did the German intellectuals, even secular intellectuals, support
Nazism? Why did the academic lovers of “reason” and “science” feel
it necessary to murder women and children? Even among those intel-
lectuals who did not support Hitler, most felt that the Jews were a
“parasite” nation, sucking out the life-blood of the German economy
and weakening the German state. Goldhagen pointed out that:

The cognitive model of Nazi antisemitism had taken shape well
before the Nazis came to power, and that this model, throughout the
nineteenth and early twentieth century, was also extremely widespread
in all social classes and sectors of German society, for it was deeply
embedded in German cultural and political life and conversation, as
well as integrated into the moral structure of society.*!

Although at best the German intellectuals were against genocide and
expulsion, they thought “the way in which Jews could renounce their
Jewishness was to renounce their Judaism, because even those Germans
who were secularly oriented understood the unwholesomeness of Jews to
derive at least in large part from the tenets of Judaism, a religion asserted
to be devoid of love and humanity by the German cultural judgment,”*
therefore in order to destroy the Jews, they had to destroy Judaism itself.
At least in this aspect they agreed with today’s intellectuals, that Juda-
ism—or more specifically, the Torah—poisons everything.”

What is it, exactly, that the Torah poisons? What are the “moral
structures” in non-Torah society that the Torah affects? What are the
“moral structures” of Western society based upon, and why are they
supposedly superior to the “moral structures” of the Torah? How can
intellectuals make value-judgments on the Torah when they appear to
be woefully ignorant of its tenets and teachings? How thoroughly have
our intellectuals and academic institutions reasonably and rationally
analyzed the Torah? How has the meme of anti-Semitism affected
secular academics? How legitimate are the arguments against the To-
rah? How has the anti-Semitic meme affected our culture and society?
These are the interrelated questions that are worth closer examination.

4 Ibid., 43.
4 1bid., 77.
“Ibid., 58.









CHAPTER ONE

Profocols (f the Pﬁiﬁmyﬁer

Today...the most vicious ideas about Jews are primarily voiced not by downtrodden
and disenfranchised fringe elements of society but by its most successful, educated
and “progressive” members. This is true in the Islamic world, and it is even truer
in the West. One is less likely to find anti-Semitism today in beer halls and trailer
parks than on college campuses and among the opinion makers of the media elite.

— Gabriel Schoenfeld’

HILOSOPHY HAS BEEN THE MAJOR REPLACEMENT SYSTEM FOR TORAH
in Western culture, particularly in the field of ethics. Philosophy
is from the Greek word meaning “the love of wisdom,” the in-
tellectual pursuit of knowledge based on systems of logical reasoning,
although it would be better translated as “the love of Greek wisdom.”?
The list of philosophers who have influenced our social structure
is a long and impressive one: Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, Augustine,
Aquinas, Machiavelli, Descartes, Hobbes, Locke, Spinoza, Hume,

! Gabriel Schoenfeld, The Return of Anti-Semitism. (San Francisco: Encounter Books,
2004), 3.

2““Know yourself,” said the Greeks, gently suggesting the consolations of philosophy.”
Hitchens, god is not Great, 283.
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Kant, Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, Wittgenstein, Heidegger—these are but
a handful of the philosophers who have been instrumental in the devel-
opment of Western Civilization’s concepts of good and evil, right and
wrong, truth and falsehood, beauty and ugliness, religious freedom and
secularism, and political systems such as democracy and communism.

It is not only the systems of philosophy we need to question, but,
more importantly, the results. How has philosophy, in lieu of Torah,
contributed to the betterment of mankind? We must ask ourselves hon-
estly: how far have we ethically progressed since the days of Plato
and Aristotle? What are our standards of right and wrong? Is there
less human misery in the world today than there was two thousand
years ago? How has philosophy helped the human condition? Why do
intellectuals feel philosophy is a superior guide to morality than the
Torah? Have the philosophers themselves been good role models for
the rest of humanity? Or is there a corruption in Western philosophy,
a fatal flaw in Western logic and reasoning, no matter how grand and
noble the ideas and logic, that keeps Western philosophy from being a
successful system of ethics?

o

THERE WERE TWO events in the early sixteenth century that acceler-
ated the revival and interest of “classical” philosophy. The first event
was the publication of the first Greek Bible printed in movable text
(Erasmus’s Greek version in 1516, the same year when the term “ghet-
to” was coined for the Jewish quarter in Venice where the Jews were
forced to live). The second event was the rise of a neo-Gnostic move-
ment in Christianity (which we call “Protestantism”) in 1517, which
began when Martin Luther nailed his ninety—five theses to the Witten-
burg door. These two events meant that printed Greek texts were now
widely available, and that the Catholic Church no longer had a mo-
nopoly on reading and interpreting the Bible, for the Protestant church
encouraged every person to read it themselves. The interest in Greek
flourished and, as the availability of inexpensive Greek and Latin texts
of the New Testament increased, interest in other secular Greek and
Latin works expanded, and “classical” learning—the ancient Greek
and Roman literature—became popular in the West.

It was not only the concepts and teachings of the Greek philosophers
that influenced the men of the Enlightenment, but also Greek attitudes



Protocols of the Philosopher 55

about the Jews: “To the Greeks, to whom the idea of Sabbath was quite
unknown, it seemed ridiculous...they made sport of the Jews and called
them a foolish people.” This Greek anti-Semitism was easily accepted
into a culture long accustomed to the anti-Jewish hatred of the Church.
On top of this, the Enlightenment was a destructive force to many of
the Torah-observant Jews, for “the revolution in Jewish thought and life
caused by the emancipation of Jewry cannot be understood merely in
the framework of the history of Jewish thought; account must also be
taken of the history of the European mind by which the inner develop-
ment of Jewish thought in the last century and a half has been—for
good or for evil—so decisively influenced.” The philosophers of the
Enlightenment believed that their man-made system of morals and eth-
ics, based upon Greek “reason” rather than (as they perceived it) su-
perstitious religion, was the key to happiness, and among the majority
of the Enlightenment philosophers, the Bible was discarded as a guide
to moral living.> As the Jews were released from centuries of sheltered
ghetto life, “the contrast between the Hellenistic ideal of the search for
individual power...and the simple, pious life which the scribes held up
as the greatest good™® divided the Jews, and many of them cast aside the
Torah in their endeavor to fit in with the Gentile nations who had given
them the opportunity to join “civilized” society.

The focus of the Enlightenment was the dissolution of the ancient
feudal system, a power struggle between the landed elite, royalty, and
the Church on one side, and the growing merchant and intellectual
class on the other. One of the important concepts developed during
the Enlightenment was that of “freedom of the individual,” a concept
that is so often bantered about when talking about our government and
social structures. Will Dudley, professor of philosophy at Williams
College in Maine, looked at freedom from the philosophical viewpoint:

3 Solomon Grayzel, 4 History of the Jews. (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
Society of America, 1984), 43.

4 Hirsch, Horeb, xx—xxi.

5 “In sharpest divergence from the modern view, which regards intellectual attainments
as a license for moral laxity and tends to make allowances for violators of God’s
moral law if they happen to be men of intellect, Judaism postulates that the higher the
intellect, the greater must be the moral demands placed upon it.” Hirsch, T"rumath
Tzvi, 408.

¢ Grayzel, A History of the Jews, 51.
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Not only is freedom poorly understood, but we are falsely confident
that we do understand it. This doubly unfortunate condition dissuades
people from undertaking needed investigations into the meaning of
freedom...because developments in the understanding of the concept
of freedom have an impact not only on the discipline of philosophy,
but also on the ways in which individuals and communities structure
their lives, freedom is a topic on which philosophers may do profes-
sionally respectable work while also entertaining the hope that their
labor may be of some relevance to the wider world. If philosophers
think about the meaning of freedom, and if such thinking improves our
understanding of the conditions of our social and political liberation,
then we all have a better chance of living more freely...if philosophers
think about the meaning of freedom, however, they will discover an
even deeper connection between freedom and philosophy. Thinking
about freedom reveals that its conditions of realization include not
only certain social and political developments but also the practice
of philosophy itself. In other words, philosophy is directly as well as
indirectly liberating: philosophy contributes indirectly to freedom by
articulating the social and political conditions of its realization; but
philosophy also contributes directly to freedom because freedom is
not only something about which philosophers think, but also some-
thing that is produced through philosophical thinking.’

Dudley makes several good points, not the least of which is that this
subject of “freedom” may give philosophy a chance to actually be of
some relevance to society, for philosophers such as Dudley to do right.
Obviously, according to Dudley, spending time thinking (“philosophiz-
ing”’) about freedom is liberating, since it frees you from having to think
about the mundane and dreary task of the practical aspects of actually
going out and doing something about the social and political conditions
of the modern world. He is correct, however, in that the subject of “free-
dom” is grossly misunderstood. To show how the concept of “freedom”
can be misapplied, we turn to Orlando Patterson, a professor of sociology
at Harvard. Patterson wrote a book entitled Freedom in the Making of
Western Culture, a book which is (according to philosopher Will Dudley)
one of the “preeminent examples™ on the topic of “freedom.” In his book,
Patterson pays special attention to religious ideas, spending four entire
chapters on Christianity and its impact on “freedom,” yet dismisses the
most famous story of freedom in the Bible with a single paragraph at the
beginning of his book:

" Will Dudley, Hegel, Nietzsche, and Philosophy: Thinking Freedom. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 1-2.

8 Ibid., 2.
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The best-known case in point is that of the Israelites. Their bondage,
if that is the proper term for their sojourn in Egypt, was a collective
one, and not slavery as we normally understand the institution. Quite
apart from the fact that there is no extrabiblical reference to their
flight from Egypt, the nature of the exodus is proof enough that the
Israelites could not have been individually enslaved in Egypt, and
this is borne out by what we know of Egyptian and related ancient
Near Eastern slavery...its epic history, in which its Egyptian sojourn
was retrospectively reinterpreted as slavery, has no special part in the
history of individual freedom.’

Patterson’s dismissal of the Torah’s account of Israel’s slavery in
Egypt in which its Egyptian sojourn was retrospectively reinterpreted
as slavery' has its philosophical roots in the retrospective theological
interpretation of the Tanach by Pauline Christianity. The problem with
Patterson’s thesis is not only how the Christians developed the con-
cept of “personal freedom,” but why the Jewish concept of “freedom”
was discarded and ignored. Patterson speaks of an individual freedom,
or individual salvation, a decidedly Christian notion, while comment-
ing that “freedom, in fact, was never a central value among the ancient
Israelites and Jews.”!! Patterson instead identifies the “four phases in
the development of early Christianity: the prophetic phase of Jesus
and the Jesus movement; the primitive Palestinian sect; the Hellenistic
phase of Jewish and gentile Christianity; and the culmination of this
phase in the religion of Paul.”'> This view presupposes certain vari-
ables, namely that Jesus was a prophet and that the Jewish-led Pales-
tinian sect was “primitive.” Patterson identifies Paul as “the high point
of creative Christian theology” and that “with the exception of the Jo-
hannie writings, Christian theology would take a downhill course for
the next four hundred years.”!* Pauline theology became the basis of

° Orlando Patterson, Freedom: Freedom in the Making of Western Culture. (New
York: BasicBooks, 1991), 33.

10“The foundation of our knowledge of God is the Exodus from Egypt...it is the event
that with one blow overthrew the gods of Egypt, the god of Spinoza restriction, the
god of Hegelian evolution, as well as the atheism of materialistic narrowness. It is the
historic event which, more than any other, is designed to promote the understanding
of God.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 1, 39-40.

1 Patterson, Freedom, 34.
12 Tbid., 295.
13 Ibid.
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Christian theology which developed over the next four hundred years
as the writings of the church fathers show. The problems with looking
at the New Testament from this theological perspective are apparent
in Patterson’s statement that Jesus’ miracles “demonstrated his divine
powers”!* ignored that other prophets had done the same miracles
without claiming divinity. Patterson also says that “the injunctions
‘Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you’ and ‘To
him who strikes you on the cheek, offer the other also’ have no paral-
lel in traditional Judaism™'> shows a lack of understanding of Judaism.
In Proverbs 25:21, it states that If your foe is hungry, feed him bread;
and if he is thirsty, give him water to drink. This has traditionally been
interpreted by the rabbis as doing kindness to your enemies. And Lam-
entations 3:30 says Let one offer his cheek to his smiter clearly shows
that this teaching comes from the 7anach.

Patterson attempts to push the classic theological line that Jesus’
teachings were “radically innovative” and “uniquely his own.”'® This
is the basis for his claim that these “original” teachings of Jesus were
the “precursors of the Christian preoccupation with freedom.”!” This
follows the pattern among the social scientists to dismiss Israel, rab-
binic teachings, and the Torah by disassociating Jesus from Judaism
as can be seen in Patterson’s statements such as “[Jesus’] most striking
peculiarity was his attitude toward ritual purity. He ate what his more
orthodox fellow Jewish considered unclean food, and enjoyed drink-
ing wine to a degree that was offensive to any rabbi. Worse, he associ-
ated with riffraff and deviants of all sorts—prostitutes, publicans, and
imperial tax collectors. His public informality with children and wom-
en was a great scandal to his fellow Jewish contemporaries™ as well as
his “critical attitude toward Jewish Law,”'® all which are the character

1 Ibid., 297.
15 Ibid., 298.

16In The God Delusion, Richard Dawkins said that, “from a moral point of view, Jesus
is a huge improvement over the cruel ogre of the Old Testament. Indeed Jesus, if he
existed (or whoever wrote his script if he didn’t) was surely one of the great ethical
innovators of history. The Sermon on the Mount is way ahead of its time. His ‘turn
the other cheek’ anticipated Gandhi and Martin Luther King by two thousand years.”
Dawkins, The God Delusion, 283.

17 Patterson, Freedom, 298.

18 Ibid., 298-99.
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traits of a wicked person, as the 7Tanach and the Talmud point out. Pat-
terson also spoke of Jesus’ “new approach to the divine,” that “Jesus
felt that the approach of his fellow Jews to God...was wrong and in
need of redefinition. ..people were not made free by Jesus to love God;
they were commanded to do so.”'” But what kind of a “new” rule was
this? It says in the Shema, the prayer said by every adult Jew every
morning and every evening, to “love HasHem, your God, with all your
heart, with all your soul, and with all your resources.” It is difficult
to understand how Jesus could have a “new approach to the divine”
unless one understands the theology behind the message; “Christian-
ity, alone among the religions of salvation, made freedom the doctrinal
core of its soreria.””! In Romans 7:6, Paul makes it clear about Chris-
tian freedom: But now we are delivered from the law, that being dead
wherein we were held; that we should serve in newness of spirit, and
not in the oldness of the letter. The central focus of Christian theology
is that the basis of the doctrine of individual freedom—according to
Paul—is the “gospel of freedom” from the Torah.

o=

J ESUS’ TEACHING OF “freedom” is also redefined. Patterson points
out that Rudolf Bultmann “emphasized that Jesus both denationalized
and ‘dehistoricized’ the apocalyptic message of the Jewish prophets,”
and that “the dawning and coming kingdom of God did not entail a
final phase in the history of the Jewish nation and of all nations cul-
mination in a new and glorious Davidic kingdom but was directed at
individuals.”? This interpretation of Jesus’ message follows the theo-
logical teaching that Jesus did not come to be an “earthly king” of the
Jews, but the theological king of the Christian spiritual heaven.

In another example of Patterson’s theological arguments forming
the backbone of his thesis on “freedom,” Patterson states:

Jesus’ originality inheres in precisely this combination of a

traditionally Judaic God who demands with a new conception of what

is demanded—not legalistic piety or social purity but complete inward
purity of heart which, for him, constituted less a rejection of the law

Y Ibid., 300.
2 Deuteronomy 6:5.
21 Orlando Patterson, Freedom, 294.

2 Tbid., 300.
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than a renewed and better realization of it. On this I find Bultmann
thoroughly persuasive. Jesus’ God will not be satisfied with a mere
observance of the law which leaves people free to do as they please in
those areas where the law is silent.”

It is clear that Patterson relies on the Christian interpretation of the
Law; Patterson’s statement that “freedom” from the Law, or freedom
from the Torah, is a theological teaching. There is no “area where the
Law is silent;” this is what makes the Torah different from any other
“religious” system, for the Torah covers all areas of human endeavor.
When faced with new concepts or problems, the flexibility of the Tal-
mud allows the rabbis to make new rulings based upon similar cases.
Patterson states: “This analysis makes it possible to recognize what
was truly original in Jesus’ most important sermon, that on the mount.
Taken out of context, every one of these sayings can be traced back
to contemporary reformist Judaism.”** What does Patterson mean by
“taken out of context?”” The Sermon on the Mount was a speech deliv-
ered by a Jewish rabbi to a group of Jews, a sermon that dealt with the
Jewish Law. It was the Christians such as Patterson who took it out of
context, applying theological interpretations to the teachings of Jesus:

The poor turning to God for justice was a hallmark of traditional
Judaism, as was its tradition of almsgiving. But the traditional context
was wholly honorific and hierarchical. No Orthodox Jew would
have claimed this to be God’s major concern...in breaking out of the
honorific mold...Jesus arrives at the startlingly new conception of the
traditional pieties. He proclaims love to be God’s greatest demand...
put simply: Love thy neighbor as thyself.?

To say that justice and charity were not “major concerns” of God,
and that the “traditional context was wholly honorific and hierarchi-
cal” shows an amazing ignorance of the Torah. According to the To-
rah, justice and charity are indeed major concerns of God. To describe
justice and charity as being “wholly honorific and hierarchical” is to
impose non-Jewish concepts onto Judaism. There was no “hierarchi-
cal” system in Judaism; everyone, from the king on down, was equally
under the Law. The rich turned to God for justice as did the poor.

Patterson’s denial of the Jewish concept of “freedom” is at odds

2, ¢

with rabbinic commentary.”® The “proper term” for Israel’s “sojourn”

2 Tbid., 301.
2 Ibid., 302.
% Tbid., 301-02.

%6 “‘Order’ in Egypt was not only the first duty of a citizen. It was his only duty. The
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in Egypt is avdut, “enslavement.” This was a step beyond geirut or
“alienhood.” In Exodus 1:13, it says that The Egyptians enslaved the
Children of Israel with crushing harshness. The key phrase in Patter-
son’s book about Israel is that “which its Egyptian sojourn was retro-
spectively reinterpreted as slavery,” a statement which could only be
supported by those who subscribe to the Wellhausen theory of Higher
Criticism. This is how the most famous story of freedom in Scrip-
ture is discarded in favor of Patterson’s own definition of “freedom,”
which is a theological definition of personal salvation. This defini-
tion of “salvation” was influenced, as one would expect, from scholars
such as Max Weber:?” “All religions of salvation were in one way or
another involved with the problem of spiritual freedom or liberation...
as Max Weber observed, ‘in terms of ‘what one wants to be saved
from, and what one wants to be saved for.”””?® The Christian concept
of individual “freedom,” or freedom from the Law, freedom from the
“fleshy” and “earthy” material world, is a Christian concept alien to
Judaism. The freedom sought by Israel was the freedom to live by the
Law, and to be able to keep God’s Law. The deliverance of Israel from
slavery in Egypt is, according to Rabbi S. R. Hirsch, “the Divinely laid
foundation of our entire Jewish essence...it is not limited to once each
year with the return of its commemorative days...but it should, in fact,
never depart from our thoughts, because it must form the root and the
basis of all of our thoughts, feelings, and actions.”

The concept of “freedom” that is so dear to the hearts and minds
of Americans developed from the opposition to the oppression of le-
gal and economic constraints. Only by embracing and following the
Noahide Law can a society become truly “free,” and achieve “liberty”
as the Torah verse inscribed upon the Liberty Bell says, to “proclaim
liberty throughout the land” and ensuring that our society can free

stratified caste structure of the state was built according to an unchangeable plan.
The resulting system completely destroyed man’s God-given equality, the right to free
self-development, self-sufficiency, and self-determination of the individual.” Hirsch,
Collected Writings, Vol. 1, 32-33.

27 Tt should be mentioned that Talcott Parsons, who translated Weber’s Protestant
Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, and was a major transmitter of Weberian ideas
(such as in his 1937 work The Structure of Social Action), taught at Harvard from
1927 to 1973, and for many of those years was the head of the sociology department,
leaving an indelible stamp on Harvard’s sociology program.

28 Patterson, Freedom, 294.

¥ Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 1, 57.
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itself from Edomite class structure. This is made clear by the com-
mentary of Rabbi Hirsch to this very verse—the Torah verse inscribed
on the Liberty Bell (Proclaim Liberty Throughout the Land; Leviti-
cus 25:10)—which in fact deals with “earthly matters,” the freeing of
slaves and the return of property to its rightful owner:

The evils that beset the inner life of society due to social class
differences and the unequal distribution of property, with the resultant
sharp contrasts between opulence and misery, independence and
dependence, ctc., and the precarious situations that afflict nations in
the course of their political relationships with other nations...Israel
is to progress in this freedom and independence, within and without,
which God bestows upon it again and again...until it reaches that ideal
state in which it will become a bright and shining national entity in the
midst of the nations. Then all the other nations will be drawn to it in
order to learn from it the Divinely-established institutions which alone
will guarantee freedom, justice and everlasting peace on earth.*

Here Rabbi Hirsch refutes Patterson’s etymology on the meaning
of freedom and liberty.?' Freedom, personal or social, is determined by
political and economic factors, not theological or spiritual ones. Only
through the Divine Law can a society, and its individual members,
become truly free, and it is the example of the nation of Israel that will
eventually win over the nations to the idea of a system of justice for
all mankind, not simply for one social class over another. Certainly the
American slaves in the Deep Antebellum South did not need rabbinic
interpretation to understand the clear meaning of the text of the Torah
as they sung the slave spiritual Go Down Moses:

When Israel was in Egypt’s land, Let my people go.
Oppressed so hard they could not stand, Let my People go.
Go down, Moses, way down in Egypt’s land,

Tell ole Pharaoh, let my people go.»

—)

30 Hirsch, T’rumath Tzvi, 490.

3! Rashi, in his commentary to Lev. 25:10, said, “Rabbi Judah said: What is the etymology
(of the term “freedom™)? ‘As one who dwells in a dwelling,’ etc., (i.e.,) one who dwells
in any place which he desires, and is not under the authority of others (Siphra: R. H. 9).”
Rabbi Abraham Ben Isaiah and Rabbi Benjamin Sharfman, The Pentateuch and Rashi's
Commentary: Vayikra. (Brooklyn: S. S. & R. Publishing Company, Inc., 1977), 253.

32 “The first stanza of this famous spiritual was published in October 1861 [by] the
Reverend Lewis C. Lockwood in the New York-based National Anti-Slavery Standard
newspaper.” Steven Cornelius, Music of the Civil War Era: American History Through
Music. (Westport, Conn: Greenwood Publishing Group, 2004), 118-19.
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As THE TYRANNY OF the kings and the Church was gradually (and
often violently) replaced by the tyranny of the state and the financial
institutions such as bureaucratic governments, banks, and capitalist
corporations, the philosophers redefined the concepts of “liberty” and
“freedom.” The concept of nationalism was developed, and fighting
wars for Jesus gave way to fighting wars for patriotism and the state.*
The “age of reason” of the Western nations was simply a transfer of
power, and the moral code of the Torah was ignored in favor of the
new moral code of the same Greco-Roman Christian culture that had
ruled the West during the past seventeen centuries. The new “secular”
ideas of John Locke* and Henry Bolingbroke influenced Enlighten-
ment philosophers such as Voltaire and Rousseau, laying the moral
groundwork for the new morality. The light of the Enlightenment was
not grounded in the righteousness of Jacob, but the flame of the burn-
ing passion of Esau for domination and power. “Throughout the latter
half of the eighteenth century, the writings of Diderot, Montesquieu,
and Voltaire...although none of these writers were biblical scholars...
their influence and popularity left an unmistakable impression that
talmudic and midrashic interpretations of the Bible was at best amus-
ing, at worst a grotesque perversion of the mind.”* No one was more
influential in instilling this concept into the mainstream of Western
intellectual thought than the French philosopher Voltaire.*®

3 “In the field of politics, a revival of the Hellenic worship of idolized local states
is, today, the dominant religion of the West and of a rapidly Westernizing world.”
Arnold J. Toynbee, Hellenism: The History of a Civilization. (Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, Publishers, 1981), 253.

3% “But it may be urged farther that, by the law of Moses, idolaters were to be rooted
out. True, indeed, by the law of Moses; but that is not obligatory to us Christians.
Nobody pretends that everything generally enjoined by the law of Moses ought to be
practised [sic] by Christians; but there is nothing more frivolous than that common
distinction of moral, judicial, and ceremonial law, which men ordinarily make use of.
For no positive law whatsoever can oblige any people but those to whom it is given.
‘Hear, O Israel,” sufficiently restrains the obligations of the law of Moses only to that
people.” John Locke, 4 Letter Concerning Toleration, 1689. William Popple, trans.

35 Edward Breuer, The Limits of Enlightenment, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1996), 91.

% “An analysis of everything that Voltaire wrote about Jews throughout his life
establishes the proposition that he is the major link in Western intellectual history
between the anti-Semitism of classic paganism and the modern age.” Arthur
Hertzberg, The French Enlightenment and the Jews. (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1990), 11.
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The notion that the new society was to be a revocation of classical antiquity was
the prime source of post-Christian anti-Semitism in the nineteenth century. The
vital link, the man who skipped over the Christian centuries and provided a new,
international, secular anti-Jewish rhetoric in the name of European culture rather
than religion was Voltaire.

— Arthur Hertzberg'

RANCOIS MARIE AROUET DE VOLTAIRE? (1684—1778) LOOKED

upon the Bible as an archaic relic of man’s unenlightened past.

Voltaire was a champion of Greek and Roman culture, and, to
Voltaire, both Judaism and Christianity stood in the way of bringing
Greek and Roman “enlightenment” to Western Civilization. Voltaire’s
acerbic opinions on the Jews and Judaism had more than simply a thin
veneer of dislike towards the Jewish people: “Passing from the Greeks
and the Romans to barbarous nations, let us only contemplate the Jews.
Superstitious, cruel, and ignorant as this wretched people were, still they
honored the Pharisees,”™ and that “the Jewish people were, I confess, a
very barbarous nation.” Voltaire’s attack on the Bible was an attack on
Christianity as well as Judaism, and the Christians in France, in defense
of their religion, soon found themselves in the uncomfortable position
of having to defend the Torah and, to a certain degree, Judaism.?

"' Hertzberg, The French Enlightenment and the Jews, 313.

2 “Tt is an ironic circumstance that the nickname of Voltaire in his own circle of friends
was ‘Goebbels.”” Hyam Maccoby, Antisemitism and Modernity: Innovation and
Continuity. (London, New York Taylor & Francis Routledge, 2006), 59.

3 Voltaire. The Works of Voltaire: A Contemporary Version,Vol. 7. William F. Fleming,
trans. (New York: E.R. DuMont, 1901), 195.

4 1Ibid., 102.

5 “While the traditional attacks on Jews and Judaism continued in Catholic Italy
and Spain, the reverse occurred in France, where Catholics were so disturbed by
the writings of Voltaire and others that they were forced to engage in the defense
of Judaism.” Maccoby, Antisemitism and Modernity.: Innovation and Continuity. 59.
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There have been many theories put forth on why Voltaire hated
the Jews. One of the theories was that he had two unpleasant business
dealings with them, causing him considerable financial loss. Others
think it was his latent Christian theological conscience, a relic from his
youth that led to his vehemence later in life.® Others said it was his an-
ti-religious attitude and disdain towards the Bible, and since the Jews
were responsible for the Bible, they naturally inherited a large part of
the blame: “The essence of Voltaire’s persistent attack on the Bible
was that the religion of the Old Testament was most unreasonable.”’
None of these explanations are adequate, for Voltaire’s Hebrewphobia
bordered on the pathological.® The explanation “that Voltaire’s attack
on Jews and Judaism was...he was a hedonist” makes sense; Voltaire
did not want the Jews to inflict their morality on him or anyone else—
if he wanted to go to an orgy in Paris, he did not want Biblical morality
prohibiting him from doing so. Whatever the reasons, the bottom line
was that Voltaire hated the Jews, and this hatred was well reflected
in his writing. His influence among the intellectuals of his day was
considerable,'® and his anti-Semitic comments would often be echoed
(if not outright quoted) by later philosophers, sociologists, and even
theologians.!!

¢ “The Christian idea that the religion of the Jews and their rejection of Christianity
made them an alien element was still strong in Europe. It had now been reinforced by
the pagan cultural argument that the Jews were by the very nature of their own culture
and even by their biological inheritance an unassimilable element.” Hertzberg, The
French Enlightenment and the Jews, 11.

7 Ibid., 256.

8 “Though the Jews numbered fewer than 1 percent of France’s population in the
second half of the eighteenth century, Voltaire was obsessed with them. In his most
important work, Dictionnaire Philosophique, 30 of his 118 articles dealt with the
Jews, and described them in consistently deprecating ways.” Dennis Prager and
Joseph Telushkin, Why the Jews? (New York: Touchstone, 2003), 115.

° Hertzberg, The French Enlightenment and the Jews, 283.

1" Needless to say, anti-Semitism was still rife among the common people of France.
“It is most important to recognize that the new thinking that had begun in the 1670s
and 1680s had not, even a hundred years later, conquered the majority even of
educated Frenchmen. Education remained Catholic and every child in France was
therefore taught that the Jews were Christ-killers who deserved their exile and low
estate.” Ibid., 33.

! “In his own time Voltaire’s work encouraged anti-Semitism...for the next century
he provided the fundamentals of the rhetoric of secular anti-Semitism.” Ibid., 283.
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Christopher Hitchens echoed the sentiments of many modern intel-
lectuals when he said that “humanity began to grow up a little in the
closing decades of the eighteenth century and the opening decades
of the nineteenth,”'? i.e., when “enlightened” secularism began its
blitzkrieg on organized religion, replacing the ethical teachings of
the Bible with those of the “enlightened” philosophers. The political
consequences of the French Enlightenment and the teachings of phi-
losophers such as Voltaire were a substantial influence that fueled the
social turmoil which led to the French Revolution and the Reign of
Terror, as well as the subsequent rise of Napoleon and of brutal war-
fare that convulsed Europe for two decades. To a lesser extent, the
ideas of the Enlightenment affected the Colonies in America as well.
Although the American Revolution was not nearly as bloody as the
French Revolution, the conservative nature of the American Revolu-
tion was due to it being more over financial reasons rather than ethical
ones (although the French certainly did have it out for the nobility
and the upper class). The ethical Enlightenment philosophies such as
freedom, liberty, and equality that so enamored the Founding Fathers
of the United States did not seem to apply to people of different color.
This created tension between the slave-holding South and the North
later on which would indeed result in more bloodshed during the Civ-
il War. Many of the “Founding Fathers” of the United States owned
slaves, such as Benjamin Franklin and James Madison, the “Father of
the Constitution.” Thomas Jefferson, who penned the Declaration of In-
dependence, not only owned over a hundred human slaves but, on oc-
casion, used them to relieve his enlightened lust, as proved by the DNA
sampling of Sally Heming’s descendants. George Washington, the first
president of the United States, had three times as many slaves as did Jef-
ferson, and there were a few rumors about his cavorting with his black
female slaves as well. As with Athens and Rome, a good part of the
economy of eighteenth century United States depended on a large slave
population, and the Constitution itself had a clause which stated that
black slaves were only three-fifths of a person. The attitude toward the
Native Americans was also a black spot on the early white settlers, for
most Americans considered them barbarians and savages. There was,
however, another difference between America and Europe; the Puritani-
cal streak in America created a climate where the Jews prospered; “The

12 Hitchens, god is Not Great, 66.
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small number of Jews who were part of the generation of the Revolu-
tion were accepted as equals almost everywhere.”!* It was this Puri-
tanical strain that made all the difference a century later when, at the
close of the nineteenth century, the anti-Semitism of Europe that had
heretofore been bottled up suddenly exploded with renewed vigor and
venom' did not affect America to the degree it did Europe.

The British intellectuals followed the same pattern of Voltaire’s
anti-Semitism; the English writer and philosopher John Stuart Mill
(1806-1873) had an attitude towards Israel which was not unlike
Voltaire’s:

The Gospel always refers to a pre-existing morality, and confines its
precepts to the particulars in which that morality was to be corrected,
or superseded by a wider and higher; expressing itself, moreover, in
terms most general, often impossible to be interpreted literally, and
possessing rather the impressiveness of poetry or eloquence than the
precision on legislation. To extract from it a body of ethical doctrine,
has never been possible without eking it out from the Old Testament,
that is, from a system elaborate indeed, but in many respects barbarous,
and intended only for a barbarous people.'

After disparaging Israel and the ethics of the Torah, dismissing
the Jews as “barbarous,” ignoring the wealth of moral and legal
teachings of the Talmud, Mill criticized Christianity for not having
a workable moral and legal system. Mill highlights one of the major
flaws of Christian theology, namely, its lack of a working system of
ethics; Mill observed (correctly) that what ethical teaching the New
Testament contained was taken from the Torah.

13 Grayzel, A History of the Jews, 615.

4 “The case of Voltaire and other Enlightenment antisemites (such as Baron
d’Holbach and his circle) raises a very painful question. Why did anti-semitism
survive the Enlightenment? This great movement of rationalism and science and
liberalism dazzled the Jews with the prospect of toleration and acceptance and the end
of prejudice and fanaticism. Many Jews welcomed the Enlightenment with delight
and rushed to make their own intellectual contribution to it (Solomon Maimon, Moses
Mendelssohn, for example). Yet in the heart of the Enlightenment (though by no means
pervading it entirely) was vicious hatred and denigration of the Jews and of their
religion and culture. Even the greatest thinker of the Enlightenment, Immanuel Kant,
was affected by this specifically Enlightenment contempt for the Jews.” Maccoby,
Antisemitism and Modernity: Innovation and Continuity, 51.

15 John Stuart Mill, On Liberty and Other Essays. (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1991), 55.
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The German historian Oswald Spengler gave one explanation for
the reason for this omission, that “Jesus never lived one moment in any
other world but this. He was no moralizer, and to see in moralizing the
final aim of religion is to be ignorant of what religion is. Moralizing is
a nineteenth-century Enlightenment, humane Philistinism. To ascribe
social purposes to Jesus is a blasphemy.”!® Here Spengler paints Jesus
as being opposed to not only the morality of the Torah, but of rabbinic
Judaism itself:

[Jesus] was born in the Classical Empire and lived under the eyes of the

Judaism of Jerusalem, and when his soul, fresh from the awful revelation

of its mission, looked about, it was confronted by the actuality of the

Roman State and that of Pharisaism. His repugnance for the stiff and

selfish ideal of the latter, which he shared with all Mandaanism and

doubtless with the peasant Jewry of the wide East, is the hall-mark of

all his discourses from first to last. It angered him that this wilderness

of cold-hearted formula was reputed to be the only way to salvation.

Still, thus far it was only another kind of piety that his conviction was
asserting against Rabbinical logic."”

Again, it is the “cold-hearted formula” of “Rabbinical logic” that
blocked the way to salvation, a decidedly theological viewpoint. What
we need to compare is the logic of what Mill described as a “barbarous
people” with the warm-hearted formule of John Stewart Mill’s own
values of humanistic morality, and Mill’s role in one of the most tragic
events that occurred at the height of the Age of Reason: Mill’s support
of the “civilized” British in regards to the Irish potato famine in the
late 1840s, an event which resulted in the deaths of close to a million
people due to starvation or disease caused by malnutrition.

o~

IRELAND IN THE 1840s had been under the domination of the British
for centuries.'”® The power of the British oppression increased in the
late seventeenth century, and Ireland was a country not unlike Judea
under the Roman occupation, reducing the Irish to thralldom in their
own land. The British hold on the passionate and smoldering Irish

16 Oswald Spengler, The Decline of the West, Vol. 2. (New York: Knopf, 1932), 216-17.
17 Tbid., 215-16.

18 Treland was first invaded by the Anglo-Norman army in 1169, and has never been
totally free of foreign rule since that time.
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was a tentative one, and the magnitude of the problem of the constant
threat of uprising was such that “the Government of Ireland was ad-
mittedly a military occupation,”'® the upshot of which was the British
had to have a larger garrison of troops in tiny Ireland than they did
in India. Most of the land was owned by the mainly absentee Brit-
ish landlords (which had increasingly been the custom since the late
fourteenth century). Denied the “pursuit of property,” the Irish were
forced to rent their own land, and since (for most of the Irish) their
sole source of income was farming or livestock, they were forced to
live and subsist on very small plots of land. Ireland had a large popula-
tion for such a small island; in 1845, Ireland had a population of well
over eight million people on an island smaller than the state of Indiana
(a state whose population in 2006 was just over six million people).
Often large families were forced to feed themselves on plots of an acre
or less. The only crop that could sustain them was the potato. It was
cheap and abundant, and potatoes with milk or buttermilk provided
practically all of the nutrients one needed; of course, a healthy young
man had to eat a lot of potatoes to satisfy his dietary requirements.

Ireland had never been industrialized, and there were very few jobs
available, so having a small plot of land to grow potatoes meant the
literal difference between life and death for the desperately poor Irish.
As a result, most of the Irish peasantry was impoverished, especially
in the western part of Ireland. A family would often live in a crude
cob hut with a thatched roof that had no windows and only one door,
barely surviving off of its meager plot of land. Few had beds or even
blankets, and furniture was considered a luxury. On top of this, the
Irish had also operated for nearly a hundred and fifty years under
the “Penal Laws,” laws designed to destroy Catholicism, which was
the religion of the vast majority of the Irish. This religious struggle
between the Catholic Irish and their Protestant masters created a great
deal of hostility on both sides.

In the summer of 1845, just as the potato crop was about to be har-
vested, a blight that had wiped out potato crops in both America and
Europe struck Ireland. The effects were devastating, and entire fields
were destroyed overnight. This blight would affect the potato crop for
the next three years, and during that time nearly a million people died

1 Cecil Woodham-Smith, The Great Hunger: Ireland 1845—1849. (London: Penguin
Books, 1962), 19.
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of starvation or disease. What made this disaster so disturbing was that
there was a tremendous amount of food being produced in Ireland, and
while the Irish were literally dropping dead in the streets from starva-
tion, ships loaded with Irish grain and cattle were constantly being
sent to England. During the famine, the British Parliament refused
to repeal the Corn Laws (which put a high tariff on foreign grain) in
order to ease the suffering of the Irish people.?° This was due to the
popularity of the concept of laissez faire, or letting the economy run
without government interference, a philosophy John Stewart Mill sup-
ported. The irony of this was that it was the government policies them-
selves—laws protecting the British landlords and keeping the prices
of foreign grain artificially high—that added to the grinding misery of
the Irish.

Mill, siding with the British ruling class,”' seemed to think that
the Irish had every right to execute their personal freedom to starve
to death, but not to cause harm to others, i.e., the English landlords
or the grain and beef merchants in England who were selling Irish-
grown crops to the poorly paid and overworked laborers who toiled
in the textile mills of Britain. In a classic case of “blaming the vic-
tim,” the English criticized the Irish for living like animals and fool-
ishly depending on the potato when it was practically the only crop
the Irish could feed themselves with on their miserably small leftover
scraps of land allotted to them by their British overlords. This attitude
of blaming the victim—which is similar to how the Jews were often
blamed for their problems (such as being moneylenders when other
forms of business were forbidden to them)—is summed up by Charles
Edward Trevelyan, the head of the Treasury, who so poetically com-
mented that “the great evil with which we have to contend [is] not the

2 “The purpose of the Corn Laws was to keep up the price of home-grown grain.
Duties on imported grain guaranteed English farmers a minimum and profitable
price, and the burden of a higher price for bread was borne by the labouring classes,
in particular by the millions of factory workers and operatives toiling in the great
new industrial cities...it was asserted that if the Corn Laws were repealed all classes
connected with the land would be ruined and the traditional social structure of the
country destroyed, and...all interest in Ireland was submerged.” Woodham-Smith,
The Great Hunger: Ireland 1845—1849, 50.

21 “Mill exerted a considerable influence on the educated public...the effects of his
teaching...provided confirmation of the economic reasons usually put forward against
the claims of the Irish peasantry.” E. D. Steele, “J. S. Mill and the Irish Question: The
Principles of Political Economy, 1848—1865.” The Historical Journal. Vol. 13, No. 2
(June 1970), 217.
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physical evil of the famine, but the moral evil of the selfish, perverse
and turbulent character of the [Irish] people.”** John Stuart Mill’s own
view of the Irish disaster was that “in any Continental complications,
the sympathies of England would be with Liberalism; while those of
Ireland are sure to be on the same side as the Pope—that is, on the
side opposed to modern civilization and progress, and to the freedom
of all except Catholic populations held in subjection by non-Catholic
rulers.”” Because the Irish were white, they got off relatively easy.
Other countries the British conquered either militarily or economi-
cally were not so lucky, especially if the indigenous population was
made of brown people—the indigenous populations of India, China,
and the Australian aborigines to give but a few examples. This British
attitude towards those of “inferior race” survived well into the twen-
tieth century, and there is no better example of this attitude than Eng-
land’s “civilizing” mission in Kenya.
=

IN KENYa, DURING the late nineteenth century, the British pushed the
indigenous peoples (mainly the Kikuyu) off of the land they had lived
on for centuries, and by World War II, over 30,000 British “settlers”
were living off the fat of the Kenyan land, producing cash crops such as
coffee and tea. The Kenyan colony became even more important when
India threw off the British imperial yoke, and Kenya became the new
jewel in the rapidly-tarnishing British Crown. Of course, the ungrateful
Kikuyu were becoming disgruntled about being the recipients of Mill’s
“greatest happiness principle,” which of course meant the greatest hap-
piness for the white British who had taken the best arable land and
had resettled the Kikuyu into “reserves” or reservations, much as the
Americans forced the Native Americans onto reservations during the
nineteenth century. As conditions in the reserves deteriorated because
of overcrowding, the Kikuyu s anger reached critical mass, turning into
an armed rebellion known as the “Mau Mau War.” The world-wide
press at the time was wholly sympathetic to the brave British settlers
who were defending themselves against the onslaught of the brutal and
savage Mau Mau. It was many decades later when a much different
picture began to develop, mainly due to the work of Harvard professor
Caroline Elkins. Elkins spent many years in Africa interviewing the

22 Woodham-Smith, The Great Hunger, 156.

3 Bruce L. Kinzer, England’s Disgrace?: J.S. Mill and the Irish Question. (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2001), 169-70.
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Kikuyu and trying to uncover the truth about the Mau Mau war and
its aftermath.?

The attitude of the British towards the Kikuyu was not only based
on religious attitudes,” but on the enlightened views of “reason” and
“science,” that whites (particularly Englishmen) were physically and
intellectually superior to non-whites, and that:

To profit by Africans it seemed that whites must subvert them. On
entering Kenya, therefore, settlers also entered a nineteenth-century
South African debate on how to construct political security and
morality on shifting sands. It was never resolved, whether in white
opinion or in the priorities of the colonial state. Conservatives thought
Africans inherently primitive, liberals that they were retarded children
who promised well as modern men.?

Naturally, the Kikuyu resented this attitude:

A wave of armed robberies, assassinations of government chiefs and
increasing paranoia on the part of the European community led to the
declaration of a State of Emergency in October 1952. Almost 100,000
squatters were repatriated en masse to the reserves, Central Province
was ‘closed’ for seven years and British armed forces were brought in
to suppress a revolt which in fact the Emergency had precipitated.?’

2 “At the beginning of the twentieth century the completion of the Uganda railway
opened up the interior of Kenya for commercial exploitation. British government
policy was to establish a settler economy capable of exporting produce in a quantity
sufficient to justify high levels of investment, while at the same time ensuring that the
indigenous population shared the financial burden of colonial government. To this
end, by 1914, a system of African reserves with fixed boundaries was demarcated,
together with an exclusive area of fertile land for European farming. The White
Highlands stretch westwards from Nairobi, along the Rift Valley. The high altitude
renders the climate suitable for a variety of crops, particularly tea, coffee and wheat.
The introduction of hut taxation and the registration of adult males under the kipande
pass law system was a double measure explicitly designed to raise revenue and force
African participation in the labour market. African farmers were prevented legally
from growing cash crops; this restriction consolidated the structural prerequisites for
a dual economy premised on the reserves as a source of labour rather than produce.”
Maia Green, “Mau Mau Oathing Rituals and Political Ideology in Kenya: A Re-
Analysis.” Journal of the International African Institute. Vol. 60, No. 1 (1990), 70.

% “The Church never completely lost its association with colonial power. The
expulsion of Gikuyu Christians from mission schools and churches in the 1930s in
opposition to the practice of clitoridectomy at girls’ initiation encouraged a perception
of Gikuyu ‘tradition’ and ‘religion’ as objectifiable and valued entities.” Ibid., 75.

% John Lonsdale, “Mau Maus of the Mind: Making Mau Mau and Remaking Kenya.”
The Journal of African History, Vol. 31, No. 3 (1990), 401.

" Green, Mau Mau Oathing Rituals and Political Ideology in Kenya: A Re-Analysis , 72.
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As the British took on “the White Man’s Burden” in Kenya,?
many of the Kikuyu decided they had had enough of British Impe-
rialism® and decided to fight for their land, and many secretly took
the Mau Mau oath which revolved around two important aspects
that Americans should recognize as “certain unalienable rights:”
land and freedom. The Mau Mau were simply the Kikuyu who had
armed themselves with machetes and clubs against the better armed
and organized British veterans of the Second World War, and after
hacking a few white settlers to pieces, the rebellion was quickly put
down by the British. “The disparity in death is striking. On official
data, Mau Mau (or Africans so described) lost 12,590 dead in action
or by hanging over the four most active years of war; 164 troops or
police died in the same period, most of them Africans. Mau Mau
killed 1,880 civilians, nearly a third of them KG and all but 58 of
them black.”* Elkins’s number of those killed was that:

Officially, fewer than one hundred Europeans, including settlers,

were killed and some eighteen hundred loyalists died at the hands

of Mau Mau. In contrast, the British reported that more than eleven

thousand were killed in action, though the empirical and demographic

evidence I unearthed calls into serious question the validity of this
figure. I now believe there was in late colonial Kenya a murderous

28 “In the most coherent official version, Mau Mau was depicted as a savage, violent,
and depraved tribal cult, an expression of unrestrained emotion rather than reason. It
sought to turn the Kikuyu people back to ‘the bad old days’ before enlightened British
rule had brought the blessings of modem civilization and development.” Bruce J. Ber-
man, “Nationalism, Ethnicity, and Modernity: The Paradox of Mau Mau.” Canadian
Journal of Afican Studies / Revue Canadienne des Etudes Africaines. Vol. 25, No. 2
(1991), 182.

¥ “The government also claimed that Mau Mau had emerged among a particularly
unstable people who had difficulty adjusting to the strains of rapid social change and
modernization. Playing upon their morbid fears and superstitions, Mau Mau turned
the Kikuyu into savage and maniacal killers. Government intelligence reports dwelt
on the ‘insane frenzy’ and ‘fanatical discipline’ of Mau Mau adherents. It had been
deliberately organized, according to the government, by cynical and unprincipled
leaders, seeking only to satisfy their own lust for power. Furthermore, officials
repeatedly insisted that Mau Mau was not a response to economic deprivation and
material grievances arising out of colonialism, but rather was an irrational rejection
of the benefits of development. This view led them to stress repeatedly the essentially
atavistic character of Mau Mau.” Ibid., 182.

3 Lonsdale, Mau Maus of the Mind: Making Mau Mau and Remaking Kenya, 398.
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campaign to eliminate Kikuyu people, a campaign that left tens of

thousands, perhaps hundreds of thousands, dead.”"

Perhaps one of the most important and disturbing discoveries pro-
fessor Elkins uncovered was that “the colonial government had inten-
tionally destroyed many of these missing files [the ‘countless docu-
ments pertaining to the detention camps’] in massive bonfires on the
eve of its 1963 retreat from Kenya.”*> What Elkins revealed was that
the British had good reason to destroy its files, for their treatment of
the Kikuyu rivaled the Nazi excesses of the Holocaust™ in spirit, if not
in size. Alan Lennox-Boyd, who was appointed Colonial Secretary to
Kenya in 1954, was “a master of disinformation” with a “high-mind-
ed sense of authoritarian righteousness.”** To cover up the atrocities,
“Lennox-Boyd did what he did best: he obfuscated the facts, skirted
the issues, and lied. He shrouded violence and torture in the camps in-
side the garment of Britain’s civilizing mission.”* These “noble lies”
can only be explained in terms of British morality, the same morality
the British exhibited in Tasmania, in Gurkha, and in Ireland during the
Irish potato famine.

—

IT WAS IN THIS brutal environment where the Torah-hating author
Richard Dawkins spent his formative years.*® A descendant of upper-
middle class landed gentry, and a direct descendant of the Clinton
family who held the Earldom of Lincoln, Dawkins spent his early
childhood years in the imperialist British enclaves of Kenya, where
“beyond such gentrified leisure, these privileged men and women

31 Caroline Elkins, Imperial Reckoning: The Untold Story of Britain's Gulag in Kenya.
(New York: Henry Hold and Company, 2005), xvi.

32 Ibid., xii.

33 “After years of combing through what remains in the official archives, I discovered
that there was a pattern to Britain’s cleansing of the records. Any ministry or
department that dealt with the unsavory side of detention was pretty well emptied
of its files, whereas those that ostensibly addressed detainee reform, or Britain’s
civilizing mission, were left fairly intact. This was hardly accidental.” Ibid., xiii.

* Ibid., 138.
5 Tbid., 332.

3¢ Dawkins was born in 1941 in Nairobi, where he lived until 1949.
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lived an absolutely hedonistic lifestyle, filled with sex, drugs, drink,
and dance, followed by more of the same.”’ It is hard to imagine that
Dawkins’s formative years spent in the hedonistic and racist atmo-
sphere of British-controlled Kenya did not have an effect on his mores
and values. Even if Dawkins did not witness the brutality and immo-
rality first-hand, he certainly was exposed to the prevailing British at-
titudes towards their ethnically-challenged subjects, the same attitudes
the British displayed in Ireland, India, Australia, and South Africa.
What is particularly ironic—if ironic is the correct word—is that one
of the major criticisms Dawkins levies against the Jews is “the eth-
nic cleansing begun in the time of Moses...brought to a bloody frui-
tion in the book of Joshua, a text remarkable for its bloody massacres
it records and the xenophobic relish with which it does so.”** What
Dawkins misses is, as usual, the why question. The Canaanites® were
the most hedonistic and unjust people in that time, and the only way to
eradicate the memes they had created and spread was to eradicate the
source—the Canaanites themselves. Dawkins chortled, “do not think,
by the way, that the God character in the story nursed any doubts or
scruples about the massacres and genocides that accompanied the seiz-
ing of the Promised Land,” ignoring the fact that his own family was
an important part of the system of British imperialism committing acts
far worse than those he condemns the Israelites for doing.*! In light of
the British role in Kenya—which Dawkins’s own family played an
important part—it certainly puts an “enlightened” twist on Dawkins’s

37 Elkins, Imperial Reckoning, 11.
3 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 280.

¥ “The land of Canaan at the time was occupied by the descendants of Cham,
the most corrupt tribe among the Noachides.” Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch,
The Hirsch Chumash: Bereishis. Daniel Haberman, trans. (Jerusalem: Feldheim
Publishers, 2006), 297.

4 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 280.

4 As the Kikuyu were evicted from their villages, they were “screened” by teams
made up of “British district officers, members of the Kenya police force, African
loyalists, and even soldiers from the British military forces” who used torture to
acquire “confessions and intelligence.” “If the screening team was dissatisfied with a
suspect’s answers, it was accepted that torture was a legitimate next resort. According
to a number of the former detainees I [Elkins] interviewed, electric shock was widely
used, as well as cigarettes and fire. Bottles (often broken), gun barrels, knives, snakes,
vermin, and hot eggs were thrust up men’s rectums and women’s vaginas.” Elkins,
Imperial Reckoning, 66.
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statements in The God Delusion such as: “The majority of us don’t
cause needless suffering...we don’t cheat, don’t kill, don’t commit in-
cest, don’t do things to others that we would not wish done to us.”?* Of
course, this was exactly what the Canaanites did; they cheated, killed,
committed sexual perversions, and generally caused needless suffer-
ing such as sacrificing their own children to pagan gods.

The answer to Dawkins’s question: “How, then, do we decide what
is right and what is wrong?”* can only be understood in the context of
Dawkins’s own astonishing ignorance of the Torah. “My purpose has
been to demonstrate that we (and this includes most religious people)
as a matter of fact don’t get our morals from scripture. If we did, we
would strictly observe the Sabbath and think it just and proper to ex-
ecute anybody who chose not to.”* Dawkins’s understanding of the
Torah is clearly limited to a “religious” understanding—a Christian
theological understanding.*

We need to point out the failure of secular philosophy to grasp the
nature of the Torah ideal of “freedom” and “liberty.” This can be seen
in the above examples of John Stuart Mill’s theoretical postulations
on liberty and his views on the treatment of the Irish, or of Thomas
Jefferson writing about “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness”
while owning over a hundred slaves, or in Richard Dawkins’s own
family’s involvement in the brutal repression and “needless suffering”
of the Kikuyu. If we look closely at the morality demonstrated by the
philosophers of the Enlightenment as well as the Western societies
that nurtured these ideals, we can agree with Dawkins on his last
point above—Western societies certainly did not get their morals
from the Torah.

4 1bid., 298.
4 Ibid.
4 Ibid.

45 Gentiles are not under Sabbath law. To infer that Gentiles would be held accountable
for breaking laws which do not apply to them is a misrepresentation of Torah law.
“How many literalists have read enough of the Bible to know that the death penalty
is prescribed for...gathering sticks on the Sabbath and for cheeking your parents?
If we reject Deuteronomy and Leviticus (as all enlightened moderns do), by what
criteria do we then decide which of religion’s moral values to accept?” Ibid., 81.
This is an example of the problem with “enlightened moderns” trying to interpret the
Torah without the Oral Law. “‘There never was, nor will there ever be, such a thing
as a “disobedient and rebellious son,”” a baraisa states. ‘Why, then, this law? So that
you may inquire into it and profit by your inquiry.”” (Sanhedrin 71a). Obviously, the
“criteria” we need to decide is neither by “religion” nor secular philosophy, but by
Torah law.



A Stogf Selden Heard

One may discern the link between Hellenism and the other worldliness of religion.
For the Greeks, man is not the highest thing in the universe. This is why practical
wisdom or politics, which is concerned with things human and variable, is inferior
to philosophic wisdom. Therein is the dichotomy between the ‘vita activa’ and the
‘vita contemplativa,” prompting certain sensitive types to abandon humanity for
a more refined world. This dichotomy is foreign to the Torah, wherein man not
only stands at the pinnacle of creation, but is charged (in Gen. 2:28) with the
duty of improving and perfecting it.

— Paul Eidelberg'

ETURNING TO MILL’S DESCRIPTION OF THE JEWS AS A “BARBAROUS
people,” we ask: what exactly makes a people “barbarous?”
Mill’s standard for civility was polite British culture and so-
ciety, to play a fair game, tut-tut, tally-ho and all that.? Without an ab-
solute moral system, the man-made rules of even the best-meaning of
individuals are subject to the whims of the changing climate of human
mores and values, and the moral system supported by philosophers
such as Mill fell woefully short of the Torah ideal. Mill’s view of Ire-
land, possibly influenced by the Fenian threat® to the British Union,

! Eidelberg, Beyond the Secular Mind, 134.

> This was the problem that Maurice Samuel wrote about when he commented
on the difference between Jews and non-Jews, that “we have not of this joyous
gamesomeness. We fight and suffer and die, even as we labor and create, not in sport
and not under the rules of sport, but in the feeling and belief that we are part of
an eternal process. We cannot have art such as you have, a free and careless lyrical
beauty, songs and epics. Our sense of beauty springs from immersion in the universe,
from a gloomy desire to see justice done in the name of God. Morality itself we take
simply and seriously: we have none of your arbitrary regulations, your fine flourishes
and disciplined gallantries; we only know right or wrong: all the rest seems to us
childish irreverence.” Maurice Samuel, You Gentiles, (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and Company, 1924), 36.

* The Fenians were a secret society of Irish Nationalists founded in the mid-nineteenth
century in America. After the Civil War, many of the hardened Irish veterans formed a
military arm and launched a series of poorly-planned raids into Canada, and although
their attempts failed, it alarmed the British who feared that the Fenians (who also
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was that protection of the State of England (and hence, Great Britain)
was the most important aspect. This hearkens back to the lesson of
those who tried to build the great Tower of Babel, when the commu-
nity (or state) asks the individual to serve the state instead of serving
God, making the state “an end instead of merely as a means toward
an end, then all of mankind’s moral future is compromised.”™ Mill’s
idea of “personal liberty” obviously did not extend to those he felt
were “on the side opposed to modern civilization and progress,” i.e.,
opposed to the wealthy, classically educated British. Mill, as did many
of his Enlightened contemporaries, disparaged the Jews at every op-
portunity.® Since Mill’s influences were from the “classical” tradition,
meaning from Greek and Roman sources rather than from the Torah,
he believed that “what little recognition the idea of obligation to the
public obtains in modern morality, is derived from Greek and Roman
sources, not from Christian.”® Mill, even though he was considered
a secular humanist, could not escape the trappings of his Christian
culture,” and the Christian teaching of personal salvation: “But reli-
gion, even supposing it to escape perversion for the purposes of despo-
tism, ceases in the circumstances to be a social concern, and narrows
into a personal affair between an individual and his Maker, in which
the issue at stake is but his private salvation. Religion in this shape is
quite consistent with the most selfish and contracted egoism.” Even
as he criticizes religion, Mill cannot escape from its influence.

Mill ridiculed Judaism, calling it “barbarous;” he disparaged the
Torah and the Commandments of God as being the ultimate “self-
ish and contracted egoism.” Instead of Torah, Mill offered hedonistic

started using the term “Irish Republican Army”’) would invade Ireland itself, and lead
a rebellion against Britain.

4 Hirsch, T’rumath Tzvi, 55.

5 “Christians...expanded from an obscure sect of the despised Hebrews into the
religion of the Roman empire.” Mill, On Liberty and Other Essays, 48.

¢ Ibid., 56.

7 “When the legitimacy of infliction punishment is admitted, how many conflicting
conceptions of justice come to light in discussing the proper apportionment of
punishment to offences. No rule on this subject recommends itself so strongly to the
primitive and spontaneous sentiment of justice, as the lex talionis, an eye for an eye
and a tooth for a tooth.” Ibid., 193.

8 Ibid., 240.
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pleasures of “happiness” as the greatest goal. It was against this tradi-

tionally liberal world-view that Rabbi Hirsch stated:
The utilization of esthetics for the education of the uncultured is
not the greatest good. A culture that affords man an ever-increasing
measure of self-satisfaction as the sole standard by which to measure
his life’s activities but gives him no ideal outside himself, a culture
that shines forth in its own light as the sole criterion for his conduct,
cannot endure. Only an ideal capable of elevating man’s spirit to a
knowledge—and his emotions to an acknowledgment—of what is
good and true can lead him toward the lofty plane of his true calling.’

Mill’s “utilitarianism” pointed to “personal happiness”' as the
ultimate goal for individuals (the “Greatest Happiness Principle”).!!
Utilitarianism, with its Greek-epicurean philosophy on the “happiness
of the individual,” the liberal concept taught by Mill, showed that Ju-
daism did not factor into the enlightened understanding of morality.'
This attitude carried into the twentieth century, where Toynbee took a
swipe at the Hebraic Christian movement of the seventeenth century:
“It was an unfortunate perversity that led the founders of Protestant-
ism in our modern Western Christendom to seek their main inspiration
partly in the pre-prophetic books of the Old Testament.”"?

[0

VOLTAIRE AND MILL’s criticism of the “barbarous people’s (Jewish)
pre-existing morality”” was supported by the classically-trained philos-
ophers of the Enlightenment, whose Greek morality included a love of
hedonism, warfare, and the rich upper-class living a life of luxury and

° Hirsch, T’rumath Tzvi, 50.

19 The subjective nature of “happiness” was noted by Rabbi S. R. Hirsch, who said
that “is it so sure that happiness and perfection are the purpose for which man was
created?...what would you answer the libertine, the criminal, to whom intoxication
and momentary gratification of the senses outweigh every other happiness, temporal
or eternal?” Hirsch, The Nineteen Letters, 14.

""Mill, On Liberty and Other Essays, 198.

12¢If it be a true belief that God desires, above all things, the happiness of his creatures,
and that this was [H]is purpose in their creation, utility is not only not a Godless
doctrine, but more profoundly religious than any other.” Ibid., 153.

13 Arnold Toynbee, 4 Study of History, Vol. 1. (London: Oxford University Press,
1963), 211.
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sloth on the forced labor of slaves or the working poor. To understand
the practical application of Enlightenment philosophy, let us ponder
the morality of another philosopher of the French Enlightenment,
Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778), whose works influenced later
philosophers such as Immanuel Kant and John Stuart Mill. Rousseau
was not the anti-Semite that Voltaire was, yet his personal views and
practices of morality raise some serious questions. Rousseau’s mor-
als were—as with the other Enlightenment philosophers—based upon
Greek philosophy, and the way he treated his children shows us his
adherence to the ancient Greek and Roman system of infanticide.

Rousseau had five children with his mistress, Thérése Levaseur,
who was ten years his junior. These newborns, none of which were
even given a name, Rousseau snatched from the arms of his mistress,
and immediately sent to a state orphanage whose record of infant
deaths was so high that it was doubted that any of Rousseau’s children
survived infancy. Rousseau justified his actions by saying that having
children running about the house would be a distraction and an annoy-
ance. Rousseau thought his work was too important to let little things
such as letting children constantly interrupt him, and that by getting
rid of unwanted children he was only doing what Plato had advocated,
“performing the act of a citizen and a father and I looked on myself as
a member of Plato’s Republic.”'*

This raises a disturbing theme of Plato’s Republic, and we should
question the sort of morality the Greeks were espousing. Infanticide
was quite common throughout early Greek history'” as well as in
later Roman'¢ culture. This attitude of disposable children influ-
enced later liberal thought, and our modern society has also bought
into this concept with its use of abortion as a means of disposing of

4 Paul Johnson, Intellectuals, (New York: HarpePerennial, 1990), 23.

15 “Abandonment of infants occurred to a greater or lesser degree throughout the
Greek world from earliest times, and in the late Hellenistic Period became, it appears,
an actual menace and evil.” La Rue van Hook, The Exposure of Infants at Athens.
Transactions and proceedings of the American Philological Association, Vol. 51
(1920), 144.

16 “That...exposure and infanticide in other forms were not only practiced but also
publicly recognized is clear not only from the evidence of Roman law, which has
been mentioned, but also from Greek law, religion, and philosophy.” A. Cameron,
“The Exposure of Children and Greek Ethics.” The Classical Review, Vol. 46, No. 3,
(Jul., 1932), 108.
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unwanted babies. The teachings of Rousseau (who was not about to let
Jewish morality dictate the terms for his desire to live life the way he
wanted it, which was to be unburdened by patriarchal duty) along with
Voltaire’s hedonism'” makes thoughtful Noahides question the reasons
behind the Enlightenment attack on Judaism. Is there a standard for
morality, and if so, who dictates the terms? Are humans free to do
what we feel is right in our own eyes, or is there a divine standard of
conduct? Are men of learning and artistic ability free to make their
own rules, in the words of the French painter Paul Gauguin, “the right
to dare all”?

To rephrase the questions we asked earlier: why follow the philo-
sophical teachings from men whose own personal morals concerning
their own children were so abominable? Should men of great intel-
lectual achievement be held up as standards of religious belief de-
spite their moral paucity? Many atheist intellectuals crow about how
Albert Einstein—the very name invoking genius—was an atheist
despite his numerous references to God “inviting misunderstanding
by supernaturalists eager to misunderstand and claim so illustrious a
thinker as their own,”'® and that Einstein’s faith was not in God but
rather in the “Enlightenment tradition” of philosophers such as “Kant
and Goethe.”" The atheists chortle about how this iibergenius—the
crown jewel of intellectuals—was firmly in the secular camp, and
modern intellectuals thought Einstein was the best example of how a
person of superior intelligence does not believe in God.

What the intellectuals ignore about Saint Albert was his personal
morality. During Einstein’s greatest period of intellectual achievement
he was married to Mileva Mari¢, a homely but brilliant Serbian shiksa
whom Albert considered his intellectual equal. She was pursuing a
Ph.D. in physics at the Swiss Polytechnic in Zurich when she became
pregnant with Albert Einstein’s child, a girl named Lieserl. They mar-
ried after Lieserl was born, but the child vanished a couple of years

17 A famous quote attributed to Voltaire was “once a philosopher, twice a pervert.”
The setting for this quote is a little vague; one account says it was when Voltaire was
invited to an orgy in Paris and declined to go a second time. The other account is
Voltaire’s experimentation with homosexuality. From the Noahide perspective, the
statement should be: “once a pervert, twice a double pervert.”

8 Dawkins, The God Delusion, 34.

1 Hitchens, god is not Great, 243.
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later—whether she was put up for adoption, dumped in a home for
handicapped children, or simply died we do not know—and although
the Einsteins had two more children (both male), the loss of her only
daughter haunted Mileva for the rest of her life. Mileva gave up her
own career in science for the sake of her children and for her husband.
There is evidence that much of Albert Einstein’s greatest work—in-
cluding his theory of relativity—was a joint creation with his brilliant
wife. As his fame grew, Albert spent increasingly longer periods of
time away from his family, and after his affair with Elsa Lowenthal,
his own cousin whom he later married and subsequently cheated on as
well, he abandoned his family entirely. In Albert Einstein’s own words
(in a letter written in 1916) he said that:
Separation from Mitsa was for me a question of life. Our life in
common had become impossible, even depressing, but I could not
say why. So I am giving up my boys...during the two years of our
separation, | have seen them twice...to my great sorrow I have found
that my children do not understand my actions, that they feel a mute
anger against me, and I find, although it hurts me, that it is better for
them if their father does not see them any more...[Mitsa] is and will

remain always for me a severed limb. I shall never again approach her;
I shall finish my days far away from her.

Einstein’s children would doubtless have preferred a loving father
who was faithful to his wife and family even if he had to take off his
shoes to count to twenty. Comments by atheists such as Sam Harris,
who wrote about how Einstein considered faith “nothing more than
a eunuch left to guard the harem while the intellect was away solv-
ing the problems of the world” and that “Einstein robbed religion of
the truth of its doctrine,””' makes one wonder what “truths” Einstein
robbed. Albert Einstein, besotted by Western values and mores, was
an atheist indeed.”

)

2 Milan Popovic, The Life and Letters of Mileva Mari¢. (Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2003), 109-10.

2! Harris, The End of Faith, 271.

2 “QOutside of Judaism we sometimes find the delusion prevalent that the requirements
of moral law are valid only for men of the lower or middle social strata. According to
that point of view, social prominence, and particularly intellectual prowess and genius
constitute a license for indulgence in moral aberrations. Judaism does not share such
views.” Hirsch, The Hirsch Psalms, §ii, 192-93.
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THE INTELLECTUALS IN Britain and France were not alone in their at-
titudes concerning the “barbarous” Jews.?® By the end of the nineteenth
century, with the wave of anti-Semitism erupting in France and spread-
ing throughout Europe, it was clear that, from the Jewish viewpoint,
the Enlightenment had failed. Neither Christian nor secular European
culture could tolerate the Jews, and by the early twentieth century, great
numbers of Jews (as had the Irish a generation earlier) fled Europe (par-
ticularly Eastern Europe) and settled in America. As the Spirit of the
Enlightenment helped develop a system where the State took the place
of the Church in many aspects; as the Industrial Revolution changed
society and increased the wealth and power of Western states, wars be-
came more and more bloody, culminating with the world wars of the
twentieth century. As for the superior morality of the “enlightened” phi-
losophers, the French Enlightenment produced the French Revolution,
where during the Reign of Terror in 1793—1794, nearly 20,000 people
were guillotined. When Ireland was hit by the potato blight, close to
one million people died of starvation and disease. Here in America, our
treatment of the Native Americans and the African Americans who were
enslaved, and even long after they were freed, was just as bad. In Ger-
many, a state that many considered to be the most civilized nation on
carth in the early 20th century, the events of the 1930s and 1940s speak
for themselves. The dream of society without religion and without the
constraints of biblical morality—the sort of society which John Stuart
Mill espoused (as well as today’s atheistic intellectuals such as Richard
Dawkins, Christopher Hitchens, and Noam Chomsky) was fulfilled in
the regimes of the Soviet Union and China, where Stalin’s “Command
Economy” and “Great Purge” along with Mao Zedong’s “Great Leap
Forward” and “Cultural Revolution” created horrors that topped even
Hitler’s body count. Without the moral foundation of the Torah, the
man-made systems of enlightened philosophical morality fell far short
of achieving peaceful societies.

2 “The enemies of the Jewish people, in justification of their own conduct, have
pointed out many times that, from the very beginning of its history, this people had
found no sympathy among the nations. Instead, they say, Israecl has met with nothing
but hostility and hatred throughout the world. Israel’s enemies think this is sufficient
reason for all future generations to cultivate and to transmit to their descendants the
old hatred which the nations have long harbored against the Jews...it was not at the
people of Israel, but at the ideals of Zion that this hatred had been aimed from the very
beginning...the haters of the ideals represented by Zion became the enemies of the
Jews.” Hirsch, The Hirsch Psalms, §ii, 392.
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The philosophers endeavored to replace the morality of the To-
rah with other moral systems derived from their own philosophical
“reason.”” As we have seen, the non-Jewish philosophy developed
during the Enlightenment, no matter how elegant and erudite, so mat-
ter how sophisticated the methodology, did not provide the answers
to the primary questions of human behavior (where did the universe
come from, what is God, why are we here, what is good and evil,
etc.). No matter how grand and logical the teachings of the philoso-
phers on the matter of ethics, there was a vast disconnect between their
personal beliefs and behavior and the teachings of the Torah.* The
questionable morality of the philosophers of the Enlightenment show
the influence of the Greeks and the Romans?® and how their ideas were
combined and synthesized into a new academic model, a model that
has since affected practically all theological and historical study of
Israel by both the Church and secular academia. Practically every non-
Jewish commentary on the New Testament and every study on ancient
Judaism has been affected by it either directly or indirectly.”’

The grand ideas and concepts such as “freedom” and “equality,”
as expounded by philosophers such as Voltaire, Rousseau, Kant, and
Hegel, influenced not only the historical schools of the Enlighten-
ment, but all branches of the social sciences. Freedom, from the rab-
binic viewpoint, is not simply another theological, philosophical, or
individualistic attribute or idea. “In order for a person to appreciate
freedom, he must value the freedom of others, just as he values his own

2 “The accepted Jewish analysis of the problem is that apostasy does not start
in the rational, but that it is rather the result of a strong desire to commit certain
transgressions. These are later justified by a subservient intellect.” Paul Forchheimer,
Maimonides’ Commentary on Pirkey Avoth. (Jerusalem: Feldheim, 1983), 187.

5 “Philosophies do not remold natures. What your radicals want is another form of the
Game, with other rules.” Samuel, You Gentiles, 154.

26 “Vpltaire found his rationalization [of anti-Semitism] in history; he argued that the
Jews had always been despised, even before Christian times. He constantly adduced
pagan writers, such as Tacitus, Juvenal and Cicero, to prove this point.” Hyam
Maccoby, Antisemitism and Modernity: Innovation and Continuity. (London, New
York Taylor & Francis Routledge, 2006), 54.

27 “Reason transformed into prejudice is the worst form of prejudice.” Allan Bloom,
The Closing of the American Mind. (New York: Simon & Schuster Inc., 1987), 253.
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(P ’nei Yehoshua).”*® The Enlightenment concept of “freedom” was, on
the other hand, “freedom” from the Torah.?

It was not that the philosophers were unaware of the Torah. We
now come to the most damning evidence against the philosophers
of the Enlightenment: the excision of the works and teachings of the
Christian Hebraists, most notably John Selden.

T~

DURING THE SEVENTEENTH century, just before the Enlightenment
got underway, the Torah gained a brief but important toe-hold in the
legal, religious, and philosophic thought of Europe, particularly in
England and the Netherlands. The Christian Hebraists at the forefront
of this movement were the Dutch scholar Hugo Grotius (1583-1645)
and the British lawyer John Selden (1584—1654). Selden had studied
the Talmud and the writings of Maimonides, and concluded that the
Seven Noahide Laws were the Divine foundation of what then was
being touted at the time as “natural law,”*" and both Selden and Gro-
tius taught that the Seven Laws not only provided the groundwork for
national law, but international law as well.’! Selden, one of the most
erudite minds ever produced by Western Culture, did not agree with

28 Rabbis Nosson Scherman and Hersh Goldwurm, Vayikra. (Brooklyn: Mesorah
Publications, Ltd., 1990), 425.

2 As Rabbi Hirsch observed: “These ‘enlightened’ ones make sure not to burden their
children with knowledge of God, so that the children will without scruples, without
trepidation, and without hesitation follow the footsteps which the irresponsibility of
their fathers has marked out for them...it is better to entrust yourself and your child
to the guidance of your God than to commit yourself and him to everyday sagacity of
those thought of as ‘intelligent,” whose sagacity in reality is blinded by the attractions
of profit and pleasure.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 1, 232.

3 “The relationship between natural law and the seven Noahide laws was first
elucidated by John Selden, the greatest English scholar of the seventeenth century, in
his work De Jure Naturali et Gentium juxta Disciplinam Ebraerum (1640)—(Natural
Law and Civil Law According to the Hebrews). He speaks of the ‘laws of Noah’
of universal obligation and application, and of the laws which are binding only on
the Jews.” Rabbi Elie Munk, The Call of the Torah: Bereishis. (Brooklyn: Mesorah
Publications, Ltd., 1994), 35.

31 “Grotius and Selden would view more positively the rabbinic tradition of a Noahide
law that at least before the Sinai theophany provided a minimal set of moral laws that
were divine and universally obligatory.” Jason P. Rosenblatt, Renaissance England’s
Chief Rabbi: John Selden. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 151.
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the principle of “natural law” derived from reason, but of positive
law,* a Law from the Supreme Lawgiver.** Selden came to this view
from his study of the Talmud, and, unlike most of his contemporaries
who felt that the teachings of the Noahide Code were little more than
rabbinical flotsam in a sea of laws which Jesus had done away with,
Selden saw the humaneness and reason in the rabbinical teachings
that softened the often harsh legal pronouncements of the Written
Torah. An example of this would be the penalty for sleeping with
another man’s wife; a person who violates this law is, technically
to be put to death, yet for a man to be convicted of this punishment,
the rabbis ruled that there would have to be a set of circumstances
so precise that it would make the death penalty all but impossible:
there would have to be two witnesses, and just prior to the violation,
the law must be spoken to the potential violator exactly as it is writ-
ten in the Torah. This would be like having two policemen giving
the Miranda warning to a criminal just before he commits a crime, a
scenario that would be highly unlikely.

Selden not only had a penchant for thinking “outside the box,”** but
he championed the concept of the importance of primary sources,” as
Charles A. Beard would comment, “one thing, however, my masters
taught me, and that was to go behind the pages of history written by my

32 “Natural law theory treats law essentially as the embodiment in rules and concepts
of moral principles that are derived ultimately from reason and conscience. Positivism
treats law essentially as a body of rules laid down (‘posited’) and enforced by the
supreme lawmaking authority, the sovereign.” Harold J. Berman, “The Origins of
Historical Jurisprudence: Coke, Selden, Hale.” The Yale Law Journal, Vol. 103, No.
7 (May, 1994), 1653.

33 “[Selden] took the idea of man’s natural freedom from moral laws a great deal
further than Grotius, so far in fact that according to him the only way in which moral
community could be understood was as an effect of God’s positive imposition and
enforcement of the moral law as promulgated in the precepts given to the sons of
Noah.” Knud Haakonssen, Natural Law and Moral Philosophy: From Grotius to the
Scottish Enlightenment. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 30.

3 “Selden’s most controversial uses of philology occur in his scholarly works,
particularly in his treatises on Jewish law, where he explains disputed New Testament
terms in the light of ancient Jewish institutions. This method is standard today: in the
seventeenth century, it verged on heresy.” Martha A. Ziskind, “John Selden: Criticism
and Affirmation of the Common Law Tradition.” The American Journal of Legal
History, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Jan., 1975), 32.

35 “One facet of Selden’s critical attitude toward texts is his preference for primary
over secondary sources.” Ziskind, John Selden: Criticism and Affirmation of the
Common Law Tradition, 35.
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contemporaries and read ‘the sources.””*¢ Selden’s simple but profound
reasoning led him to understand that since the Noahide Law was the
original legal code God had given to mankind, and since the Jews were
the keepers and transmitters of this ancient law, reason dictated that the
Noahide Law as expounded by the rabbis should be the basis for all
legal systems. Noahide Law pre-dated Roman law, and Selden believed
that neither “the principles of natural law could be deduced wholly from
the civil law of Rome, nor could a case be made for the universality of
Roman law throughout history.””” There were many elements of Roman
Law in English common law, and even though “where national custom
and Roman law came into conflict, national custom prevailed...Selden
discusses in detail the triumph of the common law over efforts to es-
tablish Roman law as the law of England,” Selden noted Roman law
had an indelible and lasting impact on English Common Law (as can be
seen in the use of Latin in English Law).

Following their expulsion in 1290, there had been no Jews in Eng-
land (at least openly; a few Marrano refugees from Spain probably
snuck in here and there, but they kept a low profile). For over three
centuries, England had been devoid of Jews, which makes Selden’s
work all the more amazing. Selden “followed through on his long-
standing hunch that ancient Jewish society had managed both a thor-
oughgoing social cohesion and an intimacy with the divine will.”**
His study of Maimonides led Selden to “transform the formidably
complex Talmud and Mishnah into a finite number of precepts™® and
to champion the Seven Noahide Laws as the basis for government.*!

This was, to say the least, a remarkable achievement for someone
who had neither met nor seen an orthodox Jew in his lifetime, for
the Jews were not re-admitted into England until after Selden’s death

3¢ Charles A. Beard, An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution of the United
States. (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Publishing, 1998), xix.

37 Ziskind, John Selden: Criticism and Affirmation of the Common Law Tradition, 37.
38 Tbid.

3 Reid Barbour, John Selden. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2003), 13.

40 Tbid., 218.

41 “No one before Selden had so emphatically called attention to the analogy which
Jewish law offers in this connexion [sic] with Greek and Roman jurisprudence.” Rabbi
Isaac Herzog, “John Selden and Jewish Law.” Journal of Comparative Legislation
and International Law. 3rd Ser., Vol. 13, No. 4 (1931), 238.
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in 1654. The English jurist John Selden realized, by his own reason
and intellect,* that the Noahide Law provided a link between God
and non-Jewish society, a Divine Law that predated Islam, Christian-
ity, and even Judaism. “This is not to say, however, that the ancient
Jews segregated their society into matters sacred and profane. Nothing
could be further from the truth as Selden sees it. God commanded the
Jews to make the institutions of justice...justice itself was a natural
and sacred dispensation.” Selden was not only influential among the
seventeenth century philosophers* and scholars,* but also with the
Puritans who were immigrating to America during his most produc-
tive years, bringing with them some of his ideas about the Hebrew
Bible, not the least of which was that “Selden, throughout his writ-
ings, contrast[ed] the severity of the literal text of the Hebrew Bible
with the humaneness of rabbinic interpretations of the text and of
rabbinic law.”*

Soon, however, the legal concepts from the Torah were replaced
by a subtle shift in ideas and language among Western intellectuals.
“Natural law” became “natural rights,” and the light of the Torah that
Selden and Grotius ignited among the Christians flickered only too
briefly before it was extinguished. The intellectuals of Europe back-
slid into the anti-Semitic Greco-Roman philosophies that so enamored
the Enlightenment philosophers such as Voltaire,* yet faint traces of

42 “Selden stressed the importance not only of the covenantal, or contractual, nature
of the Noachite obligations but also of God-given human reason in understanding
them and of God-given human conscience in fulfilling them.” Berman, The Origins of
Historical Jurisprudence: Coke, Selden, Hale, 1699.

4 Barbour, John Selden, 313.

4 There is evidence that John Selden influenced the British philosopher John Locke,
whose writings on natural law and liberty influenced later eighteenth century American
intellectuals such as Thomas Jefferson. Cf. Rosenblatt, Renaissance England’s Chief
Rabbi: John Selden, 178.

4 “Discussions of Noachide law in the seventeenth century that refer to Selden respectfully
and often reverentially appear in the work of Isaac Newton, Henry Burton [an influential
Puritan writer], John Lightfoot [Hebraist and Master of St. Catharine’s College], Henry
Stubbe [writer and scholar], Henry Hammond, Jeremy Taylor, James Harrington [political
theorist], Edward Stillingfleet, John Toland, Samuel Pufendorf, Lancelot Addison (father
of Joseph), and Sir John Vaughan, among many others. It is also clear that Selden’s Hebrew
scholarship influences Ben Johnson, John Milton, and Thomas Hobbes.” Ibid., 169.

4 Ibid., 179.

47 “The crucial turn in the 1670s was that the debate about the Bible and the Jews,
both ancient and modern, was essentially secularized.” Hertzberg, The French
Enlightenment and the Jews, 30.
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philo-Semitism from Selden’s work survived, for it was during the
decade of the 1630s, when Selden wrote his most important works on
the Noahide Laws, that waves of Puritan immigration from England
floundered onto the shores of North America, primarily to Canada,
the Caribbean, and New England, where over twenty thousand Puri-
tans immigrated during this short but influential time. By the 1640s,
during the English Revolution, the Puritan victory that meant they no
longer needed to flee Britain, and the influx of Puritans to America
gradually slowed to a trickle. As the intellectual ideas of the Enlight-
enment swept across Western Europe, where the ideas of Selden were
ridiculed and then ignored, the Christian Hebraists who had been in-
fluenced by Selden had found a safe haven in America.*

o=

AN IMPORTANT STEP in the philosophical war against the Torah was the
removal of academic discussion of the works of John Selden, who was
considered the most learned man in England during the seventeenth cen-
tury, the peer of Sir Isaac Newton and John Milton, an influence on Thom-
as Hobbes* and John Locke. Within decades, Selden’s work had increas-
ingly less impact on modern academia to the point where his teaching and
influence became relatively unknown.” Selden’s monumental work on
the Noahide Law, De Jure Naturali et Gentium juxta Disciplinam Ebrae-
rum, has yet to be translated into English (as of 2011) from the original
Latin, and the topic of the Noahide Law was eventually banished from
academic discourse. Even in the rare occurrence when Selden’s works are
mentioned, the subject of the Noahide Law is usually avoided.’!

4 “These Puritan emigrants, with their reliance upon the Book [Bible] and their wealth
of scholarly leadership, founded that intellectual and scholarly tradition which for
three centuries enabled New England to lead the country in educational and scholarly
achievement...Puritanism, as a religion of the Book, placed a strong emphasis upon
interpretation and rational discourse and eschewed ranting emotionalism.” Hofstadter,
Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, 60-61.

4 “The context in which livyatan [leviathan] occurs in Chapter 27 of Isaiah clearly
suggests that ‘leviathan’is a metaphor for a powerful society in the midst of mankind.”
Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 11, 116.

0 For example, the view that “historians have traced the origins of a doctrine that
granted natural rights to all human beings either to John Locke in the seventeenth
century or to William Ockham in the late Middle Ages.” Kenneth Pennington,
The Prince and the Law, 1200-1600: Sovereignty and Rights in the Western Legal
Tradition. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 5.

5! The treatment of Selden’s writings on the Noahide Laws stood as a firm rebuttal
against those who insist that the reason rabbinic scholarship has been ignored was
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This was one of the consequences of the Enlightenment and the
revival of Greek ideas>—the extinguishing of the ideas and influence
of the Christian Hebraists, particularly the work of Hugo Grotius and
John Selden.>® The “Enlightenment” was the re-discovery and appli-
cation of Greek philosophy and science, and although the age of the
Enlightenment was from around 1650 to 1750 (some have it as late as
1850), we are, in many ways, still living in the Enlightenment age. For
the intellectual and educated class—which is to say, those trained in
the Greek way of thinking—the Enlightenment was mankind’s glori-
ous achievement leading men out of the dark ages of religion to a new
age of reason and freedom. No more would mankind be held account-
able by the morals and values of ancient religious myths and legends,
but by modern methods of the new faith of positivism.

As we have seen, John Selden’s work on the Noahide Law lost favor
as the Industrial Age began, and one can only wonder how different
British and American society would have been had Selden’s teaching
been heeded. There is no telling what the world might had looked like if
the two mightiest Western empires of the past three centuries—Britain
and America—had adopted the Noahide Law as the basis for both civil
and international law, or at least incorporated it into their legal systems.
Yet the most these two nations accomplished was to tweak the laws
enough where the Jews did not have to live in constant worry that their
houses would be burned down over their heads, their women raped,
and their children bayoneted as the Western Europeans had been doing
for centuries. As America, and then Britain, passed laws that enabled
the Jews to live in society almost as equals, we patted ourselves on
the back and beamed with pride at our new Constitution and laws,
thinking of ourselves as a sublime example of humanity and reason.
Besides, there were other races of men to exploit, humiliate, and

that it was only recently that rabbinic works have been widely available in a popular
translation and unavailable to the general public.

52 “Soon after 1730, there was a notable shift in New England ideology. The writings
of John Locke and the works of Montesquieu and of other political thinkers of the
Enlightenment often displaced the Bible as the center of interest.” Milton R. Konvitz,
Torah & Constitution: Essays in American Jewish Thought. Syracuse: Syracuse
University Press, 1998, 15.

33 “In the last few centuries, the Greco-Roman sources of natural law have continued
to be cited, while the Judaic element has generally been ignored.” Gordis, Judaic
Ethics for a Lawless World, 65.



Protocols of the Philosopher 91

humble, men with brown or red skin. The Jews we could tolerate, as
long as they behaved themselves and contributed to the economy.

Yet how reasonable is it to ignore a dissenting view, to disregard an
entire school of learning and reason in lieu of its obvious relevance to
Western thought? It is one thing to disagree with a particular view, but
to dismiss it outright without looking at the evidence displays unreason.
It was not that the Noahide Law was unknown to seventeenth century
scholars—quite the contrary. Something else was at work, an underly-
ing malaise that influenced the Enlightenment philosophers to ridicule,
demean, and ignore the Torah. Even when the Torah was examined,
with very few exceptions, the writings of the Sages and the respon-
sa from the rabbis of their day was treif to the gentile Enlightenment
scholars. From the Noahide perspective, this utter failure to accept any-
thing Torah-related represented a step backward for Western culture,
not a step forward, substituting a system of hedonistic Greek paganism
for the system of theological paganism of the Church, and the flame
that Grotius and Selden had lit in Western Europe was snuffed out by
the Greek-loving intellectuals and philosophers of the Enlightenment.

=y

THE prOTOCOLS OF the Enlightenment philosophers resulted in the
development of systems of reason and logic that were neither based on
Torah nor on rabbinic logic. As elaborate as these systems of philosophy
were, they were ultimately used to justify any behavior—no matter how
hedonistic—from the killing of unwanted babies to political ideologies
such as Nazism. The philosophical secularization and polarization of
religious morality and legalism was used to justify moral and ethical
behavior which was against the teachings of Torah:

Kant, with the consistency of thought which is the mark of a great
philosopher, therefore puts the duties man has to himself ahead of the
duties to others...the standard is neither the love of some neighbor
nor self-love, but self-respect...moral conduct has nothing to do with
obedience to any law that is given from the outside—be it the law of
God or the laws of men.>*
We now turn to these anti-Semitic memes that were passed from
their classical and theological hosts, incubated in the minds of the phi-
losophers, and then infected other academic scholars such as historians.

% Hanna Arendt, Responsibility and Judgment, ed. Jerome Kohn. (New York:
Schocken Books, 2003), 67—-68.






CHAPTER TWO

Protocols (f the Historian

It used to be said that facts speak for themselves. This is, of course, untrue. The
facts speak only when the historian calls on them!: it is he who decides to which
facts to give the floor, and in what order or context...it is the historian who has
decided for his own reasons that Caesar’s crossing of that petty stream, the
Rubicon, is a fact of history, whereas the crossing of the Rubicon by millions of
other people before or since interests nobody at all.

— Edward Hallet Carr'

N OUR WESTERNIZED CULTURE, THE VERSION OF HISTORY THAT IS
commonly taught can be summed up as follows:

For most of his existence, man dwelt in caves, living on nuts and
berries along with what wild game he could catch. After thousands of
years of hardscrabble existence, scrawling pictures of buffalo, deer,
and bears on cave walls when he was not out hunting and gathering
food, man finally learned how to farm, and then to write, and to build
houses and form towns and communities. There were fights between
towns, and many little kingships sprung up, and these kingships warred
on other kingships. A few of the towns became cities, and a few of

' Edward Hallett Carr, What is History? (New York: Vintage Books, 1961), 9.
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these cities became powerful city-states, and they built ziggurats and
pyramids before being overthrown and seeing their cities destroyed
and their people led off into slavery by more powerful city-states,
who would themselves be overthrown. This state of affairs went on
for a long time. Then, about twenty-five hundred years ago, in a little
country called Greece, the people of a city named Athens invented
philosophy, democracy and science, and they taught it to the people
of Rome. The Romans added to the Greek teachings by establishing
a complex civil law as well as impressive engineering feats such as
public roads, viaducts, and sporting arenas. In the far eastern part of
the Roman Empire, a man called Jesus invented Christianity, which
quickly became the religion of the Greeks and Romans, and the Greeks
and Romans spread their knowledge and religion far and wide, from
Africa and Persia to the British Isles. Then the Western Europeans, who
were so much wiser than everyone else, invented marvelous things
such as oil painting, symphonies, telescopes, printing presses, guns,
and—best of all—sailing ships that could navigate the oceans of the
world. With these ships they sailed out from their ports to enlighten the
backwards savages and barbarians that inhabited much of the world,
and brought back the tribute given to them by the barbarians. This
is how democracy, capitalism, and Christianity spread throughout the
lands, and why the Western Europeans became the rulers of the earth.

This is a synopsis of the history that has been taught in our educa-
tion system for generations, and it is an approximation of how Western
Culture looks at mankind’s journey from cave-dwellers to modern civ-
ilized society. As far as factual history, it is essentially correct, albeit
from a Western European point of view; to call ancient and advanced
civilizations such as the Sinic or the Aztec backwards is a symptom of
Euro-centric subjectivity. There was evidence that other civilizations
had found America long before Columbus, such as the Vikings, the
Chinese, or perhaps even the Irish, but these events lacked physical
evidence and written histories, or else what has been written has been
ignored by scholars. Of course, there was a fine line between the dif-
ference between history and propaganda, and most histories were self-
centered and self-serving; certainly the nations of antiquity can be ex-
cused, for before man learned how to safely navigate ships across seas
and oceans, traveling to distant lands was a long and arduous task, and
to someone who lived in Western Europe long ago, the rumors of lands
such as China or Japan were tales which bordered on the mythological.
This was one of the main criticisms about the Bible, particularly the
early books of the Old Testament, that the biblical narrative was not



Protocols of the Historian 95

“historically accurate,” having been written before the development
of modern (read: Greek) historical methods.

But what exactly is history? Is it a story, told from a particular point
of view? Is it a bare assemblage of facts, wie es eigentlich gewesen?
Or is it a mixture of both, a story told from a specific point of view,
using such facts as the historian wishes to convey? Is history an ob-
jective science, or is history influenced by the historian’s religion and
politics, no matter how hard the historian tries to be objective? Who
invented “modern historical methods,” and how are they applied?

To better explain the problem, let us look at another example. Early
in the year 1933, an event that would ultimately change the course of
history occurred as a man with a spellbinding gift of oratory and a
seemingly insatiable lust for power took control of the government of
a powerful Western nation. His goal was to make his nation the most
powerful on earth, but first he had to rebuild an economy shattered by
a crippling depression by implementing national socialistic programs
to get people back to work and jump-start the economy. He was wide-
ly popular, and his pictures adorned the walls of public buildings and
schools, where school children stood every morning with their right
arm fully outstretched, palm down in the ancient Roman salute,” bleat-
ing out their allegiance to the flag that was hung from a pole tipped
with a grim metallic eagle. The citizens of this nation supported his
programs, even when he led them into the greatest war mankind had
ever known, and they continued to support him when he ordered the
political “undesirables,” those of an inferior race, to have their prop-
erty taken away and have them thrown into newly-built concentration
camps.® The citizens of the nation take little notice; after all, they had
laws* which forbade those of inferior race to sit in the park benches
or shop in the stores or eat in the restaurants of the Master Race, and
there were signs put up to remind these inferiors not to eat, not to sit,
not enter these establishments. The strain of leadership and the war
drained him physically, however, and before the Great War ended, he

2 The “Bellamy Salute,” which was the original salute for the Pledge of Allegiance
since the end of the nineteenth century, was the same “Roman” salute adopted by
the German National Socialist Workers Party. In America, the Bellamy Salute was
changed in 1942 to the now-familiar hand-over-the-heart due to the embarrassment of
it being the formal salute of the Nazis.

3 Cf. Executive Order #9066, signed February 19, 1942, p. 486-87 below.

4 The “Jim Crow” laws in the South.
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died in April, 1945, and although many thought he was a tyrant, there
were others, even to this day, who considered him one of the great
leaders of history.

The question is: who is this biography about, Adolf Hitler or
Franklin Delano Roosevelt? This short biography can be accurately
applied to either individual; Hitler and Roosevelt were two entirely
different personalities, and which was the evil tyrant and which was
the heroic leader depends entirely on one’s subjective viewpoint, and
which facts the historian calls upon.

There have been many books written about history and its vari-
ous methodologies, its struggle for objectivity and truth. History to-
day is a highly developed discipline, largely based on the German
academic prototype developed in the mid-nineteenth century, since
“German historical scholarship was an unavoidable model-—and had
the advantage of borrowed prestige.”” The German school, follow-
ing Hegel’s philosophical approach, was at the time the most ad-
vanced and respected in the world of academics, and prided itself on
being objective. The Germans were in the forefront of developing
“scientific” methodologies for academic disciplines such as philoso-
phy, history, and sociology.® When it came to the study of Judaism,
however, these methodologies contained a good deal of subjective
theological concepts. The question we need to ask is: how deeply
does Christian theology affect the academic discipline of history?
No one expects Christian theologians to be objective. But objectiv-
ity is expected of the professional and secular academician; that is
one of their own criteria of what separates the professional from the
amateur.” Unfortunately, the techniques of the historical profession

5 Peter Novick, That Noble Dream. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988, 21.

¢ “Qur intellectual skyline has been altered by German thinkers even more radically
than has our physical skyline by German architects...this is intended not as a know-
nothing response to foreign influence, the search for a German intellectual under every
bed, but to heighten awareness of where we must look if we are to understand what
we are saying and thinking, for we are in danger of forgetting. The great influence
of a nation with a powerful intellectual life over less well endowed nations, even if
the armies of the latter are very powerful, is not rare in human experience. The most
obvious cases are the influence of Greece on Rome and of France on Germany and
Russia. But it is precisely the differences between these two cases and the example of
Germany and the United States that makes the latter so problematic for us.” Bloom,
The Closing of the American Mind, 152-53.

7 “The foundation of an historical profession—a community of the historically
competent—was, by this influential contemporary criterion, an indispensable
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have been influenced by theology as well as a virulent form of anti-
Semitism developed by the Greeks, passed down to the Romans, and
absorbed into both Christianity and secular culture, and the Western
historian too often donned a pair of morose-colored glasses in which
to view the history of the people of Israel. This problem of objectivity
when dealing with all things Jewish, as we shall see, applies to other
academic fields as well.

The job of the historian is to separate myth from fact, to determine
what is “truth” and what is myth and legend. The historian then takes
the facts and juggles them into some sort of useful narrative. But what is
Truth? “Truth” is often described as conformity to fact or reality when
addressing past events. Since the finding and understanding of “truth”
was the object of many of the philosophers, it was not surprising that
philosophers had gotten into the business of finding “truth” in history.
Even the term “philosophy of history”—coined by the eighteenth cen-
tury philosopher Voltaire® in the first part of his Essai sur les Moeurs
et L ’Esprit des Nations—suggested history was a logical and rational
exercise into uncovering the facts of the past. Philosophers, after all,
strove after “truth,” and historical truth was certainly as important as
any other truth. The problem was when you had philosophers writ-
ing about Jewish history, particularly philosophers who were Christian
seminary-trained and educated, and had Christian theology obfuscate
their objectivism. An example would be Immanuel Kant, the illustri-
ous German philosopher of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
century. Kant wrote a historical essay in 1784 when the Enlightenment
was in full flower, helping to influence the developing German school
of history as well as the development of the modern university system.

This is a paragraph from Kant’s essay:

For if we start out from Greek history as that in which all other earlier
or contemporary histories are preserved or at least authenticated,
if we next trace the influence of the Greeks upon the shaping and
misshaping of the body politic of Rome, which engulfed the Greek
state, and follow down to our own times the influence of Rome upon the

prerequisite for the establishment, identification, and legitimation of objective
historical truth...a related way in which professionalization served to consolidate
the norm of objectivity was through its concentration of technique.” Novick, That
Noble Dream, 52.

8 Carr, What is History?, 20.
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Barbarians who in turn destroyed it, and if we finally add the political
history of other peoples episodically, in so far as knowledge of them
has gradually come down to us through these enlightened nations,
we shall discover a regular process of improvement in the political
constitutions of our continent. (Only an educated public which has
existed uninterruptedly from its origin to our times can authenticate
ancient history.” Beyond that, all is terra incognita; and the history
of peoples who lived outside this public can begin only from the time
at which they entered it. This occurred with the Jewish people at the
time of the Ptolemies through the Greek translation of the Bible [i.e.,
the Septuagint], without which their isolated reports would meet with
little belief. From this point, once it has been properly ascertained,
their narratives can be followed backwards. And it is the same with
all other peoples. The first page of Thucydides, as Hume puts it, is the
only beginning of all true history.)”!°

In this one paragraph, Kant succinctly expresses the view of the
beginning of the history of Western Civilization, a view that fits in
nicely with the short synopsis of Western History above. The begin-
ning of Western European history is the history of the great achieve-
ments of the heroic kings and conquerors of Greece and Rome, pow-
erful kingdoms and empires that left a legacy of culture of the sublime
poetry of Homer, the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, and the re-
splendent marble sculpture of ancient Greece that adorned its tem-
ples. The torch of High Civilization was passed to Rome, and Rome’s
magnificent architecture, literature, and law was passed down to the
nations of Western Europe as the Empire of Rome engulfed Gaul, the
Iberian Peninsula, and Britain. Beginning with Ancient Greece, the
birthplace of Western Civilization, history proceeds in an unbroken
march through Rome, and throughout Europe, and then on to the na-
tions founded by Europeans, such as America and Australia. This has
been the traditional view of the history of Western Civilization; even
in our modern “politically correct” institutions of learning, where we
give a brief nod to Sinic or ancient South American civilizations, the
histories of other nations and cultures were inconsequential to the
development of Western history either because they were barbarian
cultures that had no written history, such as the aboriginal tribes of

° This is, ironically, the same argument the rabbis give for the validation of the Sinai
event; that the uninterrupted history of the Jews from Sinai from an event witnessed
by the entire nation validates its history.

19 Tmmanuel Kant, Kant: Political Writings. H. S. Reiss, ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005), 52.
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America or Australia, or that they were marginal to the development
of history until they were discovered and impacted by the Western
exploration and imperialism, such as the “discovery” of China by
Marco Polo or the “discovery” of the New World by Columbus. As
American school children study the legacy of our world-shaping cul-
ture, we learn to appreciate its depth and richness, particularly when
we compare it to the cultures of other less sophisticated societies.

Of all the known civilizations that had been touched by Greece
and Rome, Kant chose to compare the Greco/Roman history with
that of Israel, a small country on the Eastern Mediterranean coast that
had seen its brief glory days long centuries before the Greeks started
writing history. Why compare Greece and Rome with Israel? India,
invaded by Alexander in 326 BCE, was an ancient civilization, more
ancient than Greece; the Rigveda was already a thousand years old
when Alexander was born. Egypt and Babylonia had hieroglyphic and
cuneiform writings as well as art and architecture that were ancient
before the Greeks assimilated its alphabet from the Phoenicians, let
alone the literary works by which Greece would be famous for, yet
it was Israel that Kant uses as an example of a non-Hellenistic nation
whose history was “outside the public” and that whose “isolated
reports” would have met with “little belief.” Was there a reason,
perhaps a subconscious theological reason, that made Kant draw
attention to the tiny nation of Israel by comparing it to Greece?

This one seemingly innocuous comment about Israel could easily be
overlooked, except for one small detail; it is not an isolated incident, but
an example of a much larger pattern among historians, indeed through-
out Western academia: the disparagement and slighting of Israel’s written
history, law, and religion. It should not come as any surprise that Chris-
tianity was hostile to Judaism, but across the broad scope of the social
sciences—history, philosophy, economics, political science, and in soci-
ology—a distinct model emerges. This model teaches that the gifts of the
Jewish people to the West have been limited to the Hebrew Scriptures,
preferably through the Greek Septuagint as a preamble to the New Testa-
ment. Western historians, even if not Christian, have been brought up in
a Christian culture, and the Christian-influenced model ignores not only
the Jews, but any kind of Jewish scholarship besides the Bible. The his-
torical narratives which they feed us, from the historical hors d’oeuvres
(such as Kant’s historical morsel above) to the most sumptuous literary
feasts, have all been seasoned with a generous dash of Christian theology.
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The only era of Jewish scholarship that merits study (according to
Western thought) was the era of the Prophets of Israel. This scholarly
myopia was not limited to the historians, but, as mentioned above, to
philosophers, sociologists, politicians, and even economists such as
Adam Smith, who commented that “the Hebrew language having no
connection with classical learning, and, except the holy scriptures,
being the language of not a single book in any esteem.”'' When Smith
said “classical learning,” he was using it in the context of the Clas-
sical Western tradition, the histories, poetry, and philosophical writ-
ings of ancient Greece and Rome. But what made the learning of
Greece and Rome “classical”? The learning and literature of the Jew-
ish people had no small part in the shaping and foundation of Western
culture, certainly no less than the Greeks.'> Michelangelo may have
been inspired by Greek sculpture, but his subject matter—David, Mo-
ses, and the ceiling of the Sistine Chapel-—came from the Bible, not
Thucydides. Much of the art of the Renaissance had biblical themes
based on the Tanach, a book which had no little significance in the
Western Cultural experience. And when you take into account that
Jesus and his apostles were Jewish, this adds to the tremendous im-
pact of Judaism on so many diverse elements of Western Culture such
as Da Vinci’s Last Supper, Handel’s Messiah, or Milton’s Paradise
Lost. The great cathedrals of Italy, France, and England were not built
to honor Demosthenes. Johannes Gutenberg’s first printed book was
the Bible, not Plato’s Republic.

The Western historical view leaves out a critical element—the
Jewish view and understanding of history. It is not that the nation of
Israel has not been affected by or has affected Western history; its
interaction with the West was deliberately excluded, an attempt to
render the impact of Israel as insignificant or inconsequential. Even
discounting the impact of the Hebrew Scriptures, when one looks at

""" Adam Smith, An Inquiry Into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations.
(Washington, D.C.: Regnery Publishing, Inc., 1998), 878.

12 “Where among the spiritual treasures of modern nations and modern civilizations is
there anything true and noble, good and beautiful, anything truly conducive to human
happiness that cannot be traced back, directly or indirectly, to this sacred literature?
Modern European civilization is the child of Hebrew and classic antiquity. Wherever
we behold truth clothed in the beauty of form, we behold a joined product of Hebrew
thought and Hellenic sensibility, Hebrew truth and Hellenic esthetics.” Hirsch,
Collected Writings, Vol. V11, 76.
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the economic history of the Middle Ages, when “court Jews” were
employed by barons and nobles since they were usually the only ones
educated to read and write, or even in today’s secular culture with the
disproportionate number of Jews who have won the Nobel prize in
areas such as science and mathematics, the importance of the impact
of Jews on Western Culture goes well beyond their numbers.

o

FOR MANY MODERN scholars, the Jewish people, the descendants of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, had little significance except when no-
ticed or interpreted by the Greeks or Romans. Certainly the Talmud,
which is certainly one of the most astounding literary achievements
ever penned (to the Jew and observant Noahide it was certainly the
most important piece of literature ever written; being dismissed by
Adam Smith as one of the unesteemable books was an indication of
how Western academics viewed this illustrious work of scholarship).
According to Kant’s view above, Jewish history only started to affect
Western History with the translation of the Tanach into Greek. But
why would Greek history, a history of a small group of isolated city
states on a peninsula isolated from Western Europe, have a greater
impact than Israel on the culture of Europe such as the Teutonic tribes
of Germany or the Celts in Britain? When Rome spread its culture
throughout its empire, and Christianity became the official religion of
the Roman Empire, the tales of the Tanach, now a part of the Christian
Bible, found their way to the distant shores of Western Europe. When
Rome collapsed in the early fifth century and withdrew its legions from
the West, Christianity and its Bible—three fourths of which was the
translated Hebrew Scriptures, the history and literature of the Jewish
people—remained behind. When the “Dark Ages” closed in on West-
ern Europe, and the Classical Greek and Roman history and art was
forgotten, the literature of the nation of Israel remained. Even when
Western Europe rediscovered Greek and Roman culture during the
Renaissance, the stories of the Holy Scriptures, of Abraham, David,
Solomon, and Isaiah, the History of the Jews, were firmly entrenched
into the culture and psyche of the West, and yet these important writ-
ings were not considered “classical.”

An example of this “classical” myopia is the “Seven Wonders of
the Ancient World.” Since the times of Herodotus, people have made
lists of the “greatest wonders of the world.” In the Middle Ages, the
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list of the Seven Wonders of the Ancient World was canonized. It
consisted of two tombs, two giant statues of pagan gods, a pagan tem-
ple, a palace with magnificent gardens, and a lighthouse. All of these
structures were examples of brilliant engineering, art, and edifying
symbols of the pagan cultures which built them. The Great Pyramid
of Giza, the oldest and best known of the Seven Wonders (and the
only one still existing), at nearly five hundred feet in height, was the
tallest man-made structure in the world for over four thousand years.
The Hanging Gardens of Babylon, as reported by Greek historians,
was a massive terraced garden by the banks of the Euphrates. The
Statue of Zeus was a spectacular forty foot statue wrought in ivory
and gold. The statue was seated in the Temple of Zeus in Olympia in
western Greece, not far from where the ancient Olympic games were
held, and it was held in awe by travelers from other lands who came
to the games. The Temple of Artemis at Ephesus, twice the size of the
Parthenon in Athens, was considered to be the most beautiful build-
ing ever made. The Mausoleum at Halicarnassus was a marble crypt
140 feet high, decorated with magnificent statues, some of which sur-
vive today in the British Museum in London. The Colossus of Rhodes
was a great bronze statue that stood at the entrance to the harbor at
Rhodes, and was roughly the same size as the Statue of Liberty in
New York. The Lighthouse of Alexandria was built on the small is-
land of Pharos at the harbor entrance to Alexandria. It was a tower
nearly four hundred feet high, sheathed in white marble. These awe-
inspiring structures were all magnificent feats of art and engineering,
and have stirred the imaginations of both artists and poets for millen-
nia. The Great Pyramid of Giza has existed for most of human his-
tory. Yet, however wonderful and glorious these edifices were, they
paled in comparison to the most remarkable building of the Ancient
World, the greatest wonder of all time: the Beis HaMikdash, the Holy
Temple in Jerusalem.

Why was the Beis HaMikdash left off of the list of the Seven Won-
ders? What other man-made “wonders” could possibly compete with
the Beis HaMikdash, the most famous building in history, the spiritual
center of the holiest city on earth, the place where the Shechinah dwelt
between the cherubim in the Holy of Holies? Why would our culture fo-
cus on the achievements of pagan societies rather than the achievements
of Israel, the keepers and teachers of God’s Torah?
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The question we must ask is: by what criteria do we judge what
constitutes a “wonder?””"* The Bnai Yaphet, the Children of Yaphet, son
of Noah, were dazzled by external stimuli. The Bnai Yaphet saw only
the glorious architecture, the stunning art and sculpture, and ignored
the idols that abide within. Our cathedrals, basilicas, and churches are
imposing structures, meant to impress and humble. The Beis HaMik-
dash, the Holy Temple, may not have been as awe-inspiring visually
as the Pyramids, or the Hanging Gardens of Babylon, or even St. Pe-
ter’s Basilica in Rome, but in it dwelt the Spirit of God.'*

o

LET US REEXAMINE the words of Immanuel Kant, and his statement
that “only an educated public which has existed uninterruptedly from
its origin to our times can authenticate ancient history.” When we place
this concept within the proper context of the discontinuity of Greek
history during the long centuries of the Middle Ages, a time when
Greek history was forgotten among the educated public in Western
Europe, we observe a flaw in Kant’s logic and reason. Unlike the his-
tory of Greece, the history of Israel was kept uninterrupted not only by
the Jews who were scattered throughout Europe and the Middle East,
but with the non-Jewish Europeans themselves due to the inclusion of
the “Old Testament” in the Christian Bible. Israel’s history suffered no
such interruption as did “Classical” Greek history. This clearly refutes
Kant’s idea that all history should “start out from Greek history” since
there was a long span of time before Greek history and culture was
reintroduced by way of Arabic scholars during the Renaissance.

We now turn our attention to the reasoning behind the Enlighten-
ment version of history, of “which facts to give the floor, and in what
order or context,” particularly in the role Christian theology played in
the retelling of historical events.

13 “Yaphet...means ‘beautiful’ or ‘attractive.” From that we get Patai, to be open to all
external impressions, to let oneself be overwhelmed by them.” Rabbi S. R. Hirsch,
Commentary on the Torah: Bereishis Vol. 1, (London: The Judaica Press, Inc., 1966), 137.

14 “As to the temple which he built, and which the Jews believed to be the finest work
of the universe, if the Bramantes, the Michelangelos, and the Palladios, had seen
this building, they would not have admired it.” Voltaire, The Works of Voltaire: A
Contemporary Version, Vol. 7, 306.



All Roads Lead- ﬁom Rome

The Jews were destined to be the eternal people of history, to wander the earth
as the ‘eternal Jew;” to stand at the cradle and grave of all nations; to undergo
the evolutions and revolutions of history; to suffer in the catastrophes of nations.
From the shipwreck of the past we were assigned the task of successfully savaging
the eternal spiritual heritage of all of mankind. From the onset of history we were
given stern notice: do not be dazzled by material might, no matter how brilliantly
and meteorically it beckons on the historical firmament of nations. Do not tremble
when sword-carrying nations subdue and brutalize the defenseless. Always be
aware that the days of any power are numbered which fails to accept the certainty
of the ultimate victory of man’s spiritual and moral destiny.

— Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch'

HE INFLUENCE OF CHRISTIANITY GOES FAR BEYOND COERCING

Western academicians to date the historical events in Israel in

accordance to Christian theology (such as the way we num-
ber the years; “BC” and “AD”—Before Christ and Anno Domini: “in
the year of our lord”—which has to do with Christian interpretation
and theology; few non-Jews understand that, according to the Jew-
ish calendar, this is the year 5771, not 2011). Christianity influences
how we look at history, its context, and the importance we give to
certain events.

For an example of Christian influence, we will start with Edward
Gibbon, whose The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (first pub-
lished in the late eighteenth century) is considered to be one of the
great histories ever penned. Gibbon stated that “a candid but rational
inquiry into the progress and establishment of Christianity may be
considered as an essential part of the history of the Roman empire.”?
Gibbon was vilified by many of his contemporaries for his criticism
of Christianity, particularly in the role of the collapse of Rome. Gib-
bon’s treatment of Christianity, however, was mild in comparison
to his treatment of the Jews and Judaism. Even while being critical

! Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 11, 380.

2 Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. (New York: The
Modern Library, 1995), 347.



Protocols of the Historian 105

about the role Christianity played in the decline of Rome, Gibbon de-
scribes Jews and Judaism from the perspective of Christian theology,
using theological terminology and concepts, such as his comments on
the early Jewish Church:
Besides the general design of fixing on a perpetual basis the divine
honours of Christ, the most ancient and respectable of the ecclesiastical
writers have ascribed to the evangelic theologian a particular intention
to confute two opposite heresies, which disturbed the peace of the
primitive church. The faith of the Ebionites, perhaps of the Nazarenes,
was gross and imperfect. They revered Jesus as the greatest of the
prophets, endowed with supernatural virtue and power...but they
obstinately rejected the preceding existence and divine perfections of
the Logos, or Son of God, which are so clearly defined in the Gospel
of St. John.?

From the Noahide perspective, there are several problems with Gib-
bon’s statement. First of all, Gibbon pointed out the theology of the
Ebionites and the Nazarenes was heretical. The Ebionites were in fact
the “primitive church,” the original church which all later Christian
sects were directly descended from, the first and original Jewish Church
that was based in Jerusalem, the church led by James and Peter. Gib-
bon himself pointed out the Jewish ties to the original Jewish church:
“The Ebionites, or at least the Nazarenes, were distinguished only by
their obstinate perseverance in the practice of the Mosaic rites...the
insufficient creed of the Nazarenes and the Ebionites.” The original
“Jewish” church’s creed was “insufficient” because it did not contain
the elements that were later developed by the Hellenistic Pauline sects,
such as the “trinity,” the “virgin birth,” and the “incarnation.” This is
what made the Ebionites and Nazarenes “gross and imperfect:” they
did not agree with the theology of the later-developed Catholic Church.

Gibbon ridicules the Ebionites and Nazarenes for “obstinately [re-
jecting] the preceding existence and divine perfections of the Logos,
or Son of God, which are so clearly defined in the Gospel of St. John.”
According to the early church fathers, these early Jewish sects used a
Hebrew manuscript of Matthew. Matthew, of course, is the most “Jew-
ish” of the four gospels of the New Testament, and if these early Jew-
ish Christians had a Hebrew version, there is good reason to believe
that it was the original version. Why would the Jewish Christians, in

?Ibid., 594-95.
4 Ibid., 1553.
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possession of the original Matthew with its teachings in Jesus’ native
tongue, cast it aside for the later-written, more Gnostic-flavored Greek
version of John? Gibbon could be excused in that he wrote his history
in the late eighteenth century, when biblical textual criticism was in its
infancy, and that he did not have the benefit of modern scholarship on
the early Greek manuscripts of the New Testament.

But modern scholarship has done little to change the mainstream
perception of Gibbon’s point of view. There was a pattern that devel-
oped among historians; they choose the facts that suited their view
of Judaism, the view of the Church, the viewpoint of Western Greco/
Roman civilization. “The Jews are a peculiar phenomenon in world-
history only so long as we insist on treating them as such’ wrote Os-
wald Spengler in his book The Decline of the West. Spengler, a product
of the German historical school in the early 20th century, describes
the task of the Western Historian in an attempt to prove that the Jew-
ish people were really not all that special; their miraculous survival
throughout the ages was simply an historical fluke. To portray the Jew-
ish people as simply another group of people whose longevity was an
oddity relegated to the status of an historical footnote was integral to
a methodological system of denial that was applicable to the academic
disciplines. This can be seen in Gibbon’s incisive disdain of the Jews
which pervaded his historical point of view:

A single people refused to join in the common intercourse of mankind.
The Jews, who, under the Assyrian and Persian monarchies, had
languished for many ages the most despised portion of their slaves,
emerged from obscurity under the successors of Alexander...the sullen
obstinacy with which they maintained their peculiar rites and unsocial
manners seemed to mark them out a distinct species of men, who
boldly professed, or who faintly disguised, their implacable hatred to
the rest of human kind. Neither the violence of Antiochus, nor the
arts of Herod, nor the example of the circumjacent nations, could
ever persuade the Jews to associate with the institutions of Moses the
elegant mythology of the Greeks.®

This was the great affront to the Greeks and the Romans, that the
Jews had so little respect for the culture and civilization which the

5 Spengler, The Decline of the West, 205.

¢ Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, 348—49.
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classical world thought superior, and that they stubbornly held onto
their own “institutions of Moses.” It did not occur to Gibbon (or the
Greeks) that it was this very separation of the Jews from the nations
of the world that enabled them to preserve these “institutions of Mo-
ses,” or why the Jews thought that their Torah-based culture was su-
perior to the “elegant mythology of the Greeks.” Of course, from the
Noahide perspective, Gibbon was looking through the wrong end of
the telescope; it was mankind that refused to join the common in-
tercourse of Israel, the “kingdom of priests and a holy nation,” the
keepers and teachers of the Torah. Most of the great body of rabbinic
commentaries on the Torah are unknown to the non-Jew since they
have been ignored by Western scholars for most of the past two thou-
sand years. Christianity has only looked at the “superficial” themes
of the Torah, such as the creation of the world, the fall of man, the
flood, and the lives of the patriarchs. In fact, since the Enlightenment,
the prevailing view among scholars of Biblical history, especially of
Genesis, is that the Bible was looked upon as a series of fables and
myths,” more suitable for bedtime stories for children than for seri-
ous historical scholars. Although many blame the heretic Jewish phi-
losopher Baruch Spinoza?® for first criticizing the authenticity of the
Torah, his view was hardly original; in the second century cE, the
Roman writer Celsus said that Genesis was a collection of ancient
fables and myths, similar to what the Hellenized Jew Philo hinted at
two hundred years earlier. Their criticisms were not unknown to the
rabbis, who responded in depth, but the rabbis and their explanations
to the problems with the text were ignored. Take, for example, the
Jewish view that Rome was an extension of Edom, a view which was
known to Gibbon:

7 “Tales of a world-destroying flood are one of the most widespread and continuously
evolving categories of stories in the world, and probably the most exhaustively studied by
scholars over the centuries. The most thorough collections of such tales have described
more than 300 examples drawn from every continent. Western studies of the flood across
the centuries were dominated by the biblical tale of Noah, although versions of the myth
were also known from ancient Greece and Rome.” Mark Edward Lewis, The Flood Myths
of Early China. (Albany: State University of New York Press, 20006), 4.

8 “No one who has mastered, or at least has worked with the few who have mastered, the
logical controls and hermeneutical rules of the Talmud, without which the Written Torah,
long trifled with by outsiders, remains a closed book. No mere philosopher, Spinoza in-
cluded, has entered this exclusive domain.” Eidelberg, Beyond the Secular Mind, 53.
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Their [the Jews] irreconcilable hatred of mankind, instead of flaming
out in acts of blood and violence, evaporated in less dangerous
gratifications. They embraced every opportunity of over-reaching
the idolaters in trade; and they pronounced secret and ambiguous
imprecations against the haughty kingdom of Edom [According to
the false Josephus, Tsepho, the grandson of Esau, conducted into Italy
the enemy of Zneas, king of Carthage. Another colony of Idumeans,
flying from the sword of David, took refuge in the dominions of
Romulus. For these, or for other reasons of equal weight, the name of
Edom was applied by the Jews to the Roman empire].’

From the Jewish point of view, it was not simply that the descen-
dants of Esau founded Rome. The Edomite spirit, the spirit of vio-
lence and war, permeated Roman culture. Along with this tendency
for violence, to rule others by strength, Rome also inherited Esau’s
hatred for his brother Jacob. Along with adapting much of the Greek
culture, Rome also adopted the Greek penchant for anti-Semitism. In
the fourth century, when Christianity became the official religion of
the Roman Empire, the theological hatred that Christianity had for
the Jews fused with the deeper hatred of Esau. This is the theme that
Maurice Samuel wrote about in his book You Gentiles, the difference
between the focus of the implacable evil of Esau and the spirituality
of Jacob.

o

OTHER HISTORIANS FOLLOWED Gibbon’s example, and described the
Jews as a historical “fossil,” a prehistoric and peculiar people pickled
and preserved by their unswerving loyalty to archaic laws and customs
that Jesus had graciously nullified, a religion whose only useful con-
tribution to society—the preamble to the New Testament—had been
made over two thousand years ago. There is no better example of this
teaching than in the works of Arthur Toynbee, in his day a well-known
British historian whose popularity has waned in recent decades. Toyn-
bee viewed Judaism as an archaic leftover from bygone and primitive
religions, that “Judaism is a fossil of the extinct Syriac Civilization.”"
This labeling of the Jews as being a “Syriac Civilization” was no doubt
influenced by Voltaire, who said that “the Jews, who spoke a jargon half
Pheenician and half Syriac, thymed; therefore the great and powerful

? Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, 404.

19 Arnold J. Toynbee, 4 Study of History, Vol. 2, 402.
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nations, under whom they were in slavery, rhymed also. We cannot
help believing, that the Jews—who, as we have frequently observed,
adopted almost everything from their neighbors—adopted from them
also rhyme.”"" The message here was that the Jews were unoriginal;
they freely borrowed (or stole) from their neighbors ideas and literary
devices; even their language was not their own. It is rare indeed that
you see historians belittle the Greeks for stealing the alphabet and
literary devices from the Phoenicians, but to belittle the Jews was a
common occurrence.

Although arguably not as influential as Oswald Spengler in that
Spengler published his work first, Toynbee’s popularity during the
middle of the 20th century wielded great influence in popular culture.
Borrowing on Spengler’s theme of cyclic civilizations:

Toynbee’s great work is written to illustrate the thesis that civilisations

[sic] are born, grow, decay, and finally pass away. The process is there

for all to see. But it may be interpreted differently, for a civilisation

may be always dying yet always being reborn. For example, the old

Graeco-Roman world, which ‘died’ and was succeeded by Western

civilisation, may be viewed as slowly passing into the later phase, for

most of our characteristic ideas and institutions have their roots in it.

The Renascence (of ancient Mediterranean civilisation) is enough to

prove this, and Western languages, politics, architecture, etc., all go
back to Greece and Rome.!?

Toynbee labeled Judaism as a “fossil,” a religion clinging to its
archaic and “fulfilled” Laws of Moses and not tossing them aside
for Christianity, a cultural relic that had outlived its usefulness when
Christianity arrived. Toynbee does not simply echo the Greek dis-
taste for anything Hebrew; there are distinct theological motifs with-
in his work.

Toynbee’s attitude towards Judaism was not lost on Jewish schol-
ars. Maurice Samuel wrote a critique of Toynbee’s history during the
height of Toynbee’s popularity, criticizing Toynbee’s attitude towards
Jews and Judaism:

When we collate the numerous and often repetitious passages on

the Jews in 4 Study of History we discover, behind the arabesques

of erudition, three familiar and rather shopworn ideas: 1. That there
has been only one episode of value in Jewish history, the Prophetic;

"' Voltaire, The Works of Voltaire: A Contemporary Version, Vol.7, 89.

12'W. K. Lowther Clarke. Concise Bible Commentary. (London: SPCK, 1952), 303.
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2. That the spiritually fatal mistake of the Jews was their rejection
of Christianity; 3. That it was by this rejection that they condemned
themselves to everlasting sterility."

These themes were consistent with the common academic view of
Judaism, not only for Toynbee and other historians and philosophers,
but also sociologists, economists, and political scientists. Any Jewish
criticism of these themes was ignored by non-Jewish scholars due to
the anti-Jewish bias in secular academics.

For another example, here Toynbee describes one of the passages
in the Tanach:

Yet in these barren land-locked highlands, which were not of sufficient
worldly importance to acquire even a recognized name of their
own, there was immanent (to paraphrase Plato’s language) a divine
inspiration which made this uninviting country a means of grace to
those who came to settle there. A Syriac fable tells how this divinity
once tested a king of Israel with the most searching test that a God can
apply to a mortal. ‘The Lord appeared to Solomon in a dream by night;
and God said: ‘Ask what I shall give thee...” This fable of Solomon’s
Choice is a parable of the history of the Chosen People.'

Toynbee presents the Western secular view that many of the stories
in the Tanach were little more than a collection of myths, and yet he
views Jesus walking on water and raising the dead as viable historical
events, such as Toynbee’s treatment of a story in the Gospels:

At that crucial moment, “when they which were about him saw what
would follow, and they said unto him: ‘lord, shall we smite with the
sword?” And one of them smote the servant of the High Priest and cut
off his right ear. And Jesus answered and said: ‘Suffer ye thus far.” And
he touched his ear and healed him.”**

Toynbee labels Solomon’s dream a “Syriac fable” and then gives
historical credence to Jesus miraculously healing the ear of a servant of
the High Priest, following the pattern by other scholars such as Gibbon
and Wellhausen—stories in the Tanach are “fables” while the stories in
the New Testament are historically authentic. This is also a continuing
pattern among many Western academicians, to dismiss the Tanach as

13 Maurice Samuel, The Professor and the Fossil. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956), 73.
4 Toynbee, 4 Study of History, Vol. 2, 54-55.
15 Ibid., Vol. 5, 73.
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“fables” or “myths” and treat the events recorded in the New Testament
as genuine, authentic, or at least unquestioned. Of course, there are also
many secular academics that treat the stories of the New Testament
as fables, but they lump them together with the stories in the “Old
Testament,” criticizing the Christian Bible as a whole.

Toynbee’s haughtiness towards Judaism is apparent with many
other comments such as “the most notorious historical example of this
idolization of an ephemeral self'® is the error of the Jews which is ex-
posed in the New Testament,”'” and that:

In the drama of the New Testament a Christ whose epiphany on Earth

in the person of Jesus is, in Christian belief, the true fulfillment of

Jewry’s long cherished Messianic Hope, is nevertheless rejected by a

school of Scribes and Pharisees which, only a few generations back,

has come to the front by taking the lead in a heroic Jewish revolt
against the triumphal progress of Hellenization. The insight and the
uprightness that have brought the Scribes and Pharisees to the fore

in that previous crisis of Jewish history desert them now in a crisis of

greater import for the destinies of Jewry and of Mankind.'®

This brazen display of theology goes unnoticed by the Christian as
well as the atheist or agnostic reader who was reared in a predominate-
ly Christian culture. The idea that “insight and uprightness” deserted
the Tannaim is a slur not only on rabbinic interpretation, but on Jew-
ish ethics and morals. This sort of subjectivity violates the rule that
the historians themselves have made about the search for “objective
truth” in history, teaching that “the objective historian’s role is that of
a neutral, or disinterested, judge; it must never degenerate into that of
advocate or, even worse, propagandist.”!’ Toynbee, however, was both
advocate and propagandist for Christianity. Toynbee remarked that:

The Israelites continued to live in obscurity until the Syriac Civilization

had passed its zenith. As late as the fifth century before Christ, at a
date when all the great prophets of Israel had already said their say,

16 “Tgnoring all the evidence in Scripture, the British sociologist and historian Arnold
Toynbee (who in general regarded the Jews as a curious historical ‘fossil’) went so
far as to denounce the ‘idolization of an ephemeral self.”” Gabriel Sivan, The Bible
and Civilization, (New York: Quadrangle/The New York Times Book Co., 1973),16.

17 Toynbee, A Study of History, Vol. 5, 310.
13 Tbid., Vol. 4, 246.

Y Novick, That Noble Dream, 2.
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the name of Israel was still unknown to the great Greek historian
Herodotus and the Land of Israel was still masked by the Land of the
Philistines in the Herodotean panorama of the Syriac World. When
Herodotus wishes to designate the peoples of Syria as a whole, he calls
them ‘the Phoenicians and the Syrians in the Land of the Philistines’—
Filastin or Palestine—is the name by which Erez Israel has continued
to be known among the Gentiles down to this day.

Again, this suggests similar views of Kant, Smith, and Spengler
who view the historical impact of Judaism as having little significance
except for the usurpation of the Tanach which was translated into
Greek and added to the Christian Bible. To presume that Herodotus
was granted the power to name people and lands fits in with Spen-
gler’s comment that “the Jews are a peculiar phenomenon in world-
history only so long as we insist on treating them as such.”?! As long as
Western Scholars call the land of Israel “Palestine,” the Jewish people
“a fossilized relic,” and Judaism as having “no connection with classi-
cal learning,” the Jews can be dismissed by treating them as such. As
long as we give greater validity to Greek viewpoints, we can ignore
the Jewish view. As long as we portray the Greek view as “secular, sci-
entific, and objective” can we label the Jewish viewpoint as religious,
mythological, and subjective. As Samuel pointed out, the pattern in
Western social sciences has been one of theological subjectivity. As
the West developed the social sciences in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth century, the higher academics were taught in seminaries.
“The founding fathers of colonial education saw no difference be-
tween the basic education appropriate for a cleric and that appropri-
ate for any other liberally educated man.”? As the schools became
increasingly secular, the theology remained—imperceptibly at times,
but it remained.

Another literary historian, Gilbert Highet, a graduate from St.
John’s at Oxford who became professor of Latin and Latin litera-
ture at Columbia in the mid-twentieth century, explained the link be-
tween ancient Greece, Rome, and modern Western Civilization, and
observed that “our modern world is in many ways a continuation of
the world of Greece and Rome. Not in all ways—particularly not in

2 Toynbee, 4 Study of History, Vol. 2, 54.
21 Spengler, The Decline of the West, 205.

22 Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life, 60.
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medicine, music, industry, and applied science. But in most of our in-
tellectual and spiritual activities we are the grandsons of the Romans,
and the great-grandsons of the Greeks.”” The “classical” education
that was developed in Western Europe during the Enlightenment, not
to mention the Christian connection, was the foundation of our modern
culture, although Christianity (the Puritan strain of Protestantism in
particular) arguably had a greater influence on modern American cul-
ture than it did in Europe. Both secularism,?* as developed by philoso-
phers in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and the theology of
the Church came from the same Greco-Roman source, and “classical
literature, myth, art, and thought helped to produce the intellectual
unity of Europe and the two Americas.”® It was this foundation of
Western culture, the culture of Greece and Rome, which was acutely
anti-Semitic, and this has had considerable impact on both the secular
intellectual community as well as the religious community. Highet’s
comment that “the example of Greco-Roman morality (particularly
Stoicism)...to use classical literature and fine art as a moral restraint
was well judged”® sums up the attitude of the intellectual Americans
and Europeans. After all, what higher morality was there than the
morality of the founders of Western Civilization, the Greeks??” For
the Church, morality came from their Hellenized Greek New Testa-
ment, and the secular West based its morality on Greek philosophy
and thought. They were two different branches of the same tree, two

3 Gilbert Highet, The Classical Tradition. (New York: Oxford University Press,
1957), 1.

2 “In the course of the history of Liberalism, the standard of justice became
secularized. People no longer talked about God’s Law, but about natural rights and
the common good. But the secularization of the standard of justice does not alter the
fact that when there is such a standard independent of individual belief the possibility
of error appears.” C. Dyke, “Collective Decision Making in Rousseau, Kant, Hegel,
and Mill.” Ethics, Vol. 80, No. 1, (Oct., 1969), 22.

3 Highet, The Classical Tradition, 291-92.
2 Tbid. 292.

2" “The crucial distinction of modern Europe is the achievement of a way of life in
which reason is recognized as supreme, in two forms: first, reason is now admitted
to constitute the human essence, rather, than, say, faith or certain kinds of origins
or natural qualities; secondly, no principle will be finally recognized in the modern
state as the basis for politics and law other than that deriving from the concept of
man as ultimately guided by a rational will.” Donald J. Maletz, “History in Hegel’s
‘Philosophy of Right.””” The Review of Politics. Vol. 45, No. 2 (Apr., 1983), 227.
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streams from the same source, two children from the same family, and
they both looked askance at the morality of the Torah and its standard
bearers, the Jews. Jewish morality has always had a corroding influ-
ence on the hedonistic Greek culture, since having a moral basis not
founded upon the Torah was certainly recognized as a liability by Jew-
ish scholars.®

It is hard to imagine how one could think that the secular atti-
tudes towards the Jews could not help but be influenced by the an-
cient Greek and Roman anti-Semitism, attitudes such as: “It was about
the same time that a committee of seventy-two rabbis was translating
certain books of the Hebrew scriptures into Greek for the use of the
Jews scattered beyond Palestine, who were forgetting Hebrew and
Aramaic; but that version was not made for artistic purposes, and was
not such a great milestone in the history of education.”” If you add
this sentiment to that of Adam Smith, “The Hebrew language having
no connection with classical learning, and, except the holy scriptures,
being the language of not a single book in any esteem,” it appears the
only contribution the Jews made to Western Culture was, according to
Western Historians, limited to the development of a proto-Christian
religion. The task of the objective historian was to gather the facts and
tell the truth, and too many of the historians and sociologists believed
the theological “truth” that Judaism* was a developed religion, and
that Jesus was the “divine messiah.”

2 “The experience of the present epoch of history has shown that humanism without
a religious basis—i.e., a humanism which denies that man was created in the image
and likeness of God, will in the end destroy itself. Far from affirming man’s self-
confidence and creative power and thus elevating man, an irreligious humanism is
bound to debase man by ceasing to read him as a being of a higher and Divine origin.
Worldly humanism must in the end become not only anti-religious but anti-human.
This remarkable phenomenon, which the Russian philosopher Berdyaev has called
‘the self-destructive dialectic within humanism,” was clearly foreseen by Israel’s
Sages thousands of years ago when they uttered a warning against any attempt to base
law and morality on anything else but a religious foundation.” Dayan Dr. I. Grunfeld,
intro. to Horeb, 1xi.

¥ Highet, The Classical Tradition, 104-05.

30 “Let us learn from our great teachers of Torah—among whom the Ramban certainly
is one of the most outstanding—that we must never attempt to whitewash the spiritual
and moral heroes of our past. They do not need our apologetics, nor would they tolerate
such attempts on our part. Emes, truth, is the seal of our Torah, and truthfulness is
the guiding principle of the Torah’s great teachers and commentators.” Hirsch, Sefer
Bereishis, Daniel Haberman trans., 307.



A Foolish Consz’sfengf

The great political ideologies of the twentieth century include liberalism, socialism,
anarchism, corporatism, Marxism, communism, social democracy, conservatism,
nationalism, fascism, and Christian democracy. They all share one thing in
common: they are products of Western civilization. No other civilization has
generated a significant political ideology. The West, however, has never generated
a major religion. The great religions of the world are all products of non-Western
civilizations and, in most cases, antedate Western Civilization. As the world moves
out of its Western phase, the ideologies which typified late Western civilization
decline, and their place is taken by religions and other culturally based forms of
identity and commitment. The Westphalian separation of religion and international
politics, an idiosyncratic product of Western civilization, is coming to an end,
and religion, as Edward Mortimer suggests, is ‘increasingly likely to intrude into
international affairs.” The intracivilizational clash of political ideas spawned by the
West is being supplanted by an intercivilizational clash of culture and religion.

— Samuel P. Huntington'

OLITICAL SCIENTIST SAMUEL P. HUNTINGTON, IN HIS BESTSELLING

book The Clash of Civilizations, argued that religion was

a key component in his eight defined major civilizations.?
Huntington points out that the secularized Greek/Roman legal system
has dominated twentieth-century culture, while Eastern and Middle-
Eastern religions have dominated world culture. Yet Huntington’s
view of Israel follows the typical Enlightenment pattern:

What about Jewish civilization? Most scholars of civilization hardly
mention it. In terms of numbers of people Judaism clearly is not a
major civilization. Toynbee describes it as an arrested civilization
which evolved out of the earlier Syriac civilization. It is historically
affiliated with both Christianity and Islam, and for several centuries
Jews maintained their cultural identity within Western, Orthodox, and
Islamic civilizations.?

! Samuel P. Huntington. The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order.
(New York: Simon & Schuster Paperbacks, 1996), 54.

2 “The central elements of any culture or civilization are language and religion.” Ibid., 59.

*Ibid., 48.
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This point of view was similar to Kant’s view that “only an educated
public which has existed uninterruptedly from its origin to our times
can authenticate ancient history.” Here we ask another question: exactly
what was an educated public? To Kant, an educated public meant a
public that had been educated in Greek and Roman culture and indoc-
trinated in Christian theology. This has had a profound impact on our
view of history, both in the way it has been dated and the way it was
interpreted. A people educated in Talmud and Torah, who have studied
the Mishna and the Gemara, and the codes of Maimonides and Rabbi
Yosef Caro, these people were, according to Western scholars, not part
of an “educated public” because, to the Western mind, rabbinic Judaism
and the Hebrew language were of little educational value. There was
a reason that Jewish scholarship has not been “such a great milestone
in the history of education;” it was deliberately excluded, and that “the
history of Talmudic Judaism, since Hebrew philology became bound up
in one specialism with Old Testament research, not only never obtained
separate treatment, but has been completely forgotten by all the major
histories of religions.”

o~

THUCYDIDES WROTE The History of the Peloponnesian War during
the middle of the fifth century Bct. Yet most of the Tanach was written
long before that: the Torah (the Five Books of Moses), the Naviim, and
the Chetuvim. Ancient Greece had a tremendous impact on history, but
was it truly greater than Israel’s impact? When Adam Smith said that
there was nothing written in Hebrew “of any esteem” other than the
“Holy Scriptures,” one wonders how he can ignore works such as the
Mishna or the Gemara. What books of “esteem” did the Greeks pro-
duce in the early centuries before the Common Era that could rival the
Talmud? Kant said that “only an educated public which has existed
uninterruptedly from its origin to our times can authenticate ancient
history.” Yet what ancient people were more educated than the Jews,
and what determining factor was there in what is considered “authenti-
cated” history? Why are the Jews, who were spread out among the civ-
ilized nations of the Middle East, considered “isolated?” Why would
Jewish reports be met with less belief than the Greek reports? Are the
stories in Genesis and Exodus less believable than the stories of gods,

4 Spengler, The Decline of the West, Vol. 2, 191.
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magic, and monsters found in the //iad and the Odyssey? Why would
Jewish histories only be taken seriously after they were translated in
the Greek Septuagint? How can one dismiss the Talmud, the Midrash,
the writings of Rashi, Nachmanides, S. R. Hirsch, and countless oth-
ers? To ignore the influence of the Jewish people, a people that have
been involved in the history and culture of the West from the dawn of
Western Civilization does not seem logical. Yet logic did not play a
part in this attempt to belittle the learning and knowledge of a people
that have done so much to shape the history of the world. The Greek
language has no intrinsic superiority over Hebrew, nor do Greek ethics
have any predominance over Jewish ethics; the reasons for the Greek
derision towards anything Jewish have more to do with theology than
reason or historical truth. Systems of Christian theology and Christian
thought directly affect our view of history, and, to the untrained eye,
often in subtle and imperceptible ways.>
The Jews also wrote about their history; in fact, they wrote about
it long before the Greeks wrote about theirs, a fact not lost on some
historians such as Mark T. Gilderhus:
The Jews of ancient Israel developed a very different outlook. For
them, history became more important than for any other ancient
people...Hebrew historical writing was more the product of religious
experience and faith than a manifestation of critical or rational
inquiry. The Jews interpreted the events in the lives of their people
according to intense convictions. Bias and inconsistency, to be sure,
crept into their narratives. For example, Jewish writers sometimes
incorporated different versions of the same events from diverse oral
traditions. Nevertheless, they also displayed a capacity for hard-
headed objectivity.®

Even when damning the Jews with faint praise, Gilderhus wrote
in glowing prose that “the Greeks contributed something of immense
significance in the development of historical thought: they invented
critical history as a method of sorting out the true from the false...
In the fifth century B.C., two geniuses, Herodotus and Thucydides,

5 “The European Greeks who allowed themselves to feel superior to the Asiatic
Greek contemporaries in the fifth century BC [sic] were at any rate free from that
fanatical Judaic hallucination of being a ‘chosen people.”” Toynbee, 4 Study of
History, Vol. 8, 729.

¢ Mark T. Gilderhus, History and Historians: A Historiographical Introduction.
(Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 2003), 14.
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brought about an intellectual revolution by employing rational tech-
niques and creating the writing of history.”” From the Torah perspec-
tive, we must question how “rational” the techniques of Thucydides
were. Thucydides, as did Herodotus, focused on warfare. The Greeks
gloried and reveled in warfare, as did most non-Jewish cultures,® but
the Greeks brought the love of war to a new art form. To the Jews,
war was a too-often necessary but dirty business, like having to take
out the garbage. To the Greeks, war provided the ultimate display
of their values of “honor,” “strength,” and “courage.” Thucydides’
History of the Peloponnesian War was written in 431 Bck, long after
the Tanach had been written, and it detailed the war between Athens
and Sparta. Gilderhus states that “Thucydides, more than Herodo-
tus, explained events in secular terms.” Gilderhus also pointed out
Thucydides “had historical figures deliver speeches in which they re-
vealed their aims and intentions. Critics have attacked the use of such
monologues as false.”!® Yet when comparing the Jewish accounts,
“Hebrew historical writing was more the product of religious experi-
ence and faith than a manifestation of critical or rational inquiry,” and
that “Jews interpreted the events in the lives of their people according
to intense [religious] convictions,” Gilderhus implies that the history
written by the Jews, with their “bias and inconsistencies” that “crept
into their narratives” is somehow less honest than the “secular” Greek
history written by Thucydides, even though he invented long fictional
monologues as a narrative device.

This leads to yet another question—exactly what constitutes ob-
jective and critical historical writing? Why is separating the “secu-
lar” from the “religious” important to understand history? One of
the theological devices was to separate the fleshy from the spiritual,
the sacred from the profane. There is no division of “sacred” and

" Tbid., 15.

§“When you gentiles assert that you abhor war, you deceive yourselves...you hang out
your most gorgeous banners, you play merry music, your blood runs swiftly, happily,
your cheeks brighten and your eyes sparkle...it is not love of country which induces
this flood of happiness—it is combat, the glory of sport, the game, the magnificence
of the greatest of all contests.” Samuel, You Gentiles, 53-54.

° Gilderhus, History and Historians, 17.
10 Tbid., 17.
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“profane” in Judaism." Thucydides did not write from a religious per-
spective, for the religion of ancient Greece was replete with human-
like gods and goddesses full of human emotional faults such as lust
and envy, seducing and consorting with mortals—but he did write from
a distinctly cultural perspective. Unlike the Jews, the Greeks glorified
war and sports,'? and this was reflected in their writings. Should not the
glorification of war and sports be a factor in objectivity? Certainly the
Jews thought so.

As mentioned above, the Torah is not a history book (as we define
the term) because often the events described do not follow in a chron-
ological order; for instance, the events in Genesis chapter fifteen oc-
curred before the events mentioned in chapter twelve. Many events in
the lives of the Patriarchs, for instance, are left out, and many seemingly
unimportant details are discussed. What is important is not the exact
chronological order, but the interpretation and lessons of history. To the
non-observant, the subject of Noah and the ark usually conjures up im-
ages of popular children’s books, cartoons, and animated features of
a grandfatherly old man and his big boat full of warm, fuzzy critters.
Few Gentiles have paid heed to the events that came after Noah and his
family left the ark, and even fewer understood the importance of the
covenant that God made with Noah. Yet the story of Noah takes up a full
four chapters in Genesis. Since every word—indeed every letter—of
the Hebrew Torah is important, having the Torah take up four chapters
on one individual gives a hint as to his importance. After all, there was
only one chapter that dealt with Lot, and he was the ancestor of the line
of David and the kings of Israel as well as the future Messiah.

1 “We [Jews] cannot conceive of a duality—religion and life, the sacred and the
secular.” Samuel, You Gentiles, 72.

12 This love of sports by the Greeks continues to have a direct influence on Western
culture. “Observers of American academia have often asked with some bitterness why
athletic distinction is almost universally admired and encouraged whereas intellectual
distinction is resented. I think the resentment is in fact a kind of back-handed tribute
democracy pays to the importance of intellect in our affairs. Athletic skill is recognized
as being transient, special, and for most of us unimportant in the serious business of
life; and the tribute given the athlete is considered to be earned because he entertains.
Intellect, on the other hand, is neither entertaining (to most men) nor innocent; since
everyone sees that it can be an important and permanent advantage in life, it creates
against itself a kind of universal fraternity of commonplace minds.” Hofstadter, Anti-
Intellectualism in American Life, 50-51.
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There is also the problem with labels and with categorizing writ-
ing as “historical” or “religious” (it is also illuminating that Gilder-
hus uses “B.C.”—the Christian term “Before Christ”—to date the era
of his subject). To look at Greek history as being “critical history...
sorting out true from the false” implies that Jewish history does not
observe this distinction, for, according to the secular academics, Jews
interwove “mythological” stories and accounts into their history, such
as the story of Noah. The account of Noah and the flood" became
a children’s bedtime story, and the teachings of Noah regarding the
Torah had been forgotten by the non-Jews during the long centuries
of the Greek and Roman Empires. From the Noahide perspective,
the Greeks had no Divine revelation as did the Jews. Their historical
writings lacked this important element. For the Jews to ignore or be
unaffected by their unique relationship with God is unrealistic; for
the Jews, the Torah is the stamp of truth. The Church—and the West,
breaking away from Jewish tradition—instead viewed past events
from a Greek/Gnostic perspective. Christian religious elements and
viewpoints crept into “secular” history, as we have seen in Gibbon
and Toynbee, and these are ignored or overlooked. The message is:
Christian religious viewpoints in “secular” history are permitted, but
Jewish “religious” viewpoints are not.

The viewpoint of Enlightenment scholars such as Adam Smith and
Immanuel Kant—that the only relevant literature that the Jews pro-
duced was the Hebrew Scriptures of the “Old Testament,” and that the
Hebrew “Old Testament” only became relevant when it was translated
into Greek—was the Western teaching that the Tanach was only as im-
portant as its relevance to the Greek Bible of Christianity. The Hebrew
Scriptures were merely a preamble to the Gospels, a foundation of the
prophecies of Christ, and a backdrop to the Epistles of Paul. The He-
brew Scriptures are explained with theological terms and ideas, such
as Irving M. Zeitlin’s comment that “Paul’s conception of Jesus as the
sacrificial lamb whose death was expiatory is also distinctively Jew-
ish: the Messiah was crucified and died of his own free will in order to
atone by his blood for the sins of this world...in the Israelite sacrificial

13 “Similar traditions are found in the Sumerian legend concerning Ziusudra. Other
cultures that have a flood tradition, include India (Manu legend), China (Da Yu),
Eskimo, and in the Western Hemisphere, American Indians (Iroquois), and Mexico
(Maya— ‘Creation’).” Levi, Torah and Science, 176.
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cult, the blood of the expiatory victim symbolizes life—a life offered
to God as a substitute for another.”'* From the Noahide perspective,
Zeitlin’s idea of a “distinctively Jewish Messiah” was nothing of the
sort; what Zeitlin describes was the theological Christian messiah.
There is nothing Jewish about a human sacrifice atoning for the “sins
of the world;” this was a Christian theological concept, not a Jewish
one. The differences between Jewish and non-Jewish concepts were
too often lost on secular historians. To give an example of Jewish
thought, we turn once again to Rabbi S. R. Hirsch:

When Scripture discusses the offerings, God does not characterize
Himself as Elokim, for there He does not wish to be conceived in
terms of the retributive, inexorable quality of His justice, as a deity
that takes pleasure in sacrifices, one that, according to blasphemous
pagan delusion, is a God of vengeance, accepting an animal’s death
struggle as a substitute for a forfeited human life. In the context of the
offerings, He would rather be viewed as Hasuewm, the loving God...
the designation Hasxem, which is used in Scripture only in connection
with offerings that are made to God by Jews, demolishes all the drivel
of the scorners of the Law who would equate the majesty of the
Jewish laws pertaining to offerings with a ‘bloody sacrificial cult,’
with the intention of dragging down what they call ‘Mosaic’ Judaism
from the eternal lofty spheres of its Divine truth to the baseness of a
long-outworn heathen notion.'

Yet Zeitlin’s view was the norm in both secular and religious scholar-
ship; this was the interpretation non-Jews had of the concept of “sac-
rifices,” and the rabbinic interpretation was habitually ignored. This
view was also consistent with the British historian Edward Gibbon,
who wrote two centuries before Zeitlin:

Christianity offered itself to the world, armed with the strength
of the Mosaic law, and delivered from the weight of its fetters...
the divine authority of Moses and the prophets was admitted, and
even established, as the firmest basis of Christianity. From the
beginning of the world, an uninterrupted series of predictions had
announced and prepared the long expected coming of the Messiah,
who, in compliance with the gross apprehensions of the Jews, had
been more frequently represented under the character of a King and
Conqueror, than under that of a Prophet, a Martyr, and the son of

" Trving M. Zeitlin, Jesus and the Judaism of His Time. (Cambridge: Polity Press,
1988), 177.

S Hirsch, T’rumath Tzvi, 372.
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God. By this expiatory sacrifice, the imperfect sacrifices of the temple
were at once consummated and abolished. The ceremonial law, which
consisted only of types and figures, was succeeded by a pure and
spiritual worship, equally adapted to all climates...the promise of
divine favour, instead of being partially confined to the posterity of
Abraham, was universally proposed to the freedman and the slave, to
the Greek and to the barbarian, to the Jew and to the Gentile.!®

Here we see Gibbon using theological language and the New Testa-
ment to describe and define historical events. He describes Christian-
ity delivering mankind from “the weight of its [Jewish] fetters.” This
is a clear theological reference to Acts 15:10, when Peter whined to
the council in Jerusalem: “Now therefore why do you tempt God, to
put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples, which neither our fathers
nor we were able to bear?” This verse has traditionally been used by
Christians to “prove” that the 613 commandments of the Torah are not
able to be kept by anyone, even the most scrupulously pious Jews.!”
Gibbon does not mention the Jewish view that mankind was not under
the Jewish Laws of the Torah, but under the relatively simple and uni-
versal Seven Laws of Noah, a fact that Hebraists such as John Selden
wrote about over a century before Gibbon. As far as the “gross ap-
prehensions of the Jews” and their view of the Messiah, Gibbon again
looks at Judaism from the perspective of a Christian theologian. The
reason the Jews looked at the Messiah as a “King and Conqueror”
was because that is exactly how the 7Tanach describes him. It was also
from the view of Christian theology that the Jewish sacrifices were
“imperfect,” and that the sacrifice of Jesus was “expiatory.” If the job
of the historian is to separate myth from fact, then why are they seem-
ingly unable to do it regarding religion? Zeitlin had two hundred years
of scholarship on Gibbon, as well as access to many modern English
translations of rabbinic commentary (such as the writings of Rabbi S.
R. Hirsch), yet he failed to make use of rabbinic Jewish sources (with
the exceptions of a few comments from assimilationist Jews such as

16 Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, 351.

17 Christian theology has traditionally taught that only Jesus was able to keep the
entire Torah “perfectly.” This view is refuted by the Jews who have kept the Torah
from ancient times down to the present, and even the New Testament itself refutes
this teaching (Luke 1:5-6). Keeping the entire Torah “perfectly” is absurd when you
think about it; Jesus would have had to have kept the laws of the Kohanim, the laws
of women’s menstrual cycles, laws of wages and hiring, and many others that did not
apply to him.
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Heinrich Graetz, Leo Baeck, and Jacob Neusner) in his work on Jesus
and the Judaism of His Time, preferring to have his Judaism distilled
through theologians such as Joseph Bonsirven, W. D. Davies, and Ja-
cob Jocz. To the secular academic, rabbinic writings are simply not
“trustworthy” since they lack “objectivity.”

In another example of Gibbon’s bias, he wrote that:

From the reign of Nero to that of Antonius Pius, the Jews discovered a
fierce impatience of the dominion of Rome, which repeatedly broke out
in the most furious massacres and insurrections. Humanity is shocked
at the recital of the horrid cruelties which they committed in the cities
of Egypt, of Cyprus, and of Cyrene, where they dwelt in treacherous
friendship with the unsuspecting natives (In Cyrene they massacred
220,000 Greeks; in Cyprus, 240,000; in Egypt, a very great multitude.
Many of these unhappy victims were sawed asunder, according to a
precedent to which David had given the sanction of his example. The
victorious Jews devoured the flesh, licked up the blood, and twisted the
entrails like a girdle round their bodies.'

A generation after the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 cE, Trajan
decided to follow Alexander the Great and invade the Middle East and
possibly India. As the Roman legions marched into Mesopotamia, the
Jewish people living in Parthia rebelled. Although many of these Jews
did not experience the disastrous war in Judea, they were neverthe-
less affected by the destruction of Jerusalem. As Trajan emptied lands
in the East Mediterranean region, the long-suffering Jews revolted in
Cyprus, Cyrene, and in Egypt. Trajan’s conquest of Parthia was put on
hold as he made his general Turbo turn back to deal with the revolt.
The Romans were ultimately successful in quashing the uprising, but
at a terrible cost; this revolt marked the end of Roman expansion, and
from then on the frontiers of the Roman Empire would slowly and
steadily shrink. For the Jews, it was another disaster. The Jewish pop-
ulations in Cyrene and Egypt were decimated, and the Jewish popula-
tion in Cyprus was exterminated entirely. It should go without saying
that Gibbon’s account of the Jews “devouring flesh” and “licking up
blood” was an exaggeration, yet this was the stigma that attached itself
to the Jews, the “blood libel” that was popular in the Middle Ages, that
the Jews required Christian blood, usually from a child, to make their
matzos for Passover.

18 Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, 403.
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This treatment of the Jews contrasts greatly to Gibbon’s treatment
of the Romans, as Michael Parenti points out, that Gibbon’s accounts
of Rome reveal “not a word here about an empire built upon sacked
towns, shattered armies, slaughtered villagers, raped women, enslaved
prisoners, plundered lands, burned crops, and mercilessly over-taxed
populations.”” Gibbon was a member of the elite upper class (as were
many other classical historians),?® and his values were reflected in his
historical outlook. When we understand that so much of our “history”
has been distorted through the lens of class, culture, and Christianity,
we can put into perspective the comments of Kant’s statement that it
was only through Greek history—the history of an “enlightened” and
“educated public”—and that the protocols of the Edomite historian
were to downplay the role of Israel and to highlight the role of Greece
and Rome.

When we look at a map of the Western world, we notice two tiny
specks representing the cities of Athens and Jerusalem. As Solomon
Grayzel put it, “it is astonishing to realize that the culture of all the rest
of the map is based on the contributions made by these two spots.”!
Although our culture is a synthesis of the teachings and legacy of these
two cities, we clearly favor the Greeks, and it is the Greek conception of
history that concerns us. What is the value of a classical education, an
education limited to Greek and Roman studies? There is no argument
that there are many things in classical Greek and Roman culture that
are worthy of study, but there are also some serious shortcomings and
limits to what a classical education can teach, particularly in the areas
of morality and social structure. Our intellectual society has expended
a tremendous amount of energy keeping Torah out of the public con-
sciousness and academic dialogue. What can the Torah teach us about
our society, and how to cure our social ills? How can our definition of

1 Michael Parenti, The Assassination of Julius Caesar: A People’s History of Ancient
Rome. (New York: The New Press, 2003), 16.

2 “Antiquity gives us numerous gentlemen chroniclers—Homer, Herodotus,
Thucydides, Polybius, Cicero, Livy, Plutarch, Suetonius, Appian, Dio Cassius,
Valerius Maximus, Velleius Paterculus, Josephus, and Tacitus—just about all of
whom had a pronouncedly low opinion of the common people...Gibbon’s view of
history was not only that of all eighteenth-century English gentleman but of a whole
line of gentlemen historians from bygone times, similarly situated in the upper strata
of their respective societies.” Ibid., 17-18.

21 Grayzel, A History of the Jews, 2.
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“intellectual” be expanded into one who incorporates the Torah into a
framework and foundation for knowledge? Western society has mod-
eled itself on the binary structure of secularism and religion, both of
which are limited to the paradigm of Greek and Roman thought. Our
educational, political, and economic system—in short, our entire cul-
ture—conforms to the culture of Ancient Greece and Rome; “Europe
and the United States, after all, have a dual heritage—Judeo-Christian
religion and ethics, Greco-Roman statecraft and law.”** The problem
with this view is that “there is little that is Judaic about Christian
theology” and that the term “Judeo-Christian...was developed in the
early twentieth century, [implying] a continuance (or at the least, a
shared set of values) of the Judaic tradition in Christianity.”? The un-
derpinnings of Christian theology come from the same Greco-Roman
sources as our secular “classical” knowledge; they are two branches
of the same tree rooted firmly in the soil of ancient Greece and Rome.

o~

THE ToraH 1s not primarily a book about history; the Torah is a
book of law.?* Often the Torah will talk about events that are out of
sync with a linear timeline, such as telling us of the deaths of men
such as Noah and Terach when their part in the Torah is finished,
then speaking of events that occurred while they were still alive.
This is a peculiarity of the Torah, and it is to teach us that there is
something to be learned that is more important than simply a strict
historical narrative. This is not to say that the Torah is ahistorical,
but the history in the Torah is concerned with teaching morality and
values, mores and values often different from those taught by the
Greek and Roman histories. Unlike other ancient literature, the To-
rah often focuses on the mistakes made by even its greatest men and
women showing the consequences of their actions.

22 Morris Berman, Dark Ages America: The Final Phase of Empire. (New York: W. W.
Norton & Company, 2006), 88.

3 Alan W. Cecil, The Noahide Code. (Aventura: Academy of Shem Press, 2006), 33.

2 “Tt is fundamental to a proper understanding of the Scriptural narratives that the
Torah is not a history book and that whatever it records must have a halakhic or
moral purpose.” Rabbi Nosson Scherman, The Stone Chumash. (Brooklyn: Mesorah
Publications, Ltd., 1994), 192.
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The protocols of the historian resulted in downplaying the role of
Israel in Western Civilization to the point where the Jews were pre-
sented as a fossilized archaic culture whose only contribution was to
write the preamble to the New Testament. This resulted not only in
how intellectuals viewed theology, but history as well. It is perhaps
fitting that the hedonistic ideal of Greece was represented in the per-
son of Alexander the Great who enjoyed a Sodomic and bacchanalian
lifestyle as he spread Greek culture throughout the Middle East from
Macedonia to India. After Alexander’s death, his generals split up his
massive empire; Ptolemy and Seleucus both claimed the land of Ju-
dea, but Ptolemy, in the words of Civil War general Nathan Bedford
Forrest, “got there firstest with the mostest men.” His capture of Jeru-
salem astonished his troops, for they simply marched into the city un-
opposed; since it was Sabbath, the Jews would not bear arms against
them. The soldiers of Ptolemy “made sport of the Jews and called
them a foolish people™ for not defending their city, thus underlying
the Grecian culture’s condescending attitude towards the Torah and
strengthening the foundations of Greek anti-Semitism.

The Hellenistic empires founded by Alexander’s generals, their
borders constantly pulsing with battle, would last for two and a half
centuries until the legions of Rome came knocking. The allure of Hel-
lenistic culture attracted many of the Jews, and the tide of the Jewish
Diaspora which had previously spread throughout Persia ebbed and
flowed westward, bringing many of the Jews to the cities along the
Mediterranean coast.

It was in Alexandria, a new commercial port built by Alexander and
Ptolemy, where the Jewish presence was most keenly felt. The Jews
of Alexandria were a sizable part of the population of the city, and it
was in Alexandria where the Hellenistic Jewish culture had its greatest
impact. It was here that the Torah was translated into Greek,* allowing
the Hellenized Jews to hold on to their culture. This proved critical, for
“almost all the ancient peoples whose names are mentioned in the Bible
disappeared completely, early in the Greek period, swept away by the
flood of Greek influence, the Jews remained steadfast in their own faith
and their own manner of living.”?” Other books, such as Ecclesiasticus

3 Grayzel, A History of the Jews, 43.
26 Josephus, Antiquities, xii.

2" Grayzel, A History of the Jews, 48.
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and the Wisdom of Sirach were written at this time, and “these books
of wisdom present the contrast between the Hellenistic ideal for the
search for individual power”® and the Torah-based view of the Jews.
Unlike most of the other civilizations and ancient peoples of the
Middle East, the Jews were not pulled into the murky backwaters of
history by the rip currents of Greek culture, even as Greek influence
waxed among those Jews who wished to be like all other nations, and
“Greek styles in dress, Greek names, the Greek language because
stylish?® among the upper classes in Jerusalem. The clash of the two
disparate cultures came to a head in the Maccabean revolt, and the
Maccabean victory secured Judaism for another century. Unlike the
revolt against the Seleucid Greeks, however, the revolt against Rome
failed, and successive waves of revolt against Rome ended with the
bitter and sanguinary defeat of Bar Kochba in 135 cE in a campaign
which involved over half of the entire Roman army. Because of this,
Emperor Hadrian renamed Judea “Palestine” after the enemies of the
Jews, the Philistines, in order to humiliate the Jews and to forever blot
out the memory of Israel.

The Greeks were the first to develop what is now looked upon as
“anti-Semitism.” The accusations of writers such as Manetho, Lysi-
machus, and the Roman Tacitus, who spoke of the Jews being “a lep-
rous and scabby people® and being driven out of Egypt because they
were so “loathsome” would be echoed centuries later by Voltaire and
Karl Marx, facilitated by the interest in Greek and Latin writing which
was popularized by the religion of Christianity.

When Sam Harris said that “anti-Semitism is intrinsic to both
Christianity and Islam,”! it somehow slipped his mind to mention
that it was also intrinsic to Western Greek-based secular society as
well, and this secular anti-Semitism was what has even influenced
secularized Jewish intellectuals such as Noam Chomsky. The histo-
rians of the Enlightenment disparaged a nation that has seen the great
kingdoms and empires of history come and go, a nation more than
willing to share their collective wisdom with the rest of the world,

2 1bid., 51.
» Ibid., 55.
30 Josephus, Against Apion, 1:34-35.

3! Harris, The End of Faith, 92.
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teaching others what has made them so successful, why their culture,
language, and their law, has survived when so many others throughout
history have become extinct, a nation that has in fact broken just about
every rule of history.*? This was the “miracle” which the God told Is-
rael He would perform in order to show the nations of the world that
He is Hasuem.*® There is no viable explanation for Israel to exist, and
there is absolutely no other historical example of a nation that even
compares to the survival of the Jews, a people who were not tucked
away in some remote corner of the globe, on some isolated island or

32 The American writer Mark Twain commented on this nation when he wrote: “If the
statistics are right, the Jews constitute but one percent of the human race. It suggests
a nebulous dim puff of star dust lost in the blaze of the Milky Way...properly the
Jew ought hardly to be heard of, but he is heard of, has always been heard of. He is
as prominent on the planet as any other people, and his commercial importance is
extravagantly out of proportion to the smallness of his bulk. His contributions to the
world’s list of great names in literature, science, art, music, finance, medicine, and
abstruse learning are also away out of proportion to the weakness of his numbers. He
has made a marvellous fight in this world, in all the ages; and has done it with his hands
tied behind him. He could be vain of himself, and be excused for it. The Egyptian, the
Babylonian, and the Persian rose, filled the planet with sound and splendor, then faded
to dream-stuff and passed away; the Greek and the Roman followed, and made a vast
noise, and they are gone; other peoples have sprung up and held their torch high for
a time, but it burned out, and they sit in twilight now, or have vanished. The Jew saw
them all, beat them all, and is now what he always was, exhibiting no decadence, no
infirmities of age, no weakening of his parts, no slowing of his energies, no dulling
of his alert and aggressive mind. All things are mortal...all other forces pass, but he
remains. What is the secret of his immortality?”” Mark Twain, The Complete Essays of
Mark Twain. (New York: Doubleday & Co., 1963), 249.

The answer to this question is supplied by Rabbi S. R. Hirsch: “‘Our history should
teach you to know the ways of God’s Sovereignty,” Israel tells the nations. ‘The
Jewish people wander through the world without power and without arms, and yet
all the nations of the world shall gradually gather beneath the Jewish banner, beneath
the ideal which the Jewish people has held aloft and which has served it as its guiding
star in its wanderings through time. What is the reason for this victory of the Jewish
people? This victory will come about because we have left it to God to determine
what our portion on earth should be...we have won the battle because we have taken
pride in renouncing all personal grandeur and might, and this is the only kind of pride
that finds favor in the eyes of the Lord...this is the pride in which the Lord delights
because it derives from the proper understanding of the destiny of men and nations.’”
Hirsch, The Hirsch Psalms, §i, 337.

33 “The survival of the Jewish people, for the purpose of executing its Divinely assigned
task, is predicted in the Torah, is reiterated by the prophets (for example, in Yirmeyah
5:15-18) and is presented as a lasting testimony to God’s rulership (Yeshayah 43:10).
This miraculous survival...is, indeed, the ultimate historical confirmation of the truth
of Judaism.” Elias, Nineteen Letters, 100.
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peninsula, but a people who have been scattered from one corner of
the earth to the other, who have been front and center in the annals of
world history, and have interacted and influenced mankind to an as-
tonishing degree despite Western attempts to eliminate them for over
two thousand years.

The protocols of the historian (in regards to Israel) show a startling
subjectivity. This subjectivity is based not only on the anti-Semitic
teachings from Greek and Roman writings, but from the direct influence
of Christian theology. How did theology manage to infect even the
non-religious “secular” disciplines of our modern social sciences? It is
this subject—the development and influence of “scientific” theology
on secular academics—we will discuss next.






CHAPTER THREE

Profocols cf the Tﬂeolb(qiun

Judaism very definitely does not want to give birth to a ‘religion’ from within...or
for the soul of man...it seeks to implant religion into man’s emotions through clear
cognitive and intellectual perceptions based on the recognition and acceptance of
Divine truths that have been objectively documented.

— Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch'

Y THE NINETEENTH CENTURY, FUELED BY THE ENLIGHTENMENT
fascination with Greek logic, concepts, and ideas, the idea that
Greek “reason” could be applied to the social sciences gained
a foothold in Western academics. When Charles Darwin’s The Origin
of Species (1859) was published, it created quite a stir in the scientific
community, not only in biology, but among other scientists who tried to
use the concept of evolution to understand the development of culture
and society. “Social Darwinism,” a phrase later made famous by histori-
an Richard Hofstadter, described the newly emerging “social scientists”

" Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 11, 141.
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who, taking a cue from Darwin, taught that societies evolved and grew,
and the concept of “survival of the fittest” blended in nicely with the
Edomite concept of power and strength. German scholars? such as Leo-
pold von Ranke (1795-1886) tried to turn history into a science, or at
least a discipline based on scientific methods. Ranke not only pioneered
the emphasis on using primary sources, but also:

Helped establish history as a separate discipline, independent from

philosophy or literature...the determination to strip away the veneer

of posthumous condescension applied to the past by philosophizing

historians such as Voltaire and to reveal it in its original colors...

Ranke introduced into the study of modern history the methods that

had recently been developed by philologists in the study of ancient and
medieval literature.’

Coming off of two hundred years of enlightenment re-discovery
and re-application of Greek thought, philosophy, and science, the
Prussian educational system swung into high gear during the latter
half of the nineteenth century. As the academic obsession with science
became more and more pronounced, methodology became increasing-
ly important, and this focus on method became an infatuation, often
obfuscating the reasons behind the study. Many scholars became so
enamored with works of leading academics and their modus operandi
that they failed to see the flaws in their reasoning and results, par-
ticularly when it came to Judaism. How did theology affect the social
sciences? Why are intellectuals, despite all their cleverness, unable to
perceive theological ideology used in their arguments about the Bible?
To answer these questions, we must begin with the development of
Christian theology itself.

I =y

N THE SECOND CENTURY of the Common Era, after nearly seven de-
cades of disastrous conflict with the Roman Empire starting with the
destruction of the Second Temple and ending with the crushing of the
Bar Kochba revolt in 135 cg, Judaism was in danger of extinction. The
great rabbinic schools in Eretz Yisrael had been scattered or destroyed,

2 “We are almost utterly dependant on our German missionaries or intermediaries for
our knowledge of Greece, Rome, Judaism and Christianity; that, however profound
that knowledge may be, theirs is only one interpretation; and that we have only
been told as much as they thought we needed to know.” Bloom, The Closing of the
American Mind, 156.

3 Richard J. Evans, In Defense of History. New York: W. W. Norton & Company,
1999), 15.
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the teaching of Torah had been outlawed, and as the great sages of the
Torah, the living repositories of Jewish Law, died or were martyred by
the Romans, and the knowledge of the Torah was being lost. As has
happened many times in Jewish history as the flame of Israel began
to flicker and die, a leader arose to fan the fire of the Torah; Rabbi
Yehudah HaNasi, a direct descendant of the sages Hillel and Gamliel,
took it upon himself to save the Oral Torah, the all-important explana-
tion and commentary to the Written Torah that had been handed down
from teacher to student in an unbroken transmission for over fifteen
centuries. He began to collect the teachings of the great rabbis of the
previous generations, writing down the knowledge before it was lost
forever. At the end of the second century of the Common Era in the
Jewish year 3960 (200 cE), after thirty years labor, Rabbi Yehudah
HaNasi published the Mishna. A few hundred years later, the Gemara,
the explanation to the Mishna, was completed.

The Mishna was written in Hebrew; the explanation to the Mishna,
the Gemara, was written in Aramaic, a Semitic language similar to He-
brew, much like the similarities between the two Romance languages
of Portuguese and Spanish. Together these two books make up the Tal-
mud. In the Jewish Talmud, the material is divided into two groups;
halakha and aggada. Halakha, literally meaning “going” as in “the
way one should go” is the term for the legal teachings of the Law,
covering sacrifices, government, business, kosher law, clothing, etc.
There was no facet of human existence that the Talmud did not cov-
er. The aggadic material is basically anything else in the Talmud that
is not halakhic in nature such as homilies, history, and moral teach-
ings. The Talmud contains the teachings of several thousand rabbis;
it even has a quote from a wandering rabbi from Galilee: “I come
not to destroy the Law of Moses, nor to add to the Law of Moses.”
(Shabbat 116Db).

While Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was writing the Mishna, a Hellenistic
sect that was a spin-off from a small sect of Judaism was also creat-
ing a body of oral teachings and interpretations of the Tanach. Unlike
the Hebrew Mishna, however, these writings were in Greek. Unlike
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s Mishna, most of these books were written
anonymously. Unlike the Mishna, which focused on correct behavior,
this new oral teaching focused on correct theology, or belief. Unlike
the Mishna, which has the teachings of well over a hundred of the
Tannaim, these works were based primarily on the teachings of only
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two “rabbis,” one named Saul of Tarsus, whom we call Paul. The other
rabbi whose teachings were so prominent was the wandering rabbi
from Galilee, the one quoted in the Talmud saying that his teachings
had no effect whatsoever on the Torah of Moses: “I come not to de-
stroy the Law of Moses, nor to add to the Law of Moses.” Christians
today, as they have for nearly two thousand years, call him Jesus.

Although there are a few similarities between Judaism and Christi-
anity—belief in the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, recognition of
Mosaic authority, as well as the authority of the Hebrew Scriptures—
there are many important differences. Christians believe that Jesus
was God incarnate, that God “came down” from heaven in the form
of a human to teach mankind the “mysteries™ of things which were
“kept secret since the world began’ such as the trinity and “original
sin.” Most importantly, Christianity teaches that believing that Jesus
was God in the flesh was the only way to attain salvation, or spiri-
tual everlasting life. According to Christianity, this salvation cannot
be achieved by simply keeping the Mosaic Law; one had to accept
the mystery teachings of Christianity, that you had to know Jesus in a
“spiritual” sense.

These were not the teachings of the original Church, the Church of
the Apostles, and they are certainly not teachings of Judaism. There is
neither any teaching in the Torah about a new revelation from “heav-
en” (cf. Deut. 30:12) nor God coming down to earth in “human” form
in order to correctly explain the Law. In fact, God told Moses that
appearing in physical form was one thing He would never do (Deut.
4:9-19), and that if any human claimed otherwise, such as saying that
they were God incarnate, they were to be put to death (Deut. 13:1-6).
God also explained that there would not be anyone “coming down
from heaven” to explain the Torah (Deut. 30:10-16). The Torah ex-
plains this in no uncertain terms: God is not a man that He should be
deceitful, nor a son of man that He should relent. Would He say and
not do, or speak and not confirm? (Num. 23:19). The question is: how
did the theological teachings of Christianity find their way into the

4 “How that by revelation he made known unto me the mystery; (as I wrote afore in
few words, whereby, when ye read, ye may understand my knowledge in the mystery
of Christ); which in other ages was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is now
revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit.” Ephesians 3:3-5.

> Romans 16:25.
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small Jewish sect of the Jerusalem Church, supplanting the rabbinic
teachings?® The answer comes from the actions of the one follower of
Jesus who did not want to be a part of the Jerusalem Church, who did
not even want to dwell in Jerusalem, much less the land of Israel. That
man was Paul of Tarsus.

Paul, formally Saul of Tarsus, was a self-proclaimed ‘“Pharisee”
who had, oddly enough, been working for the Sadducee priests (Acts
9:1). After his hallucination on the road to Damascus and subsequent
conversion to “Christianity,” Paul made four missionary tours from 46
CE to around 62 ck. The first tour was through southern Asia Minor;
starting at Antioch in 46 cg, Paul went south to Seleucla and sailed to
Cyprus,” and from there swung through what is today south-central
Turkey, returning to Antioch in 48 ce. Paul’s second tour was far more
ambitious, and he traveled from Jerusalem north to his hometown of
Tarsus, revisiting some of the places he went to on his first journey
such as Derbe, Lystra, and Antioch of Pisidea. From there he trav-
eled to Troas on the Aegean coast where he then sailed to Thrace and
then traveling down into Greece, stopping in Phillipi, Thessalonica,
Berea, Athens, and Corinth before sailing back to Ephesus and then
to Caesarea. Paul’s third journey took roughly the same route, and
his fourth journey Paul sailed to what is now Southern Turkey, Crete,
Malta, Sicily, and then to Rome. It was here that the account in Acts
suddenly ended, and a curtain of darkness descended on the history
of the Church. Not until the beginning of the second century, with the
writings of Clement of Rome, does the veil start to lift, and then only
little by little. By the time the fog of history was lifted, the Jerusalem
Church was no longer in control, and the Torah and the Noahide Law
was discarded for another system of belief, one that was embraced by
the Hellenistic (and increasingly Gentile-dominated) Church.

¢ In Acts 15, James, the brother of Jesus and the leader of the Jerusalem Church,
ordered that the Gentiles who were coming into the Church not to convert to Judaism,
but to observe the Noahide Law, including “the three absolute prohibitions of idolatry,
adultery, and murder” [Alan W. Cecil, The Noahide Guide to Matthew. (Estero:
Academy of Shem Press, 5769/2009), 11] along with Hillel’s dictum “what is hateful
to yourself, do not do to another.” Hillel’s quote is found in the Western Text families
of the early New Testament manuscripts, as well as “the earliest quotation we have of
Acts 15:20 [which] comes from the second-century church father, Iranaeus, in Against
Heresies, book iii. 12:14, which quotes Hillel’s maxim instead of the spurious ‘and
things strangled’” [ibid., 13].

7 Acts 13:4.
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This new Hellenistic Gentile sect of Christianity had many teach-
ings that were not found in the Torah-oriented Jerusalem Church. The
focus was now on Jesus instead of the Law, and a plethora of different
Hellenistic Christian sects sprung up, all teaching different doctrines®
and each one claiming that they were the faithful transmitters of Jesus’
message. Correct theology became more important than correct actions
and correct behavior. By the beginning of the Second Century there
were many different branches of this new Hellenistic religion, but they
all shared major theological concepts, such as teaching that there was
an inseparable gulf between man and God, and that man was powerless
to save himself through the Torah. They taught that God was unreach-
able in “heaven,” and the world was in the grip of a lesser but still
powerful evil god (often called the Demiurge,’ or Satan). The theology
was structured in a strict dualistic language such as saved versus lost,
fleshy versus spiritual, and light versus darkness. The most noticeable
difference between the new faith and Judaism was that it focused on
personal salvation,'® and that only by the gnosis (knowledge) of Je-
sus could one’s soul escape the boundaries of this sinful materialistic
world and go to “heaven,” as is taught in the Gospel of John: “No one
comes to the Father except through me. If you had come to the gnosis
of me (which, alas, you do not), you shall know my Father also. From
now on you have the gnosis of Him, and have seen Him.”!! These are
Gnostic teachings which focused on the mysteries'? of Jesus’ revela-
tion, teachings such as the trinity and original sin. It was from this

8Cf. 1 Cor. 1:10-12, Gal. 1:6-9.

° “Even the idea of the demiurge in Plato’s Timeaus does not capture the concept of
creation in its full sense as the Jewish people understand it.” Soloveichik, Halakhic
Man, 163, n. 141.

19“In our [Jewish] religious ideology the selfish salvation of the individual soul is a
very minor theme. It is, I believe, an acquired dogma, and its irrelevance is proved by
its unimportance.” Samuel, You Gentiles, 119.

' This translation of John 14: 6-7 follows the interpretation of Bruce Metzger,
A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2000), 207.

12 “We might also note that historically Christianity has been unique among the
world religions in its emphasis upon paradox and mystery, features which, to be
sure, were attenuated within some major branches of the Protestant Reformation.”
Roland Robertson, “On the Analysis of Mysticism: Pre-Weberian, Weberian and Post-
Weberian Perspectives.” Sociological Analysis. Vol. 36, No. 3 (Autumn, 1975), 248.
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word gnosis—the Greek word for “knowledge”—that the new religion
got its name, which we call Gnosticism. A bitter power struggle be-
tween these Gnostic sects would ensue into the fourth century before
one of them became dominant; the Gnostic sect we know today as the
Catholic Church.

The Gnostic sect that became the Catholic Church—which all
modern forms of organized Christianity are descended—survived by
incorporating the Greek Tanach (the Septuagint) into the prologue of
the New Testament, and the theological teaching which allowed this
incorporation was the main difference between Catholic Christianity
and the other Gnostic sects. Christianity has long been in denial about
being Gnostic. To the Noahide (and certainly the Jew), the differences
between rabbinic interpretation and Christianity’s Gnostic interpreta-
tion of the Tanach are obvious. To the Noahide, the slight differences
between the many early Gnostic sects are overwhelmed by their simi-
larities (the focus on Jesus the “savior,” personal salvation, mystery
teachings, etc.). Many of these Gnostic sects proclaimed themselves
the “true” Christianity, claiming that they were teaching the correct
Pauline theology.!® The differences between the various early Gnos-
tic Christians were no greater than the differences between today’s
Christian sects. The differences between the Gnostic sects were no-
where near the differences between the Hellenistic Gnostic Christians
and Judaism, or even the original Jewish Christians (who would later
be known as the Ebionites). The Noahide perspective views modern
Christianity—whether it is Protestant, Catholic, or Eastern Ortho-
dox—as having Gnostic theological teaching as the foundation of its
faith. After all, it certainly is not Jewish. The focus on Jesus of Naza-
reth as a “personal savior” was the major theme of all the Christian
Gnostic religions. Christians point to the minor details in their theol-
ogy in contrast to the other Gnostic sects—their favorite defense be-
ing the trite semantic argument that their theology is based on “faith”
instead of “knowledge”—ignoring the major structural similarities
that Christianity shares with other classical Gnostic Christian faiths
of the early centuries of the Common Era. All the sects of Protestant,
Catholic, and Eastern Orthodox Christianity focus on the person of
the “divine” Jesus, his coming down from “heaven” to reveal God’s
plan of “salvation” and escape the clutches of Satan, the “god” of this

13 “The Valentinians, in particular, allege that their secret tradition offers direct access
to Paul’s own teaching of wisdom and gnosis. According to Clement, ‘they say that
Valentinus was a hearer of Theudas, and Theudas, in turn, a disciple of Paul.”” Elaine
Pagels, The Gnostic Paul, (Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992), 1-2.
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dualistic world. These concepts are so alien to Judaism and to the 7an-
ach—there is clearly nothing in the 7anach about God coming down to
earth at a later date in the human form of a divine savior named “Jesus”
and committing suicide—that one has to “know” the theological (i.e.,
Gnostic) interpretations of the “prophecies” in the Tanach that point
to Jesus. According to Christianity, without this “knowledge” of the
Gnostic interpretations of the 7anach, a person cannot possibly under-
stand that the entire 7anach is really all about Jesus. This is where the
Christian argument of the semantics of “faith” rather than “knowledge”
breaks down in licu of the larger picture. If it is all about Jesus, then you
know it is Gnosticism—there are simply no two ways about it. There
is no “Jesus” in Judaism. Jesus is less useful and important to Judaism
than a refrigerator is to an Eskimo living in an igloo.

The Gnostic’s focus on salvation'* cannot be over-emphasized.
This was the main concern of Gnosticism; the spiritual salvation of
the individual, the release of the soul from its earthy, fleshy, material
body. Yet Gnosticism remains one of the least understood and least
studied areas of Christianity. One would think that the pursuit of the
origins of Christianity—a religion which evolved out of a morass of
Gnostic faiths—would have had a detailed and exhaustive theological
and academic treatment of Gnosticism. One of the problems has been
a dearth of Gnostic material; when the Gnostic Catholic Church seized
power, it systematically destroyed all of the early Gnostic writings it
could get its hands on, and only a few scraps of Gnostic texts survived
the purges of the Church. Most of our knowledge of Gnosticism came
from the writings of the early church fathers, and these were decidedly
one sided. This situation changed drastically in 1945, when a library
of Gnostic writings—including some books that had been mentioned
by second century church fathers and previously thought lost forev-
er—were found in Nag Hammadi, Egypt. It has been over sixty years

14 “Most of all, the Gnostic stock of concepts served to clarify the history of salvation.
According to these concepts the Redeemer appears as a cosmic figure, the pre-existent
divine being, Son of the Father (§ 12, 3), who came down from heaven and assumed
human form and who, after his activity on earth, was exalted to heavenly glory and
wrested sovereignty over the spirit-powers to himself. It is in this conception of him
that he is praised in the pre-Pauline Christ-hymn which is quoted in Phil. 2:6-11.
This ‘mythos’ is also briefly alluded to in II Cor. 8:9. The Gnostic idea that Christ’s
earthly garment of flesh was the disguise in consequence of which the world-rulers
failed to recognize him—for if they had recognized him, they would not have brought
about their own defeat by causing his crucifixion—Ilurks behind I Cor. 2:8.” Rudolf
Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament. (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1951), §15, 175.
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since the Nag Hammadi library was discovered, and over thirty since
the last of the Nag Hammadi books had been translated into English,
and yet relatively few books on Gnosticism have been written. It is as
if the Church feared to peer too closely into its beginnings, particular-
ly with a religion that was reviled by the early Church Fathers not be-
cause it was so different from “orthodox” Christianity, but because it
was so similar. The few scholars who saw the Gnostic influence in the
New Testament were largely ignored by the mainstream theologians.

The advanced Gnostic theology in the Gospel of John and the writ-
ings of Paul were a primary influence on Gnostic Christianity, for Paul
and John were popular with the various Gnostic sects during Christi-
anity’s formative period. When the Roman Gnostic Church eliminated
its Gnostic rivals and destroyed their literature, they felt the battle for
control of Christianity had been won, and with the threat of Gnosti-
cism silenced (forever, as the Church believed), the arguments and
debates about Gnosticism were relegated to scholarly studies in the
teachings of Ireneaus and Tertullian. However, with the discovery and
translation of the Nag Hammadi texts, it became glaringly obvious
that Christian theology had much more in common with Gnosticism
than it did with Judaism, and that the main tenets of Christianity were
recycled Gnostic concepts and ideas.

The influence of Gnosticism went far beyond religion and how we
look at the Bible. Gnosticism has had a far-reaching effect on Western
thought, but because of Christianity’s reluctance to study Gnosticism,
these effects have been overlooked. From Paul’s teaching about “Law
versus grace” in his Epistles, through Chrysostom’s Eight Sermons
Against the Jews, Augustine and Aquinas, to Martin Luther extorting
Germans to “set fire to their synagogues” and “[raze and destroy]
their houses,”!* the Gnostic war on Judaism raged on. During the En-
lightenment, the Gnostic teaching of its binary system of “spiritual”
and “fleshy” helped foster the division of “religious” and “secular.”'®

15 From Martin Luther’s On the Jews and Their Lies, 1543.

16Tt is no longer fashionable to avow a belief in Satan or his entourage of evil archons,
but the fact is, nonetheless, that we are dualists. We have divided the world between
God and ourselves. Part of what we consider our own, we are willing to turn over to
Caesar, but—believing in civil liberties—part we retain as our private domain. Some
are willing to share part of this domain with God, but some are very jealous of their
privacy and exclude Him from it; they divide the world only between themselves and
Caesar. The dualist is either a total or partial atheist. If he totally excludes God, then
obviously he is an atheist. If he excludes God from a substantial part of the world, then
to that degree he is an atheist.” Konvitz, Torah & Constitution, 57.
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The concept of “separation of church and state” as well as the Gnostic
Christian “fleshy and spiritual” had their roots in the same Greek phi-
losophy which also influenced scholars such as Thomas Jefferson and
Immanuel Kant.'” The fight against the Torah, however, subtly moved
into new secular'® battlefields, and the developing “secular” academic
disciplines such as history, philosophy, and sociology all took up the
theological sword of Gnostic interpretation to do battle with the Torah
of Moses.
(—Q@

IT was THIS concept that developed during the Enlightenment, the
concept of secular and religious, or sacred and profane,' which was
itself a Gnostic concept of the dualistic forms of spiritual and mate-
rial. This Gnostic view has affected our concept of our own culture.
We view Christian Gnosticism as a religious problem, but since there
is no artificial separation between the religious and the secular in Juda-
ism, the Noahide sees the problem going much deeper, a poison that
has seeped into every aspect of our society. Our modern culture, with
its division of “church and state,” can be thought of in terms of being
Gnostic secularism—the artificial division of the “religious” with the
“non-religious.” This non-Jewish teaching, that there are aspects of
the world and of human existence which are outside the boundaries
of God’s domain, are themselves ideas that have been influenced by
centuries of classical Gnostic thought transmitted through the Church
and its seminaries and later through “secular” academic institutions.

17 “Kant’s notorious so-called ‘dualism’ was a classic statement invalidating, among
other things, the traditional function of the natural law. This is hardly surprising, since
his inspirations were Hume for his theory of knowledge and Rousseau for his ethics—
the Hume who had denied the descriptive validity of law in nature and the Rousseau
who had rejected the prescriptive validity of any intellectually known law for human
action. Kant combined these piecemeal insights into a radical and systematic dialectic
opposing knowledge to action and nature to morality, and undermining thereby the
very foundations of the natural law as it had been previously conceived.” Leonard
Krieger, “Kant and the Crisis of Natural Law.” Journal of the History of Ideas. Vol.
26, No. 2 (Apr.—Jun., 1965), 195.

18 “Secularization theorists confidently averred that religious conflicts, along with
their attendant tribal and ethnic animosities, would wither away with the advance
of modernity. Social and economic development would bring the conditions for
stable democratic government, and with democracy, society would be liberated from
the dominance of religious symbols and institutions.” Steven B. Smith, Spinoza,
Liberalism, and the Question of Jewish Identity. (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1997), 1.

1 The word “profane” is from the Latin pro fano—"“outside the Temple.”
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Mercy at the expense of justice was also a hallmark of Gnostic
Christian thought, the worship of HasHewm, the attribute of mercy, at
the expense of Elokim, the attribute of justice. In traditional Judaism,
these are two attributes of God, and you could not have one dominate
at the expense of the other. Orlando Patterson, the “preeminent” writer
on freedom, mentions the problem with Gnosticism, that “New Testa-
ment scholars seem particularly allergic to any demonstration of the
influence of Gnosticism on the other Christologies.”* Patterson stated
that “had Christianity gone in the direction of Gnosticism, it would
still have maintained the idea of spiritual freedom at the very center of
its soteria”! without once considering that Pauline Christianity itself
was Gnostic. Patterson ignores other scholars such as Hyam Maccoby
and even Rudolph Bultmann who clearly recognized the Gnostic ele-
ments within Paul’s writings: “Whatever one’s opinion of Paul, no
one would deny that Christianity was not only fundamentally shaped
by his views but almost completely determined by them.”?? If Chris-
tianity is the religion developed by the Gnostic Paul, why do Chris-
tians teach that it is based on Jesus’ teachings? Only by taking Jesus’
teachings “out of context” and giving them a Gnostic interpretation
can this be achieved.

Understanding and recognizing these problems with the theological
interpretation of the New Testament—such as the Christian attempt to
find the “historical Jesus”—cannot be disassociated with the problems
of the traditional interpretation of those whom Gibbon calls “the race
of Abraham...the obnoxious people.”? The treatment of the Jews by
secular scholars shows a remarkable conformity and consistency in
their appraisal of Israel’s contributions to Western Civilization’s his-
tory and culture, a view unduly influenced by Gnostic theology.

20 Patterson, Freedom, 312.
21 Ibid., 313-14.
2 Ibid., 316.

3 Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, 414-15.
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Even when deviating widely from its conclusions, all Old Testament study today is
based on the splendid work of J. Wellhausen.

— Max Weber'

NE OF THE LEADING PROPONENTS AND EARLY DEVELOPER OF
scientific anti-Semitism was Julius Wellhausen (1844—1918),
the son of a Lutheran minister. Wellhausen was a German

scholar with a Ph.D.? in theology, and among his other accomplish-
ments, a professor to the theological faculty at Greifswald. Wellhau-
sen’s contribution to both theology and the social sciences solved a
problem that had been plaguing Christians for two hundred years—
the Christian’s defense of Judaism from the Enlightenment’s relent-
less attack on religion and faith. Since the Christian Bible contained
both the Hebrew as well as the Christian Greek Scriptures (the “Old”
and “New” Testaments respectively), Christians were forced into the
awkward position of having to defend Judaism from the secular Greek
humanistic teachings of the Enlightenment philosophers. Because the
Gnostic sect that became the Catholic Church had linked the Catho-
lic New Testament to the 7anach, and that so much of Christianity’s
support came from their theological interpretations of the Hebrew
Scriptures, having to defend the Torah also meant, to a degree, having
to defend Judaism, and after sixteen centuries of attacking Judaism,
this was a sore point among many Christians. If Judaism was exposed
as merely myth and superstition, it would take Christianity down with
it. The problem the theologians faced was: how could the Christians
continue to attack Judaism while at the same time preserve Christian-
ity unscathed? The answer to this problem was solved (to a large de-
gree) by Julius Wellhausen, who took a cue from the Enlightenment
philosophers and developed the “scientific” discipline of positivist
theology known as “higher criticism.”

! Max Weber, Ancient Judaism. Hans H. Gerth and Don Martindale, trans. (New York:
The Free Press, 1952), 426.

2 The Ph.D. as we know it today was another product of the nineteenth century
German university system.
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Wellhausen’s theory was based upon the previous work of Christian
theologians such as Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette (1780—1849)
and Karl Heinrich Graf (1815-1869). By mixing literary analysis along
with a healthy dose of Social Darwinism and Hegelian® idealism, the
crux of the Graf-Wellhausen theory was to deny Mosaic authorship of
the Torah, “proving” the Torah had been written and edited long after
Moses. Wellhausen argued that the ancient Hebrews were a nature-
worshiping tribal cult that gradually centralized its power and religious
focus over the centuries, culminating in the writing of the Tanach. This
Darwinesque evolution of Judaism held sway over scholars for de-
cades, and although it has fallen out of favor among theologians in the
latter part of the twentieth century, its influence has remained.

Wellhausen’s style was the typical nineteenth century German
manner of heavy-handed pedantic prose, hundreds of scriptural ref-
erences, and endless comparisons with other ancient religions, even
religions from India and China which had nothing to do whatsoever
with Judaism. Wellhausen contended that Judaism was a developed
religion, and that Moses had little to do with its creation, and that the
Torah was a compilation of many different scribes from the time of
David down to the time of Ezra. According to Wellhausen, the To-
rah was written in four stages, which he labeled “JEDP.” The “J” (or
“Jehovah™) text was the earliest, written sometime around the era of
David and Solomon. It is represented by the use of the Holy Name
of Hasuewm, or the tetragrammaton. The letter “E” stood for Elohistic,
from the name Elokim, used by a writer in the Northern Kingdom
just after the “J” part was written. The “D” or Deuteronomic part was
written after J and E, before the exile. The “P,” or Priestly Code (most
of Leviticus), was written after the destruction of the first Temple, after
the Jews returned from Babylonia. Wellhausen also insisted that the
“priests” also were the ones who edited the Torah into the form we

> The ideas of seminary-trained Hegel, as other philosophers before him such
as Immanuel Kant, were affected by Protestant theology. Hegel, in his Science of
Philosophy, said that “God in Christianity is conceived in his truth, and therefore as in
Himself thoroughly concrete, as a person, as a subject, and more closely determined,
as mind or spirit. What He is as spirit unfolds itself to the religious apprehensions as
the Trinity of Persons, which at the same time in relation with itself is One.” Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, J. Glenn Gray, ed., On Art, Religion, and the History of
Philosophy: Introductory Lectures (New York: Harper & Row, 1970), 104.
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know of today. This had the effect of turning the Torah from a primary
source into a secondary source while, at the same time, maintaining
the status of the Gospels as primary sources.

The concept of “primary” and “secondary” sources “was intro-
duced above all by German scholars in the nineteenth century.” The
Torah is Judaism’s “primary source” since it records events that hap-
pened during the time of Moses. The main “primary event” was the
giving of the Torah on Sinai. This event, which was witnessed® by the
entire nation of Israel, was the foundation of Judaism. The goal of the
German theologians was to make the Torah seem less reliable than
the New Testament, thus presenting the Gospels as more authorita-
tive. The theory behind this was dubbed the Graf-Wellhausen theory,
which was known by many guises such as “Higher Criticism” or the
Documentary Theory.

o=

WELLHAUSEN MADE TWwo critically important comments in his
book, one comment at the beginning, and the other at the end. Like
theological bookends, they frame the content of the Prolegomena into
a specific theological paradigm. Wellhausen’s first comment stated:

At last, in the course of a casual visit in Gottingen in the summer of
1867, I learned through Ritschl that Karl Heinrich Graf placed the Law
later than the Prophets, and, almost without knowing his reasons for
the hypothesis, I was prepared to accept it; [emphasis added] I readily
acknowledged to myself the possibility of understanding Hebrew
antiquity without the book of the Torah.®

In the very beginning of the Prolegomena, Wellhausen admitted to
being predisposed to accept the concept of understanding the history of
the Jews without the Torah. In other words, he was to design his theory
to fit his preconceived notions that Judaism was a developed religion,
and to pick and choose which “facts” were used to back up his thesis.
In the first “bookend” comment, Wellhausen’s work was designed to
separate the Law from the land and people of Israel, unlocking the Torah

4 Evans, In Defense of History, 81.

5 The large ayin and dalet in the first verse of the Shema (Deut. 6:4) spell the word
Aid, which means “witness.”

¢ Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Ancient Israel. (Cleveland: The
World Publishing Company, 1965), 3—4.
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without the Talmud, and in place of rabbinic commentary, substituting
a narrative filled with theological and literary constructs. Ignoring over
two thousand years of Jewish scholarship, Wellhausen developed a the-
ory designed not to shed light on the Torah and how it was written, but,
as with the other liberal scholars of the Enlightenment, to undermine
and destroy Judaism. No rabbinic sources, no conflicting opinions, no
traditional rabbinic views were allowed into his one-sided approach.
Wellhausen’s system was to use modern “scientific”” methods to find out
how the Torah was written, and Wellhausen treated the Torah as simply
a literary work instead of Divine Law, and he developed his thesis and
arranged his facts in order to justify his theory instead of formulating a
theory based upon an objective view of the Torah.

Wellhausen’s attitude towards Jewish scholarship was much the same
as Kant and Adam Smith: “The later Hebrew literature, which does not
fall to be considered here, contributed very few new elements; in so far
as an intellectual life existed at all among the Jews of the Middle Ages,
it was not a growth of native soil but proceeded from the Mahometan or
Latin culture of individuals.”” Wellhausen certainly had access to Jew-
ish scholarship, for Wellhausen published his Prolegomena in 1878, the
very year Rabbi S. R. Hirsch published the final volume of his monu-
mental Der Pentateuch, iibersetzt und erldutert von Samson Raphael
Hirsch. In this massive work (seven volumes), Hirsch had meticulously
gone through each verse of the Torah, explaining the etymology of the
Hebrew as well as the historical and halakhic context. Hirsch’s work,
although not written primarily as a refutation of Wellhausen’s theory,
does refute it in hundreds of places. Hirsch draws upon centuries of
rabbinic scholarship, scholarship that Wellhausen “does not fall to be
considered,” to explain the meaning of the text of the Torah, elucidat-
ing the meaning of the Hebrew words and explaining (from a rabbinic
point of view) many of the passages in the text that Wellhausen uses to
prove his theory. To think that Wellhausen and the other German Chris-
tian theologians knew more about the Hebrew or Jewish history than a
scholar such as Rabbi Hirsch is a matter of your point of view—whether
you are a Christian or an observant Noahide or Jew.

Wellhausen had access to Hirsch, but obviously did not bother to
read his work, preferring Christian scholarship when studying the To-
rah. Wellhausen did not include any commentary from Jewish sources,

71bid., 542.
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except when they were taken from Christian works, and his disdain
for Jewish scholarship can be seen in his comment about the kabbalah:
“The Kabbala at most, and even it hardly with justice, can be regarded
as having been a genuine product of Judaism. It originated in Palestine,
and subsequently flourished chiefly in the later Middle Ages in Spain,
and, like all other methodised [sic] nonsense, had strong attractions
for Christian scholars.” It is clear from Wellhausen’s work that it was
not only the mystical writings of Judaism he considered “methodized
nonsense,” but any rabbinical writings, even the advanced etymology
of Rabbi Hirsch, a scholar who understood the Hebrew language far
better than Wellhausen.

)

WELLHAUSEN’S THEORY OF the Torah being spliced together from
four different documents was based on five supporting factors: the
different names of God, the variations of language and style of the He-
brew, contradictions of viewpoints, duplications and repetitions, and
signs of composite structure.” From the end of the nineteenth century
well into the twentieth century, this theory has been the staple of lib-
eral Christian theologians whose objective was to discredit the Torah.
Since World War Two, its value as scientific theory has tarnished even
among theologians due to its obvious shortcomings, not the least of
which is that there is absolutely no hard evidence to back up Well-
hausen’s claims, no manuscript evidence, no “smoking gun” such as
Codex Sinaiticus' to show of textual corruption.

One of the areas of contention was that of the Hebrew language.
As Wellhausen himself admitted, “the study of the history of language
is still at a very elementary stage in Hebrew,”!! meaning that the study
of the history of the Hebrew language was at a very elementary stage

# Ibid.

? Rabbi Umberto Cassuto, The Documentary Hypothesis. (Jerusalem, Shalem Press,
2006), 17.

10 “The era of modern NT editions began almost exactly a century ago, when
Tischendorf’s ‘editio octava maior’ broke new ground in this field.” Kurt Aland,
“The Greek New Testament: Its Present and Future Editions.” Journal of Biblical
Literature. Vol. 87, No. 2, (Jun., 1968), 179.

"' Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 390.
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for German Christian theologians.'? Jews have been speaking Hebrew
for thousands of years, and it would seem that Wellhausen would
recognize that the rabbis would have valid insights into their own
language. For example, Wellhausen says of the creation of woman,
“Then he forms the woman out of a rib of the sleeping man,”"® an
obvious Christian interpretation. As Rabbi S. R. Hirsch points out,
the word tsalah (side) never appears in the Tanach as “rib.” Rashi, the
eleventh century commentator par excellence, explained that Adam,
being created in the image of God, had both masculine and feminine
natures, and the woman (according to the Hebrew text) was taken
from man’s side; in other words, he was divided into two separate but
equal beings.

Wellhausen’s use of non-Jewish terminology (such as describing
ancient Jewish religion as a “cult” or “cultus”) is, in the words of
Rabbi S. R. Hirsch:

A dangerous phenomenon to which attention must be drawn with the
greatest emphasis: the mistaken application of non-Jewish terminology
to Jewish religious conceptions, which has caused great confusion and
which to this very day blocks the proper understanding of authentic
Judaism as an historical phenomenon. This wrong terminology carried
from outside into the Jewish sphere mainly concerns the key terms
‘religion’ and ‘religious ceremony,” which have been quite wrongly
identified with Torah and Divine law...the Torah is One and Unique
like God its Creator. It has nothing in common with other laws,
teachings, systems and institutions. It is so unique that it can be
compared only to itself, it is something sui generis; as soon as you
describe it by names and terms taken from other spheres you falsify
the essence of the Torah and bar the way to its real understanding.'*

It was precisely this reason,' to reduce the Torah to a mere man-made

12 “The rarity of Hebrew scholarship in Christendom during the millennium from
Jerome to Johann Reuchlin is all the more astonishing...even before Jerome the
‘language of the Jews’ had come to be regarded increasingly by theologians as a
symbol of the alien, the sinister, and the hostile.” Pinchas E. Lapide, Hebrew in the
Church. Errol F. Rhodes, trans. (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1984), 3.

13 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 300.
4 Hirsch, Horeb, xx—xxi.

15 “Let us imagine a language in which every expression gives only the real nature
of the objects it describes and not merely our subjective relation with them. In this
language, words dealing with law and morality, physics and metaphysics, would
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system of religion, that Wellhausen developed and used this non-
Jewish terminology.

As pointed out earlier, there is perhaps no better example of this than
the term “religion.” There is no word or concept in Hebrew for the Eng-
lish word “religion,” which comes from the Latin religio. This Latin
word has a hazy etymology; some speculate it possibly came from the
Latin verb religare meaning “to link” or “unite.” The modern definition
of “religion” as we use it today was created during the Enlightenment
by the very people who were attempting to diminish the influence of the
Church, and to install a “wall of separation” between the Torah and mod-
ern state governments and legal systems. The conceptual nature of the
“religious” versus the “secular” parts of Western society is an artificial
construct using non-Jewish ideas along with Edomite (Latin) language
and definitions.' These literary slight-of-hand tricks developed by the
Christians (and “secular” scholars such as Arnold Toynbee) were used
to disparage the Torah, to describe and interpret it using non-Jewish
words and concepts,!” a practice which Wellhausen honed to a fine art.

have no other object than to tell us what their elements are and what they should
represent for us. Such a language would create a uniform doctrine, a uniform view,
of the world and existence. It would embrace universal wisdom; its breakdown
would have the gravest consequences. For example, let us attempt to do without
using the English word ‘have.” Hebrew does not possess this word. ‘Have’ involves
a physical idea, habere, avere, to languish after something, and when you possess
it, you ‘have’ it. Imagine that this word did not exist and that one only considers his
that which is allotted to him, 19, as Hebrew expresses it. Then even the very idea of
‘mine’ and ‘yours’ as distinct property does not exist, for it is inconceivable except
in terms of the relationship of object to personality. Now, introducing the notion of
‘have’ into this conception would have no less than a revolutionary effect. It would
transform a legal term into a notion of the law of the strongest (R’ S.R. Hirsch
develops analogous examples for Hebrew words concerning justice, virtue, religion,
life, people, family, etc.)” Munk, The Call of the Torah: Bereishis, 147.

16 This is a point to keep in mind when “secularists” bring up the “wall of separation”
issue. The issue of a division between “religious” and “secular” is a pagan concept,
and Western culture has been conditioned to this philosophy from centuries of
Gnostic thought and theology. This dualistic concept of “secular” and “profane”
is not a “fundamental truth” as the secularists and atheists wish to portray it. A
secularist will push this point in order to define the argument on his own terms,
using this non-Jewish vocabulary and non-Jewish definitions, just as a Christian is
wont to do when he is insistent on using theological interpretations on the Tanach.

17“To claim epistemic privilege for a social discourse is to demand social authority
not only for its social agenda but also for its producers and carriers. To assert that a
social discourse speaks a universally valid language of truth confers legitimacy on
its social values and its carriers. In a word, the politics of epistemology is bound up
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To give another example, modern Christian theologians often use
the term “sacrificial cult” when describing Israel during the time of
Moses. This term conjures up images of bloody pagan sacrifices, and
the word “cult” has become a disparaging term to denote hierarchical
religious system. One can argue that Moses was hardly a power-mad
leader, and more than once tried to beg off doing the job of leading
Israel, and one can also argue about the sacrifices, but consider this;
what if the term “bloody sacrificial cult” was applied to Christianity?
From its earliest stages, the Christian religion has resembled a cult
more than anything else, with its secret teachings and initiation rites
such as baptism. It is certainly a cult based on sacrifice, a bloody
human sacrifice at that. Any Christian would vehemently protest the
use of the term “bloody sacrificial cult” in describing their religion,
yet they continue to describe Judaism, particularly ancient Judaism,
using that term.

As Wellhausen pioneered the use of non-Jewish terms to describe the
Torah, his example was used by later scholars such as Max Weber who
had a habit of using the word taboo to describe the negative prohibitions
of the Torah. The word taboo—a Polynesian word that was popularized
after Captain James Cook’s visit to Tonga in the 1770s—could not pos-
sibly convey the meaning of the Hebrew words such as chatah (sin),
tumah (unclean or defiled), or foevah (abomination). Likewise, Max
Weber described Moses as an aisymnetes,'® or tyrant. A comparison of
the substitution of Hebrew terminology for theological terminology can
be made with Arnold Toynbee and his labeling the Jews as “Syriac:”

The Old Testament, of course, is only representative of the Syriac
religious genius in its young and callow phase; and even in this phase,
towards its latter end, there was an outburst of spiritual experience and
spiritual creation—recorded in the Books of the Prophets—which points
forward to the New Testament. It is in the New Testament, manifestly,
that the Syriac religious genius is revealed at its zenith."”

Here we see Christian theology creeping into historical accounts.
Toynbee does not identify the teachings of the Torah as Divine Law,
instead calling it a “Syriac religious” element. Calling the Jews “Syr-
ians” was but one of the methods used to disassociate Jews from being

with social struggles to shape history.” Steven Seidman, “The End of Sociological
Theory: The Postmodern Hope.” Sociological Theory, Vol. 9, No. 2 (1991), 135.

18 Max Weber, Economy and Society, Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich, eds. (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1978), 443.

1 Toynbee, 4 Study of History, Vol. 1, 211.
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Hebrews or Israelites. Describing the 7anach in terms of being “cal-
low,” or immature, Toynbee then explained that the “mature” phase of
this religion was expressed in the New Testament, i.e., the teachings of
Jesus. And it was not only the teaching of Jesus that Toynbee made a
comparison with, but the events of the Tanach itself were brought into
question for their reliability, and this was not unlike Wellhausen label-
ing Judaism as a “cult” or using theological language to describe the
Tanach: “Instead of the Ecclesiastical History of the Hexatecuch, the
Book of Judges forthwith enters upon a secular history completely de-
void of all churchly character.”?® Even today, Wellhausian language and
ideas are used by intellectuals such as Richard Dawkins’s book The God
Delusion, where Dawkins describes Judaism as “the oldest of the three
Abrahamic religions, and the clear ancestor of the other two, is Judaism:
originally a tribal cult of a single fiercely unpleasant God, morbidly ob-
sessed with sexual restrictions, with the smell of charred flesh, with his
own superiority over rival gods and with the exclusiveness of his chosen
desert tribe,”?! showing the effects of theological concepts even on the
atheist Dawkins.
~>

THERE WAS, IN FACT, a great deal of opposition to Wellhausen’s theo-
ry; many rabbis criticized Wellhausen’s “scientific/literary” technique,
and Torah scholars such as Rabbi David Hoffmann, Rabbi Umberto
Cassuto,” and Rabbi Dr. Joseph H. Hertz pointed out the many errors
and inaccuracies in Wellhausen’s hypotheses, the unscientific method-
ology of his approach, and the hundreds upon hundreds of verses that
refuted the documentary theory. The structural elements in the Torah
text that Wellhausen finds fault with, as had others such as Spinoza*

2 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 127.
2! Dawkins, The God Delusion, 58.

22 “The more recent gigantic commentaries on Genesis by Benno Jacob (Das Erste
Buch der Torah, 1933) and by Umberto Cassuto (La Questione de la Genesi, 1934)
have never elicited the reaction they deserve. Both these Jewish scholars, while not
considering themselves bound in any way by the orthodox viewpoint, have shown
by competent scholarship, each in his individual way, how the methodology and
conclusions of the documentary theorists were unscientific and untenable.” Max
Kapustin, article Biblical Criticism: A Traditionalist View. Challenge. Aryeh Carmell
and Cyril Domb, eds. (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers, 2000), 426.

2 “Long before Julius Wellhausen in the nineteenth century popularized the idea
that the biblical text was composed by different authors living in different periods,
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before him, had been pointed out and explained in detail by rabbis since
Talmudic times, yet Wellhausen simply brushed aside the criticism, dis-
missing the rabbinic rebuttals as beneath his attention.?* The rabbinic
commentary and criticism have been constantly ignored by Christian
scholars,” a centuries-old tradition that was passed from the Church to
the modern secular universities with the help of Julius Wellhausen.

The criticism of the Wellhausen theory is succinctly summed up by
Herman Wouk:

Wellhausen starts by announcing his grand theme: the forging priests,
the non-existent tabernacle, and the phony doctrine of central worship.
Then he plunges into his main task: getting the Bible to retell its story
according to Wellhausen, in its own words...his method is simple, but
the working out in detail is grandiose. Whatever passages of Scripture
support his thesis, or at least do not oppose it, are authentic. Wherever
the text contradicts him, the verses are spurious. His attack on each
verse that does not support him is violent. He shows bad grammar, or
internal inconsistency, or corrupt vocabulary, or jerkiness of continuity,
every time. There is no passage he cannot explain away or annihilate. If
he has to change the plain meaning of Hebrew words he does that too.
He calls this ‘conjectural emendation’...early in the game he seems
to realize that he will not quite be able to shout down one haunting
question: how is it after all that hundreds and hundreds of Bible verses
refute his theory in plain words? Wellhausen answers this challenge by
unveiling an extraordinary hypothetical figure, the Interpolater, a sort
of master forger. Seeing across a span of twenty-three centuries, this
man (or men) obviously anticipated the Wellhausen theory, and went
through all of Holy Scripture carefully inserting passages that refuted
it!...with the discovery of the Interpolater, Wellhausen’s difficulties
were at an end. As a tool of controversial logic this figure is wonderful.
Sections of the Bible that appear to contradict Wellhausen are not only
shorn of their genuineness, they turn around to become arguments in
his favor. Wellhausen, of course, does not name the Interpolater. He

Spinoza led the charge against the ascription of divine authorship to the Torah.”
Smith, Spinoza, Liberalism, and the Question of Jewish Identity, 56.

24 “The ‘Higher Critics’...merely seized upon apparent difficulties which have
been well known for centuries to all Torah scholars and have explained them on
the basis of their a priori assumption that the Biblical text is not inspired. There is
nothing inherent in these ‘difficulties’ which cannot be explained.” Rabinovitch,
Challenge, 60.

2 “Although Wellhausen’s theory did not go unchallenged, the few dissenting voices
raised in opposition to it, were ignored.” Irving M. Zeitlin, Ancient Judaism: Biblical
Criticism from Max Weber to the Present. (Oxford: Polity Press, 1984), 287.
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does not even personify him as a single figure. He merely summons
an interpolater, perhaps once on every other page, to do his duty.
When all else fails Wellhausen—grammar, continuity, divine names,
or outright falsifying of the plain sense of the Hebrew—he works an
interpolater.?®

In addition to these points made by Wouk, there is another impor-
tant determining factor in Wellhausen’s thesis: how Christian theol-
ogy corrupted the “scientific” approach to the theory of “higher criti-
cism,” and Wellhausen’s double standard in his treatment of the New
Testament as opposed to the Torah.

26 Herman Wouk, This is My God. (New York: Little, Brown and Company, 1988), 309.



Goin(q to Wellbausen Once Too Cy’%en

This so-called historical-critical school has dreamed up a science of its own,
which it uses as a basis for reforming Judaism; it changes Bible and tradition into
their opposite and plays at will with texts and sources.

— Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch'

OWEVER WELL THE RABBINIC SCHOLARS DECONSTRUCTED
Wellhausen’s theory, too often missing in the criticism of
Wellhausen’s theoretical shortcomings and methodology

was Wellhausen’s theological approach to the Torah. We must un-

derstand that it was Christian theology, and not logic or “science,”

which was the foundation of Wellhausen’s theory, and this was a

point that has seldom, if ever, been stressed.

Wellhausen interjected theological comments throughout his
work. Christian theology flows like a swollen river throughout
the Prolegomena, drowning the true meaning of the Hebrew text
with Christological interpretations. This can be seen in Wellhau-
sen’s comments such as “in dogmatic theology Judaism is a mere
empty chasm over which one springs from the Old Testament to the
New,”? and “as to the Apostle Paul the Spirit is the earnest of the
resurrection of those who are born again, so to our author the Torah
is the pledge of the resurrection of Israel.”® When a scholar peppers
his work on the Torah with comments such as Judaism being an
“empty chasm over which one springs from the Old Testament to
the New” and talking about being “born again,” it is a clear indica-
tor of the scholar having Christological points of view. These are
not the terms of science or of logic, but the terms used by theolo-
gians attacking Judaism. Many of Wellhausen’s comments, such as
“the Church, at first a substitute for the nation which was wanting,
is affected by the same evils incident to an artificial cultivation
as meet us in Judaism...the religious individualism of the Gospel

" Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 11, 348.
2 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 1.

3 Tbid., 401.
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is, and must remain for all time, the true salt of the earth™ would
have felt right at home next to the works of Chrysostom, Augustine,
or Luther. Although Jewish scholars such as Cassuto and Hertz have
critiqued Wellhausen’s theory, exposing its shortcomings, and even
modern Christian theologians have (to differing degrees) abandoned
many of Wellhausen’s teachings, his underlying theological modus
operandi has never been adequately understood or explained. This is
understandable since the majority of rabbis and even secular scholars
are not well versed in Christian theology, and many of Wellhausen’s
theological statements pass by unnoticed, disguised as “modern scien-
tific method.”

To illustrate this, we will juxtapose two passages from the Prole-
gomena, one on the Law, the other on the Gospels. Here is Wellhau-
sen’s view of the Law:

The law thrusts itself in everywhere; it commands and blocks up the
access to heaven; it regulates and sets limits to the understanding of the
divine working on earth. As far as it can, it takes the soul out of religion
and spoils morality. It demands a service of God, which, though
revealed, may yet with truth be called a self-chosen and unnatural one,
the sense and use of which are apparent neither to the understanding
nor the heart. The labour [sic] is done for the sake of the exercise; it
does no one any good, and rejoices neither God nor man. It has no inner
aim after which it spontaneously strives and which it hopes to attain by
itself, but only an outward one, namely, the reward attached to it, which
might as well be attached to other and possibly even more curious
conditions. The ideal is a negative one, to keep one’s self from sin, not
a positive one, to do good upon the earth; the morality is one which
scarcely requires for its exercise the existence of fellow-creatures...
there is no connection between the Good One and goodness.’

This critique stating that the Law “thrusts itself in everywhere...
and blocks up access to heaven” and “sets limits to the understand-
ing of the divine working on earth” is referring to theological concept
that Christians are saved by grace and not “works.” To imply that the
Law “takes the soul out of religion and spoils morality” is a Christian
teaching that the Law is simply suffocating legalism as opposed to the
all-embracing “love of Christ.” To say that the Law “does no one any

41Ibid., 513.
5 Ibid., 509.
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good” and that its aim is not to “do good upon the earth” can only be
sustained by ignoring the vast mountain of rabbinic writing that has
piled up in the past two millennia. “Doing good” in theological terms
means spreading the knowledge of Jesus so people can be “saved,” an
obvious Gnostic focus on salvation.

This contrast between Wellhausen’s attitude towards the Torah and
his view of the New Testament is made clear by this statement dealing
with the New Testament:

Self-denial is the chief demand of the Gospel; it means the same thing
as that repentance which must precede entrance into the kingdom of
God. The will thereby breaks away from the chain of its own acts, and
makes an absolutely new beginning not conditioned by the past. The
casual nexus which admits of being traced comes here to an end, and
the mutual action, which cannot be analysed, [sic] between God and
the soul begins. Miracle does not require to be understood, only to be
believed, in order to take place. With men it is impossible, but with
God it is possible. Jesus not only affirmed this, but proved it in His
own person. The impression of His personality convinced the disciples
of the fact of the forgiveness of their sins and of their second birth,
and gave them courage to believe it. He had in fact lost His life and
saved it; He could do as he would...Jesus works in the world and for
the world, but with His faith He stands above the world and outside
it...He is the first-born of the Father, yet, according to His own view,
a first-born among many brethren. For He stands in this relation to
God not because His nature is unique, but because He is man; He uses
always and emphatically this general name of the race to designate His
own person. In finding the way to God for Himself He has opened it
to all.®

This is not the language or logic of science or of academic literary
analysis—it is the language and logic of a Christian Sunday-school
sermon. Statements such as “entrance into the kingdom of God” and
“with men it is impossible, but with God it is possible” (Luke 18:27)
as well as commenting on Jesus being “first born of God” and having
a “unique nature” are theological concepts, not “scientific” ones. It is
a teaching of Gnosticism when Wellhausen describes Jesus as being
“above the world and outside it.” When Wellhausen says that “the
law...blocks up the access to heaven” he is speaking in Gnostic termi-
nology. What he is implying is that the teachings of Judaism block the

¢ Ibid., 510-11.
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Christian belief in heaven, that doing “works” negates the theological
concept of “grace,” which is that the gnosis of Jesus will allow one
salvation. His claim that Judaism “takes the soul out of religion and
spoils morality” is a gross distortion of the teachings of the Torah; it
is the traditional Christian claim that Judaism is nothing but dry and
negative legalism that buries morality by the weight of its rabbinical
(read: man-made) ordinances. This passage above is not an aberration
of his thesis, for in the Prolegomena Wellhausen makes many theo-
logical statements: “Jesus is the revelation of God made man,”” “He
is the first-born of the Father,”® and “Jesus works in the world and for
the world, but with His faith He stands above the world and outside
it. He can sacrifice Himself for the world because He asks nothing
from the world.” Wellhausen’s remark that “The ideal is a negative
one, to keep one’s self from sin, not a positive one, to do good upon
the earth; the morality is one which scarcely requires for its exercise
the existence of fellow-creatures” is in direct contrast to the genuine
teachings of the Sages.

(—60

WELLHAUSEN’S ProrEGOMENA is not simply peppered with theo-
logical statements; despite its ostentatious display of faux-positiv-
ism, it is wholly a work of theology, and theology is the foundation
of Wellhausen’s grand theory. Wellhausen’s theory was designed
to show the superiority of Christianity over Judaism, or as he said
above, to “understand Hebrew antiquity without the book of the To-
rah,” which is another way of saying, “interpreting the Torah using
Gnostic Christian theology.” Even the most fervent of Wellhausen’s
devotees would have a difficult time explaining theologically-based
passages such as:

Jesus was so full of new and positive ideas that He did not feel any
need for breaking old idols, so free that no constraint could depress
Him, so unconquerable that even under the load of the greatest
accumulations of rubbish He could still breathe...he did not seek

71Ibid., 401.
8Ibid., 511.
? Ibid.
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to take away one iota, but only to fulfil...the Church is...but an
inheritance from Judaism to Christianity.'?

The rabbinic laws and ordinances, as well as the commentaries, what

Wellhausen calls “the greatest accumulations of rubbish,” gives a
clear picture of how Wellhausen viewed rabbinic scholarship as well
as the contrast of the “new and positive” teachings of Jesus and the
“rubbish” of the rabbis."!

Another flaw in Wellhausen’s approach was that he treated the gospels
as primary sources; he did not question that the texts were written long after
the apostles had died, or that the texts had been corrupted by later scribes.
Since this was exactly the position he took on the Torah, one would think
that his positivist approach would naturally have been applied to the New
Testament as well. By Wellhausen’s day there was enough empirical evi-
dence by other scholars such as Tischendorf, Wescott, and Hort to show
that the ancient Greek texts of the New Testament had been extensively
tampered with, yet Wellhausen not only refrained from doing so, but he
treated the New Testament as even “holier” scripture than the Torah. Thus
Wellhausen developed the format for later generations of Biblical schol-
ars, dismissing the Torah (and thus Judaism) as a patchwork of later texts,
and instead spent considerable time on the many textual problems of the
New Testament by giving complex apologetics.

This can be seen in the duplicitous manner in which the texts of
the New Testament have been analyzed. The literary system used by
Christian biblical scholars on the Torah is too often a different system
than what is used on the New Testament; if the same system is used,
it 1s with different methods and conclusions. For instance, none of
the four Gospels are mentioned by the church fathers until the second
half of the second century. This seems incredible, since not only is
the Septuagint often quoted by the early church fathers, but many of
Paul’s letters as well. The few quotations of Jesus that are quoted by
early second-century writers are, in the words of Bruce M. Metzger,
“often difficult to identify and delicate to interpret.”!?> The early Greek
texts of the Gospels “developed freely...[they were] a ‘living text’

1 Ibid., 512.

' “What conscientious man can attach any weight to the opposite assertion of the
Talmud?” ibid., 166.

12 Bruce Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament. (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1992), 40.
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in the Greek literary tradition, unlike the text of the Hebrew Old
Testament.”"® All evidence points to the early Gospel texts that the
documentary theorists based their faith upon being oral traditions that
were in the process of being written and edited, and it is precisely this
evidence that Wellhausen ignored.

=

LET Us EXAMINE one of Wellhausen’s theological passages from
the Prolegomena in detail:

The Gospel develops hidden impulses of the Old Testament, but it is
a protest against the ruling tendency of Judaism. Jesus understands
monotheism in a different way from his contemporaries...this
monotheism is not to be satisfied with stipulated services, how many
and great soever; it demands the whole man, it renders doubleness of
heart and hypocrisy impossible. Jesus casts ridicule on the works of the
law, the washing of hands and vessels, the tithing of mint and cummin,
the abstinence even from doing good on the Sabbath. Against unfruitful
self-sanctification He sets up another principle of morality, that of the
service of one’s neighbour...just this natural morality of self-surrender
does He call the law of God; that supernatural morality which ceases
to be an art which the Rabbis and Pharisees understand better than the
unlearned people which know nothing of the law. The arrogance of
the school fares ill at the hands of Jesus; He will know nothing on the
partisanship of piety or of the separateness of the godly; He condemns
the practice of judging a man’s value before God. Holiness shrinks
from contact with sinners, but He helps the world of misery and sin;
and there is no commandment on which He insists more than that of
forgiving others their debts as one hopes for forgiveness himself from
heaven. He is most distinctly opposed to Judaism."

Wellhausen makes reference to Mark 7:8, which reads: For laying
aside the commandment of God, you hold the tradition of men, as the
washing of pots and cups: and many other such like things you do.
The second part of this verse, as the washing of pots and cups: and
many other such like things you do. This verse is not found in the most
ancient Greek manuscripts of Mark, especially papyrus 45 which is
dated to the beginning of the third century cE, and is the earliest ver-
sion of Mark known. Later texts, such as Codex Bezae, have this part
of the verse in two different places, at the beginning of the verse and at

13 Kurt and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament. Trans. By Erroll G. Rhodes.
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans, 1987), 69.

4 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 509-10.
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the end of the verse. Since it is not found in the earliest texts, and was
inserted later in two different places, it certainly arouses suspicion that
it is a later addition to the text of Mark. Wellhausen’s first sentence,
“The Gospel develops hidden impulses of the Old Testament, but it is
a protest against the ruling tendency of Judaism” smacks of Gnosti-
cism, of the “hidden mysteries” of the Torah that Jesus revealed to his
followers. The teaching that the Gospel is a “protest against the ruling
tendency of Judaism” is a theological argument, discounting the many
times where Jesus supports Judaism, such as Mark 12:29 or Luke 5:39
and 10:25-28. The famous “Sermon on the Mount” in Matthew chap-
ters 5—7 supports the rabbinic teachings of the era, particularly those
of Rabbi Hillel. The only way Wellhausen could make a statement
such as this was that he was either ignorant of rabbinic teachings of
that era, or he simply rejected them for theological reasons. Neither
reason is satisfactory. The “ruling tendency” of Judaism that Wellhau-
sen criticizes has much to do with Judea being an occupied country
during the time of Jesus. Certainly the teachings of the Gospels speak
of Jesus’ rulership; in Matthew 20:21 and Acts 1:6 show that Jesus’
followers clearly understood that Jesus would be the hoped-for mes-
siah that would establish Jewish self-rule; in Matthew 20:29 Jesus de-
parts Jericho for Jerusalem with an army of followers, and he deliber-
ately rides into Jerusalem on two animals at the same time—certainly
one of the more unappreciated miracles of Jesus (Matthew 21:7)—to
make sure everyone understands his motives. After he rides into Jeru-
salem with his mob of followers hailing him as the messiah (Matthew
21:9), Jesus then proceeds to take over the Temple.'* After taking over
the Temple and refusing to answer legitimate questions about what au-
thority he has to do such a thing (Matthew 21:27), Jesus then destroys
some native vegetation (Mark 11:11-14) before teaching on several
of his favorite topics such as revenge, murder, and killing (Matthew
21:33-44). The concept that Jesus came to found a brand new religion
that superseded the Torah is a later theological and Gnostic concept.

15 In one of the earliest of the Gospels, the Gospel of the Nazaraeans, there is a quote
following Matthew 21:12 in a thirteenth century manuscript of the Aurora, by Peter
of Riga that states, “In the Gospel books which the Nazarenes use it is written: From
his eyes went forth rays which terrified them and put them to flight.” In the Midrash
Sefer Otzar HaMidrashim Volume 2 (557) it states that the original Christians were a
violent group of political agitators, as hinted at in Matthew 26:51, Mark 14:47, Luke
22:50, and John 18:10.
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The New Testament teaches that “Jesus Christ [is] the same yester-
day, and to day, and for ever.” Since Jesus was born a Jew, lived as a
Jew, was called “rabbi,” and died being mocked as “King of the Jews”
makes one wonder why Christians think that Jesus had anything to do
with a religion that was diametrically opposed to Judaism, a religion
whose theological tenets were developed centuries after his death. The
enemies of Jesus certainly understood that Jesus supported “the ruling
tendency of Judaism” (Matthew 21:46; John 11:48).

Next Wellhausen stated that “This monotheism is not to be satisfied
with stipulated services, how many and great soever, it demands the
whole man, it renders doubleness of heart and hypocrisy impossible.
Jesus casts ridicule on the works of the law, the washing of hands
and vessels, the tithing of mint and cummin, the abstinence even from
doing good on the Sabbath.” 1t is ironic that Wellhausen spoke of
“doubleness of heart and hypocrisy,” and then went on to quote sev-
eral passages of the New Testament that highlight the problems with
both the text of the New Testament as well as the interpretation. The
very passages that Wellhausen quotes, Mark 7:6—8, Matthew 23:23,
and Matthew 12:12 are themselves altered texts, and the charge of
“doubleness of heart and hypocrisy” can be levied against Christian-
ity for altering these texts in the first place. The verse Woe unto you,
scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye pay tithe of mint and anise
and cummin is from Matthew 23:23. This chapter, one of the most
anti-Semitic chapters found in the New Testament, is a chapter of du-
bious origin. This chapter has many words that have been added or
deleted (such as verse 14, which is not found in the earliest Greek
manuscripts, as well as the Greek word aBetvat in verse 23). In the
verse Matthew 23:35, that upon you may come all the righteous blood
shed upon the earth, from the blood of righteous Abel unto the blood
of Zacharias son of Barachias, whom you slew between the temple
and the altar, spoke of an event that happened many years after Jesus’
death, an event described by Josephus.!® The inclusion of this verse
is what makes the entire chapter suspect. It was probably written in
the early to mid-second century as a rebuke against the rabbis that the
later Gnostic church was debating.

16“And as they intended to have Zacharias the son of Baruch, one of the most eminent
of the citizens, slain...so two of the boldest of them fell upon Zacharias in the middle
of the temple, and slew him.” (Josephus, War of the Jews, b. IV, ch. VII, v. II).
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The verse quoted by Wellhausen, the abstinence even from doing
good on the Sabbath, which Wellhausen claimed was a point being
made by Jesus to “cast ridicule on the works of the law.” The problem
with this was that, in Matthew chapter 12, Jesus was using the “works
of the law” to prove his point to the other Pharisees. The theological
explanation of Matthew 12:1-8 is an example of misinterpretation due
to the Christian theologian’s lack of Torah knowledge.!” Theologians
have traditionally used these verses to show that Jesus did away with
the observance of the Sabbath as required in the Torah. In the last part
of the passage, Wellhausen stated:

Just this natural morality of self-surrender does He call the law of

God; that supernatural morality which ceases to be an art which the

Rabbis and Pharisees understand better than the unlearned people

which know nothing of the law. The arrogance of the school fares ill

at the hands of Jesus, He will know nothing on the partisanship of

piety or of the separateness of the godly, He condemns the practice

of judging a man's value before God. Holiness shrinks from contact

with sinners, but He helps the world of misery and sin; and there is no

commandment on which He insists more than that of forgiving others
their debts as one hopes for forgiveness himself from heaven. He is
most distinctly opposed to Judaism.

Wellhausen stated that Jesus was “distinctly opposed” to the Juda-
ism of his day. Jesus was a Jew, and his whole life revolved around the
Torah. His language, his family, his entire culture was based on Torah.
To be “distinctly opposed” to Torah means that Jesus was distinctly op-
posed to himself and that which defined him. It would also mean that
Jesus was a false prophet and a false teacher according to the Torah
itself.'® What Wellhausen meant, in theological terms, was that Jesus
the Jew was theologically opposed to Judaism. Yet Jesus was not a
Christian. He did not convert to a religion that did not exist in his life-
time, nor did he cease being a Jew. He often disagreed with other rabbis
(Pharisees), but rabbinic disagreements were certainly not unusual then
or now. The person who is “distinctly opposed to Judaism” is Wellhau-
sen himself, and he projects his own prejudices onto Jesus. Wellhau-
sen’s statement that “Against unfruitful self-sanctification He sets up
another principle of morality, that of the service of one’s neighbour”
begs one to ask: why is self-sanctification unfruitful? Wellhausen is

17 Cf. Deut. 13: 1-6. Cecil, The Noahide Guide to Matthew, 94-95.

18 Cf. Deut. 13: 1-5.
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making a value-judgment here. In Judaism, one sanctifies himself by
helping one’s neighbor, paying tithes, and observing the Sabbath.

As with the historians, economists, and philosophers noted above,
Wellhausen disparaged the Jew’s own written history:

Itis not the case that the Jews had any profound respect for their ancient
history; rather they condemned the whole earlier development, and
allowed only the Mosaic time along with its Davidic reflex to stand;
in other words, not history but the ideal. The theocratic ideal was from
the exile onwards the centre of all thought and effort, and it annihilated
the sense for objective truth, all regard and interest for the actual facts
as they had been handed down. It is well known that there never have
been more audacious history-makers than the Rabbins. But Chronicles
affords evidence sufficient that this evil propensity goes back to a very
early time, its root the dominating influence of the Law, being the root
of Judaism itself."”

In this passage, as Wellhausen rewrites the history of Israel, he
chastises the Jews for not being “objective” or having any “profound
respect for their ancient history.” Yet, throughout his work, Wellhau-
sen only treats verses that support his theory as “authentic,” while
treating the New Testament by a different standard: “It might most
fitly be compared with the Logos of the prologue of John, if the latter
is understood in accordance with John x. 35, an utterance certainly
authentic.”?® That the gospel of John was not mentioned until 170 ce
by the Gnostic Heracleon, or that the first gospel mentioned was the
gospel of Luke sixteen years earlier, and that the gospels of Mark and
Matthew were not mentioned until the late Second Century cE creates
certain historical difficulties for the theologian.

The early Church Fathers, such as Clement of Rome, often quoted
from the Tanach, “frequently introduced by such well-known formulas as

19 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 161.

20 Tbid., 401. The Gospel of John, a second-century Gnostic work, is entirely
paraphrased (the same author of John also wrote the epistle of 1 John, which helps
explain why Jesus’ monologues in John are diametrically different than those found in
the synoptic Gospels). The verse Wellhausen mentions, John 10:35, says “If he called
them gods, unto whom the word of God came, (and the scripture cannot be broken).”
The last phrase, “and the scripture cannot be broken” is an editorial comment from the
writer of the Gospel. Also, in the previous verse, John 10:34, it says “Jesus answered
them, Is it not written in your law, I said, Ye are gods?” Jesus’ use of the second person
pronoun “your” when speaking to the Jews about the Torah (Jesus himself was a Jew
and under the Law) shows that this passage is most likely unauthentic.
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‘the Scripture says’... it is written’... ‘that which is written.””*! Clem-
ent also quotes from a number of Paul’s epistles. The few quotations
of Jesus’ teachings, however, are from the oral tradition, not from the
written gospels. Ignatius, another early Second Century Church Fa-
ther, also quotes from the oral tradition when attributing sayings of
Jesus. It is not until the latter part of the Second Century when the
Church Fathers begin to attribute Jesus’ sayings to a written text, and
even these early sayings are widely divergent, suggesting that they too
came from an oral tradition.

Although there is evidence of an early Hebrew version of a number
of Jesus’ sayings, there is also evidence that the earliest versions of
both Matthew and Luke did not contain the first two chapters (the “Vir-
gin Birth” story), and that the early versions of the text state that Joseph
was Jesus’ father (texts which were later changed) as well as the silence
of the early Church Fathers (as well as Paul) about the miraculous “Vir-
gin Birth” make the accounts of Jesus’ birth in both Matthew and Luke
highly suspect. More importantly, out of the over five thousand Greek
manuscripts of the New Testament, no two are in complete agreement,
and the further back you go (to the end of the Second Century ck), the
more variances in the text. All of the evidence points to an editing pro-
cess culminating in the two major text-types first seen in the late third/
early fourth century, the Alexandrian and the Byzantine.

The empirical evidence of the early papyri as well as the extant
work of the early Church Fathers all point to one inescapable conclu-
sion; the Gospels were all written no earlier than the middle of the
Second Century, and that the teachings of Jesus were orally transmitted
for over a century. Wellhausen, however, ignored this evidence as did
the theologians who followed him, even to the present day.

T~

AT THE BEGINNING of the previous section (p. 144, above) we
mentioned the first of two comments that framed Wellhausen’s
work, his comment in the opening pages of the Prolegomena. “At
last, in the course of a casual visit in Gottingen in the summer of
1867, I learned through Ritschl that Karl Heinrich Graf placed the
Law later than the Prophets, and, almost without knowing his reasons
for the hypothesis, [ was prepared to accept it; I readily acknowledged

2 Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament, 41.
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to myself the possibility of understanding Hebrew antiquity without
the book of the Torah.” Wellhausen then proceeds to develop his “lit-
erary theory” to back up his desire to separate the Jews from the Torah.
In his last statement of his work, he then gives the reason for doing so:

The Jews, through their having on the one hand separated themselves,
and on the other hand been excluded on religious grounds from the
Gentiles, gained an eternal solidarity and solidity which has hitherto
enabled them to survive all the attacks of time. The hostility of the
Middle Ages involved them in no danger; the greatest peril has
been brought upon them by modern times, along with permission
and increasing inducements to abandon their separate position...the
persistency of the race may of course prove a harder thing to overcome
than Spinoza has supposed; but nevertheless he will be found to
have spoken truly in declaring that the so-called emancipation of the
Jews just inevitably lead to the extinction of Judaism wherever the
process is extended beyond the political to the social sphere. For the
accomplishment of this centuries may be required.?

’

For the accomplishment of “this”—the extinction of Judaism,
and by association, the Jews themselves—centuries may be required.
If there were any lingering doubts about Wellhausen’s motives, he
erases them at the ending of his work. The theory of “Higher Criti-
cism” was Julius Wellhausen’s scholarly contribution to the goal of
the annihilation of Judaism. This was the goal not only of Christian
theologians, but of the Greek-influenced philosophers of the Enlight-
enment, as exemplified in Immanuel Kant’s statement® that the Jews
should be led “to the final end...we can consider the proposal of Ben
David, a highly intelligent Jew, to adopt publicly the religion of Jesus
[presumably with its vehicle, the Gospel], a most fortunate one...
the euthanasia of Judaism is pure moral religion, freed from all the
ancient statutory teachings.”?* The aim of both the Christian theolo-
gian as well as the liberal Enlightenment scholar was the eradication

22 Tbid., 548.

2 “The description of Israel’s future predicts that, over the centuries to come, nations
and statesmen will not devote thought and effort to finding ways of dealing justly and
humanely with these exiles in their midst, promoting their prosperity, affording them
a livelihood, and aiding them in their pursuit of happiness. Instead, the aim of the
nations and their leaders will be...‘to destroy them,’ to diminish them, to wear them
down until they cease to exist.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol 11, 423.

2 Immanuel Kant, The Conflict of the Faculties. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1992), 95.
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of Judaism, if not by destroying the Torah, then by the conversion
of Jews to Christianity. The only Jews that the Enlightenment toler-
ated were those that forsook the Torah, the “secular” Jews who would
hopefully (in the eyes of the Enlightenment) assimilate themselves out
of existence. Wellhausen was not a seeker of truth, but an expositor
of theology; as with the other “enlightened” scholars of the nineteenth
century, he was trying to destroy Judaism, not explain its origins.

The protocols of the theologians are the same as their secular aca-
demic counterparts, to destroy Judaism and eradicate the Jews, and
with the support of other Enlightenment scholars, Julius Wellhausen
developed new tools in which to perform this task. Wellhausen’s docu-
mentary hypothesis would probably have ended up a minor theologi-
cal theory except for one thing: it was adopted and used by secular
academicians. The Graf-Wellhausen theory has been the tool of not
only theologians, but also of historians such as Arnold J. Toynbee and
sociologists such as Max Weber and Irving M. Zeitlin, for even as the
Wellhausen theory slowly fell out of favor with theologians during the
twentieth century due to its untenable methodology, it was repackaged
into new forms of social theory.






CHAPTER FOUR

Protocols (f the Socio@qist

If one had to name the single most important intellectual influence from the social
sciences it would surely be Max Weber, whose work entered the mainstream of
American academic discourse only after World War 1I.

— Peter Novick'

HE ANALOGOUS THREADS OF GREEK-FUELED ANTI-SEMITISM OF THE

Enlightenment philosophers and historians were bolstered

with the implacable animosity of Christian theology, and this
strain of anti-Semitism found its intellectual apogee in the work of
Max Weber (1864—1920). Weber was the scholar most responsible
for disseminating the Wellhausen theory throughout the social sci-
ences (and to a lesser extent, the humanities), and it was through We-
ber’s influential work, rather than Wellhausen’s Prolegomena, that
“Higher Criticism” or the “Documentary Hypothesis” was generally
accepted among non-Jewish academicians.?

''Novick, That Noble Dream, 383.

2“Weber was most concerned with the problem of values, the role of religion in their
formation, and community...Weber [was] part of that great pre-Hitlerian German
classical tradition, which everyone respected.” Bloom, The Closing of the American
Mind, 148-49.
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Weber not only made substantial contributions to the academic
study of religion, economics, history, and political science, but he is
recognized as one of the founders of the academic discipline of so-
ciology.®* Weber’s transdisciplinary feats developed in an era when
the paradigms of the social sciences were not as solidly fixed as they
are today. In fact, it was Weber himself who provided the theory of
rationalization* to explain that, as the social sciences became more
complex and the amount of information increased, people would in-
creasingly specialize in certain areas of each academic discipline.
From the early decades of the 20th century on, academic disciplines
have become separated as the knowledge base increases, and today the
amassed knowledge in any one field is almost too much for any one
scholar to handle, let alone master other ficlds. Thus Weber was one
of the last of a vanishing breed, a polymath who had tremendous influ-
ence on the social sciences and the humanities, and even today many
scholars speak in hushed, reverential tones when talking about Saint
Max, an intellectual par excellence.

Sociology has always had an odd and indelible relationship with
Judaism; two of its “Big Three” scholars credited for the creation
of the science of Sociology, Karl Marx and Emile Durkheim,’ were
secular, assimilated Jews, products of the Enlightenment that swept
through Western Europe in the nineteenth century. The third, Max
Weber, was not Jewish, but, as Voltaire, obsessed with Judaism.

3 Sociology is the youngest of the social sciences; it is the study of social groups, from
the smallest group (such as the dynamics of a family) to the study of entire cultures.
As with philosophy, which the Greek culture developed as an ethical and moral guide
in lieu of Torah, so Sociology is the West’s developed science to study and understand
human interactions. The Sociologist, like the character Chance the Gardner in Jerzy
Kosinski’s Being There, just likes to watch. The Sociologist is supposed to be “value-
free” or “value-neutral,” which is sociological jargon for looking at the subject
objectively. Weber has long been considered the paragon of objectivity.

4 Rationalization has been described as the “organization of life through a division and
coordination of activities on the basis of exact study of men’s relations with each other,
with their tools and their environment, for the purpose of achieving greater efficiency
and productivity.” [Julian Freund, The Sociology of Max Weber, (New York: Vintage
Books, 1969), 18.] Or, as Jerome Karabel explained it, rationalization is “the process
whereby emotion and tradition are increasingly replaced by knowledge-based rational
calculation.” Jerome Karabel, The Chosen: The Hidden History of Admission and
Exclusion at Harvard, Yale, and Princeton. (New York: Houghton Mifflin Company,
2005), 610, n. 54.

> Durkheim’s anomie comes from the Greek word anomian—usually translated as
“lawlessness.” In Matthew 7:23 anomian literally translates to “against the Jewish Law.”
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Before the Enlightenment, the hatred of the Jews was fueled by
Christian theology; by the late nineteenth century, this burning ha-
tred was intellectualized by the Enlightenment and stoked by the re-
discovery of the concepts of Greek anti-Semitism. During this period,
there began a series of writings (such as the Protocols of the Elders of
Zion mentioned above) which helped perpetrate the concept that the
Jew was manipulating the banking and financial markets of Europe,
that it was the Jew who was in financial control of the European states,
bribing governments, financing wars, and enticing revolution. Chris-
tian Europe looked at the Jews, who constituted less than one per-cent
of society, as the prime motivators of social discord and political and
economic upheaval, the aim of which was the Jewish domination of
the world. Weber’s work helped provide a scientific groundwork of the
“myth of the Jewish aspiration for world domination found in the Pro-
tocols of the Elders of Zion, disseminated during the Weimar period™®
which would have grave consequences for the Jews of Germany in the
years following the collapse of the Weimar Republic. Weber’s contri-
butions to intellectualized and institutionalized anti-Semitism have,
by and large, been ignored or overlooked.

As did Wellhausen, Weber grew up with a devoutly Lutheran par-
ent. In Weber’s case, it was his mother, whom Weber remained close to
throughout his life, and this Lutheran upbringing doubtless influenced
the cultural and theological framework for Weber’s later temper con-
cerning the Jews.” The anti-Semitic theology of German Lutheranism?®
had substantial influence upon the German Grand Theorists (Weber
in particular), and influenced the research techniques of the later 20th
century American social sciences.” Max Weber’s proto-Nazi theories

¢ Gary A. Abraham, Max Weber and the Jewish Question. (Chicago: University of
Illinois Press, 1992), 18.

7 “It is almost certainly impossible to appreciate Max Weber’s sociology without
fully recognizing not only the salience of this theme, but also its relationship to
Lutheranism.” Roland Robertson, “On the Analysis of Mysticism: Pre-Weberian,
Weberian and Post-Weberian Perspectives.” Sociological Analysis, Vol. 36, No. 3
(Autumn, 1975), 245.

8 “For centuries, the Lutheran Church disseminated some of the most toxic ideas in the
history of anti-Semitism” Schoenfeld, The Return of Anti-Semitism, §1.

> “The withdrawal into systematic work on conceptions should be only a formal
moment within the work of social science. It is useful to recall that in Germany the
yield of such formal work was soon turned to encyclopedic and historical use.
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on Judaism were the unfortunate culmination of transdisciplinary anti-
Semitic teachings from the great German schools of history, philosophy,
and—most notably—Christian theology.!® Weber, more than any other
scholar of the past two hundred years, was responsible for much of the
anti-Jewish ethos in Western (particularly American) academia.' It is
imperative, therefore, that we should take a hard and close look at Max
Weber, who wielded great influence on the social sciences.
o

WEBER’S INTEREST IN classical learning was evident at an early
age; when the precocious thirteen-year-old Weber “wrote an essay on
‘The Roman Empire from Constantine to the Teutonic Migrations,””
he had already developed a fierce nationalism that would often resur-
face in later years, placing “the glory of the nation and the power of
the state above all else.”’® It was this nationalism—another product of
the Enlightenment, the secular West’s attempt to replace values lost
during its purge of religion—that exposed the limits of German aca-
demic objectivity. It was the reaction to this German nationalism that
the American scholars—still partially inoculated by the Hebrew Puri-
tanism—were able to keep this virulent strain of anti-Semitism at bay:

On one issue American historians had been united since the summer

of 1914: they were appalled at the prostitution of academic standards,
and particularly historical scholarship, in all of the belligerent powers.

That use, presided over the ethos of Max Weber, was the climax of the classic German
tradition.” C. Wright Mills, The Sociological Imagination. (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1959), 48.

10 “In reflecting upon the rise of Nazism, some writers began to view Weber, not so
much as a direct Nazi forerunner, but as a symptom of things to come.” Guenther
Roth, “Political Critiques of Max Weber: Some Implications for Political Sociology.”
American Sociological Review. Vol. 30, No. 2. (Apr., 1965), 220.

1 “One of the most profound intellectual developments of the modern period has
been the genesis of a specifically historical worldview, attentive not only to changing
events and circumstances, but also to the subtly changing ways by which human
understanding structures its world as a coherent unity. Between the late eighteenth
and early twentieth centuries, when principles of historical understanding received
their deepest conceptual foundation, this worldview gave rise to the conviction, most
profoundly expressed in Germany, of the essentially historical character of human
existence.” Jeffery Andrew Barash, Martin Heidegger and the Problem of Historical
Meaning. (New York: Fordham University Press, 2003), xvii.

12 Weber, Economy and Society, Xcvii.

13 Raymond Aron, Main Currents in Sociological Thought, v.2., translated by Richard
Howard and Helen Weaver. (New York: Basic Books Inc., 1967), 242.
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The first dramatic example of the cooperation of scholars in wartime
propaganda was ‘To the Civilized World,” a 1914 manifesto signed
by virtually every leading German scholar'* and scientist—Albert
Einstein was the sole important exception—endorsing the most
outrageously false German official assertions on the origin and
conduct of the war."”

Although Weber himself did not sign this manifesto, it is clear that
he accepted many of its tenets. In historian Wolfgang J. Mommsen’s
book Max Weber and German Politics 1890—1920, Mommsen com-
ments on part of an essay written by Weber in 1917 near the end of
the Great War:

This and the following passages were omitted from Pol. Schr. with
the justification that they do not contribute ‘anything to the issue’ (p.
227). One asks: which issue? We can deplore the fact that Max Weber
ever could have penned such sentences and even viewed it as scarcely
possible. But is it right, especially in a scholarly edition, to hide one’s
head in the sand? It is impossible to avoid the fact that it is part of the
picture of Max Weber as a ‘heroic nationalist’ that in extreme situations
he did not hesitate to seize upon extreme means or extreme phraseology.
We therefore offer [Max Weber’s] relevant passage here verbatim:
“But then sheer scoundrels and adventurers are at the head of
some of the enemy powers—as is proved by the tone of their official
statements, in contrast to those of the Germans. They are incapable of
speaking about us except in the form of unworthy and at the same time
clever insults, charge us with malicious imputations that no people with
a sense of honor could bring themselves to utter. They speak of the war
with the phrases of a prize fighter, and above all they forcefully repress
the yearnings for peace of their own people, those of their allies, and
those whom they subjugate. They do all this exclusively because they
have to fear their own personal days of reckoning after the peace in
view of the totally unrealizable fruits of war they have promised (in
contrast to the German government). They therefore postpone the
peace in the illusion that the German people’s will for survival can yet
collapse. As long as they maintain this illusion, there will be no peace.
The German people alone know what fate would be prepared for
them. The enemy armies are composed increasingly of barbarians.
On the western frontier, the flotsam of African and Asiatic savages
and all of the robbers and rabble of the world are fighting with them.

!4 There were more than a few theologians who signed the manifesto, including Adolf
von Harnack.

5 Novick, That Noble Dream, 114.
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They are ready to devastate the German countryside the moment our
army is no longer adequately supplied with the means of war. The
bestial abomination that the undisciplined Russian hordes committed
during their temporary advance in a region inhabited in part by their
own racial comrades, recalls the medieval Mongol period. A part of
the dominant classes of the enemy countries seem to have become
completely insane with hate. An educated large landlord who was
previously war minister of the Russian revolutionary government
openly recommended the use of the knout against unarmed prisoners.
In France, students have joined in the practice of spitting at unarmed
foes that elsewhere has been characteristic only of prostitutes. No one
can therefore doubt what would await the German people if there is
any decline in war preparedness, all the more so because the enemies
openly discuss, without dispute, plans for the systematic looting and
permanent enslavement of Germany.”'¢

In this telling passage, we get a glimpse of Weber’s rabid national-
ism which clouds his objectivity—here Weber sounds more in keeping
with the later Nazi propagandists than from a “value-neutral” soci-
ologist. Weber’s nationalism and his attitude towards the “scoundrels
and barbarians” of the Allied forces in contrast to the “honorable Ger-
mans” should be kept in mind when observing his attitude in his writ-
ings about the Jews.

Many hundreds of books and papers have been written about We-
ber and his methods; however, few scholars look at the role that Chris-
tian theology played in the development of Weber’s theories.!” Ameri-
can historians admired the Germans and copied their methods, yet the
American mind-set was fundamentally different from the European.
Even today, Americans have a puritanical streak that separates them
from the Old World academia. It was through Weber’s influence, par-
ticularly after World War II, that many of these European anti-Semitic
ideas and concepts would filter into American academia.

—

VV E SHOULD TAKE a moment to explain how the Jews have often
been blamed for not being “patriotic” to their host countries, a charge

16 Wolfgang J. Mommsen, Michael S. Steinberg, trans., Max Weber and German
Politics 1890—1920. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1990), 263.

17“An exposition of Weber’s views on methodology may be not merely incomplete
but even misleading if it makes no reference at all to his substantive views on history
and politics.” W. G. Runciman, 4 Critique of Max Weber's Philosophy of Social
Science. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 4.
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which, like so many others, is simply not true. The Jew is simply non-
nationalistic. This has to do with Jewish identity; every non-Jewish na-
tion on earth views their nationality on their country of birth. You are
a German because you were born in Germany, you are American be-
cause you were born in America, and so on. The Jews—unlike every
other nation—became a nation in the wilderness of Sinai long before
they had a country. Being a Jew does not depend on where you were
born. It does not matter that your parents were not themselves born
Jewish,'® for if they converted before you were born, you are consid-
ered a Jew, no matter if your skin is black or your hair is blonde and
your eyes are blue. Even if your parents were Gentiles, if you convert,
you are considered a Jew in every respect, a member of the nation of
Israel. This is not to say that the Jews do not love the land of Israel; it
was a gift to them from God, and what son does not love a treasured
heirloom given to him by the father he loves?
It should also be pointed out that the attribute of nationalism is not
a Torah virtue. The artificial value modern society places on national-
ism was commented on by Rabbi Hirsch:
Now if the community declares, ‘We want to demonstrate the powers
that are inherent in the community. We want to join forces so that
we may establish ourselves’; if the community does not summon
the individual to serve God but only to serve the community; if the
community considers itself as an end instead of merely as a means
toward an end, then all of mankind’s moral future is compromised.
The result will be that...men will perceive their own powers...and
come to believe that the community can do without God and His
moral Law...the creation of the idol of vacuous purpose, one which
will bring no happiness but for the sake of which the individual is
expected to give up his existence and the community is expected to
renounce its allegiance to the moral law...the individual will believe
that he has lived long enough if he sacrifices his life for the community
even if it is for a vain cause, as long as that cause will promote the

fame of his community, a quest for fame which cares nothing for the
cost in human life."

Judaism teaches that one should honor and be faithful to his host
country and pray for the welfare of the state and its leader; from the

18 Tsrael is the only nationality which is determined by the mother. If the mother is
Jewish, her offspring are Jewish. If the mother is not Jewish, neither are her children,
no matter what the pedigree of the father is.

Y Hirsch, T’rumath Tzvi, 55.
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Noahide perspective, a Noahide’s first allegiance should be to God
and His Torah, not the man-made boundaries of a political entity. After
all, the state which a Noahide resides in is HasHem 'S state, and every
Noahide community is responsible for supporting a Torah-based sys-
tem of law.

=0

ALTHOUGH ONE couLD argue that Weber was not a “practicing”
Christian, he certainly had great interest in religion.”” Weber was in-
fluenced by theologians such as Rudolph Sohm, who developed the
concept of the “charismatic” individual,?' as well has his close personal
friend Ernst Troeltsch?? and his cousin Otto Baumgarten, the professor
of practical theology in Kiel. Weber was involved with the Evangeli-
cal-Social Congress, where he developed friendships with the theolo-
gians Gaul Gohre and Friedrich Naumann.” Weber was also influenced
by the Neo-Kantian philosophy of scholars such as Heinrich Rickert,*
and it is this influence that helped shape his views on Judaism. In his
book The Coming Crisis of Western Sociology, Alvin W. Gouldner stat-
ed that “Weber was less hypocritically pious about morality and more
‘realistic.””? Weber was also less hypocritically anti-Semitic—he may
have had a tolerance for assimilated Jews, but it was obvious he had
little tolerance for orthodox Judaism, or little else that was different
from his Aryan-Protestant culture. That many modern sociologists be-
lieved that Weber was not a Christian, such as Steven Seidman’s claim
that “I know of no evidence that indicates that Weber was a Christian

20 Max Weber’s wife, Marianne Weber, wrote that “[Max Weber] always preserved
a profound reverence for the Gospel and genuine Christian religiosity.” William H.
Swatos, Jr. and Peter Kivisto, “Max Weber as ‘Christian Sociologist.”” Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion. Vol. 30, No. 4, (Dec., 1991), 347.

2l Thomas Ekstrand, Max Weber in a Theological Perspective. (Leuven, Belgium:
Peeters, 2000), 167.

2 Tbid., 36.
2 Tbid., 34-35.
2 Tbid., 24.

% Alvin W. Gouldner, The Coming Crisis in Western Sociology. (New York: Equinox
Books, 1970), 388.
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in either the sense of Church affiliation, espousal of Christian beliefs,
or obeying a regimen of daily life organized around or legitimated by
Christianity,”?® a view which shows a lack of understanding of the
theological themes in Weber’s sociology.?’

Weber has traditionally been the standard of consummate objectivity
in his observations, yet when it came to the subject of Judaism—no
small subject in his works—there was a marked theological subjectivity
that permeated his theories of religion, economics, and history. When
faced with Judaism, Weber lapsed into theological arguments in place
of “objective” sociological theory. For example, compare Weber’s view
of the Tanach with his treatment of the New Testament. Weber said
that “the entire written tradition then existing and the Levitical Torah
were correspondingly revised...the tradition has then, during the fifth
century, received its present form,”?® and “the absolute prohibition of
mixed marriages was practically the most important point...it is more
probable that one and all of the prohibitions represent late theological
constructions of formalist minded priests occasioned by the tabooing
of ‘mixture with Gentiles” and ‘the cultic Decalogue.”””” Here we see
Weber import the theological theories and language of Wellhausen
into his “objective” and “scientific”” approach to the Jewish Scriptures,
using Wellhausen’s theological theories of an “edited” Torah to subtly
undermine Judaism. Weber’s view of the New Testament, however, was
that “the New Testament accounts bear the stamp of full trustworthiness
in the decisive points.”® This was the contrast that Weber made
throughout his works: the Jewish Scripture—the Torah in particular—

% Steven Seidman, “Weber’s Turn to Sociology: A Reply to Horst Helle.” Canadian
Journal of Sociology / Cahiers canadiens de sociologie. Vol. 10, No. 2, (Spring,
1985), 202.

" This also shows a discontinuity with Seidman’s own postmodernist theories: “How
can a knowing subject, who has particular interests and prejudices by virtue of living
in a specific society at a particular historical juncture and occupying a specific social
position defined by his or her class, gender, race, sexual orientation, and ethnic and
religious status, produce concepts, explanations, and standards of validity that are
universally valid?” Steven Seidman, The Postmodern Turn: New Perspectives on
Social Theory. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 123.

28 Max Weber, Ancient Judaism, 350.
¥ Ibid., 351.
3 Ibid., 421.
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was not trustworthy, while the New Testament bore the “stamp of full
trustworthiness.” This attitude would later impact Weber’s development
of social theories by his use of the New Testament as a primary source
when explaining the ethical morality of the Jews.

Since Weber’s economic, political, and religious theories on Juda-
ism were based on the work of Wellhausen, Weber’s work was depen-
dent on the continuing relevancy of the Wellhausen theory, a problem
that has rarely been addressed. Besides the obvious problem of the
anti-Semitic nature of the Christian point of view, the field of Soci-
ology of Religion requires a great deal of remedial knowledge, and
few “secular” social scientists have made the connection that Weber’s
work on ancient Judaism was based on the relevance of Wellhausen’s
“Documentary Theory.”?! Weber’s reliance on Wellhausen is seen
from examples such as “the newer wording (Lev. 19:9f.) ritualizes
this in a manner typical of the priestly version...the older wording of
the prescription is of superstitious origin,”*? and that “the collection of
Deuteronomy, dating from the time of kings, has been interpolated,”**
as well as “it is highly probable...that the Sabbatical year was an in-
terpolation from priestly law into the Book of the Covenant.”** These
passages show the Wellhausen influence on Weber’s thesis of the de-
velopment of “Israelite religion.” Weber structured his thesis on the
Graf-Wellhausen theory, and without it, his comparative theory of the
development of Israelite religion falls apart. Weber’s use of broad,
sweeping generalizations too often goes unchallenged (“[in] the man-
ner of the priestly version,” etc.) What is Weber’s “ideal-type” of the
“priestly manner”? This is not what Judaism taught about itself, it is
what Weber’s theology has projected onto the Torah. Weber’s asser-
tions, such as “the older wording of the prescription is of super-
stitious origin,”* were made without his understanding of the He-
brew text, the subtle nuances in the original language, and certainly

31 “Weber did little more than elaborate a number of theories of Julius Wellhausen.”
Abraham, Max Weber and the Jewish Question, 12.

32 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 47.
33 Tbid., 48.
¥ Ibid., 49.
3 Tbid., 47.
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without the understanding of the Oral Law. For example, without an
understanding of the halakha for damage of sacred objects or prop-
erty (cf. Bava Kamma 6b), one can miss the point of the written text
entirely,*® which is something Weber did quite often.

o

WEBER’S UNDERLYING THESIS in Ancient Judaism was based on
theological constructs, teaching that Judaism was a developed religion
while Christianity was a revealed religion. For instance, Weber stated:

The present legal norms of Deuteronomy may well have originated
in the pre-exilic times of the city kingdoms, but they are certainly
revised by the theologians in Exile. Presumably this also holds for the
so-called ‘Holiness Code’ only that here the contribution of the Exile
theologians was substantially greater. The social prescriptions found

in this collection like those in the so-called ‘Priestly Code’ originated
entirely in Exile.”’

That Weber’s theories on Judaism were substantially based on Well-
hausen is readily apparent in his statements such as “the Deuteronomic
work was probably completed near the time of what Wellhausen called
the ‘Jehovistic’ fusion of the Yahwistic and Elohistic revisions of the
ancient patriarchial legends and Levitical Moses traditions.”*® Not only
Weber’s ideas, but even his terminology*’ which he served up when

36 “That as far as this law is concerned, a person could have smashed the holy Ark of
the Covenant, rent the holy Curtain, destroyed the Temple vessels and indeed all the
treasures of the Temple, and yet there would have been no judge on earth authorized
to make him pay so much as one penny in damages...this state of affairs is certainly
unique among all the world’s legal systems, and we cannot help pointing out that
already this one fact proves most cogently that Jewish Law is not the work of men,
much less the product of a priestly hierarchy...priests or hierarchs would have branded
the perpetrators of such a sacrilege as criminals guilty of a most flagrant offense and
would have directed the secular officials of the government to serve first and foremost
as protectors and avengers of their treasures.” Hirsch, T 'rumath Tzvi, 294.

37 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 70.
# Ibid., 248.

3 Weber often uses theological terms such as liebesakosmismus, or “world-denying love,”
a decidedly Gnostic concept. “The euphoria produced by salvation religion, related to a
‘direct feeling of communion with God,’ can incline the believers toward ‘an objectless
world-denying love’ (einen objektlosen Liebesakosmismus).” Robert N. Bellah, “Max
Weber and World-Denying Love: A Look at the Historical Sociology of Religion.”
Journal of the American Academy of Religion. Vol. 67, No. 2, (Jun., 1999), 283.
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describing the Torah—generous helpings of words such as “cultic”
and “taboos” accented with plenty of “so-called,” “highly probables,”
and “most likelies”—show a subjectivity that is too often ignored by
other sociologists, even when they were aware of Weber’s reliance
on Wellhausen.* Weber constructed his theory of the development of
the Torah in Ancient Judaism using the foundation of Wellhausen’s
theological theory, and the validity of Weber’s entire thesis (of Juda-
ism as a developed religion) was wholly dependant on the validity of
Wellhausen’s Prolegomena—a fact too often overlooked by sociolo-
gists falling over themselves in their rush to praise Weber’s work. The
thought that basing a sociological theory on Wellhausen’s “Higher
Criticism” might be analogous to basing the theory of human evolu-
tion on the Piltdown Man seems to have been ignored.

By using theological language and concepts combined with the
Wellhausen theory, such as using the word “legends” to describe the
patriarchs, Weber paints the patriarchs as the forerunners of the “crafty
Jew,” saying that “their commercial ethic is questionable,” and that
“they characterize the ethic of a pariah people,” and that “they lack all
traits of personal heroism” as “they are characterized by trusting, de-
vout humility and good nature admixed with a cunning shrewdness.”*!
When Weber suggested that circumcision was “the one Israelite rite
diffused from Egypt,”** Weber was taking a page from Voltaire, who
claimed that “the Jews borrowed these customs from the Egyptians, as
every ignorant and barbarous nation endeavors to imitate its learned
and polite neighbors; hence those Jewish festivals, those dances of
priests before the ark, those trumpets, those hymns, and so many other
ceremonies entirely Egyptian.”* Also, Weber’s antipathy of rabbini-
cal interpretations and viewpoints led to statements such as “the obvi-
ous proverbial turns of phrase with Elokim represent old Canaanite
language usage. The use of Elokim in late writings is of course due to

40 “Weber basically accepts Eduard Meyer’s and Wellhausen’s ‘higher criticism’ of the
biblical texts...with ‘higher criticism’ Weber shares distrust in the great age of much
of the patriarchal legends.” Hans H. Gerth and Don Martindale, Preface to Weber,
Ancient Judaism, xvi.

4" Weber, Ancient Judaism, 51-52.
“1bid., 92.

* Voltaire, The Works of Voltaire: A Contemporary Version, Vol. 19, 152.



Protocols of the Sociologist 179

shyness opposite the tetragrammaton.”* The problem here was that
Weber seemed to have no idea what the difference in the different
Names of God represented. The rabbinical explanation of the use of
the two Names is that Elokim is the Name of the attribute judgment,
and the tetagrammaton, or H4srem (the Name), is the attribute of mer-
cy. For instance, the name Elokim is never used with Jewish sacrifices
in the Torah, which goes against the pagan notion of sacrifices being
necessary to appease the wrath of an angry God. To Weber, this view
of the rabbis was either unknown or ignored, and his use of the quali-
fier “of course” sounds forced.

Weber’s scholarship was no better than the philosophers, historians,
and theologians which he based his theories upon, and, as we shall dis-
cuss, when it came to Judaism these theories were highly subjective.
As with most other German academics, Weber not only continued the
practice of ignoring the Jewish primary sources in his approach to the
study of ancient Judaism but he took it to a new extreme. Weber made
clear his attitude on rabbinic scholarship:

For ancient Israelite religion, modern Protestant, especially German,

scholarship is acknowledged to be authoritative to this day. For

Talmudic Judaism, on the whole the considerable superiority of Jewish
scholarship is unquestionable.*

What is questionable is that Weber not only ignored the rabbinic scholar-
ship of ancient Jewish history, but he did not use Jewish scholarship when
discussing the Talmudic and post-Talmudic period, a subject which he
spoke of extensively in his major work Economy and Society. 1t is hard
to conceive a situation such as this, where the most erudite and literate
scholars of the subject being discussed are not consulted or rarely quoted.
To dismiss Jewish scholarship on the subject of their own history and
religion because it is “not authoritative” is an indicator of the subjectivity
of Weber’s approach, which is that the Jewish point of view is entirely
ignored in favor of a Christian theological point of view. In Ancient Ju-
daism, when explaining the role of the rabbi, Weber uses New Testament
references such as, “the conditions presupposed by the Gospels indicate”
and “the accounts of the Gospels indicate.”*® When explaining the role

“ Weber, Ancient Judaism, 449.
4 Ibid., 425.
4 Ibid., 392.
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of miracles in Judaism, he gives as his example “the Gospels had the
Jews and also, expressly, the scholars and the Pharisees, demand a ‘sign’
from Jesus.”*” Weber, following Wellhausen, used the New Testament as
his primary source for portraying the Pharisees and the rabbis of the late
Second Temple era, and he relied on “modern Protestant, especially Ger-
man” scholarship to interpret the text of the Tanach.

In the introduction to Max Weber’s Sociology of Religion, Talcott
Parsons wrote that when Weber “turned his studies toward religion,
his focus was not upon religion ‘as such,’ as the theologian or church
historian conceives it.”*® This is, however, exactly what Weber did, ap-
proaching Judaism “as the theologian and church historian” conceived
it, and the use of theological language and concepts affected Weber’s
theory of religion—one of the foundational theories of sociology, a
theory that “is generally the most difficult to grasp: the influence of
certain religious ideas on the development of an economic spirit, or
the ethos of an economic system.”® This theory has been viewed as
a normative model of the influence of ideas upon society, opposed
to Marx’s thesis that “values and beliefs [were] by-products of class
or material interests.””® The theological ideas that affected Weber’s
viewpoint and analysis of the development of religious ethics, and the
concept of keeping the viewpoint “scientific,” and not as “the theo-
logian or church historian conceives it,” removed critical viewpoints
and ideas from sociological theory, ideas which were absolutely nec-
essary for the understanding of concepts such as Weber’s concept of
rationalization. If sociologists think that inclusion of a religious point
of view sullies the pure scientific thought of the “objective” sociolo-
gist, how can they be cognizant of theology in fundamental sociologi-
cal theory if they are not aware that these ideas exist? The point is that
a sociologist believes that he is approaching the subject “objectively”
by viewing the structural evidence not as the theologian or church
historian conceives it. To approach a subject such as religion from
a different religious vantage point can make a difference, not just in
theological understanding, but in determining even which structural
evidence to present and how it is interpreted. Therefore, in claiming

471bid., 394.

48 Talcott Parsons, introduction to Max Weber, The Sociology of Religion. Ephraim
Fischoff, trans. (Boston: Beacon Press, 1991), xxx.

4 Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1958), 27.

50 Frank Parkin, Max Weber. (New York: Routledge, 1991), 40.



Protocols of the Sociologist 181

themselves to be objective and at the same time omitting an important
structural and normative perspective, sociologists actually limit their
objectivity rather than enhance it.

o=

MAx WEBER’S METHOD of comparative sociology in his book An-
cient Judaism®' starts off by analogizing the Jews to the Indian caste
system, specifically the pariah class. He uses terminology that defines
the uniqueness of the Jews in a decidedly negative light, saying that
“sociologically speaking, the Jews were a pariah people.”* The Jews,
the keepers and teachers of the Torah, the moral and ethical leaders of
mankind, the nation of priests and a “holy people,” were—in Weber’s
eyes—the untouchables of Western Civilization, and he makes that
point in the very beginning of his book. His comparison with the pariah
caste of India and the application of the term to Israel set the tone of
Weber’s thesis,> and it follows the pattern of other Western scholars in
describing the Jews in depreciating terms, from Gibbon’s “obnoxious”
Jews to Voltaire and Mill’s “barbarous” Jews, Toynbee’s “fossilized”
Jews, and finally to hit the bottom as the “pariah” class of Weber’s
Ancient Judaism.>* According to Weber, it was the pariahism of the
Jews that separated them from the rest of humanity. Basing his thesis
on the theological theory of Wellhausen,* Weber laced his theory with

ST “['Weber’s] work on Judaism was dedicated to his mistress, who was the wife of a
Jewish colleague and friend.” Arnaldo Momigliano, “Two Types of Universal History:
The Cases of E. A. Freeman and Max Weber.” The Journal of Modern History, Vol.
58, No. 1 (March 1986), 244.

32 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 3.

53 “Believing Jews never gave up their sovereign rights and never admitted to being
without political institutions of their own. This excludes that subjective acceptance of
an inferior, non-political, status which seems to be essential to Weber’s definition of
the Jews as pariahs.” Arnaldo Momigliano, “A Note on Max Weber’s Definition of
Judaism as a Pariah-Religion.” History and Theory. Vol. 19, No. 3 (Oct., 1980), 316.

Tt should be remembered that by the time of Weber’s writing in the early twentieth
century, the Jews had been “liberated” from the ghettos and had obtained—from a
legal standpoint at least—full citizenship in Germany and thus were technically no
longer “pariahs.”

55 “Because Weber possessed only a limited command of Hebrew, his study of ancient
Judaism depended heavily on the secondary analyses of Wellhausen and his followers,
the range of which he mastered to an outstanding degree.” Tony Fahey, “Max Weber’s
Ancient Judaism.” The American Journal of Sociology. Vol. 88, No. 1 (Jul., 1982), 78-79.
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theological statements, saying that “the world-historical importance of
Jewish religious development rests above all in the creation of the Old
Testament, for one of the most significant intellectual achievements of
the Pauline mission was that it preserved and transferred this sacred
book of the Jews to Christianity as one of its own sacred books,” and by
doing so, eliminated “all those aspects of the ethic enjoined by the Old
Testament which ritually characterize the special position of Jewry as a
pariah people.”® So Weber’s readers do not miss the theological impor-
tance of this interpretation of the Hebrew Scriptures, Weber adds that
“these aspects were not binding upon Christianity because they had
been suspended by the Christian redeemer.”” The problem, from the
Noahide perspective, that Jesus was neither a Christian nor a redeemer
was a point which seemed to elude Max Weber.

Weber recognized that it was the acceptance of the Hebrew Scrip-
tures that allowed the Gnostic sect that became the Catholic Church to
emerge triumphant over the other Gnostic Christian sects, but he does
not grasp that the theological motifs of Christianity were themselves
Gnostic: “Pharisaic and older Judaism were unfamiliar with the dual-
ism®® of ‘spirit’ and ‘matter,” or spirit’ and ‘body,’ or ‘spirit” and ‘flesh,’
or divine purity and the corruption of the ‘world,” dualisms which Hel-
lenistic intellectualism had elaborated.””® Weber interprets the Tanach
from the same German Lutheran viewpoint as did Julius Wellhausen,
saying that “the unique promises of the great unknown author of exilic
times who wrote the prophetic theodicy of sufferance (Isaiah 40-55)—
especially the doctrine of the Servant of Yahwe who teaches and who
without guilt voluntarily suffers and dies as a redeeming sacrifice”®
meaning, of course, salvation in Jesus, which is, needless to say, not
a Jewish concept. Weber further elaborates on the Gnostic concepts
of Christianity, such as its focus on the salvation of the individual, by

3 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 4.
57 Ibid.

8 “The Rabbis insisted on the corporeality of human essence and on the centrality
of physical filiation and concrete historical memory as supreme values. Consistent
with their rejection of dualism in anthropology, they also rejected dualist theories
of language.” Daniel Boyarin, Carnal Israel: Reading Sex in Talmudic Culture.
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), 235.

3 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 400.
9 Ibid., 5.
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saying that “with the salvation doctrine of Christianity as its core, the
Pauline mission in achieving emancipation from the self-created ghetto,
found a linkage to a Jewish—even though half buried—doctrine de-
rived from the religious experience of the exiled people.”' Viewing Ju-
daism from a decidedly Christian foundation and using the Documen-
tary Hypothesis, the theological motifs of Weber’s argument provide
the structure necessary for his thesis of “how did Jewry develop into
a pariah people.”® Weber maintains that the “emancipation from the
ritual prescriptions of the Torah, founding the caste-like segregation of
the Jews, the Christian congregation would have remained a small sect
of the Jewish pariah people,”® which is another theological argument.
The problem with this argument was that Noahides did not have
to be “emancipated” from “the ritual prescriptions of the Torah” sim-
ply because they were not under them to begin with. The Noahides
had only to keep the Seven Laws—a fact Weber obviously did not
understand; in his book Ancient Judaism Weber wrote that “the ‘ger-
sha’ar’ (proselyte of the gate) was, according to theory, the old metic
under Jewish jurisdiction. He vowed before three members of the
brotherhood to honor no idols. The seven Noachidic commandments,
the Sabbath, the taboo against pigs, the ritualistic fasts were binding
on him, but not circumcision.”** Although Weber knew of the Seven
Laws, his understanding was obviously incomplete, and was doubtful
that he wanted to understand it, since it was a teaching of rabbinic
Judaism.®® Had Weber truly taken the time to research the Noahide
Law, he might not have believed that “emancipation from the ritual
prescriptions of the Torah, founding the caste-like segregation of the
Jews, the Christian congregation would have remained a small sect
of the Jewish pariah people.” Weber also neglects to grasp that if the
reforms of Constantine’s nephew Emperor Julian “the Apostate”®® had

o1 Tbid.
62 Tbid.
% Tbid., 4-5.
% Ibid., 419.

% Concerning the context of Weber’s remark that “for Talmudic Judaism, on the whole
the considerable superiority of Jewish scholarship is unquestionable,” it is obvious
that Weber did not regard the “superior” Jewish scholarship on this issue.

% “So far from being the monster of iniquity represented by the Church Fathers,
Julian was one of the very few rulers of the Roman world who extended the hand of
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taken effect (he ruled for only two years—361-63 cE), such as his
decree to rebuild the Temple in Jerusalem—thus reversing the work
of his uncle—the Noahide Code might have been the dominant faith
in the Roman Empire instead of Christianity, and the Jews would not
have been “pariahs” but rather co-religionists with the people of the
Empire. It should also be pointed out that the early Church in Jerusa-
lem—the Church led by James the brother of Jesus—was itself using
the Noahide Law as the basis for including the Gentiles coming into
the nascent Christian sect. This can be adduced by the inclusion of
Hillel’s maxim “what is hateful to yourself, do not do to another” in
Acts 15:20 that is found in many of the earliest Greek manuscripts of
Acts as well as in the earliest quotation of this verse by the Church
Father Irenaeus.®” That this verse (and subsequent theological teach-
ing) was altered by the later Church brings into question the idea that
the “emancipation from the ritual prescriptions of the Torah” was the
work of the “Christian redeemer” or the teaching of the early Jerusa-
lem Church.

This is an important point, since the Jew’s stubborn adherence to the
Law was a primary variable in Weber’s pariah thesis, which supports
his theory of ressentiment (which we will deal with below). According
to Weber, had the Christians not “emancipated” themselves from the
Law, they too would have been infected with pariahism, just like the
Christian doctrine of Adam being infected with “original sin.” Con-
cerning Weber’s analysis, Jesus did not “suspend” the Law, nor did the
Christians “emancipate” themselves “from the ritual prescriptions of
the Torah, founding the caste-like segregation of the Jews.” The Jeru-
salem Church, later known as the Ebionites, eventually died out on
its own a few centuries later from continual persecutions from their
“stubborn” allegiance to the Torah, as well as their realization that
Jesus was obviously not the promised Messiah. The Gnostic Jesus
cult was a wholly new and different organism, based on the Gnostic
teachings of Paul and others such as Marcion who came after him.
The “Christianity” which became the established Church centuries
later was a child of Greek Gnosticism, adopted by Rome/Edom,
the enemy of Israel. Weber, following the Gnostic interpretations,
ascribes Divine approval to Christological interpretations instead

friendship and good-will to the scattered race of Israel.” Michael Adler, “The Emperor
Julian and the Jews.” The Jewish Quarterly Review. Vol. 5, No. 4 (Jul., 1893), 592.

7 Trenaeus, Against Heresies, book iii.,12:14.
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of the original teachings of the Jewish Church which was hijacked
by Gnostics; Weber’s “analysis” consisted of endless comparisons of
Israelite to other pagan cultures, and always within the Wellhausen
framework of Judaism being a developed religion. Concepts such as
charity that are taught in the Torah were not from God’s revelation to
Moses, but “presumably the development of old Israelite charity was
influenced by Egypt directly or by way of Phoenicia.”®® Weber end-
lessly compares Judaism with Greek, Egyptian, Babylonian, and even
Christian religions. As with Wellhausen, Weber even compared Juda-
ism with religions that Israel had little or no contact with in those days,
such as the religions of China or India. Judaism was presented as a
developed religion, soaking up the religious practices of its neighbors
as the centuries progressed. It is a one-way transfer of ideas; it was the
Jews that absorbed pagan religious concepts, and then changed them to
fit their own idiosyncrasies. With his theme of pariahism, Weber came
close to describing Israel as the “parasite nation,” as the German pro-
pagandists would paint them just a few decades after Ancient Judaism
was published.

o~

IN Economy anp Sociery,” Weber builds upon the argument which
was “expounded by Nietzsche”"—the attitude of ressentiment, de-
rived from passages in the “Old Testament,” most notably in the
Psalms—that “the unequal distribution of mundane goods is caused
by the sinfulness and illegality of the privileged, and that sooner or lat-
er God’s wrath will overtake them.””! The Psalms, more than any other
part of the Hebrew Scriptures, have been revered by Christians since
the beginning of Christianity; indeed, next to the New Testament, the
Psalms were the most popular part of the Christian Bible. Even to-
day, many “pocket” New Testaments include the Psalms. Therefore, if
the Psalms had an influence upon Judaism (and therefore Jews), logic

8 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 258.

% Weber’s Economy and Society was a rebuttal to Werner Sombart’s The Jews and
Modern Capitalsim, which itself was a rebuttal to Weber’s Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism. The core of all three books revolved around the argument of
whether Jews or Calvinists were responsible for the development of Capitalism.

" Weber, Economy and Society, 494.
" bid.
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would dictate that they also had an influence upon Christianity (and
therefore Christians) since Christianity holds these same Hebrew texts
to be sacred.

To determine the factors in Weber’s theory where ressentiment is
reflected in the “pariah” culture’ of the Jews, or if the dominant Chris-
tian culture also has produced the ressentiment ethic, one has to under-
stand Weber’s theological argument that the ethic of ressentiment of
the Jews was a dependant variable of their pariah status, and that the
scriptural passages which speak of ““vengeance” were written after the
loss of political autonomy of the Jews. Christianity, however, has used
these same passages for the development of Christian “replacement”
theology which teaches that, since the Jews denied Jesus as the Mes-
siah, or Christ, God removed all of the promises which He made in the
Old Testament” from Israel, and that the “church,” i.e. Christianity,
was the “New Israel” and that all of the wonderful promises and ter-
rible “vengeance” against its enemies which God had promised would
now be applied to Christians, not Jews. It was the Jews, therefore,
that became the recipients of the wrath of God, and not the Christians.
Weber therefore developed a model where the Scriptural ressentiment
passages could be used against the Jews.

If you look at the way the Psalms were interpreted by the Jews,
particularly the “resentment” Psalms, you can see the dichotomy’™ in

2 “In our usage, ‘pariah people’ denotes a distinctive hereditary social group lacking
autonomous political organization and...additional traits of...political and social
disprivilege and a far-reaching distinctiveness in economic functioning.” Ibid., 495.

7 In the “ressentiment” Psalms, “the hope is entertained that ultimately the wrath of
God will finally have been appeased and will turn itself to punishing the Godless foes
in double measure, making of them at some future day the footstool of Israel.” Ibid.

™ “Why should such terrible suffering be imposed on nations in punishment for what
seems to imply an ethical shortcoming? Their glee, blameworthy and reprehensible
as it was, did not contravene any of the seven Noachic laws. Why then, should the
punishment be so severe? This question calls into focus the very essence of the
Torah’s perception of the gentile nations and their relationship to God and Israel. The
Torah stresses repeatedly that no special expectations of reward set Israel apart from
the other nations. The promise of /ife for walking in God’s statutes is to man in general
(Leviticus 18:5), not to Israel in particular; Heaven’s gates are exhorted to open for
any nation of enduring loyalty (Isaiah 26:2). All righteous people will enter God’s
gates (Psalms 33:1). Nor will God’s kindness be bestowed upon Israel exclusively. All
who are good and straightforward in their hearts (Psalms 125:4) will merit it (Yalkut,
Leviticus 591). Israel is distinguished not in privileges but in responsibilities...it is to
be the navnn 23, kingdom of priests (Exodus 19:6), who...are to lead the whole
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the scholarship of the Jews and the Christians. Here is an example of
one of the Psalms (2:8—12) where Weber’s “resentment” is found:

You ask of Me that I let the nation of the earth be your [the Jews]
inheritance, and the ends of the earth your possession. But if you must
break them with a rod of iron, then you will smash them to pieces
like potter’s vessels. And now, O kings, comprehend this; chastise
yourselves, O judges of the earth! Serve the Lord with fear and rejoice
greatly with trembling. Grid yourselves with purity,” lest He be angry
and you perish on the way, for His wrath might be kindled soon! Only
those stride forward who will put their trust in Him.

The interpretation and commentary on this Psalm by Rabbi S. R.
Hirsch explains the Jewish perspective:

It can be clearly seen from Verses 10—12 that the terms “inheritance”
and “possession” as used here cannot be construed to mean the
conquest and subjugation of the nations under the sovereignty of
rulers. Homage to God and to His moral Law, joyous devotion to Him
and to His will, and girding oneself with purity are the demands made
upon the rulers of the nations through the fact of the existence of the
Kingdom of David. n%n1 and iy, therefore, denote only the spiritual
and ethical conquest, the fact that the ideas and attitudes of nations
will fall to the spirit and doctrine of David.”

of mankind to God just as a kohen within Israel is assigned to strengthen the bond
between God and His people. Since God’s lofty purpose for the nations of the world
can be realized only by their willingness to be led by Israel, their right to existence
must depend on the degree to which they are willing to learn from Israel and her fate.
Indeed, the one nation which will obstinately and unbendingly refuse to accede to
Israel’s role—Amalek (see Yalkut, Exodus 268)—is for that reason condemned to
ultimate, total destruction. (See Pachad Yitzchak to Purim, ch. 1). The destruction
of Temple and land had been planned as a lesson to mankind. Deuteronomy 29:23
describes how the nations were to realize that Israel’s terrible fate resulted from its
forsaking of God and His covenant. Had the nations learned this lesson and related
to Israel and her situation according ot God’s plan, they would thereby have justified
their existence. However, Israel’s neighbors were far from being sobered by the
holocaust. Instead, they mindlessly rejoiced at the downfall of their enemy. They
were condemned to destruction, therefore—not in punishment for their unethical
reaction, but because their attitude revealed that they could never fulfill the purpose
of their existence.” Yechezkel. Rabbi Moshe Eisemann, translation and commentary.
(Brooklyn: Mesorah Publications, Ltd., 1994), 429-30.

S Many Christian Bibles have deliberately mistranslated this part of the verse as “Kiss
the Son” in an attempt to make this a “prophecy” about Jesus.

76 Hirsch, The Hirsch Psalms, §i., 12.
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This interpretation is vastly different from the picture painted by
Weber (and Wellhausen) that portrayed the Jews as a vengeful people
that wished to dominate and rule the rest of mankind. “In no other reli-
gion in the world do we find a universal deity possessing the unparal-
leled desire for vengeance manifested by Yahweh...the religion of the
Psalms is full of the need for vengeance...in the mind of the pious Jew
the moralism of the law was inevitably combined with the aforemen-
tioned hope for revenge.””” Yet if Christians themselves had the ethic of
ressentiment (as described by Weber), then they would somehow have
to describe themselves as the “disprivileged” group to fit their theol-
ogy of being the “New Israel” in with the Scriptures. Since Christians
of the past five centuries (during the formative period of capitalism
as explained by Weber) did not exactly fulfill the requirements laid
out by Weber to be a “pariah” people, we must find examples of how
the Christians were able to portray themselves as the biblically dis-
privileged group, or the “New Israel” who suffered at the hands of their
oppressors, the Jews, and how Weber’s concept of ressentiment—*“the
unequal distribution of mundane goods...caused by the sinfulness and
illegality of the privileged”—can be applied to the Christians.

The first example is the commodity that was “unequally” distrib-
uted in the New Testament, which is the major commodity of the
Church: salvation. Throughout the New Testament, the major theme
of Christian ressentiment was that the Jews had a monopoly on sal-
vation, and Jews taught that salvation came from the Law and not
from “grace” or “faith in Jesus.” The greatest fear of the Christians
(not only theologians but scholars such as Wellhausen and Weber) was
that the Jews would spread the Torah throughout the world, and by so
doing not only eradicate Christianity, but nationalism as well: “[The
Jews] dreamed not only of a restoration of the old kingdom, but of the
erection of a universal world-monarchy, which should raise its head
at Jerusalem over the ruins of the heathen empires.”” Here we see
the paranoia of Esau, the concept taught by the Sages of “The might
shall pass from one regime to the other.”” It was this fear of losing

" Weber, Economy and Society, 495.
8 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 503.

" “They will never be both strong at the same time; when one falls, the other will
rise.” Rashi, commentary on Bereishis 25:23.
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power that fuels the hostility towards Judaism, and the portrayal of
the Jews as a power-mad people bent on world domination: “As the
heathen empires stood in the way of the universal dominion of Is-
rael, the whole of them together were regarded as one power, and this
world-empire was then set over against the kingdom of God, i.e., of
Israel.”®® The next example has to do with Weber’s reasons that the
Jewish pariahism was not the result so much of external factors, but
of internal ones; not only does Weber treat the ethic of ressentiment
of the Jews as a dependant variable of their pariah status, but also that
of a so-called double ethical standard. Weber stated that the Jews “as
a pariah people, they retained the double standard of morals which
is characteristic of primordial economic practice in all communities:
what is prohibited in relation to one’s brothers is permitted in relation
to strangers.”' According to Weber’s thesis, not only Jewish ressenti-
ment but the “double moral standard” are dependant variables of the
Jew’s pariah status, and are two premises which Weber uses to support
his principle of Jewish “pariahism.”

In Weber’s section of Chapter VI; xii; 4. in his Economy and Soci-
ety, the sub-section on Religious Ethics, Economic Rationality and the
Issue of Usury, Weber’s use of comparative sociology—where he had
previously been comparing Judaism to Christianity, Islam, Buddhism,
Hinduism, and whatever other religions he could come up with—was
tossed aside. In the entire section on usury, Weber did not compare the
Jewish laws on usury with other legal systems, and only mentioned
the Jews twice in passing, saying that “among the Jews, collecting
usury from ‘members of the tribe’ (Volksgenossen) was prohibited”®?
and that “emergency loans for businesses at fixed rates of interest were
provided during the Middle Ages by allocating this function to the
Jews.”® Yet, in the very next chapter, Weber brings up the issue of
usury as a moral imperative, saying:

Even in antiquity the Jews almost always regarded strangers as

enemies. All the well-known admonitions of the rabbis enjoining honor
and faithfulness toward Gentiles could not change the impression

80 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 507.

81 Weber, Economy and Society, 614.
8 Tbid., 583.

% Tbid., 587.
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that the religious law prohibited taking usury from fellow Jews but
permitted it in transactions with non-Jews...in fine, no proof'is required
[emphasis added] to establish that the pariah condition of the Jews,
which we have seen resulted from the promises of Yahweh, and the
resulting incessant humiliation of the Jews by Gentiles necessarily led
to the Jewish people’s retaining different economic moralities for its
relations with strangers and with fellow Jews.*

Instead of “comparative sociology,” Weber uses his theological ar-
gument of ressentiment and the “pariah” status of the Jews as the root
cause of their law of usury. What Weber is saying is that the Jews
“almost always” looked upon strangers as enemies, this gave the im-
pression that they employed a double standard, and that “no proof is
required” to establish that the “primordial economic ethic”® [read:
business ethics] which the Jews employ is the direct result of their
understanding of the promises of Yahweh found in the scriptures.

Rabbinic commentary offers a different perspective. The basis of
Jewish law regarding “usury,” or interest on loans, is found®® in Sh-
emos (Exodus) 22:24: “If you lend money to My people, to the poor
man who is with you, you shall not behave toward him like a credi-
tor; you shall not impose interest upon him.” Here we see the biblical
law of a Jew being forbidden to charge interest on a loan to a fellow
Jew. What needs to be pointed out is that this verse must be taken in
context; the previous three verses speak of charity towards the widow
and the orphan, and instruct the nation of Israel to stand up for the
most powerless in their society. And in the preceding verse, 22:20, it
says: “But you shall not grieve a stranger who has come over to you,
or oppress him, because you [yourselves] were strangers in the land of
Mitzrayim.” According to the rabbis, there is a reason these verses are
linked together, and that is because the prohibition of usury for fellow
Jews has to do with tzedakah, or charity. It has nothing to do with re-
garding Gentiles as “enemies” as Weber maintains, but the command
to help fellow Jews in need.

~
UNDERSTANDING WEBER’s concept of Jewish ressentiment and
their “pariah” status is the key to Weber’s most famous theory on

% Ibid., 615.
8 Tbid.

8 Tt is also found in Vayikra (Leviticus) 25:36-37.
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economics, which he outlined in his work Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism, where Weber maintained that the Calvinists pro-
duced the ethic which enabled modern capitalism to flourish accord-
ing to the evidence and thesis which Weber provides, and then devel-
oped more fully in his later work Economy and Society.

From the Noahide perspective, it was the Calvinists who were
guilty of a double ethic as Weber claims the Jews were. Weber’s theol-
ogy influenced his identification of the variable factors supporting his
analysis of both Christian and Jewish ethics, for these same scriptures
on charging interest are in the Christian “Old Testament,” and they
were used by the Calvinist Church. Following this line of reasoning, if
the Christian religion was also affected by the same “promises of Yah-
weh,” then Christians would not only have an ethic of ressentiment,
but also employ a “double standard” of ethics as described by Weber.



C omfmmtive Anfi-Semitism

The transfusion of this religious mythmaking or value-positing interpretation
of social and political experience into the American bloodstream was in large
measure effected by Max Weber’s language.

— Allan Bloom'

INCE MAX WEBER’S ESSAYS ON ANCIENT ISRAEL HAVE BEEN THE MOST

decisive and influential secular academic work on the subject of

Judaism—Weber’s Economy and Society being the culmination
of a century and a half of historical, philosophical, and theological
anti-Semitism—it is necessary to go into some detail about Weber’s
underlying theological structures and arguments.

One of Weber’s most influential supporters was Talcott Parsons,
who was arguably the most well-known sociologist in the United States
during sociology’s heyday in the 1950s and 60s. Not only did Parsons
translate Max Weber’s Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism
from German to English in 1930, Parsons outlined the concepts Weber
used in the formulation of the theory behind Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism, the “two crucial foci” which Weber used: the “ide-
al type” analysis in which “the investigator attempt[s] to put himself
in the actor’s place,” and the concept of Sinnzusammenhdnge, or “sys-
tems of meaning,” or the interests of the actor. Yet, by means of com-
parative analysis, when you contrast Weber’s thesis on the “ethos of an
economic system” with the thesis of one of Weber’s contemporaries,
Werner Sombart (whose reputation in social science in the early part of
the twentieth century was as great—if not greater—than Max Weber’s),
you see a difference in their conclusions, a point Parsons missed.

Sombart’s The Jews and Modern Capitalism, published in 1911, in
which he responded to the thesis of Weber (that Calvinism provided
the values foundation which allowed modern capitalism to grow) with
his own thesis that it was the Jews, and not the Calvinists, who had

! Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind, 208.

2 Weber, Sociology of Religion, xxxiii.
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developed rationality into a lifestyle, affecting not only their business
practices but all phases of Jewish life. Sombart’s book was written in
direct response to Weber’s Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capital-
ism, which Weber had written in 1905. In answer to Sombart’s criti-
cism of his thesis, Weber responded with his Economy and Society
which was left unfinished by his sudden death in 1920 at the age of
fifty-six.® Yet Weber has gone on to become one of the great figures of
sociology, while Sombart has drifted into sociological obscurity.
Sombart has often been criticized in comparison with Weber. In
the introduction to Weber’s Economy and Society, Guenther Roth
wrote about Weber with glowing tribute:
With his customary realism, [Weber] stressed the compensatory
functions of religion...Weber had a much more profound sense than
Marx for the meaning of ethical conduct...[then] Weber turns to an
examination of all major social strata and their affinity to religion
[which] provides a comparative frame for assessing the Puritan
bourgeoisie...after this tour de force in the sociology of knowledge

Weber balances his analysis of status tendencies with an investigation
of religious intellectualism.*

With uncustomary realism, we will now analyze Weber’s “analysis of
status tendencies” to see if his “investigation of religious intellectual-
ism” is a tour de force or a tour de farce.

It should be pointed out from the outset that Sombart was certainly no
friend to the Jews; Sombart’s works had a hefty dose of anti-Semitism,
yet Sombart did not let his own anti-Semitism keep him from looking
at the primary sources from both the Jews and the Christians to obtain
a broader perspective.’ This is something which Weber did not do, and
the sheer volume of Weber’s research cannot make up for his theologi-
cal viewpoint and dependence on Wellhausen’s documentary theory.
When you explore the substance of Weber’s “customary realism” and

3 “Although the essays go back, in all important respects, to much earlier studies
of mine, I need scarcely emphasize how much their presentation owes to the mere
existence of Sombart’s substantial works, with their pointed formulation, even—and
especially—where they diverge from them” Weber, Economy and Society, Ixxvi.

4 Guenther Roth, introduction to Economy and Society, 1xxviii.

5 “Werner Sombart...pointed to the material and intellectual preeminence of Jews in
modern capitalist culture with a mixture of admiration and alarm.” Robert S. Wistrich,
Laboratory for World Destruction: Germans and Jews in Central Europe (Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 2007), 19.
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his grasp of “religious intellectualism,” to understand Weber’s “much
more profound sense...for the meaning of ethical conduct” and see
if it was profound enough—indeed more profound enough or even
ultimately much more profound than the thesis presented by Sombart.
To challenge the idea Talcott Parsons introduced, that Weber “turned
his studies toward religion, his focus was not upon religion ‘as such,’
as the theologian or church historian conceives it,” but that Weber
did in fact have a theological viewpoint which influenced his thesis
on “the influence of certain religious ideas on the development of an
economic spirit, or the ethos of an economic system,” and it was this
theological framework which provided the foundations for his theory
of “rationalization” (and most especially for its reconstituted vari-
ant—Parson’s secularization theory).

Sombart came from the same school of German historical econom-
ics and had access to the same empirical evidence as did Weber. Crit-
ics claim that Sombart did not employ the exhaustive investigation
into the historical aspects of ancient religions as Weber: “Where Som-
bart merely glanced [at other major civilizations, such as the Chinese,
Indian, or ancient American], Weber proceeded to the comparisons of
Economy and Society and, immediately afterwards, the studies as Chi-
na, India, and Ancient Judaism.”’” Although Sombart did not do a thor-
ough comparative analysis of other religions, he certainly glanced at
the one source that counted—Judaism. In fact, Sombart did more than
“merely glance” at Jewish scholarship; Sombart cited works by Jew-
ish Rabbis such as Samson Raphael Hirsch, the champion of Orthodox
Judaism in nineteenth-century Germany. In contrast to this, Weber, in
his prolix Ancient Judaism and Economy and Society, listed not a sin-
gle source from orthodox Jewish writers—all of Weber’s sources were
either theologically or culturally Christian sources. Weber developed
his theories from one point of view: the theological point of view. This
leads to suspicions why Sombart has been academically dismissed for
“merely glancing” at different cultures as opposed to the admiration
for Weber’s sheer volume of research. Was Werner Sombart—ironi-
cally, since he would later become a member of the Nazi party—a
victim of academic anti-Semitism? There is no denial that Weber’s

¢ Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, 27.

"Roth, intro. Economy and Society, Ixxiii.
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range of economic, historical, and political factors is impressive. Yet,
the criticisms leveled at Sombart seem to be based in the sociologist’s
(the German sociologist in particular) peculiar love of sheer volume
of research and empirical evidence, of modes and systems of analysis,
without questioning the relevance of the research in question. Sociolo-
gists (as well as other social scientists) seemed more impressed with
methods than results as well as in the quantity instead of the quality
of Weber’s scholarship, particularly in the one area of major disagree-
ment between Weber and Sombart—the role played by the Jews in
the development of modern capitalism. It seems that with all of his
vast accumulation of empirical evidence, Weber could not escape the
boundaries of his own Christian culture, and therefore his thesis was
flawed by his own subjective Western theological viewpoint.® The in-
ability of Weber to “think outside the box” is a prime example of the
limits of classical intellectualism. Weber’s preference for “Protestant
German scholarship” and ignoring rabbinic scholarship limited his ob-
jectivity. In comparison, Sombart explained:
To comprehend the spirit of the Talmud it is necessary to read the text
itself...the Talmud has this characteristic: that although the sections
follow each other in some fixed order, yet not one of them is strictly
limited as regards its subject matter. They all deal with practically the
whole field of Talmudic subjects. Hence by studying one or more of
the (63) Tractates, it is comparatively easy to obtain a fair notion of
the contents of the whole, and certainly, to find one’s way about in the

great sea. Specially to be recommended is the Tractate Baba Mezia
and its two sister tractates [Baba Kama and Baba Bathra).’

Sombart, unlike Weber, recognized that rabbinic scholarship was in-
valuable in order to understand both ancient and modern Judaism.
=)

STARTING WwITH THE twelfth century crusades and throughout the
Middle Ages, the Jews of Europe came under increasingly severe

8 “[Weber’s] Ancient Judaism...shows no interest in the consequences of Israelite
religion on the economic life or thought of Israel. Ancient Judaism very explicitly
has a different focus—the specification and explication of those characteristics of
Judaism which enabled the formation and preservation of a geographically dispersed
and ritualistically segregated Jewish congregation after the destruction of the states of
Israel and Judah.” Fahey, Max Weber's Ancient Judaism, 73.

® Werner Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism. (Brunswick, NJ: Transaction
Books, 2006), 388—89.
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economic and political strictures in their Christian host countries. Up
to that time, Jews had been successful merchants, the go-between
in trade with Christian Europe and the Muslim Middle East. As the
Christian merchants replaced the Jews as international traders, they
also denied the Jews access to the guilds, and the Jews were forced
into finding new ways to make a living. One of the few (and often
only) means for the Jew to earn a living was that of the occupation
of moneylending, a trade for which they were demonized.'” Weber
ignored the structural reasons for the Jews not being involved in the
process of the development of organized labor, resorting instead to
anti-Semitic jargon that the closure was due to the Jew’s “ancient and
medieval business temper...the will and the wit to employ merci-
lessly every chance of profit.”!"" Weber built an impressive case for
the Calvinists, a “tour de force in the sociology of knowledge,”'? to
support his thesis, supplying evidence from Oriental and Occidental
cultures, showing why it was the Protestants of Western Europe who
developed the ethic which enabled capitalism to flourish. Yet when
Weber gave his reasoning of why the Jews did not develop the ethic
which influenced the growth of modern capitalism, Weber discarded
all pretense of objectivity and instead attacked the Jews with irratio-
nal anti-Semitic slurs and theological jargon, ignoring the economic
and legal barriers which prevented the Jews from developing orga-
nized labor."

10“At the beginning of the nineteenth century, when German liberals inspired by
French revolutionary ideals were agitating the Prussian monarchy for a constitution,
the status of Jews throughout the kingdom was no different from what it had been
during the Middle Ages. Jews were not citizens in Germany. Under the law, they were
not even human. They existed as servi camerae, ‘serfs of the chamber’...like other
serfs, Jews could not move from one town to another, marry, or have more than one
child without permission.” Dennis K. Fischman, Discourse in Exile: Karl Marx and
the Jewish Question. (Amherst, Mass. University of Massachusetts Press, 1991), 26.

"'Weber, Economy and Society, 614.
12 Ibid., Ixxviii.

13 To quote once again that “the ultimate theoretical reasons for this fact, that distinctive
elements of modern capitalism originated and developed quite apart from the Jews, are
to found in the peculiar character of the Jews as a pariah people and in the idiosyncrasy
of their religion...also of fundamental importance was the subjective ethical situation
of the Jews. As a pariah people, they retained the double standard of morals which is
characteristic of primordial economic practice in all communities: what is prohibited in
relation to one’s brothers is permitted in relation to strangers.” Ibid., 614.
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Weber compared the ethical practices of the Jews, particularly in
the realm of economics, to other groups such as the “Jains and Parsees
in India” and the Puritans of early North America. “Jewish economic
ethic was quite different...since Antiquity, Jewish pariah capitalism,
like that of the Hindu trader castes, felt at home in the very forms of
state- and booty-capitalism along with pure money usury and trade,
precisely what Puritanism abhorred.”'* Ignoring the state-sponsored
usurping of Native American lands which influenced Calvinist capital-
ism, Weber also ignores or dismisses the social closure which forced
the pariah status upon the Jews in the first place, such as the ordinance
legislated at Augsburg in 1434 which forced upon the Jews to wear
apparel at all time which would be distinct from that of their Christian
neighbors, the infamous “Jew badge.” In Barvaria, a new code called
Schwabenspiegel “hemmed in the Jews with new, humiliating restric-
tions. Jews were, for one thing, no longer permitted to bear arms.”'’
Jews did not have the same legal status as did Christians, and were
often forced to live in “ghettos,” cramped areas of towns, often a sin-
gle street, which was blocked off. Their very access to the rest of the
town was limited. The social closure did not stop with economic and
legal restrictions; it was prevalent in the art and folklore of Europe,
where Jews were depicted in statues and engravings as familiars of
Satan, suckling on a sow or eating her excrement, and using Christian
children as sacrifices, to give but a few examples. One wonders if
Weber—had he lived a couple of more decades—would also have said
the Jews “felt at home” wearing the “Jude” yellow star on their cloth-
ing during the late 1930s and early 1940s.

Weber asks the question, “how does one explain the fact that no
modern and distinctively industrial bourgeoisie of any significance
emerged among the Jews to employ the Jewish workers available for
home industry, despite the presence of numerous impecunious artisan
groups at almost the threshold of the modern period?”'® Weber then
answers his own rhetorical question, that the reasons “that the distinc-
tive elements of modern capitalism originated and developed quite
apart from the Jews, are to be found in the peculiar character of the

4 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 345.
15 Ruth Gay, The Jews of Germany. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 23.

16 Weber, Economy and Society, 614.
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Jews as a pariah people, and in the idiosyncrasy of their religion.”"’
This view, which “does not allow the pressures from the Jews’ socio-
political environment, rather than Judaism, determine the incidence
of types of segregation,”'® was disputed by Werner Sombart, who had
a more realistic grasp of the structural barriers which the Jews faced.
Sombart observed:

A still greater obstacle in [the Jews] path were the laws regulating their

position in public life. In all countries there was remarkable uniformity

in these; everywhere the Jew was shut out from public offices, central

or local, from the Bar, from Parliament, from the Army, from the

Universities. This applied to the States of Western Europe—France,

Holland, England—and also to America."”

With this statement Sombart gives sound opposition to Weber’s “ulti-
mate theoretical reasons for this fact, that distinctive elements of mod-
ern capitalism originated and developed quite apart from the Jews;”
instead of blaming the Jews for their “pariah” status, Sombart correct-
ly points out that the Jews did not have any political, legal, military,
or academic power, and that more than nullified whatever economic
power the Jews had, a fact which was proved time and time again,
for “when Jews were forced to set themselves up as moneylenders,
it was possible to impose very heavy taxes upon them and later to
confiscate whatever property they possessed.”® Without the political
or legal power, how could Jews wield the necessary influence to build
and develop the organization of industrial production? Weber ignores
the structural factors which restricted the Jews in Christian societies,?!

17 Ibid.

18 Abraham, Max Weber and the Jewish Question, 9.
Y Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism, 181.
2 Grayzel, A History of the Jews, 390.

2 “Laws were passed which required a Jewish father to die before his son would be
allowed to earn a living, a Jewish man to die as the condition for sparing the life of his
brother. These laws said that only one section of the family could succeed to the family
estate, while the others were condemned to want and poverty...most lawful means of
supporting themselves were forbidden. The means of support legally permitted to
Jews were so sub-paragraphed and sub-claused in the legal codes, that the dexterity of
a tightrope walker was necessary in order to walk upon the narrow, unsteady tightrope
of ‘lawfulness,” without losing balance and toppling to the right or to the left into the
waiting arms on an avenging ‘justice’...no technical skill, no imaginative genius, no
knowledge or insight had any value to society when demonstrated by a Jew...all laws
which society enacted governing the Jew...said to the Jew: Pursue money. That is the
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offering instead vacuous generalizations about the Jews, such as “no
proof is required to establish that the pariah condition of the Jews,
which we have seen resulted from the promises of Yahweh.”?? The
theology behind this kind of reasoning is clear—to those who can look
at sociological theory “as the theologian or church historian conceives
it.” In replacement theology, the Jews, who obstinately cling to the
“old Law,” are clearly shown to be punished by God for their rejection
of Jesus by their misfortunes and miserable lifestyle, i.e., their “pariah
status” among the gentile nations, and “no proof is required,” given
the absence of these structural arguments, to show that Weber was
influenced by theological concepts.
e
IN THE MATTER of the ethics of ressentiment and of the “double stan-

dard” as it applied to Jews, in light of Weber’s own arguments, the
Calvinists did in fact have a double standard of ethics—one for them-
selves, another for the Jews. What we need to ask at this juncture
is: what were Weber’s limitations, or criteria, for what constitutes a
“double ethical standard?” Weber described the double standard as
“what is prohibited in relation to one’s brothers is permitted in rela-
tion to strangers.”” Weber expands his concept of the “double ethical
standard” by saying:

It is certain that economic behavior was not the realm in which a Jew

could demonstrate his religious merit...in economic relations with

strangers...never were they infused with positive ethical value...this

is the basis of whatever factual truth there was in the observations

concerning the inferior standard of economic legality among Jews...

it would still have been difficult for the Jew to demonstrate his ethical

merit by means of characteristically modern business behavior.*

This view of Judaism is opposite to the halakha of Jewish busi-
ness practice and the teaching of the Talmud, which lays great stress
on “economic behavior” and “ethical merit.” To cheat Gentiles in
monetary matters would be to the Jews a matter of chillul HasHEM,

only thing for which we value you. Whether you are an artist, a poet, or a philosopher,
you remain a Jew.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 1, 144-45.

2 Weber, Sociology of Religion, 251.
2 Weber, Economy and Society, 614.
2 1bid., 614-16.
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a desecration of God’s Name, and was halakhically forbidden.”® To
imply that “it is certain that economic behavior was not the realm in
which a Jew could demonstrate his religious merit” shows a signifi-
cant deficiency in the understanding of Jewish law. It is true that there
are some opinions in the Talmud from rabbis saying it is permissible to
cheat Gentiles, but—Ilike all other matters discussed in the Talmud—
you will find many different opinions on every subject, many of them
harsh. These opinions were left in the Talmud to show that the issue
was disputed from every angle, and every argument that could come
up later had been covered. The trick was to know the halakha,* the ul-
timate legal decision on the issue, and regarding the issue of economic
behavior, it was prohibited to cheat anyone, Jew or Gentile.
Weber’s “double standard” criteria can be described as follows:

» Differentiation in business practices when dealing with social groups
other than your own.

*  Looking at the business realm as not being a proper forum for “dem-
onstrating religious merit.”

* Indealing with “strangers;” i.e., those outside one’s social group, not
having business dealings “infused with positive ethical value.”

These are the limitations of the general principle of a “double stan-
dard” as described by Weber as they were applied to Jews. Now we
shall see if they also apply to Christians as well.

Weber’s analogy between the Jew’s ethical standard and the Prot-
estant Christian’s ethical standard is striking:

The pious Puritan...could demonstrate his religious merit through his
economic activity because he did nothing ethically reprehensible, he did
not resort to any lax interpretations of religious codes or to systems of
double moralities, and he did not act in a manner that could be indifferent
or even reprehensible in the general realm of ethical validity...no really
pious Puritan—and this is the crucial point—could have regarded as
pleasing to God any profit derived from usury, exploitation of another’s
mistake (which was permissible to the Jew), haggling and sharp dealing,
or participation in political or colonial exploitation.”?’

2 “The first thing a person is asked when he is brought for his final judgment is, ‘Did
you do business honestly?’” (Shabbos 31a). Rabbi Yoel Schwartz, Kosher Money,
David Weiss, trans. (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers, 2004), v.

26 “We consequently find in [the Talmud] a vast collection of opinions, some of which
are mutually opposing and contradictory. Only the final results of these discussions
have binding authority; they have been set down systematically in our codes of Jewish
law.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. VII, 213.

2 Weber, Economy and Society, 614—16.
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In this excerpt (ignoring for the moment in the context of the “pi-
ous Puritan” dealing with the Native Americans), Weber deals with
criteria #2 and #3, which deal with the religious merit involved in
business, but he fails to deal with criteria #1, differentiation in busi-
ness practices when dealing with social groups other than your own.
As shown above, the Christians of Europe, Calvinists included, did in
fact employ a double ethical standard when dealing with “strangers,”
in this case, Jews. The Jews were not equal citizens with any Christian
in any country in Europe during the formation of “modern capital-
ism.” The major trade which they were involved in—moneylending—
was not the trade of choice for many of the Jews; they simply had no
other alternatives. Even moneylending was a “perilous territory, for
the repayment of loans was never a certainty—Jews did not have the
same status in law courts as did Christians—and persecution or expul-
sion could bring disaster.”® To state that the “pious Puritan” did noth-
ing “ethically reprehensible” simply because he broke no law or ethic
which already severely handicapped the Jews in all areas of business
activity throws the validity of criteria #2 and #3 into doubt also, for the
very existence of these laws showed that there was a double standard
already entrenched in Western law and culture. To understand Weber’s
observation that the “pious Puritan” did not participate “in political or
colonial exploitation,” we need to briefly overview Weber’s frame-
work for describing the various types of capitalism.

It seems as though Weber makes his point about the origins of the
modern capitalism; the Puritans did in fact develop the modern, ratio-
nalistic methods for capitalism. However, this can only be possible if
one accepts Weber’s classifications of capitalism. Weber looked upon
traditional, or ancient capitalism, as “the type of large-scale under-
taking found in all civilizations from the earliest times. These under-
takings were usually set up for specific and limited ends.”” The cat-
egories of booty capitalism and pariah capitalism (as Weber describes
them) seem to be too rigid and custom made, as if the purpose of these
categories is to make sure Weber’s concept of rational capitalism is
more tightly defined. It is not Weber the structuralist we are taking to
task, but Weber the normative theorist, and the problems with Weber’s
structural concepts of booty capitalism.

8 Chaim Potok, Wanderings: Chaim Potok’s History of the Jews. (New York: Fawcett
Crest, 1978), 414.

2 Parkin, Max Weber, 41.
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One of the problems with Weber’s structural argument is that he
drastically downplayed the role of colonialism in his theory of modern
capitalism, regulating it to the role of booty capitalism, “a manner of
acquiring wealth and riches by way of war, plunder, and speculative
adventures.”® Weber did not explore the links between colonialism and
modern capitalism, for he categorized the different kinds of capitalism,
maintaining that booty capitalism did not have a significant impact on
modern capitalism. Weber ignored that the European countries which
developed modern capitalism were the same countries which colonized
the New World and later Africa, Asia, Australia, and the Pacific. Weber
also ignored structural reasons why neither Spain nor Portugal devel-
oped modern capitalism, which had to do with the detrimental effects
of too much gold and silver and neglect of labor and manufacturing,
whereas Holland and Great Britain used their colonies for raw materi-
als and goods such as lumber, tobacco, cotton, rubber, and sugar. An-
other important element was the exploitation of the natural resources of
the colonies as well as colonial produced goods or “cash crops” which
were then shipped back to the mother country providing the cheap raw
materials for the capitalist industries (such as cotton for England’s tex-
tile industry). The link can be made between this exploitation of colo-
nial resources, as can be seen in historical models such as Germany’s
industrial capitalism growing at the same time of her colonial expan-
sion in the late nineteenth century, England’s fall from being a world
economic power with the loss of British colonies following World War
II, and as recently as to the detrimental effect to both the United States
and Western Europe’s economy with the loss of the exploitation of the
Middle East’s inexpensive petroleum. The focus should be with the
normative factors behind the modern capitalist’s exploitation of the
land and peoples of the New World and other non-European colonies,
or the protestant ethic and the spirit of booty capitalism.

In respect to the Puritans in America, it seems that the only way
which the Puritans could morally justify the genocide of the American
Indians was for they themselves to use the concept of ressentiment.
Puritan preachers lectured from the pulpit about the concept of God
being on the side of the Christian, portraying the European Christians
as the “brave pioneers” picturing themselves as the underdogs out-
numbered by “savages” in a hostile new land, who had a “manifest

30 Tbid.
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destiny” to destroy these “infidel” occupying the land in the New
World, land that was “rightfully theirs.” The Puritan’s “double ethical
standard” which they applied to the Native Americans (and African
slaves) certainly fits into the category by Weber’s own standards. As
mentioned above, understanding Weber’s statement, that “the pious
Puritan...could demonstrate his religious merit through his economic
activity because he did nothing ethically reprehensible, he did not re-
sort to any lax interpretations of religious codes or to systems of double
moralities, and he did not act in a manner that could be indifferent or
even reprehensible in the general realm of ethical validity,”! is diffi-
cult to digest along with Weber’s statement of the “pious Puritan...not
act[ing] in a manner that could be indifferent or even reprehensible in
the general realm of ethical validity” in light of the Puritan’s treatment
of the Native Americans. It seems that the European Calvinists simply
transferred the theological reasoning of ethically reprehensible double
moralities from the Jews to the American Indians. One Christian sect
(the Mormons) even went so far as to identify the American Indians
with the lost ten tribes of Israel,*? making their ethic of ressentiment
even more theologically sound (this is also something which many of
the Puritans believed). There is also the matter of the Puritan Calvin-
ists being influenced by the ideas of Selden and Grotius, and what
effect this had on the rationality of the Puritan development of capital-
ism. How can Weber say the Jews did not influence the development
of capitalism when they had an influence on the Hebraic Calvinists?
I = . .

T IS TRUE THAT Sombart came nowhere close to Weber in establish-
ing the negative model for the western capitalistic system, contrasting
Oriental with Western European models. It is also true that Sombart
had no theological restraints before he did the research for The Jews
and Modern Capitalism. These two factors, that Sombart did not dem-
onstrate the same level of scholarship that Weber did in this particular
field and that Sombart—unlike Weber, who had studied theology—had
no religious or theological predispositions before researching his book,
were factors in Sombart’s analysis. Sombart certainly was no friend of
the Jew; his own early Marxist tendencies influenced his penchant to

31 Weber, Economy and Society, 616.

32 This belief continues among many Mormons even today, despite DNA proof to
the contrary.
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blame the Jews for inflicting capitalism upon the world.** After Hit-
ler’s rise to power, when Sombart embraced the Nazi philosophies*
and became critical of socialism, he then blamed the Jews for the
development of socialism as well. Sombart’s own negative attitudes
towards Judaism led to several misconceptions; his analysis of Juda-
ism is far from perfect, yet his antipathy for the Jews had a racist
and nationalistic foundation, not a theological foundation. This meant
Sombart could look at the Jewish religion without having to worry that
his faith would be compromised by discovering something in Judaism
which might affect his own Christian beliefs.

Sombart, as did Weber, accepted the new and popular Graf-Wellhau-
sen theory of Judaism being a developed religion, and this also affected
his understanding of Talmudic Judaism, which he looked at as “Jewish
religion—which, by the way, must not be confused with the religion of
Israel.” Despite these limitations, it should be noted that Sombart, un-
like Weber, understood and explained the corpus of Jewish Law—the
written Torah, the Talmud, and the Codes. Sombart not only understood
the difference between halakha and haggada, but he understood the
problem with taking quotations from the Talmud out of context:

Does, for example, the Talmudic adage, ‘Kill even the best of the
Gentiles,’ still hold good? Do the other terrible aphorisms ferreted out
in Jewish religious literature by Pfefferkorn, Eisenmenger, Rohling,
Dr. Justus and the rest of that fraternity, still find credence, or are they,
as the Rabbis of to-day indignantly protest, entirely obsolete?...in other
words, it is possible to ‘prove’ absolutely anything from the Talmud,
and hence the thrust and counter-thrust between the anti-Semites and
their Jewish and non-Jewish opponents from time immemorial...there

¥ “To a large extent, Sombart is sympathetic with Jews—and he certainly
differentiated himself from the Jew-as-passionate-lecher stereotypes that surrounded
him. But there are strong anti-Semitic currents that course through his thought, largely
by implication.” Johathan Freedman, The Temple of Culture: Assimilation and Anti-
Semitism in Literary Anglo-America. (New York: Oxford University Press (US),
2000), 234-35.

3 “T took advantage of the opportunity to raise the question of Sombart’s antisemitism
and reported Nazi sympathies. Baron responded that he thought that what people
say about his becoming a Nazi was not true. ‘He was a little bit of an opportunist.’
‘Sombart was not an antisemite in the normal sense,” and Jews and Capitalism was
definitely not an antisemitic book.” Robert Liberles, Salo Wittmayer Baron: Architect
of Jewish History. (New York: New York University Press, 1995), 395.

35 Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism, 206.
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is nothing surprising in this when it is remembered that to a great
extent the Talmud is nothing else than a collection of controversies of
the different Rabbinical scholars.*

In contrast to Sombart, Weber—with his limited knowledge of Ju-
daism and his disdain for rabbinic scholarship—eschewed the primary
sources of Judaism, turning instead to the New Testament in his ex-
planation of rabbinic Judaism: “The conditions presupposed by the
Gospels indicate...one consulted men who actually legitimized them-
selves through charismatic knowledge of the law and the art of inter-
pretation,” and “the accounts of the Gospels indicate...the formally
charismatic authority of the rabbinical teacher was supported solely
by education and schooling and found its analogies in many similar
phenomena from the Roman jurisconsul...to the Indian gurus.”’ It
is difficult to understand how Weber could come to this conclusion re-
garding the “formally charismatic authority of the rabbinical teacher”
by limiting his scholarship to the Christian Gospels and then compar-
ing them to Indian gurus. For some reason, this sort of logic impressed
later sociologists, unlike Sombart’s study of the primary sources of
Judaism which did not seem to impress sociologists at all.

In another example, Sombart described the mission of the Jew as
“how holiness and legalism are connected; they show that the highest
aim of [srael still is to be a kingdom of priests and a holy nation; and that
the path to that end is a strict obedience to God’s commandments.”®
Sombart’s understanding of Judaism was no doubt influenced by his
study of rabbinic scholars such as Rabbi S. R. Hirsch, for example in
Sombart’s statement:

The Torah is as binding to-day in its every word as when it was given
to Moses on Sinai. Its laws and ordinances must be observed by the
faithful, whether they be light or grave, whether they appear to have
rhyme or reason or no. And they must be strictly observed, and only
because God gave them. This implicit obedience make the righteous,
makes the saint...obedience to the behests of the Torah is the surest
ladder on which to climb to higher and higher degrees of holiness.””*

~9

¢ Tbid., 203.

37 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 392.

3% Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism, 224.
¥ 1bid., 223-24.
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IN SHARP CONTRAST to Sombart, Weber’s work echoes the theologi-
cal thought of Kant and Adam Smith, that the only thing the Jews
did that was culturally or intellectually important was to write the
preamble to the New Testament:

The world-historical importance of Jewish religious development
rests above all in the creation of the Old Testament, for one of the most
significant intellectual achievements of the Pauline mission was that it
preserved and transferred this sacred book of the Jews to Christianity
as one of its own sacred books. Yet in so doing it eliminated all those

aspects of the ethic enjoined by the Old Testament which ritually
characterize the special position of Jewry as a pariah people.*

Here is distilled the difference between the two; Sombart called
the Jews “a kingdom of priests and a holy nation,” while Weber con-
tinually used his pariah reference in describing the Jews. With Weber,
the purpose for Israel’s existence was based upon theological prem-
ises; Judaism was merely the precursor to the founding of Christian-
ity, even while saying that “empirical research, of course, treats the
data and sources of Israelite-Jewish-Christian religious developments
impartially. It seeks to interpret the sources and to explain the facts
of the one by the same principles it applies to the other.”*! Weber
re-told the history of Israel by distinctly non-Jewish principles. For
instance, Weber said that “it has been generally assumed, and rightly,
that Jeremiah is not the author of Jer. 17:19f.** This passage spoke
of keeping the Sabbath, which, according to the Wellhausen theory,
was a later addition; Weber assumes wrongly, as we have seen with
his acceptance of the literary integrity of the New Testament.

In Weber’s analysis of the “ressentiment” scriptures, he focused
upon the impact they had upon Jewish beliefs but neglects the impact
they had upon Christian beliefs and ethical conduct. The Christians
feared the “ressentiment” passages for reasons stated by Weber and
therefore kept the Jews in a “pariah” state for religious reasons, since
the Bible does in fact teach that Israel will rise above all other nations
in the end times, and to prevent this, the Christian countries employed
numerous economic, political, and social barriers (much like the “Jim

40 Weber, Ancient Judaism, 4.

“1Tbid., 426. As we have seen from Wellhausen, this is, of course, not true. The Torah
and the New Testament have been treated by two very different standards.

4 1bid., 455.



Protocols of the Sociologist 207

Crow” laws in the Southern United States which kept blacks “in their
place”). This link Weber totally ignores, thus missing the reasons for
the social closure and the “pariah” status of the Jews of Europe as well
as ignoring the Christian’s double-standard of morality.

Y

ANOTHER CONCEPT WHERE Sombart differed from Weber was the
Jewish view of God. The Jews understood God to be the ultimate in
rationality and reason; with our limited abilities and human emotions,
the only way Jews could understand God’s methods and motives was
to ascribe emotions to them such as anger, jealousy, and love. Be-
cause God is the ultimate in rationality and objectiveness, the Jews
taught that He was the model to emulate, as opposed to any mere
human. This is not to say that emotions are “bad,” for as a part of the
human experience they are both necessary and natural. The ancient
sages made it clear that the singular difference between man and all
other animals was that we are rational creatures, and our reason and
rationality could overcome emotions. The rabbis emphasized that, for
finite human minds, there was no such thing as pure objectivity; it
was a model to constantly strive towards, but ultimate objectivity was
impossible to obtain, except for God. To Sombart, the Jew’s emulation
of God led to the complete rationalization of all of life’s experiences,
which of course include economic activity:

The effect of the rationalization of the whole of life on the physical
and intellectual powers of the Jew...to a mode of living contrary to
(or side by side with) Nature and therefore also to an economic system
like the capitalistic, which is likewise contrary to...Nature. What in
reality is the idea of making profit, what is economic rationalism, but
the application to economic activities of the rules by which the Jewish
religion shaped Jewish life?*

To the Christian, or one who was reared in a Christian culture,
all sensual satisfactions which do not have to do with religion lead
away from God. To the Jew, sensual satisfactions such as sex are
fine as long as one partakes of them in moderation and at the proper
times and places. To the Jew, sensual satisfactions do not lead away
from God; rather they are a natural part of life and must be controlled

4 Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism, 237-38.
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(or “rationalized”). Weber’s thesis was an example of how a square
Christian theological concept could be hammered into a round Jewish
hole, for theological Christian concepts to have been superimposed
onto Old Testament or Jewish teachings. The effect of this, besides
giving a completely distorted view of Judaism, was to support the
concept of the so-called “Judeo-Christian” tradition, that what the
Christian believed, the Jew believed also. Thus, instead of using Juda-
ism as a contrast or a negative model to Christianity, which (accord-
ing to Christian theology) Judaism was in most aspects, this system
could use Judaism to either support or contrast a “Judeo-Christian”
theological concept at the whim of the theologian.

Christians employed an ethic of ressentiment which could not be
explained by any structural models except for theological ones, and the
Calvinists definitely employed a “double standard” toward “strang-
ers,” in this case Native Americans and Jews, whom the Calvinists
did not consider their Christian “brothers.” Weber’s definition of Jews
being a “pariah” people was therefore incorrect, since their political
and economic stratification was the direct result of Christian “differ-
entiation in business practices when dealing with social groups other
than your own.” Weber’s blaming the Jew for his troubles, implying
that they “resulted from the promises of Yahweh” was also incorrect,
since his definitions of ressentiment and an ethical “double standard”
applied to Calvinists. Since these two factors were of critical impor-
tance in Weber’s foundational thesis that Calvinism and not Judaism
(as Sombart maintained) was responsible for the “ethic”” which helped
produce capitalism, “no further proof is required” to show that We-
ber’s theory was, in effect, theological theory. The concept behind We-
ber’s thesis—that the Calvinists developed capitalism to accumulate
wealth as proof that they are “saved” (while maintaining their Gnos-
tic disdain for the “earthly” love of money) ignores the Jewish view
that mere accumulation of wealth is not a sign of Divine favor; it is
what the person does with the wealth that matters, whether a person
uses his wealth to help others or simply hoards it for self indulgence
and expensive toys—or to simply “prove” that God favors him and
that he has salvation. Weber’s thesis of Protestant Calvinism being
the vehicle that produced modern capitalism is embedded in his thesis
on Judaism, and Weber supported the same thesis of scholars such as
Wellhausen and Kant; that the pariah nation of Israel should become
extinct through assimilation and the religion of Judaism, an anachro-
nistic fossil, removed from mankind.
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Weber ends his book Ancient Judaism with these words:

The goal of the conversion of Jews has been pronounced very often by
Christendom...the missionary endeavor as well as the compulsory conversions
have always and everywhere remained equally inconsequential...all of this
makes the Jewish community remain in its self-chosen situation as a pariah
people as long and as far as the unbroken spirit of the Jewish law, and that is to
say, the spirit of the Pharisees, and the rabbis of late antiquity, continued and
continues to live on.*

This seems to be the goal of Max Weber; to break the spirit of the
“Pharisees” and rabbis by destroying the validity of the Law.®

=

THE ADVANTAGES TO the Noahide perspective as the “external, be-
havioral yardstick” is that objectivity* has always been a hallmark of
Judaism; even the early books of the Tanach are surprisingly objec-
tive for the time in which they were written. The heroes of Israel are
portrayed, not as models of perfection, but as real human beings with
real human strengths and weaknesses.*” David, the King of Israel, is
portrayed as both a wise man and a great warrior, but he is also por-
trayed as a man who avoided committing adultery by having the hus-
band of his mistress murdered, hardly a flattering exposé for Israel’s
greatest king. The point is, throughout the ages, the Jews have taught
that, even when studying the great figures from the past, one must
be objective and look at the negative as well as the positive, for you

“ Weber, Ancient Judaism, 424.

4 “Despite the fact that Weber often expressed tolerance of Jews, his scholarly and
extrascholarly utterances on Judaism and the Jews, when taken as a whole and placed
in their appropriate contexts, suggest that he was, like many other liberal nationalist
Germans, less than happy with the prospect of the continued existence of the Jewish
group.” Abraham, Max Weber and the Jewish Question, 7.

46 “Jewish Law is the only system of laws that did not emanate from the people whose
constitution it was intended to be. Judaism is the only ‘religion’ that did not originate
from the human beings who find in it the spiritual basis for their lives. It is precisely
this ‘objective’ quality of Jewish Law and of the Jewish ‘religion’ that makes them
both unique, setting them apart clearly and explicitly from all else on earth that goes
by the name of law or religion...all other ‘religions’ and codes of law have originated
only in the human minds of a given era; they merely express the conceptions of God,
of human destiny, and of their relationship to God and to one another held by a given
society at a specified period in history.” Hirsch, T 'rumath Tzvi, 279.

47 “[Scripture] teaches us how far removed Jewish ideology is from the cult of the
idealization of our great men, from endowing them with superhuman perfection.
Under the glaring light of this truth [shows us] the weakness and errors of our giants,
as well as their virtues.” Ibid., 64.
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can learn from both. This is different from the Christian portrayal of
Jesus, insisting that he was “perfect” and “without sin,” since Chris-
tians believe him to be divine, and refuse to accept anything less, no
matter what kind of evidence is presented. In the Talmud, the rabbis
questioned every law and every custom, arguing against it from ev-
ery conceivable angle, using complex and sophisticated systems of
logic to try to find any weaknesses in their arguments. The Christians,
on the other hand, did not use logic in the formation of their theol-
ogy; any arguments against their religion or which contradicted their
dogmas were suppressed, and the most damaging testimonies against
their faith were ignored. In place of rational discussion about the
problems in the way Christians interpreted the Bible, the Christians
responded irrationally by burning books, burning synagogues, and
even burning the people who were critics of their religion. Their logic
seemed to be: as long as there was no one to argue against Christian-
ity, and as long as there were no arguments against Christianity, then
Christianity must be right. This kind of “rationality” deeply affected
theology, and in turn, affected the Christian philosophers such as Au-
gustine and Aquinas who in turn influenced the later theologically-
trained philosophers such as Kant and Hegel.*® Intellectuals such as
Marx and Weber,* while studying these philosophers, inadvertently
received a heavy dose of theology along with the philosophy. When
later sociologists used the work of Marx and Weber to develop socio-
logical theories, they unwittingly infested these theories with Chris-
tian theological concepts and attitudes, yet presented the theories as
to be objective and religion-free.

Weber’s own nationalism and religious background unduly influ-
enced his thesis as he peered into the religions of other cultures. But

4 “In establishing the view that history could be made theoretically intelligible, and
an essential element of political philosophy, he produced a concept of historical
progress which is free of utopian idealism, distinguishable from theologically
inspired precursors, compatible with freedom (indeed, history becomes the story
of the realization of freedom), and an alternative to a quite different form of
historicism which thought insight into history would justify antirationalist realism or
subjectivism.” Maletz, History in Hegels “Philosophy of Right,” 209—-10.

4 “Although it is readily conceded that Weber seemed to use Marx as a focal point
in certain aspects of his work, the interesting fact remains that, in spite of Weber’s
concern to avoid both materialism and the excesses of nineteenth century idealism, his
stance toward Marx inevitably involved, consciously or not, the resurrection of some
Hegelian themes.” Roland Robertson, On the Analysis of Mysticism: Pre-Weberian,
Weberian and Post-Weberian Perspectives, 241.
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the religion of Judaism he treated much differently, and in Weber’s
arguments against the Jews we find an emotional theology in place of
his alleged cool empiricism, as well as hiding behind the theological
works of his Christian peers (such as his friend Ernst Troeltsch) instead
of grappling with Judaism one-on-one and reading the Jewish primary
sources for his information. There is no other logical explanation for
the difference in the approaches between Sombart and Weber except
for Weber’s own Protestant ethic, namely, to ignore anything from a
Jewish perspective while embracing theological viewpoints. You can
argue about Weber not being “religious” and not being a “practicing”
or a “believing” Christian, but there is no other rational explanation
for the irrationality in the theological arguments which he employs to
formulate his thesis on the Jewish ethic.

Weber’s Ancient Judaism dealt with the development of the people
of Israel, from their beginnings to the end of the first century of the
Common Era when the second Temple was destroyed. The religion
which was developed by the rabbis, what we call Judaism, was forged
out of the ashes of the Israelite civilization, and developed over the
centuries. Its growth roughly coincided with that of Christianity from
the first century onwards. Weber pointed out that neither early Chris-
tianity nor the Catholic Church developed the ethic which was con-
ducive to the development of capitalism, yet he doesn’t allow for the
changes which Judaism underwent during this same time period. To
suggest that the religion of the Jews in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries was the same as the Judaism nearly two thousand years ear-
lier was ludicrous and insulting to the intelligence of the reader; al-
though the Torah does not change, the structure of Jewish Law was
flexible enough to adapt to changing times and circumstances. But
because Weber limited himself to “modern Protestant, especially Ger-
man, scholarship,” he ignored the teachings of Judaism during the cru-
cial time in which capitalism developed. Weber kept his view strictly
Protestant-Christian, myopically focusing upon the ancient Jewish
civilization through the anti-Semitic lens of German scholarship:

All over the world, for several millennia, the characteristic forms of
the capitalist employment of wealth have been state-provisioning, the
financing of states, tax-farming, the financing of military colonies, the
establishment of great plantations, trade, and moneylending...one finds
Jews involved in just these activities, found at all times and places but
especially characteristic of antiquity...the Jews evinced the ancient and
medieval business temper which had been and remained typical of all
primitive traders™*°

0 Weber, Economy and Society, 614.



212 Secular by Design

It is disturbing that statements such as these are ignored or over-
looked by sociologists. Conditioned by the “Great is Diana of the
Ephesians!”-type mantra of the supremacy of classical Western schol-
arship, Western academicians—like Wellhausen—were, almost with-
out knowing the reasons for the hypothesis, prepared to accept that the
Jews were an inferior money-grubbing culture, and whose writings
and scholarship were of no account.

o=
IN A SPEECH given at Munich University in 1918, Weber said:

Integrity, however, compels us to state that for the many who today

tarry for new prophets and saviors, the situation is the same as

resounds in the beautiful Edomite watchman’s song of the period of
exile that has been included among Isaiah’s oracles: He calleth to
me out of Seir, Watchman, what of the night? The watchman said,

The morning cometh, and also the night: if ye will enquire, enquire

ye: return, come. The people to whom this was said has enquired

and tarried for more than two millennia, and we are shaken when we
realize its fate. From this we want to draw the lesson that nothing is
gained by yearning and tarrying alone, and we shall act differently.

We shall set to work and meet the ‘demands of the day,” in human

relations as well as in our vocation.”!

Weber seemed to miss the point that the “yearning and tarrying” was
the result of the Edomite keeping the Israelite out of his land by force.
But Weber was correct on one thing: the Germans would certainly act
differently in just a few years down the road.

In direct contrast to Weber, Sombart’s understanding of Judaism
was different: “Now what of the contents of the ordinances? All of
them aim at the subjugation of the merely animal instincts in man,
at the bridling of his desires and inclinations and at the replacing of
impulses by thoughtful action; in short, at the ‘ethical tempering of
man.””? Despite his own personal shortcomings, Sombart grasped the
nature of Judaism as well as the main conflict within the historical
context that both Sombart and Weber dealt with, namely, which group
provided the ethos for capitalism, the modern system of organized
production, the Jews or the Puritans? Seen on a superficial level, by
using the methodology of his “ideal type” analysis in which Weber

SIH. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (trans. and eds), From Max Weber: Essays in
Sociology, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1946), 156.

52 Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism, 227.
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built his “historical types of concerted action,” he did not contrast
with the opposing “subjective” view, the Judaic viewpoint, and in-
stead compared Judaism with other unrelated religions and faiths. The
historical context in which Weber operated was a purely Christian one.
Sombart, on the other hand, utilized Judaic scholarship, and grasped
the understanding that the modern Jew had in ethics, rather than the
traditional Christian viewpoint which Weber based his analysis:

These words show clearly enough how holiness and legalism are
connected; they show that the highest aim of Israel still is to be a
kingdom of priests and a holy nation; and that the path to that end
is a strict obedience to God’s commandments. Once this becomes
apparent, we can imagine the importance the Jewish religion has for
the whole of life. In the long run, external legalism does not remain
external; it exercises a constant influence on the inner life, which
obtains its peculiar character from the observance of the law.>

~D

To CONCLUDE THIS analysis of Max Weber’s theories on Judaism,
we need to point out, again, that it was in fact the Calvinist societies
which developed the modern capitalistic system as described by We-
ber. What can be disputed are Weber’s normative reasons of why the
Calvinists and not the Jews developed it. It seems as though later so-
ciological theorists, apparently over-impressed by the amount of We-
ber’s research, made the simple mistake of scrutinizing and analyzing
Weber’s theoretical methods without bothering to first look into the
possibility that Weber’s theories might have been negatively affected
by his theological beliefs and ethics. All subsequent sociologists, from
Parsons on down the line, obviously disregarded Weber’s own thesis
“which is generally the most difficult to grasp: the influence of cer-
tain religious ideas on the development of an economic spirit, or the
ethos of an economic system.”* In this case, it was the influence of
religious ideas upon a certain German sociologist which was too
difficult to grasp, since, as Parsons himself stated, the sociologists
did not focus upon religion “as the theologian or church historian

53 Guenther Roth, introduction to Economy and Society, XXXVi.
% Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism, 224.

55 Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, 27.
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conceives it.” The result of this oversight was that sociologists looked
at Max Weber’s work from every conceivable angle except the one
which was the most important: from a Jewish or Noahide viewpoint.
The result was that Weber’s theory was much more subjective than its
supporters knew, since it came from a decidedly Christian viewpoint,
using Christian concepts in its foundations in the mistaken belief that
to be “objective” one must not use a “religious” viewpoint to augment
the development of sociological theory. Sombart, on the other hand,
grasped that the Jewish view of what constituted “religion” was vastly
different from the Christian who confined “the worship of [God] to
certain places, times and occasions, to temples, churches, synagogues,
festivals and special ceremonies of life.””*® The bottom line was that
Werner Sombeart, the future Nazi, was more objective and sympathetic
to Judaism than Max Weber, the paragon of sociological objectivity.
Max Weber was the best the secular academic social sciences had to
offer, whose “rich empirical studies of the world’s great historical reli-
gions...[and] extraordinary combination of erudition in the social sci-
ences, disinterested and impartial observation,”” and his “superb pen-
chant for the architectonic construction of sociological categories”®
led to his work on Ancient Judaism and Judaism’s role in the devel-
opment of the spirit of capitalism, and whose analytical acumen was
described in glowing reverential terms as “the hand of the master...
evident in the ordering of immense masses of scholarly material from
various disciplines.”® Max Weber, the renowned economic historian
with his broad background in, among other things, German Law and
German Economic history, and whose Sociology of Religion is said
to be “the most crucial contribution of our century to the comparative
and evolutionary understanding of the relations between religion and
society, and even of society and culture generally.”® Despite these
impressive accolades, we see that Max Weber gave Julius Wellhau-
sen’s documentary theory a false credibility, and that his moral and

5¢ Hirsch, commentary to Psalms, §i. 51.

7 Ephraim Fischoff, trans., Sociology of Religion, xxiii.
38 Ibid, xxiv.

% Tbid.

% Talcott Parsons, Introduction to Weber’s Sociology of Religion, Ixxvii.
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ethical analysis of Judaism was based on a theological foundation.
Max Weber’s theology played a major role in his theories and the
subsequent secularization theory of Talcott Parsons, influencing the
way the social sciences viewed Judaism®' in the twentieth century,
paving the way to a rationalization of Nazism® and other anti-Zionist
and anti-Judaic philosophies which influence Western academia to
this day,” endlessly citing works of earlier scholars who themselves
cited earlier theological works—particularly German—quoting secu-
lar or Christian “experts” on Judaism. This chain of academic anti-
Semitism invariably goes back to the theologians such as Martin Lu-
ther, Thomas Aquinas, and Augustine of Hippo, and ultimately the
authors of the New Testament.

1 “There is ‘Oriental philology,” a kind of ‘Biblical archacology’ supported by reports
brought back by modern explorers of the Orient. The expounders of this ‘comparative
philology’ seek to apply their interpretations of the linguistic and cultural phenomena
of the non-Jewish Orient to the history, language and culture of Judaism. They do
not consider that the unique character of God’s Law, which dominates the life, the
thoughts, the emotions, the words and the actions of an entire nation in the spirit of
pure monotheism, makes it possible that this Law of God could, and we may indeed
safely say, should, have exerted such a unique creative influence on the language and
culture of the Jewish people that our sacred literature can be studied only ‘out of itself,’
without attempting to compare it with the literary products of other civilizations.”
Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. VIII, 320-21.

¢ “The most famous legal theorist of Nazism, Carl Schmitt, drew heavily upon
Weber’s thinking when developing his theories about the Fiihrerstaat.” Thomas
Ekstrand, Max Weber in a Theological Perspective, 131.

8 “The historical study of the Holocaust has proved beyond reasonable doubt that the
Nazi perpetrated genocide was a legitimate outcome of rational bureaucratic culture.”
Zygmunt Bauman, “Sociology after the Holocaust.” The British Journal of Sociology.
Vol. 39, No. 4 (Dec. 1988), 469.
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Max Weber adopted the concept of ‘ideal-type’ as a basic element of his
sociological method. The so-called ‘ideal-type’ is an intellectual construct in which
one brings together all the characteristic features of a given cultural phenomenon,
thereby defining its basic nature.

— Irving M. Zeitlin'

HE IMPACT OF WEBER’S THEOLOGICAL THEORIES ABOUT JUDAISM AND

the Torah has continued to have a substantial effect on the so-

cial sciences throughout the twentieth century, and the “Old”
Testament has been scrutinized for well over a hundred years by liter-
ary textual criticism, usually described with language such as “cult”
or “primitive.” Christianity, on the other hand, is hardly ever described
with these words, or any words that carry a negative connotation. The
Torah is textually analyzed, and differences in the wording of events
or differences and apparent contradictions “prove” that it was written
by different people over a period of time. The New Testament is treat-
ed differently; the textual differences, the disagreeing genealogies, the
differences in the stories (was Jesus born in Nazareth or Bethlehem?)
are explained by saying that the author in question (Matthew, Mark,
Luke, or John) simply wanted to give a different side or spin to the
same exact event or teaching. The Graf-Wellhausen supporters use
an elaborate explanation to “prove” that the Torah was written much
later than Moses’ time, while using a different but equally elaborate
system to “prove” that the Gospels were indeed written in the first
century by the apostles whose names appear on the title of the books.
The evidence of the documentation of the creation of the New Testa-
ment—the writings of the early church fathers as well as the papyri
and vellum parchments that have been recovered—is ignored, and
the teachings in the Gospels are presented as authentic. The Torah is
compared to other ancient religious writings, again “proving” that the
Torah is a collection of stories and laws assimilated from surround-
ing cultures. Christianity is not presented in this way; it is not com-
pared to Marcionism, Valentinism, Theodotianism, or Manicheism to

! Zeitlin, Ancient Judaism, 1.
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show its links to classical Gnosticism. Christianity is inadvertently
and consistently presented as a “unique” religion, a true religion with
a unique and true savior, and the effects of Christianity on sociology
have remained even to the early twenty-first century—indebted to a
great degree to Max Weber’s theology used in his theories on Ancient
Jewish religion—and there is a continuing impact of the theological
values upon sociological theory to this day.

For example, one popular modern sociologist dealing with the
subject of Judaism is Irving M. Zeitlin. In Zeitlin’s Ancient Judaism:
Biblical Criticism from Max Weber to the Present, Zeitlin begins by
talking about elements of the Canaanite religion [Deut. 18] that God
explicitly told Israel not to emulate. Zeitlin draws on the Ras Sham-
ra tablets which date to around the year 1200 BcE. Zeitlin says that
“what the Ras Shamra evidence shows beyond doubt is that the Ca-
naanites did in fact have an influence upon the culture of Israel. The
only question is not whether such an influence existed, but rather its
nature, and how and when it occurred.”” From the rabbinic point of
view, the influence of Canaanite culture on Israel was all negative,’
basically, the Canaanites were an example of what not to do. Zeitlin,
however, continued the sociological practice of using German Prot-
estant theologians such as Albrecht Alt* and Jewish assimilationist
sources such as Hermann Gunkel, which led to his view that “Israel’s
culture is a syncretic product of the prolonged interaction with the
Canaanites,” and that “magical forces according to pagan mytholo-
gy reside in the idols, is something which the Bible never succeeds in
grasping.”® Zeitlin ignores the rabbinic teaching that the Canaanites
were “disgorged” from the Land of Israel because of their abomina-
ble culture, and that many of the laws in the Torah were to prevent the

2 Ibid., 19.

* Early Israelite religion was monotheistic. Israel had neither male and female
prostitutes in the Temple, nor did they sacrifice children by burying them alive. Any
similarities between the two are vague and forced; there were good reasons that the
Canaanites and their immoral memes were eliminated.

4 “‘Secular history,” writes Alt, ‘provides no grounds for believing that the ancestors
of Israel lived for a time in Palestine, then went away, and finally returned to establish
themselves.’” Zeitlin, Ancient Judaism, 64.

5 Ibid., 23.
¢Ibid., 34.
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Jews from synthesizing the Canaanite culture with their own (cf. Lev.
18:24-29). As for Zeitlin’s statement that the Bible “never grasped”
the idea that pagans believed their idols had magical powers shows an
unfamiliarity of the teaching that God is the source of all power (cf.
Isaiah ch. 44) and that idols are powerless. Even today, with very rare
exceptions, when interpreting the Torah, rabbinic scholarship and
viewpoints are still disregarded in favor of non-Jewish viewpoints
and scholarship. Zeitlin makes observations based on the documen-
tary hypothesis saying that “the theory that the Pentateuch consists of
diverse sources or authors is almost universally accepted by modern
biblical scholars.”” What needs to be emphasized is that the “theo-
ry...accepted by modern biblical scholars” is only accepted by non-
Jewish scholars who ignore rabbinic scholars. If Jewish scholars are
used, it is typically non-observant Jewish scholars who reinforce the
Wellhausen thesis. Had Zeitlin used authentic rabbinic sources, he
would not have made such fundamental mistakes such as stating that
“in Genesis, or the patriarchal ‘straum’ of the tradition, Egypt plays a
central role. Both Abraham and Isaac find their way there because of
the famine in Canaan.”® Isaac did not go to Egypt. In Genesis 26:2,
God forbids Isaac to go to Egypt since, according to Rashi, he had
been placed on the altar of the Akeidah, and was considered an un-
blemished offering. Again, Zeitlin states that “the fear of Isaac [Gen.
31:42] may have derived from the appearance of a deity that terrified
Isaac. ‘Fear’ is often a term for god in other religions. However, W.
F. Albright has suggested that pahad should be rendered as kindred
or kinsman since in other Semitic languages it means ‘clan.””” Had
Albright read the commentary of Rabbi S. R. Hirsch, whose grasp of
Hebrew was nonpareil in comparison with the secular scholars, he
would have seen that Hirsch translated the Hebrew Pachad Yitzchak
as the “Dread of Isaac.”'’ These fundamental mistakes are typical of
the academic who disregards rabbinic scholarship.

Over one hundred years after its publication, and its thorough
rebuttal by rabbinic scholarship, Zeitlin still uses the theological

7 1bid., 284.
#1bid., 67.
?1bid., 63.

10<“Pgchad Yitzchak is not a name for God, but refers to that dread moment of the Akeda,
when Isaac felt the knife already drawn at his throat.” Hirsch, T rumath Tzvi, 145.
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Wellhausen theory in explaining the Torah: “Genesis, then, is a folk-
book in so far as it relates popular traditions that originated in the
ecarliest memories of the people. The traditions were transmitted from
generation to generation until they were written down in much their
present form in the tenth century BC.”"" This statement, along with
others such as “one important issue is whether Abraham, Isaac, Ja-
cob, Joseph, Ishmael, Esau, et al. are individuals or personifications
of tribes. For Gunkel, the names referred to the tribes themselves”'?
and “whereas J uses [HasHEM] throughout Genesis, that is, through-
out the pre-Mosaic period, not so E and P”!* show the influence that
Wellhausen had long after his theory was in vogue. Zeitlin explains
his reliance upon the Wellhausen theory, even though “Wellhausen’s
theory did not go unchallenged, the few dissenting voices raised in
opposition to it, were ignored”'*—apparently even by Zeitlin himself.

Zeitlin elaborates upon the concept of the Torah as a developed
religion, saying that “while it is most likely that the patriarchs were
polytheists, they were nevertheless pioneers in intuiting a religious
idea that could be built upon later.”!> This reflects a theme expressed
by Toynbee:

In this picture Christianity stands, not side by side with Judaism, but

on its shoulders, while they both tower above the primitive religion of

Israel...before and below the Prophets, the Biblical tradition presents

us with a Moses, and before and below Moses with an Abraham. These

dim figures are regarded by one school of modern Western “higher

critics” as mere creatures of a primitive mythopoeic imagination, and

by another school as at least partially authentic historical persons who
have left their marks upon “folk memory.”!¢

It is little wonder that, when studying biblical interpretation, begin-
ning with the idea that the stories in the Tanach are “mythopoeic” will
lead one to conclusions not in agreement with rabbinic commentary.
To call Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob “polytheists” is a denial of one of
the great themes of the Torah; the singularity of God.

1 Zeitlin, Ancient Judaism, 38.
12 Ibid.

13 Ibid., 58.

4 Ibid., 287.

15 Ibid., 69.

16 Toynbee, 4 Study of History, Vol. 5, 119.
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Another modern sociologist, Jeffrey Kaplan, a professor at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin at Oshkosh, wrote a book entitled Radical Reli-
gion in America: Millenarian Movements from the Far Right to the
Children of Noah. This book talks about some of the most radical and
violent Christian groups such as the Christian Identity and the National
Socialist Party of America as well as pagan religions such as Odinism
and Asatra (Kaplan devotes an entire chapter to the German/Norse
Odinism as well as Asatru, two religions that have much less in com-
mon with Christianity than does Islam). He also includes a chapter on
the Bnai Noah as one of his “millenarian” movements, portraying the
Bnai Noah as a fringe religious group instead of it being a teaching of
mainstream orthodox Judaism. The absurdity of this is not lost even on
Kaplan; he opens his chapter on the Brnai Noah with an apologetic “the
inclusion of the philo-Semitic B’nai Noah or Children of Noah may
at first glance seem incongruous in a book devoted largely to racialist
and anti-Semitic belief systems.”!” There is a reason for this, obviously,
although not the one which he presents. Dr. Kaplan is a professor of Is-
lamic studies, a Fulbright lecturer in Hebron (in the West Bank) during
the late 1980s. He has also taught in Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Indone-
sia—all militant Islamic countries. So it is perhaps no surprise that Dr.
Kaplan, who is immersed in Islamic culture and religion, would take
a negative approach to the Bnai Noah and author a book trying to tie
the Noahide movement in with “radical” and “dangerous” movements.

Although Kaplan ties the Brai Noah in with the “millenarian”
movements because of their expected hope of the Messiah, one must
understand that the Messiah the Brai Noah is expecting is the Jewish
Messiah, not the Christian one. Kaplan describes the Bnai Noah as
“no less radically contra-acculturative...than are the most outspoken
of racialist millenarians.”'® According to Kaplan, it is the hatred of
the right-wing Christian groups that ties the Bnai Noah in with them.
In actuality, the reason the groups Kaplan lists in his book hate the
Bnai Noah is precisely because they hate Judaism and Jews. Radical
Muslims also hate Jews, so it would make sense that Kaplan would
have included Islam in his list of “radical religions” as well. After
all, a religion that glories in the terrorist massacre of innocent civil-
ians by strapping bombs to women and children certainly seems to

17 Jeffrey Kaplan, Radical Religion in America: Millenarian Movements from the Far
Right to the Children of Noah. (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1997), 100.

18 Ibid.
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fit the moniker of “radical religion.” (It should be noted that there is
a disparate body count; radical Muslims have murdered nearly three
thousand American citizens in the United States alone, and “radical”
Noahides have, to date, not murdered anyone.) Once again, we see
theological themes sneaking their way into sociological theory; one
problem with Kaplan’s thesis is that the concept of the “millenarian
movement” is a Christian concept, not a Jewish one.

T~

A DISTINCT PATTERN developed in the German school' of the so-
cial sciences starting in the late eighteenth century with Kant and pro-
gressing through the nineteenth century with Hegel, Wellhausen, and
Weber—particularly Weber’s theories of ressentiment and pariahism,
which supported the academic foundation for the later policies of the
Nazi regime.® Were the Germans intrinsically evil, as Goldhagen
postulated in his book Hitler's Willing Executioners? Were the Ger-
mans any more evil in nature than the Poles or the Lithuanians, whose
citizens also turned on the Jews? Were the Germans less moral than
the British, with their deplorable treatment of the Irish, the Kenyans,
or the people of India? Or even the Christian Americans, whose Jim
Crow laws in the South, with “colored only” signs on benches and wa-
ter-fountains, lynching and beatings of black Americans, internment
of Japanese-Americans in our own concentration camps, and our at-
tempted genocide of Native Americans (which was only a generation
or two removed from World War Two) which mirrored the atrocities of
the Nazis? Were the German people destined for Gotterdimmerung,

1 “The unresolved problem of classical antiquity is the task of bringing the liberation
inherent in individuality and knowledge to some fruitful embodiment in the world.
In this task, the Germanic realm, combining as well as modifying the influences of
classical antiquity and Christianity, builds up the groundwork of the modern state. The
Germanic realm is itself originally pervaded by a division between faith and reason,
church and state, and Hegel suggests that these seem for a long time to be two opposed
realms (§§ 359-60). But there is nevertheless an implicit unity, which is brought to
light in the genesis of the nineteenth-century state. In fact the new principle is less a
harmonious combination of these opposing forces than the victory of reason and the
state over faith and the church” Maletz, History in Hegel s “Philosophy of Right”, 2217.

20 “The theme of Jewish parasitism was also central to the societal conversation about
Jews in Weimar and during the Nazi period...the common view in Germany echoed
Hitler’s: The Jews were parasites whose working lives were devoted to feeding on the
blood of the industrious German people...getting a Jew to work, for those beholden
to the prevailing German model of Jews, was an expressive act, was, to use Weber’s
term, value rational.” Goldhagen, Hitler s Willing Executioners, 284—85.
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as Herman Wouk suggested, when Arminius in 9 cE defeated three
Roman legions in the Teutoburg Forest east of the Rhine, securing
forever a refuge for German barbarism? The Holocaust was no mere
aberration of history or of a modern military regime in the hands of
a madman; it was Western Europe putting into practice the Chris-
tian teachings and interpretations of the past nineteen centuries,
teachings of men such as John Chrysostom and Martin Luther, and
a culmination of centuries of Christian crusades, inquisitions, and
pogroms against the Jews. Although there were a small number of
Christians who risked their lives to save Jews during the Holocaust,
the sad fact is that, overwhelmingly, the German man-in-the-street
(as well as the Polish, Lithuanian, French, etc.) was either a partici-
pant or turned a blind eye to the massacre of an entire people. In the
early 20th century Germany was considered the most cultured, civi-
lized, and advanced society in Western Culture. The Germans took
the anti-Semitic lessons gleaned from “classical” sources that were
popularized from the “Age of Enlightenment,” where science and
reason captured the attention and imagination of the greatest minds
of Western Culture, and wove them into a systematic model of Bibli-
cal interpretation that influenced Western academics, politics, and
public opinion. In the nineteenth century, Germany led the way in
scholarship as well as development of the modern university system
(and secondary schools as well). During the nineteenth century, the
movement away from “religion” and towards positivism became an
intellectual weapon in the hands of German scholars, and the reasons
behind German eugenics? and the medical experiments of German
doctors such as Josef Mengele were considered (at the time) scien-
tifically sound. This leads to the question: how does one in our mod-
ern culture expand the paradigms of intellectualism, not simply as a
social class or academic elite, but in the tools and resources used in

2 The “science” of eugenics was based on the earlier work of Enlightenment
philosophers such as Hume, Kant, and Hegel. “The superabundance of the iron
particles, which are present in all human blood, and which are precipitated in the
reticular substance through evaporation of the acids of phosphorus (which make all
Negroes stink) cause the blackness that shines through the superficial skin ... in short,
the Negro is produced, well suited to his climate; that is, strong fleshy, supple, but
in the midst of the bountiful provision of his motherland lazy, soft and dawdling.”
Immanuel Kant, Of the Different Races of Man. Race and the Enlightenment: A Reader.
Emmanuel Chukwudi Eze, ed. (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, Ltd., 2000), 46.
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intellectual thought, to balance science and reason with justice and
morality without eschewing the lessons taught in the Torah?

Guenther Roth, in his introduction to Weber’s Economy and Soci-
ety, explains how Weber “builds a sociological scaffolding for raising
some of the big questions about the origins and the possible directions
of the modern world.”?* A few other questions come to mind, howev-
er, such as why sociologists have failed to explain the theological scaf-
folding in their “scientific” theories on Jewish culture and religion,
and why, despite the complex methodology and erudition, they con-
tinue to use these theological constructs in their approach to Judaism.

The mystery of why the more highly educated people in our so-
ciety are less religious is really no mystery at all. It has little to do
with innate intelligence, logic, or reason; it has to do with the modern
intellectual’s foe, the religion of Christianity, whose Gnostic theol-
ogy is ill-equipped to deal with science or reason, and exacerbated by
Greek and Roman anti-Semitism, whether in its theological or positiv-
ist form, along with the exclusion and ridicule of genuine Torah in our
colleges and universities. To limit intellectual thought to Greek and
Roman culture where the intellectual is little more than the field agent
of the army whose commander-in-chief is the philosopher (as Ayn
Rand put it) limits our intellectual activity. To be able to “think out-
side the box,” to have an “external, behavioral yardstick,” to question
the limits of intellectual thought that are based on Greek and Roman
secular and religious disciplines taught in our institutions of higher
learning is why the Noahide perspective is so vitally important.

The intellectual damage of the teachings of men such as Max We-
ber went far beyond the academic institutions; for over a hundred
years the men (and increasingly, the women) who would become our
nation’s political and economic leaders were exposed to these sub-
tle (as well as the not-so-subtle) anti-Semitic teachings. From every
school, from every college, from every university, we find the teach-
ing that the Jews were a fossilized race clinging to a repugnant and
barbaric theology that was even more detestable than Christianity, and
the book they based their claims upon was at best a crude mythol-
ogy, and at worst a complete fabrication. Any claims the Jews had as
a separate people or a sovereign nation were, as taught by our “en-
lightened” academic institutions, based on fairy tales and folklore and

22 Guenther Roth, introduction to Economy and Society, XXXV.
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could therefore be dismissed. These ideas were carried from the class-
room into the halls of Congress, the Supreme Court, and ultimately
into the White House itself. The intellectuals who made the decisions
for our society would be guided by these principles, and this would
severely impact the world’s political and economic climate throughout
the twentieth century.?

~D

THE PROCEss OF developing a logical and rational intellectual ap-
proach to the Torah is fraught with difficulties. As we have seen, al-
though there are academic disciplines that discuss the Torah, they de-
liberately misrepresent the Torah and the teachings of the rabbis. The
path of rationality and level-headed objectivism of our modern edu-
cational system runs into a cliff of emotional and illogical arguments
when confronted with the Torah, and few can scale its heights without
being properly equipped with the knowledge, the tools of Torah, and
an understanding of rabbinic logic.

The first step is to understand the observation Sam Harris made*
about having our beliefs modified by new facts. In a quote apocry-
phally attributed to John Maynard Keynes, when asked why he had
changed his position on a certain topic, Keynes reportedly said:
“When the facts change, I change my mind. What do you do, sir?”
When this question is put to the secular intellectuals, when it comes
to the Torah, the answer is that they either ignore or distort the facts.
This might seem like a sweeping generalization to some, but the facts
are incontrovertible. There is no discipline or academic institution that
has or even supports a system that teaches Torah to non-Jews. In fact,
our schools, colleges, and universities employ a system designed to
distort, misrepresent, and demean the Torah.

2 “In the wake of the political upheavals that accompanied and followed the French
Revolution, many profound changes occurred in the moral and social conditions of
Europe’s intellectual structure. These affected practically all cultural institutions and
standards of ethics. No wonder that “religion” and its tenets—alleged to be at the root
of a bankrupt social system, one of the main causes of the tremors which shook the
civilized world—could not cope any longer with the new Europe which emerged from
decades of war and revolution. Then a new political order became apparent, which
undertook to restore the old structure of Europe under a new alliance of nations
while retaining the cultural achievements of the Revolution. ‘Religion,” as it had
been known, remained however the opprobrium of the time of ‘Enlightenment.’”
Hirsch, Collected Wrtitings, Vol. 138-39.

2 Epigraph p. 35 above.
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In order for those living in Western society to, as Sam Harris put
it, “collaborate with one another in a truly open-ended way,” the intel-
lectuals® of our society must be open to new facts—in this case, that
the Torah has been blocked from academic discourse for reasons not
based on logic or reason.” Those who are in political and financial
control of our society do not want the Torah to have a fair representa-
tion in the court of public opinion. To understand the reasons behind
this we must look at our political and economic systems, not from a
liberal or conservative viewpoint, but from the Noahide perspective.

3 “One thing we know from history is that political mobilization is impossible without
an intellectual mobilization to clear the way.” Daniel Lazare, The Velvet Coup: The
Constitution, the Supreme Court, and the Decline of American Democracy. (London:
Verso, 2001), 133.

% “There is nothing that is hidden or obscure in Judaism. Anyone who wishes to
obtain a clear view of Jewish thinking and Jewish life can do so without difficulty.
Jewish scriptures are not mysterious hieroglyphics; the Jewish Bible is available
and accessible to every man, woman and child...yet almost no subject of scholarly
research is less understood and more misinterpreted than Jewish life and thought...
From Tacitus—whose writings usually reflect a clear-thinking, razor-sharp mind but
who maintains that Jews worship donkey heads—down to the most recent ‘experts’
on Judaism, almost everything that is said and written about things Jewish amounts to
pure caricature.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. VIII, 249.
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Overview

When you step back and pose the civilizational question about Rome—On
balance, who prevailed? —it’s not at all clear that the Romans were driven
from the field. The religion of the Romans, Christianity, became the religion
of the newcomers, and to this day the language of the Romans is, in a sense—
mutatis mutandis—spoken by their descendants. The people in the Roman lands
remained drinkers of wine. Their architectural designs and building techniques
became standard. Their towns and cities are still inhabited, and their seasonal
rituals, under different names, still celebrated. Their attention to law and to legal
systems spoke powerfully to America’s own Founders, and Roman law remains
foundational in Europe to this day.

— Cullen Murphy'

HE CLOSEST THING JUDAISM HAS TO A CREED WOULD PROBABLY BE
the Shema from Deuteronomy 6:4, “Hear O Israel: HasHewm is
our God, Hasrewm is the One and Only!” The Noahide “creed”
would no doubt be Rabbi Hillel’s injunction “what is hateful to your-
self, do not do to another.” The Edomite creed is summed up best by
the popular bumper-sticker from the 1980s: “He who dies with the
most toys wins!”? The Edomite is consumed by consumerism, by ma-
terial delights, by possessions. The Edomite is egocentric, with a what
is mine is mine and what is yours is yours® attitude that permeates our

! Cullen Murphy, Are We Rome? (New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2007),
183-84.

2 “The psalmist [Psalm 49, verses 7-9] now speaks of those who know no fear not
because they have faith in God but because they place their trust in their material
possessions. They measure the value of their lives, that is, ‘the emanation of their
personalities,” only in terms of the abundance of their tangible wealth. They use their
possessions only for selfish purposes and not as a means toward the end of fulfilling
their duty.” Hirsch, The Hirsch Psalms, §i, 349.

3 America’s attitude towards the poor, its attitude towards poor immigrants, and
the recent beatings of the homeless draws unpleasant comparisons to Sodom. “The
maxim 9V 7ov % 'Y, ‘I keep what is mine, you keep what is yours’ stamps being
necessitous as a crime, and reliving it as folly and a crime against the public welfare.
Under the regime of Sodomite justice, where only achievement but not necessity, is
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economy, our government, and especially our legal system.* Even the
majority religion of Edomic civilization—Christianity—is a religion
based on individual salvation without regard to the community.> Of
all of the evil deeds by Edom, however, “the absence of justice is
the most serious, bringing about the destruction of civilization in its
wake.” [Redak, from San. 108a]® This difference on the philosophical
outlook in life between Isracl and Edom was the subject of a book
written by Maurice Samuel titled You Gentiles.

Maurice Samuel was a Romanian-born Jewish intellectual who
emigrated to the United States at the beginning of World War I and
who published You Gentiles a decade later. The theme of You Gentiles
is about the difference in Gentile and Jewish “character,” about the
fundamental differences between Esau and Jacob. In his book, Samuel
explained that the distinction between nations and peoples is a spiri-
tual distinction, that the difference between a Frenchman or an Eng-
lishman or an American, or even a Westernized Arab or Asian is much
less than the difference between a Jew and a Gentile. Samuel said, in
the beginning of his book, that “I have long pondered this question
of Jew and gentile it is because I suspected from the first dawning of
Jewish self-consciousness that Jew and gentile are two worlds, that
between you gentiles and us Jews there lies an unbridgeable gulf.””” He
then goes on to describe this great spiritual gulf, the difference in the
mindset of the Jew and the Gentile:

considered as a ground for a claim, poverty and wretchedness are despised; at most,
strangers who are prospective profit-bringing rich men, like Lot, may be admitted, but
‘begging is prohibited’, and improvident hungry unfortunates are treated as criminals
and can only expect ‘jail and being moved on.”” Hirsch, Commentary on the Torah:
Bereishis, 321.

4 “We have seen how the Civil Law of Rome and the Common Law of England have
extended their influence over a great part of the inhabited globe.” R. W. Lee, “The
Civil Law and the Common Law: A World Survey.” Michigan Law Review. Vol. 14,
No. 2 (December 1915), 94.

5 “Gnostic theology is basically self-centered, as can be seen by the Gnostic theol-
ogy on social responsibility: ‘Judge not, that you not be judged’ (Matthew 7:1, Luke
6:37). This teaches that your responsibility only begins and ends with yourself. The
Gnostics say you are to forgive, they teach you should be merciful, and you should do
good works—only to bring reward to yourself. The Gnostic message is save yourself.”
Cecil, The Noahide Code, 103.

¢ Rabbi A. J. Rosenberg, Isaiah, Vol. 2. (Brooklyn: The Judaica Press, Inc., 2004), 468.

7 Samuel, You Gentiles, 9.
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To you life is a game and a gallant adventure, and all life’s enterprises
partake of the spirit of the adventurous. To us life is a serious and sober
duty pointed to a definite and inescapable task. Your relations to gods
and men spring from the joy and rhythm of the temporary comradeship
or enmity of spirit. Our relation to God and men is dictated by a somber
subjection to some eternal principle. Your way of life, your moralities
and codes, are the rules of a game—none the less severe or exacting
for that, but not inspired by a sense of fundamental purposefulness.
Our way of life, or morality and code, do not refer to temporary rules
which govern a temporary and trivial pastime...to you morality is ‘the
right thing,” to us morality is “right.” For all the changing problems
of human relationship which rise with changing circumstances you
lay down the rules and regulations of the warrior, the sportsman, the
gentleman; we refer all problems seriously to eternal law. For you
certain acts are ‘unbecoming’ to the pertinent ideal type—whether he
be a knight or a ‘decent fellow.” We have no such changing systems of
reference—only one command.®

For Samuel, the rules that Gentiles create for themselves are rules
of a game. Take “honor” for example. In Gentile society, “honor” is
held in highest regard. Duels have been fought over it, people have
died for it. But there is no sense of what is right or wrong with “hon-
or,” such as “honor between gentlemen” and “honor among thieves
and pirates.” Non-Jews spend inordinate amounts of time with things
that, from the Noahide perspective, are meaningless at best and at
worst morally destructive, as Samuel pointed out:

Wars for Helen and for Jenkins’ ear; duels for honor and for gambling
debts, death for a flag, loyalties, gallant gestures, a world that centers
round sport and war, with a system of virtues related to these; art that
springs not from God but from the joyousness and suffering of the
free man, a world of play which takes death itself as part of the play,
to be approached as carelessly and pleasantly as any other turn of
chance, cities and states and mighty enterprises built up on the same
rush of feeling and energy as carries a football team—and in the same
ideology—this is the efflorescence of the Western world.””

The Jews have routinely been criticized for their “nitpicky atten-
tion to the minutiae of the Law.”!° Yet our Western society has its own

8 Ibid., 31-32.
?1bid., 35.

19 “It has been contended that Judaism based on the Halachah rests on an arid
legalism with its sole concern for religious rites and observances, devoid of
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nitpickiness when it comes to law, too often in matters that so baffled
Jews such as Maurice Samuel. While criticizing the Jews and their
Oral Law, the Gentiles fill their minds with meaningless laws and ritu-
als. For example, let us look at the game of baseball, the Great Ameri-
can Pastime, a game which is made up of insignificant nitpicky laws.

The origins of the game (or “sport”) of baseball go back to the nine-
teenth century (there is a legend that modern baseball was a creation of
Abner Doubleday, who commanded the First Corps at Gettysburg after
General John F. Reynolds was killed), and it consists of grown men in
funny-looking outfits hitting a little ball with a wooden stick and run-
ning around in circles touching bags anchored in the ground while other
grown men chase after them and try to touch them with the ball. There
are many laws dealing with the ball itself. The ball is to be made of cork,
rubber, and yarn; it is then covered with cowhide (before 1974, horse-
hide). The laws of this game stipulate that the ball must be nine inches
in circumference and weigh five ounces, and must retain its shape after
being subjected to a 65 pound force and distort less than 8/100ths of an
inch under compression as well as it registering a rebound of 54.6% of
the original velocity when hit with the stick. There are similar laws con-
cerning the other equipment and tools for this game, such as the wooden
sticks used to hit the ball, the oversized leather gloves used to catch the
ball, and the costumes worn by the men.

The ball is put in play by what is called a “pitcher” who gets to
stand on a mound of dirt. This is no ordinary mound of dirt, however;
the dirt has to be piled up to exact specifications. The mound of dirt
must be exactly eighteen feet in diameter, and no more than ten inches
higher than the flat playing field. The top of the mound is a level area
which must be five feet wide and thirty—four inches deep, and there
is a thick rubber “plate” twenty-four inches wide and six inches deep
that is exactly eighteen inches from the dead center of the mound. The
slope of the mound starts six inches from the front of this plate, and it
has to slope one inch for each foot of the mound. There are many other
laws involving what the pitcher can or cannot do, including one of the
most important—not to drool on the ball, which is considered a very
serious infraction indeed. The pitcher can be ejected from the game if
he drools on the ball.

spiritual significance.” Dayan Dr. Myer S. Lew, The Humanity of Jewish Law.
(London: The Soncino Press, 1985), 1.
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The object of the game is for the “pitcher” to throw the ball to the
man with the stick, called the “batter.” There are all sorts of laws about
the stick, which is called the “bat.” A few of these laws include that a
“bat” cannot be longer than forty—two inches long and no wider than
two and three-quarter inches wide at its widest part, it has to be made
out of solid wood, and a prohibition on putting gooey tree sap more
than eighteen inches up from the end of the handle of the stick.

The pitcher tries to throw the ball past the man with the wooden
stick, and the man with the stick tries to hit the ball with the stick. The
batter stands next to a five-sided slab of whitened rubber called the
“plate” which is exactly seventeen inches long with two of the sides
set at an angle to make a point. The pitcher has to throw the ball over
this “plate” in order for it to count. Once the man with the wooden
stick hits the ball, he must run around in a square that has three fifteen
inch stuffed square bags in the corners of the square, touching them
with a part of his body (usually his foot, but also his hands or what-
ever part of the body he can make contact with). The stuffed bags
must be exactly 90 feet from one another, and exactly 127 feet 3 3/8
inches from the opposite diagonal bag, and the field must conform to
other exact dimensions. There are many other rules that involve the
man with the wooden stick as well as the men in the field that try to
catch the ball that the man with the wooden stick hits, the men who
run around the square field touching the stuffed bags, as well as the
“umpires,” men who are the paid legal “experts” that stand around in
various parts of the field to ensure that all of these laws are upheld.

For over a hundred years, many of these men who have a higher
than average ability to hit the little ball with the wooden stick have
become cultural heroes'' to the public at large. Detailed statistics of
their performance are kept, often down to a ten-thousandth of a deci-
mal point; how many times a man with the wooden stick hits the ball,
or how many times he does not get to hit the ball, the percentage of
how many times he hits the ball versus the attempts to hit the ball,
how many times he gets to run to the first stuffed bag, how many times
he gets to run to the second stuffed bag or the third stuffed bag, and

1" “Hero worship” is another oddity of Western Culture. There is an entire industry built
on “hero worship,” and the youth of the West admire and emulate many of our cultural
“heroes” despite the dubious moral turpitude of many of these so-called “heroes.”
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so on. Statistics are kept on the man who throws the ball to the man
with the wooden stick; how many times he throws the ball and the
batter misses hitting the ball, how many times he throws the ball and
the batter hits it, etc. These statistics are well-known to the “fans” of
the game, the people who pay enormous sums of money to go to the
multi-million dollar coliseums that are built specifically for this game,
and these statistics are often discussed and debated among the pub-
lic, many whom consider these statistics important. Even the Supreme
Court has spent time ruling on this “game” in cases such as Federal
Baseball Club v. National League (1922), Flood v. Kuhn (1972), and
Major League Baseball Players Association v. Steve Garvey (2001).

There are many other “sports” that are equally as important to other
Western nations, sports that involve running around kicking a ball, or
throwing a ball through a round metal hoop or running around in the
grass or mud with a ball, or hitting a little ball with a stick to make it
go into a small hole in the ground, racing around a track on foot, on
horseback, or with machines. All of these “sports” have hundreds of
similar laws ruling the games they play, and the nitpicky minutiae of
the number of these laws and the seriousness with which they are ap-
plied are amazing, to say the least.'?

Many of these coliseum events are dangerous (particularly the ones
involving people racing around a track on machines). There are many

12 The love of nitpicky rules and regulations are not limited to games; another example is
“dining etiquette.” When eating out at a fancy or expensive restaurant or a formal dinner
at someone’s home, there are extensive and complicated rituals and rules governing
proper dining behavior. There are rules about the procedures of sitting down, of the
utensils used, and even about the “napkin,” a small cloth used to wipe off any stray food.
There are rules about when one must unfold the napkin, where one puts the napkin while
dining, how to use the napkin properly, what to do with the napkin if you have to be
excused momentarily, and what to do with the napkin after your meal.

There are rules on when to start eating. There are rules about forks, spoons, knives,
plates, bowls, and glasses; which different knife, fork, spoon, plate, bowl, or glass
one should use at what time in the meal and with what food or drink. There are rules
about how the knives, forks, spoons, plates, bowls and glasses are to be presented, and
how to set them on the table. There are rules about how to hold your utensils, what
to do with them when you are eating, what to do with them when you are finished
eating, and what to do with them if you have to be excused for a moment. There are
rules about serving food, and rules about passing food around the table. There are
rules about how to eat your food, and which utensils should be eaten with which food.
There are rules about table manners such as how one should sit, or what parts of the
body should or should not be on the table (such as elbows) as well as rules about how
much one should eat, how quickly one should eat, and what to do after eating. These
rules are taken very seriously by many, particularly the upper class.
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of these “sports,” however, that regularly have occasional fighting,
particularly the one where the “players” wear big padded costumes
and are forced to play on a slippery field of ice using special shoes with
a metal blade attached on the bottom. This is so they can maneuver
around the ice with long, curved sticks so they can hit a rounded and
flattened chunk of vulcanized rubber into a net. The intermittent fights
that break out during the game are highly enjoyed by the “spectators.”
Of course, for those who enjoy more sanguinary entertainment there
are always the ancient Greek standbys—boxing and wrestling—and
these events are often held in large coliseums. This love of coliseum
sporting events featuring fighting and death is one of the West’s more
obvious social patterns inherited from Rome.

It was this emphasis of sports on our culture—particularly by those
who sneer at Judaism being full of nitpicky laws—which led Mau-
rice Samuel to observe that the Gentile’s “ideal morality is a sporting
morality.”"® The value our culture has put on sports has led to the ethos
of “sportsmanship,” which can be summed up as “it is not if you win
or lose, but how you play the game.” When one ponders the way our
society has treated the Jews and the Torah, it is no wonder that Samuel
said that “compared with each other, you are gentlemen, warriors, de-
mocracies: set side by side with us, you are bullies and cowards and
mobs.”*

Those who think this an unfair exaggeration must understand how
international politics, with politicians who were run through the aca-
demic mill of Western culture, have treated Israel. The nations of the
world criticize Israel for their treatment of the Palestinians, for their
occupation of the West Bank and Gaza,'® yet who drew the geopoliti-
cal lines designating these areas? The United States has embassies in
every nation’s capital but one: Jerusalem. Israel has named Jerusalem
the capital, yet nearly every nation on earth has their embassies else-
where, and do not recognize Jerusalem as the capital of Israel. What
reasons do the nations of the world have to dictate to Israel—a sover-
eign state—the terms of which city is the capital of their own nation?

13 Samuel, You Gentiles, 42.
4 Ibid., 129.

15 As can be seen in statements such as “the painful history of the Israeli occupation of
the West Bank and Gaza.” Harris, The End of Faith, 109.
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Here, in the political arena, we see that the rules of “sportsmanship”
do not apply to Israel, and the “great gulf” spoken of by Maurice
Samuel manifests itself in the way the Western Nations treat Israel
differently from other sovereign nations.

o

How HAVE THE HISTORICAL, philosophical, and sociological attitudes
regarding the Jews influenced modern politics in regards to the modern
state of Israel? At the end of World War I, after nineteen centuries of
continuous foreign rule by the Romans, Byzantines, Arabs, Crusaders,
Mamelukes, and the Ottomans, the iron grip of Edom on Eretz Yisrael,
the Land of Israel, began to loosen. On November 2, 1917, a letter was
sent to Lord Rothchild from Arthur James Lord Balfour:

Dear Lord Rothchild,

I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on behalf of His
Majesty’s Government, the following declaration of sympathy with
Jewish Zionist aspirations which has been submitted to and approved
by, the Cabinet.

“His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in
Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their
best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being
clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice
the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in
Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any
other country.”

I should be grateful if you would bring this declaration to the
knowledge of the Zionist Federation.

Yours sincerely,
Arthur James Balfour.'¢

Oddly, it seems that no one ever stops to ask the question: what
exactly gave Britain the “right” to grant Jews the right to live in their
own ancient homeland? At the end of World War I and the defeat
of the Central Powers (Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Turkey), the
victorious militaries of Britain and France occupied the Middle East,
and they decided to carve up the former Ottoman Empire into na-
tions populated with the indigenous wandering Arab desert tribes.
The French and British decided to name the new states using quaint

16 Walter Laqueur and Barry Rubin, ed. The Israeli-Arab Reader: A Documentary
History of the Middle East Conflict. (New York: Penguin Books, 1984), 18.
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Biblical names such as Syria, Jordan, and Lebanon. They also thought
it would be prudent (seeing how it was getting close to Jesus’ two
thousandth birthday) to return the Jews to the ancient land of Israel in
order to facilitate “Christ’s return.”

Problems with the plan, however, began almost immediately. Hus-
sein ibn Ali, the Hashemite and sharif of Mecca, was unhappy about
the situation, and tried in vain to negotiate with the British to create
“not self-determination for the Arabic-speaking subjects of the de-
funct Ottoman Empire but the formation of a successor empire, ex-
tending well beyond the predominately Arabic-speaking territories.”!”
The spoke in Hussian’s wheel was the plan for a Jewish homeland in
Israel, for “the core of the pan-Arab rejection of the Jewish right to
statehood [was] no concern for the national rights of the Palestinian
Arabs but a desire to fend off a perceived encroachment on the pan-
Arab imperial patrimony...Palestine was not perceived as a distinct
entity deserving of national self-determination but as an integral part
of a unified regional Arab order.”'® Attacks on Jews by Arabs occurred
in Jerusalem, Jaffa, and Hadera; synagogues were destroyed, and there
were murders, rapes, and beatings of Jews. Thus began the Arab’s war
of terror on the Jewish population of Israel.

We need to point out that, contrary to popular belief, there had al-
ways been a Jewish presence in the Land of Israel since the Bar Koch-
ba revolt in the early second century. No Edomite Empire, for nearly
two thousand years, had managed to eradicate the Jews totally from
the land. We should also point out that, during the first years of the
“partition plan,” that “the ‘historic rights’ of the Arabs to Palestine, al-
legedly existing for a thousand years, had not yet been discovered.”"’
This was because there had never been a state, nation, or country
called “Palestine.” The term “Palestine” to denote the Land of Israel
was invented by the Romans (after the Bar Kochba revolt was crushed
in 135 cE) as an insult to the Jews; it was derived from the Greek
word “Palestini,” or “land of the Philistines,” the Biblical enemies

17 Efrain Karsh, Islamic Imperialism. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007),
133-34.

'8 Ibid., 140.

19 Samuel Katz, Battleground: Fact & Fantasy in Palestine. (New York: Taylor
Productions, Ltd., 2002), 42.
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of Israel who lived along the coast (roughly from Jaffa to Gaza) and
had long since vanished. The Arabic term “Filistine” comes from this
Edomite word, and was not generally used until after the 1967 Six Day
War; “Filistine” is a political designation, not a word used to describe
nationality. The language, cultural or ethnic differences between the
“Filistine” Arabs and the Arabs of surrounding states was no greater
than, say, the differences between the American citizens of Tennessee
and those in Illinois or Oregon.

The British interest in “Palestine” was not only about theologi-
cal concerns, but to secure the flank of the Suez Canal, the important
water route to their Empire. The officials who were in charge of the
British “mandate” in “Palestine” did not share the lofty ideals of Lord
Balfour and were mainly concerned with keeping order. To keep the
“peace,” they caved in to Arab demands, first by lopping off the entire
area of Eastern “Palestine” (which the British had promised earlier to
Israel) and giving it to the Arabs, an area which would later be named
“TransJordan.” Of course, there were plenty of anti-Semites in high
positions, such as assistant secretary Ernest T. Richmond. Richmond
finagled to have Haj Amin el Husseini appointed as Mufti of Jerusalem
and de-facto leader of the “Palestinian” Arabs, a post he would hold
onto until World War II. Husseini’s credentials were perfect for the
job: Husseini had served in the Ottoman Military, fighting the British,
and hated Jews with a passion, and he had been one of the ringleaders
in the riots in Jerusalem in the spring of 1920.%° Also, Husseini would
later become a close friend and advisor to Adolf Hitler, supporting
Hitler’s plans for the “Final Solution.” Among Husseini’s duties as
Mufti were to spread anti-Jewish propaganda and to organize attacks
on Jewish settlers.

As the lukewarm British support for the Balfour declaration cooled,
the British started restricting Jewish immigration into the land they
had promised them while, at the same time, allowing a great deal of
Arab immigration. This became official policy with the drafting of
the Passfield White Paper in October of 1930 (following the Arab
pogroms of the previous year). In the White Paper of 1939, there was
even more revision on the Balfour Declaration, stating that “His Maj-
esty’s Government believe that the framers of the Mandate in which

2 The British Court of Inquiry would sum up this attack as “The Jews were the victims
of a peculiarly brutal and cowardly attack, the majority of the casualties being old
men, women and children.” Ibid., 64.
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the Balfour Declaration was embodied could not have intended that
Palestine should be converted into a Jewish State against the will of
the Arab population of the country.”?! Thus the British slammed the
door shut on Jewish immigration to Israel during the Holocaust.

We pause here to ask a few questions. The first is, if the British
were so concerned about protecting the Suez Canal, why would they
support a population of Arabs that were decidedly pro-Nazi? Second-
ly, why were the British so concerned about the “rights” of the “in-
digenous Arab population” of “Palestine” when British attitude con-
cerning the rights of other indigenous populations in countries which
they controlled (Kenya and India, for example) were exactly the op-
posite? Why would the British be concerned with protecting “the civil
and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine”
when Jews living in Arab states were constantly being stripped of their
rights??? And finally, why would anyone think that the British, or any
other Western nation, would behave any differently towards a people
that have been portrayed in academia as a “fossilized, barbarous, and
pariah” nation, a nation whose only claims to the land were from a
book and religion that Western scholarship had endeavored to show
was false and corrupted?

On November 29, 1947, when the enormity of the Holocaust had
shamed even the most jaded Christian, the United Nations General
Assembly passed Resolution 181, dividing the Land of Israel (af-
ter nearly eighty per cent of what Britain had promised to the Jews
was taken away to create “Jordan”) into separate Jewish and Arab
homelands, with Jerusalem as an “international city.” This proposition

2! Laqueur and Rubin, The Israeli-Arab Reader, 66.

22 Many of the Jews living in neighboring Arab lands were driven out of communities
which they had lived in for centuries, too often the Jews were forced to leave with
only the clothes on their back. “Israel has not found sympathy anywhere. Those who
harbored hostile feelings against Isracl were in the overwhelming majority. But,
what was even worse, the reins of power were in the hands of those who actively
desired to paralyze Israel, to hinder it in its every movement, to render it powerless
while it was yet alive. It was for this purpose that they came forward against Israel
with trumped-up charges. It was their intention to force Israel ‘1X’ in this manner, to
restore ‘all that which it had actually acquired by honest and legal means’ as if Israel
had obtained such possessions by ‘robbery.” In generally, the Jews were denied the
right to existence. Everything that a Jew possessed, even if he had acquired it by
unimpeachably honest means, was viewed, or at least treated, as loot which had been
amassed by robbing other nations.” Hirsch, The Hirsch Psalms, §i, 473.
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was accepted by the Jews but rejected by the Arabs. The day after Is-
rael declared its independence on May 14, 1948, the larger and better-
equipped Arab armies invaded Israel, aiming to “drive the Jews into
the sea.” After Isracl defeated the Arabs, the West Bank was controlled
by Jordan and the Gaza by Egypt. No attempt or even dialogue was
made to take these areas away from Jordan and Egypt to create a “Pal-
estinian Homeland,” a fact too often overlooked by intellectuals today.

By May of 1967 the countries of Egypt, Syria, and Jordan had been
rearming themselves for a war against Isracl. Egyptian President Ga-
mal Abdel Nasser was explicit in his aims—to drive the Jews into the
sea and destroy the nation of Israel. Egyptian, Syrian, and Jordanian
troops began massing on Israel’s borders, and on May twenty-second,
Egypt closed the Straits of Tiran to all Israeli shipping, an obvious act
of war. On the fifth of June, Israel attacked in what is now known as
the “Six Day War,” taking Gaza and the Sinai from Egypt, the West
Bank from Jordan, and the Golan Heights from Syria. Since that time,
these areas (except for Sinai, which was returned to Egypt twelve
years after the war) have been depicted on Western maps as “occupied
territories” even though these areas were part of the original “Jewish
homeland” promised under the original British Mandate after World
War I and part of the ancient and traditional Jewish homeland. The
nonsense we hear almost daily in the Western press about “the pain-
ful history of the Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza™*
ignores that Egypt and Jordan occupied these areas for two decades
(1948-1967) without a hint of setting up an independent “Palestin-
ian State” for the “refugees,” and that this land had been promised to
Israel before Britain reneged on the deal.

In order to understand the context of the Arab’s claim to these lands,
we have to keep in mind that none of the Arab states that border Israel
existed before 1920—all were carved out of the Ottoman Empire, and
none of them had existed as independent states for over a thousand
years, yet the West regards this Israeli “appropriation” of Arab lands a
violation of their “sovereignty.” The West is constantly bemoaning the
fate of the hundreds of thousands of “Palestinians” who were “driv-
en” from their “homeland,” while ignoring the plight of the hundreds
of thousands of Jews driven from Arabic nations—from communi-
ties where Jews have lived for centuries—forcing Jews to leave their

2 Harris, The End of Faith, 109.
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property behind. The West also ignores that “Jordan”—the area that
was originally supposed to be part of the Jewish homeland promised
by Britain—is where the “Palestinian” Arabs have a “homeland.”* As
author Eugene Narrett explained:
The discussions of strange, otherwise unfathomable political alliances
and pressures, diplomatic initiatives and dicta, economic, strategic,
and Intelligence failures of the West become comprehensible when
seen in relation to the unvarying pole star of the oligarchies that control
western policies to facilitate, encourage, even to take pride in attrition
against the Jewish people until the heartland of Israel is cleansed of
Jews and Jewish sovereignty.”

Britain and France, conquerors of the Ottoman Empire in the First
World War, claimed the right to say who lived where in the Middle East,
what nations should be formed, and what they should be named. The
Jews, on the other hand, had no right to say what should be done with
the same lands they conquered militarily, even when they were part of
the ancient homeland of Israel. What we see are the Edomite memes in
action—the hatred of Israel, Jews, and the Torah that overrides every
other political and economic concern, even going so far as to back the
supporters of Adolf Hitler and of Nazism.?

=

ThiE structUrRAL DYNAMIC Of the Western double-standard in regard
to Israel”” makes it clear that the rules of “sportsmanship” and “fair
play” do not apply to the Jews in politics, economics, or any other
social activity. This double standard, seen in the way scholars have
treated the Torah, the way historians have treated Israel, and the way

24 “The solution was, obviously, to create two states side by side ... and so it would
have been, decades ago, if the messianic rabbis and mullahs and priests could have
been kept out of it.” Hitchens, God is not Great, 24.

2 Eugene Narrett, Israel and the Endtimes: Writings on the Logic and Surface
Turbulence of History. (Bloomington: AuthorHouse, 2000), ix.

% For example, in David’s Psalm (Ps. 144) of victory over his enemies is explained
by Rabbi S. R. Hirsch: “[David] knows that war is necessary because of the perfidy
of the nations with which no dependable covenant of peace can be made, and whose
insidious politics makes constant preparedness for war imperative.” Hirsch, The
Hirsch Psalms, §ii, 462.

27 Because of this double-standard, we can also dismiss the claim that there is a
difference between anti-Zionism and anti-Semitism; anti-Zionism is merely a different
form of anti-Semitism.
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sociologists treated Judaism, cannot be blamed solely on Christianity,
for it goes far beyond the bounds of religious intolerance. The proto-
cols of Edom are to eliminate the Jews, to eliminate Israel,”® and to
eliminate the Torah from existence, for as long as Israel survives it is
a threat to Edom’s power.

The characteristics of the Roman/Edomite culture and nation are a
self-aggrandizing lust for power? (political, economic, and military)
coupled with a hatred of the norms and values of the Torah which are
embodied in Israel. In the Edomite society, the economy is structured
upon a large slave/serf/low-paid worker society, and wealth and prop-
erty flow from the bottom working class to the cadre of the Ruling
Class who are constantly consolidating their wealth and power. Al-
though the Edomite may trade peacefully with its neighbors, it often
relies on hamas (the Hebrew word for violence and robbery)—par-
ticularly by warfare which it is most adept—to steal resources from
weaker nations. In this way it acquires the raw materials it needs: coal,
lumber, metals, oil, or more animal or human labor. As its resources
run out (often with the destruction of the environment), the economy
and the society collapse, and are swallowed up by another Edomite
nation. At the end of the fifteenth century, the Spanish and Portuguese
(both speaking Romance—i.e., Latin-based—Ilanguages) invaded and
plundered the Americas. The Dutch, the French, and the British fol-
lowed their example, and by the early twentieth century, most of the

2 “In the final analysis, the fight of Israel’s enemies is not directed against us but
against ‘Thee’; that is, against God Himself. God stands in the way of men and nations
with His absolute power as a ruler and with the absolute requirements of His moral law,
for both of which He has sent Israel as a memorial and messenger among the nations.
Judaism, with its concept of the invisible God and its idealistic views of the world and
of life as a whole, has always been thoroughly hated by those who capitalize upon
the degeneracy and corruptibility of man...the advent of ‘Israel’ as...a nation among
nations, bare of all those things upon which the other nations base their existence,
represents such a protest against the entire social and political structure of the rest of
the world that the nations would desire nothing more than the elimination of Israel
from their midst, so that its very name...and the fact of its persistent survival should
no longer proclaim the ultimate and universal supremacy of God’s rule.” Hirsch,
Psalms, §ii, 94-95.

» “The men of the East India Company, the Spanish conquistadors, the investors in
South African mines and the slave traders knew very well what they wanted. They
wanted to be rich. Colonial empires were exploited ruthlessly as sources of cheap raw
materials and cheap labour, and as monopolized markets.” Anthony Brewer, Marxist
Theories of Imperialism: A Critical Survey. (London, New York Taylor & Francis
Routledge, 1990), 2.
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world’s nations had fallen under the influence, if not the direct politi-
cal and economic control, of Western Edomite civilization.*

30 “The key to the Westerners’ success in creating the first truly global empires between
1500 and 1750 depended upon precisely those improvements in the ability to wage
war which have been termed ‘the military revolution.” The Expansion of the West was
also facilitated by the superiority in organization, discipline, and training of its troops
and subsequently by the superior weapons, transport, logistics, and medical services
resulting from its leadership in the Industrial Revolution. The West won the world
not by the superiority of its ideas or values or religion (to which few members of
other civilizations were converted) but rather by its superiority in applying organized
violence. Westerns often forget this fact; non-Westerns never do.” Huntington. The
Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, 51.



Rq%xive Intellectualism

In Talmudic sources and in Midrashic literature the names Esau-Edom are
often identified with Rome. Rashi echoes these traditions when he connects the
‘fatness of the earth,” mentioned in Isaac’s blessing to Esau, with Italy (27:39;
cf. Rashi to Numbers 25:19). Later, when Rome adopted Christianity, the
same appellation was conferred upon the whole of the Christian world. Flavius
Josephus records that Tz'fo, a grandson of Esau (Genesis 36:11), was the
founder of Rome, which eventually became the center of Christianity (Ramban
on 49:31). Since then, it has become traditional to consider the Christians as
representative of Esau’s offspring and the Jews as descendants of Jacob. The
antagonism between Jacob and Esau is thus symbolic of that between Rome and
Jerusalem; and the reasons underlying this antagonism are also applicable to the
Jewish and Christian worlds. One can therefore conclude that the hostility of
Christian anti-Semites is not based on religious, political, or economic grounds;
nor is it based on any other definite motive. It is of an irrational nature, for it
goes back to the prenatal stage. It was already manifest in the womb, where
an unrelenting struggle was carried on between two brothers representing two
worlds with a deep gulf separating them. Note that it has never been possible to
discover and identify the true motives of anti-Semitism through logical analysis,
despite the countless studies devoted to it.

— Rabbi Elie Munk'

HE WORLD-HISTORICAL CONFLICT BETWEEN JACOB AND ESAU, OR ISRAEL
and Edom, was a rivalry which would define Western Civilization.
To better understand this concept, we need to explore the complex
nature of Edom in our culture. The influence of Edomite ideals and ideas®

! Munk, The Call of the Torah: Bereishis, 337.

2 “[Edom was] unlike Israel and Ishmael or Israel and Canaan. Israel’s destiny would
not be linked of necessity to that of the other nations. The world could have fifty
powerful empires without in the least affecting Israel. In the same prophecy which
assured Abraham of the greatness awaiting Isaac’s offspring, he was told that Ishmael
would be a great and powerful nation. Israel and Ishmael can coexist as easily as can
Israel and China. Geographical ‘proximity’ need not necessarily be a hindrance to
either. But Jacob and Esau cannot rise independently of one another...the history of
the world would be played out in the rivalry between the philosophies of good and evil
as represented by them.” Scherman, Bereishis, 1024.

3 “There is another dimension to Edom, one that carries it beyond its territorial
boundaries and places it squarely at the center of world history. Edom is the last, and
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has gone far beyond the confines of organized religion.* Our govern-
ment is based on an unhealthy mix of Greek democracy and Roman
Republicanism, our military culture is based on the Greek and Ro-
man love of the art of war.’ Our nation is full of examples of classical
art and architecture, such as our statues and government buildings® in
Washington D.C. Our music is based upon Greek modes and scales.
Our calendar, holidays, and weeks are organized around the Christian

most vicious, of the Four Monarchies destined to subjugate Israel in its road through
history...it is no coincidence that Edom plays this pivotal role in Israel’s history.
At the very dawn of Israel’s beginnings, God had decreed that it whom He was to
love (Malachi 1:2) would, until the End of Days, have its fate intertwined with a
balancing force of evil which would embody everything hateful to God (Malachi
1:3). Two nations were within Rebecca’s womb, and two irreconcilable world views
of peoplehood were to diverge from within her (Genesis 25:23). Never would these
two be able to coexist. One would always be in the ascendant; the other, in decline
(Rashi, there, based on Pesachim 42b, Megillah 6a).” Yechezkel. Translation and
Commentary by Rabbi Moshe Eisemann, 542.

4 “Europe and the United States, after all, have a dual heritage—Judeo-Christian
religion and ethics, Greco-Roman statecraft and law.” Berman, Dark Ages America,
88. Cf. n. 22, p. 125 above.

5 “Among the people they ruled the Romans aggressively displayed the symbols
of their power—like the well-known fasces, the wooden rods bundled around
an ax and tied up with red straps...as symbols, the fasces today seem relatively
innocuous, the bundled rods often given the anodyne interpretation ‘strength in
unity.” They were adopted as a republican symbol by a young America. Look
behind the president when he gives the State of the Union address, and you’ll see
fasces on the wall of the House chamber. You’ll see them on the massive marble
seat Abraham Lincoln occupies in his memorial. But historians remind us what the
fasces originally were: ‘a portable kit for flogging and decapitation.”” Murphy, Are
We Rome?, 128-29.

® For example, the Supreme Court building, completed in 1935, is a modern
recreation of pagan Greek and Roman temples. As were the ancient pagan temples,
the Supreme Court building is sheathed in white marble with free standing columns,
and the building is raised on a podium and a wide and formal staircase leading up
to the main entrance. In front of the Supreme Court building is the sculpture named
“The Contemplation of Justice,” a representation of Themis, the Greek goddess of
justice. The name “Justice” comes from Justicia, which was one of the four Roman
virtues depicted in the form of a woman. The bronze doors of the main entrance to
the building are seventeen feet high and weigh thirteen tons (this is another attribute
of pagan temples; bronze doors also graced the Roman senate and the pantheon).
The frieze panels on the doors show scenes from ancient Greek and Roman times.
The eight bas-relief panels include a scene from the //iad, a Roman praetor, Julian
(Roman law instructor), the publishing of the Justinian Code, the Magna Carta, the
Westminster Statute, Lord Chief Justice Coke and King James I, and Chief Justice
John Marshall and Associate Justice Joseph Story. These panels show the story of
how American law was descended from Greek and Roman law.
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Sabbath. The days of the week are named after pagan gods such as Saturn,
Odin, and Thor. Our government, schools, and businesses run according
to Christian Sabbaths and holidays. Rome has been popular in literature,’
drama,® and, most recently, motion pictures.” We enjoy “sporting” events
in large coliseums modeled after the original Coliseum in Rome, and ev-
ery four years the world watches the Olympic games, another cultural
albatross from Ancient Greece.

Even our language bears the stamp of Rome. Not only does Latin
make up a good fifty percent of modern English,'® but Latin serves as
the language of academia;'' Latin is the language of science, medi-
cine, and most importantly, law.!> Latin often adorns the architecture
of our courthouses, government buildings, and universities, and prac-
tically every single adult carries samples of Latin with them on their
person, for we have Latin on all of our coin and paper money. Observe
at the back (“tails”) of a Lincoln penny, specifically a penny made

" Popular novels such as Quo Vadis and I, Claudius were based in Ancient Rome.

8 Shakespeare had an affinity with Ancient Rome; Titus Andronicus, Coriolanus,
Julius Caesar and Antony and Cleopatra were all set in Classical Rome.

 Roman-themed motion pictures such as Cleopatra, Spartacus, and Gladiator were
all multiple-Oscar winners and popular with the public.

10“When the Norman Conquest brought French into England as the language of the
higher classes, much of the Old English vocabulary appropriate to literature and
learning died out and was replaced later by words borrowed from French and Latin.”
Albert C. Baugh, Thomas Cable, 4 History of the English Language. (Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1993), 53.

11 “Classical western political theory arose out of city-states in ancient Greece...the
root for the words city and citizen is the Latin civitas, as developed in Roman law.
The ideas of the city and citizen are of earlier origin, in the polis and polites of ancient
Greece. The Roman conception leads towards the liberal idea of citizenship as the
possession of civil rights by an individual against the state (and potentially as part of a
universal society). The Greek conception is more communitarian, stressing collective
membership and individual participation in political office.” Nancy L. Schwartz,
“Communitarian Citizenship: Marx & Weber on the City.” Polity. Vol. 17, No. 3
(Spring, 1985), 531.

12 1n a letter to John Brazier, Thomas Jefferson commented that “the lawyer finds in
the Latin language the system of civil law most conformable with the principles of
justice of any which has ever yet been established among men, and from which much
has been incorporated into our own.” Louis B. Wright, “Thomas Jefferson and the
Classics.” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society. Vol. 87, No. 3 (Jul.
14, 1943), 227.
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from 1959 to 2009. What you have on the penny is a pagan temple,
and the words E Pluribus Unum® and “One Cent,”"* words of Latin,
the language of Rome.'"> The entire structure of our culture bears the
unmistakable imprint of Edom/Rome. Our glorification and slavish
mimicry of Roman art, architecture, economics, and legal ideology
has made us culturally little more than ancient Romans in business
suits. Many would agree with “the neoconservative writer Max Boot,
arguing that America must become the successor empire to Britain
(which once saw itself as the successor empire to Rome)”!® that the
United States is the latest and most successful embodiment of Rome to
date, an embodiment which has permeated all aspects of our culture.
Our entire culture reeks of Rome."”

But, we argue, is this necessarily a bad thing? Are not the civiliza-
tions of Greece and Rome worthy of emulation? Did not the Greeks
lead us out of barbarism, teaching us that there is beauty in the world?'®

13 “Out of many, one.” This motto is disturbingly similar to “Ein Volk, ein Reich,
ein Fiihrer.”

4 From the Latin word centum, “hundred.”

15 As opposed to the “heads” side of the penny, which has the words “In God We
Trust,” “Liberty” (from Leviticus 25:10), and a bust of a man named Abraham.

16 Murphy, Are We Rome?, 7.

17 “Separation of powers, checks and balances, government in accordance with
constitutional law, a toleration of slavery, fixed terms in office, the presidential ‘veto’ (Latin
for ‘I forbid”}—all of these ideas were influenced by Roman precedents. John Adams
and his son John Quincy Adams often read Cicero and both spoke of him as a personal
inspiration. The architects of the new American capital were so taken with Rome that they
even named the now filled-in creek that flowed where the Mall is today the “Tiber River.’
Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay, in writing the Federalist Papers to
argue for the ratification of the Constitution, signed their articles with the pseudonym
‘Publius Vlerius Publicola’—who was the third consul of the Roman Republic and the
first to personify its values.” Chalmers Johnson, Nemesis: The Last Days of the American
Republic. (New York: Metropolitan Books/Henry Holt and Company, 2006), 59.

18 “Hellenistic thought stimulates mind and soul and aims to develop, through joy
in knowledge and pleasure in all that is noble, harmony and beauty as weapons to
suppress brutish outbursts of passion. It makes him responsible to himself, and expects
him to ennoble himself by self-control, by doing away with all that is evil and vulgar,
attributes that disturb the divine harmony in character and in sentiment, in speech
and in deed. The Hellenistic spirit creates civilized, gentle, joyful and free men...
the Hellenistic spirit appeals to the Godly spark in the human breast and encourages
the human mind to perfect his self-perception, to the recognition of the greatness of
intellectual pursuit and science, and guarantees man’s spirit of individual freedom.”
Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 11, 202.



248 Secular by Design

Did the Romans not create order out of chaos? Should we not cherish
the cultural gifts which Greece and Rome bequeathed to Western Civi-
lization as we cherish the nectar of the fruit and the honey of the bee?

The problem is that fruits have pits and bees have stings, and there
is a downside to Greek and Roman culture' that has a negative impact
on Western society.?’ According to the Torah, Yavan (Greece), the son
of Yaphet, was to be the developer of culture, art, and beauty. The de-
scendants of Yaphet were to decorate the tent of Shem, whose “tent” was
the framework of the moral and legal laws that provide the structure of
society.”! A legal system based on the Torah is a system based on justice
for all, not a system which favors the wealthy such as an oligarchy or a
system that discriminates against those with property such as commu-
nism. We have built a society that aspires to sit at the summit of Mount
Seir instead of the foot of Mount Moriah, a civilization that strives to be
the head of foxes rather than the tail of lions. In order to understand the
problems inherent of having a non-Torah based legal system and gov-
ernment, we must critically analyze our current political and economic
structure. The difficulty is that Americans have been conditioned to love
democracy with a visceral patriotic fervor, touching off an emotional
response when someone says something negative about the Constitu-
tion, capitalism, or democracy.?? There is hardly a tremor in these same

19 “That the Sages consider Rome to be Edom is unquestionable. References to the
present exile as Galus Edom are too numerous to need mention. Rambam (Sefer
Geulah ch. 3., p. 284, ed. Chavel) believes that because the Edomites were the first to
accept the Nazarene’s creed and they brought the cult to Rome, where it later became
the state religion.” Rabbi Hersh Goldwurm, Daniel. (Brooklyn: Mesorah Publications,
Ltd., 1998), 105.

2 “The dichotomies of Western civilization are not merely philosophical conundrums;
they are denials of the God of Abraham.” Eidelberg, Beyond the Secular Mind, 153.

21 #God will open minds to the influence of Japhet, but He will dwell in the tents of
Shem.’ (Gen. 9:27)...the cultural education of the nations of Japhet was essentially
directed to give them an emotional appreciation of grace and beauty, and to accustom
people to judge their own appearance according to the beauty and harmony around
them, as well as to apply the same measure to their moral actions and way of life...
but there was still a higher standard...human affairs must be so ordered as to make it
possible for God to dwell in our midst.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 1V, 122-23.

22 “The discovery of a pathological aspect of democracy may appear blasphemous, at
least to those who exalt democracy’s contribution to the alleviation of human misery.
But the true friend of democracy does not transform it into a religion immune to
questioning...unfortunately, the Churchillian adage that democracy is not the best
form of government but all others are worse, has become a refuge for intellectual
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people when the Torah is disparaged. Likewise, we have been taught
that the importance of the Bible is relative; the Bible is only important
to those who believe in its “myths,” and should garner no more respect
than other “ancient works of fiction.”

From the Noahide perspective, the Torah gives us a broad overview
of world history, and the world-historical importance of the Family
of Abraham: Ishmael, Jacob, and Esau,” each respectively represent-
ing Arab/Muslims, the Jews, and Western Christendom. Since the de-
scendants of Abraham play such a prominent role in current events, it
would seem that understanding their development from the primary
source of the Torah would be of no little importance, and that the keep-
ers and teachers of this great body of work—a work whose beginnings
go back to the time of the Trojan War and the reign of Tutankhamun—
should be listened to and respected. It is a work that has profoundly
affected world culture, history, art, music, literature, religion, and pol-
itics. Yet it is still a work shrouded in mystery, because of a rivalry that
stretches back nearly four thousand years.

The result of this rivalry is the irrational hatred of the Jews, a hatred
which is exemplified by the intellectuals of the “Enlightenment.” They
patted themselves on the back for their wonderful idea of government
by law, or social contract (bris).?* They spoke of how “all men are
created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain un-
alienable Rights” etc. while denying these rights to Jews. Even the re-
lease of the Jews from the ghettos and letting them become “citizens”
had an ulterior motive—to eliminate Judaism, and therefore, the Jews.

Our heritage from Greece and Rome is not only in the arts, mu-
sic, philosophy, science, government, and law; it is in the mores and
values of Edom, the selfish “what’s yours is yours and what’s mine
is mine” mindset, the lust for wealth and power, the idea that he who
steps on others to reach the top has excellent balance. Christianity has
played an important part in the transmission of these ideas, not only in
the language and law it helped preserve, but in the theology itself, of

complacency.” Paul Eidelberg, Demophrenia: Israel and the Malaise of Democracy.
(Columbia: Prescott Press, Inc., 1994), 12.

2 In his commentary to Bereishis 14:1, Ramban explains that the last of the four kings,
“Tidal, king of Goiim—this is this Evil Kingdom [Rome]...which conscripts soldiers
from all the nations of the world” [or, “alternatively, ‘which collects tribute from all
the nations.””’] Ramban, Bereishis, Vol. 1, 319.

24 The Torah is, in fact, a social contract between man and his Creator.
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its doctrine of “individual salvation” being the most important goal.?®

For the past two millennia,”® organized religions—particularly
Christianity and, to a lesser extent, Islam—have been the major car-
riers and transmitters of Edomite mores and values, the anopheles
gambiae or ixodes scapularis of Greek and Roman ideas, laws, and
culture, infecting entire societies throughout with the virus of Edom.?’
Christianity was infected from the very beginning, when Rome be-
came the political center of the Church. After Christianity spread its
theology and Justinian’s Code throughout Western Europe, a thousand
years of Pax Romana dissolved into a thousand years of darkness.
During this time, the Arabic scholars kept the Greek philosophy alive
during the Middle Ages, incubating the Edomite virus, and the re-in-
fection of these Edomite ideas occurred during the Renaissance and
throughout the Enlightenment when the Edomite memes became full-
blown. Hitchens’s statement that “religion poisons everything” is not
too far from the truth; however, it might more accurately be said that
“Edomite religious theology poisons everything,” even our “secular”
academic disciplines.?

As glorious and glittering as the accomplishments of the Enlight-
enment were, in the end Western intellectual culture only traded one
Greek/Roman way of thinking (theology) for another (scientism),

% The “save yourself” theology of the church has conditioned Americans to the
Edomite philosophy that is reflected in our society’s belief that they can do whatever
was “good in their own eyes,” justifying this attitude with words such as “freedom”
and “liberty.”

% “For two thousand years the Jewish people were governed by law—the Halakha—
without the coercive agency of any state. This phenomenon is not only unique, but
virtually incredible. It confounds and confutes all the political philosophers and
political scientists. For ever since Polemarchus and his companions compelled
Socrates to join them on the way to the home of Cephalus (in The Republic), it has
been the unanimous contention of serious students of mankind that coercion, in
contradistinction to persuasion, is an essential and inevitable ingredient of political
life. This may be construed to mean that authentic Judaism is incompatible with
politics.” Eidelberg, Beyond the Secular Mind, 165.

27 Dawkins wrote about “ideas that catch on and propagate themselves...by jumping
from brain to brain, likened them to parasites infecting a host, treated them as physi-
cally realised [sic] living structures.” Blackmore, The Meme Machine, 6.

28 “During the last century, we became intimately familiar with the right wing variety
[of anti-Semitism]; with its racialist and religious roots: the variety that found its
most extreme expression in the Nazi era. Today, with that form of anti-Semitism
utterly discredited, it is another tradition—anti-Semitism of the Left—that is gaining
respectability and momentum. The roots of this strain can be traced back to the
Enlightenment.” Schoenfeld, The Return of Anti-Semitism, 4.
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and what little Torah was taught was filtered and sterilized through
Edomite theology and philosophy. For a brief time in the seventeenth
century, there was a glimmer of open-mindedness with the work of
intellectuals such as Grotius and Selden, but the door to the Torah was
slammed shut by the later intellectuals of the Enlightenment, led by
Voltaire and the French philosophes. Later in the nineteenth century,
the German® school took the lead, assaulting the Torah with a faux-
positivism that would not only filter into Western academia, but it
would give structure to the brutal Edomite political philosophy which
manifested itself in Germany during the 1930s and 1940s.*°

The United States of America, the flagship of Edom, cannot endure
within the current paradigm of its current economic, political, and so-
cial structure. Our nation has gone through a subtle sea change in our
governmental philosophy during the past few decades, an increasing
attitude from what s mine is mine and yours is yours to the more psy-
chopathic what'’s mine is mine and what’s yours is mine. We can see
it with the bailing out of our banks and corporations while we cut
social programs to the poor. The bills Congress pass are often filled
with hidden agendas, tax cuts, and goodies for the wealthy (there is a
reason we use the non-kosher term pork to describe this). Our society
is running out of gas and will soon coast to a stop, and since there
are no more Indias or Kenyas left to subjugate, to keep the good ship
America afloat will require the increased domination and forced labor
of the lower classes. As the increasing poverty crushes the poor, there
will no doubt be social unrest. The government of the United States,
along with the Constitution, will in all probability be overthrown by
force, or, more than likely, a military coup under the pretext of “social
order.” Eventually America will collapse under the pressures of its
failed economic and social policies.’’ The cliché that democracy is

¥ “Tt is Germany, the mother of that modernized Jew, that gave birth, with him, to modern
anti-Semitism...when modernization removed the old, superstitious form of expression,
the professor replaced the priest, science religion.” Samuel, You Gentiles, 137.

30 “The era of Western history that began with the French Revolution ended in
Auschwitz.” Hertzberg, The French Enlightenment and the Jews, 5.

31 “Academic lawyers fight over constitutional principles just as academic philosophers
fight over political principles. Libertarians and socialists, democrats and elitists disagree
about the meaning of the Constitution, the proper method of interpreting the Constitution,
and the function of the judiciary in the constitutional system. What unites their theories
is their mutual assumption that similar, if not identical, conclusions follow from both
constitutional and political theory.” Mark A. Graber, “Our (Im)Perfect Constitution.”
The Review of Politics. Vol. 51, No. 1 (Winter, 1989), 87.
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the best form of government we have tried runs afoul of the logic that
it really does not matter what form of government one has as long as
the legal system is based on Torah.* This is the true battleground for
our society—the cultural foundations of Edom that have perpetuated
the hedonism of Greece and the oppressive legalism of Rome. This is
where the short-sightedness of our intellectual community manifests it-
self, such as Sam Harris’s statement that “we need a world government.
How else will a war between the United States and China ever become
as unlikely as a war between Texas and Vermont? We are a very long
way from even thinking about the possibility of a world government, to
say nothing of creating one. It would require a degree of economic, cul-
tural, and moral integration that we may never achieve.”** What Harris
forgets is that there was a sanguinary war between Texas and Vermont
only a hundred and fifty years ago (and another war between Texas and
Mexico just twenty—five years before that), and given the current politi-
cal climate between the “red states” and the “blue states,” we must at
least entertain the possibility there could be another war between the
two (not to mention between the United States and China) as long as our
culture remains in the grip of Esau.

Harris’s statement also belies another example of the short-sight-
edness of our intellectual’s inability to see out of the box of Greco/
Roman culture. Our legal system was here before the Constitution was
written, and it will doubtless be here when the Constitution is tossed
aside unless we do something about it. In Plato’s time, it was the ruler
or too often the tyrant who dictated the law, and this state of affairs
lasted until modern times. With a body of law that was impermanent
and changeable, it was important to have a specific form of govern-
ment. With the Torah as the basis of law, democracy could certainly
work as long as an “educated public,” in the words of Kant, under-
stood Torah principles; for example, that even the leaders of govern-
ment were under Torah Law, and had to follow Torah guidelines.

For over three thousand years, the Jews, the Nation of Israel, the
descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, have developed and re-
fined a Law that was given to them by the Creator of the Universe for
the purpose of teaching it to the rest of mankind. They were told, three

32So far as the Torah is concerned, it is perfectly acceptable for a people to live under
a kingship, a republic, or a mixed regime, and to have a capitalist, a socialist, or a
mixed economy.” Eidelberg, Beyond the Secular Mind, 150.

33 Harris, The End of Faith, 151.
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millennia ago, that their nation would miraculously be preserved in
order to accomplish this mission regardless of whether they deserved
it or not. They were told, millennia ago, that the nations of the world
would finally accept this Law when all other forms of human govern-
ment have been tried and failed miserably. The time has come—Ilong
past due, actually—for this Law to at least have some serious attention
paid to it. The intellectuals of the West are out of excuses for exclud-
ing Torah from their academic curriculum.

The excuse heard most often against using the Torah as a basis for
law is the fear of establishing a theocracy. The negative view of the-
ocracy has to do with the past and current abuses from the organized
religions of Christianity and Islam. The intellectual must understand
that the Torah observant Noahide-based state is a theonomy, not a the-
ocracy. The Torah supports a law-based state that puts limits on politi-
cal power. The model the Torah gives us, first of all, is a separation of
powers, particularly an independent judiciary. In Jewish law, the San-
hedrin is the most powerful branch of the government. A “separate and
independent judiciary interpreting and enforcing an independent legal
system cannot be overemphasized, and it plays an important role in
controlling government power.””** This concept, of a powerful and in-
dependent judiciary, is a relatively new idea in Western democracies,*
an institution to protect the rights of the minorities.*

Of course, for most of American history, the power of the indepen-
dent judiciary was applied to protect the rights of one specific minor-
ity: the Ruling Class. Any time the Supreme Court deviated from this
mission—such as during the tenure of Franklin Roosevelt or the War-
ren Court—there was intense political pressure to elect a conserva-
tive head of state to appoint justices who would restore the status quo.

3 Rabbi Dr. Warren Goldstein, Defending the Human Spirit: Jewish Law's Vision for
a Moral Society. (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers, 2006), 60.

35 Judicial review of the Constitution was an afterthought. It did not really begin until
Marbury v. Madison in 1803, and it was mainly the result of the forceful personality
of Chief Justice John Marshall.

36 “A clear picture emerges from Madison, Hamilton, Jefferson and de Tocqueville.
Democracy, for all its positive features, contains within it the potential for harm,
specifically harm inflicted by the majority on the rights of minorities. An independent
judiciary with the power to interpret and apply the constitution and specifically the
human rights provisions is one of the most important mechanisms for controlling the
excesses of majority rule.” Goldstein, Defending the Human Spirit, 79.
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The ultimate breakdown in our “democratic” system of an indepen-
dent judiciary occurred in 2000, when the Supreme Court voted along
strictly “conservative” lines (i.e., supporting the minority “rights” of
the Ruling Class) to install a president who lost the “democratic” vote,
yet a president who would appoint justices who would be counted
upon to interpret the Constitution according to pro-corporate agenda.
One of the greatest problems with Western regimes of the past (espe-
cially theocracies) is that the sovereign—be it king, emperor, or czar—
has too often wielded supreme authority in matters of law.?” The Torah
puts severe limitations on the leader of a state, such as the abuse of
“executive privilege” for a president, king, or whatever sort of leader
a Noahide government chooses. In a theonomy, a leader is under the
Torah and can be prosecuted as any other citizen. The head of state is
chosen by the judiciary, not the other way around as it is in Western na-
tions. Abarbanel’s suggestion—that kings (and any other heads of state)
should be given term limits to prevent abuses of power—was thought
of centuries before the idea became in vogue with Western intellectuals.

=D

CONSTITUTIONAL LAw, limits on political power by individuals such
as kings or presidents, laws against the oppression of women,* and
personal liberty—these are some of the concepts which characterize
the Torah. For all our technological advances, for all our art and sci-
ence, our music and architecture, our impressive (if wasteful) use of
fossil fuel, our culture, our society is no more morally advanced than
it was two thousand years ago. We are a culture pickled in Roman
vinegar, and for all the posturing of our modern intellectuals,® we
are faced with the unpleasant reality that our “enlightened” moral and
ethical system is no more advanced than the morality and ethics of the

37 “In Judaism, righteous laws are about, among other things, protecting vulnerable
people from oppression at the hands of the powerful. In a pre-law state of nature, it
is the fittest and strongest who survive. From a Jewish law perspective, the purpose
of a legal system is not to entrench the natural order, but to redeem it by seeking to
eliminate the injustices that result from the law of the jungle.” Ibid., 8.

3% Until the late twentieth century, it was legal in both England and America for a
husband to rape his wife, something which has always been prohibited under Torah Law.
According to Torah law, women have always been allowed to own and inherit property
as well as being allowed to run a business, ideas which are recent Western innovations.

3% “But what modern moralist would wish to follow him [Abraham]?” Dawkins, The
God Delusion, 274.



Part Two: Overview 255

ancient Greeks and Romans. We have put them on a pedestal, thinking
that their ideas, mores, and values were the highest achieved by man.

This is, of course, the intellectual’s argument, that Greek and Ro-
man thought and culture was the highest form achieved by man. The
Torah, however, is not a product of man. This is the difference. The
simple observation that these two legal systems, Roman Law and the
Torah, have different values and objectives should be enough to con-
vince us that there is a higher goal than protecting the property of the
upper class, or, in the other extreme, taking by force the property of
the upper class, or having an “upper class” to begin with. Is it the law
that stratifies the classes, or is it the class system that creates the law
which enables it to lord it over the “rabble”?

Of course, there are many who rail against the Torah, those whose
paranoia derives from losing their idol-worshiping organized religion,
their love of hedonism, or their “freedom” of doing what is good in
their own eyes. They claim that the Jews are plotting to take over the
world, a claim that has been made for generations against the nation
that has been the most defenseless and powerless of all nations. Do
these people stop and consider that the Jews are also under this same
Law, that in fact they have many more of the laws of the Torah they
have to observe and fulfill? It is not the kingship of the Jews that the
Torah represents, but the Kingship of God.** The structure of society,
what we perceive as the “secular” legal system, is to be based on the
Torah. The decorations of culture are to be provided by Bnai Yaphet,
the art and music of Greece, but the tent—the legal, political, and eco-
nomic structure—is to be provided by Bnai Shem.

The complaint among many is about this view of the legalistic na-
ture of the Noahide Law. As mentioned above, “it has been contended
that Judaism based on the Halacha rests on an arid legalism with its
sole concern for religious rites and observations, devoid of spiritual
significance.”! This is, of course, not true; the Noahide Laws are

40 “When that time comes Israel will not merge with nations of the world, but rather
the nations will merge with Israel...the Jewish people will return to their land not in
order to set up a state on the principle adopted and copied from other countries and
cultures. They will return as the people of God, ready to put into practice the Torah
and fulfill the Word of God as a nation of priests. Mankind will then derive its culture
and values from the Divine Torah and the Word of God which flows out from the land
of Israel...this future will not be the ultimate victory of ‘belief,” but the victory of
Law.” Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. IV, 227-28.

4 Lew, The Humanity of Jewish Law, 1.
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themselves “spiritual,” for in keeping these laws mankind is fine-
tuning itself spiritually to the Will of the Creator. It is our warped
view of what is “spiritual” and “secular” that has caused the prob-
lem. We ourselves are to blame for choosing the ways of Esau over
the ways of Jacob, and we cling tenaciously to a system of law and
observance that has failed miserably for the vast majority, and con-
trary to the postulations of the secular atheists, humanity did not
“grow up” during the Enlightenment. What society did do was to
take anti-Semitism to a higher level, to repackage it in a new intel-
lectual box and wrap it with “reason” to make it more fashionable
as well as embracing the destructive Edomite memes which have
wreaked havoc with Western culture:

Only a fraction of Shem’s teaching was successfully conveyed to

mankind. Even this portion was garbled, confused and weakened

to suit the Japhetic whim, leaving the enlightenment of mankind as

an unfinished goal. Only the theory was revealed to mankind while

the “Law” was omitted; the one factor was withheld on which the

redemption and the harmonious organization of all mankind is based. ..

theory, even in its purest, unmutilated form, only enlightens the mind;

it is unable to redeem the “tents” of earthly existence and to achieve

the perfection and purity of life itself.*?

Understanding the concept of Torah as social and legal theory (as
opposed to the theory of Noahide Law being a “religion” for indi-
viduals and personal salvation) is only the first step; we must put the
Torah into practice. This means developing a society based on To-
rah Law, particularly the laws dealing with government, courts, and
economics.”* We just take a hard look at our political and economic
system from a Noahide perspective instead of simply comparing it to
other Esavian systems past or present.

42 Hirsch, Collected Writings, Vol. 11, 205.

4 “Woe unto him who builds a house without justice or righteousness; who pilfers the
strength of this fellow man and fails to pay his wages; who focuses on profit, participates
in the shedding of innocent blood, and flippantly resorts to violence.” Ibid., 286.









CHAPTER FIVE

Esavian Politics

In the long run, we are going to need a science of social change. We have applied
scientific knowledge to virtually all of the practical areas of life except government
and economics—two areas still dominated by myths and ideology.

— Charles A. Reich'

NTIL NOW, WE HAVE PRIMARILY FOCUSED ON THE THEORETICAL ASPECTS
of Edomite intellectualism. We now turn to the practical applica-
tion of Edomite philosophy, and how the secular and religious

Edomite memes have come together in the interrelated areas of politics

and economics. It is here that the dearth of Torah logic and morality is

most keenly felt as our academic institutions churn out our civic, eco-
nomic, and political leaders who transfer the anti-Semitic memes from

Enlightenment-influenced philosophers, historians, theologians, and so-

ciologists and develop them into political and economic constructs. This

transference of classical ideals, mores, and values from Greek and Ro-
man thought from the intellectuals of Western culture to the cream of our
political and economic leadership has been the primary task of our edu-
cational system, and many of our most influential civic leaders have had

! Charles A. Reich, Opposing the System. (New York: Crown Publishers, Inc., 1995), 7.
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their ideals and values formed in elite boarding schools such as Groton,’
Milton,? St. Mark’s,* and St. Paul’s’ as well as the top universities such as
Harvard, Yale, and Princeton.® As our political leaders went through the
Edomite educational system, they learned the lessons and concepts which
had been formulated by the philosophers, historians, and sociologists of
the Enlightenment.” Thus the problems we face in political science and
economics are not that we lack a “science of social change” but that, in
fact, we have applied “science,” rather than Torah, to both areas. The term
“science” is used in the traditional sense, the same Greek-inspired use of
human reason and logic which we have seen used in the fields of philoso-
phy, history, religion, and sociology. This “science” can be seen in models
such as Social Darwinism, eugenics, and laissez-faire economics which
support the Edomite memes® of power and self-gratification.

=0

WHEN POLITICAL PHILOSOPHER Francis Fukuyama’s New York
Times best-selling The End of History was first published in 1992, it
generated both a good deal of both praise and controversy. The prem-
ise of Fukuyama’s argument (which was first published as an article of

2 A few noted alumni of Groton include Franklin D. Roosevelt, Sumner Welles, Richard
Whitney, George Herbert Walker 111, Joseph M. McCormick, and C. Douglass Dillion.

3 Alumni include Robert and Ted Kennedy, Elliot Richardson, and James A. Perkins.

4 Alumni include Ben Bradlee, Robert Christopher, Tim Forbes, Harold Stirling, and
William Kissam (II) Vanderbilt.

5 Alumni include John Jacob Astor I'V, Archibald Cox, William Randolph Hearst